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PREFACE

There are a great many Pauls on the market, and by no
means all of them have even walking-on parts in what
follows.

The Paul on offer here is a Paul aware of the market
around him: life-styles, images, ideas that went to make up
the very varied world of which he was a part.

He seems to have had some measure of success in showing
and articulating his new faith in terms that made some
sense to those who met him.

F. Gerald Downing

on the eve of the Feast
of the Conversion of
St. Paul. 1998.






1

A CYNIC PREPARATION FOR PAUL'S GOSPEL
FOR JEW AND GREEK, SLAVE AND FREE,
MALE AND FEMALE!

(i) How may Paul have been heard and his behaviour
perceived?

How well Paul was in fact understood by the people he
persuaded to join the Christian movement it is hard for us
to assess with any certainty. But it is clear that he
persuaded some, among them some of those to whom his
surviving letters were addressed. The problems he decides
he has to sort out in these letters would suggest that
communication had not been completely successful, either
in quantity or quality. Yet people had been persuaded to
join the movement, and so to share in common activities,
deploying common phrases as part of their active
belonging.

Paul himself tells us that he is fully aware of the
importance of using language that people will understand
(1 Cor 14.6-12), even attempting to be ‘all things to all
people’ (1 Cor 9.22); as well as being aware of the danger
involved in all this, the danger of the sophist’s superficial

1 For an earlier version of this chapter, NT§ 42 (1996), 454-62; used
here with permission.
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persuasiveness (Gal 1.10; 2 Cor 5.11).2 Paul’s success or
failure, as said, is hard to gauge. Still harder to assess is the
extent of his own actual awareness of the match or mis-
match between his proclamation and others’ appropriation
of it; though in noting that we need also to take account of
the high standards of rapport between speaker and hearers
expected in the culture of Paul’s day. It remains the case
that it is worth trying to discern and assess the contents of
Paul’s initial approaches to people in the Hellenistic towns
he visited. These will have been gentiles in the main (Gal
2.9).3 Many if not all Paul’s gentile contacts seem to have
been fully ‘pagan’ (1 Thess 1.9; Gal 4.8; 1 Cor 12.2), not
‘God-fearers’ in the sense indicated in Acts 16.14; 18.7, for
instance: when first they encountered Paul they had not yet
‘turned from idols’. Some, admittedly, could have had
some contact with Jewish ideas, but not as a group that had
already ‘turned’.# This study attempts to discern something
of what Paul may have felt - and found - such ordinary
Hellenistic townspeople would without too much difficulty
understand.

For the investigation to go ahead we have to make
the minimum preliminary assumption that Paul was fairly
confident (even if unreflectively) that he could make sense
to these Hellenised gentiles whom he addressed; and for

2 For the importance of rhetoric in Paul’s world, even with disclaimers
like Paul’s at 1 Cor 1.17-20, see, e.g., S. M. Pogoloff (1992) and B.
Winter (1997); on Paul’s disclaimers, p. 136, below; and on Paul’s
self-presentation as speaker and teacher, in more detail, ch. 6, below.

3 Gal 2.9 has, of course, to be taken along with 1 Cor 9.20 and 2 Cor.
11.24. These comments afford just one of many indications that Paul's
addressees share a common late Hellenism; cf., e.g., T. Engberg-
Pedersen (1995a), xv.

4 On the Galatian Christians as gentiles, cf. J. Murphy-O’Connor
(1996), 200 and n. 62; and further in what follows here.
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that to be so, he must have felt reasonably at ease with
some ranges of their existing vocabularies of ideas-in-
words. We must also accept for the sake of the discussion
the common conviction that in his letters Paul refers back
to the practices and beliefs and specific verbal formulae>
shared in those earliest stages of forming congregations in
Galatia, in Macedonia and in Achaea, some years before
writing the letters preserved for us.

Obviously most scholarly attention is directed —
entirely properly — towards attempts to discern what is
being said and perhaps heard in the extant letters in their
‘Christian’ context around the time of writing and first
listening, so far as that can be reconstructed.® On the other
hand, although detailed discussions of the likely intellig-
ibility of the language of Paul's supposed prior proclam-
ation to as yet uncommitted gentiles may be on the shelves,
they have so far escaped the present writer. Thus, while it
is noted, for instance, that 1 Thessalonians 1.9-10 (‘You
turned to God from idols, to serve a living and true God,
and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from
the dead, Jesus who delivers us from the wrath to come’)
may be a formulaic (even pre-Pauline) summary of early
missionary success among gentiles; yet the ‘unabridged’,
‘full-length’ wording supposedly implied appears to be
nowhere reconstructed. Assuming that what we have here
is a summary, and that Paul would not have restricted

5 Noting the proper caution entered by H. Koester, (1979), 41: the
supposed ‘formulae’ are never repeated by Paul. As in much ancient
communication, we must expect variations on formulated themes,
rather than precise verbal reproduction as such.

6 Thus, for instance, when J. P. Sampley (1991), 3-14, writes on
‘From Text to Thought World’, it is to Paul’s thought world that he
moves without further explanation, not to the thought-world of Paul’s
hearers, let alone of his early hearers.
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himself to so terse a formulation, we are still not told how
this or any other themes of his preaching might have been
fleshed out in speeches or conversations in terms likely to
have been comprehensible and also persuasive. Available
studies seem only to sketch-in the early stages of Paul’s
work with a very broad brush, and briefly.”

With no detailed lead available, at least to the
present writer, we proceed to Paul's inventio, his eUpeots,
his combined quest for what to say and how to say it when
first making contact with ‘idolatrous’ gentiles.® What
‘preparation for his gospel’, what at all serviceable words
and ideas-in-words may he have been able to discern and
deploy? The most common inference (based primarily on

7 Most studies on early Paul focus on his links with the Hellenistic
synagogues and their supposed missionary propaganda (see below and
the next two notes). On 1 Thess 1.9-10 compare the discussion in
J. Munck (1962/63), 95-110, arguing that it is an ad hoc formulation;
R. F. Collins (1984), 20-22, affording no sign of interest in the issue
posed here; so too, K. P. Donfried (1990), 20-23 on ‘The Early Paul’;
C. A. Wanamaker (1990), 84-89. Wanamaker doubts whether this is
either a ‘formula’ (or pre-Pauline), but also offers no indication of any
attempt to ‘unpack’ what this ‘summary’ may be supposed to have
‘summarised’; cf. also T. Holtz (1986), 54-64. Other recent studies
whose titles might lead the reader to expect an attempt to reconstruct
the content of Paul’s initial approach to gentiles neither include nor
refer to any such discussion; e.g., J. C. Beker (1980); G. Ludemann
(1984); C. Roetzel (1991); J. Becker (1993), cf. 8687 and 118 (the
section 130-40, ‘First Thessalonians as Evidence of Antiochene
Mission Theology’ deals only with instruction for the young
congregation); M. Goulder (1994); J. Murphy-O’Connor (1996).
F. Bovon (1982), ‘Pratiques Missionnaires’, 369-81, touches on
relevant issues (‘contextualisation’, ‘accessibility’) but with no detail
nor further promising references. It is obviously difficult to establish
even a carefully qualified negative generalisation such as the one
entered here. The discussion that follows does attempt to engage
positively with quite a wide range of nonetheless relevant studies.

8 See, again, S. M. Pogoloft (1992), ch. 2, ‘Form and Content in
Classical Rhetoric’, and there especially 44-48.
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Acts) is that Paul had to hand and used the topics, language
and ethos of a long—established and relatively successful
‘Jewish Hellenistic mission’. Whether there was any such
‘Jewish Hellenistic mission’ cannot be debated here.? But
it is argued by a number of authors that from some of the
Greek-speaking synagogues Paul would not only have
found many of its ‘god-fearing’ converts responsive to his
law-free messianic Judaism, while themselves still closely
in touch with the wider gentile world; but here would have
been available a ready-made and tested vocabulary of
Hellenistic Jewish ideas-in-words for Paul’s own preach-
ing.10 So it is often, but far too readily, concluded.

For the people Paul addresses in his letters do not
seem to have been ‘acculturated’ to the thought-forms of
even the most free-thinking Greek-speaking synagogues.
Paul’s arguments in what is taken to be his earliest letter,
1 Thessalonians, clearly presuppose little if any prior

% On the question of Hellenistic Jewish proselytising, ‘missionary’
activity, see, e.g., A. L. Segal (1990), ch. 3, ‘Conversion in Paul's
Society’, 72—-114. Though apologetic and polemic for internal con-
sumption are well evidenced, and gentiles were influenced, with some
making a full conversion, there is little to support a picture of any
widespread deliberate ‘missionising’ by Jewish groups; so, too, M.
Goodman (1989), 175-85 and (1994), 60-90; cf. J. Sievers (1995),
280. For a contrary assessment of the evidence, J. C. Paget (1996); but
Paget (102) wants to make the Thessalonians into ‘God-fearers’ even
before Paul encouraged them to ‘turn from idols’, which seems odd.
He really only succeeds in showing that gentiles might well have
received a welcome, aided by the apologetic and polemical materials of
which we are aware. He adduces no evidence for even a single
orthodox (non-Christian) Jewish figure analogous to Paul. Cf. also J.
M. G. Barclay (1996), 317-18 and n. 89, on ‘attraction’ rather than
‘mission’ as such, and 408 with n. 11.

10 ¢f. C. Bussmann (1971). The material collected is clearly apposite,
but the question of its impact on gentiles not yet drawn into the ambit
of the synagogues is not touched on; also J. Becker (1980), 43, 55-56;
C. A. Wanamaker (1990), 85; D. Seeley (1994a), 145-48.
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awareness of, let alone authority accorded to Jewish
scriptures. !! Although the Corinthian congregation may
well at the time of writing have included Jewish Christians
( 1 Cor 1.24; 9.20), Paul addresses these, too, in general
terms as converts from paganism (12.2).12 Galatian Christ-
ians were, it seemed to Paul, now beginning to take Jewish
tradition seriously, and so here he could - or must - now
argue from a Jewish scriptural basis.!3 But when he
appeals to what first convinced them in their introduction
to Christian commitment, there is no sign of their having
been given much at all by way of biblical ‘texts’. We may
note for example Galatians 3.1-5, where Paul reminds his
hearers of factors in their early believing with no reference
to scripture (none to fulfilled prophecy, for instance), and
contrast that with Acts 13.14

The Paul of the letters certainly displays amply his
own Jewish roots and also evinces some acquaintance with
the ideals and attitudes instanced elsewhere in Hellenistic
Jewish sources, and we shall revert to this later in the
present study. But, as J. M. G. Barclay has recently argued
with great thoroughness, even writing to established con-
gregations Paul does not use much of this latter, Hellenistic
Jewish material. Its apologetic aim may well have been
simply to gain respect or at least tolerance, but what is

11 ¢. A. Wanamaker (1990), 7, for Galatians, cf. again J. Murphy-
O’Connor (1996), 200 and n. 62.

12 Cf. H. Conzelmann (1975), 205. C. Senft (1979), 22, concludes that
in Corinth in particular Paul had to learn ‘un langage nouveau’ as he
faced ‘un pagano-christianisme tout neuf”.

13 Even so, J. Murphy-O’Connor argues that Paul ‘could not have
expected [these] converts from paganism to grasp the force of
arguments which depended on detailed knowledge of Jewish tradition’
(1996), 200.

14 See, e.g., J. M. G. Barclay (1988), 52.
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actually urged is a total acceptance of the Jewish Torah and
a full assimilation into the Jewish community. By contrast,
‘Paul’s tone is radically different from that total
commitment to the law which we find in writers as diverse
as Aristeas, Josephus, Philo and the author of 4
Maccabees.’!5 Barclay finds no sign of Paul having built
on any of the more positive elements of this diverse
Hellenistic Judaism, nor even of his having to distinguish
his approach from it. All Paul seems to use, and that very
occasionally, is a restricted range of Jewish anti-pagan
polemic. 16

Another avenue of approach Paul is thought by
some to have adopted would have been the practice,
language and ethos of Graeco-Roman cults, civic or more
private, and gnostic, if such there were around in Paul’s
day. If we had more relevant and contemporary texts
available, the case might of course be stronger.!” But as
things stand it certainly seems worth exploring further, and
asking whether any other encompassing field of contemp-
orary discourse available to us may have been popular
enough and at least apparently appropriate enough for Paul
to have adopted it in some measure, both to sort out what

151 M. G. Barclay (1996), 387; M. Goodman (1994), 65-66, 78-90.

16 5 M. G. Barclay (1996), 388. Barclay also argues (390-93) that
Paul makes little independent use of any other elements of Hellenistic
culture, either. What Barclay has ignored is the Cynic strand in
particular, which is, as I hope to show, often just as critical of conven-
tional Hellenistic belief and practice as is Paul - and often in very
similar language, and enacted in a very similar praxis.

17 0n pagan cults, cf. A. J. M. Wedderburn (1987); J. M. G. Barclay
(1996), 390; on gnosticism and Paul, E. Yamauchi (1973), 36-49; M.
A. Plunkett (1988); P. Perkins (1993), 74-91: ‘systematic formaliz-
ation of gnostic theology does not appear to have existed in the first
century’ (91); and W. Deming (1995).
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he wanted to say, and to say it, when first trying to make
contact.

The title of this study indicates that the complex to
which further attention is being invited is that of popular
Cynicism. A number of writers over the years have noted
occasional apparent echoes of Cynic terms and fopoi in
Paul (R. Bultmann - though I would discount the ‘Cynic-
Stoic diatribe’; H. Conzelmann, H. D. Betz, D. Georgi, V.
C. Pfiztner, H. Funke, H. Koester, R. Hock, S.
Vollenweider, M. Plunkett, M. Ebner, to mention but a
few; but especially, of course, A. J. Malherbe).!18 Malherbe
in particular expresses himself convinced that ‘Paul
himself was familiar with Cynic tradition.”! In the present
writer’s recent Cynics and Christian Origins, however, it
was suggested that Cynic traces in Paul were interesting
but scattered and occasional.20 Further investigation now
leads to the conclusion that for early Paul at least there is
much more to be found.

Evidence is to be presented to substantiate the
following five theses (which will be recalled at the end of
each chapter): (¢) That Paul would regularly have been
heard and seen as some sort of Cynic. If that turns out to be
at all persuasive, the exercise will have been worthwhile.
Such a conclusion would be interesting enough an addition
to our picture of Paul. The Cynic-sounding matter could
then well provide some important indications of how Paul
came to be understood (or, of course, misunderstood), and

18 Most of these writers will be referred to in detail later; for now, see
the Bibliography.

19 A. J. Malherbe (1988), 573. In Malherbe (1989), 8, he concludes
that ‘Paul knew these [mainly Cynic] traditions first-hand, not through
the mediation of other Jews before him who had come to terms with
the Greek experience.’

20 F. G. Downing (1992a), 61-63 and 153.
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in what manner. But we shall then also argue further ()
that these similarities appear so often and in so many
contexts that Paul cannot but have been aware of them. At
the very least he must have been content with them, and
found them no hindrance. That is the next step. However,
these ‘Cynic-seeming’ elements in Paul are often so
closely bound up with the rest of what he says and says he
did, that we must further still consider that they are
deliberate. Cynic discourse and praxis (¢) may now seem
to have been part of the total field of discourse and action
available to Paul, and would have allowed him to articulate
and enact important elements of the faith and life he was
developing and attempting to share. Just how suggestive,
how formative this or any other available field of discourse
was for Paul is a further question that is very hard to
answer with any certainty. But Paul does not seem to have
been ‘cherry-picking’ adventitious quotes. The Cynic
strands are understood and used as some Cynics them-
selves understood and used them, and are integral to what
Paul is about.2!

Since Samuel Sandmel invented the term, an
investigation of this sort often attracts the charge of
‘parallelomania’.22 If we stopped with (a), verbal echoes
and visual resemblances, while ignoring the clues they
provide to common discourse in Paul's world, the charge
might seem to stick. However, the more of such
resemblances we find, and the more the actual inter-
connected use of similar words, phrases, ideas, pictures and

21 A J. Malherbe (1989), 7, ‘Paul was aware of the differences among
Cynics, and deftly situated himself in the philosophical landscape’; and
(1995), 255, ‘not merely a pile of topoi or slogans from which he can
draw’.

22 5. Sandmel (1962).
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praxis appears on deeper analysis to be ‘the same’ or very
similar, the more significant the discoveries must be
judged. ‘Parallels’ with a writer among materials at least
potentially available to her or him do no more on their own
than pose the questions, are these perhaps (part of) his or
her socio-cultural context? and, are the resemblances
anything more than superficial? Further analysis attempts
to answer the questions. Part of that further analysis
consists in (d) discerning how some of Paul’s hearers seem
to Paul to be accepting as such the Cynic strands in his
message and example, if on occasion interpreting them
more radically than Paul himself can accept. The final step
in the argument as presented here is an attempt (€) to show
that there would seem already to have been Cynic strands
in early Christianity before Paul and around him: his Cynic
interpetation (if so it be agreed to be) of Christian life and
faith is not an imposition from outside. The Jewish—
Christian life-style(s), attitudes and beliefs that Paul
encountered, first as fierce opponent and then as ‘convert’
already invited an interpretation and then an expansion
along Cynic lines. (However, this final step of the
argument will not be discussed in any detail until chapter
10.)

Paul is not - is not - here being portrayed as ‘a
Cynic’.23 But he and many other early Christians would
seem to have engaged with, deployed, and assimilated, a
number of strands of contemporary Cynicism, and to have
integrated them, more or less well, more or less readily,
with strands drawn from contemporary Judaism and,
obviously, with strands quite particular to emerging (and
diverse) early Christianity. Paul is a Christian Jew with
some important Cynic traces in his discourse and life-style.

23 Sharing this negative insistence with A. J. Malherbe (1989), 8.
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It is time to examine an important sample, an item
which Paul himself sees as having wide ramifications for
the believing and living of ‘his’ gospel, and so a very
useful instance with which to start the investigation and
with which to indicate and illustrate the way the argument
and the analysis will run.

(ii) For example: what Cynics and Paul and some early
Christians said and did about Greeks and
barbarians, bond and free, male and female.

Let us suppose, then, that Paul was already convinced or
(more likely) was finding his way towards the express
conviction that the death and resurrection of Jesus as
Messiah, Son of God, entailed God’s welcome to all
comers into a community free from important clusters of
Jewish and of other, ‘pagan’ Graeco-Roman conventions.
In that case there would have been available to him a
popular and widely disseminated tradition of articulating,
enjoying and encouraging just such a critical response to
accepted norms: the quite variegated tradition of popular
Cynicism:2* ‘God has drawn us to reject hallowed
communal codes of behaviour and ideas . . . this affords us
the language in which we can talk of such issues.’25

When Paul wants to remind Christians in Galatia in
a little detail of their original introduction to the new
community, the baptism in which they became ‘Sons of

24 See, most recently, R. B. Branham and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996),
16, ‘unique among classical intellectual traditions in becoming
something like a “mass movement™’; 25, ‘the popular philosophy of
antiquity’.

25 See further below. n. 40. and in some detail. ch. 3.
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God’ and ‘put on Christ’, he cites (as most modern
commentators take it) a ‘formula’2¢ (again, widely thought
to be pre-Pauline) used either as part of the rite or (more
likely) in preparation for it. ‘There is neither Jew nor
Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is no male and
female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus’ (Gal 3.28). This
is the first instance of possible Cynicism in Paul that we
shall consider, using a passage with very considerable
significance for our understanding of Paul’s approach to
the non-Jews with whom in the early days he attempted to
share his gospel.

The possibility or otherwise of adumbrations for
such an approach to gentiles in Paul's pre-Christian
Judaism is not here at issue. It is simply in these terms that
Paul makes his point to gentiles, and no scriptural backing
for the slogan is offered.2?

One of the drawbacks in much discussion of this
passage in Paul is the tendency to sunder the parts - and we
shall ourselves here leave vv. 26-27 and 29a, possibly also
part of Paul’s ‘quotation’, for only a brief consideration
towards the end. Not even H. D. Betz, in the very useful
analysis in his Galatians, asks how these three pairs of
negations might have been ‘heard’ and their enactment
understood when strung together as they are here.28 An

26 Recalling the reservation, n. 5, above.

27 The echo of Gen 1.27 (‘no male and female’, rather than ‘nor’)
hardly constitutes a scriptural warrant; nor is there any at 1 Cor 12.13,
nor at Col 3.11. Paul might well have been aware of the prophetic hope
that God would bring gentiles in when bringing everything to an end
(Rom 10.16-21); but, apart from a possible echo at 1 Thessalonians
1.8, he makes no such reference in his earlier writings.

28 H. D. Betz (1979), 181-201. The likely social impact is summar-
ised, ‘Introduction’, 3, but not the resonances of the three pairs taken
together.
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analysis in detail is fine, and, of course, though we have
near parallels to the pairs singly and in sets of two, and
even in sets of more than three, we have no close parallel
for this trio itself, not even in Paul (certainly not in so
succinct a formula). It may well be, then, that each
negation has a history of its own that is both interesting and
relevant for our understanding here. But we really do need
to consider how the passage as a whole would have
sounded to people in Galatia taking up the invitation to
baptism, and how observers would have reacted to its
public enactment. We should reflect on the cumulative
resonances Paul would at the very least have been made
aware of, and here at least did nothing to guard against -
resonances more likely deliberately intended.

(ii — a) Neither Jew nor Greek

In his very thorough discussion H. D. Betz commends the
standard derivation of the first pair as arising from
Hellenistic Judaism and the early Christian mission, where
‘““mission” and “Hellenization” must necessarily have
become one and the same thing’.2? But Paul’s formula does
not say ‘x becomes y’, ‘Hellene becomes Jew’ or ‘Jew
becomes Hellene’. It says neither x nor y. It thus contrasts
with the note from Plutarch cited in illustration by Betz,
Plutarch’s account of the effects of Alexander’s
campaigns, where every man of excellence was to be seen
as a Hellene, every corrupt man as a barbarian.30 In Galat-
ians we have instead, quite bluntly, ‘neither’.

29H. D. Betz (1979), 190.

30 piutarch, De Alex. Magni fort. 329CD; only the earlier part of the
passage is cited by Betz (1979), 190 n.71. J. L. Jaquette (1995), 164~
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In fact it is among Cynics, claiming to be koouo-
ToAiTal, citizens of the world,3! that the similar frequently
opposed pairs, ‘Hellenes and barbarians’ or ‘. . . Persians’,
‘Scythians’ and so on, are ruled irrelevant (rather than
honorary transfer being accorded). So Antisthenes rules
foreign or mixed origin irrelevant, as does Demonax.32
Pseudo-Anacharsis 2 insists that ‘stupidity ... is the same
for barbarians as for Greeks’. In pseudo-Diogenes 7 only a
Cynic escapes the common slavishness of Greeks and
barbarians.33 Dio’s Diogenes excels Greeks and barbarians,
and contradicts precisely the kind of picture Plutarch
presents of Alexander’s unifying Hellenisation, belittling
the contrasts Greek—Persian, slave—free (and, less
explicitly) male—female (true ‘manliness’ is not male
superiority over women, but anyone’s superiority over the
passions). Dio's Diogenes also insists, ‘Bad people are
injurious to all who make use of them, whether Phrygian or
Athenian, bond or free’ (éav Te OpUyes dow Edv Te
"ABnvaiol, ¢&v Te éAedBepol Edv Te ool

This is often said to be a Stoic stance.35 and,
admittedly, Zeno may have accepted something of
Diogenes’ Cynic teaching on the point. But H. C. Baldry -
cited in support on this by Betz, among others — is surely

65, also misrepresents Paul by paraphrasing his slogan in terms of
‘both . . . and’, ‘both Jew and Greek’ (his italics), although Jaquette
may be right that this is what Paul intends in Romans.

31 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers 6.63; Julius
Jiithner (1923), 54-55.

32 Antisthenes in Diogenes Laertius, 6.1; Lucian, Demonax 34.

33 Ps.-Anacharsis, ps.-Diogenes, etc., in A.J. Malherbe, ed. (1977).

34 pio Chrysostom (of Prusa), Discourse 9.1, and 4.4-6 and 73-74,
etc.; and the passage quoted, 10.4 (LCL).

35 E.g., H. D. Betz (1979), 192; J. P. Sampley (1991), 154; cited by J.
L. Jaquette (1995), 154
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right to insist there is actually scant evidence to warrant the
conjecture.36 We should note the high evaluation of good
Greek and the disparaging of ‘barbarism’ ascribed to Zeno
by Diogenes Laertius (7.59) and contrast the insistence that
this ‘essential’ mark of Hellenism matters not at all, in
pseudo-Anacharsis 1 and 2. Linguistic chauvinism is
central to the distinction Hellene/non-Hellene - and Stoics
maintained it while Cynics refused it.37 We may further
note Epictetus, with his very guarded and idealised
Cynicism, as a Stoic firmly maintaining national—cultural
distinctions: ‘Why do you act the part of a Jew when you
are a Greek?’38 The Stoic position is in fact much the same
as that noted in Plutarch - anyone can become a Hellene -
even someone from Citium.3° To say ‘neither Jew nor
Hellene’ and to act upon it is surely to appear to be Cynic.

Some of the enactment is made explicit, if briefly,
in Galatians (4.8-11) and in the Corinthian and Thessal-
onian letters (1 Cor 12.2; 2 Cor 11.23-29; 1 Thess 1.9; 2
Thess 1.5). It had clearly involved the rejection of both
Jewish and local civic cults and festivals, as noted, and the
very important acceptance of open table-fellowship (Gal
2.11-14; 4.8-11). The socio-political impact of with-
drawing from participation in the rituals of the civic or any
other recognised local community must not be under-
estimated. We may gauge something of the impact from
the comments of Cicero, Juvenal, and Tacitus, reacting

36 H. C. Baldry (1965), 152.

37 See the discussion of Col 3.11 in T. W. Martin (1995), 254.

38 Epictetus 2.19.20-21 and 2.9.20-21 (LCL). Conra J. L. Jaquette
(1995), 154-81, Paul clearly is not encouraging the Galatian Christ-

ians to accept a Stoic quietism, remain loyal Jews or observant
‘Greeks’, as though these were adiaphora, matters of indifference.

39 Diogenes Laertius 7.12.
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simply to Judaism (which could at least claim the
advantage of antiquity). Tacitus comments, ‘Among the
Jews, everything that we hold sacred is considered profane,
and everything permitted to them is abhorrent to us...
[Proselytes] are the worst kind of people, abandoning their
ancestral religion.’#0 Of Christians, Lucian could insist,
‘they have transgressed totally (&Gmaf) by denying the
Greek Gods and by worshipping that crucified sophist and
living under his laws.”41

The full extent of the divergence from hallowed
custom can only be gauged from hints in Paul’s letters. But
the impact of what is related must have been considerable.
Becoming ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ was a major step with
massive implications for ‘Greeks’ (quite as significant as it
was for Jews); and, of course, this distancing from both
had continued to be at the core of Paul’s mission.

(We shall consider this issue again shortly below,
and in more detail in chapter 3. The relations of bond and
free, and of male and female, are discussed in what
follows, and also in more detail in chapter 4, where we

40 Tacitus, History 5.4.1, 5.5.1; compare the passages collected in M.
Whittaker (1984), and the discussion in J. M. G. Barclay (1996), 286-
87: (Cicero, Pro Flacco) and 314-18 (Tacitus) and Juvenal (Satires 3,
6, and 14); noted also by D. A. deSilva (1996), 61, ‘Participation
showed one’s support of the social body, one’s desire for doing what
was necessary to secure the welfare of the city.” Most scholars focus on
Pauline Christians’ attitudes to Jewish law and ignore the social
consequences of the break with Hellenistic religion and culture; see ch.
3, below. Stoics and Epicureans might criticise civic religion for its
theories and attitudes, but still tended to conform in practice (M.-O.
Goulet-Cazé (1992a), 14142 and (1996), 66; cf. Cicero, De natura
deorum 1.45, 1.123; Diogenes Laertius 10.118; Epictetus 2.20.27;
3.7.12.

41 Lucian, Peregrinus 1.13; cf. M. Whittaker (1984) again, ad loc.
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shall further note apparently Cynic deductions about food
Jaws among Corinthian Christians.)

(ii — B) Neither slave nor free.

For now we move on to ‘neither slave nor free’. Here
again, if commentators note the wider cultural world, it is
usually to Stoics that they turn. For Stoics, freedom is
internalised, so external slavery is irrelevant. It is all a
question of your own self-awareness, self-assessment.
Whether you are a slave or a consul, as a Stoic you act out
the social role, while remaining free within.#2 For Cynics,
freedom must be overt, active, socially effective. The
stories of Diogenes kidnapped into slavery insist that he
continues to act openly as a free man.43 By contrast, when
Epictetus repeats the story he immediately explains that
Diogenes had gained a Stoic internalised freedom from his
teacher Antisthenes.4* Then again, in the first of Dio's
Discourses on ‘Slavery and Freedom’, his slave speaks his
mind freely and fearlessly in discussion with a free citizen,
and Dio concludes, ‘Now they’ll have to wear different
clothes for you to tell slave and free apart.’” In the second,

42 pace D. B. Martin (1990), 88, but compare, e.g., Epictetus 3.7.26—
27; 24.98-99. However, the Stoic-Cynic contrast must not be
absolutised. Cynics also reflected, and Stoics also acted in character;
and some individuals combined both ways, as already noted. On this
distinction as it relates to Paul’s Corinthian Christians, S. Vollenweider
(1989), 226-30.

43 Philo, Quod omnis prober liber sit 121-25; ps.-Crates 34; Diogenes
Laertius 6.74-75. On Stoics and slavery, see further H. C. Baldry
(1965), 113-203; on slavery as such, see D. B. Martin (1990), again;
J. A. Harrill (1995).

44 Epictetus 3.24.65-66; cf. 4.1.114-15.
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Discourse 15, Dio insists that none of the distinctions
‘yevvaious kai eUyevels’, or ‘éAeuBépous’, over against
‘&yevvels kai TaTeivous . . . Boulous’, should be made
among humans.*> In his Hermotimus Lucian pictures an
imagined Utopia, a city (based on Crates’ Cynic TTohiTela
it would seem) peopled by aliens, barbarians, cripples...
‘inferior, superior, noble or common, bond or free, simply
did not exist in, and were not mentioned in that city’. 46

That still leaves us, of course, needing to decide
what sense or senses of freedom and slavery were apparent
in the Galatians’ original appropriation of this part of the
formula within the whole. Many commentators have
preferred the socially quietist and therefore Stoic-aligned
interpretation.4” That is freedom in hope, in awareness of
one’s new standing with God, at best made overt only
when the congregation meets, nothing more.

But what Paul is obviously trying to recall to mind
is the very real and open and disruptive breach with social
custom and civic convention that the Galatian Christians’
original conversion constituted.*® They really had become
‘neither Jew nor Hellene’; they really had broken publicly
with the latter without identifying with the former. That
was certainly very practical, as we have just argued. They
had decided no longer to be bound by many of the laws
and customs of either group, dispensing with many of the
constraints of both (and subject only, as Paul goes on to

45 Dio 14.24 and 15.32; cf. Discourse 10, again.

46 [ ucian, Hermotimus 24 (LCL); cf. Diogener Laertius 6.85.

47 E.g., Averil Cameron (1980), ‘Neither Male nor Female’ (sic) 60—
68, simply assumes that only ‘spiritual equality’ was offered (64).

48 As forcefully argued by H. D. Betz (1979) 2-3, 29, and 189-90; cf.
Lucian, Peregrinus 13, again: Christians had made a complete break
by denying the Greek Gods.
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make explicit, ‘to the law of Christ’). Categorising written
law and community custom as bondage, the critique which
Paul is recalling in Galatians, is characteristically and
distinctively Cynic.4° And, like Cynics, Paul’s Christians
had come to exercise a freedom in which these labels,
including ‘slave’ and ‘free’, were irrelevant. The comment-
ators are right, of course, there is no pretence that the
institution of slavery is or is to be abolished; what does
seem to be intended is that slaves would no longer behave
as custom dictated those in their position should conduct
themselves - just as free citizens were no longer bound by
civic rites and ceremonies (Gal 4.8-10). All three parts of
the formula (and not just the ‘neither Jew...” part which
Paul needs now some years later for the argument of the
letter) must in all probability originally have been equally
practical and overt - articulating an open breach with a
wide range of the laws and customs of established com-
munities - and not only in the field we demarcate as
‘religious’. Much more was involved than simply joining a
new cult association and enjoying the temporary and
occasional freedom of its meetings. Cult associations did
not withdraw adherents from the rites and festivals of the
wider community. 50

49 5. Jiithner (1923), 54-55; cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 214-40, and
eadem, (1990), 2746-63; and here, see chapter 3 below. Mme. Goulet-
Caz€'s response in correspondence to the articie on which this chapter
is based was encouraging: ‘je suis tout a fait convaincue.’

50 . Kloppenborg (1996) suggests the Pauline churches were offering
linde if anything more than did various collegia or thiasoi (256-59), but
ignores the fact that the latter did not take their members away from
recognised civic cults. J. M. G. Barclay has rightly pointed out how
‘anomalous’ Paul and Paul's way appears, (1996), 381-95 (and note
392), but, regrettably, without allowing for the many similar
‘anomalous’ traits of contemporary Cynicism.
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(ii— y) No ‘male and female’

The analogy of the first two phrases, with their very
practical import for which we have argued, must also affect
our understanding of the third. Significant aspects at least
of distinctive male and female roles had been abrogated
among these early Christians. Our most obvious compar-
ison is afforded by the Cynics. In pseudo-Crates 29,
leading into the assertion that ‘all are slaves, either by law
or through wickedness’ (Cynics only excepted), we are
assured that women are in no way inferior to men: virtue,
excellence, is the same for both, and equally attainable by
both in practice, in the way they live. And much the same
opinion is attributed to Antisthenes and to Musonius.5!
Later Christian writers regularly interpret the ‘no male and
female’ of Galatians 3.28 in terms of this Cynic fopos of
‘unisex virtue’.52

The nearest parallels to the actual verbal pairings
(but not the negations!) occur, as R. M. Grant has recently
pointed out, in discussions of the genus ‘human’ - which,
it is widely agreed, includes Hellene and barbarian, male
and female, as ‘species’.53 Grant is able to cite Philo, De
specialibus legibus 1.211 (though Philo is not consistent),
and Sextus Empiricus from the second century, as well as
Aristotle much earlier, allowing that slaves can be classed
as human. But to draw very practical social consequences
from this theoretical stance would be Cynic. (Epicureans

51 Antisthenes in Diogenes Laertius 6.12; Musonius, Discourse 3
(C Lutz (1947), 3843 (Hense 8-13); cf. also ps.-Crates 28.

52 palladius, Lausiac History 49, Gregory Nazianzus, Discourse 18.7
(cf. 7.23); Gregory of Nyssa, De virginitate 20; John Chrysostom, De
Sancti Ignatio 1; In Matthaeum 73.3.

53 R. M. Grant (1992) 5-14.
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might in all likelihood be similarly free in private, while
their aim of living a quiet life meant agreeing to maintain
civic conventions in public).>4

Actual appearance was also involved. In his
Runaways Lucian has his Cynic slaves run off to freedom
taking a married woman along with them, her hair cut
short, ‘&ppeveoTmnv kal koudij avdpikriv’, boyishly
masculine. 55 Identical dress for men and women is picked
out as a Cynic aberration (albeit stemming from Plato) by
Philodemus. 56

The trouble Paul faced over women in Corinth not
long after he had first moved on from Galatia suggests that
somewhat revolutionary practical implications for women,
implications with clear Cynic resonances, had been part of
the original package he had offered there. Certainly Paul’s
insistence now on distinctive hair-dressing in 1 Corinthians
11 (which many have linked with Gal 3.28) seems to
suggest there had emerged a ‘unisex’ approach actually put
into practice elsewhere only among Cynics.57 If it is
accepted that we are here concerned with a common early
baptismal formula (liturgical or catechetical), that would
have afforded still further encouragement to the women
Paul confronted. It is rightly pointed out, of course, that the
third couplet simply rides where it is quoted in Galatians,

g, g., Epictetus 2.20.27, again; see further, below, ch. 3. .

55 Unisex dress had been urged by Plato, but seems only to have been
actually adopted among Cynics: Lucian, Runaways 27; ps.-Crates 29
urges Hipparchia to eschew what is ‘effeminate’; cf. 32; and at
Diogenes Laertius 6.97, she refuses any expected ‘womanly’ response.
The standard adopted is, of course, that all should be ‘male’, but in a
Cynic way, as all can if they work at it.

56 Philodemus in R. G. Andria (1980), 129-51.

57 A. C. Wire (1990), too readily dismisses Cynic analogies, 122; on
which see M. Plunkett (1988), cited widely in chapter 4 below.
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without being taken up in any way in the letter, and fails to
reappear at all overtly at 1 Corinthians 12.13 or Colossians
3.11.58 But it does not seem to disappear as an irrelevant
formality; rather does it seem to have been dropped by
Paul himself as an all too practical disturbing influence.
(And, as has just been noted, the third couplet is by no
means ignored in Christian ‘Cynic’ readings of Galatians
in the succeeding centuries.)

Very briefly we consider the framing phrases, vv.
26-27 and 28b, allowing for the possibility that they are
part of the original quotation. It would not be at all
paradoxical for our three Cynic-sounding negations to be
introduced by a claim to be sons of God.5 ‘Putting on’
distinctive dress, often taken to lie behind the metaphor of
‘putting on Christ’ is also important to Cynics.®0 Unity,
v. 28b, is the obvious goal of all three of the negative pairs;
but one may compare the vision of unity in Crates’ ‘City of
Pera’.61

(iii) Interim conclusions

This is not at all to suggest this formula would have
seemed indistinguishably Cynic. It was to join a group
centred on the crucified and risen Jew, Jesus, not a group
focused on Diogenes, that Paul will have invited people in

8g g., A. Cameron (1980), 64.
59 See ps.-Diogenes 34.3; A. J. Malherbe (1978), 42-64; and, e.g.,
Epictetus' Cynic Odysseus, 3.24.16.

60 ps.-Crates 23, etc.; cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé, (1990) 2738-46,
‘L’accoutrement’.

61 Diogenes Laertius 6.85; cf. the passage from Lucian’s Hermotimus
24._cited in n. 45. above.
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Galatia. Nor are possible adumbrations of the formula in
Jewish sources to be discounted; in particular the third pair,
‘no male and female’ (rather than ‘neither...nor’) may have
been influenced by Genesis 1.27-28.52 But the breach with
social convention that becoming a member of the Christian
movement entailed, a movement flaunting the slogan
‘neither Jew nor Greek, neither bond nor free, no male and
female’, and engaging in a public life-style to match could
only have appeared as some sort of Cynicism in the towns
of first-century Galatia.

Reflecting on the elaboration so far of the five theses of
this book, perhaps the reader will agree (a), that it is with
Cynic resonances that the triple slogan (Gal 3.28) would
most likely have been heard, and its public enaction
viewed. Paul’s Christian gospel will have seemed to
ordinary ‘Greeks’ to offer a (disturbing) ‘fulfilment’ of
important ideals already propagated in popular Cynicism.63
It is hard (b) to imagine that Paul would not have realised
this, or been made to realise it, hard therefore to imagine
that the choice could have been other than deliberate. Then
(c), we have argued that this Cynic-sounding formula must
have summarised a great deal of what Paul and his
associates and their first converts at that stage had wanted
to have said — and enacted. It was by no means a casual
aside, no mere provocative discussion-starter. The first

62 A. C. Wire (1990),123-25. B. Witherington's collection of Rabbinic
passages (1981), 593-604, are not provided with any anchorage in the
first century; nor — as he himself notes, 593 — are they concerned at all
directly with humans’ relations to one another.

63 A. J. Malherbe (1989), 8, again: ‘Paul knew these {mainly Cynic]
traditions first-hand, and not through the mediation of other Jews who
before him had come to terms with the Greek experience . . . Paul
himself used the philosophic traditions with at least as much originality
as his contemporaries did.’
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gospel at the time of writing, years later than when the
Galatians had first learned it, as was the catchword
‘freedom’; even if the third part was now somewhat
unwelcome to Paul in the light of the response of people in
Corinth. As to how formative for other early Christians and
for Paul the Cynicism which seems to have provided the
model both for the words and their enactment may have
been, we have as yet found no indication.

We have also only so far touched lightly on step (d)
of the argument of this book: people apparently displaying
an acceptance of a Cynic sense to what Paul taught, most
clearly when interpeting his teaching in a more radical
Cynic sense than Paul himself was happy with. It is some
of his Galatian friends in this instance who seem to be
uneasy with their new ‘freedom’, involving a Cynic-like
rejection of time-hallowed civic custom. Otherwise we
have only referred to possible problems in Corinth, a topic
that will occupy us in chapter 4. We shall, however, also
find hints that Paul himself became a little unsure of the
‘neither Jew nor Greek’, for in Romans (where there is
anyway very little perceivable debt to Cynicism) he seems
to prefer ‘both . . . and’.

And we have also up to now only noted in passing
() the setting of the matter under discussion in the wider
context of the early Christian churches, accepting that this
Cynic-sounding element in Paul’s original mission in
Galatia appears to many to have been a summary Paul took
over from young Christians before him, rather than it (and
its Cynic link) being an introduction of his own. As
announced, (¢) will mostly be dealt with in chapter 10.

In the next chapter (2) we shall briefly review
scholarly work on early Christians and Cynicism, and the
major sources of evidence available to us. In the following
chapters, sometimes with the help of other scholars,
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chapters, sometimes with the help of other scholars,
sometimes as yet independently, we shall consider many
more Cynic resonances in Paul, their place in his life and
thought, and some of the reactions he seems to have
discerned among his converts, before, finally, we also try
to ‘place’ this Cynic-seeming material in the context of the
traditions of other early Jewish—Christian groups.



2

SCHOLARLY PERCEPTIONS OF CYNICS, AND OF
CYNICS AND EARLY CHRISTIANS;
AND OUR SOURCES

We have just argued in the preceding chapter that Paul’s
converts in Galatia, and Paul himself, all seem to have
been content to repeat and enact a Cynic-sounding trio of
slogans to focus their Christian commitment, to express in
deed as much as in word important aspects (at least) of
their new self-understanding. It was further argued that in
the Graeco-Roman urban culture of the day such public
pronouncements and practice could hardly have been
interpreted otherwise than as Cynic. Paul and his followers,
it was urged, could but have been aware of this, and their
persistence must indicate that they were content to be
aligned with Cynicism at least this far.

We noted in passing that a number of historians of
Christian origins have concluded that other, more or less
important aspects of Paul’s ideas, methods and life-style,
may also have had links of one kind or another with Cynic
tradition. In the first part of this chapter some of these
recent discussions are briefly reviewed. Then we consider
some of the ways in which Cynics are presented by writers
this century; and next we offer a preliminary sketch of
ways in which Cynics were perceived by writers (varied
insiders and varied outsiders) around the time of Paul; and
as a final preliminary to our main continuing investigation,
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we consider our sources for first century-Cynicism, and for
Paul himself.

(i) Recent Studies of Cynic traces in Paul’s writings.

Among studies linking Paul with Cynics, one often quoted
beginning of this present century, on the ‘Cynic-Stoic
Diatribe’.! In this it is argued that there was a style of
public speaking marked by stretches of imagined dialogue
between speaker and objector, deploying quite specific and
characteristic rhetorical devices and structures: a manner of
address deployed in particular by Cynics (and possibly by
philosophers on the Cynic wing of Stoicism). Although
primarily an oral form, it is then said to be found more
widely than just in notes for or transcripts of speeches; and,
it is further concluded, the form appears quite significantly
in Paul's Romans in particular. So, at Romans 9.19 we find
€PEls Lol ouv, ‘so you’ll say to me . . ." (and see also Rom
11.19), as well as many other implicit allusions to what an
audience or an individual in it is imagined to be thinking or
wanting to say (Rom 2.1, 3; 6.3, 16; 7.1). There are similar
devices, but less frequent, elsewhere (e.g., 1 Cor 1535-
36).

A refinement to this suggestion more recently
argued by S. K. Stowers has won considerable support.
Rather than ‘the diatribe’ being a style of public speaking,
he argues that it was a form deployed in the classroom by
such as the Stoic freed slave, Epictetus (a teacher for whom
an idealised form of Cynicism was important).2 More

1 R. Bultmann (1910).
2'S. K. Stowers (1981a).
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recently still, however, P. P. Fuentes Gonzélez has review-
ed all the major discussions in search of evidence for any
awareness of any such form or genre, and has drawn a
complete blank.3 He concludes that ‘the diatribe’ is a pure
construction of late nineteenth-century philologists. The
individual tricks of style are used, of course, but by a wide
range of writers, and in no particular conjunction. Here as
eisewhere Paul must be taken simply to have picked up
commonplace rhetorical devices, ways of attempting to
persuade, rather than some specifically Cynic form.4

Much more cogent have been the discussions of
Paul’s accounts of his life-style as a travelling missionary.
Paul from time to time uses the popular motif of the
‘athlete’ (e.g., 1 Cor 9. 24-27). Commonplace though it is,
the obvious starting point for any comparison with
contempory usage is with ‘the Cynics, followed by the
Stoics’, as V. C. Pfitzner noted.5 (We shall discuss further
below the important distinction already made between
many Stoics and many Cynics; though various continuing
agreements - among some - are also significant.) Pfitzner
argued in the end that Paul’s usage of ‘the agén motif’
was importantly distinctive (and we shall have to continue
to ask of this as of every apparent parallel, every supposed
similarity, how close it really is in context). In a later
study, however, H. Funke argued that in 1 Corinthians
9.24-27, ‘they all run, but there's only one prize’, Paul
seems to have been citing rather carelessly an argument
that only makes full sense precisely in a Cynic context:

3 P, P. Fuentes Gonzdlez (1990).

4 On Pauline rhetoric, see, for instance, H. D. Betz (1979); G. A.
Kennedy (1984); F. W. Hughes (1989); J.-N. Aletti (1990) and (1992);
M. M. Mitchell (1991).

5 V. C. Pfitzner (1967).
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here a Cynic motif comes so readily to Paul's mind that he
doesn’t even ensure it is complete.® In similar vein Paul
likens himself to a besieging general (2 Cor 10. 3-6), and
A. J. Malherbe has been able to demonstrate that passage’s
Cynic echoes.” )

Closely allied with the metaphor or simile of the
athlete is the listing of hardships, as for instance in
1 Corinthians 4.9-13 and in 2 Corinthians 6.3-10. R.
Hoistad argued that the latter was strikingly similar to one
in a specifically Cynic text.8 (D. Georgi later suggested the
influence here of the (supposed) ‘Cynic—Stoic diatribe’.)?
J. T. Fitzgerald (following R. Hodgson)!0 then rightly
insisted that relevant examples of such lists are to be found
in various settings in a wide variety of authors; yet many of
Fitzgerald’s instances are nonetheless drawn from Cynic
sources. However, in a more recent study, to which we
shall of course return, M. Ebner has discerned elements in
the Pauline passages which indicate specifically Cynic
rather than merely general popular resonances. !1

Particularly significant for our study is R. F. Hock’s
monograph, The Social Context of Paul’s Ministry.12 The
most obvious model for Paul ‘labouring night and day’
(1 Thess 2.9; 2 Thess 3.8) is the legendary Cynic ‘Simon
the Shoemaker’, a model followed by some (but by no
means all) Cynic philosophers. For Paul an open shop-front
would have afforded his main opportunity to make contact

H. Funke (1970).

A. J. Malherbe (1983a).

R. Hoistad (1944).

D. Georgi [1964] (1986), 73, n.124.

10 g, Hodgson (1983); J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 31.
11 M. Ebner (1991).

12 R F. Hock (1980).

Nele RN Be
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and proclaim his gospel, as well as maintain one form of
independence.

To use such a setting is already to adopt in effect
something of Socrates’ example, and H. D. Betz argued
some while ago that the self-portrait Paul offers in 2
Corinthians 10, of himself as ‘meek’, ‘gentle’, ‘weak’,
stems from the Socratic tradition as developed especially
among Cynics and about Cynics in discussions of authentic
and pretend philosophers.13 A. J. Malherbe has explored
further Cynic motifs in Paul's discussion of his activity as
teacher and pastor, ‘gentle as a nurse’, refusing flattery,
eschewing covetousness (1 Thess 2. 6-7), and fighting like
a Cynic Herakles against the beasts within (1 Cor 15.32).14

It is not only Paul among early Christians who
deploys ideas and imagery from these circles. It has
seemed to D. Georgi and to G. Theissen that Paul’s
opponents in 2 Corinthians 10-13 had adopted the stance
of more radical Cynics, demanding support as a right. 15

Paul argues forcefully that his Galatian converts
should not surrender their new-found freedom (and we
touched on part of that discussion in the previous chapter);
in Corinth Paul seems to find Christian freedom too readily
abused. The various positions taken have again seemed to
some scholars most tellingly illustrated from Cynic writ-
ings.16 Mark Plunkett in particular finds that the sexual
freedoms claimed by some of the Christians in Corinth
mirror most consistently the ideals of the more radical
Cynics - ideals they seem to suppose Paul had been at least

13 H. D. Betz (1972).

14 A | J. Malherbe (1968), (1970), (1983), and many more studies.
15p, Georgi (1964/86); G. Theissen (1975/82).

16 E. S. Jones (1981); W. L. Willis (1985); S. Vollenweider (1989).
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implicitly inculcating.l” A. J. Malherbe considers that in
the Thessalonian correspondence new Christians are being
urged to eschew some of the Cynic attitudes they seem to
have supposed appropriate to their new allegiance. 8

In the light of the foregoing it is unfortunate that in
his recent very detailed survey of Jews in the Mediterr-
anean Diaspora, J. M. G. Barclay so readily concludes that
his ‘anomalous’ Jew, Paul, owes very little to anything in
his Graeco-Roman context!® when it should already be
clear that much of Paul’s refusal of ‘cultural convergence’
mirrors the stance of contemporary ‘pagan’ Cynics; but
more of this in later chapters.

In my earlier Cynics and Christian Origins 1
concluded that Cynic traces among early Christians were
mainly to be found in the synoptic tradition and in the later
use of these strands. I supposed then that, although there
were important echoes of Cynic thought and practice in
Paul, providing evidence for the pervasiveness of a lively
Cynicism in Galatia, Macedonia and Achaea, yet veins of
Cynicism in his writings had been pretty well exhaustively
quarried (by Abraham Malherbe in particular; I had not at
that point read Ebner or Plunkett nor other studies that
have since become available).20 Further reading of others’
investigations and my own researches convince me that
there is much more of Cynicism to be shown, both in what
Paul continued to avow and in what he came to find
unpalatable, especially among his converts. (And, I would
emphasise again, it is much more likely to have been

17 M. Plunkett (1988).

18 A J. Malherbe (1987), 99-101, 107.
19 5. M. G. Barclay (1996), 390-91.
20 F. G. Downing (1992), 61-63, 142.
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Cynicism than gnosticism — even ‘incipient gnosticism’ —
that was causing Paul trouble.)?!

Cynicism, need it be repeated, is, on this thesis,
only a part of Paul’s religio-cultural context and make-up,
albeit an integral part. Much of his initial formation comes
from the traditional Jewish strands in his Hellenistic Jewish
upbringing. That formation was fundamentally reshaped by
his conviction that he had been encountered by and enlisted
by the crucified Jesus, now raised to glory as Lord. Some
of his new or revised insights came from the shared faith of
other new Christian communities, some from his own
reflections and discussions in the groups he helped to form.
Paul’s awareness of popular Cynic (and also occasionally
Stoic and very occasionally Epicurean) practice and ideas
also allowed him to do and say things that expressed some
important elements of his new convictions; and some of the
(provisional) conclusions he reached may well also have
been prompted in some measure by the Cynic strands that
were part of his intellectual and moral stock. It is the thesis
of this study, then, as already announced, not just (a) that
Paul will often have looked and sounded to many more
than a little like a Cynic, and () that he was content that it
should be so, but (¢) that Cynicism also played an
important, albeit not dominant, role in Paul's life and
thought as a Christian (especially earlier on), as well as in
the thought and life (d) of his and (e) of other Christian
communities.

21 see the rejection of the ‘gnostic’ interpretation in M. Plunkett
(1988), 114~17; 150; and cf. P. Perkins (1993), 76-92; W. Deming
(1995), 3540 (on 1 Cor. 7).
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(it) Cynics: The popular generalisations

Cynics make a brief appearance in many more recent
studies of early Christianity than those just noted, but are
usually swiftly dismissed as being of only marginal
importance. Twinned with the Stoics, they have, as noted,
supposedly provided the ‘diatribe’ discounted above, and
they might also seem to provide a possible model for ill-
clad wandering preachers, affording some significant
similarities at just this point with early missionaries like
Paul. But quickly, we are assured, the Cynics were really
quite distinctive, and their characteristic and distinctive and
unvarying differences from every kind of Christian makes
comparison of the two groups and their ideas mostly quite
irrelevant.22

In effect, many writers who refer to Cynics in the
context of a study of the early church rely on a stereo-
typical caricature, with scant reference or none at all to the
actual Cynic sources, and with little or no account taken of
the available scholarly discussions of those sources.

The impression is constantly given that the short,
doubled and dirty cloak, the staff and the begging-bag,
long hair and beard (and the forgoing of shoes) constituted
a compulsory uniform for Cynics who are nonetheless

22 The following summarises F. G. Downing (1992a), 26-56, but now
with reference to Paul and his churches. For such very limited
acknowledgment of (stereotyped) Cynics as possible models for
aspects of Paul’s thought and practice, see, e.g., D. Georgi [1964]
(1986), 156-57, 160, esp. 188 n.111, 218 n.451, 220 n.469;
G. Theissen (1975) 192-221; H. C. Kee (1980), 68-70; J. Stambaugh
& D. Balch (1986), 4546, 105, 143-45; C. A. Wanamaker (1990) 92—
93, 101; C. Roetzel (1991), 40-41. Better, but in the end offering an
over-simplified set of contrasts, W. Klassen (1996).
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individualists without exception; so any Christian lacking
one or more of these marks would be seen to be different,
and deliberately different.23 In fact, it is clear from the
sources that for any ill-clad figure to draw attention to him-
or herself in public would most likely be to present him- or
herself as and to be perceived as Cynic,24 even though
explicitly self-styled Cynics varied widely in their
appearance. Lucian’s Demonax rebuked other Cynics for
their ostentatious variations on the theme, while adopting a
form of Cynic appearance himself.25 The cloak on its own
would seem to have been quite enough.26 Diogenes
Laertius has Diogenes the Cynic mostly without a staff, as
does Dio (who seems to have forgone it himself on his
Cynic travels). Teles commends forgoing the begging-
bag.2’ This is not at all to deny that in many instances
cloak, staff and bag do all appear.28 It is only to point out
that they are not necessary for someone to be identified as
a Cynic, and that much less than the full tally is
sufficient.2?

23 30 G. Theissen (1973), 259, with reference to pre-Pauline mission-
aries as evidenced in the gospel ‘mission charges’; cited by, among
others, R. A. Horsley (1987), C. Tuckett (1989).

24 H. E. Butler, Quintilian (LCL, 1921), note p. 530 on 4.2.30,
referring to ps.-Quintilian, Declamations 28.3; cf. Epictetus 3.1.24;
3.22.10, 50; 4.8.11-12, 34 (Epictetus does not approve); and Dio
33.14,72.2; and also L. Vaage (1994a) 24-30, and (1995b), 208-10.

25 Lucian, Demonax 19,48 and 5.

26 Epictetus 3.22.47; 4.8.34; ps.-Crates 18; ps.-Diogenes 32.1; 34.1;
37.5; 44; Socratic Epistle 9.2.

27 Diogenes Laertius 6.23; Dio 6.15, 60; Teles 44H.

28 On this see especially M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2738—46.

29 Compare the ‘standing Cynic’ in the photograph included by
D. Clay (1996), 384, fig. 10.1. “This Cynic does not carry a beggar's
cup [nor a bag] or a staff; he is wearing sandals and has a cloak - and
not a fribén — wrapped round him’ (385). We may compare this with a
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In much the same way as we are often led to expect
a uniform appearance, so we are often led to expect a
standard set of keywords, ‘slogans’, marking out a Cynic’s
public speech and conversation. Words such as amdbsa,
aokfols, autdpkela, éAeubepia, Ndovy, klwv itself,
Tappnoia, and 1Tévos are listed for us (and others, too,
but less frequently).30 In fact, both in our present-day
writers and in our older sources, these are convenient terms
used mostly by outsiders in discussing and summarising
Cynic practice and views.3! The term xUcv, ‘doggish’,
‘Cynic’, itself, is the one that appears in most scholars’
lists; yet many documents widely acknowledged as Cynic
do not use it at all. In fact it is possible to write quite
obviously Cynic pieces, and pass on popular Cynic chreiai,
anecdotes, without using any of these (or other) supposed
Cynic slogans.32 It is recurrent Cynic themes, and even
more the actions and life-styles which actualise them, that
are significant, whether caught by these catchwords or not:
not the catchwords themselves.33 And then we have to note

quite naked ‘Diogenes’ with a cup, a staff and a dog (fig. 9), 381 and
383.

30 ‘Disregard for feeling’; ‘hard training’; ‘sufficiency’ (often mis-
rendered as ‘self-sufficiency’); ‘public opinion’ and/or ‘fame’;
‘freedom’; ‘dog’ but thence ‘doggish’ Cynic; ‘frankness’ and/or
‘boldness’ and/or ‘free-speech’; and ‘painful hard work’.

31 The largest tallies of catchwords that the present author has been
able to find are both in non-Cynics writing about them: Philo of
Alexandria, Quod omnis probus liber sit, and Lucian, Philosophies for
Sale 7-10; see F. G. Downing (1992) 49.

32 See in more detail, F. G. Downing (1992a), 45-50, with references.
33 L. Vaage (1994b) criticises F. G. Downing (1992a) for starting with
publicly observed characteristics of Cynics and then lapsing into such
generalities as ‘themes’, ‘attitudes’, ‘commitments’. A little more
attention might have allowed Vaage to discern that these general terms
refer to quite specific intentional acts, including pronouncements, of
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that even on their major themes, thematic forms of life,
Cynics differ while remaining Cynics to themselves and to
others (as do early Christians, remaining Christians to
themselves and others, differing among themselves while
still warranting the common appellation).34

We have already set aside the supposed Cynic or
Cynic-Stoic diatribe. But a continuing problem is scholars’
refusal to note the differences as well as the similarities
between the stated views of various Cynics, Cynic-inclined
Stoics, and Stoics largely free of their Cynic roots. We saw
some of the contrasts in the first chapter, and they will
concern us again in what follows.

It is worth picking out just one example at this
point. Epictetus’ Dissertation 3.22, on ‘the true Cynic’ is
sometimes the main, even the only source quoted. It seems
taken for granted that all Cynics other than those vilified as
out-and-out charlatans shared the views there outlined by
Epictetus. So it is very important to consider that much of
this portrait may be both drastically ‘idealised’ and also
‘Stoicised’, and that popular Cynicism, relevant to this
study, appears much more in the attitudes and practices
Epictetus there repudiates as ‘false’ than in those he
espouses and commends. 33

the kinds which Vaage himself discerns; in fact he then immediately
criticises Downing for not discerning ‘shamelessness’ as a continuing
constant (see below).

34 Compare R. B. Branham and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 16, on the
very varied ‘reception’ of Cynicism in our period and onwards: ‘We
should resist the temptation to reduce the very individual acts of
reception to a single structure or pattern.’

35 See in particular M. Billerbeck (1978) and (1993). Epictetus (and
3.22 in particular) seems to be the main source for Cynicism in
D. Georgi [1964] (1986); G. Theissen {1975] (1982), 39; (1978), 15;
even V. K. Robbins (1996). In some of my own earliest writing on
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(iii) The Variegated Cynic 'Family' in the First Century: A
preliminary Sketch.

Scholars have been aware for a very long time that much of
our evidence for early Christianity suggests considerable
diversity in life-style and in beliefs, in attitudes to Judaism,
and in response to the power of Rome and the Empire’s
ideals. We have been used to employing, overtly or
implicitly, a ‘family resemblance’ model.3® It is much
harder to persuade critics to deploy this working model for
other contemporary groups, let alone to deal with the
similarities and differences between, say, various Cynics
and various Christian communities. Cynics differ, but may
still be usefully compared as well as contrasted, because
they share many differing sets of family resemblances.3”
(I have recently discussed elsewhere the problems of
comparing sets of similarities and sets of differences.
Scholars often see these as difficulties only in positions
they themselves do not hold.)38 Briefly stated, the overall
argument of this present book is that there are sufficient
resemblances between varied Cynics and varied Pauline
Christians (Paul himself included) to constitute a family
relationship, albeit one which (as in all families) allows for
very real differences between members at many points.

Cynics | was not sufficiently aware of this important distinction. See
further M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990) 2729-31.

36 1. Wittgenstein (1953), §§ 6667, 31-32; F. G. Downing (1972).
On diversity among Christians, see most recently G. Liidemann (1996).
37 For a failure to register the evidence for this conclusion, see, e.g.,
H. Chadwick (1994), 209-10, reviewing F. G. Downing (1992a);
B. Witherington (1994), 123-45 (with reference to F. G. Downing and
others on Cynics); P. R. Eddy (1996).

38 F. G. Downing (1994a).
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In the sketch of variegated first-century popular
Cynicism that follows I am again summarising what I have
argued before at greater length,3® but now with special
reference to Paul and Paul’s churches.

The social milieu is similar. Although both groups
can point to a handful of members who had good
education, social standing and influence, most adherents
had not; and it was wiih the latter that the former were
accepting identification. Pauline Christians, like most (but
not all) Cynics for whom we have evidence, are towns-
people (even if some of both do touch the countryside in
their travels).0 Many Cynics, the more prominent among
them in particular, appear as assiduous travellers, and we
find references to them moving through the countryside to
and from many of the urban centres and provinces we
associate with Paul.41

While the portrait of Paul’s mission in Acts may
well suggest the model of the ‘school’, the evidence in
Paul’s letters indicates something much less formal, much
less prestigious. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé presents a similar
picture of Cynics in the first century: there are many
references to Cynics congregating together, but (with the

3IF G Downing (1992a) chs. 1-3, 1-84. It was gratifying to find
E. Williams (1994), 140, in a not uncritical review of F. G. Downing
(1992), remark, ‘he is well-informed on ancient Cynicism (for which
his opening chapters provide what is in many ways the best intro-
duction available in English)’. But for a survey now also see R. B.
Branham and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996) and A. A. Long (1996).

40 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2734-36, 1 Cor 1.26-28; W. A. Meeks
(1983), ch. 2, 51-73; F. G. Downing (1992a), 88-98. (For evidence,
nonetheless, of Cynics and Christians in the countryside, see F. G.
Downing (1992) 82-84.)

41 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2731-34, Rome, Athens, Corinth in
particular, Cilicia (and add Tarsus, Dio 34.2), Cyprus; as well as
Gadara in the Decapolis, and other parts of Syria; see further, below.
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possible exception of Agathobulus in Alexandria) no hint
of formal philosophical ‘schools’.42 A ‘shortcut to excell-
ence’ would neither demand nor warrant such formal
organisation. On the other hand, A. J. Malherbe (followed
by M.-O. Goulet-Cazé€) argues for the importance of letter-
writing as a means of disseminating popular Cynicism in
our period, and keeping adherents in touch: ‘Letters are
worth a great deal, and are not inferior to conversation with
people actually present’, insists pseudo-Diogenes to
Hipparchia.®3

We ought also to note that other philosophical
movements or ‘schools’ in our sense are at times proposed
as affording more promising ‘models’ for the Pauline
communities as such, as having a stronger organisation —
Epicureans and Pythagoreans in particular. M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé’s attention to evidence for ‘la faune cynique’ is
therefore especially important. The case being argued here
does not in any way attempt to exclude the possible
usefulness of other careful comparisons, although alleged
similarities in ethos between Paul and Epicureans in
particular are far fewer and much weaker, it will be argued
below, than those between Paul and his early converts on
the one hand, and many Cynics, on the other. Though Paul
was not ‘a Cynic’, from his behaviour and dress and many
of the things he said he might well have been mistaken for

42 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2736-38; for Paul as a school-
philosopher, E. A. Judge (1960), (1972) and L. Alexander (1995); and
for the alternative view, R. F. Hock (1980), again.

43 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2743-46, quoting A. J. Malherbe
(1977), 2-3, and citing ps.-Diogenes 3. One may also note the later
example of Peregrinus, though he might have been influenced by
Paul’s earlier example (Lucian, Peregrinus 41).
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one; there would seem no real likelihood at all of his being
taken for an Epicurean. 4

There is one distinction among Cynics that has
been quite widely recognised on the basis of work by A. J.
Malherbe: that between a harsh and severe (and perhaps
especially plebeian) Cynicism, and a more easy-going,
even ‘hedonist’ variant.45 So when Peregrinus (who ultim-
ately ‘gave his body to be burned’, in imitation of
Herakles) rebuked the gentle Demonax for being too light-
hearted, not living a truly Cynic life: oU kuv@s, ‘You're
not living doggedly’, Demonax riposted, ‘And you’re not
living humanly.”4 Another example is pseudo-Crates,
Epistle 19: ‘Do not call Odysseus, who was the most
effeminate of all his companions, and who put pleasure
above all else, the father of Cynicism, because he once put
on the garb of a Cynic; for the cloak does not make the
Cynic, but the Cynic the cloak.” Epictetus would have
agreed about the cloak, but not about Odysseus or about
Diogenes.47 (In the fourth century, the emperor Julian
berated a Cynic who had criticised Diogenes himself, as
not whole-hearted enough.)*® As we have already noted,
and will consider later in more detail, Malherbe brings this
distinction into focus in his discussion of Paul, ‘gentle as a
nurse’, in contrast with the more acerbic Cynics’ pastoral

44 W. Meeks (1983), 8384 and notes; A. J. Malherbe (1982), (1987),
40-43, 84-87; C. E. Glad (1995) and (1996); M.-O. Goulet-Cazé
(1990), 274346, as in the previous note.

45 A. J. Malherbe (1970), 203—17; (1978), 48-49; (1982), 49-52; F. G.
Downing (1992a), 27-28 and n. 6.

46 Lucian, Demonax, 21.

47 Epictetus 3.24.13-21 and 64; cf. Dio’s Odysseus-style portrait of
Diogenes, Discourse 9.9.

48 Julian, To the uneducated Cynics 180D—181B.
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ethos, ¥ but it is also more widely relevant. Early
Christianity (the Pauline churches included) exhibited
similar divergencies over standards of asceticism.50 And
‘gentle, loving’ Paul can himself offer the alternative of ‘a
rod’ and ‘severity’.3! Paul's coarseness at times would have
sounded typically Cynic (in particular, the reference to
gelding (Gal 5.12) and to shit (Phil 3.8)); but even more
than the crudeness or the tone, there is the constant
readiness to scold.52 These variations will concern us
frequently in what follows, not least in necessary efforts to
compare and contrast Stoics and Cynics and Cynicising
Stoics (or Stoicising Cynics). 3

49 A. J. Malherbe (1970). L. Vaage (1995b), 204-205, finds too clear a
division of Cynics into just two groups along these lines in A. J.
Malherbe (1982), while noting much subtler variations analysed by
Malherbe elsewhere. The latter is more characteristic of Malherbe's
discussions of Cynicism.

30 1 yke 7.31-34; 1 Cor 7.8-9; Col 2.16-18; 1 Tim 4.1-5; Rev 2.20.

51 ¢y, ps.-Diogenes 7.1 (p&BSov) and 29.1; Paul in 1 Cor 4.21 and 2
Cor 13.10.

52 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 274647, citing, e.g., the approach of
which Epictetus disapproved, 3.22.80. Writers such as L. Vaage
(1994b) and D. Krueger (1996) have suggested that sexual and excret-
ory shamelessness are necessary features of Cynicism (even while
allowing that Cynics could be very different). In fact these particular
kinds of shameless behaviour are not part of the reception of Cynicism
by Demetrius, Dio, Demonax or ps.-Lucian's Cynic. They constitute
one part of the Diogenes tradition, but are not necessary: there are
many other forms of shamelessness — being poor, ill-clad, begging,
eating in public, crude language, any one or any combination of which
would suffice. See further, below, in this chapter; and ch. 4.

33 C.E. Glad (1995), 89-98, seems to suppose that this debate about
‘harshness’ and ‘gentleness’ is proposed as itself a distinguishing
feature of Cynics. It is not so proposed here; but neither, it would
seem, is 1t by such as A. J. Malherbe. Glad argues that a more signif-
icant difference is whether people at large are seen as ‘improvable’,
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Paul, like the Cynics (but unlike most other teach-
ers) exhorted his hearers to refuse to conform to the ideal
(and not just the actual) life-style of those around, not to
maintain the common priorities and prejudices of their
neighbours, but to adopt a quite new mind-set.>* We have
already noted important aspects of this radical (and Cynic-
seeming) demand in the first chapter. Further particulars of
the alternative way of living Paul seems to have proposed
(or seems to have appeared to have been proposing) in his
early contacts with his first converts, its similarities with
and its occasional divergencies from that of varied Cynics,
is what concerns us in detail in other chapters of this book;
here we continue to offer a brief outline of some salient
features.

Cynics, like Stoics, claimed to live ‘according to
nature’, kaTé @uolv (Paul only occasionally appeals to
‘nature’, 1 Cor 11.14; Rom 2.14). What constitutes ‘nature’
is conveniently vague; who is the more ‘natural’, Demonax
or Peregrinus? Are honeyed cakes ‘natural’ or is only the
simplicity of an animal in the wild?55 One important
difference between many Cynics and all but the most
Cynic-inclined Stoics lay in their attitude to the attainment
of the TéAog of this ‘natural’ perfection. Stoicism
advocated a slowly maturing intellectual inner discipline
and enlightenment (albeit with some adopting a Cynic life-
style as an optional extra, as we shall note), while Cynics

whatever the mode, with Cynics sceptical and Epicureans and Paul
optimistic. We shall revert to this issue below.

54 paul at, e.g., Rom 12.2, uf) ouoxnuaTiCsoBe . . . avakaivedoel
ToU vods, and the Cynic Epistles, passim; but cf., e.g, ps.-Crates 7 and
8; ps.-Diogenes 34 (for the alternative oxfjua); and Diogenes Laertius
6.3 for the ‘new mind’ demanded; and cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990),
2721-22 and 2751.

55 Lucian, Demonax 52; Diogenes Laertius 6.56.
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tended to claim the ability to climb straight into the
‘natural’ life-style, whether harsh or easy-going (or
anywhere in between). Cynicism is essentially a practical
‘way of life’, rather than an intellectual disicipline. It takes
a very practical ‘shortcut’, oUvtouos 68b5.56

The latter term does not reappear in Paul, but, it
will be argued, the issues do. Paul, too, had invited people
to step very quickly into a new life-styie, one dominated
neither by Hellenic nor barbarian (Jewish) law, written or
customary. It would have been easy for these new converts
to assume that they had ‘already’ reached their goal, were
already in their kingdom (1 Cor 4.8), as those plebeian
Cynics who displeased Epictetus claimed for themselves
(4.8.34; but cf. 3.22.76), and to formulate their opposition
to convention in some of the terms ready-made by the
similarly unconventional Cynics. They were now ‘free’, as
Paul stressed to the Galatians. In Corinth, freedom readily
took a very Cynic turn in discussions of diet, cultus, and
sexual relations, where the positions Paul opposes all
seemed ‘natural’ to many, though not all, Cynics. The
question of reliance on others’ support was a live issue
among Cynics in particular, and both in Corinth and in
Thessalonica Paul discusses it in terms that clearly recall
that Cynic debate. Cynics differing among themselves on
the details of the life-style to be adopted and promoted
provided much of the framework for the arguments among

56 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 22-28, (1990), 2759-63, 2806-12,
especially the conclusion, 2812. It is true, as C. E. Glad points out
(1995), 162, that it would seem that Philodemus’ Epicureans, too,
welcomed newcomers without prior ‘screening’. But Paul seems to
have expected the decision to join already to involve a significant
psycho-social change, rather than welcoming newcomers to
‘psychogogy’ and Epicurean empiricist metaphysics; see further,
below. The Epicurean analogy, such as it is, is very limited.
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Pauline Christians sorting out in various ways their new
discipleship.

Despite Paul’s unease at or outright opposition to
some of the more radical (and Cynic-looking) conclusions
adopted by some of his converts, his own attitudes at many
other points resemble Cynic, even distinctively Cynic
stances (as, again, we shall consider in much more detail
below). For instance, when challenged, he cites not only
the hardships he has been able to accept, but those which
he has deliberately chosen. Stoics hoped to accept the
circumstances that befell them (and Paul can sometimes
say much the same: Phil 4.11-13). Cynics were likely to
invite trouble so as to be able to display the truth, the
validity, of their claims: grappling with hunger and cold,
withstanding thirst . . . hunger, exile, loss of reputation and
the like have no terrors (Dio 8.16). Paul's ‘success’ in
confronting troubles demonstrates the truth of his claims
(albeit as to God’s power, not Paul’s own, 2 Cor 4.7-10).
Others might find this kind of ‘proof’ unpersuasive, in fact
ridiculous (Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 9-10); Paul, like
many a Cynic, finds and expects others to find an argument
from ascetic performance very cogent.57

The other side of this emphasis-on praxis is a
refusal to rely for persuasion on abstract intellectual
argument and its rhetorical expression (a companion
contrast with Cynicism’s nearest relative, Stoicism in
particular; but with other philosophies, too, of course).
Some Cynics were cultured and highly literate (Diogenes
and Crates in the tradition; Demetrius, Dio, Demonax and
Oenomaus around our period); others (the writers of the

57 0On Cynic &oknolg, see again M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), especially
6671, 182-90; and R. B. Branham and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 26;
A. A. Long (1996), 42—-43.
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Cynic Epistles for instance) were not. Here again there was
variety. Educated Cynics were quite willing to use their
intellectual skills to ‘deconstruct’ others’ wordy edifices,
but all refused to substitute any rival metaphysical struct-
ures of their own. Other contemporaries, too, disclaimed
any reliance on ‘mere rhetoric’; but, as again A. J.
Malherbe has shown, Paul’s own disclaimers seem partic-
uiarly to echo those of, for instance, Dio in Cynic mood
distancing himself from harsher, plebeian Cynics.58 Once
more, a characteristic debate among divergent Cynics
provides the terms for a discussion among the Pauline
Christians.

As we have already noted, it is often allowed, at
least initially, that Paul as an impoverished wandering
preacher might well have seemed at this point to have had
something in common with Cynics. But here again it is
worth noting that Cynics themselves varied. Dio Chrys-
ostom and Peregrinus and Lucian’s plebeian Cynics seem
to be wanderers; Dio supposes the townspeople he visits
will be used to other Cynic visitors. Diogenes in some of
the Epistles, and in Maximus of Tyre, is a wanderer;5? but
in other traditions he, like Crates (and, later, Musonius,
Demetrius and Demonax) seem settled in one place. That
not all Christian preachers were as mobile as Paul, Kephas
and the Lord's brothers would not itself have dispelled the
Cynic impression they all probably conveyed.

A major divergence between most Cynics and most
Stoics was over providence. Cynic ascetic pragmatism

58 A. 7. Matherbe (1987), 3-4, citing Dio 32.11-12; cf. M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé (1990), 2724.

59 Ps.-Diogenes 3040; Dio 1.50; 12.16; 13.9; Lucian, Peregrinus 15—
16 and Philosophies for Sale 7-10, and Runaways; Maximus of Tyre,
36.5; Giannantoni (1990) V B 299; cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990),
2733-34.
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entailed a strong conviction that one could act to make a
difference to the way things turned out, at least in one's
own case. Events are not determined in advance by destiny,
necessity, fortune. For Stoics there is only the choice
whether providence takes you along willingly or unwill-
ingly (like a dog tied to a cart).%0 Yet even here the divide
is not clear. Seneca quotes his friend Demetrius as saying,
‘Immortal Gods, I have this one complaint against you, that
you did not earlier make your will known to me . . .’, and
Goulet-Cazé argues persuasively that Seneca is unlikely to
have invented so strong an assertion for his friend.5!
Seneca himself, for all his Stoic leanings, could evince a
markedly Cynic pragmatic attitude to &oknois, as could
Epictetus, t00.52 Paul displays a similar ambivalence: on
the one hand we have, for instance, Romans 8.28-30
(‘those God foreknew he predestined . . .”) and 9.16-17 (‘it
does not depend on human will but on God’); on the other,
there is Paul’s apparently very physical self-discipline,
‘lest he find himself rejected’, in (among other passages)
one whose Cynic echoes we have already heard, 1
Corinthians 9.23-27.93 In the importance he accords ‘the
body’, but without any conventional athletic leanings, here
and elsewhere Paul is very close to Cynicism, as we shall
argue later.

Much of Paul's ‘determinism’ could, however, be
read primarily in terms of divine ‘election’, divine choice,
as in both the passages from Romans cited. Cynics can
often appear as sceptical or “theist, as do Diogenes in many

60 Hippolytus, Refutation 1.18.

61 Seneca, De providentia 5.5-6; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2772-76.
62 M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 182-90, again.

63 On this see A. J. Malherbe (1995), and especially 252-54; but also
idem (1978), 56-58.
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of the popular stories, Menippus as reproduced by Lucian,
and Oenomaus in the lengthy extracts preserved by
Eusebius of Caesara. Yet, here, too, there is no clear con-
sistency. Some of the stories have Diogenes talk quite
positively of the Gods; late tradition saw Antisthenes as a
staunch monotheist; Musonius, Dio and Peregrinus all
display ‘a warm religious strain’. In particular do we find
at times a strong sense of being ‘called’ by God or Gods,
chosen and sent for service.®* (All of these issues will be
discussed in more detail in ensuing chapters.)

Perhaps the readiest contrast between Paul and his
churches on the one hand, and Cynicism as often present-
ed, on the other, would be on the issue of ‘shamelessness’,
&vaideia. In the tradition, Diogenes is not simply loud-
mouthed and even violent, but he offends public conven-
tion not only by eating in the market place, but farting,
pissing, shitting and masturbating publicly; Crates and
Hipparchia copulate in the temple porticos, just as dogs
naturally do. Even when rebuking incest in Corinth (1 Cor
5), Paul never seems to have had this sort of behaviour to
contend with. Yet here again, there does not seem to have
been a standard practice among Cynic individualists:
avaideia was not de rigueur. The most shocking tale
Seneca can tell of Demetrius is the latter’s likening the talk
of ignorant fools to a belch or a fart.55 Though Dio refers
to Diogenes defecating in public, and masturbating in the
wild, he never suggests he himself was bound or even
tempted to emulate him; and when he complains of the

64 Diogenes in Diogenes Laertius 6.20 (repeated by others); Dio 1.50
13.8-12; 32.12-14; as well as Epictetus' very Stoic ideal Cynic,
3.22.46, 56; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2781-88; J. H. Moles (1996),
113-14.

65 Seneca, Epistulae morales 91.19.
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plebeian radicals in Alexandria, it is only to their abrasive
jokes that he takes exception.® Lucian does not raise the
issue in his account of Demonax, nor even in his criticism
of working-class Cynics in The Runaways; although there
is some reference to such actions in Philosophies for Sale
(10) and just one in his Peregrinus (17). There is nothing
of the sort in pseudo-Lucian, The Cynic. It would not have
been necessary for Paul to have behaved in so unseemly a
manner, nor for his converts to have felt obliged or
permitted to, for Paul’s many close contacts with Cynicism
to have been obvious, even very swiftly obvious.6”

There does remain one major apparent difference
which must exercise us in this discussion: that is, an item
of concern to Cynics that does not seem to have exercised
Paul greatly. It is the issue of wealth for Christians in
general. There is already a striking difference on this (as on
other points) between Paul and the Jesus tradition in Q%8
and in Mark (though many other ‘family resemblances’
remain); but also a contrast with Cynicism as a whole.
Wealth for most Cynics is a threat, it enslaves.®® The Paul
of the undisputed letters never preaches against wealth as

66 Dio 8.36; 6.17-20; 32.9.

67 Such behaviour does seem part of any ‘rounded’ sketch of
Diogenes, but not part of the essential reception of Cynicism in our
period (see n. 52, above), and contra D. Krueger (1996). To repeat, to
make specifically sexual provocative behaviour a ‘necessary’ feature of
all Cynicism from which therefore all known Christian conduct can be
distinguished (H. Chadwick (1994), L. Vaage (1994b)) is to (ly quite
perversely in the face of the known evidence.

68 The present writer is convinced that the evidence for Luke and
Matthew having had a common source, ‘Q’, not used by Mark, is
overwhelming. For a recent account, F. G. Downing (1994a); for its
Cynic content, F. G. Downing (1992a), 115-42.

69 ps.-Crates 8 and 9; ps.-Diogenes 37.6; Diogenes Laertius 6.50, 87;
ps.-Lucian, The Cynic; Lucian, Peregrinus 15.
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such (cf. 1 Cor 13.3). He accepts poverty for himself, as a
personal discipline, but never urges it on others; not even
when reminding the Corinthians of Jesus’ ‘poverty’ does
Paul ask them to do more than ‘share their wealth’ (1 Cor
8.8-15). And yet, even here we may find a similar differ-
ence of approach among the Cynics for whom we have
evidence. Seneca’s Cynic friend Demetrius clearly seems
to have maintained his austere life-style, even in the home
of his wealthy patron. But at no point does Seneca suggest
he has had to respond to constant exhortations himself to
accept dispossession. Nor, for that matter, does Lucian’s
Demonax seem to worry much about wealth. To see
poverty as a personal rather than as general calling may
have been one more variant opinion among Cynics. Or
perhaps this is another point where Paul is closer to the
Stoics.

The foregoing sketch has attempted to display
something of the varied concerns and practices of first-
century popular Cynicism, and at the same time to show
some more of the ways in which many Cynics differed
from most Stoics, but also differed among themselves. It
has also been suggested in brief that many of the concerns,
and the varied responses to them, can also be found
expressed in Paul, often in very similar ways. But this is
only a sketch, a sketch-map perhaps, of the ground that
remains to be covered in much more detail. At best the
reader may have been persuaded that the journey is
reasonably promising, and that we may properly operate
with a model of ‘family resemblances’, not only within
Cynicism and within early Christianity and Paul’s own
churches, but also as a valid question about the relationship
between Paul and varied Cynicism. It is presented as a
question worth asking; there is no pretence that the
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evidence so far offered is sufficient to warrant the
conclusion to which the book as a whole argues.

(iv) Sources for Cynics and for Paul

Most of our major sources for variegated first century
Cynicism have already been mentioned in passing.
Popular, more or less ‘plebeian’ Cynicism is best repre-
sented in the Cynic Epistles. Many of these letters seem to
have been composed in the first century CE, with older
ones still in circulation.”® Produced much later, but widely
used in studies of Cynicism, is book 6 of Diogenes
Laertius’ Lives of Eminent Philosophers. His frequent
claim to be quoting older sources, themselves in circulation
in our first century, is well supported by other data
available to us. Many of the brief chreiai he included can
be paralleled in Epictetus, Dio, Plutarch and Philo, among
other first-century writers. Dio in particular notes ‘the mass
of ordinary people retain a clear memory of the sayings
ascribed to Diogenes.’ 7!

It is assumed that many of the works of Menippus
of Gadara in the Decapolis were widely available in Paul’s
day, for they influenced Roman writers such as Varro (first
century BCE) and Seneca, Paul’s near—contemporary,
while their most extensive remains are in the re-worked
versions produced in the next century by Lucian of
Samosata. Seneca has preserved for us only a handful of

70 On the Cynic sources as a whole, M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2800
2806; for the Cynic Epistles, A. J. Malherbe (1977); F. G. Downing
(1992a), ch. 3, ‘Sorting and Dating the Cynic Evidence’, 55-84.

71 Dio 72.11; Diogenes Laertius is readily available (if somewhat
bowdlerised by R. D. Hicks (1925)) in LCL; most of the other Cynic
sources listed here also appear in LCL.
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scattered fragments of the Cynic philosophy of his friend,
Demetrius, and much may have been reinterpreted in Stoic
vein, but some is arguably authentic Cynicism.”? There are
other references, too, to Cynic themes, in Seneca’s
writings. Epictetus, as we have noted, is to be taken as
primarily a Stoic (and that includes his portrait of the ideal
Cynic, 3.22). But some items, perhaps especially his
rebukes to Cynic ‘pretenders’ of whom he disapproved, are
unquestionably relevant.”

Philo of Alexandria preserved some stories of
Diogenes, in his Quod omnis probus liber sit; but also
Cynic arguments against pleasure, in De legum allegoria 2
and 3 in particular. The Diogenes Papyrus from Alex-
andria and Dio’s later references to plebeian Cynics in the
city would support the impression Philo himself gives that
he is responding to a live tradition. 7

Our next major source is Dio (Chrysostom) of
Prusa himself, born in the first century CE, writing mostly
after the turn of the next. His Discourses 4, 6, 8, 9 and 10
are widely accepted as significantly Cynic, stemming from
the time he was wandering in exile; but also relevant are
his other passing references to Cynics (including those of
whom he quite strongly disapproved).

And then from Syria in the next century, we have
Oenomaus of Gadara and Lucian of Samosata (especially
his admired Demonax and his despised Peregrinus and
The Runaways).

72 M. Billerbeck (1979), finds little; but cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986),
182-85 and (1990), 2768-73."

73 M. Billerbeck (1978); cf. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986) 189-90.

74 The Vienna Diogenes Papyrus, C. Wessely [1902] (1979); Philo, De
plantatione 151; Dio 32.9.
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I have argued elsewhere for a cautiously parsimon-
ious rule of thumb: to wit, that cultural sources in the
ancient world may readily be accepted as relevant if dated
within two generations of the generation being studied, a
‘moving bracket’ of around a century from the mid-point
of the current focus of attention. Matter from earlier or
later may also be adduced, but only to support matter from
within the bracket.”> This rule is arbitrary it is more
generous than some would allow, but is also much stricter
than the scope most permit themselves. By this rule of
thumb we have a considerable amount of material with
which we may compare the ‘genuine’ letters of Paul.

On the face of it, our sources for Paul comprise a
large part of the New Testament collection: thirteen letters
(fourteen with Hebrews, but that does not claim to be by
Paul), and a large part of The Acts of the Apostles.
However, as most readers will be well aware, it has long
been obvious to scholars that the convictions, style and
language of many of the letters differ extensively. If we
take as a starting point Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians and
Galatians, then 1 and 2 Timothy and Titus seem to be by
someone else; and Colossians and Ephesians seem each to
be by different writers again. It is widely accepted that
Jewish writers had made ready use of pseudonyms, ‘pen-
names’, over the previous centuries; schoolchildren were
set the task of writing in the character of some famous
person; and, of course, our Cynic Epistles are all pseud-
onymous.”6 On the other hand, Philemon, Philippians and

75F. G. Downing (1988a), 214-15.

76 Cf. the useful survey in M. Kitchen (1994), 22-28. D. J. Doughty
(1994) has recently urged a ‘systematic scepticism’ in the face of the
‘normative paradigm’ deployed by most students of Paul (whom he
sees as also over-dependent on Acts). Doughty then insists that ‘the
balance of proof’ (sic) lies with those who accept the paradigm,
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1 Thessalonians appear to most who engage in this dissect-
ion as genuinely Paul’s own; leaving 2 Thessalonians as
something of a puzzle. It seems to be addressing a very
similar situation to that envisaged in 1 Thessalonians, yet
taking a distinctive stance in Paul's name: not the most
likely context for the use of a pseudonym (let alone for a
claim to be using Paul’s signature). However, it is not
necesssary to argue, let alone resoive these issues here. The
letters which seem most clearly to reflect what Paul first
tried to share (and in some measure must be taken to have
succeeded in sharing) with Greek-speaking gentiles are
Galatians, 1 Thessalonians (supplemented by 2 Thessal-
onians), and 1 Corinthians (supplemented by 2 Corinth-
ians). There is little relevant to the present discussion of
Paul’s initial approaches and explorations in Philippians or
Philemon; and Paul was, of course, aware that the intended
listeners to Romans had been introduced to Christian
discipleship by others.”” It will in fact be argued that Paul
became quite rapidly disenchanted with many of the Cynic
strands and motifs in his initial Christian thinking (if not
his life-style); by the time he wrote Philippians and

apparently unaware that a systematic scepticism is unanswerably
beyond proof or disproof (and, so, meaningless). Of course, alternative
paradigms may well be deployed, and assessed as presented, by the
extent of the evidence they adduce and the coherence of their ordering
of it; on which see F. G. Downing (1968), (1987a) and (1994a). The
number of possible scenarios is theoretically infinite. Sceptics are
under an obligation to propose some other comprehensive
reconstruction for colleagues to examine as sceptically.

77 On these issues see the introductions to recent commentaries; on
sorting the evidence so as to construct a portrait of Paul, the works that
have most influenced the present writer include the following: J. Knox
(1950); M. Dibelius {1947] (1953); G. Bornkamm [1969] (1971); S.
Sandmel [1958] (1979); R. Jewett (1979); E. P. Sanders (1977) and
(1983); G. Liidemann [1980] (1984); G. Lyons (1985); A. J. Malherbe
(1987); A. F. Segal (1990); see further the Bibliography to this volume.
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Romans the more Stoic tendencies in his thought and
attitudes had come to the fore.

The Acts of the Apostles seems to have little if
anything of Paul’s own language in it: Luke, like other
historical writers of the day, composed its speeches with a
view to the movement of the narrative and the situation of
his own intended audience.”® (Luke would also seem to
have tried to make it clear that the radical and Cynic-
sounding Jesus tradition belonged in the past, and were not
expected to reappear in the post-resurrection Christian
communities.) 7’

We continue with our exploration of Paul's initial
approach to Greek-speaking gentiles who had little or no
prior involvement with Jewish communities or Jewish
ideas, asking whose language and whose models for living
he would have needed to use or might have seemed to be
using as he tried to share by example and in conversation
his own faith and discipleship which were themselves all
the while being worked out in these encounters.

78 Cf. the discussion in F. G. Downing (1981) and (1982), and
bibliography there.

79 Luke 22.35-36; cf. F. G. Downing (1992a), 12 and (1995d), 101-
102.
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WHY THEN THE LAW?

(i) Recent debate

Paul’s arguments about ‘the law’ (in Galatians and in
Romans in particular) have been much assessed and re-
assessed over recent years. The view had long been
dominant in western scholarly discussion, that Paul had
been making a ‘Lutheran’ contrast between the achieving
of merit and the receiving in faith of divine grace. ‘Law’,
and first-century Judaism’s response to its Torah, so it was
said, either encouraged attempts to earn divine favour by
meticulous observance, or led to despairing failure in the
face of impossible demands. Through the risen Christ’s
encounter with him, Paul had been released from the
attempt to attain a perfect compliance as well as the
temptation to boast of perceived success. Now, instead,
Paul could trust God in Christ, and on the basis of that faith
could enjoy the pure gift of an acquittal by God, and so, a
right relationship with God. And the negative contrast with
the unattainable goal of a perfection to be earned in detail
importantly defined the gratuitous new status or relation-
ship Paul was said to have believed was his and so urged
others to accept.!

1 For this characterisation of the Judaism against which Paul is thought
to be reacting, see E. P. Sanders (1977), 2-6, and (1985), 23-58; for
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An alternative view has been argued in a number of
works by E. P. Sanders, with variants suggested by others
largely in sympathy. Sanders himself argues that Paul is
concerned with ‘getting in and staying in’, not with resist-
ing forms of Jewish legalism imagined by the heirs of the
Protestant Reformation. For Paul’s Jewish contemporaries
you were a Jew by birth or by male circumcision, and you
stayed in God’s covenantal people by responding positive-
ly to the opportunities as well as the demands of the Torah,
its procedures for atoning for failures as much as its
positive requirements. ‘Being in’ God’s people was a gift;
staying in, retaining the gift, was a matter of choice
actively carried through, but still not a matter of earning
your passage. Paul’s system as a Christian was structurally
no different; but for Paul, ‘getting in’, God’s gift of
inclusion, was now given solely in and through the risen
Jesus. The Jewish way was therefore simply irrelevant
(though a potentially dangerous distraction).2

J. D. G. Dunn has suggested a particular interpret-
ation of ‘doing the works of the law’, also arguing that
Paul is not objecting to any stress on ‘doing’, but rather to
any emphasis on items that separated Jews from gentiles in
the eyes of both: circumcision and food-purity laws in
ments with Sander’s arguments, while stressing much more
than does the latter the very different — even contradictory

arguments against Sanders and others taking a similar stance, see, €.g.,
H. Hiibner (1980), 445-73 and [1978] (1984); R. N. Longenecker
(1990), 85-87, though sympathetic to some of Sanders’ points, still
refers to ‘winning God’s favour by merit-amassing observance of
Torah’. Cf. also C. E. B. Cranfield (1991), 89-101; 1. H. Marshall
(1996).

2 E. P. Sanders (1983), especially 4-10.

3 1.D. G. Dunn (1990), 183-241; (1991), ch. 7; and (1992), 99-117.
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— attitudes Paul seems to him to express towards ‘the
law’ 4

However we decide the theological interpretation, it
is clear that at the time of writing Galatians (and, later,
Romans), Paul is concerned with arguments about Torah,
about Jewish law as it appeared in the Penteteuch, and as it
was interpreted and applied in his own day; and, as just
noted, Paul’s attention seems now concentrated on the
‘identity markers’ that the Torah afforded: circumcision
and food laws (and, to a lesser extent, Sabbath and
calendar). It is obviously understandable that scholarly
discussion of ‘law’ in Paul also centres on just these issues,
on the ‘Judaising’ debate as it developed a few years on in
the early Christian communities.

However, there is no sign at all that such arguments
about Jewish sacred tradition accompanied Paul’s first
approach to these ‘pagans’ in Galatia (or to other such
people, later, in Macedonia and Achaea: Gal 1.6-10;
1 Thess 1.9-10; 1 Cor 2.2).5 So it is clearly inappropriate
that none of the writers cited above pays any but the most
passing attention (and mostly not even that) to pagan Greek
discussions of traditional and ancestral ‘law’ even when
they agree (as most do) that the people to whom Paul, in
Galatians at least, is writing have never been Jewish.® For

4 H. Riisinen [1983] 1986.

5 Paul shows no obvious sign of having himself worked out his
position on the Law in terms taken from Scripture at this early stage.
Galatians and then Romans indicate a quite new and developing
Scriptural argument to which opponents at this later stage had drawn
him. As J. M. G. Barclay (1996) shows, there is no preparation for
Paul's stance, not even among the ‘allegorisers’ to whom Philo refers,
(De migratione 89-93; Barclay 176-78).

6 1. D. G. Dunn (1993), 6; E. P. Sanders (1983), 18; H.Riisdnen
(1983), 20. Riisidnen systematically looks for ‘analogies’ to Paul in
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these pagan Galatians, for most of their lives, ‘law’ had
comprised just these local and Hellenised customs and
codes. These and these only were the customs and codes in
question when Paul first invited them to the new Christian
way of life. Yet there is a long tradition in the Hellenistic
world of critical debate over questions of such laws and
codes, written and customary, covering all areas of life,
cultus, purity, diet, festivals, as well as marriage and
inheritance, property, town-planning and (restricted) civic
rights. There are widely publicised arguments in favour
and arguments against statutes and customs, in particular
and in general.

It is, then, worth noting that Galatians seems to
many to show clear signs of its author’s awareness of
contemporary conventions for public address (even if the
letter does not fit neatly any one of the three theoretical
divisions, ‘forensic’, ‘epideictic’ or ‘deliberative’).” Paul
seems to assume that his hearers share the common oral
culture of their cities. On that assumption they will
inevitably have been exposed from time to time to
discussions of law — laws and customs — in most or all the

other Christian and in Jewish (including Greek Jewish) sources; but
never in the wider contemporary debate. A. Segal (1995), 22, notes as
do many the somewhat distant analogy of the ‘allegorisers’ of the law
mentioned by Philo (De migratione 89-90 [given as 87-88 by Segal]),
but not the wider Hellenistic context of their concerns (see further,
below). It is perhaps also worth noting that recent discussions of ‘law’
in Luke—Acts have been similarly myopic; see F. G. Downing (1988b).
7H. D. Betz (1975) and (1979), 14-25 argues that it is an ‘apologetic
letter” heavily influenced by the rhetorical structure of the forensic
speech, the address for the defence in court. R. N. Longenecker (1990),
cix—cxix and 184-86, responding (o Betz and subsequent discussions,
concludes that we have a mixture of genres in the letter. He is followed
in this by J. D. G. Dunn (1993), 20; cf. A. E. Harvey (1996), 14-15;
J. Murphy-O’Connor (1996), 50-51.
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standard settings, of courts, assemblies, theatres and the
like.®

As we saw in the first chapter, and have just
recalled, Paul’s Christian converts had been invited from
the very start to break with the religio-civic laws and
customs of their Greek cities, at least in some measure:
crucially, where these laid down the roles expected of slave
and free, male and female. They had broken in some
significant ways with the codes and ethos expected of good
Greeks - without adopting the Torah of Judaism (or the
code and practice of any other recognised €0vos, any other
people, either), as John Barclay has also recently pointed
out so clearly.® These new Christians had already at their
‘conversion’ been forced to consider issues of attitudes to
accepted custom and code, and their practical responses —
no light matter, as Barclay stresses!0 — well before trouble-
some Jewish Christians (or others) forced Paul now to
discuss such issues in relation to alien Jewish laws and life-
styles. The urgency of the question of the Torah and of its
identity markers in the situation out of which Galatians was
written has perhaps blinded scholars to the likelihood —
indeed, the near certainty — that this was not the first time
questions of ‘law’ had had to be faced by the Galatian
congregations. They had confronted the issues of social
conformity in relation to their own law when first they
accepted baptism, and they will have had available the

8 See, further, F. G. Downing (1988a), especially 223-26; J. M. G.
Barclay (1996), 383 and n. 8.

9 J. M. G. Barclay (1996), 329. Paul initiated a break with local
Hellenised culture without substituting any acculturation to Jewish law
and custom (or, apparently, even raising the question). There is to be
no conformity to any ancient code as currently understood and
practised. Paul’s approach is entirely ‘anomalous’.

10 3. M. G. Barclay (1996), 277, 287, 314-18.
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current popular debates; now they were having to face
issues of custom and code yet again, but in this instance,
and for the first time, in relation to Jewish torah, or
elements of it.

So when Paul asks, T{ oUv 6 véuos; ‘What then is
the law?’ there is at least a very good chance that he will be
understood in terms of these standard Hellenistic discuss-
ions, a very good chance, too, that he will have some
awareness of the vocabulary of ideas-in-words already
current with which he might hope to make his case in
relation to further legal controversy.!! The issue of the
Torah was new when Paul wrote Galatians; the issue of
‘law’ as such could hardly have been so; it had been at
stake from the beginning, as reiterated, in the break with
local civic cults, festivals, statutes and conventions.

(ii) ‘Law’ in Graeco-Roman debate

It is worthwhile, then, to summarise something of that
wider debate about law and custom in the Graeco-Roman
world. Issues of law, codified or uncodified (custom) had
been argued over by the sophists, pointing sceptically to
the variety that obtained from place to place. But this
scepticism, it was said, sharpened people’s appreciation of
order, its value and its fragility. It was important to find
how one could achieve a viable lasting and coherent order
‘in matters divine and human’ that would be acknowledged

11 4 D. Betz (1979), 161-180, ‘a topic common for the philosophers
and theologians of the Greco-Roman world’ (162); however, it will be
argued that Betz has importantly misconstrued some of the relevant
data. On what follows, also see especially H. W. Hollander and
J. Holleman (1993), kindly drawn to my attention but then overlooked
by me in the following discussion.
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on all sides, rather than a diversity allowing or even
encouraging conflict. Initially, in The Republic, Plato
unfolded his conviction that there just ‘is’ an ideal order
which the truly wise man, the philosopher-king, will be
aware of and will be able to impose on each and every
occasion on all others, overriding any other form of law.
This contrasts with his own later admission, in The Laws,
that only a second-best state is actually feasible, one in
which authority (executive power) is itself subject to law.
For Aristotle, in The Politics, the collective wisdom of ‘the
people’ (albeit very narrowly defined) may well be wiser
than that of any expert; and this entails according a very
high value to popular habit, to custom commonly observed,
whether codified or not, and however much it differed
between one community and the next. Thus tradition,
ensuring the antiquity of customs and laws, was of great
importance. If Egyptian or Jewish practices seemed
bizarre, at least they were old.12

The Stoics, convinced that all have some access to
the order inherent in things as they are, also took custom
and enacted law very seriously, especially where common
strands could be discerned: this must represent the ‘law of
nature’. Cynics tended to maintain the scepticism of the
sophists, but also to insist on taking that scepticism to its
logical conclusions in practice. The enacted laws and
customs of civic societies were corrupt, artificial, false,
inauthentic: opposed to nature, not its expression. The
divergence is important for what follows; and again, H. D.
Betz, for instance, blurs the Stoic—Cynic distinction, misled
in particular by a passage in Diogenes Laertius which runs,
‘As to Law, there can be no civic society without it, and
there is no benefit from refined culture apart from civic

12 £ G. Downing (1988b), 152-53; Tacitus, Hist. 5.1-13.
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society . . .". But this eulogy of law-based civic culture has
been shown by M.-O. Goulet-Cazé to be a Stoicising
addition by Laertius, intent on displaying a tidy succession
from Cynicism to the Stoics. Cynics, as we shall see in
more detail shortly, had in fact little if anything good to say
about civic culture, let alone its laws. 13

Much of this general debate can then also be found
reproduced in Hellenistic Jewish writers such as Philo and
Josephus.!4 However, though Paul could have been
introduced to these debates by fellow Jews, it is much more
likely that he would have encountered them more
immediately; and certainly his converts would have.!5 In
particular, we have no Jewish thinkers making anything
like the disparaging comments on ‘the law’ that we find in
Galatians. Philo, as noted, is often cited in this connection
for his reference to ‘some who take the positive laws as
pointers to intellectual realities. They are unduly precise in
their interpetations of these latter, while quite casually
belittling the laws as stated.’16 But these ‘allegorisers’ do
not, by Philo’s account, argue that observance is actually
counter-productive, destructive of any good human
relationship with Israel’s God; they simply find practical
observance unnecessary. Josephus’ Zambrias (on whom
more below) comes closest to Paul’s response, in his

13 Diogenes Laertius 6.72; and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1982) and (1986),
33.

14 Eor a fuller discussion, F. G. Downing (1988b), 150-52, citing
F. Schulz (1946), G. H. Sabine (1952); J. W. Jones (1956); and A. A.
Schiller (1978); and cf., also, H. D. Betz (1979), 161-80.

15 Cf. A. J. Malherbe (1989), 10, again: ‘[Paul] knew these traditions
first hand and not through the mediation of other Jews who before him
had come to terms with the Greek experience.” .

16 pilo, De migratione 89; cf. the discussion in J. M. G. Barclay
(1996), 177~78, noted above.
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designation of the Mosaic legislation as tyrannously
enslaving; but Zambrias does not object to traditional rules
as such, only to being forbidden to make his own choice of
which nation’s laws he is to follow.17
Some additional illustrations from the wider
Hellenistic world seem appropriate. First we note some
further — and commonplace — high evaluations of ‘law’ as
such (in addition to the one just cited from Diogenes
Laertius). Dio Chrysostom composed a sophist’s pair of
pieces, one praising written law, its companion praising
unwritten custom in contrast with enacted law. Dio begins
the former discourse thus:
The Law is a guide for life (toU Biov... fyeucov [cf kat&
Tov véuov [vTes, below]), an arbiter cities have agreed
in common, a straight-edge that remains true (Sixaios)
throughout our affairs, one each of us must use to rule our
own line through life — or else we 1l go wickedly (Trovnpds)
astray. So those who keep (puAdtTovTes) the law have
gained salvation (oo Tnpia, security, well-being). But those
who transgress (mapaPaivovtes) begin by destroying
(&moA\Uouow) themselves and then destroy other people,
offering them example and encitement to anarchic violence
(75.1).
No one has ever repented of recourse to the Law (2); it
gives impartial advice in difficult situations (3), clearer
than any oracle, and itself working by persuasion, not force
(4); it defends piety (5); it secures justice (SikaiooUvn)
more effectively than does family feeling (6); and it
rewards those who do good (7); it really is son of Zeus (6
ToU dids dvTeos vids) (8); succour in old age, school-
teacher (318&okaAos) in youth (9). ‘A city cannot possibly

17 Josephus, Ant. 4.145-49; cf. the discussion in P. Borgen (1995), 33-
39.
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be saved if the law has been destroyed . . . banish the law
from your life, it’s as though you’ve lost your mind, you’re
landed in chaos and insanity’ (10). The wide dissemination
of views of this kind can be readily illustrated. 3 And these
terms were readily taken up by Hellenistic Jewish writers
in commending the Torah, from The Letter of Aristeas to
Philo and Josephus. 12

Paul’s urban world was basically orderly and law-
abiding, both in attitude and behaviour. Of course there
were disturbances: Paul himself notes ‘danger in towns’ (2
Cor 11.26) and Acts takes occasional mob violence for
granted.20 But much more telling are the confident appeals
to due legal process narrated by Luke (Acts 16.21, 37-38;
17.8-9; 18.12-13; and 19.38-40; cf. Rom 13.1-7, further
discussed in chapter 8). It was a world where the mainten-
ance of traditional — at best, ancestral — law and custom in
all areas of life — temple, market place, home — engaged
widespread popular consent. Many provinces had no troops
stationed in them, and there was no other ‘law-enforcement
agency’ than the leading citizens and their loyal slaves; yet
goods were produced and marketed, taxes collected and
delivered, roads, aqueducts, drains, baths and theatres were
erected and maintained; and law-courts kept busy.2!

When Paul arrived in a town in Galatia (or in any
other province) he would need to have had some very
telling arguments with which to counter the prevailing

18 For further examples of this sort of eulogy for Law, see H. D. Betz
(1979), 162-65. '

19 See, further, F. G. Downing (1985), 114-15, where a selection of
the evidence is set out in tabular form; and J. M. G. Barclay (1996),
passim.

20 R. MacMullen (1966) and (1974), 66 and 171, n. 30.

21 R L. Fox (1986), 48-63; but see also Epictetus 3.13.9; Dio 40.8,
43.11-12.
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ethos, arguments honed to cut through the standard
defences of the kind Dio the sophist would trot out. As we
shall see, it would seem that only from among the Cynics
could Paul have been able to find the countervailing words
and ideas that people were likely to understand and
respond to. But the readiness with which some of Paul's
converts were now responding to Torah-observant Jewish
Christians seeking to recall them to the realisation of what
they had lost in deserting their own ancestral codes without
transferring to a new framework of law, would seem to
show just how powerful the old ethos remained.

On reflection it appears fairly likely that those Paul
now opposes in Galatia had indeed been emphasising the
importance of ‘the law’ in much the sort of vein displayed
in Dio’s encomium. It was, they seem to have been
insisting, ‘the law’ that stood against TapaBdaoels,
transgressions, and afforded true piety; it was law that gave
life, that ensured Sikaioouvn, justice, that was the teacher
directing us to our ultimate well-being (compare Gal 3.19—
25). In place of Paul's Cynic-like anarchism his Galatian
converts were now being offered the Jewish—Christian
Torah, law which would afford as much as and more than
had been assured in the abandoned laws of their traditional
civic communities.

The companion piece by Dio, Discourse 76, then in
turn commends custom (£€0og) and criticises codified law.
For our immediate purposes this sophistic contrasting of
the two is not important. In many other instances the two
are seen as complementary,22 and in what follows we shall
note that both may be rejected together. But some of a
sophist’s disparagement of enacted law is itself worth
noting. Law works by compulsion, force, tyrannously (1-2;

22 See, again, F. G. Downing (1988b), 150-52.



66 Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches

compare Paul’s ‘confined’, ‘under restraint’, Gal 3.23). It
is a human invention (1; compare Paul’s ‘by angels
through an intermediary’ — not directly from God - 3.19-
20). ‘Laws create a community of slaves’ (4) ‘no better
than a slave’, says Paul (4.1, 3). Laws can always be
changed, their power is evanescent (3); the period of the
law’s sway is over, insists Paul (4.4). ‘The law is for the
wicked’ (4); ‘for the sake of transgressions’, says Paul,
even more strikingly (3.19). (The availability of Dio’s
common vocabulary of terms and ideas to Paul elsewhere
is further shown in 2 Corinthians 3.3 and 3.7: ‘the

dispensation of death ...’ ‘. . . not on tablets of stone, but
on tablets of human hearts’; ‘laws’, says Dio, ‘inflict
punishments on our bodies . . . laws are preserved on

tablets of wood or stone, customs are guarded in our souls’
(76.3—4)). Some of Paul’s critique is common currency.
We appreciate that criticism of laws and of customs
(unwritten laws) was not unusual. Epictetus could write
dismissively of ‘these miserable laws of ours, laws of the
dead, not laws of the Gods’ (1.13.5). But Stoics still seem
to have looked expectantly to the laws of states, especially
to their common features, expecting some genuine
reflection of ‘the law of nature’ (Musonius 15). And in
practice, the Stoic position was to obey, anyway. As noted
already, the claim that ‘society cannot exist without law’ in
Diogenes Laertius 6.72 is a Stoic dogma.23 State law only
dealt with externals, irrelevancies (Epictetus 1.29.9-10). A
Stoic obeys the law of nature in what really matters, his
inner consent or refusal; for the rest, as Epictetus insists,
whether the order came from Caesar or a governor or from
the city council, ‘I must always obey the state law in every
detail’; and ‘good citizens submit to the law of the state.’

23 See n. 12 above.
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Might a Stoic’s reserve make him despise the laws? he is
asked, and replies, what could make one readier to obey?24

Epicureans could also criticise customary law
codes, where they did not lead to their ideal for community
(Diogenes Laertius 10.152-53); but nonetheless them-
selves tended to conform, for prudential reasons (Diogenes
Laertius 10.118; Epictetus 2.20.27; 3.7.12; cf. Cicero, De
natura deorum 145, 123).25

(iii) Cynic disparagement of laws and customs

The main overt, principled and practical critique of both
the laws and customs of their civic societies came, as has
already been indicated, from the Cynics. They were
disparaging in practice, not just in theory, of most or all
traditional and positive law, and particularly those relating
to family, property, status and authority as well as to
dietary, excretory and sexual customs and tabus, and to
prescribed purificatory rites.

Thus Antisthenes in the tradition found laws
irrelevant. Diogenes rejects vouos in favour of guois, law
in favour of nature. For Diogenes, in effect, all belongs to
the Gods, who of course share all with their friends:
everything is common property for common use by those
who live ‘naturally’, as divinely intended;26 and this is

24 Epictetus 1.12.7, 3.24.107 and 4.7.33; cf. S. Vollenweider (1989),
82-96.

25 On the conformist tendencies of both Stoics and Epicureans as
contrasted with Cynics, M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1993), 141-42 (= (1996),
66-67).

26 Diogenes Laertius 6.11 (Antisthenes); and 6.38, 6.72-73 for
Diogenes. How the apparent appeal to ‘the Gods’ may have been
intended it is impossible to tell; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1993), 157, argues
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worked out in terms of sexual relations (any consenting
woman with any man), in terms of food (any living thing
could be food for any other) and in terms of ‘dedicated’
items. We consider these particular themes in more detail
in the next chapter, in the light of Paul’s presentation of his
and others’ attitudes to them in Corinth; but, to anticipate
the conclusions reached there, it will be argued that those
Paul criticises seem (or appear to have seemed to him, at
least) to have been adopting a consistently and character-
istically Cynic freedom in the face of the rules and
conventions that for Paul as much as for most pagan
contemporaries governed these issues. And many of the
anecdotes in Diogenes Laertius show Diogenes and others
not just enunciating but enacting these convictions,
deliberately flouting convention, whether encoded or not.2’
This is to ‘falsify the currency’, conceding nothing to
‘law’ .28

So, closer to Paul’s time, Demonax dismisses the
laws as useless. Plutarch’s Cynic Onesecritus is told by the
Indian Calanus that Socrates and Pythagoras had too much
regard for the laws.2? Pseudo-Diogenes rejects the laws the
Greeks have contrived for themselves as delusive and
corrupt; ‘bad laws for bad people’, concludes Dio.30 And

for agnosticism. J. L. Moles (1993), 270-71, argues for a more positive
sense of belonging in a total ‘cosmos’ including the Gods. Cynics in
our period seem to have varied; some (and especially Stoics with Cynic
leanings) appear to display 'a warm religious strain' as we noted in the
previous chapter, p. 47 and n. 64.

27 E. g., Diogenes Laertius 6.29, 32, 34-36, 38, 46, 48, 61, 62, 64, 69;
82, 87-89, 94, 96-97; ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 10; cf. R. B. Branham
(1993), (1994) and (1996).

28 Diogenes Laertius 6.56 and 71.

29 Lucian, Demonax 59; Plutarch, Alexander 65.3.

30 ps.-Diogenes 28.1; Dio 80.4; cf. H. W. Hollander and J. Holleman
(1993), again, 286-89.
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later, Maximus of Tyre chides Socrates for being a slave,
obeying the law, in contrast to Diogenes, who is free.3!

The Cynic reclaims the Golden Age before men’s
evil deeds led to laws being imposed which curtailed their
freedom and institutionalised their wickedness. The point
is made overtly by Seneca, relying initially on the Stoic
Posidonius: when wickedess intruded on the Golden Age,
laws became necessary; but Seneca then prefers the Cynic
insistence that the life-style of the Golden Age, Diogenes
with his cupped hands, is still practicable and preferable.32
For a still more consistently Cynic position, one may
compare pseudo-Anacharsis 9, and also Maximus of Tyre
36.4.33 Cynics expected to live here and now, and well, a
life independent of the laws and customs of cities and
peoples.

Again we need to take note of Dio. We have seen
him praising ‘law’, and then lauding custom in preference.
Elsewhere he compares existing laws very unfavourably
with divine law, and he agrees with Demonax that laws are
ineffective: humans are so wicked, and so corrupted by
social pressures, there is no possibility that laws will make
them live properly.34 But elsewhere, in Discourse 80, he

31 Maximus of Tyre 36.6; G. Giannantoni (1990), V B 299.54-55;
H. D. Betz (1979), 166, n. 37, quotes also from Philo, De ebrietate
198, on ‘slavery to customs and laws’ (non-Jewish ones, that is); and
Josephus’ Zambrias, critical of ‘the tyranny of Moses’ laws (Ant.
4.145-49), as noted above. This critique was clearly available to other
Hellenistic Jewish writers. One or two Cynic writings, on the other
hand, allow grudgingly a positive function for law: ps.-Crates 5 (but
philosophy is much more effective), and ps.-Heraclitus 7.10 (laws may
influence behaviour, but not character).

32 Seneca, Epistulae morales 90.5-6; cf. 7-14.

33 Cf. A. O. Lovejoy and G. Boas (1935), 117-52; and F. S. Jones
(1987), 93 and 206-207, n. 154.

34 Di036.23: 69.8.
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introduces himself as a wandering philosopher who has
abandoned all thought of wealth, fame and pleasure,
behaving much as he has elsewhere pictured Diogenes (but
also Odysseus). As a Cynic, then, he is-a free man among
slaves. Others quarrel over the rival codes of Solon and
Draco, Numa and Zaleucus; but their own authors admitted
theirs were imperfect, bad laws to suit bad people,
imposing slavery on themselves and then building city
walls to protect their servitude.35 Dio continues:
It’s not just people in the past who said they would suffer
all sorts of hardships in defence of their laws. Even people
nowadays say that’s where justice is, in whatever laws the
poor unfortunates write out for themselves or inherit from
others no better than themselves. But the law that is true
and authoritative and clear they do not consider, still less
take as their guide for life . . . . With the law of nature
abandoned, totally eclipsed, and bedevilled as you are, you
keep tight hold on your tablets and scrolls and stone slabs
with their pointless squiggles. You transgressed the com-
mands of Zeus long ago, yet are vigilant to ensure no one
transgresses laws given by some fellow human or other
(80.5).
The law of Zeus is the only one worth preserving and
keeping (80.6). Then the thought of most people’s slavery
to law leads Dio into a standard Cynic meditation on the
plethora of related fetters people create for themselves in
the culture of the day, chained by gluttony, lust, greed and
fame (80.7-14).

35 Dio 80.14, in precise disagreement with the Stoic Posidonius
(Seneca, Epistulae morales 90.6-7).
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(iv) Paul the mould-breaker

Paul seems to have first made contact with the townspeople
of Galatia (north or south)3¢ as a Jew who did not merely
criticise but in practice himself renounced ‘the traditions of
his fathers’ (Gal 1.14; cf. Phil 3.5-8). But much more than
that, he had encouraged those he met to do the same with
their own ancestral, civic laws and customs (Gal 4.8-10),
in the name of some new freedom. Paul, some years later,
at the time of writing, links ‘pagan’ Greek and Jewish law
so closely, switching so readily (or confusingly) between
them (Gal 3.19-4.10)37 that we seem to have to accept that
for him, ‘phenomenologically’, they were, at least in this
context, aspects of the same alienating structures. To be
sure, Paul does not seem to have proposed any ‘law of
nature’ instead, but perhaps had already urged ‘the law of
Christ’, which it would be possible both to keep and be
free (Gal 5.1, 14; 6.2). Paul’s ‘pagan’ Galatian converts
were encouraged to abandon all their more obvious social
markers - festivals, dietary and other purity rules, all codes
regulating social rank, race and gender, rules that
structured civic life. These were to be seen not as enabling,
but enslaving; renounce them for Christ, and you would
enjoy a real freedom. (It seems not a little unfortunate that
John Barclay, despite having seen how firmly Paul opposes

36 See the commentaries. A decision between north and south
‘Galatia’ is not important for the present discussion: Paul is, as we
noted in chapter 1, addressing acculturated Hellenes whether northern
or southern; cf. J. Murphy-O’Connor (1996), 24-31, 159-62.

37 H. Ruisinen [1983] (1986), 18-23.
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the laws of both cultures, Jewish and non-Jewish, none-
theless fails to note the Cynic analogy.)38

It is hard to imagine how Paul could have been seen
as anything other than a renegade Cynic Jew. Cynics were
the only other people around who reached these very
negative conclusions, acted on them themselves, and urged
others to emulate them. And if Paul had wanted to
articulate a programme along these lines, it would have
been from an awareness of Cynic discourse very much
more than in any other source that he would initially, and
for pagans, have found clusters of words, of ideas-in-
words, suited to such an aim. It was the only currently
available field of discourse in which such a stance could
have come to expression. This is still not to determine that
in Paul’s case Cynicism was the major spur; yet neither
(agreeing with Malherbe again), is it to suggest that he had
to go looking around to find this vocabulary.3° But it is to
say that Cynic discourse would have been the obvious
language in which he might hope at all readily to articulate
his position in conversation with others and in reflection on
his own as he came to form it and make it understood.
There would have been no need, no spur to produce such
language de novo when so much that was apposite was
currently available.

As a Hellenistic Pharisee (Phil 3.5) Paul would
almost certainly have been aware of Stoicism and its

38 J. M. G. Barclay (1996), 381-95. Of course, J. T. Sanders (1997) is
right to advise us that Paul then introduces his own boundary
definitions, as any leader of a new group would. Cynics and
Epicureans and others all had their own. The point is that Paul’s
distinguish Pauline Christians from all their wider civic.communities,
as well as from established outsider groups, such as local Jews in
particular, in ways most closely matched by the Cynics.

39 ¢f. A. J. Malherbe (1989), 8.
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discussion of ‘the law’ (as were the author of 4 Maccabees,
and Josephus, and Philo; and if Luke is right in placing
Paul’s origin in Tarsus, that had a strong Stoic tradition).
Paul would then have been aware of Cynicism as the
original nurse and continuing sparring-partner of Stoicism.
But he is much more likely to have been aware of
Cynicism in its own right; as Dio notes, the Tarsians were
also familiar with Cynic philosophers.40

Later, when Galatian Christians are now being
urged by others to adopt Jewish law (or elements at least of
the Torah), Paul has, of course, to adduce arguments from
(carefully re-interpreted) Jewish Scripture, from Abraham
and Moses (Gal 3). Yet even now, as we have already seen
in the previous section (iii), many of the key terms he takes
it are being used in favour of ‘law’ are similar to those of
Dio’s sophistic law-and-order piece, and much of the logic
of the counter-argument, many of the issues touched on,
are in fact very similar to those of Dio in Cynic mood.
Though his illustrations are from the Torah (Abraham and
Moses), it is Cynic-like language that Paul still deploys, the
language we may best imagine he had used when first he
made contact in the Galatian towns. In Dio’s case, this is
what someone who knows the arguments in favour of
settled law and custom also knows must be said to counter
them. If Paul were now to counter the law-and-order
propaganda of the ‘Judaisers’, it would almost inevitably
have been with the logic of the Cynic anarchistic counter-
propaganda with which he had in all likelihood at first
come to ‘think-and-express’ his arguments: law in enacted
codes has no direct divine origin, law enslaves, law is
ineffective, law makes no one righteous, law merely
condemns, law encourages wickedness, or is at best a harsh

40 Djp33.13:34.2.
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discipline to be abandoned as soon as possible . . . . (On
these last two themes, see below).

Of course Paul was not a replica run-of-the-tub
Cynic (allowing, too, as we have noted, that Cynics were
never uniform: one very ‘common’ strand was in fact their
individualism). But no designated Cynic of the first century
that we know of proclaimed a crucified Galilaean Jew as
the focus of his challenge to all inherited custom and law.
Yet when Paul writes to new Christians in Galatia who are
being lured back into a high regard for ‘the law’ in Jewish
guise he does little or nothing to hide all these Cynic
resonances.

With the Corinthians Paul has to be more circum-
spect, and (as we shall argue) along with others, seems at
times to be moving towards a rather more Stoic position.
Stoic strands are still clearer in Philippians. Then writing to
Rome Paul urges yet more respect for those in authority
than does even his contemporary, the Stoic Epictetus (Rom
13.1-7).41 But at this juncture, addressing the Galatians,
Paul retains much more of his early radicalism. What he
had orginally said against the laws and customs of their
civic communities he maintains as firmly when the laws
and customs of his own people are now proposed to
replace them. Nothing in the field of right, righteousness,
justice, is gained by the kinds of law-observant behaviour
proposed (Gal 2.16; 3.11).42 Admirers of the law (like Dio

41 gee T. Engberg-Pedersen (1995b) on Paul’s very Stoic
understanding of community in Philippians; and also the very useful
study by H. Moxnes (1995). He concludes (for Rom 12.17-21 and
13.1-7) ‘We do not [I would add ‘now’] meet with the Cynic aspects
found in Dio’s radical criticism [sc. of the ethos of civic life], but
rather Stoic ideals of harmony and concord’ (230).

42 We have already noted J. D. G. Dunn's argument (1990), (1991) and
(1992), as in n. 3 above, that it is food, purity, circumcision, Sabbath
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in Discourse 75) might claim that we can rely on the law to
foster peace, justice, temperance, faithfulness (TrioTig); it
prevents violence, and exalts virtue, excellence (&peTr) in
general. Paul, by contrast, insists it is only by renouncing
any such reliance that we can allow the Spirit to bring love,
joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness,
gentleness and self-control to fruition (Gal 5.22).

(v) For the sake of transgressions; and the pedagogue

Paul’s own first response to his question, ‘Why then the
law?’ is to say it was TV mapaBacewv Xaptv
TrpoceTéln: it was added for the sake of transgressions
(Gal 3.19). The standard interpretation is in terms of v. 22
and then Romans 4.15 and 5.13: law has the positive
function of making wickedness deliberate and culpable and
so, punishable.43 Certainly Stoics could argue that laws
were brought in, ‘added’ (wpooceTébn), to cope with
human decline,# and it could be that the image of the
Tadaywyds (to which we turn in a moment) might
reinforce this interpretation. But, as we have just seen, Paul
in Galatians allows no other positive results from law in

perhaps, public ‘identity markers’, that are at issue, not the thorough,
total observance (Gal 2.14) which Paul here insists, as do both Stoics
and Pharisees, is the only way to take law seriously, if you are going
down that path at all (Cicero, De paradoxa Stoicorum 25-26; A. Segal
(1990), 120 and n. 7.

43 Cf. H. Hiibner [1978] (1984), 26; H. D. Betz (1979), 165-67, again;
R. N. Longenecker (1990), 138-39, prefers to leave it vague. J. D. G.
Dunn (1993), 18890, argues for ‘in order to provide some sort of
remedy for transgressions (cf. the value placed on law in Hellenistic
society . . ." [citing Betz, 1641]). But nothing else in Galatians suggests
this.

44 Seneca, Epistulae morales 90.5-14, again.
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any sense, there are no positive effects of law observance;
there is no reassurance at all in this letter that the law is
‘not sin’, but ‘holy and just and good’ (Rom 7.7, 12). It
seems we should accept that here in Galatians Paul is
advancing a consistently negative criticism of law (or ‘the
law’).45 It was indeed added to produce transgressions.
And if this is what Paul meant, then the closest analogy is
in some of our Cynic sources.

Thus, as we have seen, Dio has Solon promulgate
‘bad laws . . . laws to suit bad people’ (Trovnipous éypaye
vopous . . . Tous apégovTtags Trovnpols éypayev).46
This would seem to entail not simply that the laws are seen
as ineffective (as in pseudo-Heraclitus 7);+7 here they
actually suit wickedness, codify it, encourage it. People are
enslaved by these laws: not just bound by rules, but bound
to live counter to ‘the commands of Zeus’, under a curse
(&pa; cf. katapa, Gal 3.10) — until some wandering
Cynic arrives to display the only genuine freedom.

So, too, pseudo-Diogenes tells ‘the Hellenes’, ‘In
devising laws for yourselves you assigned yourselves the
greatest, the most extensive delusion. All they afford is a
witness to your ingrained wickedness.’#8 The invective that
follows is much as in Dio: the society these laws reflect
and structure is corrupt throughout; gluttonous, drink-

45 5o H. Hiibner ([1978] (1984), 26-30; H. D. Betz (1979), 164-67.
46 pio 80.4-6; cf. J. H. Hollander and J. Holleman (1993), 283.

47 ps.-Heraclitus 9 is as dismissive of public life as currently regulated
and administered as are Dio 80 and ps.-Diogenes 28; but ps.-Heraclitus
9 is more optimistic in theory about the likely effectiveness of ‘good’
laws which mirror ‘the law of nature’ (9.1, 7); cf. ps.-Heraclitus 7.10.
Here as elsewhere Cynics differ — as, to some readers, Paul himself
seems to in his evaluations of the law, in Romans. Comparison of
similarities and differences remains worth the effort.

48 ps_-Diogenes 28.1.
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sodden, envious, violent. Such a society affords no peace,
Jjoy, justice, self-control; (compare all of pseudo-Diogenes
28 with Gal 5.19-23).

Cynics have, of course, no monopoly on vice-lists.
Their significance here, however, is to show that
customary laws are seen as an important part of the
problem of human societal wickedness, and no part of the
solution. As we have seen, this is far from any other
conventional view of law (or law and custom). Not even all
Cynics went as far in their criticisms.#° If Paul had been as
forthright as that in his first approach to people in Galatia,
the similarity on this issue between his message and that of
the more radical Cynics would have been hard to ignore;
and here he is (presumably) reaffirming this unsettling
stance.

This is not to propose that the argument is identical
in both, but it is to note that the attitudes to ‘the law’ artic-
ulated in Galatians, in Dio 80 and in pseudo-Diogenes 28
have much that is significant and that would have been
seen as significant, in common.

Perhaps the model of the law as child-minder,
Tadaywyds, suggests a more positive stance, even
enough to modify the very negative conclusions suggested
so far? Much has been written on the word as it appears
here in Galatians 3.24. D. J. Lull has assembled a wide
range of sources from which to draw out what the image
might convey.’0 Accounts of actual child-minders range
from the sadistic disciplinarian to the admired and valued
childhood friend. Without further guidance from the
context, the word would probably convey a sense of an

49 See n. 47 above.

50 For what follows see especially D. J. Lull (1986); N. H. Young
(1987); and H. Betz (1979), 177.
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uncomfortable but still positive Traudeia, upbringing; yet,
clearly, one an adult should no longer need.

Though Lull does include Cynic and near-Cynic
sources in his discussion, he underestimates the relevance
of their distinctive use of the model. A Cynic Toud-
aywyds brings his young or adult pupil through harsh
treatment, specifically from a slavish discipline to freedom,
the transition Paul indicates here. In the chreia tradition
Diogenes offers himself as a slave-master, deomrdTng, for
Xeniades, his potential buyer; and is accepted as such. The
Cynic’s calling is ‘to rule men’ (&pxev).5! The anecdote
reappears in Plutarch and in Philo.52 Epictetus’ idealised
Cynic is a Tadaywyds who must first demonstrate in
practice his own freedom, before he can supervise
(¢moTaTev) others.3 Lucian’s Cynic for sale claims to
be a liberator of his fellow humans — but only by subjecting
them to hardship.3>* But the most significant instances
come in the Cynic Epistles. In yet another account of
Diogenes sold by pirates, he promises his fellow captives
that their enslavement will end in a more real freedom,
freedom from luxury; and then, again, himself promises to
be the master of any purchaser who is himself similarly
enslaved to pleasure and lethargy. Pseudo-Diogenes
promises Dionysius ‘an Athenian Taidaywyds . . . keen
sighted, swift and precise, bearing a very painful whip’.
This Cynic will, by strict discipline, ‘save’ the tyrant from

51 Diogenes Laertius 6.74; cf. 6.29, 31. It was intriguing to find
J. Klausner ([1943] 1944) refer to Talmud Kidd. 20a, 'Arakhin 30b,
Siphra 7.3 - “Whoever buys a Hebrew slave is like one buying a master
for himself.’

52 Plutarch, An vitiositas 499B; Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit
123; ¢f. Teles 24H.

53 Epictetus 3.22.16-18; cf. 3.19.5-6.
54 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 8-S.
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his present slavish condition; only with a whip and a
master can he be saved from the way of life of his
forefathers (29.1-2, 4). The model of the child-minder
deployed by Paul in Galatians 3.24 is that of the harsh
Cynic disciplinarian whose charge ultimately comes
through to freedom.?5

None of these examples suggests ‘the law’ as the
Tadaywyds. (Dio’s encomium for the iaw sees the iaw
as a diddokalog for the young, but very much one that is
kindly, and rules by persuasion.)’ It is appropriate,
however, to turn to Philo for further insight into the way
the model of the child-minder can be deployed. Betz and
Lull both remind us that Philo takes up with some
enthusiasm the (Cynic) stress on our human need for stern
discipline, while only rarely including laws and customs as
that discipline’s agents: ‘trained by parents, child-minders,
teachers, and, much more important, by the sacred laws
and unwritten customs’.57 In fact, Philo shies away from a
purely Cynic emphasis on physical &oknols and renunci-
ation.>8 Nonetheless, given this reserve, he does seem to
reproduce on one occasion the Cynic insistence on a period
of harsh Trévog as an initial subjection to a kind of slavery,

55 C. E. Glad (1995), 89-98, shows clearly that Epicureans, too, could
exercise a harsh psychogogy; it was not a Cynic monopoly, though the
theme is found ‘in greater clarity’ in Cynic sources (89, 97). There is
no reference in our Epicurean texts to law as pedagogue.

56 Dio 70.9 with 4-5. This passage nonetheless has some bearing on
our discussion. The distinction between teacher, trainer and child-
minder 1s not absolute, as the passages in the Cynic Epistles show; and
cf., again, Epictetus 3.22.16-18, where Taildaycwyds and raideuTris
are used as synonyms for the function of the ideal (Stoic) Cynic
philosopher.

57 Philo, De legatione 115-16; cf. De migratione 115-16, ‘child-
minders, teachers, parents . . . laws’.

58 Cf. De fuga 33-36; De congressu 25-28.
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where in fact a Cynic withstanding of ‘hunger and thirst,
cold and heat, and all that enslaves most other people’ is
part of the training. The law is given in a place that means
‘bitterness’; God ‘afflicts’ in the sense of ‘disciplines,
admonishes, chastens’; and this affliction is a form of
slavery. One becomes ‘a subject, a slave, obeying orders’.
Then, quoting Proverbs 3.11-12 (‘whom the Lord loves he
rebukes, and chastises every son he acknowledges’), Philo
in fact promises that the end of the law’s bitter slave
treatment is one’s acknowledgment by God as a son: again,
much as in Galatians 4.1-7.59 Although here the word
madaywyds does not itself occur, yet most of its
associations are present, along with the harsh Cynic insist-
ence on slavish toil.

Whatever the source or sources of Paul’s child-
minder model, he employs a Cynic form of it as part of his
very Cynic downgrading of ‘the law’; even though we have
no note of any named Cynic using the image in quite this
manner, Paul must be accorded as much right as any other
language user to deploy common images in a fresh way in
common contexts. The word TTaidaycyds, used in a very
Cynic disparagement of law, conveys a harshness that in
no way softens or makes more positive what Paul is here
saying.

(vi) Further thoughts on law
Paul’s radical challenge to accepted laws and custom, and

so to ‘the law’ as such, was by no means restricted to
Galatia, even though there is no such discussion of law in

59 Philo, De congressu 163, 165, 172, 175, 177 (and 179, it is the
power of the law that enforces this chastening affliction).
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the Thessalonian and Corinthian letters as we find in
Galatians and later in Romans. As was pointed out above,
new Christians in Macedonia and in Achaea, just as much
as those in Galatia, had been drawn to break with the codes
and conventions of their ancestors and of the towns where
they lived as citizens, as resident aliens or as slaves (1
Thess 1.9; 1 Cor 12.2). Presumably this relative silence is
to be explained by assuming that at the time of writing no
one had arrived to urge the adoption of the Jewish law - or
aspects of it - to replace those inherited systems not long
abandoned. Significantly, the Corinthians could be expect-
ed to make sense of Paul's brief but very negative aside,
‘the power of sin is the law’ (1 Cor 15.56), whose echoes
of a Cynic-sounding critique of Law have been pointed out
by Hollander and Holleman. %0

To replace a new convert’s inherited custom there
is now most importantly the example of the teacher and of
other followers: not a uniquely Cynic alternative, but
certainly a prominent feature of Cynicism, to which we
shall return later. As A. J. Malherbe explains, most non-
Cynic philosophers ‘were hesitant to call others to follow
their own examples . . . Paul in contrast, asserts that others

had already become imitators of him and his associates and
the Lord.” ¢!

60 For a Cynic reading, H. W. Hollander and J. Holleman (1993).

61 | Thess 1.6, 2.14; 2 Thess 3.7, 9; 1 Cor 4.16, 11.1; in Cynic
sources, it is the narrating of the example of Diogenes and others that
counts, the encouragement (o imitate is implicit; but cf. ps.-Crates 20;
ps.-Diogenes 14, (37.67 38.47); ps.-Heraclitus 5.1; 6.4 (imitating God);
Lucian, Demonax 2; Philosophies for Sale 8; ps.-Lucian, The Cynic
14. Cynics are, as noted, not the only moralists who included teaching
by example (cf. R. A. Burnidge (1992), 186); but with other approaches
eschewed, example becomes the main persuasive tool: A. J. Malherbe
(1989), 57-58; A. A. Long (1996), 31.
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However much we may discern the continuing
positive influence on Paul of his past formation by Jewish
law and custom, nowhere in the Thessalonian letters does
he base his appeal on the authority of Jewish (or of
‘pagan’) codes or conventions.

As time goes by, however, there are changes. Some
aspects of the Cynic devaluation of codes and customs
remain, but much is softened; and, as already noted,
analogies with Stoicism become much more significant.
There is every sign that in his first approaches in Corinth
Paul had been as radical as in Galatia. We have noted
something of this already, and will consider the Corinthian
letters in some little detail in what follows. But by the time
that he writes the letters to Corinth, as others have
discerned and as we shall in due course argue, Paul is
much more cautious about preaching overt freedom of
action, and rather happier to urge an inner, more Stoic-
seeming autonomy (1 Cor 6.12).62 So, despite his rejection
of ‘worldly wisdom’ in 1 Corinthians 1-3, despite his
refusal to be bound by the clear implication of a command
of Jesus (9.14-15), and despite his insistence that he is ‘not
under law’ (9.20), Paul in fact makes a number of overt
appeals to convention (3.16-17; 4.2; 5.1; 7.20-24; 9.7-12).
11.1-16, on women’s hair-styles, is just the most blatant.

In 2 Corinthians we have already noticed the
similar disparagement of codes on tablets with their penal
clauses, in 3.6-7 as in Dio 76.3—4, as well as in Dio 80;
and we shall note in more detail Paul relying heavily on the
impression made by the example of his own poverty and
austere life-style.

62 S.Vollenweider (1988), 24-5; for the divergent approaches of Paul,
J. W. Drane (1975), 2-3, summarising the book’s argument (but too
easily convinced that the freedom party in Corinth were gnostic).
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Counting ‘righteousness under law’ as so much
dung (Phil 3.6-8) retains strong Cynic resonances. But
Philippians as a-whole displays Stoic rather than Cynic
traits.%3 As just one example, Paul’s self-sufficiency,
coping with plenty as well as with want (Phil 4.11), is
Stoic; Cynics claim to be more consistently austere.

Although the repudiation of homosexual practice in
Romans 1.26-27 may be more in line with Cynicism, at
least as it evolved, than with Stoic sexual ethics,* the
‘natural theology’ of Romans 1.19-21 is more Stoic than
Cynic, and so is the ‘natural law’ argument of 2.13-15
(and v. 27). It is Stoic rather than Cynic to expect ‘natural
morality’ to coincide with what ‘the law’ requires; Cynics
would expect ‘the law of nature’ to induce a very different
behaviour than that inculcated by any code. And here ‘the
law’ is very clearly the Jewish Torah throughout (3.2; 7.7;
9.4), without the ambiguity we found in Galatians, where
vopos seemed at times to embrace ‘law’ as such. In partic-
ular is 13.1-7 very close to the stance of Epictetus, and
very unlike the traditional refusal of respect for authority
evinced in the Cynic tradition.55 Traces of the old radical-
ism remain. It is the law, ‘the old written code’ that arous-
es our passions (7.5). But it is ‘sin’ now that enslaves,
rather than the law, it is really sin using the commandment
that incites transgression, while ‘the law is holy, and the
commandment is holy and just and good’ (7.12, 16; cf.
8.3—4). Paul to the Romans is Stoically undisturbing,
firmly on the side of order and law.

63T, Engberg-Pedersen (1995).
64 References, F. G. Downing (1992), 52 and n.97.

65 For Epictetus, see above. Most of the items in the foregoing will be
dealt with in more detail in succeeding chapters; Paul and Stoicism
mostly in chapter 9.
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(vii) Conclusion

In Galatians Paul says negative things about ‘law’ that look
very like attitudes characteristically - and often
distinctively - enunciated and put into practice by Cynics:
law in enacted codes has no direct divine origin, law
enslaves, law is ineffective, law makes no one righteous,
law merely condemns, law encourages wickedness, or is at
best a harsh discipline to be abandoned as soon as possible.
It would seem very likely that he would have had to deploy
such talk from the very start, when he encouraged the
abandonment of inherited codes without even substituting
some other ancient tradition. To return, then, to our five
interlinked theses: still at the time of writing, Paul would
(a) have sounded and seemed very much like a Cynic; so
much so that (b) he could hardly not have realised it and
intended it. But, again (c¢), these Cynic opinions are
integral to his message and life-style, from the start, and in
his argument in the letter, right at the heart of what he was
about, far from any superficial window-dressing.

We have only touched on the issue (d) of others
showing they understood Paul this way by pressing a Cynic
stance more radically than Paul himself (we shall note
more of this in the next chapter), and we have also only
noted in passing Paul himself finally losing most of his
apparent early enthusiasm for a Cynic interpretation of the
gospel in favour of a Stoic conformist quietism. (The
approaches (e¢) of other early Christian communities to
‘law’ we shall touch on in chapter 10.)



4

ALREADY THE SCEPTRE AND THE KINGDOM

(i) Taking Cynic freedom too far

Paul had encouraged people in Galatia to break free from
the inherited codes and conventions of their civic
communities, or at least, from many ifnportant elements in
them. And when more recently they were now being urged
to abandon this Cynic-looking antinomianism, and to adopt
instead some important strands in an alternative ancient
code, that of Paul’s own Jewish people, Paul, as we have
Jjust reminded ourselves, reasserted his opposition to such
pointless servitude. It would seem at least prima facie
likely that when Paul encouraged people in Corinth to
‘abandon their dumb idols’ (1 Cor 12.2), it entailed much
the same wide-ranging break with customary norms and
traditions as is indicated in Galatians, the socio-cultural
apostasy so excoriated by our Graeco-Roman writers.!
However, there would seem to have been some in
the young Christian community in Corinth who were now
pressing the logic of Paul’s Christian—Cynic antinomian-
ism much further than he himself could accept. Paul’s is
mostly a gentle, even genteel Cynicism (like that of a Dio
or a Demonax), ‘gentle as a nurse’,2 gentle with others

1 See above, ch. 1, 15-16, and n. 40.
2 | Thess. 2.7; cf. A. J. Malherbe (1970).



86 Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches

(mostly) though severe with himself (1 Cor 9.27). But once
custom and convention are questioned, one persons’s
instinctive, ‘natural’, sense of right and wrong, of ‘helpful’
and ‘unhelpful’, will not always be everyone else’s. At
least, so it seems in this instance. The philosophical
conclusion that now ‘all things are lawful’ (TrdvTa . . .
€€eotv, 1 Cor 6.12) is being taken far too far. ‘Neither
Jew nor Greek’ could still be recalled without any
unwelcome interpretation, as could ‘neither slave nor free’
(1 Cor 12.13), though it was perhaps safer to have €ite . . .
£1Te, ‘whether Jew or Greek, whether slave or free’. But
‘no male and female’ seems now to be far too disruptive a
slogan to be recalled explicitly; at most there may be
apologetic echoes, as in the assertion of limited common
rights for man and woman in marriage (1 Cor 7.5); and,
more generally, ‘neither the man without (or ‘different
from’) the woman nor the woman . . . the man’ (1 Cor
11.11-12).3 This present chapter is particularly concerned
with element (d) of the argument of the study as a whole:
others interpreting their Christian faith in Cynic terms too
radical for Paul, even though he himself may initially have
prompted such a reading, by his own words and life-style.
Some people were indeed reaching conclusions
Paul could not countenance at all, and, still worse, they
were acting on them, in a wide range of relationships.
There was incest (1 Cor 5.1-2), there was talk at least of
resort to prostitutes (1 Cor 6.12-20) and objections were
being raised against formal marriage (1 Cor 7.1). Some
unavoidably charismatic women were rejecting traditional
gender-marking by hair-style (1 Cor 11.1-16), and many
were (it seems) refusing the gender role of silent docility
when teaching and discussion were under way (1 Cor 14.

3 Cf. E. Schiiissler-Fiorénza (1983), 219 and 229-30.
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34-36). People were taking quarrels to civic courts (1 Cor
6.1-8). Meat offered to idols was being eaten, even in
temple dining rooms (1 Cor 8.1-13; 10.14-30); at the
Lord’s supper some were eating just as they pleased, and
did not so much as ‘discern the body’ (1 Cor 11.17-22 and
29). And these were not the only problems Paul discerned.
He was convinced that there was far too much emphasis on
rhetorical prowess (and perhaps on particular rhetors, 1 Cor
1.10-4.7); as well as too much attention paid to ecstatic
speech (1 Cor 12-14). There was also disbelief in a future
resurrection of dead Christians (1 Cor 15).

It is by no means clear in all this how well informed
Paul in fact was.4 It is not even clear to what extent he
thought the same individuals or one particular group
responsible for the convictions and practices (and perhaps
still only potential dangers) he opposed, or whether he saw
these as the several aberrations of distinct groups or of
separate individuals. Some interpreters have wanted to
apportion the issues among the claimed party leaders of
1 Corinthians 1.12: Paul, Apollos, Kephas (and possibly
Christ).5 Others have sought to find a single unifying motif
underlying all the main issues raised, perhaps ‘gnostic-
ism’ 6 perhaps charismatic fervour (maybe among some of
the women),” perhaps argumentative dissension as such,®
perhaps wealth and concomitant social distinctions and
pressures,® perhaps ‘honour and prestige’. 10

M. M. Mitchell (1991), 301-303.

L. L. Wellborn (1987); M. M. Mitchell (1991), 67-68 and notes.
W. Schmithals (1971).

T. Soding, (1994), 69-92; A. C. Wire (1990).

M. M. Mitchell (" 1991).

G. Theissen (1982).

10 5. M. Pogoloff (1992); A. D. Clarke (1993).
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It will be urged here that what contemporary
hearers would most likely have picked out as dominant
would have been a strong Cynic flavour to many of these
‘libertine’ attitudes and actions as discerned and opposed,
not least because that is how Paul himself seems to be
characterising them and attempting to counter them, at
times himself deploying further strands of Cynic-seeming
tradition on his side of the argument.

(ii) Already?

‘Already you are filled! Already you have become rich.
Without us you have become kings!’ ()81 kekopeougévol,
Hdn émAouTtoaTe: xwpls MUY ERactAevoaTe, 1 Cor
4.8). Commentators tend to discern here Stoic and Cynic
téol indifferently.!! For Stoics only the wise man ‘is
rich’, ‘is king’. But the ‘is’ for Stoics repres-ents an all but
impossible ideal. Because all faults are equal the tiniest
defect in someone’s character or action tells that this is not
really a ‘wise man’ at all.!2 Real people, as Cicero
explains, are at best ‘good’, on the long journey to absolute
perfection. 13 Cynics, on the other hand, as we have already
noted, professeded to have a shortcut to virtue, the
ouvTopos 68ds. ‘We are indeed already (1)dn) free,” says
pseudo-Crates. I+ Cynics can claim they already enjoy the

g g., H. Conzelmann [1969] (1975), 87.

12 Cicero, De finibus 1.61; 3.75-76; 4.7, 21-22; De officiis 3.12-17,;
Paradoxa Stoicorum 5, 33-52; Diogenes Laertius 7.121-29; Lucian,
Hermotimus 1-8, 7677 (cf. Giannantoni (1990), V B 302: Cynics
claim just that). See also A. J. Malherbe (1976), 201-203.

13 Cicero, De officiis 3.16.
14 ps _Crates 8.
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kingdom of Kronos.!5 ‘Immediately they have their
sceptre, their kingdom’, scoffs Epictetus of the Cynics who
shun the Stoic long haul. All that has really happened
‘already’, Epictetus counters, is that their premature shoots
have got frost-bitten. 16 ‘Oh, so you’ve arrived, have you?’
is what critics say ironically to self-confident Cynics. No
one with pretensions to Stoic philosophy would dream of
inviting such a riposte.

In the light of these passages it seems most likely
that Paul is mocking people for claims that sound Cynic to
him, claims that in fact he seems to be taking as overtly
Cynic. If he were taking them to be making the quite
improbable claim to have reached a Stoic absolute
perfection, the standard and obvious rejoinder would have
been to point at once to some admitted failing of theirs,
however minimal. ‘Have you ever met a Stoic, one who’s
reached the top . . . perfectly happy?’ asks Lucian’s
Lycinus, and Hermotimus confesses he has not.!7 ‘Show
me a Stoic!’ begs Epictetus, only to admit, ‘You can’t find
a true specimen at all . . .. He laments, he’s not even seen
someone on the way to that perfection, not one who even
wholeheartedly desires it.18 Paul offers no such reference
to any failing, be it never so minor, no such blemish that

15 Lucian, Runaways 17; for the ‘short cut’, ps.-Crates 16; Diogenes
Laertius 6.104; Lucian, Sale 11; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 22-31.

16 Epictetus 4.8.34-43; and for that ‘royal rule’, cf. Lucian, Runaways
12 (Tupawida); Diogenes Laertius 6.30, 36, 74; ps.-Crates 34;
ps.-Diogenes 29; ps.-Heraclitus 8.2; Lucian, Sale, 10 (&pxn);
Maximus of Tyre 36.6 (Giannantoni (1990) V B 299).

17 Lucian, Hermotimus 76-77, again.

18 Epictetus 2.19.24-25; cf. 3.7.17: no true Stoic disciple would claim
perfection. For sure, Stoics, too, could deploy the Cynic short-cut; but
the difference lay in the TéAos, the goal of absolute perfection which
alone constituted wisdom and happiness, Diogenes Laertius 7.121.
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would invalidate a Stoic claim to have reached perfection,
to be rich, to be royal. Instead he reminds his hearers
through his own example of the harsh &oknois by which
alone, as they should know, the Cynic goal may be swiftly
and authentically reached (1 Cor 4.9-13).19 If he had seen
their stance as Stoic, or were trying to mock it as implying
a Stoic claim, the response of the following lines would
have been quite irrelevant.

It is not being suggested that this on its own decides
the question of the pervasive stance of those being address-
ed here and in what follows, even in Paul’s interpretation;
but it does make it most likely that Paul thought he was
confronting people making either overtly Cynic claims, or
claims very like those characteristically and distinctively
made by Cynics. We now consider to what extent the
discussions and arguments which follow are consistent
with this already strong indication.

(iii) Free for anything

‘I am free to do anything’, Paul goes on to say (1 Cor
6.11), ‘everything is legitimately in my power’ (TravTa
yol é€eaTiv), quoting or imagining yet another claim made
by some in Corinth. ‘The language points to a previous
history in Stoicism’, asserts Conzelmann. ‘Only the Stoics
and Cynics provide material for comparison.’20 The early
Stoics retained much from their Cynic origins, including,

19 The specifically Cynic character of Paul’s voluntary hardships will
be argued at length later; but cf. in particular M. Ebner (1991).

20 H. Conzelmann ([1969] 1975), 108. W. Deming (1996), arguing
against any ‘libertine’ interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5-6, completely
ignores the Cynic evidence and its many echoes here, and makes no
reference to Mark Plunkett’s important study (1988).
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so it seems, the conviction that cannibalism and incest
might be ‘natural’ and therefore right.2! But later Stoics
carefully distanced themselves from such Cynic
radicalism.22 In our period it was only the Cynics who
retained a reputation for repudiating dietary and sexual
tabus.

In his doxography for Diogenes, Diogenes Laertius
teils that the Cynic ‘advocated community of women,
recognising no other marriage than the union of the man
inviting and the woman who consents’. With no further
restriction specified, incest would clearly not be excluded;
and then only a little later Diogenes is credited with a
version of Oedipus.2 Dio has Diogenes explicitly discuss
the acceptability of incest in connection with the Oedipus
story, mocking the latter for bewailing his past actions,
when ‘domestic fowls make no fuss about such unions,
nor do dogs, nor donkeys; nor the Persians, counted as the
best people in Asia.’2* The Cynic founder also ‘saw no
impropriety in stealing from a temple or eating the flesh of
any living thing whatsoever’ (cannibalism included).2s
Writing in the first century BCE Philodemus of Gadara
tells us that such were the views put forward in Diogenes’
TToAiteia, and that this specifically implied that the
pairing of men with their sisters and with their mothers was
permissible.26

21 Diogenes Laertius 7.121 (cannibalism), 131 (wives in common; on
this as legitimising incest, see below); the charge is made explicitly by
Philodemus: R. G. Andria (1980); cf. also Giannantoni (1990), V A
141. For what follows see F. G. Downing (1993a).

22 Cicero, De officiis 1.128, 148.

23 Diogenes Laertius 6.72; 6.80.

24 pio 10.29-30; cf. Giannantoni (1990), V A 141, Antisthenes.

25 Diogenes Laertius 6.73.

26 philodemus, On the Stoics VII-IX, in R. G. Andria (1980), 131-32.
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It is only here among Cynics in the cultural context
of the Graeco-Roman world of the day that we find
articulated views at all close to those discerned by Paul in
Corinth. So Paul writes, ‘It is actually reported that there’s
sexual misconduct among you of a kind you don’t find
even among other peoples - someone is cohabiting with his
father’s wife. And you are proud of it!” (1 Cor 5.1-2);
‘such boasting’ (5.6). Conzeimann notes that such a union
seems to have been forbidden in Roman law,2” and of
course, most renderings of the Oedipus story take the
enormity of incest for granted. It is quite clear that in Paul's
view this Jewish, Greek (and Roman) convention has
binding force. To be able to engage in and affirm such
actions with self-congratulation, to insist on their
legitimacy, actually to boast about them, demands either
the creation of a discourse de novo, and then its
acceptance, or the availability of an existing field of
language allowing such forbidden intentional actions to be
performed and recounted with pride.?® The only local
cultural context of which we know where people might be
encouraged, even be offered the option to take pride in just
such a breach of convention, this freedom from artificial
restraint, would be in the Cynic tradition.

The continuing argument here, then, is that in 1
Corinthians it is Cynic (and Cynic rather than Stoic) usage
that informs the views and behaviour Paul discerns and
criticises. Admittedly, many scholars would still prefer to
imagine a first-century pervasive but otherwise unevid-
enced Gnosticism, assembled by means of a simple — and

27 H. Conzelmann [1969] (1975), 96, quoting both Gaius® Institutes
and Cicero.

28 See the discussion of intentional acts in F. G. Downing (1995a);
and, e.g., D. Davidson (1980) and J. R. Searle (1983).
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forced — ‘mirror reading’ of Paul.?° But when we already
have in Cynicism a quite richly evidenced and contemp-
orary cultural context that makes good sense of what Paul
reports, it seems quite arbitrary and unhelpful to import
hypothetical projections (such as gnosticism) praeter
necessitatem.30

No sweeping claim for Cynic influence is being
made. As we insisted earlier, Paul’s own religio-socio-
cultural world is a rich one. So some of what we find in the
Corinthian correspondence most obviously stems primarily
from Paul’s Hellenistic Jewish context. Handing over to
the Jewish celestial prosecutor, Satan (1 Cor 5.5), is a quite
distinctively Jewish motif (although we do also find Cynic
notions of human prosecutors involved in divine judgment
and punishment (cf. 1 Cor 6.2), and these will be discussed
later). Further major clearly Jewish strands include 1
Corinthians 10.1-13 and much of chapter 15. Other items
again come from Paul’s new Christian faith (1 Cor 11.17-
34; 15.1-9). But alongside these, a number of specific
elements, it is here suggested, are distinctively Cynic.
Some others, again, are simply compatible with Cynic
influence, characteristic but not distinctive: on their own
they would not demand such a reading; combined with
what does seem distinctively Cynic, they do, however,
enhance the plausibility of this interpretation.

29 On ‘mirror reading’, G. Lyons (1985), 75-121; for a cautious
defence of the procedure, J. M. G. Barclay (1987).

30 On gnosticism, see ch. 1, n. 17. T. W. Martin (1996) argues a
similar case to that sketched here, when seeking a context for
Colossians, but then spoils his account in detail, creating his own ideal
Cynic to match the issues in the epistle.



94 Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches

(iv) Paul rules

It is, then, perhaps significant that in his response to the
case of incest Paul does not do as modern commentators
do: he does not cite Leviticus 18.7-8 here. Instead he
appeals to the consensus ‘among the nations’. Cynics
traditionally paid particular attention to ‘barbarian’ ways.
Some nations (Persians in particular) might countenance
incest; but the fact that Greeks, Romans and others
eschewed it could afford for Paul a strong counter-
indication of what is ‘natural’ among humans.3! And then,
with any appeal to actual law codes (Greek, Roman or
Jewish) ruled out as inconsistent with his foundational
preaching (in Corinth as in Galatia), and anyway fruitless
when addressing people with the convictions he discerns
here, the only further move available to Paul is for him to
assert his own authority (‘I have already pronounced
judgment’), based on his own insight into the purity
necessary for the integrity of the community (5.3 and 6—
7).32 Cynics expected a teacher to be able to ‘rule’ his
fellows.33 Some kinds of sexual (mis-)conduct are in fact
included in the behaviour rebuked by Cynic masters, and
even issues of purity can sometimes be taken seriously.34
And so Paul simply issues his ruling.

31 F. G. Downing (1992a), 82; compare also C. P. Jones (1993) and
C. Muckensturm (1993).

32 M. M. Mitchell (1991), 112-16 and 228-30; cf. J. T. Sanders
(1997).

33 Diogenes Laertius 6.29-30, 74; ps.-Crates 34.4-5; cf. ps.-Diogenes
29 and 40; ps.-Heraclitus 5.2; Epictetus 3.22.10, comparing his own
past practice, 2.12.17-25; Dio 9.8.

34 See ps.-Diogenes 28, ps.-Heraclitus 4. For Diogenes’ practice in the
tradition, Diogenes Laertius 6.28, 39, 41, 42 (including the crude joke
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In a previous letter Paul had told the Corinthian
Christians not to associate with people of whose sexual
conduct he disapproved. Now Paul agrees that those he
addresses could not be expected to isolate themselves from
outsiders, any of whom may well behave badly on any of a
number of counts. But his hearers are to refuse close
association, including table-fellowship, to any claiming
membership who do conduct themselves in ways Paul
finds disgraceful (5.9-11; 6.9-11). We shall consider vice-
lists in a little more detail in chapter 7; but it is worth
noting here that Crates’ imagined Cynic ‘City of Pera’
allows in ‘no fool, parasite, glutton, or sexual deviant
(Tépvns) . . . nor anyone who fights for money or for
fame’.35 In the wider Graeco-Roman world Cynic tradition
was by and large quite distinctive in its opposition to
homosexual activity (or some forms of it).36 Paul’s
repudiation of such practices (6.9, albeit in keeping with
Jewish morality) would have seemed to non-Jewish
Corinthians quite in keeping with the other Cynic strands
in his teaching and conduct.

However, if the Corinthian Christians’ contrary
tolerant mixing with miscreants was deliberate and consci-

about being ‘hated by the Gods’), 49, 59-60. For issues of purity, cf.
Diogenes Laertius 6.37, 64; per contra, 6.42.

35 Diogenes Laertius 6.85; does épvrns . . . Tuyfjoiv mean sodom-
ite? A. A. Long (1996), 43, renders it ‘a lecher who delights in a
whore’s backside’. Cynics were very ready to repel any who refused to
adopt their harsh regimen; even Demonax, who ‘forgave sinners while
assailing their sins’ (Lucian, Demonax 7) could still be very cutting.

36 Diogenes Laertius 6.46, 53, 65, 66; Epictetus 1.16.9-14, 3.1.24-35
(citing the Diogenes tradition), and 3.22.10; Lucian, Demonax 15, 16,
18, 50; ps.-Crates 29; ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 15-17; a possible contrary
example, ps.-Diogenes 35.2. (It is a pity that J. T. Sanders (1997), 70-
72, ignores this Cynic evidence in his generalisations about Paul’s
supposedly distinctive sexual morality.)
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entious, that, too would have had clear precedent in other
Cynic tradition - and at one of the points where the latter
coincided with the Jesus tradition as well. ‘On one occas-
ion Antisthenes was criticised for mixing with ne’er-do-
wells. “Physicians”, he said, “can attend the sick without
catching the fever.”” 37 ‘Someone rebuked Diogenes for
visiting some unsavoury places. “Well,” said he, “the sun
visits dung-heaps without getting dirty.”” 38 The tolerance
(in this context) among the ‘strong’ Corinthians could well
have been based on some such Cynic ideal and conviction.

Looked at in more general terms, of course, Paul’s
own way with his converts even at this point of disagree-
ment is still closer to Cynicism than it is to other contemp-
orary models. Rather than inviting to a long intellectual
apprenticeship (as did Stoics, Epicureans and others), Paul
(like the Cynics with their ‘shortcut’) has offered instant
entry in the expectation of a swift (though not immediate)
progress (1 Cor 6.9-11; Rom 6.17-18, etc.). Paul has
clearly looked like a teacher of wisdom (1 Cor 1-3); the
only other teachers of wisdom to evince this kind of
expectation of quick results, on the basis of their own
ascetic example (1 Cor 4.11-13, etc.), were the Cynics.
The importance of such a ‘structural’, phenomenological
similarity for informing people’s interpretation of what
Paul was up to should in no way be underestimated.3°

37 Diogenes Laertius 6.6.

38 Diogenes Laertius 6.63; the ‘physician (for sinners)’ fopos (Mk
2.16-17) appears at Diogenes Laertius 6.36; ps.-Diogenes 40.1;
Epictetus 3.22.72 (cf. 4.8.28-29); Dio 8.7-8 (cf. 9.2, 4); Lucian,
Demonax 7 (cf. 10), and The Downward Journey 7.

39 1f we accept, with L. Alexander (1995), that Paul’s Christian groups
would have seemed most like a philosophical (or even medical)
‘school’, it would only be Cynics who did not insist on a long
‘apprenticeship’ (compare, €.g., Lucian, Hermotimus ; or Justin Martyr,



Already the Sceptre 97

Paul is constantly attempting to modify his
converts’ perceptions of what he is about; but such seem to
be the perceptions they had, perceptions looking very like
and so in all probability informed by Cynic tradition.
Indeed, as we have already seen, and will note again, Paul's
attempted modifications in the early letters often appear to
be aimed simply towards instilling a gentler and less
disruptive Cynicism, ‘gentle as a nurse’ (gentle with
others, severe with oneself) rather than expunging
Christian Cynicism altogether.

The ‘judgment’ Paul has announced (harsh enough
in this instance), and its focus on ‘insiders’ now prompts
him to deal with the judgments he gathers some of the
Corinthian congregation have been seeking from
‘outsiders’ in the local courts (1 Cor 5.12-6.8), before he
then continues with the theme of Tropveia (6.9-20). In a
very litigious culture, where trials were a source of popular
entertainment, there would be nothing odd about meeting
Cynic-minded contentious Christians in court. In fact our
sources suggest that some Cynics may have found the
courts as good an arena for exposing and possibly curing
human folly as any other, and were willing at times to join
in the proceedings, Musonius and Demetrius among
them.40 However, for litigants claiming Cynic ‘wealth’,
Paul suggests that at issue is an inconsistent possessiveness
(1 Cor 4.8 with 6.7-8). We might compare Lucian's
criticism of Peregrinus’ alleged un-Cynic attempt to regain
the patrimony he had bequeathed to his native city.4!

Trypho, 2); and note also the discussion with C. Glad (1995), above,
ch. 2, n. 56; and cf. M. Griffin (1996), 198.

4OF. G. Downing (1992a), 104; and ps.-Diogenes 50.

41 Lucian, Peregrinus 16; cf. Diogenes Laertius 6.28; F. G. Downing
(1988¢), 25-26.
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Conzelmann and others are likely right that Paul’s
preferred in-group arbitration is based on Jewish models;
but Demonax also included conciliation among his activi-
ties, as did Epictetus’ idealised Cynic.42

(v) I can do what I want

TévTa yoi E§eoTiv, says Paul, twice, returning now to the
theme of sexual relations. He is apparently quoting what he
takes to be a slogan important among those he is
addressing. TavTta uol E€feoTiv, &AN’ oU mdavTa
OUUQEpPEL. TTAvTa uol éEeoTiv, &AA’ ouk Eyw
éEovoiaclrjoouat Ud Tivos: ‘All things are legitimat-
ely in my power (‘all things are lawful for me’), but not all
things are profitable. All things are legitimately in my
power, but I’'ll not be overpowered by anything’ (1 Cor
6.12).

Mark A. Plunkett’s 1988 Princeton dissertation,
Sexual Ethics and the Christian Life: A Study of 1
Corinthians 6:12-7:7 affords a thorough and illuminating
discussion of the issues involved.3 Plunkett points out that
previous commentators have been content to suggest the
origins of TdvTta yol éEecTiv in philosophical discussions
indiscriminately categorised as ‘Stoic and Cynic’, but have
done so without adducing any instances of TT&avTa é€ecTIv

42 4. Conzelmann [1969] (1975), 104; Lucian, Demonax 9 and 16;
and Epictetus 3.22.72; and Dio, too, but after his Cynic period, and on
the level of inter-city relations, 38, 39, 40, 41.

43 One pity is that Plunkett’s chosen portion of Paul’s text excludes
any detailed discussion of 1 Cor 5.1-5, and so misses the matter of
incest, which would have further supported the strong case he makes
for Cynic influence in the Corinthian church.
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as such.# Plunkett is able to demonstrate quite clearly that
its home is in discussions of political kingship. The king is
the one for whom (so it is claimed) ‘all is legitimate’,
mavTa EEeoTiv.*S There is, Plunkett explains, a flexibility
in the usage of €€ecTiv which allows it to indicate the
opportunity, freedom, lack of hindrance to do something: it
may be that there is no moral or legal hindrance, it may be
that there is no physical or other technical hindrance; there
may be neither.4¢ We might compare the vernacular use of
‘can’ in English, ‘I can legitimately, easily (or both) do
anything’ (where purists would prefer ‘may’ to convey the
distinct sense of ‘am permitted’). In early Pythagorean
discussion, with the breakdown of the Greek democracies,
the king, Plunkett shows, is presented as a living law, the
embodiment of justice, with the expectation that all the
monarch decides and does will be right. But it is easy for
the king and his sycophants to interpret this as categorising
whatever he pleases as in itself right, so that by definition
there is no moral hindrance to what is otherwise in his
power; and Plunkett quotes Plutarch’s anecdote of the
philosopher Anaxarchus, who on this basis urged
Alexander to forgo the scruples of an ordinary man.+’
TTavta yoi €€eoTiv, then, is an integral part of
talk of kingship, and so of Cynic or of Stoic discussions of
the wise man as king. Like a true king, a Stoic wise man
may do anything he will, because he only wills what is

44 M. Plunkett (1988), 167, citing J. Dupont (1949), and also
H. Conzelmann [1969] (1975) among others.

45 Plunkett (1988), 174, cites Dio 3.10 and 62.2-4, but also
Demosthenes Or. 23.140; and Plutarch, Agiselaus 4.2

46 M. Plunkett (1988), 171, citing W. Foerster, TDNT, ‘EgecTiv kTA’
(1964), 560-63.

47 M. Plunkett (1988), 175-78, citing E. R. Goodenough (1928) and
G. F. Chesnutt (1978); and Plutarch, Alexander 52.5-6.
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legitimate, what is not shameful or unhelpful (&ouu-
pepov).*® His wisdom includes the knowledge of ‘what is
legitimate and what is not’.4° The law of nature has been
internalised by the Stoic wise man, who can obey it with an
inner freedom. He can in accord with nature make use of
everything that happens, as Epictetus says, ‘€€eoTiv oUv
ool TavTi TG atmoPavTi xpfiobal katd guatv. No one
can forbid that.” 50

In 1 Corinthians 6.12 Paul himself is clearly also
pressing a more Stoic sort of line. Only what is helpful,
OUMQEPEL, can/may be done; otherwise you lose your inner
freedom to do what you know is right. ‘All things are
legitimately in my power, but I’ll not be overpowered by
anything.”5! Food itself is, as Paul allows here (and in more
detail later), a matter of indifference. But the question of
how things in themselves indifferent are to be regarded and
used, for Paul, as for Stoics, does matter (for individuals,
here in chapter 6; for the community, 8-10).52 Paul is not,
though, consistent. Some ‘externals’ (getting circumcised,
eating in temples) go on being important in themselves.3

48 M. Plunkett (1988), 169, citing Dio 14.17, ‘the wise may do
whatever they want to do’; but also (172) citing Epicletus 2.1.23, etc.
49 Epictetus 1.1.21 (cited as 1.1.26 by Plunkett (1988), 168-70); he
also cites Dio 14.17 and Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit 59; and
J. Dupont (1949), 268-301.

50 Epictetus 4.10.8, cited by Plunkett (1988), 169, n. 124.

51 M. Plunkett (1988), 243, citing H. Conzelmann ([1969] 1975), 109,
and S. K. Stowers (1981), 67-68.

525 L. Jaquette (1995), 65, 89, with reference to Epictetus 2.6.1.

53 In Galatians, Paul is similarly able to say, ‘neither circumcision nor
uncircumcision matters, but new creation’ (Gal 5.6; 6.15; cf. 1 Cor
7.19). Just as Paul could be a Jew to Jews (1 Cor 9.20), perhaps he
could have allowed Peter to be (Gal 2.12), and so, too, the Galatians
who wanted to be circumcised — as long as they accorded such matters
no real importance. Yet Paul himself makes getting circumcised a
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Those he is criticising are obviously (to Paul)
claiming not to be subject to any such (Stoic) internalised
sense of what is helpful. The wisdom, the knowledge, they
claim can be expressed in similar language, but is very
different in what is denoted and in its outcome. As those
who ‘have already . . . become kings’ (1 Cor 4.8), they are
claiming a royal prerogative without any conventional
limits, clearly aligned with the more radical Cynics. We
noted in the previous chapter Diogenes’ and other Cynics’
refusal of inherited codes and conventions in general, and
we have noted at the start of this one a common Cynic
willingness to countenance incest. Some Christians in
Corinth are also asserting, at least in theory, that their
legitimate freedom extends to coitus with prostitutes. (As
Plunkett notes, it seems at this stage in fact to be a
theoretical issue: Paul’s tone now is much milder than in
5.1-13, no one here is threatened with explusion.)>#

However, it is important at this juncture to recall
what was said in chapter 2, about varieties within Cynic-
ism, a theme also emphasised by Plunkett.55 There is a
radical and ascetic strand which would refuse all sexual
intercourse, whoever the partner, as a curtailment of
freedom. A man’s awkward tumescence can be relieved
quite naturally by masturbation: ‘Diogenes found
Aphrodite everywhere, without expense.’>® Female
prostitutes (the partners discussed in 1 Cor 6.12-20) are

matier of extreme (negative) importance (Gal 5.2); similarly, meals in
temples in Corinth. J. L. Jaquette (1995), 160-65 notes something of
this tension, but perhaps resolves it in Paul’s favour too readily.

54 M. Plunkett (1988), 105-106.

55 M. Plunkett (1988), 181-216; referring also to S. K. Stowers (1981)
and A. J. Malherbe (1970) and (1982).

56 Dio 6. 17-20; ps.-Diogenes 35.2; 42; 44; Diogenes Lacrtius 6.69; cf.
6.51.
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singled out for opprobrium in some of the chreiai in
Diogenes Laertius.5 This then contrasts with the approval
announced elsewhere in the Cynic tradition for a sexual
liaison or partnership freely entered into.>8 So Plunkett
reminds us of the sharp distinction in the tradition between
the rigorous asceticism of much of the Diogenes tradition,
and a more hedonist strand which can accept Odysseus as
its hero, and is perhaps typified by Bion of Borysthenes, at
one time Cynic, at another Cyrenaic, and which can
imagine Diogenes in the arms of the prostitute he is
elsewhere said to have criticised.> It is hard at this
distance to distinguish between simple charges of
hypocrisy on the one hand (as in Lucian, excoriating the
greedy self-proclaimed ascetic), and a sincere difference of
views among Cynics on the other, over whether ‘sweet
cakes’ are ‘natural’.®0 Other living things engage in
promiscuous coitus; if it is natural for them, it is natural for
humans, and perhaps not a debilitating or enslaving
pleasure (for the strong).6!

But better still than allowing for two fairly distinct
‘wings’ of Cynicism (and issues of sincerity apart) we
should instead, as argued in chapter 2, allow for a spectrum
or an even more complex diagram to express Cynic
tradition.%2 There are ascetics and there are hedonists (for

57 Diogenes Laertius 6.60, 61, 62, 63, 66, 85, 89-90; other references,
M. Plunkett (1988}, 194, n. 85.

58 Diogenes Laertius 6.11, 72 and especially 96-98 (Hipparchia).

59 Lais, as noted by M. Plunkett (1988), 195 n. 190; 197 and n. 197.

60 Diogenes Laertius 6.56; Lucian, Demonax 52; Giannantoni (1990),
V B 189, 190; M. Plunkett (1988), 197 and n. 200.

61 M. Plunkett (1988), 200-208.

62 Regrettably, Plunkett (1988), 232, then minimises the Cynic
character of the strong Corinthians, by noting that there is no sign of
their having worn the supposed ‘uniform’ (of folded cloak, bag, staff
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whom some pleasures are natural, and not enslaving), there
are those who are harsh with others, and there are the
gentle. But Demonax who is gentle (and allows himself
sweet cakes) may rebuke Peregrinus for being barely
human; yet neither countenance marriage for themselves, it
would seem.%3 On the other hand again, some who appear
as predominantly Stoic and much more conformist in their
philosophising can commend a very rigorous Cynic
askésis &4 There is a wide range of ‘family resemblances’,
as already argued. So Paul, for instance, can continue to
deploy quite positively a number of Cynic strands
(including his own harsh personal askésis, 1 Cor 4.10-13,
etc.), while at other times (as here) he can adopt a more
Stoic approach (and apparently expect it to carry some
weight).

We should conclude, then, that some in Corinth
seem to Paul to have adopted, at least in theory, their own
variety of hedonist Cynic stance. All things, ‘natural’
pleasures included, are legitimate for these philosopher-
kings, strong as they are, strong enough to enter a sexual
liaison without being enslaved by it.65 They can — and may
— take it or leave it, take it and leave it.

and beard). He also concludes that it is they who have imposed a
‘hedonistic Cynic’ interpretation on Paul’s message, rather than Paul
himself having used coherent elements of this obvious field of
discourse in working out and communicating his message. But
Plunkett has, of course, concentrated on one important stretch of 1
Corinthians, without the opportunity to survey the wider evidence here
and in the other letters.

63 Lucian, Demonax 52; cf. 21, 55; and Lucian, Peregrinus (no
mention).

64 M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 182-91.

65 M. Plunkett (1988), 196-216, especially 200-201, citing Teles
6.24-27 (53H). When Paul deals with sexual passion at 1 Thess 4.3-6
he makes no mention of any philosophical justification (dualist or
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As we have already noted, there are two prime
examples of freedom from inherited codes in the Cynic
tradition. One is the refusal of sexual convention, the other
is a rejection of food tabus. The two strands are as closely
linked here (1 Cor 6.12-13) as they are in Diogenes
Laertius 6.72-73, with Paul’s subsequent lengthy discuss-
ion of dedicated meat focusing again on the same slogan at
10.23, ‘everything is legitimately availabie’, mévra
€€eoTv. Sexual desire is as natural as hunger, and both
may be as readily satisfied without regard for any
artificially imposed restrictions. %6

(vi) Embodied freedom

Plunkett acknowledges that his interpretation of 1
Corinthians 6.13 along the lines summarised above is not
among the commonly accepted readings. Many comment-
ators have assumed that Paul is here dealing with a
dualistic libertinism (probably ‘gnostic’), in which what
involves the physical body is irrelevant. Yet the Nag
Hammadi texts support an ascetic rather than a libertinist
interpretation of gnosticism; the texts later cited by such as
Irenaeus could as readily be interpreted in a matching
ascetic sense; and Irenaeus’ and others’ accusations of
(hypocritical) immorality among opponents are a common-

other) being offered; but in the light of other Cynic motifs in the
Thessalonian correspondence (still to be discussed), and especially the
deliberate abandonment of work to rely on others, a similar
‘naturalism’ may well have been operative.

66 ‘The belly’ is the seat of pleasure, food and sexual lust are as
closely linked by Dio (8.14, 22; 4.103); cf. ps.-Diogenes 28.5, and 42;
Diogenes Laertius 6.46 (stomach and penis distinguished but paired).
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place of ancient polemic.6” More than this, there is nothing
in what Paul writes that actually tells us he is countering
some form of metaphysical or anthropological dualism, not
even a Stoic one, let alone a Platonic, Orphic, Pythagorean
(or gnostic) one. It has, obviously, been possible so to
interpret the talk of TveUpa and TrvevpaTikds in 1
Corinthians 2, but none of the conventional dualist vocab-
ulary is deployed there. Without any clear indications to
the contrary, the discussion so far would almost inevitably
be understood along the lines of the Cynic tradition
adduced by Plunkett and here summarised. Paul is address-
ing people for whom this physical life is the only one
(1 Cor 15.19), there is no other to come, whether by
resurrection or by immortality (15.12); but neither is the
true life of these wise Corinthians now essentially a matter
of inner choice and serenity (of soul, mind, spirit or
whatever). For sure, Epictetus’ very Stoic idealised Cynic
agrees that nothing which concerns the body, odua, is
free, that only with the exercise of inner assent and choice
in whatever circumstances can any real freedom naturally
be found: éoTi T1 év Univ éAevbepov @uoel. But Paul is
sure that those he is addressing stand rather with such as
the very un-Stoic Cynic then rebuked by Epictetus, the
Cynic for whom freedom is entirely, it would seem, a
matter of overt behaviour (including ‘eating everything you
give him”).58

67 M. Plunkett (1988), 165, n. 117 and 168, n. 121, quoting F. Wisse
(1975); cf. W. Deming (1995), 36-37; P. Perkins (1993); on polemic,
L. T. Johnson (1989); C. J. Schlueter (1994).

68 Epictetus 3.22.36-50. I part company here from Plunkett (1988) in
some measure: e.g., 249, where he discerns in the Corinthians ‘a
contempt for the body’ as a lower, less worthy part of oneself. I would
put much more weight on the implicit ‘monism’ he also attributes to
them. It is Epictetus who talks disparagingly of his ccoudTiov (e.g.,
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One further influential interpretation is also
effectively countered by Plunkett. Rudolph Bultmann,
followed by others, interpreted odua, ‘body’, as the
existential ‘self’, which could then be distinguished from
‘the belly’, and so forth. Thus Paul would be agreeing that
‘the belly’ is to perish (1 Cor 6.13), while insisting that the
(body-)self is to be raised to new life (v. 14). But if that
were what he was saying, it would certainly be a very weak
argument, inviting the riposte, ‘but the genitals, too, will
perish’.%? Epictetus’ Stoic freedom is threatened by ‘a girl,
a boy, a sweet-meat’.’0 These Cynic-seeming Christians of
Paul’s seem to find their freedom precisely in being open
to such very physical choices.

Yet in refusing the hedonist path Paul significantly
still shares with those he addresses an implicit physical
‘monism’,”! while quoting in support his Jewish tradition
(Gen 2.24), perhaps aware that it was also linked with the
teaching of Jesus he is going to cite a little later (1 Cor
7.10-11, Mk 10.8). For Paul, coitus constitutes a relation-
ship which (most) eating does not; Plunkett urges the term
‘participatory’. Whether Paul was aware of it or not, this
then would align him with much of the more severe Cynic
tradition, which, as we noted, rejected recourse to

3.22.33). These strong Corinthians can simply cope with any ‘natural’
physical situation, ‘bodily’: compare Dio’s Herakles, 8.26-36, but
especially 32, where he ‘comes together with’, ‘but is in no way over-
powered by’, the Amazon.

69 M. Plunkett (1988), 112-14, citing R. Bultmann (1951), 192-203;
and in support of his own case, R. Gundry (1975), 52-56. Anyway,
‘belly’ can stand for sexual lust as well as gluttony.

70 Epictetus 3.22.13.

71 M. Plunkett (1988), 294; compare the discussion in V. K. Robbins
(1996), 89-91, at this point concluding that Paul’s discourse ‘evokes a
deeply embodied aesthetic’ (91).
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prostitutes as a surrender of autonomy to that person. The
(male) hedonist tradition insists that coitus is no more
involving (for a man) than is staying in a house or
travelling in a ship. ‘I have Lais, not she me’, insists
Aristippus.’2 Paul, by contrast, says a little later of the
married sexual relationship, that each party has legitimate
power, éEouotdlel, over the other (1 Cor 7.4), precisely
the sort of subjection to another, participation in another,
he here deplores, and assumes the ‘strong’ would not really
welcome (6.12).73

(vii) Free from family ties

The austere Cynic tradition would then also and obviously
tally with Paul’s own preference for celibacy (1 Cor 7.7).
Again, there are, of course, Jewish precedents, in the
Therapeutae as reported by Philo, and the Essenes as
reported by him and by Josephus.’# But if, as is here being
argued, Paul had from the start been deploying a wide
range of very Cynic motifs as the most appropriate
language in which to work out, articulate and communicate
important strands in what he felt he had to say, his hearers
would almost certainly have heard the Cynic rather than
distant and esoteric Essene or other Jewish overtones; and
Paul must have been aware or soon made aware of that.
(Epicureans were also at least in theory opposed to

72 Aristippus (the Cyrenaic) in Diogenes Laertius 2.74-75; but cf
Dio’s Cynic Herakles, 832 (n. 56, above).

73 Plunkett comes to substantially this interpretation of Paul’s position,
without noting that it, too, has in some measure, Cynic antecedents;
M. Plunkett (1988), 266-71, on Paul’s asceticism.

74 Philo, De vita contemplativa 13-20; 68; Hypothetica 11.14;
Josephus, War 2.120.
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marriage and the rearing of a family, as a threat to
equanimity; while allowing that practice might well be
more conformist.)”3

However, Will Deming is clearly correct in
insisting that our chapter 7 of 1 Corinthians is primarily
concerned with marriage as a social institution, the
foundation of civic society in the rearing of new citizens
and heirs, safeguarding the possession and transfer of
wealth.7® Paul has completed his main discussion of
aspects of sexual relations taken as an end in themselves,
and is here concerned mainly with societal relationships, so
that ‘fornication’ and ‘burning passion’ (1 Cor 7.2 and 9)
are now in the background. It is with ‘marriage and
family’, ‘marriage and children’ that most Cynic tradition
takes issue, and precisely because this was so essential to
the civic society the Cynics disparaged.

Thus, apart from Crates and Hipparchia, a saying of
Antisthenes, and possibly the conclusions of Musonius,”’
the Cynic tradition has, it seems, no instances of marriage
being approved of. Diogenes advises strongly against it.
For a young man the best time is not yet, for an old man,
never; for marriage is an alliance with an evil foe. The only
acceptable union is by occasional consent, quite other than
the conventional contract.”8 The true Cynic declines
marriage and has no desire to raise children.” Demonax

75 Diogenes Laertius 10.119, 133; cf. W. Deming (1995), 67 and n. 49,
and Epictetus 1.23.7; 2.20.20; 3.7.19.

76 W. Deming (1995), ch. 2, and especially 52.

77 Diogenes Laertius 6.88, 96~97, and 11; ps.-Crates 28-33; Epictetus
3.22.76; and Musonius 14: but despite the Cynic influence Musonius
accepts elsewhere, this is more likely Stoic.

8 Diogenes Laertius 6.29, 54, 50, 72.

9 Ps.-Diogenes 44, 47; Maximus  of Tyre, Dissertation 36.6
{Giannantoni (1990) V B 299).
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laughs at marriage (and at Epictetus’ Stoic suggestion that
he should undertake it.)80

Stoics by contrast, as Deming explains (and as we
have noted), saw civil society as an important if imperfect
expression and part of the divine order of things. It was
therefore to be engaged in supportively. In most
circumstances a man should marry and rear children.
Deming also draws attention to a mid-way position: it
might be necessary for a Stoic philosopher (but for him
only) to avoid marriage, to allow him the freedom for even
more important divine service. An obvious example would
be Epictetus himself 8! The second-century Stoic writer
Hierocles in his On Marriage allows that other fraught
circumstances, too, may legitimately free one from
fulfilling family responsibilities.82

So Paul agrees, celibacy (‘not to touch a woman’)
‘is good for a man (xaAdv &avBpcdTred)’, morally good
(1 Cor 7.1, 8, 26, etc.).8 Paul would wish that all were as
he (1 Cor 7.7), not free from all cares, but free to care for
‘the things of the Lord’ (7.32-35), as Epictetus’ ideal
Cynic philosopher is to be free for his God-given tasks.34 It
is not just the one person singled out and sent, ‘apostled’

80 Lucian, Demonax 55. Epictetus’ own ideal Cynic teacher will not
marry, either (though others should): 3.22.67-76.

81 Epictetus 3.22.67-82; for those he teaches, marriage and children
are obligatory, 3.7.19-28. W. Deming (1995), 50-89, very usefully and
thoroughly discusses much further relevant material.

8 w. Deming (1995), 81-83; Hierocles in von Amim (1903).

83 M. Plunkett (1988), 313-17 and W. Deming (1995), 110-14; both
arriving at similar conclusions, apparently independently.

84 M. Plunkett (1988), 313-17, again. In fact the analogy with the
Stoic texts Plunkett discusses with D. Balch (1983) and with O. L.
Yarbrough (1985) is closer at this point than Plunkett allows:
Epictetus’ Cynic is expected to be ‘wholly devoted to the service of
God’. 3.22.69. and the whole section 3.22.67-82.
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by God for whom celibacy is ‘good’ without qualification;
Paul would have all celibate, if only they had the gift. With
so many Cynic-sounding themes already having appeared
in the letter, the insistence that celibacy is good in itself,
good for all, at least in theory (and not just less
troublesome), would have further confirmed for a gentile
audience the impression that here was some kind of
personally austere Cynicism, with its deliberate refusai of
any compromise with society through marital, family ties.

Paul is concerned nonetheless to deal gently with
those who have not received his gift of continence, a
marriage-guidance counsellor like an Epictetus or a
Demonax.85 The married are certainly not to seek perm-
anent separation, divorce. Temporary separation, abstent-
ion from (nightly) coitus for prayer, however, is allowed
(1 Cor 7.5). While Deming appositely cites in illustration
The Testament of Naphtali, he perhaps too readily
dismisses the relevance of the Stoic or Cynic matter he
himself notes.8¢ Paul’s own impulse may well come from
his native Jewish tradition; but he is here dealing with
those for whom marriage represents restriction (note the
idea of being under the power of the other, 1 Cor 7.4,
enslaved, 7.15), and offers a concession to their Christian—
Cynic desire to be freer to follow their own path.

It is perhaps worth noting that Paul’s emphasis on
the consent of both partners to abstention from coitus as
well as to remaining in a ‘mixed’ union (1 Cor 7.5 and 12—
13) finds its closest analogy in the Diogenes doxography to
which we have more than once drawn attention.87 It is
among Cynics (as we saw in our first chapter) that women

85 Epictetus 3,22.72; Lucian, Demonax 9.
86 The Testament of Naphtali 8.1, 7-10; W. Deming (1995), 123-25.
87 Diogenes Laertius 6.71.
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and men are most often accorded equal moral status.88 That
sexual desire is powerful and ‘given’ (by nature/God) is at
home in Stoic and Cynic discourse; Deming notes that it is
in this light that Epictetus presents Crates and Hipparchia,
and that to the former is ascribed elsewhere the conclusion
that sexual passion is a flame hard to quench (pASE, cf.
mupouaBai, 1 Cor 7.9).8% Crates and Hipparchia could
survive together, they were two of a kind, as the Cynic
Epistles portray them, and as Epictetus also records.?
Some at least of Paul's Corinthians seem to have felt that
without such a shared discipleship they should separate
from their non-Christian spouses. Paul gives his decision.
Marriage, we have noted, can be seen as restrictive,
a kind of slavery, you are in the power of another: the
thought leads Paul into further reflections on other
restrictions, as Jew or not-Jew, slave or free (thus echoing,
many suppose, the two other themes of Gal 3.28). Paul’s
response here sounds to Deming ‘highly Stoicized’.o!
Some of the analogous sentiments Deming adduces are
certainly telling. For Stoics, your socially recognised status
is to be a matter of indifference, not important enough for
you to give your attention to changing it. Taking it that the
main issue continues to be the question of initiating a
change in one’s marital status, Paul is saying, one should
no more do that than one should initiate a change in one’s
status as circumcised or as not circumcised. Paul, however,

88w, Deming (1995), 116-17, finds the closest linguistic analogies to
the ‘likewise’, duolcos B¢ xai, in Stoic texts, and also the idea of
commonality he discerns here; but the insistence on consent makes this
more Cynic.

89 W. Deming (1995), 130-31; Epictetus 3.22.76; Anth. Graec. 9.497,
cf. also Diogenes Laertius 6.96 (Hipparchia).

90 ps.Crates 28-33; Epictetus 3.22.76; W. Deming (1995), 147.

91 W. Deming (1995), 157-73 (*highly Stoicised’, 159).
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does not frame his next illustration consistently, he does
not say, ‘slavery is nothing and freedom is nothing.’
Deming supposes Paul refrains because it would make no
sense to say, ‘if free, don’t become a slave.” But in fact
people might choose to do just that for all sorts of reasons,
including improving their own financial prospects; and
later Christians did so in order to give the purchase price
away).92 It is more likely that Paul’s Christian—Cynic
libertarian leanings are still too strong to allow him to class
changing from slavery or from freedom as being matters of
indifference simply on a par with changing one’s marital
status. So he makes the more moderate Stoic point, that
manumission (though not to be sought) can be chosen if
offered, as being open to good use. Deming appositely
quotes Epictetus’ Encheiridion:

Remember that you must behave yourself as you should at

a party. A dish is passed round, and comes to you. Reach

out politely and take some. It’s passed on? don't grab it

back! It’s not got to you yet — well, don ’t set your heart on

this distant dish, but stay put till it reaches you! And act just

the same way towards children and wife, towards public

office and wealth. Then some day you'll be fit to party with

the gods.%
And, of course, when manumission was offered, Epictetus
took and used it; or so tradition indicates.

Immediately before this in the Encheiridion,
Epictetus is recorded as saying, ‘Master over each is
whoever has power (é£ouoia) over what he wishes to have
or avoid. So whoever wants to be free should not desire to

92 D. B. Martin (1990), 3642 and notes; S. S. Bartchy (1973) 4648
and notes; and 1 Clement 50.2-3; per contra, J. A. Harmill (1995), 31.

93 Epictetus, Encheiridion 15; cited by W. Deming (1995), 164, but
my translation.
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gain or lose anything; otherwise a slave he must be.”* So
Paul also warns against wanting to change one’s status and
so becoming ‘slave to fellow humans’ (1 Cor 7.23). We
may agree with Deming and others that there remains a
perceptible difference between Paul’s sense of being freed
by God through the death of Jesus (1 Cor 7.23-24) and
Epictetus’ conviction of freedom granted by Zeus.95 There
are differences as well as similarities, of course (there are
between Epictetus and other Stoics, Paul and other
Christians). The similarities remain significant for any
attempt to understand Paul. And so, however much his own
Christian—~Cynic sympathies initially show through, in this
discussion of marriage and related issues, the more radical
and Cynic-sounding positions adopted by others obviously
draw Paul to a stance whose distinctly Stoic resonances are
very strong and clear.%

A full and fruitful discussion of further Stoic
echoes in the remainder of 1 Corinthians 7 is provided by
Deming. In particular I would point to his very proper
reminder that if Paul is thought to have urged atapatia,
and so ‘freedom in the midst of involvement’, so too did
Epictetus. Stoics by no means counselled a simple
retirement into the inner peace and freedom that they so
earnestly sought to cultivate.””

94 Epictetus, Encheiridion 14 (my translation, again).

BSw. Deming (1995), 165, citing Epictetus 1.19.9.

96 Resonances with Epictetus are noted by V. K. Robbins (1996), 182
84, who rightly points to the ‘contra-cultural’ conformity of this stance;
however, that is Stoic in ethos, not the position of most Cynics (only of
Epictetus’ idealised and Stoicised Cynic); and, as we shall see, early
Paul in particular is often more clearly Cynic and thus also less
conformist, ‘counter-cultural’ rather than ‘contra-cultural’.

97 W. Deming (1995), 194-95. Deming, 206, also notes, intriguingly,
Paul’s denial that he is imposing “a noose’, Bpdxos, on the unwed
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(viii) I can eat anything, anywhere — I know

We now move on to the companion theme of food (1 Cor
8-10, including the ‘excursus’ on freedom). ‘On the topic
of food Musonius used to speak often and emphatic-ally, as
a matter by no means indifferent.” “What you can get hold
of easily is better than what’s hard to come by.”?8 Food as
such figures largely among the Cynic chreiai and
dependent traditions. Managing with a simple diet is an
important part of the Cynic askésis. Sometimes this may
mean vegetarianism.”® But dogs and other animals are
‘naturally’ carnivores, and Diogenes’ death from eating
raw squid can be presented as an affirmation of this
conviction (as well as critics taking it as an instance of
hypocritical gluttony).!® ‘Everything belongs to the
Gods’, says Diogenes; ‘The Gods are friends to the wise,
and friends have all in common. So everything belongs to
the wise’. Laertius adds, ‘He saw nothing improper in
taking food from a temple, or in eating the flesh of any
living thing. Even human flesh was not to be ruled out, as
is obvious from the practice of other peoples.’0l In

(1 Cor 7.35); Crates uses the same term in discussing the resolution of
sexual urges (Anth. Graec. 9.479).

98 Musonius Rufus 18A and 18B (C. Lutz, ed. (1947) 112, 4-5 and
120, 7-8; O. Hense (1905), 95-105.

9 cf. Rom 14.2; Diogenes Laertius 6.34, 35, 37, 44, 47, 48, 49, 55,
57, 90, 104; ps.-Crates 7; ps.-Diogenes 13; 37.4-5; and 44 (where the
link with easy sexual ‘relief’ is also made); Dio 6.12-13; eic; cf. the
discussion in R. Stoneman (1994), 506-10.

100 Diogenes Laertius 6.76; Julian, To the Uneducated Cynics 191C;
Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 10.

101 pjogenes Laertius 6.71 (cf. 37), 72; cf Giannantoni (1990), V B
353. Laertius deduces a metaphysical basis for this, of a Stoic kind; but
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Lucian’s Dialogues of the Dead Diogenes introduces
himself as ‘having come with my satchel stuffed with lots
of lupins and any food I’ve found dedicated to Hecate at
the cross-roads, eggs for purificatory rites, anything like
that’. In The Downward Journey it’s the raw squid that
figures in place of the lupins, along with the food dedicated
to Hecate, and the eggs. 102

Simply to eat in public itself shocks convention:
‘Reprimanded for eating in the market place, Diogenes
riposted, “That’s where 1 felt hungry”.” ‘Bystanders
gathered round to watch him having breakfast in the
market place. “Dog”, they jeered. “You’re the dogs,
standing round watching my breakfast.”’1® A Cynic
modelling him- or herself on this Diogenes will not only
eat anything, she or he will eat anywhere — and do anything
else ‘natural’ anywhere, too. 104

In Galatia Paul (along with Peter and Barnabas and
the whole Christian community initially) was determined
to eat anywhere they thought fit with anyone they
acknowledged (and presumably, to eat anything that was
contributed). The strong Corinthian Christians, similarly,
seem convinced it is right to eat anything they wish,
anywhere, however shocked others may be (1 Cor 8 and
10), even if Paul in Corinth now cannot bring himself to
enjoy quite this freedom (1 Cor 9 with 10.29). For these
‘wise’ and strong Christians, as for the Cynic (or Stoic)
wise man, ‘all things are theirs’ (3.18 and 21), all things

it is more likely an entailment of unelaborated Cynic monism (M.-O.
Goulet-Cazé (1982); ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 5, ‘anything you find’.

102 Lucian, Dialogues of the Dead 1 (331); cf. 2 (425); The
Downward Journey 7.

103 piogenes Laertius 6.58, 61, 69; cf. 34, 35, 48, 57.

104 ¢y, Diogenes Laertius 6.46, 69 and 97 (Crates and Hipparchia,
public coitus); Dio 8.36; Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 10.
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are legitimately theirs, TdvTta €€eoTiv (10.23, echoing
6.12).105 But for the Stoic, as we have noted, all belongs to
the wise man, in the sense that he is always free to decide
his inner response to what comes to him from outside. For
these strong Corinthians, as for Cynics, everything is theirs
precisely to choose to do what they want with it. The
significance of the issue can be further illustrated by a
comparison of Mark 7.19b (‘he made all food clean’) and
Acts 10.9-16, on the one hand, and with Revelation 2.14—
15 and 20 (‘food sacrificed to idols and immorality’) and
Lucian’s Peregrinus the Cynic (excommunicated by his
Christian community for eating forbidden food), on the
other. To feel free to eat as commonplace food others hold
consecrated would look to most ostentatiously Cynic.

The strong Corinthians ‘know’ that no idol repre-
sents anything real in the universe, for there is no God but
one (1 Cor 8.4-6). Theological scepticism was by no
means restricted to Cynics, but it is worth noting that when
the unity of God and the irrelevance of idols are at issue, it
Antisthenes in particular who is quoted.!% Later, when
Clement of Alexandria looked for Greek antecedents for

105 pjunkett argues, as does Conzelmann, that both phrases with
TrdvTa almost certainly echo the Cynic and Stoic ‘all things belong to
the wise’; M. Plunkett (1988), 179; cf. 108; H. Conzeimann [1969]
(1975), 80; as well as the passages cited above, cf. Lucian, Peregrinus
16; ps.-Crates 26 and 27, ps.-Diogenes 10, where it is money (for food)
that the Cynic claims belongs to him on this argument.

106 philodemus, De pietate Ta, 3-8 (G. Giannantoni (1990), V A
179); Cicero, De natura deorum 1.13, 32; Diogenes Laertius 6.51
(Diogenes); cf. ps.-Heraclitus 4 in particular, and H. W. Attridge
(1976), M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 68-69. In popular opinion
Epicurcans are total atheists; but in fact they firmly insist that the Gods
are ‘real’, just totally uninvolved with us even when in dreams and
visions we are made aware of them: Diogenes Laertius 10.123; Cicero,
De natura deorum 1.46—49.
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Christian monotheism and its opposition to idolatry, it was
Antisthenes and other Cynics that he instanced. 107

The strong Corinthians assert that their actions are
based on ‘knowledge’, yvcdots, and this has been one of
the bases for discerning ‘gnostic’ influence among them.
Claims to knowledge, implicit or explicit, are in fact too
commonplace to build much on them at all; but it is
perhaps worth noting that among the philosophical schools
it was Cynics who tended to be particularly dogmatic in
their claims (they eschewed elaborate metaphysical
arguments). So, for instance, the Cynic pseudo-Heraclitus
says, ‘I alone know God’ and makes other claims to
distinctive knowledge, while insisting others are
ignorant.!%® Galen found it noteworthy that Christians and
Cynics in particular shared a refusal to offer demonstrative
argument or deploy logical theory.1® So Antisthenes
insists that virtue is a matter of deeds, it does not need lots
of words and study; you just need to ‘know’ good is right
and wickedness is wrong, and have the strength of a
Socrates or a Herakles to express that awareness in
action.!10

Most who ‘knew’ the claims of popular Graeco-
Roman religion were false preferred nonetheless to affirm

107 Clement of Alexandria, Protreptikos 2 [22.1, 24.1, 24.5] and 4
[50.4], 6 [71.2] and 7 [75.3], and Stromata 5.14 [108.4], referring to
Anacharsis, Antisthenes and Heraclitus (by now taken over as a Cynic;
see the Cynic Epistles ); and Minucius Felix, Lactantius and Theodoret
(G. Giannantoni (1990), V A 180-83); also F. S. Jones (1987), 57-67,
see further, below, ch. 7.

108 ps__Heraclitus 4.5;5.1; 6.1, 3; cf. ps.-Diogenes 28.8.

109 Galen, in R. Walzer (1949), 15; and De cuiusque animi
peccatorum dignotione 3.12 (D. C. G. Kiihn (1823), 71).

110 Diogenes Laertius 6.11, 12; cf. the discusssion in M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé (1986), 144-45.
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good social order and to keep up appearances by
maintaining the practice with an inner detachment.111 [t
was Cynics who courted disapproval by refusing outward
compliance.!12 Eating in a temple, Diogenes treats the food
as he would any other.13 Just so could the strong
Corinthians insist they were free, they had the ¢foucia
(8.9) to treat dedicated food as common sustenance, even
in a temple setting (8.10). And to Paul they seemed to be
treating the body-and-blood, bread-and-wine of the Lord’s
Supper in much the same way (1 Cor 11. 27-29).

(ix) The strong and the weak and freedom to adapt

The repeated é€oucia (1 Cor 8.9; 94, 5, 6, 12, 18) and
EAevbepos, EAeubepia (9.1, 19; 10.29) bind the discussions
of food and of financial support together; with é€oucia
also picking up the €€eotiv of 6.12, then resumed at
10.23.114 The wise and strong among the Corinthians know
what they can and may freely do, with the know-ledge and
the freedom as much arising out of the action as enabling
it. (This is not to deny that issues of wealth and status may
also be involved, as has been widely argued of late; 15 it is
to point out that the direct evidence we have is the

111 E.g., Cicero’s Epicurean, Stoic and Academic protagonists, De
natura deorum 1.45, 123; 2.2; 3.5-6; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 66-
67.

112 piogenes Laertius 6.4, 39, 42, 59; Lucian, Demonax 11,27.

113 Diogenes Laertius 6.64; he throws temple bread away because it is
physically messy; cf. 6.72, again.

114 For what follows see the very helpful discussion in A. J. Malherbe
(1995).

115 E g by G. Theissen (1982); W. A. Meeks (1983); W. L. Willis
(1985); P. Marshall (1987); D. B. Martin (1990).
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language used, and it seems to be the language of Cynic
freedom, which could be used by people in and from quite
varied social settings.)

In his recent discussion of this section of 1
Corinthians, A. J. Malherbe argues that ‘the meat-eaters’
have been quoting Stoic slogans (and in a Stoic, not Cynic
sense) to Paul, who answers them in thought-forms taken
from both Cynic and Stoic tradition. The meat-eaters are
accusing the more sensitive of the sort of intellectual
‘weakness’ that Stoics analysed, making the wrong
Jjudgments about external things. However, in the light of
the arguments of the preceding pages it continues to seem
much more likely that the ‘strong’ Corinthians were taking
fairly consistently a pragmatic and Cynic-like, rather than
an intellectualist and Stoic-like line. Had they been
informed by central Stoic convictions they would surely
not have needed Paul to indicate that ‘eating and drinking

. should be regarded as &Bidpopa’.l16 For these
‘strong’ Christians, it is precisely their actions that
constitute their freedom, not internal judgments about
giving or withholding assent. Rather is it Paul who is
arguing like a Stoic, against making an indiscriminate diet
a matter of urgent principle. Food in itself is a matter of
indifference (1 Cor 8.8); how its use affects the community
is a matter of proper concern. For Cynic Christians in
Corinth, by contrast, breaching tabus seems to be an
essential enactment of their freedom; purity laws may not
be maintained as adidpopa.ll?

Those who claim to be ‘strong’ (ioxupol, 1 Cor
4.10; cf. 10.22) are most likely so in the Diogenean sense
suggested by M.-O. Goulet-Cazé, ‘Alors qu’Antisthéne

116 A 3. Malherbe (1995), 237.
117 86, 100, J. L. Jaquette (1995), 143—46.
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exigeait 1’ ischus pour rendre efficace la vertu, Diogéne a
fait de cette force I’essence méme de la vertu.’ This is the
Diogenes who refused to take things easy when he grew
old.118 ‘Diogenes was going into a theatre, against the
stream of people coming out. Asked why, he said, “This is
what [ am spending my life practising.”’!1 Epictetus’
idealised Cynic, too, will be physically resilient, ‘the
quality of his body matters’ (if only to persuade ordinary
people). 120 However, for Epictetus, of course, one must
first learn where to give and where to withhold assent, and
the ascetic ‘short cut’ is useless on its own. Without proper
Stoic intellectual and moral formation (‘a winter’s
training’) an ordinary Cynic’s display of his strength and
good health will be no help at all to the perplexed and the
sickly, and only manifest his own (inner) weakness.!2! The
‘strong’ in Corinth are behaving and talking like the Cynics
Epictetus criticises, and Paul perceives them in a very
similar light.

118 M .0. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 154, and 151, citing Diogenes Laertius
6.34.

119 Diogenes Laertius 6.64. For other examples of ‘strength’ in terms
of decisive physical action, cf. Dio 6.22 (animals as good example);
8.17; 8.24 (most powerful); cf. 9.12 (‘power of soul’ - but not mind,
intellect); ps.-Diogenes 31; Maximus of Tyre 36.6; and the theme of
the contrast with athletes, passim.

120 Epictetus 3.22.86-88; cf. 51.

121 Epictetus 4.8.27-43. There is an informative discussion of other
senses of ‘weakness’ and ‘strength’ in ancient philosophical pedagogy
in C. E. Glad (1995), 78-82; but the Epicurean distinction between ‘the
weak and submissive’ (who are hurt by harshness), and ‘the strong’
{(who need harsh treatment) does not seem to be at all the distinction
being made here by Paul, between ‘the strong’ who can act on
convictions Paul actually shares, and ‘the weak” who cannot. Paul’s
willingness to be weak with the weak (1 Cor 9.20) may well parallel
Epicurean psychogogy, but Glad shows that adaptability in this sense is
not distinctively Epicurean.
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There is actually one Cynic passage which at first
glance looks very apposite: ‘God is like our good host,
setting out all sorts of varied dishes, some for the healthy,
some for the sickly, some for the strong (ioxupols), others
for the weak (aoBevouUowv), not for us all to use all of
them, but only what each one needs.’ 122 The word-picture
is aimed in fact against the rich who grab everything; but it
is easy to see how such language could be interpreted by
the strong and free Corinthians who knew that all kinds of
food were legitimately theirs to choose from.

For the response Paul himself makes to the meat-
eaters and their slogans we may happily stay fairly close to
Malherbe, only taking it that the ‘cognitive’ sense of the
‘weakness’ under discussion is to be understood as Paul’s,
not that of the strong Corinthians. They talk of the others
as ‘weak’, just that. It is Paul who qualifies their design-
ation by insisting it is their conscience (ouveidnois, aware-
ness of things), that is weak: Paul is here again responding
to Cynic attitudes in a more Stoic-like way. For people
with such intellectual weakness, the display of strength by
the meat-eaters is even less helpful than Epictetus thought
the boasted strength of ordinary Cynics; it is actually
counter-productive.!2

(In Romans, where Paul is discussing some
Christians’ positive attitudes to special foods and special
days — and not negative worries about pagan cult meals —
his position sounds yet more clearly Stoic: the decision
now depends entirely on inner conviction, on what is
believed (Rom 14.5-6, 23). Paul still thinks those making a
fuss mistaken, they are ‘weak in faith’; but if such is their
conviction, they must retain their dietary rules and their

122 Ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 7.
123 Epictetus 4.8.27-30, again.
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calendars. Just so could Epictetus allow that an entirely
valid sense for the holy could be expressed in terms of
various and conflicting dietary codes.!?* In Galatians, by
contrast, Paul had offered no hint of compromise on food,
and had insisted that observing days and seasons was a
return to slavery (Gal 2.11-12, 4.9-11).)

Paul’s main argument in 1 Corinthians 9, in the
middie of his discussion of dietary issues, is to present an
alternative example of practical freedom, his own exercise
of his apostolic commission and his decision not to accept
any payment that would or might for any reason hinder his
preaching.!25 The details of the discussion (working for his
living, like some Cynic philosophers) are important, and
we shall return to them in chapter 6. Here we need only
note, again agreeing with Malherbe, that in 1 Corinthians
9.16-22 Paul goes into a deep discussion of freedom in
relation to (divine) necessity, using terms with clear Stoic
resonances to express convictions he can elsewhere couch
in more biblical language (e.g., Gal. 1.15-16).126 The
Christian way of life which the Corinthians had adopted
from him was not one of simple pragmatic (Cynic-style)
autonomy. Yet if Paul accepts the divine necessity
(avdaykn) willingly (ékcov) rather than unwillingly
(&xcov) he is then also able to choose in practice to forgo
the payment for preaching he had a right to, and so to
preach unhindered. He can be as pragmatically adaptable to
other people as was the ‘mild’ Cynic Odysseus, and so be

124 Epictetus 1.22.1-14.

125 Arguing strongly for our chapter 9’s integral place in the flow of
Paul’s argument, A. J. Malherbe (1995); J. L. Jaquette (1995), 146.

126 Malherbe (1995), 245, notes among other passages Philo, Quod
omnis probus liber sit 60-61; Seneca, Epistulae morales 54.7 and 61.3.
We may also note the Stoic sound of Paul’s ‘Does God care for
animals?’ (1 Cor 9.9).
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able to win them;127 but able, too, himself to maintain a
harsh askésis (1 Cor 9.24-27) which, again (compare 1 Cor
4.9-13), should impress anyone with genuine Cynic
leanings. Paul is as free to act as he deems appropriate as
any Cynic might be; not his the mere inner accord of a
Stoic ‘freely’ accepting what has to be. It was out of this
entirely practical, overt free choice of Paul’s, this use of his
éEouaia, that the Christian good news reached the meat-
eaters, and they should respond appropriately, with a
similar free and pragmatic self-restraint for the sake of
others.

As already mentioned, some further strands in
1 Corinthians will concern us in more detail later. But we
recall that while Paul here again reacts against some kinds
of Cynic-like behaviour, and at times sounds (in broad
terms) somewhat Stoic, yet his claimed severity with
himself combined with gentleness towards others also has
clear and detailed Cynic parallels which Malherbe and
others have effectively substantiated. Even in controversy
over those Cynic traits he repudiates Paul retains yet other
Cynic-sounding convictions which still make good sense to
him. 128

127 ¢f. D. B. Martin (1990), 86116 and 117-49; however, I here
follow A. J. Malherbe (1995), 245-51, on Paul's willingness and
unwillingness, rather than Martin, 76 and 133; see further, ch. 5,
below.

128 “paul’s use of Cynic tradition shows where he wants to place the
emphasis — on the side of freedom. Unlike the Stoics . . . Paul places a
premium on action, unconventional and contemptible, as a means of
benefitting his hearers’, A. J. Malherbe (1995), 254. The reader is
again reminded that while this interpretation of Paul is here welcomed,
the ‘meat-eaters’ have been interpreted in the foregoing as also ‘Cynic’
in outlook (albeit differently Cynic), rather than Stoic, as Malherbe
concludes, and Cynic very much on the basis of their ‘premium on
action’.
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(x) In conclusion

We have in this chapter been concerned chiefly with the
twinned (and intertwined) issues of food and genital
activity. Having presented a different and very cogent
alternative model of freedom (1 Cor 9) Paul returns to
these linked topics (1 Cor 10). He can assume now that the
Jewish scriptural tradition carries weight among the
Corinthians, and warns by way of scriptural examples
against an over-confident sense of belonging. It is
intriguing, at least, that when Josephus recounts the
episode alluded to at 1 Corinthians 10.8 (Num 25.1-18) he
includes a discussion of many of the same issues. Zambrias
(Zimri) and the other rebels are sexually seduced into
sacrificing to other Gods and eating ‘strange food’.
Zambrias says to Moses, ‘You will not get me to follow
your tyrannical orders . . . with all this talk of “laws” and
“God”, subjecting us to slavery, depriving us of our
pleasures and all the autonomy (auTte§oUciov) which is
ours as free men who own no master’; compare ‘why
should my liberty be subject to anyone else’s view of
things?’ (1 Cor 10.29b).12° Perhaps Paul the zealous
Pharisee had once seen the Christian movement as just
such an antinomian threat to ‘the traditions of his
forefathers’ (Gal 1.14), in the name of a Cynic-like
autonomy? and now the freedom for which Christ had set

129 Josephus, Ant 4.146, noted in the previous chapter. Zambrias in
fact announces that he does sacrifice to ‘the Gods to whom he holds
sacrifice is due’, but on the basis of deciding for himself the truth on
this issue, too, 149. Cf. S. Vollenweider (1989), 134-35; P. Borgen
(1995), 33-39.
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him and others free was being threatened by a hedonist
rather than a personally austere &oxnois. This inter-
pretation of Numbers 25 certainly seemed obvious to
another, slightly later Pharisee of sorts, Josephus. 130

Just a very few matters, mainly of dedicated food,
remain for a brief comment. We noted earlier Mark
Plunkett’s emphasis on the ‘participatory’ motif in Paul, 131
and it becomes explicit in the kowcwvia of 1 Corinthians
10.14-22. Paul seems to assume that those he addresses
take this seriously. Might it have linked up with the slogan
in the syllogism we noted earlier, to the effect that ‘friends
have all things in common’ (kowd T& TV PiAwv)?
Diogenes Laertius’ metaphysical explanation of Diogenes
the Cynic’s attitude to food may owe more to Stoicism
than to Diogenes the Cynic. But in a less sophisticated
way, a pious Cynic (we have noted there were such) might
well have had a strong sense of sharing in the life of God
or Gods. 132 This way of looking at food could then have
transferred without too much difficulty into Christian
eucharistic piety.!133 However, while the sense of particip-
ation might be very real, a Cynic-like lack of scruples
about food might also involve the risk that the ‘the body’
might not be acknowledged (1 Cor 11.29; as already

130 Phineas, who thrusts his spear through the bellies of both (KOlAiG;
Num, not Josephus) is, of course, the prototype Jewish zealot, whose
act was ‘counted to him for righteousness’ (Ps. 106.30).

131 M. Plunkett (1988), 255-59.

132 Diogenes Laertius 6.72-73; cf. J. H. Moles (1993), 269-71, on the
participatory implications of this slogan.

133 Though Paul’s Jewish heritage would allow him to assert (in
common with some Cynics, as we have seen) that there exist no Gods
to be represented by idols, for there is only one God, yet his past will
not allow him to say the idols represent nothing at all real in the
universe. Dio 4.83—end clearly only imagines daimons.
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noted). Furthermore, the idea of eating human flesh,
drinking human blood, would have been as shocking to
most pagans as it was to Jews; later scandal and
persecution bears this out. Initially at least the idea could
only have indicated yet another Cynic-like disregard for
convention among the young Christian communities. 134

We have been mainly concerned in this chapter
with strand (d) of the argument of the book. Paul seems
quite clearly to suppose he is addressing people who look
to him to be adopting and enacting Cynic ideas and
behaviour. They are ‘kings’ already, with royal rights —
and the strength — to do as they will, in sexual and in
dietary matters. In terms of the known cultural movements
of his day, this is where much of what Paul opposes seems
to fit. Nonetheless he can himself still (a) deploy yet other
Cynic ideas and practices on his own side of the argument.
His askésis is Cynic (we examine this in more detail in the
next chapter), his decision to work ‘slavishly’ for his
living, all things to all people, is Cynic (see further, chapter
6), his pragmatic freedom is defined as a Cynic’s would be,
over against a Stoic analysis. Engaged in such arguments,
(b) Paul can hardly have been unaware of how Cynic he
himself would inevitably appear. The choice can only (c)
have been deliberate. For this must have been how he had
first approached people in Corinth, with an invitation that
involved a Cynic-like breach with traditional codes and
conventions; clearly this is how he and his message had
then and since been perceived. Some were indeed taking
the Cynic line too far; but the Cynic components were still
too integral to Paul’s own understanding of Christian
discipleship for him to relinquish the many Cynic elements
that had become part of his living, thinking, praying.

134 See F. G. Downing (1993a).
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It is perhaps worth noting that at no point does Paul
imagine that those he supposes are fans of Kephas or of
Apollos will find this discussion of important elements of
Christian faith and life in Cynic-sounding terms itself at all
questionable. As such it needs no apology, only careful
qualification. Presumably, then, Cynic strands in early
Christianity are not a Pauline novelty, they are at this point
(e) an accepted part of the wider Christian scene. It was
only later, in Galatia, that Cynic antinomianism was to be
challenged. Later still, however (and as we shall see), Paul
himself seems to become disenchanted. Perhaps his dis-
enchantment with a Cynic strand in the new life began with
this dispute with the Corinthian radicals.

There are very obviously many diverse strands in
Paul’s writing: varieties of Judaism and early Christianity,
elements of variegated Cynicism, and some elements
which seem strongly to echo Stoic discussions, perhaps
even traces of an Epicurean ethos. But the most important
common field of discourse, informing both those he
addresses and Paul himself, throughout this long series of
arguments about freedom as it relates to dedicated food and
to genital sexual activity (and, for illustration, Paul’s own
ministry), would seem to have been afforded by elements
of variegated Cynicism. Variegated Cynicism seems to
have offered Paul, in the earliest preaching of the gospel
for which we have evidence, the obvious terminology and
thought-forms with which to work out and articulate large
and important areas of what he wanted to say and
exemplify and share — and himself believed.



5

TROUBLES INVITED, TROUBLES WITHSTOOD

(i) Distinctively Cynic physical self-discipline

The metaphors of ‘soldier’ and of ‘athlete’ are as
commonplace in Paul as they are among the general run of
moralists in the ancient world.! Life is presented as an
agon, a struggle. One best prepares for the struggle by
appropriate askésis, training, which will allow one to
endure troubles that arrive uninvited. But preparatory train-
ing in effect amounts to engaging in hardships voluntarily,
and so a very important spectrum emerges between (at the
hedonistic end of the scale) preparing to cope with diffi-
culties that are absolutely unavoidable, and (at the other
end) positively inviting trouble so as to be able to face and
to overcome it as well as each and every challenge that
may arrive unbidden.

This distinction — albeit along a continuum - is
important for this section of the present study. Recent
scholars who have very properly called our attention to the
wide dispersion of the motif of ‘struggle’ in ancient
Mediterranean literature but have also noted its particular
prevalence among ‘Stoics and Cynics’, have nevertheless

I see especially V. C. Pfitzner (1967); and cf. 1 Tim 6.12; Heb 10.32;
12.1.
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tended to leave the matter there.2 It is there, however, as
we have already noted in passing, that an important differ-
ence lies: between many if not all Stoics on the one hand,
and most if not all Cynics on the other.

For most who used the trope, as Marie-Odile
Goulet-Cazé has pointed out, the ‘athlete’ metaphor is only
a metaphor. ‘For the Cynic philosopher it is quite different.
Far from mere metaphor, his askésis . . . is entirely con-
crete, even though it has its own methods . . . it remains
physical, bodily.’3 This stress on the sage’s physical self-
discipline is uniquely Cymnic.* ‘By physical training
(yuvnvaoia) we arrrive at excellence (&peTt] - “virtue”).”5
This would seem to provide the most significant mark of
the thorough-going Cynic, not only in terms of self-
definition,® but (as importantly) in the eyes of spectators.
The Stoic way (as the most significant comparison) was to
bring the soul into conformity with the universal Logos, it
was a matter of interior spirituality, intellectualist in the
Socratic tradition. You had to learn and to understand. The
end result should be an increasingly disciplined life
‘according to nature’, as your intellectual conversion took
hold, and your body obediently responded to the progress
of your rational soul. The (hypothetical) truly wise man

2 For a recent example, A. E. Harvey (1996), 16, ‘Stoic’; 56, ‘Stoic and
Cynic philosophers’, indiscriminately.

3 M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 53, my translation (‘Pour le philosophe
cynique il en va tout autrement. Loin d’étre une métaphore . . . une
ascése bien concréte qui, méme si dans ses modalités elle differe . . .
reste avant tout de nature corporelle’ (see the whole section 53-76);
and eadem (1990), 2738-52; also R. B. Branham and M.-O. Goulet-
Cazé (1996), 26; and A. A. Long (1996), 40-43.

4T. W. Martin (1996), 62; and the whole section 58-78.

5 Diogenes Laertius 6.70.

6 A.J. Malherbe (1982), 49-52, on ‘Cynic self-definition’.
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would necessarily be an ascetic - asceticism was not ultim-
ately an optional extra. But physically ascetic practices and
life-style in themselves were no guaranteed or necessary
way to strength of soul and inner auTtdapkela.

A Cynic, by contrast, was determinedly pragmatic.
Virtue, excellence, could be acquired by any human, and
perfection reached (and held) by physical self-discipline. A
Stoic could opt to include the Cynic ‘shortcut’ as part of
the lengthy programme of adaptation, with intellectual
formation still the goal. Chosen hardships could also test a
would-be Stoic’s progress, could provide matter for
reflection. So there could be some overlap of Stoic and
Cynic practice (as in Musonius and others). Philo, for
instance, advances this option through his figure of Jacob,
the &oknTrs. Jacob achieves intellectual virtue, albeit very
gradually, and by strenuous and quite physical effort.” But
the real concern, the TéAog, is the inward disposition. All
external matters (including the body) are &Bidgpopa,
matters of no significance in themselves. So Epictetus
insists, ‘First of all you must purify your governing
[rational] faculty, and adopt this unswerving principle:
“Now the matter I have to work on is my mind . . . My
little body is nothing.”” 8 For the Cynic, on the other hand,
the ascetic life-style - the poor clothing, the meagre diet,
the lack of shelter, the physical effort - was of the essence.®

7 See M.-O.Goulet-Cazé (1986), 182-9; Philo, De migratione 214; De
mutatione 83-87; De somniis 1 120-25, for a Cynic style regimen.

8 Epictetus 3.22.19-21.

9 See in particular, M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 22-29, 53--55, 158-91;
A. J. Malherbe (1978), 55-59; E. Bréhier (1950), 263-71, on this
Cynic theme in Philo; F. G. Downing (1992a), 36-37. Note in partic-
ular Diogenes Laertius 6.104; 7.121; Epictetus 3.22.9-13, 50-51;
4.8.34-43; ps.-Diogenes 30; ps.-Crates 6; Lucian, Hermotimus;, Julian,
To the Uneducated Cynics 194D-195A, 197A; To the Cynic
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In particular, for a Stoic, poverty was a matter of indiffer-
ence: a Stoic could cope with wealth or its absence.10 For a
Cynic (shams aside), poverty was a necessary part of well-
being. 11

When Paul talks of troubles he has coped with we
must ask where along the continuum just sketched does
what he claims seem to fit. We shall depend quite extens-
ively on others’ recent researches; but it wiil be argued
(against a widespread failure to note or effectively to
deploy the distinctions just drawn) that both the details of
the life-style Paul outlines and his emphasis on activities he
has undertaken (rather than on any mental attitude, inner
calm in particular), mean that often (and especially earlier)
he stands at the Cynic end of the spectrum, even though
occasionally (and especially later) he may sound more
Stoic. If and when Paul paraded himself, drew attention to
himself by public speaking in whatever contexts, while
obviously and persistently poor, hungry, scarred by
beatings, (half-)naked (rather than merely ‘ill-clad’; see
further, below), he would inescapably appear (a) to be
some sort of Cynic teacher. Of course many other people
were poor, hungry, and half-naked; but not as teachers
making converts to a non-conformist life-style opposed to
important civic conventions. What we shall further find is
that when Paul talks about his harsh self-discipline, it is in
terms that are themselves distinctively Cynic, and integral
to some of the arguments he has with fellow Christians.
Paul’s Cynic-looking and Cynic-sounding askésis is (b)
overt and (c¢) deliberate. And it seems quite clear that Paul

Herakleios 225C, 235C. 1t is this distinction that A. E. Harvey, cited
above, signally misses (1996), 56.

10 Diogenes Laertius 7.105.
11 pg _Crates 8; ps.-Diogenes 26; 37.6; etc.
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expects his askésis to carry weight, to be acknowledged as
unquestionably significant, even by those fellow Christians
with whom he is in dispute. It is not simply a peculiarity of
his, it is (€) part of the wider early Christian scene.

There is a further distinction, also already noted
above, that will concern us again here, that between the
more severe and the more easy going of Cynics. It has been
argued above that there are still more variations to be
discerned than will fall tidily into these two groups, but
here we shall note the willingness of gentler Cynics to
accept Odysseus as a model (perhaps influenced by
surviving work of Antisthenes, with the latter seen — albeit
mistakenly — as the founder of Cynicism), over against the
outright refusal of others to countenance Odysseus’
softness and readiness to adapt as in any way a pattern for
Cynics to follow.!2 But one could be severe with oneself
while gentle with others, as Crates is sometimes portrayed,
and as Paul presents himself.

And so to Paul in more detail. At 1 Corinthians
9.24-27 Paul deploys an extended athletic metaphor:

(o) You know, don’t you, that all the runners in the
stadium run, with just one winning the prize. (B) Run in
such a way that you (plural) will win. Everyone entering
the contest (&ycovilduevos) is self-controlled (éyxpa-
eveTat) in every way. (y) Runners behave like this to gain
a wreath that withers. We exercise self-control to gain one
that never withers. (8) I don’t run purposelessly, my
boxing (mukTeved) isn’t punching the air. (¢) I beat my
own body and subdue it, lest after preaching to others I
find myself disqualified.

12 On this see above, ch. 2; and A. J. Malherbe (1982); and, e.g., Dio
9.9 (Diogenes is an Odysseus-like figure) against ps.-Crates 19. For
Antisthenes, G. Giannantoni (1990), V A 54.
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We register the puzzling discrepancy between Paul’s
comment that only one gets a prize in the races, and his
insistence that all his Corinthian friends are to ‘run’ for an
‘imperishable crown’. 13

Hermann Funke in his ‘Antisthenes bei Paulus’
notes that commentators have seemed satisfied to see a
nondescript Stoic—Cynic background to Paul’s imagery
here, happy to quote from Lucian’s Anacharsis, ‘Do all the
contestants get prizes?’” with Solon’s reply, ‘No, only one,
the overall winner.”!4 But Anacharsis’ question is of
course ironic, in line with the standard Cynic disparage-
ment of actual athletes and their pointless contests. !5

There is, however, a much closer parallel with the
passage from Paul, in Dio, Discourse 8, often thought in
turn to depend on Antisthenes, but here focusing on
Diogenes.1¢ Just as Paul explains (a) that he (and the
Corinthians) are here to ‘run’, so Diogenes says he’s not
come to the Isthmian Games as a spectator, but to take part
(&AN" &ycoviotpevos) (8.11). Both then (B) demand total
concentration: the ideal contestant proposed by Dio’s
‘Diogenes’ engages in the struggle night and day, it’s a
full-time occupation (8.15). (y) Both next disparage the
athletic prizes, preferring their own. So ‘Diogenes’ does
not strive for a bit of parsley, as goats might, nor wild
olive, or pine, but for well-being and for excellence
throughout his life (8.15, again). (8) Both then pick up the

13 Cf. H. Conzelmann (1969/1976), 162, ‘the moral that Paul derives
from it — namely that only one receives the prize — appears out of
place’. '

14 4. Funke (1970), 460-71; Lucian, Anacharsis 13; cf. H. Conzel-
mann, (1969/1976), 162, n. 34. It is strange that A. Papathomas (1997),
ignores Funke’s article and the parallel motif in Dio.

15 ¢f. Dio 9; ps.-Diogenes 31; Diogenes Laertius 6.49, 62.

16 1. Funke (1970), 468-71.
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theme of boxing, hitting and not hitting, with ‘Diogenes’
choosing those who know how to box (Ot TukTeUEelV
eiddTes), anticipating their opponents, avoiding being hit
and often coming off victorious (8.18). (¢) Both adduce
their own example offered to others, ‘Diogenes’ telling us,
“This is the struggle I risk keeping on with, while worthless
wretches pay no attention’ (8.26). (Dio then moves on to
consider Herakles, performing his wretched, slavish tasks,
subject to Eurystheus (8.26-36) which may be echoed in
Paul’s BovAaywyd, ‘I bring my body into subjection.”)!”

Dio’s disquisition is obviously much longer than
Paul’s; but the two include many of the same motifs. And,
most significantly, Dio’s version clarifies the contradiction
we noted in Paul. Dio’s Cynic is engaged in a contest
where there is a prize for every entrant: the victory over
hunger, thirst and cold, and over pleasure and public
opinion. This contest is much more worthwhile than any in
which only a single showy crown is at stake. So we may
conclude with Funke, a complex of Cynic ‘athletic’ motifs
comes readily to Paul’s lips — so readily that he alludes
explicitly to the complex, but fails to integrate his theme —
all can win prizes — a motif which is clearly there in Dio’s
version.

But even more important than the similarities in the
rhetoric is the actual distinctive thrust of Paul’s words
which this comparison brings into focus. In context Paul
can only be referring to a very physical (and so, Cynic)
askésis, although in the light of Dio 8 and Paul’s own
reference to self-control, his talk of ‘beating his own body
to subdue it’ has to be taken as metaphor rather than

17 H. Funke (1970), 467-68; cf. 1 Cor 9.19, Paul as slave to all; and
see next note. (Funke offers many further detailed comparisons and
supporting arguments. )
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indicating self-inflicted injury. Dio says as much of
himself, as an Odysseus figure, ‘subduing his own body
with severe blows’; so, too, did Maximus of Tyre, of
Diogenes.!® Paul is reminding his Corinthian friends of his
own life-style, and encouraging them to emulate it. His
words sound Cynic; yet, still more significant, the habitual
discipline he sought to share would in practice look Cynic.
There was no other comparable movement around accord-
ing such prominence to such practice in such terms, as the
major means to achieve its chosen end.1® We have to give
full weight to the fact that this physical askésis is present-
ed as a powerful argument in its own right; its validity as
an argument in Paul’s circle can simply be assumed. And
this can only make sense in a context where a broadly
Cynic ethos obtains.

We must, however, also note a contrast with the
later Paul of Philippians 3.12-14; there a more Stoic-
sounding progress to an as yet unattained goal of under-
standing is at issue;20 here, earlier, Paul talks rather of
maintaining the ‘fitness’ he has achieved.

18 pio 33.14; cf. Maximus of Tyre 15.9, as in Giannantoni (1990) V B
265.

19 For sure, Paul’s ‘prize’ is to be raised incorruptible, to be for ever
with the Lord. That is what he presumably means here by an
‘incorruptible crown’. Most (but by no means all) Cynics were
sceptical as to life of any kind after physical death. Yet, distinctive
though Paul’s final aim must therefore seem to us, he does not appear
to have got this distinctive goal over to all his converts in Corinth
(1 Cor 15.12, 19). His very physical and so ‘this-worldly’ seeming
asceticism would doubtless have been from the start a very important
indicator that here was some sort of Cynic teacher of this-worldly well-
being, eudaimonia (on which see M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 71-76.

20 G. F. Hawthorne (1983), 152; cf. Phil 3.8 and 10, and the emphasis
here on attitudes and awareness.
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A few years earlier than H. Funke’s article, V. C.
Pfitzner published a study entitled Paul and the Agon
Motif. He allowed that in many instances in Paul, as
elsewhere, the athletic metaphor was simply a colloquial
idiom, as at Galatians 5.7. However, in the passage we
have been considering, and at Galatians 2.2 and Philippians
2.16, he judged that the language had more force, even
evoking an awareness of the original context of the imag-
ery.2!l Unfortunately Pfitzner glossed over any possible
difference between Cynic and Stoic use of the motif, citing
mostly Epictetus’ idealised and very Stoic Cynicism, then
concentrating on Stoics as such. It is, then, however, of
considerable interest to find him insisting that in Paul, over
against the Stoics, the motif is not at all concerned with an
inner moral struggle: that would be to miss the real point of
what Paul says.?2 In effect, what Pfiztner sees as
distinguishing Paul’s use of the agén motif from its Stoic
use is also precisely what distinguishes a Cynic under-
standing of their agon from a Stoic stance. Paul’s agdn is
Cynic.

We would of course have to agree that Paul does
not present the aim of his struggle as simply the avoidance
of defeat by fame, pleasure or riches. His struggle, as
Pfitzner rightly insists, is for the sake of spreading the
Gospel.Z3 However, neither does this afford a clear contrast
with the Cynic agédn, as we have already seen. Cynics
claim to engage in their struggle for the sake of influencing
others, even if those others take no notice, as well as for

2l y. C. Pfitzner (1967), 127.
22y, C. Pfitzner (1967), 80-81, 111-12.
23 y. C. Pfitzner (1967), 93-94.
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their own sakes; and just so does Paul ‘run’ to share the
Gospel and to maintain his own share in it (1 Cor 9.23).24

(ii) Weapons for the fight

At 2 Corinthians 10.3-6 Paul seems to be deploying ideas
reminiscent of the figure of Odysseus, as originally
analysed by Antisthenes; so Abraham J. Malherbe has
cogently argued. Malherbe quotes Moffatt’s translation:
I do live in the flesh, but I do not make war as the flesh
does; the weapons of my warfare are not weapons of the
flesh, but divinely strong to demolish fortresses - I
demolish theories [better, reasoning powers, Aoyiopous;
so Malherbe, later] and any rampart thrown up to resist the
knowledge of God. I take every project prisoner to make it
obey Christ. I am prepared to court-martial anyone who
remains insubordinate, once your submission is complete.
There is similar imagery in the Greek Bible (Proverbs
21.22), but with much less detail. There are passages in
Philo that have more details in common with Paul here, but
with the difference Malherbe notes that Paul is attacking
defences set up against ‘the knowledge of God’, while
Philo is concerned with intellectual defence against soph-
istic attack.25
A major impetus behind such elaborate use of such
military language seems, from available fragments, to have
been provided by Antisthenes, himself perhaps influenced

24 Even the severe Cynic of ps.-Crates 19 talks of Diogenes
‘delivering many from evil to excellence’; but cf. also the frequent
‘physician’ image: F. G. Downing (1988c), 122-23.

25 A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 143-47 = (1989), 91-95; citing Philo De
confusione 128-31.
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by the example of Sparta’s virile defences. A city can be
betrayed from within, Antisthenes is quoted as saying, but
each individual human can build walls which may be
neither shaken nor toppled.26 Elsewhere Antisthenes
designates virtue, excellence, as a weapon that cannot be
taken from you, and you need to be allied with others so
armed. But also, ‘Prudence (@pdvnois) affords an
unshakeabie defensive walii, never crumbiing away, never
betrayed. Such defensive walls must be constructed from
indestructible reasoning powers (&GvaAcwTols Aoylo-
pots). 27 Malherbe concludes, ‘Here for the first time we
have Paul’s imagery in which the reasoning faculties . . .
function in the inner fortification of a person.’28

Stoics such as Epictetus took up the imagery of the
wise man’s inner defences.2® The opposition Paul faces is
pictured as building just such a self-assured (Stoic-like)
intellectualist stronghold which Paul is armed to overcome.
He has ‘weapons with divine power’, STTAa . . . BuvaTa
TS 0D, just as the more severe Cynics have the ‘weapons
of the Gods’.30 Paul is here using Cynic talk against a
Stoic-sounding opposition.

The metaphor of ‘weaponry’ also appears in the
surviving fragments of Antisthenes’ apology for Odysseus

26 A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 148-50 = (1989), 95-98; the quotation is
from Epiphanius, Panarion 3.26 (Giannantoni (1990), V A 107).

27 Diogenes Laertius 6.12, 13.

28 A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 150-51 = (1989), 97-98.

29 Epictetus 4.6.14 (body armour); 4.8.33 (his self-respect is walls,
doors, door-keepers); cf. 3.22.13; as cited by A. J. Malherbe (1983a),
154-55 = (1989), 102.

30 c¥. Diogenes Laertius 6.13—-14. Cynics deploy the metaphor of
divine offensive weapons with reference to their gear (most often, but

not always, the folded cloak, satchel and staff); ps.-Crates 16, 23;
ps.-Diogenes 34.1.
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as a proper model for true excellence, virtue, set in an
unfavourable comparison with Ajax. ‘Odysseus is unarm-
ed. He does not rush the enemies’ walls but enters their
city stealthily and overpowers them from within with their
own weapons.” And Odysseus acts this way to ‘save’
others, it is his kind of ‘daring’, even though his weapons
are servile, just the rags he wears in disguise. This
Odysseus adapts to circumstance (as of course Paul claims
he does, 1 Corinthians 9.19-23; see chapter 6, below).3!
Similarly Paul is (or senses he is) accused of being humble
(TaTewvds ) when present, bold (Bappdd) when absent (2
Cor 10.1, cf. 9; and, earlier, 1 Cor 2.4), inconsistent and
servile. And this, again, is how Odysseus the (over-)
adaptable is adversely characterised (by, among others, the
harsher Cynics).32 But this humble, servile role is what
Paul himself chose, working for his keep (2 Cor 11.7), just
as Dio had chosen ‘humble garb’ (oToArv TaTewn) in
emulation of Odysseus, and had also worked for his
keep.33 Paul is as confident (2 Cor 10.2) in his
unimpressive campaign as Antisthenes’ philosophical
Odysseus appears in the fragment referred to.

Malherbe concludes, ‘Paul is like the Cynics in
describing his manner of life, which for them was symbol-
ised by their garb, as weapons, and by relating them to

31 A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 151-53 = (1989), 99—101; for the passages
cited, Giannantoni (1990) V A 53 and 54; and cf. D. B. Martin (1990),
chs 3 and 4.

32¢r. ps.-Crates 19 in particular; A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 163-67 =
(1989), 110-15. Malherbe argues that the Antisthenic background is
more apposite than that adduced by H. D. Betz, from arguments
between philosophers and sophists in general: H. D. Betz (1972), 44—
68

33 Dio 13.10, and Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 488; A. J.
Malherbe (1983a), 161 = (1989), 108.
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God. He differs radically from them, however, in that his
confidence is not in himself, but in God’s power.’34 What-
ever the contrasts in ‘theology’ (which we shall reassess in
due course), it is again significant to find Paul deploying
such motifs, Cynic as distinct from Stoic, and in gentler as
opposed to harsher Cynic mode. Paul is in effect
importantly defining his apostolic mission and methods in
metaphors that seem to have been carefully selected on the
basis of an awareness of their resonances — and in the
expectation that these would be recognised. Paul knows
that he behaves and appears like a quite specific kind of
Cynic; and, although he has not a few ‘un-Cynic’ things to
say, yet for many important purposes he is quite content to
continue to conduct himself and to present himself in this
light. Obviously, there seems to have been much more to
be gained by using this language than might be lost even
were the ‘wrong’ Cynic (or Stoic) resonances to be picked
up. Paul knows his way round this field of contemporary
discourse, he is ‘at home’ in it, and deploys it with
confidence. He is not looking for illustrations in someone
else’s anthology. This language affords him the most
‘natural and telling way to display and convey what he
intends to share’ 33

There is one further relevant reference in Paul to a
kind of warfare, his ‘fight with wild beasts in Ephesus’ (1
Cor 15.32). Again we are indebted to Abraham Malherbe’s

34 A. J. Malherbe (1983a), 171 = (1989), 117. The issue of Paul’s
seemingly distinctive (over against any ordinary Cynic’s) reliance on
God will be discussed later. There are closer Cynic analogies to Paul’s
conviction than Malherbe here allows.

35 A. J. Malherbe (1995), 255, “The philosophic traditions are for him
not merely a pile of topoi or slogans from which he can draw . . . [they]
do not constitute a “background” . . . [but] a milieu in which issues that
engaged him and his converts were already widely discussed.’
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researches. Malherbe has shown with ample documentation
that this sort of language would have been taken to refer to
the conquest of the passions, especially when contrasted
with the (imputedly Epicurean) hedonism of the second
half of the verse, and was most at home in Cynic discourse:
for instance, in Dio’s Discourses 5 (on Herakles) and 8 and
9 (on Diogenes).36

(iii) Troubles taken on

More significant still, and not simply more frequent than
athletic or military metaphors, are the lists of hardships
which Paul includes from time to time: 1 Corinthians
4.9-13: 2 Corinthians 4.8-9, 6.4-5, 11.23-29, 12.10;
Philippians 4.12; and Romans 8.35. Part of the first of
these runs as follows:

Continuously, up to the present day, we go hungry and

thirsty and (half-)naked (yvpvitevouev ), we're beaten up,

we wander around homeless. We take on hard manual

labour. We're jeered at — and return a blessing, we're

persecuted — and we still persist. We're slandered — and

we reply kindly. We're treated as everyone’s dirt, the refuse

from everywhere (1 Cor 4.11-13).
Here again we benefit from a number of recent studies
which survey the ground and provide the usual brief
history of research. Various distinctions are drawn as to the
style of each list. Some, it is noted, contrast ‘antithetically’
Paul’s distress with others’ well-being, or his sense of
well-being in the midst of distress; while others catalogue
hardships in terms ranging from the very general to the

36 A. J. Matherbe [1968] (1989); the references here are to Dio 5.23—
24: and 8.2-29: and 9.12.
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quite specific.37 More importantly for our present pur-
poses, while earlier studies tried to place the Pauline lists
either purely in the Jewish apocalyptic tradition or in
Stoicism, Robert Hodgson showed very clearly if quite
briefly that such lists are found in many more contexts
around the first century CE.38 Longer studies appearing
subsequently acknowledge Hodgson’s conclusions. Jewish
sources remain significant, but they are of course part of
their own wider Hellenistic culture. It then emerges from
John T. Fitzgerald’s more elaborate study that it is the
‘pagan’ Hellenistic discussions of the tribulations of the
wise man that offer the most fruitful cultural context for
Paul’s inventories of troubles, (harsh) circumstances,
meploTaoels.3® However, despite Fitzgerald’s wide-
ranging survey of the ‘the hardships of the sage’, noting
some differences between and among Stoics and Cynics in
particular, most of his illustrations when he reaches the
Corinthian epistles are drawn indiscriminately from mainly
Stoic sources. And although Martin Ebner’s more recent
study also ranges widely and brings very cogently to our
attention a number of Cynic specifics in the Pauline lists,
he also ignores the important underlying difference
between Cynic and Stoic attitudes to harsh circum-
stances.4? It is, then, necessary to recall and further
emphasise the distinction sketched just above.

37 R. Hodgson (1983), 63.

38 R. Hodgson (1983), 60, arguing against W. Schrage (1974) and
R. Bultmann (1910).

39 ). T. Fitzgerald (1988), 30-31; cf. C. G. Montefiore (1914), 203.

40 M. Ebner (1991); see further, below. M. S. Ferrari (1991) affords a
useful supplement to Ebner’s study, including some helpful tables,
comprising very full lists of comparable passages in various ancient
east Mediterranean sources. He also makes some cogent comments on
method. Unfortunately, his own study turns out to be very formal,
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Stoics and Cynics both expect to encounter harsh
circumstances, and hope to cope with them. Their anticip-
ated and past ‘external’ trials and troubles as such do not
seem to differ much in themselves; their respective lists
can properly be used to illustrate one another’s approaches
to life. But there is a significant difference. A Stoic will
expect troubles to confront him; a Cynic will initiate such
confrontations. A Stoic may take on some hardship as part
of his education, or to test out the progress of his inner
resolve.*#1. A Cynic is essentially pragmatic, and enacts his
or her commitment openly by openly looking for trouble
all the while (at least in theory).

Thus Epictetus castigates his would-be Cynic, who
to his rough cloak and hard bed is going to add wallet and
staff and the habit of going round begging from and
abusing those he meets, while reprimanding any appear-
ance of soft self-indulgence in others.42 Epictetus confesses
that such was his own practice at one time, but not now.+3
His present, clearly Stoic, practice is not to invite people
to accept reprimand; and if someone does find his
philosophic analysis grating, then he will simply excuse

based largely on the very small number of passages in Epictetus which
deploy a similar vocabulary. The contrasts with Epictetus which
Ferrari then notes might well have led him to pay attention to very
similar contrasts with Epictetus’ Stoicism to be found in Paul’s
tribulation lists. S. B. Andrews (1995) locates 2 Cor 11.23-33, as we
shall note below, in the area of Antisthenes—Odysseus that we have just
considered, but without reference to the crucial Cynic motif here
distinguished.

41 5. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 78-79, quoting extensively from Seneca;
one might compare, e.g., Epictetus 3.22.56-57 (Zeus exercises the sage
this way); sec also M. Griffin (1996), 198-200.

42 Epictetus 3.22.10-11; cf. 4.8.34.

43 Epictetus 2.12.17-25.
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himself.44 By contrast, of course, the Diogenes of the
chreiai abuses all and sundry,*> as does Lucian’s
auctioned Cynic, ‘impudent and bold, abusing each and
everyone’, and as do his plebeian Cynics when they leave
their workshops.* Even Lucian’s gentle Demonax fell foul
of the Athenian crowd, took the initiative in criticising
hordes of people around him, and stood up for a fellow
Cynic in trouble for the customary mockery of hairless
legs, but aimed rather riskily at a proconsul.47

Perhaps most tellingly, Epictetus advises, ‘If you
want to be crucified, just wait. The cross will come. If it
seems reasonable to comply, and the circumstances are
right, then it’s to be carried through, and your integrity
maintained.”® If maintaining his integrity demands
accepting hardship and pain, then he will. But he will not
seek it. His calling is to wait for what happens, as ordained
by God who exercises him. It is God who decides whether
Epictetus’ Stoic ‘Cynic’ becomes great, or receives a
beating. Perhaps a beating ‘must’ happen (Bel), and then
the ideal Stoic Cynic will exercise his inner restraint and
brotherly love for all.#® But he does nothing to bring it on
himself.

The Diogenes of the tradition, on the other hand,
challenges Fate and Fortune, always striving to maintain

44 Epictetus 3.23.27-29; cf.1.12.21.

45 Diogenes Laertius 6.26-29, 32-33, 38, 44, 56, eic.

46 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 10; The Runaways 12-19.

47 Lucian, Demonax 11 (he risks being stoned (despite 7)), and 50, in
particular, but many anecdotes in between where Demonax’ criticisms
are constantly unsolicited. ’

48 Epictetus 2.2.20.

49 Epictetus 3.22.53-55.
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the initiative.50 A Cynic makes trouble for himself (and in
fulfilment of his mission). So pseudo-Crates urges,
“Whether toil (trouble, hardship, TTévog) is something to be
chosen or to be avoided, toil on so toil won’t trouble you.
You won’t get away from toublesome toil by giving up
toiling, you’re only in for more trouble (£l0’ aipeTdv
Tdvos, eiTe PeukToV, Trdvel, tva ur) Trovijs).”5! Pseudo-
Crates thus dismisses a Stoic distinction between what
might be preferred and chosen, or might be refused, and
instead urges harsh and incessant toil, come what may.
‘Toils’ are to be sought. The Cynic can be defined as the
one who toils: ‘6 8¢ kUwv . . . & TTov®V, in the philo-
sophy of Diogenes’.52
So it is significant that the Stoic TrepioTaoes lists
cited by Fitzgerald (and by Ebner) have the sage always
reactive, responding to the promptings of divine provid-
ence or fate, never himself taking the initiative:
Would you have me bear poverty?
Bring it on and you shall see what poverty is
when it finds a good actor to play the part.
Would you have me hold office?
Bring it on.
Would you have me suffer deprivation of office?
Bring it on.
Well, and would you have me bear troubles (wévous P -
Bring them on, too.
Well, and exile?...53

50 ps.-Dio 64.18; ps.-Crates 19; Diogenes Laertius 6.105.
51 ps.Crates 4.
52 ps.-Crates 15 and 16; cf. also 20, 33, and 34.4; and ps.-Diogenes 14.

53 Epictetus 4.7.13, cited by J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 72-73, with
further lines (LCL); there are intriguing echoes of this in the Methodist
Covenant Service. ‘Put me to what thou wilt . . "
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Thus, when Epictetus’ ideal Cynic notes what he does
without, ‘having nothing, naked, without house or home,
unkempt, without slave or city’, this has to be taken in
context as the situation he deals with (and chooses to
affirm), not one he has selected among other possibilities.>*
So, too, Fitzgerald cites Seneca,
Let us think of everything that can happen as something
that will happen.
I may become a poor man;
I shall then be one among many.
I may be exiled;
I'shall regard myself as [having been] born in the place to
which I shall be sent.
They may put me in chains . . . .55
And we may compare the Stoic paradoxes from Plutarch,
quoted by both Fitzgerald and Ebner:
The sage of the Stoics is unimpeded when confined,
uncompelled when thrown down a precipice, untorm-
ented when racked, uninjured when mutilated, unbeaten
when he’s suffered a fall in the ring, unblockaded when
besieged, remains uncaptured when sold by his enemies.56
Each circumstance is given in a passive participle, save
‘suffered a fall’ (which is presumably not deliberate!); in
passives, too, are the notes of the sage’s inner condition.
The Stoic wise man is primarily reactive, with a stress on
his inner response. He is not solely reactive, nor entirely
inactive: as we have noted already, he may adopt a

54 Epictetus 3.22.47, cited by M. Ebner (1991), 28.

55 Seneca, Epistulae morales 24.17 (LCL), part of quotation by J. T.
Fitzgerald (1988), 93.

56 Plutarch, Comp. arg. Stoicos 1057DE, cited by J. T. Fitzgerald
(1988), 100, M. Ebner (1991), 216.
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personal physical &oknois as rigorous as any Cynic’s.57
But reactive he is in the main, so far as the wider world is
concerned. ‘We ought not to lead events, but to follow
them’, insists Epictetus.>8

Very different is the active initiative taken by Dio’s
Diogenes, in his distinctively Cynic Discourse 8. Diogenes
‘comes to take part in the contest’. He chooses ‘to compete
with the toughest of antagonists, real hardships, Tous
mévous’. He asks for none other, but deliberately
‘challenges them all in turn (TTpoxkaAoUuevov e@eiis
dmavTas), grappling with hunger and cold, engaging with
thirst. He remains steadfast if he has to take a flogging,
shows no weakness if he’s cut about or burned. Hunger,
exile, loss of reputation count for nothing.” The Cynic
chooses to fight, and what or who to fight, and does not
wait for contests to be forced on him (though, of course,
many may).>?

We find the same emphasis in pseudo-Lucian, The
Cynic. His interrogator demands, ‘Why do you have that
beard and long hair, but no tunic, half-naked and barefoot,
choosing (émAeEapevos) this inhuman and beastly
nomadic existence?’ His interlocutor, ripostes Cyniscus, is

57 See n. 3, above.

58 Epictetus 3.10.19; cf. 1.12.15, learning to will each thing the way it
happens.

59 Dio 8.12, 15-16 (cf.9.11-12) cited by J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 99;
and the former passage by M. Ebner (1991), 29; compare also Dio 6.8
34, where, again, Diogenes’ deliberate choice is emphasised; and
Seneca, De providentia 2.9: issuing a challenge is more noble than
accepting one, of Cato (seen by Seneca as a Cynic kind of hero). Cf.
F. G. Downing (1992a), 3942 on Cynics provoking Fate or Fortune.
Neither Fitzgerald nor Ebner (nor K. Berger (1984a), 225-28) seems to
have noted the very different underlying tone of the Cynic over against
the Stoic attitude to troublesome circumstances.
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like someone on a runaway horse; by contrast, the Cynic
does what he decides (6 Tt BoUAoual) and keeps the
company of his own choice.®0 Lucian himself makes fun
of precisely this attitude in his Philosophies for Sale. This
Cynic is ‘no conscript, but a volunteer’. Anyone else who
chooses to accept his or her course of training will be
liberated from her or his existing place in society (quite
cieariy so; there is no question of being fitted to cope better
with it).61 Of course, the models for this deliberate
abandonment of a given social role are Crates and then
Hipparchia, even more than Diogenes forced into exile.
Crates voluntarily dispossesses himself of inherited wealth
(one way or another), and adopts the Cynic life-style. This
was to set himself free.62 Hipparchia chooses Crates and
his way of life.63 A Cynic, then, chooses ‘poverty . . .
hunger, cold, contempt’, ‘poverty, disrepute, lowly status,
exile’, rather than simply learning to cope with them if he
or she has to, or to make use of them as part of some
further mental discipline.%*

This is not to ignore the possibility that some
Cynics may have thought of themselves as responding in
their choice to some sort of call from God or a God;65 but

60 ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 1 and 18-19.

6l Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 8-9; cf. The Runaways 17; and
Peregrinus 14-20.

62 Diogenes Laertius 6.87; ps.-Diogenes 9, 26, 38.

63 Diogenes Laertius 6.96-98; ps.-Crates 28; ps.-Diogenes 3.

o4 Ps.-Diogenes 36.4; 31.4 (with Buoysvela as ‘low status’ in this
context, rather than ‘lowly birth’ as such); and cf. 30.3. (To deploy a
misshapen neologism, a Cynic is ‘proactive’, not (as the Stoics)
reactive.)

65 Diogenes himself, in some traditions: cf. Diogenes Laertius 6.20,
Julian, To the Uneducated Cynics 188AB; but especially Dio 13.9:
‘The deity ordered me to keep on with the good and useful activity
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that is still very different from the sense of divine appoint-
ment to maintain your integrity (and possibly so help
others to maintain theirs) in whatever circumstances befall
you, which we find in Epictetus.% A Cynic, then, who
talks in terms of a divine commissioning is articulating a
perceived invitation to choose to adopt a whole new social
role and pattern of behaviour, to opt for fresh initiatives,
deiiberately to engage in a harsh life-styie.

Martin Ebner is able to point to significant details
in Paul’s tribulation lists that in fact tally with the Cynic
side of this division, as we shall now see. But it remains
important, along the lines just sketched above, to note in
this how often Paul talks about his own actions, the
ventures he undertakes (albeit in response to a strong sense
of divine call and divine initiative), rather than his simply
reacting to what befalls him.6”

In what follows, 1 Corinthians 4.9-13 provides the
main framework. Paul opens the first of the lists with the
image of being put on show (to which we shall return
later), and follows it with ‘three sarcastic antitheses: “We
are fools for Christ’s sake, but you are wise in Christ. We

I was already enthusiastically engaged in, *“till you reach the very ends
of the earth™; cf. 34.4, 12.20 (but also 32.12, ‘not my own choice’);
and see further, below, ch.6.

66 E.g., Epictetus 1.29.44-49: ‘God says, “Go and bear witness for me,
for you are well suited to be produced by me as a witness. Is any of
those things that lie outside the range of your inner moral choice
(Tpoaipeats) either good or bad?” ‘A (true) Cynic must know that he
has been sent by Zeus to men to show them that they’ ve gone astray
over what’s good and bad’ (3.22.23; cf. 3.22.69).

67 More like the Stoic ‘passive’ lists is 2 Cor 4.8-9, where the
emphasis is on divine support, rather than on Paul’s activity; but this is
still in the context of Paul’s execution of his mission (4.1-2). Paul does
not affect a Stoic inner impassivity as his goal; rather are his troubles
appropriate aids in the work of evangelising; see further, below.



150 Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches

are weak, but you are strong. You are held in honour, but
we are in disrepute”’ (1 Cor 4.9-10),8 taking us back to
the other strong Cynic claims that Paul has already alluded
to: ‘already filled, already rich, already reigning — without
us!’ (v.8). Paul, like a true Cynic, and by contrast with
others’ pseudo-Cynic boasts, courts dishonour, perhaps
even glories in it (as we shall note again in a little more
detail below), for public repute is less than worthless;9 and
a Cynic will appear as a fool to others.0

(iii ) Troubles taken on — ( a ) Hunger, thirst and cold

Paul then lists the particular hardships he undertakes
(rather than endures uninvited). For ‘we hunger and we
thirst’ and ‘I have been in hunger and in thirst, and
frequent fasts’ (1 Cor 4.11; 2 Cor 6.5, 11.27) there are of
course parallels in Cynic minded Stoics. For instance,
Musonius says, ‘We train both body and soul, accustoming
ourselves to cold and heat, to thirst and hunger, on a
meagre diet.”7! Paul, however, is not here talking of
training ‘body and soul’ for the further end of his and
others’ souls’ improvement (as is Musonius), but of
activities that seem to have and be expected to show their
own validity, a ‘spectacle’ that makes its own point (1 Cor
4.9). Particularly intriguing is a passage from Epictetus.

68 R. Hodgson (1983), 65.

69 ps.-Crates 8, 13, 16, 29; ps.-Diogenes 7, 9, 10, 34; Socratic Epistle
6.3; Dio 4.4, 8.16; Giannantoni (1990), V B 20 (Plutarch, Moralia
632E).

70 Diogenes Laertius 6.53; Socratic Epistles 6.1, 9.3; 12; 13 (Simon);
Dio 34.4; 72.15-16. (For ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ see ch. 4, above.)

71 Musonius 6 (Lutz (1947), 54, 11.12-13 (O. Hense (1905), 125, 4-9);
cf. Philo. De somniis 1.124-25, cited above.
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His sage must already and always have all that he wishes,
he must seem fulfilled (TreTTAnpcouiévos); neither hunger
nor thirst can reach him.72 Paul makes no such Stoic claim.
Again, elsewhere, Epictetus lists going hungry and thirsty
along with ‘fever’ as circumstances that arrive;”3 Paul’s
‘fasting’ is deliberate. Like any Cynic, he chooses ‘poverty
.. . hunger, cold, contempt’;7* ‘grappling with hunger and
cold, engaging with the thirst he has chalienged’.”>

(iii ) Troubles taken on (B ) Half-naked, dispossessed,
homeless

And very much like a Cynic, Paul ‘goes naked’ (yuuwiteu-
ouev, 1 Cor 4.11; cf. 2 Cor 11.27; Rom 8.35). Martin
Ebner cogently argues that Paul’s claim will have had this
Cynic significance, with the meaning, clearly, ‘scantily
clad’, ‘half-naked’ (not totally bare).”’6 He compares Paul
here with Dio’s use of the same word ( Discourse 25.3), of
the ‘lightly clad’ Spartans (who are, of course, as we have
already seen, models for Cynics, especially in the
Antisthenic tradition). Antisthenes, it was widely claimed,
pioneered the doubled cloak as his only garment.”’ In
Epictetus ‘naked’ (yupvds), ‘with one cloak’, and ‘without
a tunic’ seem all to be equivalents, though he himself does
not approve of those un-Stoic Cynics who make a display

72 Epictetus 3.24.17; cf. 4.6.23.

73 Epictetus 3.10.8-9; compare 3.26.5, ‘if it so happen’.

74 cy. ps.-Diogenes 36.4, again; Socratic Epistle 12; Dio 6.12.

75 Dio 8.16, again.

76 M. Ebner (1991), 39-42; but cf. the statue of a naked Diogenes,
D. Clay (1996), 381, fig. 9.

7 Diogenes Laertius 6.7-8, 13.
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of their bare flesh: ‘you show off your fine shoulder’.”8 Yet
it is a mark of a Cynic in particular, both in itself and also
as a symbol of his or her dispossession: ‘How much more
naked could I be than now?’ asks Dio’s Diogenes.” ‘To go
naked is better than wear any scarlet robe’, claims
Epictetus’ Diogenes.80 ‘It makes a difference’, says
Seneca, ‘to the way I listen to our (Cynic) Demetrius when
I’ve seen him lying down without even a cloak to cover
him.’8! A Cynic goes round like Herakles, ‘naked, wearing
only a skin’.82 Quintilian cites as an example a father
‘indicting his son turned Cynic, accusing him before the
censors of indecent behaviour’, and pseudo-Quintilian,
Declamations, indicates that it is simply a matter of
disreputable dress.83 A Paul who went round ili-clad
enough to make and to warrant the claim yupviTeEUOUEV
and drew attention to himself so (un)dressed by accosting
strangers in any context with a socially disruptive message
could only have been interpreted as some kind of Cynic in

8 Epictetus 3.22.45-47; 4.8.31 (Ebner (1991), 41, n.104, cites R. F.
Hock (1980), 84, n.94); cf. 3.22.51, 4.8.34. Compare the photograph of
the Christian Cynic philosopher as the frontispiece of F G Downing
(1992a), chosen from one of many such images on third- and fourth-
century sarcophagi; and most of the (pagan) Cynics pictured in D. Clay
(1996). On Jewish attitudes to nakedness, cf. S. L. Satlow (1997).

79 Dio 6.62, cf. 72.2, but also 34.3, 35.3; cf. Hipparchia, Diogenes
Laertius 6.97; and Lucian, Peregrinus 17. Ebner (1991), 41-42, notes
that along with the Spartans, Herakles provides a further model of the
ill-clad fighter for excellence; so also, of course, do the ‘naked
philosophers’ of both India and Egypt; cf. C. Muckensturm (1993);
R. Stoneman (1995).

80 Epictetus 1.24.7.

81 Seneca, Epistulae morales 20.9.

82 ps.-Lucian, The Cynic, 13; cf. 1 and 20; and Lucian, Symposion 14.
8 Quintilian, Institutes 4.2.30; ps.-Quintilian, Declamations 283; in
H. Butler (1921), 530, s.v. ‘Cynicus’ (LCL).
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the Hellenistic towns he visited. Had Paul not wanted to
make this impression, he could have accepted a few more
clothes from friends, and worn them; and, at least, not
drawn attention to his shameless appearance (with the
shameful scars from his frequent beatings!) so crudely. We
are obliged to assume he meant to be (or was at least
content to be) perceived as some sort of Cynic.

A prime and distinctive feature of the Cynic
rejection of all but the minimum property is voluntary
homelessness (1 Cor 4.11) as a part of the chosen itinerant
life-style (cf. 2 Cor 11.25-26). So Lycinus charges
Cyniscus with behaving ‘unlike most people’, choosing to
sleep just anywhere on the hard ground.®4 Psuedo-
Anacharsis has the whole earth for his bed, pseudo-Crates
reminds ‘Hipparchia’ that she has commited herself to
lodging in porticos; pseudo-Diogenes has these and his
jar.85 The tradition has Diogenes apply to himself the lines:

No city, no house (&oixos), no fatherland,

a wandering beggar, living a day at a time 86
And this is the example Dio emulated, ‘I have travelled
around for so long, without hearth or home, without even a
single attendant to accompany me.’87 Epictetus, too, cites
this aspect of the Cynic’s life, ‘without home (&oikos) or
hearth, no slave, no city’.88 But in general Epictetus’
attitude to home-ownership is Stoic: you retain your home
without being attached to it (just as you retain your body
without attachment); you surrender any external but useful

84 ps_-Lucian, The Cynic 1, 15; ps.-Diogenes 37.5.

85 Ps.-Anacharsis 5; ps.-Crates 28; ps.-Diogenes 16, cf. 37.6; Dio 4.12;
6.8-10; 8.30, Herakles as a Cynic model, again.

86 Diogenes Laertius 6.38; cf. 22 (porticos), 23 (jar).

87 Dio 40.2.

88 Epictetus 3.22.45, 47; 4.8.31.
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thing only if someone with the power or the authority
demands it or seizes it.8? Like any true Cynic, Paul insists
for himself on being homeless.

Paul further emphasises his own poverty (2 Cor
6.10). It might be held to be significant that he uses the
word TTTwxds, rather than Tévng, Trevia which we find
for the most part in our Cynic sources. The terms are
sometimes distinguished as between ‘beggar’ and ‘in
straitened circumstances’; thus Paul might be thought to be
committed to a still more drastic poverty than Cynics
conventionally were. However, it is clear from a number of
writers that the Cynic Trevia amounted in others’ eyes to
TrTeoxela, and Cynics did not disagree. 0 Because of their
acceptance of Trevia, most (not all) themselves of course
relied on begging (aiTeiv), anyway. And just as pseudo-
Crates says having nothing amounts to possessing every-
thing (ExovTes undév, TavT' E€xouev),®! so does Paul
(UNd&v EXOVTES, TTAVTA KATEXOVTES).

At this point, however, Paul’s own behaviour is
closer to that of Epictetus’ idealised Cynic, and Seneca’s
Cynic friend, Demetrius: Paul accepts poverty, dispossess-
ion, homelessness for himself, but does not demand it, or
even urge it, of others, at least not overtly (as already noted
earlier: cf. 1 Cor 13.3, again; 2 Cor 8.13-15; 9.8).92 Some-
what later, at Philippians 4.11-12 Paul’s talk about coping

89 Epictetus 3.6.5-7; 3.24.67-69; 4.1.100~102.

D 1rreoxds, mrwxeia, Dio 9.8-9 (Diogenes-Odysseus); of Dio
himself, 13.11; ps.-Diogenes 28.5; ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 2, 5;
Diogenes Laertius 6.56; Plutarch, Quaest. conviv vi, Moralia 632E,
again; for Paul, cf. 1 Cor 13.3.

91 ps. -Crates 7.
92 Cf. M. Griffin (1996), 204.
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‘in want and in plenty’ is almost explicitly Stoic (even if
the language is by now commonplace).”3 For Cynics, of
course (again, as registered above), poverty was of the
essence for any and all who would aim for Cynic well-
being and happiness.>4

(iii ) Trouble taken on (y ) lll-treated

In the list with which we began Paul remirnids his hearers of
the rough treatment he is used to risking, receiving, even
inviting; and this theme is expanded in subsequent lists (1
Cor 4.11; 2 Cor 6.9, 11.23-25, 12.10; Rom 8.35). Being
‘buffetted’ is a characteristic (though, of course, not a
distinctive feature) of Cynics. Going out of one’s way to
invite this kind of retaliation or magisterial punishment is
more specifically Cynic.?5 By way of contrast there is
Epictetus’ Stoic advice which we noted above, that, while
punishment would come if it were ordained, there is no call
to induce it.

The catalogue in 2 Corinthians 11 as a whole
stresses Paul’s active involvement in events. He is not a
captive, not in any legal sense a slave, not being carried
around as a passive object by any human agency, but is
actively travelling and talking with people, fulfilling his
apostolic mission, and doing these things freely, willingly

93 M. Ebner (1991), 338-45; J. L. Jaquette (1995), 100~108; with the
proper caution entered by T. Engeberg-Pedersen (1995), 263.

94 ps__Crates 8; ps.-Diogenes 9, 26, 33.2-3, 36.4; Lucian, Philosophies
Jor Sale 9; Dio 4.6, 10; the point is pressed emphatically by M. Ebner
(1991), 341-43.

95 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 9-10; Peregrinus 12, 18; Demonax
11, 50; ps.-Diogenes 20 with Diogenes Laertius 6.33; cf. idem, 6.42,
44, 48, ps.-Crates 34.2-3; Dio 4.11-19; 8.16; 9.10-11.
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(as at 1 Cor 9).% ‘Troubles and dangers’ are a conventional
pair constituting laudable personal achievements.?’ But in
the list of punishments and lynchings at 2 Corinthians
11.23-25, the synagogue beatings if no others must surely
have been deliberately drawn down on himself by Paul:
‘(at least in the diaspora) the jurisdiction of a Jewish court
extended only so far as it was willingly accepted.’”8 Yet
not only in the occasional synagogue, but also in every
other sector he frequented of the towns he visited, Paul
presumably learned from experience to gauge the kind of
response that was building up to his preaching and
presence — and still deliberately courted the human viol-
ence he here lists.

(iii ) Trouble taken on (&) Like Herakles or Odysseus

In an excursus to his Leidenlisten und Apostelbrief, Martin
Ebner notes the underlying influence on lists of this kind of
the labours and travails of Herakles (and sometimes of
Odysseus).?® Other people than Cynics (and Stoics)

9 Compare again A. J. Malherbe (1995). M. Ebner (1991), 118-22
appositely cites here Alexander’s list of troubles he involved himself
in, as his personal achievements, not Fortune’s; citing Plutarch, De
Alexandri Magni fortuna, 326E-327B; and Arrian, Anabasis 7.9.8-
10.3; on the sense of kdmos assumed here, see Ebner, 134, and 162-
65. With all that Paul does here, we may perhaps contrast Phil 1.12-14,
where he talks instead of what has been happening to him; Philippians,
as we shall argue, displays a much more Stoic Paul.

97 M. Ebner (1991), 153-55, citing Plutarch, Arrian, Cicero, Sallust,
Ovid and Quintilian.

98 On the synagogue beatings, A. E. Harvey (1985), here, 80.

99 M. Ebner (1991), 161-72. 1t would have been a nice touch if Paul
had kindly used Trévos (the usual term for Herakles’ labours) instead
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admired Herakles, but with Ebner it is worth citing parts of
Dio’s sketch of Herakles as emulated by Diogenes:

People pitied him as he toiled and struggled, and called

him the most wretchedly troubled of men, and termed his

troublesome labours ‘wretched’, too . . . He journeyed all

over Europe and Asia . . . [needing little sleep] . . . caring

nothing for cold or heat, having no need of bed, blanket or

rug, wearing only a dirty skin, looking hungry, as he helped

. the good and punished the wicked.100

Dio presents his own wearisome journeys, divinely
commissioned, in much the same way, (exile, threats to
safety, danger, prolonged wanderings with neither hearth
nor home . . .) but prefers on the whole to compare his
mission with that of the exiled and wandering Odysseus. 101
We noted earlier that harsher Cynics would repudiate any
such model, while the gentler (such as Dio) found it
congenial. Scott B. Andrews has recently argued that
underlying 2 Corinthians 11 is indeed the image of the
philosopher as an Odyssean figure of the kind portrayed by
Antisthenes: Paul, like Odysseus, is ‘weak’, behaves
slavishly, is beaten.192 More may be added. As Odysseus
failed to scale the walls of Troy, but crept in,!® so Paul
was even more ignominiously let down from the walls of

of or as well as kéTros and udxBos; but Ebner shows that wévos and
koTros are often interchangeable (see further, below).

100 pjo 8.28-30; M. Ebner (1991), 168 (quoting more than he does),
and the detailed comparison with Paul, 170-72. Paul’s self-ascribed
mepik&Bapua is a probably a stronger form of Dio’s &bBAwcdTaTos
for Herakles; cf. B. H. McLean (1996), 98, n. 109 and 99, n. 114.

101 Djo 40.2; cf. 13.9 and 9.9; cf. Epictetus 3.24.13.

102 5. B. Andrews (1995): Paul is the over-adaptable demagogue (cf.
1 Cor 9; a theme we shall return to yet again in the next chapter). For
Antisthenes, Giannantoni (1990), V A 54.

103 Gjannantoni (1990), V A 54.8.
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Damascus. When Dio pictures Diogenes as an Odysseus, it
is because he is thought mad, despised as a beggar,
worthless; yet really a lord, a king, coping easily with the
situation.!® And Paul, too, acts the fool, knows he is
behaving like someone of low status, knows he will be
despised — but also knows he is effective (2 Cor 12.10-
12).105 Epictetus, also, admired Odysseus, but (as a Stoic)
could not imagine the hero would ever have let external
circumstances get to him, would ever have longed for what
he hadn’t got, would ever have wept.106 Paul admits
readily that he is weighed down by worries about the
churches. He is strong and effective in a very ‘un-virile’
way (2 Cor 12.10-12, again; cf. 6.10, ‘grieving’); very
much an Odysseus-style figure in the hardships he takes
on.107

Paul uses the the word koTmog rather than the
Trdévos which we have noted frequently in the foregoing.
The two are used as synonyms in the Septuagint. Martin
Ebner suggests that Paul’s choice may well have been
deliberate. 2 Corinthians 11.23-29 in particular echoes so
much of the popular Herakles tradition; Paul must have
been aware of the resonances others would hear, so he
selects the word which for him focuses attention on his
purposeful missionary service, rather than the one that
emphasises the laborious trouble as such. 108

104 pi 9.9
105 ¢f. 1 Cor 4.10 and 2 Cor 5.13; and above, 149-50.
106 Epictetus 3.24.13-21.

107 f. also 1 Cor 2.1-5; 4.10; and 2 Cor 1-2 (afflicted); ps.-Crates
19; Dio 9.9; 77/78.40; and ch.6, below.

108 M. Ebner (1991), 17072, and n. 98, above; for ké1os in Paul,
see, e.g., 1 Cor 3.8; 2 Cor 10.15; 1 Thess 3.5; xkoma&cd, 1 Cor 15.10;
Gal4.11.
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In Paul’s mind his work to earn his keep is an
integral part of this purposeful struggle: ‘We toil (xomm-
wuev), working with our own hands’ (1 Cor 4.12 and all of
chapter 9, but especially vv. 12 and 19; 2 Cor 11.27;
1 Thess 2.9). We shall discuss this option of Paul’s in a
little detail later; here we may simply note that in the wider
Greek speaking world such a choice is elsewhere mainly
found in the Cynic tradition (with the ideal figure of Simon
the shoemaker, Dio, and Musonius as a very Cynic
Stoic). 1 The ability to do without sleep (2 Cor. 6.5;
11.27) is also an aim among Cynics. 110

(iii ) Trouble taken on (€ ) Contrary kindness

Paul then adds three further antitheses (1 Cor 4.12-13,
picking up v. 8):111

when reviled we bless
AoiBpoupevol gUAoyolpuev
persecuted we endure
Bicoxduevol avexdueba,
defamed we conciliate
Suonuoupevor TapakaAoljey.

With this Ebner compares Epictetus:
AoBpotievos avéxeoBai,

aTipeofels uf axBeobijval,
‘train . . . when reviled to endure, when insulted to put up
with it . . .’, which is followed by, ‘And even if someone

strikes you, you’ll say to yourself “Imagine you’ve

109 R, F. Hock (1980), 37-42; M. Ebner (1991), 69-75.
110 pio 6.11,8.30 (quoted above); ps.-Crates 19.
111 see above. 149-50.
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embraced a statue.”” 112 For his part Epictetus is emphas-
ising simply a Stoic’s inner invulnerability, as in the much
quoted ‘love those who are beating you’, where ‘love’
(ptAetv) in Epictetus seems always to mean an inner
reaction. 113 Paul, on the other hand, starts and finishes with
an overt positive response to the miscreant (‘we bless . . .
we conciliate’). In fact we can find Epictetus elsewhere
also urging an outgoing positive reaction to mistreatment,
in his admiration for Lycurgus’ ‘making a good man’ of
the youth who had blinded him in one eye.l So Seneca,
too, can advise, ‘When someone gets angry with you,
challenge him with kindness.’ 115

The motif of conciliation is by no means
distinctively Cynic. Some of the Diogenes chreiai display
him as viciously vindictive. However, it should be noted
that Seneca in this context refers to Sextius, in whose
thought Cynic strands have also been discerned.!16 In fact
it is clear that a positive response to verbal or other
mistreatment is urged with greater consistency by some of
those with a strong gentle-Cynic ethos.!!7 So, after arguing

112 Epictetus 3.12.10; M. Ebner (1991), 80, citing just the two
antitheses. He points out how frequently the pair Aoidpoupevos
avéxeoBai occurs in Epictetus (e.g., 2.12.14; 3.4.11, 21.5; 4.1.18. We
must not forget, of course, the extent to which philosophers insulted
one another as a matter of course (L. T. Johnson (1989)); but here we
are concerned with attitudes to insult and ill-repute.

113 Epictetus 3.22.54.

114 Epictetus, fragment 5.

115 Seneca, De ira 2.34.5.

116 A Oltramare (1926), 226-51 and 252-93; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé
(1990), 2728; cf. eadem (1986), 184, n. 119; M. Billerbeck (1979),
5-13, takes issue with Oltramare, but still allows some links between
the Sextian family and Cynicism.

17 For the ‘refuse’, ‘scum’ (TepikaBapuata, epiynua) of 1 Cor.
4.13, see J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 14243, n. 86. ‘K&Bapua’ in partic-
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that insults can be ignored, and offenders should certainly
not be taken to court, Musonius urges,
Well, if a philosopher cannot despise a slap or abuse, what
use is he? . . . . People offend (sin) against you. You take it
without going wild, without harming the offender. Instead
you give them hope of better things (&AN’ aftiov elval
avTtols éAmidos xpnotiis). That’s what it takes to be
civilised and humane. !18
*““How shall I defend myself against my enemy? By being
good and kind towards him”, replied Diogenes’, in another
element from the popular tradition.!1? It is probably in this
sense that we should take the chreia, ‘Someone told
Diogenes that his friends were conspiring against him.
Diogenes replied, “Well now, what’s to be done, if you
have to treat friends and foes the same?”’120 Plutarch tells
of Crates’ encounter with the ex-tyrant, Demetrius of
Phalerum, who ‘was not pleased to see Crates approaching,
and expected some harsh Cynical plain speaking. But
Crates met him with gentleness (TTp&cds) . . . encouraging
him (TTapakaAoivTos) . . .".121 As Ebner points out, Dio
considers ‘admonishing’ (vouBeTeilv - which Paul goes on
to use as 1 Cor 4.14) and ‘entreating’ (TapaxkaAeiv) as the
prime functions of a philosopher of his conciliatory kind
(though Dio allows that his work may also involve him in

ular is a very general term of abuse. The two words sum up the verbal
and other ill-treatment Paul and other apostles receive. But see also
B. H. McLean (1996), n. 100, above.

118 Musonius 10, Lutz (1947), 76, 1. 22-24; 78, 11. 31-33; O. Hense
(1905) 53, 1-2 and 56, 6-8; noted also by M. Ebner (1991), 80 and
notes.

19 1 Plutarch, De capienda ex inimicis, Moralia 88B; Gnomologion
Vaticanum 187, Giannantoni (1990), V B 421.

120 Diogenes Laertius 6.68.

121 Plutarch, Quomodo adulator, Moralia 69 CD.
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abusing and reproaching).12 So, for example, Dio urges,
‘If the citizens of Mallus have behaved stupidly - and they
have! - it’s up to you (citizens of Tarsus) to put anger aside
and forgive them the punitive revenge you thought you had
a right to; and, instead, work for a solution to this dispute
over boundaries’;'2 and one may compare much of
Discourses 3841, on (re-)conciliation. Reconciliation and
peace-making between individuals were Demonax’ fraught
vocation, according to Lucian.!?#

Adducing this evidence is not at all to preclude the
likely impact on Paul of Jewish wisdom teaching !25 and of
the tradition of Jesus’ injunction to love one’s enemies
(Luke 6.27-35, etc.; itself arguably influenced by Cynic-
ism); especially in the light of Romans 12.17-21. But it is
to say that what we find here would be entirely in keeping
with the other gentler-Cynic resonances in Paul’s lists of
the troubles he provokes by the tasks he undertakes.

(iii ) Trouble taken on ({ ) An active, costly success

One of Paul’s lists, 2 Corinthians 4.7-11, however, is (at
first sight at least) rather different. Here, as we noted

122 pjo 77/78.38; M. Ebner (1991), 80-87; cf. also Dio 72.2, and
8-10: the insulted philosopher still does his best to improve those who
deride and insult him, in the tradition of Socrates and Diogenes
(13-16). As Ebner notes, the philosopher is thus acting ‘as a father or
brother or friend’ (Dio 77/78.42; cf. again Epictetus 3.22.54); so Paul
goes on to claim a fatherly relationship with the Corinthians (1 Cor
4.14-15).

123 Do 34.43.

124 [ ycian, Demonax 6-9, 11, 16.

125 Rightly noted, amid the clear Cynic resonances, by A. E. Harvey
(1996), 74-75.
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earlier, he deploys a series of antithetic passive participles,
‘pressed in on every side yet not confined, confused but not
concussed, hunted but not hunted down, struck down but
not dispatched’, very much in the manner of the one
Plutarch adduces to demonstrate the emptiness of Stoic
‘paradoxical’ claims, ‘unimpeded when confined, uncom-
pelled when thrown down a precipice . . . (cited above).
There is a very similar use of close synonyms (especially
note Paul’s &Tropoupevol - ouk éEamopoupevol, here
rendered ‘confused — not concussed’).126 Ebner also quotes
a list from Epictetus, though it is not quite so similar in
form, ‘Show me someone who is sick and happy, in danger
and happy, dying and happy, exiled and happy,
dishonoured and happy.’ But here, as Ebner emphasises,
Epictetus is also sure that such a true, perfect Stoic sage is
nowhere to be found; indeed, he despairs of ever finding
anyone even showing progress towards that goal.127
Certainly a Stoic would not do what Paul does here, make
such a claim for himself. That would amount to a Cynic
arrogance. 28

126 pyutarch, Comp. arg. Stoicos 1057DE (n. 49).

127 Epictetus 2.19.24-25; M. Ebner (1991), 216-18; cf. Seneca, De
constantia 3, and his attempt in what follows to argue that ‘external’
injuries do not reach into the true wise man. For Ebner (219-21), the
most noteworthy difference between Paul and the Stoics lies in their
respective anthropologies. We have already argued that neither Paul
nor the Cynics (by common contrast with the Stoics) take refuge in
some human individual’s ‘inner’ impregnable reality. Thus Ebner
rightly insists that Paul’s ‘inner man’ refers to the ‘new creation’, the
whole person being renewed, not to a naturally given element in each
person (230-32).

128 Epictetus 4.8.26-30. M. S. Ferrari (1991), 134-35, 140, notes the
difference between Paul’s first-person claims and their avoidance by
Epictetus, but fails to pursue the point. As is Paul, Cynics are much
readier to announce their success — to Epictetus’ disgust.
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At 1 Corinthians 4.8 Paul had criticised some of the
congregation for making bold Cynic claims for themselves.
Already they had achieved their goals (‘already rich . . .
filled . . . reigning’!). Yet now Paul seems to be doing the
same as they: as a (Jewish—Christian) Cynic he boasts he is
effecting in practice what Stoics only dreamt of achieving.
Even so, his claims in fact still remain distinct from those
he previousiy criticised. As he did then, now, here too,
Paul stresses again the hardship, the cost this Christian—
Cynic achievement of his necessarily involves; and despite
the apparent Stoic form of the antitheses, Paul is not calling
attention to his equanimity, his interior calm: he is talking
about the activities he continues to be effectively engaged
in.122

(We also find here that Paul emphasises not only
the divine initiative but now also the divine empowerment
in response to which he executes his mission in the midst
of such harsh circumstances. We attend to this strand
shortly.)

We encounter a further set of paradoxical antitheses
at 2 Corinthians 6.8-10. The content of some of the negat-
ive elements we have already noted, together with their
Cynic echoes (dishonour, disrepute, punished, beggars,
destitute). Here again Paul could seem to be making Cynic
boasts to have realised the Stoic day-dream, boasts even
closer to those he mocked at 1 Corinthians 4.8: now he
tells us he it is who can offer riches to others, he it is who
owns all things (v. 10). But again he insists that this is only
achieved in the midst of ‘distress, hardships, dire straits,
flogging, imprisonment, lynching, overwork, sleepless-
ness, fasting’ (vv. 4-5), troubles we have already consid-

129 See above. notes 107 and 127: and further. below.
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ered above. His is not the fake-Cynic facile ‘shortcut’ he
had previously imputed to some of his hearers. 130

It is not so easy to find ready parallels in the wider
Graeco-Roman literature to this last set of antitheses as a
whole, ‘honour as well as dishonour, good repute and ill-
repute’. Martin Ebner notes that contrasts between true and
false fame (2 Cor 6.8-9) are fairly commonplace, and
appositely cites an example from Philo where the latter
reflects on true and false (popular) reputation, real
goodness or wickedness, happiness and cheerfulness. 131
More helpful to this book’s thesis is Ebner’s discussion of
a passage in one of Dio’s treatments of these themes,
where Dio seems clearly to be sketching his own Cynic
unconcern for the fickleness of the reputation public
opinion accords, at the mercy of those who wish to give
you grief (Bouloupévols AuTrelv), have you happy and
cheerful or sad and dejected at the whim of others (cf.
Paul’s ‘sorrowful . . . rejoicing’), who'll call you layabout
if you’re around in public (‘well-known’), ignoramus if
you maintain your privacy (‘unknown’), and so on. Early
on in the discourse Dio also ridicules any would-be Cynic
following Crates’ example in the hope of such notoriety.
Far better to have a consistent Cynic disregard for the
opinion of others, and only so pursue your ill-clad course,
risking persecution, as Socrates did. 132

130 See, again, above, ch. 4, § (ii), ‘Already’, 88-90.

131 Philo, De migratione 86-88; M. Ebner (1991), 311, without
calling attention to the ‘joy’, 88; cf. Dio 4.128-31; and cf. M. S. Ferrari
(1991), 147.

132 Dio 66.24, 12, 2, 25-26; M. Ebner (1991) 305-308. I take it that
the overall theme of despising reputation and any pain or grief which
others’ opinion may threaten, together with the Socratic reference,
support Ebner’s contention. The end of paragraph 6 suggests a date
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In fact the more rigorous Cynics whose Trévol we
are arguing Paul insists he consistently invites and engages
in could also on occasion make the positive claims Paul
here advances, or at least they could be accorded them by
others: ‘honour, good repute; true, acknowledged, joyful,
enriching others, owning everything.” Thus Diogenes, for
instance, is honoured in Athens, and widely known
thoughout the Greek (and Roman) world.133 Not just
people at large, but such sticklers for propriety as Cicero,
Plutarch and Philo among others could quote the sayings of
Diogenes or Crates as obviously valid. Pseudo-Diogenes
finds it easier to be cheerful than to be made to grieve
(evppaivecBai - Autreiobai). 134 The Socratic letters talk
of the Cynic philosopher as rich and able to enrich
others.135 And, of course, alongside pseudo-Crates’ con-
tention that he has everything while possessing nothing
there is the repeated Cynic claim to own everything, as
friend of the Gods to whom all belongs and with whom
therefore all is shared. 136

But the most significant issue is not whether or not
one can in these Cynic as opposed to Stoic texts find verbal
parallels to Paul’s paradoxical antitheses (important as
these are as initial pointers). Clearly the most striking
available examples of word-for-word similarity that we
have considered are from among Stoics, and Epictetus in
particular. Much more important, however, is the way in

towards the end of Domitian’s reign, with Dio still pursuing his Cynic
course.

133 Diogenes Laertius 6.43, 78; Dio 72.11; Lucian, Dialogues of the
Dead, etc.; cf. the progymnasmata, passim, e.g., in R. F. Hock and
E. N. O’Neill (1986).

134 Ps.-Diogenes 28.7.
135 socratic Epistles 21.5; 6.8; ps.-Diogenes 10.1.
136 Diogenes Laertius 6.37, 72; ps.-Crates 7; 26; 27, etc.
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which Paul deploys his antitheses. As we have seen, time
and again, Paul does not use them to display any
equanimity, inner mental calm and reserve of his in the
face of whatever divine providence brings him to. Unlike
Epictetus, he makes no reference to being ‘undisturbed’:
aTtapaia, so important to Epictetus, has no place in
Paul’s surviving vocabulary.137 Rather does he point to his
physical ability to keep going, keep travelling, fulfil his
divinely appointed mission. As Martin Ebner insists, these
are not contrasts between outer and inner, but between
what one might expect to occur in Paul’s situation, and
what in fact is done. They are paradoxical activities, not (as
in the Stoic parallels) antithetical contrasts between extern-
al circumstances and interior responses. (This is so even at
Romans 8.35, where Paul is clearly listing things that may
‘happen to’ any Christian. Whereas an Epictetus as Stoic
would be expected to express concern for his true self in
dire circumstances, Paul makes no reference to inner
disposition at all.)138

And so, clearly, the paradoxes will have sounded
Cynic rather than Stoic. One further illustration must
suffice: Diogenes can tell Xeniades, ‘You must obey me,
even though I am a slave.” A Stoic claims an inner freedom
although ‘externally’ a slave; the Cynic acts externally as a
free man, even if a slave. Paul chooses freely to act as a
slave, although a free man, to win others’ obedience to the

137 Epictetus 3.11.2; cf. 1.24.8;2.1.21, 24; 2.2; 3.13.13; 3.15.12; 3.18;
3.21.9; 3.22.61; Encheiridion 2.6. M. S. Ferrari (1991) seems to note
terms (138-46) that appear in Paul and in his other sources (Epictetus
in particular), but not significant absences from Paul, in this instance,
aTtapagia. Thus a main Stoic aim among troubles is of no importance
to Paul, who (like the Cynics) is pragmatic rather than introspective.
138 M. Ebner (1991), 376, contrasting the ‘innerweltlich Sieg’ in
Epictetus, 1.17.23-28, etc.
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gospel. It is a paradoxical activity, not an inner—outer
antithesis; and so throughout the troubles he engages and
invites. 139

(iv) Divinely called — empowered — displayed

Admittedly, Paul’s insistence not just on the divine call to
which he responds, but on a divine empowering (2 Cor 4.7;
6.6; 12.9) might well have made him sound more Stoic
than Cynic. The best ‘pagan’ illustration Fitzgerald can
find for this important aspect of Paul is a passage from
Seneca, ‘a divine power has descended upon that man’.140
Even so, we would instead have expected most Stoics to
agree with Epictetus’ insistence that in things that really
matter (our inner attitudes, judgments, decisions) ‘God has
put the whole thing in our hands . . . without reserving for
himself any power to prevent or hinder.” 141 The closest we
come to any idea of divine enabling in Cynic writing on the
other hand is the (presumably metaphorical) hope of
pseudo-Diogenes that the ppdvnua, ‘the mind-set’ of
Herakles ‘might stir’ in Crates. 42 We shall consider this
issue again (in chapters 6 and 7). Here, to repeat, there are,

139 ¢f. Diogenes Laertius 6.30 and 74-5; Epictetus 3.24.65-67, and
4.1.114-15, noted above, ch. 1, n. 44; and 1 Cor 9 and 10, with special
reference to 9.1 and 19. For further paradoxical activities , cf. Diogenes
Laertius 6. 26 (end); 27 (whistling and then reprimanding); 32 (spitting
and calling for ‘men’); 34 (ungrateful host); 35-36; 49; and R. B.
Branham (1993) and (1994). This is ‘para-doxa’ in a literal sense,
practice in conflict with popular opinion. Cf. also Dio 8.36; Lucian,
Philosophies for Sale 10; Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit 121-25;
ps.-Diogenes 34.

140 Seneca, Epistulae morales 41.4; J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 171.

141 Epictetus 1.6.40.

142 Ps.-Diogenes 26.
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of course, important points of difference between Paul’s
recorded praxis and expressed thought, and those of any
known Cynics so designated by themselves or others (just
as there are important divergencies between Paul and other
known early Christians). In both cases, there seem also to
be some significant similarities.

As part of his very thorough survey Martin Ebner
considers in some detail possible Jewish paraiieis for the
lists of troubles, and especially for the antitheses Paul
produces. Of course, even if matter from Jewish sources
turned out to be very similar, it would have little direct
bearing on the argument here being pursued: Jewish
models would not have provided the introduction to or
context for any response to Paul’s letters for most if any of
his Corinthian converts, nor could Paul have relied on such
preparation for his deployment of them. Ebner in fact notes
that the longest example he adduces, from Testament of
Joseph 1.4-7, displays a rather different formal structure: ‘I
was in bonds and [God] loosed me’, involving a temporal
progression. Both terms of each of the Stoic and Cynic and
Pauline antitheses remain contemporaneous. It is while
Paul is weak that he is strong; he is not weak and then
strengthened.!43 We must also note that when Paul launch-
es his longest tribulation list against ‘super apostles’ claim-
ing a Jewish heritage (2 Cor 11.22-33) the only scriptural
reference is to the forty stripes of Deuteronomy 25.3. As
with all the others, this list finds its closest analogies in
‘pagan’ sources. 144

143 M. Ebner (1991), 221-24, 227. Ebner finds in fact very few Jewish
examples; as he notes, 4 Macc 11.26 is already itself heavily
Hellenised.

144 b Georgi [1964] (1987), 99-100, and G. Theissen (1975), 47 both
see these opponents of Paul as themselves akin to Cynics in their
confident expectation of support.
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The idea of a divine bidding obeyed is very readily
paralleled in many ancient sources; and quite clearly Paul
is strongly influenced here by his Jewish inheritance (e.g.,
Gal 1.15). It is only necessary for the present thesis to
indicate that such language would by no means sound
strange to those who were picking up the many possibly
Stoic but more likely Cynic resonances in what Paul was
choosing to say. So Epictetus can announce, ‘You're a
witness summoned by God. He says, “Go and bear witness
for me, you’re well fitted to give your testimony on my
behalf”’; and ‘a true Cynic will not rest satisfied with
having been well trained himself; must realise he has been
sent as God’s messenger to his fellow human beings

... 145 Still more apposite, as we have already noted, is
Dio’s conviction of being sent to travel laboriously, like
Odysseus: ‘The Deity ordered me to keep on with the good
work | was already enthusiastically engaged in “till you
reach the very ends of the earth”.”!4 The travelling
messenger is Cynic, while the Stoic shares his message
wherever he happens to be placed. And long before Dio, a
divine commission involving travel is part of the found-
ation legend for Diogenes. 147

One important reason for all these labours and
troubles being undertaken and sustained is that they should
be seen, and provide object lessons for others. God
displays the apostles as a spectacle (Béatpov) for a hostile
world to see (1 Cor 4.9). The image is found in Stoic and

145 Epictetus 1.29.47;3.22.23.

146 pjo 13.9; cf. 12.20; 32.12; 34.4; cf. F. G . Downing (1988c), 46.
147 Diogenes Laertius 6.20-21. For itinerant Cynics see F. G.
Downing (1992a), 33-34; note also ps.-Diogenes 30-40; Lucian’s
Peregrinus and Runaways, Maximus of Tyre 36.5 (Giannantoni

(1990) V B 299); and the discussion in M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990),
2733-34.
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Cynic sources (and elsewhere; and it appears in another
Jewish writing probably contemporary with Paul’s, 4
Maccabees 15.20; 17.14).148 In particular Epictetus is often
cited in this connection: his ideal (Stoicised) Cynic is
called to ‘show’ people the truth, ‘to mount the tragic
stage’ — even though, as we have noted, the longed-for
spectacle (0éaua) of a true Stoic (or even one progressing
towards true wisdom) is in all probability nowhere going to
be seen.!¥ Certainly Epictetus, as we may recall, would
not have ventured to offer himself as an example.!50 When
he includes a tale about Diogenes which contrasts the sight
the latter afforded as he fought a fever, ‘exhibiting his
excellence’, with the ‘contest of worthless athletes’,
Epictetus consistently selects an instance of an unprovoked
challenge.!5! In the more clearly Cynic accounts of
Diogenes, the Cynic himself contrasts the spectacle he
affords with the pointless displays of athletes, putting the
emphasis, as we observed above, on his own very
deliberate ‘grappling with hunger, coping with going
thirsty’.152 Diogenes (even in Epictetus’ anecdote) knows
he is already a spectacle worth emulating. And we saw that
Paul, too, stresses the hardships he chooses to accept, and
is also clear that he is already an example to be followed.
Well short of perfection though he is (1 Cor 9.27), Paul’s

148 j. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 14042 and notes.

149 Epictetus 3.22.23-26; 3.24.113; 2.19.25. It has to be admitted that
the passages cited by J. T. Fitzgerald (1988), 14042 in this connection
do not all seem particularly apposite. Seneca, Epistulae morales 64.6
has Seneca as spectator of wisdom, only; in De providentia 2.9, the
suffering sage is a spectacle for God; cf. the references in H. Conzel -
mann [1969] (1975), 88-89.

150 ¢f. A. J. Matherbe [1983b] (1989), 246; A. A. Long (1996), 31.
151 Epictetus 3.22.58-59; Jerome, Ad lovinianum 2.14; ps.-Crates 1.

152 pio 8.16, again (see above, n. 59); cf. Dio 9; and ps.-Diogenes 31.
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confidence in presenting himself and his progress as
already a worthwhile model would have reinforced the
impression of a brash ascetic Cynicism, rather than any
reticent Stoic perfectionism.

A. E. Harvey has recently claimed that ‘an unmerit-
ed illness’ contradicted ‘Stoic, and, still more, Cynic . . .
pretensions’, and so was ‘banished from serious philo-
sophical discussion’. Paul's own response to a near-death
experience referred to (so Harvey argues) at 2 Corinthians
1.8 (where Paul ‘despaired of life’) shows that he is quite
distinctive, ‘a world away’, ‘without precedent’, albeit with
a spirituality of weakness rooted in his Jewish heritage. It
is clear, however, from the incident of the fever related by
Epictetus, and even more in the version recorded by
Jerome from Satyrus, that Harvey is simply mistaken. The
struggle between a man and a life-threatening fever was of
deep philosophical signficance.! By relying on Fitzgerald
alone and not consulting more recent studies, Harvey has
neglected a whole range of Cynic appraisals of ‘strength in
weakness’. 154 Paul, weak in Galatia (Gal 4.13-14),
‘despairing of life’ in Asia (2 Cor 1.8), with an unrelieved
‘thorn in the flesh’ (2 Cor 12.7-10) still has clear Cynic
precedent for seeing such a contest as part of a divine
mission.

The Cynic insistence on teaching by example and
by practice which we have been considering here is, as we
noted earlier, the positive side of the Cynics’ disparage-
ment of speculation and abstract philosophising.!5 In our

153 Epictetus 3.22.58-59, again, with Jerome, Ad Iovinianum 2.14 and
ps.-Crates 1.

154 A E. Harvey (1996), 24, 125, 127.

155 ch. 2, 44, above; cf., e.g., ps.-Diogenes 37.5-6; 38.3; 50; F. G.
Downing (1992a), 34-39.
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next chapter we consider further strands of Paul’s teaching
style: the way it appears, the ways he himself discusses it,
and the ways it might have been perceived by the
Hellenistic townspeople he encountered. But it should
already be clear (a) that the way Paul chose to live would
have looked Cynic, and the way he talked about it would
most often have sounded Cynic; and (b) his insistence on
parading it as itself significant would have clinched the
issue. So much, so emphasised, could hardly have been
other than deliberate. His tribulation lists are no mere
ornaments to his writings to Corinth, they (c) appear
frequently, integrally and importantly within his ongoing
arguments. Although we do not find him chiding others for
taking their asceticism too far, we did (d) note earlier his
rebuke to those who claimed to have entered trouble-free
into their kingdom. It also must seem significant that when
Paul deploys his longest list of troubles against opponents
claiming a Jewish heritage, not only is there no obvious
reliance on distinctively Jewish tribulation lists, but Paul
can take it for granted that trial by Cynic ordeal will be a
powerfully relevant argument. A Cynic-looking and Cynic-
sounding askésis is no Pauline idiosyncrasy; it is (e)
common ground for Paul and Paul’s ‘own’ converts, and
for some at least of his most explicitly Jewish Christian
opponents.



6

PAUL THE TEACHER AND PASTOR

(i) The True Cynic Philosopher

He appears in the towns of Galatia, Macedonia, Achaea,
urging people from all walks of life to adopt a new and
socially disruptive life-style while exploring disturbing
ideas about Gods and humans. He appears ill-clad and
clearly impoverished, but obviously a philosopher, for
reflections on ‘Gods and men’ are by definition
‘philosophical’ topics (Acts 17.18). The first impression
could only be, ‘Here’s another Cynic.’ If he’d thought the
Cynic impression made by his appearance misleading, he
had only to accept a decent tunic and cloak and wear them,
behave like a respectable teacher, accept a patron or at least
charge fees, and then leave people to practise their
traditional civic way of life, enjoyably passing the time in
discussions of deep and abstract ideas. Though on further
acquaintance you would find he had lots of Jewish
convictions, and focused a great deal of attention on his
cult of a dead and resurrected Jew, most Cynics had their
idiosyncrasies, and this Paul does little if anything to dispel
the initial impression that he is nonetheless some sort of
Cynic.

‘In the first half of the chapter [chapter 2 of 1
Thessalonians] Paul uses Cynic traditions about the ideal
philosopher to describe his early ministry in Thessalonica,’
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concludes A. J. Malherbe.! Malherbe has devoted a great
deal of careful attention to Paul’s unacknowledged (and
likely unexplicit) debt to the popular philosophers of his
day, and has also repeatedly insisted, as I have here, that
this is not to be taken as the whole story. Paul’s Jewish and
early Christian heritage may well have been at least as
formative, often more so (see chapters 8 and 10, below).
And among non-Jewish sources Malherbe has also spread
his net well beyond the Cynics and Stoics.2 Nonetheless, as
the opening quotation indicates, it is again frequently our
Cynic remains that provide the most significant compar-
ative matter to illuminate Paul’s discussion of his manner
and methods as a teacher and pastor. What follows in this
and the next chapter will be in the main a discussion with
Malherbe, suggesting that some at least of the differences
he finds between Paul and various Cynics, while mostly
still important for a proper understanding of both, are
perhaps in significant instances less clear (and less
distancing) than he concludes. In particular, Paul’s reliance
on divine power and also his eschatological convictions
would perhaps have seemed less distinctive to an audience
used to popular and especially Cynic preachers than
Malherbe seems to allow.
But first a study which seems very cogent. In

1 Thessalonians 2.1-7, referred to above, Paul writes:

You yourselves, my brothers and sisters, know that our

arrival among you was not without results. Even though

we had suffered severe ill-treatment at Philippi, we boldly

(¢mappnoiacdapeda), by God’s power, declared God’s

gospel to you. We outfaced considerable opposition (&v

1 A. J. Malherbe [1983b), 248, referring to idem, (1970), 203-17.

2 See for instance his survey article: A. J. Malherbe [1986] (1989), 67—
77; and idem, [1982] (1989), 11-24.
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TIOAAG aydaw), for the appeal we make is never based in
error or impurity (¢€ axaBapoias) or deceit (év BoAcd).
Rather, as God has thought us fit to be entrusted with the
Gospel, we speak as we do. It is not our fellow human
beings whom we are trying to please, but God who tests
our minds and wills. We never open our mouths for
flattery (koAakelas), as you know, nor as a cloak for
greed, as God is our witness. We have never looked for
prestige (38€av) from humans, from you or anyone else,
though as Christ’s emissaries we could have placed
burdens on you. Rather were we gentle with you, like a
nurse taking care of her children.
A little later Paul changes the image, and reminds the
Thessalonian Christians, ‘As you well know, we exhorted
you (TrapakaAoUvTes) one by one, as a father does his
own children, and encouraged you’ (1 Thess 2.11-12).
Malherbe appositely aligns this with various passages in
which Dio compares his own idealised and gentle Cynic
approach with that of harsher Cynics and others who are
brusque, coarse — and untrustworthy. In particular he cites
Dio in Alexandria, dismissing the plebeian Cynics he
found there, ‘people whose ideas are genuine and noble
enough . . . but whose rough jokes . . . do no good at all,
but rather the maximum damage’.3 Dio then goes on to
characterise his own approach:
But it is not easy to find someone who will speak purely
(xaBapdds), without deceit (&86Acos) and vet boldly
(mappnoialéuevov), and do that neither for prestige
(84€ns) nor for money, but out of good will and a real
concern for others; someone who is ready, if needs be, to
face ridicule from a disorderly and rowdy mob. It is not

3 On this rendering of the passage see, e.g., R. Hoistad (1948), 163.
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easy to find someone like this, though a city may be so
very fortunate. There is a great dearth of really noble and
free-minded individuals, but plenty of flatterers
(koAdxeav) . .. (32.11).4
The tally of similar sets of contrasting ideas, with
significant key terms in common, is striking (and Paul
himself also says much the same elsewhere: compare 1 Cor
4.14-16; 2 Cor 3.12; Gal 1.10).

Malherbe then concludes that Dio is still here
specifically contrasting himself with the plebeian Cynics
he has criticised. It would in fact seem more likely that Dio
has finished with this named group (Tév 3¢ KuvikGV
Aeyouéveov) and now is considering other more educated
would-be philosophers in general, those ‘who declaim
speeches intended for display’.5 Whatever our decision on
this, Malherbe is certainly able to show that the ideal Dio
sets out is itself that of the Cynic, ‘the morally free man
[who] conceived it his right and duty to speak with
parrhésia and to act as an example. He did so because of
his philanthrépia.” But Dio could also be ‘harsh when
occasion demanded’, adapting his message to his hearers’
needs. ©

4 Dio 32.9, 11; cf. also Philo, De Iosepho 5875, especially from 67
on.

5 A. J. Malherbe (1970), 206-207; Dio 32.9-10, again.

6 A. J. Malherbe (1970), 208. C. E. Glad (1995), 92-93 rightly reminds
us that others besides Cynics claimed to exercise parrhésia
(‘Philodemus, Plutarch, Sextus Empiricus, Maximus of Tyre, Clement
of Alexandria’). An important difference would remain, that while
Cynics claimed the right and duty to criticise frankly all and sundry, in
public (Epictetus 2.12.17-35; 3.22.50), others saw such frankness as
only appropriate among close friends. Paul exercises parrhésia widely:
Gal 3.1: 2 Cor 3.12; 4.2-5; 7.4; 10.9-10; Phil 1.14-20; 1 Thess 2.2;
Philem 8-9. Cf. D. E. Fredrickson (1996), 172-73.



178 Cynics, Paul and the Pauline Churches

Dio reflects on the theme elsewhere, and Malherbe
cites the discourse On Envy (77/78). Here Dio again
contrasts his own ideal with other ‘so-called philosophers’.
‘The whole world’, Dio announces, ‘is full of flatterers.’
But his ideal philosopher is ‘genuinely virile and high-
minded . . . he would never surrender his freedom and
parrhésia for any disgraceful reward in terms either of
power or wealth.” He will maintain his own integrity, never
desert his post, but

will honour and promote excellence and restraint, leading

all men in that direction. He will sometimes work by

persuasion and exhortation (Tre{Bcov kal TapakaAédv),

at other times by abuse and reproach (AoiSopovevos kal

dveidieov), [hoping] he may rescue some from folly . . .

taking them on one side on their own but also

admonishing (vouBetéov) them together, whenever the

opportunity arises,

“with gentle words at times, at others harsh”. 7

Such a philosopher ‘trains his body, accustoming it with all
his strength to hard labour’, even though people around
will think him mad for refusing wealth, honour and
pleasure. Yet he will not be enraged or annoyed; ‘on the
contrary, I guess, he’ll be kinder to each one than are a
father or brothers or friends’.8 And in one of his most
clearly Cynic pieces Dio has his Diogenes promise to

7 Dio 77/78.35-38. Here Dio does in passing liken his ‘so-called
philosophers’ to skulking dogs (34-35), and may have ‘false Cynics’
particularly in mind; but since those whom he criticises are willing to
surrender the outward signs, the dress and long hair (37), they are
certainly not the harshly radical Cynics with whom Dio clearly does
also contrast himself.

8 Dio 77/78.41-42, as drawn to our attention by A. J. Malherbe (1970),
209, but citing more than he does. For the ‘father’ image, see above,
ch. 5.n. 122.
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elaborate a myth for his much rebuked Alexander, ‘just as
nurses, after whipping the children, tell them a story to
comfort and please them’, a similar image to the one Paul
uses in his self-description.®

If we can agree with Malherbe that here and in
similar passages!0 Dio is outlining a clearly recognisable
Cynic ideal which he sought to follow during his exile, and
which he stili considered relevant even when his Cynic
wanderings were over, then we must also agree that it is
very significant that ‘Paul’s description of his Thessalonian
ministry in 1 Thessalonians 2 is strikingly similar to the
picture sketched by Dio, both in what is said and in the
way in which it is formulated.’ !! Both are shaped by Cynic
discussions of the calling of a philosophical teacher.

(ii) God'’s agent

Malherbe then takes us back through a detailed comparison
to which any concerned reader is referred. Among the
considerations to which our attention is recalled is ‘Dio
claims that he was divinely directed to speak. So does

9 The image of a nurse’s gentleness occurs at Dio 4.74 (cf. 5.16).
Malherbe is able to cite Maximus of Tyre, Discourse 4.3, contrasting
the greater effectiveness of the nurse’s gentle manner over against a
harsh parrhésia; A. J. Malherbe, (1970), 212; with some support from
Julian, To the Cynic Herkeleios, 204A, rejecting such an approach
from Cynics; and, more generally, a passage in Plutarch.

10 Malherbe refers us in addition to the proemia to Dio’s Discourses
12, 33, and 35; A. J. Malherbe, (1970), 205. We may also compare
ps.-Diogenes 50; Socratic Epistle 14. 4 and 6; Diogenes Laertius 6.30-
31, 51, 68 and 71; Lucian, Philosophies for Sale, 8; F. G. Downing
(1992a), 34-37.

1A ) Malherbe, (1970), 216. Other models may of course aiso be
relevant (e.g., sophist, but much overpressed by B. W. Winter (1997)).
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Paul.’12 In a later article Malherbe chooses rather to offer a
contrast: ‘Philosophers would have drawn attention to their
own words and deeds; Paul draws attention to the gospel
and the divine role in their [the Thessalonians’] conversion.
It is only as a divine power is exhibited in Paul’s ministry
that he becomes an example that is to be followed.’13
(Elsewhere, however, Malherbe has noted that Cynics were
unusual in doing what Paul nonetheless also does, offering
themselves as examples.) 14
Paul certainly and quite obviously places a much
heavier stress on divine involvement in his mission than
does Dio (as our main example). But Paul would nonethe-
less in all likelihood still have seemed at this point also to
be working on much the same lines as Cynics of Dio’s
preferred kind. As we shall see, at least some such Cynics
also contrasted conventional wisdom and techniques of
persuasion with an announced conviction that their
message was divinely inspired and enabled (as well as, of
course, continuing to use the techniques they affected to
disparage, just as Paul does).
In the passage from 1 Thessalonians given above,

Paul includes the insistence, ‘It is not our fellow human
beings whom we are trying to please, but God who tests
our minds and wills (1 Thessalonians 2.4).” And Paul says
much the same to the Galatians:

Am I now trying to persuade fellow humans - or am I

appealing to God? If 1 were seeking to please fellow

humans, I'd be no slave of Christ. For I tell you most

12 A. 3. Malherbe, (1970), 216, again.

13 A. J. Malherbe [1986] (1989), 70; cf. idem (1983b), 249: ‘Paul’s
dependence on God for fhis] speech is completely non-Cynic’; and
idem (1987), 22-23, where this is said to be a Stoic trait.

14 A J. Malherbe [1983b), 24647, see further, below, 194-99.
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emphatically, the good news broadcast by me is no human

contrivance, and I received it from no human source, no

human taught it me. I received it, [ was taught it, through a

revelation of Jesus Christ. 15
On v. 10 commentators refer us to standard disparagements
of rhetoric, ‘the art of persuasion’, from Plato onwards.
Most of thr commentators (and the translators) then make a
break at the end of the verse, separating the disparagement
of rhetoric from the insistence on the divine source of
Paul’s conviction; and that despite Paul’s conjunction,
Y&p, joining the two sentences, and despite the analogy of
the similar discussion in 1 Thessalonians 2 (and briefer but
kindred passages expressing the same paired convictions
found elsewhere in Paul). 16

Cynics in general, of course, were among the most

vehemently opposed to rhetorical art, consisting as it must
in an appeal to d&Ea, corrupt public opinion. ‘It is
eunuchs, rather than philosophers, who please the masses’,
says pseudo-Diogenes. So, too, Demonax ‘ran counter to
public opinion’, for all his gentleness.!7 If one takes very
seriously the Diogenes of many of the chreiai, that might

15 Gal 1.10-11. Commentators find puzzling the laconic fj Tov Bedv;
in &pTL y&p avBpormous Te{Beo 1§ TOv Oedv; The sequence seems to
demand two senses for me{Beo (cf. Amdt & Gingrich (1979), 639,
Tre{Beo 1.B), though ‘appeal to’ might work for both phrases.

16G. N. Longenecker (1990), 20; J. D. G. Dunn (1993), 51; H. D. Betz
(1979), 54-56, terms 10-11 a ‘transition’, but still makes v. 11 ‘open
up a new section’. For further insistence that persuasion (Te{fco) must
come from God, cf. 1 Thess 2.13; 2 Cor 1.9; 5.11; Gal 5.7; Phil 1.25;2
Thess 3.4. Could Paul still have been seen primarily as a sophist (B. W.
Winter (1997))? Per contra, F. G. Downing (1998c).

17 Ps.-Diogenes 11; Lucian, Demonax 11; cf. idem, Philosophies for
Sale 10-11; Socratic Epistles 1.12;6.3; Dio 4.10, 15, 124; 8.36; 9.6-7;
Julian, Herakleios 207-208; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986), 17-22; eadem
(1990), 2746-52.
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then be the end of the matter. All that a consistent Cynic
might be able to do would be to present his or her own life
and conduct as an example and make fun of received
opinion and practice. R. Bracht Branham makes just such a
point, citing as one illustration Diogenes trying to enter a
theatre just as everyone else was leaving, and explaining
‘This is what I practise doing all my life.”1® But even this
Diogenes claims to be living according to nature, sharing
everything with the Gods, and thus sharing their life-style.
And quite strikingly, John Moles can offer a ‘pious’
reading of Diogenes on the basis mainly of Diogenes
Laertius 6, and which runs as follows: The Gods are our
benefactors (6.44); a pattern for Cynic independence (6.51,
104); the Cynic’s friends (6.37, 72); the Cynic is the agent
of God (6.102).19 This latter strand in particular we noted
in passing in the previous chapter. With no general human
warrant offered or acceptable, the only recourse left (beside
the Cynic’s own conviction and example) is to backing
from [a] God, divine commissioning and empowering. (For
a Stoic like Epictetus, by contrast — and as we saw in the
previous chapter — though his essential mission was God-
given, it was ‘entirely in his own hands’, deliberately free
from any divine interference.)20

And so we find pseudo-Diogenes ‘living in a style
that is not determined by public opinion, but according to
nature, free under Zeus, crediting the good to him and not
to my neighbour . . .” equipped by the Gods, and under

I8 R. B. Branham (1993), the entire essay; but note pp. 451, 471; the
chreia is from Diogenes Laertius 6.64.

19 According to nature, Diogenes Laertius 6.71; J. H. Moles (1996),
113-14. He would also insist that Diogenes’ ‘cosmopolitanism’ must
be taken to include the entire cosmos of heaven as well as earth. He
adds further supporting references, some of which are included here.

20 Epictetus 1.6.40, again.
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their protection.2! Unlike Bellerophon, dominated by
hostile public opinion, pseudo-Socrates maintains his
parrhésia, and so pleases God, who is his counsellor and
guardian. It is God who appointed him to the task.22 When
Dio addresses the Alexandrians and talks of a message that
does not aim to please, he does more than claim divine
direction to speak: ‘I have accepted the role, not of my own
choice, but as willed by some divine power. For the Gods
in their providence provide (Trapaockeu&louat) not only
willing counsellors, but words that are appropriate and
profitable . . . like a physician who arrives in time to save
his patient . . . a helper come from God . . . So, too, if we
hear words of wisdom, we must believe they have been
sent by God.”23 Again, in Tarsus, Dio claims that his kind
of explicitly Cynic message has come to his hearers by
divine guidance.??

As already insisted, this is not to suggest that Paul
meant the same as, or no more than Dio did. It is not at this
juncture even to raise imponderable questions of authorial
intention. It is simply to demonstrate that a Paul who
claimed the ethos of a gentler sort of Cynic would not at all
disturb the impression this would create by also claiming
divine commissioning and enabling. However he might
subsequently choose to explain his meaning, the claim
would seem entirely in place. If you were in Cynic vein
resisting the lure of rhetorical persuasion, you would very

21 ps -Diogenes 7.1-2; cf. 22; 34, and ch. 5, above, 13741, on the
Cynic’s divinely provided weaponry.

22 pg.-Socrates 1.7, 12; cf. 6.3—4, again: the opinion of the masses is
immediately contrasted with the example of the divine way of life.

B pio32.12-14.

24 pio 34.1, 4. We may compare also Epictetus 3.22.23; Julian,
Herakleios . 225D.
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likely be expected to claim instead a divine empowering,
just as Paul does.

Paul discusses divine and human wisdom more
elaborately in 1 Corinthians 1-4. The final step in the
contrast is Paul’s comparison of his own tribulations with
the over-ready claim of others to have attained the Cynic
goal of true riches and regal authority (as we saw in
chapter 4). Much if not all of the preceding argument in
Paul would have sounded just as Cynic to ‘pagan’ hearers,
however indebted it may in fact have been to Paul’s Jewish
antecedents and to other early Christians. On the one hand
stand the values Cynics disparaged: conventional wisdom,
civic power and gentle birth (1 Cor 1.20, 22, 26). Against
them is ranged the figure of a man crucified, the complete
antithesis of socially accepted values (1 Cor 1.23). Some-
one so daft, so foolish as to offer initiation into a life-style
so focused could only be some kind of crazy Cynic, as
‘foolish’ as Paul here openly proclaims.25

25 On ‘wisdom’, ‘power’, ‘birth’ as values Cynics despised (or
affected to) see, e.g., Diogenes Laertius 6.1, 24, 32; 38, 43, 58-60, 72;
ps.-Crates 13; Socratic Epistle 14; 15; Dio 4.2; 9.8; Lucian, Dialogues
of the Dead, passim; on ‘wisdom’ in particular, the references above.
On the foolishness of a suffering example, Lucian, Philosophies for
Sale 9-11; Dio 8.36; 9.9; 77/8.33-34; Diogenes Laertius 6.54; Socratic
Epistle 6.1. Cynics, of course, claimed their own kind of wisdom:
ps.-Crates 31; ps.-Diogenes 20; 34; Diogenes Laertius 6.11, 12. On the
Cynic sound of this disjunction between the ‘folly’ of God and the
‘wisdom’ of man, D. Kinney (1996), 314. Dio’s Diogenes uses the
metaphor of ‘initiation’ (4.31-32); cf. ps.-Diogenes 25. On crucifixion
as a sort of limit-concept, cf. Epictetus’ very Stoic advice, with
reference to the example of Socrates, ‘if you wish to be crucified, wait,
and the cross will come’ (2.2.20); clearly it would be Cynic to invite it
(as we noted in the previous chapter). Lucian’s character Cyniscus had
been threatened with crucifixion: Downward Journey 13.
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(iii) Paul as Odysseus, again

Yet despite his rejection of any reliance on human persuas-
iveness in Galatia and in Thessalonica, and despite the
similar refusal stated more elaborately at the start of
1 Corinthians, Paul knows he has laid himself open to the
accusation of trimming his message to suit his audience,
and is very sensitive on the point. It is impossible to tell for
sure whether he was already answering others’ overt
complaints on this score in the earlier letters. Only when
we reach 2 Corinthians 10-13 is Paul indisputably
answering explicit charges; it is at least as plausible that in
the earlier letters he is doing no more than defending
himself in advance against a standard popular criticism of
the sort of approach he adopts.26 However we decide this
question, it is quite clear from 1 Corinthians 9 that Paul has
consciously determined to be adaptable, ‘all things to all
people’ (v. 22; cf. 10.33); even though from another stand-
point he may as a result simply appear as an unprincipled,
shifty, ingratiating, weak and servile character — like the
Odysseus we have already considered.

Odysseus as model (and Cyrus, too) for a gentler,
philanthropic Cynicism is discussed in detail by a number
of recent writers. Very influential has been the contribution
of Ragnar Hoistad, with further important contributions
from A. J. Malherbe and Dale B. Martin in particular.2’

26 See, c.g., the whole discussion in G. Lyons (1985), but also D. B.
Martin (1990), 83.

27 R. Hoistad (1948); A. J. Malherbe [1983a] (1989), and also (1995),
referring to W. B. Stanford, The Ulysses Theme (Ann Arbor, Michigan,
1976); D. B. Martin (1990); see also S. B. Andrews (1995). It is
because V. K. Robbins (1996), 133-37 restricts himself to Epictetus’
idealised and Stoic Cynic that he can find no Graeco-Roman
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Hoistad picks out a number of features in Antisthenes’
‘defence’ of Odysseus as especially significant. He notes
(a) Odysseus works to ‘save’ others (o¢pLeo; compare ‘to
save some’, 1 Cor 9.22). (B) He makes his own decisions,
does not adopt a conventional approach, but adapts to
circumstances (éyco> 8¢; cf. 1 Cor 9.15). (y) He abases
himself;, appears as a slave, ‘slavishly’ accepts rough
treatment (compare 1 Cor 9.19 and 2.3), in order to gain
his goal (kepdaivewv; cf. 1 Cor 9.22).28 Yet those who
accepted Odysseus as a model were sure that it was he who
was truly free (cf. 1 Cor 9.1), as Dio insists of his
Diogenes, ‘a king and master in the guise of a beggar’.2?
For the gentler Cynics Odysseus is there to be emulated by
all, but particularly by the philosopher—teacher who
attempts to deal with all kinds of fellow human beings (cf.
1 Cor 9.22)30 And as just one further example we may
recall the second-century Cynic Peregrinus, who, accord-
ing to Lucian, chose a name with similar implications,
‘Proteus’, the infinitely adaptable (but, in Lucian’s view,
simply a con-man); Dale Martin notes that Maximus of
Tyre takes Proteus as his model of the adaptable
philosopher.3!

‘intertexture’ for freely choosing to act the slave for the sake of others.
This Stoic comparison also allows Robbins to suggest, 183, that Paul
merely ‘spiritualises’ the prevailing patronal culture, rather than
subverting it. Our Cynic comparison indicates a different conclusion.
28 R. Hoistad (1948), 97-98 (my lettering, a, B, y); for Antisthenes’
text, G. Giannantoni (1990), V A 54.

29 Dio 9.9. It is worth noting again (with A. J. Malherbe (1995), 253)
that Paul’s ‘I buffet my body’, 1 Cor 9.27, is very close to the Homeric
line on Odysseus (4.244-46) which Dio applies to himself as a vagrant
Cynic, 33.15.

30pio71.3.

31 Lucian, Peregrinus 1;D. B. Martin (1990), 94-95, citing Maximus,
That the Discourse of the Philosopher is adapted to every Subject.
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As already observed, Odysseus and those who
followed his example could also be heavily criticised. The
severe, ‘strong’ Cynics disparaged and dismissed him: ‘Do
not call Odysseus the father of Cynicism . . . he never did
anything apart from God and fortune. He begged from
everyone . . . Rather, Diogenes . . . who trusted in reason,
not guile.’32 Indeed, anyone who attempted to commun-
icate with the public at large was likely to be accused of
being the people’s slave, of being insincere, of speaking to
please rather than inform and improve (cf. 2 Cor 1-3).

Yet Dale Martin has shown that there was also a
widespread approval of the adaptable communicator who
accepted the risks involved; it clearly emerges from his
survey that this was not simply an internal Cynic debate.
Particularly striking is Philo’s at times sympathetic
portrayals of Joseph as the accommodating politician, ‘who
must needs be of many sides and many forms’. The
philosopher, too, must adapt his words to his audience.
‘The wise man requires a versatile art . . . from which he
may profit in imitating those mockers who say one thing
and do another, in order to save whom they can.’33

In the end, however, Philo comes down heavily
against Joseph’s willingness to be the slave of many
masters, prey to empty ambition, vainglory.34 Summar-
ising later discussions in Maximus of Tyre, Martin con-
cludes, ‘When a speaker wished to stress the need for
flexibility, he admitted it as necessary, philosophical

32 ps.-Crates 19; others of the Cynic letters are more positive or at
least not dismissive: ps.-Diogenes 7.2; 34.2-3; 36.6.

33 D. B. Martin (1990), 93-94, citing Philo, De losepho 32, 34; and
then Questions on Genesis 4.69.

34 p. B. Martin (1990), 113-14, citing De Iosepho 35; cf. Julian, To
Herakleios 207-208.
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accommodation. On the other hand, when people wished to
castigate the same behaviour, they portrayed it as dema-
gogic flattery.’35
1t is hard to imagine in the light of the foregoing

that when Paul used so much of the language of this
contemporary debate, he did so with no awareness of its
normal context. And we must then also give due weight to
the fact that what he writes so clearly mirrors one of the
preferred Cynic models, Odysseus. Consistently Paul
chooses the kind of approach approved and defended by
gentler ‘Odyssean’ Cynics, especially over and against the
harsher and more radical followers of Diogenes. We may
usefully recall again Plutarch’s anecdote:

Demetrius of Phaleron was not pleased to see Crates

approaching. He expected some harsh words, uttered with

the usual Cynic frankness. But Crates spoke gently with

him, talking about his exile, arguing there was no real evil

involved . . . encouraging and consoling him in his present

situation. 36

However, by the time that he writes 2 Corinthians

10-13 Paul knows for sure that he has to defend his gentle
adaptability (as he sees it) against those who despise it and
can only respect a strong-minded Christian—Cynic tough-
ness. To the strong Paul appears abject, Tamevds, quite
lacking in confidence when he’s with them, yet inconsist-
ently bold (Bappcd) when away and writing (2 Cor 10.1).
As Malherbe shows, these, too, are terms from the debate
about Odysseus. In his Odyssean wanderings Dio accepted
a beggar’s dress as ‘abject garb’ (oTOAfjv TaTmewnv), not
as a defiant gesture. The tougher Cynic, explicitly refusing
the Odyssean model, will have nothing to do with any who

35 p. B. Martin (1990), 94-95.
36 Plutarch, Quo modo adulator , Moralia 69CD.
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are abject, Tatewol, while he himself displays self-
confidence (¢¢’ ¢auTtd BappolvTa) consistently.37 We
saw in the previous chapter how Paul then goes on to
deploy the motifs of weapons and defences that seem to
stem at least ultimately from Antisthenes’ defence of
Odysseus, and which continue to be seen as characteristic
for discussions of the ethos of the Cynic sage.3® Paul is
sure that with divinely strong weapons he can be effect-
ively bold and daring in the face of entrenched opposition
to his mission (2 Cor 10.3-6: as productively bold as
Antisthenes’ Odysseus had claimed to be). Just so had he
earlier threatened those in the Corinthian congregation
making strong Cynic claims that he could himself appear
like an aggressive Cynic, ‘with a staff’, &¢v p&B8co, rather
than meekly (1 Cor 4.2; we may compare pseudo-Diogenes
29.1).3° But Paul states his clear preference that others
should be as accommodating as he tries to be in not
tripping or trapping ‘the weak’, the issue that prompted the
discussion in 1 Corinthians 9 (reviewed above, chapter 4).

(iv) Working for a living

Paul explained to the congregation in Corinth that an
important part of his approach to those he hoped to gain
was his choosing to work for his living rather than
accepting pay for sharing the gospel. In the argument in

37 A. J. Malherbe [1983a], 16869, citing Dio 13.10, and ps.-Crates 19
once more.

38 These motifs reappear in summary in Diogenes Laertius’ sketch of
Antisthenes’ teaching (‘virtue is a weapon . . . fighting against all evils
... wisdom is a sure stronghold’), 6.12-13.

39 ps.-Diogenes 7 uses p&Pdos for the Cynic’s staff; but see also
ps.-Diogenes 30.4, etc.
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1 Corinthians 8-10 this is simply but importantly a further
example of the kind of renunciation of rights which Paul
insists is proper among Christians; we considered aspects
of his exposition in some little detail in chapter 4. It is,
however, obvious that for people of any wealth manual
labour, craft work, was socially (and intellectually)
demeaning. Cicero is often quoted: ‘Unbecoming to a
gentleman, and vulgar, is the work of all hired men whom
we pay for mere manual labour . . . the standard wage they
receive is a measure of their slavery.’40 But one can find
very similar attitudes expressed by such as Epictetus
(though he is prepared for a student of philosophy to work
for his keep) and Lucian (though he had himself originally
been apprenticed as a sculptor), and many more.4! We
shall consider Paul’s possible motives further below. But
first we note (with the help of R. F. Hock in particular) that
Paul’s decision to engage in teaching activity while
supporting himself by the kind of artisan activity that had
him sweating away by night and day (1 Cor 4.12; 2 Cor
11.27; 1 Thess 2.9 (and 2 Thess 3.7-8)) would still further
reinforce the impression that here was some kind of Cynic
philosopher.

Paul himself does not tell us precisely what work it
was that he engaged in. Most commentators are happy
enough to accept at this point the aside at Acts 18.3,
explaining that he was a leather-worker;42 especially since
Luke makes nothing more of this detail, and (with leather

40 Cicero, De officiis 1.150 (LCL).
4 Epictetus 2.14.4-6 (though see below); Lucian, Runaways, 12, 17,
R. F. Hock (1980), 35-37; R. MacMullen (1974), 114-15.

42 R. F. Hock (1980), 20-21. Long hours and small returns are
certainly the lot of Lucian’s Micyllus, ibidem, 34, quoting Gallus (the
Cock) and Cataplus (Downward Journey).
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working one of the more despised crafts) this item runs
somewhat contrary to the general impression that Acts
seems to intend to convey, to wit, that Paul found his
support from wealthy and socially acceptable patrons.*3 On
the basis of much later rabbinic tradition it has often been
argued that learning a trade of this sort would have been
part of Paul’s Pharisaic upbringing. Ronald Hock has
argued cogently against this conclusion; but that issue is
not important for the argument proceeding here, which
concerns the impression Paul would have made (probably
aware, probably intentionally) in the Greek and Graeco-
Roman cities he visited.

Following Hock still, we are invited to picture Paul
working hard to scrape a living in an open-fronted shop
where customers could lounge and converse and read aloud
(and even sit on benches).** The most obvious analogy
would be Simon the shoemaker, who figures in accounts
of Socrates,45 but who also appears as a clearly Cynic
figure in the Socratic Epistles. Teles reports Zeno recalling
seeing Crates reading from Aristotle in Simon’s shop, and
the Socratic Epistles place Antisthenes there.4 And, as
Hock notes, Lucian suggests many of his (despised) Cynics
were former artisans, suggesting that Cynic philosophers
and artisans were in frequent contact, presumably in the
artisans’ places of work and trade.4’

BE A Judge (1960) and (1972), who, however, accepts the validity
of this picture in Acts; cf. R. F. Hock (1980), 65.

4 R. F. Hock (1980), 33; cf. also M. Ebner (1991), 69-75.

45 Xenophon, Memorabilia 4.2.1; Diogenes Laertius 2.122; R. F. Hock
(1980), 38.

46 Teles IVB, (46H); Socratic Epistle 9.4 and 13.1; R. F. Hock
(1980), 38.

47T R. F. Hock (1980), 38, referring again to Lucian, Runaways 12 and
17.
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Lucian claimed bitterly that his artisans adopted
Cynic philosophy as a complete and welcome change from
hard labour. However, there is evidence that some later
philosophers themselves also worked for their living. The
Stoic Cleanthes is noted as one such.*® The way Simon is
portrayed in the Socratic Epistles suggests this continued
to be a model, and specifically as a way of maintaining a
prized (Cynic) independence, battling with hunger and
thirst (just as Paul describes his life-style, 1 Cor 4.11-
12).4° Emulating this model we find named Cynics in and
around the first century. Hock lists three: Demetrius of
Sunium, a Cynic who (according to Lucian) worked for a
time as a docker;50 Musonius, who preferred farming or
herding (and whose chosen life-style can count as Cynic,
even while he maintained Stoic intellectual convictions);
and Dio of Prusa. In fact Musonius does not tell us that he
acted on his own good advice, but his disquisition sounds
autobiographical.5! Dio is said by Philostratus to have done
various jobs — digging, planting, drawing water — for his
living during his exile; and Dio himself indicates as
much. 52

As Hock and then Ebner point out, there were four
ways for a philosopher without private means to gain a
living. He (much more likely than she) could charge, could

48 Diogenes Laertius 7.168-69; Epictetus 3.26.23.

49 R. F. Hock (1980), 39, referring to Socratic Epistle 8 and 12; cf.
Lucian, Timon (before Timon regained his wealth); Nigrinus 25;
Philosophies for Sale 11.

50 Lucian, Toxaris 31; probably not Seneca’s friend Demetrius.

51 Musonius Rufus 11, in C. Lutz (1947) or O. Hense (1905). On
Musonius’ Cynic character, see above, and F. G. Downing (1992a), 69.
But note also Epictetus 3.26.7, and 23-24, again.

52 Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 488; Dio himself, 1.9 and his
ideal Herakles, 60.8; but cf. 80.1 (he can change his opinion).
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find a patron, could beg — or could work.>3 Each had their
drawbacks for anyone seeking to have (and display) a
genuine independence. Making articles and selling them
might well seem the most promising option, as the Socratic
Epistles argue, with implicit or explicit reference to
Simon.>* We can nonetheless find instances of a Cynic
with a patron, certainly Cynics begging, and possibly,
Cynics accepting ‘gifts in exchange’ (payment by another
name).55 However, the fourth option, working for a living,
is only ever proposed as a philosophical ideal by some
Cynics; and only among Cynics in the first century do we
hear of philosophers putting this ideal into practice.

Paul says working for his living affords him the
freedom and the independence he needs for his mission; it
is enough his own decision for him to make it a plausible
matter of boasting. And (as Hock and Martin and others
have pointed out), it will have put him alongside most
ordinary townspeople, where he might have opportunity to
‘gain’ some.5® We have just noted the Cynic resonances of
the former aim; but the latter is a Cynic goal, too — to be
where most people are (whether or not they are respons-

53 R. F. Hock (1980), 52-59; M. Ebner (1991), 71-73.

54 Socratic Epistles 8;9.4; 12, again.

55 Seneca was patron to Demetrius; Cynics begging, e.g., Diogenes
Laertius 6.59; ps.-Crates 17; it is a fair exchange, ps.-Crates 2;
ps.-Diogenes 10.

56 1t should be noted that in chapter 4 it was argued that ‘the strong’
from whom Paul distances himself are the self-styled strong-minded
Cynic Christians, and the ‘weak’ are any unaligned with them; these
are not then in themselves indicators of social rank, as that is argued
briefly by R. F. Hock (1980), 60, and by D. B. Martin (1990), 123.
However, the different attitudes to work of the wealthy leisured and of
the craftsmen which Martin distinguishes do need to be borne in mind.
Paul, here, seems to focus on work as demeaning, not something the
craftsman would be proud of.
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ive).57 Working this way, and explaining it as he does, Paul
could only look and sound Cynic.

It ought also probably to be taken as significant that
Paul in 1 Corinthians 9 seems to most scholars to be
responding (albeit with declared freedom) to the way in
which ‘all the apostles’ are interpreting in practice
something very like the synoptic mission charge.>8 This is
one of the strands of the Jesus tradition where Cynic
analogies are most clearly discerned, even by those who
then discount them.5® Whatever the adversely critical
responses from people in Corinth Paul is aware of or
anticipates, he does not seem to expect anyone to tell him
that his response runs in any way importantly counter to
the sense of this (Cynic-seeming) teaching and example of
Jesus.

(v) My own example

In 1 Corinthians 9.1-12 Paul evinces no qualms in
principle about payment for apostles, and even seems to
recommend it for others (Gal 6.6). He may possibly have
chosen to refuse payment to avoid any suspicion that he
was preaching in part or in whole for the money (1 Thess
2.5), but he does not stress this aim. As we recalled a little
while back, Paul actually introduces the topic at 1
Corinthians 9 to provide an example of self-restraint for the
benefit of others. In 2 Thessalonians Paul (or a disciple)

57 ps.-Crates 21; ps.-Diogenes 6; Dio 32.9; Lucian, Philosophies for
Sale 10; F. G. Downing (1988c), 2.
58 For the evidence, D. Wenham (1995), 190-98.

59 Cf. F. G. Downing (1992a), 10-12, 133-34; and L. Vaage (1994a)
17-39; V. K. Robbins (1996), 137-41.
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explains that a quite precise imitation of this working for
one’s living was his intention: ‘It was not because we
lacked the right, but to offer our conduct as a model for
you to copy’ (2 Thess 3.7-9).0 Paul is in fact very ready to
offer his own conduct as an example for his converts to
follow, for (as we may recall) he and his fellow apostles
are a spectacle provided by God (1 Cor 4.9).6! And, as
noted at the end of the previous chapter, to be willing to
offer yourself (rather than some idealised figure in the past)
as an example would align you with the Cynics.
So A. J. Malherbe writes, ‘While the philosophers

did use the imitation motif, they were hesitant to call others
to follow their own examples . . . this diffidence is clearest
among the Stoics.” Paul, by contrast, tells us that his
hearers were already ‘imitators of him and his associates
and the Lord . . .”. Malherbe then allows that contemporary
Cynics made similar claims. Elsewhere Malherbe quotes
Seneca:

Of course, a living voice and a common life will help you

more than a sermon (oratio). You need to be where the

action is. In the first place that’s because people trust their

eyes more than their ears. But secondly, it’s because the

route by way of precepts is lengthy, while example

provides an effective shortcut. 62
(The ‘shortcut’ image is, as we have seen, importantly
Cynic.)63

60 on using 2 Thessalonians along with 1 Thessalonians as evidence
for Paul, sce chapter 2, above.

61 Cf. also 1 Cor 4.6; 11.1; 1 Thess 1.6; 2.14; Phil 3.17.

62 Seneca, Epistulae morales 6.5, cited at greater length by A. J.
Malherbe (1987), 52-53, using the LCL translation; that above is my
own; Seneca refers to past great Stoics, and to Epicurus.

63 Ch. 2 and n. 47. above.
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Malherbe notes Seneca’s further elaboration of the
theme of imitation, Seneca this time himself quoting
Epicurus:

‘We should take to our hearts some noble character, and
imagine that person always in view, living as though they
were always watching us, behaving as though in their
sight.” . .. It's great when someone can improve us not
just when they’re present in person, but when they’re
simply present in our thoughts.64

As Seneca’s citation from Epicurus indicates, along
with the conclusions quoted from Malherbe, the ‘imitation’
theme is itself a philosophical commonplace.65 Imitation of
the present speaker, however, figures (as we have
intimated) particularly importantly among Cynics, eschew-
ing as they did the long intellectual training insisted on by
all the other schools including the Stoics, rejecting even
systematic ethical reflection. A free and sovereign wise
perfection could be quickly reached by copying the simple
life-style of those who were already practising it.

Thus it is Epictetus’ heavily criticised brash popul-
ist Cynic who says simply:

‘I'm free from any pain or disturbance. You must
recognise, my friends, that while you're in a noisy crowd
jostling round worthless fripperies, I alone stand
unperturbed.” Are you really not satisfied with having no
aches and pains, but must go on and advertise? ‘Come and
see me, anyone whose head is aching, who's got a fever, or
who’s lame or blind, and see how healthy I am, nothing

64 Seneca, Epistulae morales 11.8-9; cited at greater length by A. J.
Malherbe (1987), 53, I.CL; here my own translation.

65 Elsewhere Malherbe notes ps.-Isocrates, To Demonicus 11.36;
Lucian, Nigrinus 26; Pliny the Younger. Epistle 8.13; ps.-Libanius,
Epistolary Styles 52; A. J. Malherbe [1983b] (1989), 248 (with some
difference in the final reference); cf. also idem (1978), 55.
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wrong with me at alll’ That’s a useless and insensitive

thing to do - unless, of course, you are someone like

Asclepius, and can show them there and then how they

can be restored there and then to good health, and you're

only pointing to your good health with theirs in mind. 66
By contrast, although Epictetus’ own and ideal Cynic
would also display his serenity for all to see, it would only
be to draw attention to the remedies that cured him: and
those remedies will have been a ‘winter’s training’, the
long hidden (Stoic) progress to wisdom, quite explicitly not
the Cynic shortcut. Epictetus concludes emphatically, he
himself is not yet ready to be put on display.6” Paul, as we
saw at the end of the previous chapter (1 Cor 4.9, 16 etc.),
is quite content to be on show, and that even when he is far
short of perfection (1 Cor 9.27 and Phil 3.12).

So Antisthenes (in later Cynic tradition) learned the

Cynic life-style from copying Socrates.58 Diogenes himself
is taught simplicity by a mouse and then by a young boy’s
example.% In turn, he teaches others to imitate him as their
model, especially in competition with worthless athletes.”
It is a Cynic’s deeds (rather than logical or rhetorical
persuasion) that justifies the little that he does say.”! And
so Diogenes, as quoted above, displayed his fight to the
death with a fever as the most important spectacle on view;
and it would have been important, so ‘Crates’ insisted, for
Hipparchia to return quickly to Diogenes’ death-bed to see

66 Epictetus 4.8.28-29.

67 Epictetus 4.8.30-31, 34-39, and then 43.

68 Diogenes Laertius 6.2.

69 Diogenes Laertius 6.22, 37; ps.-Diogenes 6.1; and 11.
70 Ps.-Diogenes 14;31; Dio 8 and 9.

71 ps _Crates 20; 21; ps.-Diogenes 15; 27; 28; 29; cf. A. J. Malherbe
[1983b], 247.
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philosophy in action.”2 ‘Our actions teach endurance much
faster than words do’, says pseudo-Crates, claiming to
speak from experience.” Seneca says he is sure that
providence provides his Cynic friend Demetrius ‘so that
our age may not lack an example to challenge it’; and since
Demetrius intended to be a man of few words, we may
assume this was also his own intention.” So, too,
Demonax ‘gave himself whole-heartedly to freedom and
frank-speaking, persevered in a living a life straight-
forward, sound, and irreproachable, providing an example
to all who saw and heard him’.”> And Peregrinus went to
the pyre ‘to teach people how to face death and master
their fears’.76

On occasion Paul says more. ‘Be imitators of me as
I am of Christ’, he urges (1 Cor 11.1). ‘You became
imitators of us and of the Lord’ (1 Thess 1.6).77 If any-
thing, some Cynics were even readier still to base the
example they offered on a divine or semi-divine or classic
heroic example. We have already noted Odysseus, and then
Herakles in particular (and we shall consider talk of God
and God-like beings in the next chapter). Pseudo-
Heraclitus claims to imitate God.”® Diogenes in the trad-

72 Epictetus 3.22.58-59 (and Jerome, Ad Iovinianum 2.14); ps.-Crates
L.

73 ps _Crates 20; cf. ps.-Diogenes 2; 9.

74 Seneca, De beneficiis 7.8.3; 7.1.3—4. In his 13th Discourse Dio
presents himself as one who quickly adapted to an Odysseus-style of

life, and is therefore now able to teach others a Cynic lesson from
Socrates that’s not hard to leamn (13.1-12 and 34-37).

75 Lucian, Demonax 3.
76 Lucian, Peregrinus 23 (Lucian mocks the idea, 9).

77 ¢f. also 2 Cor 8.9; Phil 2.5-11; Rom 15.3; 7-8; see further, below,
ch.7.

78 ps.-Heraclitus 4.2-3: 5.1.
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ition claimed good men were images of the Gods.” Dio
said Diogenes himself ‘imitated the life of the Gods’.80 By
emulating the Gods who have no needs, the Cynic becomes
like them.8! To urge the imitation of a divine figure, a
God-like man who took his opposition to ‘the rulers of this
world’ as far as accepting crucifixion, would be entirely in
keeping with the many other Cynic-seeming elements we
have found in Paul.

(vi) In conclusion

We sum up the contribution of this chapter to our five
theses. Several leading elements of Paul’s self-presentation
as a teacher are thus clearly very similar to characteristic
and distinctive features of the image of themselves offered
by Cynic philosophers. His dress and his behaviour,
appearing in public half-naked and scarred, drawing
attention to the example he afforded, could, at the outset at
least, only appear as Cynic (a), especially combined with
the precise manner in which he uses his athletic and
military metaphors, and even more significantly with the
details and manner of presentation of the frequent lists of
troubles he has invited and accepted, as we noted in the
previous chapter. When Paul then talks about his didactic
and pastoral methods, and even his way of supporting
himself financially, the clearest analogies available to us

79 Diogenes Laertius 6.51.

80 Dio 6.31.

81 ps.-Crates 11; ps.-Diogenes 34; Diogenes Laertius 6.104; Dio 6.31;
ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 12. The ‘friends of the Gods’ motif is, of course,

closely akin to this strand. Cf. also ps.-Diogenes 7; 26; 36.6 (here,
Herakles); Dio 4.31-32.
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turn out to be from Cynic or Cynic-influenced sources (Dio
in particular). Like the Cynics in rejecting any easy
surrender to popular whim, Paul is nonetheless willing with
the kindlier Cynics to accommodate his manner of present-
ation to meet people as they are; and where tough and
tender Cynics diverge, Paul seems to deploy some of the
specific motifs of those gentler ones who accepted
Odysseus as their model. Claiming as he did a divine origin
for his message and ministry, rather than arguing from
what popular opinion might judge ‘reasonable’, Paul would
again sound like many of the Cynics.

This is not at all to suggest that Paul set out to
incorporate as much of Cynicism as he could, for its own
sake. But it is to suggest (b and ¢) that of the models and
motifs available it was clear to Paul that these Cynic-
derived ones were the most appropriate both for the content
of what he was drawn to share and for the enabling of the
sharing. That is still not to imply a picture of Paul going
through a list of doxographies, and then on reflection
selecting mostly Cynic matter. Much of what we have
found is much more likely by the time of his encounter
with the risen Christ to have been already well assimilated
as part of his practical, emotional intellectual and spiritual
store. As A. J. Malherbe has recently insisted, ‘The philo-
sophic traditions are for him not merely a pile of topoi or
slogans from which he can draw in order to lay a pseudo-
philosophical veneer over a wooden argument.” Malherbe
then goes on to add, ‘Neither does he, conversely, use these
traditions in a manner that shows him to be captive to any
one school of thought.’82

Though I would accept the ‘neither . . . captive’, |
have argued for still more consistently Cynic strands in

82 A. J. Malherbe (1995), 255.
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Paul than Malherbe himself finds. The implicit (and
sometimes explicit) criteria for the adoption of these
Cynic-derived models and motifs probably come mostly
from Paul’s inherited Judaism and his recently acquired
(and elaborating) Christian sources. But Cynicism in fact
affords a remarkably well-adapted language of ideas and
life-styles, and just this must also have provided some of
the stimulus, some of the prompting 83

As we have argued, Paul could hardly have been
initially unaware or at any rate remained for any length of
time unaware of the Cynic resonances of his deeds and
words as he talked with visitors to his workshop or with
those drawn into the new Christian communities; or when
he encountered travelling Christians arriving from other
communities, likely to be sensitive to fresh innovations.
Though Paul at Corinth was drawn to oppose on some
issues a more radical Cynic interpretation of Christian
ethics than his own, at no point do we find him having to
defend the Cynic-derived motifs we have discerned being
positively deployed as in others’ eyes in any way a foreign
importation into the new life and faith. The Christian and
Cynic strands may well, then, belong together in some

83 Scholars have at times also thought significant for Cynic influence
on Paul the appearance in his letters and in Epictetus in particular of
such terms as &yyelos, &mdoToAos—-&TMooTéAA, Sidkovos—
Siakovia, kijpug-knpluooc, (especially in Epictetus 3.22: 3.22.3;
23; 38; 46; 69-70). Their use by Paul is of interest, of course, and
further shows how at ease he is with the language. If anything, of
course, their use would point to Stoic rather than to Cynic echoes in
Paul (and these we shall consider further in chapter 9, below); but they
are probably not distinctive enough in themselves for us to base much
on them. Considerably more important is the ethos of Paul’s message.
Early in Paul’s ministry its character must have looked and sounded
distinctly Cynic, in his own Jewish—Christian style. Later it does seem
to have become more Stoic in mood, as will be argued, in brief, below.
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manner, from the outset. It could well be the case (e) that
some of this ‘readiness’ for a Cynic expression was already
there in Christianity’s origins in the ministry of Jesus.

Appendix - Epicurean psychogogy

Clarence E. Glad has recently argued carefully and at
length that Cynic discussions of ‘the teacher’ are much less
apposite for our understanding of Paul than are Epicurean
approaches to ‘psychogogy’, especially as these are set out
in Philodemus’ Peri Parrhésia, On Frank Criticism.84
Glad is certainly able to show that the ‘Odyssean’ style
preferred by gentler Cynics is not the only model of kindly
counselling available in Paul’s world; it and Epicurean
concern for sensitivity in advice and correction have much
in common. It is also clear from the many passages
adduced by Glad that this Epicurean ‘psychotherapeutic’
ethos was well known outside Epicurean circles. And Glad
also notes that, as Paul did, so did Epicureans welcome
people into their communities without any lengthy
novitiate, without any prior social or moral ‘screening’.85
There is, however, no sign that ‘mutual psycho-
gogy’ was itself a major concern of the Pauline commun-
ities. In crises Paul was clear that a sensitivity which we
may well find akin to that urged by Philodemus was called
for, from him as from other Christians among themselves:
‘My brothers and sisters, if any one of you is caught up in
some transgression, those of you who are spiritualfly
mature] are to restore him or her very gently’ (Gal 6.1).
But there is no indication that such psychogogy as such

84 . E. Glad (1995), 4-12, 89-98.
85 C. E. Glad (1995), 162; idem (1996), 53.
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was a constant preoccupation for his converts. As Glad
himself notes, Paul does not deploy the medical ‘therapy’
metaphor.86 Only three passages in Paul seem at all open to
the interpretation Glad proposes: 1 Thessalonians 5.14,
Galatians 6.1 (just quoted) and Romans 15.14; and none of
them demand it. If Paul had really been welcoming people
into a mutually therapeutic community at all analogous to
an Epicurean one, we would have expected much more
discussion of method, on something of the scale and of the
kind we do find in Philodemus. (It is also the case that
Epicureans expected newcomers to learn and accept to the
letter and in elaborate detail the metaphysical doctrines of
the master,87 and for this there is no analogy in Paul.)

Paul and other early Christians certainly do seem to
have welcomed people into their communities without
prior screening or novitiate; but entry was by way of a
massive social break with civic conventions, as we have
emphasised, and here Epicureans (as we have documented
above) differ, leaving Paul’s way with only a Cynic
parallel.88 Epicureans provide an interesting but largely
irrelevant aside.

86 C. E. Glad (1995), 66.

87 Diogenes Laertius 10.

88 G. Tomlin (1997), apparently independently of Glad (1995) or
(1996), suggests ‘the theology of a group of well-off Corinthian Christ-
ians was influenced by the kind of ideas and behaviour most prevalent
in Epicurean circles (72).” Epicurean public social conformity in fact
indicates rather more of a contrast on most of the topics Tomlin
considers (death and resurrection, sexual morality, idol worship, self-
sufficiency, group-formation, and wisdom, culture and rhetoric).
Overall the Cynic resonances seem more pervasive, coherent and
fundamental.
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ONE GOD, ONE LORD!

(i) Imitating the divine

‘The gods are not models for ethical behaviour . . . and
seldom provide the warrants for ethical conduct.” So Neil
Richardson concludes with regard to pagan religions in the
sketches of ‘God-language’ in Jewish and then in Graeco-
Roman paraenesis which introduce his very thorough
analytical survey of ‘Paul’s language about God’. Much
more clearly with Paul, avers Richardson, do we find ‘a
marked continuity with the Old Testament and Jewish
tradition in the deployment of God-language in a warrant-
ing function’.2 In fact, Richardson finds little in his Jewish
sources, either, to suggest that God’s character be taken as
a model to be imitated.3

We have, however, in the previous chapter, already
noted something of the themes of obedience to and imitat-
ion of God, Gods or demi-Gods in some of our Cynic

I The title of the very useful book by L. Hurtado (1988), though it is
concerned only with ‘Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish
Monotheism.’

2 N. Richardson (1994), 235, 237.

3 N. Richardson (1994), 219-27. Lev 19.2 etc. affords no precise
example (‘you shall be distinct as I am”); more specific imitation of
God tends to be implicit (e.g., Exod 20.11; Deut 5.15). Richardson’s
Graeco-Roman sources are Epictetus, Plutarch and Seneca.
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sources. When Paul adduces divine backing for his moral
advice or prescriptions, and in particular when he urges the
imitation of the ‘divine’ Christ-figure, to Hellenised pagans
he would sound most like many of the Cynics (even where
the sources of Paul’s paraenesis may appear to us clearly
Jewish or specifically Christian). There would be proport-
ionately more ‘imitatio dei’ talk in Paul; but the next most
frequent users of such ianguage in the wider (non-Jewish)
Graeco-Roman world of the day were the Cynics. However
distinctive on closer acquaintance Paul’s God-talk turned
out to be, the initial impression would be that here was yet
another variant of a Cynic claiming divine sanction for his
disruptive life-style; and that would remain the continuing
closest comparison.

Thus, if Cynics talk of God or Gods, it is as beings
relevant to and even concerned with the way humans live.
As we already seen, it is not simply the call to philosophy
that Dio ascribes to ‘the God’ or ‘the Gods’, but the actual
advice, the paraenesis itself is God-given: ‘The Gods
provide, not just good and willing counsellors, but also the
appropriate and helpful words themselves . . . if we hear
wise advice, we must accept that it comes from God.’# So,
too, we earlier marked pseudo-Diogenes, ‘living in a style
that is not determined by public opinion but according to
nature, free under Zeus, crediting the good to him and not
to my neighbour’.5 Pseudo-Socrates has God as his
counsellor and guardian in the admonitory task to which
God appointed him; it is the Gods who provide the Cynic

4 Dio 32. 12, 14; cf. 34.4-5 and 13.9 and following and 1.58.

5 Ps.-Diogenes 7.1-2. Richardson rightly notes that ‘according to
nature’ as an indication of the divine purpose is infrequent in Paul
(Rom 2.26-27; 1 Cor 11.14); I draw attention here to ‘crediting the
good’ prescription for life to Zeus.
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with his ‘weapons’, his accoutrement and life-style.® It is in
this sense that the Cynic is the messenger of the Gods.” It
is, of course, very hard to tell what this ‘really means’, and
it may well have been formal or figurative. But the
language remains on the surface at least (and maybe
deeper) as ‘theological’, as ‘religious’ in our kind of use of
those terms,8 as what we find in Paul.

And so, as we noted briefly in passing at the end of
the previous chapter, in a wide range of Cynic sources God
or the Gods themselves also provide a model for Cynic
behaviour. Dio claimed that Diogenes ‘imitated the life of
the Gods’ in minimising his needs; by emulating the Gods
who have no needs, the Cynic becomes like them.® Pseudo-
Heraclitus claims to imitate God; and on this basis good
(that is, Cynic-approved) humans are images of the Gods. 10
‘By and large only humankind among living creatures is an
image of God . . . high-minded, beneficent and humane
(that’s how we conceive God to be), so we must think of
human beings in his image, so long as they live according
to [their divinely given] nature’, explains Musonius. !!

Although Paul himself in fact never explicitly urges
that his hearers ‘imitate God’, it is clear that more general-
ly, ‘God’ as well as Christ provides ‘a paradigm’ for

6 ps.-Crates 16; Socratic Epistle 1.7, 12.

7 1 note again the list in J. H. Moles-(1993),-270, and-netes: Strabo
15.1, 63-64; Plutarch, Life of Alexander 65.2; Diogenes Laertius
6.102; Dio as above; Epictetus 2.22.2; 2.23.53, 69 (I have omitted
some).

8 See especially the discussion in M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2785-88.
9 Dio 6.31; cf. 4.21-22, 31, 40-41; ps.-Crates 11; ps.-Diogenes 34,
Diogenes Laertius 6.104.

10 ps Heraclitus 4.2-3; 5.1; Diogenes Laertius 6.51; ps.-Lucian, The
Cynic, 12; see, again, J. H. Moles (1993), 270.

11 Musonius 17 (C. Lutz (1947), 108); O. Hense (1905), 88-93.



One God, One Lord 207

Christian behaviour, as Richardson argues. He cites in
particular Romans 14.3 — we are to welcome any who are
weak in faith, because God has welcomed them.!2 We
might compare in 1 Corinthians, 1.26-29, God choosing to
shame the ‘wise’ (and we should share his attitude in this);
12.24, God’s design of the human body indicates how
congregations should live; 14.33, God is a God of peace
(so Christian meetings should be orderly!); in 2 Corinth-
ians 1.18 Paul’s consistency mirrors God’s faithfulness; at
9.6-15, God’s generosity should inform as well as enable
the Corinthians; and the Galatians should not value the
observance of (some of) the Jewish law more than God,
who ignored such observance in giving them the Spirit
(Gal 3.1-5). Further, as Richardson also argues, if Christ is
the image of God and is to be imitated, then implicitly we
are being enjoined to imitate God.!3 (The motif appears
still more explicitly in other early Christian writings: Luke
6.36 [Matt 5.48], Eph 4.32.)

(ii) Herakles and Odysseus, once more

However, the imitation of Christ as a being who is divine
(though never unqualifiedly designated ‘God’) is an
explicit strand in Paul which would have harmonised even
more readily with the other Cynic-seeming motifs that his
earliest hearers are likely to have discerned. We have
already noted in the last two chapters a number of passages
where hearers are likely to have picked up echoes of
commonplace paradigmatic portrayals of Odysseus and of

12 N. Richardson (1994), 135 and 189.
13 N. Richardson (1994), 135, again.
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Herakles in particular.14 The most obvious passage in Paul
would be Philippians 2.5-11. Half a century ago now, and
apparently independently, both Wilfred Knox and Arnold
Ehrhardt suggested we should note in the Pauline passage
some very clear resonances with (in particular) Plutarch’s
character-sketch of Alexander as a Herakles figure.!5 On
his civilising mission (as Plutarch presents it) Alexander
‘did not overrun Asia on a looting expedition . . . nor its
territories as things to be seized (Gpmayua; cf.
dpmaypov in Phil 2.6) . . . He sought [sc. by his own
obedient compliance] to show that earthly things are
obedient (UTmMko« . . . just as Jesus is obedient, UTmKoOS)
to one rationality and one TroAiTeia and all humankind,
one people, and to this conformed himself (éoynudilev;
cf. oxnuaTi, in Phil 2.7). And if the divine being who sent
Alexander’s soul to earth had not so soon recalled him, one
law would have illumined all humanity . . . .” 16 In brief,
the descent of a semi-divine agent of deity, his ‘shaping’
for ‘ungrasping’ service and his re-ascent, has world-wide
implications.

Neither Knox nor Ehrhardt suggested any direct
influence of Plutarch’s source(s) on Paul, and it is clear
that there are more echoes still from Paul’s Jewish tradition
(Adam in Genesis, the servant figure in 2 Isaiah) and
maybe others besides.17 But the structure of the thought
and some of the language about Herakles, here and else-

14 See further the discussion in A. J. Malherbe (1988) and D. E. Aune
(1990); neither refer to Phil 2; nor does D. Georgi (1991), 65-71.

15 A. A. Ehrhardt [1945] (1964); W. L. Knox (1948).

16 plutarch, De Alexandri Magni fortuna 1.8, 330D, using mostly
Ehrhardt’s rendering. Alexander ‘was himself obedient’ in ‘conform-
ing’ himself to the universal Logos.

17 See the survey in G. F. Hawthorne (1983), 71-96; and D. Seeley
(1994b), who underlines the challenge to the divine emperors.
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where on the one hand, and the parallels in Philippians
2.5-11 and other descent—exaltation passages in Paul on
the other, indicate at least a narrative pattern that Paul’s
hearers would very likely recognise, and so most likely a
mode of expression ready for Paul’s quite deliberate use.!8
Ehrhardt notes that Plutarch plays down the theme of
divine origin in applying this complex motif to Alexander;
but Herakles as such is of course {oa §eols, just as Paul’s
Christ Jesus is loa 8e¢. It is difficult to suppose that Paul
could cite this hymn without being made aware that ioa
Be¢> was a generic term.!? Herakles performed menial
tasks at another’s bidding; Jesus assumed the form of a
slave.20 Dio’s Diogenes, presenting Herakles as someone
to be emulated, notes that after his troublesome life people
‘honour Herakles above all others and consider him a
God’. Paul, though quoting a sacred Jewish text, expresses
a similar conclusion: ‘at the name of Jesus, every knee
shall bow’. Paul began by urging the Philippians to ‘have
in themselves the mind that is in Christ Jesus’, TouTo
PPOVELTE &V UV O kal év XploTd 'Inoot. If he adopted
Herakles’ life-style, writes pseudo-Diogenes to ‘Crates’,
the mind of Herakles would come alive in him, oUTtw y&p
av ‘HpdkAeiov BiavaoTein ool ppdvnua.2l

18 W. L. Knox (1948), 239; A. A. Ehrhardt (1964), 38.

19 Ehrhardt (1964), 39, cites in particular ps.-Plato, Axiochus 364A
and the Bibliotheke of Diodorus, 1.2.3; but also its use for the Roman
emperors. Lucian mocks the idea of Herakles as a god very like a
human or a human very like a God in Dialogues of the Dead 11 (16)
and Parliament of the Gods 6.

20 pio 8.28; Epictetus 3.26.32; compare also Odysseus, of course, as
king appearing like a slave, Dio 9.9; Lucian, Parliament of the Gods 7.
21 ps.-Diogenes 26. In the light of all the evidence it is hard to
understand its dismissal by R. P. Martin (1967), 79. On Jesus’ exalted
Judicial function, see further below. On secondary divine figures in
Judaism, A. Segal (1977); L. Hurtado (1988).
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In chapter 5 we noted, with Martin Ebner, how
Paul’s summary of his troubles at 1 Corinthians 4.11-12a
in particular would echo the world mission of Herakles,
facing hunger and thirst, homeless, labouring with his own
hands.?2 Giving one’s body to be burned (1 Cor 13.3)
would recall Herakles, of course, as well as the legendary
practice of some Hindu ‘naked philosophers’ admired by
some Cynics.23 Later Paul drops in an aside which could
hardly have been otherwise heard than as a reference to
Herakles as a model, as Abraham Malherbe has shown: ‘If
for this life only we have had our hopes centred in Christ
... Why am I in peril every hour? . . . what do I gain, if —
to use the commonplace expression — “I fought with wild
beasts” in Ephesus? If the dead are not going to be raised,
“let’s eat and drink, for tomorrow we die”’ (1 Cor 15.30,
32). Paul can hardly have meant a literal fight in the arena,
which he would have been very unlikely to have survived
(and, if Luke is right on Paul’s Roman citizenship, he
would have been very unlikely to have faced in the first
place). The context as Paul himself states it is his choice
between hardships and hedonism, the dangers of his
mission or the enticements of the table (Isaiah 22.13):
that’s where the fight took place, like the struggle of Dio’s
Herakles, who ‘fought with wild beasts’ the passions that
lure to pleasure and the easy life; and Dio’s Diogenes
fought the same battle, as does Lucian’s auctioned Cynic.

22 M. Ebner (1991), 170-72.

23 Cf. Lucian, Peregrinus 23-35; other self-immolating figures are
also alluded to earlier still, in the narrative, but in the main account
Herakles is the focus; and cf. C. Muckensturn (1993) and R. Stoneman
(1994), 505-506 and (1995).
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(Pleasure’s victims, Epicureans in particular, could also be
stigmatised as ‘wild beasts’.)24

Though Odysseus is not a deified figure, he, too, is
a heroic model admired, as we have seen, by some (milder)
Cynics. Here the motif of slavery is even more prominent
than in the portraits of Herakles that we have noted. When
Paul talked of not pleasing himself but making himself a
slave to all, to save as many as he could, it would have
been easy to pick up the resonances with the ideals of these
gentler Cynics. But when Paul was refusing to please
himself he also saw himself as imitating Christ, the Christ
who did not please himself (1 Cor 11.1; Rom 15.3). Paul’s
Christ is himself an Odysseus-like figure, accepting tribul-
ation (1 Thess 1.6) and poverty (2.Cor 8.9), adopting the
role of a slave, serving others (Phil 2.7; Rom 15.8) as Paul
in turn strove to do. The Paul who urged his hearers to
emulate a human and more than human model of just this
character would be markedly reminiscent of those Cynics
who took Odysseus for their ideal.

Perhaps again it is worth emphasising, we are
attempting to discern (a) how Paul would have been likely
to have been ‘heard’ by pagan partners in conversation,
and (b) Paul’s likely awareness of his reception. The
influence of servant motifs in distinctively Jewish tradition
is not here at issue; it is certainly not being precluded.

24 A J. Malherbe [1968] (1989), referring here to 79-80 and 82-87 in
particular; Malherbe cites among other sources Lucian, Lexiphanes 19,
for ‘thériomachos’; Dio 5.21-23; 8.20-28; Lucian, Philosophies for
Sale 8.
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(iii) One God

Looking for contrasts between Pauline language about God
and what is found in much other (non-Jewish) Graeco-
Roman writing of the day Richardson notes in the latter
‘the way that the singular 6eds and the plural Beol are
interchangeabie’,25 and we may register Diogenes’ catch-
phrase about ‘the friends of the Gods’ (plural), even if all is
filled with a (single) divine presence.26 Without argument,
Paul’s ‘God is one’ (Rom 3.30; 1 Cor 8.4, 6; Gal 3.20;
1 Thess 1.9) stands firmly in the Jewish tradition. Nonethe-
less, as has already been explained, among ‘pagans’ it was
some of the Cynics who were most likely to be seen as
monotheistic, and Antisthenes (now clearly identified as
the founder of Cynicism) specifically. Cicero (disagreeing
with the argument) tells us, ‘Antisthenes, in his book
entitled The Natural Philosopher, says that while there are
many Gods in popular belief, there is by nature just one.’
Cicero’s testimony is supported by Philodemus and
Clement of Alexandria, and by Minucius Felix and
Lactantius.2” Paul’s ‘although there may be so-called Gods
in heaven or on earth - as indeed there are many “Gods”

25 N. Richardson (1994), 231.

26 Diogenes Laertius 6.72, but compared with 6.37.

27 Cicero, De natura deorum 1.13, 32; Philodemus, De pietate T,
Giannantoni (1990) V A 179. Minucius Felix, 19.7 and Lactantius,
Institutes 1.5.18-19 and de ira 11.14 are, however, almost certainly
dependent on Cicero. We may also note Dio 31.11, accepting Dio’s
openness to Antisthenes. Cf. also Diogenes Laertius 6.51 and
ps.-Heraclitus 4. ‘That Cynics were strict monotheists who scorned
popular religion is certain’ — A. J. Malherbe (1978), 47, in agreement
with Th. Gomperz on Antisthenes, 48; cf. also H. W. Attridge (1976),
who cites in addition Oenomaus’ criticism of cult objects, in Eusebius,
Praep. ev. 5.36; and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 68-69.



One God, One Lord 213

and “Lords” - yet for us there is one God’ (1 Cor 8.5-6)
would sound very similar. (On the other hand, Paul’s
‘prepositional metaphysics’, 1 Cor 8.6 and Rom 11.36,
would probably suggest a popular Stoicism.)28

(iv) No traditional cults or cult objects

The congruence (initial, at least) between Paul’s disturbing
message and that of many Cynics is reinforced by the still
stronger tradition of Antisthenes as one who rejected idols:
‘God resembles no one, so no one can learn anything of
God through images.’?® ‘We know’, agrees Paul in the
same context, ‘that an idol represents nothing real.” ‘A God
is not made of stone,’ insists pseudo-Heraclitus; ‘don’t you
know that God is not made with hands? from the beginning
he’s had no pedestal.”30 Paul’s opposition to idols obvious-
ly stems primarily from his Jewish tradition; but as clearly
it is here presented with no reference to any Jewish
supporting or explanatory context. Then it may well be
significant by way of contrast that both Philo and Josephus
maintain that Jews refrain from any public criticisms of
others’ deities.3! Paul’s uncompromising language here

28 H. Conzelmann [1969] (1975), 144, n. 44, referring to Seneca and
Marcus Aurelius, but also Philo.

29 Clement of Alexandria, Protreptikos 6.71.1; 7.75.3; Stromateis
5.14.108; Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.13.35; Theodoret, Graec. affect. cur.
1.75, Giannantoni (1990), V A 181.

30 ps.-Heraclitus 4.2; cf. 4.5; cf. Origen, Contra Celsum 7.62. At
ps.-Heraclitus 4.5 there is also the claim to ‘know God’ which, too,
occurs in the Pauline sequence, 8.1-7. Compare, further, Oenomaus,
The Charlatans, in Eusebius, Praep ev. 5.34.14; 36.1-4.

31 Josephus, Apion 2.237; Antiquities 4.207; Philo, Moses 2.205; De
spec. leg. 1.53.
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and at Galatians 4.8 could have sounded natural in a Cynic,
while (perhaps) unusual in a Jew among non-Jews in
public.

Criticisms of popular piety and its practices are to
be found in Seneca and in Plutarch, as well as in non-Cynic
writings of Dio and elsewhere.32 Stoics, Platonists,
Aristotelians and Epicureans all have their own objections
to the Homeric and popular mythologies. But they mostly
follow conventional practice, either for a quiet life
(Epicureans) or to maintain social cohesion (and their own
place in things).33 A trenchant and consistent public
critique combined with a refusal to conform in public
practice was characteristically and for the most part
distinctively Cynic. Mysteries, rituals, offerings and
temples are all mockingly disparaged in the Diogenes
tradition,3+ as they were later by Menippus in Lucian’s re-
writing33 and also by Lucian’s Demonax, who very
publicly refuses to conform. Accused of never having
offered sacrifice and of refusing initiation, he told the
assembly that Athena had no need of any offerings from
him; and as for the mysteries, he could never keep the
secret: if they turned out to be deleterious, he’d have to
warn against initiation, and if good, his Cynic philanthropy

32 Seneca, Epistulae morales 9547, Dio 31.15; H. W. Attridge (1976),
16-23.

33 For instance, all three protagonists in Cicero’s De natura deorum
explicitly maintain traditional religious practice: Velleius the
Epicurean (1.45, 123), Balbus the Stoic (2.2, etc.) and Cotta the
Academic (3.5-6); on Epicureans cf. Epictetus 2.20.27; Diogenes
Laertius 10.123; M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 66-67.

34 Diogenes Laertius 6.24, 39 (mysteries); 37, 64 (holy places); 42
(purificatory ritual); 59, 63 (votive offerings).

35 ¢f .. €.g., Lucian, Zeus Catechised; Zeus Rants; Parliament of the
Gods.
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would oblige him to tell the world.3¢ We have already
noted the dismissal of images and temples in Heraclitus
and of images by Antisthenes (who also rejects initia-
tion).37

So when some Galatians turned away from ‘those
who by nature are no Gods’ (Gal 4.8-9), and when some
Thessalonians agreed to ‘turn from idols to serve a living
and true God’ (1 Thess 1.9), and some people in Corinth
were no longer ‘led astray to dumb idols’ (1 Cor 12.2),
they had accepted an invitation and a challenge that would
have seemed Cynic at least on first hearing to those who
accepted as well as to those who refused. In conversation
in and out of synagogues friendly Jews might well have
been found urging people to change from their own
established ethnic cultic practice to the ancient practice and
community of Judaism. But Paul had invited people to a
total break from their own time-honoured traditions
without drawing them into any other ancient national cult
or convention. They are to be bound by the laws and
customs of no recognised and ancestrally rooted group.
Such a rupture in communal belonging and structures of
meaning was otherwise only urged by Cynics (as we
argued in chapter 1), and abhorred by others. Converts ‘are
the worst kind of people’, fumed Tacitus; these Christians
‘have transgressed totally by denying the Greek Gods’,
fumes Lucian.38 Instead were people in Galatia, Macedon-
ia, Achaea to accept a way of life modelled on an ascetic

36 Lucian, Demonax 11 (sacrifice) and 11 and 34 (mysteries); 27 (holy
places).
37 See above, and Diogenes Laertius 6.4.

38 Tacitus, History 5.5.1; Lucian, Peregrinus 13; see above, ch. 1 and
notes 40. 41.
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teacher, Paul, in a fellowship where there was neither Jew
nor Greek, bond nor free, no male and female (Gal 3.28).

(v) Friends of God

As has been remarked previously, with no temple, images,
altar, votive or expiatory offerings or any recognisable
sacrificial system, but with its ascetic ethic, its own
understanding of deity and of the future of the cosmos,
Paul’s message would look much more like a philosophy
than the lore of a cult, proposing a philosophy rather than a
‘religion’ in our contemporary sense; and, of course, as is
being argued, a Cynic sort of philosophy at that. Lacking
temple, images, altar, votive or expiatory offerings and any
recognisable sacrificial system, early Christianity was of
course also free from the cultic items most liable to Cynic
criticism.3?

However, it would still not be entirely surprising
for Paul’s as yet uncommitted hearers to find that along
with this thorough-going and Cynic-seeming rejection of
traditional cults and their myths there was still, at the level
of verbal expression if no more, the positive ‘theology’
noted already from time to time, including John Moles’ list
of positive references to God or Gods even in the chreia
traditions ascribed to Diogenes. Difficult though we agree
it is to discern what these ‘really mean’, this Diogenes is

39 For images, see above; tempies, below; votive and other offerings,
Diogenes Laertius 6.43, 45, 59, 64, 73, Lucian, Demonax 11, 27. For
early Christianity’s resemblance to a ‘philosophical school’, see e.g.,
E. A. Judge (1960) and (1972); L. Alexander (1993) and (1995).
R. Jewett (1986) ignores this distinction and so severely weakens his
attempt to place the Thessalonian correspondence against the back-
ground of the cult of the Cabiri.
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said to be a friend of the Gods, their messenger, affording
people an image of them, calling attention to the pervasive
divine presence.*? A very Cynic Stoic such as Musonius
could display ‘a warm religious strain’. Pseudo-Lucian’s
Cynic sees the world’s resources as God-given.4! Dio and
Peregrinus suggest that both ‘gentle’ and ‘austere’ Cynics
could work with or at least express quite a vivid sense of
divine reality. Certainly, as we have had a number of
occasions to remark, Dio seems to have experienced no
unease in publicly ascribing his wandering Cynic mission
to a specific divine guidance and enabling. And Peregrinus
not only seems (according to Lucian) to have integrated his
Christian episode with his later more explicit Cynicism, but
also to have articulated his Cynic self-immolation in ‘theo-
logical’ terms.42

References, then, to turning from idols to the one
living God, to obey him, in emulation of his leading ascetic
emissaries, would have seemed quite in tune with other
Cynic resonances in Paul’s life-style, presentation and
message, even if the extent of the references to God and
the divine figure of Jesus Christ might still have seemed
somewhat idiosyncratic. (But Cynics tended to individual-
ism, did they not?)

It must be emphasised, there is no suggestion here
that Cynicism provided a significant articulation for Paul’s
Christian piety, let alone a primary stimulus. Such may
have been the contribution of Cynicism at other points, but
not here. Here we are simply arguing that Paul’s piety

40 3. H. Moles (1993), 270, again.

41 “The Gods have given the earth for all to enjoy,” ps.-Lucian, The
Cynic 7.

42 M.-0. Goulet-Cazé (1990), 2786; Lucian, Peregrinus 11-13, 16,
20-29.
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could well have seemed quite at home with much else that
would seem distinctively Cynic at first sight, and even on
closer acquaintance, a piety that would in no way import-
antly disturb that Cynic impression.

Even the less obviously ‘pious’ Cynics, as we have
noted more than once, claimed to be ‘friends of the Gods’,
and to share with them the common possession of ‘all
things’.43 So, as we saw earlier, Paul similarly agrees with
the Corinthians, ‘all things are yours’ (1 Cor 3.21, 22),
although he disputes the corollary, that ‘all things are law-
ful' (1 Cor 6.12).4 The major premise remains unstated,
Paul nowhere explicitly asserting that it is as God’s
‘friends’ that all things are theirs. ‘Slave’ is Paul's most
frequent term for himself, with occasional variants such as
‘attendant’ and ‘steward’;45 while on other occasions
Christians are grown children impelled by God’s Spirit to
address God as ‘Abba’ (Gal 4.6; Rom 8.15-16). This juxta-
position would not, however, itself be particularly surpris-
ing, certainly not in the context we have been exploring.
Odysseus and Herakles both accept the role of slave, while
(implicitly both) were convinced of God’s fatherly care for
all, and called him father (according to Epictetus).40

Perhaps more significant still, over all, are other
conventional fopoi from contemporary discussions of
‘friendship’ deployed by Paul in passing in his elaboration
of the relationship with God into which he and his fellow
Christians have been brought and are being drawn further.
We Christians, insists Paul, are privy through the Spirit
God gives to God’s most secret plans, we know ‘the mind

B E, g., Diogenes Laertius 6.37, 72; ps.-Crates 26, 27, again.
44 M. Plunkett (1988), 179.

45 On which, again, D. B. Martin (1990).

46 Epictetus 3.24.13-16; cf. 26.30-33.
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of the Lord’, ‘we have the mind of Christ’ (1 Cor 2.6-16);
one may compare John’s commonplace aside, ‘a slave does
not know what his master is doing’; only with friends are
such thoughts shared (John 15.15). To be ‘of one mind’
with another is to be a friend, ‘unus quasi animus . . . ex
pluribus’.47 Mutual love is then possible.*® And so (unlike
John the evangelist) Paul can also talk of Christians loving
God as weii as being loved by God (i Cor 2.9 — quoting
Isaiah — and 1 Cor 8.3; Rom. 8.39 and 2 Cor 13.13). The
‘face-to-face’ encounter that Moses enjoyed as ‘friend of
God’ is already there in part for all Christians already, and
it will be complete (1 Cor 13.12; 2 Cor 3.18); indeed
Christians can enjoy a relationship much closer than that of
Moses with his (reinterpreted) veiling of his face. What-
ever various Cynics actually meant by their claim to be
‘friends of the Gods’, Paul’s assured offer of such intimacy
with God would further strengthen the impression of a bold
— even brash — Cynic contention (as perhaps his parrhésia
at 2 Corinthians 3.12 signifies), even if his reluctance to
talk of ‘knowing God’ (1 Cor 8.3; 13.12; Gal 4.9) makes
pseudo-Heraclitus, with his ‘I who alone know God’ seem
bolder still.*?

For some in the Cynic tradition, as has been
intimated in the foregoing, it is very unlikely that such
claimed ‘friendship’ involved imagined ‘conversation’
with, prayer to God or the Gods. Pseudo-Crates 19 seems
specifically to exclude any such possibility; yet clearly the
Cynics who admired the figure of Odysseus were ‘doing

47 Cicero, De amicitia 92; cf.15, 20, 61; Dio 4.42; and Plutarch, De
amicorum multitudine , Moralia 96EF

48 Cicero, De amicitia 26-27; Dio 3.89 (&yamdaw); and Plutarch, De
amicorum multitudine , Moralia 96D.

49 ps__Heraclitus 4.5.
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everything with God’.50 The Diogenes of the chreia
tradition criticises most people for the content of their
prayers, and we may presume it is their desires as such that
are really in focus; yet they are not rebuked for the praying
itself.5! So Demonax mocks an invitation to walk to the
Asklepieion to pray (‘Y ou must think Asklepius very deaf,
if he can’t hear our prayers from here’), but does not in fact
chide the intention to pray.52 So pseudo-Heraclitus insists
the whole world is God’s sanctuary, which must in context
be taken to mean, where God may be approached.53 None
of this is as firm and positive - or as frequent - as the
allusions to prayer which we find in Paul; but neither
would Paul’s prayerfulness at all obviously have seemed
incompatible with the more widely shared Cynic traits we
have been identifying in his letters.

(vi) The gifts of the Spirit

The initial reception of the Spirit among Pauline Christians
entailed at least potentially ‘knowing the mind of the
Lord’, ‘having the mind of Christ’. But behaviourally it
involved rather more, it involved speaking with tongues,
prophesying and healing. Paul makes this explicit only in
1 Corinthians 12-14, but we should probably assume that
the same range and extent of phenomena are indicated by
Galatians 3.1-5, and 1 Thessalonians 1.5 and 5.19-20, and

30 So, too, Epictetus’ Herakles, 3.24.16 (where he is linked with
Odysseus); Epictetus’ ideal Cynic does of course pray, 3.22.56.

51 Diogenes Laertius 6.42; cf. 28 and 63.

52 Lucian, Demonax 27; cf. again Diogenes Laertius 6.38, ‘all things
are full of the divine presence’.

53 ps.-Heraclitus 4.2.
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then by Romans 15.19. And whereas the many leading
elements of Paul’s life-style and expressed ideas reviewed
so far would, we have seen, have looked and sounded
significantly similar to popular Cynic actions and teaching,
and may often have been advisedly so; yet when it comes
to the very important issue of glossolalia in particular, but
also those of healing and of prophecy, it has to be accepted,
there are no longer close Cynic parallels. If the evidence so
far deployed and the interpretation suggested have been at
all persuasive so far, then our next conclusion must simply
be that neither Paul nor his more receptive hearers them-
selves found any decisive incompatibility between an
invitation initially couched mostly in terms of Cynic-
seeming praxis and often in Cynic-sounding utterances,
and then some occasional very striking ‘ecstatic’, or mantic
or thaumaturgic behaviour.

It is, however, worth tentatively exploring the
issues a little further to see whether even here there may be
at least underlying points of contact with strands of Cynic
tradition. ‘Prophecy’ is the easiest, at least so far as the
term itself is concerned (though what constituted ‘pro-
phecy’ in Paul’s communities is by no means clear in
detail).>* The topic has of course already in effect been
discussed in the treatment above of divine guidance and
inspiration; and the word Trpo@nTns itself is used in self-
reference by pseudo-Diogenes, and by Lucian of his

>4 Despite D. Hill’s assurance, ‘we can learn a good deal about
prophecy from 1 Corinthians 14’ (1979), 122, mapdxAnocis and
Tapapuubia (1 Cor 14.3) do not tell us much, but encouragement to
appropriate behaviour seems most likely; cf. also D. E. Aune (1983),
189-231. The ‘oracular utterances’ in Paul picked out by Aune
(247-62) refer mostly to the knowledge of God’s future, the
‘knowledge of God’s mind’ discussed just above.
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auctioned Cynic.55 On its own, a tacit or overt claim to
issue a divinely inspired invitation to a divinely ordered
life-style, and even to insight into the divine mind would
not have been unprecedented among Cynics.

Extravagant and disturbing behaviour, of the sort
that outsiders would be likely to categorise generally as
‘mad’ (1 Cor 14.23) would also be expected from Cynics —
even though we have no evidence from Cynic sources for
glossolalia in particular.5 All you need to be a Cynic is to
be willing to be ‘loud-mouthed and annoying’ and behave
outrageously, explains Lucian.57 Whereas Dio insists that
his kind of prophecy is calm and rational (like Paul’s, in
effect), Lucian pictures Peregrinus’ Cynic follower,
Theagenes, as very disturbed (if only for effect), ‘with
copious perspiration, shedding a ridiculous quantity of
tears, tearing at his hair’.58

So far as ‘gifts of healing’ (1 Cor 12.9) are
concerned, we have plenty of evidence for Cynic interest in
physical well-being, for its maintenance and restoration.
Health is a characteristic concern of Cynics; their fine
physical state shows that they are ‘living according to
nature’. 52 For any expectation of ‘miraculous’ activity

55 Ps.-Diogenes 22; Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 9; cf. also his
Peregrinus 11 (and 28).

56 On Cynic ‘madness’, Diogenes Laertius 6.54, 82; Socratic Epistle
6.1.

57 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale 12, 10; cf. Peregrinus 3; Runaways
15. ‘You abuse all and sundry’, says Lucian, Sale 10. Does Paul
actually mean that speaking with tongues could include a shout of
avdbeua 'Inoolg?

58 Lucian, Peregrinus 6; cf. Dio 1.56.

59 Ps.-Lucian, The Cynic, passim; Diogenes Laertius 2.27, 32; 6.28,
30, 70; Lucian, Demonax 63, 65; The Cock 22-23; Peregrinus 28;
ps.-Crates 13, 33; Epictetus of Diogenes, 1.24.7; Dio 32.14. L.Vaage



One God, One Lord 223

(1 Cor 12.10 - if that is what évepyrjuata duvauewv
means), or of the ‘signs and wonders’ (TepaTdv, Rom
15.19; cf. 2 Cor 12.12, Gal 3.5) for the restoration of health
or any other end, among Cynics, we have very little that is
at all significant. There is the apparently figurative use of
similar language in Diogenes Laertius’ account of Mene-
demus, who ‘went so far in creating marvellous effects (or,
astonishing behaviour, eis TocoUTov TepaTeias Aacev)
as to go round dressed as a Fury, saying he’d come from
Hades’.%0 And there is Lucian in the second century CE
expecting Peregrinus’ followers to claim to have been
healed by him.6! Yet, if it is not easy to integrate these
asides in Paul with the Cynic colours we have otherwise
been highlighting, we must also note that Paul himself
achieves very little integration of such ‘wonders’ with the
rest of his message and life-style. Neither ‘tongues’ nor
‘wonders’ are characterised in any way that allows
supportive inferences from them for any of the issues Paul
writes about in the surviving letters. Their appearance
affords some support for his claim to be an apostle, but no
insight into the kind of apostolic mission Paul is sure is his;
their appearance marked the Galatians’ initiation, but
offered no clear indications of how that discipleship was to
be practised. Tongues are an embarrassment, wonders are
incidental. Paul himself, in the letters at least, places much

(1987), 33441, has argued for a much more closely analogous Cynic
‘royal power to heal’, but the evidence is far from clear; cf. idem
(1994a), 33-36, leaving the kind of ‘healing’ more open; and my own
(1987a), 446 and G. Anderson (1994), 35 (the *physician’ topos).

60 Diogenes Laertius 6.102, cited also by L. Vaage (1994a), 34; Vaage
also cites Lucian’s Peregrinus promising ‘messengers from the dead’,
Peregrinus,41.

61 Lucian, Peregrinus 28. On baptism and mysteries, A. J. M.
Wedderburn (1987).
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more emphasis on those issues which in our investigation
so far we have found do in fact afford many striking and
positive echoes of Cynic concerns and Cynic language and
imagery. Paul’s ascetic and Cynic-seeming life-style and
wealth of Cynic-sounding utterances are much more
significant to Paul himself, judged by the attention he pays
them in his letters, than are any other ‘signs of an apostle’.

(vii) Symbols and sacraments

Even allowing for the importance among the members of
Paul’s Christian communities of prayer, prophecy, tongues
and wonders, the movement still lacked much of the
apparatus of a religious cult. However, in baptism it had an
initiatory rite, one that could (among other things) be seen
as a kind of washing (1 Cor 6.11). Diogenes is said to have
mocked such purifications, and he, Antisthenes and
Demonax all ridiculed initiation into mysteries, as we
recalled recently above.%2 It is nonetheless clear that for
many the adoption of some or all of the varied symbols of
Cynicism — staff perhaps, satchel for some, long hair and
beard for males, doubled cloak or some equivalent — was
itself also a sort of initiation. So pseudo-Diogenes tells of
his ‘conversion’ by °‘the companion of Socrates’
(Antisthenes), and explains, ‘When I had chosen this
(short, steep) road, he took off my mantle and tunic, put a
double, coarse cloak around me, and hung a wallet from
my shoulder . . .”.93 Similarly, ‘Crates’ (or some such
figure) is converted by ‘Diogenes’, who says of his pupil,
‘He distributed his property among his family, then from

62 Diogenes Laertius 6.4, 24, 39; Demonax 11.
63 Ps.-Diogenes 30.3; cf. Diogenes Laertius 6.13 and 21-23.
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the next day took up the satchel, doubled his coarse cloak,
and followed me (€uol elreTo).”%* Lucian’s Cynic on sale
promises, ‘When I take you on, first I’ll strip you of your
luxury, bind you to want and put a scanty cloak on you.’65
This was the decisive move, once the would-be Cynic had
learned the slogans, notes Lucian, unimpressed.®®

The immediate point is the indication this affords
that Cynics, too, accepted some kind of initiation, albeit
informal. But there may be a closer parallel, as least for
some, in one aspect of early Christian baptism. It is often
assumed that behind the metaphor of ‘putting on Christ’
(Gal 3.28) lies a Christian baptismal ceremony in which
initiates donned fresh clothing.57 For Paul and his fellow
apostles if not for others, their Christian commitment
meant their then going around in clothing scanty enough to
count as naked, yupvds (1 Cor 4.11; 2 Cor 11.27); and we
noted in chapter 5 that simply appearing in public thus
deliberately ‘ill-clad’, ‘near-naked’, was a distinguishing
mark of Cynic allegiance in the eyes of many. Thus the
fully initiated Christian leaders could have looked very like
Cynics of some kind (even if the rest of the membership
still normally dressed more respectably).

It is also perhaps worth noting that even though
Cynics mocked initiation into the mysteries (for the
advantages said to be quite amorally gained), some at least
were as content as Paul seems to be in 1 Corinthians 2 to

64 Ps.-Diogenes 38.5. For the importance of the equipment as such,
see M.-O. Goulet-Cazé, (1990) ‘L'accoutrement’, 2738-46.

65 Lucian, Philosophies for Sale, 9.
66 Lucian, Runaways 13-14.
67R.N. Longenecker (1990), 156; J. D. G. Dunn (1993), 204.
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use the language metaphorically.® But the most important
point to emphasise is the one made in the first chapter: to
initiate people from all quarters with a minimal preparation
into a ‘school’ which disrupted social allegiance and
conformity, claiming that for its members there was in
practice neither Jew nor Greek, bond nor free, no male and
female, would inevitably appear Cynic, and give even a
quite distinctive initiation procedure a clear Cynic colour-
ing.

I have elsewhere argued a similar conclusion for
the Christian Eucharist, ‘the Supper of the Lord’.6®
Certainly in the next centuries we find Christian ‘brothers
and sisters’ who ate and drank the body and the blood of
their Lord having to respond to charges that they were
engaged in a Cynic-sounding cannibalism and incest. Dio-
genes in his politeia was held to have justified such
Thyestian and Oedipean practices, as eminently in accord
with nature.”0 It is often argued that rumours of this sort
were regularly levelled at cults, especially foreign ones; but
in fact there seems to be no evidence for this combined
charge being made against cultic groups. It is an extreme
Cynic ‘philosophical’ naturalism that underlies the theory
(there are no stories of any such practice). We noted earlier

68 Ps.-Crates 2; ps.-Diogenes 25; Dio 4.31-32; cf. also Epictetus
3.21.13-19, of Socrates, Diogenes and Zeno; on the lack of evidence
for any direct dependence on contemporary mystery cults, see A. J. M
Wedderburn (1987).

69 E. G. Downing (1993a).

70 The main evidence is provided by Philodemus, On the Stoics
(W. Cronert [1906] (1965)), and Diogenes Laertius 6.72-73; that
Diogenes wrote both an Oedipus and a Thyestes is noted at 6.80; cf.
Dio 10.30-33; and see especially R. G. Andria (1980) and T. Dorandi
(1582). Philodemus is attempting to tar the Stoics with the Cynic
brush, but the later Stoics dropped this part of their tradition, leaving it
to the Cynics.
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that Corinthian Christians had supposed a form of incest
tolerable. There is no hint of any unease among them at
talk of ‘sharing the body’, ‘sharing the blood of Christ’,
language that later Greeks and Romans (and not just Jews)
claimed to find so shocking and abhorrent. Only Cynics
were known publicly not just to countenance but to pro-
pose anything of the kind.

Both initiation and community meal would confirm
rather than weaken the impression that here was some sort
of Cynic fellowship.

(viii) Saving grace

The more robust and radical Cynics were determined to
offend popular ‘unnatural’ conventions, displaying their
bold independence of society around them; and were as
determinedly independent of any divine power. God or
Gods had no active part to play in their lives. If Gods were
acknowledged at all, at most they provided an image of
self-sufficiency to be emulated and by askésis shared, a
realm to be attained by one’s own self-discipline. Those
who claimed the Cynic name, but, like Odysseus, ‘did
nothing without God’, were to be spurned and despised, we
have seen, as unworthy of Diogenes.

Some of Paul’s converts in Corinth may possibly
have seen their discipleship in such terms, as a challenging
and stimulating but self-reliant ascetic discipline. The issue
is not raised overtly. We do, however, find Paul insisting
that his own much more painful and rigorous, Cynic-style
progress is achieved quite specifically in reliance on God:
‘not I, but the grace of God which is with me’ (1 Cor
15.10); his Lord says, ‘My grace is sufficient for you, my
power is made perfect in weakness’ (2 Cor 12.9). Paul’s
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God reconciles, cleanses, sets people right with himself,
saves, hallows, makes new, enables. But that still means it
is like the softer Cynics’ Odysseus that Paul, too, ‘does
nothing without God’. It is of course quite clear that Paul
has a much richer and much more pervasive vocabulary for
God’s beneficent (and punitive) activity than we find in
any of our Cynic sources. But some of the same or similar
terms are to be found, and at times at least they are used in
similar ways. ‘God is faithful, and will not allow you to be
tempted beyond your strength, and with the temptation will
provide a way through, so you may be able to cope with it’
(1 Cor 10.13). ‘A divine power (Saiudviov) lightens the
burden according to the importance of the affair, and then
to suit the strength and mental character of the person
involved’, muses Dio as he reflects on his exile and Cynic
wanderings.”!

‘We live in total peace, freed from every evil by
Diogenes of Sinope’, asserts psseudo-Crates (rjuets d¢
eiprivnv &youev TV T&oav, TavTtods kakou eAelbepot
yevduevol Ut . . .).72 We may compare, ‘We have (or let
us have) peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ’
(Rom 5.1),73 ‘set free from sin’ (Rom 6.22).74 In another
letter, addressed to ‘Diogenes’ ‘Crates’ acknowledges ‘the
freedom for which your word has released us’;75 and we

71 pio 13.3.

72 ps.Crates 7.

73 Perhaps note besides in particular Romans 2.10, ‘peace for those
who do good (rather than evil)’. As well as his epistolary greetings,
Paul often writes of ‘peace’ as one or the main gift of God somehow
achieved by or through Jesus and/or the Spirit: Rom 8.6; 14.17; 15.33;
1 Cor 7.15; Gal 5.22; 2 Thess 3.16; etc.

74 See the very similar phrase, Rom 6.18; also 8.2.

75 Ps.-Crates 8.
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may compare Paul’s ‘For freedom has Christ set us free’
(Gal 5.1).

Even the self-reliant Cynic of pseudo-Crates 19
celebrates ‘Diogenes, who delivered (Tov éEeAduevov)
many from evil to virtue, both in his lifetime and then after
his death by the teaching he left us.”76 So Paul can talk of
being in the grip of sin, and ask who will rescue (puceTal)
him (Rom. 7.21, 24).

When Paul proclaims salvation, cwTnpia, he
clearly means more than a Cynic this-worldly fulfilment,
contentment, happiness. We are (being) saved in hope,
saved from the wrath to come (1 Thess 1.10), saved for
resurrection life (1 Cor 15.2). But phrases like ‘for the
salvation of everyone who believes’ (Rom 1.16), ‘repent-
ance that leads to salvation’ (2 Cor 7.10) would initially at
least not sound much different from ‘Socrates’ talking of
‘being saved for virtue’, or pseudo-Diogenes’ claim that
‘we (Cynics) work for the salvation (cwTnpia) of human-
kind’, ‘for the salvation of all’, or the promise to the tyrant
Dionysius, that were he to accept Cynic discipline, he
would be saved.”’ Christian initiation was meant to
‘cleanse’ from much the same sorts of vices as Herakles
and Diogenes made it their business to eradicate.”® The
Corinthians were reminded that in this initiation they were
‘set right’ (8dikaiobnTe; one of the rare appearances of
this particular motif in the earlier letters). ‘Setting errors
right’ (érravopboiv) was the ‘divine or at least Godlike’
(BeoU 1| ioaBéov) aim of Demonax.”

76 ps.Crates 19.
77 Socratic Epistle 6.6; ps.-Diogenes 6.2; 10.1; 29.2, 4; cf. 37.5.

8 Compare 1 Cor 6.9-11 with Dio 5.22-23 and 8.8; and Lucian,
Philosophies for Sale 8.

791 Cor6.1 1, again; Lucian, Demonax 7.
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With this commonplace, flexible and widely shared
vocabulary Paul and the Cynics here cited embrace a range
of paraenetic options very similar to those deployed by
other contemporary moral teachers, as Troels Engberg-
Pedersen is able amply to illustrate. Paul’s practice of
exhortation and his explicit references to possibilities of
progress and regress, and much more of his hortatory
discourse, show that no more for him than for other
contemporary moral philosophers does the help of God or
any other superhuman power overwhelm the individual.
Divine and other aid is very likely available, but it
demands mental, volitional and physical effort from any
who would avail themselves of it. For the Paul of the
earlier letters, as for the Cynics, the distinctive focus, as we
have seen, is on meeting the physical trials, while cognitive
elements, growth in understanding, are nonetheless also
involved.80

More generally, it is important in this context to
bear in mind the evidence and the arguments assembled by
David Seeley in his The Noble Death. In the cultural
context of Paul and his hearers, talk of benefiting from the
death of some heroic figure most obviously means being
taught, inspired, enabled by the example given.8! The
centrality of the death of Jesus in Paul’s message, includ-

80 T Engberg-Pedersen (1995d), ‘Paul on Spiritual and Moral
Progression and Regression: Where and how does Paul differ from the
Moral Philosophers?” - paper given at the SBL convention,
Philadelphia, 1995. Pedersen draws his illustration mainly from among
Stoics, and so stresses the notes of cognitive growth in Paul, which 1
shall argue predominate in the later letters, while certainly present
carlier as well. Engberg-Pedersen is arguing in particular against D. B.
Martin (1995a), that there is in Paul, as in the moral philosophers, a
real ‘self’ for whom progress is a matter for oneself, if not solely up to
oneself.

81 D Seeley (1990).
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ing the occasional language of sacrifice, would reinforce
rather than disturb the impression that the invitation was to
a demanding and apparently Cynic-style discipline. (We
considered the place of the imitation of Christ in Paul’s
teaching, above, § (i).)

Paul’s ‘soteriological’ language, the ways he talks
about God’s saving purposes focused through Jesus’ death
and resurrection, would on their own, then, probably have
appeared fairly commonplace; many philosophical ethicists
deploy a similar vocabulary of ideas and even of words, as
Seeley illustrates. On its own, this material would not
suggest any particular Cynic allegiance. However, as we
have just seen, some Cynics at least could as readily as any
other moralists deploy these motifs, and their appearance in
Paul is entirely compatible with (though not especially
supportive of) the Cynic character we have discerned in
much else of his early writing.

(ix) The beginning of the end

Much less at home in a Cynic milieu, at least at first sight,
is Paul's eschatology. The Thessalonians did not simply
turn (as Cynics might desire) ‘to God from idols’, but
turned in the same move ‘to wait for his Son from heaven,
whom he raised from the dead, Jesus who delivers us from
the wrath to come’ (1 Thess 1.9-10). The Corinthians were
‘waiting for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ’ (1 Cor
1.7). Cynics ridiculed soothsaying, deriding any attempts
to foretell the future on any scale. When Diogenes saw
interpreters of dreams or diviners, he thought no living
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thing stupider than humans, Laertius tells us.82 The theme
is taken up in one of the longer of the pseudo-Diogenes
Letters, and again by Dio in his Diogenes narratives, and
by Demonax.® The most elaborate rebuttal that survives is
Oenomaus of Gadara’s The Charlatans, in the extracts
included by Eusebius in his Praeparatio euangelii 5 and 6.
In addition, no more for us than for Paul’s contemporaries
was the future of the cosmos simply a question for
soothsayers. It was a theme in ‘natural philosophy’ —in our
terms, a scientific problem. And Cynics also despised
philosophical speculations about natural phenomena quite
as much as they derided the dreamers and seers. ‘How long
did it take you to get back to earth?” Diogenes asks
someone spouting his astronomical theories. %

On the basis of much of the discussion of early
Christianity and its Jewish context it would be very easy to
conclude, of course, that ‘apocalyptic’, and especially
‘eschatology’ were a Judaeo-Christian preserve: foreign
not only to Cynics, but to the rest of the Graeco-Roman
world as well, ‘a depiction of salvation far removed from
the main currents of Graeco-Roman thought’(J. M. G.
Barclay).85 Apocalyptic is linear, Greek thought is cyclical

82 Diogenes Laertius 6.24, 43.

8 Ps.-Diogenes 38. * “Am I going to hit you with my staff?” “Er, no”,
replies the soothsayer, hopefully. Diogenes thwacks him. “You’re a
rotten soothsayer!” ° Cf. Dio 8.9; but especially 10.17-29 on the
pointlessness of consulting oracles; Lucian, Demonax 37.

84 Diogenes Laertius 6.39; cf. 28, on the mathematicians, and
Laertius’ summary, 6.103; Lucian, Demonax 22 ; cf. Diogenes in
Stobaeus, Florilegium (W.H. 2.1.23, Giannantoni (1990), V.B. 372);
and Demonax in Stobaeus, Florilegium, W. H. 2.1.11, L. Paquet
(1988), 237 § 61; Bion, in Stobaeus, Florilegium W. H. 2.1.20
(L. Paquet (1988) 132 § 58).

85 J. M. G. Barclay (1996), 390.
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- or so it is said.8¢ A Paul who announced an ‘End’ which
is ‘closer than when we first believed’ (Rom. 13.11)
would, on this view, presumably sound bizarre to most and
quite weird to any who thought they had detected sym-
pathies with Cynicism.

As it turns out, however, there is a great deal of
generally ‘apocalyptic’ pagan writing preserved for us
(concerned with ‘the beyond’);87 and ideas of an imminent
end (our specific concern here) were also, it would seem,
commonplace. We may start with Pliny the Younger
describing the eruption of Vesuvius in which his uncle
died: ‘Many besought the aid of the Gods, but still more
imagined there were no Gods left and that the universe was
plunged into eternal darkness for evermore.” Pliny himself
is more sceptical, and claims, ‘I derived some consolation
in my deadly peril from the belief that the whole world was
dying and I with it.” 88 Earlier than this we find the idea of a
world in terminal old age in his uncle’s Historia naturalis:
‘You can almost see that the stature of the whole human
race is decreasing daily, with few men taller than their
fathers, as the crucial conflagration which our age is
approaching exhausts the fertility of human semen.’8°

But the idea of a world in the throes of senile decay
also occurs, and prominently, in near contemporary (late
first or early-second century CE) Jewish apocalyptic. So
4 Ezra tells us, ‘You and your contemporaries are smaller

86 The classic statement, O. Cullmann (1946), 44; cf. M. Wemner
[1941] (1957), vii, 52-53, 292-94; more recently, such as E.
Kisemann, E. Ferguson, W. A. Meeks.

87 See especially D. Hellholm (1983). For the following see F. G.
Downing (1995a) and (1995b).

88 Pliny the Y ounger., Letters and Panegyricus, 6.20.17, LCL.

89 Pliny the Elder., Natural History, 7.16.73, LCL.
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in stature than those who were born before you, and those
who come after will be smaller than you, as if born of a
creation which is also ageing and passing the strength of its
youth.”® And with this we may compare 2 Baruch, ‘The
youth of this world has passed away, and the power of
creation is already exhausted, and the coming of the time is
very near, indeed has passed by. And the pitcher is near to
the well and the ship to harbour and the journey to the city
and life to its end.’®!

The idea of a final conflagration can be traced to
Stoicism (out of Empedocles); the idea of a decaying world
as an aged mother producing undersized offspring is as
clearly Epicurean, occuring most explicitly in Lucretius,
De rerum natura: ‘Even now the power of life is broken,
and the exhausted earth scarce produces tiny creatures, she
who once produced all kinds and gave birth to the huge
bodies of wild beasts.” 92 When Paul writes of ‘the creation’
about to be ‘freed from the bondage of decay’, adding ‘we
know that the whole creation has been groaning in travail
until now’ (Rom 8.21-22) it is within this context that he
would have been understood, and the ‘we know’ suggests
he is aware that he is repeating a commonplace his Roman
readers would recognise.?3 Unlike the synoptic evangelists,
Revelation and 2 Peter, Paul does not in our letters describe
the end of the universe as such, ‘the sun darkened, the

0 4 Ezra 5.51, as in M. E. Stone (1990), 142. There is more in similar
vein; e.g., 4.26; 14.10.

91 2 Baruch 85.10, in A. F. J. Klijn (1983).

92 Lucretius, De rerum natura 2.1150-53; there is much more in
similar vein in Lucretius. That it is in origin an Epicurean theme is
argued in detail in F. G. Downing (1995c).

93 Argued in more detail in F. G. Downing (1995b), noting that the
often suggested reference back to the ‘curse on the ground’ in Gen
3.17-19 is strained indeed.
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moon giving no light, the powers of the heavens shaken’
(Mark 13.24); though here, too, there are similar sketches
of the final scene in pagan as well as Jewish sources.%4 The
expectation of a near and final cosmic catastrophe is
widespread in the first century. The only question we are
left to consider is whether Paul’s variants on these common
themes seriously disturb the Cynic impression made by
much else in his earlier letters, or not.

First we need to recall the wider ramifications of
first-century Graeco-Roman and Jewish eschatology. Inter-
est in ‘the last things’ usually if not universally involves
thoughts not only about the present, but also about the past.
The end is the restoration of the beginning. Certainly many
Cynics imagined an original ‘Golden Age’, ‘the kingdom
of Kronos’, when life was lived simply, without
possessions, luxury, technology, rivalry.?> Jewish writers
could include similar motifs (for instance, Philo’s De
praemiis et poenis and the Sibylline Oracles 3). Although
there are no accounts of such a stage of world history in
Paul, clearly he, too, presupposes something better before
‘sin came into the world’ (Rom 5.12). ‘New creation’
(2 Cor 5.17; Gal 6.15) refers us back to God’s original
work ‘before’ any need for renewal.

A conviction that our present state is one of
deterioration — and increasing deterioration — is in fact the
main thrust of the Golden Age myth. Things now are so
much worse than they were at first. In a recent study
Stanley Stowers very appositely compares both Seneca's

%4 E.g., Seneca, Hercules Oetaeus 1102-17; Thyestes 835-84; and
more in F. G. Downing (1995c).

95 A. 0. Lovejoy and G. Boas (1935), for the generalisation; on
Cynics, 117-54; and compare Seneca, Epistulae morales 90; some
further supporting evidence follows, below.
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Cynic-based Epistula moralis 90 and the Cynic pseudo-
Anacharsis Letter 9, with the sketch of human corruption
in Romans 1.% This is part of Stower’s own summary of
ps.Anacharsis: ‘The earth was once the common possess-
ion of both the gods and humans. Humans, however,
transgressed (parénomésan) the law by dividing the earth
among themselves and the gods.’ In return ‘the gods gave
back fitting gifis: strife, pleasure and meanness of spirit’,
and other ‘unnatural’ activities follow (tilling the soil,
waging war). As Stowers rightly points out, for Paul the
decline stems from idolatry, for pseudo-Anacharsis, from
possessive greed, and the ‘fitting” punishment in each is
different. As it happens, however, the (homosexual)
practices whose ‘unnatural’ adoption Paul finds ‘dishon-
ouring’ are also widely (and distinctively) condemned (also
as ‘unnatural’) among Cynics.97 A Paul who proclaimed
human decline, and even a decline marked by precisely this
departure from ‘nature’, would at least not be weakening
the Cynic impression made by many of the other strands

96 5. K. Stowers (1994), 97-100. We might add Dio 30.26-27 and 28—
49, which has seemed to many to include Cynic elements (J. W.
Cohoon (1939), 395-98); and ps.-Lucian, The Cynic, 6.

97 See ch. 4, above. Ps.-Diogenes 35.2 may indicate a more tolerant
acceptance of homoerotic arousal as ‘natural’, though Diogenes’
response is to masturbate, nothing other; and the dominant response,
certainly to any male ‘effeminate’ behaviour, is strongly antagonistic:
Diogenes Laertius 6.46, 53, 65, 67, 85 (on 6.85, see further, below);
Epictetus 1.16.9-14; 3.1.24-25 (citing the Diogenes tradition), and
3.22.10; Lucian, Demonax 15, 16, 18, 50; ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 15—
17; etc. An important article by D. B. Martin (1995b) confirms
Stower’s analysis of parallel accounts of ongoing decline in the two
passages. In the light of other contemporary texts Paul is to be taken as
seeing anyone’s assuming an ‘extra’ mode of sexual intercourse and
‘inordinate’ gratification as a fit punitive consequence of polytheism,
‘extra’ deities (my summary). Cf. also R. B. Ward (1997).
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we have surveyed so far, and might even be further
confirming such an inter-pretation among his hearers.

We have in the foregoing concentrated on Romans,
where otherwise the Cynic-seeming strands are less
frequent and less strong. But a conviction of human and
wider ‘fallenness’ seems clearly indicated in the earlier
letters, too: we may note 1 Thessalonians 1.9-10; 5.4-5;
2 Thessalonians 2.7; 1 Corinthians 2.6; 15. 25-26, 56;
Galatians 3.19; 4.3.

(x) A return to the good beginning, away from today's
corruption

In contrast with the corruption of civic society around
them, as Cynics saw it, they themselves claimed to be able
to live here and now the simplicity and purity of the
Golden Age. In their austere but easy life-style, the
kingdom of Kronos had reappeared. Lucian, of course,
mocked the claim: it was the ease they were after, not the
austerity.”8 In Corinth, as we saw earlier (chapter 4), Paul
had to deal with Christians who were sure they were
‘already reigning’. Paul seemed to drop a very heavy hint
that their claim was a little premature. But this would
certainly suggest that Paul himself had left them open to
that sort of conclusion. To what extent, then, if at all, does
Paul enact, and announce, an ‘inaugurated’ eschatology
with features that would have any recognisable Cynic cast
to them?

98 Lucian, Runaways 17 makes it explicit; cf. Epictetus 3.22.79 and
4.8.34; ps.-Diogenes 32.3; ps.-Anacharsis 9, again: at the end it is clear
that the ‘Scythians’ (Cynics) live now the unpossessive mutuality and
harmony of the age when Kronos reigned.
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‘If anyone is in Christ Jesus, he is a new creation;
the old has passed away, the new has come’ (2 Cor 5.17;
cf. Gal 6.15, again). A fresh age has certainly dawned.
Where there is ‘no male and female’ (with its echo of
Genesis 1.27), and where there is also neither Jew nor
Greek, bond nor free, all are one (Gal 3.28), we seem
thought able to live already to a discerned original divine
intention, without the social divisions Cynics, too, saw as
part of a decline from original unity and harmony. For
Cynics that original harmony included the divine realm,
and could be reasserted as they enjoyed life as friends of
the Gods; we have seen earlier how Paul deploys
friendship fopoi in explaining the new relationship with
God which God has enabled by reconciling us to himself
through Christ. Original humanity is Godlike in the Cynic
tradition we have surveyed, and, as we have noted, for
Cynics that Godlikeness can again and already be seen; just
so, it would seem, for Paul, the image of God is being
restored among Christians (2 Cor 3.18; cf. Rom 8.29).9°
(‘The kingdom of God’ as such is at times in Paul a future
state that the wicked — and the untransformed — will not
inherit, at other times it seems to be a present reality of
whose character, however, Christians need to be remind-
ed.)100

In all likelihood still more significant than any of
these common ideological motifs would be Paul’s praxis,
his daily enactment of a life-style that could only look
Cynic to observers, the austerity we examined in some
detail in the previous two chapters. It was precisely in

99 For a fuller exposition see, for instance, J. C. Beker, (1980), ch. 14,
*The Church as the Dawning of the New Age.’

100 ‘Inhent’, I Cor 6.9,10; 15.50; Gal 5.21; cf. 2 Thess 1.5; present,
Rom 14.17: 1 Cor 4.20: 15.24: unsure. 1 Thess 2.12.
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living ‘in hunger and thirst, naked, buffeted, homeless,
labouring’ (1 Cor 4.11-12), ‘in toil and hardship, through
many a sleepless night, in hunger and thirst, in cold and
exposure’ (2 Cor 11.27) that the more radical and consist-
ent Cynics showed how the austerities of the kingdom of
Kronos could again be happily endured. Paul and his
fellow apostles live the way Cynics said the new age was
to be lived, here and now; and Paul’s converts are invited
to imitate him, just as they are also to ‘remember the Lord
Jesus Christ, who though rich, for their sakes became
poor....

Paul clearly intended his chosen laborious gainful
employ as part of his ascetic discipleship, and as a model
for others. Some of those he had won over in Thessalonica
seem to have responded instead as Lucian later surmises all
plebeian converts to Cynicism will, in re-enacting the reign
of Kronos now: to live in the present the simplicity of the
Golden Age they will immediately down tools and sponge
on others.10!

(xi) Vice and virtue

We have acceped that Paul (like the gentler Cynics)
nonetheless did not demand of his converts quite the severe
austere poverty he and his immediate colleagues them-
selves practised. But expectations there were. ‘Do not be
deceived,” warns Paul, ‘neither the immoral, nor idolaters,
nor the effeminate, nor homosexuals (earlier, more briefly,
no TOpvos), nor thieves, nor the greedy, nor drunkards,
nor revilers, nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God’

101 | Thess 2.9; 4.11-12; together with 2 Thess 3.7-12; Lucian,
Runaways 17; Icaromenippus 31; cf. A. J. Malherbe (1987), 99~101.
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(1 Cor 6.9-10); such are not to be part of the Christian
community in Corinth at all (1 Cor 5.11). Similarly, Crates,
as we saw earlier, allowed into his ‘City of Pera’ from the
‘vinous futility’ around it, ‘no fool, parasite, glutton, sexual
deviant (Trépvrs . . .)’. There was nothing there for men to
fight for, ‘no money, no fame’.192 The rules for exclusion
from these respective new age communities are very
similar.

Lists of vices to be avoided are compiled by many,
but by Stoics and by Cynics in particular. The Stoic lists
tend characteristically to emphasise interiority, control of
the emotions, passions to be avoided, and Paul’s list at
Galatians 5.19-21 does contain some elements of that sort,
in addition to behavioural items of the kind stressed in
writing to Corinth. The Cynic lists are much more clearly
and specifically about overt behaviour, as Paul’s were for
the Corinthians, in the catalogue just quoted which he says
he had earlier still urged them to take very seriously.!® So

102 Diogenes Laertius 6.85; Paul specified Ttépvos in the earlier list,
1 Cor 5.11, &poevokoiTat in the later list; Tépvns ... Tuyfjow in
Crates’ poem seems to mean ‘sodomite’; see chapter 4, above, n.35.
H. Conzelmann [1969] (1975) may be right in suggesting that mopvog
indicates a central Jewish concern; but whatever its source for Paul,
Crates’ poem shows that a similar concern expressed in a non-Jewish
context could also readily appear as Cynic.

103 For typical Stoic lists, see Diogenes Laertius 7.110-18; Cicero,
Tusculan Disputations 4.5-38; Epictetus 2.16.45, and next note.
Cynic lists appear in ps.-Lucian, The Cynic 8-11; Dio 8.8, and 66.1
(from his exile), and, much elaborated, 4.91-138; ps.-Diogenes 36.6;
Musonius 3 and 7 (C. Lutz (1947), 40, 11. 17-20 and 56, 1. 25-58, 1. 4:
Musonius in Cynic vein, stressing ‘toil and hardship’, respectively;
Lucian, Dialogues of the Dead 20 (10), Lampichos, Craton, the
Philosopher; Icaromenippus 15, 29 (here and elsewhere Lucian adopts
the Cynic behaviourist stance from his Menippean models: cf. H. D.
Betz (1961), 185-94). Unfortunately the distinction does not seem to
be noted by the commentators or their secondary sources: €.g., H.



One God, One Lord 241

the virtuous behaviour Paul inculcates by example and by
teaching, and the vicious behaviour he specifically preclud-
es both leave the ‘new creation’ which Paul celebrates
looking very like a Cynic anticipation of a renewed Golden
Age. Whatever the mix of sources for Paul’s way of life
and proclamation, this is how they would most likely have
appeared in the ‘pagan’ cities of the east Mediterranean.

Taking a rather different line on chapter 5 of Galat-
ians, Troels Engberg-Pedersen has argued that in verses
16-25 Paul’s concerns are significantly akin to those of the
Stoics: the problem Paul outlines is the distinctively Stoic
topos of the divided self whose harmony can be restored
only when virtue has become the sole aim; Paul’s
equivalent solution to the conflict beteween flesh and Spirit
which the law cannot help resolve is for the Spirit to be
allowed complete control, and the ‘harvest of the Spirit’
sketches the character that results. The suggestion is
interesting, and would be in line with other hints we have
discerned already of occasional Stoic motifs in Paul’s
earlier letters. But the content of Paul’s vice list (Gal 5.20-
21) is very different from the Stoic lists we have. Paul’s
initial emphasis is still on the overt ‘works’, épya,
engaged in, rather than on inner perturbations and their
avoidance. The problem for Paul is primarily discrepant
and stultified actions (Gal 5.17) rather than the discordant
desires they may betoken. Stoic vice lists do touch on
actions, but place far greater emphasis on interiority, on
dispositions, intentions and emotions. Cynic vice lists, like
Paul’s, emphasise what is actually done. 104

Conzelmann [1969] (1975), on 1 Cor 5 and 6; H. D. Betz (1979), 281~
8.

104 1, Engberg-Pedersen (1995b) (as yet unpublished paper given at
SNTS, Prague, 1995). among Stoic lists, see, e.g., Diogenes Laertius
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The ‘harvest of the Spirit’, Galatians 5.22, on the
other hand, might at first sight more readily be taken as an
inner, dispositional list for a virtuous person; yet even here
there is little in common with catalogues of Stoic virtues
(Xapd, EykpATEla, Yyes; eiprjvr, possibly), and the out-
come for Paul is not inner harmony and imperturbability,
but ‘bearing one another’s burdens’, ‘doing good for all’. A
Stoic sage, too, would choose to identify his own interests
with the interests of the wider community (even though
such a course does not constitute virtue as such), as
Engberg-Pedersen explains.!05 For Paul, however, such
loving, joyful, peaceable . . . action ‘towards all, and espec-
ially the household of faith’ is itself to be the primary and
unifying result of the Spirit’s dominance in the lives of
Galatian Christians.

(xii) The exalted sufferer

The centre of Paul’s conviction is, of course, the once
crucified, now risen Christ. We have already discussed
briefly how such a Herakles-like figure, one who accepted

7.87-98 (‘virtue is the state of mind which tends to make the whole of
life harmonious’, 7.89; ‘vices are forms of ignorance’, 7.93; wicked
actions are vicious only in a derived sense, 7.95); 7.110-18, one
paragraph on actions, seven on intentions and dispositions; Cicero,
Tusculan Disputations 3.12-23 (it is perturbation, distress, that is to be
avoided; wrong actions (17) seem only important as symptoms of inner
disharmony); 4.5-38 (mostly long lists of dispositional and emotional
terms); De finibus 3.32 (intention is primary; so too, Paradoxa
Stoicorum 24-25); Epictetus 2.16.45. Paul’s Jewish tradition tends to
emphasise overt action over against intention and interiority, without
ignoring the latter: Philo, De mutatione 241—43; Mishnah, Makk 3.15.
105 T, Engberg-Pedersen (1995c¢), 12-14; and for a fuller account of
the Stoic theory of oikedisis, idem (1990).
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slavery, but is now exalted, might appear to people who at
other points also discerned major Cynic strands in Paul’s
life and conversation. Such an apotheosis of a hero figure
is one thing; for it to have involved for Jesus a return to life
in a manner that entailed the transformation of his corpse
would seem much harder to fit into any known Cynic
scheme; and for all Jesus’ followers to be promised a share
in just such a transformation after their deaths or while still
alive, very difficult if not impossible to present as part of a
Cynic Christian message. Most Cynic tradition is very
sceptical about any life after death, and certainly, nothing
important is going to happen to corpses. They can be left
for wild animals or for fishes; or the stink will get them
buried. 106 Of course, Cynics were not the only people
around with no hope for any life after death; scepticism on
this issue seems to have been widespread;!%7 but it is Cynic
scepticism that concerns us here, and that is certainly
compatible with the insistence Paul has met in Corinth, that
‘there is no resurrection of the dead’.

However, it is hard to puzzle out in quite what
sense anyone at all who was firmly convinced that there is
no life after death, and, a fortiori, that ‘there is no resurr-
ection of the dead’, could then have believed Paul when he
proclaimed Christ dead, buried and raised on the third day
(1 Cor 15.3); and later have gone in for ‘baptism for the
dead’ (1 Cor 15.29 — supposing Paul was not misled on
that). Obviously there has been little agreement among the

106 Lucian, Demonax 35, 66; Diogenes Laertius 6.52, 79;
ps.-Diogenes 22; 25.1; Teles 30H, 31H; and M. Plunkett (1988), 223—
28.

107 R MacMullen (1981), 51-57.
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commentators, so at least the suggestion that follows is not
competing with an established scholarly consensus.!08

It is quite clear (general scepticism about life after
death apart) that sorne Cynics could entertain the possibil -
ity — if only as a ‘myth’ — of a Cynic leader being exalted
to the Gods, to a position of authority, judicial or more
general.1% Pseudo-Heraclitus is made to say that this is the
role he expects to fulfil: ‘My soul will not sink. As a
deathless possession it will fly high to the heavens. The
ethereal dwellings will receive me, and I shall prosecute
the Ephesians. 1 shall be a citizen among the Gods, not
among humans.’” Similar claims are made for Diogenes and
for Socrates in the Letters, and for both Diogenes and
Heraclitus by Epictetus.!'0 However literally or figur-
atively these suggestions were intended, the fact is that
Cynics could talk in a way not so far removed from Paul’s
talk of ‘the judgment seat of Christ’ (2 Cor 5.10). And once
we have the idea of deathless life for some entertained, the
possibility is open for its extension to more.

There could also be talk among some Cynics of
messengers coming from the place of the dead. According
to Diogenes Laertius, Menedemus ‘went so far in wonder-
working (els ToooUTov TepaTeiag, perhaps just

108 1. Conzelmann [1969] (1975), 26163, 275-77, and references
there.

109 For this kind of ‘myth’, understood as a serious but made-up story,
see, for instance, Dio 36.42, 61; and the various (partly Cynic-
inspired?) stories told in Dio 30 (which also talks of good people being
taken up to heaven: 30.44). J. W. Cohoon, Dio Chrysostom 11, LCL
(1939), 395-98, surveys carlier discussions of possible Cynic strands
in Dio 30. Some or all Christians will share this judicial function:
1 Cor 6.2-3; cf. Lk 22.30/Mt 19.28.

110 ps.-Heraclitus 5.2, cf. 9.3; ps.-Diogenes 39.3 (if this heavily
Platonised piece is Cynic; cf. A. J. Malherbe (1977), 15); Epictetus,
Encheiridion 15: Socratic Letter 25.1.
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‘astonishing behaviour’) as to go round dressed as a Fury,
saying he’d come up from Hades to investigate people’s
sins and then descend again to report back to the divine
authorities there.”!!! Lucian tells us that before his death
Peregrinus sent ‘testamentary letters’ to major Greek cities
by the hand of chosen ‘ambassadors’ to whom he gave the
titles of ‘messengers from the dead’, ‘couriers from below’
(vekpayyélol, vepTepodpduot). This has Peregrinus
apparently confident that such language could make sense
in a Cynic context. Not only so, but according to Lucian
Peregrinus also foretold that he would himself live again
‘as daimon of the night’.!12 In the years that followed
rumour spread among Peregrinus’ Cynic followers that he
lived, that he had ascended, and also had been seen alive
after his self-immolation (though Lucian claims it was he
himself who got the rumour going).!13

In Menippean mood Lucian also relates many tales
of life among the dead; and in The Dead Come to Life, for
instance, again Diogenes appears as prosecutor. Other
dialogues have Menippus or some other Cynic ascending
to the Gods.!™™ These Menippean dialogues underline the
need to allow that maybe in actuality all the other talk of a
Cynic leader alive after death may indeed have been meant
and taken as ‘myth’, as figurative, by some or all who
articulated it. But the fact remains that this sort of talk
(even if it is no more than that) appears in many Cynic

11 Diogenes Laertius 6.102.

112 Lucian, Peregrinus 41 and also 27-28; see A. M. Harmon’s note,
Lucian V, LCL (1936), 47.

13 Lucian, Peregrinus 39-40.

14 Lucian,The Downward Journev, Zeus Catechised, The Cock;
Icaromenippus ; Menippus (or, Descent into Hades ), The Parliament of
the Gods;, Dialogues of the Dead.
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contexts. It is at the very least plausible that some
Corinthians, perceiving Paul as an engaging and persuasive
Cynic teacher, might have taken for granted that his talk of
Jesus raised from the dead was a variant of conventional
Cynic picture language, might have accepted it as such -
and then been astonished to find that Paul meant it
‘literally’.115 Figuratively or literally understood, talk of
Jesus raised to a judicial roie in heaven wouid initially at
least have fitted without undue strain within the Cynic
impression made by Paul’s life-style and much of his
spoken message.

It is appropriate at this juncture to recall our earlier
discussion, stimulated by Mark Plunkett. Whereas it is
often supposed that in opposing sexual promiscuity, and
again in stressing bodily (albeit transformed bodily)
resurrection, Paul was addressing ‘gnostic’ or other
‘dualists’, for whom bodies were irrelevant, we concluded
that Paul was almost certainly contending with physical
monists, monistic (but to Paul) unacceptably hedonistic
Cynics. He is not engaging with people for whom souls fly
free of bodies (and for whom ‘resurrection’ is therefore
irrelevant or absurd), but those for whom ‘in this life only’
is Christ relevant (1 Cor 15. 19) - in fact addressing Cynic-
minded Christians for whom the charge of Epicurean
pleasure-seeking (1 Cor 15.32) should be a particularly
stinging rebuke.!16

Judgment, and Christ as judge, we have touched on.
That seems still to leave us with ‘the whole creation

115 Dio has to accept just such conflict between poetic myth-making
and a stubborn literalism, 36.42,

116 cp, 4, above, § 6; M. Plunkett (1988), 167-68; on the Epicurean
sound of Paul's rebuke, A. J. Malherbe [1968] (1989), 84-86. That it is
a rebuke Paul can take for granted, he does not have to argue the point
against ‘Epicurean’ Christians (contra G. Tomlin (1997)).
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labouring in travail’ (Rom 8.22; 1 Cor 7.29-31); the ‘wrath
of God’ (e.g., Rom 2.5, 5.9; 1 Thess 1.10), with the drama
announced by the trumpet blast (1 Thess 4.15; 1 Cor
15.52), involving the resurrection-and-transformation of all
who belong to Christ (1 Cor 15.53-55; 1 Thess 4.16-17),
the conquest of death which is Christ’s final victory (1 Cor
15.25); and then ‘the end’, Christ’s surrender of his rule
(1 Cor 15.24) *so God may be all in all’ (or ‘everything to
everyone’, Tavta év Traoiv, 1 Cor 15.29).

There seem to be no specifically Cynic anti-
cipations for any of these strands. Although pseudo-
Anacharsis 9, as we have seen, presents current human
society as subject to divine punishment in a way that
affords some parallels with Romans 1.18-32, there is no
suggestion there of a final ‘wrathful’ condemnation. Some
of Lucian’s Menippaean pieces imagine encounters with
those who have died: but there is nothing like a general
resurrection to ‘be with the Lord in the air’. (Dio’s
Discourse 36.54-57 conjures up a vision of divine unity
before the rebirth of the universe, but this is Stoicism with
a touch of Magian mysticism.)

What we can say, repeating what was argued
above, is that these strands in Paul could well have seemed
to constitute interesting variant ‘barbarian’ myths express-
ing in their own ways the widespread conviction that the
world was in terminal moral and physical decay, heading
for some final deserved catstrophe;!!7 although Cynics
doubted others’ confident forecasts of the future, they had
no investment in any Platonic or Aristotelian dogma of the
eternity of this universe. The world was in decline from its
Golden Age, even if it was not a decline to a final punish-
ment and cleansing. That Paul’s ‘barbarian’ version of this

H7E G. Downing (1995b) and (1995¢), again.
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common conviction included some distinctive details, even
a resurrection to deathless life for many, would not be
enough to undermine the much stronger impression forged
by much else of what he did and said, that here was a new
and perhaps revitalised Cynicism.

(xiii) In conclusion: the five theses, again.

Some of the Pauline material discussed in this chapter has
significant Cynic analogies which would readily have been
perceived (a). The imitation of God (i) whom one treats as
a friend (v); the unity of God (iii), and the refusal to
participate in the cultic activity of the community (iv),
would seem to have been quite distinctive Cynic themes, as
were admiration (among milder Cynics) for a divine hero
who accepted servitude (ii). Combined with Paul’s life-
style, his sparse clothing displaying his shameful scars
from beatings, his total self-presentation as a teacher, these
would certainly confirm the impression that here was some
sort of Cynic. Other items which we have surveyed would
not have been likely on their own to have suggested this
Cynic interpretation, but would readily have seemed
compatible with such a view of Paul, including his
approach to vice and virtue, his realised eschatology, and
even his expectation of an exalted human figure as judge.
Some, but very little, of Paul’s ‘barbarian wisdom’ might
have seemed somewhat surprising to a hearer, a partner in
conversation who had taken him to be just another
idiosyncratic Cynic.

Paul’s message is clearly not bound by any
conventional variety of Cynicism. He can enunciate and
live themes that no pagan Cynic would have been at all
likely to propose, themes drawn from the native Hellenistic
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Jewish context of his earlier years, together with his new
(and evolving) Christian faith. With such resources Paul
presumably could have articulated much of what he tried
initially to share with people in Galatia, Macedonia and
Achaea in terms significantly less open to any Cynic
reading, had he so wanted. The authors of the Fourth
Gospel, of the Pastoral Epistles, of 1 Peter and of Hebrews
all manage with little if any matter that invites a Cynic
reading. But Paul does not. There is no sign of him using
his other important (Christian and Jewish) resources to
distance himself from Cynicism, or to make the Cynic-
sounding strands look less Cynic. This Paul who could (we
may supppose) have put things very differently had he so
wished was quite content (b) to let the Cynic-seeming
motifs emerge without any sign of embarrassment, and to
qualify them very often in terms of inner-Cynic debate, as
we have seen; even though we have again noted in passing
signs of others around him taking Paul’s Christian Cynic-
ism to conclusions he could not accept (d) (on realised
eschatology in Thessalonica, and disbelief in resurrection
in Corinth). Still more significantly, Paul’s Cynic strands
are, as we have observed in some detail in this present
chapter, quite integral to his ‘theology’ proper (c¢).

In the remaining chapters we shall try to indicate
something of how Paul’s Cynicism relates to his Jewish
origins, to other pagan Hellenistic currents (mainly
Stoicism), and, lastly, (e) to his emergent Christian context.



8

PAUL, AN ‘ANOMALOUS’ JEW!

Among elements in Paul’s Christian way of life and
teaching, and in the responses of some of his converts, we
have been considering some that seem closely akin to
specific strands in popular Cynicism. On the basis of their
life-style and of some of the things they said, Paul and his
associates (and their followers, too) might well have been
taken for Cynics of a sort. In no way does this amount to
claiming that Paul ‘was’ a Cynic, or would ever have
thought of himself as such, either before or after his
encounter with the risen Christ.2 Nor does this study allow
us to decide whether any of Paul’s converts had lived as
‘pagan’ Cynics before they joined one of the early
Christian communities, though that is, of course, not
impossible. All that we may hope to have shown is that at
various very significant points Paul behaved and expressed
himself in ways that both could and would have been
perceived as Cynic, ways that could and would have been
comprehensible and communicable because they had been
prepared for in Cynicism.

Some of these strands, I have argued (a and b),
would have appeared as characteristically and even
distinctively Cynic: these would have been the ascetic life-

1 Borrowing the designation from J. M. G. Barclay (1996).
2 Cf. D. Seeley (1996) and (1997).
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style and its articulation together with the closely linked
self-presentation as an adaptable but unflattering teacher,
the negative appraisals of enacted and customary ‘law’
over against a new ‘freedom’, and the insistence on a unity
unrestricted by race, status or gender. Responses, in
Corinth most obviously, on issues of freedom in matters of
sexual relations and of food and of traditional cults,
indicate (d) that this was in fact how Paul was understood
by some at least. Much else in Paul, it has been suggested,
would at least have seemed compatible with such a Cynic
(Christian—Cynic) interpretation of his practice and
important elements in his message. And all this would have
been so clear that it would of necessity have been brought
home to Paul. Even if these Cynic elements had initially
been adopted by him unawares their resonances would
have become so clear to him that he must have maintained
them deliberately and (for a while at least) without qualms.
In the Thessalonian and Corinthian letters and still in
Galatians, they are (c) integral to his theology (even if later
again, as will be argued, Paul appears less happy with such
links).

But Paul was a Christian Jew, not a Cynic. Even at
his own most Cynic-seeming, the Cynicism that he had
apparently absorbed from his popular oral Hellenistic
culture, the variegated Cynicism that was there to hand in
Paul’s mental world (‘naturally’, and not for studied
‘translation’), the Cynicism that was there in the world of
his ‘pagan’ contacts, will have provided elements of the
phrasing and the style — promptings, even — but not the
main impetus for what he did and said. The predominant
underlying impulse derives from Paul’s Christian and
Jewish convictions and his Jewish heritage.

That is certainly the conclusion urged on us by the
canonical letters we rely on. Obviously Paul never cites a
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recognisable Cynic oral chreia, let alone any known Cynic
literary source,3 even though we have seen him cite in their
Cynic sense catchphrases used by Cynics and Stoics alike.
Only in discussions of his own authority does the
persuasive force of a Cynic-seeming ascetic life-style
appear to be expected to stand on its own without further
backing from Scripture or ‘word of the Lord’.4 Beyond
dispute, this persuasive force he expects his ascetic practice
to exert must be of considerable importance for our under-
standing of Paul. Yet when he is later openly challenged on
other issues (including matters of law and freedom, whose
Cynic resonances we have displayed) he now mostly falls
back on either his Jewish or his new Christian—Jewish
resources. This conclusion does not need to be argued or
illustrated at any great length. Recent and older discussions
of Paul as Jew and Christian are entirely adequate for
present purposes, even allowing for continuing disagree-
ments on important details among the specialists.

Paul can, of course, attempt to clarify an issue
without falling back on any authority other than his own.
But if some piece of teaching is in dispute Paul mostly and
quite specifically cites either common Christian tradition
(as he understands it) or he cites Jewish Scripture; or both.
If it is Scripture, it is cited with an unquestioning assump-
tion of its authority (however tendentious his ‘reading’
may seem to us).5 Most accept that this practice evinces a

3 The nearest we ever get to a Cynic saying is the pseudo-Pauline
1 Tim 6.9, apparently citing a variant of the saying of Diogenes, ‘the
love of money is mother-city of all evils’, Diogenes Laertius 6.50.

4 Rom 8.35-36 is the one example of a tribulation list given a (slight)
scriptural warrant.

5c.D. Stanley (1994), 53, finds 74 clear “citations’ of Paul (as distinct
from: possible ‘allusions’); he notes that his most respected predecessor
(D.-A. Koch (1986)) allows for 93.
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very real and basic Jewishness in Paul’s thought. Even
those who find it hard to believe that Paul had shared in
‘normative’ or even ‘formative’ Judaism would mostly
accept that Paul’s Jewishness before as well as after his
encounter with the risen Christ was from his side genuine
and important, albeit from some critics’ stance, perverse
and distorted. Hyam Maccoby is the least persuaded among
recent commentators. He allows that his Paul has ‘a
tenacious attachment to Jewish tradition and milieu’, but is
sure that his actual use of Jewish Scripture betrays the hand
of an ‘uneasy convert to Judaism’, and is not what would
be expected from the self-styled erstwhile zealous Pharisee
of Philippians 3.5-6.° Maccoby’s Paul ‘garbles’ his Script-
ural quotations; and Maccoby insists, ‘A rabbi might depart
far from the plain meaning of a biblical text in his inter-
pretation. He might even resort to an outrageous pun on a
word in a text, in order to extract a meaning that is not
there. But what he would never do is to misquote the text
deliberately in the first place.””

6 H. Maccoby (1991), 183.

7TH. Maccoby (1991), 151; Maccoby is arguing with another Jewish
scholar of a previous generation, J. Klausner (1943/44), who was
convinced that Paul was a genuine, but ‘Hellenistic’ (as opposed to
Palestinian and Talmudic) Jew, 450-53; ‘authentic Judaism with a
non-Jewish coloring’, 466, including Paul’s use of Scripture (454,
502). Mid-way might be the still earlier essay by C. G. Montefiore
(1914), where aspects of Paul are ‘essentially Jewish’, 217, but his pre-
Christian Judaism had been very unlike that of the rabbis (101-29). All
these writers find traces or more of pagan mystery cults in Paul.
S. Sandmel (1958), 45, says Paul’s ‘Judaism is explicit in his every
paragraph’; ‘Paul is a Jew . . . in his own way loyal to the Jewish
Bible’ (59). For a still more nuanced view, both of Judaism in Paul’s
day, and of Paul, see A. Segal (1990); and, from a gentile scholar, E. P.
Sanders (1977) and (1983), though urging a readier use of later
rabbinic writings as evidence for Paul’s day than does Segal. See now,
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However, this latter point seems to have been
effectively answered by Christopher D. Stanley’s Paul and
the Language of Scripture. Stanley shows in much greater
detail the extent to which Paul adapts his citations not just
to his syntax and rhetoric but also to the purpose in hand;
yet then also shows that this represents the common
practice of Paul’s day, a practice equally shared by other
Jewish writers.® Stanley also notes among features of
Paul’s use of Scripture the frequency with which he includ-
es YPAa@ewv in citation formulae, and concludes from this
and other factors, ‘there is no questioning the fact that Paul
regarded the words of scripture as having absolute author-
ity for his predominantly Gentile congregations’.?

The conclusion is well warranted, but does still
need to be clarified along the lines of what was argued in
the first chapter of this study. Paul shows no sign of having
supposed that any such authority would have been accord-
ed the Jewish Scriptures by his pagan contacts when first
he attempted to share his good news with them. Even in the
established congregation at Thessalonica no such appeal to
Jewish Scripture is made (and little Scriptural allusion,
even, has been detected in the letter). The recipients of
Galatians were by the time of its writing quite clearly

also, J. Murphy-O’Connor (1996); but especially J. M. G. Barclay
(1996), on Paul as an ‘anomalous Jew’.

8cC.D. Stanley (1994), again, e.g., 348, ‘Paul was simply following
the normal literary conventions of his day.” Of contemporary Jewish
writers Stanley concludes, ‘it can be affirmed with confidence that the
methods followed by the authors examined here differs little from
those documented already for Greco-Roman writers working outside
the Jewish sphere.’ Stanley also makes the significant point, from Sh.
Talmon, that only with the later fixing of the Masoretic text does this
comparative freedom seem to disappear (357), citing Sh. Talmon
(1975), page reference not given.

9 C. D. Stanley (1994), 253, 338-39; quoted from 338.
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beginning to take Jewish traditions very seriously; but
when Paul refers to their initial conviction (Gal 3.1-5)
there is no reference to the passing on of Scriptural texts, to
the fulfilment of prophecy, nor to anything else of the kind.
Only now when the Galatians have become acculturated to
Scripture can Paul use it, but now with full conviction, to
support his understanding of the good news, and to oppose
new ideas that appear to be being urged on his hearers.

In Corinth Paul had proclaimed ‘Christ crucified’;
yet there is no sign of his supporting his use of ‘Christos’
from Scriptural texts, and it appears mostly just as a name.
The conviction that Christ’s death for our sins and his
resurrection from the dead were both ‘according to the
Scriptures’ is part of the Christian tradition Paul passed on
(1 Cor 15.3-4), but whatever Scriptural passages might
have been intended, in the rest of the discussion he at no
point suggests he is using texts initially alluded to. Some
such very general reference to ancient Jewish writings
might have been well enough in keeping with a first
approach deploying Cynic motifs, for Cynics often claimed
to respect ‘barbarian wisdom’ as potentially closer to
nature than their own corrupt Hellenic urban culture. 10 But
by the time we meet the Corinthian Christians they are
longer established, and Paul can now happily deploy pass-
ages from the Scriptures he fundamentally relies on. He
nonetheless still does not on every occasion have recourse
to Scripture; we noted above that when he castigates the
incestuous relationship that has been brought to his
attention he makes no reference to Leviticus 18.7-8, but
only to the consensus ‘among the nations’ (1 Cor 5.1-8):
‘barbarian wisdom’, perhaps. For the rest, though, he

10p. R Dudley (1937), 152; C. Muckensturn (1993); C. P. Jones
(1993).
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seems in most contexts to have at least one text with which
he can now buttress or even clinch most of the conclusions
he intends (as we shall illustrate in a little more detail,
below).

Yet even when Paul feels he can usefully cite
Scripture, he still does not teach as many suppose Jewish
teachers already did. He produces no comprehensive
halakah, he writes no ‘manual of discipline’.1! Compared
with other Hellenised Jews from his time of whom we
know, Paul is, as J. M. G. Barclay argues, ‘anomalous’.12
And his portrayal of his own role and ethos remains, as we
have recalled, pervasively informed by Cynic models.

Until questions of Jewish Torah spirituality are
raised Paul uses words from the BikaioUv group only
rarely and in passing, and nowhere as coinage for
elaborating the relationship he trusts that God makes
possible through faith in (or the faith of) Jesus Christ (with
no more reference to Jewish than to pagan cultural
conventions). Rainer Riesner among others is probably
right to argue that the same positive convictions nonethe-
less underlie what Paul writes using other key words in
1 Thessalonians.!3 But it is only briefly, in 2 Corinthians
(3.9, 5.21 and 11.15), that we find Paul using this termin-
ology, before it comes to full flower in Galatians and
Romans, where it then becomes clear that for Paul it
constitutes a vital expression of his own faith and Christian
existence. It was not, however, a terminology that would
have made much sense to pagans without some consider-
able exposure to some current Jewish ways of thinking.
Lucian’s Demonax does say ‘It’s human to err, but it’s the

L1 E p. Sanders (1983), 95.
12 j. M. G. Barclay (1996), 381-95, again.
13 R. Riesner (1994), 349-58.
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work of a God or a godlike man to set right (éTravop8Bouv)
what has gone wrong’, yet nothing else even as close as
that from among our Cynic sources comes to mind.!#
‘Setting right’ (or ‘justifying’) is very much a theme from
Paul’s Jewish heritage, as its prominence in the Dead Sea
Scroll hodayot suggests. Alan F. Segal (following Nils
Dahl) quotes,

For to God belongs my justification [mishpati)

And the perfection of my way is in his hand, with the

uprightness of my heart.
And by his righteousness [sidkato}
is my sin blotted out.
And from the fount of his righteousness [sidkato] comes

my justification [misbpati].!5
But the terminology is already there in the canonical
Psalter; Psalm 105.30-32 (Septuagint) could have been
particularly significant for Paul the zealot: the retribution
exacted by the proto-zealot Phineas ‘was reckoned to him
for righteousness’ (EAoyictn auTtd eis dikaioouvn). But,
whatever the specific textual sources for Paul’s concern, it
was obviously his continuing Torah spirituality that made
the issue of how ‘righteousness’ was to be ‘reckoned’ so
intensely important for him (Gal 3.6; Rom 4).

Paul the Jew nonetheless came to announce some
very negative judgments on ‘law’ and ‘the law’. As we
noted in chapter 3, the only available preparation for such
an onslaught would have been found among Cynic critics
of codes and conventions. There is nothing like this to be
found among Jews who still considered themselves Jewish,
as Paul clearly did of himself. Attention is often drawn, as

141 yei an, Demonax 7.

15 A, F. Segal (1990), 175-76, citing 1QS 11.2 and 5, following N. A.
Dahl (1977), 98.
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we recalled above, to some ‘ultra liberal’ Jews noted
briefly by Philo. These claimed to value highly the philo-
sophical, theological and ethical ideas they discerned in the
laws for the Sabbath, festivals and circumcision, yet quite
without qualms abandoned the practices themselves.!6
There are superficial similarities with the conflict in Gal-
atia, where it appears that circumcision was the main issue,
together with food laws, and very likely sabbaths and
festivals (Gal 6.12, 2.12, and 4.10, respectively). These
were ‘the works of the law’ that people were aware of, as
‘markers’ of Jewish identity.!” But Paul does not propose a
programme of allegorising appraisal of the practices.!8
Rather does he insist that if the way into a positive relation-
ship with God is to be through ‘the law’ at all, then the
whole law must be kept (Gal 3.10; 5.3.). The option of
allegorising but otherwise abandoning only the ritual
markers just does not arise for Paul. It is the most readily
‘internalisable’ commandment (not to covet) whose weak-
ness Paul chooses to criticise in Romans 7. And yet still the
law remains holy, and the commandment remains ‘holy
and just and good’ (Rom 7.12; cf. Gal 3.21).

And so, when Paul has completed his critical (not
allegorising) appraisal of the law, he celebrates his Jewish
heritage and explodes into praise to God for it, ‘the
sonship, the divine glory, the covenants, the gift of the law,
the pattern of worship, the promises, the ancestors, and the
human descent of the Messiah. May God who remains over
all be blessed for all ages. Amen’ (Rom 9.4-5). We may

16 philo, De migratione 89-93; cf., e.g., J. M. G. Barclay (1996), 177.
17 On which see J. D. G. Dunn (1990), (1992) and (1993); E. P.
Sanders (1983); and chapter 3, above.

18 Rom 2.29 simply takes up Deuteronomic teaching: Deut 10.16;
30.6:Jer4.4.
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compare Paul’s earlier insistence that he remains a
Hebrew, an Israelite (2 Cor 11.22), and note that he has
submitted five times to synagogue beatings. Of course Paul
is convinced that his fellow Jews are wrong to refuse the
new relationship with himself that God offers ‘in’ and
through Jesus, the relationship that brings gentiles in on
equal terms with Israelites, a relationship whose enjoyment
is neither initiated, enabled nor even structured by the
observance of some or all of the law. His fellow Jews are
wrong to hold to their old understanding of what God
intended in the giving of the law; they should accept the
interpretation that Paul has reached.

Quite how Paul came to the conclusions he
sketches in Galatians (and which, it has been suggested,
already underlay his initial ‘law-free’ presentation of the
good news in Galatia and Thessalonica and elsewhere)
continues to be debated, and this is not the place to
rehearse the arguments in any detail. Perhaps Paul both had
what he understood as an encounter with the crucified
Jesus and was told or at once realised the implications for a
‘lawless’ salvation for gentiles, or perhaps, as Alan Segal
concludes, ‘Although his initial insight may have come at
conversion, Paul implies that the legal consequences of his
conversion were worked out over time, as he began to
understand what being in Christ meant for gentiles.’ 1° We
note that Paul and Luke (though Luke rather differently)
both insist that the encounter entailed a call to evangelise
the gentiles.

Segal makes a strong case for continuing to use the
word ‘conversion’ for what happened in Paul’s life, even
though others have rejected it (rejected it on the grounds

19 A Segal (1990), 142.
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that Paul shows no sign of the prior tension and guilt that
form an integral part of some accounts of ‘conversion’.20
Paul’s understanding of what God was up to was beyond
dispute changed. He came to quite a new mind on the
matter. His own past enjoyment of the law was now seen to
have been based on a misunderstanding; that period now
looked so much shit, by comparison with his present
experience, says Paul with Cynic crudeness (Phil 3.4-10).
The encounter with the risen Christ had brought Paul a
relationship with God that had never been his as a Pharisee
delighting in God’s law, and this was now a relationship he
was to share with others. The Torah had no positive part
for Paul or anyone else in bringing them into or maintain-
ing them in this (for Christian Paul) sole worthwhile
relationship with God. Any attempt to engage with the law
as a way into this uniquely right relationship with God
would be a fatal mistake. And so, as we argued earlier, and
recalled just above, Paul could readily make use of the
critical accounts of law and custom elaborated among
Cynic contemporaries.

Yet for Paul Jewish law and custom (and gentile
law and custom, but to a much lesser extent) still in
practice had much to contribute. Paul makes various
attempts to find some positive but non-salvific divine
purpose in the law. These are much discussed, but it is not
they that display its continuing importance for him. We
may instance the speculation in Galatians that the law
might have been intended to stimulate sin, TGV TTapa-
Baoewv xdapiv (Gal 3.19), but this is not repeated in

20 A Segal (1990), the whole essay; debating with, among others,
K. Stendahl (1976).
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Romans; nor is the idea of the law as a stern but necessary
Tadaywyds (Gal 3.24).2! In Romans Paul decides rather
that the law allows sin to become overt and chargeable
(Rom 5.13), and also provides the opportunity or stimulus
for hypostatised ‘sin’ to get to work (Rom 7.7-8). All of
these ideas are of interest. But the law’s real and very posi-
tive continuing hold on Paul is shown by his continuing
(implicit or explicit) reliance on it as traditionally inter-
preted and understood, for his Christian ethical decision-
making and advice.

Paul’s ethics are clearly eclectic and ‘situational’.22
In his own case he can refuse to obey a clear ‘command of
the Lord’ (that those who proclaim the gospel should get
their living from it, 1 Cor 9.14), even though Paul has
himself already argued for this as a right from a text of ‘the
law’ (1 Cor 9.8-9). Where we might have expected Paul to
quote Leviticus on incest, he prefers (as we have already
noted) to cite supposed common custom, although the
upshot is the same (1 Cor 5.1-2). More characteristically,
however, the command of the Lord against divorce stands
for any married partners among his followers (1 Cor 7.10-
11), but where a separation is initiated by an unbelieving
partner, the Christian is not bound (1 Cor 7.15). In this, as
in most of 1 Corinthians 7, as earlier in 1 Thessalonians
4.1-8 (against adultery), Paul relies on instincts inbred by
Jewish tradition. His objection to coitus with a prostitute
(though that is not forbidden to men in the law) is
supported by reference to Genesis 2.24 (1 Cor 6.16). The
Jewish (and wider) gender—markers that Paul grew up with
are reaffirmed on the basis of Genesis 2 (1 Cor 11.8).

21 On this interpretation of Gal 3.19, ‘for the sake of transgressions’,
see ch. 3, above, § 5; and H. Riisdnen [1983] (1986), 140—44.

22 Cf. J. 1. Porter (1996) on Aristo of Chios' (Cynic) ‘situational’ethics.
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Paul’s preference for private arbitration (1 Cor 6.5)
probably mirrors Hellenistic Jewish practice. The oblig-
ation to avoid contamination by idolatry and the demons
involved in it is simply taken for granted, once it has been
categorised in these commonplace Jewish terms, and is
supported only by cases in the law of divine punishment
for lawbreakers (1 Cor 10.1-14); and so on. The behav-
iour Paul expects from new Christians is (so E. P. Sanders)
‘largely in accord with the law and Jewish traditions. As
to lead a decent life according to normal Jewish stand-
ards”.”?3 And so the law is still meant to be ‘fulfilled’ (Gal
5.14; 6.2; Rom 8.4; 12.8). The law is fulfilled in love of
neighbour, which refers us, of course, to Leviticus 19.18.
Yet, we have to emphasise yet again, in the light of
our earlier chapters, this is not, obviously still is not the
whole story. Paul lived an austere, risky, penurious life for
which, as we have seen, there are (outside the Christian
records) no close Jewish but many clear Cynic precedents.
And Paul urged others to imitate him, to engage in and
allow a continuous process of transformation along the
same lines.24 While the minimum Paul could accept was
the very high standard Jewish communities inculcated, that
was to be the base on from which further change, growth,
transformation was expected; and if that further transform-
ation happened it would result in individuals and groups
who would appear Cynic rather than Jewish. A gentler
Cynicism would have provided the most obvious compar-

23 E. P. Sanders (1983), 94-95, himself quoting H. Riisinen (1980),
312; a conclusion accepted by A. Segal (1990), 169.

24 On the importance and significance of ‘transformation’ language in
Paul (initial and ongoing), A. Segal (1990), especially ch. 5, ‘Paul’s
New Conversion Community among Gentiles’, 150-83.
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ison, the most likely apparent model. I shall indeed argue
again briefly below that this would have been a Christian
Cynicism with its roots in the Jewish Cynicism of Jesus of
Nazareth. However, I shall also resume my argument that
Paul himself appears quite soon to have abandoned this
difficult goal of a Christian Cynicism after his frustrating
experience with the Corinthian Christians, and settled for a
less disruptive interior askésis, more in tune with the ethos
of popular Stoicism (as it appears in Philippians and
Romans, with adumbrations already in 1 and 2 Corinth-
ians).

For now we remain with the earlier Paul of the very
young communities. He had found and was sharing a new
freedom (even while he was concerned that some were
abusing it, risking their own and others’ liberty). Words
like ‘freedom’ and ‘liberty’ are notoriously slippery. One
person’s freedom to live by a code of practice is another’s
captivity; many of the paradoxes were widely recognised
in Paul’s day, and Paul is himself aware of at least some of
them (e.g., Rom 6.15-19).25 It remains true that in an
important and meaningful sense, Paul quite objectively
gained some wider freedoms when he allowed his mind to
be changed by his encounter with the risen Christ. He was,
as we have been noting, ‘free’ to pick and choose his
ethical decisions (even if he still often instinctively picked
what the law said or was taken to say). He was free to con-
form to Jewish expectations only when it seemed appropr-
iate to him. We do not seem in a position to tell whether
when he was thrashed in synagogues (2 Cor 11.24) it was
for his reputation, or for what he contributed to the

25 Commonplaces on ‘freedom’: Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit;
Dio. Discourses 14 and 15.
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studious discussion of Torah,26 but he tells us clearly that
he exercised the freedom to appear as Jew or as gentile at
will (1 Cor 9.19-21), a Cynic freedom in the face of
others’ settled expectations. To be as ‘adaptable’ as this
(on principle; others, of course, would say ‘fickle and
false’) was, as we have seen, to emulate a Cynic Odysseus
(or even appear as ‘Protean’ as the Cynic Peregrinus in the
next century) — especially as all the while Paul, it would
seem, maintained his half-naked and austere Cynic life-
style. Though what is chosen is so often clearly Jewish, the
freedom to choose would be manifestly Cynic.

Paul’s ‘theology’, his ‘God-talk’ (employing our
kind of distinction) we also found to be fundamentally
Jewish, while its emphases would still have left Paul
sounding among pagans closer to Cynicism than to other
contemporary philosophies (or, for pagan visitors to
synagogues, closer to Cynics than to Paul’s fellow Jews).
Paul’s God may well be (is) fundamentally the God of the
Jewish Torah, yet this God has stopped demanding Torah
observance, even of a Jew such as Paul, while still (as
Cynics publicly and Jews perhaps only privately taught)
rejecting idols and their temples and the sacrifices offered.
Paul himself would look very much a Cynic worker—
philosopher (not a rabbi, if the term is appropriate for the
date; still less a mystagogue). One of Paul’s Christian
congregations meeting in people’s homes would look more
like a philosophic school symposium (singing included).
Chaotic babble might bewilder (as Paul fears), shocking
talk of consuming someone’s ‘body and blood’ might well
reinforce the Cynic impression. And a penetrating analysis
of any chance visitor’s moral condition (1 Cor 14) could

26 Cf. A. E. Harvey (1985), especially 83—84.
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well convince that here were people who (as we noted
some Cynics also claimed) spoke for God, as ‘prophets’.

The figure of a human or semi-divine hero now
endowed with celestial authority analogous to the Christ
Paul proclaimed was also, we found, not without precedent
in Cynic thought. Herakles in particular comes to mind,
with Philippians 2.5-11 including some common motifs.
Cynic tradition can accord Socrates, Diogenes and
Heraclitus heavenly judicial authority after death. This is
how Paul’s proclamation would most likely have appeared,
even while the most significant formative influence
remained contemporary Judaism, with its hypostatisations
of divine attributes, its discussions of ‘two powers in
heaven’, and its speculations concerning figures such as
Enoch and Moses.2”

Although we have argued that elements in Paul’s
offering of well-being, ‘salvation’, now and to come,
included many of the elements of moral transformation
promised by Cynics (and others, of course), Paul’s
eschatology, we had to accept, stemmed in the main from
his Jewish inheritance, and the futurist strands would seem
quite foreign to any ‘pagan’ Cynic we are aware of. We
noted Stanley K. Stowers’ apposite comparison of the
sketch of human decline in Romans 1 with Letter 9 of
pseudo-Anacharsis, but of course there is much more in
common still between Romans 1 and Wisdom of Solomon.

Much more significant for pagan observers,
however, we have argued, would be Paul and his closer
colleagues (and maybe others) living the austerity that for
Cynics showed the age of Kronos could be re-enacted in
the present, in a community sharing many features with
Crates’ ‘City of Pera’: an ‘inaugurated eschatology’, even

27 See A. F. Segal (1978); L. Hurtado (1988).
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though when Paul talks of the new life now available it is
in terms drawn from Genesis 1-2, such as ‘new creation’,
‘no male and female’, ‘a second Adam’.

Much of the impetus, then, that we have so far
briefly surveyed is Jewish; and much of the rest, we shall
argue, briefly, is Jewish—Christian. Paul was a Jewish
Christian; but one who was nonetheless content — better,
determined — for the most part to appear in a very well-
fitting, and entirely appropriate Cynic guise. ‘Underneath’
and in the background is Paul’s Judaism and developing
Christian conviction. But for ‘pagan’ citizens of the
Hellenised towns Paul’s habitual ascetic practice, and some
major elements of what he shared in words, will have
looked and sounded Cynic — so much and so clearly, this
could not have been unawares, even though it may well
also have been quite natural.



9
STOIC AND EPICUREAN STRANDS
(i) The Porch

‘Stoics’ and ‘Stoicism’ crop up much more often in
scholarly discussions of Paul than do ‘Cynics’ and
‘Cynicism’. Luke’s Paul in Acts 17 addresses Stoic and
Epicurean, but not Cynic or any other philosophers, and he
quotes a Stoic poet, Aratus, or Cleanthes before him.
Cicero’s and Epictetus’ socially conservative Stoicism had
a continuing influence on western Christianity, and
perhaps for that reason traces of Stoicism are more readily
discerned in the Pauline canon.

We have already discussed in passing passages in
Galatians and the Corinthian letters where others have
sometimes discerned Stoic (but not Cynic) ideas, and have
mostly but not always argued to the contrary, both for Paul
and for those whose ideas he gives the impression of
addressing. Thus we urged (chapter 1) that Galatians 3.28,
‘Neither Jew nor Greek, neither bond nor free, no male and
female’ taken as a programme for action, would have
sounded quite clearly Cynic, not Stoic, as would Paul’s
disparagement of ‘the law’ (chapter 3). It must certainly be
agreed that for Stoics as well as for Cynics, only the wise
man is rich, is king, and so forth (1 Cor 4.8); but it is also
clear that the ‘already’ is a claim a Cynic could make
seriously, whereas for Stoics this was an ‘impossible
possibility’. And the kinds of freedom Paul believes some
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in Corinth are claiming are maintained at this date by
Cynics; in Stoicism such anarchic ideals have long been
abandoned.

Faced with such radical assaults on convention
(chapter 4) we found Paul drawing back, and in effect
himself taking a more Stoic (and ‘conservative’) line: oU
Tavta ouugépel (1 Cor 6.12). Only what is helpful is to
be done, otherwise you lose your inner freedom to effect
what you know is right. Though then along these lines we
disputed Malherbe’s claim that the ‘strong’ in Corinth
were accusing others of an intellectual and moral weakness
as discerned by Stoics, it would seem that Paul himself by
contrast was indeed making just that kind of distinction:
for him it was a weakness in awareness (ouveidnois) that
was at issue. Again, when he asserts his own ‘willingness’
in the face of (divinely imposed) necessity (1 Cor 9.16—
17), Paul sounds Stoic, as he does when he encourages
people to maintain their civil status (1 Cor 7.27-28); and
as he does when he dismissed the thought that God might
care for animals (1 Cor 9.9-10); and on the issue of head-
dress, when he insists that conventional gender-markers be
retained (1 Cor 11.13-14); and so too, when to a (Cynic-
like) dismissal of Gods and idols he adds a brief sequence
of Stoic-sounding prepositional theology (1 Cor 8.6).
These traces of Stoic-aligned expressions and attitudes
indicate something of the breadth of popular culture avail-
able to Paul and absorbed by him; but at the same time,
something of an important alternative and much more
conformist stance to which he could be drawn - and
which, we shall argue shortly, in due course he did in fact
adopt. (Stoicism, after all, was Cynicism’s acknowledged
offspring and constant sparring partner.)

However, Paul’s own life-style in the early fifties,
especially appearing ‘half-naked’ and displaying his
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shameful scars, the way he articulates that life-style, and
the stress he places on it in his correspondence with
Corinthian Christians, would together have created a much
more distinctively Cynic impression overall than would
these occasional traces of a Stoic ethos (chapter 5). Overt
behaviour affords a much more significant ‘social marker’
than do the niceties of religious or popular philosophical
discourse. And even given attention to his words, precisely
Paul’s emphatic (though not exclusive) articulation for
overt behaviour, the scant attention accorded to intentions,
attitudes, dispositions at this stage, would have seemed to
anyone attuned to contemporary debate Cynic rather than
Stoic. And we also noted, largely on the basis of others’
work, that Paul’s self-image as a teacher seems to pick up
further readily recognisable (gentle) Cynic themes and
motifs (chapter 6).

This is the Paul of the early ‘independent’
missionary work, the approach later recalled in Galatians,
and as unsystematically echoed much closer to the events
in the Thessalonian and Corinthian letters.! This is a Paul,
then, who has deployed and enacted some very significant
and often distinctive Cynic themes and motifs with every
indication of being at home with them; albeit to articulate
and communicate his understanding of the Christian good
news in terms already in his hearers’ vocabulary of ideas.
Cynic-seeming appearance and behaviour, Cynic-sounding
strands in his talk, drawn from the variegated popular
culture he had absorbed, have helped Paul to make
effective contact with some.

1 Thus taking Galatians as written later than the others listed, though
obviously often referring back to Paul’s first contacts with people
there.
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But even at this early stage he has shown (as we
have just been recalling) very clear signs of disquiet at the
way some are taking the Cynic strands further than he is
ready to: those giving up gainful employ, in Thessalonica;
and, in Corinth, the women extending their equal rights,
and still worse, those people who are insisting on an
unrestricted freedom in matters of sex and food (as we saw
above, chapters 4 and 7). Implicit Cynicism had afforded a
quite appropriate and apparently effective articulation of
important elements of what Paul felt called to and very
much wanted to live and to share. But now it seems to
have been borne in on him that a Cynic approach was
risky, too open to what Paul could only see as
misunderstanding. If Paul was going to speak the language
of popular philosophy at all, popular Stoicism would be
much safer, at least in terms of its social implications.

And in fact, when we reach Philippians and
Romans there are only traces of the earlier Cynic Paul
remaining. There is the crude language of Philippians 3.2
(kaTaToun) and 3.8 (okUBalAa), and the echoes of the
Herakles myth at 2.5-11; and perhaps the assessment of
homosexuality at Romans 1.26-27. There are no fresh
Cynic themes, and many that we have met fail to reappear
or are actually heavily qualified or even contradicted;
while on the other hand much more with a strong Stoic
resonance appears.

The presence of some Stoic strands in Philippians
has been cogently argued by Troels Engberg-Pedersen,
from whom I derive much but not all of what now
follows.2 Engberg-Pedersen finds in Philippians not just
some terms used in Stoic social ethics, but a significantly

2T, Engberg-Pedersen (1995b). (Most of the Stoic terms adduced by
M. Pohlenz (1949) in his study of Paul are from Romans or Acts 17.)
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similar use, as Paul attempts to further his aim of realising
proclaimed high ideals recognisably in this actual
community: Philippians 1.27 taken with 3.20, life together
reflecting the life of the heavenly city, just as Chrysippus
is to be taken as having sketched an ideal TToAiTeia ‘of
Gods and men’ which could ‘then be put to use in actual
social and political practice in a number of ways. This is
the relos or skopos for which one strives (Si1cokew).’ ‘And
so we are already in the middle of Philippians 3 (vv. 12—
14).” In determining the ‘end’ of action it is essential to
discern what matters and what does not (Sokiu&Cewv T&
dia@ép-ovta, Phil 1.10). For the individual as for the
community, the end is ‘excellence’ (virtue, &peTr), Phil
4.8), which means to be complete, perfect (Phil 3.12, 15).
Stoic intellectualism means that this excellence is
fundamentally a state of mind that accords with how things
are; so Paul emphasises the importance of ‘knowing’
Christ (Phil 3.8, 10), and of the Philippian Christians’
mind-set (Phil 2.5). The example of Christ Jesus, hymned
in Philippians 2.5-11, is agreed by most to be older than
the letter, most likely composed by someone else; its
echoes of a Cynic Herakles I have sketched above. Paul’s
TOUTO @PPOVEITE . . . O Kal ¢v XploTéd 'Incol now, |
suggest, would seem to focus attention on intellection and
interiority, rather than the overt action emphasised in the
hymn itself. Then at Philippians 3.17 Paul risks offering
himself as a model (a Cynic trait which we noted was
usually avoided in the Stoic tradition). However, here it is
Paul’s attitudes (fjynuai, nyouuai, Phil 3.7-8) and his
knowledge that are to be imitated; there is no repetition of
the lists of physical tribulations we meet in the Corinthian
letters. It will also be recalled that in contrast with the
Cynic short-cut which we argued Paul’s life-style display-
ed, Stoics insisted on slow, steady (but still arduous)
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progress (TTpokoTr)) to an (impossible) perfection; and so
Paul means to enable the progress (TrpokoTm)) of his
Philippian community (Phil 1.25), following the example
of his own struggle to a far from attained goal (Phil 3.12-
14).3 And the emphasis in the letter on xapd& may even
reflect the Stoic insistence that this must be the sage’s
constant response to all he discerns.4

Later, and also both interestingly and cogently, it is
argued that there is a tension between hierarchical subord-
ination and non-hierarchical koindnia in the letter; while
the latter predominates in Paul’s account of his own
response to God and to the Lord Jesus (and which the
Philippian Christians are to make their own), the former
comes to the fore in Paul’s own relationship with the Phil-
ippians themselves. Yet the former is shown to be most in
accord with Stoic accounts of being grasped by an ideal
and freely responding.3

Paul’s understanding of the life that he hopes and
endeavours to gain on his death is quite other than a Stoic
such as Epictetus would expect. Samuel Volienweider has
shown that Paul’s reflections on life and death (Phil 1.21-
26) deploy a well-known topos; but Paul’s actual option
for life for the sake of others (rather than the death that is

3 we may usefully contrast again 1 Cor 9.24-27, where Paul is
maintaining his fitness, rather than, as here, emphasising the as yet
unattained goal and the arduous progress towards it.

4 Mostly from T. Engberg-Pedersen (1995}, 268-74, condensed and
slightly reordered and rephrased by me.

5T Engberg-Pedersen (1995b), 282-89. | have 1o ask whether the
hierarchical model is a further relic of one strand in Cynicism - the call
to ‘rule’ fellow humans. Not all of the Cynic ethos persuades the
present author! (If Phil 3.2-21 were not so clearly directed against
*Judaisers’, then ToUs kUvas of v. 2, and dov & Beds 1) koiAla kal 1
B36Ea gv 1T aloxuvn auTdv, ol Ta émiyeia ppovolvTes of v. 19
would have afforded a still clearer sign of a break with Cynics!).
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preferred) seems paralleled among near contemporaries
only in Stoic sources. Epictetus insists that a good man
will play his social role right and only leave when it is
clear that ‘God’ intends it (by showing that authentic
existence is no longer possible).® Musonius judged that
‘One who by living is of use to many has not the right to
choose to die, unless by dying he may be of use to more.’
(Epictetus, however, mocks the man who snatches at this
excuse when death really is the better option).”

I would wish to enter one small disagreement in
detail with Engberg-Pedersen. Early on he notes that
autarkeia (Phil 4.11) ‘is originally philosophic and
specifically Cynic and Stoic; but by Paul’s time it need not
have any philosophical overtones at all’. However, later on
Engberg-Pedersen also seems to take autarkeia to indicate
here the Stoic telos, the perfection where the sage ‘will
have no need of anything else’.® In fact Paul’s insistence
that he is aUTapkns ‘in plenty and in hunger, in abund-
ance and in want’ is very specifically Stoic in ethos. It is
for Stoics that wealth is a matter of indifference, so indiff-
erent it may even be ‘preferred’, so long as it creates no
inner attachment or disturbance; as opposed to Cynics, for
whom wealth is an evil to be disposed of, a tyrant to be
destroyed. Martin Ebner appositely cities Seneca, ‘Thus
the sage will pursue excellence with wealth if he is able to,
in poverty if he is not’, ‘sic sapiens virtutem si licebit in
divitiis explicabit, si minus in paupertate.’® Paul is here

6 S. Vollenweider (1994); Epictetus 3.24.95-102; cf. 4.1.86-90.
7 Musonius, frag. 29; Epictetus 4.1.167-68.
8T, Engberg-Pedersen (1995b), 263 and 270.

9 M. Ebner (1991), 341, citing Seneca, Epistulae morales 85.40; see
the whole discussion, 33845, including Epicurean and other sources.
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entirely Stoic in ethos (whether aware of it or not, as
Engberg-Pedersen allows of his own analysis), unlike the
very Cynic-seeming earlier Paul opting for poverty (1 Cor
4.11-12;2 Cor 6.10; 11.27).10
Engberg-Pedersen summarises what he designates

‘the story’ of Philippians, and then offers this interim con-
clusion:

it is noteworthy that the story also reflects very precisely the

basic ideas that went into Stoic moral and political philosophy:

the directedness towards an end, the concept-ualization of the

end as an ideal community, the strategy of using the notion of

the end to inform people’s under-standing and behaviour here

and now, the exact way in which this application is thought to

occur (it creates a certain mind-set with a distinct content). All

of this is both centrally Stoic and also sufficiently specific to

make it highly unlikely that it is anything bu# Stoic. 11

Paul’s letter to Christians in Rome also has seemed

to many to contain significant direct or indirect traces of
Stoicism. We earlier discounted one supposed trace, ‘the
Stoic—Cynic diatribe’, even in S. K. Stower’s modified

The trust in a divine enabling (albeit distinctive) means the Stoic
analogy is closest.

10 50 it certainly appeared to Ambrose, De officiis 2.17. A. J.
Malherbe has recently urged the analogy of Bion in Teles (fragments I
and IVB, 11H and 15H) commending adaptation to whatever circum-
stances, poverty most likely, but ebmropia possibly. However, this
seems to be Bion in Cyrenaic mood (cf. Diogenes Laertius 4.51-52 and
2.66); there are no clearly Cynic texts urging such indiscriminate
adaptability. (Epictetus 1.1.27, cited by Malherbe, is obviously Stoic;
Dio 30.33 is precisely criticising those who take more than they need
of what is to hand, as does ps.-Lucian in The Cynic 6-7; cf. Diogenes
in Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit 122, sharing his surplus): A. J.
Malherbe (1996), especially 132-34; and compare K. L. Berry (1996);
also M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1996), 78-79.

11 T, Engberg-Pedersen (1995b), 279.
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version: there is no sign of any such recognised genre
either of public address or of small group teaching with the
cluster of common stylistic devices and range of common
topics that has been posited. 12

The ‘natural theology’ expressed at Romans 1.19-
20 has firm roots in earlier Jewish tradition (e.g., Ps 19.1),
and even as a polemical argument had been a part of some
Jewish tradition for a century and a half (cf. Wis 13.1-9).
Some of the key abstract terms Paul uses (T& adpaTa. . .
&tdios Buvauis . . . Be1dTns) echo popular philosophical
theology, even though here used to argue an exclusive
rather than an inclusive conclusion. But as a philosophical
argument, when heard by non-Jews in the ancient
Mediterranean world, it would sound like commonplace
Stoicism (which may well itself have earlier influenced
Wisdom): we may compare Cicero, De natura deorum
2.16-17, 87-88.13 Cynics tended to eschew such specul-
ative abstractions. The larger, polemical argument in
which this snatch of natural theology figures has been
discussed briefly earlier, along with the Cynic resonances
both of a myth of decline and of a refusal of any truck with
idolatry.!4 For Paul here the cardinal sin is the idolatrous
refusal to acknowledge the one God, and an ‘unnatural’
(excessive) sexuality is the initial punishment (Rom 1.24—
26). We have also noted Cynic objections to (male) homo-

12 5. K. Stowers (1981); P. P. Fuentes Gonzédlez (1990); F. G.
Downing (1992a), 44-45; and above, ch. 2, 27-28.

13 0. Michel (1963), 63, n.3, and C. E. B. Cranfield (1975), 114-15,
referring us in particular to Cicero, De natura deorum 1.(18) 44, but
1.(17) 45 seems to be the passage intended; however, see all of 1.(16)
43—(18) 49 (here discussing Epicurus); cf. Epictetus 1.6.7-8; Dio
12.27-28, 40.35.

14 cp. 7, above, 235-37, referring to ps.-Anacharsis 9 and Dio 30.26-
27; and § 4, referring to Antisthenes.
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sexuality, at least in so far as it involved ‘effeminacy’;
though Stoics (like Paul) also emphasised the natural
fittingness of heterosexual (marital) union.!5 The further
list of vices, headed by the Stoic-sounding T& uny kab-
NkovTta (Rom 1.28-32)!16 is as mixed as that at Galatians
5.19-21, but both contain (as we noted above) a prepond-
erance of overt and active terms, rather than the heavy
stress on disposition which we find among Stoics; and
Paul, of course, emphasises the doing, T& yap auta
Tpaooels (Rom 2.1; cf. 2.6-13).

More distinctively Stoic, and much more signific-
ant for Paul’s changed approach, are many of the ways he
now discusses ‘the law’, when compared and contrasted
with the very negative material from Galatians which we
considered in chapter 3: “When gentiles who do not have
the law do by nature what the law requires, they are a law
unto themselves; they show that what the law requires is
written on their hearts, as their conscience [self-awareness]
testifies . . . (Rom 2.14-15). Even if such language and
such ideas had come to Paul from Jewish sources, we must
again realise that to non-Jews this could only sound Stoic,
and Paul is very unlikely to have been unaware of such
resonances or, indeed (in general terms), the source. So
Cicero, for instance, talks of ‘nature’s laws’ that anyone
can ‘listen to’, and ‘Law is the highest reason, planted in
nature, which commands those things that are to be done

15 on homosexuality, above, ch. 4, § 4; on heterosexuality, Epictetus
1.6.7-8 again and Musonius 12 and 14. S. K. Stowers (1994), 94,
insists that it is the male passivity (effeminacy) that it is at issue, rather
than ‘same-sex’ relationships as such; D. B. Martin (1995) argues that
the issue in contemporary context is primarily one of sexual excess.

16 Cf. Diogenes Laertius 7.88, 108-109; and J. 1. Porter (1996), 161.
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and prohibits their opposites.”!7 But, whereas the earlier
Stoics had maintained something of the radicalism of their
Cynic origins, and were critical of positive and customary
law, later Stoics, as we saw above, took custom and
positive law very seriously, especially where common
strands could be discerned: these ‘must’ reflect ‘the law of
nature’. The once Cynically-inclined Paul who told his
Galatian Christians ‘the iaw was for the sake of trans-
gressions’ and made slaves of those who followed it (Gal
3.19; 5.1) now insists ‘the law is holy and just and good’
(Rom 7.12).

As compared with the debate in Galatians, the
discussion of ‘law’, ‘faith’ and ‘righting’ and ‘Israel’ in
Romans 1-11 is primarily concerned with interiority, des-
pite the odd expections just noted. In Galatians Paul was
concerned for the most part with the external ‘markers’,
with circumcision, food laws, and (if only in passing)
Sabbath observance. !8

In Romans, however, issues of interior disposition
and conviction — faith — lead the argument (1-11). There is

17 Cicero, De officiis 3.24 and.De legibus 1.(6) 18; cited by C. K.
Barrett (1957), 52; but also Diogenes Laertius 7.88-89, ‘Conscience’,
ouvveidnols, in Paul may well not be as technically Stoic as is
conscientia in Cicero’s Latin; but cf. idem, De officiis 3.44; De natura
deorum 3.85 (and cf. C. H. Dodd (1932), 36; U. Wilckens (1978), 133-
34). C. E. B. Cranfield (1975), 155-62, argues for a different interpret-
ation (and translation) of these verses. It seems very unlikely that Paul
would have left himself so open to the more obvious ‘Stoic’ sense of
his words had he intended something as different as Cranfield suggests.
S. K. Stowers in a careful discussion (1994), 109-13, argues that this
would be too inconsistent for Paul to have intended it; on which see,
however, H. Riisdnen [1983] (1986), 101-109.

18 Arguing against T. Engberg-Pedersen (1995c); cf. ch. 7, § xi, above.
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no discussion of getting circumcised,!® and having been
circumcised has little or no relevance; it is only inner
disposition that really matters (Rom 2.28-29). The import-
ance of attitude (or intention) as well as action is emphas-
ised in the canonical Jewish source (Deut 10.16 etc.); but
for the conviction that attitude (or intention) on its own is
what matters, whatever the accompanying action, it is very
hard to find any Jewish antecedent, even in such as Philo,
as we noted in chapter 3. If it rang any bells among those
erstwhile pagans who heard it read, Romans 2.28-29 could
only have sounded Stoic.

There are similar contrasts on other issues that were
important in Galatians. Now people are to be allowed to
retain food laws and special days, ‘as long as they are
convinced in their own minds’ (Rom 14.5-6, 14, 23),
whereas in Galatians there was no suggestion of comprom-
ise on food, and observing days and seasons amounted to a
return to slavery (Gal 2.11-12; 4.9-11).20

As in Stoicism, so now in Paul, once the convict-
ions and inner dispositions have been sorted out (Rom
14.1-11), the right actions follow (Rom 14.12-15). And
the actions Paul commends often evince an ethos percept-
ibly closer to Stoicism than does the behaviour urged in the
earlier letters (and, even more clearly, are mostly a long
way from Cynicism). First we may note that the very
Cynic-sounding baptismal slogan ‘Neither Jew nor Greek,
neither bond nor free, no male and female’ (Gal 3.28) has

19 1f Romans 2.25 includes a Christian accepting circumcision, then
the contrast with Gal 5.2 is even stronger — and stranger.

201¢is probably a rhetorical coincidence that Paul refers in passing to
God as ‘Another’ (Rom 14.4); but we may perhaps compare Epictetus
1.30.1, ‘Another looks from above, and he it is that you must please’;
cf. 3.1.43; 3.13.13; Encheiridion 17, where it is ‘ Another’ who decides
what role each is to play.
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no place, no positive echoes, even. So, for instance,
Stanley Stowers tellingly points out that implicit in the
conviction that heterosexual coitus is ‘natural’ (Rom 1.26—
27) is the assumption that it also expresses the integrally
linked and equally ‘natural’ control by males and subordin-
ation of females.?! ‘Neither bond nor free’ finds no
practical elaboration in Galatians, only passing and ambig-
uous allusion in the Corinthian letters, but no reference at
all in Romans. And rather than ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ we
have now, as we remarked just above, both Jewish
Christians and gentile Christians, each following their own
practice (circumcised and keeping the law, observing
purity laws, keeping festivals; or not), so long as they have
the appropriate inner attitude (just as Epictetus can allow
for pig-meat being held holy or unholy where it is the
underlying conviction that constitutes the holiness).22
(Each of these ‘revised’ positions indicated in Romans is
characteristic of Stoicism, though none is distinctive.)

So Paul prefaces his practical injunctions with an
exhortation ‘to present your bodies as a living sacrifice’, at
once explained as Aoyikrv AaTpeiav, and that as ‘the
renewal of your minds’ (Rom 12.1-2). Again the nearest
parallels are in Stoic or Stoic-influenced sources. We may
compare Cicero: ‘The best and also the purest, holiest and
most pious way of worshipping the Gods is always to
venerate them with purity, sincerity and innocence both of
thought and speech.’23 In similar vein Epictetus says, ‘I
would have you know that the most important element in
worship of the Gods is to have the right opinions of them
as existing and administering the universe well and justly;

21 5. K. Stowers (1994), 94.
22 Epictetus 1.22.34.
23 Cicero. De natura deorum 2.71.
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and to have set yourself to obey them and to submit to
everything that happens, and to follow voluntarily.’2*

The remainder of Romans 12 can be readily parall-
eled from Jewish, other early Christian and varied pagan
sources. The final passage where Paul’s now clearly Stoic-
coloured leanings are displayed is Romans 13.1-7. It is
justly pointed out that many Jewish writers agree that
rulers are set in power by God.25 What seems to be missed
is that those Jewish authors do not say that therefore rulers
must simply be obeyed, nor that they are doing their job
well, nor even that people should pay their taxes; a number
of them in fact promise the imminent removal of the ruler
in question. The optimism and the compliance are Stoic.26
‘Kings derive their power and stewardship from Zeus’,
claims Dio, in one of his Stoic pieces, though they must
still endeavour to exercise their power in accord with the
laws and ordinances of Zeus (sc., of nature).2’ Epictetus
can be very critical of individual emperors, but insists, ‘I
must always obey the state law in every particular’; ‘a fine

24 Epictetus, Encheiridion 31.1; cf. idem, 1.16.15-21: as himself
Aoyikds he celebrates the divine gift of comprehension. Philo, De
spec. leg. 1.271-72, has worshippers offer themselves as the best of
sacrifices: having noble lives to offer, they do so in an interior
dialogue. The primacy of the inner mental transformation here in Paul
is still closest to this Stoic piety; ¢f. O. Michel (1955), 292; C. K.
Barrett (1957), 231; C. E. B. Cranfield (1979), 602-603.

25 C. K. Barrett (1957), 245, cites Wisdom 6.3 and Josephus, War
2.140; and behind that we may note Dan 4.25, Isa 45.1 and, earlier,
10.5; cf. C. E. B. Cranfield (1979), 663—-64; P. Stuhlmacher [1989]
(1994), 201-202.

26 The discrepancy between Paul here and his Jewish tradition known
to us has been pointed out by others; cf. J. C. O'Neill (1975), 207-14.
O’ Neill refers to Stoicism without citing any passage, only Seneca’s
obedience to Nero’s order to commit suicide; cf. also E. Barnikol
(1961), 7374, to whom O’ Neill refers.

27 Dio 1.45: cf. 3.8.
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and good man subordinates (UtroTétaxev, cf. Paul's Utro-
TdooaoBat) his will to him who administers the universe,
precisely as good citizens [subordinate themselves] to civic
law’.28 This is a much more Stoic-sounding Paul than the
one who told the Corinthians to stay away from the civic
legal system (1 Cor 6.1-8). But for those who caught the
resonances, they would harmonise well with the firm trust
in divine providential ordering expressed in Romans 8.28—
30, and chapters 9-11.

In his recent The Tapestry of Early Christian
Discourse, Vernon Robbins argues against such as Edwin
Judge that the earlier Paul of the Corinthian correspond-
ence had already a ‘contra-cultural’ as opposed to a
‘counter-cultural’ stance. For Robbins Paul implicitly
promotes rather than rejects the dominant Mediterranean
culture of his day.2? Robbins can make this case for the
earlier Paul only by misreading 1 Corinthians 9 simply in
terms of the very idealised and Stoic ‘Cyncism’ of
Epictetus 3.22. Stoicism is avowedly ‘contra-cultural’,
Cynicism resolutely ‘counter-cultural’.30 The earlier Paul
had been much closer to Cynicism, much more socially
disturbing. But Robbins’ categorisation remains apt for the
later Paul, when much that is potentially disturbing is
internalised, and public conventions are much more widely
maintained. Perhaps strands of popular Stoicism afforded
an altogether safer and more sensible and digestible ethos

28 Epictetus 3.24.108; 1.12.7; cf. 4.7.33; cf. also Cicero’s enlisting
religion to support the state and good order, De natura deorum 1.3—4,
118; Musonius 15.

29 v. K. Robbins (1996), 182-89, referring to (among others) E. A.
Judge (1984).

30 ¢f. F. G. Downing (1996¢), 210-11.
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for vulnerable little communities in Nero’s reign than did
even the mildest colouring of Cynic radicalism.

It would be very easy from a position of comfort to
criticise Paul for a loss of nerve. And some, if they admit
at all the movement sketched here from earlier to later
Paul, may by contrast see Philippians and Romans as
indicative of Paul’s growing maturity, discarding all but
the iast vestiges of an ili-considered flirtation with Cynic
radicalism. After all, it was a ‘Stoicised’, quietist Christian
ethos that became dominant, at least in the western church,
and that has the continuing allegiance of many Christians.
But there may also be involved a loss of some of the heart
of Jesus’ radicalism, too.

(ii) The Garden

We have noted from time to time suggestions that
Epicurean practice and thought may also have provided
models for Paul and the early Christians, whether overtly
or less directly, through elements of Epicureanism absorb-
ed into popular thought and practice. Wayne Meeks has
suggested, ‘“There is much in the life of these communities
that remind us of the Pauline congregations . . . they strove
to produce the intimacy of a family among the members,
who included male and female, slave and free, bound
together by love (philia) . . . there was no rigid hierarchy of
office, but some functional differentiation, based on one’s
advancement in the school’s thought . . . Epicurus under-
took to maintain that unity among groups of his followers,
by writing letters.”31 Abraham Malherbe had earlier noted

31 w. A. Meeks (1983), 83-84, citing P. H. de Lacy (1948) and N. de
Witt (1967) and A. J. Malherbe (1977); cf. also G. Tomlin (1997), and
the brief discussion, above, p. 203 and note.



Stoic and Epicurean Strands 283

a possible similarity of ethos between the quiet withdrawal
of Epicurean groups and the ‘quiet life’ Paul commended
to the Thessalonians; and he then spelled this out in a little
more detail later.32 We have in particular addressed
Clarence Glad’s argument that the Epicureans provide a
much more worthwhile set of analogies for the
‘psychogogy’ allegedly exercised by Paul in and with his
communities than do the Cynic sources on which Malherbe
(and I even more) have concentrated.33
Malherbe in fact argues that Paul

consciously sought to distinguish Christians from

Epicureans [as well as from the Cynics . . . (see above)] . . .

he does not speak of friends or friendship, but of brotherly

love . .. When Paul says that the Thessalonians were taught

by God (theodidaktor) to love one another (1 Thess 4.9),

he further distinguishes them from the Epicureans . . .

Epicurus had claimed to be self-taught (auto-didaktos) . . .

The most obvious difference . . . lies in their respective

attitudes toward society. Epicureans shunned society . . .

Paul’s entire discussion [sc., in 1 Thess], on the other

hand, is aimed at earning the respect of society by promot-

ing self-sufficiency . . . not an Epicurean withdrawal from

society, but the quiet pursuit of the Christians’ ordinary

lives [earning their livelihoods in ways that such as

Philodemus would have despised]. 3+
We have also seen that Malherbe has argued that at
1 Corinthians 15.32 Paul is echoing popular polemic
against Epicureans as those who pandered to their
passions, the ‘wild beasts’ within.35

32 A. J. Malherbe (1977), 25-26 and (1987), 40-43, 84-87, 101-106.
33 C. E. Glad (1995), 4-12 and 89-98.

34 A. J. Malherbe (1987), 104-106.

35 A. J. Malherbe [1968] (1989).
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In earlier chapters of this book I have myself
allowed that Epicureans as well as Cynics did as Pauline
Christians did, they accepted newcomers with no social or
moral ‘screening’ nor any novitiate prior to joining; but |
argued that the break from conventional public civic
behaviour demanded of Christians would clearly
distinguish them from Epicureans and align them much
more with Cynics (refusing public cultic rituals and social
markers (chapter 1); having at least their leader, Paul,
appearing half-naked, displaying the scars of shameful
beatings, risking public disturbance, courting further ill-use
(chapter 5). And, further, once ‘in’ one of Paul’s
communities, members would not in fact find themselves
drawn into a mutual ‘psychogogy’ as a major preoccup-
ation: only in an occasional crisis might they be expected
implicitly to exercise the kind of sensitive care for one
another that Epicureans sought constantly to practise
(chapter 6, Appendix). I have myself argued elsewhere that
Paul’s passing reference to the decay of a creation in
travail as ‘common knowledge’ (Rom 8.19-22) may well
echo a popular acceptance of specifically Epicurean
cosmology; cf. also 1 Cor 7.31.36 But among Pauline and
other Christians there is no sign of anything like the stress
on assimilating a detailed physics (and metaphysics, in
effect) that was also an integral part of Epicurean
formation (Diogenes Laertius 10.35-36). The telos of each
group would very obviously have been seen to be quite
different.

It is abundantly clear that Epicurean tradition was
‘hedonist’ only in the most austere and intellectualist way
(Diogenes Laertius 10.11). Nonetheless, the movement’s

36 F. G. Downing (1995b) and (1995¢).
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reputation was quite other (as Diogenes Laertius indignant-
ly acknowledges, 10.3-9). We have just above recalled
Malherbe’s discussion of 1 Corinthians 15.32, where he
finds Paul seeming to assume that ‘Let us eat and drink, for
tomorrow we die’ (Isa 22.13) represents an unquestionably
unacceptable Epicureanism.3”

Epicureans acknowledged the reality of the Gods of
common belief — but not the popular understanding of their
powers.38 Paul’s congregations, on the other hand, ‘knew’
that the beings represented by idols had no divine reality —
while Paul himself insisted they were powerfully danger-
ous. Epicureans rejected any notion of divine providence
(as did many Cynics, too, of course); Paul’s congregations
were expected to be convinced of God’s effective care (as
were some Cynics, we have also noted). Epicureans
continued to join in the popular cult, as homage to the ideal
beings represented.3? Even if some Pauline Christians felt
free to eat sacrificial meat, and that in temple dining
rooms, they had turned from idols, and took no part in
either local or any other traditional, ancestral cults. When
they had to appear in public Epicureans were conformist
(whatever their mental reservations). Christians, very like
(though not identical with) Cynics, mostly refused to
conform.

Such occasional analogies as do appear between
early Christian and elements of Epicurean theory and
practice that have become part of common culture (as may
well be the case with ‘frank criticism’ in psychogogy) are

37 For the Jewish tradition, Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1; Aboth 2.14.
38 Diogenes Laertius 10.123; Cicero, De natura deorum 1.43-51.
39 Epictetus 2.20-27; Cicero, De natura deorum 1.45, 123.
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obviously worth our attention. But the Epicurean commun-
ities are too different at most points of ethos, practice and
aim for them to have been adopted as an overt model by
Paul or other early Christians, or to have had any extensive
indirect influence. Pace Clarence Glad, it seems clear that
the Cynic analogies remain much more apposite — and
significant.



10

PAUL AND OTHER EARLY CHRISTIANS,
AND THEIR TRADITIONS OF JESUS;
AND JESUS

(i) Early Christian Cynicism

Paul’s surviving letters show him in dispute with many and
perhaps quite varied fellow-Christians. When we compare
his thought with the rest of early Christian writing it is
often significantly different. Even if an at all persuasive
case has been made out for Paul having assimilated
important strands of Cynicism in practice and verbal
expression, that might merely indicate just one more
Pauline idiosyncrasy. On the other hand, if Paul can be
seen perceiving something of the Cynic configuration a
number of critics including the present author have
discerned in the synoptic tradition in particular, Paul
himself seems less arbitrary, he is not wilfully imposing a
Cynic reading on a quite alien tradition; and, furthermore, a
Cynic reading of the synoptic tradition itself gains
something in plausibility.

As a zealot for his people and their sacred tradit-
ions, Paul persecuted some early Christian communities
(Gal 1.13-14; Phil 3.6). Presumably he saw their life-style
and their announced views as a threat to the security and
integrity of both nation and inheritance. The insistence of
these followers of Jesus that a man whom God had allowed
to suffer crucifixion was nonetheless God’s anointed
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leader, God's Messiah, on its own might well have
disturbed Paul (‘a stumbling-block’, 1 Cor 1.23); but much
more significant would have been the life-style these
‘Messianic Jews’ had adopted. As we are often reminded
of Judaism over the ages, it is ‘orthopraxis’ that is central;
ideas are secondary, important only if they threaten or
actually disturb the faithful observance of the Torah as
interpreted.!

Yet Paul became convinced that he had been
encountered by (and himself enlisted by) the Christians’
crucified leader, now totally vindicated by God, glorified
Messiah and Lord (as his disciples had been claiming). So
what Jesus’ followers had apparently been doing wrong
would now be seen by Paul as pre-eminently right. The
life-style Paul had tried to eradicate he would now himself
adopt and propagate. The Christian-Cynic way of life we
have seen Paul enacting and articulating must, then, be
presumed to have been his version (even if not a precise
imitation) of what he had up to then seen and detested. He
now propagated the TioTis, the faithful response to God,
that he had tried to destroy (Gal 1.23). At least in broad
terms the conclusion seems irresistible; otherwise one
would be imagining a Paul become convinced that what his
erstwhile opponents had been doing was right, yet himself
then doing something other again.

Certainly we must acknowledge that once Paul
found himself bound to propagate the faith he had tried to
destroy and had reflected on it (over whatever period), the
evidence we have shows that the enactment he chose as
most appropriate, and large strands of its articulation were

1 G. F. Moore (1927), 110-11; though in our period there was clearly
less uniformity of practice than Moore supposed before the Qumran
library had been discovered; cf ., e.g., J. Neusner { 1987), ix—xiii.
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patently Cynic in appearance. To live a life that matched
his new convictions in a way that would also create the
appropriate impression in the Greek towns where he was at
home, he would seem to have had to adopt many facets of
a fairly gentle but still rigorously self-disciplined Cynic-
ism. If he were to live out and display his new convictions
in action, this was (at the time) the most apposite manner.
His praxis obviously must be presumed to have mirrored
quite closely, if not precisely, that of those he had been
opposing, but with whom he now had allied himself.

We need now to consider whether and to what
extent we have evidence to support the a priori argument
just sketched. Does any of the early Christian life-style and
discourse witnessed to in our other sources look Cynic; and
does Paul show any specific awareness of such Christian—
Cynic traits evidenced elsewhere?

A full response to the first question lies in my
Cynics and Christian Origins and Christ and the Cynics.2
Whether or not Jesus himself had been influenced by
Cynicism (perhaps spreading into Galilee from one of its
historic centres in Gadara), individuals and groups who
lived and repeated in the Greek cities of the first-century
east Mediterranean much of the material ascribed to Jesus
in our synoptic gospels would inevitably have appeared at
first sight and still at closer acquaintance to be some kind
of Cynic. Cynics provide not just the best and most
extensive available analogy (which critics hostile to the
further conclusions themselves admit), they provided at
many points very close analogies to material in ‘Q’ (the
common material used by Luke and Matthew), in Mark,
and in much of the matter peculiar to Matthew. That this is
not only the most obvious general comparison, but also the

2 F. G. Downing (1992a) and (1988c).
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one most apposite in many particulars is clear from
discussions among Christian and pagan writers in the
following centuries, who make it explicit.3

Most significant is the ‘mission charge’ material in
‘Q’, in Matthew’s and Luke’s respective versions, and in
Mark. People who followed these varied injunctions, or
others at all close, would have seemed to be kinds of
Cynic. Cynics varied in their shabby dress, itinerancy, and
ways of obtaining food. They did not adopt a uniform
practice from which those following the gospel injunctions
would be distinguished (though that convenient misinter-
pretation continues to be parroted by many, with scant or
no reference to the varied evidence).4 It would be enough
for some shabbily dressed wanderers, with or without
sandals, with or without staff, with or without begging-bag,
deliberately to attract attention and invite a following by
public address and/or other activity, for them to be
discerned as Cynic. Some Cynics begged, some relied on
spontaneous contributions, some on patrons; some worked
for their living. All made a show of their poverty, rather
than maintaining a proper shamefaced reticence. So, as we
have seen, Paul parading himself ‘hungry and thirsty,
[half-]naked and homeless’ is displaying an image and
deploying slogans from Cynic stock; but he does all this
precisely because it is the appropriate working out of the
new life he has been drawn into. It provides the appropriate
‘spectacle’, it is to imitate Christ so others may too, it is to

3F G Downing (1992a), 19-23 (Lucian, Aristides, Galen, Celsus,
Justin Martyr); and chapters 7-10, 169-301 (‘fathers’ of the church);
on which see also G. Dorival (1992) and (1993), 419-43; S. Matton
(1996); D. Kinney (1996).

4F. G. Downing (1992a), 8-12, 26-34; and JBL, forthcoming (1998).



Paul, other Christians, and Jesus 291

allow Christ’s power (his kind of power) to be effective.5 It
may well be that it is by living so that Paul is ‘crucified
with Christ’ and thus able to portray him publicly (Gal
2.20; 3.1); certainly it is by accepting tribulations in a
Christian—Cynic way, he tells us, that he ‘carries round in
his body the death of Jesus’ (2 Cor 4.8-11).6

Paul clearly knows that aspects of this arduous life-
style are inculcated in the mission charge in the Jesus
tradition and enacted by other wandering ‘aposties and the
brothers of the Lord, and Kephas’ (1 Cor 9.14; 9.4-5).
Much of the vocabulary of the various versions of the
mission charge is deployed in other parts of Paul’s
argument in 1 Corinthians 9: the words ‘worker’, ‘hire’,
‘command’, ‘eating and drinking’, ‘authority’, ‘preaching’.
(For details of the case for Paul’s awareness of the wider
context, the reader is referred to other studies, especially
David Wenham’s recent survey.)? Paul himself, of course,
maintains a Cynic freedom to adopt a variant method of
obtaining a livelihood; but it is still ‘in poverty’ that he
makes others rich (2 Cor 6.10; as in his own way his Lord
has done, 2 Cor 8.9). Though quite obviously it is the
match between his life-style and his understanding of Jesus
Christ his Lord that is most important to Paul, he is fully
aware that this Cynic-seeming way of living is rooted in a
part of the wider church’s Jesus tradition.

Some other closely related items in the synoptic
gospels, however, find no clear echo in Paul’s surviving
writings. We have noted already that Paul does not warn
against wealth, and does not directly insist that others

51 Cor 49, 16:9.1;:1 Thess 1.6; 2 Cor4.11; 6.4; 12.9-10.

6 or course, discipleship involves a cross in the Q tradition, Lk 14.27,
D. Wenham (1995), 154-55; D. Seeley (1992).

7 D. Wenham (1995), 190-200; cf. D. Dungan (1971), 1-80.
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adopt the poverty he accepts. There is no encouragement to
emulate the insouciance of grass and birds (Luke 12.22-
31). Of course, it is possible that those in Thessalonica who
had given up work had been influenced by these words of
the Lord; but they could as easily have been guided by
common Cynic practice, as we suggested previously
(1 Thess 2.9;4.11-12; 5.14; cf. 2 Thess 3.6-13).

That much of Paui’s own teaching couid, however,
readily be interpreted by others along radically Cynic lines
we have argued in connection with the breaches of dietary
and sexual tabus in Corinth. Other passages in Paul’s
letters where echoes of early Christian gospel tradition
have often been discerned are mostly compatible at least
with the gentler strands of Cynicism, if not as distinctively
Cynic; Romans 12 is a prime instance.8

The way into a Pauline Christian community is
through baptism, in which the identification with the
crucified Christ begins, and the life-style is adopted in
which the identification is continuously to be enacted. Paul
can assume that this will make sense to the Christians in
Rome (Rom 6.1-11). Earlier he had reminded his Galatian
hearers of the ‘baptismal formula’ which assured those
who had put on Christ that there is now ‘no Jew nor Greek,
no bond nor free, no male and female, but all are one in
Christ Jesus’ (Gal 3.28). This ‘formula’, as most take it to
be, most also (as we saw in chapter 1) take as having
belonged to the wider Christian community into which
Paul had been accepted, and not just to the Christian
communities Paul himself founded.

We showed above how distinctively Cynic this
formula would sound; but even more, how ‘Cynically’

8 D. Wenham (1995), 287 (and see index); for Cynic analogies, see
F. G. Downing (1988c¢), 21-28, etc.
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disruptive in practice it would have been. It would have
needed at least such a practical threat to the Mosaic Torah
as this would have posed, to have aroused Paul’s zealous
hostility in the first place: something like this must
represent the position of the disruptive Christian groups
Paul first encountered, and whose baptism and consequent
life-style he was drawn to accept. They must have
presented a threat of a seriousness akin to that of Zimri
[Zambrias] to have aroused Paul’s Phineas-like persecutory
zeal in defence of the law (see above, chapter 3). The
baptismal formula itself, however, has no clear roots in the
Jesus tradition as such. Even if some current scholarship
overemphasises indications in the surviving traditions of
Jesus’ observance of traditional law, there is certainly no
sign there of a wholesale repudiation of it. More import-
antly for the present discussion, while some discern
adumbrations of this early Christian practice in stories of
Jesus disrupting the patriarchal family, mixing with people
of whatever status, and ignoring purity and Sabbath
regulations, there is no sign in the earlier letters of any
awareness of these specific traditions, either, on Paul’s
part. (Later on Paul does write, ‘I know, and am persuaded
in the Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself; but is
unclean for anyone who thinks it unclean’, Romans 14.14;
and this seems to echo Mark 7.15, ascribed to Jesus. But
Paul says nothing of the sort in the earlier discussion in
1 Corinthians 8 and 10.)°

What we should conclude is that on these fund-
amental programmatic issues Paul is at one with some at
least of the wider Christian communities, and has for now
adopted their programmatic Christian—-Cynic baptismal

9 D. Wenham (1995), 92-94. That this may be a community or Markan
comment is not itself relevant at this juncture.
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slogan, whose enactment not long before had aroused his
principled and zealous hostility. We have seen in particular
how clearly Cynic would have sounded Paul’s own
consequent very critical discussion of ‘law’ in Galatians,
how Cynic his life-style would have appeared, as well as
what he had to say about it in general, and also his self-
presentation as a teacher. Whether the Christian churches’
origins were genuinely Cynic or not (whether or not they
stemmed, as I argue, from a Jewish—Cynic Jesus), ‘inter-
preting’ them from out of his own Jewish Hellenistic
context Paul has discerned much of their practice and ethos
as Cynic, most naturally to be interpreted by him to others
in practice that could only look Cynic and best put into
words and phrases that could only sound Cynic.10
Obviously these findings (if in fact found
persuasive) are important for our understanding of Paul;
but they are also highly significant for our understanding of
the churches prior to his ‘conversion—conscription’. Paul
tells us that ‘after fourteen years’ he checked out the
message he’d been sharing with leading Christians in
Jerusalem ‘lest somehow I should be running or had been
running in vain’ (Gal 2.2).11 It was apparently agreed that
in essentials he was on the right lines. The implications for
legal matters (circumcision, diet and Sabbath, in particular)
of the ‘neither Jew nor Greek’ in the baptismal formula did

107t s probably worth noting that Paul’s later emphasis on ‘interiority’
{(which we have agreed, suggests a more Stoicising ethos) also has
some antecedent in the gospel tradition. We have noted Mark 7.14-23
already; but also relevant are Lk 11.37—41 (Q), and Mt 5.28; see the
parallels from Epictetus listed in F. G. Downing (1988c), 64 and 93.

11 A5 is well known, the period covered by Paul’s ‘three’ and
‘fourteen’ years could be as little as twelve, as much as sixteen; cf.
R. Jewett (1979), 95-100; G. Liidemann [1980] (1984), 59-64;
J. Murphy-O’ Connor (1996) 7-8.
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become controversial. On no other point where Paul
appears Cynic in his behaviour and his articulation of it
does he have to defend himself: in fact, quite the opposite.
His Cynic-seeming practice and Cynic-sounding accounts
of it are deployed as having considerable apologetic value
in controversy, and especially in 2 Corinthians, in response
to those who (even if not original apostles) represent a rival
‘conservative’ strand among the early communities. Paul
can match their claims both to Jewish inheritance and to
Cynic life-style: ‘Hebrews . . . Israelites . . . descendents of
Abraham . . . ministers of Christ... in laborious hard work,
going without sleep, hungry, thirsty, fasting, cold,
[half-]naked’ (2 Cor 11.22, 27). For his response to have
seemed to Paul himself to have had worthwhile force, he
must have seen the Cynic presentation of these central
strands in his practice as affording quite uncontrovertibly
important and agreed common ground.

Already before Paul joined them around 33CE,
within a year or within at most three of the crucifixion of
Jesus, the early Christian communites in many significant
ways looked and sounded Cynic, to others like Paul, and to
themselves; and then went on doing so.

(ii) Jesus as a Cynic for a Cynic church and a Cynic Paul

From Paul, then, it would seem there is no evidence for a
church that ever looked or sounded other than recognisably
Cynic in many important respects. Acts, written perhaps
half a century later, certainly presents a rather different
impression: but that is very much in line with Luke’s
deliberate decision to divide the radical Jesus of the
Galilaean spring from the summer of the early community
(and the fruitful autumn of Paul’s mission). Luke 22.35-38
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explicitly restricts the Cynic-seeming mission of Jesus to
the time before his death. The other gospels make no such
division; and, as we have seen, Paul presupposes the
continuing relevance of the mission charge which Luke
decades later thus relegates to the closed period of Jesus’
time in Galilee.

This conclusion would then seem to afford strong
support for the conviction that the jesus movement had
been wide open to such a Cynic ‘reading’ from its very
inception, in Jesus’ own deeds and words. And the sheer
quantity of Cynic resonances in the oldest Jesus traditions
would point to a popular culture in which such life-styles
and such ideas were already current, available for Jesus to
develop in social interplay among people used to such talk
and such behaviour.

The evidence is presented in some detail in my
Christ and the Cynics and my Cynics and Christian
Origins already referred to.12 As I have allowed there and
in other studies, the data 1 adduce is open to other
[re-]constructions; I have argued that these rival interpret-
ations should simply prove less persuasive.

The most thorough way to rebut my case is to take
those accounts of utterances and other actions in the
gospels that most closely resemble available Cynic
materials, and provide the gospel matter with contexts that
would indicate something distinctively other than Cynic is
intended, and that this distinctive intention would have
been readily discerned in the setting in life of Jesus and/or
the early Christians. I responded to one such essay (that of
C. M. Tuckett) in my Cynics and Christian Origins, and do

12F G. Downing (1988c) and (1992a).
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not intend to repeat that here.!3 The most recent at all
detailed attempt along such lines that has come my way is
that of Ben Witherington III in his Jesus the Sage — The
Pilgrimage of Wisdom'# (which unfortunately does not
refer to the more developed arguments of my Cynics and
Christian Origins, where further attention is given to
possible Jewish prophetic and Wisdom sources).

Witherington discusses a small selection of the
evidence for Cynic dress, overemphasising (as do many) its
supposed uniformity so as to distinguish Cynics from
Christian emissaries; but in fact provides no evidence from
Jewish or other sources for non-Cynic wandering preachers
making this or any other kind of overt poverty the focus of
their approach to people at large. (Josephus’ account of
Essenes travelling light to visit other known or unknown
members of their dispersed community affords no close
analogy at all.)15

Keeping for the moment to the central theme of
poverty, Witherington notes that Proverbs is as ready to
suggest lessons from ‘nature’ as any Cynic, and argues that
so it affords a more plausible context in Jewish Wisdom
for Jesus’ lesson from flowers and birds. But the fact is that
none of the Jewish material anyone has so far adduced

BE G Downing (1992a), 1-18 and 115-68, responding to C. M.
Tuckett (1989), in his rather hasty and over-generalised criticism of
F. G. Downing (1988a)); see also F. G. Downing (1994a), and more
recently L. Vaage (1994a) and (1995b). For a more general critique of
various ‘Cynic Jesus’ hypotheses, see H. D. Betz (1994), and P. R.
Eddy (1996); with response from D. Seeley (1996) and (1997); and
F. G. Downing JBL (1998) (forthcoming).

l4g, Witherington (1994), 12345 (responding to other work beside
my own). I note also N. T. Wright’ very courteous discussion (1997),
66-73, but find there no fresh arguments against the Cynic reading of
the Jesus traditions which I have been proposing.

15 Witherington (1994), 126, citing Josephus, War 2.125-27.
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commends such insouciant simplicity as Jesus does at
Luke 12.22-31; whereas the Cynic tradition provides
numerous examples. Witherington, however, is sure that
the motivation is different — for Cynics, autarkeia; for
Jesus, dependence on God. In fact some of the Cynic
instances also include an explicit reference to the under-
lying divine care being relied on, and no Jewish sources are
cited proposing that dependence on God takes this form. 16
The Jesus of the gospel tradition opposes wealth
absolutely, as do the Cynics. Witherington only touches on
this in passing, discussing a passage I cited from Epictetus
to illustrate Mark’s snapshot of Jesus approached as a
moral philosopher. One might well find material in Jewish
sources as critical of wealth, as aware of its dangers as
Epictetus in Cynic mood. But certainly for the most part
Wisdom writers see wealth as a relative good; for the pro-
phetic tradition, wealth is a sign of divine favour. Essene
initiates shared with their new community any wealth they
brought, they did not give it away. For a total rejection of
wealth no wider Jewish context seems to be forthcoming. 17
Other issues touched on by Witherington may be
dealt with more briefly. The dating of the available Cynic
material is no more crucial than that of some of the
Wisdom or other Jewish evidence adduced by him or
others; especially when many classical scholars discern a
high degree of continuity in (varied) Cynic practice and
teaching. 18 It is enough that we have some of the sorts of

16 Witherington (1994), 133-34, citing Proverbs 6.6, which says the
exact opposite: ‘Go to the ant, you sluggard!’; cf. F. G. Downing
(1988c), 68-71, for numerous Cynic or Cynic-influenced examples.
17, Witherington (1994), 137-38; Mk 10.17-26, and other passages.
18 For references, F. G. Downing (1992a), 78, n. 85; but see especially
J. H. Moles (1983a), 103 and notes 3 and 7: ‘The continuity of Cynic
ideas over the centuries is indeed striking.’
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things done and said by acknowledged Cynics around the
first century CE. (The ‘early Jewish parables’ instanced by
Witherington are, of course, recorded much later than the
main Cynic or Cynic-Stoic analogies cited by me.) That
the Jesus tradition lacks the ‘Cynic—Stoic diatribe’ invented
by nineteenth-century philologists is irrelevant.!® That it
lacks the sexual ‘shamelessness’ of some strands of Cynic
tradition is not particularly significant; other ‘shameless’
traits — including a deliberate display of shabbiness — were
as important and more common (as is argued above,
chapter 2). For theistic Cynics ‘living according to nature’
was living as God or Gods intended, and so has that at least
in common with Jesus’ Jewish theism. Some Cynics
travelled widely, others (like Jesus) did not.

More often Witherington admits this or that simil-
arity between the two traditions, but insists it represents a
‘non-Cynic specific’ feature. That I have in no way denied.
It was enough for my case to display compatibility with
Cynicism in a great many instances (even that some Cynics
could talk of ‘daimones’ is not irrelevant). It is only in a
limited but central range of features (especially those
summarised above) that I have argued for distinctively
Cynic characteristics shared by the Jesus tradition.
However, when the whole pattern, both of distinctive traits
and of the complex in each of characteristic though
individually not distinctive traits is assembled, then the
marked similarities between the two movements emerge
(still allowing for differences within both and between
both).20

19p P. Fuentes Gonzdlez (1990), again.

20 Witherington's discussion then of work by B. Mack (1988) and J. D.
Crossan (1991) I shall leave on one side. But any arbitrary exclusion
from consideration of healing stories and eschatological hopes in the
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The overlap between the whole (varied) complex
of tradition ascribed to Jesus and the whole (also varied)
complex of Cynic tradition is not total (and for my own
part I have refused the temptation to prune the Jesus
tradition to fit (which others have done by excising the
Christology, eschatology, healing and exorcisms). Only in
a range of instances, especially on the impoverished life-
style, as just rehearsed, is the overlap both close and
distinctive. But it is the extent of the total that is
remarkable. As | have pointed out before, there is a greater
degree of overlap between the synoptic traditions of Jesus
and Cynic tradition than, for instance, between such
Christian documents as the Johannine epistles and James,
respectively. The Jesus traditions and Paul are themselves,
in turn, not only close to different strands of Cynicism, but
mostly closer verbally to those than to each other. It is no
effective rejoinder to insist strenuously that the apparent
Christian—Cynic parallels are ‘only apparent’, and that in
context each is (or is likely to be shown to be) rather or
quite different in intent.2] There are so many ‘apparent’
Cynic parallels in the gospel material that they create their
own context of meaning — and it is very like that of some
of the Cynics. (This point will be elaborated a little further,
below.)

On occasion Witherington allows that a substantial
similarity in attitude and praxis appears in both of the
traditions, gospel and Cynic, but suggests coincidence, as
others have, t00.22 The most reflective statement of this
approach that I have met comes from Leif Vaage,

Jesus tradition, 1 would agree (as Witherington notes), is to be deprec-
ated.

21 E. g, H. D. Betz (1994), 474, § 5.
22 E.g., M. Goodman (1990).
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especially in his Galilean Upstarts - Jesus’ First Followers
According to Q.2 Vaage characterises previous work of
mine as ‘genealogical’, too concerned with origins. It is far
better to deploy comparison so as to achieve a more
effective social description. And in line with this Vaage
concludes,
Recognising that the specific diction of Q cannot simply be
equated with the speech of other Cynic documents, Q
nonetheless shares with Cynicism the same basic socio-
historical strategy. Both the formative stratum of Q and the
Cynics pursued in word and deed a posture of committed
marginality, programmatically suspicious of local society’s
promises to provide through conformity to its norms and
codes a measure of happiness. Both the persons whom Q
represents and the Cynics opted instead for a different
way, some of whose more notable peculiarities have been
noted in the preceding pages. If the first followers of Jesus
in Galilee were not ‘just” Cynics, they were at least very
much like them.24
I remain unconvinced that the issue may reasonably
be left as this last sentence puts it. Vaage himself has
argued, as | have, that there is significantly less in common
between Q and other suggested cultural contexts provided
by Judaism (Jewish Wisdom writings, or the prophets). So
in what socio-cultural context could the Q material plaus-
ibly come to life? Surely it must be one in which some-
thing of this way of living, these attitudes and ways of
articulating them, was already in some measure available.

231, Vaage (1994a); cf. also his review of F. G. Downing (1992a),
L. Vaage (1994b), and more recently (but perhaps written earlier),
idem (1995b).

24, Vaage (1995b), 228-29. (With the discrimination of “strata’ in Q,
and a preference for one stratum in particular I am much less happy:
see F. G. Downing (1996).)
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The variegated original Cynicism our accepted sources
display did not spring fully fledged from the bearded head
or bare shoulders of Diogenes; it clearly had its origins in
the Socratic circle and its antecedents; and what we see had
developed over the centuries since then.25 So it seems to
me extremely unlikely (though perhaps not utterly
impossible) that the Q material (coming from Jesus or
Jesus and some early foliowers) shouid have been shared
as an effective praxis and lived language-game without
major significant antecedents. To rephrase the point, it is
hard to imagine Jesus (or even Jesus and a few friends)
inventing a ‘private language’ of actions and utterances as
characteristically and often as distinctively Cynic-seeming
as Vaage and others (including myself) have shown the Q
material to be; inventing such a social praxis e nihilo, and
still encountering others who found it comprehensible
enough to share it.26

If we mean to elaborate an hypothesis which places
the Q material (from Jesus or Jesus and friends) in the
Galilee of the second quarter of the first century CE, then
we seem to have to suppose Cynic ways and Cynic talk
were already in some measure in circulation there. There
are yet other hypotheses, as | have noted.2’” We might, at
the least implausible, suggest that the most distinctively
Cynic-seeming strands had been added later, when Jesus’
followers moved into the Greek cities, though no one has

25 M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986).

26 Vaage cites J. Z. Smith (1990) in support of his preference for
interpretative comparison over against any ‘genetic’ interest. Smith’s
main concern, on my reading, is with the acceptance or rejection of
‘genealogy’ for ‘apologetic’ reasons, and he presents no arguments
against an unprejudiced concern for origins as part of a full attempt to
describe and understand.

27 F. G. Downing (1992a), 150-53.
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yet offered a convincing reconstruction of how this could
have happened. And now that we have found Paul ‘read-
ing’ Christianity in Cynic terms in the early thirties CE, it
seems even less likely. We would have to suppose a very
swift and very smooth adaptation for this to be the one
agreed Christian life-style which Paul found in Damascus
within three years at most of the death of Jesus, and which
was reaffirmed in his later meetings with the leaders in
Jerusalem. Certainly it cannot have been Paul’s own
particular Cynic reading of Christian discipleship that had
subsequently found its way into the gospel tradition, for
there the verbal parallels are so slender, as we have already
had cause to recall.

(This is a necessary refinement of my earlier brief
discussions of the implications for our understanding of the
Jesus tradition of Paul’s links with Cynicism, whose extent
I previously failed to appreciate.)28

Yet what warrant have we, what evidence at all, for
a Galilaean culture where some leading strands of Cynic-
ism were at home, for Jesus to select, elaborate, develop?
Apart from the very tenuous evidence of Josephus’
willingness to designate Judas of Galilee’s ideas, the
‘fourth’ Jewish philosophy, in apparently Cynic terms,2? it
is clear that we have no independent testimony for any
Cynicism in Galilee whatsoever. But the important fact to
recall (the fact that my critics and others seem conveniently
to overlook) is that we have no considerable independent
evidence of any kind from any source for the general

28BE G. Downing (1992a), 150-53, again.
29 Josephus, Antiquities 18.3-25: ‘freedom’, refusal of any human
master, acceptance of ponos, disparagement of the temple; F. G.
Downing (1992a), 153-54. This more positive account than Josephus’
usual disparagement offers, as I have said, ‘some small support’ to my
thesis. Perhaps it is a genuine recollection.
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culture of Galilee in the twenties and thirties CE.30 The
only at all extensive documentary evidence we have that
even purports to relate to Galilee in these decades is that of
the Christian gospels. And the three synoptic gospels,
generally taken as the closest to Galilee, clearly indicate
that Cynic-seeming practices and ideas for which few if
any more traditional Jewish antecedents are to be found
could be readily understood and adopted, in a mix with
other items whose traditional Jewish context is as obvious.
If we agree that the synoptic gospels take us back to
Galilee at all, it is to a Galilee where something that
functions like a kind of Cynicism (Vaage) and that looks
very like a kind of Cynic Judaism, makes good sense to the
indigenous population.

I insist, yet again, this is a hypothetical recon-
struction on the basis of the gospels. Other hypotheses may
be advanced. They are no less hypothetical, though often
less plausible. We might want to imagine a Galilee whose
culture can be illuminated by the roughly contemporary
collection of scrolls from around Qumran. If we may
designate the scrolls’ collectors as Essenes (at least,
Essenes of some kind), we still have to admit that we have
no independent evidence for Essene influence on the
culture of Galilee. For what the point is worth, Josephus
never refers to Essenes in the north. But, more importantly,
the synoptic gospels overlap very little with matter
emanating from around Qumran, and clearly very much
less than with our Cynic texts.3! The same has to be said

30 cf. S. Freyne (1980), (1988a), (1988b) and (1992); R. A. Horsley
(1987), (1989), (1985 with J. Hanson), (1995); H. C. Kee (1992);
F. G. Downing (1992a), 146.

31 G. Vermes (1977), 210-21; J. C. VanderKam (1994); contrast C. A.
Evans (1995), 47 and 153-54; and pace B. Thiering (1996), 216, n. 4.
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for any use of later Rabbinic materials to illustrate the
culture of first-century Galilee; even drawing from as
generous a chronological and ideological range as for
instance S. T. Lachs has done produces far less for close
comparison than do our Cynic sources.32

The initial plausibility of the hypothesis of a
Galilaean culture already in some measure influenced by
strands of Cynicism depends on a number of arguments I
have previously repeated from others, or advanced myself,
and which I do not intend to defend again here. First, that
Judaism was part of the Hellenised east Mediterranean
world, and had been for centuries. Second, that Cynicism
was widespread in that east Mediterranean world. Third,
that there are indications which others have tended to
overlook, of Cynics taking to the villages and the
countryside; and clearly they would not restrict themselves
to towns and deliberately avoid villages en route in their
travels on foot.33 Fourth (as has been recently pointed out
to me) if anyone in Galilee learned to read and write
Greek, they would meet Diogenes and Crates and their
Cynic traditions in the progymnasmata, the basic school
texts. Fifth, Gadara, in the Palestinian Decapolis, seems to
have sustained a Cynic tradition (and was of course much
closer to Galilee than were Qumran or Jerusalem).3+

32 8. T. Lachs (1987); made full use of in F. G. Downing (1988c).
33 E. G. Downing (1992a), 57-112; and 145-49.

34 Allowing this (but not the influence on Galilee), H. D. Betz (1994),
471, and n.112, citing the Cynics Menippus, Meleager and Oenomaus;
I have also noted the relevance of the Gadarene Epicurean writer
Philodemus’ interest in Cynicism. Quite how B. Mack (1993), 58,
managed to co-opt Philodemus as himself a Cynic I cannot, however,
tell. A. E. Harvey’s insistence (1993) that this still leaves us with no
evidence for Cynics in Palestine is simply perverse. (Even if one were
to choose arbitrarily and unilaterally to redefine ‘Palestine’ as com-
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To repeat, Paul encountered a Jesus movement
which he readily interpreted in Cynic terms. Some aspects
of that interpretation (circumcision, diet, sabbath) did
become controversial. But not only did Paul find no need
to defend his Cynic interpretation as a whole against his
predecessors, he could continue for some years to deploy
very significant aspects of it in defence and attack, as we
have seen. It seems extremely unlikely (but of course, not
impossible) that the Jesus movement could have taken so
strong a Cynic cast overnight, as it were; much more likely
that it had been Cynic in many respects from the start, in
Jesus’ practice and his articulation of it, in a Galilaean
context where this was already a plausible option. The
Jesus tradition and the Christian communities that followed
seem to have had their own clear and specific Cynic
colouring(s) from the very start.

prising only land west of the Jordan, the proximity of Gadara to
Galilee, and their interdependence would still remain as relevant.
Josephus, as our main source, treats the Decapolis as part of a single
area of Palestine, and indicates Gadara’s links with Galilee.)
B. Witherington III (1994), 127, 142, while himself preferring the
inner-Jewish context for Jesus, accepts on the basis of Gadarene
Cynicism and some of the parallels I have adduced that one must not
too quickly dismiss the possibility of Cynic influence on Jesus; cf. also
H. Chadwick (1994), 209-10. (Intriguingly, Robert Graves’ recalled
T. E. Lawrence in 1920 discussing with the current Regius Professor of
Divinity in the University of Oxford ‘the importance of the University
of Gadara’ for early Chrstianity: R. Graves (1960), 243.)
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CONCLUSIONS
So, what may we suppose we have shown?

It may with fair confidence be claimed (a) that we have
shown that it is very likely that Paul would have been seen
and heard by Hellenistic gentiles as some sort of Cynic. If
such people were to ‘place’ Paul at all, this was their only
ready category. This is not a particularly novel deduction
in itself; it has often been suggested in more general terms,
without the benefit of a detailed examination of the
evidence such as has been offered here. The visual
impression is foremost: Paul, hungry and thirsty, half-
naked, displaying his shameful scars, homeless, sweating
his guts out to earn a crust — and making a virtue of it, as
he articulates it in Cynic terms, as the necessary (not Stoic-
incidental) expression of his mission, his self-presentation
as a teacher. He invites to membership of a group which is
neither Jew nor Greek, where (in those early days, for sure)
there is no distinction of slave or free, and ‘no male and
female’. He draws people away from their own sacred
traditions, without substituting any ancieat equivalent,
rather, disparaging ‘law’, offering many prized convent-
ions no respect.

Hellenised gentiles used to attending synagogue
might well have discerned much Jewish (including the new
Christian—Jewish) impetus in what Paul meant, but even
they could not have missed the pervasive Cynic strands in
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what Paul said as well as in what he did. And there do not
seem in the event to have been many such gentile
synagogue regulars, acculturated to Judaism, among those
drawn in by Paul initially — few if any in Galatia or
Macedonia.

The Cynic strands in Paul's ascetic praxis and in his
verbal articulation of it are so strong and so pervasive that
it seems very unlikely that Paul could have been left
unaware that it was in this light that people were seeing
and hearing him. This second conclusion (b) seems to be
entailed by the first.

From that it seems to follow (c¢) that it was
deliberate. Even if Paul had hit on these Cynic-seeming
strategies initially unawares, his persistence with them
must have been deliberate; it would have been so easy, had
he so wished, to change the impression, to smarten the
appearance, to adapt some other of the many intellectual
language-games available - even to use the ready-made
Hellenistic Jewish materials that John Barclay has shown
Paul so largely and so surprisingly refuses. But could Paul
have drifted into this life-style, this Cynic field of
discourse unawares? It seems scarcely probable. As
Abraham Malherbe has argued (and as often cited above),
Paul shows clear signs of knowing his way round this
material, of being able to work with the details of the
inner-Cynic debate. Once (a) and () are accepted, it seems
we must also accept that for Paul this Cynic-looking praxis
and these Cynic-sounding ways of saying things, there at a
popular level in his shared Hellenistic culture, must have
seemed at the start best suited to evince and articulate and
to communicate what he intended. A ‘Jewish—Christian
Cynicism’ was in the early years integral to Paul’s
emerging sense of mission, to his evolving self-



Conclusions 309

understanding, to his developing response to God, Christ,
Spirit.

Because we only have Paul’s side of the ‘convers-
ation’ even when he seems to be quoting those he address-
es, we only have indirect evidence of (d), the ways in
which converts responded to the clearly Cynic ethos of
much of what Paul did and said, and our conclusions must
therefore be that much more tentative (given that all
historical reconstructions are provisional, even if some are
more tentative than others). First-century east Mediterr-
anean Cynicism came in many varieties; once the
resonances were perceived it would have been only too
easy to make different choices than Paul saw fit, from the
rich menu of associated ideas and practices. So people in
Thessalonica may well have given up work as the
appropriate response to the new age, people in Corinth
seem still more clearly to have decided to indulge their
newly acquired royal prerogative. Whether driven by such
unwelcome readings of his message or not, Paul himself
then appears to move away from his earlier radicalism to
the more Stoic-seeming — and more seemly — stance
evinced in Philippians and Romans.

If conclusions (a), (b) and (c) seem well warranted,
then we may have a more coherent picture of Paul’s place
in the Jesus movement (a more coherent picture than was
offered in my Cynics and Christian Origins). Could a
language of Cynic performance and ideas have seemed
best suited to Paul because the Jesus movement he had
persecuted but now attached himself to had itself looked to
him significantly Cynic in ethos? and could Paul then have
been right, the Jesus movement was in some effective
measure (and not just coincidentally) Cynic as well as
Jewish in origin? Among competing reconstructions it may
seem that this (e) is at least no less plausible than the best
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of the rest. It would make good sense. But, of course,
history does not have to.

This study has been primarily concerned with (a), with
evidence for the likely reception of Paul by those he
approached, as some sort of Cynic; from which () and (¢)
wouid seem to foliow (with {(d) and (e) as plausibie
corollaries). We have not discussed at length how this may
affect our overall understanding of Paul, nor our interpret-
ation of themes in Paul only touched on or passed over
here, although (/) and even more (¢) are obviously
relevant. Suffice it to sketch some possibilities.

The theologians’ Paul tends to be cerebral, or
perhaps cerebral and emotional. The Lutheran Paul of
‘justification by faith’! must not rely on ‘doing’; and even
the post-Lutheran Paul of E. P. Sanders and of J. D. G.
Dunn and others eschews social markers.2 All the
distinctive things he says he does must be read in a Stoic
sense as events that happen to him, and in which his faith
and God’s grace sustain him. A Cynic Jewish—Christian
Paul, on the other hand, does very distinctive and socially
disruptive things and presents the doing as integral to his
enacted response to what God has effected in the life,
death and resurrection of Jesus. To put it bluntly, in first-
century context, Paul’s ascetic practice is part and parcel of
his gospel (just as Jesus’ ascetic practice was part and

1 ‘My’ Paul for a long while (for what the note is worth), and still a
Paul to whom I remain attached, as part of the picture.

2 1. T. Sanders (1997) has recently argued that Paul nonetheless
insitutes his own ‘social markers’. What I have tried to show is that
any such would have appeared Cynic, as the closest (and often very
close) analogy available.
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parcel of his). An easy-going comfortable bourgeois
Christianity (such as mine) is faithful neither to Jesus nor
to Paul. Only in an ascetic life-style would we be sharing
the faithfulness of Jesus in response to God’s free
acceptance of us.

When Paul is seen as in any sense ascetic he is
usually taken to be ‘spiritual’, attempting to deny
embodiment (and on his way to a gnostic dualism). A
Cynic Jewish-Christian Paul, by contrast, is allowed to
mean what he takes for granted about our embodiment. A
Cynic spirituality takes embodiment very seriously - and
gratefully. I am body - this body is [/me - not some
embarrassing encumbrance.

But the corpus of ‘authentic’ Pauline letters is not
theologically or ethically coherent. If you succeed in being
‘all things to all people’ you will obviously contradict
yourself at times. We may well find we have to choose
between the ‘mature’ and much safer Paul of Romans, and
the brash and much more socially disruptive earlier Paul;
or, of course, ignore both; perhaps just choose some more
congenial reading.
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6.1 —14n; 184n
.2-197n
4—42n; 118n; 214n;
224
.6 —96n
7-8-151n
.11 —67n; 102n; 108n;
117n; 184n
.12-14-138n
.12-13 - 18%n
.12-20n; 117n; 184n
.13 -151n:224n

Diogenes Laertius 6 (continued)

6.20-21 — 170n
.20 —47n; 148n
21-23 - 224&n
.22 —153n; 197n
.23 —34n; 153n
.24 —214n; 224,232
.26-9 — 144n; 168n
.27 - 168n; 222n;
28 —94n; 97n; 220n,
222n; 232n
.29-30 - 94n
.29 - 68n; 78n; 108n
.30-31-17%n
.30 ~ 89n; 168n; 222n
.31 -78n; 199
.32-33 — 144n
.32 — 68n; 168n; 184n;
222n
.33 -155n
34-36-67n; 114n;
115n; 168n
35-2:236n
.36 - 89n
.37 - 95n; 114nn; 166n;
182n; 197n; 212n;
214n;218n
38 —67n; 68n; 144n;
153n; 184n; 220n
.39 -94n; 118n; 214n;
224n;232n
.41 —94n
42 —94n; 118n; 155n;
214n;220n
43 - 166n; 184n; 216n;
232n
.44 - 114n; 155n; 182
45-216n
.46 - 68n; 95n; 104n;
115n; 236n
47 - 114n
A48 - 114n; 115n;
155n
49 -95n; 114n; 133n;
168n
.50 — 48n; 108n; 252n
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Diogenes Laertius 6 (continued Diogenes Laertius 6 (continued)

6.51 ~ 101n; 116n; 154n; 6.89-90 - 102n
179n; 182n; 19%n; 90-114n
206n;212n .94 - 68n
.52 -243n .96-98 - 102n; 111n;

.53 - 95n; 150n

.54 - 108n; 184n; 222n

.55-114n

.56 - 42n; 102n; 144n

57 -114n; 115n

.58 —60; 115n; 184n

.59 -193n; 214n; 216n

.60 -102n

.61-115n

.62 -133n

.63 - 14n; 96n; 102n;
214n; 220n

.64 - 68n; 95n; 118n;
212n;214n;216n

.65 -95n; 236n

.66 -95n

.67 —236n

.68 — 175n

.69 — 68n; 101n; 115n

.70 - 129n; 222n

71 -68n; 110n; 114n;
161n; 179n; 182n;
226n

7273 - 67n; 104;
125n

T2 -62&n;66;91 & n;

102n; 108n; 114n;
118n; 120; 166n;
182n; 212 & n;218n
.74-75 ~ 17n; 168n
.74 — 78 & n; 89n; 94n
.76 - 114n
.78 — 166n
.79 —243n
.80 — 226n
.82 -68n; 222n
.85-18n;22n;95 & n;
102n; 236n;240 & n
.87-89 - 68n
.87 —48n; 148n
.88-89 -276n
.88 - 108n:275n

148n
.96-97 - 68n; 108n
.97 —21n; 115n; 152n
.102 - 182; 206n; 223n;
245n
.103 - 232n
.104 —89n; 114n; 130n;
182; 199n; 206n
.105 - 145n
7.12 - 15n;
.87-98 - 241n
.105-131n
.108-109 - 275n
.110-18 - 240n; 242n
.121-29 — 88nn
.121 -91n; 130n
.131-91n

10.203n

3-9,11-282

35-36-282

.118 — 16n; 67

.119 - 108n

.123 —116n; 214n;
284n

.133 - 108n

.152-53 - 67.

Epictetus, Dissertations

1.1.21 - 100n
.1.27 -274n
.6.7-8 - 275n; 276n
.6.10 - 168n
640-168&n; 182 & n
.12.7 - 67n; 268n
12.15-147n
.12.21 - 144n
.13.5-66
.16.9-14 — 95n; 236n
.16.15-21 - 280n
.17.23-28 - 167n
.199-113&n
22.1-14-122n

.22.3-4-279&n
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Epictetus, Dissertations (cont.)

2.23.7 - 108n
247 - 152n;222n
248 - 167n
.29.9-10 - 66
.20.44-49 — 14%5n
2047-170&n
.1.21-167n
.1.23 - 100n
.1.24 - 176n
.2 ~167n
.2.20 - 144n
.9.20-21 - 149N
.12.17-25-94n; 177n
.14.4-6 — 190n
.16.45 - 240n; 242n
.19.20-21 - 15n
.19.24-25 — 89n; 163&N
.19.25-171n
.20.20 - 108n
.20.27 - 16n; 21n; 67,

214n; 285n

3.1.24-25 - 95n; 236n
.1.24 - 34n
.1.43 - 277n
.4.11 - 160n
.6.5-7 - 154n
7.12-16n;67
.7.17 —89n
.7.19 - 108n
.1.26-27-17n
.108-9-151&n
.10.19-147 & n
11.2-167n
.12.10 - 160n
.13.9-64n
.13.13 - 167n;278n
.15.12-167n
.18 - 167n
.19.5-6 -78n
.21.5-160n
21.9-167n
.21.13-19 - 226n
.22 —36n; 201N; 281
.22.2-206n
223 -201In
22.9-13-130n

Epictetus, Dissertations (cont.)

3.22.10-11 -143n

.22.10 —34n; 94n;
95n; 236n

.22.13 - 106n; 138n
22.17-25-143n
.22.13 -106 & n; 138n
.22.16-18 — 78n; 79n
.22.19-21 — 130n

183n; 170n; 201N
.22.36-50 — 105&n
2238 -201n
2245-47-152 &n;

153n
.22.46 —47n; 201n
2247 -34n
.22.50-51 - 130n
.22.50 - 34n
22.51 - 120n; 152n
.22.53-55 - 144n
.22.54 - 160n; 162n
.22.56-57 — 143n
.22.56 ~ 47n; 220n
22.58-59 - 171n;

172n; 198n
22.61 —167n; 177n
.22.67-82 ~ 109n
.22.69-70 - 201n
.22.69 — 149n
22,70 -43; 108n;

111nn
2277 - 96n
2279 -237n
.22.80 —41n
.22.86-88 — 120n
.23.27-29 - 144n
.23.53, .69 - 206n
24.13-21 —47n; 158n
.24.13-16 —218n
24,13 - 157n
.24.16 - 22n; 220n
24.17-157&n
.24.64 - 47n
.24.65-67 — 17n; 168n
.24.67-69 — 154n



Epictetus, Dissertations (cont.)
3.24.95-102 -273&n
.24.98-9 - 17n
.24.108 - 281n
.24.113 - 171n
.26.5-151n
.26.7 - 192n
.26.23-24 - 192nn
.26.30-33 -218n
.26.32 - 20%n
4.1.8 ~160n
.1.67-68 —273n
.1.86 -90; 272n
.1.100-102 - 154n
.1.114-15—-17n; 168n
.6.14 - 138n
7.13-145n
.7.33 —67n; 128&n
8.11-12 -34n
.8.26-30 - 163n
.8.27-33 - 120n; 121n
8.28-29-96n; 197 & n
.8.30-31-197n
831 -152n
.8.33 - 138n
.8.34-43 - 89n; 130n
.8.34-39-197n
.8.34 -34; 43; 143n;
152n; 237n
.10.8 — 100n
Encheiridion
2-6-167n
14-113
15-112;244n
17-277n
31.1 -2789n
Fragment 5 — 160n
Epiphanius,
panarion 3.26 - 138 & N
Exodus 20.11 —204n
4 Ezra 4.26;5.51;14.10 -
2334 &n
Galen,
De cuiusque peccatorum
dignotione 3.12 - 117n
Genesis
1-2 - 266
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Genesis (continued)
1.27 - 12;23; 237
2-261
2.24-106; 261
Gnomologion Vaticanum
187 — 161n
Gregory Nazianzus
Discourses
18.7-20n
Gregory of Nyssa
de virginate
20 -20n
Hebrews 10.32; 12.1 — 128n
Hierocles,
On Marriage — 109&n
Hippolytus,
Refutation 1.18 -46 & n
Irenaeus — 104
Isaiah  10.5-280n
22.13 -210; 285
45.1 - 280n
pseudo-Isocrates
To Demonicus 11.36 - 196n
Jeremiah 4.4 — 258n
Jerome,
Ad Iovinianum
2.14-171& n;
172 & n; 198n
John (Gospel of) 15.15-219
Josephus
Antiquities
4.145-9 - 68n
4.146 - 124N; 149
4.207 -213n
18.3-25-300n

2.125-27 -295n
2.140 - 280n
Julian
To the uneducated Cynics
180D-181B —40n
188AB —- 148n
191C-114n
194D-195A - 130n
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Julian Lucian (continued)
To the uneducated Cynics (cont) The Dead Come to Life (cont)
197A - 130n 11{16] - 209n
To the Cynic Herakleios 20[10] - 240n
204A - 179n Demonax - 51
207-208 — 181n; 187n 2 -40&n; 81n
225C, 235C - 183n 3-198&n
Justin Martyr 5-34n
Dialogue with Trypho 2 —97n 69 - 162n
Juvenal 7 - 95n; 144n; 229n
Satires 3,6,14-16&n 9-98n; 110 & n;
Lactantius 10 - 96n

deira 11.14 -212
I nstitutes 1.5.18-19 — 212
Leviticus
18.7-8 - 94; 255
19.2 - 204n
19.18 - 262
pseudo-Libanius
On Epistolorary Styles
52 - 196n
Lucian
Anacharsis
13 -133n
The Cock (Gallus) -
190n; 245n
22-23 - 222n
The Cynic (pseudo-Lucian) -
48&n; 222n
1 — 147-48n; 152n; 153n
2-154n
5-115n; 154n
6-7-273n
6 -236n
7 ~121n;217&n
8-11 -240n
10 - 68n
12 —206n
13 -152n
15-17 - 95n; 236n
15-153n
18-19 - 147—48n
20-152n
The Dead Come 1o Life -
166n, 184n, 245n
1[331] & 2{425] -
115&n

11 - 118n; 144n; 155n;
162n; 181n; 215n;
216n; 224n

15 -95n; 236n

16 —-95n; 98n; 162n;
236n

18 —95n; 155n; 236n

19 —34n

21 -103n;

22 -232n

27 - 118n; 215n; 220n

34-215n

37-232n

50 - 95n; 144n; 236n

52 —~42n; 102n; 103n

55-103n

59 - 68n

63, 65 -222n

66 - 243n

The Downward Journey -
245n
7 —-96n; 115n
13 - 184n; 190n
The Fugitives (Runaways) -
45n; 51; 170n

12-19 — 144n

12 - 8%n; 190n; 191n;
199n; 222n

13-14 -225n

15-222n;

17 — 89n; 148n; 190n;
191n; 237 & n; 235n

2721 &n;

Hermotimus -
96n: 130n



Julian,
Hermotimus (continued) -
1-8-88n
24 -18 & n;22n
76-77 - 88nn
Icaromennipus
15;29; 240n; 245n
31-230n
Lexiphanes
19-211n
Menippus (Descent) -
245n
Nigrinus
25-192n
26 ~ 196n
Peregrinus -
51; 103n; 170n
1- 186n
3,6-222n
9 - 198n
11~13 -217n
11-222n
12— 155n
13— 16n; 18n; 97n;
116 & n; 217n
14-20 - 148n
14 - 20n
15-16 —45n
17 - 48; 152n
18 - 155n
20-29 -217n
23-35-210&n
23-198&n
27-28 -245n
28 -222n
39-40 - 245n
41 —-39n; 223n;
245& n
Philosophies for Sale -
35n
7-10 - 45n
89 -78n; 148 & n
8 —81n; 179n; 211n;
229n
9-11-184n
9-10-44; 155n
9 — 155n:222n:225n
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Lucian (continued)
Philosophies for Sale (cont.)
10-11 - 18In
10 —48; 89n; 114n; 115n;
144n; 168n; 194n;
%%

11 -85n; 192n
Symposion
14 - 152n
Timon - 192n
Toxaris - 192n
Zeus Catchized - 245n
Zeus Rants - 214n
Lucretius,
De rerum natura
2.1150-53 ~234n
Luke, Acts of the Apostles -
5,54
10.9-16 - 116
16.14 -2
16.31;37-8-64
17 - 267
17.8-9-64
17.18- 175
18.3 - 190-91
187-2
18.12-13-64
19.38-40-64
Luke, Gospel of
6.22-30 — 244n
6.27-29,35- 162
6.36 - 207
7.31-34 -41n
11.37-41 -292n
12.22-31 —2%94n; 298
14.27 -291n
22.35-38-295
4 Maccabees - 72 > -
4 Maccabees (continued}
11.26 - 165n
15.20,17.14~171In
Mark, Gospel of
2.16-17 -9%n
7.14-23 = 291n
7.15-291
7.19-116
10.8 - 106
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Mark, Gospel of (continued) -

10.17-26 —295n
13.24 - 235
Matthew, Gospel of
5.48 - 207
9.28 - 244n
Maximus of Tyre
4.3 -179n
159-135n
36.4-69
36.5-45n; 176n
36.6 — 69n; 89n; 108n;
120n
Minucius Felix
19.7 -212n
Mishnah
Aboth
2.14 - 285n
Makkoth
3.15-242n
Sanhedrin
10.1 —285n
Musonius, Discourses
3 - 20n; 240n
6 —150n
10 — 161 & n; 240n
11-192n
12 —276n
14 - 108n; 276n
15 - 66; 208n
17 - 206n
18A,18B-114&n
fragment 29 - 272n
Nag Hammadi ‘library’ —
104-105
Numbers
25.1-18 - 124
Oenomaus (in Eusebius,
praeparatio evangelii
5.35 and 5.36:)

The Charlatans Unmasked -

213n;232
Palladius,
Lausiac History 49 —20n
Paul
1 Corinthians -
52-53

Paul (continued)
1 Corinthians (cont.)

1-4-184
1.10-4.7 - 187
1-3-82,96
1.7-231
1.12 - 87
1.17-20~2n
1.20-182
1.22-184
1.23 - 182,288
1.26-29 -207
1.26-28-38n
1.26-184
2-225
2.1-5-158n
22-57
2.4-6; 139
2.6-16-219
29-219
3.8-158n
3.16-17-82
3.21-218
4.1-2 - 149n
42 -82;189
4.6 - 195n
4.8 -43; 88;90; 97; 100
4.9-13 —29;90; 141-173
210
4.9 —195n; 291n
4.10-13-102
4.10-119; 158n
4.11-13 -96
4.11-12 - 192;239; 274
4.11-150; 152
4.12 - 190
4.14-16 - 162; 176
4.14-161
4.16 — 81n; 197;291n
4.20 - 238n
421 -41
5-6-90n
5-47
5.1-12-86;92
51-3-100&n
5.1-2-261
51-82
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6.9-11 —95; 96 229n
6.9-10 — 158; 238n;
23940
6.11 -224
6.12-20-86; 102
6.12-13 - 104
6.12 - 82; 86;98; 104,
107; 118; 218; 268
6.13 - 104; 106
6.14 - 106
6.16 — 261
7-32n; 108
7.1 -86; 109
72-108
7.4-107; 110
7.5-86;110
7.7-107; 109
7.89—-41n
7.8-109
79-108
7.10-11 - 106; 261
7.12-13 110
7.15-110; 228n
7.19-100n
7.20-24-82
7.23-24-113
7.26 - 109
7.27-28 - 268
7.29-31-246
731 -282
7.32-35-109
735-113n

Paul (continued) Paul (continued)

I Corinthians (continued) 1 Corinthians (continued)
53-94 8-10-100; 114-18; 190;
55-93 203
56-7-94 83-219
5.6-92 84-6-116-17
59-11-95 84-212
5.11-240 8.5-6-213
5.12-6.8-97 8.6-212;268
6~ 100 88-15-49
6.1-8 - 281 88-119;219
6.2-3 -244 8.9-10-118
6.2-93 9-10-168
6.5-262 9-115;122; 156; 157n;
6.9-20-97 159; 189; 281; 291

9.1-12-194
9.1 -118; 186; 291n
9.4-5-291
94-118
95-118
9.6-118
9.7-12 -82
9.8-9-261
9.9—-122n
9.9-10-268
9.12~118
9.14-15-82
9.14-261; 291
9.15- 186
9.16-22 -222
9.16-17 - 268
9.18-118
9.19-23 - 139
9.19-21 -264
9.19-118; 186
9.20 - 6; 82; 100n; 120n
9.22 —1;2n; 185; 186
9.23 -137
9.24-27 - 28; 132-35;
272n
927 -85;171; 186n;
197
10-12 -4
10.1-14 - 262
10.1 -139; 188
108-124
109~ 139
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Paul (continued)
1 Corinthians (continued)

Paul (continued)
1 Corinthians (continued)

10.14-22 - 125 15.32 - 210; 245; 283
10.22-119 1532 -30
10.23-104;116; 118 15.50 - 238n
10.29-115;118; 124 15.52 - 247
10.33 - 185 15.53-55-247
11 -21;195n 1556 -81 &n
11.1-16 -~ 82n; 86 2 Corinthians -
11.1-8-81n 52-53
11.1-198;211 1-3 - 187

11.8 -261 1-2-158n
11.11-12 -86 1.8-172n
11.13-14 - 268 1.9-181n
11.14-42;205n 1.18 =207
11.15-256 3.3-66
11.17-24-93 3.6-7-82
11.22 - 259; 295 3.7-66
11.27-9-118 3.9-256

11.27 =272, 295 3.12-176-77n;219
11.29-125 3.18-219; 237
12-14 -87; 220 4.2-5-177n
12.2-2;6; 15; 81,215 4-7 - 168
12.9-222 47-10-44
12.13-12;22 4.8-11-291
12.24 - 227 4.89-141-73
13.3 —49; 154; 155n; 210 4.11 -291n
13.12-219 510-244

14 - 264 5.11-2; 181n
14.6-12 -1 5.15-158n
1422-1-2&n 5.17 -235-238
14.23 =221 5.21-256
14.33 - 207 6.3-10-29
14.34-36 — 8687 6.4-5-141-73
15-87,93 6.4-291n
15.1-9-93 6.5-150; 159
15.2-229 6.6 - 168
1534 -255 6.10-154

153 -27,243 7.4-17Tn
15.5-6-27 7.10-229
15.10 — 158n; 227; 247 8-9-189n; 211
15.12 - 105; 135n 8.9-291

15.19 - 105, 246 8.13-15-14
15.24 - 238n 9.6-15-207
15.25-247 10-13 - 30; 185-89
15.29 - 243; 247 10.2-139
1530-210 10.3-6 — 29: 137—40: 189
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Paul (continued) Paul (continued)

1 Corinthians (continued) Galatians (continued)
10.9-10- 177n 3.20-2.12
10.15-158n 3.21-257
11.7-139 322-75
11.23-29-15; 141-73 3.24-261
11.24 - 2n; 263 3.28-12;25;111;216;
11.26 -64 225;278; 292
11.27 - 150; 152; 159; 4.1-7-80

190; 225; 239 4.1-4-66
12.7-12;172 46-218
12.9 - 168; 227 48-11-15;71
12.10-141-73 48-10-19
12.12-223 489-215
13.10-41n 48-8;214
13.13-219 49-11-122,278

Galatians - 4.11 - 158n; 225
5-6;52-53;,77 4.13-14-172

1.6-10-57 5.1 -71;229;277
1.10-12 - 181-82N 5.2-278n
1.10-2 53-258
1.11-176 5.6-100n
1.13-14-286 5.7 -136; 181n
1.14 - 124 5.14-262
1.15-16 - 122 5.16-25-241 &n
1.15-170 5.17-241
1.23 -288 5.19-23-77
2.2-101n; 136 5.19-21 -240-41; 276
2.9-2&n; 159 5.20-21-241
2.11-14-15 521-238n
2.11-12-122,278 5.22 -75;228n; 243
2.12 - 100n; 258 6.1 -202-203
2.14-75n 6.2-71;262
2.16-74 6.6 - 194
2.20-291 6.12 -258
222-294 6.15-100n
3-72 Philemon -
3.1-177n; 291 52-53
3.1-5-6; 207,220,255 8-9-177n
3.5-223 Philippians -
3.6-257 52-53;73
3.10-76; 258 1.10-270
3.11-74 1.12-14 - 156n
3.194.10-71 1.14-20-177n
3.19-25-65;,77-80 1.25-18In
3.19 -23; 66; 75; 260; 1.27-270
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Paul (continued) Paul (continued)
Philippians (continued) Romans (continued)
2.5-11 ~ 198n; 208-209n; 2.28-29 -278
265;270-71 2.29-258n
25-71 32-83
2.7-211 3.30-212
2.16-136 4-257
3.2-21-272n 4.14-175
3.2-270 51-228
3.4-10-260 5.9-247
3.58-T71 5.12-235
3.5-6-253 5.13-261
3.5-72 514-175
3.6-8-82 6.1-11 - 290
3.6 -287 6.3 ~-27
3.7-8-271 6.15-19 - 263
3.8 - 135n;270; 271 6.16-27
3.10-135n; 271 6.17-18 - 96
3.12-14-135n; 272 7 -257
3.12-197;271 7.1-=-27
3.17 - 195n; 271 7.5-83
3.20-271 7.7-8-261
48-271 7.7-76;83
4.11-13-44 7.12 ~76; 83; 257
4.11-12 - 154-55 7.16-83
4.11 -83;273&n 7.21,24 -229
4.12-141-73 8.2 -228n
Romans - 834-83
52-53 8.4-262
1-11 277 8.6 —228n
1-265 8.15-6-218
1.16 — 229 8.19-22 -284
1.18-32-247 8.21-22-234
1.19-20-83;275 8.22-246
1.24-26 - 275 8.28-30 - 46
1.26-27 - 83;270; 279 8.29 -238
1.28-32-276 8.35-36 — 141-73
2.1-27,276 835-152
23-27 8.39-219
2.5-247 9.4-5-258
2.6-13--276 9.4-83
2.10-228n 9.16-17 - 46
2.13-15,17-83 9.19-27
2.14-15-276 9.23-27-46
2.14-42 10.16-1 - 12
2.25-278n 11.36-213

2.26-27-205n 12 - 280: 292



Paul (continued)

Romans (continued)
12.1-2-279
12.2-42n
12.8-262
12.17-21 —74n; 162
13.1-7-64;74 & n; 83;

280-81
13.11-233
14.1-11-278
142 -114n
14.3 - 207
14.5-6 - 121;278
14.12-15-278
14.14-278 & n; 293
14.17 - 228n; 238n
14.23 - 121; 278
15.3 —198n; 211
15.7-8 - 198n
158 -211
15.14 -203
15.19-221,223
15.33 —=228n

1 Thessalonians -

52-53;256
1.5-220
1.6 -81n; 195n; 198,
211;291In
1.8-12
1.9-10-3;4n; 57; 231
1.9-2, 15,81, 212,
215
1.10 =229, 247
2.-7 -175-79&n
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custom [see civic convention; law; Jewish tradition]
Cynic(s) passim, but especially 33-50
Cynic abuse — 143—44
community — 39
cosmopolitan 14; 182N
culture - 44
diversity — 34; 36-38; 47, 49; 52; 53; 73; 76n; 77; 101-103;
123N; 127; 193nn; 284; 290; 299

dog [see kU]

equipment [see diversity] — 33-34 & nN; 3940

geographical dispersion —38n

harsh (severe) vs. gentle — 4041; 123; 132; 176

idealised by Epictetus and Julian — 36 & n

individualism [see diversity] — 40; 4246

kuewv [doggish] - 35; 40

nature [q.v.] — 42

rule over others — 78-80; 88-90; 94; 99-100; 164; 272N

shamelessness — 36n; 41n; 47-48; 88-90; 140; 153; 299

slogans — 35-36

Stoics [contrasts with] - 36; 41; 42—46; 61-62; 88-90; 113n;
118-23&N; 129-30; 136; 142; 164; 166; 24042 [see also
under Stoics]

travelling - 38 & n; 45; 297

urban-rural - 38

Dating {of source materials] — 51-52 & n; 269; 298-99; 303-304

Demetrius — 41n; 44, 45; 46; 47; 49; 51, 97; 152; 154; 193N; 198

Demonax — 14; 34, 40; 41n; 44; 45; 48; 49, 68; 69; 85; 98; 108-110;
144 & nn; 162 & n; 181; 198; 214 & n; 220 & n; 224,229 & n;
232:256-57 & n
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demons - 125N

determinism [fate, fortune, destiny, necessity, providence] — 4647,
122-23; 144-45; 167

Biakovos, diakovia — 201N

diatribe — 27-28 & nn; 36; 274; 299

diet, dietary rules — 56-58; 68; 74n; 87; 91-92; 100; 104; 114-18;
119-23; 277,292

Dio (Chrysostom; of Prusa) — 14; 17-18; 41n; 44; 45 & n; 47; 50; 57,
63-64; 69-70; 72: 85; 91 & n; 133-34; 147, 153; 157; 159;
161-238

Diogenes and pseudo-Diogenes — 14; 17; 34 & n; 44; 45; 47, 67; 68;
70, 76;78;91; 96 & n; 101 & n; 108 & n; 114-15; 120; 125; 133;
144; 147; 151N; 152N; 160; 161; 166; 167, 171-72; 178-79;
181-82; 184n; 187; 197; 198; 199; 216; 220; 224 227; 232; 244

discipline (self-) [see askésis; hardship]

dispossession [see wealth]

dress, including hair, and its significance [see equipment, Cynic; and
nakedness] - 21 & n; 22 & n; 33-34;39; 86; 130; 131; 138N; 139
143; 151-52

dualism {see also body, gnosticism, interiority] — 104-06

Election (divine choice) [see grace, determinism, mission, providence]
—46-47
Epictetus — 17; 27; 40; 50; 51; 89; 105; 109-10; 112-13; 120; 130;
142N; 143 & n; 144n; 145n; 146n; 147n; 149N; 150-55;
158-60; 163: 170; 171; 190 & n; 197; 201N; 267
Epicureanism — 16n; 21 & n; 32;39—40&n; 41n; 43n; 67 & n; 79n;
96 & n; 107-108&n; 116n; 120N; 141; 202-203nn; 211;
214 & n; 282-86
eschatology — 231-37; 237-39
Essenes [taken as source for Dead Sea Scrolls] — 297; 304
excellence [see areté}
eUpeois {inventio] — 4-5
exalted sufferer ~ 242-47
g€eoTw, ¢Eovucia [can and may] — 98-104; 112; 116; 118; 123

Fame [glory, honour, public opinion] — 165N; 166

family [see marriage; status; wealth]

‘family resemblance’ — 37; 103

fatherly divine care — 162N; 178

forgiveness [see acceplance]

formulae [see Christian, early beliefs] — 3—4 & n; 12-23

free, freedom [see £€eoTv, éEouoia; determinism] — 17-19; 30-31;
43;71;90;111-13; 119; 122-23.
moral freedom — 98-104; 105; 109; 118; 263-64

friends of God(s) [see ‘all things’] — 216-20
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Galatian Christians — ch. 1, 1-25; 71n; 265n

gentiles — [see barbarian, Greek, pagan] — 2

glory [see fame, status]

gnosticism - 7; 32; 87; 92-93 & n; 104; 117

God(s) — 16; 47; 116-17; 121; 125; 140; 164; 166; 168-73: 180; 182;
ch. 7, 204-249; 273

God-fearers [see Hellenistic Judaism; Jewish tradition] - 2; 5

Golden Age [see ‘already,’ eschatology] — 69 & nn; 235-39; 247

grace (divine) [see determinism, election, freedom, save] — 55-56;
140; 14849; 164, 168-73; 179-84; 205-06; 217; 220-24;
227-31

Graeco-Roman religion [see pagan]

Greek and Jew (or neither) — ch. 1, especially 13-17; 18; and 57-58

Hair [see dress]

hardship [see askésis] — 44; 79-80; ch. 5, 128-73; 239

harsh care [see Cynic harshness/gentleness] — 161-62n; 176-78;
184-8%nn; 200; 239

healing, health [see ill-health, wonder-working] — 222-23

hedonist (h. strand in Cynicism; see Cynic harshness/gentleness] —
40n; 102; 106-07; 124-5; 128; 141; 210.

Hellene, Hellenistic, Hellenism — 15 et passim; but see socio-cultural
context

helpful (cupgéper) — 100-101

pseudo-Heraclitus — 117 & n; 198; 206; 220; 244

Herakles — 40; 134; 141; 153n; 156-59 & nn; 168; 198; 199n;
207-211 & nn; 220n; 242-47; 271

Hipparchia [see Crates] —47; 108; 111; 115n; 148; 197

homelessness — 153-54

homosexuality — 83; 95; 236; 276 & n

honour [fame; status] — 97; 150 [and F. G. Downing, 1998(b)]

hunger and thirst — 150-51

1dols [see pagan religion]

ill-health [see healing, health] — 171-73

imitation [for teaching, learning; see action, askésis, persuasion] — 81;
180; 182; 194-99
imitation of God — 198-99; 204-07

incest [see cannibalism; civic convention, nature] — 47; 86; 91-92

indifference (&md&Beia) - 35; 100&n; 111; 119; 130; 273

initiative [Cynics take it, rather than react; sec Stoics] — 128; 129-31;
14356

intellectualism [see interiority; Stoics] - 44-45

interiority [see action, askésis, Cynics, Stoics] — 18; 42-43; 105;
120-23; 129-31; 136; 146; 160; 163N 164; 167N; 240-42nn;
259-60: 268. 271: 276-78: 281: 294N
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inventio (ebpeois) — 4-5

Jesus (Christ) — 11; 16; 74; 87; 96; 174; 184; 194; 199; 205; ch. 7,
20449, but especially 209; 217; 219; 220; 227, 230-31; 239;
242-47; and then 250; 263; 287; 288; 289; 290; 291; 293-306;
310-11

Jew (and Gentile/Greek); Jewish tradition — ch. 1, 1-25, and 5-6,
13-17; 23 & n, especially; 32; ch. 3, 55-84, and there 55-57; 59;
65;71;72, 83, especially; 86; 93; 98; 110; 124; 125N; 142;
169-70; 174-75; 191, 201; 211; 212; 213; 232-35; 248-49; ch.8,
250-266; 275-80; 287-89 & N (288); 292
‘Hellenistic Judaism’ 4-7&n; 13

Josephus - 7;62; 64; 72; 107; 124,213 & n

judgment - [see eschatology]

Julian - 40

Juvenal - 16

Kephas (Peter) — 45; 87; 115; 127, 291

kfiput, knpvoow - 201N

king, kingdom [see Cynic rule over others] — 88-90; 99-101; 164; 186;
235;237;238; 239

know, knowledge [see gnosticism; interiority] — 116-17

xkOTOs [see action, askésis, hardship] — 156n; 158-59 & nn

Language [sec socio-cultural context] — 1-7; 72-73; 92; 127; 140; 269

law [see civic convention; Jewish tradition] - 18-19; 43; ch. 3, 55-84;
124;259-64

life after death [sce eschatology] — 135N; 242—47n

life-style [see action; askésis, dress] ch. 5, 128-73; 196; 238

livelihood [see life-style; wealth] — 29-30; 43; 159; 189-94

Lucian (of Samosata) — 16; 18; 21; 45; 48; 49; 50; 51; 78; 98;

‘Madness’ — 222

man, men — see Woman, women

marriage [see family; sexuality] — 86; 103; 107-113

Maximus of Tyre — 45; 69; 186n; 187

meat [see diet] — 119-23

Menippus of Gadara - 47; 50; 214n; 245

miracle [see health, healing]

‘mirror-reading’ — 93 & n

mission [see election] - 193-94; 217

Musonius (Rufus) — 20; 45; 47,97, 108; 111 & n; 130; 150; 159; 161,
192n;206 & n

myth - 244-45; 247

nakedness [see askésis ; dress; life-style] — 34-35n; 131; 151-53
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nature (and law of), natural (n. law) [see animals] - 42; 61; 71; 83;
100; 102; 104nn; 111; 129-30; 182 & N; 205N; 226; 255;
275-77,279; 297-98

‘nurse’ image — 174-79N

Odysseus - 40; 70; 122; 132; 135; 138-40; 143N; 154n; 15659 & nn;
170; 185-89nn; 198nn; 207-11nn; 227; 264

Oedipus - see incest

Oenomaus of Gadara —44;47;51;232 &n

pagan religions/cults [see civic conventions; Hellene; socio-cultural
context] —2-7; 15; 16; 71, 87; 116-17; 121; 213~-16

‘parallelomania’ — 9-10n

parrhésia (Trappnla) [see shamelessness]- 35; 177-78 & NN; 183

participation (kowcvia) — 106; 125N

Paul [see Ancient Author Index]
disenchantment with Cynicism — 21; 24; 53; ch. 8, 250-266
the letters - ‘authenticity” and dating — 52-53
self-presentation — 28-30; 72-73; ch. 5, 128-73, and there

Paul (self-presentation, continued)
especially 131; 140; 153; ch. 6, 174-203, especially 174-79;
191; 199-200; 223-24; 238; 251; 262; 268

pedagogue — 75-80

Péra (Crates’ ‘city’) [sce eschatology and ‘already’- 18 & n; 22 & n;
95&n

Peregrinus (Proteus) — 40; 45; 47, 97; 186n; 197; 217, 223; 245

perfection [see Stoics] — 89-90 & n

persuasiveness [see language; rhetoric] — 180-81; 185-89; 197

philanthropy (@iAavBpeoTria, Cynic virtue) — 177n

Philo - 7; 20; 50; 51; 62; 64; 72; 79-80; 107; 165; 166; 187;
213 & n; 258

Philodemus — 21 & n; 25n; 43n; 91 & n; 202-03; 212 & n; 226N

philosophy [see Cynics, Epicureans, Stoics; action; interiority;
knowledge]

physical (the physical over against the purely mental,
spiritual, intellectual) [see action; body; dualism; interiority;
Stoics] - 46

physician topos — 96 & n

Plato, Platonists [see Philo] - 21&n; 61;214&n

Plutarch — 50; 161; 163; 166; 188; 208-09; 214 & n

mdvos (hard work, labour) [see askésis, hardship]

poverty [see askésis, dress, life-style, wealth] — 48-49; 154-55

praxis [see action, askésis, life-style] — 9; 44

progress (slow, with Stoics, rather than shortcut (g.v.) with Cynics) —
88-90; 135; 271

prophecy, prophet [see election, grace] — 221-22nn

providence [determinism, election] — 4547
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‘psychogogy”’ (Epicurean spiritual direction) {see Epicureans] —

283

public opinion [see civic convention, fame, honour, persuasiveness,
rhetoric] — 181-82

purity [see civic conventions, diet, Jewish tradition] 56-58; 68; 71;
74n; 100-104; 114-18; 119

Pythagoreans —39; 99

Quietism [see interiority, Stoics] 15n

Religion [see Christian, Jewish, pagan] — 2nn; 43; 47
rhetoric {see language, persuasiveness] — 2n; 44-45; 58-59; 87; 181;
197

Save, salvation — 136-37; 139; 186; 227-31

schools (philosophical — collegia, thiasoi) 38-39 & n

Seneca - 46; 50; 160; 193n; 197; 214 & n; 273

sex, sexuality [see homosexuality, incest, marriage, shamelessness] —
30-31,43; 47; 68; 86; 91-94; 98; 101-107, 111.

shamelessness (among Cynics) {see civic convention] — 36n; 41n;
47-48; 140; 153; 299

shortcut (the Cynic promise, contrasting with the Stoic long haul) -
42-43; 88; 96; 120; 165; 195; 197; 271

show, on show, put on show (by God) — 149; 170-73; 194-99

similarities and differences (sc., among Christians, Cynics, Stoics and
others) - 36-38 & n; 113; 169; 175; 205

Simon the shoe-maker/cobbler —29; 159; 191-92nn

slavery (literal or figurative) {sec £é€eoTiv, éEovaia, freedom] — 17-19;
78-80;111-13;122-23; 124
slavish service admired [Odysseus etc.] — 139n; 185-86

slogans [see under Cynics}

socio-cultural context — ch. 1, passim, especially 10; 31-32; 38; 92-93;
96; 126; 152-53; 174; 188; 190; 230-31; 251; 264; 268; 297;
300-306

Socrates — 30; 191; 197; 244

sophists — 1-2

sources — 50-54

state [see under civic convention; law] — 83 & n; 280-81

status [see fame, honour, wealth] — 87; 118

Stoics [see Cynics; interiority; perfection} — 14-16 & n; 17-18; 32;
4]1; 42-46; 51; 61; 6667 & n; 72-72 & n; 75n; 82-83; 88-90;
90-91;99-101; 109; 111 & n; 113; 119; 130; 135; 142; 14547,
158; 163 & N; 171; 185n; 201N; 213 & n; 214 & n; 234, 241,
247, 267-81.

strong-weak — 103; 115-18; 118-23; 169; 193n

Table-fellowship [see acceptance; diet; purity] — 15; 95; 240-42NN
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Tacitus — 16

Teles-34 & n; 191 & n

telos —42

thiasoi [see schools] - 19 & n

Thyestes [see cannibalism]

toil [see askésis, hardship; k6Tos: Tévos]
tribulations [see hardship]

variety [see under Christian; Cynic]
vegetarianism — 114
vices, vice lists — 77; 95

wealth — 48-49; 87; 118; 131,273

weapons (metaphorical) — 137-40

wife [see marriage]

wild beasts — 140-41

wisdom (conventional) [see civic convention] — 184 & N
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wise (sage) [see Cynics, Stoics, etc.] — 88; 115; 118; 129-30; 146; 151;
196

women and men — 20-22; 86-87;91-92; 110-11; 278-79
wonder-working [see healing] — 220-24

work (manual, and paid) [see Simon] — 29

worship [see Christian, Jewish, pagan cults]

Zeus - 15
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