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The problems with interpreting the Pauline prohibition againg the uncovered head of
womenin 1 Cor 11:2-16 have been long standing, but sgnificant shiftsin modern gender
awareness make this satement of Paul ook even more out of place. Especidly since the
middle of the twentieth century efforts have been made to reinterpret this as well as other texts
about women in Pauline literature. The changing role of women in society and church aswell
as the discussions about women'’ s ordination in which these texts were a hot topic, played an
important role in that. Moreover, women themsdlves became increasingly active as
theologians and biblica scholars and fuded the discussion about the role of women in the
Bible. Inthisdiscusson, 1 Cor 11:2-16 was considered to be one of the more troublesome
passages. Interpretations were mostly focused on its content on the one hand and on its
context on the other. Centra in the interpretation of its content was the meaning of the
arguments Paul used, evaduated in terms of their implications for women, more specificaly
whether or not they favored ahierarchical or amore egditarian view of the relation between
women and men. Asfor the context in question, the discussion centered on defining the
problem at stake in Corinth in order to achieve afuller grasp of what Paul was arguing for or
againgt.t

Judith M. Gundry-Volf’ s recent treatment of the text evinces some of these long
sanding problemsin interpreting this troublesome Pauline materid. In her article “Gender
and Creation in 1 Corinthians 11:2- 16, she advances a reading that tries to affirm on the one
hand the culturdly specific features of the text that do indicate gender differentiation, while
affirming at the same time that Paul was after something more, something grander, something
theological. Her basic point is that while Paul seeks to promote the avoidance of culturdly
shameful activities (and grounds these ontologicaly in nature), he nonetheless at the same

1 A much more positive assessment of the women in Corinth than was the case in earlier studies was advanced,
for e.g., by E. Schissler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her. A Feminist Theological Reconstruction of Christian
Origins(New Y ork: Crossroad, 1985), 226-233; and Antoinette Clark Wire, The Corinthian Women Prophets: A
Reconstruction through Paul’s Rhetoric (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990).



time affirms egditarian notions both in the arguments from creetion and the christologically
grounded principles of Christian existence—in the Lord.2

It isgriking, however, that Gundry-Volf’ s study focuses on the interpretation of wv. 3,
7-12, leaving W. 4-6, 14-15 for the firgt footnote, and not dealing with vv. 13 and 16 at dl.
This can hardly be accidental because in so doing Gundry-Volf omits precisely the most
obvioudy culturdly inscribed fegtures of Paul’s argument in this unit, which dlows her to
emphasize Paul’s “theologicd” formulations. But by focusing only on these festures,
Gundry-Valf avoids the argumentative force and structure of Paul’ s discourse dtogether. And
this, aswe will demondrate in this paper, isa critica misstep—for the rhetorica god of
argumentation and the embedded socio-cultura structures of ancient discourse reedily call
into question the endeavor of the modern interpreter to isolate a pristine Pauline “theological”
expresson. And while one cannot deny that in 1 Cor 11:2-16 Paul gppedsto “credtion,” it is
aso important that attention is paid to Paul’ s argument as argumentation. It isin this nexus of
Pauline persuasion that one also comesinto closest contact with the patterns of power and
dominance that pervade dl texts, ancient and modern. Our early Chrigtian texts are, aswe
will argue, truly incarnationd, taking on the form of al modes of ancient discourse,
manifesting dl the power plays, dl the vaue-laden agenda, the vying for dominance at the
expense of others, and the gendered nature of the language and concepts utilized to meet these
various ends.

Pauline argumentation and character take on a very different light when one
approaches his corpus from this framework, because these two interrelated aspects, argument
and ethos, shift our attention away from higtorical issues at stake or theological formula, to the
engagement of the fundamenta issues of identity that are central to ancient rhetorica theories
of proper comportment and oratorica display. It isthusworth devoting space to the
exploration of both of these features. This particular study seeks to focus more squarely on
the argumentative logic and function of the Paulinetext. This shift movesin the direction of
examining the way in which the discourse operates both to secure the “assent” of the audience
and, in the process, to reflect the character of Paul. We will first begin with the study of the
argumentative texture of the text, exploring both the progression of the argument and the
specific gpped to “ontology” with its attendant rhetorica effect. Thisisfollowed by an
assessment of the role of ontologica argumentsin the larger Greco- Roman literary

2 Judith M. Gundry-Volf, “Gender and Creation in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16. A Study in Paul’s Theological
Method,” in JAdnaet al. (eds.), Evangelium, Schriftauslegung, Kirche (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1997), 151-71.

3 Gundry-Volf, “Gender and Creation,” 163.



environment. Findly, then, we examine the role and function of ethos argumentation in this
same text, exploring the construction of Paul’s presentation of his character. 1 Cor 11:2-16is
not just about the rhetorical enforcement of a particular gender-ditinctive form of community
interaction, but it is dso fundamentdly tied to Paul’s own “understanding” of himsdf asitis
projected outward in his argument. Indeed, one cannot in fact separate one element from the
other: the god to persuade the audience in a particular direction necessitates a particular sdlf-
presentation of Paul, and, vice-versa, Paul’s own literary congtruction of his ethos demands a
particular kind of argument in which this character is to be manifested. Aswe will see, Paul’s
language and argument take on a completely different shade when they are placed within the
larger “rhetorical culture’ of the ancient world. As aresult, what we observe is amuch more

“naturd” Paul, looking very much a homein his gendered world.

l. Pauline Argumentation in 1 Cor 11:2-16

1. The Crux of the Matter

Since Gundry-Volf reduces the discussion of the problem at stake in this passage to a
footnote, vv. 4-6 aswell as 13-15 receive only scant attention. They are only discussed
insofar as they contribute to an understanding of the wider socid context of wv. 3, 7-12
(consdered more theologicdly relevant), while their function in and cortribution to Paul’s
argumentation remains largely unengaged. According to Gundry-Volf, shameis“the
governing matif” in w. 4-6, where Paul provides a reason drawn from culture. These verses
are contrasted with vv. 7-9, where areason from cregtion is given and where the governing
motif isthat of “glory.” In her presentation, these contrasting motifs more specificaly reflect
the honor-shame system in antiquity and thus the socid context of the passage under
discusson.* However, in thus reducing the relevance of w. 4-6 aswell as 13-15 (induding
aso v.16) for underganding Paul’ s argument in this passage, a the very least it isimplied that
they are less essentid, because they are contextua, which apparently is not consdered to be
the case with respect to Paul’ s more explicitly theologica arguments. Although Gundry-Valf
admits that “ culture plays a sgnificant role in Paul’ s thinking on gender in thistext” and that
Paul’s theology of gender is “informed by that context,” in the end it is not seen as actudly
shaping in any serious way Paul’ s perception of gender. We will argue, by way of contragt,

4 Gundry-Volf, “Gender and Creation,” 153.
® Gundry-Volf, “Gender and Creation,” 169.



that Paul’s culturd context has had a formative influence on this perception and thet his
arguments about hair in 1 Cor 11:5-6, 14-15 reved precisdy the waysin which thisis
manifested in Pauline discourse.

Inw. 4-5a Paul first declaresthat every mae (aner) praying or prophesying with a
covered head® shames his head (v. 4) and next that every woman (gune) praying or
prophesying with an uncovered head,” likewise shames hers (v. 58). These two statements are
clearly vaue judgements, because Paul disapproves of the practices thus described as his use
of the verb katai schuno makes clear—men are not to pray covered, nor women uncovered.
Whatever type of headcovering is referred to here, opposite practices for men and women are
advocated. But the very fact that Paul refrains from being specific about how they cover their
heads (he does not mention any particular kind of headcovering, such asavalil) isimportant
because it seemsintentiond. It suggests that what mattersto him is not so much the type of
covering, but the (f)act of covering the head. It iseasy to get stuck on the contextud issue
precisely at this point. The focus has tended to be on the precise nature of the practice in the
Corinthian community, determining whether or not the issue a stake was one of hairstyle or
haircovering. In our estimation, however, it is more critical to ask how these d ements—hair
and covering/velling—further Paul’ s larger argumentative aims, and, even more so, what they
reved about the guiding framework that is reflected in Paul’ s statements here® This

® Kata kephalesin v. 4 more likely means“down on the head” than “down from the head.” The same
expression kata kephales echon (v. 4) with a specific object (to imation) can be found in Plutarch (seefor
instance: Regum et imperatorum 200F and Pompeius640C). Seefurther, R. Oster, “When Men Wore Veilsto
Worship: The Historical Context of 1 Corinthians 11,4,” NTS 34 (1988): 481-505. Oster argues el sewhere that
archeological evidence “patently demonstrates that the practice of men covering their heads in the context of
prayer and prophecy was a common pattern of Roman piety and widespread during the late Republic and early
Empire. Since Corinthwasitself a Roman colony, there should be little doubt that this aspect of Roman
religious practice deserves greater attention by commentators than it has received” (R. Oster, “Use, Misuse and
Neglect of Archeological Evidence in Some Modern Works on 1 Corinthians[1 Cor 7,1-5; 8,10; 11,2-16; 12,14-
26],” ZNW 83[1992], 69).

" Most authors presume that Paul has some kind of headcoveringin mind. Thetraditional view isthat reference
ismade hereto aveil: “Man disgraces his head by wearing aveil, women disgraces hers by not wearing one;”
C..K. Barett, A Commentary on First Corinthians(London: Blackwell, 1968), 251. Othersthink Paul refersto a
particular hairstyle in this passage and see him opposing long hair with men and arguing that women should keep
their hair orderly rather than loose; so, for instance, A. I1saksson, Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple. A
Study with Special Reference to Mt 19.13-12 (sic) and 1 Cor 11.3-16 (Acta Seminarii Neotestamentici
Upsaliensis 24; Lund, 1965); J.B. Hurley, “Did Paul Require Veils or the Silence of Women? A Consideration of

| Cor 11:2-16 and | Cor 14:33b-36,” WTJ 35 (1973): 190-220; J. Murphy-O’ Connor, “Sex and Logic in 1 Cor
11:2-16,” CBQ 42 (1980), 489; Fiorenza, In Memory of Her, 227; W. Schrage, Der erste Brief an die Korinther

(1 Korinther 6,12-11,16) (EKK V11/2; Dusseldorf/Neukirchen-VIuyn: Benziger/Neukirchener, 1995), 492-494;

and Gundry-Volf, “Gender and Creation,” 151. More recently Marlis Gielen has suggested that Paul opposes
short hair for wonen, rather than orderly hair (M. Gielen, “Beten und Prophezeien mit unverhilltem Kopf? Die
Kontroverse zwischen Paulus und der korinthischen Gemeinde um die Wahrung der
Geschlechtsrollensymbolik,” ZNW90[1999]: 220-249).

8 Cf. R. Shepard Kraemer, Her Share of the Blessings: Women' s Religions among Pagans, Jews, and Christians
in the Greco-Roman World (New Y ork: Oxford Univ. Press, 1992), 147: “...whether this passages pertains to
head coverings or hairstylesis probably irrelevant: control and release arereally what is at issue.”



redefinition of the question implies adouble shift in focus. On the one hand, it movesthe
attention away from a (largely hypothetica) recongtruction of the Stuation in the Corinthian
community to Paul’s argumentation. On the other hand, it aso shifts the focus away from the
traditiona image of Paul as pastor, who offers sublime guidance to his struggling
communities, to a Paul seeking to shape, maintain, and, if necessary, enforce astrongly
boundaried Chrigtian identity. This becomes more evident as one moves through Paul’s
argument.

Perhaps the critical lynchpinin Paul’sargument in 1 Cor 11 can be found in verse 5b,
where two different Stuations—to be uncovered and to be shaved—are identified with each
other (hen gar estin kai to auto) in order to transfer the scanda ous character of the oneto the
(disputed) other. Paul formulates his argument in vv. 5b-6 asfollows: “for it is one and the
samething as being shaved. For if awoman will not cover hersdf, let her cut off, but if it is
shameful for awoman to cut off or to be shaved, let her cover.” Paul does not use aword for
hair (thrix or kome) here and his reasoning seems obscure, but a closer look a Paul’s
argumentation reveals both its logic aswell asits persuasive character.® In particular, Paul
makes use of two essentid argumentative features. an andogy and apermissio. Fird, an
anaogy ismadein v. 5b, namely between a headcovering on the one hand and hair on the
other. Then, another rhetorical tool is used in v.6, more specificaly apermissio or “irony of
false advice*° Paul seems to advise women to cut off their hair (keirastho), but thisis
clearly not histrue intention. We can schematicaly present hisreasoning in w. 5-6 as
follows
v.5a uncovered [-a] isashame [-X]
v.5b: uncovered [-a] equals being shaved [b]
v.6a if uncovered [-a], then cut off too [c]
v.6b: but if to cut or shave is ashame [c/b=-X], then cover [g]

® Much has been suggested with respect to the rhetorical character of Paul’s reasoning here. According to Lésch
these verses function as arefutatio (S. Ldsch, “Christliche Frauen in Corinth [1 Cor 11,2-16]: Ein neuer

L ésungsversuch,” TQ 127 [1947], 254). Van de Sandt seesin these verses arhetorical or shortened syllogism
(H. van de Sandt, “1 Kor 11,2-16 alsrhetorische eenheid,” Bijdragen 49 [1988], 413). Kiichler thinksthat all

Paul doesinvv. 5b-6is“mit rein rhetorischen Mitteln einzuhdmmern, dass fir eine christliche Frau unverhilltes
Beten soviel ist wie sich selbst scheren, dass also ‘ die Beschamung ihres Kopfes' (5a) der Schande des
Geschorenseins (6¢) gleichkommt.” The comparison made by Paul isthus sarcastic (M. Kuchler, Schweigen,
Schmuck und Schleier [NTOA, 1; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986], 79). According to Lowriethe
comparison isareductio ad absurdum(S. T. Lowrie, “I Corinthians X1 and the Ordination of Women as Ruling
Elders,” PTR19[1921], 116). Meeks considersit to be “anad hominemargument by analogy” (W. A. Meeks,
“The Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest Christianity,” HistRel 13[1974], 200).

10 Plett definespermissio asfollows: “Ironie des falschen Rates: scheinbare Aufforderung zu allen moglichen
(auch fur den Angeredeten schadlichen) Handlungen, obgleich diese dem Willen des Sprechers entschieden
widersprechen” (H. F. Plett, Einfihrung in die rhetorische Textanalyse [7th edn; Hamburg, 1989], 65).



Thisfind eement in the progresson reveals where Paul is ultimately heading: ‘let her cover’
(katakal uptestho). The logic behind his reasoning can then be recongtructed as follows:
Major premise: to cut or shave isashame (v.6b) [c/b=-X]

Minor premise: an uncovered head is one and the same as being shaved (v.5b) [-a=Db]
Conclusion: therefore: to be uncovered is a shame (v.53) [-a=-X]

Paul presumes, so it seems, that his audience will subscribe to the mgor premise: for a
womanto cut or shaveisashame. He then uses the analogy between hair and headcovering
to persuade his readers that to be uncovered is equaly shameful. But this anadogy can only
work if his readers indeed accept both premises, namely, that cutting or shaving is a shame
and that an uncovered head equds shaving, which isthe most drastic practice of the two since
itimpliesthat al hair isremoved.!* Thisisthe critical lynchpin of Paul’s entire argument.
While hewill go onimmediately to bolgter the “concluson” with further argumentation, the
fact that Paul can assume this framework implies, a the very least, that from his perspective
these are part of the shared cultura values and assumptions of his “world.”*? Paul isthus
advancing from the shared beliefs (common topics) of hisaudience to the god of his, in this
case, ddliberative argumentative end.*®

1 AsGielen points out Paul aims at “die Gleichsetzung einer (Mannern vorbehaltenen) Kurzharfrisur von
Frauen mit der entehrenden Totalentfernung der Haare (Glatze) durch eine Kahlrasur.” (Gielen, “Beten,” 232 n.
37). Kichler gives examples from contemporary literature which show that being shaved was considered both a
mutilation and indecent (K tichler, Schweigen, Schmuck und Schleier, 79-82).

Paul’ s position on hair hereisvery much in line with the broader cultural patterns of the Greco-Roman world
(there are of course exceptionsto these prevailing patterns; cf. R. M. Grant, Paul in the Roman World: The
Conflict at Corinth [Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001], 38). In the ancient context female hair is
almost always eroticized in the literature. Indeed, awoman’s beauty iswrapped up with her outward
manifestation of hair (cf. Ovid, Arm. 1.14; Ars. 3.136; Apuleius, Meta 2.8-9). Ovid suggests that while some
aspects of female “grooming” ought to be behind closed doors, the grooming of the hair ought to be done before
the men: “I forbid you not to let your locks be combed before them, so that they lie rippling adown your back...”
(Ars. 3.235; unless otherwise noted, all translations from classical authors are from the Loeb Classical Library).
Here the brushing of the hair is something to display before men, an object of desire. Of course, thereverseis
also true: “Let her who has poor hair set aguard at her door, or always be tired in the temple of the Good
Goddess. My arrival was suddenly announced to awoman once; in confusion she put her hair on all awry. Let
my foes endure a cause of shame so fearful! Upon Parthian women let that dishonour fall! Ugly isabull without
horns; ugly isafield without grass, a plant without leaves, or a head without hair” (Ars. 3.240). The appearance
of feminine beauty isintimately tied in here with the presentation of their hair; atrue reflection of their “glory.”
By contrast, men areto “take no pleasurein curling [their] hair with theiron, or in scraping [their] legs with
biting pumicestone” (Ars. 1.505). Ovid statesthat “an uncared-for beauty is becoming to men.” On the other
hand, there is some basic degree of grooming required, for Ovid believes that men should not let their “ stubborn
locks be spoilt by bad cutting; let hair and beard be dressed by a practised hand” (Ars. 1.515). Thus, men's hair
isalso areflection of their gendered role, and the display of their hair ought to reflect something fitting and
proper to them. See further the excellent assessment of the use of hair in ancient literature by M. Myerowitz
Levine, “The Gendered Grammar of Ancient Mediterranean Hair,” in W. Eilberg-Schwartz & W. Doniger (eds.),
Off with Her Head: The Denial of Women'’s Identity in Myth, Religion, and Culture (Berkeley: Univ. of
Cadlifornia Press, 1995), 76-130.

13 The use of konoi topoi is line with standard ancient rhetorical procedure, as expressed in Theon's
Progymnasmata: the toposis an “amplifying speech about a commonly accepted subject, either about awrong or



Before moving to Paul’ s further eaboration of his essentid premisg, it isworth turning
firgt to the end of the textud unit, where Paul returns to the practical issue at stake (v. 13).
Here he addresses his audience directly with an apped to their own sound judgement: “judge
for yourselves: isit proper for awoman to pray for God uncovered?’ This question reveds
that the behavior of women, aready mentioned inv. 5, is Paul’smgjor concern. The question
partidly repeats e ements dready mentioned in v. 5 (akatakal uptos and proseuchomai), but
there are some interesting differences aswell. With the use of prepon estin Paul seemsto
refer to ageneral sense (but also consensus) of what can be considered proper behavior.X* The
references to what is shameful in w. 4-6 had asmilar function and aready made the same
point in amore negative way. What Paul considers proper inv. 13 isthat which is not
shameful. Verse 13b isformulated in the form of arhetorical question, to which Paul clearly
expects anegative answer. Particularly relevant in this repect is the addition of to theo,
which further stresses the improper character of such behavior.®®

In emphasizing what is* suitable’ for aparticular group of people, Paul isfully
participating in the rhetorica culture of histime. His gpped to what is proper isvery muchin
line with Arigtotle' s principle of suitability (to prepon), which denotes particular actions and
atributes that naturaly apply to specific individuas depending on their socid/cultura
standing.*® We see Paul engaged herein the some of the most explicit levels of culturdl
communication. And in this case he seems more specificaly focused on establishing the
boundaries of gender identity and activity within the Corinthian community.

The find verses further support this particular focus. In vv. 14-15 Paul introduces a
new argument, which to modern ears hardly sounds convincing: “ Does not nature itself teach
you that if aman wearslong hair, it is degrading to him, but if awoman haslong hair, it is her
glory? For har isgiven her for awrgpper.” Asin the previous wv. 5b-6, Paul usesthe

abraveact...itiscaled a"“commonplace” because by starting out from it, as from afamiliar place, we readily
argue against those who are widely regarded as acting unjustly” (6.1-5, 11-13; cf. Cicero, de Or. 3.27.106;
Quintilian 2.4.22; trans. of Theon from J. R. Butts, “The Progymnasmata of Theon: A New Text with
Tranglation and Commentary” [Ph.D. diss.; Claremont Graduate School, 1986]). Theon goeson to provide a
most excellent example for antiquity: the premise that tyrants are evil. Thisisnot something that hasto be
proved, it isacultural “given” and hence an important starting point for invective against an opponent.

14" Some authors see arelation here with contemporary moral philosophy (H.-J. Klauck, 1. Korintherbrief [Neue
Echter Bibel Neues Testament 7; Wrzburg, 1984], 80). Conzelmann refers more specifically to the Stoa (H.
Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther [KEK 5; 12" edn; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981],
224).

15 Beet points out that the place of to theo before proseuchesthai and after akatakal uptosis not accidental. Paul
strengthens his appeal to what is proper with areference to God, to whom one praysin worship (J. A. Beet,
“Because of the Angels,” The Expositor 1st Series 11[1880], 32).

16" Aristotle states, “... he that entertains suitably and as reason directs is magnificent, for the fitting is the
suitable...But it must be fitting in each particular, that is, suitability to the agent and to the recipient and to the



andogy with hair again to support his case for a headcovering. But a shift has taken place,
because he no longer speaks here of “cutting off” or “shaving” but of “wearing long hair”
(komao). Suggesting that aclear digtinction is required in the gppearance of men and women,
he repeats now in vv. 14-15 for long hair what he dready declared in wv. 4-5 with respect to
covering the head.!” What is degrading (atimia) for aman, isawoman’sglory (doxa). Ashe
didinwv. 5-6, Paul argues his case in v. 15b specificaly for women: “for (hoti) long hair is
given her asawrapper” (anti peribolaiou).*® An andogy is established here between hair and
aparticular kind of headcovering, more specificaly awrapper. It isremarkable that only
here, at the very end of his argument, aword for hair (kome) and aterm dencting a Specific
type of headcovering (peribolaion) occur, because in the previous verses Paul always referred
to the act of covering or uncovering the head without specifying how it was to be done.
Ifinwv. 4-6 aswell asin wv. 13-15 the andogy with hair is used to settle the issue
about covering the head, the argumentation shows that Paul considers hair to be a highly
gendered matter. Men and women are supposed to wear their hair differently. Being
uncovered is as shameful for awoman as cutting or shaving her hair. Long hair isher glory.
Y et, asswe will demondrate, thereisalot more a stake for Paul in this then smply a matter of
how women and men wear their hair or posture themsalvesin prayer, because such issues are
in many respects part of Paul’ s larger concern to draw up and promote a particular ethos of
Chrigtian identity in 1 Corinthians. For the moment, however, it is Sgnificant to note that the
covering of the head is Paul’ simmediate argumentative god in this passage. Gundry-Volf's
emphasis on shame and its avoidance in Paul misses precisdy this point: that an argument
from shameis used in sarvice of promoting proper female comportment in worship. The
entire text is about the avoidance of shame—and that shameisthat awoman be “reveded” in
unfitting ways and places. Any atempt, therefore, to isolate Paul’s argument in vv. 7-11 from
the framing premise smply skirts around the issue at hand: Paul’ s congtruction of proper
femde conduct. In the end, however, femae comportment is not the “red” issue Paul wants

occasion—for example, what is fitting at the wedding of a servant is not what isfitting at that of afavorite; and it
isfitting for the agent himself, if it is of an amount or quality suitableto him...” (Eudemian Ethics 3.6.4).

17 Similar statements can for instance be found in Plutarch and Pseudo-Phocylides. Plutarch, Moralia, 267B:
tois men to keiresthai, tais de to koman sunethes estin (“it isusual for men to have their hair cut and for women
toletit grow”); Pseudo-Phocylides, Sentences 212: arsesin ouk epeoike koman (“long hair is not fit for men”).
Cf. P. W. van der Horst, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides with Introduction and Commentary (SVTP, 4;
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978), 249.

18 Theinterpretation of aOnt i / isapoint of discussion and can be interpreted either in the sense of “by way of”
or “instead of.” Itis, however, hard to explain why Paul refers here to atype of headcovering to explain why
long hair isaglory for awoman (v. 14), if hisargument is about hairstyle. As Fee points out the argument only
makes sense if read as an analogy between hairstyle and headcovering: “since women have by ‘nature’ been
given long hair asacovering, that initself pointsto their need to be ‘ covered’” when praying or prophesying” (G.
D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians [NIC; Grand Rapids. Eerdmans, 1987], 529).



to address, but only one facet of his congtruction of the “character” of the ekklesia, whichiis,
aswe will argue, a gendered/boundaried phenomenon for Paul. |solating and amputating any
elements of the argument from this larger persuasive end does very little to revea what is
redly at gakein 1 Cor 11, which is not so much the fundamenta Corinthian context, but, in
fact, the fundamenta Paul.

2. Paul’s Ontologica Move

A further point that can be made with respect to Gundry-Volf’sandyssisthat, in
limiting her analysis to the theological argumentation in 1 Cor 11:2-16, she d <o fails to notice
that Paul’ s reference to creation is part of alarger ontologica argument. Verses 7-12 indeed
offer a pecificaly ontologica foundation based on Genesis 1 and 2, insofar as the difference
between man and woman finds its origin, quite literdly, in creation and thusin God. The
gatement inv. 7 that man istheimage (and glory) of God is based on Gen 1:26-27, the
supportive argumentsin vv. 8-9 on Genesis 2.1° The ontological difference between man and
woman isfirst founded on the chronologica priority of man (she was created from him; v. 8)
and then further eaborated upon in the following verse (she was created for him; v. 9). In
both cases a preposition forms the pivotal e ement in the statements made. Inv. 8 the
preposition usedisek, inv. 9 dia. Both prepositions are again used inv. 12, where Paul
declares that just as woman came from (ek) man, so man comes through (dia) woman.?® I
womean finds her origin in man thisis balanced by his being born from her.

Paul goes on to use a second ontologica argument to support his casein favor of
women covering their heads (v.14), where he introduces his reference to long hair with an
gpped to “nature’ (phusis): “does not nature itsdf teach you...?” A Smilar gpped to nature
personified as “teacher” does not occur esewhere in Paul’ sl etters, but two additiona

19|t goes too far to state that Paul deniesin v. 7 that women are created in theimage of God (W. F. Orr & J. A.
Walther, 1 Corinthians[AB; New Y ork: Doubleday, 1976], 264). He may leave the reference out, because it

does not serve hisargument (G. D. Fee, The First Epistle, 516; M.D. Hooker, “ Authority on her Head. An
Examination of | Cor X1.10,” NTS 10[1963-64], 411). It is more likely, however, that Paul simply identifiesthe

first created human being of Gen 1:27 with the male Adam (cf. 1 Cor 15:45). Seealso E. Lohse, “Imago Dei bei
Paulus,” in Libertas Christiana (Beitrége zur evangelischen Theologie 26; Miinchen, 1957), 124-125,

20 \/erses 11-12 are often considered more egalitarian and in line with Gal 3:28. It is possible that Paul here
balances off his previous statements for the sake of hisargument. He has been arguing in favor of difference, but
does not want to go so far as to negate women’ s right to pray and prophecy (Kraemer, Her Share of the
Blessings 147). Yet, although Paul suggestsin thisinstance a particular “interdependence” between man and
woman, heis quick to assert that “all things come from God.” Thislast statement balancesthe “in the Lord”
clauseinv. 11. Thus, when focusing on the relationship of women and men, Paul is content to make

distinctions, but, since the larger context relates to the character of the ekklesia, there is an added emphasisin vv.
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references to phusis are interesting because they dso relate to the issue of gender. Thefirst
one occurs in Rom 1:26-27, the second in Rom 2:27. In both cases reference is made to
nature regarding issues directly or indirectly related to gender. In 1:26-27 Paul argues. “For
this reason God gave them up to degrading passions (pathe atimias). Their women exchanged
natura intercourse for unnatura (ten phusiken chresin eis ten para phusin), and in the same
way dso the men, giving up naturd intercourse (ten phusiken chresin) with women, were
consumed with passon for one another.” Asin 1 Cor 11:14, Paul here labels the blurring of
what is naturd as atimia: long hair on men in 1 Corinthians and sexud relations between
persons of the same sex in Romans. He condemns certain behavior as atimia (dishonor)
because, according to him, it is not in accordance with nature. Bernadette Brooten notes that
such terminology aso occurs in Philo of Alexandria, who Smilarly condemns same-sex love
as contrary to nature. That Paul explicitly usesthe expresson para phusin with respect to
femae homoeroticism may not be accidenta. As Brooten observes. “The most common
motif in the condemnation of femae homoeraticism in the Roman world is that the woman
has become masculine, which in culturd terms means that she has tried to go beyond the
passive role accorded to her by nature and rise to the socia level of aman.”?! Althoughin
both cases of same-sex love the boundaries between male and female behavior are crossed,
female conduct may have been (more) unacceptable because it is more threatening for the
culturaly established mae norm. AsMoore remarks. “In principle, the thought of awoman
gaining status was more worrying for dite males than the thought of aman losing status.”?
Yet, 1 Cor 11:2-16 and Rom 1:26- 27 dso have one other fundamental concernin
common: their repective contexts relate to the gppropriate worship of God. There persss,
throughout Paul’ s rather danderous (today libelous) assessment of Gentile behavior, the
thread of the regjection of the worship of the “ Creator” (Rom 1:25). Moore points out thet the
relationship between homoeroticism and idolatry is not accidenta here. In both casesthe
underlying ideaiis that a divindy indituted hierarchy was not respected. In the case of

3, 11-12 on how men and women relate to their Lord and Creator. From that perspective, both women and men
are“submissive” (v. 3) and neither has an advantage (vv. 11-12).

2L Bernadette Brooten, “ Paul and the Law: How Complete was the Departure?,” Princeton Seminary Bulletin.
Suppl.1 (1990), 84; and her Love Between Women: Early Christian Responses to Female Homoeroticism
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1996), 235-37. The portrayal of Sappho in Ovid isinstructivein thisrespect,
as he gives her an overt maleidentity (P. Gorden, “The Lover’s Voice inHeroides 15: Or, Why Is Sappho a
Man?,” inJ. P. Hallett & M. B. Skinner [eds.], Roman Sexualities [Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1997], esp.
280-86). Moore provides alengthy list of ancient writers who regarded sexual relations between women as
“unnatural:” “Plato, Senecathe Elder, Martial, Ovid, Ptolemy, Dorotheos of Sidon, Manetho, Pseudo-
Phocylides, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, John Chrysostom—and Artemidoros’ (Stephen D. Moore, God's
Beauty Parlor and Other Queer Spacesin and around the Bible [Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001],
143-44).

22 Moore, God' s Beauty Parlor, 150.
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idolatry, the creature rather than the Cresator is worshipped, in the case of homoeroticism, the
hierarchy between men and women is overturned. In thisanadogy the presumed superiority of
God and that of the male correspond to each other. Essentidly the same hierarchy between
God and man, with the inclusion of Chrigt, reoccurs more explicitly in 1 Cor 11:.3 where the
body metaphor “head” is used to establish ahierarchica order between God-Christ-mar+
woman.?® It can thus be noted that asimilar connection to nature and crestion existsin Rom

1 and 1 Cor 11 and that in both cases the apped is made to bolster a particular gendered order
and relationship in the context of proper worship.

The second text in which an gpped to natureis made isRom 2:27. Herethe issue
under discussion isthe difference between Gentiles and Jews. The issue of gender is present
too insofar as Paul refers to the presence of the foreskin as the natural condition compared
with circumcison. He gates “ Then those who are physicaly uncircumcised (lit.
uncircumcision by nature: he ek phuseos akrobustia) but keep the law will condemn you that
have the written code and circumcision but bregk the law.” Although gender is not the focus
here, Paul describes a certain condition of the male body as“naturd.” The reference to nature
with respect to physical characteristics related to gender iswhat this text hasin common with
1 Cor 11:14. But the rdlevance of this passage for our discussion goes further than that. In
wv. 28-29 Paul goes on to explain the difference between circumcison and uncircumcision
with another binary opposition, more specificaly between “physica circumcison” (v. 28: en
sarki peritome) and “circumcison of the heart” (v. 29: peritomekardias). Thislatter notion is
further quaified as* spiritud not literd.” In A Radical Jew, Daniedl Boyarin has stressed the
importance of this digtinction between spiritua and literd for understanding Paul’ s
hermeneutics of the body. For Paul the body represents the literdl over againgt the spiritud,
the particular over againg the universa. Since the universal subject in Paul’ slettersisa
Chrigian mae, Jews and women embody particularity or as Boyarin Sates. “The
quintessentially * different’ people for Paul were Jews and women.”?* In spiritudizing

circumcision in Rom 2,29, Paul hasin away reasoned it out of existence. Asaresult, it aso

2 Different interpretations have been advanced with respect to the metaphorical meaning of kephale. The first
interpretation is that kephale means“chief” or “ruler;” the second suggestion (advanced by Schlier and Bedal€)
isthat it means “source”; the third that kephale should be understood in terms of “preeminence” (thus Cervin).
H. Schlier, “kephale,” TWNT 3 (1938): 672-681; S. Bedale, “ The Meaning of kephale in the Pauline Epistles,”

JTS 5(1954): 211-215; R. Cervin, “Doeskephale Mean ‘ Source’ or ‘ Authority Over’ in Greek Literature? A
Rebuttal,” Trind ns 10 (1989): 85-112. The meaning “preeminence” is also favored by Gundry-Valf, “ Gender

and Creation,” 158-159. It seems, however, difficult to avoid ahierarchical connotation. For amorein-depth
discussion, see C. Vander Stichele, Authenticiteit en integriteit van 1 Kor 11,2-16. Een bijdrage tot de discussie
omtrent Paulus’ visie op de vrouw (unpublished dissertation; Leuven, 1992), 281-336.

24 Daniel Boyarin, A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Identity (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1994), 17.



losesitsraison d’ étre and as such it has becomeirrdevant “in Chrigt.” Or as Paul Sates
elsawhere “ neither circumcison nor uncircumcison is anything, but anew creation is
everything” (G4 6:15).

If, however, ethnicity isthus erased in Chrigt, S0 dso is gender (in a sense).
“Femaeness’ may lose its meaning when women are incorporated in the spiritua body of
Chrigt, but gender does not therefore stop to exist “in the flesh” nor for that matter does ethics
asaform of body politics. It isprecisdy this digtinction which makesit possble for Paul to
affirm both universdity in the spiritua redlm and difference when it comesto ethics. Both
tendencies are present in 1 Cor 11 aswell. Women can indeed pray and prophecy just as men
do, but such “egditarianism” (if that indeed is an appropriate term for what is manifested
therein) hasitslimits. Freedom in the spirit does not imply freedom from the body. It does
not erase difference on the leve of the body, especidly not the femae body. Paul’s
arguments reved hisinterest: to keep the boundaries between mae and femaein check. As
Gail Paterson Corrington notes (quoting Mary Douglas): “bodily control is an expression of
socia control,”?® and such control is by far the interest of upper-class maesin the ancient
world.?® Inthislight, we should note that even when women become incorporated within the
“goiritua body,” this does not yet imply thet thisisanon-gendered zone. In fact, the
“gpiritual body” in Paul is defined in predominantly masculine terms’ The “natura” world
thus infuses the spiritud as well and consequently one can only spesk of arelative eradication
of gender identity in this relm.?®

If inRom 1 and 1 Cor 11 Paul uses“nature’ as the sure ground for how things ought
to proceed in worshipping the Cregtor, in Rom 2 he turns the tables on his use of what is
“naturd,” as he rdativizes the “naturd” condition of the male body, while a the same time
soiritudizing what is, from the Greek and Roman perspective, “unnaturd.” Aswe may
presume, a circumcised mae himsdlf, Paul not only does not want to normétivize the

%5 Gail Paterson Corrington, “The ‘ Headless Woman' : Paul and the Language of the Body in 1 Cor 11:2-16,”
PRS 18 (1991), 224, quote from Mary Douglas, Natural Symbols: Explorationsin Cosmology (New Y ork:
Pantheon, 1982), 79.

26 D. G. Horrell, “The Development of Theological Ideology in Pauline Christianity,” in P. Esler (ed.),
Modelling Early Christianity: Social-Scientific Studies of the New Testament in Its Context (New Y ork:
Routledge, 1995), 235-36, has argued, with respect to the Pauline corpus, that one can perceive a clear
development in the social |egitimation of the interests of the male “ heads of households.”

27 Moore, God' s Beauty Parlor, 170-71.

2 Thisis particularly the case with respect to women, since there existed a strong tradition in ancient
Christianity that women in fact achieved their spiritual status by “becoming male.” For instance, E. Castelli
observesthat, in the case of Perpetua, her “spiritual progressis marked by the social movement away from
conventional female roles and by the physical movement from afemale to amale body; these processes of
transformation signify her increasingly holy status’ (“‘| Will Make Mary Male': Pieties of the Body and Gender



“natural” dtate of the male member, but even more so, he is aso concerned to spiritudize
“deformity” of the same. Thisfluctuation is a ddliberate negotiation on Paul’ s part, and
evinces the flexibility that such ontologica arguments have in Paul’ s thinking, but with the
result, we have argued, that masculine identity is affirmed over againg the femde “other” in
whatever (argumentative) focus Paul has at thetime®® Thus, whether the natural order is
affirmed or relativized, masculinity asthe defining normisfirm. Thisleaves us, findly, with
avery different framework for understanding 1 Cor 11, especidly in terms of the overarching
cultural framework that guides Paul’ s argument and the precise nature of the persuasive am

of thetext.

3. The Nature of Hair in Greco-Roman Mora Philosophers

Before assessing the rhetorica function of dl of thisfor Paul, it isilluminating to
examine a this point some pardlesin other ancient writers. The most interesting is a series
of comments in Epictetus s Discour ses, which correspond closdy with the way in which Paul
refersto nature in relationship to hair. Thefirs reates to the discussion of providence:

Come, let us leave the chief works of nature (ta erga tes phuseos), and consider
merely what she doesin passing. Can anything be more usdless than the hairson a
chin? Wdl, what then? Has not nature used even these in the most suitable
(prepontos) way possible? Has she not by these means distinguished between the
male and the femae? Does not the nature of each one among us cry doud forthwith
from afar, “| am aman; on this understanding approach me, on this understanding talk
with me; ask for nothing further; behold the Sgns?’... Wherefore, we ought to
preserve the Sgns which God has given; we ought not to throw them away; we ought
not, so far asin uslies, to confuse the sexes which have been distinguished in this
fashion (1.16.9-12, 14).

There are severa dtriking parallels between this passage and the Pauline texts under
discussion. First, asin 1 Cor 11:14, nature is also personified here*° She distinguishes
between male and femae—hairs on the chin are asign (sumbolon) of sexud difference. This

13

Transformation of Christian Women in Late Antiquity,” in J. Epstein & K. Straub [eds.], Body Guards: The
Cultural Politics of Gender Ambiguity [Routledge: New Y ork/London, 1991], 35).

29 A similar situation can be observed in Paul’ s use of kosmos and ktisisin Romans and 1 Corinthians. As

Edward Adams has noted, in the former Paul has arather positive assessment of the world and creation (“God’s

good and well-ordered creation, destined to be redeemed”), whereasin the latter it is much more negative

(“alienated from God and doomed to perish™). Adams, however, failsto accent the rhetorical use of these terms,

and focuses rather on the differing “theological frameworks” and “situational contexts” of the respective texts
gCOnstructing the World: A Study in Paul’s Cosmological Language [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 2000], 242-43).

% In Stoic thought there exi sts a close connection between “nature” and “god” (T. Engberg-Pedersen, The Stoic
Theory of Oikeiosis: Moral Development and Social Interaction in Early Stoic Philosophy [Aarhus Univ. Press,



isnot just considered as afact, but aso as anindication for human behavior: this diginction
should be preserved and not confused. Second, asisthe case with Paul in Rom 1, Epictetus
is concerned with the proper recognition of God: “...by Zeus and the gods, one single gift of
nature would suffice to make a man who is reverent and grateful perceive the providence of
God” (1.16.7). He then goes on to suggest that anyone not recognizing God' s providence,
even in the samdler workings of nature, istruly “supid” and “shamdess’ (1.16.8). The
reference to shamel essness (anaischuntia) in this context represents another element of
correspondence with 1 Cor 11:4-6 (cf. Rom 1:27), where Paul uses smilar terminology to
express his depreciation for the practices he opposes.

Further, Epictetus ends this discourse with reference to snging hymnsto this “ great”
God (1.16.16), which for him isaso asgn of human rationdity: “...to Sng the grestest and
divinest hymn, [for the reason that] God has given us the faculty to comprehend these things
and to fallow the path of reason” (1.16.18). The opposite ideais present in Rom 1, where
God in fact gives the Gentiles over to a debased mind, which itsdf is manifested in vile
behaviors (1:28). Overdl, then, in thisfirst parale the suggested order in natureisitsdf
presented as a“witness’ to an “ordered” (gendered?) deity, and recognizing this hierarchy of
nature in principle reflects the recognition (and worship) of this Creator. Those “irrationa”
entities who do not recognize the ordered universe will do more than just be “ stupid™—they
will dso be“shamdess” Thisisone of the critica lynchpins clearly present in Rom 1 and
Epictetus (but probably aso implied in 1 Cor 11): the first step beyond the “natural” ordered
world isthe first step towards chaos and mord depravity—artrue harmony of logos and ergon.

That human interference should not blur the difference between the sexes becomes
even clearer in the second passage from Epictetus, where he is concerned with the presence or
absence of hair on the body:

Woman is born smooth and dainty by nature, and if sheis very hairy, sheisaprodigy,
and is exhibited a Rome among the prodigies. But for aman not to be hairy isthe
same thing, and if by nature he has no hair heisaprodigy, but if he cutsit out and
plucksit out of himsdf, what shal we make of him? Where shdl we exhibit him, and
what notice shal we post? “I will show you,” we say to the audience, “a man who
wishes to be awoman rather than aman.” What a dreadful spectacle!...Man, what
reason have you to complain against your nature?... Y our paltry body doesn't please
you, eh? Make a clean sweep of the whole matter; eradicate your—what shdl | cdl
it?—the cause of your hairiness, make yourself awoman dl over, so as not to deceive
us, hdf-man and hdf-woman.... Shdl we make aman like you a citizen of Corinth,
and perchance awarden of the city, or a superintendent of ephebi, or generd, or
superintendent of the games? Well, and when you have married are you going to

14

1990], 59-60). Paul, however, considers nature to be God’ s creation (F. Lang, Die Briefe an die Korinther [NTD
7, Gottingen/Zurich, 1986], 143; M. Pohlenz, “Paulus und die Stoa,” ZNW42 [1949], 77).
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pluck out your hairs? For whom and to what end? And when you have begotten boys,
are you going to introduce them into the body of citizens as plucked cresturestoo? A
fine citizen and senator and orator! (3.1.27-35).

In this second passage Epictetus objects to the removal of hair thet is there by nature and that
is, according to him, a characterigtic of sexud difference. By removing hair men obscure the
difference between the sexes. Epictetus goes even further and suggestsit reveals awish to be
awoman. Thisisafascinating reference because it delves into severd interrelated agpects of
gender in the ancient world. Here Epictetus chalenges amae who clearly appears and
presents himself (“cuts’ and “plucks’ out his hair) as effeminate. The contrast between male
and femae body types demondtrates the firm boundaries that he favors, and in particular his
perception that “nature’” witnesses to the “type’ each sex should embody. The gppedl to
nature underscores the emphasis on what the true male will look and act like. Those who
“cut” and “pluck” their hair, evincing feminine qudities, undermine their masculine identity. !

It isnot surprising, then, that Epictetusis quick to draw associations between the effeminate
mde and hisralein dvic life, the primary manifestation of mae identity in the ancient world.
In an interesting reference to Corinth, Epictetus questions the suitability of such a* plucked”
male for political service. Leadership and pedagogica positions require the demongtration of
manly qualities, of which hair is here seen asavisible sign.®? In other words, the “malée’ of

31 Or, more precisely, their outward appearance reveals their “inner” lack of such masculineidentity. Thereisa
close connection here with physiognomic speculation, in which, for example, there are allegedly clear signs of
those features that signal an effeminate male (akinaidos or androgyne) (T.S. Barton, Power and Knowledge:
Astrology, Physiognomics, and Medicine Under the Roman Empire [Ann Arbor: Univ. of Michigan Press, 1994],
116-17). The outward appearances were thought to indicate clearly (and scientifically!) the inner character and
disposition of the male. When, for instance, the philosopher Philiscus appears before the Emperor in
Philostratus's Lives of the Sophists, the Emperor, who had already taken adisliking to Philiscus, declared, based
on the observation of the latter’ s mannerisms, “ his hair shows what sort of man heis, his voice what sort of
orator!” (622-23). Dio Chrysostom suggests that while many who do “forbidden things’ (“in violation of

Nature' slaws’ [para phusin]), do so in relative secret, “yet such symptoms of their incontinence as the following
reveal their true character and disposition: voice, glance, posture; yes, and the following also, which are thought
to be petty and insignificant details: style of haircut, mode of walking, elevation of the eye, inclination of the
neck, thetrick of conversing with upturned palms’ (33.52). Hair thusforms an integral part of this self-

portrayal. See further the fine discussion by M. W. Gleason, Making Men: Sophists and Self-Presentation in
Ancient Rome [Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1995], 67-70; and her “ The Semiotics of Gender: Physiognomy
and Self-Fashioning in the Second Century C.E.,” inDavid M. Halperin et al. [eds.], Before Sexuality. The
Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World [Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990],
399-402, 406-411). On the rhetoric of masculinity and physiognomy, see J. A. Harrill, “Invective Against Paul

(2 Cor 10:10), the Physiognomics of the Ancient Slave Body, and the Greco-Roman Rhetoric of Manhood,” in A
Yarbro Collins & M. M. Mitchell (eds.), Antiquity and Humanity (Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 201-209; and
A. Corbeill, “Dining Deviants in Roman Political Activity,” inRoman Sexualities, esp. 118-22.

32 The reason for this connection restsin Aristotelian science, wherein hairiness was understood to be grounded
in the very essence of male identity: the production of sperm (which Epictetus explicitly acknowledgesin the
text, since he suggests eradicating the “source” [= male genitals] of hairiness). Women were thought to have
sperm as well, so this accounted for the presence of their hair, although they neither had as much nor was it
agitated so as to spread throughout their bodies. In thisframework, the greater hairiness of males was seen asa



this passage will only manage to reproduce citizens in his own image, which, from Epictetus's
standpoint, would damage the reputation of the polis. Hair, or lack of it, is presented asan
outward symbol of not only the inner character (i.e., manliness) of the adult male, but o is
taken, as a consequence, asasgn of his potentia contribution (or lack of it) in the body
politic.

Although Epictetus does not refer in these passages to hair growing on the head as
Paul does, their argumentation has much in common. Nature indicates what type of human
behavior is appropriate. Both gpped to nature when speaking about hair and both consider
hair to be an important feature of sexud difference. According to Epictetus, the presence of
hair on man and its absence on woman is “naturd,” while, for Paul, long hair is naturd on a

woman, not on aman. The Stuations of men and women are thus presented as each others

opposte. The differenceis clear and that is how it is supposed to be—nature shows the way.

But there is one further eement that becomes particularly evident: gender digtinction is
critica for the proper functioning of the divine and human relms. Thus, in the same way thet
proper (“natura”) comportment of the body in the first example from Epictetus suggests
something about one' s relationship to God, in the second case suitable comportment says
something about the body palitic, particularly the role one playsin the civic life of the city.
And one can probably go one step further to suggest that in this particular construction the
body becomes the mediating locus of the ordered universe: maintenance of
gendered/boundaried identity demonstrates a recognition of God as Creator, which in turn
saves one from vice and evincesitslf in virtue in community life*® A similar concern for
gender digtinction and identity in relaion to both the divine and human order isaso present in
Rom 1 and 1 Cor 11. Not surprisingly, then, for both Paul and Epictetus the vir bonusisthe
truest reflection of the divine.

The gppedl of Paul and Epictetus to nature should be understood against the
background of popular Greek ideas (not excluding the eaboration of these notionsin

philosophical frameworks such as Stoicism),* which were also taken up in Hellenistic
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sign of their superiority over females (L A. Dean-Jones, Women'’ s Bodies in Classical Greek Science [Oxford:

Clarendon, 1994], 83-85).

33 This connection between the divine and human realmsis not accidental, of course, sinceit stemsin part from

Epictetus's Stoic philosophy, in which harmony between the realms was quintessential (A. F. Bonhoffer, The
Ethics of the Stoic Epictetus[trans. W. O. Stephens; New Y ork: Peter Lang, 1996], 140). Inthisrespect, itis
interesting to note that in Epictetus’ s reflections on bodily cleanliness, the legitimation is dual: the gods are

immaculate and that ought to be imitated, but at the same time there is a benefit for fellow humans as well
(Bonhoffer, The Ethics, 86-87).

34 The stoic character of Paul’ s reference to nature in 1 Cor 11:14 has been assessed differently. See for instance

Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (KEK 5; 9" edn; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), 276:
“Diese Argumentationsweise, schon bei Plato vorgebildet (...) is echt stoisch.” More skeptical is Conzelmann



Judaism, as we can catch aglimpse of it in Josgphus and Philo. In this Hdllenigtic framework,
physis appears as the antipode of nomos, namely that which comes about by convention. Hair
readily serves as an interesting example, since it can be viewed as both nature (as part of the
bodly) and as convention (the styling and preening of the hair).>® Y, the difference between
“nature’ and “convention” in al of thisisless dear than might at first be evident. As

classcig John Winkler points out, the contrast of physis and nomos “isitsdf aculturd item, a

136 We are

habit of thought once discovered, promoted, and eventually adopted as convention.
thus dedling with a highly flexible category, which isdl the more convenient for the
eaboration of arguments>’ Most determinative in this respect is the argumentative use made
of the distinction between physis and nomos.®® In fact, as Winkler argues elsawhere, we
cannot even equate “againgt nature” with “abnorma” or something that wasin fact bad*° For
ingance, when women acted nobly, they were in essence acting contrary to their “own”
natures—they were being like men.*°

Thislagt point finds particular emphasisin an example of asmilar discusson of hair
in Plutarch. In his“Roman Questions,” Putarch queries the following:

Why do sons cover their head when they escort their parents to the grave, while

daughters go with uncovered heads and hair unbound? |s it because fathers should be
honoured as gods by their mae offspring, but mourned as dead by their daughters, that
custom (ho nomos) has assigned to each sex its proper part and has produced afitting
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who notes that nature is not an object of systematic reflection for Paul, but only serves here as an additional
argument (Conzelmann, Der erste Brief, 224). Fee argues that “ Paul makes no theological significance of the
ideaasonefindsit in Stoicism. For him thisis not an appeal to Nature, or to ‘natural law’, or to ‘natural
endowment’; nor is Nature to be understood as pedagogic (actually ‘teaching’ these ‘laws’)” (Fee, The First
E5pistle, 526-527).

% Levine, The Gendered Grammar,” 88-89.

36 John J. Winkler, “Laying Down the Law: The Oversight of Men’'s Sexual Behavior in Classical Athens,” in
Before Sexuality, 172. Not surprisingly, in thislight, T. Engberg-Pedersen, with reference to Rom 1:24-27,

refersto Paul’ s “naive use of ‘nature’ in support of traditional and social normative perceptions” (Paul and the

Stoics[Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 2000], 209).

37 Depending on the specific argumentative goal or specific prescription of behavior, the nature of what was
“natural” could shift drastically. For example, those moral philosophers who eschewed homoerotic sexual
relationships utilized appealsto nature as a“ proof” for their arguments (C. Williams, Roman Sexuality:

I deol ogies of Masculinity in Classical Antiquity [New Y ork: Oxford Univ. Press, 1999], 234-44) in the same way
that Martial could utilize “nature” asa " proof” for penetration of both males and females by the fully masculine

male (cf. 11.22.9-10; Williams, Roman Sexuality, 242).

38 |n Hellenistic Judaism this particular distinction becomes more complex, asnomosis not simply “convention”

(from humans) but “law” from God. 1n 4 Maccabees, for example, nomosis praised and personified in much the

same way as Nature in Epictetus. Eleazar isherein fact praised as one “in harmony with thelaw” (7:7) (S. D.
Moore & J. Capel Anderson, “Taking it LikeaMan: Masculinity in 4 Maccabees,” JBL 117 [1998], 252-53).
39 Winkler, The Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece (London:
Routledge, 1999), 20-21.

40 Since“male” isthe norm, acting against nature can in some contextsbe beneficial for those who are inferior,
culturally or otherwise (some of these sentiments are based on the Aristotelian one-sex model, in which women

were imperfect males measured against the “complete man;” see G. Sissa, “ The Sexual Philosophies of Plato and
Aristotle,” in P. S. Pantel [ed.], A History of Women in the West |. From Goddesses to Christian Saints [trans., A.

Goldhammer; Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1992], 65-67; and D. Martin, The Corinthian Body [New Haven:

Yale Univ. Press, 1995], 230).
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result from both? Or isit that the unusud is proper in mourning, and it is more usud
for women to go forth in public with their heads covered and men with their heads
uncovered? So in Greece, whenever any misfortune comes, the women cut off their
hair and the men let it grow, for it isusud (sunethes estin) for men to have their hair
cut and for women to let it grow (267 A-B).

It isremarkable that both Plutarch and Paul refer to length of hair when they discuss covering
the head. They aso use similar terminology to do s0.** They agree that long hair and a
headcovering are appropriate for women, but not for men. On other points, however, they
differ. Plutarch refersto the (gpparently legitimate) reversd of this practice in a pecific
Stuation, namely at the funerd of parents. Plutarch, moreover, does not refer to nature in this
respect, but only to custom (nomos) and what is usud (sunethes), while Paul refersto nature
with respect to hair, but to sunetheia with respect to the wearing of a headcovering (11:16).4?
On the one hand, it is noteworthy that the basic assumptions about hair and headcovering are
consonant with what we find in 1 Cor 11; there is an “accepted” and “expected” pattern.*® On
the other hand, the fact that Plutarch alows for exceptions suggests something noteworthy
about the function of distinction in this passage. Plutarch tries to explain the deviant behavior
of women and men in a specific Stuation, but does not see this as a problem per se, while, in

the previous examples of Paul and Epictetus, apped to nature affirms the difference between

41 According to Cynthia L. Thompson, the similarity in language “may suggest that this discussion was
somewhat conventional....The true importance of Plutarch’s passage is the underlying conviction that in hairstyle
and head-covering women and men must be different. Paul, too, is anxious to maintain distinctions” (C. L.
Thompson, “Hairstyles, Headcoverings, and St. Paul. Portraits from Roman Corinth,” BA 51 [1988], 105).

42 some scholars have suggested that sunetheia rather relates to philoneikosv. 16a. In that case Paul would
claim that “we” do not have such a custom of being contentious. So, for instance, Ph. Bachmann, Der erste Brief
des Paulus an die Korinther (2" edn; Leipzig, 1910), 362; R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of &. Paul’s First
and Second Epistles to the Corinthians (2" edn; Minneapolis, 1963), 451-452; van de Sandit, 1 Kor 11,2-16, 420.
However, in light of the use of sunetheia earlier in the letter, whereit refersto practice of idolatry (8:7), it seems
more likely that Paul refers here to another existing practice in the Corinthian community, that of uncovering the
head.

43 In antiquity, deviations from the norm were particularly significant and thisisin large part what Plutarch
reflectsin this passage. In Acts 18:18, Paul cuts his hair (presumably in away that is different from the norm) to
solemnize avow. The deviation from the normal pattern signalsthat thisisasacred duty (in line with this,
physical transformations/departures were also seen as signs of “cardinal moments;” A. Bowie, “Exuvias
Effigiemque: Dido, Aeneas and the Body as Sign,” in D. Montserrat [ed.], Changing Bodies, Changing
Meanings: Studies on the Human Body in Antiquity [New Y ork: Routledge, 1998], 60-61). Thisisfurther
reflected in mourning rituals. Women who shave their head, such asthe old mother and her foreign attendantsin
Eurpides’ The Suppliants (95), are grieving for their male dead (cf. also Phoenissae 1485). Inthelliad, Hector's
mother throws off both her veil and tears her hair (22.405), while his wife throws off her veil (22.470). The

parallel of theveil and hair is significant here, since both are marks of feminine married/household identity.

Thus, when writers want to demonstrate the expression of grief, the women are portrayed as “ shedding” (and
thereby grieving the loss of) their marks of domestic character, which isaway of evoking pathosin the spectator
(cf. Euripides’ contrasting of Clytemnestra[with long beautiful hair] and Electra [with short, cropped hair] in
thisregard; R. Hawley, “The Dynamics of Beauty in Classical Greece,” inChanging Bodies, 48-49). Inabit of a
different vein, Thecla sdesire for transformation into Christian/male identity in the Acts of Paul and Thecla is
denoted by her wish to cut her hair short (25) and her eventual altering of her “female” cloak into a“male”
garment (40).



men and women with respect to hair, and both writers react againg the blurring of that
difference. They confirm the ontological character of sex/gender distinctions for the sake of
making explicit arguments about proper recognition of the divine and the proper comportment
of the individud in the body palitic. These texts are prescriptive in am. By contrast, the
passage from Plutarch is descriptive. Thus, the rhetorical function of the topos has everything
to do with the particular function of the reference to nature. This means, then, that we must
now turn to Paul’ s larger rhetorical amin 1 Cor 11:2-16. We will do so by placing particular
emphasis on his ethos argumentation in terms of establishing both the community’ sidentity as

wdl as hisown.

Il. Egablishing Ethos: Paul in “Proper” Perspective

1. Ethos Argumentation

Since the establishment of the character of the speaker was one of the most important
moves of ancient rhetorica theory, it isimportant to set forth in a preliminary manner our
particular understanding of ethos argumentation before turning to 1 Cor 11:2-16.** Formd
sudies of ethos argumentation highlight more specificaly the proper establishment of the
speaker’s character, as well asthe proper congtruction/depiction of the character of thosein
whose behalf or against whom the orator is speaking. Ethos argumentation thus has severd
digtinctive trgjectories within a speech, moving between speaker and subject (i.e., that of

which/whom is spoken). It isaso one of the main bridges between the orator/narrator and the

audience/spectator (one can only persuade if they properly detect and/or construct the ethos of

the hearers). While the rhetorical discussons of ethos argumentation acknowledge thet it has
aparticular function in the course of the eaboration of the argument, the entire speech itself
can readily be understood (often explicitly, dwaysimplicitly) as esablishing and maintaining
the ethos of the speaker, his subject, and his spectator. The ancient world embodies a culture
of persuasion, which did not come to an end when the speech concluded or when the specific
rhetorical function of a argumentative device was described and fixed. If we take serioudy

4 Thisisimportant for, asJ. W. Marshall notes, “though ethos is almost universally praised as an extremely
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powerful means of persuasion...what treatment it has received [in ancient and modern theories and applications]

is confused and confusing” (“Paul’s Ethical Appeal in Philippians,” in S. E. Porter & T. H. Olbricht [eds.],
Rhetoric and the New Testament [JSNTSup 90; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993], 358).



Vernon Robbins' s characterization of ancient Greek and Roman culture as rhetorical, then we
must reexamine the intersections of rhetoric and life*® And they are many.

The emphasis on “character” in ancient composition coheres well with the assessments
of ethos one findsin writers from Aristotle to Quintilian.*®  In his Poetics, Aristotle defines
ethos as that which happens when “ speech or action reved s the nature of amora
choice...”(14544). Not surprisingly, then, the quintessentia emphasis has been onthe mord
quality as the heart of what Aristotle, at least, meant by “character.” 4’ Indeed, in thisview,
the narrative will reved the moral character of the actor precisdy by making their choices
gpparent (since the “outer” appearance of their logos or ergon reflects something about their
“inner” nature).*® Thisis one of the most important points about ancient ethos discussion. As
S. Hdliwdl notes, “the basis of character for Aristotle is constituted by devel oped
dispositions to act virtuoudy or otherwise. These dispostions are both acquired and realized
in action; they cannot come into existence or continue to exist for long independently of
practica activity... character represents the ethical qudities of actions... dramatic
characterization... must [therefore] involve the manifestation of mora choicein word or
action...”*® Characterization, in this view, involves four specific elements: the presentation of
good characters, appropriateness, likeness (i.e., representative of the human class), and
consistency of character. While Arigtotle was naturally concentrating on the composition of
particularly tragic (and to alesser extent epic) composition, these same premises aso infuse
hisdiscussion of ethos in hisRhetoric (2.12-17).

4% Robbins describes a“rhetorical” culture as one in which speakers and writers compose “both orally and
scribally in arhetorical manner” (“Progymnastic Rhetorical Composition and Pre-Gospel Tradition: A New
Approach,” in C. Focant [ed.], Synoptic Gospels: Source Criticismand the New Literary Criticism [BETL 110;
Leuven: Leuven Univ. Press, 1993], 110; see aso his“Writing as a Rhetorical Act in Plutarch and the Gospels,”
in D. F. Watson [ed.], Persuasive Artistry [JSNTSup 50; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991], 145-49).

46 Some have drawn out significant differences in the understanding and use of ethos between the Greeks and
Romans. The argument has been that the Romans made a shift to amore strongly emotional use of ethos (and
pathos), away from Aristotle’ s focus on their use as specific, rational arguments (see esp. S. J. Kraftchick,
“Pathe in Paul: The Emotional Logic of ‘Original Argument’,” in T. H. Olbricht & J. L. Sumney [eds], Paul and
Pathos[SBLSS 16; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2001], 47-57; also J. M. May & J. Wisse, Cicero: On the Ideal
Orator [New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 2001], 34-35). It is probably best, however, tothink of adifferencein
degree and emphasis rather than any type of fundamental divide between the two camps: in the Roman tradition
thereis clearly an argumentative, rational quality to the use of the milder emotional appeal of ethos, particularly
in term of its connection to the topoi (Barton, Power and Knowledge, 110-111).

47 s Halliwell, The Poetics of Aristotle: Translation and Commentary (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina
Press, 1987), 140.

48 SeeE. S Belfiore, Tragic Pleasures: Aristotle on Plot and Emotion (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1992),
94-95; and N. Sherman, The Fabric of Character: Aristotle’s Theory of Virtue (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989),
79-83.

49 s Haliwell, Aristotle’ s Poetics (London: Duckworth, 1986), 151-52. Seealso T. E. Duff, Plutarch’s Lives:
Exploring Virtue and Vice (New Y ork: Oxford Univ. Press, 1999), 13-14.
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Most importantly, the fundamental moral qudity of ethos extends to the Roman
rhetorical reception. Indeed, it might not be too far fetched to envision the “stage’ of Roman
public life as one long process in the establishment of one's ethica “core,” which was nothing
less than the externd performance and manifetation of ergon and logos. Cicero demonstrates
aptly how ethos could be applied to the persona that the spesker creates. In his de Oratore,
Cicero dtates:

Now, since the emotions which e ogquence has to excite in the minds of the tribund, or
whatever other audience we may be addressing, are most commonly love, hate, wrath,
jealousy, compassion, hope, joy, fear or vexation, we observe that loveiswon if you
are thought to be upholding the interests of your audience, or to be working for good
men, or at any rate for such as that audience deems good and useful. For thislast
impression more readily wins love and the protection of the righteous esteem... You
must struggle to reved the presence, in the cause you are upholding, of some merit or
usefulness, and to make it plain that the man, for whom you are to win thislove, in no
respect consulted his own interests. .. zedl for others service is applauded (206-207).>°

The intersection of the speaker’ s ethos with that of both the audience’' s and of the subject’ sare
evident in Cicero. The spesker wantsto be “loved” (by his client and his audience), and can
secure this by “appearing” to represent the “good” and “useful.” Moreover, by appedling to
topoi, the speaker can also invoke the perceived (and manufactured) ethos of his audience
(“zed for others sarviceis gpplauded”). In this context the rhetorician “paints’ characters“in
words,” congtructing “ upright, stainless, conscientious, modest, and long- suffering under
injusticg’ ethefor his subjects (cf. Aristotle, Poetics 1554b). Moreover, the manner of the
delivery of these very same “words’ aso establishes the character of the spegker: “for by
means of particular types of thought and diction, and the employment besides of addivery

that is unruffled and e oquent of good- nature, the speakers are made to appear upright, well-
bred and virtuous men (boni viri)” (184). Indeed, Cicero goes on to argue that when one
addresses any audience, not only isthe orator’s “taent” on trid, but even more importantly
his“attributes’ are being scrutinized; virtues such as “loydty, sense of duty and carefulness,
under whose influence even when defending complete strangers, we till cannot regard them

as strangers, if we would be accounted good men (viri boni) ourselves’ (192-93). In linewith
this, and on the flip Sde of virtus, the idea that the speaker must also demonstrate imperium
over the audienceiscritica: “If they surrender to me...of their own accord lean towards and

are prone to take the course of action in which | am urging them on, | accept the bounty...”

0 The“love” of which Cicero speaks may better be classified aspathos (sinceit is more extreme in nature), but
one is dealing with degrees of separation here (cf. Quintilian, 6.2.12).



(187).>1 We see here just how much is a stake for the orator: his very identity as a Roman
male sands on trid, hisvirtuein limbo, his power and authority in need of demondration.
Not surprisngly, then, Cicero has explicitly linked his own masculine identity (conquering
the audience, making them submit to hiswill/skill, seizing the glory of the vanquished,
manifesting supreme virtue) to the act of making the argument and persuading the audience.
In this sense, Cicero readily demondtrates the high stakes involved in ancient rhetorical

combat: masculine status could be won or lost in the course of persuasion.

2. Character and Masculinity in Ancient Rhetoric

Both Maud Gleason’s Making of Men and E. Gunderson’ s Staging Masculinity provide
an excdlent engagement of the connection of rhetorica practice to the larger issue of gender
identity in the ancient world, demondtrating that at stake in Speeches was no less than a battle
for the authority and power of the speaker in terms of his publicly congtructed persona, which
in the ancient context was predominantly the forum for the display of the masculine virtus and
imperium. Moreover, the characterization of the speaker was not Smply something that was
gpoken, it was dso embodied in his physicd display and comportment of the body (the
physiognomic connection). Thus, from delivery to composition, from opening to closing, the
gpeech or narrative defined the very essence of theindividual. Gunderson aptly captures this.

It isin performance that one acts out this authentic essence, that one performs the vir
bonus; hereit is exposed and evaluated, appreciated or derided....in Latin persona is
not just persona “character” but also the mask that a character on the tage wears, a
mask that is stylized and revelatory of character. Becoming agood man implies
learning to assume one' s own face asamask...Oratorica performanceisidedly the
performance of the vir bonus. This performance is not merely the donning of a mask
or semblance, but a performance that ought to lend credence to the notion of truth, of
an essence underlying gppearances. Thus oneisin a sense making manifest to the
world a soul, afact of the person. Similarly, this soul needs to be seen and appreciated
by other souls, by other Romans.>?

®1 Quintilian’ s treatment of the same comes fully into line with Cicero’s assessment of ethos “The ethoswhich |
have in mind and which | desiderate in an orator is commended to our approval by goodness...the chief meritin
its expression liesin making it seem that all that we say derives directly from the nature of the facts and persons
concerned and in the revel ation of the character of the orator in such away that all may recognizeit” (6.2.13).
Quintilian, in asimilar way to Cicero, suggests that since ethosfocuses on moral character, the orator ought to be
“aman of good character and courtesy (bonum et comemvirum)” (6.2.18). The rhetorician’s own “excellence”

in character isfundamentally at stakein all of this, both constructed within the speech and displayed without. In
the end, while the subject is always central to the rhetorical act itself, it isalso in some ways simply a conduit
between the speaker and audience for the latter’ s public recognition of the former’s superior qualitiesinlogos
and ergon.
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Gunderson here refers explicitly to the performance aspect of oratory, but this statement could
just as readily apply to any public display (written or ord) of rhetorical actsin the ancient
world. We would perhaps push this assessment one step further, however, sinceit isnot only
in “performance’ that one “exposes’ the vir bonus, because the performanceitself isan
integral part of the process of becoming such amae asthis.

Fowing out of this genera context of ancient rhetorica thinking, spesking, composing
and acting, the gendered nature of this culture of persuasion must be highlighted as not the
only, but certainly amgor, feature of ethos argumentation. Indeed, if the goa of the orator is
virtus and imperium,>® then the discourse itsdlf is fully coherent with establishing these facets
of the rhetorician’slarger character presentation. It isinteresting in this light to observe how
the gendered character of ancient writers and speakers was constructed in narrative discourse.
In the Lives of the Sophists Philogtratus relates a story in which the Emperor verbaly attacks
the orator Philiscus, who “gave offence by the way in which he stood, his attire seemed far
from suitable to the occasion, his voice effeminate, and his language indolent and directed to
any subject matter rather than to the matter a hand.” The Emperor responds with a sharp
attack on Philiscus s masculinity: “His hair shows what sort of man heis, his voice what sort
of orator” (623). The public comportment of the orator made it evident what sort of man he
was or wasn't.

Lucian, in hisamusing satire A Professor of Public Speaking, encourages his “protégé’
to avoid at al cods the “vigorous man with hard muscles and a manly stride, who shows a
heavy tan on his body, and is bold-eyed and dert” (9). Thisisthe person who spesks of such
men of the past as Demosthenes and Plato. But Lucian bids his hearer to say “good-bye to
that hairy, unduly masculine felow, leaving him to dimb up himsdf, al blown and dripping
with sweat, and lead up what others he can delude’ (10).” Here the “philosopher-king” of
Fato is to be abandoned for the “ handsome gentleman with amincing gait, athin neck, a
languishing eye, and a honeyed voice, who digtils perfume, scratches his head with the tip of
his finger, and carefully dresses his hair, which is scanty now, but curly and raven-black...”
(11; cf. 12, 15). And with this adoption true virtue (modesty, sdf-magtery, respectability) is
to go out the window, and instead the orator is encouraged to embrace the mantle of
“shamdessness’ (15; cf. 22). Mos gtriking, Lucian advises that such a one should be

“elegant...and take painsto create the impression that women are devoted to you...the

%2 E. Gunderson, Staging Masculinity: The Rhetoric of Performance in the Roman World (Ann Arbor: Univ. of
Michigan Press, 2000), 89.

%3 On the close association of these two categories of male identity, see Williams, Roman Homosexuality, 132-
35.
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public...will infer from it that your fame extends even to the women's quarters’ (23). Lucian
even suggedts that this orator ought to be proud of being labeled effeminate, even though he
has hair. Indeed, the find “insult,” by way of advice, is Lucian’s suggestion that this man
should imitate women in being talkative and catty.

The last example comes from Seneca’ s short epistle describing how “ degenerate”
syles of speech arise in different time periods. He recites the Greek proverb that a“man’s
gpeechisjudt like hislife,” which coheres closaly with the notion of ethos developed above.
Senecathen dtates. “ Exactly as each individua man’s actions seems to speak, S0 people's
style of speaking often reproduces the generd character of the time, if the morale of the public
has rdlaxed and has given itsdf over to effeminacy. Wantonness in speech is proof of public
luxury...A man's ability cannot possibly be of one sort and his soul of another. If his soul be
wholesome, well-ordered, serious, and restrained, his ability also is sound and sober.
Conversely, when one degenerates, the other is dso contaminated” (114.2-3). Senecagoeson
to delineste the character of a certain Maecenas, who, in atime of civic strife, appeared in
public with two eunuchs, “both of them more men than himsdf” (6). He was excessvein his
heterosexudity, asign of his effeminate nature (i.e,, lacking in seif-mastery),>* and dl his
“unusud, unsound, and eccentric’ character quaities were reflected fully in the patterns of his
speech (6-7). Whilethis orator alowed his hair to grow long,>® he nonetheless “ plucked” his
beard (21). Thefina insult in character occurs when Seneca suggests that this effeminate
style and comportment isthe result of an effeminate soul, which turns kingship to tyranny
over theindividua (25). Thisis perhgps one of the strongest statements on the relationship of
comportment, persuasion, and the congtruction of masculine identity in the ancient world. At
sake in speaking and acting in the public forum is nothing less than the battle for creeting and
maintaining on€ sided mae identity, often at the expense of somedse's.

The outward manifestation of ethosis thus fundamentally a gendered concept in the
ancient world. The orator and writer were congtantly fixed on establishing their mae
character for an audience. Moreover, the very mora nexus of ethos was at sake in their
verba and physica comportment: virtue flowed naturdly from the well-springs of ordered
speech and suitable and moderate comportment. Indeed, as Seneca assures us, such outward
manifestations are reflections, findly, of theinner soul. All of thisis readily apparent, we

% A.Richlin, The Garden of Priapus: Sexuality & Aggression in Roman Humor (rev. edn; New Y ork: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1992), 222.

%5 |n some contexts, long hair was deemed to be asign of effeminate males; Richlin, The Garden of Priapus,
139; Murphy-O’ Connor, “Sex and Logic,” 483-88; D. E. Blattenberger, Rethinking 1 Corinthians 11:2-16
Through Archaeological and Moral-Rhetorical Analysis (Lewiston: Edwin Mellen Press, 1997), 66.



would argue, from the use of ethos in 1 Cor 11, where Paul uses his discussion of the body to
cdibrate his own identity with respect to God and the Corinthian community.

3. Pauline Character and the Corinthians

Modern NT scholars often shun the idea that Paul could have employed such cultura
modds (both implicitly and explicitly) of communication. It is noteworthy, for ingtance, thet
at the end of histreatment of 1 Cor 11:2-16, Bruce Winter concludes that the problem in
Corinth that Paul was addressing was in fact the Corinthian community’ sinvolvement in the
“power palitics of the body politic in Roman Corinth.”® It isintriguing that Winter reflects
little understanding or gppreciation that Paul is the only one that we know of who actudly was
involved in “power palitics of the body politic’—we have, after dl, hisletters. In his
treatment of 1 Cor 1-4, Mark Given notes, by way of assessing (and dissenting from) the
generd trend of Pauline studies, that “any andlysis of Paul’ s rhetorica strategy that would
tend toward detecting in it a manipulative and coercive dimengon, acunningly ingnuaive
Srategy for regaining control over a Situation in which the subject himsdf has a persond
stake, must be avoided.”®’ Alongside Given, we are suggesting that Paul’ s “ manipulative and
coercive dimenson” ought to be ddineated, Sinceit is afundamental aspect of his own verbd
and ethetic comportment in hiswritings, in this case Corinthians. In thislight, the recent
statement of Lauri Thuren with respect to Paul’ suse of pathos israther striking: “astudy of
[Paul’ 9| persuasive techniques calls for agreater caution in making any claims about the
fedings, intentions, and motives of the redl autthor beyond the text.”*® By contrast, if one
accepts the nature of ethos outlined above, particularly not only its pervasive presencein
ancient rhetoric and composition, but aso the mgor premise that the rhetoricd “ actor”
actudly congiructs his character and persona in the act of writing and spesking, then quite the
opposite of what Thuren suggests seems more likely: the historica and socid Stuation behind
1 Corinthiansis much more veiled than the author of thetext. Or, perhaps, we can say that we

6 B.W. Winter, After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular Ethics and Social Change (Grand Rapids:

Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2001), 141.

" M. D. Given, Paul’s True Rhetoric: Ambiguity, Cunning and Deception in Greece and Rome (ESEC 7;
Harrisburg: Trinity PressInt’l, 2001), 95. Cf. the somewhat similar remarks by D. Amador, “Interpretive
Unicity: The Drive Toward Monological (Monatheistic) Rhetoric,” in S. E. Porter & D. L. Stamps (eds.), The

Rhetorical Interpretation of Scripture (JSNTSup 180; Sheffield: Sheffidld Academic Press, 1999), 61-62: “...we

will no longer allow ourselvesthe role of interpreter as conservative retainer of Paul’s canonical status and
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reputation. Such arole, both theologically and also pragmatically, has meant that we abrogate our obligation to

fulfill our role asrhetorica critics—we must become something more than rhetorical ‘yes-men’ and ‘yes-
womyn’” (61).
%8 |_. Thuren, “By Means of Hyperbole (1 Cor 12:31b),” in Paul and Pathos, 113.
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know what Paul wants us to know about him and his constructed identity. In the ancient
context of public comportment, this, for Paul and his readers, highlights the apostl€’ s virtuous
character and the inner nature of hissoul. Beyond his own persona congtruction and
maintenance of this identity, there is little else that Paul isinterested in revedling.>®

Returning to 1 Cor 11:2-16, then, perhapsthe first place to start isto emphasize what
isthe most critical component of Paul’ s salf-presentation in this unit: his concern for order in
the Christian community,®® which he “manages’ according to his own sense of values and
authority. ° Both of the features, virtus and imperium, which were integral to the ethos of the
orator, are reflected herein Paul. We see him primarily adopting the mantle of the
paterfamilias;®? heis the master of the household and the “broker of God's patronage.”®® This
isimportant, for when read thisway 1 Cor 11 tells us much more about Paul and hisown
projected identity, then it does about the particular problems ongoing in the worship service of
the Chrigtians of Corinth. Indeed, as David Amador notesin his brief treatment of this text,
Paul doesn't even seem dl that concerned to construct a coherent and convincing argument in
the firgt place, and hisfind concluson in 11:16 is*“a power move, pure and smple: thelast
resort of awesk argument.”®*

Given this emphasis on congructing his persona in the text, it is no wonder thet Paul
places so much giress on the ordering and indeed gendering of the household. Underlying his

arguments from nature, from creetion, and from custom, isthat which is “ gppropriate’

% Inthis sense, it isimportant to distinguish between modern and ancient conceptions of character and their
relation tothe “inner” person. Halliwell places great stress on separating ethosin classical texts from the modern
concept of personality and individuality; in fact, the very notion of character in the classical system assumes
cultural patterns of virtue and vice that work against modern conceptions of individuality (Aristotle’s Poetics,
151).

€ |t is noteworthy that just abit earlier in 1 Corinthians Paul constructs hisethosas afaithful steward of the
gospel (oikonomian pepisteumai; 9:17). See S. M. Pogoloff, Logos and Sophia: The Rhetorical Situation of 1
Corinthians (SLBDS 134; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 220-22.

®1 There are of course contrasting images of Paul’s self-presentation in 1 Corinthians, which function
interdependently to promote various contextualized images of the apostle in relation to his specific argument.
These are not mutually incompatible, however. For instance, Paul, throughout hiswritings, not infrequently
portrays himself asa*“slave” or “steward” of God, but thisfunctionsin all ways to enhance Paul’s own staturein
hiswritings (cf. the Pauline use of the rhetorical topos of the enslaved |eader in 1 Corinthians, detailed by D. B.
Martin, Savery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Savery in Pauline Christianity (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press,
1990), 117-18, 124-26). Paul iswilling to go even further and depict himself in the “female” role with respect to
Christ, in part to indicate something about his current situation with respect to the Corinthian community (for
this aspect in Romans, see Moore, God’ s Beauty Parlor, 164-65, 169-70). But one must not confuse this
“submission” to Christ asin some way implying that Paul becomes weak and impotent, because his discourse
reveals anything but.

62 R. A. Ramsaran notes that Paul’ s use of maxims earlier in 1 Corinthians “directly support Paul’ sethos’ and
“focus on the ability to guide and speak and on the appropriateness of doing so” (Liberating Words: Paul’s Use
of Rhetorical Maximsin 1 Corinthians 1-10 [Valley Forge: Trinity PressInt’l, 1996], 35). Ramsaran goes on to
note that Paul also places himself in therole of the “father in the faith” (37).

83 3. J. Joubert, “Managing the Household: Paul as Paterfamiliasof the Christian Household Group in Corinth,”
in Modelling Early Christianity, 216-17.
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(prepon), which is established by God, and which Paul now maintains and enforces. Not
surprisingly, this ordered household reflects the ordered deity/cosmos; but dl of this reflects,
inthe end, on Paul. Inthe case of 1 Cor 11 he exercises control over the community, placing
specid emphags on “suitable’ harsyles and veiling practices. But the orderedness of the
Corinthian body does not stop here; rather, it is part of Paul’slarger body control in 1
Corinthians: to promote adistinct, ordered, moderate, upright community thet reflectsthe
“glory” of God, which isin fact the“glory” of Paul aswell. If people imitate Paul as he
imitates Chrigt (1 Cor 11:1) and play their appropriate role, say in their “suitable’ place, and
adopt their “natura” comportment within the rhetorical sphere of the Corinthian body, thereis
indeed enough “glory” to go al around. These associations, however, are not accidental, but
are generated in part from the rhetorica moves Paul himsalf makes in the process of
congructing his discurdve character.

This becomes clearer when we see the connection between household and nature that
is prevaent in Pauline discourse: the ontologica arguments al serve to fuse the order of the
household with the order of the natural/created world (Paul coversdl hisbases!l). They
ground the household in “divine’ redlities and powers®® that justify the socid hierarchy Paul
desiresto maintain and control. Thus, Paul both asserts hisinterest in order (establishing his
virtue asa“red” mae, not given to the effeminacy of the “maes’ congructed in Rom 1) and
in contral (virtuous in restraining himself and his community). The move towards politicd
discourse that seemsto lie just benesth the surface in this framework is illuminated more
clearly by Bruno Blumenfdd: “Paul...istheideologica guardian of the processes and
structures of imperia power. Paul’s political objective was to make the empire endure, to
ward off its decay by stedling it with a Christian ribband.”®® Thisis an important observation,
not only because it moves away from those interpretations that see Paul as fundamentally
opposed to empire and its network of power relaions, but it so helps explain why the

household was so important to Paul: it was dso a microcosm of the empire (which goes back

&4 Amador, “Interpretive Unicity,” 57.

% Indeed, one may read the reference in 11:10 to women having “authority” over their head “ because of the
angels” asafurther reflection of the divine necessity and legitimation of the gendered order. It seemsrather
unlikely, however, that, as BeDuhn suggests, “Paul is attributing the separate formation of woman from manto a
creative act of angels, not of God” (Jason D. BeDuhn, “‘ Because of the Angels’: Unveiling Paul’ s Anthropol ogy
in 1 Corinthians 11,” JBL 1181999, 308).

66 B. Blumenfeld, The Political Paul: Justice, Democracy and Kingship in a Hellenistic Framework (JSNTSup
210; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 283. Cynthia Briggs Kittredge sums up this approach quite
aptly, by suggesting that “ Paul’ s language replicates and reinscribesimp erial power relations’ (C. Briggs
Kittredge, Corinthian Women Prophets and Paul’ s Argumentation in 1 Corinthians,” in R. A. Horsley [ed.], Paul
and Politics: Ekklesia, Israel, Imperium, Inter pretation [Harrisburg: Trinity Pressint’l, 2000], 108).



dready to Hellenistic political philosophy and Aristotle).®” We see, then, that his apped in 1
Cor 11:16 to arhetorical power play demonsirates that, whatever else, Paul is most concerned
to preserve this hierarchy in the household, not least because it reflects his concern with the
hierarchy of the empire. Paul of course does not apped to the empire in this argument, or
elsewhere for that matter, but rather uses the arguments from creetion and nature to undergird
asocid and cultura sructure that Paul deemed fundamentd to his own identity (and that of

the Corinthians). And this discourse, while fairly conservative in terms of its rendering of
images, nonethel ess presumes a predominantly male audience, or at least hasthat asits focus:
the (re)congtitution of femae comportment in the text lies “under” the ma€'s (even granted

the concession to interdependence in 1 Cor 11:11-12). The“viewer” whose image standsto
be enhanced by thisisthe ma€'s. Therefore, while femae comportment is quintessential to
Paul’ s argument/concern, the function of this discourse has much less to do with specific
femdeidentity in the Corinthian body and much more to do with inscribing male domination
and power over those constructed asin need of control.®® One can argue that the “body” asa
whole stands to gain from proper “bodily” comportment al around, both sexes included, and
thisis partly true. But the predominant cultural vaue-system out of which Paul is operating
here and which he inscribes on the Corinthian body, and indeed seeks to promote as the basis
for his own identity for the audience, has to be seen from a (Greco-Roman) male perspective.
Thereisno other lensthat Paul or his culture offers us.

In light of these associations, then, the emphasis on femae comportment in 1 Cor 11 is
worth examining a bit further. While scholars like Dae Martin have argued that in the ancient
world there was good reason to control women—their “uncontainable sexudity” threatensto
pollute the socid order of the community®®—the question remains whether this fully accounts
for Paul’s own sdf-comportment in the text. That is, what does Paul gain by controlling
women in thisway? One possible avenue of exploration may rest in the patriarcha power
that is evinced in controlling powerful women. Susan Fischler, in her work on the role of
women in theimages of the imperid cult, suggests that incluson of women in imperid

67 R.B. Hays's observation that Paul’s use of Hebrew Bible citations and allusions are fundamentally
ecclesiocentric in their orientation fitsin well with the notion of Pauline argumentation being developed here
(Echoes of Scripturein the Letters of Paul, [New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1989]). Scholars such as Hays have
seemed reticent, however, to explore more deeply the domestic and imperial grounding of thisekklesia-focused
discourse.

68 See the similar observations made with respect to the male “viewer” and their relationship to the murals of
violence against women in Roman homes, by A. O. Koloski-Ostrow, “Violent Stagesin Two Pompeian Houses:
Imperial Taste, Aristocratic Response, and Messages of Male Control,” in A. O. Koloski-Ostrow & C. L. Lyons
(eds.), Naked Truths: Women, Sexuality and Gender in Classical Art and Archaeology (New Y ork: Routledge,
1997), 254-57.

89 Martin, The Corinthian Body, 247-48.
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iconography was critica for digolaying imperid dominance: “ As mde authority figures, the
emperors and their heirs were displayed as revedling the prowess of the heroes and the stately
attributes of the firg citizens of the empire. But to complete the image of the patriarch, the
emperors aso needed to display control over their household. They needed awife or other
femde authority figure who was restrained and maternal, whose body was seen asfertile and
thus symbolic of the continuity of the dynasty.””® Fischler goes on to note how these women
were also portrayed as powerful, having their image associated with potent goddesses. For
Fischler this demondrates even further the masculine dominance of theimperid mae he
controls powerful women, and this says something about his ability to control hisempire. In
thisregard, it isintriguing to see some of the connections between Fischler’ s observations
about imperid iconography and Paul’s own image of “control” over womenin 1 Cor 11.
These women are prophesying, "* and in the ancient world this was viewed as a boundary-
crossing activity.”? Thus, from Paul’s own depiction, thisis no ordinary household: it isa
socid body that channels the divine (seemingly on afrequent bass). And Paul depictsit as
histask (and within his power and ability) to control such astuation asthis.

Thereis probably one further consideration that should be put forth in this connection:
the proper comportment of women in particular says something very important about the
nature of Paul’s community, and hence about Paul himsdlf. 1f we go back to the discussion on
Rom 1, we saw there that Paul was quite concerned to support a particular view of “world”
order based on nature. Paul critiqued the Gentiles for departing from the proper worship of
God, which in turn resulted in their going “againg nature’ in terms of not only their sexua
conduct, but aso their complete degeneration into vice. Women represented a critical
component in that move; the firgt to be mentioned in the argument. In thislight, we can quite
correctly see the emphasis on comportment in 1 Cor 11 as a particular Pauline concern for
sf-medery/disciplina. This connection isingghtfully articulated by Sandra Joshel thus:

Discipline was necessary not only for the acquisition of empire but dso for ruling it.
The denid of the body to the salf spesksthe denid of socid power to others, a
Roman’srule of his own body provides an image of Roman domination and amodd

of sovereignty—of Roman over nor-Roman, of upper class over lower, of master over
dave, of man over woman, and of Princeps over everyone d<e...In particular, the
mordity of control served Rome's new ruler. Augustus presented the required image
of control and sacrifice...In the Princeps new order, there were to be no more selfish

0 3 Fischler, “Imperial Cult: Engendering the Cosmos,” in L. Foxhall & J. Salmon (eds.), When Men Were
Men: Masculinity, Power & Identity in Classical Antiquity (New Y ork: Routledge, 1998), 179.

1 Asthe context makes clear: “...Paul does not silence the women’ s voices, but takes their prophetic role for
granted” (M. R. D’ Angelo, “Véils, Virgins, and the Tongues of Men and Angels: Women’s Heads in Early
Christianity,” in Off With Her Head, 139).

2 Martin, The Corinthian Body, 239-42.




desires like those which had precipitated civil war. Woman was to be returned to her
proper place. Marriage was to be regulated by the state; women's sexuality was to
form the images and establish the boundaries so necessary to secure Rome's
domination of others and Augustus s structuring of power. Harnessed, chaste, and
deadened, Woman became the matter of a new order designed to control men and the
free movement of al bodies.”
This gives us some gppreciation of Paul’s interest: the counter to chaosis an ordered and
Structured Christian community, in which women “know ther place” For Pau, this structure
isan essentid part of his own sense of salf-magtery; control of his own body (1 Cor 7) isthe
garting point for his domination of others (1 Cor 11). And the female body becomes the
cultural and rhetorica battleground for the maintenance of ethosin Paul. Thus, as Paul paints
his character, he quite naturaly does so by using the Corinthian women as his canvas. The
result isthat the ekklesia as “household” has here fully redized the ams of empire. Thisisa
powerful statement about Paul’ s status as pater familias and about the function of the
Corinthian community itsalf in Paul’ s ethos argumentation.

Y et, it would be wrong to leave the impression that this imperium, created and then
exercised in the discourse, is devoid of any virtue, as Paul is aso quite concerned to express
his beneficence towards his subjects.”* Paul’s sense of taking care of his community, looking
out for their interests, in part Smply kesping them in line with what “nature”’ teaches, dl of
this points to a Paul who is concerned about the well-being of his subjects. In line with the
satements of the deified Augustus on the temple in Ancyra, we see here a* power-broker”
who intends to embody beneficent kingship rather than mercilesstyranny. Thisin fact lies at
the heart of Margaret Mitchel’s study of 1 Corinthians, in which she emphasizesthat Paul’s
main ddliberative am in thistext isto promote concord and harmony in the Corinthian
community.” In Mitchell’s trestment of 1 Cor 11:2-16 she places emphasis on Paul’sgod of
dissolving factiongdlism. In this attempt, Paul “ subordinates the issue itsdlf to the overdl

3 S.R. Joshel, “The Body Female and the Body Politic: Livy’'s Lucretiaand Verginia” in A. Richlin (ed.),
Pornography and Representation in Greece & Rome (New Y ork: Oxford Univ. Press, 1992), 120-21. Moreover,
the uncontrolled femal e was associated with the descent into moral chaos. Thisis particularly important theme
of Roman discourse (119; cf. also her “Female Desire and the Discourse of Empire: Tacitus's Messaling,” in
Roman Sexualities, esp. 230-35).

4 On the associations of the imperial image of the father and the attendant virtues, see EvaMaria Lassen, “ The
Use of the Father Image in Imperial Propagandaand 1 Corinthians 4:14-21,” Tyndale Bulletin, 42 (1991), 127-
136.

S M. M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investigation of the Language and
Composition of 1 Corinthians(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991), 60-64. SeeadsoL. L. Welborn,
Politics and Rhetoric in the Corinthian Epistles (Macon: Mercer Univ. Press, 1997), 43-75; Martin, Corinthian
Body, 39-47. Cf.theexplicit use of the term philoneikosin 1 Cor 11:16, which represents the negative side of
harmony and concord.
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concern for the unity of the church” and concludes with a* reconciliatory argument” that has
the “consarvative leanings typical of arguments of concord.”’®

Mitchdl has hit on akey point in this passage, dthough she ends off by stressing
Paul’ srhetoricd god as primarily that of creating concord in the Corinthian community.
Indeed, we can at the very least say thisisthe impression that Paul works very hard to creste
and maintain. Paul is clearly projecting in this the image of a beneficent ruler, who cares
deeply for al of those under hiscare. In thisrespect, it is noteworthy, as Dade Martin
uggedts, that in arguments on concord “yielding to the other and giving up on€e' s privete
interest for the sake of the common good is aregular theme of homonoia speeches, and
sometimes this entails the stronger yidlding to the wesker.””” In line with this, Paul’s
satements on the mutua interdependence of man and woman in 11:10-12 makes more sense
in terms of the establishment of Paul’ s character. While scholars like Gundry-Volf apped to
these texts as abass for Paul’ s liberating hermeneutica praxis, they can dso just as easly be
understood in the oppodte direction: they invest the persona of Paul with further authority, by
suggesting that such a one as Paul rules with the concern of his subjectsin mind. At this point
we are fully engaged in polis discourse, as Paul is comporting himsdlf as the benevolent civic
leader. Thus, while Paul ingsts on an ordered community, he dso seeksto display his earnest
regard and concern for his subjects. This combination, again, places his language and
framework fully at the intersection of the household and empire. And unlike the depilated
male “spectacle’ of Epictetus s discourse above, Paul comports himsdlf as atrue citizen of the
polis, and hislegacy is clearly a community of the “unplucked.” This, in the end, servesto
ratify the image that Paul has asserted dl dong: he himsdlf isas “hairy” asthey come.

Thisfind point leads to an even degper dimension of ethos argumentation thet is
taking place here: fundamenta to the mord/ethica persuasion of 1 Cor 11:2-16 isPaul’s
concern to cregte his community in hisown image. This means, in essence, that while Paul
congtructs his own character in the text, he also seeks to “ characterize’ the Corinthians. The
concern for bodily comportment, reflected for instance in Senecal s statements earlier,
demonstrates the connection in ancient rhetorica culture between outward appearances and
the inner soul. On the one hand, Paul’ s establishment of his character in 1 Cor 11 isexactly
that: his discursive sdlf-comportment reflects and projects his “inner nature.” On the other
hand, the Corinthian community represents an outward manifestation of Paul’ s ethos. They

are avisble expresson of the paterfamilias, reflecting something about the ordered nature of

S Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric, 262.
" Martin, The Corinthian Body, 42.
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their founder. Paul seeksto establish the character of the Corinthians so that they too will
imitate hisvirtus and imperium. And this public comportment of the ekklesia says, findly,
much about the God who has appointed Paul and whom Paul so willingly promotes. Of
Course, it comes as no surprise, as Paul’ s use of the arguments from nature and creetion
suggest, that this God embodies the same cheracter as Paul: the gendered hierarchy is affirmed
by a beneficent dety, who controlsal. Thisdaity isasvirile as Paul’ s potent rhetoric. But it
isacircular image, for the gendered deity findly fals back on Paul, vaidating ontologicaly

the ethos of hisforemost apostle.

I"nI. Condlusion: Virtus and Imperium in Interpretation

Recently, in hisreading of 1 Cor 11:2-16, David Horrdl has argued that Paul’s
“purpose seems clearly to be the establishment of ‘proper’ distinction between men and
women and not superiority or authority.”’® In light of the discussion here, however, the
various rhetorica features of the argument and the establishment of the Pauline ethos would
seem to chdlenge such sentiments as these rather srongly. Given the culturd ethos of
antiquity, the very attempt to emphasize “digtinction” brought with it a gendered vocabulary
and conceptud framework that sought to inscribe masculine identity in empire, which in turn
most suitably characterizes the body palitic in its civic and religious duty and devotion. The
“ontological” category in this case rested comfortably in the Igp of the virile Roman male.

For Paul, the orderly church that he constructs represents a particular kind of identity over
againg aworld that in the Pauline apocalyptic framework isin disorder and chaos, devoid of
virtue and value. Thus, whatever ese Paul may be doing in 1 Cor 11, one cannot overlook the
dominant socio-culturd (and rhetorica) paradigms that control his articulation of gender
identity in thistext. The proper comportment of himsalf, the church, and God in arhetorical
cultureisin fact the fullest expresson of masculine identity in aworld that Paul isdl too
willing & times to effeminize (cf. Rom 1). But thisalso resultsin a Pauine world thet is, as
Stephen Moore points out, devoid of sgnificant female presence, especidly in the “inner
sanctum of Pauline theology.””®

In the end, returning to Gundry-Volf’s argument outlined in the beginning, we see that
she has smply isolated sources for both positive and negative features of Pauline gender

8 D. G. Horrell, The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence: Interests and |deology from 1 Corinthians
to 1 Clement (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1996), 173 (cf. 175).
9 Moore, God' s Beauty Parlor, 170.



interpretetion, leaving on its own the “revelatory,” “experientia” character of the text,
divorced from its cultural moorings, asif being “in the Lord” was not a culturd affirmation to
begin with. Infact, thisisthe fundamentd flaw of Gundry-Volf’ s gpproach: she dichotomizes
features and gives the impresson that Paul’ s emphass on now hierarchy now egditarianiam
drawsitsingpiration from different spheres of “doing theology.” This gpproach would allow
Gundry-Volf to shuck off Paul’s particular formulation of sex differentiationin 1 Cor 11:2-16
(she wouldn't want to be velled), but would aso end up affirming the argumentative end: not
doing something culturaly shameful or againg the eschatologica affirmation of Christ. The
problem, however, isthat a no point in her discussion of Paul has Gundry-Volf actudly ever
left the realm of the Greco-Roman gendered cultura context. 1t isSsmply impossible to make
amove from the specifics of what is culturdly shameful to agenerd principle as such.

Thereisno redm “outsde’ of thisin Paul; it isthe cultura mode of discourse that
Paul smply affirms, whichis not to say thet it isa“patriarchd” or “madée’ framework in toto,
or thet “egditarian” notions were in principle excluded. The picture is much more complex
than that. However, masculine identity in the ancient world must be seen as the sarting point
for understanding Paul’ s characterization of himsdf and the “idedl” church thet ishis
embodied ethos. While 1 Cor 11:2-16 is often utilized for ingght into Pauline theologica
ideas of crestion, in fact what we seeis “theology” here veiling the rhetorical combeat for
identity, which Paul isdl too willing to win through his gpped to creation/nature. As Judith
Butler points out, the “very concept of sex-as-matter, sex-as-indrument-of-cultural-
ggnification, is adiscursve formation that acts as a naturdized foundation for the
nature/culture distinction and the Strategies of domination that that distinction supports.”®°
The binary opposition between sex and gender on the one hand and nature and culture on the
other arein that case not just Smilar but interrelated. They are mutudly supportive dudisms
thet affirm the ancient cultural framework of masculine identity delinested herein. Thus,
Gundry-Volf’ s articulation redly needs to be reversed: Paul does not have a“theology of
gender” per se, but a* gendered theology” that permesates all aspects of his discourse and
thinking. We do not fault Paul for this, but think, rather, that it makes him al the more
important (and certainly the more interesting) to study.

8 Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (New York/London: Routledge,
1990), 37.



