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Abstract

From Tertullian’s curse interpretation, to modern non-curse readings, Paul’s enigmatic
words in 1 Corinthians 5:5 have long exercised scholars. The aim of this thesis is to
examine Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 5, and in particular the phrase paradounai ton
toiouton to satana in verse 5, which we will maintain is most persuasively understood
within the context of ancient cursing. In particular, this thesis will undertake a long
overdue reconsideration and reformulation of the curse interpretation, in order to rebut

its critics, bolster its argumentation, and re-establish it as the most compelling reading

of 1 Corinthians 5:5.

To this end, a critical history of interpretation of verse 5 is conducted, which highlights
the current weakness of both curse, and non-curse, interpretations alike. The results of
“this survey provoke .us to conduct a thorough reexamination, and considerable
expansion, of the range of source material upon which a reformulated curse reading

could be founded. Following this analysis, we undertake an exegesis of 1 Corinthians 5

in which we employ the conclusions drawn from our consideration of ancient cursing.

The results of this study show that paradounai ton toiouton té satana eis olethron tés
sarkos 1s best understoodH within the context of an ancient common language of cursing,
in which individuals are “handed over” to a malevolent power to suffer harm. In this
Instance, Paul envisages an exclusion curse. The errant man is ejected from the
Corinthian church, and Paul anticipates that his physical suffering and death will ensue.

This disciplinary measure prevents him from sinning further. Despite suffering a curse,

the man will be saved at the End.
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Introduction

Greek monks have agreed to lift a 100-year-old curse on a village whose people triggered a
massacre by soldiers of the Ottoman empire. The curse condemns the people of Moudros,
on the 1sland of Limnos, to “never sleep again”, because their actions led to the death of
almost all monks on the island. The curse has been chanted by the monks of the Mount

Athos community on 23 August every year—but this year a delegation from the
Koutloumousi monastery will travel to Moudros to formally lift it. “This will be a relief for

many people here, who did not want the curse still hanging over their heads,” said the
mayor of the village, Kostas Adamidis.'

A study of “cursing” in the ancient world reveals a less romantic, more disturbing, facet
to ancient life. Far from the realm of ancient philosophy, art, and architecture, everyday
people were employing “curses” and “binding spells” to aid them in many aspects of

 their daily life. Like those who focus only upon the “high” cultural achievements of
this age, many today ignore—or even dismiss—the role of more disturbing phenomena,
such as “cursing” in early Christignity. Instead, a portrait of the early church 1s painted
which is either akin to the idealisations contained in Acts, or which is indistinguishable

from contemporary ecclesiastical forms. In this study, we will focus upon a very

specific, alleged, instance of cursing in the Pauline corpus in 1 Corinthians 5:5, which

has caused centuries of debate.

In part one, we will conduct a critical survey of nearly two millennia of interpretation of
Paul’s words in verse 5. In particular, we shall explore the basis upon which some

claim that 1 Corinthians 5:5 constitutes a “curse” (cf. part 1.1). Furthermore, we will
assess the arguments of a growing number of scholars who reject such a reading of
napaoobval tov tolodtov t® Zatavd eic 6AeOpov tfg oapkdg in favour of an

Interpretation that envisages exclusion alone (cf. part 1.2).

'BBC News, “Monks Lift Curse on Aegean Villagers”,

http://news.bbe.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/1454197.stm (Tuesday 24" July 2001).
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However, unlike the readings of many contemporary scholars, we will demonstrate that
the “curse” interpretation, although currently flawed, has the greater merit in explaining
verse 5. Several reasons underpin this assessment: firstly, as we will see in part two, a
considerable amount of pertinent epigraphic material has been discovered since the time
of Deissmann (in particular, cf. part 2.2.2). As such, it is rash to dismiss the “curse”
Interpretation without first considering this evidence. Secondly, a shift away from a
philological under§tanding of language as containing a stable, intrinsic,

meaning—towards a more contextual interpretation of words, directs our thoughts away

from the presence of “parallel” terminology (which is the fixation of many older “curse”

Interpretations), towards the similar function of a range of words in a given context.

This enables us to explore other, alleged, “curse” terminology outwith Tapadiowit.

Finally, as we will contend in part one, the non-“curse” readings we will consider are
fatally undermined by political and ecclesiastical concerns. Thus, they are open to the
charge of being anachronistic. Moreover, we will argue that due to an (often implicit)
hermeneutic in which the primacy of the early church for c&mtemporary practice 1s

maintained, it is difficult (if not impossible) for most proponents of a non-“curse”
Interpretation to conclude that Paul envisages a “curse”—for they would be compelled

to adopt this understanding in their contemporary ecclesiastical outlook (which, it 1s

likely, many would find unpalatable).

Without conducting a full exploration of ancient “curse” material, it is not possible to
properly assess the “curse” interpretation (no critic of a “curse” reading that we will
consider, including South, has conducted such a study). Therefore, we will undertake a
broad examination of Jewish and Graeco-Roman cursing in part two. In particular, our

study will be explore Tanakh (in part 2.1), “Curse Tablets” and “Binding Spells” (in
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part 2.2), Cursing in the Dead Sea Scrolls (in part 2.3), Cursing in the Greek Magical

Papyri (1n part 2.4), and finally Cursing in Sepher ha-Razim (in part 2.5).

This study, which employs some of the most recent “curse” material, raises some
interesting avenues for bolstering, and reformulating, the traditional “curse”

interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5:5. In particular, we will demonstrate that a cross-

cultural language of “cursing” exists, and furthermore that an understanding of

“cursing’” was attested throughout Paul’s cultural milieu.

In part three, we will apply the results of our study in part two to Paul’s words 1n 1

Corinthians 5. Unlike many who have previously considered this passage, we will

contextualise Paul’s thought within'a discussion of cursing from the outset, in verse 1.

As such, we will avoid the eclectic approach of some former “curse” readings (which

focus primarily upon verse 5).

Moreover, we will seek resonances between Paul’s thought and ancient “curse”
traditions. Words spark associations, which are interrelated (but not necessarily
1dentical in detail). As such, although mainly clustered around an ancient conception of
cursing, we will argue that Paul’s words mapadodvar tOv to100T0V T ZaTaAve
resonate widely. In particular, Paul’s thinking flows from the association of the man’s

sexual immorality with his yuvi] Tatpdg (in verse 1), to the context of cursing (as the
appropriate punishment for this infraction). With the exclusion “curses” of
Deuteronomy resonating strongly in Paul’s mind, coupled with the lethal Levitical

penalty of 113, Paul’s thought throughout chapter 5 follows the dual motifs of “curse”

and exclusion. These themes echo widely with broader conceptions of cursing and

exclusion in Paul’s thinking.
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Ultimately, we will suggest that Paul commands the Corinthians to exclude the errant
man from the church in Corinth. Following his expulsion, Paul anticipates that physical
suffering and death will ensue. Despite experiencing death as the result of this “curse”,

the man will yet be saved at the End.
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Part one: 1 Corinthians 5:5: A Critical Reception History

[OJne method seems to me worth mentioning. It is a variant of the (at present
unfashionable) historical method. It consists, simply, in trying to find out what other
people have thought and said about the problem in hand: why they have to face it; how they
formulated it; how they tried to solve it. This seems to me important because it is part of
the general method of rational discussion. If we ignore what other people are thinking, or
have thought in the past, then rational discussion must come to an end, though each of us
may go on happily talking to themselves."

Recent studies of Pauline cursing have focussed upon Paul’s letter to the Galatians.
This 1s unsurprising, for as Morland notes (in his 1995 work, The Rhetoric of Curse in

Galatians) “more than half of Paul’s curse terms [are] in Galatians.”® Whilst this thesis

3

will consider Pauline curse language in Galatians,” we shall not seek to reduplicate

recent work by making it the focus of our study. Instead, we will give especial attention
to the enigmatic words of Paul in 1 Corinthians 5. In particular, we will focus upon the
initial part of verse 5 (mapadodvar tOV tolodTov 1® Zatavd) due to its

N . ’ " . " 6
1dentification by some exegetes as an act of Pauline cursing or malevolent magic.

Some may, quite reasonably, question the appropriateness of isolating this clause from
the wider context of verse 5 (i.e., eig 6AeBpov tiig oapkdg, iva T0 Tvedpe cwdy £v

TN NHé€pa tob xupiov). However, two arguments can be offered by way of

' K. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (New York: Harper and Row, 1959), 17.

* K. A. Morland, The Rhetoric of Curse in Galatians: Paul Confronts Another Gospel (Emory
Studies in Early Christianity; Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1995), 3.

* Specifically, we will consider Paul’s use of avaOepo in part 3.4.2.3.

* Morland devotes only one and a half pages to a discussion of cursing in 1 Corinthians 5
(Rhetoric, 162-163). Even though his work is clearly defined as a study of Galatians, his brevity in this
instance 1s unfortunate, for Morland fails to justify his contentious assertion that 1 Corinthians 5
constitutes a “curse ceremony”. Instead of carefully arguing for kis curse interpretation, Morland merely
lists a number of familiar exegetes (many of whom we will consider in part 1.1) who have argued for a
curse reading of verse S (Brun, Conzelmann, Forkman, Lang, Lietzmann, Wiefel, Wiles). Of more
concern 1s Morland’s failure to note any alternative—non-curse—readings of verse 5.

> Part one is not an exhaustive history of interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5:5: such a feat is not
practical given the confines of space, nor necessary to highlight the various weaknesses in each argument.
Rather, we will survey a range of what are considered to be the most “significant” understandings of
verse 5, whilst noting other readings as a part of this discussion (“significance” is judged in terms of the

longevi;y of a certain scholar’s argument, and the presence of a certain argument in a number of scholarly
sources).

6 . . . '
_ Thf?ughOUt this survey in part one, the use of the terms “curse” and “magic” reflect their
presence mn a given scholar’s reading of 1 Corinthians S.
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justification for this approach: firstly, the majority of readings that involve the concepts
of cursing and magic are focussed (sometimes narrowly) upon the phrase mtopao0bvolL
tOv to100TOoV T® Tatavd. Secondly, in this part we are not concerned with redressing
any perceived imbalance in the scholarly treatments of verse 5, but with critically
surveying how this passage has been read in terms of cursing and magic.’
Notwithstanding, if a particular scholar interprets the extended phrase Tapadoivot TOv

t0100T0V T® Zatovd eig 6AeBpov 11 oapkdg in terms of cursing and/or magic, we

will accordingly consider this broader context.

Many others throughout the centuries have discussed 1 Corinthians 5:5. Unsurprisingly,
some of our conclusions will chime with the thoughts of those exegetes who have
already explored the verse: principally, the determination that Paul’s words are to be
interpreted as a Pauline injunction to ‘curse’ the errant Corinthian. In this light, one
might wonder if there is a need for the present study. We will address this concern
throughout our discussion in this part, by demonstrating the necessity for a
contemporary re-interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5:5, which navigates and circumvents

the difficulties of previous readings—both curse, and non-curse readings alike.

Through a broad, and critical, survey of the varying interpretations of verse 5, we will
see that whilst many scholars have advocated readings of the verse that employ the
language of ‘curse’ or ‘magic’, they have failed to justify convincingly their

interpretation. In fact, in some instances, assertion has replaced argument amid an

atmosphere of scholarly consensus.

In particular, we will argue that a variety of factors have contributed to the weakness,

and ultimately, the failure of various curse interpretations:® the unacknowledged and

" Our wider exegesis of 1 Corinthians 5, in part three, will consider not only verse 5—in its
entirety—but also the wider context in which these words appear.

® The waning popularity of a curse interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5:5 can be seen when one
compares Craig’s 1981 reading (in the Interpreter’s Bible) in which mapadoivar Tdv Tolo0TOV TR
Zotava is understood as a curse that “can only mean death” (C. T. Craig, “The First Epistle to the
Corinthians™ in The Interpreter’s Bible: The Holy Scriptures in the King James and Revised Standard
Versions with General Articles and Introduction, Exegesis, Exposition for Each Book of the Bible [vol.

6
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unexplained use of equivocal terminology (such as ‘curse’, ‘magic’, ‘parallel’,

‘influence”); the lack of a critical methodology when drawing ‘parallels’ between the

‘hand over’ phrase and extra-Pauline Graeco-Roman curse material (for example, the

use of the second to fourth century Greek Magical Papyri—frequently without
explanation); and the construction of an interpretation on the basis of one phrase (1.e.,
nopadodval TOV To100Tov 10 Tatavd, or Topadodval tov Torodtov 1@ Loatava
eic 6AeBpov Tt capkde) within one verse (i.e. 1 Corinthians 5:5), without anchoring
it within its wider context. Having exposed these weaknesses, we will address each of

them in our exegesis of 1 Corinthians 5 (in part three) in our endeavour to formulate a

more persuasive curse reading.

The weakness of various readings of 1 Corinthians 5:5 that erhploy the language of
‘curse’ and/or ‘magic’ has recently been seized upon by some scholars, who have
sought to advocate alternative non-curse and non-magical readings of this passage.9
Such interpretations understand Paul’s words solely in terms of ‘expulsion’ or

L . ¢ tacianyll
‘excommunication’.'” These readings have been refined through sociological’” and

10, Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1981], 63) with Sampley’s treatment of 1 Corinthians 5:5 in the New
Interpreter’s Bible (J. P. Sampley, “The First Letter to the Corinthians”, The New Interpreter's Bible, vol.

10, 771-1003). Sampley’s interpretation is unelaborated. Unlike Craig, he makes no mention of curse,
and fails to interact with Craig’s curse reading in the previous edition of Interpreter’s Bible.

? See the discussion of non-curse readings of 1 Corinthians 5:5 in part 1.2, It should be noted

that although a recent growing consensus amongst scholars favours non-curse, and non-magical, readings
of verse 5, such interpretations have existed since Patristic times (see part 1.2).

' Scholars vary in their description of the act of removing an offender from church fellowship in
the first-century. Some scholars favour the descriptive, non-ecclesiastical, term “expulsion”, rightly

rejecting others’ use of the term “excommunication” as being anachronistic. We will employ the
descriptive term “expulsion”, unless alternative terminology is employed by a given scholar.

'! 1t should be noted that a sociological interpretation of verse 5 in no way negates an historical
reading. For example, Harris’ reading of 1 Corinthians 5 (G. Harris, “The Beginnings of Church
Discipline: 1 Corinthians 5”, New Testament Studies 37 [1991] 1-21) combines an historical close reading
of the biblical text with a sociological analysis (in particular, Harris employs Berger’s Legitimation
Theory), producing a reading that affirms both ‘expulsion’ (elsewhere Harris speaks of
“excommunication” [Harris, “Beginnings”, 19]) and “curse” in verse 5: “The ‘delivery to Satan’ (v. 5)
was a curse or ban which would reverse the effects of baptism and expel the man from the community.
The penalty was not limited to a spiritual or psychological realm only, apart from material and social

consequences. The sanction against the man was quite sharp, resulting in his total exclusion from the
church and his anticipated death.” (Harris, “Beginnings”, 16, 19).

Unlike Harris® work, our analysis will not employ sociological methodology, for we are not
concerned with the social function of either expulsion or cursing (a valid area of study in which much
fruitful work has already been conducted in modern times). Rather, we are concerned to provide an
historical reading of the Pauline texts we will consider. Sociological analysis is a secondary analysis once
the meaning(s) of the text have been established. South makes a similar distinction (J. T. South,
Disciplinary Practices in Pauline Texts [Lewiston, New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1992], 5).
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112

anthropological * explorations of the Corinthian community.

Whilst some non-curse interpretations argue for exclusion or excommunication alone,
other readings envisage consequences for the errant Corinthian commensurate with
curse readings (such as physical [see part 1.2.1] or psychological suffering [see part
1.2.2])—whilst also affirming exclusion or excommunication. However, their treatment

of verse 5 is not expressed with reference to the language of ‘cursing’, and cursing and

magic are often explicitly rejected (hence, their categorisation in part 1.2).

Through our critical survey, we will see that whilst various curse interpretations are
unpersuasive, many non-curse¢ and non-magic readings of verse 5 are similarly

unconvincing. They prematurely dismiss curse interpretations before they have
considered if they can modify or improve upon their formulation (for example, one need
not argue that death alone follows from the act of cursing in verse 5). Furthermore,
many non-curse interpretations appear to be motivated by a theological and
hermeneutical undercurrent that is concerned with contemporary application.'3 Whilst,

in principle, this 1s not problematic,'® it is fruitful to reflect if such an approach

precludes the majority of exegetes from interpreting verse 5 in terms of curse and

death.”

With a notable exception, four principal readings'® of napadodvat tov to100T0V TG

'2 Cf. C. J. Roetzel, Paul—A Jew on the Margins (Louisville, London: Westminster John Knox
Press, 2003), 26-27.

"> It would be foolish to be overly dogmatic in this instance, for motivation can be hard to
demonstrate. However, we can expose an exegete’s presuppositions from the textual clues in their work

(South [whom we consider in part 1.2.3.3] is a good example of a scholar whose presuppositions are
conspicuous).

'*In fact, in an ecclesiastical context, this approach will be rightly favoured.

' Of course, it is possible to translate the bible into a contemporary context without being

committed to replicating what one considers to be the authorial meaning of the text (cf. our discussion of
Havener in part 1.1).

' J. Klausner’s (From Jesus to Paul [trans. W. F. Stinespring, London: George Allen & Unwin,
1946)) interpretation of verse 5 proves an interesting exception to our four-fold classification. Rather
than a curse or an act of exclusion or excommunication, Klausner argues that in 1 Corinthians 5:5 Paul
was calling for the application of the death penalty, or “death sentence” (Klausner, Jesus, 553). We will
consider Havener’s interpretation (in part 1.1.7) which combines a curse reading with capital punishment.

More broadly, in thirteenth century Europe, the interpretation of verse 5, and in particular the

8
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Tatova, or the extended mopadodvar tOV TotodTov ¢ Zatavd €ig 6AeBpov g

oopkdc, have emerged after nearly two millennia of reflection upon this elusive Pauline

instruction, which we will consider through the use of the following heuristic

17

categories; ' curse and/or magical interpretations (in part 1.1); non-curse and/or non-

magical interpretations (in part 1.2) that envision physical (in part 1.2.1), or
psychological (in part 1.2.2), suffering and exclusion; and exclusion-only interpretations
(in part 1.2.3), in which neither the language of curse or magic, nor physical nor
psychological suffering feature. These different readings provide us with a helpful four-

fold structure within which to conduct our critical survey of interpretations of

Topadolvel TOV TololTov T@ oatava in 1 Corinthians S5:35.

1.1 Curse and Magic Interpretations of napadoivar tov ro100toV T
oaravy

Throughout part 1.1, we will consider, in chronological order, various readings of
ropadodvatl TOV To100ToV T oatavy that employ the language of cursing. From the
ancient Carthaginian theologian Tertullian to the modem-day scholar A. Yarbro Collins,
1 Corinthians 5:5 is understood in terms of cursing and magic.'® Exclusion may also
feature in the interpretation of verse S in concert with a cilrse Or magic interpret:sl.tit:m19
(although some interpreters are too opaque concerning the role of exclusion in this

passage, rendering it impossible to conclude either way).?’ It is important to note that

phrase eig 0AeOpov ¢ capkdg, was associated with the human violence of the Inquisition, which
tortured and murdered in order to ensure the “salvation” of the “spirit” (iva 10 mvedpa owbf €v 1)
NLépa Tob xupiov). See E. Peters, “Destruction of the Flesh ~ Salvation of the Spirit: The Paradoxes of

Torture in Medieval Christian Society” in A. Ferreiro (ed.), The Devil, Heresy and Witchcraft in the

Middle Ages: Essays in Honor of Jeffrey B. Russell (Cultures, Beliefs and Traditions: Medieval and Early
Modern Peoples 6, Leiden: Brill, 1998), 131-148 at 147.

These are heuristic categories that are considered the most useful to aid a critical survey of 1
Corinthians 3:5 in relation to cursing and magical readings. A variety of other potential schemata exist.

17 . .o - . . .
Note, the infinitive napadovveat here functions as an imperative.

** In spite of this shared terminology, we should not suppose that scholars share an identical

conception of cursing or magic. Even so, there are sufficient similarities between various descriptions of
cursing for the generic category ‘curse interpretation’ to remain valuable.

' Consider Harris (“Beginnings”, 16) who argues that “The ‘delivery to Satan’ (v. 5) was a curse
or ban which would reverse the effects of baptism and expel the man from the community.”

? It is worth stressing that the issue with which we are presently concerned is not if exclusion is
envisaged in the wider words of Paul in 1 Corinthians 5, but if it is imagined in the phrase Tapadoidval

TOV TOL0VTOV T oatavd. As we will argue in part three, there is good reason to conclude that
exclusion is envisaged in the wider context of 1 Corinthians 5 (for example, consider verses 2, 7, 11, and
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even if exclusion is envisaged in verse 5, the curse and magic interpretations which we
will consider in part 1.1. still radically differ from those exclusion-only readings to be
examined in part 1.2.3: for unlike the former, the latter explicitly deny the involvement

of the concept of curse or magic in Paul’s “hand over” phrase.

1.1.1 Tertullian (c. 160-225)

Tertullian’s discussion of 1 Corinthians 5:5 forms part of a wider discussion of the role
of penance (or more specifically exomologesis®') in the church at the turn of the third
century (C. E.).* Whereas in his previous treatise, De Paenitentia, Tertullian accorded
the church the ability to absolve grave sins committed after baptism—for which the
ecclesiastical practice of exomologesis was cartied out—in De Pudicitia, Tertullian

(now writing as a Montanist) denies the possibility of absolution through exomologesis

for certain grievous sins “graver and deadly, which cannot be pardoned”:*

murder, idolatry, injustice, apostasy, blasphemy; yes, and also adultery and fornication and
any other violation of the temple of God.**

These sins are now considered “irremissible”:* forgiveness is by God alone, and cannot
be accorded by the Church. As such, Tertullian argues systematically that his

contemporary Church 1s mistaken in its lax extension of exomologesis to cases of post-

baptismal immorality of an “irremissible” nature.*°

13, which may all be read in terms of a call to exclusion), but not in the phrase mapadobvar TOV
TOLOUTOV T® OoTavy itself.

21 : . * 1 . ' !
Tertullian discusses exomologesis, this most serious form of protracted penitence, in De
Paenitentia.

*2 For a detailed discussion of 1 Corinthians 5:3-5 from 200 C. E. to 451 C. E., see B. A.

McDonald, “Spirit, Penance, and Perfection: The Exegesis of I Corinthians 5:3-5 from A.D. 200-451”
~ (PhD Dissertation: University of Edinburgh, 1993).

£ De Pudicitia 19:25 (trans. W. P. Le Saint, Tertullian: Treatises on Penitence: On Penitence
and On Purity [Ancient Christian Writers; The Works of the Fathers in Translation 28; Westminster,
Maryland: The Newman Press and London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1959], 114).

* De Pudicitia 19:25 (Le Saint, Tertullian, 114).
¥ Cf. De Pudicitia, 2.

26 _ e s : . L : :
| Tertullian’s De Pudicitia cites with consternation an ecclesiastical edict which pronounced the
forgiveness of ‘adultery’ and ‘fornication’ following the performance of penance: “The Pontifex

Maximus, forsooth—I mean the ‘bishop of bishops!—issues this pronouncement: I forgive sins of
adultery and fornication to those who have performed penance.” (De Pudicitia, 1:6).

10
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/
o

Tertullian’s argument is seasoned with a range of biblical citations and illusions. Of
particular interest is his disagreement over the interpretation of apostolic forgiveness in
2 Corinthians 2, which frames Tertullian’s extended discussion of the sexually immoral

Corinthian of 1 Corinthians 5.7 Tertullian’s opponents argue that the same incestuous
individual is in mind in both 1 Corinthians 5 and 2 Corinthians 2. This interpretative

move introduces the possibility of forgiveness and restoration:

they [Tertullian’s opponents] actually suppose that the Apostle Paul, in Second
Corinthians, granted pardon to the self-same fornicator—that wicked heir of his father’s

marriage—whom in First Corinthians he decreed was to be given over to Satan for the
destruction of the flesh.*®

For Tertullian, it is inconceivable that the apostle Paul would have “pardoned so

casually the abandoned licentiousness of a fornication aggravated by incest, without

demanding from the guilty man at least those legally established forms of penance.”™

Instead, Tertullian maintains that 1 Corinthians § and 2 Corinthians 2 refer to two

different individuals.*®

However, for Tertullian’s detractors,”’ public penance followed by forgiveness—and

not destruction—is envisaged in 1 Corinthians 5. In particular, they interpret €ig

oAeOpov t1¢ oopkog in terms of a process of penance...32 In stark contrast, for

*" Tertullian (in De Pudicitia, 2:9) makes a passing reference to 1 Corinthians 5:5 as part of a

wider argument in which he disputes with those who elevate forgiveness above judgment and discipline
(De Pudicitia, 2.1-2).

*® Tertullian, along with the majority of exegetes (ancient and modern), claims incest to be the
errant Corinthian’s sin. We will consider the arguments in favour of identifying ®ote yvvaikd Tive ToU

natpOg Exewv (1 Corinthians 5:1) with incest in part three (De Pudicitia, 13:1 [Le Saint, Tertullian, 85-
86. Emphasis added]).

® De Pudicitia, 13:9 (Le Saint, Tertullian, 87).

* Tertullian’s argument is at variance with numerous Fathers: Origen; Gregory Nazianzen;
Isidore of Pelusium; Pacian; Ambrose; Augustine; Gregory the Great. Given the political dimension of
this discussion (i.e., the Church’s opposition to Montanism), Tertullian’s isolation is unsurprising. Nearly

two millennia later, the modern consensus of scholars is that 1 Corinthians 5 and 2 Corinthians 2 refer to
two different individuals.

*! The position of his detractors being recounted by Tertullian.

* As Tertullian states: “they go so far as to interpret destruction of the flesh [carnis interitum) as
referring to the ritual of penance which may seem to satisfy God by mortification of the flesh, through

fasts, filth, every sort of neglect and deliberate harsh treatment” (De Pudicitia, 13:14 [Le Saint,
Tertullian, 87-88)).

11
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)

Tertullian, the Pauline command: moapadolvar TOV TO00TOV TG OCHETEVE €1G
oAeOpov t1¢ oapkog (dedendum eiusmodi Satanae in interitum carnis) is associated

not with penance, but with curse and physical death—enacted via divine agency:™

For whom should they mourn? For one who was dead, of course. Before whom should
they mourn? Before the Lord, of course, so that in some way or other he should be taken
from amongst them [aufero de medio eorum]. Evidently this does not mean that he should
be excommunicated—for something within the competence of the presiding officer would
not be asked of God—but rather that he should be more completely taken away from the
Church by that death, also, which is common to all and especially proper to that same flesh
which was already a rotting corpse, corrupt with a decay which is irremediable. And,
therefore, in so far as it was possible for him to be taken away betimes, the Apostle decreed
that such a one should be handed over to Satan for the destruction of the flesh [dedendum
eiusmodi Satanae in interitum carnis). For a curse [maledici] followed flesh which was
given over to Satan, so that it might be deprived of the sacrament of the Blessing, never
again to return to the camp of the Church. We see, therefore, that in this passage the
Apostle’s severity touches two men, one of whom is puffed up and the other incestuous. It
1s armed with a rod in the one case, with a judicial sentence in the other; a rod with which
he threatened, a judicial sentence which he executed; the former he continues to flourish,
the latter he fulminates at once; with the one he rebuked and with the other he condemned.
We may be sure, then, that thereafter the man who was rebuked trembled under the threat
of the rod, the man who was condemned perished in the infliction of punishment. The

former perseveres because he fears a blow, the latter disappears from amongst them,
because he suffers a penalty.”*

Tertullian’s words are dense, and require careful unpacking. On the basis of 1
Corinthians 5:2, he interprets the removal of the man (aufero de medio eorum) in terms
of death, and not excommunication. Tertullian reasons that as God is called upon to act,

excommunication cannot be envisaged by Paul, for such an action was within the power

of the office of the president (praesidentis officio).>

Instead, Tertullian restates his expectation that the errant Corinthian suffered a
premature death, associating the act of handing over to Satan with death (i.e., “the man

who was condemned perished in the infliction of punishment”).*

| 3‘1 Cf. Allo,_. who mistakenly attributes the interpretation of verse 5 in terms of death to Protestant
exegesis since the time of Bengel: “[such an interpretation is] une fantasie 1’exégése d’auteurs protestants
qui, depuis Bengel jusqu’a Godet, Schmidt, (Renan id.), von Dobschiitz, Lietzmann, Everling, J. Weiss,

tiennent que €ig 0AeOpov g oapkdg...équivaut 3 une sentence de mort” (E. B. Allo, Saint Paul:
Premiere Epitre aux Corinthiens [2" ed. Paris: J. Gabalda, 1956}, 123).

** De Pudicitia, 14:16-17 (Le Saint, Tertullian, 92-93). Emphasis added.

| * De .F’u'dicitfa, 14:1§ (Le Saint, 252 n. 393). In a discussion of Tertullian’s use of the term
officium, Rankin interprets this phrase as denoting “the official province of the church president” (D.

Rankin, Tertullian and the Church [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995], 141. See Rankin,
Tertullian, 119-174 for a fuller discussion of this term]).

30 Elsewhere, in his treatment of Hymenaeus and Alexander (cf. 1 Timothy 1:20), Tertullian

12



Part one: 1 Corinthians 5:5: A Critical Reception History, by David Raymond Smith

Elsewhere, drawing upon 1 Corinthians 3:16 as his intertext,’” Tertullian argues that the
“complete destruction”—or death—that follows the defilement of the human “temple of
God” is to be equated with dedendum eiusmodi Satanae in interitum carnis in verse 3:
“Tell me, now, who could ever restore someone whom God completely destroyed, that

is to say, someone who has been handed over to Satan for the destruction of the

ﬂesh.‘l!38

The concept of curse is closely linked to the destruction of the errant Corinthian through

premature death.”” “Flesh” delivered to Satan is accursed, depriving it of the

“sacrament of the Blessing”,"’ and ensuring the errant Corinthian is permanently

debarred from the Church. Tertullian does not elaborate upon the nature of the “curse™.
However, elsewhere he describes the errant Corinthian as “damned even to possession

by Satan”, “lost to the Church”, and “rejected by her [the Church] with a curse.”*!

Tertullian’s reading of 1 Corinthians 5:5 is clear in the following respect: the incestuous

man is to be cursed and suffer death as the consequence of his sinful action—that is, he

is to be “handed over to Satan for the destruction of his flesh”.

interprets Paul’s phrase Tapadodvar Tdv Tol0dTOV T® oatovd in terms of excommunication: “Even
though he said, I handed them over to Satan so that they might receive the discipline of not blaspheming,
yet he meant this for others who had to be taught from the example of these who were given over to

Satan—and this means ‘excommunicated’ [extra ecclesiam proiectis}—that blasphemy must not be
committed” (De Pudicitia, 13:21). Hymenaeus and Alexander are ‘excommunicated’ without the
possibility of return to the church, for their irremissible sin of blasphemy (De Pudicitia, 13:19). See also,

De Pudicitia, 20:12 for other allusions to the use of napadoivar T6v TololTOV T® Catavy to denote
excommunication.

7 V. K. Robbins, The Tapestry of Early Christian Discourse: Rhetoric, Society and Ideology
[London: Routledge, 1996], 44-143.

*® De Pudicitia, 16:3.

* Thus, later interpreters refer to Tertullian’s reading of 1 Corinthians 5:5 as the “curse/death”
interpretation.

Y De Pudicitia, 14:17. Le Saint argues convincingly that, for Tertullian, the lost ‘Blessing’ 18

baptism (Le Saint, Tertullian, 253 n. 397). Cf. De Pudicitia 13:23 in which Tertullian speaks of the ‘loss
of baptism.’

*! De Pudicitia, 14:24. Cf. “When his final sentence closes with a curse like this [Tali clausula

maledicto detexta): If anyone does not love the Lord Jesus, let him be anathema, maranatha, then
certainly he castigated a definite individual” (De Pudicitia, 14:13).
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In the light of a modem historical-critical methodology, Tertullian’s curse reading 1s

unconvincing.*? Crucially, his interpretation falters due to his anachronistic reading of

Paul’s first century letter, I Corinthians, through the specific lens of a second century

43

discussion about penitence.”* More broadly, Tertullian erroneously interprets Paul’s

words in the light of his contemporary ecclesiastical structure, as is clear in his reading

of verse 5 in terms of death, due to the lack of involvement of the praesidentis officium.

1.1.2 E. Von Dobschiitz, Christian Life in the Primitive Church (1904)*

Approximately 1700 years after Tertullian, Dobshiitz argu;:s that the errant Corinthian
man in 1 Corinthians 5 is guilty of committing incest, having married his step-mother.®
In response to this situation, Paul commands the expulsion of the Corinthiaﬂ offender

whose exclusion is to be accompanied by a curse:

When he became aware of the facts the Apostle demanded a kind of Divine Judgment. He

is not content with mere expulsion from the Church, but requires the Church—in spiritual
communion with himself in solemn assembly in the name and in the power of Jesus Christ,

to pronounce the curse over the sinner concerned. The Apostle expects as the effect of this
the sudden death of the guilty person.*®

There are clear resonances between Dobschiitz’s and Tertullian’s readings of verse J.

Both interpret this passage in terms of cursing, and both maintain that death 1s the

anticipated outcome of Paul’s command (although, whereas Tertullian understands the

** One could argue that it is anachronistic to interpret Tertullian’s writings in the light of the
modern historical-critical methbd. However, insofar as Tertullian is presenting his argument as an

accurate representation of the Apostle’s thought, a modern historical-critical method is appropriate to
assess these claims.

 In 2 Corinthians 2, Tertullian allows for the possibility of repentance. However, due to his

distinction between remissible and irremissible sins, he is forced to oppose any suggestion that the
incestuous man of 1 Corinthians 5 is later forgiven in this passage.

** First published in 1902 as Die urchristlichen Gemeinden [Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1902].

* E. Von Dobschiitz, Christian Life in the Primitive Church (trans. G. Bremner; W. D. Morrison
[ed.]; New York: G. P. Putham’s Sons/London: Williams and Norgate, 1904), 44.

* Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 46 (emphasis added).

14
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man will suffer a premature death, Dobschiitz claims a “sudden death”).*” Crucially,

Dobschiitz and Tertullian differ in their overall assessment of this act. For Tertullian,

the curse event signals damnation,*® whilst for Dobschiitz, it offers the “hope of his

escape from everlasting perdition”.*’

Dobschiitz elaborates further upon the meaning of “curse” in verse 5 by locating it

within the wider context of Jewish and Greek cursing:

S

[rapadoivar tOv torodtov T® catava €ig 6AeOpov ¢ oapkdg, Ive 10 TVELRD
owlp €v T Npépa tod xupiov] can only be understood through a knowledge of

contemporary ideas of the curse and its operation, which were in essence the same among

Jews and Greeks. From these ideas the conception of the Apostle is distinguished only by
the positive moral eleme_nt.s‘J

Dobschiitz’s insistence that in order to understand Paul’s conception of cursing, it 1s
necessary to understand the “contemporary ideas” concerning cursing in the ancient
world,” is a reflection of the History of Religions School’s (Religionsgeschichtliche

Schule) approach to the New Testament.>? Early scholarship within the History of

‘" Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 46.
* Cf. De Pudicitia, 14:16-17.

¥ Cf. iva 10 nvedpe cwdf &v 11 Hpépa 10 xupiov (1 Corinthians 5:5), which we will
discuss 1n part 3.4.5.

*Y Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 46.

°! Nearly ninety years later, Keener expresses a similar assumption: “Cultural and historical
background can clarify virtually every text in the New Testament...Knowing the ancient culture is critical
to understanding the Bible.” (C. S. Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary [Downers Grove,
Inter Varsity Press, 1993], 9-10). Keener’s appraisal of the cultural background of 1 Corinthians 5:5
mirrors Dobschiitz assessment in his reference to the “pagan custom of magical execration by devoting a

person to the gods of the underworld or other avenging deities” and “curse tablets used for this purpose”
(Keener, Bible Background, 462).

>* The influence of the History of Religions School (in various forms) pervades other curse
interpretations of verse 5 (e.g., Deissmann’s reading of 1 Corinthians 5:5 which we will consider after
Dobschiitz). Whilst the approach of the History of Religions School to biblical interpretation has been
largely rejected by modern exegetes in favour of literary and theological readings, Hurtado suggests the

existence of a new History of Religions School. Writing in relation to the investigation of “early devotion
to Jesus”, he understands the new History of Religions School,

in a much looser sense of the term, in this case connoting a group of contemporaries with a
shared interest in historical investigation of early devotion to Jesus in the context of the
Roman-era religious environment, and a shared conviction that the Jewish religious matrix
of the Christian movement is more crucial than was recognized in the older

15



Part one: 1 Corinthians 5:5: A Critical Reception History, by David Raymond Smith

Religions School attempted to “understand the writings and theology of the New

Testament against the background of different theologies™;> whereas later scholarship

would try to “see how Christianity developed as a religious community that had to find

its way in the world of popular first-century religious belief and practice.””*

The examination of newly discovered texts in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century fuelled this endeavour (and more broadly the “study of the ancient world”) by

providing the necessary evidence to assess “popular first-century religious belief and

9955

practice. Underpinning this approach to Biblical interpretation was a historical

methodology in which “Historians have to explain their texts ‘out of® the ideas of the

time.” As Riches explains:

This might be referred to as a ‘genetic’ mode of explanation. If we are to understand an
idea, we have to know its family tree, where it comes from. We have, that is to say, to give

a causal explanation in which...ideas are presented as the effects of certain antecedent ideas
that were prevalent in...[that] culture.’®

In relation to Pauline cursing, if one were to follow this approach, it would be essential

to consider the wider Jewish and Graeco-Roman cultural context of cursing in the first-

century (and the genealogy of this concept).57 Dobschiitz treats Jewish and Greek

cursing as being, “in essence”, the same phenomenon.>® As such, he examines both

religionsgeschichtliche Schule” (L. W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ [Grand Rapids,
Michigan and Cambridge, UK., Wm B. Eerdmans, 2003], 12).

> J. K. Riches, 4 Century of New Testament Study [Cambridge: The Lutterworth Press, 1993},
35.

** Riches, Century, 35-36.
> Riches, Century, 36.

> Riches, Century, 16. Variations on this approach existed. For example, as Riches notes, 1n

relation to Jesus’ ideas, Weiss sought to “locate Jesus’s usage in a range of contemporary options and
thereby to discern its characteristic sense” (Riches, Century, 16).

! Decades after Dobschiitz, Craig succinctly expresses an underlying assumption behind this
approach: “Paul is the child of his times” (Craig, “First Epistle”, 63).

> Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 46.
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ancient Jewish and Greek curse texts in order to understand verse 5. In particular, he

focuses upon private curse tablets (or “Tafeln mit f)ﬁvaten Verfluchungen”’):*

[These tablets] are all to be understood from the presupposition that the divinity
[‘Gottheit’]®' appealed to, in case of the forbidden thing having happened, will immediately

intervene, in the same way as it is often accepted that perjury causes sickness (Herodot., 1v.
68 £.).5

Thus, Dobschiitz highlights evidence of a private form of cursing in which a deity 1s
called upon to ‘intervene’ in a tangible manner—the bringing about of a physical
ailment.>> From the arena of ‘public cursing’, he notes: “The curse pronounced on

Hippolytus by Theseus (Euripides, Hipp., 88 ff.), where, in case death should not at

once occur, exile 1s added; the curse pronounced on Alcibiades by the El.n“nolpidae."""64

Having outlined some Greek curse material (both private and public), Dobschiitz
considers some sources of Jewish cursing, as contained in tﬁe Old and New Testaments
and various ‘apocryphal’ Gospels. His material is organised around the theme of
“sudden judgments” of God, which invariably lead to death. As an example, Dobschiitz

cites the case of Hananiah (Jeremiah 28:16f.) in which she dies “within two months”.

Further examples of divine judgment which lead to death are cited: 1 Maccabees 9:54;

Acts 5:1;% 12:23; 13:11.%® Dobschiitz relates these instances to 1 Corinthians 5 through

* Dobschiitz, Die urchristlichen, 270.

60 Dobschﬁﬁ, Christian Life, 389-390. We will discuss “curse tablets” in part 2.2.
*! Dobschiitz, Die urchristlichen, 271.

°? Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 390.

® Cf. 1 Corinthians 5 where Dobschiitz conceives of this intervention in terms of death.
* Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 390.

® We will conduct our own analysis of the account of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:1-11) in
part 3.4.4.3.

| 6‘? Dobschiitz does make mention of the handing over of Job to Satan. However, he dismisses
this material as “heterogeneous” (Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 390).
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the claim that “Sudden death is also indicated in the mapadodvetr tov tolo0TOV TR

catavd eig dreBpog tiig oaprée.”

Despite arguing for an interpretation of verse 5 in terms of curse and death, ultimately
Dobschiitz utilities 2 Corinthians 2 and the story of Jonah as his intertexts and claims

that the errant Corinthian did not suffer death, but was instead restored to the Corinthian

church:%®

The majority at least of the Church decided, late enough indeed, but still eventually, to
agree to his wishes. The curse was pronounced. It is true the penal miracle did not appear.
The curse bound up of necessity with excommunication had, however, manifestly an effect
of another kind. The sinner came to see his guilt, and repented...The case of Nineveh in
particular in Jonah’s history is designed to teach that repentance and turning away from sin
may undo the effect of the curse. This was also the view of the Apostle and his time.

Hence we have the practical consequence that the withholding of divine judgment
amounted to a reinstatement of the sinner by God.*

At this juncture, Dobschiitz’s curse interpretation is at its least convincing. In addition
to his failure to explain why Paul would have sought the expulsion of the Corinthian

wrongdoer if he anticipated the man’s “sudden death”,” his reading now empties his
understanding of curse of any impact—for the curse did not take effect. As such, in
practice, Dobschiitz’s foresaw exclusion alone in verse 5. One cannot help but wonder

if contemporary ecclesiastical concermns (such as in Tertullian’s reading) cause

Dobschiitz to adopt this last minute rejection of the curse.

1.1.3 G. A. Deissmann, Lichtvom Osten (1908)

Paul: A Study in Social and Religious History
(1926 [2" ed.})

°" Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 390.

°® Cf. Biichsel whose interpretation resonates strongly with Dobschiitz’s and Deissmann’s
(whom we will consider next), although he rightly concludes that “It is mere conjecture that the judgment

failed to take effect” (F. Biichsel, “paradidomi®, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament 2 [1964],
170). '

* Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 48.
" Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 46.
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~ In 1908, Deissmann (1866-1937) pubiished Licht vom Osten, in which he sought to

examine the New Testament’s language, literature, and social and religious history in
the context of “Light from the East™: that is, discoveries of various ancient epigraphical
material.  For Deissmann, this ancient material was not merely of historical interest, but

was rather a hermeneutical “sunbeam”™’' that would “reanimate the apostles and

evangelists...[and would] bring out with greater distinctness the august figure of the

Redeemer from the East, Him whom the Church is bound to reverence and to obey.”"?

Deissmann’s interpretation of 1 Corinthians 5:5 in the light of ancient epigraphical

material is profoundly influential upon subsequent curse readings of Tapadoival TOV

tolo0tov 1 Zatavd. Like Dobschiitz,”” Deissmann interprets this Pauline phrase in

the light of ancient cursing:*

One of the marks of the highly popular style of St. Paul'’s missionary methods is that in
many passages of his letters we find St. Paul employing a usage particularly familiar and

intelligible to popular feeling [i.e., Tapad{dwpi}—I mean the technical phraseology and
the cadence of the language of magic...in the case of the directions to the Corinthian church
concerning the punishment of the transgressor who had committed sin with his step-mother,
the full meaning does not come out until the passage is read in connexion with the ancient
custom of execration, i.e. devoting a person to the gods of the lower world. A regular usage

was established in the language of these execrations,—a usage common to antiquity. The
only difference between Jewish and pagan execrations probably lay in the fact that Satan
took the place of the gods of the lower world. In form, however, there must have been
great similarities. This is seen in the words of St. Paul to the Corinthians:— “Gather

! Commenting primarily upon Deissmann’s work, Paulus, but with an eye on his previous work,
Light from the East, Schweitzer cuttingly states that “[Deissmann] has a high appreciation of local colour
and the memorials of ancient civilisation, but when it comes really to explaining the ideas he is not able to

draw nearly so much profit from them as he expected” (A. Schweitzer, Paul and his Interpreters: A
Critical History [trans. W. Montgomery; London: A. & C. Black, 1912], 172 n. 1).

"2 A. Deissmann, Preface to the First Edition, Light from the Ancient East: The New Testament

Illustrated by Recently Discovered Texts of the Graeco-Roman World [4™ ed.; trans. L. R. M. Strachan;
Peabody: Hendrickson, 1995], xv.

3 Dobschiitz, Christian Life, 390.

" Given the endurance of Deissmann’s argument, and its influence on later exegetes, a fuller
quotation has been given. Deissmann has been particularly influential upon German interpreters over the
course of several decades (e.g., Weiss [J. Weiss, Der Erste Korintherbrief (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1910), 131] Lietzmann [H. Lietzmann, 4n Die Korinther I II (Tiibingen: J. C. Mohr [Paul
Siebeck], 1923), 23], Meyer [W. Meyer, Der erste Korintherbrief (1. Teil: Kapitel 1-10; Die
Gemeinschaft der Heiligen; Ziirich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1947), 374-375), Harder [G. Harder, Paulus und das
Gebet (Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann, 1936), 122 n. 1), Doskocil [W. Doskocil, Der Bann In Der Urkirche:

Eine R?chtsgeschfchtliche Untersuchung (Miinchen: Kommissionsverlag Karl Zink, 1958), 106], Wiefel
[W. Wiefel, “Fluch und Sakralrecht”, Numen 16 (1969), 211-233 at 217 n. 40)).
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together in the name of the Lord Jesus, ye and my spirit, and in the fellowship with the
power of our Lord Jesus deliver such a one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh, that
his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” Two expressions are here adopted
from the ritual of cursing. The phrase “deliver unto Satan that...,” recurring in I Tim. i. 20,

corresponds to the formula in the London Magical Papyrus 46334 ff.:—"Dacmon of the
dead....] deliver unto thee (such a man), in order that...,” and even the unobtrusive little

word oiv, “with,” “in fellowship with, * is technical in just such contexts as this: we find 1t
not only in the Paris Magical Papyrus, but also on a much older Attic cursing tablet of lead

(3" cent. B. C.):—*I will bind her...in fellowship with Hecate, who is below the earth, and
the Erinyes.” All this proves therefore that the apostle advises the Corinthian church to
perform a solemn act of execration.” ,

We will consider the substantive points of Deissmann’s argument in order: firstly, he
contends that the phrase mapadodvor TOV totodtov T® Zotave, 1s purposefully

drawn from the formulaic, repetitive, language of ‘magic’ as a means of effective,

70

mission-orientated, communication.’® Thus, Deissmann is open to the charge of

objectifying culture—and in particular, Hellenistic culture—in terms of something that

Paul could stand aloof from and utilise to his own rhetorical, missiological, ends:

Paul and the other apostles are, in a much higher degree than has probably been supposed,
at home also in the world of cultural, especially of religious, ethical, and legal ideas

peculiar to their Hellenistic age, and they are fond of making frequent use of details taken
from this world of thought.”’

Secondly, like Dobschiitz, Deissmann’s approach to Biblical interpretation is reflective

of the History of Religions School.”® This is especially evident in his claim that the “full

5 Deissmann, Light, 301-303 (emphasis added). Deissmann offers a more succinct
interpretation of this passage in his work on Paul: |

“Just as innumerable men of antiquity, whose leaden tablets inscribed with bann and curse
[curse tablets] are still preserved, ‘delivered’ their opponents over to the gods of the

underworld, so he “delivers’ the blasphemers Hymenaeus and Alexander the copper-smith
to Satan. Similarly, he advises the Corinthians solemnly to ‘deliver’ an evil-doer to Satan™

(A. Deissmann, Paul: A Study in Social and Religious History [2™ ed.; trans. W. E. Wilson;
London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1926], 70).

’® Deissmann, Light, 303.
" Deissmann, Light, 301.

”® Holland has recently offered a criticism of the History of Religions School. Interestingly, 1t
reveals a wider theological, rather than historical, disagreement concerning methodology:

“All religions were the products of folklore or the borrowing from other religions, either

directly or by adapting their opponents’ arguments to promote their own worldviews. This
method struck at the heart of the traditional understanding of Christian revelation and the

authority of the Bible in particular. It assumed that the New Testament was not historically

reliable ?nd that it was virtually all the product of the emerging Gentile churches as they
used their own traditions to teach their new-found faith in Jesus of Nazareth.” (T. Holland,
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meaning” of Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 5:5 is not clear until the “passage 1s read 1n

. . . . 9 ‘
connexion with the ancient custom of execration”.”” Thus, Deissmann traces the

antecedent to Pauline cursing back into the wider “Jewish and pagan” culture.

Thirdly, whilst Deissmann references Wiinsch’s Antike Fluchtafeln to corroborate his
understanding of “execration”,® it is the similar language of the London Magical

Papyrus (at 46:334 [hereafter LMP))* that he cites to shed “light” on Tapadodvel TOV

torohToV 1) Tatovi:™

vekudaipwy,.. . tapadidupt ool tdv §(eiva), Snwe.”

In a footnote, Deissmann states that “The papyrus was written in the 4™ cent. A. D., but
its formulae are ancient.””® The potential for anachronism here, in the absence of

supporting evidence from Deissmann, will prove a recurrent criticism of later exegetes

who follow Deissmann’s lead in interpreting mepadodval tov To100T0V T ZaATAVE

in the light of the LMP.

Deissmann’s magical and curse interpretation is pivotal to readings of verse 5

throughout the twentieth century. However, as we will see, by the latter part of the

twentieth century it will be considered fatally weakened—and rightly so—due to 1its

Contours of Pauline Theology: A Radical New Survey of the Influences on Paul’s Biblical
Writings [Fearn, Mentor, 2004], 53).

™ Deissmann, Light, 302.

% R. Wiinsch, Antike Fluchtafeln (Bonn: A. Marcus and E. Weber, 1907). Dobschiitz (Christian
Life, 389-390), similarly, cites Wiinsch’s work in this context.

*! As contained in F. G. Kenyon and H. 1. Bell (eds), Greek Papyri in the British Museum, (vol.
1, London, 1893), 75.

°2 Cf. “a great part of the essence of the New Testament lies hidden in its language. Whoever
has understood the nature of the language of the New Testament has also understood a great deal of the-

essence of the New Testament and of Early Christianity” (A. Deissmann, The New Testament in the Light
of Modern Research: The Haskell Lectures 1929 [London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1929], 74).

* Deissmann, Light, 302 n. 5.
* Deissmann, Light, 302 n. 5.
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surface treatment of the Magical Papyri, and equivocal use of terminology such as

‘magic’ and ‘curse’ without consideration of Paul’s wider argument in 1 Corinthians 5.

1.1.4 H. Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther (1969)
1 Corinthians (1975)

Conzelmann’s reading of 1 Corinthians §:5 has been significant in its influence upon
later exegetes. Unlike previous interpreters, Conzelmann initially argues for a curse

interpretation of verse 5 based upon the phrase, ei¢ 6AeBpov tfi¢ oopksg, which, by

treating odpE as a synonym for odue,> he understands unequivocally in terms of

physical death:*® “The destruction of the flesh can hardly mean anything else but death

(cf. 11:30).”®" Working backwards from this confident assertion, Conzelmann employs

the concept of curse to complete his interpretation of verse 5:>

The shocking idea [i.e., the death of the offender] is to be understood in the first instance
. within the context of contemporary history: the view of curse and ban as entertained by the

%> Conzelmann points to Paul’s synonymous use of these terms in 1 Corinthians 15:39f. (H.
Conzelmann, ! Corinthians: a Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians [trans. J. W. Leitch;

Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975], 97 n. 35). For a discussion of oapé, cf. part 3.4 .4.

** Similarly Goudge, who in spite of making no mention of cursing, is confident that €ig

oAe0pov tn¢ ocapkdg cannot ‘mean less’ than “The man will die” (H. L. Goudge, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians [London: Methuen, 1903], 38).

8T Conzelmann, ! Corinthians, 97. Conzelmann’s interpretation of verse 5 in the light of 11:30
is unconvincing, due his spare argumentation Firstly, there are few linguistic parallels between 5:5 and
11:30 (the key terms napadidovor, Zatava, , 6Ae0pog, odpé, nvedue cwdf, Npepa Tod xupiov are
all absent from 11:30). However, Conzelmann fails to anticipate and counter this objection (for example,
by offering a broader theological interpretation [cf. our discussion of 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 in part

3.4.4.2}). Instead, he simply asserts his conclusion—that eig 6AeOpov thi¢ gopkOg means death—rather

than arguing for it. Furthermore, he neglects to explain how he anticipates the death of the offender
taking place. This is a clear weakness in Conzelmann’s interpretation of verse 5.

Nonetheless, the strength of Conzelmann’s discussion, in this instance, is his helpful unmasking
of the role individual sensibility can play in the interpretation of verse 5. As Conzelmann states:

Schmiedel, the liberal, is offended by this [the idea that “destruction of the flesh” means
death]. Allo, the Catholic, defends it, arguing that the idea is not inhuman, since the
salvation of the soul is at stake. This is the well-known argument for the Inquisition! O
benedictae flammae! (Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 97 n. 36).

*® Cf. Lampe’s 1967 work in which he relates verse 5 to “excommunication” and “cursing”
without interpreting €i¢ 6AeBpov t1jg oapxdg in terms of death: “the probability is quite strong that in 2
Cor. 2:5-11 we have evidence that the severe sentence passed in 1 Cor. 5:5 was not only intended to be,
but actually was, remedial: an extreme and painful form of pastoral discipline rather than capital
punishment” (G. W. H. Lampe, “Church Discipline and the Interpretation of the Epistles to the
Corinthians”, in W. R. Farmer, C. F. D. Moule, and R. R. Niebour (eds), Christian History and

gnstj;premtion: Studies Presented to John Knox [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967], 352-
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whole ancient and Jewish world. Here it is not a case of mere exclusion from the church,
but of a dynamistic ceremony. The holiness of the church is conceived in metaphysical
categories. Yet the point does not lie in the physical aspect of the working of a supernatural
power, but in the fact that the accursed man is thrust out of the body of Christ into the realm

of wrath. This is plain from the purpose of the ceremony, the saving of the nvedpa.”

Whilst death is clearly associated with Conzelmann’s understanding of curse, it 1s
unclear if death (as suggested by the words ei¢ 6AeBpov th¢ oopkdg) is the
consequence of a curse (denoted by the phrasé Topadodvol TOV TOLOUTOV TR

2atova), or the curse itself (i.e. eigc 6Ae0pov 11i¢ oopkd¢ alone denotes a curse).

Like Dobschiitz, Conzelmann considers the phrase wapadodvar tov tolodTOV TG

Zotave in relation to “the view of curse and ban as entertained by the whole ancient

and Jewish world”:”

The expression mapadoival recalls rites of devotion (to the nether gods), Deissmann,
Light, 302 [257]. PGM 4.1247f. napadidwpl oe ei¢ t0 pdiav ydog év taig
anwAieiarg, “I give you over to black chaos in utter destruction” (Moulton and Milligan,
5.v. GmdAere). Synagogue ban: Str.-B. 4.1:293-333.°!

Like many other modem exegetes who argue for a curse reading of verse S5,
Conzelmann draws upon Deissmann’s foundational assessment of this passage.

Although he fails to elaborate, Conzelmann implies that Paul curses the errant

* Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 97-98 (emphasis added). Conzelmann’s interpretation of verse 3
does not neglect to relate €ic 6AeBpov g capxdg to Tve 10 Tvedpa owbf év T fpépa Tod xupiov:
“The (‘spirit’ of the) man seized by God will be saved by the annihilating of the ‘flesh’ sold to sin. His

immediate physical death preserves him from eternal death. The deeds of the flesh (Rom 8:13) are
thereby radically destroyed” (Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 98 n. 40).

) Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 917.

’! Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 97 n. 37. Conzelmann also notes Brun’s work (L. Brun, Segen
und Fluch im Urchristentum [Oslo: I kommisjon hos J. Dybwad, 1932)).
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Corinthian by insisting upon a “rite of devotion™,”” as part of a “dynamistic

ceremony”,”” which results in physical death.

Conzelmann’s reading is weakened by his equivocal use of terminology, such as

“curse” and “ban”.”* However, his argument is most seriously undermined by a lack of

argumentation.”” Furthermore, like Dobschiitz and Deissmann, he fails to justify the use

of Greek curse material in relation to the first century Jewish apostle Paul.

1.1.5 G. Forkman, The Limits of Religious Community: Expulsion from
the Religious Community with the Qumran Sect,
within Rabbinic Judaism, and within Primitive
Christianity (1972)

As his title suggests, Forkman’s study examines the treatment of expulsion within the
Old Testament, the Qumran community, Rabbinic Judaism, and early Christianity. In

particular, his treatment of wapadobvar Tov Torobtov T® Latave notes the nearest

“parallels” to this phraseology to be within “antique pagan curse formulas”, by drawing
upon (although not exclusively) Deissmann’s™® and Conzelmann’s’’ studies of this

passage: For example, Forkman quotes Conzelmann’s suggested “paralle]” from the

Greek Magical Papyri (hereafter GMP):”®

’? Similarly, commenting upon 1 Corinthians 16:22, Conzelmann interprets &v&Oepa in terms
of a “rite of devotion”: “The latter is pronounced over them in the formula of curse: anathema. This
consigns the transgressor to God as his Judge. Does the formula in the service of worship mark the
separating of the baptized and the unbaptized before the eucharist?” (Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 300).

% Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 97.

% Some scholars employ these terms synonymously (cf. G. P. Wiles, Paul'’s Intercessory
Prayers: The Significance of the Intercessory Prayer Passages in the Letters of St Paul [Society for New
Testament Studies Monograph Series 24; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1974], 116 n. 2).

% Even taking into account that Conzelmann writes within the context of a commentary.,

’® Deissmann, Licht, 257 (as noted by G. Forkman, The Limits of Religious Community:

Expulsion from the Religious Community within the Qumran Sect, within Rabbinic Judaism, and within
Primitive Christianity [trans. P. Sjolander; Coniectanea Biblia. New Testament Series 5; Lund: C. W. K.
Gleerup, 1972], 204 n. 146).

’" H. Conzelmann, Der erste Briefe an die Korinther (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht,
1969), 118 n. 37 (as noted by Forkman, Limits, 204 n. 147).

_93 H. D. Betz (ed.), The Greek Magical Papyri In Translation (2™ ed.; Chicago and London: The
University Of Chicago Press, 1992) [hereafter, GMP). The original Greek version of the GMP is found in
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Go out, demon, for I shall bind you with unbreakable fetters of steel, and I give you over
(mapadidwpl o€) to the black chaos in perdition.”

However, Forkman’s assessment of this text differs from Conzelmann’s in that he does

not consider it a “complete parallel” due to contextual differences: “It constitutes an

exorcism with which a demon is driven out and is given over to chaos.”'™ Despite this,

Forkman concludes unequivocally that both of the texts to which Deissmann and
Conzelmann draw attention are relevant to 1 Corinthians 5:5, in that they provide the

“general background” to Paul’s expression: the “milieu” of “pagan” .and Jewish

01

cursing.'’’ In addition, Forkman’s reading places cursing in Tanakh and birkat ha-

minim alongside these “pagan formulas”:'**

The formulation in 1 Cor. 5:5 must therefore be described as a solemn dynamic surrender

to the power of evil, a “devotion”. It can be equated with the OT curses, with the birkat ha-
minim of rabbinic Judaism, and with the above-mentioned pagan formulas. By a curse the

deviator is given over to all that which is evil and devilish. And once the judgement has

been pronounced, the punishment follows by itself. No further human measure is needed
(emphasis added).'”

Using, in particular, Job 2:6 as his intertext,'®* Forkman argues that in the same manner

in which Job was subject to a curse at Satan’s hand due to God’s sanction, so the errant

K. Preisendanz (ed.), Papyri Graecae Magicae, vol. 2 (Leipzig & Berlin, B. G. Teubner: 1931), (hereafter
PGM).

”® Forkman, Limits, 143 (quoting Conzelmann, Korinther, 118 n. 3, who in turn quotes GMP:
4:1247").

'% Forkman, Limits, 143.
‘9! Forkman, Limits, 143.

'2 Rosner’s assessment of Forkman (B. Rosner, “Temple and Holiness in 1 Cor 5%, Tyndale

Bulletin 42 [1991], 137-145 at 138 n. §) gives the false impression that Forkman rejects the “pagan curse
formulae” in favour of cursing in Tanakh:

The injunction ‘you are to deliver this man to Satan for the destruction of the flesh’ in 1

Cor. 5:5 has been compared by...Hans Conzelmann...and others to pagan curse
formulae...Forkman...however, has suggested an alternative background for this verse. He

describes 1t as a ‘solemn dynamic surrender to the power of evil’, a ‘devotion’, comparable
to various OT curses.

'> Forkman, Limits, 143 (emphasis added).

% Forkman (Limits, 143) also references Deuteronomy 28 (a text we will explore in part three as
part of our exegesis of 1 Corinthians 5).
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Corinthian is delivered to Satan in the capacity of God’s ‘subordinate’ to effect a

positive outcome: the salvation of the nvedpa.'” The effects of the curse are also

understood in a similar manner to Job 1-2 and Deuteronomy 28: “material losses,

personal tragedies, illnesses, and finally death™.!® Thus, Forkman concludes that

i~y

nopadodvol TOV Totodtov T Xatovd “means that he was subjected to the most

powerful curse.”'"’

An understanding of exclusion runs in tandem with Forkman’s curse reading of

napadodval tdv Torodtov T@ Zatava.'” Thus, Paul’s hand over phraseology is not

associated with curse alone, as some argue,'” but in terms of curse (or “charismatic

»s110

devotion il

) and exclusion:

In 1 Cor. 5:1-5 we found a much more vehement form of expulsion, a formal devotion,

taken by the community and the apostle together. The actual judgement act has a liturgical
character, possibly making use of a baptismal formula. In any case, it is seen as a sacral act

in which the risen Lord takes part. The devotion entails the total expulsion of the sinner
from the community.'"?

In addition to a “devotion” (which Forkman has explained with reference to cursing), |

nopadodvol TOV ToloLTOV TM Zotave is also a metaphor for expelling the errant

'9> Forkman, Limits, 143-144. “The devotion in 1 Cor. 5 was assumed to endure until the day of

the Lord. But 2 Cor. 2 indicates that even according to Paul, expulsion could be revoked” (Forkman,
Limits, 186).

‘% Forkman, Limits, 144,
'97 Forkman, Limits, 144.
1% Forkman, Limits, 144.

' Contrary to those who argue that “The concept that the devotion should take the place of the

expulsion the community had failed to carry out (Goguel, Kiimmel, Odeberg) [Forkman argues that this]
conflicts with the arrangement of the chapter” (Forkman, Limits, 204 n. 152).

"0 Forkman, Limits, 12.

''! As Forkman states with assurance: “That he with this curse in practice was thrust out of the
community seems obvious” (Forkman, Limits, 144).

''* Forkman, Limits, 179. Cf. Goulder (M. D. Goulder, “Libertines? [1 Cor. 5-6]", Novum
Testamentum 41 [1999], 334-348 at 341) who also interprets this passage liturgically.
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Corinthian from “one area of power (Christ’s, i.e. the church) to another (Szattan"s)..""*113

Curiously, Forkman concludes his reading of 1 Corinthians 5 by affirming the partial

expulsion of the errant Corinthian.'"*

Forkman’s reading 1s commendable insofar as he seeks to understand Pauline cursing
within the context of Jewish and Greek (which he describes as “pagan™) cursing.

However, like previous exponents of the History of Religions School, his understanding

of Paul’s relationship to this material is unclear. Furthermore, Forkman is also opaque

concerning what constitutes “parallel” material.

1.1.6 G. P.Wiles, Paul’s Intercessory Prayers: The Significance of the

Intercessory Prayer Passages in the Letters of St
Paul (1974)

As part of a wider study of Paul’s Intercessory Prayers, Wiles examines Pauline

cursing,' > which he tentatiﬁely labels as “wish-prayers of a negative character”''® or a

“type_of negative intercession™.''’ Wiles defines the former term, “wish-prayer”, as an

“expression of a desire that God take action regarding the person(s) mentioned in the
wish.”''® In this context, a curse can be understood as a “negative” desire for harm to
befall an individual. His latter term, “negative intercession”, signals a desire that God
act for the ill qf the errant Corinthian. Within the specific context of 1 Corinthians 5,

this concept i1s rooted within an interpretation of Paul’s presence (mapdv 68 Td

TVEVNOTL) in verse there:

[Paul’s] spirit is mediated to them obv tf} Suvdper Tod xvpiov fudv 'Inood. It is with
the help of: (ouv) the power of the Lord that there is a constantly effective intercessory link
between himself and them. Even in ordinary times of bodily separation, Christ’s power is

'3 Forkman, Limits, 144,

""* Forkman, Limits, 151. Little explanation of ‘partial expulsion’ is provided.

‘ , fls Wiles:, Intercessor?;, 116-155. Wiles helpfully notes his synonymous use of the terms:
curse’; ‘imprecation’; ‘execration’; and ‘malediction’ (Wiles, Intercessory, 116 n. 2).

''° Wiles, Intercessory, 116. For a discussion of imprecatory cursing, cf. part 2.1.4.
"7 Wiles, Intercessory, 121-122.

"'® Wiles, Intercessory, 22.
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released by the network of mutual intercessory prayers, but on this cr_itical occasion it 1s t}ie
power of the Lord as Judge which is brought into operation in a spec1:':11 way through Paul’s
pronouncement...Through the help of Christ he may be ‘present’ with t‘hcm, and thﬂagugh
the effective power of Christ’s apostle and congregation take juridical action together.

Wiles suggests that the joint action of Paul and the congregation, enabled by this
intercessory action, may also be indicated by Paul’s use of mapadodvar which “may
mean ‘We (rather than you) are to hand over.””'*” Wiles interprets Tapadoivet Tov
tolo0ToV T® Zotavd, firstly, in terms of “excommunication”, which removes “the
protection of the church fellowship.”'?! Secondly, he treats Deissmann’s argument that

“pagan parallels” to mopadodvar tOv totodtov T® Latavd can be found in “the

ancient custom of execration, i.e., devoting a person to the gods of the lower world™ as
“conjecture”.'*® Unlike many former advocates of a curse interpretation, Wiles does not

consider extra-biblical curse material to be parallel to Pauline cursing, but rightly speaks

in terms of a common language.' Drawing upon biblical material, he highlights the
account of Job’s handing over to _S.f.«w.tani.124 However, unlike many proponents of a curse

reading of verse 5, Wiles follows Robertson and Plummer'® by differentiating between

“nagan and Jewish curses” and Paul’s use of a “guarded” curse which “avoids...the

vengeful intent of many pagan execrations”:'*°

[Paul’s “guarded” curse] is done ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus’ and ‘with the power of our
Lord Jesus’; therefore it must represent him who died for the weak man (8:11), and whose
grace is present with them (1:3, 16:23). Its outcome is in the hands of the God whose final

judgmlezgt will be made only through the merciful agency of this same Christ (1:8; cf. 2 Cor.
5:10).

"2 Wiles, Intercessory, 145-146.
%0 Wiles, Intercessory, 146 n. 5.

‘2! Wiles, Intercessory, 148. Wiles also references verses 2 and 13 in support of this reading.
122 Wiles, Intercessory, 148 n. 2 (quoting Deissmann, Light, 302).

\2 Wiles, Intercessory, 149. Again: “Now it is true that behind these curse formulae there may
be seen the form and cadence of pagan execrations” (Wiles, Intercessory, 119).

'#* Job 2:6 quoted by (Wiles, Intercessory, 148 n. 2).

'#> “Robertson-Plummer, p. 100, point out the ‘fundamental difference’ between the evil intent
of magic spells and curses and the apostle’s attempt to rescue both offender and church in the name of

Christ” (Wiles, Intercessory, 149 n. 3 quoting A. Robertson and A. Plummer, The First Epistle of Paul
the Apostle to the Corinthians [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916], 100 n. ¥). |

26 Wiles, Intercessory, 149.
1> Wiles, Intercessory, 149.
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Laying speculation aside, Wiles confidently concludes that tapadodval TOV TO10UTOV

T Xatove signals:

that the man was being ‘devoted’ or exposed to the direct assaults of the powers of evil of
this present age, power which momentarily held men in bondage. Satan was the supreme

agent or head of these temporary powers, through whom hindrances and sicknesses were
inflicted on men (e.g., I Thess. 2:18, II Cor. 12:7).'"

In this instance, it is not merely “sickness” that is indicated by the words eig 6Ae8pov

thc oapkde. Rather, “Paul intended at least the possibility, or even the probability, of

death”'? in this “prophetic judicial injunction”.'”
1.1.7 1. Havener, “A Curse for Salvation—1 Corinthians 5:1-5" (1979)

From the outset of his work, Havener is sensitive to those elements of early Christianity
that are unpalatable to “modern sensitivities.”'”' Early Christianity is often “idealized”,
he argues.'”* However, such idealization is only possible by “selectively” “ignoring” or
“denying” some aspects of early Christianity “as revealed in the New Testament that do
not appeal to our modem sensitivities.”'>> 1 Corinthians 5 is one such text that jars with

our “modern sensitivities [and] underscore[s] how foreign to and/or undesirable for our

own ecclesiastical life-style and manner of thinking practices in primitive Christianity

could be”:

In brief, we have in this chapter [1 Corinthians 5] a case of ecclesiastical discipline that is
apparently carried out in a completely undemocratic, highly authoritarian manner by the

128 Wiles, Intercessory, 148.

1> Wiles, Intercessory, 148. Wiles employs 1 Corinthians 11:29-32 in support of this conclusion
(Wiles, Intercessory, 149).

1% Wiles, Intercessory, 141, Wiles considers Galatians 1:8 and 1 Corinthians 16:22, which are
related in “function”, but not in “form”, to 1 Corinthians 5:3-5. Cf. part 3.4.2.3.

P! 1. Havener, “A Curse for Salvation—1 Corinthians 5:1-5”, Sin, Salvation and the Spirit.

Commemorating the Fiftieth Year of the Liturgical Press (D. Durken [ed.]); Collegeville, Minnesota: The

Liturgical Press, 1979), 334-344 at 334, As we noted, Conzelmann made a similar point in his discussion
of Schmiedel and Allo (Conzelmann, I Corinthians, 97 n. 36).

132 Havener, “Curse”, 334.

133 Havener, “Curse”, 334.

"** Havener, “Curse”, 334. Havener’s hermeneutic differs from that of other scholars in that he
accepts a disjuncture between his reading of the text and ecclesiastical practice. For example, a more

biblically fundamentalist hermeneutic would maintain that church doctrine and practice should not difter
from a determination of the meaning of the biblical text.
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Apostle Paul. It involves a ritual curse for the physical destruction of the guilty Christian
for the purpose of his salvation on the Day of the Lord."”

Elsewhere, Havener describes Paul’s instruction to ritually curse the errant Corinthian
as having been enacted in a “liturgical assembly”.!”® 1t is this phrase that points us
towards a fuller understanding of his use of the term “ritual curse”. Havener

contextualises Paul’s “ritual curse” (in verse 5) within a wider liturgical framework,

attested to by the context of verse 5 (in particular, verse 4).

Using Philippians 2:10 as his intertext, Havener infers that Paul’s liturgical use of £V TQ

ovopott' Inood signals a liturgical context when it appears elsewhere—in 1

Corinthians 5:4. Thus, Havener conceives of the “ritual curse” of verse 5 having been
enacted in a “liturgical assembly”. Crucially, the initial connection with cursing is
made through an understanding of verse 4 in terms of an “invocation”. The

“proceedings” begin with the “invocation of the Lord Jesus” 137 which is crucial

“because in ritual curses the name of Lord is, in fact, solemnly called upon.”!?*
Havener points to 1 Corinthians 16:22 as another example of an invocation in a ‘ritual
curse’ for “Here the Lord (=Mar) is specifically invoked.”'*” It is arguable that Havener
interprets Paul through the lens of his liturgical tradition (within the order of Saint
Benedict). That is not to deny the role of liturgy within the early church, but to alert us

to the potential for anachronism and panliturgism: “a tendency to see signs of liturgy

everywhere”.'*’

'>> Havener, “Curse”, 334 (emphasis added).

*® Havener, “Curse”, 336. Havener also speaks of a “ritual action in the assembly of the
congregation” (Havener, “Curse”, 335).

" Hence, Havener’s translation of verse 4: “When you and my spirit are assembled together
under the invocation of our Lord Jesus” (Havener, “Curse”, 334).

" Havener, “Curse”, 336. Thus, Havener construes 1 Corinthians 5:4-5 as “When you and my
spirit are assembled together under the invocation of our Lord Jesus, (I have decided) to hand such a one

over to Satan by the power of our Lord Jesus for the destruction of his flesh, so that his spirit may be
saved on the Day of the Lord” (Havener, “Curse”, 334).

" Havener, “Curse”, 336. For further consideration of this passage, see J. A. T. Robinson,
“Traces of a Liturgical Sequence in 1 Cor. 16*>**”, Journal of Theological Studies 4 (1953), 38-41.

"9 P. F. Bradshaw, T;he Search for the Origins of Christian Worship: Sources and Methods for
the Study of Early Liturgy, (2" ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 47.
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Like Tertullian, physical death is integral to Havener’s understanding of “ritual curse”

in verse 5 (Havener interprets adpg as a term ‘associated’ with the physical body).'*!

Repentance does not feature in his reading of the verse, as Havener’s definition of

5AeBpoc—-destruction’—does not allow any opportunity for the errant Corinthian to

repent.'** Instead, “capital punishment [is] required by Paul” as part of a “curse for

salvation.”'?

Havener (uniquely amongst those scholars we survey) interprets the physical

destruction of the body in the context of a Jewish belief in the link between blessing and

longevity:

Paul’s emphasis lies instead on the destruction of the physical body as a punishment for a
particularly scandalous sin, and this needs to be understood in light of the fact, that for the
Jews long life was considered a special blessing of life on earth by means of this
punishment syn té dynamei tou kyriou hemon Iésou (“by the power of our Lord J esus”).'**

Like many previous exegetes, Havener highlights 1 Corinthians 11:29-30 as his
intertext for interpreting eic 6AeBpov thc oapkdc.'* Like 1 Corinthians 5:5, in 11:29-
30, the Corinthians are chastised in the form of physical illness and death, “so that those

who have committed the fault may not be condemned along with the world (verse 32) at

the final judgment.”'*°

Strikingly, Havener’s curse interpretation fails to make reference to Deissmann, who

'*! Havener, “Curse”, 339-340.

42 Havener, “Curse”, 338-339. Havener points to the use of $Ae0pog in 1 Thessalonians 5:3; 2
Thessalonians 1:9, and 1 Timothy 6:9 in support of his interpretation. Moreover, he rejects the possibility
of repentance as it “would make no sense to hand the man over to Satan for the destruction of his

‘evilness’... That would put Satan in the embarrassing position of dividing his own kingdom, a point
which the Marcan Jesus thought to be patently ridiculous” (Havener, “Curse”, 340).

'} Havener, “Curse”, 341.

'** Havener, “Curse”, 340.

'*> Although, in this instance, Havener (“Curse”, 343 n. 28) follows Bousset (W. Bousset, “Der
erste Brief agl die Korinther”, Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments neu tiberstezt und fiir die Gegenwart
erkldrt 2 [3" ed., Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1917], 133), Kuss (O. Kuss, Die Briefe an die

Réimer,_Korinthe_r und Galater [Regensburger Neues Testament 6, Regensburg: F. Pustet, 1940], 138),
and Hein (K. Hein, Eucharist and Excommunication. A Study in Early Christian Doctrine and Discipline

[European University Studies. Series 23. Theology 19; 2" ed.; Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1975], 101).

' Havener, “Curse”, 340. We will argue similarly in part 3.4.4.2.
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put forward one of the most enduring curse readings. Bultmann is the only proponent
of a curse interpretation to figure in Havener’s reading, though he features in relation to

a discussion of v ©® évépatt in verse 4—and not Tapadodvatl TOV TOL0HTOV TQ

20 TEVA In VErse 5,147

It is perhaps unsurprising, in the absence of Deissmann’s influence, that Havener makes
no reference to any extra-biblical curses in relation to the phrasing mapadolvat Tov

T0100TOV TQ Yotava.'®  Instead, he understands mapadodvar “in the sense of

deliverance to physical death”.'*” Moreover, the “capital punishment requfred by Paul

leads ultimately to the sinner’s salvation. We have here, in effect, a curse for

salvation.”!”’

1.1.8 A. Yarbro Collins, “Thé Function of ‘Excommunication’ in Paul”
(1980)

A. Yarbro Collins’ reading of 1 Corinthians 5:5 has been particularly influential upon

subsequent discussion of this passage. In particular, critics of a curse or magical

interpretation of mapadodvat Tdv Torodtov Td Tatavd rarely fail to mention Yarbro

Collins’ treatment of verse 5,151

Having concluded that exclusion features in 1 Corinthians 5,1°2 Yarbro Collins begins

her treatment of verse 5 with a consideration of the “Pharisaic-rabbinic tradition”, into

"7 Havener, “Curse”, 342 n. 9 (who notes R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament 1,
[trans. K. Grobel; New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1951], 126-127). In contrast to Deissmann,

Dobschiitz features in the end notes. However, he is only cited with reference to the History of Religions

background to the errant Corinthian’s relationship with his “father’s woman”, or yuvf) natpog in |
Corinthians 5:1 (Havener, “Curse”, 342 n. 3).

'8 Tronically, Havener claims that “[the meaning of the] infinitive paradounai (“to hand
over”)...is almost universally ignored by the commentators” (Havener, “Curse”, 341).

'*” Havener cites 1 Corinthians 11:23; 13:3; Galatians 2:20; and Romans 4:25; 8:32 in support of
his understanding (Havener, “Curse”, 341).

10 Havener, “Curse”, 341.

Pl See part 1.2.
% A. Yarbro Collins, “The Function of ‘Excommunication’ in Paul”, Harvard Theological

Review 73 (1980), 251-263 at 253-254. Yarbro Collins points to verses 2 and 13 as clear support of this
conclusion.
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which she locates the famous birkat ha-minim and the “ban”.!>® However, she quickly

rejects this material on the basis that it does not constitute a “real parallel™

This ban is not a real parallel to 1 Corinthians 5, since it was only a partial exclusi?sll for a
limited period of time. Satan has no role either in the birkat ha-minim or in the ban.

Yarbro Collins considers GMP to be more informatory: “The procedure Paul instructs

the Corinthians to carry out has a formal parallel and, in part, a parallel in meaning, in

* 33155

the Greek magical papyri. In particular, she follows Deissmann by citing the

following “parallel”:">°

“O ghost of a dead man (nekydaimon), whoever you are, I hand over (paradidomi) to you
so-and-so, in order that he might not do such-and-such a deed.”"’

It is sufficient for us to conclude that Yarbro Collins considers this fourth century C. E.
“magical spell” from the Greek Magical Papyri to constitute a “formal parallel” to
Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 5:'°® “Paul apparently believed that the guilty member of
the Corinthian community could be submitted to Satan’s power by the spoken word of
the Christian assembly under the appropriate circumstances.”"> Further to Deissmann,

Yarbro Collins'® notes the existence of similar texts in Wiinsch’s catalogue of Sethian

161

curse tablets. " However, she rejects Conzelmann’s alleged ‘parallel’ (GMP 4:1246-

%3 Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 254. Yarbro Collins (“Function”, 254 n. 5) draws
upon Forkman’s study of birkat ha-minim and the ban (Forkman, Limits, 92-98).

1% Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 254.
"> Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255.
1% Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255.

7 Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255 (who notes Deissmann, Light, 302). Cf. GMP
5:335-336.

® Yarbro Collins (“Function”, 255) states that the “spell” is ‘probably’ older than the fourth
century C. E., and is characteristic of a form of “magical spell”.

** Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255. Cf. Hargreaves, who understands napadotvat
T0V 1010070V T® Xatava as placing the errant Corinthian “under the control of Satan. Paul and his

readers believed that everyone was controlled by a number of invisible spirits. When someone became a
Christian he was no longer under Satan’s spirit, but under the Spirit of Jesus” (J. H. M. Hargreaves, 4
Guide to 1 Corinthians [Theological Education Fund Study Guide 17; London: SPCK, 1978], 59).

'Y Yarbro Collins (“Function”, 256) quotes a binding spell contained on “a cursing tablet’ by
citing Deissmann (Light, 303).

'*! R. Wiinsch, Sethianische Verfluchungstafeln aus Rom (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1898) as cited
by Biichsel, “paradidomi”, 170 (as cited by Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255 n. 8). Curiously,
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1247) by arguing that “it is a demon who is handed over, not a human being.”'**

On the basis of three further references within the GMP,'®> Yarbro Collins concludes

that “paradidomi is a technical term 1n Greek magic”.'®® Moreover, she contends that

“It]he tradition of Greek magic helps explain why the procedure advocated by Paul took

the form it did and how the process was expected to work.”'®

Yarbro Collins draws upon “parallels” with the Dead Sea Scrolls in order to explain the
“communal aspect” and “eschatological framework” of verse 5 (that is, Paul’s words

{va t0 Tvedpa owbf &v Tfi Nuépa Tod xupiov).'®® In conclusion, she states that 1

Corinthians 5:5 differs from the Dead Sea Scrolls insofar as “[t]he expulsion involves

curses in the Qumran documents and what should probably be called a magical

procedure in 1 Corinthians 5.

Like many other interpretations of mapadodvar TOV ToloiToV TQ Latave we have
considered, Yarbro Collins’ magical reading suffers from her use of underdetermined
terminology: in particular, ‘magic’, ‘curse’, ‘parallel’, ‘formal parallel’, and °‘real
parallel’. We will return to this problem at the end of part two. Furtiiermore, her

eclectic approach in explaining Paul’s thought in terms of GMP and the Dead Sea

Scrolls requires argumentation.

Biichsel dismisses the relevance of Wiinsch’s work, Antike Fuchtafeln, to verse 5: “The Texts...do not
have Tapadiddvar in this sense [that is, the sense of Paul’s phrase mapadodvar Tdv To100TOV TR

TSatavg]” (Bichsel, “paradidomi®, 170 n. 4). No further explanation of this conclusion is offered,

despite Biichsel’s reliance upon Deissmann (who cites Wiinsch’s work in support of his definition of
‘execrations’ [Deissmann, Light, 256)).

'%? Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255 n. 8 (citing Conzelmann, / Corinthians, 97 n.
.37).

'** GMP 5:70-95; 5:174-180; 5:185-210.

'** Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 255.
'*> Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 256.
'% Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 256.
'*" Yarbro Collins, “Function”, 251-263 at 263.
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1.2 Non-Curse and Non-Magic Interpretations of Ilapadovvar
TOVTOLO0UTOV T OaTAVE

We have critically examined a long tradition of interpreting 1 Corinthians $:5 in terms
of cursing and/or magic, dating from Patristic through to modemn times. In this section,
we will explore a variety of non-curse, and non-magic, interpretations of verse 5, the

earliest of which—Chrysostom’s homily on 1 Corinthians—dates to the fourth

8

century.'®  Chrysostom expounds the verse in terms of physical suffering and

exclusion. However, he makes no reference to, nor implies, a concept of curse or magic
In his interpretation (of this passage). Likewise, the modem scholar, Barrett, (whose
reading of Paul’s hand over phraseology we will consider following our discussion of
Chrysostom) also understands napadoivatl tov Tolo0ToV T® catavy €ig 6AeBpov

TN¢ oapxog in terms of physical suffering and “excommunication”. As with

Chrysostom, neither cursing nor magic feature (nor are implied) in Barrett’s

interpretation.

In 1.2.2, we will investigate Murphy-O’Connor’s reading of verse five. In contrast to
Chrysostom and Barrett, Murphy-O’Connor argues that following his expulsion from
the Corinthian community, the errant Corinthian was to experience a “form of physical
suffering” which we will argue is better understood as psychological suffering (hence,

our categorisation of his approach separately from Chrysostom and Barrett).'® Even

though one could mterpret physical or psychological suffering as the results of a curse,

Murphy-O’Connor makes no attempt to do so.

Finally, in 1.2.3 we will consider more fully Calvin’s foundational non-curse reading of

verse 5, in which Tapadobvel tov Toroltov 1@ oetavi eig 6AeOpov Tiic oaprds is
Interpreted in terms of exclusion alone. His influence can be seen in the readings of a

growing number of modem scholars, including those scholars whom we will consider in

1.2.3: Fee (in part 1.2.3.2); South (in part 1.2.3.3); Thiselton (in part 1.2.3.4); and

1% We will consider Chrysostom’s reading of verse 5 in 1.2.1.1.

iy @1 M“fPhY'OiCOTm‘Jl', Becoming Human Together: The Pastoral Anthropology of St. Paul,
(2™ ed.; Good News Studies 2, Dublin: Veritas Publications, 1982], 170.
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Garland (in part 1.2.3.5). Like Calvin, they interpret Paul’s hand over phraseology
dualistically in terms of “spheres™: the “sphere” or domain of the Church; and the

“sphere” of the “world” in which Satan reigns.

The errant Corinthian, they argue, is to be cast out of the “sphere” of the church—that
is, he is to be handed over to Satan—and placed within the “sphere” of the world in
which Satan rules. In this light, tapadobvar T0v toroitoV 1@ catave functions as a
metaphor for exclusion. Cursing not only fails to feature in this understanding (of verse

5), but is explicitly rejected by many of the scholars under consideration (in part

1.2.3).17°

1.2.1 Non-Curse and Non-Magic Interpretations of nopadoidvat tov

totovTov T goatava that Envisage Physical Suffering and
Exclusion

1.2.1.1 John Chrysostom, Homilies on First Corinthians, 15

Chrysostom’s (c. 347-407) exegetical homily (number 15) on 1 Corinthians 5§ deals
systematically with Paul’s instructions concerning the errant Corinthian m6pvog.

Chrysostom envisages exclusion. Commenting upon verse 2, he argues that the

Corinthian offender should be, “cast...out”, “taken away”, and “cut off’, !t Again,

concerning verse 7, he associates the Corinthian offender with the “old leaven” that

should be “purged out™:

purge out the old leaven, that is, this evil one....by means of this example also he mightily
drives the fornicator out of the Church.'”

Dealing specifically with verse 5, Chrysostom’s reading is more opaque (unlike later

' In particular, South offers an extensive rejection of a curse reading of 1 Corinthians 5:5,
which proves influential on later exegetes (such as Thiselton [A. C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the

Corinthians (New International Greek Testament Commentary; Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm B.
Eerdmans, 2000)])).

'"! Chrysostom, Homily, 15:2.

172 Chrysostom, Homily, 15:5-8. Whilst Chrysostom clearly refers to the errant Corinthian as
“old leaven”, he is also careful not to restrict this term to this individual alone but rather extends this

Pauline phrase to “priests” and, more generally, to “sin of every kind.” For our discussion of the
exclusion motif in 1 Corinthians §, cf. part 3.3.
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exegetes who are very explicit in their interpretation in terms of exclusion [see 1.2.3}).
This lack of clarity may well be caused by the genre of writing: Chrysostom’s work 1s a
homily and not a textual commentary. Furthermore, the weight of his sermon 1n respect
of verse 5 rests upon the phfases eic 6AeOpov 11¢ oapkdg and iva 10 Tvedpa 0wl
&v T NLépa Tod xvpiov and not Topadodvet TOV TolobTov T® catavd. Even so, it
could be argued that like later exegetes (such as Barrett [cf. part 1.2.1.2] and Murphy-

O’Connor [cf. part 1.2.2]), Chrysostom also understands the verse in terms of exclusion:

Then lest he should be thought too authoritative and his speech sound rather self-willed,
mark how he makes them also partners in the sentence. For having said, “I have judged,”
he adds, “concerning him that hath so wrought this thing, in the Name of the Lord Jesus

Christ, ye being gathered together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus Christ,
to deliver such an one unto Satan...“And my spirit.” Again he sets himself at their head in

order that when they should pass sentence, they might no otherwise cut off the offender than
as if he were present... Then making it yet more awful, he saith, “with the power of our
Lord Jesus Christ;” that is, either that Christ is able to give you such grace as that you

should have power to deliver him to the devil; or that He is Himself together with you
passing that sentence against him.'”

The “sentence”, expressed in the delivering of the man to Satan, is that he be “cut
off—excluded from the Corinthian body. Chrysostom’s homily moves immediately
from a discussion of this “sentence” to be passed, to Paul’s words mapadodvat TOV

. n - : : 174
toloLToV T oatava. Paul, he argues, did not say “‘Give up’ such a one to Satan”,

a phrase that could preclude the possibility of repentance’, but “‘deliver;’ opening unto

him the doors of repentance.”'”

In his discussion of 2 Corinthians 2, Chrysostom maintains that repentance took place in
this instance: “‘the sinner changed’ and became better.”'’® Chrysostom is aware that no
mention is made of repentance and re-admittance to the community in 1 Corinthians 3.

Nevertheless, he accounts for this situation, if unsatisfactorily, by arguing that Paul did

not want to “free’” the man from “fear’:

13 Chrysostom, Homily, 15:3-4 (emphasis added).
'™ Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4.

175 Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4.
"% Chrysostom, On Repentance and Almsgiving, Homily 1:3:22,
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In the former Epistle he gives the fornicator no hope of return, but orders that his whole life
should be spent in repentance, lest he should make him less energetic through the promise.
For he said not, “Deliver him up to Satan,” that having repented he might be commended
again unto the Church. But what saith he? “That he may be saved in the last day.” For he
conducts him on unto that time in order to make him full of anxiety...he waits for him [the
errant Corinthian] to do the work that so he may then receive the favor. For if he had said
this at the beginning he might have set him free from the fear. Wherefore he not only does
not so, but by the instance of leaven allows him not even a hope of return, but reserves him
unto that day: “Purge out (so he says) the old leaven;” and, “let us not keep the feast with

old leaven.” But as soon as he had repented, he brought him in again with all
earnestness.'”’

The offending Corinthian is delivered to Satan as to a “schoolmaster’: he is the one who
instructs and disciplines the errant Corinthian.'”® Whilst this discipline does not
envisage physical death, it does include corrective physical punishment—as is

indicative 1n the phrase eig 0 AeBpov 11i¢ oaprdg. Chrysostom’s explanation of why

the Corinthian’s gapé is targeted is manifestly influenced by an ascetic belief: “For
because 1nordinate eating and carnal luxuriousness are the parents of desires, it is the
flesh which he chastises.”'”” Chrysostom argues that the Corinthian is to suffer under
Satan’s tutelage in the same physical manner in which Job suffered:'®® an “agrievous

sore or some other disease” is to afflict his body.'®! As in the case of Job (2:6), Satan 1s

restrained: he cannot go beyond the destruction of the flesh.'®?

Strikingly, Chrysostom makes no reference to the concept of curse in his homily, even
though his choice of intertexts (Job and 1 Corinthians 11:32) feature frequently within
many later scholars’ curse readings.'83 Whilst this is curious, it should be noted that
Chrysostom’s non-curse interpretation of eig AeBpov tfic oapxdg is justified. A

crucial distinction is required: whilst physical suffering is consistent with the desired

""" Chrysostom, Homily, 15:9 (emphasis added).
'® Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4.

'" Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4.

'30' Chrysostom (Homily, 15:4) is careful not to impugn Job’s moral rectitude: Job’s suffering
was for “brighter crowns”, whereas the errant Corinthian’s suffering is for the “loosing of sins”.

'*1 Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4.

" In addition to the example of Job, Chrysostom cites Paul’s words concerning judgment at the

Eucharist in 1 Corinthians 11:32 (Chrysostom, Homily, 15:4). Rather than arguing that physical suffering
ensued from the ‘unworthy’ consumption of the Eucharist meal, he addresses a potential objection

f:oncerning a'difference In agency between 1 Corinthians 5:5 and 11:32; in 11:32, it is the Lord who
judges; here, in verse §, it is Paul in concert with the Corinthians who judge.

192 See part 1.1,
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|

consequences of many curses,'® the experience of physical suffering does not

necessarily denote the existence . of a curse. As such, advocates of the curse
interpretation cannot point solely to ei¢ 6AeBpov tfic oapkdg as the basis of their
reading. Rather, they must find a means of attributing 6AeBpov 11 o0pKog to the
concept of cursing. In light of this issue, in part three we will argue for a curse
understanding of ei¢ 6 eBpov t1ic oapkd¢ by interpreting this phrase in conjunction

with Topa600VEL TOV TO10DTOV TO CUTAVY.

1.2.1.2 C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the
Corinthians (1968 [2"° ed., 1971])

Barrett’s consideration of 1 Corinthians 5:5 makes no reference to the concept of

cursing, and he resists any reference to magic.'® Even so, Barrett does note

Deissmann’s reference to the LMP:

If a man was handed over to Satan it was not that Satan might have his way with him, but
with a view to his ultimate salvation; Satan in fact was being used as a tool in the interests

of Christ and the church. There is thus, as well as a real verbal parallel, a substantial
difference in the papyrus quotation adduced by Deissmann (Light from the Ancient East
(1910), p. 304): Daemon of the dead..., I deliver (mapadidwyi) to thee so-and-so, on order

that (0mwg)...(London Magical Papyrus 46. 334 ff.=K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae
Magicae i. p. 192)."%

Barrett fails to unpack his phrase “real verbal parallel™.'!®” It is undeniable that the
term—ropadidwui—ifeatures in both verse 5 and the LMP. However, to call it a “real

verbal parallel” suggests a value judgment beyond this mere, well documented,
observation.'®® One might have expected Barrett to echo Deissmann’s assessment that

rather than two coincidental terms, a relationship (possibly in the broadest sense) exists

'** As we will see in our discussion of cursing in part 2.

> Specifically, Barrett (C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians,

[2" ed.; London: A. & C. Black, 1971], 125) resists contextualising Paul’s use of oUv (in verse 5) within
a magical context. Cf. Deissmann, Light, 302,

'8¢ Barrett, Corinthians, 126 (emphasis added).

**7 Previously, Barrett addresses Johnson’s (S. E. Johnson, “The Dead Sea Manual of Discipline
and the Jerusalem Church in Acts” in K. Stendahl [ed.), The Scrolls and the New Testament [London:
SCM Press, 1958), 129-142 at 139) suggestion that a ‘parallel’ exists between the “removal of the erring
member” and the “discipline of the Qumran community (I QS v. 26-vi.I). Barrett rejects Johnson’s

suggestion as too ‘generalised’, whilst affirming “some sort of relationship between primitive Christianity
and the Qumran sect” (Barrett, Corinthians, 122-123).

'** Emphasis added.
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between Tapadidwur in verse 5 and the LMP. However, Barrett avoids this

conclusion, having argued for a “substantial difference” between Paul and the LMP,

namely the role of Satan.
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