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Human Reconcıliation ı the New Testament
wıth Specıial Reference Phiılemon, Coloss1ians

and Ephesıians
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London School of T’heology

UMMARY IC | that he hids Philemon welcome (Inesimus back not
merely slave but d eloved rother indeed d he

The study begins DY notıng that while katallassö J [O rEC- WOU welcome the apostle ımself Philem $7/) The
oncile —“ and ITS dre rarely used of human eECONMN- practical implications of this dIe Investigatedciliations the only four clear Cases) the cConcept Part SEeTis the specific portrait Philemon theof establish[ing] PTrODET friendly interpersonal relations
after these have heen disrupted broken Louw Nida roader theological CanvVas of Colossians and Ephesians

(n his the SUFDMSINS ep of reconciliation Pau|widely present The letter Philemon does not USEC
attempts I5 understandable of the inal-allass6ö cCompounds hut IT Dprovides the MoOsSst delicate

and eifaıune discussion of the l the ASs Paul COSMIC reconciliation and tota|l harmonious UNILYy MC
I5 already inaugurated Christ (Col Eph -seeks ring reconciliation hbetween Philemon and his

absconded clave (Inesimus The old humanity marked DY the multiple aliena-
Part 1 of the probes the DrOCESS and the intende: of the all dre eing DY the 113 creation

OUTCOME and concludes Paul takes reconciliation much Christ of thoroughly relational personhood the
deeper than the lNeTe of healthy conventional m Of the self-giving, forgiving, love of Christ imself
master/sliave relations The climax f the eXquısıte rheto- (Eph An

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG esteht darin dass er Philemon hıttet (Onesimus nıcht
1Ur wieder als Sklave sondern als geliebten Bruder

VDer Artikel beginnt mMıt tolgender Beobachtung WÄäh- willkommen heißen Ja WIEC den Apostel
rend katallassö (“versöhnen) und die verwandten Wöorter se/bhst willkommen heißen würde Phim 47} DITz sich

Neuen Jestament selten ezug auf menschliche hieraus ergebenden praktischen KOonsequenzen werden
Versöhnung gebraucht werden nur ler eindeutigen untersucht
Fällen) IST das “Konzept des “Neuaufbaus echter freund- Teil DOSsItONIETT das spezifische Portrait des ile-
licher zwischenmenschlicher Beziehungen achdem monbriefes auf dem größeren theologischen Gemälde

Innerhalb diesesdiese gestort oder zerbrochen OUW Nida weIılt des Kolosser- und Epheserbriefes
verbreitet [Der re Philemon hbenutzt keine Woöorter emaldes ıST die überraschende Jefe der Vo Paulus
der -allass6 Gruppe nn aber die feinfühligste und angeregten Versöhnung als EeIn Beispiel der endgültigen
detaillierteste Diskussion des Themas da Paulus kosmischen Versöhnung und völligen harmonischen
versucht Versöhnung zwischen Philemon und SCITIETT] FEinheit verstehen die FISTUS hereits begonnen
entflohenen klaven (Inesimus stiften hat (Kol Eph DITSZ “alte Menschheit

eıl des rukels untersucht den Prozess und das gezeichnet VOT) vielfachen Entifremdungen des Falles
beabsichtigte rgebnis und schlussfolgert (dass Paulus ird TISTUS Urc die MNMeUue Schöpfung UrC!
Versöhnung viel tiefer versteht als die loße Wiederher- und HC relationalen “Menschseins nach dem Bilde
stellung gesunder konventioneller Herr-Sklave Hezle- der sich selhst opfernden vergebenden ı1e Christi
hungen DISI Höhepunkt der vorzüglichen Rhetorik überwunden (Eph 2)
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RESUMEFE nvıter Phile&mon accueillir (Insıme 218) plus seulement
esclave [Nals COMME frere bien aIıme

auteur Dar YJUEC les MOTS de Ia amille et merme } accueillerait l’apötre Paul I e{ine
du verbe katallass6 ME reconcilier —— SONT rare utilises (Phm #/9 Jurner explore les CONSCQUENCECS Dpratiques
DOUT Ia reconciliation entre humains dans le Nouveau un  D telle approcheTestament (seuls quatre Cas SONT clairement attestes Par ans Ia seconde Dartıe ’apport specitique de ’epi-cContre, le cConcept du retablissement de relations DETSOTI- ire Philemon est Studie Ia umiere de enseIıgnementnelles normales eT amicales leur rupture leur
deterioration (selon Ia definition donnee Dar | OUW eTt thologique plus global des Epitres AUX Ephesiens et AdUX

Colossiens La reconciliation JUC Paul souhaite entre Phil-Nida) est tres present Lepitre Philemon Q E  Q E
rencontre rIm de Ia FaCıne d’allassı re [110  a et (Insıme doit etfre Vu  (D IM Cads Darticulier

de la reconciliation finale el de unıte pleine-traıtement detaille et plein de tact de Pau| eCTI
DOUT arnetTler Philmon reconcilier AVEC (OInesime SO  —_ ment harmonieuse deJäa INAaUSUTECS Dar OeUVTE de Christ
esclave fuite Col 9s$) Jeu Est de triompher des

ans la D  l Max Jurner considere quel multiples alienations dont l’ancienne humanite Ouffre
CONSCQUETICE de Ia chute Ddar Ia nouvelleDFrOCESSUS et quelle Paull recommande et Ontre

u VISE@ uelque chose de plus rofond UE 1a simple Christ un  D nouvelle nature pleinement relationnelle de
restauratıo d’une relation correspondant dUuX m de l’amour misericordieux de Christ
USdsCS Maıltres el esclaves TMerne QU! est donne DOUTF OUS (p

Introduction These AIC relatıvely straıghtforward of
Ome readers May be puzzled Dy the FrESTrFrICLION al otherwiıse wıdespread secular hellenıstıc

of the termınology and T May be argued that thısof ımplıed 111 the title and perhaps by the
ınclusıon of Phılemon 4S start1ng should CONCENTTATE ON all four 1insLAance rel

On the first after al 1T 15 NOLT AS though atıvely trivıal 4S they AIC O1 the broader theologıcal
Can vVas (excepting, Just perhaps, Mt 24)the word STOUD reconcıle/reconcıliatıon 15 Dar- (Dn the second COUNLT, 15 clear that 110 lexemetıcularly COILNLMON 111 the New Testament (some belongıng the iımmediıate word--STOUD AaDPCATsOCCAaS1ONS), aM the MaJOrıCy of H1 about

reconcılatıiıon wıth God (includıng, perhaps the 111 Phiılemon why should that letter ADPCAr
references COSMMIC reconcılıatıon 111 kph 0)8! the radar KLBA let alone be startmg pomnt?
and Col whıch wıll deal wıth elow) ut the 15 hope the relatıvely obvı-
NOT primarıly about reconcılıatıon between human OUS He that the ıdea/concept‘ of reconcılatıiıon

draws 111 much 1LLIOTIC mater1a]| than merelyPCISONS
Otherwise 111 relatıonshıp human reconcılıa- whiıch ınclude -Aallasso Ihe lınguIstIC

only have four clear OCCas10O011$s princıple 15 that yYOU determıne the SCIISC of the
atthew 111 whiıch Jesus teaches that CX IS 111 the related word STOUPD, and then SCOUT

YOU should TSt be reconcıled (imp AOT1ST the TEXTS tor the CONCEHE embodıied 111 the SCI1ISC

DaSSIıVC of dıallassomat) wıth brother who and 1CSs componential IMCANINSS
bears specıfic complaınt yOU before Central the lınguistic of the reconcılıa-
offering gıft 111 the temple word STOUD reestablısh PTODCI friendly
Luke 5O; 111 whiıch Jesus that interpersonal relatıons after these aVe been dıs-
PCISON SEL reconcıled (per£. PDaASSIVC ınf. of rupte broken And that SCI1ISC usually has
apallasso) wıth hıs ACCUSCI, OI the 1550U1C AT the followıng OMPONCNHEIS of (tO COIl-

hand before they ATTIVC 111 1NUuUe the of Louw-Nıda) G disruption
Corinthijans 11 where aul vırtuallv of frıendly relat1ons because of (Z) presumed (1

real pr OVOCATION, (3) behavıor designedFQ ULTECS that ıf WOINAaN be separated from
her husband che hould eiıther TCINalN sıngle IEINOVE hostiulıty, and (4) restoratiıon of orıgınally

become reconcıled (1ımp AJOTr1ST PaSSıvc of friendly relatıons).*
katallasso) hım In which CASC Phılemon 15 °al] about‘ human
Acts where Stephen FECOUNTS Moses reconcıl1atıon indeed, probably the MOST detaıled

dıscussıon 111 the New Testament thereof.attempt reconcıle (imperf ACLIVE of sunal-
[AsSO) quarrelling Jews (see Exod 13) though 1L O€es NOT specıfically UuSsSs«Cc the reconcıle
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word STOUD And Colossians and Ephes1ians CIU- shıp wıth hıs Master DPaul Was after all hıs I11a$s-

cıally Paınt that CONCCPL ON broader theologiıcal FGr “tather-1in Christ" (Phılem 19) and he had
CAaNVas 111 WaY 110 other O€es (though grounds thınk that DPaul would intercede for hım
111 A SCI1ISC could ( A iıncluded CVCIY other successfully, and resTOre harmon10u0s relatıons In
wrıting) hat 15 Justification for the and that CASC (Inesimus would NOT (technıcally) be
reSTTICLIOT of thıs the SECLIONS of whiıch 111 fugıtivus/phygas (1 A criımınal AWAdY terımm
tollow what suggested DYy the title whıch DPaul CONsSpICUOUSIY OC€Ss NOT UuS«e of (Ones-

ımus )/ 0)8! hısJ and from an though
he MUST aAM been that NOT al authoriıitıesReconcıliation Phiılemon would AaVEC the 15511C that clearlyIThere 15 110 actual UuSC of the lexeme katallasso CT (Inesimus would know where Paul W 4S from

of TES COQYNALCS 1N thıs rather TOTC than standard- Epaphrodıtus and InNay aVEC Journeyed
SIZC letter VYet those OMMENTATLOFS AIC surely rıght DPaul wıth hım ct Philem ol 4 1Z) Were DPaul
who that reconcılatıon 15 1TS central CO 11 PTI1ISON 1 Ephesus (Onesimus ould only need

Ihe STOLYV behind the letter clearly ınvolves COUNT ON weeks be there and back If 111
(aesarea he would AN E reckon wıth Al leastcatastrophıc breakdown of relatıonshıps between

Phılemon and hıs slave (Inesimus wıth presumed month } 111 Rome then the V shortest speedi-
pI'OVOC&UOH and the letter ıtself 15 arguably CST poss1ıbiulıty W as month aAM the of
the MOST exqu131te short EVCE TIEenNn 111 an V travel WEeTIC TMOTC lıkely stretch ur three
attempt resolve such CONMNCETNS So let us months OT consıderably LLLIOITIC ıf the FGEIUrMN AB
u the S5S51L1C5 111 of 1L0ouw ıda classıfica- LICV tell the when travel W as Sımply

NOLT feasıble
On aM YV the calculatıon the

The break-down of relatiıonships. degree of breakdown 111 the relatıonsh1ps between
hıs 15 evıdent 11 that (Onesimus has absconded Onesimus and hıs MNMASTEer W as VC consıderable

We DNOW that 1S5S511Cwıthout hıs MAAdaster S leave and almost certamly
hıs 111 For 4A1l intellıgent slave (such 4A5

Ihe Presumed Real ProvocatıonOnesimus cClearly Was) do AVeE requıred
consıderable resolution an the facıng of inord1- Whart could drıve slave IUn hıs Master

hazards and potentially horrendous CONSC- riend CTr patron seckıng PrOteCLLIVE intervention?
CNCCS, includıng (at least) SCVETC fogging, ut He mıght do tor fear of an unjustified whiıpping
also brandıng, chaımıng, and VC poss1bly CXECU- ıf the patron lıved ıJUSt down the Street. 111

Dy crucıfix10n. the Laodıicea Hiıerapolıs?) But
Ihe degree of the break down 11 relatiıonshıp trıp Ephesus 11C hundred and

(3 a1sSO partly be measured DY the dıstance he mıles AWAYV, let alone the much LLIOTC dıs-
iıntended and E ımportantly, the Kome ımplıes IMOTC SCTIC) problem It 15

he ıntended be AWdY, On the latter 1T dıifAcult belıeve that ftrom (Onesimus P0111t of
15 tradıtıonally assumed that Onesimus W as Fr 1CW the fundamental dıffıculty W3AasSs that Phılemon

slave wıth absolutely 110 intentıiıon of W as ALl unbearable He Was after all A chrıs-
He would SeL hımself “ost 11 Rome (Or wherever LAn IMaster and evıdently held 111 hıgh regard bDy
and dıstant Rome WOU certamly be safer than alı whose he W da5S suspect ut aVEe 110

relatıvely necarby Ekphesus because 111 hıs I11Calls of showıng, that the CI15S515 111 dıspute
the break down W as fundamentally ırretrievable W a5 (Onesimus I11lal  101 (somethıng (J)nes-

ut there 15 LLOW INOTC probable readıng of had done (T NOT done had perhaps Jeopard-
the Onesimus St01'y whiıch makes the conflict wıth ızed COr severely delayed t  at CasOnn ındeed for
Phılemon potentially resolvable 11C slave 111 seekıng LT 4A1l AMUCUS domaianı (Onesimus O€es NOL

dıspute wıth hıs mMasfer 0)8 fearıng UunJjust punısh- AaDPCAr thınk the fundamental fault 15 ON hıs sıde
could 1 U1 patr on rıiend of the Master otherwiıse al WOULU A been quıick MmMentTION

seekıng refuge and INterventiIOor wıthout crımınal- hıs reSTECL and r CPCIIt‘JI]CC 0)8| IC he 15 entirely
ıf hıs overall strategy could be construed 4S 111 sılent

hıs IMASter long TEr iNterest Onesimus INAaYy It O0k ar the qUECSTION from Phılemon sıde
aVEe SCT LL delıberately find Paul because he there 15 evıdent Causc tor SV GTn dıscontent what-
knew that the apostle had VC strong relatıon- C VEr the orıgınal dıspute W a5S5 about (Onesimus has
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absented hımself wıthout permi1ssıon tor A ({} 1ın Phılem 19-20 He then also, Cariter. iın paralle]
ıdentifies Onesiımus the “child’” he has begottensıderable tıme (constıituting "self-stealıng') time

NOT merely travel aul ut wıth hım (Phılem 10) and ‘beloved brother‘” (Phılem 16),
long, enough become A ArTISt: the An UrSCS that he should be accepted 4A5 beloved
apostle’s beloved “CHhild : and hımself d brother by Phılemon also
“taıthful” brother (and “useful’ co-worker?: cf. Col In addıtıon, he strongly iıdentifies hımself wıth

Phılem L1 15 16) Technically and Jegally, of (Inesimus (*MYy VCLY Neart; Phıilem 12 AS slave/
COUISC, Paul hould have returned hım AL the VDET'Y prisoner (Phılem T, 9 15); and 4S HIC whi has

pportunity 1t WAaSs 1 crıme 1ın ıtself harbour 110 nghts’ wıth Phılemon, ut Can only “appcal’
slave. 1m (Phiılem 8-10, 14,; though the PICSSULC 15 put
lo tor DPaull’s faılure do INay ON bıt ın 7-20'!), and promıises PaYy all 1110O11-

onlv SUDDOSC that Onesimus arrıyved A the place of CLarYy debts incurred (v.18 It 15 then 4A5 delıb-
apostle’s confinement the close of the CasOl1l and well-prepared CAMaNX that 1n V he bıds
of travel ® and S„) W asSs torced al least wınter wıth Phılemon 3CCCPt Onesimus back NO longer 4S

slave, ut L1O0W 4A5 beloved brother, ındeed 4S thehım So INaYy be thınkıng of the per10d from
October May sıgnıfıcant loss of Onesimus’ apostle hımself (V.17 Thıs whole of VURLA L 15
due SerVICES Phılemon! In addıtıon, of COUTSC, crucıtorm appeal: 4S Wrıight nıcely PUut I wıth
Onesimus May well aV purloined ıtems trom delıberate echoes of Corinthıians 1A2 °God 15
Phılemon’s house, wıth which N e hıs PaASSASC in Aall reconcılıng Phiılemon Onesimus41

(but, ON. that could presumabily be counted In keeping wıth thıs, number ofa-

agaınst what otherwıse would aV been the 111dS$5- LOrS ArSuUuC that takıng Paull’s expressed wısh that
ter’s of hearth aM Oarı durıng the months (Inesimus stay wıth hım, 4S co-worker (v.13), an
of absence). the final confidence that Phiılemon wıll °do CVCIN

more) than he explicıtly asks V ZI): the apostle 15
Overt Behavıor Designed Remove effectively requesting the MANUMASSION of (Ones-

Hostilıty. 1MUS, and hıs re-assıgnment Paul. *
(In mınor, but NOT often observed pont, DPaul’s 1yone NOTL shocked Dy all that ın the ancıent
wrıting of ‘cover-letter‘ for (Inesimus W 4A5 ıtself world miıght well AaVe een advısed consult the

quıte eXpens1ve commMıtment hıs CaAausSsece ıch- equıvalent of psychıatrıst, for treatment of apathy.
ards calculates 1t AT about the modern equıvalent In brıef, the wrıting of the letter Phılemon 15 ın
of $100.}!' And, of COUISC, that Oes NOT ınclude iıtself more-than-generous ACT of reconcılation,
the (probably consıderably greater) COST of send- and takes reconcılhatiıon ell beyond the thought

of.ıng ychıcus AS hıs Companıon, though thıs ould
partly be mitıgated by the fact that au had
broader task tor Iychicus ın relatıon the letters Restoratıon of Originally Friendly

Colossae, 1a0dıcea and Ephesus Col 4./-9; Relations, otal Transformation thereof®
We., of COUTSC, do NOT know the actual OUTCOMEC,Eph, 6.21-22).

But the letter ıtself 15 quıte astonıshıng! Paul though aul> agaln NOLT LOO subtly, that he
OCes OT Just do the Plıny-to-Sabinianus’ thıng Gr 111 check 1T ut (Prepare LOOINNN for me!” V22).
advocatıng clemency, wıth plea tor recognıtion But the envıisaged ZFOCS ell beyond the
of tormer affection 1n the relatiıonshıp wıth thıs HICI restoration of *‘normal’ master/slave relatıon-
treedman. DPaul wrıtes -0)8!| behalf of slave (Phılem shıps. Let us consıder the ımplıcatıons.
16), NOT freedman, Aan! he bıds Philemon wel- Art VC Jeast, AallL antıcıpates refurn that (017
COMIC Onesimus back, NOT merely A slave, but NOT ınvolve the heavVy dıscıplıne that would be
4S beloved other; Indeeca. ALS$ he WOMN. welcome the sual After all: yYOU do NOT welcome brother back
apostle hımself (Phılem 6-1 by Nogging hıs back!!>

hat comparıson 15 evidently NOT Just 68l CMPLY At the other CX It unlıkely that aul
lıterary platıtude. In quıte exXxquisıte three-way seeks the iımmediıate mMmanumı1ssıon of thıs slave,
*take’ 0)8| the ISSHE, ** he remınds Phılemon that he and far less probable that he O€s AS paradıgm
Phılemon, 15 Paul’s beloved brother (Phılem / tor the release of al chrıstian slaves DYy theır chrıs-

t1an asters It 15 in fact less than clear that he seeks20), partner (Phılem 735 and son (1ın the SCIISC
that DPaul brought hım Yıfer Phılem 19 and Onesimus’ Manum1ss10N, and the advıce in the let-
thus WCS DPaul countless debt (not TOO subtly Put ters purportedly e wıth that Phiılemon,
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namely Coloss1ians and Ephesians cClearly ımplıes rather than later wıth the normal
that he has 110 challenge the NSTICUTLCLOT of slav- go0od OM JOI relatıons and mutual oblıgatıons 4S

A freedmanC 4S such, 1L1OT that he CXPCCtS chrıstian Ma:
free theır slaves, ut rather them el (Col Theological Implications of theRE 6:5:9)

SO wıth what Ar eft 111 practical terms”? Correspondence wıth Phılemon.
How eXactiv W as Phılemon take the Ihe letter Phılemon 15 arguabily the EeSst LEST-

extraordınary St€p of welcomıng (OInesimus back E of the apostle understandıng of reconcılıa-
45 A beloved brother whıle also r Ct(lll]ll]g hım AS ut what 1L cshows quUı1LE cClearly, 15 that he
hıs slave”? Would 1L NOT be 4aln unbearable UNTIC- ANTICIDALCS somethıng much LLNOTIC profound than
solvable LTeNS1ON (n thıs ® Barclay PTOVCS the merely the stabalısatıon of conventıonal socı1al| rela-

LIONS after thev aAVe become dısrupted DYy C O11-perhaps slıghtly cynıcal realıst, askıng such 1ıCM
qUCSUOHS A C271 yYOU warmly welcome back ict f AaDPCAars that for hım reconcıllatıon I11Ca1lls

somethıing LLOIC 1ıke the reversal of the alıenatiıonsal absconded slave wıthout sending dangerous
sıgnals other slaves 111 YOUTF household and VYOUr whıch allow and define the demeanıng condıtıons
communıty” Can VYOU MANUMIL converted slave of slavery
wıthout INSTL at1ng Gadarene rush ofother claves Here tread wıth CAUTLION As all

>  BTG Christianıty? And how (1 VOU know DPaul O€Ss NOF make all explıcıt attack ON the
such olave 4S ‘brother wıithout breakıng OWN 1INSTEICULON of slavery DEr SE (nor could he 111 AaLLy
the whole world’ of responsıbilıtıes and dutıes he practical terms) Some ACCOUNTS of slavery by
15 heır and ENCOUCASINS all of iınsubor- scholars almost ımply that AT least “household’ slav-
dination?*© If Phiılemon provıdes the VGLL14G fOor the had become relatıvely benign of affaırs
church then he needs hıs olaves PICDaIC and that called for lıttle CT1C1C1ISM, an OPPOITU-

the meals and clear up afterwards nOo” And NICYy for upward mobıulıty, wıth the CXPCCÜ1UOH of
Ial  1011 after It 15 frHeCan Onesimus realıstically challenge Phılemon OM

An YV moral spirıtual eccles1ial 15511C 4S brother that household slaves generally tared better than
mıght be expected (ef Gal] etc? Barclay 15 agricultural slaves (depending ON the proclhviıties
perhaps slıghtly overly PCSSII'I'IISUC though 1L MUST and STAatCus of the master) and certaınly VC much
be admıtted that the hıstory of Chrıstian master/ better than those labourıng 111 IN1NCS ut VIrTU
slave relatıons cshows strongly dualıstıc tendency ally all slavery 1171 the Roman world of the per10d

FECOSNIZC the slave 4S brother 11 the ord only reduced the PDCISOL 111 the STAatCus of
trom the pCIS CCLIVC of CLCENILY, CI °the kıngdom ProperLY; 1T W as subjection the ofanother
of God’ whıle oppressively subjecting hım 111 the that W dS regarded AS CONLFarY nNaTture and thus

fundamental alıenatıon cshame CM soc1alCCONOILLY, 1 the Hesh’” (F vı exactly CONTra
Paul W advıce) death 21 It DPaul O€s NOT attack the 1INSEICTULION and
But DPaul evidently O€es CXPCCt adıcal LIVaNns- legal STAaTfUus ıtself. and iındeed cur10usly la1ıs-

formatıon of relatıonsh1ps Phılemon 15 implıcıtly S, faıre about 1T 111 Corinthıians 21 22 that
invıted forgo hıs rıghts and lovıngly embrace 15 because hıs WI] advıce (as offered 111 Phılemon)
Onesimus 4S he would Paul hımself How largely back the personal ıdentity, honour and
1 1T would work ut 15 unclear and left socıal standıng (Orother vrather than slave”) that the

Phılemon dıscretion ut 1T need NOT AT INSLTLEUTLON ıtself effectıvely denıed effaced
led the loss of abour and iınsubordıinatıon that It 15 when Lurn Coloss1ans and Ephesıans
Barclay kveryone 111 household includ- that ATC able thıs 111 1CS broader theo-
INS the beloved SPOUSC and offspring, knew how Jogıcal

reSpECCL the wıshes of the pater famılıas how
work wıth hım for the household good and how Human Reconcıliation Coloss1i1ansbe tactful OI deliıcate 1550U1C5 Arguabily slave 111

the Christocentric onmer of love that Daul and Ephesians
CNVISABCS would actually offer INOVE SCIV-

C and I'CSPCCt rather than less (and that 15 the Introductory Issues

ASSUMPTCION 111 the advıce 111 the Austafeln 4S well Ihere AdIC xo0d for takıng these etters
4A5 111 the letter Phılemon ıtself) And Onesimus together the MOSLbeing theırV close
could probably hope tor Ad1l equitable 15 lıterary relatiıonshıp MOST of the SECTIONS ofColos-
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S1ANs ın SOILIC revised (often expanded S1an 'hymn’ of 15-20, and the Haustafeln) sımply
torm 1n Ephesıians, Jargely iın the order of the be added at LOO would change "style analysıs’
Coloss1ians materı1al, and Ekphesians chares about of A V purported jetter); and, perhaps MOST 1mpoT-
11C thırd of the wordıing of Colossians.®> ‘5 (4) both the ınıtıal ‘compositvon/dictation-, an

Ihe “canonıcal reader’ 111 readıly CONNECT (Colos- all the subsequent drafts completion, would he read
S1ANs and Phılemon through the COM destina- OUT uOlıchy, and discussed, wıth the CONSEOQUENLE that
t10n, the COTILLLTLI1ON lıst of those wıth Paul letters SENET 0N the SAMLE OCCASLON (n thıs LAUSE Phılem,
(see CS Philem 23-24; Col 4./-16), iıncludıng, Col and Eph) elated subjects WOM. naturally
crucı1ally, Onesimus and Epaphrodıtus, but also interpenetrate consıderably.
Mark, Barnabas, JLuke: Arıstarchus and Demas: On such 4A1l assumptıion, ı€ that the three let-
collection that could NOL A been su Such ters WEIC Aat the SAadliIL1IC tıme, they ımmediately
reader wıll also antıcıpate Ephesıians be A letter CO-interpret in WaY that would be less LMuC,

OI the S\”adILIC OCCAS1ON,; NOT Just because of the ıf still partıally Lrue, ıf stretch ut the time scale
close mater1a|l relatıons wıth Colossıians, ut 0)8! Dy decades. So, avo1d UNNCCCSSALY repetition,
ACCOUNT of the extensive vırtually word-for-word chall dıscuss 1TSt the purely *“dıstinctive) contrıbu-
ıdentical PasSsagc about Iychicus’ role in relatıon t10N of Colossıans, then the tuller, ınclusıve, AaTt-

hıs S1VINS SUppOrt ınformatıon about Paul’s C1Ir- of kphesıans.
CHIMMSLTANGE 4./-8=Eph 21-22).

Hıstorical-critical readers MaY, however, demur, 21 The Dıiıstinctive Contribution of
Coloss1ansand spread ÜE OI A SPCCU'U.['H that (a) 3CCCPtS the

authenticıty of both Coloss1i1ans and Ekphesians Ihe USC of reconcıle/reconcılation iın
(and theır close relatiıonshıp Philemon),“* (D) Coloss1i1ans SE1S the specıfic portrait 1n Phılemon OI

accepts Coloss1ans and ItSs implıcıt relatıonshıp broader CallVas, whıle st11! addressed Phılem-
Phiılemon, hıle reckonıng Ephesians AS °deu- S  2 WI) COoMMUNItY. Coloss1i1ans 1.20,; A Cal-

tero-pauline”®; (C) regards Coloss1ians 4A5 deutero- dınal ın thıs reSspCCL, especılally the ftormer. As 15
paulıne, and Ephesıans ASs d CONTEMPOFALY wıdespreadly agreed, IT belongs 'hymnıc’ SCC -
later writing.“ And, naturally, there ATC VAarı0us t1on (1.15-20) of SOIMNC kınd, whıch beg1ins wıth
posıt1Oons ın between! It 15 NOT possıble CIMr strophe In celebratiıon of the pre-existent Chrıst's
1INtOo detail. 1n thıs DapCI, ut tor the record, CO un1ıque role, protological, sustaınıng, and escha-
sıder Phılemon undoubtedly authentic, Colos- tologıcal, ın creat1ion (4:15-16; continued ın the
S$1ANs 4A55 VCeLY probably dırectly Pauline (albeıt interme770 of 1/7-18 TOom that perspective,wıth Timothy mater1ally contrıibuting), and EpA- al would SCCIHM be AT "peace‘ under hıs sovere1gnes1ans MOST probably SCNT the SAdIlL1C UCCASION, control. But the second strophe IX
primarıly 4S subtle prophylactıc ut posıtıvely pectedly speaks of reconcıllatıon and beingencouragıng letter (agalnst the incıplent Coloss1an wrought through Jesus’ GEn 0)8!| the ClOSS. and
heresy), addressed Laodıcea (and ıntended be S wıth Dunn, and others,read 1ın Colossae; ct. Col 4.165b), but wıth d CODY between the strophes, and the phases ofdeposıted AT Ephesus (Paul could OT CXPCCt hıs
co-workers Dass through Ephesus wıthout the dıvıne actıvıty ın Christ, there 15 presupposed all

unmentioned VT i that 1S, presumablyconventiona]l hospitalıty, iınformatıon exchange,
and NCOUF; agement, and the letter WONL be faırly- the fallıng of the COSI1105 under the domıiına-

t10N of the heavenly POWCLIS created 4S part ofwell targetted theır CONMNCETIIS wıth the powers’
to00).“/ ASse that Judgment in part ON Rıchards’ C  - pavnta 1:16); the already spoken of
fesearch: and 0)8! hıs conclusı1ons that (1) named 1n 1:13 “th€ of darkness”), aln OonNgomng

CY1S1S N1OW resolved 1ın the l cf. Z Iheco-authors (such AS Tımothy AT Col 1A: Phılem 1) defeat of these POWCTIS 15 also the I11Ca1lls ofwere genuine!y actıve partıcıpants (not merely SCC-
reconcılıng, heaven and earth >0CTAN1CS, certamly NOT AIMECNUCNSCS, CXCCPL in trıvıal

Cases); (Z) secretarıes would aV varıety of WAaVS The erb sed both GT and AT 1272 15 the inten-
of makıng “Arst-draft NOTES, from mınımal full Sıfyıng neologısm apokatallasso, ound elsewhere
dıctatıon, but that the latter W as LAaIC, and_- only Al Ephesians 2.16, AN! quıte poss1bly Paul’s
1eSs would thus ınevıtably affect detaıls Of Styles (3) z creation. wıth katallasso, ıt ımplıes Aall EersSt-
letter scr1ibes would be given pre-formed mater1a|l whıle alıenatiıon, CSTLTANSCMCNL and hostilıty (as
(from, C notebooks, such perhaps 4A5 the OlOs- v  d clarıfıes), but NOLTL ser1es ofhıstorıical EVENTS of
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tallıng ut wıth 10d and Christ, ut 4S unıver- Christ, the SOUWUTCEC of that UNItY; (Z) the unıty of
cq] condıtıon of multıple alıenatıon/estrangement. reconcıliatory harmonYy, between the erstwhıle fun-
Whıle Merkel 15 WTONS Sa y the SaVvıng ACT 1n 1.20 damental dıyısıon between Jew and Gentile, and
OC€s °not COMNCETN the reconcılatıon of the world of (3) the unıty of ınterpersonal relatıonshıps in the
humanıty God more accurately, Christ?: thıs local congregatıon and in the household.
15 exactly how 3ir interprets the mmatter }, he 15 In an artıcle wrıtten ın 19952 argued the tol-
nevertheless CN the mark when he continues, lowıng:

but instead ınvolves the reconcılatıon between Ephesians 1.9-10 paradıgmatıcally SULIL1I11a-

the Darts Ör the unıverse. In the background of F1SES Paul’s gospel the ultımate "summıngup
‘unıfyıng' of all chıngs (anakephalauvosthat)thıs STALCINEENN stands “rhe fecelıng, wıdespread ın Christ. he PaASSASC interprets the thoughtsthrough the Hellenistic world, of lıyıng 1ın of Coloss1ans and reflects muchworld that 15 reakıng uD, In hıch the struggle

8 everything agalınst everything else character1- broader Jewısh background 1e6eW that the
TI the Oole of NMALHTE39 21 or1ıgınal harmonYy of the COSINOS, expressed

1ın the paradısal condıtions of Genes1is 1'3In short, the bıg plot 1ın which Phiılemon an had dıssolved 1Into multıple alıenatiıons, and
Onesıiımus play theır respect1ve P3.ITS 15 HC of needed be resolved DYy eschatologıcal reun1-
fractured, alıenated creation, and an eschatology of fcatıon.°*
total COSMIC harmonYy, inaugurated iın Christ, and Ihe TEeSE of the letter delıberately clarıfıes,already becomiıng vıisıble ın the church It 15 from exemplıfıes, and applıes thıs 4A55 ollows: (a) 1n
the perspective of the fulfilment of that V1IS1ON that Eph R a the author artıculates maJorPaul Can Mmaıntaın that the alıenatıng dıyısıons of dımensıo0ns of COSMIC reconcılıatıon in Chriıst
mankınd (‚FaCcE, CIr CUMCISION, STAatfus S11} AIC that between all and God, and that between
dıssolved in Christ. It 15 partly why he ODDOSCS the the maJor dıyısıons of mankınd, 1 (aselıtıist, d1v1isS1ve, false-teachıng (probably EL- from vVC Jewısh perspective), between Jew
1St1C brand of Jewısh Chrıstian apocalyptıc MYSt1- and Gentile; (D) in Eph S, the 'mystery’ of
Cısm ; and commends iınstead 'new-humanıty PULDOSC 15 revealed AS hıs Chriıistocentric
ethıc of forgıveness, forbearance. COMPpass1ı0n, actıon make Gentile belhievers co-heiırs and
meekness, AN! self-z1ving, love, whıich ‘bınds CVECLY- co-body members of NC ‘people of
thıng together ıIn perfect harmony' and ın “Chrıst’s and thus wıtness the world (and the
peace‘ Sek2-43): But all thıs 15 WTrIt arge in Eph dıvısıve powers) of hıs final unıfyıng ıntent;
es1ans whıich L1O0W turn (C) Eph wıth cliımactıc exhortatıon

unıty (4.1-6), and expounds It iın of
Ihe Contribution of Ephesıans miınıstry-enabled corpor atc ogrowth towards

Ephesians o1VES wıder pıcture wıthın hıch Chrıiıst (4./-16); Ekph &1 62418 CONsısts
interpret both Phılemon and Colossıj1ans. TOM the of clarıon call abandon the lıfe of the old
perspect1ve ofEphesıans, ındıyvıdual reconcılıations alıenated humanıty and Iıve accordıng
AT pPart of much larger scheme of COSMIC re-unıfi- the pattern of NECW humanıty revealed 1ın
cCat10n. 1Io AVvOo1d repetition of previously publıshed Jesus (and unıquely ıllustrated by the I1L1ad1-

materı1al, rSsft summarıse the relevant parts f the rnage relatıonshıp ın kph S2152
ar gument of earher artıcles ONC eXxamınıng
the relatıonshıp between COSMI1C reconcılıatıon and ZReconcılıation and the Renewal of

“Personhood? ıNn Ephesians"unıty'; and second OIl ımplıcatıons tor under-
standıng of personhood an then SOMMIC the above, QVE argued, ımplıes completely
aspects that deserve tfuller attention,especlally ın 1CW 1e6W ofwhat 1T IN1Cans be (ın modern terms)
the lıght of LLLOTIC recenT publıcations. ‘Persom). In Ephes1ians, there A, (per

RR Reconcılıation and ‘Unıty” ın Ephesians. haps three?) CYPCS of humanıty. Gentiles (outsıde
Chrıst) ATt stereotyped 4S beings ın the vCLY

It 15 ell known that Ephesıians has predominat- torm of alıenatıon from God and trom each other
Ing emphasıs ()I1 "unıty', and that thıs 15 the Cast in (esp 4£=19: ut cf. 2.1-3) Jews A somehow

varıety of dımens1o0ns. Ihere 1S C} the unıty of “‘nearer’ 241 1:+12); ut st1ll in need of reconcılıa-
the whole church AS 11C body, E eschatological t10N God and the outsıders (2.14-17). Both
congregation, and A correspondıng temple, wıth of these ATC regarded AS torm of personhood that
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needs be put off and replaced by the NECW man’ t10N. hat ISa quite NCW 'humanıty' defined Dy Its
configured OM Chrıst summarısed the essent1al radıcal 1L1CW existence ın Christ. ut Barth’s poSsI1-

t1on has :ound NCW SLIPPOIT 1n A monograph DYyposıtion thus:
(1) Ihe church 15 constituted 4A5 communıty of IYee wh: PFrESCHLES A post-Barth, “NneW Pauline’

the reconcılıatıon of all thıngs 1n Chrıst, and perspective. For Barth:
4A5 the bringing together otf the ‘realms’ (1 the “new man’ created in Chrıist (2:15) 15 NOT

Jews and Gentiles, formerly in hostilıty constituted DYy the abolition den11a]1 ofdıfferences
between Jews and Gentiles. Ihe readers ATC st1ll4A55 HA 11CW OUdV in Öhrist; 11C heavenly

eschatologıical temple (SO Eph 1-2) She 15 addressed 4S Gentiles (Z. 10 and Jewısh Chrıiıstians
the realm of (mess1anıc) "peace' that results A{ st1ill Jews. Ihe “NeW man’ 15 neıither Christ, 1L1OT

when alıenatıng eNmıIty 15 down (2 14- the °chrıstian personalıty', 1L1LOT tertium guud
4l f 4:3) Her V ex1istence 1n hıstory (*thırd entity‘ C L1CW Israel/people of God
4A5 11C harmon10u0s eccles1a of Jews and standıng somehow VT and agaınst both empir1-
Gentiles, and wıth A I1 dıstınct ıdentity cal Israel and the Gentile world). Rather the 1IC

(neıther Jew NOT Gentile, ut TE body 1ın “NeW man’ 15 created sımply DYy the ending0hos-
Chrıst) 15 G0d’s WItENESS the heavenly tılıty between Jew and Gentile, Dy the removal of
POWCIS of hıs manıtold wısdom and escha- the separatıng, enslavıng, accusıng and provısıonal
tologıcal intent (3:4-6; S-11) functions of the |Law.

thıs PICS  S  S that the C(C1C- (2) Ihe “ommonwealth of Israel’ relates
ated 1ın Chrıist 15 fundamentally restructured the WNHOLE natıon; NOT only the alıthful
AWAY ftrom personhood of ‘self?-centred- (as Schlıer, Robinson, and ahl VE argued);”
NCSS, “closedness’ and alıenatıon, towards 11OT an “deal” srael, the “*true Israe]l (Vıelhauer), OTr

of reconcılıatıon, and C "openness’ the Church (Hanson). But, Agarnst 11-

of self-giving love the ne1ghbour. CatOrTS, he ASSCTITS that Paul OC€s NOT subsequently iın - W A  B(11) Precisely thıs 15 the assumption of the EXTECN- the PaASSAHC anywhere restrict the of the CO11-

S1VE LTEa of ethıcal tOp1CS, ın chs Ö cept of Israel. aul OC€Ss NOTLT tell the Gentiles read-
hıs SCTS UT from the urgent call be S that theır 1NCW relatıonshıp 15 only wıth belıeving

'cager FO maıntaın the UnIty of the Spirıt Jews “Rather 1t 15 clear that 1n Christ‘ they Ar
| =the unıty he QIVCS| 111 [the| On of een unıted wıth Israel] 4S A whole and COMIC before
peace‘ (4:3) definıition of the church God’ Chrıst 15 the Messıah of all sraäeh NOT Just
1ın of such toundatıional unıty (4:4-6 pDart of it and 1t 15 1n hım that the Church 15 unıted
and then describes the task of all mMinıStry wiıth Israel. The Church has NO Miıssıon Israel, only

promote the harmon10us STOWtT. of the allıng oecumenıCal dıialogue.*“
body in unıty towards the STatfure and MaAatu- 'lo thıs Yee adds the claıms that (3) Paul’s CrTIt1-
rıty of Its Lord 4:/-16). It 15 in that CO cısm of unbelieving Gentile eX1istenCe, in such
OX that Paul calls hıs readers PUut off °*the AS Ephesıians M 1115° /-19, 15
old man  . and Iıve instead the personhood pan-Jewiısh, rather than dıstinctıvely Chrıstıian, and
they aVEC earned through the Christ-event (b that the wriıter has theologıcal criticısm of
(4:20-24; 0-5 the [Org1VinNg, lovıng, (unbelieving) Sräcl: 4S such.
self-giving, God-imıitating, ıfe of Chrıist. 'Ihe of thıs Oes NOT allow A detaıjled
Ihe ethıcal advıce whıch follows exemplıfıes 9ut requıres Aat least the followıng demur-
thıs Call> ral and qualification:

J# SIMPIV 15 NO Irue Sa V that Ephesıans has
B Specıal Issues ın the Jew/Gentile hlıttle-or-no ecriticısm of covenantal udaısm
Reconcılıiation of Ephesians R In Tr Paul offers restraıned polemic

It 15 clear that thıs PaASSapc ımplıes reconcılıatıon agalınst those who brand Gentile CONVETrTS 4S
between Jews aM Gentiles. 11f. what torm OCes st111 the akrobustia (hıterally, and certamly NOLT
It take? For Markus Barth 1t T111CaA11S unıf!catıon neutrally, °the foreskıin’): those wh\ denigrate
between all Jews (belıeving, noOt) and Gentile the Gentile belıevers in such ashıon (and he
Christians.  S/ For MOSLT, 1T 15 TNOTC probable that the 15 thınkıng primarıly of those wh promote
unıf!lcatıon in question ınvolves the creation of the quası-Jewısh false teachıng 1ın Colossae)
1W set: SOMI1C kınd of tertium9 however he dubs °*the so-called CIrCUMCISION, merely
horrıble that post-holocaust SCNCIA- performed by human hands iın the Hesh? Ihe
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of the adjective chetropototos(by human ıT NOLT necessarıly structurally 1ın Ephesıians. It
hands) here: wıth Its cCONNOtATIONS of ıdola- brıms wıth anguage irıdescent of reconcıl1atıion:
C 15 cClearly polemical (contra Yee) In Z 16 the puting AWaY of bıtterness, wrath, ANSCI and
It 15 both Jews and Gentiles that AF together Malce: the embracıng of kındness, tenderheart-
reconcıled wıth od through the Chriıst- edness, forg1veness, and love the other1
e  D' whıch that Jews need imıtates sacrıfıcıal self-g1ving tor the other ofChriıst
such reconcılıatıion. Most ımportantly, hıle hımself. thıs and LLIOTIC lıes AT the heart of DPaull’s
Dn paınt Gentiles (before faıth) 1n black- CONCCPL of reconcılı1atıon.
ST D ıncorborates Judasm Into EXACtLy
the SAMLE dead, ın the thrall of the devıl,
and children of wrath. It 15 clear from both Conclusıion:
Coloss1ans and Ephes1ians that all those who We began wıth the tale ofPhiılemon and Unesimus,
do NOLT find theır essentı1a| ıdentity in Chrıst and what appeared be DPau[ll’s quıite extraordınary

whether Jew 0)8 Gentile A in VCLY deep request that the Master, Phiılemon, 3CCCPt back
peril: they A UsE wıthout the eschatologıcal hıs absconded SIaVe, NO longer 4S A slave, ut 4S

Spirıt, and ATC 110 part of the heavenly temple brother; ındeed 77 the apostle hımself. How
buult ON the COrNerstONe of Christ and hıs Call understand such request? Ihe ANSWCT

apostles/prophets. And 1T 15 sımply ın the broader pıcture paınted DYy OlOS-
SaV that Paul’s M1SSION W Aas only Gentiles, S1aANS, and, especıially, Ekphesıians. The WANOLE homt of
whıle he could only CONCEIVE of “Oecumen1- the gospel 15 TE VCISC the multıple ‘“alıenatiıons’ of
cal dialogue’ wıth Jews: that sımply makes the “tall’ hıs IN1Calls thıngs:

of hıs polemic ın Galatıans and ITheologıcally, human °reconcılıatıon’ 15

of hıs anguısh in Romans 9-1  — We need extraordınarıly ımportant: It 15 NOTt Just about
res1ist the temptatiıon devıse post-holocaust fixing bad sOc1a] relatıonsh1ps, Occasıoned Dy
re-readıngs of Paul that CF agalınst the grain SOMIC dıspute, though IT VC certamly ıncludes
of hıs clear criticısm of unbelieving Israel Let that (as 15 obvıous in the CASE of Unesimus).
Paul be DPaul! At fundamental level,; theologıcally, °TeCON-
Ihe above notwıthstandıng, Ephesıians 15 NOT cılıatıon’ 15 about re-integrating AS PCISONS
1ın Al1Ly WaYV “antı-Jewiısh”. kven before Chrıiıst wh mırror/ımage (SO Gen the dıyıne FrIN-
thev Ad1IC the “near’” God of Ephesıians 213 ıtarıan personhood of lovıng UNItYy, and dem-
compared wıth the Gentiles whi WCIC those ONSITAEFE the of forgıveness exemplıfıed

in the Christ-event.*°afar’ Ihe wriıter hımself 15 evidently proud
of hıs Jewıshness, and regards the people
of God In Chrıist’ AS havıng dıstinctıvely OTtTes“Israel shape: the fulilment of her hopes,
whıiıle Gentiles had 110 hope. three instances ATC of the apparent neologısm

apo  Tallasso0 ( reconcule‘). Ihe termınology of CC

DF Reconcılıation and “Forgiveness’ ın oncıllatıon uth God 15 dıstınctıve aul amongst
the wriıters: for SSO, xeconcle. SC RomEphesians [Dn 510 1S Cor 5.18; 9 20; tor katallage, reCON-

We ANTe noted that the "concept of reconcılıation’ cılıatıon), SC6 Kom Schl; 14.45: Cor S18mıght requıre consıderatıon of INanYy that (n whıch SCC ONY Thıselton, The SE
do NOLT specıfically uUus«c -Allassso )” Very LO the Cormthans: Commentary the JVEE: Jext,
closely allıed, and In the Sa”aMıc semantıc domaın, (Carlısle/Grand Rapıds Paternoster/Eerd-

„15 the language of TOrgıvenEesS . lo Torgıve' 1$
Put hostulıty, ın that 15 usually PCTI- For the termınology, SCC CSD ars.  , Jesus the

sonally costly. Its meanıngful and ıntended end 1S Sapıour: StuUdies In New Testament Theology London
SPCK, 8-/4; Porter, Kotaiionooe Inthe restoratiıon of A tractured relatıonshıp (real OTr Ancıent eckLaterature, ıCl Reference LO the Paulınepotential), and thus *reconcılı1atıiıon’ (that observa-

t10n, of COUTSC, could pull in much of the for Wrıitings (Cordoba: Edicıones e] Almendro,
Johannes 1LOouw and kugene Nıda, eds, Greek-consıderatiıon of the subject ‘human reconcılıa- Englısh EX1CON New JTestament, ASE: Seman-

t10N”, and 15 part of the ON aM restricted the FC Domaınns (New York UBS: 5()2
of thıs Phiılem-Col-Eph). Ephesians Second ın lıne m1g be °*the parable of the prodıi-

a 15 ın C1I11SC pıvotal ON thıs 1SSUE, ıf gal sSON', iın ] uke 5 1C LOO does NOT lexicalıze
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eıther the “ove’ OT the ‘reconcıliation which the PaS- 15 rıght, The Epistles of Paul LO the Colossians an
SaALCc glori0usly epıtomizes. 10 Philemon (Leicester: EVL L& also
Ihe tradıtiıonal VIEW that Onesimus W as A run- OmPpson, Colosstans, 223-25
d  < slave faces consıderable dıfAculties (a) he See Fıtzmyer, 122 Dunn, 345; Barth, 4972
would NOT voluntarıly VISIt aı ıIn prison, WEeEIC he 15 Ihe ‘brother‘’ dıd NOT ımply egalıtarıan rela-
hımself { fugıt1ve; (b) 1t 15 MOS unlıkely that, f H10NS between sıblıngs, and AT brother mıiıght,

C be expected “dıscıpline" (includıng eatıngapprehended, he would be put in the Sa kınd of
confinement Daul (not ın (aesarea Rome, Aat VOUNSCI (for hıs benefit, of course!): C C
anı y rate), and (C) had Onesimus been arrested, then aıdrew arke. 'Equalıity Mutualıty? DPaul’s
DPaul would AaVEC absolutely Sa y iın the MaXner of Use of “Brother” Language  , ın The New Testament In
returnıng 1m hıs MmMaster. Ihe magıstrates would Its Fırst EN Setting: ESSAyS 0 Context and ack-

ground, ed P} ıllıams, Cr Cambrıdge: kerd-have been responsıble.
(£ the Jjudgment of 1r century) ulıus Paulus: J  5 2004), 51-6
“Che olave who absconds frıiend of the master,

»5>».
J.M Barclay, “Paul, Phılemon and the Dılemma of

beg hıs intercess10N, 15 NOT “fugıtıve Sımılarly Chrıstian Slave-Ownershıip’, NI'S (1991); 161
the Koman Jurıst Proculus iın the earher part of the 80, and.  D ulem, Colosstuans, ch Ihat the danger of

insubordinatıon W ds$ there 15 clear from the INJUNC-Arst CCNLUCY, accordıng 0)8[  M Vıyıanus, quoted
ın (6th century!) Justinian’s Digest (21.1.17.4); t10N that slaves honour and I‘CSPCCI theır chrıstian
whose slave had Hed mother seck sımılar Masters, VCN oug] they ATC ‘hbrethren’ (} 'Lım
intercess10n. 6:2)

See Marıanne-Meye Ompson’s crit1que, ın 'Olos-For detaıls DA Lampe, “Keıne “Sklave  ucht  I
des Onesimus’, ZN 76 (1985) 9-5/; Brian SUANS, 8-6

pske, “Ihe Prisoner DPaul in the Eyes of (Ines- 18 se pOo1INtSs OULT, °*Love 15 resourceful
IMUS’, NTIS (4991) 187-203, CSD 201: enough find the ng t WaYy ın accomplıshıng the
Brıan pske, The 00R and Panyl In Roman Z0OO! Ohse, Colossians and Phiılemon, Herme-
Custody, CR (Carlısle: Paternoster PreSs, ne1a (Philadelphıia: Fortress, 202)

Marshall ın arl Donfried and Howard ( C Bartchy, Mallon Chresar. Fırst Century
arshall, The T heology of the Oorter Paulıne Ebistles VEry and the Interpretation of Cormthuans 731
Cambrıdge GÜL VE John Bar- (  1ssoula: cholars, Martın, Slavp-

Salpypatıon: The Metaphor of DETY In PaulıneClay Colossians and Philemon (Sheffield: S,
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