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varıety evidence ofa WOTr. of the spirıts whıiıch, durıng Someone who, lıke the author of thıs reVIEW, 15 ınable
the toundatıon per10d church, communıcated wıth tollow 1n hıs exaggerated thesı1s, INaYy St1 benefit
Christians 3Nı he translates: CC  NOW concerning from thıs stimulatıng and at t1mes ırrıtatıng book irst
spirıtism”. In the ollowıng, decıdes the exegetical of TOM the background materı1al CONtEMPOFrAFrY
agenda: alreadv ın chapter dSC of MISSINS defi- Jewısh and Dagan_n SOUTCECS Likewise, the repeated and
ıte artıcle iın front of pneuma hagıon, PNEUMA theou thus tedious warnıng agalnst dogmatıcally prejudıced

ın p2:3) he defends the translatıon CC, holv spırıt” interpretation 15 legıtimate, especıally when It CNCOUTASCS
spirıt ofO! perce1ves the plural forms perceı1ving the wıth theır tens10Nns. The PaASSAYCS

ın 12-414€) (diakrıseiıs pneumaton), 14:12 ESTE PNEU- whıch demonstrates the empirıcal relevance of Paul’s
mMAaton ) and 14:372 (Preumata rofeton) be iındıcators the Spirıt be thought-provokıing:

omtıng “spirıt communıcatıon” wıth “holy spirıts” It makes dıfference whether enviısage the experience
0-53, 20/-213,; 262-266), although hımself has of Spirıt in terms of romantıc-artıst1ic inspıratıon
admıt nat aul qualıifies the plur "spirıts’ wıth in whiıch the ındıyıdual ONn ‚WaVsS eeps ın control
the adjective 'holy” (21) How Oes the ege plur: of the Spirıt, whether WC CXPCCL be overwhelmed
“holy spirıts” match DPaul’s INSISUNG the “same Spirıt” Dy the Holy Spirıt and enthused Dy the wıtnesses of the

and the C  Oone Spirıt” (42:9) 11) A the Oor1gın of New lestament
the Varıous gıfts? 1S determıned find Cr gener1C Chrıstian UN
sıngular denote Spirıts He ASSUL11CS the notion
CC  one Israel’s confession “the Lord, OUr God, 1s OoOnNe  D LETEN, ErMANNY
15 best understood ın TermMSs of “ supreme’ ‘number
ONE', NOT that there 1S lıter.  V only ONMC ZO! (189, cf.
also 1Cor 5:4-6) IO comparıson of the CC  one spirıt” Paulıne DPersuasıon: Soundıng ın

Corinthians 812:9. 11 wıth the image of the c  one ol 01
and 3:3- 15 of tWIStS and the Man V INCI- Kıeran O’Mahonybers (mentioned by Paul) would form OIL1C body, the
IHAaLLYy spırıts (introduced here Dy would make ONC hefheld hefheld Academıiıc PFess. 2000, 203 £65

h  < IS OR ANAL 2L 14921WOr of spirıts By domg S! 1$ moothing the
last patches ın the TEXT which through thıs read- SUMMARY
Ing unanımously testihes spırıtual world of good
and evıl, unholy and holy spirıts. Therefore. contınu- ahony Sse5s5 Corinthians B test dS5e Inves-

tigate the value of Hellenistic rhetoric for understandingally translates “rhere dıfferent dıstrıbutions of oıfts, Pauline Dersuasion. He seeks cshow that Paul hadbut the Sarmnlılc spırıt | wor.| dıstrıbutes them all]!’ (12:4 extensive Hellenistic education and that, tor hıis rCdsOT),1204418 2/9)
At the end of hıs SULVCV, artıculates pıthıly CC  ın the (TE cshould USsSe classica|l rhetorical eory help interpret

Paul’s letters The major contribution of his work IS the“*the holy spiırıt" 15 A collectıve noun” Is thıs demonstration of how Corinthians - fits together d$Sre: true” have succumbed the Sa MI1S-
OTE unıt rather than [WO etters (a Betz argues). Thetake agalnst whıch he WAarnils in VIEW of projecting later overal|l conclusion of the work that Paull MmMust e under-pneumatology into the of the apostle Paul he stood In ig of both udalsm and Hellenism pushes atcancels OuTt Paul’s StTatements the Spirıt by subjecting ODECN door.them hıs perspective of WOT.| of the spirıts” TOm

other SOUTCECS of Antıquuity. aul 15 NOT OWE\ have ZUSAMMENFASSUNG:
saıd anythıng Ise Is 1t re unımagınable that DPaul ahony verwendet Korinther M als Testfall den
should e the ancıent worldview when he speaks of Wert hellenistischer e{iforı für das Verständnis der DdU-spırıts ın the plural, but that he WOL place hıs OWT1 niıschen Überzeugungsstrategien untersuchen. Fr VeT-
theologıcal ACCENTS carefully (Le CC  one Spirıt” 191 sucht zu zeigen, dass Paulus Ine ausführliche hellenistische
INay fact vell an C  one Spirıt” and NOT e  one world Bildung hat und dass INan AaUus diesem run die
of spiırıts”)? I followıng the hıstory of relıg10n school, Klassische rhetorische Theorie als Hılte be! der Interpreta-arrıves AT artıficıal CONTrFrAaSTt between orıgınal CADC- tion Daulinischer Briefe hbenutzen sollte. Der Hauptbeitragrience and A ogma 1C eclipse the former. dieses Werkes esteht darin, dass zeigt, WIE Korinther
Ihus, NOT only the of Scripture, but also other . als FEinheit Zusammen passt und nıcht WE RBriefe Aar-
SOU Ad1IC AT t1mes interpreted ın A peculıar WdY. stellt woOolUur Hetz argumentiert). | ıe übergreifende Chluss-

Annex 9-2 comPprIises the 1Tee TE XT and that folgerung des Werkes dass Paulus sowoh!| Im jüdischeneccentr1ic translatıon of 1Cor and 14; ANLICX (285 als auch Im hellenistischen | ıchte verstanden werden 111US$5
-305) ıncludes parenthesıs wıth regarı the meanıng rennt offene Türen eın
and UuSCcC of the term "spiırıtism' INn the (OIld JTestament:; and

RESUMEAMNLIECEX /-319) statıstical analysıs of the
dıfferent grammatıcal forms of pneu the Varı- Dartır de etude de Corinthiens 8_/ cCel OUVFraße cher-
US indıces conclude the volume. che dans quelle esure la rhetorique hellenistique Dermet
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de comprendre les procedes de persuasion Dauliniens. indıngs wıth those of Betz Ihe IMOST obvıous and S19
auteur de Ontrer JUE Paul avaıt Ste exXxpose a UuTe nıfıcant observatıon 15 that etz consıders Corinthians
&ducation tres hellenistique eLt, Dar consequent, qUue Ia 8 dıstinct etters whereas O’Mahony Argucs that
theorie rhetorique classique doit Stre sollicitee DOUTF ın- the chapters hould be SCCI1 ON  M letter lıght of
terpretation de 565 lettres. Lappo majeur de Cel OUVFasC the followıng cCnasm:
reside dans 1a demonstration de l’unite de CEes deux cha- Quaesti0 iınfinıta
Ditres contre Betz quı volnt deux lettres). Üa conclusion 8:8-15 Gi1ive generously; example of rnst: cıtatıon
generale, selon laquelle les ecrIits de Paul dolivent etre from Scripture.interpretes tenant Compte 1a OIS du judaisme el de Quaest1i0 finıte
’hellenisme, enfonce un  D porte Ouverte 6-2 Paul’s integrity 15 AT stake he sends

others; the churches wıtnesses.
Quaesti0 Ainıte

In thıs monograph, Kıeran UO’Mahony USCcSs Corıin- sl DPaull’s integrıty 15 AT stake; he dıstances hım-
thıans 048 TeSsSt dSC in hıs ınvestigatıon of the N-

sefrom the admınıstration; possıble WwIıtnNesses
the cshame of the Cormnthıians.t1al value of utılızıng Hellenistic rhetorıc understand Quaest1i0 ınfiınıtaPaulıne persuasıon. Rather than focusıng Daul

SdayS, UO’Mahony examınes ‘how” DPaul SaVS e He seeks 9:6-10 Giive generously; relatıonshıp wıth God; Cita-
show that DPaul had extens1ive Hellenistic educatıon t10NS from Scripture.

ınally, UO’Mahony concludes that hıs interpretationand that  D for thıs FCaSO, OIlIC should UusSsCc classıcal rhetor1-
cal theory help interpret etters. example, of Corimthıians e demonstrates that, rather than val-
the author investigates Corimnthians 8 lıght of clas- Or1sıng DPau[l’s Jewısh background sıtuatıng the apostle
sıcal rhetorical handbooks OO fırmly wıth the TE mıiılıeu, DPaul 1s be under-

The UuSsSCcC of such andbooks, however, pr CSCHNLES chal- stOod ın terms of hıs “hybrıd cultural background” and
enge for O’Mahony Siınce these handbooks provıde the interpenetration of Judaısm Hellenısm.
technıques tor the construction of speeches rather than 'Thıs monograph another example of the

value of usıng classıcal rhetorıical theory OLIC of thegui1delines tfor the analysıs of epistles. 1lo er around thıs
hallenge, the author draws LW priımary argumeNnts tools interpreting the etters of Paul Although thıs
TOmM the works of raham alherbe, t  CV Stowers, me has ıts Iımıtatıons and challenges, UO’Mahony
and aVIl! Aune. Fırstly, Paul’s letters should be consıd- has cshown that It continue ASSISt cholars in theır

pursuit understand DPaul’s wrıtiıngs. However, thered speeches ın the that they served substi-
1fe for Paul’s CNCEC; secondlv, despıte the ack of scholar should also nclude modern rhetorıical theory in
explıcıt theoretical connection between the instructi1on the investigation rather than toppıng chort Aat classıcal
of rhetorı1ic and of letter-writing, these LW IMUST have rhetorıical theory UO’Mahony has done here The maJor
uenced OIlC another. contrıbution of thıs work 15 the demonstratıon of how

UO’Mahony then ZOCS that OIT’ Corinthıians u fits ogether C(MIAIC UunNnıt rather than
such Corinthijans 8'5 MOST lıkely tormer SC1I- etters (as RBetz argues). The overall conclusıon
O11 1C the apostle later worked into hıs epistles. of the work that aul MUST be understood in lıght of

both udaısm and Hellenısm merely pushes AT OPDPCHNevertheless, the author MUST L1OW confront another
roblem: DPaul seemıngly rejects usıng rhetorıc 1in hıs OOTN. Furthermore, the final assertion that UO’Mahony's
preaching and consıders hımself untraıned speech (e.g research demonstrates that DPaul could have receıved

Cor. L LZ: Cor. 10) Here  s UO’Mahony AYICCS wıth extensıive Hellenistic educatıon ralses Ar least twO ques-
t10NS how does OIIC define “extensive” and how doesMargaret ıtchell’s conclusıon that Paul does NOT reject

rhetorıic Pßi" SE; rather, Al rejects the abuse of rhetoric, ONC determıne ıt? In passıng, UO’Mahony that
the “unprincıpled manıpulatıon DYy words”. Paull’s rhetorıical educatıon beyond the PVO0gymM-

For the 'eSsT of the work, UO’Mahony deals wıth COr NASMATAa but NOT the SXICHT of Phılo {Ihıs assert10n,
el the mMmOonograph, would ave been 1g9NıNcCanNtIyınthıans 8 He CO1INS wıth sketch of the exegetical

analyses of thıs PaASSasC from John Chrysostom Ben strengthened had the author compared DPau[ll’s USCcC of
Wıtherington IH Sınce Hans ]dieter et7z7 has wrıtten rhetorıc Corimnthıians AB wıth the PVOgyYyMNASMATA

and the works of Phılo iın order cshow (ıf UO’Mahony’sextensivelv these LWO chapters, he pOStPOIICS
the etaıle: comparıson of hıs research wıth that of 4ASSESSMECNT stands how these chapters exceed the CXDEC-
etz untıl the end of the book In order C l ay bare the tat10ns of the former and pale the 1g of the latter.
persuasıve strategıies” of Cormthians 8'3 UO’Mahony Nevertheless, those famılıar wıth the dıscussıon of clas-

sıcal rhetorıical theory and Paul wıll CIV ind thıspomts OUuUT Paul’s UusCc of elocutio, d1spostti0, INDENTLO and
GENUS wıthın these chapters. Wırth thıs done, the author MONOgrap. welcomed addıtıon the ogue it 15
offers exposıtion of Corinthians S ın the ıght both thorough and clear.
of hıs rhetorical observatıons. In the final chapter, the Dodson
author demonstrates the Ndament: dıfferences of hıs Ounuachtta Baptıst Unwersity
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