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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Abridged table of contents

11 ORIENTATION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT .....covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 1
1.2 AIM AND OBJECTIVES ..., 6
1.3 CENTRAL THEORETICAL ARGUMENT ....coitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 6
14 RESEARCH METHOD ... 7
15 CHAPTER DIVISION ..o 10

1.1 ORIENTATION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

1.1.1 Orientation

The New Testament contains 18 references to slave-owners as the bearers of authority
in society. These appearances can be categorised as follows:

Category Scriptural passages

Direct exhortations directed at slave-owners | Eph 6:9; Col 4:1; Phim 1-25.

Exhortations  directed at slave-owners | 1 Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8; Col 3:22-25; 1 Tim
implied in the exhortations directed at slaves | 6:1-2d; Titus 2:9-10; 1 Pet 2:18-25.

The conduct of slave-owners as | Matt 8:5-13%; 10:24-25% 24:45-51°; 25:14-
phenomenon 30% Luke 16:1-8; 17:7-10; John 8:35; Acts
12:13-16.

The first category (direct exhortations directed at slave-owners) appears in two
contexts in the New Testament. Firstly, Paul describes in a personal letter Philemon’s
new relationship in Christ with his slave Onesimus in a very direct manner.®> Secondly,
direct exhortations directed at slave-owners are contained in the household codes in
Ephesians and Colossians. Slave-owners are explicitly exhorted to adopt an attitude

Also see Luke 7:1-10, John 4:43-54.

Compare John 13:16 and 15:20.

Also see Luke 12:35-48.

Also see Luke 19:11-27.

The Pauline authorship of Philemon is generally accepted (Roberts 1984:117). The Pauline
authorship of Ephesians and Colossians are however disputed by many scholars, as is that
of the Pastoral Epistles to Timothy and Titus. For the purposes of this study | accept that
Paul was the author of all these letters.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

regarding their slaves testifying to the fact that they themselves stand in a living
relationship with Christ.

The second category (exhortations directed at slave-owners implied in the exhortations
directed at slaves) appears in the household codes contained in Ephesians,
Colossians, 1 Timothy, Titus, and 1 Peter. This category also contains the exhortation
directed by Paul at slaves in 1 Corinthians 7:21. The third category (the conduct of
slave-owners as phenomenon) appears in the miracles and parables of Jesus Christ. In
these cases the rights and duties of the slave-owner and slave, or certain aspects of it,
are described.

In the household codes in the New Testament the implications of the believer's
salvation and renewal in Jesus Christ are elucidated in relation to three relationships of
authority: the relationship between husband and wife (Eph 5:21-33; Col 3:18-19; 1 Pet
3:1-7), the relationship between parent and child (Eph 6:1-4; Col 3:20-21), and the
relationship between owner and slave (Eph 6:5-9; Col 3:22—-4:1; 1 Tim 6:1-2b; Titus
2:9-10; 1Pet 2:18-25). These three relationships of authority today still form,
discounting certain differences, the backbone of society. And labour relations stand in
the centre of every person’s daily material existence. Thus a valid interpretation of the
New Testament exhortations directed at slave-owners is of special importance to
believers today.

1.1.2 Problem statement

Slavery was foundational to the social order in Rome and Greece (Wiedemann
1981:1). Some scholars are even of the opinion that it was the determining factor in the
economic, social and intellectual life of the ancient world (Crook 1984:55). The socio-
historic context of the relationship between owner and slave receives proper attention
in New Testament commentaries, but then seldom from a judicial point of view.®
Obviously the focus of these commentaries is directed at the position of the slave
rather than that of the slave-owner. Works on slavery’ can broadly be categorised as
follows:

Categorisation Examples

Slavery as ethical question Davies (1995).

These works discuss the ethical foundations
and implications of slavery.

Examples of commentaries that discuss the socio-historical context of the relationship
between owner and slave are Barth & Blanke (2000:3-101), Melick (1991:341-343), and
O’Brien (1982:266-268). Barth & Blanke (2000:11-83) also provide an overview of the
historical development of the rights of slaves. Commentaries on the letter to Philemon were
consulted as | consider it to be representative of the texts in the New Testament dealing
with the relationship between slave-owner and slave.

For purposes of this chapter, | limited computer-based database searches to sources
falling within the period of origin of the New Testament, i.e. approximately 49 BC until
approximately 95 AD (cf Van der Watt 2003:592-593).




Chapter 1: Introduction

Slavery as social phenomenon

These works typically asks questions like
how slavery as an institution truly functioned
and how it was experienced by slaves and
slave-owners, and what effect slavery as an
institution had on all other aspects of society,

Barrow (1928), Westermann (1955),
Sherwin-White (1967), Wiedemann (1981),
Patterson (1982), Wiedemann (1987),
Massey & Moreland (1992), Fisher (1993),
Bradley (1987, 1989, 1994), Saller (1996),
Turley (2000).

and especially its effect on ideologies of
members of society at the time (Fisher,
1993:v).®

Slavery as cultural phenomenon Joshel & Murnaghan (2001).

These works study the cultural
representations of slaves in antiquity.

Slavery in historical perspective Westermann (1955), Finley (1980), Phillips
(1996), Drescher & Engerman (1998), Turley

These works investigate the historical (2000).

development of slavery.

Slavery and philosophyi/religion Vogt (1974), Garnsey (1996), Turley (2000).

These works study the influence of
philosophical and/or religious traditions on
slavery.

Slavery as part of New Testament studies | Bartchy (1973), Sherwin-White (1963),
Garnsey (1996), Callahan et al (1998), Harrill

These works study slavery as an aspect of (1998, 2006), Glancy (2006).

the socio-historical context of the New
Testament.

These works thus emphasise the position of the slave. The few works that do deal with
Roman Law in the New Testament attempt to show that New Testament writers
borrowed certain concepts from Roman Law and adapted them to their message, for
example in metaphoric expressions. An example of this is references to believers as
“slaves of Christ”.? This research also therefore does not address the problem
statement of my study. After comprehensive computerised database searches only two
sources could be found that explicitly deals with the legal context of the New
Testament, namely Dudrey (1998) and Bartchy (1973).*°

Fisher (1993:58-65) provides an exposition of the law regarding slaves and slave-owners in
Athens, but the period covered by his work (Homer up to approximately the end of the 4"
century BC) falls outside the scope of this study.

Examples of this metaphorical use of “slave” in the New Testament are 1 Corinthians 7:22

(do0Aog éomiv XpigTol) and Ephesians 6:6 (do0Aol XpiotoO) (cf Combes 1998; Harris

2001). Callender (1998) investigates similar metaphorical uses in the Old Testament.

Both sources deal with 1 Corinthians 7. Bartchy (1973) deals with manumission of slaves in
relation to 1 Corinthians 7:21, but the scope of his study is too limited for purposes of this
study. Dudrey (1998) investigates slave marriages in the congregation in Corinth as socio-
historical background to 1 Corinthians 7:17-35. His research is thus not relevant to the
subject of this study.

10




Chapter 1: Introduction

When interpreting the New Testament, the Greek-Roman environment of the day must
be investigated since it serves as expository framework of the New Testament (Joubert
2005:170). Such historical construction is necessary since communication always
functions within the parameters of a social system and language is an important
warehouse and communication medium of different socially shared meanings. The
ancient Greek-Roman environment within which the New Testament texts came into
existence influenced it with certain meanings and patterns that were knowledge shared
by the intended readers and thus understandable.

The study of the socio-historical context of a Scriptural passage forms part of a
grammatico-historical approach to exegesis (De Klerk & Janse van Rensburg 2005:51).
The socio-historical context encompasses the social, political, and religious
circumstances of the first readers. It thus also includes the legal context of the first
readers (Bartchy 1983:24). This legal aspect has important implications for the
relationship between owner and slave and thus also for the specific rights and duties of
the slave-owner within that relationship.

The writers of the New Testament not only wrote in terms of their historical context, but
also used elements from that context to bring about a change of conviction with their
readers (Joubert 2005:186). This study attempts to identify and contextualise those
elements by way of philological analysis'' of relevant first century legal texts*? in an
effort to formulate valid interpretations of the exhortations directed at slave-owners in
the New Testament. Legal texts dealing with the rights and duties of the slave-owner
and dating from the first century BC or generally used during that time, must thus be
identified and analysed.® It follows that the religious and philosophical codes of the
time, that often formed the basis of legislation (Van Zyl 1977:21), have been consulted.
Furthermore, legal texts only have value when it is read with the circumstances and
conduct of slaves and slave-owners in order to determine the degree of divergence or
convergence with the legal texts (Turley 2000:9). Texts dealing with the conduct of
slave-owners will thus also be consulted.

The historical context within which the New Testament is read must be appropriate
(Breytenbach 2005:114). Thus the Jewish context of the time, informed by the Old
Testament, must also be taken into account (Callahan et al 1998:10). Jewish texts on
the rights and duties of slave-owners during the time of the New Testament have been
consulted. The same qualifications regarding Greco-Roman legislation cited above will
also apply here. In addition, the Old Testament texts dealing with slavery have been
studied. These texts can be categorised as follows:

11

> See 1.4 below for a definition of philology.

Legal texts include imperial law, legislation, case law, codifications and legal commentaries
by jurists (Van Zyl 1977:21ff; Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:27ff).

The period under discussion falls within the so-called Principate period (27 BC to 284 AD)
in Roman history (Van Zyl 1977:4; Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:xiii). During this period
Roman jurisprudence experienced its unprecedented heyday (Van Zyl 1977:21). This
heyday was stimulated by the works of jurists who not only codified the law but also made
law (Van Zyl 1977:31ff).

13
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Category Scriptural passages

General stipulations with regard to slavery | Gen 17:13; Exod 21:2-11; Lev 25:39-55; Deut
and slaves 15:12-18.

Specific stipulations with regard to the rights | Gen 15:3; Exod 21:26-27; Deut 23:15-16;
of slaves 24:7.

Specific stipulations with regard to the rights | Exod 21:20-21, 32; Lev 19:20; Deut 20:10-11.
and duties of slave-owners

In summary, the following sources have thus been consulted:

o Roman law with regard to the rights and duties of slave-owners,
and/or Greek versions thereof'*:

o Greek laws with regard to the rights and duties of slave-owners;

o Greek laws with regard to the rights and duties of slave-owners that
were still in operation during the time of the New Testament;

o Moral and philosophical codes of that time;

o Texts dealing with the conduct of slave-owners;

o Jewish law with regard to the rights and duties of slave-owners;

o Relevant Old Testament texts that served as basis for Jewish law

with regard to the rights and duties of slave-owners; and

o Texts dealing with the conduct of Jewish slave-owners.

The problem investigated by this study is the following: What is the legal context of the
exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament?

In order to solve the problem, the following questions have been answered:

o What were the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners according
to Greek law?

o What were the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners according
to Roman law?

o What were the prevailing viewpoint(s) regarding the rights and duties
of slave-owners according to Jewish law?

) What were the prevailing religious and/or philosophical viewpoints
regarding the rights and duties of slave-owners?

. How was the conduct of slave-owners towards their slaves described
by first century AD writers?

" The most important codification of Roman law during the time of the New Testament is the

Institute of Gaius, published in approximately 161 AD (Watson 1995:5). Further important
sources are the legislation promulgated by Emperors Augustus and Claudius (Watson
1995:4).
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What does the New Testament say regarding the rights and duties of
slave-owners?

What similarities and/or differences exist between the prevailing legal
and other convictions regarding the rights and duties of slave-owners
and the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament?

What is, in the light of the legal context, a valid interpretation of the
exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament?

1.2 AIM AND OBJECTIVES

The overarching aim of this study is to construct the legal rights and duties of slave-
owners in the first century AD as context for the exhortations directed in the New
Testament at slave-owners. The specific objectives related hereto are to:

Determine the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners according
to Roman law;

Determine the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners according
to Greek law;

Determine the prevailing viewpoint(s) regarding the rights and duties
of slave-owners according to Jewish law;

Determine prevailing religious and/or philosophical viewpoints
regarding the rights and duties of slave-owners;

Determine how the conduct of slave-owners towards their slaves was
described in relevant first century texts;

Determine the rights and duties of slave-owners according to the New
Testament;

Determine the similarities and/or differences between the prevailing
legal and other convictions regarding the rights and duties of slave-
owners and the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament; and

Formulate, in the light of the legal context, a valid interpretation of the
exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament.

1.3 CENTRAL THEORETICAL ARGUMENT

The central theoretical argument of this study is that the legal context of the first
readers is essential for a valid interpretation of the exhortations directed at slave-
owners in the New Testament, and that taking into account such legal context leads to
a valid interpretation.
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14 RESEARCH METHOD
1.4.1 Methods of investigation

The method with which each objective have been investigated is the following:

o A philological study of relevant first century Greek and Latin texts regarding the
rights and duties of slave-owners according to Roman law;

o A philological study of relevant first century Greek and Latin texts regarding
religious and/or philosophical viewpoints on the rights and duties of slave-
owners;

o A philological study of relevant first century Jewish texts regarding the rights and
duties of slave-owners according to Jewish law;

o A philological study of relevant first century texts regarding the conduct of slave-
owners towards their slaves;

o A philological study of the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament;

o A comparative study of the first century texts and the exhortations directed at

slave-owners in the New Testament;

o The formulation of conclusions for a valid interpretation of the exhortations
directed at slave-owners in the New Testament by way of analysis,
interpretation and synthesis of the collected material.

1.4.2 A philological study

Based on the historical development of language sciences and the differing purposes
of philological and linguistic research, this research has been philological in nature.®
The philologist does not study language per se, but rather utilises the results of his
language study to achieve another goal for example the interpretation of another text.
The linguist, on the other hand, studies language for the sake of language itself without
necessarily considering historical and cultural aspects (Goede 2006:19). A philological
study is a study of ancient texts by way of language analysis within the relevant texts’
socio-historical context (Goede 2006:6). However, such a study does not exclude the
use of linguistic methodological principles and methods within a primarily philological
enquiry, depending upon the nature of the ancient text in question.

Such a philological study aligns with a grammatico-historical approach to exegesis (see
1.1.2 above). In determining the socio-historic contexts of the texts to be researched,
the socio-historical approach described by Harrill (1998:4-6) and Janse van Rensburg
(2000) has been followed. According to this approach, the interpreter makes explicit his
presuppositions and aims to control them as much as possible in order to construct as
best as possible the actual situations in which early Christians lived (Harrill 1998:5).
The aim is thus to provide more plausible social contexts within which to read ancient
documents.

*  For a full argumentation of the differences between philology and linguistics see Goede

(2006).
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1.4.3 Pitfalls in researching ancient texts

The study of ancient texts with the purpose of drawing conclusions about society from
them can be a minefield for a researcher. This applies equally to legal texts and texts
dealing with slavery. Watson (1998:3) calls the law “a distorting mirror” of society.
Numerous researchers*® have pointed out some of these pitfalls:

o Roman law was codified'” with values inherent to the Roman upper
class (Crook 1984:10).
o Cadifications from the sixth century BC include material from up to

seven centuries earlier (Wiedemann 1987:19). How can this material
be properly studied without reference to the original context?

o A proportion of Roman law consists of imaginary legal questions and
not necessarily actual case law (Crook 1984:10; Johnston 1999:24).

o Concerns regarding the authenticity of Roman legal texts (Robinson
1997:102), i.e. was the law ascribed to any specific period in Roman
history actually in operation at the time?

o Legal sources are not accurate with regard to the frequency of a
problem, since the law shows a natural bias towards legal problems
(Johnston 1999:27).

o Does the law influence social or economic behaviour or is it shaped
by social or economic behaviour (Johnston 1999:27)?

o Is legal change the result of intellectual creativity on the part of jurists
or rather of social pressure or demands (Johnston 1999:28)7?

o What were the motivations of emperors to legislate in favour of the
protection of slaves (Wiedemann 1987:19-20)7?

With regard to texts and other evidence®® on slavery, the following problems exist:

o The lack of ancient statements written by slaves reflecting the
attitudes and experiences of slaves (Wiedemann 1987:11). No “slave
literature” in the form of autobiographies, personal letters, et cetera
survived (Harrill 1998:19).

16
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See for example Crook (1984:9-13), Wiedemann (1987:11-21), Robinson (1997:102-103),
Watson (1998:1-4), Harrill (1998:30), Johnston (1999:24-29).

Coadification occurred primarily in legislation and juristic commentaries on the law (Crook
1984:19).

Because of the philological nature of this study, it will be limited to literary evidence. Harrill
(1998:18) provides a very useful classification of primary literary sources on slavery: Legal
material, histories and biographies, personal and other letters, moral literature, advice
literature on household management, and imaginative literature. Selection of material for
purposes of this study will be restricted by the contexts of the New Testament texts to be
studied (see the search filtered defined in 2.2 below).
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o The fact that most of the texts on slavery from Greek and Roman
antiquity was written by adult male citizens for audiences comprising
adult male citizens, and thus founded on the prejudices of such
audiences (Wiedemann 1987:11-12). Virtually all ancient authors
were owners of slaves (Harrill 1998:19).

o The fact that from archaeological finds absolutely consistent
conventions can rarely be isolated (Wiedemann 1987:14, 18).

o Papyri suffer from geographical restrictions, being specific to
Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (Wiedemann 1987:18; Harrill 1998:23).

o No quantifiable data is available with regard to the total number of
slaves, the size of individual slave holdings, and the number of slaves
working in manufacture or agriculture (Harrill 1998:19).

o Advice literature on household management, including domestic
codes, describe the ideal situation and not necessarily the actually
one (Harrill 1998:28).

o Imaginative literature such as novels, poetry, and plays only become
useful when references in them can be verified against other kinds of
evidence (Harrill 1998:29).

As far as interpretation of the Pauline texts in the New Testament is concerned,
Holmberg (1980:205-207) rightly states that earlier scholars were guilty of the so-called
“idealistic fallacy”. The term “idealistic fallacy” refers to a view which assumed that the
theological ideas (and also what he says about slave-owners) expressed by Paul were
also an accurate reflection of the actual historical reality of the churches. In this study
research | heed this warning of Holmberg.

In the end the question is how far these texts reflect what actually happened (Crook
1984:10; Robinson 1997:102). These methodological concerns are, however, not
insurmountable (Johnston 1999:28-29). Taking due cognisance of them should allow
for the construction of valid arguments from legal and other sources, augmented by
other evidence® (Johnston 1999:29). Careful consideration of these sources as a
whole does allow for a valid construction of ancient slavery (Harrill 1998:29). These
pitfalls have been considered in this study.

9 Such evidence may include everyday legal documents such as wills and contracts and the

many references to legal matters in lay literature (Crook 1984:11).
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1.5 CHAPTER DIVISION

This thesis has been divided into the following chapters:

. Chapter 2: Slavery in Greek and Roman antiquity®

. Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners?®!

o Chapter 4: Moral viewpoints on slave-ownership®

o Chapter 5: The conduct of slave-owners towards their slaves
o Chapter 6: The New Testament on the rights and duties of

slave-owners

o Chapter 7: Summary and conclusions

2 Chapter 2 provides an overview of slavery in Greek and Roman antiquity as general

context of the texts to be analysed.

Chapter 3 constructs the rights and duties of slave-owners according to Greek, Roman,
and Jewish law.

Chapter 4 describes Greek, Roman, and Jewish religious and/or philosophical viewpoints
on the rights and duties of slave-owners.

21
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CHAPTER 2

CONSTRUCTING ANCIENT SLAVERY AS SOCIO-
HISTORIC CONTEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to provide an overview of slavery in Greek and Roman antiquity as
general context of the New Testament and other relevant documents to be studied in
the following chapters. Although this study focuses primarily on the legal context of
these passages, the legal context cannot be considered in isolation of other aspects of
the socio-historical context. A study of a community’s laws cannot provide a whole
picture of such community (Crook 1984:7). Yet law does provide some reflection of
society and in turn has some influence upon it. This interaction leads the researcher to
consider other aspects of the socio-historical context. While the legal context has been
considered in detail in chapter 3, other relevant contextual aspects have been
highlighted in this chapter.

Considering the scope of slavery in antiquity, it is impossible to provide a
comprehensive overview. This overview is thus limited to aspects of slavery that may
be relevant as socio-historical context to the New Testament passages listed in 1.1.1
above. In order to delimit these aspects a search filter is defined in the first part of the
chapter. The second part provides an overview of slavery in the Greek world, in the

11
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Roman Empire and among Jews within the Roman Empire during the time of the New
Testament. The chapter concludes with a summary.

2.2 DEFINING A SEARCH FILTER

The purpose of the search filter defined in this section is to delimit the scope of the
chapter to aspects specifically relevant to the New Testament passages to be studied.
In order to do so, the following have been considered: the period under investigation,
the geographical region under investigation, various definitions of slavery, ancient
terminology for slavery, and aspects arising from the New Testament passages.

2.2.1 Period under investigation

The focus of this study, namely the New Testament exhortations directed at slave-
owners, might lead one to assume that the study has been limited to the dating of the
events covered by the New Testament and its period of origin, i.e. approximately 6-4
BC (the birth of Jesus Christ) to approximately 96-98 AD (the time of writing of the
Johannine writings) (cf Van der Watt 2003:584-585). Considering the pitfalls in the
dating of the available evidence (see 1.4.3 above), the following grounds argue in
favour of a broader investigation:

o The confluence of Greek and Roman traditions and customs in the
time of the New Testament merits the inclusion of Greek slavery in
the search filter. This would extend the beginning of the period of
investigation to the classical Athenian period (ca. 480 — 330 BC)
(Hornblower 2003a:651-652).

o The influence of Jewish tradition in New Testament times merits the
extension of the period of investigation to the Rabbinic period (ca. 70-
200 AD) (Goodman 2003c:1292)

o The codification of the most important sources of Roman law took
place during the reign of Justinian in approximately 535 AD (Johnston
1999:14ff).

Thus this study covers the period from approximately 480 BC to approximately 535 AD.

2.2.2 The geographical region under investigation

The New Testament text points primarily to Palestine in the first century AD. Yet the
text of the New Testament refers to other geographical areas of interest for example
Asia Minor, Greece, Italy, North Africa, and Spain (Du Plessis 1998:34). The specific
passages under investigation provide the following geographical references according
to where the events described took place and the addresses of the addressees:

Passage Geographical Scriptural reference(s)
reference(s)
Matt 8:5-13; 10:24-25; Palestine Matt 8:28; 9:1; 24:3
24:45-51; 25:14-30

12
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Luke 16:1-8; 17:7-10 Palestine Luke 13:22; 17:11
John 8:35 Palestine John 8:2
Acts 12:13-16 Palestine Acts 11:2
1 Cor 7:21-23 Corinth, province of 1Cor1:2
Achaia
Eph 6:5-8, 9 Ephesus, Asia Minor Eph 1:1
Col 3:22-25, 4:1 Colosse, Asia Minor Col 1:2
1Tim 6:1-2b Ephesus, Asia Minor 1Tim 1:3
Titus 2:9-10 Crete, Mediterranean Sea | Titus 1:5
Phim 1-25 Colosse, Asia Minor Phim 2; cf Col 4:17
1 Pet 2:18-25 Provinces of Pontus, 1Petl:l
Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia
and Bithynia

The geographical focus of the New Testament passages under investigation is thus
Palestine and Asia Minor.

2.2.3 Definitions of slavery

The socio-historical approach described by Harrill (1998:4-6) and Janse van Rensburg
(2000) has been followed in determining the socio-historic contexts of the passages to
be researched. According to this approach, the events described in the text are
considered to be interwoven with the social and political realities of the time (Janse van
Rensburg 2000:567). It presupposes an emic (i.e. socio-historical) approach namely
that data and phenomena are described in terms of its functions in ancient society,
rather than in terms of modern theories and models (an etic or socio-scientific
approach) (Janse van Rensburg 2000:569-570). The aim is thus to construct the actual
situations in which early Christians lived by allowing the text to present the
contemporary categories rather than to use modern abstractions on ancient texts
(Harrill 1998:5). Such an approach does not however completely ignore the
contributions of modern historians, sociologists, and ethicists building history “from the
ground up” (Harrill 1998:6).

There is currently no general theory of slavery that allows a single definition of slavery
for all cultures and times (Garlan 1988:24; Harrill 1998:14). Slavery is generally
understood to refer to the buying, selling, and owning of human beings as mere
objects. Yet the matter is far more complex. No legal and coherent definition of slavery
can be found in Greek sources, probably because of the absence of jurisprudence
(Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:35). A survey of the evidence suggests that any attempt to
detect such a definition is futile. Freedom and slavery (or “unfreedom”) should rather be
seen as concepts relative to one another based on dependence or independence
(Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:38).

13
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Definitions found in Aristotle and Roman private law declare a slave to be property that
is essentially no different from a farm implement or domesticated animal (Harrill
1998:14). Such legal definitions must however be approached with circumspection
since the law only provides inexact knowledge about social practice. Rabbinic sources
share the fundamental ambiguity of Roman law with regard to the legal definition of
slavery: Slaves are things yet responsible as human beings for their actions (Hezser
2005:63). The classification of slaves as property are implied in rabbinic sources but
rarely stated explicitly. According to the Mishnah slaves are defined as persons subject
to a householder’s [owner’s] full control (Flesher 1988:102-103). The slave’s inherent
features, namely being male and having the full power of reason, have no bearing on
his classification as a slave.?®

In the narrow sense “slave” can refer to chattel slaves of the classical Athenian type
(De Ste. Croix 1981:133; Garlan 1988:201). In the broad sense it includes “all types of
legally defined personal dependency to which the Greeks sometimes referred as

douAeia” (Garlan 1988:201). De Ste. Croix (1981:134-136) refers to this broad sense as

“unfree labour” being “the extraction of the largest possible surplus from the primary
producers”. One must however recognise that these categories were not used by the
Greeks and Romans since they simply divided mankind into two groups: free and
slave. There is no doubt that in the Greek and Roman world chattel slavery was the
dominant form of unfree labour (De Ste. Croix 1981:173).

While the abovementioned definitions of chattel slavery focus on its legal foundation,?

alternative definitions emphasise other aspects common to most forms of chattel
slavery. Patterson (1982) defines slavery in terms of power relations. The following
aspects are inherent in every power relation (Patterson 1982:1-2):

o The social aspect namely the use or threat of violence in the control
of one person by another;

o The psychological aspect of influence namely the capacity to
persuade another person to change the way he perceives his
interests and circumstances; and

o The cultural aspect of authority namely the means of transforming
force into right and obedience into duty.

Applying these principles to slavery, it may be defined as “the permanent, violent
domination of natally alienated and generally dishonored persons” (Patterson 1982:13).
Slavery is a life-long state of being violently dominated and dishonored with no birth-
rights and no sense of belonging (Fischer 1993:5-6). Ultimately, slavery is social death
(Patterson 1982:5).

23

oy See chapter 3 below for a discussion of the relevant sources (cf Hezser 2005:64-68).

Modern definitions of slavery also focus on its legal aspect. The United Nations, for
example, defines chattel slavery as “the status or condition of a person over whom any or
all of the powers attaching to the right of ownership are exercised” (League of Nations
1926).
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Read together, these two definitions of chattel slavery, the one legal and the other
social, emphasis the completeness of the power exercised by slave-owners and the
dishonor and disorientation inflicted on slaves (Fischer 1993:6). Wiedemann (1987:22)
attempts to combine these elements into one definition: “The slave was someone who
had lost, or never had, any rights to share in society, and therefore to have access to
food, clothing, and the other necessities of physical survival”. | conclude that chattel
slavery was (and is) a multi-facetted social phenomenon that must be defined and
studied in terms of its legal and social foundations and consequences.

2.2.4 Ancient terminology for slavery

A comparison of Greek, Latin, Hebrew, and Aramaic terminology with regard to slavery
may provide guidelines as to shared socio-historic contexts since words are generally
used and borrowed within their contemporary socio-cultural environment (Wright
1998:84, 107). This becomes especially apparent in the Jewish-Greek Biblical
translations.

2.2.4.1 Greek terminology

The basic terminology describing slavery in ancient Greece was extremely complex
and generally ambiguous (Garlan 1988:20; Fischer 1993:6-7). This complexity and
ambiguity came about because of borrowing of terms from traditional systems of
dependency such as the household and the family, and continued into the Hellenistic
period despite the fixed juridical definitions that existed by that time. Terminology
describing slavery in Greek literature must thus be considered strictly contextually. The
following terms are used in Greek literature (Brown 1976:589-599; Garlan 1988:20-22;
Fischer 1993:6-7):

Term Possible English equivalents Remarks on usage

avSpaTToS0V “One taken in war and sold as a | The only term that never leads
slave, whether originally slave or | to confusion (Garlan 1988:20).
free” (Liddell et al 1996).

Qi HAAWTOC “Taken by the spear, captive, | Used by Josephus to denote
prisoner ... = avdpamodoy” | Slaves (Wright 1998:98).
(Liddell et al 1996).
500A0C, BouAeia “Born  bondman or slave”, | Most commonly used from the
’ “slavery, bondage” (Liddell et al | fith century onwards (Fischer
1996). 1993:6).
OIKETNC “Household slave” (Liddell et al | The most frequently used term
1996). (Garlan 1988:21).
Bepamwy, Bepamaiva “Servant (whether slave or free)” | Used in contexts where no
’ (Liddell et al 1996). precise indication of origin or
AKOAOUBOC “Follower, attendant” (Liddell et al f1u9n8c8t|gri) 's required - (Garlan
1996). o

“Underling, servant, attendant”

UTTNPET
nPems (Liddell et al 1996).
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Taig

“Child”; “slave, servant, man or
maid (of all ages)” (Liddell et al
1996).

avepwTrog, yuvn

“Man”, “slave”, “woman” (Liddell

et al 1996). Used with a
demeaning implication (Fischer
1993:7).

gwua

“Body” (Liddell et al 1996).

maig  (in - diminutive
forms)

“Child”, “slave, servant, man or
maid (of all ages)” (Liddell et al
1996). Used with a demeaning
implication (Fischer 1993:7).

Used from the fourth century
onwards as synonyms for

dol0hog,  avdpdamodov  and

oikéTng (the latter three terms

being used as synonyms
themselves) (Garlan 1988:21).

AGTpIC “Hired servant”, “slave” (Liddell et
al 1996).

AUPITIONOC, “Servant, attendant” (Liddell et al
1996).

TTPOTTTOAOG

SUKC, SuwN “[Female] slave taken in war”

(Liddell et al 1996).

Terms less widely used, the
latter two more commonly
(Garlan 1988:21-22).

The following terms are used for slave-owners (Bietenhard 1976:508):

Term Possible English equivalents Remarks on usage
BETTIOTNG “Master, lord in respect of | Sometimes entails harshness
slaves ... owner” (Liddell et al | and caprice (Bietenhard
1996). 1976:508).

KUPIOG

“Lord, master ... head of a family
... master of a house .... owner or
secure possessor” (Liddell et al
1996).

Carries overtones of legality
and acknowledged authority
(Bietenhard 1976:508).

The following Greek terms are used to indicate the family unit to which slaves belonged
(Goetzmann 1976:247ff):

Term

Possible English equivalents

Remarks on usage

0iKOg

“Family” (Liddell et al 1996).

As Greek has no word for the
small social unit called “family”
in English, oiko¢ acquired the
meaning of household i.e. those
bound together by sharing the
same dwelling place and
therefore were under the
authority of the same kupiog

(Goetzmann 1976:247, 250).
The family included the slaves.
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0IKOVOHOG “One who managed a household | oikovopoc refers to all domestic
... house-steward being a slave” .
officials who were mostly

(Liddell et al 1996). .
recruited from among the
slaves (Goetzmann 1976:254).

The following terms are used for manumitted slaves?® (Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:51-52,
99-126):

Term Possible English equivalents Remarks on usage

apeBeic, AgIEval “Let go, loose, set free ... of | This term explains nothing
manumission” (Liddell et al 1996). | about the actual status of the
slave with regard to the state or
his/her former owner after
manumission. It does, however,
indicate that freed persons in
ancient Greece had their
particular status.

ameAeud(e)podv, “Emancipate a slav_e”, “restored to | Most _ commonly gsed
freedom, emancipated slave, | appellation for  manumitted
ATTEAEUB(E)TTOC freedman” (Liddell et al 1996). slaves. Most scholars consider

it to be a synonym for
£¢eheuBepolv (cf Liddell et al

1996) but these two terms
represent different statuses or
sub-statuses of manumitted
slaves. A suitable translation of

arreAeuB(g)polv would be “freed

from (someone)” and
“thoroughly free” respectively.
The term seems to denote a
continuing bond between owner
and manumitted slave,
signifying a specific status
(Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:120).

£€cAeUBEPODY, “S_et at liberty”, “freedman” Rare_ly gsed. Most scholars
(Liddell et al 1996). consider it to be a synonym for
£¢eAelBepOg armeAeud(e)polv (cf Liddell et al

1996) but these two terms
represent different statuses or
sub-statuses of manumitted
slaves. A suitable translation of
£€eAeuBepolyv would be
“thoroughly free” since the

£¢ehelBepol formed a distinct

status-group of manumitted
slaves, free from any obligation
to their former owners (Zelnick-

?®  Manumission refers to the voluntary freeing of a slave by his/her owner. For a discussion

on the legal aspects of manumission see chapter 3 below.
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Abramovitz 2005:125).
AvVaTIBEval “Set up as a votive gift, dedicate” | Used in sacral manumission
(Liddell et al 1996). with an indication of purpose of
the action.
AToSISOVal “Deliver over, give up”, “sell” | Used in sale-manumission with
(Liddell et al 1996). an indication of purpose of the
action.
£\eUBEPODY “Set free, release from, manumit” | Very rarely used.
(Liddell et al 1996).

2.2.4.2 Latin terminology

The following terms are used for slavery in Latin literature (cf Wiedemann 1981:15;

Bradley 1994).

Term

Possible English equivalents

servus/serva

“Slave”; “Female slave” (Morwood 2005:173).

verna

“Slave born in the master’'s household” (Morwood 2005:202).

famulus/famula

“[Female] slave, [maid-]servant, attendant” (Morwood 2005:73).

mancipium “Formal mode of ownership; property; right of ownership; slave”
(Morwood 2005:111).

ancilla “Maid-servant, female slave” (Morwood 2005:13).

puer “Young male slave” (Morwood 2005:152).

The following Latin terms are used for slave-owners:

Term Possible English equivalents
dominus “Master of the house; owner; lord, ruler” (Morwood 2005:61).
possessor “Owner” (Morwood 2005:143).
erus "Master; owner” (Morwood 2005:66).

The following Latin terms are used to indicate the family unit to which slaves belonged:

Term Possible English equivalents
familia “Household, all persons under the control of one man, whether
relations, freedmen, or slaves; family; servants or slaves belonging
to one master” (Morwood 2005:73).
domus “Household; family” (Morwood 2005:61).
genus "Family” (Morwood 2005:81).
gens “Family” (Morwood 2005:81).
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The following terms are used for manumission in Latin literature (cf Bradley 1987,
1994):

Term Possible English equivalents
manumitto “Set at liberty, emancipate, free” (Morwood 2005:112).
libertus/liberta “Freedman, freedwoman” (Morwood 2005:106-107).

2.2.4.3 Hebrew terminology

Jewish involvement in the Hellenistic-Roman world meant an assimilation of Graeco-
Roman practices and Greek and Latin terms for slaves and slavery (Wright 1998:84).
This process involved a transformation of the Old Testament notion of servanthood.

Words signifying slaves occur in patriarchal myths, law codes, historical narratives,
prophetic revelations and wisdom literature in the Old Testament (Flesher 1988:12).
The following terms are used for slavery in the Hebrew Old Testament (VanGemeren
1997:36, 98, 123, 170, 177):

Term Possible English equivalents
(n 2) 7% | “Slave born in the house(hold)” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:382).

nn¥ | “Handmaid, maidservant” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:59).

NT9U | “Maidservant (not strictly distinguished from NNX)” (Koehler &
Baumgartner 1998:59).

111 | “Temple slave” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:641).

721 | “Slave (held in bondage)” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:671).

ni17Tay | “Servitude” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:674).

nTaDy | “Slaves, servants (as body)” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:673).

The following terms are used for slave-owners (VanGemeren 1997:125):

Term Possible English equivalents

117 | “Lord, master of slaves” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:11).

721 refers to any subservient relationship and does not necessarily imply ownership
(Wright 1998:85; Bartchy 1992:62). It is used of both Hebrew and foreign slaves
although the latter was treated to some extent as property. In the vast majority of cases

72D is rendered do0Aog or Traig in the Septuagint with a distinct preference for the

latter in The Pentateuch (Wright 1998:90-92). Oikétng and Bepamwy are also used and
all these terms are used as synonyms or at least seem interchangeable.
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Josephus prefers the term doUAog referring to chattel slaves (Wright 1998:98). He also
uses other Greek words not used in the Septuagint namely avdpamodov and
aixMaAwTog. Again, all these words seem to be used as synonyms. A striking feature of

Josephus’ writing is however his decreasing use of 1aig as meaning “slave” even in
contexts generally referring to slavery (Wright 1998:100). Philo follows roughly the
same pattern with do0Ao¢ dominating and others used as synonyms to it (Wright

1998:102). Philo employs 1aig as a play on its meanings of “slave” and “child” (Wright
1998:104-105). Also in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha slave terms are used
interchangeably without any clear distinctions even in religious contexts (Wright
1998:107). One may conclude that the Jews in the Second Temple Period used Greek
slave terms as they were used in their socio-cultural environment (Wright 1998:108).

The following terms are used to indicate the family unit to which slaves belonged
(VanGemeren 1997:105; see also Herzer 2005:126):

Term Possible English equivalents

n-a | “House ... inmates of a house, family: the wife(s), children and
servants” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:122-123). The term can be
considered the Hebrew equivalent of the Latin domus (Herzer
2005:126). Children and slaves were viewed as members of the
family.

The following terms are used for manumission in the Old Testament (cf VanGemeren
1997:87):

Term Possible English equivalents

RY. | “See "w9on” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:393); “Of emancipation”
(Brown et al 2000).

gom | “(To) free ... be freed (she-slave)’ (Koehler & Baumgartner
1998:323).

"gan | “Freeman ... released, emancipated ... from slavery” (Koehler &
Baumgartner 1998:323).

*garn | “Freedom (from slavery)” (Koehler & Baumgartner 1998:323).

2.2.4.4 Jewish-Palestine Aramaic terminology

Tannaitic and amoraic rabbinic documents are especially relevant to Jews and slavery
in antiquity (Herzer 2005:14).% Thus an examination of Jewish-Palestine Aramaic
terminology relating to slavery is necessary.

%6 Tannaitic writings contain traditions dating from the first and second centuries AD while

amoraic writings contain traditions dating from the third to fifth centuries AD (Herzer
2005:14 fn 57).
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The following terms are used for slavery in rabbinic sources (cf Flesher 1988:209-212):

Term Possible English equivalents
(n2) 7% | “Aslave born in the owner’s house” (Jastrow 1950:578).
nnw | “Handmaid” (Jastrow 1950:75).
nTou | “[Attached to the household,] handmaid, slave” (Jastrow 1950:1614).
1'n1 | “[Donated, dedicated to the Temple service,] Nathin” (Jastrow
1950:943).
71D | “Slave, servant” (Jastrow 1950:1035).
TaU
TaU
T 2D
RTID
naTay | “Slavery, servitude; status of a slave” (Jastrow 1950:1035).
172D
RDI1TQD

The following terms are used for slave-owners:

Term

Possible English equivalents

-

anl AT
el e
o

“(mostly in compounds) owner of, master of, possessed of, given
to...”; “mistress, owner” (Jastrow 1950:182).

The following terms are used to indicate the family unit to which slaves belonged (cf

Herzer 2005:126):

Term

Possible English equivalents

“House, household, home” (Jastrow 1950:167-168).

The following terms are used for manumission in the rabbinic literature:

Term Possible English equivalents
Ry | “Exempt ... to be freed” (Jastrow 1950:587).
wat | “To be set free ... this implies that he is a freedman” (Jastrow
1950:493).
"gor | “Freedom ... free, exempt” (Jastrow 1950:493).

2.2.45 Summary
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The Greek and Latin terminology clearly refer to chattel slavery as defined above (see
2.2.3). The Jewish terminology also conforms to this during the time of the New
Testament despite legacies from the Old Testament laws on slavery. This is also
reflected in the rabbinic literature.

2.2.5 Aspects arising from the New Testament passages

A perfunctory reading of the The New Testament passages listed in 1.1.1 above?®
indicate the following socio-historic delimitations:

Slavery in the New Testament is delimited to urban or domestic
slavery based on the inclusion of the exhortations directed at slave-
owners in the household codes (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1). One might also
assume a primarily urban audience in the urban Christian
congregations of the New Testament.

The use of the following terms for slavery: 1aig, do0Aog, 0ikéTng, and
their Latin, Hebrew and Aramaic equivalents.

The use of the following terms for slave-owners: kuplog, 6£01oTNG,
and their Latin, Hebrew and Aramaic equivalents.

The relationship between slave-owner and slave indicated by the
owner’s treatment of his slave(s) (Mt 8:5-13; 10:24-25; Acts 12:13-16;
Eph 6:5-8, 9; Col 3:22-25, 4:1; 1 Tim 6:1-2b; Titus 2:9-10; Phlm 1-25;
1 Pet 2:18-25).

The slave’s economic usefulness and loyalty towards his owner (Mt
24:45-51; 25:14-30; Luke 16:1-8; 17:7-10).

The slave as a member of the owner’s household (Jn 8:35).

The slave’s participation in their owner's or their own religious
activities (Phim 1-25).

Manumission (setting free) of slaves by their owners (1 Cor 7:21-23).

2.2.6 Conclusion

| conclude that the following search filter has been useful in delimiting the scope of this
study to aspects material to the socio-historical context of the New Testament
passages to be studied:

Domestic chattel slavery as defined in 2.2.3

Mt 8:5-13; 10:24-25; 24:45-51; 25:14-30; Luke 16:1-8; 17:7-10; John 8:35; Acts 12:13-16; 1
Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8, 9; Col 3:22-25, 4:1; 1 Tim 6:1-2b; Titus 2:9-10; Phim 1-25; 1 Pet

2:18-25.
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o during the period 480 BC — 535 AD;
. in Palestine and Asia Minor;
o indicated by commonly used vocabulary: do0Aog, oikéTng, TTaic,

KUPIOG, BEQTTOTNG, Oikog, servus, verna, dominus, familia, TaD,

n a2 and 177T® (including related forms in Hebrew and Aramaic);
and

o delimited by the aspects highlighted by the New Testament
passages to be studied i.e. the legal, economic, social-familial, and
religious relationship between slave-owner and slave with the
emphasis on the rights and duties of the slave-owner in such
relationship.

This search filter has been used throughout this study to establish the scope of material
to be studied.

2.3 SLAVERY AS A SOCIAL INSTITUTION

The Greek world: Slavery in the Greek world may seem irrelevant to the present study
considering that the New Testament was written during the first century A.D. However,
Bartchy (1973:40) concludes in his study of 1 Corinthians 7:21 that many slaves (at
least in Corinth) lived under Greek law. Pringsheim (1950:481) draws the same
conclusion on the basis that the Eastern Provinces of the Roman Empire rejected
Roman law especially with regard to the sale of slaves. | thus consider slavery in the
Greek world to be relevant to this study.

Although the Greeks considered all forms of non-free labour to be douAcia, chattel

slavery must be distinguished from other forms of non-free labour found in the Greek
world (Garlan 1988:85).% However, by the sixth century chattel slavery appear to have
constituted a “superior” mode of exploitation. During the classical period neither the
legitimacy of slavery nor its practical necessity was questioned by Athenians (Garlan
1988:138).%° In classical Athens chattel slavery made considerable progress during the
time of Solon parallel to the advancement of the freedom of some (Garlan 1988:39).
For purposes of this study chattel slavery in classical Athens is accepted as the
dominant form of slavery in the Greek world up to the end of the Hellenistic period (see
Garlan 1988:55).

The Roman world: Despite many philosophical debates on the subject (see chapter 4
below) slavery was never seriously questioned as an integral part of Roman society
(Bradley 1994:137). Society was strictly viewed in terms of the polarity between slaves

%8 For purposes of this study, | consider Garlan’s (1988) discussion of Greek slavery to be

satisfactory, augmented by other sources where available.
This statement discounts the various philosophical doctrines advanced from the fourth
century BC onward (Garlan 1988:138). These doctrines will be discussed in chapter 4.
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and free citizens (Wiedemann 1987:5). This sharp distinction between slave and free
was codified and reinforced by the development of Roman law (see chapter 3 below).
Roman slavery exhibited certain general features (Bradley 1987:14-17):

o Slavery was not a static institution but developed with the expansion
of the Roman Empire;

o Slaves did not form a rigid social class with a recognisable
consciousness of itself; and

° The circumstances of slave-owners varied almost as much as those
of slaves.

Roman slavery also exhibited great complexity: From sale and manumission to
material success and physical abuse (Bradley 1994:4). The fact of the matter is that
there were many variations and contradictions in the treatment of slaves and their daily
living. As such, slavery in Rome must be approached as a social relationship binding
slave and slave-owner together (Wiedemann 1987:22). Although the economic aspect
of slavery is important, it remains secondary to slavery as a social institution founded
on the exercise of authority over an inferior party by a superior party (Bradley 1994:16).
The latter point highlights the difference the owner-slave relationship and other unequal
social relationships such as that of emperor and subject, and father and son: The
owner-slave relationship was not subjected to any restricting factors (Wiedemann
1987:23; Bradley 1994:5).

Owning slaves was typical of many levels of Roman society, although the number of
slaves owned varied greatly (Bradley 1994:12). Many households probably had no
slaves at all (Balsdon 1969:107). Slave-owning was a never failing source of personal
economic benefit to owners derived from their almost limitless abilities to control and
coerce human property (Bradley 1994:24). Slave-holding was an expression of power
as attested by the synonymity between the Latin concepts of power (potestas) and
slave-ownership (dominium). Potestas refers generally to the “power to do something,
power over something, control” (Simpson 1959:460). It may also refer to dominion and
official authority. Dominium refers to “rule, power, ownership” (Simpson 1959:201). The
semantic overlap between these two terms is clear: Ownership indicates a legal
relationship between owner and object, but also a power relationship. The owner’s
power over his slaves was the power of life and death, and thus slavery was
considered in many ways as a state of living death (Bradley 1994:25).*° The owner’s
power vested in the fact that he allowed the slave to continue to live, if only in a
condition of suspended death at the owner’s discretion. Consequently, the slave was
utterly disempowered, isolated, without rights, degraded (Bradley 1994:27-29). Yet the
reality of the everyday management of human property necessitated recognition of
slaves’ human character. Auctoritas refers to “power conferred [i.e. official power],
rights, command ... legal title” (Simpson 1959:66), thus bringing together both potestas
and dominium. But it goes beyond mere power and ownership to include “influence,
authority, prestige”. It denotes the quality of actual power in the individual based on the
willing compliance of subordinates and the esteem of the individual’s colleagues, rather
than official authority of social status or government office (Harrill 2006:2).

% See 2.2.3 above with regard to Patterson’s definition (1982) of slavery as social death.
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The Jewish world: The existence of slavery as an every day experience was taken for
granted in Graeco-Roman times by Jews, Greeks, and Romans in equal measure
(Hezser 2005:1).*" Jews owned slaves and Jews were enslaved to Jewish and non-
Jewish owners (Wright 1998:84; Hezser 2005:381). Some scholars argue that there is
no reason to distinguish between slavery in Jewish and Graeco-Roman society (cf
Martin  1993:113). In many sources Jewish slaves and slave-owners remain
unidentified either as Jews or as slaves or slave-owners. Yet, even though the
constituent elements of slavery are the same for all social orders, the specific
configuration of elements will be understood differently in different socio-economic
systems (Patterson 1982:27-27).

Such contextual variations must be taken into account when attempting to understand
slavery in the Jewish, Greek, and Roman contexts of the New Testament (Bartchy
1992:66). The differences in configuration emerge from a number of elements common
to all slave-owning societies (Hezser 2005:8-12). These include the institutionalisation
of slavery, the fact that the majority of slaves are recruited from outside the society
itself, the total alienation of slaves from society, culture, and gender rendering them
neutral in all respects, and their total lack of honour. In both Jewish and Graeco-Roman
society slaves were considered nameless outsiders (Hezser 2005:381). It follows that
many of the features of Roman slavery described in this chapter were also applicable
to Jewish slavery in antiquity. Consequently the following discussion will focus on the
differences rather than the similarities.

The Jews of the Second Temple period lived in a world where slavery played a role
vastly different from that of their Biblical predecessors (Wright 1998:83). Slavery did not
play such an important economic role in Old Testament times, and the legal position of
slaves differed from that in Hellenistic and Roman times (see chapter 3 below). The
Old Testament reflects a society in which the citizen does not appear to be at the
centre of human activity (Hezser 2005:90). The distinction between Israel and other
nations were much more important than the Graeco-Roman distinction between slave
and free, and thus the latter distinction within ancient Israel became blurred. This is
confirmed by the attempts in the Torah to reduce the distinction between Israelite debt
slaves and free Israelites (Hezser 2005:90).*2 The Jewish slave was more of an
apprenticed servant than a slave (Garnsey 1996:27). He retained his family ties and
standing and was therefore essentially independent from the householder (cf Flesher
1988:19). This did not apply to foreign slaves: They were the property of their owners
(cf Lev 25:44-46).

Greek Jewish literature from Hellenistic and Roman times however affirmed the slave-
free distinction and made no mention of any distinction between Jewish and gentiles
slaves (Hezser 2005:93). The ancient Jewish writers took slavery for granted, writing
about it as freemen from the economically secure position of male members of the

% For purposes of this study, | consider Herzer's (2005) discussion of Jewish slavery in

antiquity to be satisfactory, augmented by other sources where available.
% See Lev 25:39-41, Exod 21:2 and Deut 15:12.
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middle to upper classes of society (Hezser 2005:380). Rabbinic literature was also
more concerned with the more general opposition between enslaved and free persons,
depicting slaves as a homogenous status group (Hezser 2005:93). Yet traces of
distinction between slaves are to be found in the literature. The personal slaves of the
patriarch probably occupied the highest status category amongst slaves followed by
the slaves of ordinary rabbis (Hezser 2005:100ff). These slaves acted as
intermediaries between their owners, much like the Roman slaves mediating relations
between the free (Hezser 2005:102).

Although the slave-free distinction was emphasised by Graeco-Roman and Jewish
writers alike, the boundaries between the two categories were in reality rather blurred
(Hezser 2005:105). This is best illustrated by those who were part of both worlds yet
did not properly belong to either namely half-slaves and freed slaves. The rabbinic
sources attest to the existence of half-slaves (Hezser 2005:105-108). Half-slaves
worked for themselves as well as their owners. This situation came about because of
partial manumission or a slave belonging to two owners with one setting the slave free.
Manumitted slaves also inhabited an in-between world (see 2.8 below).

Graeco-Roman and Jewish society differed greatly in viewpoints on service,
subservience, and humility (Hezser 2005:177). Rabbis positively encouraged serving
persons of higher status, gradually moving from the role of servant or apprentice to that
of owner. This viewpoint was based on the Biblical model of individuals serving God
which was used as a typology for the relationship between slave and owner (Hezser
2005:178). Such a typology did not exist in Graeco-Roman culture.

24 THE SLAVE POPULATION

The Greek world: The guiding principle of slavery in Athens was that no citizen of the
State could be enslaved, although a limited number of exceptions are known (Garlan
1988:45). The Greeks felt a certain measure of repugnance in enslaving their own
compatriots, rather showing solidarity as a means of distinguishing themselves from
the barbarian world (Garlan 1988:50). Consequently the vast majority of slaves were
non-Greek speakers imported from all peoples outside the Greek world. These slaves
were procured either by way of force or voluntary delivery by their fellow-countrymen.
Others sources of slaves were brigandage on land and piracy on sea (Garlan 1988:48).
Lastly the natural increase in the slave population provided a constant source of slaves
(Garlan 1988:52). Slaves born in the house were considered to be more loyal and
could be apprenticed at an early age to acquire particular skills. Considering the
available sources of slaves, it follows that most slaves were bought and sold in the
slave trade (Garlan 1988:53).

The Roman world: The main sources of slaves in the Roman Empire were prisoners
of war, natural reproduction among the existing slave population, infant exposure, long-
distance trade beyond the boundaries of the Empire, and piracy and brigandage
(Bradley 1994:32-38). The sudden shift from freedom to slavery must have been
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devastating for the victims of enslavement. Some of the consequence included the
breakdown of family relations, cultural confusion, and terrible conditions of transport
(Bradley 1994:44-48). Children born in slavery might have enjoyed more fortuitous
living conditions although many were born as a result of the sexual abuse of their
mothers (Bradley 1994:48-50). And slaves were always at risk of being sold, also
resulting in the breakdown of family ties.

The Jewish world: In the Hebrew Bible already there are indications of rural slaves
and domestic slaves (Hezser 2005:299). Royal (or public) slaves and temple slaves are
also mentioned. These distinctions continued to exist in Hellenistic and Roman times.
Slaves in Roman Palestine came from the same sources as Roman slaves (Hezser
2005:223). Debt slavery or self-sale was prohibited by Roman law yet practiced in
ancient Palestine on the authority of Biblical texts (Hezser 2005:235). Trade in slaves
was common in Palestine, as in the whole ancient world (Hezser 2005:247). Both
Jewish and gentile slaves were sold by professional slave traders at slave markets or
transferred from one owner to another by mutual agreement. Rabbinic law regulated
the sale of slaves in addition to Roman law (Hezser 2005:258ff; see chapter 3 below).

25 SLAVES AND ECONOMIC LIFE

The Greek world: The importance of slaves to the classical Greek economy lies in
their productive work which accumulated the surplus that made their owners’ quality of
life and lifestyle possible (Garlan 1988:60). During Athenian times slaves had no truly
professional qualifications but rather performed household tasks while living alongside
their owners. Although slave-ownership was common, the poorest of free persons
could not afford to own slaves. A citizen of average means owned at least three slaves
(Garlan 1988:61). Domestic slaves also contributed to production within the family unit,
especially with regard to agricultural production (Garlan 1988:63). In larger households,
a housekeeper or steward would be set in charge of the slaves (Garlan 1988:69).

With agriculture being the most important sector of the ancient economy, many slaves
were employed on the land (De Ste. Croix 1981:144, 505ff). Slaves also assisted in
artisan workshops acquiring skills to become masons and carpenters, and assisted
their merchant owners in their business dealings, including banking activities (Garlan
1988:66-67). Others engaged in prostitution, banqueting services, and so-called
“liberal” professions for example doctor’s assistants (Garlan 1988:68). There were also
many public slaves who did manual labour and even constituted local police forces.

Slaves could be hired out by their owners to third parties and receive a wage according
to the services rendered (Garlan 1988:70). Some Athenian slaves were allowed to
work independently for their own account and live outside the owner’s house with their
families (Garlan 1988:71). However, all these forms of slave work still constituted
exploitation of slaves as property.

The Roman world: In purely economical terms slaves were both producers and
servants (Wiedemann 1987:30). Slaves engaged in a great variety of work roles in the
Roman world (Bradley 1994:57-58). For legal purposes slaves were divided into two
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categories namely domestic (or urban) slaves and rural slaves. The available lists*® of
slave jobs in both categories indicate that these jobs ranged from menial manual labour
to skilled labour as artisans, secretaries, and surgeons. No occupation in Roman
society was closed to slaves with the exception of military service (Bradley 1994:65).
And yet no occupations were formally reserved for slaves alone either. The diversity of
slave jobs emphasises the high visibility of slaves in every aspect of Roman economic
life, whether in primary production or the provision of services (Bradley 1994:75).

Since slaves work their whole lives, the possibilities of promotion to jobs with greater
responsibility existed (cf Balsdon, 1969:113; Bradley 1994:68). This was possible
because of the slave hierarchy that existed within society and even households
(Bradley 1994:70). Rural slaves were for example considered inferior to urban slaves
and a slave’s status within the hierarchy depended upon the size of the household to
which he or she belonged and the standing of the owner. Within the household the
hierarchy was occupationally determined e.g. the bailiff was the herdsman’s superior.
Slaves could be promoted to oversee the whole household, and conversely slaves
could be punished by way of demotion. The slave population was thus not
undifferentiated (Bradley 1994:73).

Slave-owners were under a strong obligation to provide their slaves with the basic
necessities of life such as food, clothing, and shelter (Bradley 1994:81). The material
well-being of a slave was determined on the one hand by the slave’s function and
status and on the other hand by his or her owner’s degree of responsibility in meeting
his material obligations to the slave (Bradley 1994:89). Yet ancient literature indicates
that it would be wrong to assume that servile living conditions were uniformly and
generically worse than those of all other groups in Roman society. Slaves’ reaction to
their material circumstances varied from passive acceptance to attempts to turn
dependence upon an owner to his or her personal advantage (Bradley 1994:101-106).

The Jewish world: Similarly to Roman custom, the ancient Jewish family included free
and unfree members (Hezser 2005:125-126). The functions of slaves within the
household varied according to the owner’s wealth and social status (Hezser 2005:139).
Different functions requiring different levels of expertise led to a hierarchy of status
within the household. Tasks varied from the most menial to the very influential such as
administrators and teachers; yet most sources refer to domestic tasks (Hezser
2005:301). Some slaves worked as artisans or were hired out to workshops. Slaves
also acted as intermediaries in business transactions (Hezser 2005:275ff).

2.6 SLAVES AND SOCIAL LIFE

The Greek world: The social conditions of slaves varied greatly depending on origin,
juridical status, and employment (Garlan 1988:145). Slaves employed as forced labour

% Cf Bradley (1994:59-63) for these lists.
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for example in mines and mills were the worst off, closely followed by the artisans and
agricultural slaves. At the top of the hierarchy of slaves were the public slaves and
slaves who lived and worked independently in return for a fee. These differences in
social status were particularly detectable from the clothing worn (Garlan 1988:147).

Domestic slaves found themselves somewhere in between the most deprived and the
most privileged (Garlan 1988:146). On the one hand they were most likely to enjoy
some comfort and security, but on the other hand they were as likely to suffer at the
hand of their owner, whether justified or not. Hierarchies of importance even existed
within slave households (De Ste. Croix 1981:143).

The Roman world: The existence of slave marriages and slave families was a legal
impossibility (Buckland 1908:76). A male slave could not legally be a father (Glancy
2006:9). Yet one can safely assume that slaves wished to establish and live in their
own family units (Bradley 1987:47). There is indeed sufficient evidence to indicate that
slave families in fact existed in the Roman world. These families constantly lived under
the threat of instability brought about by the fact of their slave status (Bradley 1987:51-
52). Such negative factors included sale and bequest, the fact that the owner’'s
interests always took precedence, and the use of slave women as wet-nurses. These
same factors perpetuated divisions among the large slave population and consequently
served to maintain the social order (Bradley 1987:80). On the positive side
manumission provided some familial stability (Bradley 1987:77).

The treatment of slaves in general depended heavily upon the customs of the owner’s
household, the business and social status of the owner, and the character of the owner
himself (Bartchy 1973:68). The evidence attests to every sort of treatment by owners
and every sort of relationship between owner and slave (Crook 1984:57). Yet it is clear
from the evidence that from the first century AD there was increasingly strong public
disapproval both of the ruthlessness of the law and of the arbitrary powers of owners
(Balsdon 1969:109). Whether this disapproval was the result of greater
humanitarianism or purely economical because of a greater scarcity of slaves, is
debatable.

The Jewish world: Slave-breeding was encouraged in order to increase the number of
slaves born within the household (called vernae) (Hezser 2005:183). Yet the focus on
the nuclear family intensified, preserving its purity and boundaries (Hezser 2005:389).
Thus the offspring of slave women were not integrated into the family but rather
ostracised by being attributed slave status. This contrasts sharply with the Biblical
integration of slave children into the family (Hezser 2005:391).

Generally speaking Jewish owners treated their slaves more considerately, based on
the demands of Hebrew law (Bartchy 1992:70). Thus Jews forced into slavery sought
Jewish purchasers.
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2.7 SLAVES AND RELIGIOUS LIFE

The Greek world: Slaves’ role in religious life was simply assigned to them by their
owners (Garlan 1988:198). They were mere spectators in public cults and held
subordinate positions in family ceremonies and rites. On rare occasions when slaves
were protagonists in ceremonies of social inversion, these ceremonies merely served
to reinforce the everyday social order (Garlan 1988:199). Owners determined the
ceremonies and always retained control.

The Roman world: Household cults and the rites associated with it were considered to
be very important to the prosperity of the family (Saller 1996:124). As members of the
household, slaves participated fully in these rites and gained protection from the rites.
Evidence from the New Testament suggests that slaves were called to conversion to
Christianity as individuals and as members of households following the conversion of
the owner (Bartchy 1992:68). These slave members were considered full members of
the congregation despite their legal status (Bartchy 1992:71).

Slaves in the Roman Empire did not favour any specific cult outside the household to
which a freedman or free man would not have wanted to belong (Bartchy 1973:76).
Within religious groupings slaves often found social recognition and protection that they
may have otherwise lacked. Slaves did share in some of the religious festivities of the
free without fear of punishment (Balsdon 1969:124ff; Saller 1996:123ff). They also
celebrated their own festivals and holidays (Balsdon 1969:75).

The Jewish world: Slavery blotted out differences in origin, ethnicity, culture, and
religion (Hezser 2005:34). Jews enslaved by the Romans and taken to Italy were
forced to participate in pagan cults and observe pagan ceremonies, and it seems
unlikely that they would have been able to continue adherence to Jewish religious
obligations. Similarly, non-Jewish slaves owned by Jewish owners would have been
circumcised and forced to participate in the Jewish way of life (Flesher 1988:135;
Hezser 2005:35).

2.8 SLAVES, MANUMISSION, AND FREEDMEN

The Greek world: Although evidence points to manumission as early as the end of the
sixth century BC, it probably occurred even earlier in oral form (Garlan 1988:73). There
is some evidence that manumission became more common from the fourth century
onwards. This trend continued into Hellenistic times. The decision to manumit a slave
was generally left to the discretion of the owner (Garlan 1988:74; Zelnick-Abramovitz
2005:130). Motivations for manumitting a slave varied greatly but were usually
informed by economic considerations (Fischer 1993:68). Manumission enabled the
slave-owner to recapitalise the value of old and weak slaves; the promise of freedom
encouraged loyalty and diligence; conditional freedom indebted the slave to his or her

owner; and as manumitted slaves were considered foreigners (¢€vor) in the city-state,

they constructed the identity of the citizens as full members of the political community
(Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:59). Other considerations such as exchange of freedom for
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services, a favour for a favour, fulfilment of promises, familial relations and ties of
affection could also lead to manumission (Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:153).

A manumitted slave became a freedman (Garlan 1988:77). Often the rights and
obligations of the freedman were described in the act of manumission. While most such
acts appear to grant the freedman unrestricted freedom, acts explicitly limiting the
freedman’s freedom became increasingly common. These limitations included payment
of money for the repurchase of freedom, having a patron through whom he could

approach the courts (TTpoaTdrtng), performing various duties toward his former owner

and staying with his former owner for a specified period of time (Fischer 1993:68;
Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:222ff).

The question arises as to whether a freedman subjected to such limitations was indeed
free. The factual position seems to be that such a freedman belonged somewhere in
between slavery and freedom (Garlan 1988:79). Socially, though not legally, these
persons remained slaves (Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:245). Freedmen were never wholly
free, for the stain of servile origin could never be completed removed (Zelnick-
Abramovitz 2005:333).

The Roman world: Manumission in Rome was either formal or informal (Bradley
1994:155). Formal manumission by a Roman owner resulted in full citizenship while
informal manumission resulted in legal freedom but no citizenship (Bartchy 1973:42 fn
110). Some owners freed their slaves because of genuine affection, gratitude for
specific acts of devotion, loyalty, and obedience (Bradley 1987:83; 1994:158-159).
Manumission could also be the result of an agreement between slave and owner in
terms of which the slave bought his freedom and thus compensated the owner for the
loss of property caused by the manumission (Bradley 1994:159).

Manumission did not mean complete freedom for slaves and absolution from all
responsibility towards their former owners (Bradley 1987:81). Conditions other than the
payment of money were frequently attached to manumission for example continued
servitude for a specific period (Bradley 1994:160). These conditions primarily served
the interests of the slave-owner although the former slave did experience a dramatic
improvement in social status (Bradley 1987:81). In cases of doubt as to whether the
conditions were properly fulfilled, the principle of favor libertatis was applied, namely
that the slave was to be given the benefit of the doubt to favour freedom. Freed slaves
continued to be bound to their former owners by way of a patron-client relationship
(Hezser 2005:109). This relationship assured them access to the law courts.

The Jewish world: The Roman law stipulations regarding manumission applied also to
Jewish slaves and slave-owners (Hezser 2005:305-306). Many of these stipulations
conflicted with the Biblical manumission laws.** Whether these Biblical laws were
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Exod 21; Lev 25; Deut 15. See also chapter 3 below.
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implemented is open to debate. The Mishnah also contained manumission rules
(Hezser 2005:308-314; see chapter 3 below). It seems that Jewish manumission
practices were influenced by Hellenistic customs.

Although manumitted slaves were in principle free, they were considered to be a
specific group within free society upon whom certain limitations were placed (Hezser
2005:109). Sources suggest that certain obligations continued to exist between a
freedman and his former Jewish owner (Hezser 2005:111). This relationship may have
been influenced by the Roman patron-client relationship.

29 SLAVES AND REBELLION

The Greek world: Chattel slaves seem to have started or organised very few revolts
(Garlan 1988:180). This may be explained by reason of their depersonalisation and
consequent lack of aspiration for liberty (Garlan 1988:191). The heterogeneous
composition of the slave population in terms of origins, languages and common goals
contributed to the lack of rebellion amongst slaves (De Ste. Croix 1981:146). Athenian
owners probably feared individual actions by their slaves more than rebellion by the
whole slave population against the free population. These actions of rebellion would
have included theft, plundering and pilfering, negligence bordering on sabotage, and
flight (Garlan 1988:193; see also Fischer 1993:79ff). In extreme cases it might have
manifested in the murder of an owner. A number of measures available to owners
deterred such conduct, combined with a measure of acceptance of domination that is
perceived to be legitimate (Garlan 1988:197). In fact, there is hardly any evidence of
activist and spontaneous struggles on the part of slaves based on a strong counter
ideology.

The Roman world: Evidence of revolt among slaves in the Roman Empire indicates
that organised revolts were few and far between and limited to 140-70 BC.* This does
not mean, however, that revolt was the only form of resistance available to slaves
(Bradley 1994:109). The other forms of resistance ranged from violent acts such as
suicide, assault and murder to lying, cheating, and theft, wastefulness with regard to
time and resources, and petty sabotage. Such behaviour was always considered bad
by slave-owners (Bradley 1994:123). And while slave-owners may from time to time
have acknowledged that slaves behaved “badly” because of ill treatment, such
misdeeds were never condoned. Owners could never comprehend slaves’ misdeeds
as appropriate and defensible reactions of victimised human beings (Bradley
1994:124). The fact that slaves were prepared to face the fearful consequences of
flight, comments on the harsh ill treatment that many slaves endured. Yet there is no
evidence of resistance fuelled by an ideological ambition to change the structure of
Roman society (Bradley 1994:130).

The Jewish world: Rebellion among Jews led to enslavement of Jews by the Romans,
particularly during the first and second Jewish revolts (Hezser 2005:229). These revolts
cannot be classified as class wars although there were manifestations of class conflict
within them (Hezser 2005:239). These manifestations included the burning of records

% For a full discussion on slaves and rebellion see Bradley (1989).
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of debt to garner support among the poor and the proclamation of liberty for slaves by
leaders of the revolts. There is no evidence of any specific revolts among Jewish
slaves or slaves owned by Jewish owners.

2.10 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter aimed to provide an overview of slavery in Greek and Roman antiquity as
general context of the New Testament and other passages to be studied in the
following chapters. In order to delimit the scope of the overview and the subsequent
material to be studied, the following search filter was defined:

Period:
480 B.C. - 535 A.D.

Region:
Palestine and Asia
Minor

Vocabulary:
Grk: do0Aog, oikétng, Traig, KUPIOG,
8e0TIdTNG, OIKOG

Ltn: servus, verna, dominus,
familia

Heb/Aram: 7.2 yn " and

NT passages:
Legal, economic,
social-familial, and religious
relationship between
slave-owner
and slave

This filter has been successfully applied to slavery in the Greek world, the Roman
Empire, and among Jews during antiquity (see 2.3 to 2.9 above). The overview
emphasises the scope and diversity of slavery during the period under investigation.
Greek, Roman, and Jewish law has been discussed in the following chapter, using this
overview as general context. The search filter has been applied in all succeeding
chapters to delimit the scope of the study.
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2.11 CONCLUSIONS

From the evidence presented in this chapter, the following may be concluded:

Slavery was an accepted legal and social phenomenon in Greek,
Roman, and Jewish life. In Jewish thought, however, slavery was cast
in the context of humility before and service and subservience to God.
This became the accepted typology for the relationship between slave
and slave-owner, a typology that survived in the relevant texts in the
New Testament (see 7.3.6 below).

In the Greek world only foreigners were enslaved, but in Greco-
Roman and Jewish contexts Romans and Jews could also be
enslaved. In all three contexts the slave trade flourished.

In all three worlds slaves played a pivotal role in economic prosperity,
both as producers and cheap labour. They fulfilled a wide variety of
tasks in the economy from manual labour to skilled work.

In all three contexts slaves were considered part of the household. In
the Roman world slaves could not legally marry or have children. In
the Jewish tradition the preservation of the purity of the household
often led to the exclusion of slaves, despite the Biblical integration of
slave children into the family. The treatment of slaves by their owners
varied widely depending upon the character, attitudes, social status,
et cetera of the owner.

As far as religion was concerned, a slave by default shared the
religious convictions of his owner.

Manumission was common in all three worlds, with the notable
difference being the mandatory release of Hebrew slaves in terms of
Biblical law. After manumission slaves in all three worlds became
freedmen who were in principle free but were legally and socially
heavily restricted in their freedom.

Organised revolts among slaves were few and far between and
usually led to greater enslavement. Rebellion was rather expressed
by way of other forms of resistance.
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to construct the rights and duties of slave-owners in antiquity as
part of the socio-historic context of the New Testament. In order to achieve this aim,
the primary sources referring to Greek, Roman and Jewish law of slavery will first be
described. Relevant texts from these sources will then be identified by way of the
search filter defined in chapter 2, and the identified texts have been analysed and
interpreted. In the analysis and interpretation of these sources, the pitfalls of using
these sources described in 1.4.3 have been borne in mind. The results of this
process of analysis and interpretation will be used as socio-historic context when
studying the relevant New Testament passages in chapter 6. The present chapter
concludes with a summary.
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Although this study focuses on the legal rights and duties of slave-owners, it is
necessary to also take into consideration the rights and especially duties of slaves.
Rights and duties represent two sides of the same coin. When two parties for
example conclude a contract, one party must deliver the performance as stipulated in
the agreement (the duty) and the other party is entitled to claim such performance by
legal process (the right) (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:251). For every legal duty
there is a corresponding legally enforceable right. And thus a survey of the duties of
slaves will also constitute a list of rights of owners, and vice versa.

3.2 GENERAL DEVELOPMENT AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF GREEK, ROMAN AND JEWISH LAW
3.2.1 Greek law

What is the relevance of Greek law to this study? In respect of the sale of slaves in
the Roman world, Pringsheim (1950:481, 483) states that “[t{ihe Greek notaries did
not merely ignore Roman law, but openly rejected it”, showing “tough resistance of
popular Greek conceptions to Roman influence”. He bases his argument on the fact
that the Eastern Provinces of the Roman Empire rejected Roman law especially with
regard to the sale of slaves. Whereas Roman law offered protection for the
purchasers of slaves against latent defects, Greek law limited such protection.
Bartchy (1973:40) concludes in his study of 1 Corinthians 7:21 that many slaves (at
least in Corinth) lived under Greek law. This should not be surprising since the
eastern part of the Roman Empire preserved the Greek language and the products of
classical Greek literature and science (Kelly 1992:82). There is little reason to believe
that this legacy did not include Greek law.

The ancient Greek did not develop a legal science in the sense that the Romans did
i.e. “a body of systematised legal knowledge and doctrine, generally accepted as
authoritative over the area of the culture from which it springs, having a unity of its
own distinct and separate from political science” (Calhoun 1977:1). Yet the Greeks
did have a legal science in a broader sense namely as historical and comparative
jurisprudence, the analysis of legal concepts, and the philosophy of law. Since the
Greek world was divided into many independent political units each with its own body
of law, local laws diverged from what may be termed the common law of the Hellenes
(Calhoun 1977:2). Local laws were also only effective within each unit's own territory.

On the basis of convenience, Greek legal development can be divided into five
periods: The Primitive Monarchy (up to £800 BC), the Aristocracy (+800-650 BC), the
Age of the Lawgivers (£650-500 BC), Athenian Democracy (503-338 BC), and the
Hellenistic Period (338-30 BC) (Calhoun 1977:1-2). The latter two periods are
relevant to this study (see 2.2.1 above): *°

% For a more detailed discussion beyond the scope of this study see Calhoun (1977:30-

57).
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o The fifth century in Athens was characterised by political experi-
mentation with democracy (Calhoun 1977:30). In the democracy
the source of law was the will of the people expressed in vopol
(laws) and wneiopata (resolutions). The considerable legacy of
legal science during this period is to be found in the works of the
philosophers and their influence on Roman law (Calhoun 1977:56).
However, the influence of Greek law did not extend to concrete
rules of practical law (Kelly 1992:48). The influence of religion on
law was clearly evidenced by legislation regarding religious
observance and offences (cf Parker 2005:61-81).

o The Hellenistic period was characterised by expansion, adjustment,
and amalgamation of the legal ideas and practices of the different
Hellenic states, influencing the forms in which Greek law and legal
thought came into contact with Roman law and became an
important factor in the latter's development (Calhoun 1977:50; Zane
1998:118). This amalgamation was the result of a shift in consti-
tutional dispensation from majority rule to minority rule under the
auspices of a foreign power which in turn resulted in the
concentration of legal activities such as interpretation, application,
and enactment of law in the hands of a few (Calhoun 1977:51).
Now the ultimate source of law was a foreign sovereign.

Throughout the development of Greek law one element remained constant, namely
the doctrine of natural law (Calhoun 1977:74; cf Zane 1998:132-134). Despite
resistant, the idea of an absolute, universal standard of right transcending the laws of
a particular society persisted. It was an important factor in the development of
Roman law, perpetuated and proclaimed by the Stoics.

As far as Greek law of slavery is concerned, the laws served three purposes which
were at least partly contradictory (Fisher 1993:58).

. The maintenance and reinforcement of the fundamental distinction
between slave and free;

o The preservation of the institution, allowing owners a great deal of
control over their slaves; and

o Some legal protection for slaves by delimiting the powers of owners
over their slaves to some extent.

3.2.2 Roman law

The inherent spirit of Roman law is best considered through the eyes of the elite on
legal matters, and specifically the jurists®’ (Watson 1995:34). The enduring
characteristics of Roman law were shaped by the struggle between the patricians
and the plebeians for control of the Roman Republic, established in 509 BC. This
struggle culminated in the codification of civil law in the Twelve Tables in 451-450 BC
(Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:29). The Twelve Tables laid the foundation of the
following characteristics of Roman law (Watson 1995:37-41):%

37

. See 3.3.2 below with regard to the role of the Roman jurists as sources of Roman law.

For a more detailed discussion beyond the scope of this study see Watson (1995:37-41).
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o Religious law was excluded, since the rituals of the state religion
and the priestly offices were the monopoly of the elite. This fact
lends Roman law its decidedly secular appearance.

o Roman private law exhibits a distinctly egalitarian character since
the patricians attempted to appease the plebeians’ demands for
equal rights of liberty. This egalitarianism was however an illusion
for the fundamental distinction between freeborn and slave
governed private law.

o Roman jurists exhibited a form of legal logic and interpretation
removed from particular political, social, and economic reality.
Ultimately, Roman law was driven by the pursuit of clarity of legal
concepts even when it resulted in a distortion of reality.

o Roman law was recognisably the same at around 200 BC, during
the Republic and Principate, and even in the time of Justinian’s
codification in the sixth century AD. This characteristic is true for the
whole of Roman private law, including the law of slavery. The
evidence also points to the widespread application of Roman law
throughout the empire (Johnston 1999:11).

This is the general legal context of the Roman law of slavery which infiltrated every
aspect of Roman private law. In the words of Crook (1967:55): “[tlhere can be
scarcely a title of the Digest in which he [a slave] does not figure”.

3.2.3 Jewish law

The Hebrew laws are the product of a long development (Zane 1998:80). Broadly
speaking, the development of Jewish law can be divided into two periods namely the
pre- and post-Talmudic periods (Elon 1994:39). The second runs from the sixth or
seventh century AD to the present day, and falls outside the scope of this study (see
2.10 above). The first starts with the written Torah and ends with the completion of
the Talmud, with the following sub-divisions (Elon 1994:41-42).

o The Biblical period to Ezra and Nehemiah (until approximately the
middle of the fifth century BC);

o The period from Ezra and Nehemiah until the Zugot (“Pairs”) (until
approximately 160 BC);

o The period of the Zugot (approximately 160 BC until the beginning
of the AD era);

o The period of the Tannaim (from the destruction of the temple until
220 AD);

o The period of the Amoraim (from 220 AD until the end of the fifth
century AD);

o The period of the Savoraim (until the end of the sixth or the middle

of the seventh century AD).
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The fundamental norm of Jewish law is that everything set forth in the Torah or
Written Law is binding on the Jewish legal system (Elon 1994:232). The source for
the authority of the Torah is the Ruler of the universe, the Giver of the Law to Moses
at Sinai. Jewish law is thus religious in that its root source is divine revelation (Elon
1994:4). Religious and non-religious laws are found in the same divinely revealed
sources (see 3.3.3 below). The Ten Commandments illustrate the point: Alongside a
commandment on the observance of the Sabbath, one finds the commandment not
to steal. This distinguishes Jewish law from Greek and Roman law, both of which
developed into secular legal systems. Because of the religious nature of Jewish law,
its sources are interpreted exegetically (Elon 1994:283ff). For this purpose the
thirteen canons of interpretation and other exegetical rules were formulated (Elon
1994:318-319).

The laws considered peculiarly divine by the Jewish people are the Ten
Commandments (Zane 1998:87). These laws are legal, religious or moral in nature.
No penalties are prescribed, apart from the threat of evil consequences for non-
compliance. These consequences often involve the whole community rather than
only guilty individuals. The Ten Commandments do not, except by inference, cover
many fields of law, and in these matters Jewish law exhibited great liberality (Zane
1998:93). The Jewish law of slavery provides an excellent example.®*® Further
developments took place in the fields of commercial law (e.g. just weights, balances,
and measures®), the law of evidence (proof provided by two or more witnesses*"),
the law of succession (the firstborn being entitled to a double portion*?), and the law
of persons (acknowledgement of individual liability*®) (Zane 1998:93-95). The latter
was the greatest single principle developed by Jewish priests: Each individual should
be liable in law only for his own acts or omissions, replacing the concept of familial
liability (Zane 1998:96-97).

3.3 THE PRIMARY SOURCES
3.3.1 Greek law

It is true that no Greek legal literature in the sense of legal writings by jurists has
survived (Calhoun 1977:58).** Greek law never produced a great collection of laws
comparable to the sources of Roman law since the Greek world was divided into
many independent political units (Arnaoutoglou 1998:xiii). The sources for the study
of Greek law are sporadic and incomplete, many collections of laws compiled by the
likes of Aristotle for comparative study and analysis having been lost. With regard to
the classical period of Greek law namely the age of Athenian democracy, primary
sources only start to appear towards the fifth and fourth centuries BC (Calhoun
1977:5). In the Hellenistic period epigraphical material becomes more abundant.
These sources testify in comparative fashion to legal theory, practice, and
institutions. Other sources of Greek law include literary works and manuals on
household management i.e. the selection, training, and management of slaves

% The specifics will be dealt with at the relevant sub-sections below.

40 |ev 19:35-36; Deut 25:13-15.

‘1 Deut 17:6; 19:15.

42 Deut 21:17.

3 Deut 24:16.

* " For a more detailed discussion beyond the scope of this study see Calhoun (1977:58-
86).
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(Fisher 1993:7-8).

On a theoretical level, legal studies were considered to be part of philosophy, but on
a practical level, it was included in the discipline of rhetoric (Calhoun 1977:58). The
great orators of antiquity used the art of rhetoric to put across their legal arguments
and consequently their writings constituted the first legal text books (Calhoun
1977:60-62). Their writings cannot be compared to the writings of jurists aimed at the
exposition of legal dogma, yet are valuable in view of the fact that decisions in Greek
courts were not recorded in opinions. The writings of the orators provide the next
best evidence.

During the fifth century BC philosophers turned their attention to questions relating to
law and its place in the natural world (Calhoun 1977:63-64). Their teachings are not
always easily understood because of the fragmentary nature of the surviving sources
and difficulties in determining comparable concepts in different languages. Although
some general conclusions are possible, it seems that there was no attempt to define
legal concepts and thus create a science of law. Plato was the eminent philosopher
during the first half of the fourth century and few of his works do refer to the nature
and function of law*, although it is not easy to determine when he is reporting actual
practice or proposing innovation (Calhoun 1977:68-70).

Aristotle’s contribution was more geared towards actual practices and institutions
(Calhoun 1977:70-73). With his studies of Greek constitutions, he laid the
foundations for comparative and historical jurisprudence, culminating in his Politica.
Although it is not intended as a legal textbook, it points to Aristotle’s understanding of
the fundamental importance of the legal system in any state. In Rhetorica he also
provides definitions and analysis of fundamental juristic concepts. Aristotle’s pupil
and successor, Theophrastus, compiled the first specialised work on the law and
legal institutions of the Hellenic states (Calhoun 1977:73). This work has to a great
extent been lost.

3.3.2 Roman law

The ancient sources of Roman law“® are defined by Gaius as legislation, resolutions
of the Senate, edicts of elected public officials, imperial enactments, and decisions of
the jurists (G.1.1-7). The emperor Justinian added custom to this list (Inst.1.2).
Earlier, Cicero also included equity and decided cases as a source of Roman law
(Topica 5.28). Cicero’s inclusion is probably explained by the fact that he wrote
Topica between 46 and 44 BC as a philosophical rather than juristic treatise
(Howatson 1989:131). The decisions (or opinions) of the jurists constituted the most
influential source of Roman law, yet lacked any formal authority (Robinson 1997:42).
The jurists were consulted on legal matters by the emperors, judges, and private
citizens. They also produced textbooks for beginners (for example Gaius’ Institutes)
and more advanced learners (for example the Opinions of Paul) containing dogmatic
statements of law and maxims. The interpretation of the law was in the hands of

%> Respublica and Leges deal specifically with these aspects.

For a more detailed discussion beyond the scope of this study see Robinson (1997:25-
54).

40



Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners

these jurists (Watson 1987:5).

These primary sources were transmitted primarily by way of the Corpus luris Civilis
commissioned by the emperor Justinian in the early sixth century AD (Robinson
1997:56). This collection consists of four parts namely the Institutes, the Digest, the
Code, and the Novels. The Institutes was designed as an elementary work for first-
year law students, the Digest was an edited collection of the writings of the great
jurists such as Gaius and Paul, the Code was a collection of imperial legislation
including much of the material contained in the Theodosian Code, and the Novels
contained Justinian’s own subsequent legislation (Robinson 1997:20). The Institutes
and Digest were published together in 533 AD and the Code a year later.

Subsidiary sources include the Theodosian Code (dating to the mid-fifth century) and
a number of legal works written by the jurists (dating to the late third and early fourth
centuries). Of these legal works, the Institutes of Gaius are for two reasons of great
importance (Robinson 1997:62). Firstly, it was written in the later second century
during the classical period of Roman law, and secondly, it has been transmitted free
of the influence of Justinian’s compilers. The Opinions of Paul was a handbook on
Roman law aimed at practitioners (Robinson 1997:63). All these works, and
especially the Institutes, the Digest, the Code, have survived through the centuries
and are available in satisfactory modern versions.

3.3.3 Jewish law

The vast majority of sources on ancient Jewish slavery are literary*’ in nature
(Hezser 2005:12). For the period from the Sinaitic Revelation to the Tannaim, the
sources include the Torah, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa — the three parts of
the Hebrew OIld Testament (Elom 1994:1020-1027). Other sources for this period
include papyri, the Septuagint, the works of Philo of Alexandria and Flavius
Josephus, and the Apocrypha (Elon 1994:1028-1036).

For the Tannaitic period to the redaction of the Talmud, the following sources exist
(Elon 1994:1039-1040):

o the Aramaic Targumim (translations of Scripture)*®;
o collections of halakhic midrashim*®;
. the Mishnah®’;

47 “Literary sources of law” refer to the authoritative and recognised repositories of the rules

of a legal system (Elon 1994:1017).

These contain, according to tradition, many substantive laws not written in the Torah but
transmitted to Moses orally (Elon 1994:1045).

Halakhah refers to the normative portion of the Oral Law i.e. all the precepts of Judaism
(Elon 1994:93; Safrai 1987:121-122). When studying the Halakhah, sages would connect
the laws to the appropriate sections of the Torah or Written Law (Elon 1994:1047). This
is the method of midrash. Collections of halakhic midrashim are compilations of laws and
rules taught by the midrashic method (Elon 1994:1048).

48

49
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. the Tosefta®’;

. and the Jerusalem (or Palestinian) and Babylonian Talmuds®?.

These sources developed by way of tradition (kabbalah), interpretation (midrash),
legislation (takkanah and gezerah), custom (minhag), case or incident (ma'aseh), and
legal reasoning (sevarah) (Elon 1994:238-239). The literature was formulated,
transmitted, and edited by the Jewish intellectual elite i.e. priests, scribes, and rabbis.
These authors did not, however, belong to the social elite, as many of them did not
own land and accumulated wealth. They rather worked in other professions such as
merchants and artisans, placing them in the middle classes of society (Hezser
2005:12-13). Their perspective on slavery thus differed from that of Greek and
Roman upper-classwriters.

These sources were written in Mishnaic Hebrew, covering a period between 70 and
250 AD (Bar-Asher 1987:568). Mishnaic Hebrew originated in the language spoken
in various regions of Palestine during the Second Temple period, although some
characteristics of Mishnaic Hebrew already appear in the Old Testament (Bar-Asher
1987:570). Mishnaic Hebrew borrowed certain grammatical, lexical, and semantic
elements from Aramaic (Bar-Asher 1987:586). Knowledge of Aramaic spread in
Palestine after the return from Babylonian exile (Breuer 2006:598). Yet Hebrew
survived in all walks of life at least until the end of the Tannaic period (the beginning
of the third century AD). This co-existence of Hebrew and Aramaic and their similarity
resulted in confusion between the two, although Hebrew was still considered to be a
holy language and Aramaic a secular language (Breuer 2006:600). The influence of
Greek on Rabbinic literature can be deduced from the more than one thousand
Greek words used in it (Sperber 2006:627). In centres of Roman administration such
as Tiberias and Caesarea, inhabitants would of necessity have had a working
knowledge of Greek. Rabbinic sources also indicate direct knowledge of Roman legal
sources in Greek (Sperber 2006:632).

Much of the available material focuses on Roman Palestine (Hezser 2005:13). Non-
Jewish sources include Christian texts such as the New Testament and late Roman
imperial legislation from the time of Constantine onwards. By far the largest
percentage of material is to be found in rabbinic documents (Hezser 2005:14). These
writings contain many legal and narrative texts on slaves and slave-ownership, yet
were not intended as historiographic accounts, and can therefore not be used as

® " The Mishnah is the most important literary source of the Halakhah (Elon 1994:1049). It

differs from the halakhic midrashim in the following respects: Firstly, it records the rules
of the Oral Law as abstract, self-contained legal propositions without any reference to
Scripture (halakhic or mishnaic style). Secondly, it is arranged according to subjects and
issues rather than according to the books of the Old Testament (Goldberg 1987a:214).
The Tosefta is the only surviving example of a supplement to the Mishnah explaining
mishnayot by way of reasons, additional arguments or clarifications (Elon 1994:1079). It
also includes the teachings of the last Tannaic generations which, in the main, were not
included in the Mishnah (Goldberg 1987b:283).

These two Talmuds are the most important literary sources of Jewish law (Elon
1994:1083, 1099). They contain the discussions of the amoraim or the sages who lived
after the redaction of the Mishnah and devoted themselves to the interpretation and
explication thereof (Elon 1994:1084). The Palestinian Talmud is primary in importance
since it is closest in literary tradition and material conditions to Tannaic literature
(Goldberg 1987c¢:307).
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direct historical evidence of ancient Jewish slavery (cf Flesher 1988:xi). The texts do,
however, lend themselves to socio-historical investigations and studies of rabbinic
legal theory (Hezser 2005:15), and are therefore relevant to this study. The Mishnah
specifically defined Israel's social order in terms of a comprehensive worldview
aimed at a specific way of life (Neusner 1999:vii). This worldview incorporates
transcendent things and a way of life responding to a supernatural interpretation of
reality (Neusner 1999:x). This way of life revolved around sanctification,
distinguishing Israel from the world and establishing a stable, regular, predictable
order.

3.4 LEGAL DEFINITIONS OF FREEDOM AND SLAVERY
3.4.1 Greek law

Sammlung der griechischen Dialekt-Inschriften (Westermann 1959:10)

Context:
This passage dates from 170-157/6 BC (Westermann 1959:10). It is an excellent example of
statement of the four elements of freedom in Greek thought.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
£¢’ olrei avéparTo[ug] eipev Kai auTav kai & | 0 ON condition that' we cannot be r_eclaimed
[having been manumitted] and to doing as he
maiddpia amo  maviwv  Tov  mavia  Biov, | wishes and living where he wishes and going
where he wishes. But if someone claims as
A his property" in terms of these three, let a
BeAwvTI kai £pTTOUTAG 0ig Ka BEAWVTI. €i BE TIG | chance passerby rescue like a free man.

£@aTToIToil Tolg Tpiolg, £€0TwW O TTAPATUXWV

Trolo0vTag & ka BEAwVTI Kai oikeoloag €i Ka

. L, ) Y Combination of £¢’ plus the relative pronoun oire
OUAEWV WG eAeUBEPOUG. plus the enclitic Te (cf Smyth 1956:97, 512).

" Used as a legal term for claiming something as
your property (Liddell et al 1996).

Interpretation:

Freedom consists of these elements: A free man is not subject to seizure as property; he
may do as he wishes; he may go where he wishes. Westermann (1959:10) adds a fourth
element: A free man is his own master in all legal matters. By extension, the opposite would
be true of a slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

A slave would be subject to seizure, limited in his actions and movements, and require a
representative in legal proceedings.

Aristoteles Politica 1253b32

Context:
Aristotle’s (ca. 435 — 335 BC) Politica represents typical writings on political theory in ancient

Greece and Rome (Nussbaum 2003c:1206). He provides an account of st'Jéoupovioti since

those things that are politically distributed such as property and offices are means to achieve
human flourishing. He also considers various regimes in an attempt to identify the best form
of government. Aristotle’s statements on slaves must therefore first and foremost be
considered in a political rather than legal context. This does, however, not necessarily imply
that his statements on slavery, such as the one quoted below, are not juridically relevant
and/or accurate. This definition forms part of a section dealing with household management,
and specifically the relationship between slave-owner and slave.

) According to Nussbaum (2003a:168), eUdaipovia is generally translated as “happiness” but may be
more accurately rendered “human flourishing”.
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Own translation with grammatical notes:
Thus a thing possessed also constitutes' a
tool for the purpose of [a good] life, and
property constitute a number of tools, and a
slave is a living thing possessed of the same
sort, and every assistant is as it were more of
a tool than (other) tools".

Passage:

oUTw Kai 10 KTApa épyavov TTPog {wihyv £aTii,
kai 1 kTAgIG TTARBOG Opydvwv &aTi, kai O
Epguyxov,
Opyavov TTpo Opyavwvi TG UTTNPETNG.

000AOG  KTAPA TI Kai  waTrep

Y In this context, the present indicative form
indicates a general truth (cf Smyth 1956:421).

" In this context Tpo + genitive indicates
preference (cf Smyth 1956:384).

Interpretation:
Aristotle identifies the two natures of a slave namely as property (in this context a tool) and
as a human being (“a living thing”). As a tool, its purpose is to provide its owner a good life.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The twofold nature of a slave must be discounted in any interpretation of New Testament
passages on slave-owners.

Plato Politicus 289d

Context:

In Politicus Plato deals critically with his own political philosophies and ideas (Annas
2003a:1191). He divides all property into classes in order to determine whether they belong
to the art of being a statesman. According to Plato, slaves form a separate class as being
those bought.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

ToUC GvnToUC Te Kkai T TPOTIW TOUTW Thos_e that have be_en bought and 'acquwed
in this manner, which we may indisputably

KTNToUg:  oUg avau@IaBnTTwg  SouAoug | call slaves...

£XOUEV EiTTENV...

Interpretation:
A slave is a person who was bought for money or some other consideration. This definition
focuses on the slave as property.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves in the New Testament must be considered to be the property of their owners and thus
of monetary value.

Dio Chrysostomos 14.1, 18

Context:

Dio Chrysostomos (earlier known as Dio Cocceianus) was a first century philosopher in the
Stoic and Cynic traditions (Browning & Wilson 2003:470). His philosophy is based on typical
Stoic concepts such as nature, virtue, and philanthropy. In this speech he deals with the
distinction between slavery and freedom.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

1. Men desire above all things to be free
persons, and they consider freedom [to be]
the greatest of blessings, but slavery to be
shameful and unfortunate. But this very thing

Passage:
1. Oi davBpwrtrol £€mOBupolal pév E€AeUBepol

gival pANIOTO  TIAVTWY, Kai  @aal AV

£AeuBepiav pEyioTov TV ayaboyv, TAv Of

OouAciav  dioxigtov  Kkai  duaTuxéaTartov

Umrapxelv, auto O TolTol OTI €0Ti TO

¢\eUBepov cival | 6, TI TO OOUAEUEIV, OUK

namely' what it means to be free or to be a
slave, they do not know. Accordingly, they
also do practically" nothing at all on the one
hand to avoid the shameful and hard to bear
thing, namely slavery, and on the other hand
to acquire what seems to them to be worth
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foaaiv. kai Toivuv oud¢ Trolodalv oudéy, wg | much, namely freedom. But conversely they
do such things as are necessary to continue

gmog eimelv,i OmMwg 1O pév aioxpov Kai | to pursue slavery forever and yet never

XOAETIOV  ék@eUEovTal, TV SouAciav, & O& [sucg things as are necessary] to attain
freedom.

Sokel autoic TToAoD GEiov gival, KTRgovTal,
TV €AeuBepiav, A&AAG  TOUVavtiov TalTO
mpatToualy - ¢ Qv Avaykn  TouUg
¢mTnOeUovTaG OlaTeAelv  DOUAEUOVTOG TOV
armavta xpovov Kai pndeTwIToTe €AeUBEpPiag
ETTITUYXAVEIV. . L

VX 18. Accordingly, it is necessary to say that
18. Oukolv kai TV €AeuBepiav xpn Aéyelv | freedom is the knowledge of what is allowed
, , - , . . - | and what is prohibited, and that slavery is
EMOTAMNY TV €QEINEVWY  Kai  TQV | ) :

fHN PEH A ignorance of what is allowed and what is not.
KEKwWAUPEVWY, TRV € douAciav dyvoiav wv Te |
” e . b Emphatically introduces a following substantive
£§E0TI Kai WV PN, or an equivalent (Smyth 1956:268).

" Qualifies a too absolute expression (Liddle et al
1996).

Interpretation:

According to Chrysostomos, the common man does not know what the essential difference
between slavery and freedom is. After arguing the point, the author comes to the conclusion
in paragraph 18. Chrysostomos deals with freedom and slavery on a philosophical level
rather than a legal or practical level.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slavery may be defined differently in philosophical, legal or even religious contexts. The
context of each passage in the New Testament must thus be carefully determined.

3.4.2 Roman law

Justinianus Institutiones 1.3.pr

Context:

This sentence appears in the first book dealing with the law of persons. The sentence is
preceded by definitions of natural law, civil law, and the law of nations (cf Justinianus
Institutiones 1.2.1.pr, 1). This sentence then states the general principle governing the
Roman law of persons.

Passage: | Own translation with grammatical notes:
Summa itaque divisio de iure personarum' | And thus the most important division in the
haec est, quod omnes homines aut liberi' | law of persons' is that all people are either

sunt aut servi". free persons" or slaves".

Y The law of persons refers to all institutions
influencing the legal status (status) of a person
and his capacity to have rights and assume
obligations (Berger 1953:628). These institutions
include liberty and slavery, citizenship, family, and
marriage.

" For a definition of “free” see Inst.1.3.1 below.

" For a definition of “slave” see Inst.1.3.2 below.

Interpretation:
Roman private law recognised two principle categories of persons namely those who are free
and those who are slaves.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

When New Testament passages refer to slaves and slave-owners, it is not simply a matter of
convenience or social categorisation, but rather a strict legal distinction. The study of the
legal context of these passages is thus relevant and necessary.

Justinianus Digesta 1.1.4

Context:

This sentence belongs to the title dealing with justice and law. The title provides a humber of
legal definitions. It specifically defines the law of nations and lists some elements of law
derived from it, including manumission (the setting free of a slave by his owner).

appellaremur, iure' gentium tria genera esse
coeperunt: liberi et his contrarium servi et
tertium genus liberti", id est hi qui desierant
esse servi.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
ULPIANUS libro primo institutionum. ... Et | Ulpian. Institutes. Book I. ... And although we
cum uno naturali nomine homines | were called “humans” by one natural name,

three kinds originated according to the law' of
nations: Freemen and their opposite namely
slaves, and a third kid namely freedmen',
being those who have stopped being slaves.

') Ablative of respect.
" For a definition of “freedman” see Ulpianus 1.5
(3.11.2 below).

Interpretation:

This sentence reveals a category of person recognised by Roman private law that exhibit
characteristics of both free and slave, namely former slaves who have been set free by their
owners (see further 3.11.2 below).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Passages in the New Testament referring to the freeing of slaves by their owners must be
interpreted in a legal context.

Justinianus Institutiones 1.3.1 (cf Digesta 1.5.4.pr)

Context:
This definition of freedom directly follows the general principle stated in 1.3.pr.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Et libertas quidem est, ex qua etiam liberi | And freedom, from which the term “freeman”
vocantur, naturalis facultas' eius quod cuique | is also derived, is indeed every person’s
facere libet, nisi si quid aut vi aut iure | natural capacity' to do as he pleases, except
prohibetur. if it is prohibited either by force or by law.

Y Facultas refers to “the legal ability to conclude
an agreement or to accomplish a valid act”
(Berger 1953:467).

Interpretation:

The Roman law definition of freedom is certainly not unambiguous for a literal interpretation
of the definition would make all persons free since the limitations imposed (at least by law)
are applicable to all persons (Buckland 1908:1). It is clear, however, that the Roman jurists
considered freedom, and not slavery, to be man’s natural state. This contradicts for example
Aristotle who considered some people to be free by nature and others to be unfree by nature
(Politica 1255a1-2).%

% For a comprehensive discussion on philosophical and moral viewpoints on slavery, see

chapter 4.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

This definition raises the question as to whether the New Testament authors considered
unfree to be a natural state or a state imposed by force or by law. The question has been

considered in more detail in chapter 6.

Justinianus Institutiones 1.3.2-3 (cf Digesta 1.5.4.1-2)

Context:

This definition of slavery directly follows the general principle stated in 1.3.pr and the

definition of freedom in 1.3.1.

Passage:

2. Servitus autem est constitutio iuris
gentium', qua quis dominio alieno contra
naturam" subicitur.

3. Servi autem ex eo appellati sunt, quod
imperatores captivos" vendere iubent ac per
hoc servare nec occidere solent: qui etiam
mancipia dicti sunt, quod ab hostibus manu

capiuntur”.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
2. However, slavery is an institution of the
law of nations', in terms of which one is
contrary to the natural order", subjected to
the ownership of another.

3. Slaves are so called Dbecause
commanders order captives" to be sold and
saved in this manner rather than killing them.
They are also called mancipia because they

are physically taken" from the enemy.

Y The law of nations refers to the law applied to all
peoples, including the Roman people (Berger
1953:528). It is therefore not in conflict with the
law applicable only to Roman citizens or civil law.
" Natura refers to “nature of things, natural order,
natural reality” (Berger 1953:591).

" Captivus refers to a person (being a Roman
citizen or otherwise) who has been captured by
the enemy (Berger 1953:380-381). Such a captive
automatically became a slave of the enemy, but
Roman citizens regained their legal status upon
their return to Rome.

") From the Latin manu capi (Watson 1987:8).

Interpretation:

The sentence confirms the viewpoint that slavery is not considered to be the natural state of
man, but rather a state imposed by the law common to all people. This conflict between law
and nature must not be overestimated since the Romans exhibited a decided lack of interest
in an ideal law for Rome (Watson 1987:7). Sentence 3 does seem to contain a moral
justification of slavery arguing that to be sold into slavery is a preferable fate to being killed.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This definition also raises the question as to whether the New Testament authors considered
unfree to be a natural state or a state imposed by force or by law. Sentence 3 begs the
guestion whether the New Testament authors offered any arguments either in favour of or
against slavery. The question has been considered in more detail in chapter 6.

Justinianus Digesta 1.1.4

Context:

This fragment belongs to the title dealing with justice and law. The title provides a number of
legal definitions. It specifically defines the law of nations and lists some elements of law
derived from it, including slavery.

Passage:
ULPIANUS libro primo institutionum. ...nam
quamdiu quis in servitute est, manui' et

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Ulpianus. Institutes. Book 1. ...for as long as
someone lives in slavery he is subjected to

47




Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners

potestati' suppositus est... the power' and authority" of another...

i) Manus refers to the power of the family head
over all the members and slaves of the family
(Berger 1953:577).

ii) Potestas refers to the authority that an owner
has with regard to his possessions, including his
slaves (Berger 1953:640). It may also refer to an
owner's physical power over his slaves.

Interpretation:

This fragment states the essence of slavery as a legal institution namely that a slave is
subjected to the power and authority, even in a physical sense, of his owner. This subjection
places a slave on par with any material possession, although the person of a slave is
recognised in the fact that slaves are considered to be part of the family unit.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

References to slaves in the New Testament carry the implication of that person’s subjection
to another and all the legal consequences flowing from the fact.

Justinianus Digesta 40.12.37

Context:
Title 12 deals with actions in relation to freedom.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
CALLISTRATUS libro secundo quaestionum. | Callistratus. Questions. Book Il. A private
Conventio privata neque servum quemguam | agreement cannot make anyone either a
neque libertum alicuius facere potest. slave or a freedman of another.

Interpretation:

The fragment clearly states that no person can by way of private agreement be made a slave
or a freedman. The rational behind this rule seems to be that such agreements would make it
impossible for third parties to determine the status of a person. And the determination of
status was essential to the highly stratified Roman society and its law of persons (Borkowski
& Du Plessis 2005:87). Thus the proper legal rules and procedures for enslavement and
manumission had to be adhered to.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Even if a member of the early Christian church privately agreed to set his slaves free, such
an agreement would have been of no legal consequence to third parties.

3.4.3 Jewish law

According to the Mishnah, Israelite society was divided into four categories:
Householders (or slave-owners), minor sons, both minor and adult women, and
slaves (Flesher 1988:2). The first three categories are defined in terms of their
natural characteristics such as age, gender, and capacity to reason, but the last
category is defined in terms of external factors. The slave’s inherent characteristics,
being the same of those of free persons, have no bearing on his status. His status is
rather determined by his relationship to his owner (Flesher 1988:2).

The compilers of the Mishnah built their concept of slavery on the foundations of the
Old Testament (Flesher 1988:11). They considered Scripture and its picture of
slavery as a unified whole, though not all sections as necessarily of equal value
(Flesher 1988:12). As a result, all but one of the Scriptural passages to which the
Mishnah refers, occur in one of three law codes: The Covenant Code (Exod 20:22-
23:33), the Holiness Code (Lev 17-26), and the Deuteronomic Source (Deut 12-26).
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M. Hor. 3:8

Context:
This section of the Mishnah deals with orreneous decisions and their effects in respect of the
provisions of Leviticus 4 and 5.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
2820 28 QW 12 v nTp 10 2 | A priest takes precedence over a Levite, a
a11nnY | Levite over an Israelite, an Israelite over an
Tap? 31 13 2 1'n11 1017 arnna |illegitimate child, an illegitimate child over a
o ' ' .aamiun | temple slave, a temple slave over a non-
- | Israelite [alien], a non-Israelite over a
freedman [freed slave].

Interpretation:
The passage clearly establishes a hierarchy of social classes in which slaves do not feature,
excepting temple slaves (cf Hezser 2005:45).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves were not considered part of society at large, but belonged to the category of property.

3.4.4 Section summary

Legal definitions of freedom and slavery

Greek law Roman law Jewish law
A free person is not subject | A free man’s freedom is No definition of freedom is
to seizure as property, he restricted by law. provided.

may do as he wishes, he
may go where he wishes,
and he is his own person in
all legal matters.

Slaves were not in the first
place considered as human
beings, but rather as the
property of their owners.

Slavery is defined in terms of
the slave’s subjection to the
power and authority of his
owner.

A slave is subject to seizure,
limited in his actions and
movements, and he requires
a representative in legal
proceedings.

3.5
3.5.1

ENSLAVEMENT
Greek law

Xenophon Cyropaedia 7.5.73

Context:

Xenophon lived in Athens during the fifth century BC (Tuplin 2003:1628). Cyropeadia
constitutes a pseudo-historical account of the life of Cyrus the Great (king of Persia from ca
557-530 BC). In Book 7 Xenophon describes Cyrus’ campaign against Babylon. In an
attempt to solidify the loyalty of his garrison, he reiterates their claims to the slaves and other
property that they sieged during the campaign.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

And, at any rate, let not one of you believe
that what he has belongs to another. For the
law exists forever in respect of all men that
when a city is sieged during war, the persons
and property of those [living] in the city
become that of the conquerors. Accordingly,
whatever you possess, you will not possess

Passage:

Kai INdEiG ye UMWV EXwy Ta0TA VOUITATW
AANOTPIO EXEIV: VOUOG Yap Ev TTAaIV
avBpwTTOoIG AIdIOG £TTIV, OTAV TTOAEPOUVTWY

ONIC GAQ), TV EAOVTWV Eival Kai T& owpaTa

TQV &V Tf TTOAEI Kai T& XpruaTa. oUKouv

adikigi ye £€eTe O TI Gv EXNTE, AAAG

because of injustice', but whatever you
allowed them to possess, you did not take
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@I\avOpwTTiai oUK aQaIprioeade, Av TI €8TE away out of kind-heartedness.

gxelv alToug. ) Dative of cause (Smyth 1956:348).

Interpretation:
Slavery was an accepted practice in law, especially the enslavement of persons by way of
captivity in time of war (cf Harrison 1968:165; MacDowell 1978:79).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
One has to consider whether slaves mentioned in the New Testament became slaves by way
of captivity.

Demosthenes In Neaeram 16

Context:

Demosthenes (384-322 BC) was the greatest of the Athenian orators (Cawkwell 2003b:456).
He was renowned for his private speeches in the law courts of Athens. These speeches
contain excerpts from the laws of Athens, such as the one quoted below.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
NOMOX. LAW. o o
But if a foreigner lives with a female citizen in
Eav &¢ gEvog aoTh ouvoiki TEXvn A INXavll | any cunning or contrived manner, let anyone
of the Athenians who wishes to do so [and] is
R permitted to, charge’ him before the
ABnvaiwv 6 Bouhdpevog oig Egeamiv. eav 8¢ | lawgivers. And if he is convicted, he will be
sold, he and his property, and a third share
will be granted to the one who secures his
Kai TO TpiTOV PEPOG £€0TW TOO EAOVTOG. £0TW conviction. And also when a foreign woman
lives with a male citizen let [the law be
applied] accordingly, and let the one who
TaUTAd, Kai 6 auvolkWv TH &Evn TH GAouan lives with the foreign woman as her husband
be fined one thousand silver coins.

NTivioOv, ypa@eéabw! TTpOG TOUG BeaoBéTag

GAQ, TTETMPAOBW Kai auTdG Kai 1 ouaia auTtol,

O¢ Kai éav i &€vn TG AOTW TUVOIK( KaTa

OQEINETW XINIOG dpaXHAG.

Y Used in this context as a technical legal term (cf
Liddell et al 1996).

Interpretation:
Slavery may have been imposed as punishment (cf Harrison 1968:165; MacDowell 1978:79,
256).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

One has to consider whether slaves mentioned in the New Testament became slaves by way
of punishment.

Plato Leges XI 930d

Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since the laws are the product of rational reflection. Among
these laws we find the one quoted below.

Passages: Own translation with grammatical notes:

dTav 8¢ OPONOYATAI PEV TO YEVOUEVOV Eival But when it is agreed that the ch|lq is th_e
descendant of workers, and a decision is
TV TToI0UPEVWY Ekyovov, dEnTal 8¢ KPIoEWS | necessary as to whether the child follows
[the status of] which parent, [the law is as
follows:] If a female slave has sexual
gav  ouppeign  SoUAw A eAeuBipw A | intercourse with a slave, a free man or a
freed man, the child shall without doubt
belong to the owner of the female slave. But
doUANG TO yevvwpevov, £av 6¢ TG €AeuBépa | if any free woman has sexual intercourse

Tivi TO yevvnBév EmeaBal Xpewv, dOUAN WEV

AameAeUBEPW, TTAVTWG TOU deaTTOTOU £0TW TAG
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50UAw GuyyiyvnTal, T00 Be0TréTOU E0TW TO with a slave, the child shall belong to the
’ owner of the slave. And if [the child] is born

yiyvopevov 100 SoUhou- €av & €5 autol | from the owners female slave or the
mistress’ slave, and this is well-known, the
) supervisors of the woman shall on the one
1007’ f}, TO PEV TAG YUVAIKOG ai yuvaikeg €ig | hand send away [the child] to another
country, and the law-enforcers shall on the

other hand send away [the child] of the man
0¢ 100 AvOpOC oi vopo@UAakeS auUv  TH | with his mother.

OoUANG f €k GoUAoU €auTAG, Kai TTEPIPAVES

GAANV xwpav EKTTEPTTOVTWY oLV TQ TTaTPi, TO

yevvnodan.

Interpretation:

Any child born of a slave, whether the slave is the mother or the father of the child, will be a
slave, belonging to the owner of the mother or father. The principle is clear: A child is
regarded as free only if both parents are free (cf Morrow 1939:90).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Children born of slaves are themselves slaves.

Dio Chrysostomos 15.3

Context:

Dio Chrysostomos (earlier known as Dio Cocceianus) was a first century philosopher in the
Stoic and Cynic traditions (Browning & Wilson 2003:470). His philosophy is based on typical
Stoic concepts such as nature, virtue, and philanthropy. In this speech he deals with the
distinction between slavery and freedom.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

A oU TroMai AoTai yuvaikec 81’ Epnuiav Te Kai Have_ not many female citizens, because of
, ] o o .. |loneliness and embarressment, been
aropiav, ai pev €k &Evwv ékunaav, ai B¢ €K | impregnated by foreigners on the one hand
or by slaves on the other, some on the one
hand not knowing the fact but some on the
Kai €maTapeval; Kai oudeig B0UAOG EaTv, | other hand knowing full well? And of the
children thus begotten none is a slave but
only a non-Athenian.

BdoUAwv, TIVEG PEv ayvooloal To0To, TIVEG O

GAAG  povov  oUk  ABnvaiog TGV oUlTw

YEVVNOEVTWV.

Interpretation:

The child of a free woman who was a citizen was free (though not a citizen), regardless of
the slave-status of the father or the woman’s knowledge thereof (cf Harrison 1968:164). This
seems to contradict Plato above, although the lapse of time from the 5-4™ centuries BC must
be taken into account. One must concur with Harrison (1968:164) that the position was not
all that clear.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Children born of a free woman were probably free persons in the time of the New Testament,
even if the father was a slave.

3.5.2 Roman law

Justinianus Institutiones 1.3.4 (cf Justinianus Digesta 1.5.5.1, 49.15.5.1)

Context:

Title 3 deals with the rights of persons under Roman private law who are categorised as
either free or slave. The first two instances are straightforward, but the third namely the sale
of a freeman into slavery is more problematic. The sentence seems to refer to a fraudulent
scheme based on the fact that a freeman and slave could not be distinguished on the basis
of appearance (cf Watson 1987:9; Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:92): A freeman would
pretend to be a slave and be sold by an accomplice to an unsuspecting purchaser. Having
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received the purchase price, the freeman would prove his freedom and share the price with
the accomplice. Roman law prohibited the sale of freemen for a freeman could not be the
object of a contract of sale (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:92). And to prevent fraud, such
fraudulent contracts were punished by actual enslavement. However, dire financial troubles
might have forced an honest young man into actual slavery.

Passage: .

Servi autem aut nascuntur aut fiunt.
Nascuntur ex ancillis" nostris: fiunt aut iure
gentium, id est ex captivitate", aut iure civile,
cum homo liber maior viginti annis ad
pretium participandum sese venumdari
passus est. In servorum condicione" nulla
differentia est.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Moreover, slaves are either born' slaves or
they become slaves. They are born from our
female slaves", or they become slaves either
in accordance with the law of nations namely
by way of captivity" or in accordance with
civil law, for example where a freeman over
the age of twenty years permits himself to be

sold for the sake of a share of the price. No
difference exists in the legal status" of
slaves.

Y The basic rule was that a child took the status of
his/her mother at the time of birth (Justinianus
Digesta 1.5.5.1-2). Especially problematic were
those instances where the father and mother of
the child were not of the same legal status (cf
Gaius Institutiones 1.81-86; Watson 1987:10ff).

" Ancilla refers to a female slave (Berger
1953:362). It is differentiated from servus only on
the basis of the gender of the person being
referred to.

" Captivitas refers to the captivity of an enemy
soldier during war (Berger 1953:380). Such a
prisoner of war becomes the slave of his captor.

) Condicio refers to the legal or social status of a
person (Berger 1953:403). It is clear from the
context that it refers here to legal status.

Interpretation:
The ways in which persons became slaves are clear: Birth, captivity, and self-sale. Persons
could also become slaves through punishment for crimes committed (Buckland 1908:403).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

All the slaves mentioned in the New Testament became slaves in one of these ways. It may
be beneficial to determine which way was more likely in each individual instance.

Justinianus Digesta 4.5.11

Context:

This title deals with changes in caput or status. The loss of freedom entailed the loss of both
citizenship and family and thus complete loss of status (Berger 1953:381). Loss of citizenship
meant loss of family but retention of freedom and thus intermediate loss of status. And loss
of family by way of marriage or otherwise had some social effect but little legal impact and
thus minimal loss of status.

Passage:

PAULUS libro secundo ad Sabinum. Capitis
deminutionis' tria genera sunt, maxima media
minima: tria enim sunt quae habemus,
libertatem" civitatem" familiam". Igitur cum
omnia haec amittimus, hoc est libertatem et
civitatem et familiam, maximam esse capitis
deminutionem: cum vero ammittimus
civitatem, libertatem retinemus, mediam esse

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Paulus. On Sabinus. Book II. There exist
three forms of loss of civil status', namely
greatest loss, intermediate loss and least
loss. Indeed, there are three civil states that
we may hold, namely those of freedom',
citizenship", and family". Therefore, if we
lose all of these, being freedom and
citizenship and family, it constitutes the
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capitis deminutionem: cum et libertatis et
civitas retinetur, familia tantum mutatur,
minimam esse capitis deminutionem constat.

greatest loss of civil status. Moreover, if we
lose citizenship but retain freedom, it
constitutes intermediate loss of civil status.
And when freedom and citizenship are
retained, and only family is altered, it
constitutes minimum loss of civil status.

) Capitis deminutio refers to the loss of caput
(Berger 1953:380). Caput refers to “the civil status
of a person which implies the legal ability to
conclude legally valid transactions and to be the
subject of rights recognised by law” (Berger
1953:380). It comprises freedom, citizenship and
family.

" Libertas refers to the status of a free person as
opposed to slavery (Berger 1953:563; see 3.4.2
above).

" Civitas refers to Roman citizenship obtained
primarily through birth of Roman parents (Berger
1953:389).

") Familia refers to the fact that a person belongs
to a Roman family either as family head or as a
family member (Berger 1953:467).

Interpretation:

The consequences of slavery were severe since it automatically entailed a loss of freedom

and thus civil status.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

All the slaves mentioned in the New Testament had no civil status.

Justinianus Digesta 50.17.32 (cf Justinianus Digesta 28.8.1.pr)

Context:

This fragment is contained in a collection of diverse legal rules added to the end of the
Digest.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

ULPIANUS libro quadragensimo tertio ad
Sabinum. Quod attinet ad ius civile, servi pro
nullis habentur: non tamen e iure naturali,
quia, quod ad ius naturale attinet, omnes
homines aequales" sunt.

Ulpianus. On Sabinus. Book XLIII. In terms
of civil law, slaves are not considered to be
persons'. However, this is not the case in
terms of natural law, for natural law regards
all men as equal".

') Lit: Slaves are considered to be nothing.

" Aequales refers to “equal treatment of all
according to the conceptions nurtured by the
social conscience of the people which change, of
course, when social and economic conditions
undergo a change” (Berger 1953:354). It finds its
foundation in natural law and was used frequently
by the jurists as the basis for criticism of or doubts
about the fairness of existing legal rules. It also
opened a door for the influence of Christian
ethical doctrine into law (Berger 1953:354).

Interpretation:

The Roman legal position of slaves is clearly defined, namely that slaves are not persons but
rather property. Yet Roman law is clearly and admittedly at odds with natural law which
declares that all persons are equal (Buckland 1908:1).
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The legal position of slaves mentioned in the New Testament is clear. And it is sharply
contrasted with the legal position of freemen. It begs the question whether the New
Testament writers simply accepted this reality, or held a view closer to that of natural law.
This question has been considered in chapter 6.

3.5.3 Jewish law

Leviticus 25:39-41 (BHS 1996)

Context:

Leviticus 25 provides for every seventh year to be dedicated to the Lord as a sabbath of rest
(the so-called Sabbath Year). Every fiftieth year must be dedicated as the Year of Jubilee
during which all Israelites are to return to their clans and property. The theological basis of
this provision is that all the land belongs to the Lord and that the Israelites are aliens and the
Lord’s tenants (v.23).

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
T.?772011 T By I MR T N7 D) % «If one of your countrymen becomes poor
7 "apn-x % ¥ | among you and sells himself to you, do not
:71 v nT _ap 1 a2 | make him work as a slave.
T By cnt o4 w1 ne a0 owo | Heis to be treated as a hired worker or a
2 .20 N 16-TY 40 ]Eemporary 'zeﬁld?(m am;)?gby_/lou; he is to work
.7y T 1y | fOryou until the Year of Jubilee.
. L o Then he and his children are to be
1 NU 17 121 X1 N T AU N ORY . .
: T Con T \m'1'4-1 released, and he will go back to his own clan
) . —v and to the property of his forefathers.”
17 038 NOTURTR] 1 RTIUNTR
21w

Interpretation:

To achieve the object of the Year of Jubilee, an Israelite sold to a fellow-Israelite because of
poverty must be allowed to return to his clan and property during the Year of Jubilee.
Enslavement of fellow-Israelites was strongly discouraged by way of the inevitably financial
loss incurred during the Year of Jubilee (cf Exod 21:2). Israelites who suffered under poverty
were rather to be treated as a hired worker or temporary resident. The same restrictions did
not apply to foreign slaves (cf Lev 25:44-46).

The passage does allow, however, for enslavement by way of self-sale.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Assuming adherence to this passage, a slave-owner of Jewish origins probably did not own
Jewish but rather foreign slaves. It was allowable, however, for a Jew suffering financial
difficulties to sell himself as a slave to a fellow-Jew.

M. Qid. 3:12

Context:
This section of the Midrash deals with the social order for women, and specifically betrothals.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
w2 2AXR 1MWITR 1720 N7 And in the case of any woman who has been
unlawfully promised to such [men], but who

1"RU "NT2D]
U nY?

RANT NI'®1 OIND 7210 17637 0218 | may be promised lawfully to others, the
2D | children are illegitimate. And which is such?
m 2?21 .n21RA0 nitapn 220 nor | In the case of a man who has sexual

m? 1'R0 | intercourse with one of the prohibited

17017 R DU amR 20 R°21 17720 &2 | degrees of marriage set out in the Law. And
-.An"1n> 7210 | in the case of any woman whose promise to

-N'2211 NU9Y T21 AT n1°®1 | such is unlawful, and whose promise to
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others would also be unlawful, the children
are of her status. And which is such? In the
case of the children of female slaves or non-
Jewish women.

Interpretation:

It is clear from this passage that slave status is passed on by blood. In the case of slaves,
the children follow the status of their mothers, irrespective whether the mother is Jewish or
not.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Children born from female slave were slaves themselves.

3.5.4 Section summary

Enslavement

Greek law Roman law Jewish law
Enslavement by way of Enslavement by way of Enslavement by way of
captivity, punishment, or birth | captivity, birth, punishment, captivity, birth, punishment,
(cf Garlan 1988:45-53). or self-sale. or self-sale.

In Athens, and probably other | Enslavement led to the loss The enslavement of Jews by
city states as well, a member | of freedom and thus civil Romans in 70 AD is

of the civic body could not be | status. interpreted by Josephus to
enslaved. be God’s punishment for the

impiety of the rebels
(Josephus Ant. 20.166; cf
Hezser 2005:32-33). It thus
seems as though
enslavement may also have
resulted from punishment.

In contrast to Roman law, a
citizen could not be sold into
slavery because of debt.

3.6 THE LEGAL STATUS OF SLAVES
3.6.1 Greek law

Plato Leges Xl 914e

Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since the laws are the product of rational reflection. Among
these laws we find the one quoted below.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
AvETw TOV £aUTo0 S00Aov 6 Boudpevog, éav | Let him who so wishes, provided he is Ofi
5 . ) L _ | sound mind, manage his own slave by using
EUPpwV N, XPnoopevog OTl av €BEAN TGV | [him] provided he wishes whatever" is legally
STT6adi oia- permitted.

) Interpreted as an adverbial participle indicating
manner (Smyth 1956:457).

" Use of dmméooc with the definite article as
demonstrative (Smyth 1956:286). This seems to
be a feature of Plato’s writings.

Interpretation:
An owner has absolute authority over his slave within the confines of the law.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Owners are addressed in the context of their wide-ranging legal powers with regard to their
slaves.

Plato Gorgias 483b

Context:

Gorgias is one of two dialogues of Plato between the so-called “Socratic” and “middle”
dialogues (Annas 2003a:1190-1191). Plato sets up Socrates the philosopher against Gorgias
the rhetorician in a battle of wits. Socrates states that it is far worse to inflict evil than to be
the innocent victim of it (475e), especially when you cannot defend yourself. A slave is a
good example of the latter.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
0UBE yap AvBpOC TOUTO '’ £0TiV TO TTABNUA, Indeed, such suffering, to be wronged, does
R not happen to the free, but to a slave,
7O adIKeioBal, GAN AvBpaTTOSOoU TIVOG W someone for whom it is better to be dead
than alive, as for anyone who, when wronged
R or insulted, is similarly not able to come to
adIKoUupEVOg Kai TTPOTINAAKICOpEVOG pr 0i0G | his own aid or that of another he is
concerned about.

KPETTTOV €aTIv TeBvavail A ¢Av, 60TIG

TE £0TIV QUTOC QUTQ BonBelv unde GAAw oU v

KnonTal.

Interpretation:

In law slaves enjoyed very little protection for themselves or their dependents. In fact, slaves’
access to legal processed was either non-existent or insisted on their inferior status (cf
Harrison 1968:166; Fisher 1993:59). Futhermore, like women, slaves could not litigate
autonomously, but only through their owners.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slave-owners are addressed in the context of very little legal protection for their slaves, and
thus very few legal restrictions on their ownership rights.

Demosthenes In Timocratem 167

Context:

Demosthenes (384-322 BC) was the greatest of the Athenian orators (Cawkwell 2003b:456).
He was renowned for his private speeches in the law courts of Athens. These letters contain
excerpts from the laws of Athens, such as the one quoted below.

Passages: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Kai PRV €i BéAeTE OKEWaoBal TTap’ UiV Indeed, hqr_lourable m_embers of the jury, h:
R you are willing to consider in your judgment
auToigh, w avdpeg dikaaTai, Ti SodAov fi of them' what is the difference between
being a slave and a freeman, you would find
the most important difference: That on the
eporte, 6T TOig pev BoUAOIGT 1O TGpA TGV one hand, in the case of slaves", the body is
answerable for all their wrongs, but on the
other hand, in the case of freemen', this
&’ eAeuBepoigit baTaToviil TOGTO TIPOTTKE! [corporal punishment] is fitting only as

punishment of last resort".

¢AeUBEPOV gival BIAPEPEl, TOUTO PEYIOTOV GV

AdIKNUATWY ATTAVTWY UTTEUBUVOV £TTIV, TOIG

KOAGCEIV.

) Mapd + dative indicating the person(s) judging
(cf Smyth 1956:382).

" Dative of relation denoting the persons to whose
case the statement is limited (cf Smyth 1956:344).
" Adverbial accusative of measure and degree (cf
Smyth 1956:361).
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Interpretation:

Slaves were subjected to corporal punishment while freemen were seldom subjected thereto
(cf Harrison 1968:167). One may also deduce that owners of slaves were entitled to
physically punish their slaves. It seems probable that slaves had very little of any recourse in
law against their owners for physical abuse (Harrison 1968:172).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves in the New Testament were probably subjected to corporal punishment.

Homer lliad VII 472-475

Context:

lliad was written in approximately the middle of the eight century BC by the poet Homer,
according to ancient tradition (Willcock 2003:718). The poem records a few weeks of fighting
during the Trojan War.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

£vBev oivifovTo Kapn KopowvTeg Axaloi, GAAoI
MEV XaAK®, GANol &' aiBwvi a1dnpw, GAAol O

pivoig, GAol & autfial Boéeaalv, GAlol &

Thus the long-haired Greeks bartered for
wine, some in exchange for bronze, others
for iron objects, others for animal skins,
others for whole cattle, others for slaves.

Then' they prepared a plentiful banquet.
avopatrodeaal- Tibevto O& daira BAaAeiav.

) Interpreted as a copulative &¢ (cf Smyth

1956:644).

Interpretation:

This passage clearly indicates that slaves were considered property for purposes of trade
and commerce (cf Harrison 1968:228-230). Thus slaves could be bought, sold, hired,
bequeathed or donated (MacDowell 1978:80). According to general principles of Athenian
property law, two or more persons could be co-owners of a slave (Harrison 1968:238). Yet
Athenian law also recognised to a limited extent the humanity of slaves, deeming his
relationship with his owner to be personal (see Aristoteles Politica 1255b 9-15 at 3.12.1
below).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

In passages referring to slaves and owners, their relationship must be considered as one of
an owner (or: owners) in relation to his (or: their) property.

Aristoteles Rhetorica 1361a20

Context:

In his Rhetorica, Aristotle (ca. 435 — 335 BC) argues that rhetoric can be an autonomous,
systematic science (Nussbaum 2003a:169). He proceeds to provide a comprehensive
discussion of persuasion through speech. Rhetorica also provides definitions and analysis of
fundamental juristic concepts.

Passage:
0pog B¢ aggaleiag pév 1O évraldba kai oUTw

Own translation with grammatical notes:
And a measure of security [of ownership] is
on the one hand in a given place and
obtained in a manner so that the use of [the
property] is in [the owner’s] hands, and on
the other hand the property is his own or not
when the alienation' [thereof] is in his own
hands. | define alienation as giving and
selling.

KEKTAOBaI (oT €@’ aUT® €ival TAV XPAROIV
auTQV, To0 8¢ oikeia ival fj pr 6tav €@’ auT®
A amaAlotpidoari Aéyw 8¢ ATraAAoTpiwav

B0alIv kai TTpaalv.

Y In this context ATaAéEOw seems to be used as a

technical term for the alienation of property (cf
Miller 2005:124).
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Interpretation:

At the centre of ownership in Greek law is that the owner uses his property as he wishes and
he alienates it, either by giving it away or selling it, as he wishes (cf Miller 2005:124). This
principle is also expressed in Plato Leges Xl 914e, quoted in this paragraph above.

Testament:

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Owners could deal with their slaves as they wish, and alienate them like any other property.

3.6.2 Roman law

Gaius Institutiones 2.14a

Context:

Book 2 deals with the law of property. Sentences 1-21 deal with the classification of things.

Passage:

Est etiam alia rerum divisio: Nam aut
mancipi' sunt aut nec mancipi. Mancipi sunt
velut fundus in Iltalico solo, item aedes in
Italico solo, item servi et ea animalia quae
collo dorsove domari solent, velut boves equi

Own translation with grammatical notes:

There is, however, also another division of
things: For they are either mancipi or not
mancipi. Mancipi are, for instance, land on
Italian soil, likewise buildings on Italian soll,
likewise slaves and those animals that are

muli asini... commonly broken in for draught or burden,

such as oxen, horses, mules, and asses...

) Mancipium (or mancipatio) refers to “a formal,
legal purchase of anything, conferring full power
of possession” (Simpson 1959:360). It entails “a
sort of imaginary sale” (Gaius Insituttiones 1.119;
cf Berger 1953:573). Res mancipi are things of
which ownership is only transferable by the
solemn act of mancipatio (Berger 1953:678). Res
mancipi represented things and rights that were
considered to be the most valuable in primitive
rural economies (Gaius Insituttiones 1.120;
Watson 1987:47).

Interpretation:

This sentence is clear on the fact that slaves were first and foremost considered to be things
or property rather than persons. Yet the classification of slaves as mancipi indicated their
value and worth to their owners and society in general.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

When slaves are mentioned in the New Testament, one must realise that legally speaking
they were first considered as property and then as persons.

Justinianus Digesta 9.2.3

Context:
Book 9 title 2 of the Digest deals with the Lex Aquilia. According to Paul Sententiae 1.13a.6
the Lex Aquilia also applied in the case of non-fatal injury to a slave.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
ULPIANUS libro octavo decimo ad edictum. | ULPIANUS. On the Edict. Book XVIII. Where
Si servus servave iniuria’ occisus occisave | a male or female slave has been unlawfully'
fuerit, lex Aquilia" locum habet. killed, the Lex Aquilia" is applicable.

) Generally iniuria refers to an unlawful act
(Berger 1953:502). In this specific context it refers
to an unlawful act that causes damage to the
property of another person.

" The Lex Aquilia provided for an action instituted
by the owner of property wrongfully damaged by
the defendant (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:327).
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Interpretation:

This fragment emphasises the fact that a slave was considered the property (res) of his/her
owner. Res refers inter alia to physical things which by their nature can be touched
(D.1.8.1.1). A slave is such a res corporales, on par with any other material object which
could be the object of ownership.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
In the New Testament slaves were considered the property of his/her owner.

Justinianus Institutiones 2.1.37 (cf Justinianus Digesta 5.3.27.pr; Justinianus Digesta
6.1.16.pr; Justinianus Digesta 47.2.48.6)

Context:

This sentence belongs to a title dealing with the classification of things. According to the
classification, slaves belong to the category of property that can be owned by individual
persons. The specific sentence (along with 36 and 38) deals with the situation where one
person holds as usufruct the property of another, and is thus entitled to the fruits of that

property.

Passage:

In pecudum fructu etiam fetus est, sicuti lac
et pilus et lana: itaque agni et haedi et vituli
et equuli statim naturali iure dominii sunt
fructuarii. Partus vero ancillae in fructu non
est itaque ad dominum proprietatis pertinet:
absurdum enim videbatur hominem' in fructu
esse, cum omnes fructus rerum natura
hominum gratia comparavit.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Also, offspring is the fruit of the flock, as are
the milk, hair, and wool. Thus, according to
natural law, lambs, kid-goats, calves, and
colts at once become the property of the
usufructuary. Nevertheless, the offspring of a
female slave are not fruits and thus belong to
the owner of the property, for it seems
absurd that a person' should be fruit, since all

the fruit of things were provided for the
benefit of mankind.

Y Homo refers to a human being, whether free or
slave (Berger 1953:488).

Interpretation:

In contrast to the aforementioned sources, this sentence bears out the contradiction in
Roman law that slaves are simultaneously regarded as things and persons (cf Watson
1987:46; Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:90).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The recognition of slaves as not only the things of their owners but also as persons in their
own right may be significant as a point of departure for the New Testament writers when
writing on the relationship between owners and slaves.

Justinianus Digesta 4.5.3.1

Context:

Title 5 deals with changes in condition or status. Fragment 3 refers to changes in condition at
the emancipation of a child and the manumission of a slave. A slave cannot change his own
condition since he has no legal status. He only obtains legal status at the time of his
manumission.

Passage:
PAULUS libro undecimo ad edictum. ... quia
servile' caput nullum ius" habet...

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Paul. On the Edict. Book Xl. ...a person
living in slavery' has no legal" status...

) Ablative of manner.

" In this context ius must be read with caput to
refer to specifically to the ability to conclude
legally valid transactions and to be the subject of
rights legal status or capacity (see 3.5.2 above).
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The Romans did not have a general conception of
legal capacity or status (Berger 1953:379).

Interpretation:
Following from the opinion that slaves are things, they have no legal status.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The legal status of slaves in the New Testament is clear: They had none.

Justinianus Digesta 50.17.22

Context:
This fragment is contained in a collection of diverse legal rules added to the end of the
Digest.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
ULPIANUS libro vicensimo octavo ad | Ulpianus. On Sabinus. Book XXVIII. No
Sabinum. In personam servilem nulla cadit | obligation binds a person in slavery'.
obligatio'. _
) Obligatio refers to a legal obligation to give, do
or perform something (Justinianus Digesta
44.7.3). Obligations arise from either some
wrongdoing or from contract (Berger 1953:603).

Interpretation:
Slaves were not only without rights but could also not be legally obliged. Even a court
judgment did not bind the slave or his owner (Buckland 1908:3).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves could not be obliged by law to give, do or perform unless ordered to do so by their
owners. This principle indicates the complete and utter power that the owner exercised over
his slaves to the exclusion of third parties and even to a large extent the law.

Justinianus Digesta 50.16.215

Context:
This fragment forms part of a title containing definitions of terms. These definitions would be
applicable to the whole of the Digest, and by implications all the Roman private law.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
PAULUS libro singulari ad legem Fufiam | Paul. Single volume. On the Lex Fufia
Caniniam. ‘Potestatis” verbo plura | Caninia. Various things are signified by the

significantur: in  persona magistratuum | word “power"i: Official authority in the case of
imperium: in  persona liberorum patria | magistrates, parental control in the case of
potestas: in persona servi dominium". children, and ownership" in the case of a
slave.

Y In this fragment potestas is described both in
terms of public law and private law. In public law it
refers to the official authority of magistrates
(Berger 1953:641). In private law it refers to the
power of a family head over its members or the
power over possessions, including slaves. The
latter is especially relevant to this study.

" Dominium refers to “full legal power over a
corporeal thing, the right of the owner to use it, to
take proceeds therefrom, and to dispose of it
freely” (Berger 1953:441). The owner of a thing
(res) has the legal ability to do with it as he
pleases and to exclude others from the use of it. It
is best translated with “ownership”.

Interpretation:
An owner’s ownership of his slave is equal to his ownership of any other corporeal thing such
as a house or a cow and it constitutes a specific manifestation of power. The analysis of this
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fragment gives substance to the argument of Patterson (1982:1) that “slavery is one of the
most extreme forms of the relation of domination, approaching the limits of total power from
the viewpoint of the owner, and of total powerlessness from the viewpoint of the slave”.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

References to slave-owners and slaves in the New Testament must be read in the context of
the relative power and powerlessness of the parties involved.

3.6.3 Jewish law

Under Jewish law, the legal status of slaves was defined as follows:

Exodus 21:2-6 (BHS 1996)

Context:
This passage forms part of the Covenant Code (Exod 20:22—-23:33) (Flesher 1988:12).
Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
g ¢ " 12V T2 .0 nipn D 212 you buy a Hebrew servant, he is to serve
T .7apr DY 10 you for six years. But in the seventh year, he
(03T v w9 2 R %o n pad 17 shall go free, without paying anything. * If he
"y 931 ® 1t 1 91a-0w 3 | comes alone, he is to go free alone; but if he

has a wife when he comes, she is to go with
him. * If his owner gives him a wife and she
bears him sons or daughters, the woman and

20 270R R ¥
1UROR NORYI] ORI D NER

. e . , 1 Y 4 | her children shall belong to her owner, and
noER 1,7 ?TIRT 171 TRTDR 5 W ,
’ Ov 19 1 g—mToaq only the man shall go free. But if the
) T ’ A servant declares, ‘I love my owner and my
Qv 7271 N.ERD M1 T13 1 R wife and children and do not want to go free,’
0ol TR nnan ® then his owner must take him before the
o1 edd R R R judges. He shall take him to the door or the
T2 LD DR, NRTDR] ° doorpost and pierce his ear with an awl.
1TIRTIRTnY AR Then he will be his servant for life.
R ¥R R 7 7 JATNR] O RURTIR
Ak
VTR o1 wran 6
T1grany ooy TR
n,71TANT2R 1 'R NY :jD_'?bg
17108 DY)
1LUTINL DRI T ITRTIR
‘0,7 DY

Interpretation:

This passage seems to contain an inherent contradiction. On the one hand it recognises the
Hebrew slave as an autonomous individual (cf Flesher 1988:18ff). The essence of this form
of slavery is that the slave contracts out his services for a fixed period (six years in this case),
and that he retains his family and social ties existing prior to his entry into slavery. In fact, an
Israelite may expressly not treat a fellow-Israelite like a slave (Lev 25:39). On the other hand,
the passage recognises cases where the slave indicates that he (and his family) wishes to
remain the property of his owner for the rest of his life. In these cases the slave is marked as
such by way of the piercing of the ear, indicating that the slave failed to recognise his
deliverance by God (analogous to the deliverance of Israel from slavery in Egypt) and his
subsequent obedience to God only and no other human being (cf Heszer 2005:45).

Thus, Jewish law recognised different classes of slaves, i.e. Hebrew slaves and foreign
(Canaanite) slaves (see Lev 25:44-46 below). Hebrew slaves could be slaves for a fixed
period (six years) or by choice be enslaved for their life-time

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Jews in the New Testament adhering to the laws of the Old Testament would most probably
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| not have employed fellow Jews, but would rather have bought foreign slaves (see below)”.

Leviticus 25:44-46 (BHS 1996)

Context:

Leviticus 25 provides for every seventh year to be dedicated to the Lord as a sabbath of rest
(the so-called Sabbath Year). Every fiftieth year must be dedicated as the Year of Jubilee
during which all Israelites are to return to their clans and property. The theological basis of
this provision is that all the land belongs to the Lord and that the Israelites are aliens and the
Lord’s tenants (v.23). Hebrew slaves are specifically included in these provisions of release
from slavery. Yet foreign slaves are specifically excluded.

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
1.0y IR L TTAD) 44 | ** “your male and female slaves are to come
Dt1an noRn T TN from the nations around you; from them you
D oD D 9'D 2000 Ak may buy slaves. ** You may also buy some
:n.nR) T2 .Y 1 1pn of the temporary reS|d.ents living among you
D° 261 PR 0 130 D1 45 | and membcejrsh of tqleg clans born in your
D ap popw Dt 130 gsountry, and they will become your property.
: N T : You can will them to your children as
0D 2By 1 Uy DRTIURNI 1 1pn L
- i ST I inherited property and can make them slaves
R for life, but you must not rule over your fellow
1,701 0 2%IRA 1T 21N

Israelites ruthlessly.
TR P D97

D 27117 0 DR O RYTINN 40

ng )7 027X
17 .°2DR D D2 D 7 DY N OIIR
0D 2'T ®17
1R 00 R RRIUTTT 13
TN L TInTR
17,92

Interpretation:

While Hebrew slaves enjoyed legal protection and legally entrenched freedom after six
years, non-Hebrew slaves (also called Canaanite slaves) were slaves in the common sense
of the term. They were considered to be property first and foremost, and were enslaved for
life if not set free by their owners.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It seems probable that the majority of slaves owned by Jews during the time of the New
Testament were foreign slaves, and thus considered property.

3.6.4 Section summary

The legal status of slaves

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

A slave was considered
property first and foremost, to
be dealt with as property.

Consequently, a slave-owner
had complete power and
authority over his slave.

The slave’s humanity was
considered almost as an
after-thought, with very few
legal consequences.

Being considered as property
first and foremost, a slave
had no legal status.

A slave was considered
property and subject to the
almost absolute power and
authority of his owner.

As in Greek law, the
humanity of the slave was
acknowledged almost as an
after-thought, with very few

Foreign slaves were
considered to be property
but the humanity of Hebrew
slaves was recognised in
law.

Jewish law provided for
remarkable protection of
Hebrew slaves. An Israelite
could sell himself to a fellow-
Israelite because of poverty,
but he was legally entitled to
freedom after six years.
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legal consequences. These provisions are in stark
contrast to the position of
slaves under Greek and
Roman law. Foreign slaves,
however, were treated as

property.

3.7 RELIGIOUS RIGHTS OF SLAVES
3.7.1 Greek law

Isaeus De Philoctemone 49-50

Context:

Isaeus (ca. 420-340 BC) was an Athenian speech-writer (Davies 2003:767). He specialised
in inheritance cases, focussing on the convergance of Athenian legal practice, oratorical
professionalism, property acquisition strategies, and private familial behaviour. This specific
case turns on the legal question whether two children can inherit from their biological father.
Isaeus argues that they cannot since their mother was a slave. In the above-quoted passage
he apparently refers to an Athenian law banning slaves and women leading immoral lives
from participating in the festival of Thesmophoria. This festival was celebrated by Greek
women in honour of Demeter, the Greek goddess of corn (Nilsson & Jameson 2003:1509).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

f B TOUTWV PATNP, OUTWS GHOAOYOUPEVWC Yet their mother, admittgdly having been a
R slave and always having lived scandalously —
ouaa SouAn kai dTravra ToV Xpovov aigxps | it should not have happened that she passed
by the temple neither seeing anything at all
inside nor the ritual performed for the
£€de1 oUT’ idelv TV EvBov 0UdEV, oUONG TG goddesses, had the audacity to assist in
leading the procession and to enter the

temple and to see what she was not allowed
QUUTTEUWAI TAV TTOUTTAV Kai igeABElV €ig 1O to see.

Bloldaa, rjv oUTe TTapeABelv €igw 100 igpol

Buaiag TauTaig Taic Beaic, ETOAYNOEY

iepov kai idelv G oUk £ERV auTh.

Interpretation:
Isaeus’ implication is that slaves were excluded from religious ceremonies. It seems, though,
that this specific rule only applied to the specific festival (cf Harrison 1968:166).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Under Greek law slaves might have been excluded from religious ceremonies.

Demosthenes In Neaeram 21

Context:

Demosthenes (384-322 BC) was the greatest of the Athenian orators (Cawkwell 2003b:456).
He was renowned for his private speeches in the law courts of Athens. It transpires from the
preceeding paragraphs (19-20) that Metaneira was a slave-women belonging to a brothel-
owner.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Augiac yap 6 go@ioTc MeTaveipag Gov But Lucias, th_e sofist, al_so wi;hes ... to
, o , o . initiate Metaneira, [her] being [his] lover ...
£PACTNG, £BOUANON ... Kai pufjoai ... £8enBn He thus asked Nicarete to come to the

mysteries bringing Metaneira [with her] so
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that she may be initiated, and he promised

o0v TA¢ NIKapétnc ¢ABElV gic T& puaThpIa
s perns s Tapuome that he would initiate her.

dyouaav Tiv Metdvelpav, iva puni, kai

aUTOG UTTEGXETO MUNCTEIV.

Interpretation:
The implication is that slaves were initiated into religious communities at the behest of
freemen (cf Harrison 1968:166).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Under Greek law slaves might have been initiated into religious communities.

3.7.2 Roman law

Cornelius Tacitus Annales 14.44

Context:

The Annals was written by Cornelius Tacitus Publius in ca 116 AD (Howatson 1989:548). It
probably consisted of 16 books covering the period 14-68 AD and thus the reigns of
emperors Tiberius, Caligula, Claudius and Nero. He used the works of other historians,
public records, and his own experiences as sources. Book 14 covers the period 59-62 AD
and is thus very relevant to the Greek New Testament. The tone of the work is generally
gloomy and depressing, focussing on the negative aspects of the imperial period (Howatson
1989:37).

Passage:

[sJuspecta maioribus nostris fuerunt ingenia
servorum, etiam cum in agris aut domibus
isdem nascerentur caritatemque dominorum
statim acciperent. postquam vero nationes in
familiis habemus, quibus diversi ritus',
externa sacra’ aut nulla sunt, conluviem
istam non nisi metu coercueris.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Our ancestors have been suspicious of the
character of slaves, even when they were
born on the same estates or in the same
households and steadfastly received the
affection of their owners. But now that we
have nations in our families with different
rituals' and foreign worship" or none at all,

you cannot restrain such a mixture except
through fear.

i) Ritus refers to a religious custom, ceremony or
rite (Simpson 1959:524). It has no technical legal
meaning.

ii) Sacra refers to all kinds of relations between
humans and gods (Berger 1953:688). Worship
took place privately or publicly. Within the family
group sacrifices and religious rites (sacra familia)
were performed on behalf of the family members.
As family members slaves were included in these
rites and thus subject to divine protection
(Buckland 1908:74; Saller 1996:121-122).

Interpretation:

It was a commonly held view in antiquity that slaves were inherently untrustworthy and that
owner-slave relations were necessarily based on force and apprehension (Fitzgerald
2000:9). This viewpoint is clearly reflected in the passage — even in relation to slaves who
were born in a specific household and were thus familiar with the sacra familia. It was thus
even truer of slaves who brought their own gods and religious practices into the household.
On the one hand it indicates participation by slaves in household religious rituals, especially
those born in the household. But on the other hand it indicates resistance to foreign slaves
and their religious practices.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Some slaves mentioned in the New Testament may have participated in the household’s
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worship, others may have been allowed to continue their worship of their own deities, and
others may have been prohibited from any religious activities.

3.7.3 Jewish law

Genesis 17:12-13 (BHS 1996)

Context:
Genesis 17 describes the institution of the circumcision as sign of God's covenant with
Abraham (cf Genesis 12).

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
21, "mr D' NN o1ng113 121 12 For the generations to come every male
127722 D 27 among you who is eight days old must be
: o ' circumcised, including those born in your
n: 3T7TL 2T DTN household or bought with money from a
2,20 8D 27nipni foreigner—those who are not your offspring.

'3 Whether born in your household or bought

pIT,0 R T2 00 0 21713 , : .
ST o ' with your money, they must be circumcised.

RN R .
' s My covenant in your flesh is to be an
T rAlrA ‘mrT o121, nn everlasting covenant.
1,902 D Ipnt o InT A
n' 027 0 27022 " nta N DAl

D, 21D

Interpretation:

The verses quoted clearly apply the circumcision also to slaves, whether of Israelite or
foreign origin. Slaves were thus included in at least some Israelite religious rituals (cf Hezser
2005:30-31).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The slaves of Jews were probably circumcised. Considering the close link between
circumcision and baptism (cf Col 2:11-12), the slaves of Christians were probably baptised.
When Paul says that he baptised the household of Stephanas (1 Cor 1:16), it implies that
slaves were also baptised as part of the household.

M. Qid 4:1

Context:

This passage from the Mishnah appears in the context of a section dealing with permitted
marriages (Flesher 1988:114). Yet the primary function of the class system is to assign roles
in cultic worship. The first six classes comprise those people who take part in temple worship
and the last four those who do not.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
T11% 107D %2an a%yp 1°ow 1t n2wy | Ten classes came up from Babylonia:
ATnn ATt 2em ot | (1) the priests,
11 | (@) the Levites,
L7910R1 TRY DUJ 3) the Israelites,

(4) the impaired priests',

(5) the proselytes and, (6) the
freedmen,

(7 the illegitimate offspring of
incestuous marriages,

(8) foreigners who once were servants
of the Israelites,
9) people who know who their mother is

but not their father, and
(20) those who know neither their mother
nor their father.
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Y Priests who transgressed the rules of Leviticus
21:1, 7, 13-15 i.e. married divorced women or, in
the case of the High-priest, a non-virgin (Flesher
1988:113).

Interpretation:

Slaves are not mentioned in this list at all since they have no ties of kinship, yet they are
included in the class system by way of their property link to their owner (Flesher 1988:117). A
slave thus occupies a secondary status in his owner’s class. Consequently, slaves were
never required to perform cultic duties, yet were permitted to do so when their owners wished
(Flesher 1988:119).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves owned by Jews participated in cultic duties at the behest of their owners.

M. Hag. 1:1a

Context:
This section of the Mishnah deals with the festivals, and specifically the offerings.

Passage:
YU W) TR PAT NIRIA 21T 2?90

Own translation with grammatical notes:
All are duty-bound to appear except a deaf-

D011 D 1I721717TIR] DIURIV] 1UR] mute person, an mentally handicapped
n-T2y1 | person, and a minor, and a person lacking

NNi®BN] 13T DTITIUN DI T RU obvious sexual features, and a person who

2101 110xg mi 1pTnl nzamn | has the sexual features of both sexes, and

women, and slaves who have not been
freed, a lame man, and a blind man, and a
sick man, or an elderly man, and a man who
is unable to stand upright.

1721212 n127

Interpretation:

The passage clearly indicates that slaves were not required to appear at the temple for the
pilgrim feasts (Exod 23:17 and Deut 16:16). Many other passages contain similar exclusion
for example relating to the saying of the Common Grace (M. Ber. 7:2), the blowing of the
shofar on Rosh Hashanah (T. R.H. 4:1), and the reciting of the Megillah on Purim (T. Meg.
2:7). There is, however, evidence that slaves acted on behalf of their owners in religious
rituals (M. Ter. 3:4).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
This passage reinforces slaves’ exclusion from cultic rituals.

M. Neg. 14:12

Context:

This passage is found in a section of the Mishnah dealing with purification. In contrast to
other divisions of the temple cult, cultic purity treats all Israelite social categories the same
(Flesher 1988:131).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
P2 "7 2u 112 070 2u pIx x'an | A man may bring a poor man’s offering on
21 | behalf of his son [who was a leper], on behalf
12'2xn1 "1y 121 1nmawl 1w7ap 70 | of his daughter [who was a leper], in behalf
.0 271 ‘ o ‘ | of his male slave [who was a leper], and on
behalf of his female slave [who was a leper].

Interpretation:
Even a slave, who had leprosy and has been healed, must bring offerings to the temple,
albeit by his owner on his behalf.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
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| Slaves were involved indirectly with the purity rites of the Jews.

3.7.4 Section summary

Religious rights of slaves

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

Based on the contradictions
in the sources, slaves’
participation in religious
practices was probably
determined by the religious
community rather than civil
law

law.

In principle enslavement did
not take away a slave’s
protection by his deity. Yet
practices varied from full
participation in the household
religion to full prohibition of
religious activities.

Slaves were not excluded
from cults because they did
not qualify for divine
protection, but rather
because many cults had
exclusive membership and
thus also excluded many
freemen (Buckland 1908:73).

It therefore seems that rules
regarding the religious
activities of slaves were
governed by the religious
communities rather than civil

Slaves patrticipated in
religious activities at the
behest or on behalf of their
owners.

3.8

3.8.1 Greek law

THE SOCIAL RIGHTS OF SLAVES

Plutarchos Amatorius 751B

Context:

Plutarchos (ca. 50-120 AD) was a philosopher in the Platonist tradition and a biographer
(Russell 2003:1200-1201). He wrote numerous treatises on popular moral philosophy, of
which Amatorius (“The dialogue on love”) is one. A rich young widow is seeking to marry a
handsome younger man, evoking heated debate among adherents and opponents to
paederastry. The work spiritedly defends the role of women in the marriage bond. The
passage quoted below refers to legislation promulgated by Solon.

Passage:

O0UAOIG PEV Yap €pavi AppEVWV TTAIdWYV
aTeie Kai Enpaloigelv, xpfiadal o€
JUVOUGTIAIG YUVAIKWV OUK EKWAUTE: KAAOV
yap i @iAia kai agTeiov, ) & AOOVR KOIVOV Kai
aveAeUBepov. 60ev 0UBE SoUAwY EPAV
TTaidwv €AeUBEPIOV £0TIV OUD’ AaTEiov:
oguvouaiag yap oUuTog 6 £€pwg, Kabdrep <6>

TV YUVAIKQV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

On the one hand he prohibited slaves from
loving' young boys and rubbing [them] down
with oil, but on the other hand he did not
prevent them from desiring sexual
intercourse with women. For friendship is
beautiful and refined but sensual pleasure is
common and does not befit a freeman. Thus
it is neither refined nor fitting for a freeman to
love' young slave boys: For such loving is
exactly like sexual intercourse with women.

Y In the context this verb may also indicate sexual
intercourse. Yet the dialogue celebrates the
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virtues of romantic passion (£pog) rather than
sensual pleasure (Appodiclakdg).

Interpretation:
The implication is that slaves are incapable of romantic love and friendship for their sensual
desires reign supreme.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

In interpreting the New Testament passages on slaves and slavery, one has to bear in mind
that slaves were not considered to be fitting marital partners or friends.

Demosthenes Contra Phormionem 37

Context:

Demosthenes (384-322 BC) was the greatest of the Athenian orators (Cawkwell 2003b:456).
He was renowned for his private speeches in the law courts of Athens. In this speech he
acts for the plaintiff who is claiming payment of a debt. It seems as though the defendant
avered that he was not liable for the debt since the parties involved were not his agents. The

person under discussion was a slave.

Passage:

Kai Ta0T Empagev, O Avdpeg BIKAOTAI, OIKWV
pEv  ABnvnaly, olong & alt® Yuvaikog
£vOAde Kai TTaidwyv, TV O VOPWY Ta éaxara
EMITiPIA TTPOTEBNKOTWY, £i TIG OiKWV ABRvNaIv
GA\oo¢ TTOI gITnynociev | €ic 10 ATTIKOV
gutrépiov, £11 & v ToI0UTW KAIP®W, &V () UUQV
oi Yév €v T aaTel oiko0vTeg digpeTpolvTo TA
GAQITa v TQ WOEIW, oi & év TR Melpalel &v TQ)
vewpiw EAapBavov katr éBoAovV Toug GpTOug
Kai &m TAG Mokpdg aTodg Ta GAQITA, KOO’

MUiEKTOV PETPOUMEVOI Kai KATATTOTOUEVOL.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
And this he did, honourable members of the
jury, while living in Athens, and having had
here a wife and children for him, and while
the laws have set the harshest penalties if
anyone living in Athens should transport
grain to anywhere other than the Athenian
market. Besides, he did this at a time such
as this, when those of you living in the town
were measured out barley-meal in the
Odeum, and those living in Peiraeus
received loaves of bread at the dock-yard for
one obol and barley-meal in the long
warehouse, measured out according to one-
twelve of a corn-measure, and being
trampled under foot.

Interpretation:

Slaves did enter into marriage and had children.

Testament:
Slaves may have had spouses and children.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

3.8.2 Roman law

Justinianus Digesta 33.7.12.7, 33

Context:

Title 7 deals with legacies of equipment or implements. Fragment 12 deals with the question
as to whether certain items form part of the farm implements when a farm is bequeathed.

Passage:

7. Uxores quoque et infantes eorum, qui
supra enumerati sunt, credendum est in
eadem villa agentes voluisse testatorem
legato contineri: neque enim duram
separationem iniunxisse credendus est.

33. Contuberales quoque servorum, id est
uxores, et natos, instructo fundo contineri
verum est.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
7. Also, it is accepted that the testator wished
to include the wives and children of those
mentioned above, and living in the same
house, in the legacy. Indeed, it is
unbelievable to inflict such a harsh
separation upon them.

33. Also, the family members of slaves,
being wives and children, are certainly
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| included in the farm implements.

Interpretation:

The concept of slave families is implicitly accepted. Slaves formed part of the owner’s family
unit and could thus by definition not belong to another family. These sentences again
emphasises the contradiction between slave as thing (in this case a farm implement) and
slave as person (in this case as a member of a slave family).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

These sentences beg the question whether slave-owners in the New Testament held a
different view point on the familial and social relations of their slaves to that of Roman law.

3.8.3 Jewish law

M. Maas. 3:1

Context:

This section of the Mishnah deals with the tithes to be given to the Levites in terms of
Leviticus 21 and Numbers 18, the products to be tithed, and when and how the tithing is to
take place.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
1712 n1¥p? 17ym2 ptaxn 0taunn | If one was taking figs through his courtyard
.-.1'77V971 D 72718 1n'a "321 | to be dried, his children and the members of

his household may eat and they are exempt
[from tithing]...

Interpretation:
The mention of “his children” and “members of his household” places children and slaves
side by side, and indicates the fact that slaves were considered part of the owner’s
household. Accordingly, a slave’s social status was determined by the status of his owner (cf
M. Yeb. 7:1-2).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The inclusion of slaves in the household of the slave-owner includes slaves in any number of
social activities relating to the household.

M. Abot. 2:7

Context:
This section of the Mishnah deals broadly speaking with damages and more precisely with
ethical matters.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
D72V Nan nnTt naan nined nan | The more female slaves the more sexual
271 na7n | immorality; the more male slaves the more
theft.

Interpretation:

Notions of the evil nature of slaves and the consequent need for discipline appear repeatedly
in rabbinic literature (cf Hezser 2005:151). This passage provides an example of the oft-
repeated claim that slaves are prone to sexual immorality and dishonesty.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
As in other legal systems, slaves were viewed with suspicion.

3.8.4 Section summary

The social rights of slaves

Greek law Roman law Jewish law

Slaves entered into marital Roman law de facto Slaves were part of the
and family relationships but recognised slave marriages Jewish household and the
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were not considered fit as and slave families on extended family (Hezser
marriage partners to free humanitarian grounds 2005:212). The offspring of
persons. although both were de iure slave women were,
impossible (Buckland however, not integrated into
1908:76). the family but rather
ostracised by being
attributed slave status. This
contrasts sharply with the
Biblical integration of slave
children into the family
(Hezser 2005:391).
3.9 SLAVES AND THE ECONOMY
3.9.1 Greek law
Plato Leges VIl 805d-e, 808a
Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since the laws are the product of rational reflection. Among
these laws we find the one quoted below.

Passage:

805d-e. moTepov fv Opdkeg TaiG yuvaigiv
XPWvTal Kai TTOAAG ETepa yévn, YEWPYEIV TE
Kai BOUKOAEIV Kai Trolyaivelv Kai Slakovelv
MNOEV BIOPEPOVTWG TWV DOUAWY;

808a. kai don kai Gégrmroivav év oikig UTTO
TIVWV  Kai N

Bepatraividwy  €yeipeabai

TTPWTNV AUTNV €yeipelv TaG AGAAAG. ..

Own translation with grammatical notes:
805d-e. Whether the Thracians use their
wifes and many other family members to
plough and to tend cattle and to herd sheep
and to serve, in no respect different from
slaves?

808a. And moreover that the mistress in the
house should be awakened by some female
slaves rather than herself being the first to
awaken the others...

Interpretation:

The implication is that privately-owned slaves worked primarily in agriculture and as domestic
servants. They also performed other duties as physicians, actors, teachers, et cetera
(Morrow 1939:28-29).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves in the New Testament probably worked in agriculture and the homes of citizens.

Demosthenes Contra Nicostratum 21

Context:

Demosthenes (384-322 BC) was the greatest of the Athenian orators (Cawkwell 2003b:456).
He was renowned for his private speeches in the law courts of Athens. In this speech he acts
for the plaintiff who is claiming payment of a debt. It seems as though the defendant avered
that he was not liable for the debt since the parties involved were not his agents.

Passage:
"ETI ToivuV Kai éK TQVOE YWWOoeaBE, G AVOPES

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Yet accordingly you, honourable members of
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SikaaTai, &1 gigiv ApeBougiou oi &vBpwrror. | the jury, will know from these [following facts]
o o o that the men belong to Arethusius: For
OTTOTE Yap Oi GvBpWTTOI OUTO!I f) OTTWPAV whenever these men bought fruits or hired

themselves out to harvest a crop or
undertook any other tasks concerning
TI TGV TTEPI YEWPYiaV EpYwv avaipoivTo, farming, Arethusius was the purchaser and
hired out on their behalf.

Tpiaivto fj Bépog pigboivio ékBepioal f GAAO

ApeBoUaIog AV O WVOUPEVOS Kai HITOOUUEVOG

UTTEP aUTOV.

Interpretation:

The plaintiff's legal representative indicates to the court that the parties involved were the
defendant’s slaves and thus indeed acted on his behalf. The principle in law seems to be that
a slave does not act in his personal capacity but always on behalf of his owner (Harrison
1968:174-175). If a slave committed an offence against another person, the latter could
prosecute the owner (MacDowell 1978:81). Even if the slave did not act on his owner's
instructions, the owner had to pay any damages or fine imposed on the slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A slave always acted on behalf of his owner and not in his personal capacity.

Theophrastus Characteres 30.9, 15

Context:

Theophrastus (ca. 372-286 BC) was associate and successor to Aristotle (Sharples
2003:1504). His interest in human behaviour is clearly demonstrated in the Characters. It
contains sketches of thirty more or less undesirable personality types. The excerpt comes
from part 30 dealing with the avaricious man.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
9. kai TV £UPIOKOPEVWY XOAKQV &V TaiC 9. And he _vvould probably demand'.ashare of
copper coins found by his domestic servants
0doig UTTO TQV OiKeT@V devog amaitioar 10 | in the streets, asserting: “Shares in your
luck!™"

15. And having received payment from a
15. kai Tapd TaIBOG KOHIOHEVOG ATTOPOPAV | slave, he would claim in addition the discount
on copper coins, also finding fault with the
account from the manager.

HEPOG, KOIVOV gival riaag TOV Eppiv.i

100 XaAkoU TV émiKkaTaAAaynyVv TTPOCATTAITENV,

[kai] Aoyigpov o€ AauBavwv Tapa 100
. ) Interpreted as a potential optative without av
Xeipicovtog. (Smyth 1953:406-407).

" Proverbial phrase (cf Liddle et al 1996).

Interpretation:

Although slaves are entitled to their finds, the avaricious man claims a share of it. And
although slaves often ran business on behalf of their owners, the avaricious man finds fault
with the manager-slave’s bookkeeping.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This passage illustrates the fact that slaves could in fact own certain property, and that they
acted as business managers for their owners.

Plato Leges XI 917d

Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since laws are the product of rational reflection. Among
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these laws we find the one quoted below.

Passage:
TOV O£ On KiBONAOGV TI TTwWAODVTA, Kai ur

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Now then, if someone is selling a fraudulent

product, and is incapable of obeying the
current laws, let any person who is present
and knowledgeable [of the facts] and
capable of proving the same, and expose
[the fraudster] before the magistrates, gain'
the fraudulent product, whether he is a slave
or a metic...

duvdpevov Toig vOv TreiBeabal Adyoig, 6
TTPOCTUYXAVWY TV YIYVWOIKOVTWY, duvaTtodg
v £EEAEYXEIV, évavTiov EAEYEAG TQV
APXOVTWY, O PEV doUAOG Pepéadwi 1O

KIBONAEUBEV Kai O PETOIKOG. ..
) Interpreted as referring to acquisition of
ownership (cf Liddle et al 1996).

Interpretation:

A slave may acquire ownership of property under special circumstances, and by implication
may deal with it as owner in trade and commerce (cf Morrow 1939:73). The general rule,
however, was that privately owned slaves could not own any property whatsoever (Harrison
1968:236; MacDowell 1978:80).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

A slave may under special circumstances only be the owner of property and deal with it as
the owner thereof.

Plato Leges VIII 846d

Context:
See above.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
First, neither a resident citizen nor the slave
of a male resident citizen shall be numbered
among those who practice craftsmen’s
works. For a male citizen possesses a fitting
craft which at once requires much practice
and many studies, namely preserving and
keeping the public order of the state...

Passage:

TTPWTOV PEV ETTIXWPIOG PNOEIG €0TW TV TTEPI
TG ONMIOUPYIKA TEXVAMATA  OIATTOVOUVTWY,
MNOE OIKETNG AVOPOG ETTIXWPIOU. TEXVNV YAP
ikavgv, TOAMAg doknoewg Gua  Kai
padnudaTwv

TTOAQV deopévny, KEKTNTAI TTOAITNG Avp TOV
Kai

KoIvOV  TAG TTOAEWG KOOUov  owlwv

KTWUEVOG...

Interpretation:

It was not considered worthy of a freeman to work as a craftsman and thus also not for his
slave to do so. In this sense slaves were excluded from economic activity. Morrow (1939:29)
indicates that this provision has no equal in Greek law, and reflects Plato’s view that
industrial and commercial occupations are incompatible with the virtues associated with a
citizen.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
It seems that slaves were not allowed to work in a craft or trade.

Demosthenes’ law court speeches provide a clear example of slaves’ involvement in
the economy in the persons of Pasion and Apollodoros (Fisher 1993:77-78; cf
Harrison 1968:182). Pasion worked effectively in a bank as a slave and upon his
setting free was left in control of the business. He diversified into other businesses
such as weapons manufacturing. Because of his riches and grants to the Athenian
state, he was later decreed to be a citizen. With his new status, he could own land
and loan money to others on the security of their land. On his death, Pasion did not
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bequeath the bank to his son, Apollodoros, but rather leased it to Phormion, one of
his freed slaves with banking expertise. Phormion also became a citizen and owned
his own bank. Apollodoros rose to rominent in Athenian politics. Although these
slaves’ rapid rise from slave to citizen was the exception, it shows that social mobility
across class boundaries was possible (Fisher 1993:78). It did not, however, erase
these mens’ slave origins, against which they had to fight lifelong battles.

3.9.2 Roman law

Justinianus Digesta 2.13.4.3

Context:
Title 13 deals with the content required for a summons. This fragment states that a depositor
with a banker is entitled to be shown the accounts of his deposit.

Passage: _ Own translation with grammatical notes:
Sed si servus argentariam' faciat (potest | However, if a slave trades as a banker' (as
enim)... he is indeed permitted to do)...

) Argentarium refers to a banker or owner of a
banking firm (Berger 1953:366). Bankers
performed various financial functions. Bankers
shouldered great responsibility because of the
public confidence placed in them.

Interpretation:

The fragment is clear on the fact that a slave may trade as a banker and thus actively take
part in the economy. This is rather surprising considering the responsibility attached to the
position.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

A number of New Testament references to slaves refer specifically to their economic
participation. This was indeed legal.

Gaius Institutiones 2.89 (cf Justinianus Digesta 41.1.10.2, 41.2.1.12, 41.3.44.7)

Context:
From sentence 86 onwards, Gaius deals with the acquisition of ownership and possession by
persons other than the free person himself.

Passage: _ Own translation with grammatical notes:
Non solum autem proprietas' per eos quos in | Moreover, not only do we acquire ownership'
potestate habemus adquiritur nobis, sed | of property through those we have under our
etiam possessio'... control, but also possession"...

) Proprietas refers to ownership (Berger
1953:658). It is used as a synonym for dominium.
" possessio refers to the factual, physical control
of a corporeal thing, combined with the intention
of the possessor to retain such control, usually as
the owner (Berger 1953:636).

Interpretation:

Any acquisition of ownership or possession of property by a slave accrues to the estate of his
owner. The slave thus acted as the representative of the owner although Roman law did not
know agency as a legal concept (Kirschenbaum 1987:15). Indeed, slaves provided a
convenient method for Roman citizens to participate in economic activity at arm’s length,
considering the fact that trade traditionally carried a stigma (Kirschenbaum 1987:31-32).

A slave could in fact not possess or own anything for he himself was property without any
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legal status (Justinianus Institutiones 2.9.3; cf Watson 1987:47; Borkowski & Du Plessis
2005:96). However, the institution of peculium facilitated the agency of slaves involved in
commerce (Kirschenbaum 1987:33). Peculium was “a sum of money, a commercial or
industrial business, or a small separate property granted by an owner to his slave, for the
slave’s use, free disposal, and fructification through commercial or other transactions”
(Berger 1953:624). The peculium was distinct from the property of the owner and although it
legally belonged to the owner, it was in fact the property of the slave (Buckland 1908:187;
Kirschenbaum 1987:34). The peculium provided some security to third parties contracting
with a slave in commercial transactions (Kirschenbaum 1987:39). When an owner granted
his slave a peculium he effectively appointed the slave as his business agent with the
owner’s liability limited to the extent of the peculium (Kirschenbaum 1987:88).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves participating in economic activities must be regarded as agents of their owners acting
in the interests of the latter rather than independent traders.

Justinianus Institutiones 2.9.3 (cf Justinianus Digesta 41.1.32)

Context:
Title 9 deals with persons through whom property may be acquired.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Item vobis adquiritur, quod servi vestri ex
traditione' nanciscuntur sive quid stipulentur"
vel ex qualibet alia causa adquirunt. Hoc
enim vobis et ignorantibus et invitis obvenit.
Ipse enim servus qui in potestate alterius est
nihil suum habere potest.

Also, property is acquired for your benefit
when your slaves obtained it by way of
delivery', or if they entered into an oral
agreement" in respect of it, or acquired it in
any other way. Indeed, it falls to you whether
you are ignorant or unwilling, for a slave who

is subject to the ownership of another can
possess nothing of his own.

Y Traditio refers to the transfer of ownership of
property by way of delivery or handing over
thereof (Berger 1953:739).

" Stipulatio refers to an oral agreement entered
into by way of a question (“do you promise to...?")
and an affirming answer (“I promise to...”) (Berger
1953:716).

Interpretation:

This quote confirms Gaius Institutiones 2.89 above but adds that the owner acquires rights
even when he has no knowledge of the acquisition or is unwilling to accept such rights. It
further confirms the legal position that a slave cannot possess anything of his own.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Again, slaves participating in economic activities must be regarded as agents of their owners
acting in the interests of the latter rather than independent traders. This is the case without
exception.

Justinianus Institutiones 3.17.1 (cf Justinianus Digesta 41.1.10.1, 45.1.38.17)

Context:

The title deals specifically with the capacity of slaves to enter into oral contracts (stipulation)
on behalf of their owners. It forms a sub-section to the law of obligations discussed in this
book Il of the Institutes.

Passage:

Sive autem domino sive sibi sive conserve
suo sive impersonaliter servus stipuletur,
domino adquirit.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
However, whether a slave enters into an oral
agreement in favour of his owner or himself
or a fellow slave or without nhominating any
person, he acquires in favour of his owner.

Interpretation:
This sentence confirms Gaius Institutiones 2.89 above but adds that the owner acquires
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rights irrespective of the slave’s intention when entering into an oral agreement.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Again, slaves participating in economic activities must be regarded as agents of their owners
acting in the interests of the latter rather than in any other capacity. This is the case without
exception.

Justinianus Digesta 50.17.133

Context:

A slave entering into a contract bound the other party to his owner but not vice versa
(Buckland 1908:157). The owner could thus not be sued on the basis of such a contract.
However, if the owner wanted to enforce his rights in terms of the contract, he had to satisfy
the claim of the other party.

Passage:

GAIUS libro octavo ad edictum provinciale.
Melior condicio nostra per servos fieri potest,
deterior fieri non potest.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Gaius. On the provincial edict. Book VIII. Our
legal status can be improved by way of our
slaves, but not worsened.

Interpretation:
The interpretation is clear: A slave could enrich his owner but not impoverish him.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Owners of slaves were always in a better position than the person with whom their slaves
contracted.

Justinianus Digesta 21.2.39.1

Context:

Title 2 deals with the situation where a purchaser is evicted because of a prior, stronger title.
This specific sentence refers to cases where a slave entered into agreements of sale on
behalf of his owner.

Passage:

...quod servus tuus in tradendo sine
voluntate' tua proprietatem hominis transferre
non potuisset...

Own translation with grammatical notes:
...because your slave cannot at the time of
delivery transfer ownership of another slave
without your consent'...

Y Voluntas sometimes means consent or approval
(Berger 1953:770-771). | consider it to be the
case in this context.

Interpretation:

It is clear that a slave could also dispose of property on behalf of his owner. The proviso,
however, was that he had to do so with the consent of the owner. This did not apply with
regard to the acquisition of property.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Any reference to the disposal of property by a slave must be considered in the context of
whether the owner gave permission for such disposal.

Paul Sententiae 5.8.1

Context:
Title 8 deals with the novation of obligations.

Passage: A

Non solum per nosmet ipsos novamus', quod
nobis debetur, sed etiam per eos, per quos
stipulari possumus, velut per familiumfamilias

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Not only can we ourselves create novations'
in respect of what is due to us, but also
through  others who can enter into oral
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vel per. iubendo" vel ratum
1]

habendo".

servum, agreements (stipulation) on our behalf, such

as through a child under parental control or a

slave, by ordering" him or considering his
L]

actions valid™.

Y Novatio refers to the extinguishing of an existing
obligation and its substitution by a new one
(Berger 1953:600), i.e. the renegotiation of a
previously concluded contract.

" In this context, iubere refers to the
authorisation given by them [a father or master] to
a son or slave to conclude a transaction with a
third person which involved the responsibility of
the father or master, respectively” (Berger
1953:517).

" Ratum habendo (or ratihabitio) refers to the
ratification of a legal act or transaction (Berger
1953:667). It will occur in cases where one person
concludes a transaction or performs a legal act on
behalf of another person without the latter’s
approval or consent, and the latter approves of
what had been done on his behalf.

Interpretation:
A slave may novate previously concluded agreements on behalf of his owner either by way
of prior authorisation or ratification after the fact.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves who novated contracts on behalf of their owners did so legally provided it was done
with authorisation or ratification.

Justinianus Digesta 46.3.102.2

Context:

Title 3 deals with receipt of payment from the debtor in respect of an amount owing to his
creditor, and subsequent release of the debtor. It states inter alia who may receive payment
on behalf of the creditor and whether it leads to release of the debtor. It only led to release if
the original loan was authorised by the owner (cf Justinianus Digesta 46.3.35).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Valerius Lucii Titii servus scripsit: ‘accepi a | Valerius, the slave of Lucius Titius, wrote: ‘|
Mario Marino ex summa maiore tot aureos’... | have received from Marius Marinus so many
gold coins out of a larger amount'...

Interpretation:
A slave may have received monies on behalf of his owner and such a receipt led to the
release of the debtor provided that the original loan was authorised.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves who received monies on behalf of their owners did so legally if the original
authorisation was legal.

Justinianus Institutiones 4.7.1 (cf Justinianus Digesta 15.3.5.2, 15.4, 16.1.25, 50.12.2.1)

Context:
Title 7 deals with business transactions entered into with a person under the control of
another.

Passage: _

Si igitur iussu' domini cum servo negotium
gestum erit, in solidum" praetor adversus
dominum actionem pollicetur, scilicet quia qui
ita contrahit fidem domini sequi videtur.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

If then business was conducted with a slave
by order' of his owner, the Praetor will grant
an action for the full amount' against the
owner, evidently because he who concludes
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a contract in this manner, seem to have
relied on the creditworthiness of the owner.

Y Jussum refers to the order or authorisation given
by an owner to his slave to enter into business
transactions (Berger 1953:534-535).

" Solidum refers to the whole amount or claim of
the plaintiff (cf Berger 1953:710). | interpret it as
referring to the whole amount even if such amount
exceeds the value of the slave’s peculium, which
would normally have been the extent of the
owner’s liability.

Interpretation:

If a slave did business with the authorisation of his owner, the owner was liable for the full
amount of the contract. This also applied to situations where the slave was appointed to
conduct business with the knowledge of the third party (P.2.8.2) or where business was
transacted for the benefit of the owner (Inst.4.7.4).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Owners were liable for the full amount of a contract if their slaves conducted business with
the authorisation of their owners.

3.9.3 Jewish law

M. B.M. 1.5
Context:
This section deals with matters relating to property.
Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
nx yn 0'3ypn 1RP21 112 nxeyn | The finds of his sons and daughters, the
“17ayp | finds of his male and female Canaanite
T9n C1RGR MRTIN D I10139A8 C1NT9u slaves, and the finds of his wife all belong to
o N o " 32x | him. However, the finds of his adult sons and
D9 17an 1mad 113 nxewn 1w | daughters, the finds of his male and female
- ' " nx+yn | Hebrew slaves, and the finds of his wife
“IREx NR YN 0°aavpa inmog: 12y | Whom he has divorced, although he has not
ADAN® 1N R 2?0 -9 2v ax ngiig | Yet paid his Kethuba, does not belong to him.
-1070 178 "0

Interpretation:
A Hebrew slave kept what he found, and thus became the owner of it. This did not apply to
foreign slaves. Other passages contradict this statement (cf M. Peah 3:8 at 3.11.3 below).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Hebrew slaves of Jewish owners may have possessed property.

T.B.Q.11:2

Context:
The Tosefta is a commentary on the Mishnah (see 3.3.3 above). Book 1V deals with property
rights and legal proceedings.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
1M111 PY¥1R 127 2wn 221X n'nw 121 | The son who does business with what
no119 | belongs to his father, and likewise the slave
1T17R1 12N1R 20 172871 10221 1122 | who does business with what belongs to his
ww1T | owner, behold, [the proceeds] belong to the
-1101 Td0 ntan 2vd 20 1272 Diwn | father, behold, [the proceeds] belong to the
owner.

Interpretation:
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The legal rule is clear: A slave acts in business on behalf of his owner.

Testament:

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Slaves conduct business on behalf of their owners.

3.9.4 Section summary

Slaves and the economy

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

Slaves actively participated in
the economy on behalf of
their owners.

Social mobility across class
boundaries was possible
(Fisher 1993:78).

Slaves actively participated in
the economy on behalf of
their owners with full liability
for acquisitions but limited
liability for disposals.

With regard to the disposal of
property, the general rule
was that a person under the
potestas of another could not
worsen the condition of the
family head either
economically or legally
(Kirschenbaum 1987:38). A
contract of disposal of
property entered into by a
slave with a third party was
only enforceable by the third
party if the slave acted on the
authorisation of his owner.

Slaves actively participated
in the economy on behalf of
their owners.

Hebrew slaves may have
possessed property,
although there is no
consensus on the matter.

Slaves appeared as
intermediaries in business
transactions, and some even
worked as relatively
independent businessmen
on behalf of their owners (cf
Hezser 2005:301).

3.10 RUNAWAY SLAVES
3.10.1 Greek law

Plato Leges Xl 914e

Context:

these laws we find the one quoted below.

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since the laws are the product of rational reflection. Among

Passage:

Ayétw TOV €auTol do0Aov O Boulopevog, £av
EUPPWV ), XPNOOWevog OTI &v £BEAn TV
oméaai 0gia- ayéTw o€ kai UTTEP GAAOU TGV

oikeiwv A iAWV TOV AQeaTWTA ETTi TWTNPIA.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Let him who so wishes, provided he is of
sound mind, manage his own slave by using'
[him] provided he wishes whatever" is legally
permitted. And let him also lay hands on the
runaway slave on behalf of another of his
relatives or friends for the purpose of [the
slave’s] safe return.

) Interpreted as an adverbial participle indicating
manner (Smyth 1956:457).

" Use of dméooc with the definite article as
demonstrative (Smyth 1956:286). This seems to
be a feature of Plato’s writings.
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Interpretation:

Not only the owner but also a relative or friend could detain a runaway slave for purposes of
his safe return to his owner. The owner, relative or friend apparently need not approach a
court of law prior to the detention of the runaway slave (cf Morrow 1939:29).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This law must be considered in cases where a slave is in the possession of a person other
than its owner.

3.10.2 Roman law

Justinianus Digesta 21.1.17.2 (cf Justinianus Digesta 21.1.17.pr-20)

Context:

Title 1 deals with the edicts of the aediles concerned with the sale of property “whether it
consists of land, portable articles, or of such as moves itself” (Justinianus Digesta 21.1.1.pr.)
The aediles were inter alia responsible for controlling and regulating trade (Borkowski & Du
Plessis 2005:5). It specifically refers to remedies granted to the purchaser in cases where the
seller received a purchase price in excess of the value of the property. One such instance is
that of the sale of a runaway slave, dealt with in fragment 17, and thus the need for a
definition of a runaway slave.

Passage: .
Cassius quoque scribit fugitivum' esse, qui
certo proposito dominum relinquat".

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Cassius also writes that a runaway slave' is a
slave who deserts" his owner with definite
intent.

) Fugitivus refers to a fugitive (Berger 1953:479).
Servus fugitivus is the technical legal term for a
runaway slave (Berger 1953:705) but it is clear
from the context that the technical term is
intended.

" Relinquere is a term associated with the law of
succession (Berger 1953:673) but in this context it
means “to desert, abandon, forsake” (Simpson
1959:512).

Interpretation:
The definition contains two elements namely a physical movement away from the owner and
the intention of the slave not to return.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Any reference to a slave leaving his owner must be considered in the light of this definition to
determine whether such a slave was indeed a runaway slave.

Justinianus Digesta 21.1.17.4 (cf D.21.1.17.5 and 21.1.43.1)

Context:

Fragment 17 deals with runaway slaves. This specific rule covers a situation where the slave
does not physically run away but hides, and where a slave seeks refuge with a friend in order
to negotiate better working and living conditions.

Passage:

Interrogatus Proculus de eo, qui domi
latuisset in hoc scilicet, ut fugae nactus
occasionem se subtraheret, ait, tametsi
fugere non posset videri, qui domi mansisset,
tamen eum fugitivum fuisse: sin autem in hoc
tantum latuisset, quoad iracundia domini
effervesceret, fugitivum non esse, sicuti ne
eum quidem, qui cum dominum animad-
verteret verberibus se adficere velle, prae-

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Proculus, having been questioned with
regard to a slave who had concealed himself
in the house of his owner for the purpose of
finding an opportunity to escape, says that
although one who remains in the house
cannot be held to have run away, he is,
nevertheless, a fugitive. If, however, he
concealed himself only for the purpose of
waiting until his owner's anger had subsided,
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ripuisset se ad amicum, quem ad precandum | he is not a fugitive; just as where one whom

perduceret. his owner intends to whip betakes himself to
a friend in order to induce him to intercede
for him.

Interpretation:

Considering the definition in 21.1.17.2 above, a slave who does not physically run away
cannot be considered a futigive slave. Yet Proculus states that if a slave hides in his owner’s
home with the intention to escape when the opportunity arises, the intention defines him as a
runaway slave, even in lieu of any physical movement away from his owner. If the intention is
not present, the slave is not a fugitive, for example if he waits for his owner's anger to
subside.

In the second instance Proculus indicates that the intention to run away may be absent even
when there is physical movement away from the owner. In this case a slave takes physical
leave of his owner's home but with the intention to find a friend who will intercede on his
behalf with his owner. In such a case the slave is not a runaway slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

These two specific applications of the definition of fugitive slave must be borne in mind when
interpreting the New Testament exhortations directed at slave-owners.

Justinianus Digesta 50.16.225

Context:
This fragment forms part of a title containing definitions of terms. These definitions would be
applicable to the whole of the Digest, and by implications all the Roman private law.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Et ideo fugitivum quoque et erronem' non
secundum propositionem" solam, sed cum
aliquo actu" intellegi" constat.

And therefore it is also established that a
slave will not be considered a runaway slave
or vagabond' only in accordance with his

intention", but consistent with intelligent
movement" towards somewhere.

Y Erro refers to “a vagrant slave who leaves his
master’s house in order to roam about, and who,
after spending his money, returns to the master”
(Berger 1953:456).

Y Propositum refers to an individual’s intention
(Berger 1953:657). Such intention may be good or
more frequently evil for example the intention to
commit a crime (as in this case).

" Technically actus refers to the right to drive
animals or vehicles over property belonging to
another person (Berger 1953:348). But it may also
generally refer to driving, moving or movement
(Simpson 1959:10). Considering the context, |
think it simply means “movement”.

W) Intellegere refers to the capacity of persons to
understand (Berger 1953:506). Persons may only
conclude legal transactions if they have
intellectus. Insane persons would, for example,
not have intellectus.

Interpretation:

The definition provided in Justinianus Digesta 21.1.17.2 is further expounded to indicate the
type of movement that is required namely that apart from the proper intention, a runaway
slave must also exhibit movement towards somewhere (and obviously away from his owner)
while understanding what he his doing.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Any reference to a slave leaving his owner must be considered in the light of this requirement
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| to determine whether such a slave was indeed a runaway slave.

Paul Sententiae 2.31.37

Context:
Title 31 deals with the action for theft. This sentence refers to the liability of the owner of a
runaway slave for theft committed by the slave.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Servus, qui in fuga est, a domino quidem | A slave that is on the run is indeed
possidetur, sed dominus furti' actione eius | possessed by his owner, but the owner is not
nomine non tenetur, quia in potestate" eum | liable in terms of the action for theft' on the
non habet. slave’s account because he does not have
him under physical control".

Y Furtus refers to theft in a variety of forms (Berger
1953:480).

" In this context potestas refers to an owner’'s
physical control over his slave (Berger 1953:640).
A runaway slave is considered to be res se
moventes (moving things) (Berger 1953:680),
negating the requirement of physical control for
legal possession.

Interpretation:

A slave that has run away is still possessed (and owned) by his owner. He is not res
derelictae (a thing abandoned by its owner with the intention of getting rid of it) or res nullius
(a thing without an owner) and thus third parties cannot claim ownership of him.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Runaway slaves referred to in the New Testament legally still belonged to their owners.

3.10.3 Jewish law

Deuteronomy 23:16-17 (BHS 1996)

Context:
Deuteronomy 23 contains various social and religious regulations.
Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:

10 1Tem2w T2 p 10 aon—x 2 ®| *If aslave has taken refuge with you, do not

17 17TR DN TR 2 ¥1TTO0R hand him over to his owner.
b1 epa 72772 1 gt gew | Let him live among you wherever he likes
P ‘ and in whatever town he chooses. Do not

10 U0 T TR T TIUR :
oppress him.

R A = ) I k!

Interpretation:

A person who takes another’s fugitive slave into refuge must not hand the slave over to his
owner, but rather integrate him into the community without oppression. The impression is
that the slave must be treated as a freeman. Based on the immediate textual context, the
regulation apparently only applied to Hebrew slaves since the succeeding paragraphs deal
with Israelite prostitutes (Deut 23:18-19) and debtors (Deut 23:20-21) (cf Hezser 2005:268 fn
95). In the latter paragraph on debtors non-Israelites are specifically excluded.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A runaway Hebrew slave of a Jewish owner need not have been handed over to his owner.

M. Git. 4:6

Context:
Book Il of M. Git. deals mainly with matters of marriage, and specifically Levirate marriage.
This tractate deals with divorce and remarriage based on Deuteronomy 24:1-5. Chapter 4
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deals inter alia with the status of captives and slaves.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
"I> 2p Onit nrraiagnTnR 1719 1°® | One should not ransom captives for more
1"®1 D72iun 13pn "191n 10107 | than their value for the sake of the good
1'1T 1210 | order of the world, and one should not help
-0?2ivn 11Rn "19n 1111807 nw | captives escape for the good order of the

world.

Interpretation:

In contrast to Deuteronomy 23:16-17 the Mishnah seems to condemn any assistance to
fugitive slaves. The reasoning seems to be that any assistance to Jews enslaved by the
Romans would have disrupted the good order, i.e. angered the Roman authorities (Hezser
2005:269).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

The rabbinic tradition would have frowned upon any assistance to a fugitive slave.

3.10.4 Section summary

Runaway slaves

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

Slaves taking flight was
viewed in a very serious light,
especially if the slave was
very valuable to his owner
(Fisher 1993:80). This
viewpoint was a matter of
public policy and favoured the
recapture and return of
runaway slaves.

Greek law assisted owners in
recapturing runaway slaves.

Roman law also viewed
runaway slaves in a very
serious light. Thus the
provisions on how to
determine whether a slave
ran away or not.

Roman law restricts an
owner’s liability for the actions
of his runaway slave on the
basis that the owner did not
have control over his slave’s
actions.

Roman law also assisted
owners in recapturing
runaway slaves.

Jewish law contradicted
itself by protecting runaway
Hebrew slaves, yet
prohibiting assistance to a
runaway slave. Aiding and
abetting a fugitive slave (if
he was of Hebrew descent)
was apparently not
considered such a serious
offence as under Roman
law.

Jewish law also did not
require the seller to
disclose a slave’s tendency
towards fleeing at the time
of sale (Hezser 2005:268).
Yet one may surmise that
Jewish owners were as
eager as Roman owners to
prevent their slaves’
(especially non-Hebrew
slaves’) escape and to
ensure their recapture.

3.11 MANUMISSION OF SLAVES AND FREEDMEN

3.11.1 Greek law

Julius Pollux Onomasticon 3.83

Context:

Pollux (2" century AD) was a scholar and rhetorician (Forbes et al 2003:1209). The
arrangement of his Onomasticon is thematic rather than alphabetical. The material ranges
inter alia from the rhetorical to the arts to private and public law and anatomy.

Passage:
Kai  AnuogBévng  @naiv

£CeAEUBEPIKOUG

vOpOUG Kai &mreAeuBePIKOUGH VOOUG.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

And Demosthenes affirms laws concerning
enslaved freemen who have been freed' and
laws concerning other freed slaves.
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Y Zelnick-Abramovitz  (2005:51) argues that
€€eAeuBepikolg  and  dmeAeuBepikoUs  are  not
simply synonyms, as some ancient lexicographers
and most modern scolars consider them to be.
They rather represent different classes or sub-
classes of freedmen. She bases her argument on
this definition of Pollux, which seems to support
her argument. Harrison (1968:181) supports this
line of argument in view of Harpokration's
definition quoted below.

Interpretation:

Among freedmen there were at least two classes governed by different laws. Garlan
(1988:79) refers to these laws as “laws on freedmen” and equate them more or less to the
laws established by Plato in his Leges (see for example Plato Leges 915a-915b below).

Zelnick-Abramovitz (2005:301) argues that £é€eAeuBépol refer to those slaves who have been

manumitted and released of ongoing service to their former owners, and ameAeuBépol to

those who were still bound to their former owners. The sources do not provide definite clarity
on this matter.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Any reference to freedmen should elicit enquiry as to the class of freedmen involved.

Harpokration Lexicon in decem oratores Atticos 181.3

Context:

Valerius Harpocration (1% or 2" century AD) was an Alexandrian lexicographer who
compiled his Lexicon of the Ten Orators as a reading aid, comprising words and phrases in
alphabetical order with references to their sources (Wilson 2003:667). The work provides
information on mainly religious, legal, constitutional, and social topics.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

ameAeUBepog: 6 do0Aog (v, eita ammoAuBeic | ameAslBepoc is a slave  subsequently
released from slavery, even so according to
Aeschines; €EeAelBepog became a slave

IR ) ) 7| through  whatever cause' [and was]
yeyovwg, eita amoAubeig: €0 &' OTe Kai ou | subsequently released. But sometimes there
is no difference.

TAg OouAgiag, w¢ kai Tap’  Aiogxivn,

gCeAelBepoc O B Tiva  aitiav'  S0UAOC

dlagEpoual.

Y The implication is that the person was a freeman
and then became a slave.

Interpretation:
The égeAeliBepor were those freedmen who had originally been free but had fallen into
slavery and subsequently been freed, as well as the sons of freed slaves (cf Harrison

1968:181). The author concedes, however, that the distinction between ameAetBepog and

£€eAelBepog is not maintained consistently.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
References to the manumission of slaves may refer to either class of manumitted slaves.

Aristoteles Politica VII 1330a 25

Context:
Aristotle’s (ca. 435 — 335 BC) Politica represents typical writings on political theory in ancient

Greece and Rome (Nussbaum 2003c:1206). He provides an account of eudaipovia' since

those things that are politically distributed such as property and offices are means to achieve
human flourishing. He also considers various regimes in an attempt to identify the best form
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of government. Aristotle’s statements on slaves must therefore first and foremost be
considered in a political rather than legal context. This does, however, not necessarily imply
that his statements on slavery, such as the one quoted above, are not juridically relevant
and/or accurate. The quoted definition forms part of a section dealing with household
management, and specifically the relationship between slave-owner and slave.

) According to Nussbaum (2003a:168), eUdaipovia is generally translated as “happiness” but may be
more accurately rendered “human flourishing”.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
. X i

TOUC 8¢ YEWPYHTOVTAC PANITTA WEV, € Bel But above all, if | had to state the ideal,
o - , . those who work the land should be slaves...
Kar' euxnvi, doUAoug eival... Tiva o€ Oei But how slaves must be used, and why it is

fitting to put up freedom as reward for all

TpoTTOV XPRaOaI douAoig, Kai DIOTI BEATIOV i
slaves, we will say later.

a1 Toi¢ BoUAoIg ABAOV TTpoKeiadal TAV

¢AeuBepiav, UaTepoOv €POOEV. Y Use of & in the protasis of a condition in which

one apologizes for pressing a point (cf Liddle et al
1996).

Interpretation:
The implication is clearly that freedom was envisaged as reward in order to improve slaves’
loyalty towards their owners.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The manumission of slaves must be considered from the perspective of the owner’s interests
rather than the slave'’s.

Demosthenes In Neaeram 29-32

Context:

Neaera was a prostitute in Corinth bought as a slave from the brothel-owner by two co-
owners. When the young men were about to marry, they did not want Neaera to continue
working as a prostitute in the city. In order to avoid this, they were prepared to let her buy her
freedom even if they incurred a loss in the process.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
apiéval o0v aUTR Epacav eic EAeuBepiav The_refore they offered to discharge her of
; ’ L . _, | paying one thousand drachmae towards her
XINiag dpaxpag, TTEVTaKoaiag EkaTepog: TaG O | freedom, five hundred drachmae each. And
gikool pvac ékéheuov auTiv  &€eupoloav | they urged her to pay them twenty minae
when she has found it.

auToig arrodolval.

Interpretation:
Slaves could buy their freedom on terms determined by their owners. In this case, Neaera’s
ransom was paid by her former lovers (cf Harrison 1968:182; Fisher 1993:68).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves could buy their freedom if their owners were prepared to determine terms.

Herodotus Historiae 2.135.1-2

Context:

Herodotus was an historian indicated as the author of the earliest surviving Greek historical
narrative (Gould 2003:696). The narrative is built from smaller narratives and summaries of
events derived from distinguished individuals, informants, documentary sources and above
all (often local) oral tradition. He incorporates personal judgments on the truth or lack of it of
the source material. The whole narrative is built around two concepts namely kinship and
reciprocity (Gould 2003:697). The latter is absolute and devoid of any exceptions: All men
must respond with like for like. The historicity of Herodotus’ narrative is under suspicion, with
critics labelling him a mere storyteller rather than serious historian, or an outright liar (Gould

84



Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners

2003:698).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
PodGIc 8¢ ¢ AiyutrTov ariketo =dvBec Too | Then Rhodopis fled to Egypt — Xanthes of
Samos brought her there to safety — but on
Zapiou kopioavtog [uiv], amkopévn 8¢ Kot | her arrival she was set free for a vast amount
of money by Kharaxus of Mytilene, son of
Scamandronymus and brother of Sappho the
avdpdg  MutiAnvaiou  Xapagou 100 | poetess. Thus Rhodopis became a free
woman and she lived in Egypt...

épyaainv €AUBN XpnuaTtwv PeydAwv UTTO

ZKapavopw-vugou TTaIdog, adehpeold OE
>am@ol¢ TAG pougotolod. Oltw &7 n

PodQIc €AeuBepwBn Kai KOTEUEIVE TE &V

AiyOTITw...

Interpretation:

Considering the text's parallel to the previous text of Demosthenes (at least as far as content
is concerned), it seems plausible that this text is historically reliable, and thus a true reflection
of the fact that a slave’s freedom could be bought by a third party.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

A third party could buy a slave’s freedom if the slave’s owner was prepared to determine or
negotiate terms.

Aeschines In Ctesiphontem 3.44

Context:

Aeschines (ca. 397-322 BC) was an Athenian orator and contemporary of Demosthenes
(Cawkwell 2003a:25). This speech represented an opportunity for Aechines to attack
Demosthenes when the city of Ctesiphon proposed that Demosthenes should be crowned in
the theatre.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

. Kai BIGPPABNV BTTaYOPEVEl PAT OIKETNV But he expressly forbids e_ither the setting
free of a household slave in the theatre, or
ameheuBepolv év T BedTpw, UNG’ UTTO TV | the proclamation of the person to be crowned
by either the tribe or the district, or by anyone

else, he says, not even one, or the
atepavoupevov,  pne Ut GMou, ¢nai, | announcer will be deprived of civic rights.

uNdevog, 1 ATigov ival TOV KrPUKA.

QUAETOV 1 Onuotv  AvayopeleaBbal

Interpretation:

According to Aeschines the city’s decree was contrary to existing law namely that a slave
may not be freed and a person may not be crowned in a theatre for it will disturb the
theatrical experience. The purpose of the proclamation was to lend publicity to the
manumission, but it was outweighed by the need for public control by the Assembly (Zelnick-
Abramovitz 2005:72). Such proclamations could also take place in sanctuaries.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Any reference to freedmen should elicit enquiry as to the manner of manumission.

Diogenes Laertius Vitae philosophorum 5.55

Context:

Diogenes Laertius probably lived in the first half of the 3" century AD, based on the scope of
his compendium on the lives and doctrines of the ancient philosophers from Thales to
Epicurus (Long & Sharples 2003:474-475). The material is often several sources removed
from the original, although he regularly cites his sources. This passage purports to be a
provision from the will of the philosopher Theophrastus, an associate and successor to
Aristotle (Sharples 2003:1504).

Passage: | Own translation with grammatical notes:
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TV O¢ Traidwv MoAwva pev kai Tipwva Kai
MappévovTta RdN éAeuBépoug ainul. Maviv
O¢ kai KaAAiav TTapapeivavTag €1 TETTApPa €V
TQ KNTTW KAi JUVEPYATAPEVOUG KAl
AVOUAPTATOUG YEVOUEVOUG AQinpl

éAeuBépouc.

And indeed, of my slaves | forthwith set free
Molon and Timon and Parmenon. | also set
free Manes and Callias who remained in the
garden for four years and worked in it and
conducted themselves blamelessly.

Interpretation:

The passage clearly indicates testamentary manumission as a legal manner of setting slaves
free. It also points to the fact that owners rewarded a slave’s good behaviour with freedom.

Testament:

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Any reference to freedmen should elicit enquiry as to the manner of manumission, and
specifically whether it was testamentary manumission.

Plato Leges 915a-915b

Context:

In this passage, Plato speaks of the relationship between a slave freed by his owner and his
former owner, now known as his patron, although the term does not appear in the passage.

Passage:
AyETW O Kai TOV AtreAeUBepPOVY, €AV TIG YN

Bepatreln TOUG ATTEAEUBEPWTAVTAG ) YN

Own translation with grammatical notes:

And let him even lay his hands on a
freedman, if he did not serve those who set
hom free, or did not serve them sufficiently.

Such service shall consist of calling upon by
the freedman three times per month on the
house of the person who set him free,
proclaiming that he ought to do what is both
just and feasible, and regarding marriage
[that he ought to] act because it seems good
to his former owner. And the freedman may
not be wealthier than the one that freed him.
Let the excess be the property of the owner.

ikavQg- Bepartreia O¢ @oITav TPig TOU INVOg
TOV AreAeUBEPWOBEVTA TTPOG THV TOU
ammeAeuBepwaavTog £aTiav, ETTayyeAAOUEVOY
Ol xpr Opdv TQV dIkaiwv Kai dua duvativ,
Kai TTepi yapou Trolelv OTITTeEp Gv GUVOOKR T
YEVOUEVW OEATTOTH. TTAOUTEIV O TOU
ateAeuBepwaoavTog pn éEgival paAAov: 16 O¢

mAéoV yIyvéEaBw To0 deaTTdTOU.

Interpretation:

Manumission does not severe ties between former slave and former owner, as the freedman
owes his patron certain duties: To visit him three times per month and offer his services,
which the patron may use at his discretion; to uphold his marriage out of respect for his
patron; and not to overtake his patron in wealth (cf Morrow 1939:104, 107).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

These continuing duties of a freedman must be taken into account when dealing with
freedmen in the New Testament.

Dio Chrysostomos Orationes XV 17

Context:

Dio Chrysostomos (earlier known as Dio Cocceianus) was a first century philosopher in the
Stoic and Cynic traditions (Browning & Wilson 2003:470). His philosophy is based on typical
Stoic concepts such as nature, virtue and philanthropy. In this speech he deals with the
distinction between slavery and freedom.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

“Do you not know,” he continued, “the
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Athenian law, equally in many other cities,
. L ] that one who became a slave by birth is not
TTOAAOIG &€ Kai dAAoIg, OTI TOV @uUael SoUAov allowed to partake in citizenship?”

oUK oiaBa Tov ABRvNaIV, £pn, VOHOV, TTapd

YEVOUEVOV OUK £€Q HETEXEIV TAG TTOAITEIOG;

Interpretation:

The implication is that a slave by birth could not become a citizen, even by way of
manumission (cf Morrow 1939:99; Fisher 1993:68). This is in contrast to the position under
Roman law (see 3.11.2 below).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Under Greek law a slave freed by his owner could not become a citizen.

Fisher (1993:67) captures the general motivation behind the setting free of slaves:
“The inducement of freedom was a strong weapon in the slaveowners’ armoury” (see
also Aristoteles Politica VII 1330a 25 below). It certainly conveys the implicit
message that even manumission was always in the owner’s interests rather than
those of the slave. Slaves were, for example, often only set free at an advanced age,
when their value was declining, relieving their owners of the burden of care (Fisher
1993:67-68). Furthermore, conditions attached to manumission were heavily in
favour of owners.

Manumission of a slave was within the sole discretion of the owner, who could confer
freedom either during his own lifetime or by way of testamentary provision (Harrison
1968:182; Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:130; see Diogenes Laertius Vitae philosophorum
5.55 below). He could also attach conditions to the manumission, such as payment of
an amount of money by the slave from the earnings that his owner allowed him to
accumulate (see Demosthenes In Neaeram 29-32 and Herodotus Historiae 2.135.1-2
below). Other forms included sacral manumission involving the consecration of
slaves or their sale to a divinity (Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:86ff).

Morrow (1939:103) concludes with some justification that unconditional manumission
was extremely rare, if indeed possible under Greek law. It seems from the sources
that no strict form was required for manumission in Athens, in contrast to other cities
such as Corinth (Harrison 1968:182-183). Owners did, however, take steps to ensure
that the setting free received some form of publicity in the courts or in the theatre,
although the latter practice was later prohibited by law (see Aeschines In
Ctesiphontem 3.44 below). The various means of manumission may even have been
classified according to the number of people notified of the slave’'s new status
(Zelnick-Abramovitz 2005:71).

Although free in theory, Athenian law imposed serious limitations on the freedom of
freed slaves (Morrow 1939:101-102; Harrison 1968:184ff; MacDowell 1978:82-83). A
freedman (or freedwoman) could for example not own land in Attica, he could not
enter into a marriage the offspring of which would be Athenian citizens or even marry
an Athenian. As non-citizens (see Dio Chrysostomos Orationes XV 17 below), they
enjoyed no political rights, yet had to pay certain taxes (cf Garlan 1988:81). In all
legal matters they had to be represented by their former owner who acted as their
patron (TTpoaTaTnc) (Harrison 1968:185). The patron continued to enjoy certain rights
in respect of his freedman (see Plato Leges 915a-915b below). If a freedman died
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childless and intestate he was succeeded by his patron rather than by his nearest
relatives (Harrison 1968:186). Manumission thus fell short of the Greek vision of

freedom as defined in 3.4.1 above.

3.11.2 Roman law

Ulpianus Tituli ex corpore Ulpiani 1.5, 6

Context:
Title 1 deals with freedmen and their rights.

Passage:
5. Libertorum genera sunt tria, cives
Romani, Latini luniani', dediticiorum"
numero.

6. Cives Romani sunt liberti, qui legitime
manumissi sunt id est aut vindicta" aut
censu’ aut testamento”, nullo iure
impediente.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

5. There are three types of freedmen namely
Roman citizens', Junian Latins", and those
included among the number of the dediticii".

6. Those freedmen who have legally been
set free by way of vindicta" or census’ or
will" are Roman citizens provided there is no

legal obstacle.

Y Civis Romanus refers to a Roman citizen “i.e.
any person who either by birth or otherwise
became an integral part of the Roman people
(populus Romanus) and as such enjoyed public
and private rights connected with Roman
citizenship” (Berger 1953:389). Freedmen were a
small group of citizens not born as such who were
deprived of public rights.

" " Latini luniani refer to slaves whose
manumissions were either in contravention of
certain statutory requirements or in forms not
recognised by civii law (called informal
manumission) (Berger 1953:537). Their freedom
was not affected but they became Latins without
political rights rather than Roman citizens. This
status was created by the Lex lunia predating 4
AD (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:100).

" Dediticii refer to citizens of a foreign state or
community who surrendered to Rome during
wartime (Berger 1953:427). They were free but
lacked Roman citizenship and all public rights.

™ (Manumissio) vindicta refers a fictitious trial
during which the owner and slave would appear
before a magistrate to answer to a claim by a third
party that the slave was free (Berger 1953:577).
The owner would consent to the manumission by
not opposing the averment of freedom (Watson
1987:24).

v) (Manumissio) census refers to the manumission
of a slave through his enrolment in the list of
Roman citizens with the consent of his owner
(Berger 1953:576). This form of manumission was
practically obsolete during the Empire (Buckland
1908:449).

Y (Manumissio)  testamento  refers  to
manumission by way of testamentary disposition
of the slave’s owner (Berger 1953:577). The
manumission may have been conditional in which
case the slave was called statuliberus until the
condition was fulfilled (Watson 1967:194). One
may assume that the majority of manumission
was affected by way of will since the owner would
not be deprived of the slave’s services during the
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| owner’s life time (Watson 1987:29).

Interpretation:

Sentence 5 identifies three categories of freedmen, each with differing levels of citizenship
and rights. Sentence 6 indicates the forms of formal manumission recognised by civil law
namely manumission by way of vindicta, census or will. During the Empire (and specifically
the reign of Constantine) another form was also recognised namely In Sacrosanctis Ecclesiis
(Buckland 1908:449). Such manumission required written confirmation by the owner in the
presence of a bishop and congregation as witnesses (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:99). The
proviso that there may be no legal obstacle refers to legislation limiting the powers of owners
to set their slaves free. This legislation has been considered below.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Any reference to the freedom of a slave must be considered in the context of the legal
requirements for manumission.

G.1.17

Context:
Book 1 deal with the law of persons, and especially the manumission of slaves. This
sentence deals with the legal requirements and consequences of manumission.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Nam in cuius persona tria haec concurrunt,
ut maior sit annorum ftriginta, et ex iure
Quiritium' domini, et iusta ac legitima
manumissione liberetur, id est vindicta aut
censu aut testamento, is civis Romanus fit;
sin vero aliquid eorum deerit, Latinus erit.

For where the following three requirements
meet in a slave, namely where he is at least
30 years old, and he is according to ancient
Roman law' the property of his owner, and
where he is set free by proper and lawful
manumission, be it by way of court order or

census or will, he becomes a Roman citizen.
But if one of these requirements is lacking,
he becomes a Latin.

) Quirites was the earliest name for the Romans
(Berger 1953:666). lus Quiritum therefore refers to
the ancient national law of the Romans (Berger
1953:532).

Interpretation:

The requirements are threefold: A slave must be at least 30 years old, he must be the lawful
property of his owner, and the manumission must have been proper and lawful. If these
requirements are met, the freed slave becomes a Roman citizen. If not, he becomes a Latin
since there were legal deficiencies in his manumission.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Instances of manumission in the New Testament must be tested against the requirements
set out to determine the lawfulness of the manumission. The test results will also indicate the
status of the slave in question.

D.50.17.176.1

Context:

This fragment is contained in a collection of diverse legal rules added to the end of the
Digest.

Infinita  aestimatio est libertatis et | Own translation with grammatical notes:

necessitudinis'. The value of freedom and Kkinship is

boundless.

) Necessitudo refers to the
relationship (Berger 1953:593).

tie of (blood)

Interpretation:
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The fragment expresses the inestimable value the Romans attached to freedom and family;
two of the elements of civil status (see 3.5.2 above).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

References to the freedom of slaves in the New Testament must be read in the context of
the importance of freedom and family as social values.

D.50.17.20

Context:
This fragment is contained in a collection of diverse legal rules added to the end of the
Digest.

Passage:

Pomponius libro septimo ad Sabinum.
Quotiens dubia' interpretatio libertatis est,
secundum libertatem respondendum erit.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Pomponius. On  Sabinus. Book VI
Whenever the meaning of a grant of freedom
is doubtful', the opinion is in favour of
freedom.

Y Dubius refers to controversial legal problems
(Berger 1953:445). These may include the
interpretation of obscure clauses in wills where
the intention of the testator is not clear (cf
D.50.17.179).

Interpretation:
The value attached to freedom is expressed in this fragment. It gives voice to the principle of
favor libertatis (in cases of doubt freedom is presumed) (Berger 1953:468).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

References to the freedom of slaves in the New Testament must be read in the context of the
importance of freedom.

G.1.42,43

Context:

This sentence forms part of a section dealing with the ways in which a Latin may become a
Roman citizen. The Lex Fufia Caninia was enacted in 2 BC by emperor Augustus to restrict
the number of slaves that could be manumitted by way of will (Borkowski & Du Plessis
2005:100). Although Suetonius (Aug. 40.3) states that Augustus aimed to protect the purity
of the Roman people, his reforms on manumission were to a great extent politically
motivated (Bradley 1987:82-84). Manumission of slaves became a political tool used by
public officials in the later Republic to garner support among the servile classes with the
promise of freedom. Yet Augustus’ sincere concern for the quality of person attaining Roman
citizenship rather than the numbers of slaves being manumitted cannot be ignored.

Passage:

42. Praeterea lege Fufia Caninia certus
modus constitutus est in servis testamento
manumittendis.

43. Nam ei qui plures quam duos neque
plures quam decem servos habebit, usque
ad partem dimidiam eius numeri manumittere
permittitur; ei vero, qui plures quam x neque
plures quam xxx servos habebit, usque ad
tertiam partem eius numeri manumittere
permittitur. At ei, qui plures quam xxx neque
plures quam centum habebit, usque ad
partem quartam potestas manumittendi
datur. Novissime ei qui plures quam C nec

Own translation with grammatical notes:
42. By way of the Lex Fufia Caninia a certain
limit is established with regard to the
manumission of slaves in terms of a will.

43. For a person who has more than two and
less than ten slaves is permitted to set free
half of that number. However, if he has more
than ten and less than thirty slaves, he is
permitted to set free a third of that number.
Moreover, if he has more than thirty and less
than one hundred slaves, he is granted
authority to set free a quarter of his slaves.
Finally, if he has more than one hundred and
less than five hundred slaves, he is not
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plures quam D habebit, non plures
manumittere  permittitur quam  quintam
partem; neque plures quam D servos
habentis mentio in ea lege habetur: sed
praescribit lex, ne cui plures manumittere
liceat quam C. Quod si quis unum servum
omnino aut duos habet, ad hanc legem non
pertinet, et ideo liberam habet potestatem

permitted to set free more than one fifth. And
indeed, of him who has more than five
hundred slaves, mention is made in the law,
as the law prescribes that no person may set
free more than one hundred slaves. Now,
where a person has one or two slaves, this
law will not apply, and therefore he has free
power to set free.

manumittendi.

Interpretation:
The legislation was clearly an attempt to limit the number of slaves that were manumitted. It
may also indicate that the majority of manumissions took place through the will of the owner.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Instances of manumission in the New Testament must be tested against the requirements
set out in legislation to determine the lawfulness of the manumission.

G.1.18

Context:

This sentence forms part of a section dealing with manumission and proof of the reason for
the manumission. The Lex Aelia Sentia was enacted in 4 AD and apart from the above also
contained the following provisions (Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:101): The institution of a
council to investigate manumissions in Rome and the provinces; owners under the age of 20
could not manumit their slaves except upon showing good cause to the council; slaves
manumitted in contravention of the Act became Latins; certain slaves with criminal records
were prohibited from becoming citizens and became dediticii; manumissions intended to
defraud creditors were deemed void.

Passage:

Quod autem aetate servi requiritur, lege
Aelia Sentia introductum est. Nam ea lex
minores xxxX annorum servos non aliter voluit
manumissos cives Romanos fieri, quam si
vindicta, apud consilium iusta causa
manumissionis adprobata, liberati fuerint.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

However, the required age of a slave was
introduced by the Lex Aelia Sentia. For this
law did not permit slaves under the age of
thirty who have been set free to become
Roman citizens unless set free by way of
vindicta in the presence of the Council after

just cause for the setting free had been
established.

Interpretation:
This legislation further curtailed the manumission of slaves in the Empire.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Instances of manumission in the New Testament must be tested against the requirements
set out in legislation to determine the lawfulness of the manumission.

Manumission refers to “the release of a slave from the power of his master by the
latter” (Berger 1953:575). Several forms of manumission were recognised ranging
from formal manumission resulting in the slave becoming a free person and a citizen,
to informal manumission with fewer legal consequences (Buckland 1908:449ff;
Borkowski & Du Plessis 2005:98). The decision to manumit a slave was entirely
within the discretion of his owner and usually based on the owner’s self-interest
(Bartchy 1973:88-91, 104). Yet apart from working hard and pleasing his owner,
there were ways for a slave to encourage his owner to set him free, such as offering
him a large amount of money in return for freedom or engaging the intervention of a
trustworthy third party (Bartchy 1973:97-99). A slave could neither force his owner to
set him free nor resist manumission when his owner decided to make him free
(Bartchy 1973:106).

91



Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners

Manumission did not result in absolute freedom since the freedman remained
dependent upon his former owner (now called his patronus or patron). The freedman
continued to owe his patron services specified at the time of voluntary manumission,
he had to give gifts to the patron and his family on special occasions, he had to show
obedience and respect towards his patron (much like a child would towards his
parents — D.37.15), and the patron was heir to the property of the freedman if the
latter passed away without heirs. In turn, the patron had to show the freedman some
measure of respect by not treating him like a slave (Borkowski & Du Plessis
2005:106). The parties shared the reciprocal obligation of maintenance in the case of
poverty (Berger 1953:622). Furthermore, freedmen suffered many disadvantages
that were not legally enshrined but resulted from their lowly social status (Watson
1987:43).

3.11.3 Jewish law

Exodus 21:2-6 (BHS 1996) (cf Deut 15:12; Lev 25:42)

Context:

This passage forms part of the Covenant Code (Exod 20:22-23:33) (Flesher 1988:12). It
constitutes a prescriptive form of manumission unknown in Greek and Roman law. Some
scholars even interpret it as not referring to slavery at all on the basis that such a person is
frequently called a “brother” rather than a “slave” (eg. Flesher 1988:18ff). This would then
indicate that such a person is considered to be a member of Israelite society. However, the
use of the word 721 in the above quoted passage (Exod 21:2, 5, and 6) contradicts this point
of view.

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
U ,0 " "72p 72,0 T nipn D 212 you buy a Hebrew slave, he is to serve
o' 10 you for six years. But in the seventh year, he
R v n ‘pag 11 7 ape shall go free, without paying anything. * If he
C.poam ' gom 2 comes alone, he is to go free alone; but if he
1 "saa® . 2t 1. 913-DR 3 hgsazwﬁe'when hepomes, she |§togownh
' oy a-Dm ® %e him. ™ If his owner gives him a wife and she
o CT bears him sons or daughters, the woman and
1 nUR N, RYT] ORI N NuR :
: o TR R her children shall belong to her owner, and
21.ny 5 upy v
o e . ! 4 | only the man shall go free. ® “But if the slave
n xR 1 271N 171 7TRTOR . .
: : : i s declares, ‘I love my owner and my wife and
_ . Vel children and do not want to go free,’ ® then
L his owner must take him before the judges.
nion oDt oIt He shall take him to the door or the doorpost
21,921 ® 1 ORT N1 071 TR, 2 . and pierce his ear with an awl. Then he will
T2 U MR NRTOR] be his slave for life.
SRR - 11 SR i B
RO¥R R 2 7 I13TIRT T NURTIR
A EL
1717TR 1w 6
T170ran1 DY onT?R LT
nLoTaTEATRR 1 R N7 07N
1T TTR DY
1TV D ¥Ea  ITRTIR
ID, 7 DY

Interpretation:

A Hebrew man enslaved for whatever reason must be manumissioned by his Jewish owner
after six years of service without any payment. But if the slave wishes to remain with his
owner, he will become his owner’s slave for life.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This passage begs the question whether Jewish slave-owners in the New Testament
adhered to this provision of Biblical law.

M. Qid. 1.2

Context:

Book 11l of the Mishrah deals with matters relating to women and marriage. Part 7 (Qid.)
thereof deals with betrothals and chapter 1 inter alia with the acquisition and manumission of
slaves.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
n1ip1 "udair qooa nip1 "oav Tav | A Hebrew slave is acquired by money or by
“liv1aa1 "ea1+21 mejga inyp-ngx | contract, and he regains his freedom after

o ' ' _qo> | six years’ service" or at the advent of the
| Jubilee" or by paying his outstanding worth."

"In a legal context a deed of sale (cf Jastrow
1950:1555).

" Cf Exodus 21:2.

" Cf Leviticus 15:40.

Y) The slave buys his freedom with a sum of
money in proportion to the number of years he still
had to serve (cf Jastrow 1950:242; Lev 27:18).

Interpretation:

As far as manumission is concerned, two methods are distinguished: Either by way of
mandatory release in terms of Old Testament law in the seventh or Jubilee year (cf Exodus
21:2-6 and Leviticus 25:40) or by way of self-purchase. Other texts indicate that the Jubilee
year was not commonly observed in rabbinic times, and that manumission of slaves in the
Jubilee year depended on the individual owner’s own conscience (Hezser 2005:309). One
might deduce that manumission in the seventh or Jubilee years was more an ideal than
actual practice.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The manumission of Hebrew slaves in the New Testament has to be read in the context of
the compulsory release in terms of the Law, but also the allowance for the probably more
realistic practice of self-purchase.

M. Qid. 1:3
Context:
See M. Qid. 1:2 above.
Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
'Jpga1 qu2a n1p1 "1v1> T2p | A Canaanite slave is acquired by money or
' S iiﬂ?IUZﬁ by contract or by usucaption', and he
"1 %P QDDA INYUTNR N 1-"7] regains his freedom by money supplied by
' '  prATR of[hers, or by a document presented by
iy T 2y 71,3[11'1‘1- himself.

"In a legal context a deed of sale (cf Jastrow
1950:1555).
U Ownership based on undisturbed possession for
a legally fixed period of time (cf Jastrow
1950:445).

Interpretation:
A foreign slave was not set free in terms of Old Testament law, but by means commonly
acknowledged in both Greek and Roman law.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The manumission of foreign slaves in the New Testament has to be read in a context far
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| more akin to Greek and Roman law of slavery.

M. Peah 3:8

Context:

Book | of the Mishnah deals with benedictions, prayers and other elements essential to
Jewish liturgy. Tractate Peah deals with the portion of the harvest left behind for the poor
(Jastrow 1950:1131). The chapter contains specific instances of peah. Mishnah 7 and 8 deal
with testate succession.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
12 ®y? i7Tap? 1° ©p231 anian | If an owner bequeaths his possessions in
‘ o i {29 | writing to his slave, the latter becomes a
' freedman.' If, however, the owner left out any
amount of land whatsoever, the slave does
not become a freedman."

12 RY¥?T R'7 RINUTZD DRI 10
"1aim

Y The reasoning is that the slave is part of the
possessions and thus becomes owner of himself,
and is consequently free (Blackman 1965, 1:98).

" The slave neither becomes free nor does he
obtain possession of what was left to him in the
will (Blackman 1965, 1:98).

Interpretation:
A slave could be freed if his owner left him all his possessions without exception. The mere
fact of the slave’s entitlement brought him freedom.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves could have obtained freedom by way of testate succession.

Josephus Ant. 17.61-62

Context:

Flavius Josephus (born ca 37/38 AD) was a Greek historian and Jewish priest of aristocratic
descent, largely educated in the Pharisaic tradition (Smallwood & Rajak 2003:798). The
Jewish Antiquities was published in 93/94 AD as a history of the Jews from creation to just
prior to the outbreak of the revolts. Book 17 deals with the period from the deaths of Herod
the Great's sons Alexander and Aristobulus (7 BC) until the banishment of Archelaus, one of
his other sons (6 AD). Pheraros was Herod's youngest brother. This passage deals with
former slaves’ loyalty towards their owner, even after his death.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Emeidn DEPLIPAC TEAEUTA Tagvital When Pheroras was dead and buried, two of
’ his freedmen, who had been highly valued by
gyeyoveloav  autod  ameAetBepor dUO TV | him, came to Herod and begged him not to
leave his brother's death unavenged but to

hold an inquiry into his unaccountable and
ngiouv pr  avekdiknrov  kartaAimeiv 100 | unhappy demise.

depwpa TIiwv o0Tol TTPoasABovTEC Hpwdn

adeA@ol TOV vekpdv, aAAG ZATnaIv TTolEigBal

TAg dAdyou Te Kai SuaTuX0UG HETOOTATEWG.

Interpretation:

Two of Pheraros’ freedmen appealed to his brother Herod the Great to investigate his death
as being suspicious. The actions of the freedmen provide an indication of the depth of their
loyalty to their former owner, even in death. This loyalty also extended to being present at the
former owner's funeral (Josephus Bell. 1.673) and providing him with financial support
(Josephus Ant. 18.155-157). As in the case of Greek and Roman law, the relationship
between slave and owner did thus not cease to exist after manumission of the slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The relationship between slave and owner after manumission has to be tested against the
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| evidence of the freedman’s continued loyalty towards his former owner.

Many of the Jewish laws regarding manumission were informed by the desire to
liberate Jews enslaved by gentiles in the aftermath of the destruction of the temple
and the Bar Kokhba revolt (Hezser 2005:313-314). In contrast to Greek and Roman
law, Jewish law allowed for the compulsory release of slaves according to Biblical
law. Whereas freedom did not automatically lead to citizenship under Roman law,
freedmen under Jewish law were considered part of the Israelite people within their
own caste (see 3.6.3 above), participated in the temple cult and the purity system
(Flesher 1988:155). This opened up the possibility of using slavery as a vehicle for
social mobility: A person’s caste status could be improved by entering into slavery
and obtaining freedom from an owner in a higher caste.

The effect of manumission was to free the slave of his owner’'s control (Flesher
1988:43-45). Yet the freedman was still informally bound to his former owner in a
relationship based on loyalty. From this relationship flowed certain obligations as
described above, even after the owner’'s death. In contrast to Roman law, this
relationship between freedman and former owner was not legally entrenched (cf
Hezser 2005:111). It seems that freed slaves were much more integrated into Jewish
society than in the case of Roman slaves and society. Despite this, freedmen faced
other social barriers such as restrictions on marriage into priestly and Levite families
(cf Hezser 2005:109-110).

3.11.4 Section summary

Manumission of slaves and freedmen

Greek law Roman law Jewish law
Freedom within owner’s Freedom within owner’s Prescriptive manumission
discretion with onerous discretion with onerous with fewer and less severe
conditions and serious conditions and serious limitations and more
limitations and continued limitations and continued integration into Jewish
relationship with former relationship with former owner | society.
owner. as patron.

3.12 THE RIGHTS OF SLAVE-OWNERS IN RESPECT OF
THEIR SLAVES
3.12.1 Greek law

Plato Leges Ill 690a-b

Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). He has given up hope that an expert ruler could rule
uncorrupted by power, yet maintains that political division and strife can only be overcome by
complete obedience to the laws, since the laws are the product of rational reflection. Among
these laws we find the one quoted below.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Athenian: “Fourthly, on the one hand slaves

{A©.} TétapTov & al doUAoug pev Gpxeabal,
ought to be ruled, and owners ought to rule.”
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BeaTIOTAC B8 APXEIV. Clinias: “Absolutely.” [litt. “For how not?"].

{KA.} Mg yap ou;

Interpretation:
The general principle is stated: Owners rule over their slaves.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The general principle applies in owner-slave relationships in the New Testament: The owner
rules over the slave.

Demosthenes In Evergum et Mnesibulum 47.72

Context:
This private speech of Demosthenes (384-322 BC) states the law of Athens in relation to an
owner’s right to prosecute the perpetrator of a crime against the owner’s slave.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
KEAEUEI yap O VOpog, ( BvBpeg dikaoTai, Toug | FOr  the  law  commands,  honourable
members of the jury, that relatives to the
TIPOCNKOVTAG ETTEGIEVal pEXPI Avewiad@v (kai | degree of cousins may prosecute (and that in
the oath it will be determined what the
o R ‘ L relationship is), even if [the victim] is a
KAV OIKETNG [), TOUTWV TAG ETTIOKNYEIG' EIVAI. servant, from which the denunciation' will
proceed.

év T Opkw OdlopileTal 6 TI TIPOTAKWY £0TiV),

Y Used in this context as a technical legal term for
the first step in a prosecution (Liddle et al 1996).

Interpretation:
In the event of a crime perpetrated against a slave, the owner will have the right to institute a
prosecution against the perpetrator.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A slave-owner could institute action against the perpetrator(s) of a crime against his slave.

Plato Leges IX 865c (cf 868a)

Context:
See above.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

£av pév 500AoV KTeivR, VopiZwy TOV £QUTol Indeed, if he Kills a slave, let h_|m promise to
, ‘ A , , the owner of the deceased to indemnify him
dieipyaobal Tov To0 TeAeuTROAVTOG BETTTOTNV | against damage and loss, calculated
customarily like a slave of his own, or let him

be liable to a penalty for double value of the
AV a&iav To0 TEAEUTATAVTOG UTTEXETW deceased.

ABAaBA TTapexETW Kai agnuiov, f diknv €ig

OITTAfv...

Interpretation:
An owner is entitled to compensation from a perpetrator who kills his slave unlawfully (cf
Morrow 1939:27).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
In the event of the death of a slave, his owner would be entitled to compensation.

Demosthenes In Aphobum 1 27.9

Context:
In this private speech Demosthenes (384-322 BC) establishes the value of a disputed estate.
Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

But [my] father, honourable members of the

O yap Tathp, G GvOpeg BIKATTAI, KATEAITTEV

96


http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/%7b.html�
http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/%7b.html�
http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b1.html�
http://www.tlg.uci.edu/help/BetaManual/_%5b1.html�

Chapter 3: Rights and duties of slave-owners

jury, bequeathed two factories, each doing
great business. The one was a weapens
factory employing thirty-two or thirty-three
slaves, each worth five or six minae but none
worth less than three minae...

OU’ £pyaaTnpia, TEXVNG OU PIKPAG EKATEPOV,
MaxXaIpoTToIoUG WEV TPIAKOVTA Kai OU’ i TPEIC,
ava evTe Pvag Kai €€, Toug 8’ oUK EAATTOVOG

A TPIV PVV Ggioug. ..

Interpretation:
The slaves are clearly considered part of the property of the factory, and thus of the estate.
And the slaves are bequeathed as part of the factory.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves may have been bequeathed by their owners.

Antiphon De Choreuta 6.23

Context:

Antiphon (ca. 480-411 BC) was the first Attic orator whose works were preserved (Gagarin
2003:111). He was of Sophist conviction with a special interest in law and rhetoric. He was
apparently the first to compose speeches on behalf of other litigants. In De Choreuta, a choir
master stood accused of the murder of a choir boy who was given a drug to improve his
voice. Antiphon argues that the accused was not even present at the time and that the
prosecution was politically motivated. In this passage he describes his client's efforts to
convince the court of this fact by allowing the interrogation under torture of his slaves and
those of other owners.

Passage:
...TOUG O¢ JoUAOUG, € PEV AUTW EPWTQVTI
TGANBA Bokolev Aéyelv, €i &E pn, £Toipog A

£kd106val Bagavilelv Toug Te éuauTtol TTavTag,

Own translation with grammatical notes:

...with regard to the slaves, if he considers
their answers to be truthful, so be it, but if
not, | was prepared to hand over all my own
slaves to be interrogated under torture, and

should he request any belonging to others, |
was willing to agree to obtain the consent of
the owner to hand the slave over to be
interrogated under torture by him in a similar
manner.

kKai € Tivag TV  AMOTpiwv  KeAeUol,

WHOAOYOUV Teicag TOV OeaTTOTNV

Tapadwaslv auT® PBagavifelv TpoTTIW OTToiW

BouAoito.

Interpretation:

An owner could rightfully hand over his slave to be interrogated under torture. In Athenian
law the evidence of slaves could only be presented before a court if it was obtained by
interrogation under supervised torture (MacDowell 1978:245; Fisher 1993:59). It was
considered a foolproof way of obtaining the truth, although evidence also exists to the
contrary. The law has an ideological rather than legal underpinning, evidenced by the few
actual cases of torture, namely that slaves should provide knowledge in a manner that
cannot be imposed on the free and consequently emphasises slaves’ inferiority (Fisher
1993:60-61). Interestingly, Plato does not refer to the torture of slaves, though it may be
because he is taking the institution for granted (Morrow 1939:80).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A slave’s testimony was only considered reliable if it stood up to torture.

Aristoteles Politica 1255b 9-15

Context:

Aristotle’s (ca. 435 — 335 BC) Politica represents typical writings on political theory in ancient
Greece and Rome (Nussbaum 2003c:1206). He provides an account of st’16oupovi0(i since
those things that are politically distributed such as property and offices are means to achieve

human flourishing. He also considers various regimes in an attempt to identify the best form
of government. Aristotle’s statements on slaves must therefore first and foremost be
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considered in a political rather than legal context. This does, however, not necessarily imply
that his statements on slavery, such as the one quoted above, are not juridically relevant
and/or accurate. The above-quoted definition forms part of a section dealing with household
management, and specifically the relationship between slave-owner and slave.

) According to Nussbaum (2003a:168), eUdaipovia is generally translated as “happiness” but may be
more accurately rendered “human flourishing”.

Passage:
(TO Yap auTO GUU@EPEl T PEPEI Kai TQ) OAW,

Own translation with grammatical notes:
(For this is useful to the part as well as the
whole, to body as well as soul — for the slave
is a part of the owner, a uniquely living yet
separate part of the body. Subsequently there
is a certain harmony and friendship between
slave and owner when deemed to be in their
natural state, yet if they are not in this state
but according to law and force, the opposite is
true).

Kai gwpaT Kai puxf, 6 d¢ dolAog pépog i
100 SeaTTOTOU, OIOV EPYPUXOV T TOO CWHATOS
KEXWPITPEVOV OE PEPOG: OI0 Kai GUUQPEPOV
£0Ti TI Kai @IAia OOUAW Kai deamdTn TPOG
AAAAAOUG TOIG QUOEI TOUTWV AZIWPEVOIG, TOIG

O¢ pn To0ToV TOV TPOTTOV, AAAG KATA VOOV

kai BlagBeial, TouvavTiov).

Interpretation:

Aristotle admits that the relationship between owner and slave is not simply a legal
relationship, but necessarily also functions on a personal level. The metaphor of the slave
being a part of the owner’s body seems to suggest that such personal relationship does not
detract in the least from the owner’s legal rights with regard to his slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Whatever personal relationship an owner may have with his slave, does not interfere with his
legal rights.

3.12.2 Roman law

Inst.1.8.1 (cf D.1.6.1.1)

Context:

Title 8 discusses those who are their own masters and those who are subjected to another
person namely slaves. The law is stated from the perspective of the owner and in terms of
his rights rather than those of the slave.

Passage:
In potestate itaque dominorum sunt servi.
Quae quidem potestas iuris' gentium est:

nam apud omnes peraeque gentes
animadvertere possumus dominis in servos
vitae necisque potestatem" esse: et

guodcumque per
domino adquiritur.

servum adquiritur, id

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Slaves are subject to the ownership of their
owners. This ownership indeed derives from
the law' of nations. For equally among all
nations we can observe that an owner has
with regard to his slaves the right of life and
death"; and that whatever is acquired by a
slave belongs to his owner.

) Genitive of content.

" potestas (ius) vitae necisque refers to the power
or right of life or death that an owner had over his
slave (Berger 1953:534). This power also included
the death penalty. Although the owner had to
consult a council of relatives before imposing a
severe penalty, he was not obliged to heed the
council’s advice.

Interpretation:

The basic principle is clearly stated namely that a slave-owner quite literally has the right of
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life and death over his slave. This dichotomy suggests the two extremes of a slave-owner’s
power over his slave namely generosity on the one hand and force or the threat of force on
the other (cf Bradley 1987:113). It was considered desirable that slaves stand in fear of their
owners (Cicero Parad. 5.41)>*.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Any conduct by a slave and/or slave-owner described in the New Testament must be
considered in the light of the owner’s right to the slave’s life and death.

3.12.3 Jewish law

Leviticus 25:44-46 (BHS 1996)

Context:

Leviticus 25 provides for every seventh year to be dedicated to the Lord as a sabbath of rest
(the so-called Sabbath Year). Every fiftieth year must be dedicated as the Year of Jubilee
during which all Israelites are to return to their clans and property. The theological basis of
this provision is that all the land belongs to the Lord and that the Israelites are aliens and the
Lord’s tenants (Lev 25:23). Hebrew slaves are specifically included in these provisions of
release from slavery.

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
7GR INDR1 L TTAD 44 | ** “your male and female slaves are to come
n xn T 2-1°0° from the nations around you; from them you

may buy slaves.

R D1 an
: - > You may also buy some of the temporary

1.d¢gn 0.yn 0 270, 277 residents living among you and members of
RTLIN A S L I Y their clans born in your country, and they will

D' 2671 mo ° C1an na 1 * | become your property.
‘0oBy D' 13N “ You can will them to your children as

inherited property and can make them slaves
for life, but you must not rule over your fellow
Israelites ruthlessly.

"DAT9URNT 1 IR O 0D
el D BOF

D .2¥IR2 1T 21N 0 Uy
1007

2N TTR_7 D Q7

D DR D D710
'0270UR D 2713°

D 2°U% N TR NG L)Y

17 A‘jg]j D N2

46

TeRIWITY 12D 20T R
1Rl UK
T 092 01 2N TINTR Y

......

Interpretation:

While Hebrew slaves enjoyed legal protection and legally entrenched freedom after six
years, non-Hebrew slaves (also called Canaanite slaves) were slaves in the common sense
of the term. They were considered to be property first and foremost, and were enslaved for
life if not set free by their owners.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It seems probable that the majority of slaves owned by Jews during the time of the New
Testament were foreign slaves, and thus considered property.

Proverbs 29:19 and 21 (BHS 1996)

> See chapter 4.
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Context:
Chapters 25-29 of the book Proverbs are attributed to Solomon, king of Israel (cf Prov 25:1).
These chapters contain proverbs typical of the genre.

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
72 v 1D 1°-x°2 0027 2 ®|* A slave does not allow himself to be
s 1un 1° Rl 10 2 o corrected by mere words; though he

1 7ap v an @ 39n ylnderstands, he will not respond.

LoEE s o 2T If a man pampers his servant from youth,
Toonmnr he will bring grief in the end.

Slroanon i

Interpretation:

These two proverbs deal specifically with the relationship between slave-owner and slave,
and paint a picture of general mistrust of slaves. The first proverb certainly seems to
condone the use of physical punishment in the management of slaves, and the second
warns against a too lenient approach.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Jewish slave-owners acted within their rights when physically punishing their slaves for
misbehaviour. This right was taken for granted, albeit restricted by Biblical law (cf Hezser
2005:57; Exod 21:20-21).

M. Git. 1:6

Context:

Book IIl of the Mishnah deals mainly with matters of marriage, and specifically Levirate
marriage. This tractate deals with divorce and remarriage based on Deuteronomy 24:1-5.
And the chapter deals with the letter of divorce, the delivery thereof and the withesses.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
1" ®1 17192 ®R°20 D7 7u | For if a man is enclined not to provide for his
' 11931 RIR | slave, he is entitled to do so...

— a0
WJx
—a

?
2

i =

12
1 1'3

Interpretation:

The sentence quoted above is mentioned as an aside in the greater context. A husband is
under legal obligation to support his wife but his obligation to his slave is strictly a moral
obligation and not legally enforcable.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A slave-owner was under Jewish law not obliged to provide for his slave.

3.12.4 Section summary

The rights of slave-owners in respect of their slaves

Greek law Roman law Jewish law
The owner had (with few The owner had the right of life | Wide-ranging powers short
exceptions) absolute power and death over his slave, with | of life and death.
over his slave. Greek law very few exceptions. This Foreian slaves mav be
viewed the relationship principle is founded in the 9 y

enslaved for life, and by
implication thus treated like
slaves in the Greek and
Roman sense of the word.

between owner and slave point of view that slaves were
from the viewpoint of power property, and thus subject to
and authority. He thus could the (almost) absolute power

lawfully sell, bequeath or in and authority of their owners.

any other manner alienate his Even Hebrew slaves were
slaves, or claim subjected to physical
compensation for damages to punishment, and a slave-
his slave-property. owner was under no

obligation to provide for his

The owner’s personal
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relationship with his slaves slaves.
had no bearing on his legal

. lave-owners were n
rights. Slave-owners were not

liable for damages caused
by their slaves.

3.13 LIMITATIONS ON THE RIGHTS OF SLAVE-OWNERS
3.13.1 Greek law

Antiphon De caede Herodis 48

Context:

Antiphon (ca. 480-411 BC) was the first Attic orator whose works were preserved (Gagarin
2003:111). He was of Sophist conviction with a special interest in law and rhetoric. He was
apparently the first to compose speeches on behalf of other litigants. In this case a
Mytilenean man stands accused of murdering Herodes. Antiphon accuses the prosecutors of
killing a slave before he could testify and be cross-examined.

Passage:
Kaitol 0Ud¢ oi ToUG deaTTOTAC ATTOKTEIVAVTEG,

¢av £ auToQWPw An@BGalv, oud ouTol

Own translation with grammatical notes:

And yet, even those that have murdered their
owners, [even] if they were caught red-
handed, are not put to death by their owners’

relatives, but they hand them over to the
magistrate according to your ancestral laws.

atrobvigkouaiv ot auT@v TV

TTPOONKOVTWY, GAAG TTapadiddaaiv alToug Th

apxf Katd vopoug UUETEPOUG TTATPIOUG.

Interpretation:

According to law the relatives of an owner could not lawfully kill a slave, even if the slave
killed his owner and was caught red-handed. By extension the same applied to lesser
offences. According to Athenian law, an owner had to convince the city authorities to
sanction an execution (cf Harrison 1968:171; Fisher 1993:63).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

In cases where a slave committed a crime against his owner, the owner or his relatives could
not lawfully kill the slave.

Antiphon De choreuta 4

Context:

In De Choreuta, a choir master stood accused of the murder of a choir boy who was given a
drug to improve his voice. Antiphon argues that the accused was not even present at the
time and that the prosecution was politically motivated.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
TooauTnV Yap AvAyKNVY 6 VOLOC EXel (IOTE K For the I_aw holds such force. that even if a
person kills someone that he is the owner of
and there is no avenger of [the deceased’s]
death, he purifies himself because of the law
and godly fear and abstains from those
[places] prescribed by law, hoping that he will
thus do the best.

Av TIG KTEIV TIVA WV aUTOC KPATET Kai pr) 0TIV
O TIHWPNOWV, TO VoI{OUEVOV Kai TO Beiov
BedIWG AyveUEl TE £QUTOV Kai AQECETAI (UV
gipnTal év TQ) VoUW, EATTiCwyv oUTwg av dploTta

TPAagEIV.

Interpretation:

The implication of the owner’s willingness, forced by law, to perform purification rights is that
his deed was unlawful. The Athenians considered homicide to be a very serious crime which
could lead to religious impurity (cf Harrison 1968:169; MacDowell 1978:80; Fisher 1993:63).
Thus the willingness of the owner who killed his slave to submit to purification rites.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
An owner who killed his own slave committed a crime.

Demosthenes In Midiam 21.48-49

Context:
Demosthenes’ speeches contain excerpts from the laws of Athens, such as the one quoted
below.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

AkoUeT, & Gvdpec ABnvaiol, T00 VOHoU TAC Honourable Athenians, Iis.te.n to the hl_Jmanity
of the law, namely that it is not befitting to
@IAavBpwTiag, 0¢ 0Ud¢ ToUg OoUAoug | assault slaves.
UBpiCeaBal’ agiol. " o _
Used in this context as a technical legal term for
physical assault rather than insult or maltreatment
(Liddle et al 1996). In theory, “grossly insulting ill-
treatment short of killing” of slaves, women and
children invoked the protection of the law of hybris
(MacDowell 1978:143-146; Fisher 1993:63). This
implies that slaves had some minimal honour that
was worthy of legal protection. Plato (Leges VI
777d) also provides for such protection (cf Morrow
1939:47-48).

Interpretation:
The law is clear: A slave may not be assaulted (cf Harrison 1968:168). A slave’s owner was,
however, permitted to hit his slave (MacDowell 1978:81).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Physical violence perpetrated against a slave was unlawful.

Old Oligarch Atheniensium respublica [Sp.] 1.10

Context:

Old Oligarch is the modern name given to a short pamphlet about fifth century BC Athens
(Hornblower 2003c:1063). It is also referred to as Constitution of the Athenians attributed to
pseudo-Xenophon. The pamphlet is a critique on Athenian democracy as being self-serving
to the lower classes. A symptom of this would be the licence allowed to slaves.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

TGV oUAwV & al Kai TOV PETOIKWY TTAEITT The licentiousness of slaves and metics is
the greatest in Athens: It is neither permitted
gaTiv ABrivnoiv akoAaaia, kai oUTe Tratagal to hit [them] on the spot nor will a slave make

€€eaTiv aUTOBI oUTE UTTEKOTATETAI 001 O way for you.

©00AoG.

Interpretation:
Violence against slaves was frowned upon in Athens, apparently in contrast to other cities (cf
Harrison 1968:168; Fisher 1993:64).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Physical violence perpetrated against a slave was unacceptable in Athens.

Aeschines In Timarchum 16

Context:

Aeschines (ca. 397-322 BC) was an Athenian orator and contemporary of Demosthenes
(Cawkwell 2003a:25). In this speech Aeschines alleges that Timarchus was guilty of immoral
conduct that disqualified him from speaking to the people.

Passage: | Own translation with grammatical notes:
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Law

[If any Athenian assaults a free-born child, let
[Edav 1ig ABnvaiwv éAeUBepov aida uBpian, | the guardian of the child set down the
penalty before the magistrates... And let also
those who commit wrongdoing against the
BeguoBETaG, TiUNa ETTYPAYAPEVOG. .. slaves collectively be held responsible to this
same action.]

Nopog

YPa@Eéabw 6 kUplog To0 TTaIdOG TTPOG TOUG

"Evoyol 6¢ égTwaoav Taiade Talg aiTialg Kai oi

€iG TA OIKETIKA TWHATA £EAUAPTAVOVTEG.]

Interpretation:
Slaves are clearly included under the protection of the law prohibiting assault.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Violence against slaves was prohibited by law.

Aristophanes Fragmenta 567 K

Context:

Aristophanes (ca. 460-386 BC) was the greatest poet of the Old Attic Comedy (Dover
2003:163). Eleven of his plays survive in addition to 32 titles with alternative titles or
attributed to other authors, and nearly one thousand fragments and citations. One of these
fragments is cited below.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
It is best for me to run to the Theseum and

£UOI KPATIOTOV £TTIV €ig TO Onaciov dpapelv, - ' _
wait there until we find someone to buy me.

¢KeT O’ Ewg Av TTPACIV EUPWHEV PEVEIV.

Interpretation:

The Theseum is a temple in Athens dedicated to Hephaestus and Athena as patrons of the
arts and crafts (Theseum 2008). It probably dates from ca 450-440 BC. The temple has
been known as the Theseum since the Middle Ages, apparently because some of its
sculptures represent the exploits of the hero Theseus, a legendary king of Athens (Kearns
2003:1508-1509). These facts indicate that the speaker in Aristophanes’ fragment was a
slave who hoped to find sanctuary in the temple and a willing buyer. This was one remedy
against cruelty by the slave’s owner (Harrison 1968:172).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Slaves suffering under the cruelty of their owners may have sought refuge in religious
sanctuaries.

Demosthenes Contra Nicostratum 21

Context:

In this speech Demosthenes acts for the plaintiff who is claiming payment of a debt. It seems
as though the defendant avered that he was not liable for the debt since the parties involved
were not his agents.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
"ETi ToiVuV Kai €K TOVSE YWWOeaBE, () AVOPEC Yet accordingly you, honourable members
of the jury, will know from these [following
dIkaaTai, 0T €igiv ’Apseouoiou oi éVGpOJTI'OI. facts] that the men be|0ng to Arethusios:
For whenever these men bought fruits or
hired themselves out to harvest a crop or
TpiaivTo 1 B€pog pioBoivro ékBepioal j GAMo T | undertook any other tasks concerning
farming, Arethusius was the purchaser and
hired out on their behalf.

OTTOTE Yap oi GvBpwTTol 0UTOI A OTTWPAV

TV TTEPI YEwpyiav Epywv avaipoivTo,

ApeBoUaiog AV 6 WVOUWPEVOCS Kai UITOOUPEVOS

UTTEP aUTOV.

Interpretation:
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The plaintiff's legal representative indicates to the court that the parties involved were the
defendant’s slaves and thus indeed acted on his behalf. The principle in law seems to be that
a slave does not act in his personal capacity but always on behalf of his owner (Harrison
1968:174-175). If a slave committed an offence against another person, the latter could
prosecute the owner (MacDowell 1978:81). Even if the slave did not act on his owner’s
instructions, the owner had to pay any damages or fine imposed on the slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
A slave always acted on behalf of his owner and not in his personal capacity.

3.13.2 Roman law

D.48.8.11.2 (cf D.12.4.15)

Context:
Book 48 deals with criminal procedure. Title 8 deals with criminal liability in cases of murder,
arson, robbery, et cetera. This sentence relates to the powers of punishment of slave-
owners.

Passage: _ Own translation with grammatical notes:
Post legem Petroniam' et senatus consulta ad | Since the proclamation of the Lex Petrona'
eam legem pertinentia dominis potestas | and the resolutions of the Senate pertaining
ablata est ad bestia depugnandas suo arbitrio" | thereto, owners are deprived of the right to
servos tradere: oblato tamen iudici servo, si | hand over their slaves to fight against wild
iusta sit domini querella, sic poenae tradetur. animals on their own authority". An owner
can, however, present his slave at court,
and if the court agrees with his complaint, in
this manner the slave can be handed over
for punishment.

Y The Lex Petronia dates from approximately 61
AD and dealt specifically with slaves (Berger
1953:557).

" Suo arbitrio refers to a person’s own authority
to make a decision (Simpson 1959:55).

Interpretation:

This sentence is a clear limitation of the right of an owner to punish his slave by handing him
over to fight against wild animals. The punishment was not abolished but the discretion of the
owner in handing down such a punishment was curtailed by instituting a legal process to be
followed. The sentence does not reflect any motivation for the legislation, be it humanitarian
or otherwise. And the question of the degree of compliance also remains unanswered since
the legislation contained an obvious loophole namely that the owner could show just cause to
have his slave handed over (Bradley 1987:127).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
In the time of the New Testament slaves may still have been punished in this manner.

D.40.8.2 (cf C.7.6.1.3)

Context:

It seems that it was common practice for slaves to be abandoned by their owners because of
poor health minimising their economic usefulness. Emperor Claudius (41-54 AD) enacted
legislation to prevent this practice as part of other social reforms increasing (at least
theoretically) the rights of slaves, women, and children (Balsdon & Levick 2003:337-338).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
MODESTINUS libro sexto regularum. Servo, | Modestinus. Rules. Book VI. By an edict of
guem pro derelicto dominus ob gravem | the divine Claudius, a slave who has been
infirmitatem habuit, ex edicto divi Claudii | abandoned by his owner because of grave
competit libertas. weakness will be entitled to freedom.
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Interpretation:

The legislation is clear with regard to the legal rule it establishes. It might have been effective
for an owner may have decided to restore his slave to health rather than to suffer the
complete economic loss of a slave set free. On the other hand, a very sick slave may still
have been abandoned for he would not have had much economic value in any event, and
would have been a financial burden to his owner.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This sentence may be relevant to passages dealing with sick slaves and the consequences
of such illness.

D.48.8.6

Context:

Book 48 deals with criminal procedure. Title 8 deals with criminal liability in cases of murder,
arson, robbery, et cetera. This sentence relates to the powers of punishment of slave-owners
and specifically a decree enacted during the consulate of Neratius Priscus and Annius Verus
in 97 AD. Slaves were commonly castrated either as it was customary to do so or as
punishment (Berger 1953:382). Imperial legislation frequently prohibited the custom and
imposed ever more severe penalties culminating in the death penalty in the time of
Constantine (Watson 1987:123-125). Yet the succession of legislation on the matter probably
indicates that the measures were not successful (Bradley 1987:128).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
VENULEIUS SATURNINUS libro primo de | Venuleius Saturninus. On the duties of
officio proconsulis. Is, qui servum castradum | Proconsul. Book 1. In terms of a decree

tradiderit, pro parte dimidia bonorum multatur
ex senatus consulto, quod Neratio Prisco et
Annio Vero consulibus factum est.

enacted during the Consulate of Neratius
Priscus and Annius Verus, he who delivers
his slave to be castrated will be fined half of

his property.

Interpretation:
The content of the sentence is clear. It is debatable whether the prohibition was enforced and
whether the fine imposed would have deterred owners from having their slaves castrated.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
This sentence may be relevant to passages dealing with castrated slaves.

D.1.6.1.2

Context:

This fragment forms part of the title on those free of power and those subject to power. The
first sentence confirms the principle that owners have absolute ownership and power over
their slaves.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Sed hoc tempore nullis hominibus, qui sub
imperio Romano sunt, licet supra modum et
sine causa legibus cognita in servos suos

Presently, however, it is not allowed for any
person who lives under Roman governance,
to treat their slaves with cruelty which is

saevire. excessive or without a recognised legal

cause.

Interpretation:

This fragment is an attempt to limit owners’ cruel treatment of their slaves. It is formulated in
more general terms than the previous passages, and focuses on two aspects: Firstly,
whether the treatment exceeded reasonable limits, and secondly, whether there was a
recognised legal cause for the treatment.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The punishment of slaves in the New Testament must be tested against these two aspects.
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D.1.6.2

Context:

This fragment forms part of the title on those free of power and those subject to power.

D.1.6.1.2 states that no owner is allowed to
cause.

treat his slaves cruelly without proper legal

Passage:

Dominorum quidem potestatem in suos
servos illibatam esse oportet nec cuiqguam
hominum ius suum detrahi: sed dominorum
interest, ne auxilium contra saevitiam vel
famen vel intolerabilem iniuriam denegetur
his qui iuste deprecantur.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Indeed, it is proper that the ownership of
owners over their slaves should remain
unrestricted, and that no person should be
deprived of his right. But it is in the interest of
the owners that relief from cruelty, hunger or
unbearable injury is not denied to him who

justly pleads for it.

Interpretation:

It is clear that the general principle stated in 3.12.2 above remained unchallenged. But
Roman law did recognise that inhumane treatment of slaves was not in the interests of the
slave-owning classes. This is again an illustration of the recognition in law of the humanity of
slaves.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

This sentence begs the question whether slave-owners in the New Testament subscribed
and practised the same principle.

The right of life and death (see 3.12.2 above) was considerably curtailed by imperial
legislation (Berger 1953:534). These legislative measures to prevent abuse of such
power by owners was inevitable (Buckland 1908:36), probably indicating that abuse
was widespread. The effectiveness of these measures must, however, be questioned
since slaves had little or no access to public officials and judges, evidence of abuse
would have been almost impossible to obtain, and the testimony of a slave would
have been met with great suspicion (Watson 1987:117).

3.13.3 Jewish law

D.48.8.11pr

Context:

Book 48 deals with criminal procedure. Title 8 deals with criminal liability in cases of murder,
arson, robbery et cetera. The sentence quoted above declares circumcision of any person
other than a Jewish boy to be unlawful.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Modestinus, Rules, Book VI.

In terms of a rescript of the Divine Pius, Jews
are permitted to circumcise only their own
children, and anyone who performs this
operation upon persons of a different religion
will incur the penalty for castration.

Passage:

Modestinus libro sexto regularum
Circumcidere iudaeis filios suos tantum
rescripto divi Pii permittitur: in non eiusdem
religionis qui hoc fecerit, castrantis poena
irrogatur.

Interpretation:

Jewish slave-owners were not allowed to circumcise their slaves as prescribed by Biblical
law (cf Gen 17:12). This prohibition was confirmed by Constantine in 335 AD (cf C. Th.
19.9.1) with the added provision that Christian slaves who were bought by Jewish slave-
owners and subsequently circumcised, were to be set free with full privileges of liberty.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Jewish slave-owners were not allowed to circumcise their slaves as prescribed by Biblical
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law (cf Gen 17:12). The confirmation of the law by Constantine may indicate that Jewish
slave-owners continued to circumcise non-Jewish slaves.

Exodus 21:20-21, 26-27 (BHS 1996)

Context:
Exodus 21:12-36 deals with the law of injury and damages. The verses quoted above deal
specifically with injuries perpetrated by a slave-owner against his own slave.

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:

1% 1 mapnR G0 8 nat—e o1 | % “If a man beats his male or female slave
‘ ‘ ‘ " 20 | with a rod and the slave dies as a direct

result, he must be punished, ** but he is not

n .ni vl g1 "1 NNRTIX ; .
s U7 T to be punished if the slave gets up after a

e L day or two, since the slave is his property.
0T o1t 1 R D1, TOR TR | 28 4f 3 man hits a male or female slave in the
T, nu: 2 eye and destroys it, he must let the slave go
X101 902 ' 3 0 Rl R .2 free to compensate for the eye. *’ And if he

knocks out the tooth of a male or female

1" ,pTDR G RN 217 D]
' ' ' slave, he must let the slave go free to

) ) LIS ) compensate for the tooth.
noonTL e o1 Ny 1 pTnRT1 R
Lk B B
$1,1°p DT 11 TR0
Tonny 1 0T R 1, TID 1 LU OR]
rAN- R
2130 ngm 13 70T v wan_?

Interpretation:

In contrast to Roman law, these laws suggest that the slave-owner does not have the right of
life and death over his slaves. Indeed, a slave-owner who wrongfully killed his slave was to
be executed (cf Exod 21:12). Yet the owner’'s right to severely punish his slave is
entrenched, even if it leads indirectly to the slave’s death. The rules regarding slaves’ eyes
and teeth were probably formulated to prevent the abuse of and cruelty towards slaves (Cf
Hezser 2005:208), yet seem particularly lenient in the light of Exodus 21:20-21.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Slaves owned by Jewish slave-owners were protected in law against wrongful death but not
against even severe punishment, despite the rules formulated in Exodus 21:26-27.

M. B.Q. 8:3, 5 (cf T. B.Q. 9:10; 9:22; 9:26-27; Y. B.Q. 8:8, 6c)

Context:

Book IV of the Mishnah deals with property rights and legal proceedings. Tractate B.M. deals
specifically with damages based on Exodus 21:28-37 and 22:1-6. Damages include personal
injury as a result of assault or rape. According to 8:1 a freeman became liable for injury to a
fellow freeman on five counts: Injury, pain, healing, loss of time, and indignity.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

1722 2°7 "92p Tapa 2aima O ® He who injures a Hebrew slave is liable on
1?0 ®IN0 1RT2 D2WD 1R pam all counts, except for loss of time, when the
20 "1p13 TApa 2aimn slave is his own. He who injures a Canaanite
21722 271 N TR slave who belonged to others is liable on all

11V9 1?0 "1p1D TAVAL 22iTD ® | counts.
' 1791 > He who injures his Canaanite slave is

exempt on all counts.

Interpretation:

A slave-owner who injures another’s Hebrew slave is liable on all five counts. If he injures his
own Hebrew slave, he is liable except on the ground of loss of time since his slave’s time
belongs to him. If he injures his own Canaanite slave, he is exempt on all counts. And if he
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injures the Canaanite slave of another, he is liable on all counts.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Injury to a slave-owner’s own slaves brings about either limited or no liability. But injury to the
slave of another brings about full liability.

Restrictions on the rights of Jewish slave-owners focussed on the issue of
circumcision of slaves. The practice was prohibited by law. The Old Testament also
contained provisions for the protection of slaves against wrongful killing and injury. In
keeping with Biblical prescriptions, the owner’s liability was differentiated according to
whether the slave was a Hebrew or a foreigner.

3.13.4 Section summary

Limitations on the rights of slave-owners

Greek law Roman law Jewish law
Restrictions on the use of Restrictions on the use of More severe restrictions in
violence. excessive force without terms of prohibitions against

proper legal cause. circumcision, wrongful death

Greek law legislated against and injury.

the use of violence by slave-
owners against their slaves
and the murder of slaves,
even by their owners.

Cruelty against slaves was
not forbidden but was
generally denounced.

A slave-owner was also
liable for his slave’s
wrongdoings and the
damages caused by the
same.

3.14 THE DUTIES AND OBLIGATIONS OF SLAVE-OWNERS
3.14.1 Greek law

Plato Leges Xl 936¢-d

Context:
This passage deals with vicarious liability i.e. the liability of a person not through his own act
or omission but that of another party.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Ao0Aog &’ Gv fj doUAN BAGwn TV GAAOTPIWV
Kai oTio0v, ur ouvaitiou To0 BAaBEvTog auTol
yevopévou Kkat' dameipiav A TIV' £T€pav Xpeiav
uR owepova, 6 1ol BAdwavtog deaToTnG A
v PBAABnv £81G0BwW PR €vdelg, R TOV

BAdwavT auTov TTOPAdOTW:

But if a male or female slave damages the
property of another, when the other person
did not cause any damage through lack of
skill or any other moderate use, the owner of
the one who caused the damage shall either
sufficiently make good the damage or hand
over the person of the one who caused the
damage.

Interpretation:

The owner of a slave shall suffer vicarious liability for any damages caused by his slave. He
may either compensate the injured party or hand over the slave himself.

Testament:

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

In cases of damage caused by slaves, the owner(s) will be held responsible.
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3.14.2 Roman law

G.4.75 (cf In.4.8.pr, 4.17.1; D.5.3.20.5, 9.4.1, 42.1.6.1)

Context:

contracts.

Book 4 deals with procedural law. Sentences 69-81 deal specifically with actions to be
instituted against fathers and owners on the

basis of sons’ and slaves’ wrongdoings and

Passage:

Ex maleficio' filiorum familias servorumque,
veluti si  furtum fecerint aut iniuriam
commiserint, noxales actiones proditae sunt,
uti  liceret patri dominove aut litis
aestimationem" sufferre aut noxae dedere";
erat enim iniquum nequitiam eorum ultra
ipsorum corpora parentibus dominisve

damnosam esse.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Noxal actions are granted on the basis of the
wrongdoing' of son under parental control
and slaves, for instance if they commit fraud
or injury, so that the father or owner is
permitted to either pay the assessed
damages" or surrender the wrongdoer". For it
would be unjust for the wrongdoing of a son
or slave to cause loss to the father or owner

beyond the bodies of the son or slave.

Y Maleficium refers to a crime or wrongdoing and
is not a technical legal term (Berger 1953:573). It
is used as a synonym for crimen and delictum.

" Aestimatio refers to “[TJhe value in money of
things, or of damages or of all kinds of losses one
suffered through another's wrongdoing or by his
non-fulfilment of a contractual obligation” (Berger
1953:355).

" Noxae dedere refers to the handing over of the
slave who committed the wrongdoing (noxa) for
which his owner was liable (Berger 1953:601).

Interpretation:

An owner could be liable for the wrongdoings of a slave, but his liability was limited to the
value of the assessed damages or the value of the body of the slave. If the slave was of little
value, the owner might have chosen to rather surrender the slave. But in the case of a
valuable slave, the owner might have rather paid the assessed damages.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Where a slave causes damages by way of wrongdoing, his owner would be liable for such
damages either to the amount assessed or the value of the slave.

D.47.2.17.pr

Context:
Title 2 deals with theft. This fragment deals specifically with cases of theft by sons or slaves
from their father or owner.

Passage:

ULPIANUS libro trigensimo nono ad
Sabinum. Servi et filii nostri furtum quidem
nobis faciunt, ipsi autem furti non tenentur:
neque enim qui potest in furem statuere,
necesse habet adversus furem litigare:
idcirco nec actio ei a veteribus prodita est.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Ulpianus. On Sabinum. Book XXXIX. Our
slaves and sons can indeed steal from us
but for such theft they cannot be held liable.
For he who has the power to decide on the
theft has no need to litigate against the theft.
For that reason no action was granted to him
by the ancient legislators.

Interpretation:

A slave could not steal from his owner since he was himself property and could not
impoverish his owner through theft. However, the sentence also confirms the owner’s right to
meet out punishment to the slave as he may see fit.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
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Testament:
A slave suspected or accused of stealing would have been punished by his owner without
any interference from a court of law.

3.14.3 Jewish law

M. B.Q. 8:4 (cf M. Yad. 4:7)

Context:

Book IV deals with property rights and legal proceedings. Tractate B.M. deals specifically
with damages based on Exodus 21:28-37 and 22:1-6. Damages include personal injury as a
result of assault or rape. According to 8:1 a freeman became liable for injury to a fellow
freeman on five counts: Injury, pain, healing, loss of time, and indignity. These rules of

liability only applied to freeman, as the quoted

assage clearly indicates.

Passage:
22170 YY) 1DVT29 NURD1 TIVD
177109 D TR 1°]T0 DD] 21T 193
-107 OTR? 1'n70n 23R

Own translation with grammatical notes:

The slave and his wife — coming into contact
with them is bad: He who injures them is
liable. But should they injure others, they are
exempt. But they may pay compensation at a

later time: When the wife becomes divorced,
or when the slave becomes free, they are
liable.

Interpretation:

A slave could not be held liable for injuries caused by him to another, since damages only
bear legal consequences if caused by a person with unfettered use of his reason (Fisher
1988:83). This is clear from the reasoning that a slave could become liable when he is freed:
Then he is considered to have unfettered use of his reason. The implication is that the owner
also is not liable for the actions of his slave, even when such actions cause damage. This
interpretation led to disputes among the Sadducees and Pharisees, as M. Yad. 4:7 clearly
indicates.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
Damages caused by a slave did not lead to liability on the part of his owner.

3.14.4 Section summary

The duties and obligations of slave-owners

Greek law Roman law Jewish law

Owner’s liability for damage
or injury caused by his slave
by way of conpensation for
damages or surrender of the
slave.

Owner’s liability for damage
or injury caused by his slave
by way of conpensation for
damages or surrender of the
slave.

No owner’s liability for
damage or injury caused by
his slave.

3.15 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The following table summaries the key features of Greek, Roman, and Jewish law of
slavery, focussing especially on the differences (indicated in italics).

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

Legal definitions

A free person is not
subject to seizure as
property: he may do
as he wishes, he may
go where he wishes,

A free man’s freedom
is restricted by law.

No definition of
freedom could be
found.
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and he is his own
person in all legal
matters.

A slave is subject to
seizure, limited in his
actions and move-
ments, and he requi-
res a representative in
legal proceedings.

Slavery is defined in
terms of the slave’s
subjection to the
power and authority of
his owner.

Slaves were not in the
first place considered

as human beings, but
rather as the property
of their owners.

Enslavement

Through captivity, as
punishment, or by
birth

Through captivity, by
birth, as punishment,
or through self-sale

Through captivity, by
birth, as punishment,
or through self-sale

Legal status

A slave was
considered property
first and foremost, to
be dealt with as

property.

Being considered as
property first and
foremost, a slave had
no legal status.

Foreign slaves were
considered to be
property but the
humanity of Hebrew
slaves was
recognised in law.

Religious rights

Slaves’ participation in
religious practices
was determined by
the religious
community rather than
by civil law

Slaves’ participation in
religious practices
was determined by
the religious
community rather than
by civil law

Slaves participated in
religious activities at
the behest or on
behalf of their owners.

Social rights Slaves entered into Roman law de facto, if | Slaves were part of
marital and family not de iure, the Jewish household
relationships. recognised slave and extended family.

marriages and slave
families.
Economy Slaves actively Slaves actively Slaves actively

participated in the
economy on behalf of
their owners.

participated in the
economy on behalf of
their owners with full
liability for acquisitions
but limited liability for
disposals.

participated in the
economy on behalf of
their owners.

Runaway slaves

Greek law assisted
owners in recapturing
runaway slaves.

Roman law assisted
owners in recapturing
runaway slaves.

Jewish law contradicts
itself by protecting
runaway Hebrew
slaves, yet prohibiting
assistance to a
runaway slave.

Manumission

Freedom within
owner’s discretion
with serious
limitations and
continued relationship
with former owner.

Freedom within
owner’s discretion
with serious limitations
and continued
relationship with
former owner.

Prescriptive
manumission with
fewer and less severe
limitations and fuller
integration into Jewish
society.

Rights of slave-
owners

The owner had (with
few exceptions)
absolute power over
his slave.

The owner had the
right of life and death
over his slave, with
very few exceptions.

Wide-ranging powers
short of life and death.
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Limitations on the | Restrictions on the Restrictions on the More severe

rights of slave- use of violence. use of excessive force | restrictions in terms of

owners without proper legal prohibitions against
cause. circumcision, wrongful

death, and injury.

Duties and Owner’s liability for Owner’s liability for No owner’s liability for

obligations of damage or injury damage or injury damage or injury

slave-owners caused by his slave. caused by his slave. caused by his slave.

3.16 CONCLUSIONS

Considering the evidence provided above, a number of conclusions may be drawn
with regard to the legal context of passages on slavery in the New Testament. The
three legal systems under investigation did not vary much regarding many aspects of
the law of slavery. Slaves were legally seen as property and thus subject to the
absolute control of their owners. The fact that slaves were human beings were by
enlarge considered irrelevant to the law, since they were not deemed to be it by their
own volition, but rather by that of their owners. This was also true of foreigners
according to Jewish law in terms of which foreigners could be enslaved for life.

Yet the following differences between the three legal systems were also apparent:

o Greek law defined slavery as the antithesis of freedom and the
characteristics of freedom while Roman and Jewish law defined
slavery in terms of the owner’s relationship of power with his slave.

o Roman and Jewish law allowed self-sale into slavery.

o Religious participation by slaves under Jewish law was determined
by the owner rather than the religious community. This observation
makes sense since the whole Jewish community was a legal and
religious community.

o Slaves’ representation of their owners in business was more refined
in Roman law.

o Jewish law provided some form of protection for runaway slaves.

o The rights of slave-owners in respect of their slaves were not as

broad and wide-ranging as those in terms of Greek and Roman law.

o Jewish law provided more severe restrictions on the rights of slave-
owners as protection for slaves.

o Jewish law provided protection for owners in the form of no liability
for damage or injury caused by their slaves.

It seems thus that Jewish law provided far greater protection for slaves and by
implication far greater limitations on the rights of slave-owners. This is confirmed by
the prescriptive manumission found in Jewish law. Hebrew slaves were not to be
considered slaves in the same sense as in Greek and Roman law but rather
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labourers. They were legally entitled to freedom after six years without having to pay
any compensation to their owners. This very progressive order for Hebrew slaves
was founded in God's salvation of Israel from slavery in Egypt. Unlike the other legal
systems, Jewish law was based on divine revelation. And having Israelites enslaved
for life would have been contrary to God’s revelation of his salvation of Israel. This
unique status of Hebrew slaves according to Jewish law, with its theological
foundation, provided a sound alternative legal and religious context to the writers of
the New Testament addressing Christian slave-owners. | submit that it may have
functioned as a counterweight to the strict legal contexts provided by Greek and
Roman law. This submission is tested below (see chapter 6) by way of philological
analysis of the relevant New Testament passages.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to construct the philosophical context of the exhortations directed
at slave-owners in the New Testament. In order to achieve this aim, relevant texts
from Greek, Roman, and Jewish philosophy have been identified utilizing the search
filter defined in chapter 2, and the identified texts have been analysed and
interpreted. In the analysis and interpretation of these sources, the pitfalls of using
these sources described in 1.4.3 are borne in mind. The results of this process of
analysis and interpretation are used as constructed socio-historic context for the
study of the relevant New Testament passages in chapter 6.

Glancy (2006:7) points out, quite correctly, that the writings of the philosophers in
early Christianity (or any other period for that matter) did not represented wider public
perceptions regarding slavery. Their writings were not even necessarily and accurate
reflection of their own treatment of their slaves, or evidence that they influenced
others in their treatment of slaves. Yet their writings do provide a perspective on
slavery. Considering the pitfalls in the study of ancient texts listed in 1.4.3 above, and
specifically the fact that the ability to publish belonged to the privileged classes, one
may assume that writers on slavery were at least to some extent aware of other
writings on the same subject.

The material in this chapter is divided into three main sections: The first deals with
Greek philosophy, the second with Greco-Roman philosophy in the Hellenistic
period, and the third with Jewish philosophy. In terms of the search filter defined in
chapter 2, the focus is on the philosophical roots of slavery in Greek, Roman, and
Jewish society. The chapter concludes with a summary and conclusions.
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4.2 GREEK PHILOSOPHY

This section deals with Greek philosophy as part of the socio-historic context of the
New Testament. Classical Greek philosophy formed the basis of the philosophical
schools in existence at the time of the events described in the New Testament and its
period of origin® (De Villiers 1998b:169). The Sophists of the later fifth century BC
were probably the first to classify ideas based on the number and nature of the basic
realities (Schofield 2003:1170). Prior to that time the term co@ioTig indicated a
person possessing wisdom or mastering a craft or skill, typically used of poets or
musicians (Liddell et al 1996). The great Greek philosophers Socrates, Plato, and
Aristotle were the successors of the Sophists in profession if not doctrine.

4.2.1 The Sophists

The Sophists were individuals travelling the Greek world, delivering lectures and
instruction on a wide range of topics including philosophy, mathematics, history,
geography, and anthropology (Taylor 2003b:1422). These individuals did not share a
common set of doctrine and could thus not be described as a philosophical school or
movement. On the one hand they were lauded for their training of aspiring politicians
in rhetoric. Conversely, they were also regarded as subversive of morality and
tradition on the basis of their naturalistic views on morality and religion and their
teaching of techniques of argument to especially the young (Taylor 2003b:1422).

The Sophist outlook focussed on the question how to be successful in different
aspects of life (De Villiers 1998b:169). They distinguished between things that came
about by way of tradition and convention, and those that are natural. They
gquestioned whether the former was relative or not. Protagoras (ca. 490-420 BC), the
most celebrated of the Sophists, for instance taught that he could not know with
certainty whether the gods existed or not, or how they exist (Taylor 2003a:1264). He
rather believed that all sensory appearances and all beliefs are true for the person
whose appearances or beliefs they are: “Man is the measure of all things.”

Aristoteles Rhetorica 1373b:18-19

Context:

Alcidamas was a fourth century BC rhetorician and sophist in professional rivalry with
Isocrates (Trapp 2003:54). His surviving writings extend only to fragmentary The Museum,
but quotations from his Messenian Oration also survived. This passage relates to the freeing
of the Messenians from Spartan slavery by the Thebans in 370 BC (Garlan 1988:125).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Kai ¢ &v T® Meoonviak® Aéyel AAKIBAPAC, And as Alcidamas says in the Messiniacus:
“God has left all men as free persons, and

“eAeuBépoug agike TAvTag Beog, oudéva | nature has made no-one a slave.”
doUAov 1] QUOIG TTETTOINKEY”.

Interpretation:

The quoted passage seems to provide a condemnation of slavery based on the principle of
the equality of man. It is unclear whether Alcidamas generalises the statement, using the
historic context as basis. It may be that he made the statement only in reference to Greeks
who were enslaved (cf Garlan 1988:125). Yet a rethink of the philosophy of slavery seems to
have come about within Sophist circles.

% Seealso 2.2.1 above.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is a question as to whether this line of thought based on the principle of equality of man
extended into New Testament thinking on slavery.

4.2.2

Socrates (469-399 BC) was a central participant in the intellectual debates so
common to Athens in the middle and late fifth century BC (Nehamas 2003:1419). His
dialogues with a number of his associates reached a broad audience despite the fact
that he never wrote anything himself. In modern times Plato has become the
authoritative portrayer of Socrates’ philosophy. According to Plato, Socrates refrains
from postulating any view points of his own, but rather questions those who claim to
have such views of their own (Nehamas 2003:1419). This portrayal is in keeping with
Plato’s criticism of the Sophists (see 4.2.3 below), with whom Socrates was
sometimes associated. Plato’s earlier Socratic dialogues concern the nature and
teachability of apetr| (virtue, goodness) and the source thereof. Socrates refutes all
those who claim to know what apetr) is by way of the procedure of question and
answer that become known as dialectic €\eyxog, referring to a refuting argument,
cross-examination or scrutiny (Liddell et al 1996). Socrates’ method was based on
the dialectic method (diaAekTikA) referring to the philosophical method involving
question and answer (cf Sedley 2003:461).

Socrates

Socrates’ philosophy was essentially ethical in nature, dealing with man and his
duties (De Villiers 1998b:171-173; Nehamas 2003:1420). He based his ethical
teachings on an epistemological theory namely that knowledge must be based on
reason to ensure objective truth. This viewpoint conflicted with that of the Sophists
who erased all standards of objective truth. Further, all knowledge is knowledge
through concepts or terms. These concepts are formed by inclusion of all qualities
common to all objects within a class, and exclusion of those qualities in which they
differ from one another.

Plato Phaedo 62b

Context:

Phaedon, the narrator of Plato’s Phaedo, was a young member of Socrates’ circle (Rowe
2003b:1151). In this passage Cebes enquires about the ambiguous teaching on suicide. In
response Socrates refers to the relationship between man and god.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

oU pévTol GANG TOBE YE pol Sokel, W KERNG, €0
AéyeaBal, 10 Be0UC sival UV TOUG
£TMIEAOUPEVOUG Kai AUAG TOUG avBpwTToug £V
TQV KTNPATWV TOIG Be0IC €ival. fj 0oi o0 SOKET
oUTWG;

"Epolye, onaoiv 6 KéBng.

“But at least this is definitely clear to me, o
Cebes, that it is well said: the gods are our
caretakers and that we men are in the power
of the gods like possessions. Or doesn't it
seem this way to you?”

“For me, indeed, said Cebes.

Interpretation:

To Socrates’ mind, men are to gods as slaves to their owners. If an owner does not wish his
slave to die, the slave may not commit suicide. Consequently, if the gods do not indicate

suicide as a necessity, it is forbidden.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the authors of the New Testament subscribed to the
principle expounded by Socrates namely that man’s relationship to God mirrors that of a

slave to his owner.

4.2.3 Plato

Plato’ philosophy was greatly influenced by Socrates (Annas 2003a:1190). Plato’s
works are all in the form of dialogues®® in which he is absent, detaching himself from
the arguments being presented. This detachment causes a decided lack of
knowledge of Plato’s person, and leaves the dialogues varied and interpretatively
open. Plato’s earlier works most closely resemble the method of Socrates and
endeavour to define virtues or qualities such as courage, self-control, sanctity and
justice (De Villiers 1998b:174). This attempt at definitions led to his theory of ideas
which formed the crux of his philosophy. According to Plato ideas are reality, neither
physical nor intellectual, outside the realms of time and space. The physical world is
but a poor imitation of ideas. All ideas are summarised in the idea of Good or the

principle of perfection.

Plato further taught that the soul is a spiritual reality disconnected from the body and
that it is immortal (De Villiers 1998b:175). Only the soul can understand ideas, and
the body is merely the vehicle of the invisible soul. Plato’s analysis of the soul-body
relationship led to the Western dichotomy between body and soul. Plato was a
fervent opponent of the Sophist (De Villiers 1998b:170).

Plato Leges 720b-d

Context:

In his Laws Plato (ca. 429-347 BC) deals with social morality as opposed to individual
morality (Annas 2003a:1191). In contrast to Aristotle, Plato does not provide a formal
discussion of slavery (Vlastos 1941:289). The passage quoted below adds considerably to
our understanding of Plato’s views on the matter.

Passage:

{AG.} Edvre ye £éAeUBepol Walv £avte doTAol,
Kot ETmiTaglv O€ TWv deaTmoTWV Kai Bewpiav
Kai Kat' EuTTelpiav TRV TEXVNV KTQWVTAIl, KOTA
QuUaIv B¢ pn, kKaBdtep oi €éAeUBepol auToi TE
MepaBnikaalv oUTw ToUg TE AUTAWY dIBATKOUGI
Taidag. Being v Taldta dUO  yévn TQV
KOAOUPEVWY iaTpQV;

{KA.} Mg yap oU;

{AG.} Ap’ olv kai guvvoeig 6TI, SoUAWV Kai
¢AeUBéPpWV OVTWV TV KAPvOvTwY €V Taig

TTOAETI, TOUG PEV DOUAOUG axedoV TI oi dolAol

56

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Athenian: These, whether they are freemen
or slaves, acquire their art under the
assessment of their owners, by way of
observation and practice and not by the
study of nature — which is the way in which
the free-born doctors have learnt the art
themselves and in which they instruct their
own boys. Would you assert that we have
here two classes of what are called
“doctors™?

Clinias: Certainly.

Athenian: You are therefore also aware that,
as the sick in the cities comprise both slaves
and freemen, the majority of slave doctors
usually treat the slaves, either running
around everywhere or waiting in their

"Dialogue” is here a technical term; it refers to “a special literary-philosophical form of

writing” originating in the philosophical work of Socrates (Rowe 2003a:462).
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T8 TTOMG! iaTpeliouaiv TrepITpéxovTee kai év | Surgeries; and not one of these doctors
either gives or receives any account of each

TOIG ioTpEioIg TTepIUEVOVTEG, Kai OUTE TIVG | case concerning each disease of the
domestic slaves, but prescribes for each
what he conjectures from experience", just
OIKETWV 0UdEIC TV ToloUTWY iatpv Sidwalv | as though he had exact knowledge, and with
the self-assurance of an autocrat; then up he
jumps and off he rushes to another sick
dogavra €8 Eumeipiag, wg AkPIBLG €idWg, | domestic slave, and thus he relieves his
owner in his attendance on the sick. But the
free-born doctor is mainly engaged in visiting
amrotndnoag Tpog AoV kduvovta oikéty, | and treating the diseases of free men, and
he does so by investigating them from the
beginning and according to nature; he
TTapackeuadel TV Kapvoviwy TAg émpeAeiag: | consults with the patient himself and with his
friends, and thus both learns himself from the
sufferers and imparts instruction to them, so
éAeuBépwy  voanparta Beparrevel  Te  Kai | far as possible; and he gives no prescription
until he has gained the patient's consent, and
only then, while securing the patient's
KaTd QUaIV, TQ) KAUVOVTI KolvoUpevog auTt® Te | continued docility by means of persuasion...

AOYOV €KATTOU TTEPI VOONUATOG EKATTOU TRV
oUd dAmmodéxeTal, TTPOOTALag O aUT® TA
kKaBdamep  TUpavvog  auBadig,  oixeTal
kKai  paotwvny  oUtw T  OeaTrom
0 O¢ €AeUBepog wg € TO TTAgigTOV TG TV
ETMIOKOTTET, Kai TaOTA é€eTAWY AT ApPXAC Kai

Kai Toig @ihoIg, Gua pév auTog pavBavel Ti | i) Cf Smyth 1956:298

Tapd TOV voogouviwy, dua 8¢ kai kad’ daov " In contrast to principled reasoning (cf Liddell et
" al 1996).
0i0g T €aTIv, dIdAOKEI TOV AgBevolvTa auTov,

Kai oU TrpOTepOV ETETOCEV TPV Gv TN

gupTrEian...

Interpretation:

Plato contrasts the free doctor who heals the free with the slave doctor who heals slaves.
The free doctor exhibits reason — he consults, teaches, learns from the sick, educates. In
contrast, the slave doctor acts unreasonably — he is hurried, he provides no diagnosis, and
he relies on empirical belief rather than principled reasoning. Plato believed that slaves lack
reasoning — he can truly believe, but he cannot know the truth of his belief (Vlastos
1941:289). Consequently, the slave is susceptible to persuasion, whereas the free doctor
persuades.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

Exegesis of the relevant New Testament passages in chapter 6 will determine whether the
authors thereof subscribed to Plato’s theory of slavery or not.

424 Aristotle

Aristotle (384-322 BC) was a student at Plato’'s Academy and the latter’s influence is
evident in all of Aristotle’s works (Nussbaum 2003a:165). He later founded his own
school called the Lyceum lecturing his students in small groups. He left his
documents to his successor as head of the Lyceum, Theophrastus (Nussbaum
2003a:166). On a personal note, Aristotle lived with a slave-woman named Herpyllis
after the death of his wife (Nussbaum 2003a:166). He only legally freed Herpyllis by
way of testamentary manumission after his death.

In contrast to Plato, Aristotle considered things to be the ultimate reality (De Villiers
1998hb:176). The purpose of every thing is to become what it is purposed to be, and
when all things become what they were purposed to be, you find God. Ethics is not a
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search for good but rather teaching to do good so that each person can achieve his
final purpose. And the final purpose is the same for all: e0daipovia. EUdaipovia is
generally translated as “happiness” but may be more accurately rendered “human
flourishing” (Nussbaum 2003a:168).

Aristoteles Politica 1252a30-34

Context:

Aristotle’s Politica contains the most elaborate theory of slavery from the fourth century BC
(Garlan 1988:121-122). Aristotle’s theory presents the existing social order in natural terms.
Although Aristotle and Plato acknowledge the theory of the unity of the human race, they
strongly emphasised hierarchical nature by way of dichotomic categories such as civilised-
barbarian, body-soul, free-slave (Garlan 1988:122-123). The free-slave category is
entrenched in the interests of preservation, for some (the slaves) need to do the physical
work and others are free to be citizens (cf Aristoteles Politica 1254b).

Passage:

avaykn on mTpwTtov guvdudleabal Toug dveu
AAAAWVY pn duvapévoug sival ... dpxov O
@UoEl Kai apyouevov dId TRV owTtnpiav. 1O

MEV yap Ouvapevov T Olavoig TTpoopdv

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Now it is necessary to firstly join those who
cannot exist without each other namely ...
and in respect of a ruler by nature and a
subject, for the sake of preservation. For on
the one hand he who with his mind can
foresee is by nature ruler and by nature

owner, but on the other hand he who with his
body can do these [physical] things is subject
and naturally a slave. This is useful to both
owner and slave.

dpxov @uael kai Oeamdlov @UaOel, TO OF

ouvapevov [ralta]l T Owuart  TTOVEV

apxopevov Kai guael 500Aov-010 BeaTTOTN Kai

S0UAW TAUTO TUUQPEPEL.

Interpretation:
The free-slave dichotomy is used in a political context to preserve a societal order on the
basis that the dichotomy is supposed to be dictated by nature.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is a valid question whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to Aristotle’s
natural theory of slavery or not.

Aristoteles Politica 1253b20-25

Context:

It is clear from the context that Aristotle considers “these thinkers” to be his opponents
(Cambiano 1987:22). Although attempts to identify these opponents have been conjectural, it
would seem that they were isolated intellectuals belonging to a small and exclusive group,
and that they were not slaves themselves (Cambiano 1987:23). The main thrust of their
argument focuses on the nature-law dichotomy as the philosophical basis of slavery.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Toic B¢ Trapd PUOIV T6 BeaTOelv (Vopw yap | BUt for some to be owner is contrary to
nature (for one man is slave and another is
free according to law, but there is no
difference according to nature). Accordingly
there is no justice, for there is [only] force.

TOV pév dodAov sival Tov & €AeUBepov, PUOE!

0’ oUBev Odlagépelv): dIOTTEP OUDE dikalov:

Biaiov yap.

Interpretation:

The opponents’ first premise is that the distinction between slave and free is guaranteed by
the law (cf Cambiano 1987:23-25). They do not appear to criticise the institution of slavery
but rather provides a different philosophical foundation for it. The second premise is that
slaves and owners are not in any respect viewed as being different by nature (cf Cambiano
1987:27-28). The differences are defined juristically rather than biologically. On this point
Aristotle disagrees in 1254b27-34 (see below).
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the authors of the New Testament subscribed to
Aristotle’s opponents’ theory of slavery or not.

Aristoteles Politica 1254b25-34

Context:

Aristotle argues against the viewpoint of the opponents expounded in 1253b20-25 above.

Passage:

BouAeTal pév olv 1/ QUOIC Kai TA owpara
OlapépovTa TTOIETV T TWV EAEUBEPWV Kai TRV
OoUAwv, Ta PEV igxupd TTPOG TRV Avaykaiav
XPAOlv, Ta O 0pbda kai dyxpnota TPOC TAG

ToloUTAG  €pyaaiag, GANG  XpAagiha  TTPOg

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Therefore nature indeed intends to make
different the bodies of freemen and slaves,
the latter strong for necessary service and
the former erect and useless for work such
as that of the slave but useful for citizenship
(which are divided into the duties of war and
peace). But often it also happens conversely:

Some have the bodies of freemen, but others

TOANTIKOV ~ Biov  (oUtog 8¢ kai  yivetal | the soul.

dINPNUévog €ig Te TAV TTOAEUIKAV Xpeiav Kai
TAV €ipnviknv), cupBaivel 8¢ TTOANAKIC Kai
ToUvavTiov, TOUG WEV TA OWMATA EXEIV

EAEUBEPWV TOUG OE TG WPUXAG:

Interpretation:

Whereas the opponents argued that the difference between slave and free is not biological,
Aristotle argues that it is indeed physical (and thus natural) in order to enable different types
of work to be performed within the household (cf 1277a35-37). Consequently freemen are
destined for the good life in the state, but slaves are not (Garnsey 1996:112). The latter may
at most expect security (cf 1252a30-31).

Some scholars have argued that Aristotle’s views on slavery are not philosophical in nature
but rather informed by ideology (Schofield 2005:91). An ideology may be defined as “a widely
held body of ideas systematically biased towards the real or imagined interests of a particular
sex or social group or class within society, believed by its adherents not because of rational
considerations which may be offered in its support but as a result either of social causation or
of a desire to promote the [real or imagined] interests (or both)” (Schofield 2005:91). A
philosophical belief, on the other hand, is held because of the rational considerations offered
in support of it (Schofield 2005:92).

Considering this distinction, one may conclude that Aristotle is simply presenting a more
sophisticated version of the popular ideology of antiquity that slaves are degenerate as a
race and thus suitable for subjection (Garnsey 1996:239). This theme is further explored in
chapter 5.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to Aristotle’s theory of
slavery or not. A related question to be answered is whether the New Testament writings
were ideologically informed.

Aristoteles Politica 1255a1-10

Context:
Following on the passage above (1254b25-34), Aristotle considers whether the power of the
slave-owner is in fact as natural as that of other rules in the state (Garlan 1988:124).
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Passage:
‘Omi 8¢ kai oi TAvavTia PATKoVTEG TPATTOV TIVA

Aéyouaiv 0pBmg, oU XaAeTTOV iBElV. SIS Yap
Aéyetal TO douAevelv kai 6 6o0Aog. €aTi ydp
TIG Kai KOTd vopov 600A0G Kai dOUAEUWV: O

yap vOPog OpoAoyia Tic €0TIV év [ TA KaTd

Own translation with grammatical notes:

It is not difficult to see that those who state
the contrary are in a manner also correct. For
the concepts “to serve as slave” and “slave”
are ambiguous. There is also such a thing as
a slave or person who serves as slave
according to law, since the law is some form
of agreement in terms of which the spoils of

A war belong by assertion to the conqueror.
TTOAEPOV KPATOUMEVA TV KPATOUVTWV Eivai

Qaaciv.

Interpretation:

Aristotle must concede that his opponents are also correct, if only in a manner. Yet he
maintains that being the strongest, and thus victorious in war, is not the sole criterion for
deciding whether a person is slave or free. The natural excellence of the person destined for
freedom wins out in most cases (cf Garlan 1988:125). He concedes, though, that there may
be marginal cases with elements of doubts.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to
Aristotle’s concession to his opponents.

Aristoteles Politica 1255b13-15

Context:
In this section Aristotle deals with @iAia (friendship).
Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Wherefore there is also a certain advantage
and friendship for slave and owner when
they have been deemed fit for one another
by nature, but the opposite is true if (this
happens) by law or by force.

010 Kai gup@épov €aTi TI Kai QIAia G0UAW Kai
deamdTn TPOS AAARAOUG TOIC QUOEl TOUTWY
NEIwpévolg, Toig € pn TodTOV TOV TPOTTOV,

AANG kaTa vopov Kai BiagBeial, Tolvavriov.

Interpretation:

Aristotle states that the relationship between slave and owner shares a characteristic with
that between husband and wife and parents and children, namely that the relationship is
unequal (the slave belongs to the owner) yet based on friendship (cf Zelnick-Abramavitz
2005:52). Yet the friendship is not directed at the slave as slave but rather to the slave as
human being (cf Aristoteles Ethica Nicomachea 1161b5).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to this seemingly
contradictory part of Aristotle’s theory of slavery.

Aristoteles Politica 1260al12-14

Context:
Aristotle considers the differences and similarities pertaining to the faculty of reason (10

BouAeuTtikov) between slaves, women, and children.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

6 piv yap B00AoC BAwC oUk Exel TO For on the one hand a slave does not
possess the faculty of reason at all, and on
the other hand a female indeed possesses it
but without authority, and a child indeed

BouAeuTikov, TO OE ORAU Exel pév, QAN
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dkupov, O B¢ TTalc £xel pév, AAN ATEAEG. possesses it but incomplete.

Interpretation:

The central tenor of Aristotle’s argument is that slavery is beneficial to the natural slave
(Schofield 2005:101). While women and children possess the faculty of reason to some
extent, a slave does not possess it at all, and thus requires to be ruled for his own benefit.
Yet the owner has no obligation, legal or otherwise, to rule his slave to the latter's benefit,
while the husband or father has such an obligation in his relationship with his wife and
children (Schofield 2005:101).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to Aristotle’s theory of
slavery.

4.2.5 Section summary

Sophists Socrates Plato Aristotle

The Sophists seem | Socrates seems to According to Plato, Aristotle argues that
to support a rethink | accept the reality of freemen are by the distinction
of the philosophical | the slave-owner nature reasonable between free and
basis of slavery in relationship. Rather and slaves are by slave is determined
view of the principle | than providing a nature unreasonable. | by nature rather than
of the equality of philosophical law, and is thus
man. justification or indisputable.

denouncement, he

applies the

relationship to that

between man and the

gods.

4.3 GRECO-ROMAN PHILOSOPHY IN THE HELLENISTIC
PERIOD

This section deals with Greco-Roman philosophy in the Hellenistic®” period as part of
the socio-historic context of the New Testament. The influence of the classic Greek
philosophers endured well into the Hellenistic period and beyond (De Villiers
1998b:169). During this period the philosophical systems of the Epicureans and
Stoics attracted support based on its search for an answer to one question: How
does a person live happily? Ethics rather than pure scientific endeavour or
epistemological questions reigned supreme (De Villiers 1998b:177-178). The
following philosophical groupings are discussed in this section: The Peripatetics, the
Cynics, the Epicureans, the Stoics, the Sceptics, and Syncretism and Eclecticism.

4.3.1 The Peripatetics

The name Peripatetic describes Aristotle and his successors at Lyceum (Furley
2003b:1141). The succession continued until the first century BC when the
Peripatetic library at Lyceum was removed to Rome. The school engaged in
systematic, co-operative research in every branch of contemporary learning.

" For purposes of this study, the term “Hellenistic” refers to the period 322 BC to 138 AD

as defined by De Villiers (1998a:96). The debate regarding the definition of the term falls
outside the scope of this study (cf Hornblower 2003b:677-678).
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Peripatetic studies continued until 230 AD in the form of commentaries on Aristotle’s
works (De Villiers 1998b:178).

Menander fr. 857

Context:

Menander (344/3-292/1 BC) was the leading writer of New Comedy written from the last
guarter of the fourth century BC onwards (Arnott 2003:956). His plays were always set in
contemporary Greece, often in Athens or Attica. The plots focussed on domestic problems
and often included important roles for slaves, presented as credible individuals (Arnott
2003:957).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
ENEUBEPWC BOUAEUE. BOOAOC OUK £TEI. Serve willing as a slave. You will not be a
slave.

Interpretation:

The quoted verse suggests a more progressive attitude to slaves, distinguishing between
legal and moral slavery (cf Garnsey 1996:66ff). Legally the relationship between owner and
slave stands as described in chapter 3 above. But figuratively speaking, a slave may be free
and an owner enslaved.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribe to such a progressive
theory of slavery.

Varro De re rustica 1.17

Context:

Varro (116-27 BC) was Rome’s greatest scholar, excelling in methodical analysis and
covering nearly every field of study (Kaster 2003:1582). De re rustica is a treatise on farming
in dialogue form.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Omnes agri coluntur hominibus servis aut | All agriculture is attended to by human
liberis aut utrisque... servants, either free or slave...

Interpretation:
Varro also expresses a more progressive attitude towards slaves by recognising their human
nature, albeit in contrast to a freeman.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to such a progressive
theory of slavery or not.

4.3.2 The Cynics

Cynicism was never a formal philosophical school but rather a way of life based on
the principle “live according to nature” (Moles 2003a:418). From the street preaching
of the Cynics developed the philosophical genre of the diatribe (De Villiers
1998hb:180-181). The term generally refers to “direct transcriptions or literary
developments of addresses given by Cynic or Stoic philosophers on the streets”
(Moles 2003b:463). Such an address focuses on a single theme with the main aim to
attack vices using a vigorous, colloquial style with colourful, everyday imagery.
Diatribes are regarded as the pagan equivalent of the Christian sermon (Moles
2003b:463), attested by the many examples of diatribe in the New Testament.*® The

%8 Examples include the question by an imaginary opponent (eg 1 Cor 15:35 and Jam

2:18), rhetorical questions for the sake of emphasis (eg 1 Cor 4:7; Jam 2:14-16), the use
of pithy expressions (eg Rom 14:7), and the use of quotations from the poets (eg 1 Cor
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Greek diatpiBry refers to a pastime, a manner of spending time, with positive
(amusement, study, philosophical discourse) or negative (wasteful) connotations
(Liddell et al 1996). The purpose of the diatribe was to move people not to reflective
thought but rather to action (De Villiers 1998b:180).

Epictetus Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 4.1.114-117

Context:

Diogenes (ca. 412/403 — ca 324/321 BC) was the founder of the Cynics. He provoked
extremes of admiration and hostility with his philosophy that wisdom was a matter of action
rather than thought, and his subsequent rejection of all philosophical elements except ethics
(Moles 2003c:474). He further taught that one must live according to nature rather than law
or convention, and he promoted a complete rejection of civilised life and its institutions such
as marriage, politics, and social and racial distinctions, even literature.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Taumy Tap’ To Fhis [freedom] Dioggnes was s<_et free by
Antisthenes, and he [Diogenes] said that he
could no longer be enslaved by any man. For

NAeuBepwBn  Aloyévng

AVTIOBEVOUG Kai OUKETI €@n KaTadoUAwBAval

dUvaagBar U oUdevoG. did ToUTO TIRG £AAW,
QG TOIC TTEIPATAIC £XPATO: W TI KUPIOV EITTEV
TIVO QUTQV; ... TTOG EMTIUG AUTOIG, OTI KOKWG
ETPEPOV TOUG EQAWKOTAG: TTWG ETTPAON: WA TI

KUplov £CATEl; AAAG Oo0Aov. TG O TTpabEic

this reason, how was he captured, how did
he treat the pirates? Did he call not one of
them master? ... How did he rebuke them
because they fed the captives poorly? How
was he sold? Surely he did not desire any
master? [No,] but a slave. And how was the
sale inverted against the owner? Immediately

he argued with him, that he should not dress
in this manner, not shave in that manner;
regarding his sons, how he ought to raise
them.

AVETTPEPETO TIPOG TOV  OeadTmoTnV: €UBUG

OleAéyeTo  TIPOG  auTov, OTI oux  oUTwg

£¢0gToAioBal Oel auTov, ouyx olTwg KekdpBal,

TTEPI TV VIRV, TTOG BET aUTOUG dIAYEIV.

Interpretation:

This passage related by the Stoic Epictetus proves the point that Diogenes rejected the
institutions of civilised life such as slavery, although (or perhaps because) he was enslaved
himself. He considered himself to be a free soul because he possessed the science of life
and practical wisdom, albeit in an enslaved body (cf Garnsey 1996:132).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to Diogenes’ theory of
slavery or not.

4.3.3 The Epicureans

The founder of the Epicurean School was Epicurus (341-270 BC). He and his
followers secluded themselves from the city of Athens and maintained a modest and
even austere standard of living, in accordance with Epicurus’ teachings (Furley
2003a:533). His followers included slaves and women. The Epicureans taught that
man is mortal, that the cosmos is the result of accident, that there is no providential
god, and that the criterion for the good life is pleasure. This teaching brought the
school into conflict with Christians.*

15:33). The New Testament also features lists of virtues (eg Rom 1:29-31; 1 Cor 6:9ff)
and vices (eg 2 Cor 4:8ff, 6:8-10). Cf De Villiers (1998b:180-181).

The New Testament attests to this conflict when Paul writes in 1 Cor 15:32: “ci vekpoi
oUK €yeipovtal, aywuev Kai Triwuey, alpiov yap amobvrjokouev.” (“If the dead are not
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Epicurean philosophy taught that the purpose of philosophy is practical, namely to
ensure a happy life (Furley 2003a:533). Epicurean ethics is guided by one principle:
“We say that pleasure is the beginning and end of living happily” (Men. 128). The
Epicurean ideal is arapagia or calmness, freedom from disturbance, to be achieved
by the study of philosophy (Furley 2003a:534). All Epicurean teaching was aimed at
freeing man from fear of death, the gods, jealousy and failure, and emotional turmoil
in order to achieve calmness. Despite the apparent selfishness of this philosophy, the
Epicureans were famous and respected for their sense of community and friendship.

Cicero Ad Quintum 1.3.4.14

Context:
This letter forms part of Cicero’s correspondence representing evidence of Roman social life
(Powell 2003:1562).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Praeterea Aesopi, nostri familiaris, Licinius | Furthermore, Licinius, who is known to you, a
servus tibi notus aufugit: is Athenis apud | slave of our friend Aesopus, has run away.
Patronem Epicureum pro libero fuit... He has been at Athens, living in the house of
Patron the Epicurean as a free man.

Interpretation:

Cicero attests to the Epicureans’ sense of community and friendship. It also provides
evidence that the Epicureans did indeed welcome slaves, and that they were considered free
by the Epicureans, if not by Cicero, a friend of Licinius’ owner.

Relevance for the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament:
The question is whether the writers of the New Testament welcome slaves into their
communities and allowed them to live as free persons.

4.3.4 The Stoics

This philosophical movement was founded by Zeno who came to Athens in 313 BC
(Annas 2003b:1446). He developed a philosophical system divided into three parts:
Logic, physics, and ethics. According to Stoic physics, the physical world is
determined by laws applied without exception. These laws are called fate.
Consequently, man must accept what happens to him: illness and pain, good and
bad reputation, freedom and slavery, life and death (De Villiers 1998b:185). This led
to an apathetic and fatalistic world view.®® The whole of Stoic philosophy appeals to
the notions of nature and reason: People should live in accordance with human
nature which is to live in accordance with human reason (Annas 2003b:1446). This is
the basis of objectivity: If all people think rationally, all human thinking will converge
and reach truth.

Many writings of later Stoicism (first and second century AD) have been preserved
(De Villiers 1998b:183). These include writings of Seneca, Epictetus, and Marcus
Aurelius. Lucius Annaeus Seneca (ca. 4 BC/1 AD — 65 AD) studied grammar and
rhetoric in Rome (Reynolds et al 2003:96). His philosophical influences varied from
Stoicism to Cynicism. He was severely criticised in antiquity and modernity for not
practising what he preached: The unimportance of wealth and condemnation of the

raised, ‘Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die.”). See also Acts 17:18, 32 (cf De
Villiers 1998b:182-183).

The New Testament attests to a different interpretation of man’s reality namely that the
source of all suffering, namely sin, was conquered by the cross and the resurrection of
Jesus Christ which enables the believer to accept his suffering as a conqueror (Rom
8:37-39; cf De Villiers 1998b:186).
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abuse of power (Reynolds et al 2003:98).

Seneca De beneficiis 3.20.1

Context:

De Beneficiis deals with ingratitude and the bestowing of benefits. Book 3 deals inter alia
with the question whether a slave can bestow a benefit upon his owner. Seneca’s conclusion
is that a slave can bestow a benefit upon his owner by giving more than is required of him, by
acting as a friend rather than a slave.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

It is erroneous if anyone is of the opinion that
slavery penetrates into the whole of man: the
better part of him is exempt. Bodies are at
the mercy and disposition of owners; but the
mind is indeed its own owner'.

Passage:

Errat, si quis existimat servitutem in totum
hominem descendere pars melior eius
excepta est. Corpora obnoxia sunt, et
adscripta dominis : mens quidem sui iuris'...

) Cf Simpson 1959:760.

Interpretation:

Seneca’s conclusion is based on the argument that owner and slave are equals as far as
mind is concerned, if not body (cf Garnsey 1996:66ff). Thus an owner may be enslaved in his
mind, yet his slave may be free in this respect. True freedom is freedom of the mind in
detachment from physical slavery (cf Diogenes’ philosophy in 4.3.2 above).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to such a theory of
slavery or not.

Seneca Ad Lucilium epistulae morales 47.10

Context:
In Ad Lucilium epistulae morales Seneca builds on the philosophical tradition of Epicurus and
popular philosophical discourse (Reynolds et al 2003:97).

Passage:

Vis tu cogitare istum quem servum tuum
vocas ex isdem seminibus ortum eodem frui
caelo, aeque spirare, aeque vivere, aeque
mori! tam tu illum videre ingenuum potes
guam ille te servum.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
Kindly remember that he whom you call your
slave sprang from the same stock, is smiled
upon by the same skies, and on equal terms
with yourself breathes, lives, and dies. It is
just as possible for you to see in him a
freeman as for him to see in you a slave.

Interpretation:

whether slave or free, are equal.

Seneca provides the philosophical basis of his assertion in the previous text: All men,

Testament:

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

It is necessary to determine whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to the
theory that all men, whether free or slave, are free.

Diogenes Laertius Vitae Philosophorum 7.121-122

Context:

deals with Zeno and Stoic philosophy.

Diogenes Laertius was the author of a compendium on the lives and doctrines of the ancient
philosophers from Thales to Epicurus (Long & Sharples 2003:474). The first part of chapter 7

Passage:

povov T éAeUBepov, TOUG OE  @aUAoug

doUuloug: sival yap THv éAeuBepiav E€ouaiav

Own translation with grammatical notes:

[The Stoics say:] Only he [the wise man] is
free, but the bad are slaves. For freedom is
the power of independent action, while
slavery is the loss of independent action.
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auToTTpayiag, THV & BoUAeiav  OTéPNOIV There is also another form of slavery which

k } . o ) | consists in subordination, and a third form

autotrpayiag. eival 3¢ kai GAANV douAeiav TNV | which consists in both possession and

gv UTIOTACE! Kai TPITNV TAV &V KTATEI TE Kai subord.lnatlon;.the Iast_bemg contrasted with
despotism, which also is a bad state.

UTTOTAEEL, | AvTITiOeTan 1y SeoTroTEid, QAUAN

oUaa kai auTn.

Interpretation:

It appears that Stoic philosophy was more concerned with moral slavery (see Seneca above)
than actual slavery (cf Garnsey 1996:131). Actual slavery exists outside the control of man,
as does health and illness, and thus requires indifference. Moral slavery, slavery of the mind,
is however within man’s control, whether slave or free (Garnsey 1996:132).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to the Stoic distinction
between actual and moral slavery or not.

Epictetus (mid-first century to second century AD) was a Stoic philosopher, and in
earlier life a slave (Inwood 2003a:532). His key teachings are recorded in the Manual
(Eyxeipidiov). Epictetus taught basic Stoic philosophy but placed great emphasis on
the need to use philosophy to reform moral character. He focussed intensely on the
power of individual moral choice (Inwood 2003a:532).

Epictetus Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 4.1.76-79

Context:

Epictetus dealt extensively with externals or indifferents such as wealth-poverty, health-
illness, yet rarely mentioned freedom-slavery among these (Garnsey 1996:134-135). This
seems peculiar since Epictetus was himself a former slave.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

"Yyeiag oOv pRy dpéywpar; Mndapdg, pnd | Shall I not then desire health? No, not at all,
] i , L O nor anything else belonging to another. For
aMou aMotpiou pndevag. O Yap Oouk €0TIV | what is not in your power to acquire or keep

& ool Tapackeudoal i TNpAcal 8Te BEAEIC, is none of yours, it belongs to another. ... Is
L . ) o not my hand my own? It is part of you, but by
T00T0 OAAOTPIOV €0TIV. ... H Xeip OUK €0TIV | pature it is clay, subject to hindrance and

compulsion, slave to everything that is

&un; Mépog £ati 00v, @UoEl BE TMAGG, stronger than you are

KwAUTOV, d&vaykaatév, 0o0Aov Tmavtog To0

IgXUPOTEPOU.

Interpretation:

The body may fall outside the control of man, and thus be subjected to slavery. Therefore
actual slavery falls in the same category of externals or indifferents as health, and does not
warrant further discussion. The Stoics preferred to focus on individual morality rather than
societal morality (cf Garnsey 1996:136-137). As a consequence, the Stoics enjoined slaves
to stay put and serve their masters well (Garnsey 1996:151).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to such an indifferent
approach to slavery.

Epictetus Dissertationes ab Arriano digestae 1.13.4-5

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

o0 pepvion T € Kkai Tivwy EpxeiS; 6T Do you not remember what you are, and
o ) ‘ . | over whom you rule? That they are kinsmen,

OUYYEVQV, OTI adeAQV @uoel, 0TI T00 AIOS | that they are brothers by nature, that they are
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ATTOYOVWV; the offspring of Zeus?

Interpretation:
Epictetus states the same philosophical presumption as Seneca (see above) namely that all
men are equal.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question remains whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to the
philosophical presumption that all men are equal.

4.3.5 The Sceptics

The Sceptics were philosophers who held no doctrine and suspended judgment on
everything (Striker 2003:1362). According to Liddell et al (1996) okeTTikOG referred to
a philosopher who asserted nothing positively. The founder of the movement was
Pyrrhon (ca. 365-275 BC) who taught that it is not possible to determine whether
things are one way rather than another, and that one should thus not assert anything
(Striker 2003:1362). Such an approach is the foundation of peace of mind. This
approach led to moral relativity: Everyone must do as he deems fit, for it is
impossible to know what is right or good (De Villiers 1998b:186). It is therefore
unsurprising that the sources dealing with the Sceptics do not express any
philosophical position on slavery.®*

4.3.6 Syncretism and Eclecticism

At the end of the Hellenistic period (322 BC to 138 AD as defined by De Villiers
(1998a:96); see also footnote 57 above) the Greek philosophical schools of the
Academy, the Lyceum, and the Stoics had lost their unique characteristics (De
Villiers 1998hb:188; cf Dillon 2003:502). Only the Epicureans still maintained a unique
position. The time of syncretism and eclecticism had arrived. The Stoics (see 4.3.4
above) and the later Pyrrhonists (see 4.3.5 above) belonged to the syncretistic
movement, taking foreign elements from different systems and combining them to
form a new whole.

Eclecticism is “an approach to philosophy which consists in the selection and
amalgamation of elements of different systems of thought” (Dillon 2003:502). It
started at the beginning of the second century BC with a general decline in original
Greek thought. Roman philosophy was especially eclectic in nature (De Villiers
1998h:188). They took elements from Greek philosophy without independent
processing thereof to form a new Roman philosophy. Cicero provides a good
example of Roman philosophical eclecticism.

Marcus Tullius Cicero was born on 3 January 106 BC and died on 7 December 43
BC (Balsdon & Griffin 2003:1558-1560). He studied philosophy and rhetoric in Rome
and Greece. He pursued a political career in Rome, became the leading counsel at

% These sources include Diogenes Laertius’ Vitae philosophorum on Sextus Empiricus,

Pyrrhon and Timon, three of the leading Sceptics (cf Striker 2003a:1363). Sextus
Empiricus also wrote on Sceptic philosophy in his work Muppwveiol UTTOTUTTWOEIG

(Outlines of Pyrrhonism) (cf Striker 2003b:1398-1399). A computer search of these
works for the lemmata tabulated in 2.2.4.1 above provided no relevant results.
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the Rome bar, and was elected consul in 63. His political career was characterised
by upheaval and betrayal until his death. In his personal life he was devoted to his
slave and secretary Tiro® to whom he addressed twenty-one letters: in 53 BC he set
him free.

Cicero’s philosophical writings fall into two parts: The first deals with political
philosophy and statecraft, and the second with epistemology, ethics, and theology
(Simon & Obbink 2003:1562). His philosophy showed influences from Plato, Aristotle,
the Epicureans, Academics and Stoics. His main aim was to provide the Romans
with a philosophical literature and terminology taking the place of that of the Greek
philosophers on whom the Romans were intellectually dependent. In his
epistemology he related to the Academics in rejecting the possibility of certain
knowledge, yet acknowledging the right to adopt whatever position seemed most
appropriate in every situation (Simon & Obbink 2003:1563). In ethics he was inclined
to the Stoics’ viewpoints on the good life and death, grief, fear, pain, as well as what
is essential for the good life, including virtue.

Cicero De republica (from Augustine De civitate Dei 14.23)

Context:

In De republica Cicero discusses the ideal state favouring elements of a monarchy,
oligarchy, and democracy. His assertion of human rights and man’s participation in humanity
and the cosmos indicate Stoic influences (Simon & Obbink 2003:1562). Yet the argument is
advanced by one participant in the dialogue that slavery can be beneficial to some persons
(cf Garnsey 1996:40). Only parts of the six books are presently available, augmented by

references in other works, notably those of Au

ustine.

Passage:

Nonne Cicero in libris de re publica, cum de
imperiorum differentia disputaret et huius rei
similitudinem ex natura hominis adsumeret,
ut filiis dixit imperari corporis memobris
propter oboediendi facilitatem; vitiosas vero
animi partes ut servos asperiore imperio
coherceri?

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Did Cicero not in his book De republica in his
discussion on the different forms of
government draw an analogy for his purpose
from the nature of man, and say that we
govern our bodily members like sons
because of their faculty for obedience, but
that the vicious parts of the soul must be

treated as slaves, and be coerced with a
more stringent authority?

Interpretation:

While conceding that Augustine uses the references to Cicero for his own purposes, it seems
that Cicero does allow for different treatment of different persons, especially those who might
do harm if not governed, such as children and slaves (cf Garnsey 1996:41). And even
between children and slaves differences in governance exist. Augustine interprets Cicero’s
viewpoint as being based on the inferiority of certain persons, specifically slaves, who must
be ruled by more stringent authority for their own sake (Garnsey 1996:41).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament subscribed to such differences in
treatment of slaves based on their inferiority in comparison to other persons.

62 Marcus Tullius Tiro was Cicero’s confidential secretary and literary advisor (Badian

2003:1564).
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4.3.7

Section summary

The Peripatetic School

The Cynics

The Epicureans

The Peripatetic School
accepted legal slavery. But
figuratively speaking, a
slave could be free and an
owner enslaved. They also
gave greater credence to
the human nature of a
slave.

According to Diogenes, a
person could be free as far
as his soul is concerned, yet
be bodily enslaved.

The Epicureans accepted
slaves into their communities
and allowed them to live as
free persons.

The Stoics

The Sceptics

Syncretism and
Eclecticism

The Stoics believed that
man could be bodily
enslaved yet spiritually free.
The basis of this argument
is that all men are equal.
Actual slavery exists outside
the control of man, as does
health and illness, and thus
requires indifference. Moral
slavery, slavery of the mind,
is however within man’s
control, whether slave or
free.

The Sceptics did not assert
anything on slavery.

Cicero seems to differentiate
between persons on the
basis of certain persons’
inferiority who must
consequently be ruled by
more stringent authority.

4.4

JEWISH PHILOSOPHY

This section deals with Jewish philosophy as part of the socio-historic context of the
New Testament. In the time of the New Testament, Jews were considered by
outsiders to be especially devoted to their religion (Goodman 2003d:1303). This
devotion was equally ridiculed as superstition and praised as philosophy. The Torah
or written law was the basis of this devotion, and thus Jewish philosophy.

4.4.1

From the second century BC certain philosophies emerged within Judaism such as
the Pharisees (including the teachers of the law), Sadducees, and Essenes
(Goodman 2003d:1303). These parties each had their own culture, religious beliefs,
ceremonies, calendar, and other traditions (Scott 1995:200). Although they seem to
number few in Israel, their influence far exceeded their numbers.

Jewish philosophical groupings
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o The Pharisees were devotees to the law from the ranks of the
Jewish people, not the priestly caste, already indicating their long-
running battle with the Sadducees for control of the Jewish people.
Their most recognisable characteristic was their devotion to
obedience to the law which led to a whole system of legal traditions
(Scott 1995:203-206; Du Rand 1998:28; cf Goodman 2003b). Their
obedience was rigorous in nature, seeking perfectionism. They also
followed the traditions of the elders rigorously, considering them as
binding as the law itself (Scott 1995:205-206).

o A teacher of the law was well educated in the Torah as well as the
oral law and legal traditions (Du Rand 1998:276). They were closely
aligned to the Pharisees and their interpretation of the law.

o The Sadducees were aristocrats with links to the priestly caste (Du
Rand 1998:269; cf Goodman 2003e). They only considered the
Torah to be canonical, and not the oral law and traditions of the
elders (Scott 1995:207). They favoured a very literal and stringent
interpretation of the law, especially as far as punishment was
concerned.

o The Essenes were considered by Josephus a third philosophy apart
from the Pharisees and Sadducees (Du Rand 1998:285). The
community at Qumran was a particular grouping among the
Essenes. Although Judaist in teaching, the Essenes placed great
emphasis on ethical correctness, their conduct being characterised
by moderation and sobriety, a pious asceticism (Du Rand
1998:288; Goodman 2003a:558). They accepted the Torah and
Prophets as Scripture and their interpretation was stricter than that
of the other groups (Scott 1995:216).

These philosophical groups differed on correct cultic practices in Jerusalem, but also
on more fundamental theological issues such as the role of fate and the existence of
an afterlife. Yet all these groups believed that they belonged to one, united religion
(Goodman 2003d:1303).

Philo De specialibus legibus 2.69

Context:

Philo was the leading exponent of Alexandrian-Jewish culture and with Josephus the most
significant figure in Jewish-Greek literature (Rajak 2003:1167). He operated within the Greek
philosophical framework, yet the sole authority of the law of Moses was fundamental to him.
His ethics tended to that of the Stoics but he considered true morality to be imitation of God.
In De specialibus legibus Philo attempts to systematise the laws of the Torah in conformity
with the Ten Commandments.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

I
KaiTol  QUOEl BePATOVTEC PEV  EAEUBEPOI And yet se_rvants become free by nature —
) . o ) for no man is a slave by nature...
yeyovaoly — Avlpwttog yap €K QUOEWS
do0Aog oudsig ... ) According to Liddell et al (1996) Bepatmwv refers
to a servant, whether slave or free.

Interpretation:
The interpretation of this passage is problematic because of the use of the terms Bepamwv

and do0Aog. The terms are apparently not used as synonyms, with a 8gpamwyv referring

primarily to a free person serving others, especially in cultic contexts (BDAG 2002). Whether
Philo’s statement may then be generalised to include slaves, is debatable. The latter part of
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the quote seems to suggest that he opposes Aristotle’s theory of natural slavery.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament writers on slavery associated with Philo’s
statement regarding the theory of natural slavery.

Philo Legum allegoria 3.88

Context:

In this passage Philo commentates on the history of Jacob and Esau (Gen 25).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
@UTE yap 5o0AoV TTapd Bed) TO @AOAOV Kai _For _accor_dmg to God that which is base a_md
) ' o i irrational is by nature a slave, but that which
ahoyov, fyepovikov b¢ kai EAelBepov TO is well-bred and rational and better is suited
doTelov Kai AoyIKOV Kai BiuEIvoV.. to leadership and free...

Interpretation:

In effect, Philo presents a theological version of Aristotle’s natural slave theory based on
divine providence. The natural slave, Esau, is subjected to Jacob, the natural ruler, because
the former is considered by God to be inferior and lacking in reason in comparison to the
latter (cf Garnsey 1996:46).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is to be determined whether the New Testament writers on slavery subscribed to Philo’s
interpretation of this Old Testament passage and its application to slavery.

Philo Legum allegoria 3.240

Context:
Philo writes about the struggles with man’s passions. His point of departure is that God is the
purified soul’s only Master (cf Hezser 2005:334).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
What, then, does the self-controlled man
say? “If’, he says, “l am to become a slave to
TaBe1 B1d TRV TTOINTIKAV UANV, Kai passion because of the material that causes
it, | will withdraw out of reach of passions.”

Ti 00V 6 €yKPATAG; i PEAW, PNai, BOUAEVEIV

¢¢eheUoopal atro To0 TTaboug EEw-

Interpretation:

The self-controlled man has the ability to withdraw from his passions rather than being slave
to them. He who is prone to give in to his passions, on the other hand, is liable to become
slave to them and be denied spiritual freedom (cf Hezser 2005:334). The self-controlled
believer achieves spiritual freedom, but remains slave of God.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament writers identified with Philo’s views on giving in
to passions as being a form of slavery.

Philo Quod omnis probus liber sit 79

Context:

Philo deals in Quod omnis probus liber sit specifically with the freedom of the just based on
Stoic principles. This passage relates to the Essenes who were considered to be righteous
because of their ascetic way of life and high moral values (cf Garnsey 1996:78). A similar
view point is expressed in De vita contemplativa (70) in respect of the Therapeutics.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

And not a single slave is found among them,
but all are free, exchanging services with
eAeUBepol TTAVTEG avButroupyolvTeS | each other. They also denounce slave-

S00A6G T TTapP’ aUTOIC OUdE €ig £aTIv, GAN
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owners, not only in view of their [slave-
owners’] injustice by damaging the principle
of equality, but also their irreverence by
abrogating the ordinance of nature who has
begotten and raised all men alike, like a
mother...

AAAAAOIG: KOTAYIVWOKOUGI TE TV OECTTOTAV,
oU povov wg adikwy, icoTNTa AUPCIVOUEVWY,
GMa  kai wg agepiv, Beguodv  eUOEWS
avaipoUuvTwy, 1 TAVTOG OHOoIWG Yevvhgaoad

Kai Bpewapévn PnTPOG. ..

Interpretation:

Again Philo seems to contradict himself as far as slavery and its philosophical roots are
concerned. He seems to suggest that the just do not allow slavery because of the moral
primacy of the principle of equality of man. This resonates with the Stoic viewpoint (see 4.3.4
above). Yet the Essenes and Therapeutics seem to be the exceptions. In other passages
Philo insists that slavery is necessary for a wide variety of tasks (cf De specialibus legibus
2.123).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament authors associated more closely with Philo’s
apparent opposition to slavery on the basis of the equality of man and the link to the
righteous.

Josephus Ant. 20.166

Context:

Josephus (born 37/8 AD) was a Greek historian, a Jewish priest of aristocratic descent and
Pharisaic education, and a political leader in Jerusalem prior to 70 AD (Smallwood & Rajak
2003:798). The Jewish Antiquities is a history of the Jews from creation to shortly before the
revolt.

Passage:

d1a To0T oipal Kai TOV Bedv piohoavta THV
ag€eiav auT@V ATTOOTPAPAVAI PEV NHQV TAV
TTOAIV, TO Of iEpOV OUKETI KaBapdv oiknTrpIoV

auT® Kpivavta Pwpaioug emayayeiv NIV Kai

Own translation with grammatical notes:

And because of this | think that God,
because of his hatred towards their
ungodliness, on the one hand rejected our
city, and on the other adjudged the temple no
longer sufficiently pure for him to inhabit, but
brought the Romans upon us, and purged
the city by fire and brought slavery upon us,

TR TOAel kaBdpailov Tlp kai OouAciav

,n ) P ‘ P _ ’ together with our wives and children, desiring
emPBaleiv. ouv  yuvaiGiv - kai - Tékvoig | to teach us self-control by way of misfortune.
gwepovical ToiG Cguppopdig  BOUAOEVOV

NHAEG.

Interpretation:

Josephus held the revolutionary Jewish groups responsible for the destruction of the temple
in 70 AD, proclaiming that God was in fact on the Romans’ side because of the sins of the
Jewish people. This passage clearly relates such a proclamation. To his mind slavery was
intrinsically linked to spiritual decline: The spiritual decline of the Jewish people led to their
enslavement by the Romans, or at least their political subjugation. The Jews were enslaved
to their passions, and thus not entitled to God’'s freedom. This argument shows strong
agreement with the Stoic point of view (see 4.3.4 above; cf Herzer 2005:334-336). Similarly,
Biblical thought identifies man’s status of sin with slavery (Joh 8:34; Rom 7:14).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament writers identify with Josephus’ view that there is
an intrinsic link between slavery and the spiritual decline of God’s chosen people.
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4.4.2 Section summary

Philo Josephus

Philo seems to both contradict and confirm
Aristotle’s natural theory of slavery. Yet the
principle of equality seems to dominate.

Josephus inexorably links slavery to spiritual
decline and freedom to salvation from sin.

45 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The evidence collected and analysed in this chapter suggests three diverging
philosophies of slavery, namely the traditional philosophy based on the natural origin
of slavery, a philosophy differentiating between bodily and spiritual slavery, and a
progressive philosophy based on the equality of man:

Traditional Spiritual Progressive
(natural theory) (body enslaved, spirit (equality of man)
free)
Greek philosophy Plato Socrates Sophists
Aristotle
Greco-Roman Cicero Peripatetic School Epicureans
philosophy (syncretism and Stoics
eclecticism) Cynics
Jewish philosophy Philo Josephus Philo

4.6 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter aimed to construct the philosophical context of the exhortations directed
at slave-owners in the New Testament. In order to achieve this aim, relevant texts
from Greek, Roman and Jewish philosophy were identified by way of the search filter
developed in chapter 2, and the identified texts have been analysed and interpreted.
The results of this process of analysis and interpretation have been used as
constructed socio-historic context when studying the relevant New Testament
passages in chapter 6.

The evidence suggests a progression in philosophical thought on slavery.

The classic Greek philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle adhered
to the (probably) common wisdom of the time that certain persons
were naturally inclined to freedom and others to slavery. In later
periods this philosophy echoes in the thoughts of Cicero and Philo.

In Greek philosophy Socrates seemed to occupy a middle ground
between an outright defence and denouncement of slavery. This
philosophy accepted the social, legal, and physical reality of
slavery, yet considered the soul of every man to be free. Such a
philosophy also had wide appeal, probably because it reflected the
accepted (at least by slave-owners) ideology of the time that slaves
are degenerate as a race and thus suitable for subjection (see 4.2.4
above). Yet it provided a certain comfort to slaves in their
subjection, allowing their spirits to be free. The Peripatetic School,
the Stoics, the Cynics, and Josephus all followed this line of
thought.
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o At the other end of the spectrum were the Sophists who advocated
a rejection of slavery, both physically and spiritually, on the basis
that all men are equal, rather than naturally inclined to either
freedom or slavery. This was certainly the most radical of the three
philosophies on slavery, and whether it had much support amongst
slaves, slave-owners or other members of the community, is
debatable. The Epicureans and Philo, at least to some extent,
followed in the Sophists’ footsteps.

This chapter poses the following question: Where do the writers of the New
Testament fit into this threefold philosophical framework on slavery? Formulated
alternatively: Did any of these philosophical positions, or any facet of the positions,
influence the writers of the New Testament in their exhortations directed at slave-
owners? These questions have been answered after exegesis of the relevant
exhortations in chapter 6.
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to construct the conduct of slave-owners, whether real or
idealised, towards their slaves. In order to achieve this aim, relevant passages from
Greek, Roman, and Jewish sources have been identified by way of the search filter
developed in chapter 2, and the identified texts have been analysed and interpreted.
In the analysis and interpretation of these sources, the pitfalls of using these sources
described in 1.4.3 have been optimally avoided. The results of this process of
analysis and interpretation have been used as socio-historic context when studying
the relevant New Testament passages in chapter 6.

The first section of the chapter deals with conventional attitudes towards slaves in
antiquity followed by more specific evidence of the treatment of slaves in Greek,
Greco-Roman, and Jewish contexts. It concludes with a chapter summary and
conclusions.

5.2 SLAVE-OWNERS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS SLAVES IN
ANTIQUITY

This section endeavours to determine slave-owners’ attitudes towards slaves in
antiquity. Relevant passages from Greek, Greco-Roman, and Jewish sources have
been analysed.
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521

Greek attitudes towards slaves

Xenophon Oikonomikos 5.16,12.5-7,13.11-12

Context:

slaves.

Xenophon's Oikonomikos contains a number of conversations on the importance of
agriculture, household organisation, and technical details on crop -cultivation (Tuplin
2003:1630). The passages quoted below deal with a slave-owner’'s management of his

Passage:

5.16 kai TrapakeAeUeaBal O TTOANAKIG oUdEV
ATTOV &€l TOIC €PYATAIC TOV YEWPYOV F TOV
aTPATNYOV TOIG OTPATIWTOIG: Kai EATTIOWV O
AyoB@V oUdtv  ATTOV  oi ®d00A0I TRV
¢AeUBEpwyv déovTal, aAAa kai pdAAov, OTTwG
MEVEIV £BEAWTI.

12.5-7 OukoOv elvoiav TTP@TOV, €PNV £yWw,
denael auTov EXEIV 00I Kai TOIG OOIG, €i PEAAE
apkéaelv avti 0ol Trapwv. dveu yap euvoiag
Ti 6@elog kai dtroiag TIVOG oUv ETTITPOTTOU
EmMaTAUNG viyvetal; OUGEv pa AP, épn ©
loyxopaxog, aAAa ToI TO €0VOoElV €loi Kai TOIG
¢UOIC &yw TTPQTOV TrElpual TTaIdevelv. Kai
WG, EYyw EPnV, TTPOG TV Be@v elvolav EXEIV
goi Kai Toig goig dIdATKEIG OvTIva Gv BoUAR;
Evepyetiov v AP, €pn o loxoupaxog, otav
TIVOG ayaBoU oi Beoi agpBoviav SIBWaIV Aiv.
gpnv
amoAavovTeg TOV aQv ayab@v £0voi gol

ToO0to 00V  Aéyelg, ¢yw, 61 oi

yiyvovtar kai ayaBov Ti ge  PBoulovral
mparTelv; TodTo yap dpyavov, O ZWKPATES,
e0voiag apiatov 0pw Ov.

Epn, W

ZwKpaTteg, abupia éyyiyveabal Toig dyaboig,

13.11-12 mdvu vyap poi  OOKel,

Otav oOpwal Ta pEV Epya O  auTQv
KOTATTPATTOMEVA, TWV OE OHOIWV TUYXAVOVTOG
€auToig TOUG WATE TTOVEIV WATE KIVOUVEUEIV
¢0éhovtag, 6tav &én. autog 1€ olv oud’
oTrwaTIolV TQV iowv AgIN TOUG APEIVOUG TOIG

KOKIOTI TUYXAVEIV...

Own translation with grammatical notes:
5.16 And it is no less necessary for a farmer
to encourage his workers than for a general
[to encourage] his soldiers. And no less do
the slaves require good expectations than
freemen, but even more, so that they are
willing to remain.

12.5-7 “Certainly, firstly it is goodwill,” | said,
“that he will need to possess towards you
and what is yours, if he is likely to prevail in
your absence [lit. in place of your presence].
For without goodwill, of what use and quality
at all in fact is the knowledge of a manager?”
“None, by Zeus,” Ischomachos said, “to be
well-inclined to me and what is mine is the
first thing | attempt to teach.” “And how,” |
said, “before the gods do you teach someone
you like to possess goodwill towards you and
what is yours?” “By showing kindness, by
Zeus,” Ischomachos said, “when the gods
bestow something good in abundance upon
us.” “So thus you say,” | said, “that those who
enjoy your good things are well-inclined
towards you and wish you to experience
something good?” “Indeed, o Socrates, | find
this the best in producing goodwill.”

13.11 “For it seems very much to me, o
Socrates,” he said, “to be disheartening to
the good [slaves] when on the one hand the
works are accomplished by themselves, but
on the other hand the same befalls those
who are unwilling to work and run risks when
required. Certainly, in no way whatsoever do
| deem the better ones worthy of befalling
equal shares to the worthless ones.

Interpretation:

The principle seems to be that a system of encouragement, or reward, for slaves induces
more goodwill and loyalty, and fosters good expectations (cf Fitzgerald 2010:6). Kindness
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towards one’s slaves is rewarded in kind. A simple strategy of equal treatment for all slaves
irrespective of relative worth is counter-productive.

Slavery in the ancient world was mostly viewed from economic and management rather than
philosophical points of view (Fitzgerald 2010:1). Slave-owners had one goal in mind: To
optimise the benefit they could derive from their investment in slaves. To achieve the goal,
slave-owners used the twin incentives of reward and punishment, with manumission as the
ultimate reward (Fitzgerald 2010:2; see also 3.11). Xenophon mentions in his treatise the
following rewards: A share in the house’s profits, clothes and shoes, abundant food and
drink, and permission for procreation (cf Fitzgerald 2010:6).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the authors of the New Testament proclaimed the principle of
reward as an incentive to loyalty to slave-owners

Cato De Agricultura 2.2, 7

Context:

Marcus Porcius Cato (234-149 BC) was a dominant figure in Roman cultural and political life
in the second century BC (Briscoe 2003:1224). He was also the foremost orator of his time
and the first historian to write in Latin. In De agri cultura he gives advice to owners of
medium-sized olive oil and wine producing estates based on slave-labour. His target
audience was the young man who wanted to make money and enhance his reputation by
successful agriculture (Spurr 2003a:1225).

Passage:

2. Ubi ea cognovit, rationem inire oportet
operarum, dierum. Si ei opus non apparet,
dicit vilicus sedulo se fecisse, servos non
valuisse, tempestates malas fuisse, servos
aufugisse, opus publicum effecisse. Ubi eas
aliasque causas multas dixit, ad rationem
operum operarumgue vilicum revoca.

7. Pecus consideret. Auctionem uti faciat:
vendat oleum, si pretium habeat; vinum,
frumentum quod supersit, vendat; boves
vetulos, armenta delicula, oves deliculas,
lanam, pelles, plostrum vetus, ferramenta
vetera, servum senem, servum morbosum,
et si quid aliud supersit, vendat. Patrem
familias vendacem, non emacem esse

oportet.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
2. When he had considered [it] in such a
manner, he should begin a calculation of
labourers and days. If, woe!, the work is not
prepared, the manager zealously says that
he produced abundantly, the slaves were not
healthy, the bad weather raged, slaves ran
away, he performed public work. When he
relates these many different reasons, recall
[your] calculation of the work and the
labourers to the manager.

7. Let him carefully consider the herd. Then
hold an auction: Sell oil if the price is
[acceptable]; sell wine and grain that is in
surplus; sell old oxen, blemished cattle,
blemished sheep, wool, hides, an old wagon,
old iron tools, an old slave, a sick slave, and
whatever is in surplus. The head of the
household should put [it] up for sale; it is not
proper to buy.

Interpretation:

Economic concerns are foremost in Cato’s mind (cf Fitzgerald 2010:3). A manager who does
not produce according to the proper ratio between the work and number of labourers, and
offers lame excuses, must be reprimanded. And slaves who are old or sick, and thus not
worth their upkeep, must be sold.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament adhered to such an economic
viewpoint on slave management.
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5.2.2 Greco-Roman attitudes towards slaves

Plautus Asinaria 256-257

Context:

Plautus was a comic playwright in the second century BC (Brown 2003b:1194). He adapted
Greek New Comedy, considerably expanding the stock characters such as the parasite. The
parasite was a character who attached himself to a social superior for his own benefit and
who flattered and entertained his patron and suffered ill-treatment in return (Brown
2003a:1112). In several plays, including Asinaria, the authority-figure (the pater familias) is
bested by the cunning slave (Brown 2003b:1195).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
serva erum, cave tu idem faxis alii quod servi | In order to discharge a slave; take care how
solent, qui ad eri fraudationem callidum | you do the same as other slaves are
ingenium gerunt. accustomed, who employ cunning ingenuity
in defrauding their owners.

Interpretation:

On the one hand Plautus admonishes the slave to show loyalty to his owner by saving him,
yet on the other he implicitly encourages the slave to use his cunning for his own benefit. The
negative stereotyping of slaves as being cunning and dishonest remains, yet is used to
undermine the owner-slave relationship.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the New Testament writers shared Plautus’ paradoxal
stereotyping of slaves.

Plutarchos De Cohibendi Ira 459d-e

Context:

Plutarchos (ca. 50 BC — 120 AD) was a Platonist philosopher and biographer (Russell
2003:1200-1201). He wrote numerous treatises on popular moral philosophy of which “The
control of anger” is one.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Thirdly, | always remember and reflect
o ] t 5 ] ) t privately that he who taught us to shoot with
TPOG EUauTov, wg oUB" O TogeUelv NMAS | a bow did not prohibit us to shoot but to miss,
that punishment does not stand in the way of
teaching at the right time, if it is done
Siauaprdvelv oUte T KOAACEW Epodwv | moderately and usefully and suitably. [Thus] |
attempt above all to set aside the anger by
not depriving those who are [to be] punished
METPIWG  Kai  WEENMWG  Kai  TTPETTOVTWG, | for [their] plea but listening [to them].

TIEIPQUAI TAV OpYNV APAIPElV PHAAIOTA TR WR

TpiTOv &€l Pvnuovelwv Kai  O1avooUHEVOG

01Idagag  ékwhuoge  BaMelv  GAAG R

g€atal 10 OI0AOKEIV EUKAIPWG TOOTO TTOIETV KAl

Tapaipeiobar  TWv  KoAafopévwv TRV

dikaioAoyiav AAN aKoUElv.

Interpretation:

Plutarchos’ imagery of the archery teacher conveys the importance of achieving one’s goal.
Punishment of slaves does not hinder achievement of the goal namely teaching, provided it
is not meted out in anger.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question remains whether the writers of the New Testament adhered to Plutarchos’ view
that slave-owners should not act in anger towards their slaves.
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Dio Chrysostomos Orationes 10.12

Context:

Dio Chrysostomos was a Greek orator and popular philosopher (Browning & Wilson
2003:470). His philosophy was Stoic-Cynic and reflected an essentially conservative outlook

in life.

Passage:

Kai vOv pév 8tav alTog RS v TA oikig, ou
@POVTICEIG YN TI AUTOG UQPEA, OUdE OTAV

KaBeudng, un £€ypnyopws O Traig KaKov Ti

£pyaanTal.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
And now, when on the one hand you are
alone in the house, you do not ponder
stealing something yourself, nor on the other
hand when you lie down to sleep, [do you
ponder] your waking slave doing some
mischief.

Interpretation:

This passage conveys the popular stereotyping of antiquity that slaves are unreliable and

dishonest (cf Fitzgerald 2010:8).

Relevance for the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament:
The question whether the New Testament writers shared this pessimistic stereotyping of

slaves, begs answering.

Columella De Re Rustica 1.7.6-7

Context:

Columella authored the most systematic Roman manual on agriculture (Spurr 2003b:367). It
was written in 60-65 AD. He defended the intensive slave-staffed villa, characterised by
capital investment and close supervision by the owner.

Passage:

In longinquis tamen fundis, in quos non est
facilis excursus patris familias, cum omne
genus agri tolerabilius sit sub liberis colonis
guam sub villicis servis habere, tum
praecipue frumentarium, quem et minime
(sicut vineas aut arbustum) colonus evertere
potest, et maxime vexant servi, qui boves
elocant, eosdemque et cetera pecora male
pascunt, nec industrie terram vertunt,
longeque plus imputant seminis iacti quam
quod severint; sed nec quod terrae
mandaverint sic adiuvant, ut recte proveniat,
idgue cum in aream contulerunt, per trituram
cotidie minuunt vel fraude vel negligentia.
Nam et ipsi diripiunt, et ab aliis furibus non
custodiunt. Sed nec conditum cum fide
rationibus inferunt.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
However, on remote farms to which the
owner cannot easily set out, it is more
bearable for every kind of land to be under
[the control of] free tenant farmers than
under slave managers, and especially of
grain. Even to such [land] a tenant farmer
can do the least harm, as for example vines
and trees, and yet slaves molest [it] greatly:
They rent out oxen — they feed them and
other [animals] poorly; and they do not
plough the land diligently, and they enter into
the accounts the sowing of seed more than
was sown; what they have committed to the
earth they do not so cherish that it grows
properly; and what is more, when they have
heaped it on the threshing-floor, every day
throughout the threshing they reduce [the
amount] either through deception or
neglegence. For they themselves steal it and
do not guard [it] against the thieving of
others, and even when it is stored away they
do not enter it honestly in the accounts.

Interpretation:

Columella expresses slave-owners’ typical intransigent view of slaves (Bradley 1987:27).
This view generally included the perceived criminality of slaves and their propensity towards
excess, illustrated clearly by this passage. Slaves were considered to be more intent on
damage than farming. And any intelligence that they may possess is depicted as deception
or wickedness, and geared towards enriching themselves at the cost of their owner.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
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Again, the question remains whether the New Testament authors shared Columella’s
negative stereotyping of slaves.

5.2.3 Jewish attitudes towards slaves

Deuteronomy 15:12-15 (BHS 1996)

Context:

Deuteronomy 15 forms part of a larger section (12:1-28:68) dealing with religious and
societal rules and regulations. The verses quoted above deal with the freeing of slaves in the
context of the rules relating to the cancelling of debts (Deut 15:1-11).

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
n172pn iR "avn 1UmR 17 1287~ o | P If a fellow Hebrew, a man or a woman,
12| sells himself to you and serves you six years,
in the seventh year you must let him go free.

137700 NDUAWD NJUAT 010 00 TTID1

$IRun " wem
. . . i . 13
137700 R 77 IRUD CU9T 13TP0DT2]

;0]

TI2In1 TIR'¥ND i7 RTIUR RTIUD
T2 ¥

177100 IR NInt 72232 O0R

IT71N1230 vl D0t 730 02

¥ And when you release him, do not send
him away empty-handed.

* Supply him liberally from your flock, your
threshing floor and your winepress. Give to
him as the Lord your God has blessed you.
!> Remember that you were slaves in Egypt
and the Lord your God redeemed you. That
is why | give you this command today.

12707 NR
t0itn NTn

Interpretation:

As far as Hebrew slaves were concerned, verse 14 seems to echo the sentiments of
Ischomachos (see 5.2.1 above) that a slave-owner fosters goodwill towards him by sharing
what is his. The Hebrew Bible provides the blessings of the Lord as theological basis of the
command to supply your freed slave with livestock, grain, and wine. The passage is
obviously limited to Hebrew slaves.

Relevance for the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament:
It is necessary to determine whether the authors of the New Testament adhered to the Old
Testament attitudes towards fellow Christian slaves.

M. Abot. 2:7

Context:
This section of the Mishnah deals broadly speaking with damages and more precisely with
ethical matters.

Passage:
0 T2V N27N ANT N27n N1T90 Nan
271 Nan

Own translation with grammatical notes:
The more female slaves the more sexual
immorality; the more male slaves the more
theft.

Interpretation:
Notions of the evil nature of slaves and the consequent need for discipline appear repeatedly
in rabbinic literature (cf Hezser 2005:151). This passage provides an example of the oft-
repeated claim that slaves are prone to sexual immorality and dishonesty, as was prevalent
throughout antiquity. This passage from the Mishnah contradicts the Old Testament's view of
Hebrew slaves.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament authors shared in such negative stereotyping of
slaves.
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5.2.4 Section summary

Greek attitudes

Greco-Roman attitudes

Jewish attitudes

Greek attitudes towards
slaves were guided by
economic considerations,
namely the gain to be
derived from a slave’s labour
in relation to his upkeep.

At least theoretically, the
maximum gain could be
achieved by a system of
rewards and punishments

Greco-Roman attitudes were
based on negative
stereotyping of slaves as
being dishonest, cunning,
unreliable, even criminal, and
intent on damage.

As a counter-balance,
Plutarchos urged slave-
owners not to act in anger
towards their slaves.

Because of the blessings
bestowed upon Jewish
slave-owners by the Lord,
they are exhorted to share
those blessings with their
Hebrew slaves.

Yet in the Mishnah the
negative stereotyping of the
Greco-Roman society is
mirrored.

aimed at fostering goodwill of
slaves towards their owners.

5.3

GREEK TREATMENT OF SLAVES

Xenophon Oikonomikos 13.6, 9

Context:

responsibilities (cf Bradley 1994:58ff).

These passages form part of a section dealing with the training of managers, baliliffs or
stewards (€mitpoTrog or actor). The managers were slaves themselves entrusted with greater

Passages:
6. Oukolv, £@n, W ZWKPATEG, TA PEv GAAQ

{Wwa €k duolv ToUTOIV TO TIEiBeaBal
pavBdavouaiv, €k Te TO0 OTav ATTEIOEiV
EMIXEIPWOI  KOAAZeaBal kai €k TOO OTOV

TTPOBUPWG UTTNPETWATIV TTATXEIV.

9. avBpwtroug &' €01 MOAVWTEPOUG TTOIENV
Kai AOyw, EMIOEIKVUOVTA WG TUUQEPEI AUTOIG
Tei@eaBal, TOIg O doUAoIC Kai fj dokolaa
BnpIwdng TTaideia sival TTavu £aTiv ETTaywyog
TPOG TO TEiBeaBal didAaKelv: TH yap yaaTpi
auTQV €T Talg €mMBOUMIaIG TTPOaXAPIJOUEVOS
Gv TToAAG avuTolg TTap’ alT@V. ai &€ QIAOTIMOI
TOV QUOEWV Kai TQ €maivw TrapoguvovTal.
TEIVQRO1 yap To0 &mTaivou oUx ATTOV évial TV

QUaewV f GAAaI TQV TiTwV TE Kai TTOTWV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
6. “Well,” he said, “O Socrates, other living
things indeed learn to obey in two ways: By
being punished when they try to disobey, and
by being treated well when they serve
devoutly.

9. And men are made more obedient even by
speaking, by pointing out that it is beneficial
to them to obey, but for slaves even the
training thought to be brutal is exceedingly
attractive to teach obedience. For you will
accomplish much with them by satisfying
their bellies on account of [their] appetites.
And even those who are ambitious by nature
will be spurred on by praise, for some by
nature crave praise no less than others
[crave] food and drink.

Interpretation:

In this passage Xenophon seems to contradict himself: Here he condones brutal treatment of
slaves, while earlier he preached kindness and reward as an efficient method of fostering
goodwill (see 5.16, 12.5-7, 13.11-12; 5.2.1 above). In the minds of Greek slave-owners it
may very well not have been contradictory but rather complementary: Good slave
management requires a carrot and a stick, and an eye for a slave’s individual weaknesses.
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Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

The question is whether the New Testament writers supported such a dual system of reward

or incentive and harsh treatment.

Xenophon Cyropaedia 8.1.43-44

Context:

Cyropaedia is a pseudo-historical account of the life of Cyrus | the Great (Tuplin 2003:1629-
1630). It deals primarily with techniques of military and political leadership.

Passage:

oU¢ & al kareokeUalev €ic TO BOUAEUEIV,
TOUTOUG 0UTE PEAETAV TV EAEUBEPIWY TTOVWV
oUdéva  TTopwpua 00O’ OmAa  KekTAGOAI
ETTETPETTEV: ETTEPEAETTO OE OTTWG WPATE AaITOI
PATE AtToToi TTOoTE €00IVTO €AeUBEpiwV Eveka
MEAETNUATWY. Kai yap OTOoTe £Aalvolev TA
Bnpia Toig iTrTedalv €ig¢ 10 Tedia, QEépeabal
gitov €i¢ Bnpav TouToIG ETTETPETTE, TV OF
¢AeUBEPWV OUBEVI- Kai OTTOTE TTopEia €in, Ayev
alToug TPoOg Ta Udata watrep T& UTTodUYyIa.
Kai OmoTe O¢ wpa €in ApioTou, AvEPEvVEV

aUToUG 0T EUQAYOIEV TI, WG PR BOUAIMIQEY-

Own translation with grammatical notes:

On the other hand those he trained to be
slaves, he did not encourage through
practising the exercises of the freemen, nor
did he permit them to possess weapons. But
he did take care that they are not at any time
without food or drink on account of the
freemen’s exercises. For even when they
drove the animals to the plains for the
horsemen, he permitted them to carry food
on the hunt, but none of the freemen. And
when there was a march, he led them to
water like [he did] the animals. And again,
when it was time for lunch, he waited until
they had eaten something so that they do not
suffer from ravenous hunger. And so this
class, like the nobles, called him “father”, for
he cared for them in an unquestionable
manner, while they always continued to be

w . - _ “ A slaves.
WaTe Kai outol auTOV WaTEP O ApIaTol

TTOTEPQ €KAAOUYV, OTI ETTEPEAETO AUTQV OTTWG

Aavap@IAdywge aegi avdpatroda diateAoiey.

Interpretation:

Xenophon points to Cyrus’ slave management as being directed at their most basic needs for
food and drink. Yet a (not so subtle) comparison with animals is also evident. The lesson is
that slaves must be treated well as far as basic needs are concerned but no more than that.
And the motivation is that this would ensure best service from them.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament preached this approach of basic
and minimum care for slaves but no more.

Xenophon Memorabilia 2.1.16-17

Context:
Memorabilia is a collection of Socratic dialogues (cf Tulpin 2003:1630). These dialogues deal
with matters such as religion, friendship and family, and justice.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

OKEWWHEBX B¢ Kaii TOOTO, TIRC Of BETTIOTCN “But let us examine this carefully: How do
owners treat these household slaves? Do
they teach them not to have sexual
intercourse through starving them? And do
they prevent stealing by closing down where

TOIC TOIOUTOIC OIKETAIC XPWVTAI. AP OU TAV

MEV Aayveiav auT@v TG AIP® ocwepovifouat;
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KAETTTEIV O€ KWAUOUTIV aTTOKAEiovVTEG GBEV AV
I AaBelv ; ToO 8¢ SpateTeUElv SETUOIC
ameipyouat; TV dpyiav &¢ TTAnyaig
¢¢avaykadoualv; fj gU TG TToIETG, OTaV TWV
OIKETQV TIva Tol00TOV OVTa KaTapavedavng;

KoAdalw, €@n, Taal Kakoig, £wg av OOUAEUEIV

AvVayKAow.

there is something to take? And do they keep
them from running away with chains? And do
they drive out laziness with strokes? Or how
do you act when you closely inspect some
such properties of the household slaves?” “I
punish”, he said, “with all bad things, until |
force them to serve.”

Interpretation:

The negative stereotyping of slaves (e.g. slaves are sexually immoral, dishonest, lazy)
necessitates harsh treatment as a form of precaution. Enough harsh treatment will in the end

lead to obedience.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New

Testament:

The question is whether the authors of the New Testament preached such an approach of
harsh treatment based on the negative stereotyping of slaves.

Plato Leges 777c-778a

Context:

This passage forms part of a section (starting at 777a) dealing with the fact, according to the
Athenian, that slaves are not easy property to deal with. He cites as evidence frequent slave

revolts and crimes committed by slaves (777b).

Passage:

TPOG & TIG Av TravTa BAEWag SIOTTOPATEIE Ti
xpn Opdv Tepi ATAvTwyY TWV ToloUTwyY. dUO
on AcitregBov povw unxava, PATe TTaTpiwTag
AAAAWV  gival  ToUg  pENovTag  pdov
OOUAEUTEIV, AOUPQPWVOUG TE €ig dUvapv OTI
MAAIOTa, TPEPEIV &’ AUTOUG OPOMG, W HOVOV
ékeivwyv €veka, TTAEoV O€ aUTQV TTPOTIMWVTAG:
n o¢ Tpo@r TWV TOIOUTWV MPATE TIVG URpPIV
€l

UBpilelv  €i¢ TOUG OiKETAG, ATTOV OF,

duvaTtov, adikelv fj Toug €€ igou. ... KOAAlelv
kN
vouBeTolvTag wg €éAeuBépoug BpuTTeaBal

ye uAv €&v Oikn OoUAoug Oel, Kai
Trolglv: TRV O¢ OIKETOU TTPOTPNAIV XPr) OXEOOV
gmitaglv maoav yiyveabal, PR TTpoaTraiovTag
undapf UNdap®g oikétalg, AT olv BnAcialg
MATE Gppealv, & dn TPOg douloug @iAolal
TTOMOI  0eodpa  AvoATwg  BpUTITOVTES
XOAETTWTEPOV ATTEPYAleaOal TOV Biov €keivolg

1€ GpXETOaI Kai £AUTOIG BIPXEIV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
In respect of this, having seen all, one is at a
loss as to what one must do concerning all
such matters. Now, only two means remain:
Either not to allow them to be fellow
countrymen if they serve readily, and not [to
be] harmonious in power; or above all to
treat them properly, not only on account of
them but more out of honour for ourselves.
And the nurturing of the same consist of not
committing some violence towards the
household slaves, and if possible, hurting
them even less than our equals. ... At any
rate on the one hand we should punish
slaves by right [justly] and not by
admonishing them to become feeble like
freemen. On the other hand an address to
household slaves should be more or less
entirely command: No joking whatsoever
with household slaves, neither female nor
male; in fact, many show exceedingly
unheard of affection towards slaves, making
it more difficult to bring life to perfection, both
for those who are ruled and themselves who
rule.

Interpretation:

The Athenian suggests two means of controlling slaves, namely to control the cohabitation
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of fellow countrymen, or to treat slaves properly. He then warns on the one hand against
violence towards slaves exceeding the boundaries of justice, and on the other a too
affectionate approach. The ideal of bringing life to perfection is to be found in a balance
between these extremes.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament adopted this approach of proper
treatment in the guidelines they give to slave-owners.

Corpus Aristotelicum Oikonomika 1344a-b

Context:
Oikonomika is considered to be a work spuriously attributed to Aristotle (Nussbaum
2003a:166). Aristotle was the first philosopher to undertake economic analysis, stating the

principle that material goods are tools of human flourishing (“cUdaipovia”) (Nussbaum

¢pydaleadal, Tponyv &’ Exelv URPIV EUTTOIET TO
O £pya pév EXeIv Kai KOAATEIG, TPpoPRV OE un,
Bialov kai aduvapiav Toigl. AcitreTan On £pya
TTAPEXEIV Kai TPO@nV ikavAv: duicBwv yap

oUx 0i0V Te BPXEIV, SOUAW &E LITBOS TPON).

2003h:503).

Passages: Own translation with grammatical notes:

"Oviwv 8¢ IRV, EPYouU Kai KOAGOEWC Kai Three things_ exist [for slaves]: Work and
corporal punishment and food. On the one

TPOPAG, TO pev  pnTe  koAageaBal, AT | hand neither to be punished nor to be put to

work, but on the other to be provided with
food causes [slaves] to indulge in insolence.
And to on the one hand have work and
[receive] corporal punishment, but on the
other not food, produces violence and
incapacity. In fact, it remains to provide work
and sufficient food. For it is impossible to rule

those who are not rewarded, and for a slave
food is reward.

Interpretation:

Despite the spurious nature of this passage, Aristotle’s economic principle seems clear:
Human flourishing is only possible when a slave-owner treats his slaves, and other material
goods, properly. Conversely, if he treats his slaves unjustly, his human flourishing will suffer
through violence and incapacity. The manner in which to achieve this goal is through work
and punishment for work not (well) done, and food as reward for work (well) done.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the writers of the New Testament adopted such an
economic approach to slave management.

The treatment of slaves among Greeks was governed by the necessity of reward or
incentive on the one hand, and punishment on the other hand.

o The reward or incentive dangled in front of slaves was provision for
their most basic needs, such as food and drink. Yet an overly
friendly approach to one’s slaves was discouraged.

. Disobedience led to punishment, sometimes even of a harsh
nature. Yet punishment was, at least theoretically, delimited to what
is just.

The limitations placed on the extremes of overly affectionate relations and unjust
punishments suggest a balanced “middle of the road” approach to slave
management and treatment.
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5.4 GRECO-ROMAN TREATMENT OF SLAVES

Seneca Ad Lucilium epistulae morales 47.1, 5, 11

Context:

The Epistulae Morales comprises 124 letters written towards the end of Seneca’'s life
(Reynolds et al 2003:97). They are addressed, at least nominally, to Gaius Lucilius lunior,
who may have been a Stoic philosopher, and follow the form of Epicurus’ philosophical
letters. Topics addressed are philosophical, literary, linguistic, and social in nature (Duff et al
2003:888). The passages quoted below come from a letter dealing with the relationship

between Lucilius and his slaves.

Passages:

1. Libenter ex iis qui a te veniunt cognovi
familiariter te cum servis tuis vivere: hoc
prudentiam tuam, hoc eruditionem decet.
'Servi sunt.’ Immo homines. 'Servi sunt'
Immo contubernales. 'Servi sunt." Immo
humiles amici. 'Servi sunt.' Immo conservi, Si
cogitaveris tantundem in utrosque licere
fortunae.

5. Deinde eiusdem arrogantiae proverbium
iactatur, totidem hostes esse quot servos:
non habemus illos hostes sed facimus.

11. Nolo in ingentem me locum immittere et
de usu servorum disputare, in quos
superbissimi, crudelissimi, contumeliosissimi
sumus. Haec tamen praecepti mei summa
est: sic cum inferiore vivas quemadmodum
tecum superiorem velis vivere.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
1. | was pleased to learn from those who
come from you that you live in a familial way
with your slaves: It befits your prudence and
skill. “They are slaves!” On the contrary,
[they are] human beings. “They are slaves!”
On the contrary, [they are] comrades. “They
are slaves!” On the contrary, [they are]
humble friends. “They are slaves!” On the
contrary, [they are] fellow-slaves, if one
reasons that fortune grants just as much in
either direction.

5. Next, a proverb of this arrogance is thrown
about: “So many enemies you have as you
have are slaves.” We do not acquire these
enemies, but we make them.

11. | refuse to allow myself into this
enormous topic and to argue about the use
of slaves, towards whom we are excessively
arrogant, cruel, and abusive. Nevertheless,
here is my highest precept: “Treat your
inferiors as you would be treated by your

superiors.”

Interpretation:

In his treatment of slaves, Seneca displays typical Stoic ideas (cf 4.3.4 above), namely that
all humans are equal, and thus entitled to equal treatment. Slaves do not display enmity
towards their owners by nature, but enmity is fostered by an owner’s harsh treatment. He
describes Roman slave-owners, obviously generalising in doing so, as arrogant, cruel, and
abusive towards their slaves. The basis of proper treatment of slaves should, according to
Seneca, rather be that you treat all people equally and that you put yourself in the shoes of
the other person.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament exhorted slave-owners to such
equality in treatment of subjects and superiors.

Cicero De Officiis 1.13.41

Context:

De Officiis was Cicero’s last work (Simon & Obbink 2003:1563). It ostensibly offers advice on
a range of problems of conduct, based on Stoic precepts and particularly the teachings of
Panaetius, a Stoic philosopher of the second century BC (cf Inwood 2003b:1104). This
passage appears at the end of a section dealing with duties connected to war.

Passage: | Own translation with grammatical notes:
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Meminerimus autem etiam adversus infimos
iustitiam esse servandam. Est autem infima
condicio et fortuna servorum, quibus non
male praecipiunt, qui ita iubent uti, ut
mercennariis, operam exigendam, iusta
praebenda.

Moreover, let us remember to preserve
justice even towards the lowest. Now the
lowest state and fortune are those of slaves,
[and] they give us no bad advice who so bid
us how: As [alt. like] paid employees, they
must complete the work [and] they must be

allowed their dues.

Interpretation:

The preservation of justice is paramount, even in war. Cicero extends the principle to the
owners’ treatment of their slaves which should be analogous to that of a paid employee: The
employee is duty-bound to complete the work, and the employer is duty-bound to pay the
employee his dues.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the New Testament authors taught such an analogy to
paid employees in their teachings to slave-owners.

Cicero De Officiis 2.8.24

Context:

This passage appears in a section dealing with love as the only effective tool to achieve and
retain influence. Cicero contrasts love with fear which only fuels the hatred of people, as
Julius Caesar found to his cost.

Passages: Own translation with grammatical notes:

Sed iis, qui vi oppressos imperio coercent, sit
sane adhibenda saevitia, ut eris in famulos,
si aliter teneri non possunt...

But those who restrain by forceful oppression
would of course bring to bear severity, for
example an owner upon his slave, if [the

slave] cannot be controlled otherwise...

Interpretation:
The use of force, which breeds fear among subjects, necessitates severity. It is true of the
state and its subjects, but also of a slave-owner and his slave.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It needs to be determined whether the New Testament authors taught slave-owners severity,
in preference to love, in the treatment of slaves.

Varro De re rustica 1.17.3

Context:

Varro (116-27 BC) studied literature at Rome and philosophy at Athens (Kaster 2003:1582).
His works combined methodical analysis and original learning on nearly every field of study.
De re rustica, written in 37 BC, is a treatise on farming with entertainment as subsidiary goal.
It deals with agriculture in general (book 1), cattle and sheep breeding (book 2), and smaller
farm animals (book 3). This passage forms part of a section dealing with the means of tilling
the land. Varro’s sub-division of these means is two-fold: Men, and the instruments without
which men cannot cultivate the land. The instruments are further sub-divided into the
articulate namely slaves, the inarticulate namely cattle, and the mute namely vehicles.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Mancipia esse oportere neque formidulosa | Slaves should be neither fearful nor
negue animosa. courageous.

Interpretation:

As far as the articulate instruments, or slaves, are concerned, Varro indicates their ideal
attitude, at least from the point of view of the slave-owner: Neither fearful nor courageous.
Varro seems to suggest a balanced approach to the treatment of slaves: Not too harsh so as
to induce fear and render them useless, and not too lenient so as to induce courage and
subsequent disobedience.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
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Testament:
The question is whether the New Testament writers preached such a balanced approach in
the treatment of slaves to slave-owners.

Petronius Satiricon 10.75

Context:

Petronius Arbiter, who died a suicidal death in 66 AD, wrote Satiricon, the style and factual
detail of which can be dated to the reign of emperor Nero (Harrison 2003:1149). The work is
a critical parody of Greco-Roman literature and culture. This quotation is from Volume 2
entitled “The dinner of Trimalchio”, in the style of the comic meal in Roman satire (Harrison
2003:1150).

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:
Nevertheless, | was my master's darling [alt.
mistress] for fourteen years. And there is no
disgrace in the fact that [your] owner
commands [you]. Yet | also satisfied my
owner's wife. | say this judiciously: | say
nothing because | am not of the boastful
[kind].

Tamen ad delicias ipsimi  annos
guattuordecim fui. Nec turpe est, quod
dominus iubet. Ego tamen et ipsimae satis
faciebam. Scitis quid dicam: taceo, quia non
sum de gloriosis.

Interpretation:

This text provides evidence of the sexual abuse of slaves, both male and female.
Imaginative literature such as this must be read with caution and must preferably be verified
against other kinds of evidence (Harrill 1998:29). Yet the preponderance of evidence
supports the factuality of this text (cf Saller 1987:72). In Greco-Roman society slaves were
the victims of their owners’ sexual desires. But owners also abused their slaves sexually to
avoid Roman laws pertaining to succession. The abuse of slaves as objects of sexual
gratification by their owners, both male and female, was considered as one of the
prerogatives of ownership (Bradley 1994:28).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The guestion is whether the New Testament authors condoned the sexual abuse of slaves.

Marcus Aurelius Ta €ig éautov 1.17.7

Context:

Marcus Aurelius was emperor in Rome from 161 to 180 AD (Birley 2003:219). He is most
famous for his intimate notebook recording his own reflections on human life and the ways of
the gods (Rutherford 2003:220). His thoughts closest resemble those of the Stoic Epictetus.
The first book, from which this passage is quoted, contains a list of relatives and teachers
who taught him valuable lessons of life. In paragraph 17 he lists what he owes the gods.

Passage: Own translation with grammatical notes:

16 prTe Bevediktng dwacBal prite OeoddTou, That | touched neither Bened!cta nor
Theodotos, but also afterwards, having fallen

GMa  kai  GoTepov  év Epwrikoig  TIABET! | into sexual cravings, | was cured.

yEVOpEVOV Uylaval:

Interpretation:

Marcus Aurelius owes to the gods the fact that he never touched or, maybe more accurately,
availed himself of two slaves in his possession. Indeed, the gods cured him of his sexual
cravings. He certainly had the power to sexually (ab)use the slaves, one female and one
male. But he considered it a spiritual victory not to have caved in to his cravings
notwithstanding the opportunity to do so (cf Bradley 1994:28). This conforms to the Stoic
idea that man must not be slave to his bodily cravings (see 4.3.4 above).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:
The question is whether the writers of the New Testament emulated Marcus Aurelius’
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| spiritual attitude as an exhortation to slave-owners to respect their slaves sexually.

In Greco-Roman society one found the Stoic viewpoint of slave management, namely
that all human beings, including slaves, are equal and thus entitled to equal
treatment based on love. This may even extend to the treatment of slaves as paid
employees. Generally, the treatment of slaves is described as arrogant, cruel,
abusive, and fear-driven. From an economic point of view slave management must
be a balancing act between overly harsh and overly friendly treatment. Using slaves
sexually was common and not perceived as abuse; it is criticised only in the rarest of

cases.

5.5

JEWISH TREATMENT OF SLAVES

Philo De specialibus legibus 2.66-68

Context:

Philo operated within the Greek philosophical framework, yet the sole authority of the law of
Moses was fundamental to him (Rajak 2003:1167). His ethics tended towards Stoicism but
he considered true morality to be imitation of God. In De specialibus legibus Philo attempts to
systematise the laws of the Torah in conformity with the Ten Commandments.

Passage:
AAN’ €olke DIt TOUG ATTEIBETTEPOUG Kai fiKIaTa

TTPOCEXOVTAG TOV VOOV TOIG TTPOCTATTOMEVOIG
Kai Td GAAa  TTpoovopoBeTelv, oU povov
¢NeUBEPOUG  AvExEV
AaAAG

Bepatraivalg €@igic, adeiav Kai pévov ouk

Epywv agiv  Tdig

£BO6UaIG, Kai  Beparroual  Kai

éAeuBepiav O EE nUEPV  TTPOKNPUTTWY
ToUTOIG, iV Au@OTEPOUG avadiddagn paenua
KGANIGTOV: TOUG HEV OeaTTOTOG QAUTOUPYEIV
¢0iCegBal, pn avapévoviag TAG ATO TQV
OIKETWV AaTpeiag Kai UTNPEdiag... Toug O
OIKETAG MR ATTOYIVWOKEIV  TAG  AMEIVOUG
EATTIOOG, GAN Exoviag TRV O €L nuepQV
Gvealv  éumlpeupd T Kai  wTTupov
éNeuBepiag TNV €ic TO TavTeAEg dgealy, Ei
XPNOTOI

Tpoadokdv. €k ¢ [...], guppnacTal TOV TV

OIapEVOIEY Kai  @IAodEaTToTOl,
avBpwtiwv Biov E€mdolval TPOG APETAV
TEAEIOTATNV, UTTOMINVNOKOUEVWY ITOTNTOG KAl
AVTEKTIVOVTWY  GAAAAOIC Xpéog  Avaykaiov

TQV Te AQUTTP@V €ival SOKOUVTWY Kai TV

APAVETTEPWV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
But it seems likely that it was on account of
the disobedient and those who were the least
inclined to attend to what was commanded,
that he [Moses] gave additional laws, not only
that freemen should cease worthy works on
the seventh day, but also that [their] male and
female servants be allowed [the same],
proclaiming to them — not only freemen — [a
day of] freedom every six days, so that both
[classes] may be better taught the finest
lesson: So that on the one hand owners may
become accustomed to working with their
own hand, not waiting for the duties and
services performed by the household
slaves... and on the other hand [so that] the
household slaves may not despair of better
expectations but have relaxation every six
days as a kind of kindling and spark of
freedom, expecting complete relaxation if
they should continue and love their owners.
And from [this], it will follow that the life of
mankind  progresses towards  perfect
excellence, they being reminded of equality
and repaying each other with necessary
services, both those of high and those of
obscure status.
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Interpretation:

Philo reiterates that slave-owners must, in terms of the fourth commandment, also allow their
slaves the relaxation of the Sabbath. He teaches that this commandment contains a fine
lesson for both owners and slaves: Owners must learn to sometimes work with their own
hands, and the Sabbath must serve to foster the expectation of freedom in slaves. It seems
that Philo refers here to eventual manumission in return for loyalty and obedience. He
concludes that the fourth commandment puts into practice the principles of equality of man
and reciprocity between men, typical of Stoic philosophy (see 4.3.4 above).

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

The question is whether the writers of the New Testament also placed the Torah in the
context of equality and reciprocity when addressing slave-owners.

Philo De specialibus legibus 3.137

Context:
This passage forms part of a greater section dealing with laws on murderers. The immediate
context deals with the killing of slaves.

Passage:
Oepatrovteg TUXN MEV EAATTOVI KEXPNVTOI,

QUoswg O¢ TAG QUTAG HeTatrolodvTal TOIG
oegmoTalg. TW O¢ Beiw VoUW Kavwv TV

OIkaiwv €aTiv ou 1O TAG TUXNG GAAG TO TAG

Own translation with grammatical notes:

Slaves are on the one hand by fortune
necessarily inferior, but on the other they lay
claim to the same nature as [their] owners.
And according to divine law harmony in the
rules of justice does not originate from fortune
but from nature. On account of which it befits

the owners not to use the powers over [their]
household slaves immoderately, showing off
their false pretences and contempt and awful
cruelty. For such [conduct] is not evidence of
a peaceful inner being but, borne out of ill-
temperance, of unaccountability for coveting
after tyrannical power.

QPUOEWS  EVAPUOVIOV. TOUG
Kupioug  pn

£¢ouaialg Kata TWV OIKETWYV, dAladoveiav Kai

010 TTPOCTNKEI

KOTOKOpWG  xpAoBar  Taig

Utrepoyiav Kai devnv wyoTtnTa

¢mdelkvupévoug  Talta  yap ouk  EaTl
Oeiypara WuxAg ipnvikAg aAN UTTd akpaaiag
TO AvuTTEUBUVOV {NAoUaNG KaTd TUPAVVIKAV

duvaaTeiav.

Interpretation:

Philo describes the nature of slaves, displaying the dichotomy described in 4.4 above: On the
one hand applied agreement with a natural theory of slavery, yet on the other explicit
opposition to it. The principle of equality dominates and this must encourage slave-owners to
treat their slaves moderately rather than with extreme harshness. Consequently, a slave-
owner may be held liable if he Kills his own slave intentionally.

Relevance for the interpretation of exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament:

It is necessary to determine whether the New Testament authors acted as precursors to
Philo’s encouragement of moderate treatment of slaves.

According to Philo, Jewish slave-owners were duty-bound by the Law of Moses to
put into practice the principles of equality and reciprocity in their treatment of their
slaves. He considers these principles as being crucial to the spiritual growth of both
owner and slave, much like Marcus Aurelius (see 5.2.2 above). In practice these
principles would lead to the moderate treatment of slaves by their owners. One must
bear in mind, however, that Philo describes the ideal rather than necessarily reality
(cf Harrill 1998:28).
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5.6

CHAPTER SUMMARY

Greek treatment of
slaves

Greco-Roman treatment
of slaves

Jewish treatment of
slaves

The treatment of slaves
among Greeks was
governed by the necessity of
reward or incentive and
punishment. This approach
was true to the Greeks’
economic outlook on slavery
and slave management: Both
reward and punishment was
aimed at increased economic
benefit to the owner.

Slave-owners were
encouraged to seek a
balance between reward and
punishment, avoiding too
friendly an approach and
unjust treatment.

Despite the negative
stereotyping of slaves in
Greco-Roman society, slave-
owners were encouraged,
based on Stoic philosophy,
to treat their slaves
humanely, for all human
beings are equal. Yet, the
treatment of slaves during
this period is described as
arrogant, cruel, abusive, and
fear-driven.

The Greco-Romans
endeavoured to find the

same balance as the Greeks:

A midway between overly
harsh and overly

Philo interpreted the fourth
commandment as an
injunction to Jewish slave-
owners to treat their slaves
according to the principles of
equality and reciprocity. In
practice these principles
would lead to the moderate
treatment of slaves by their
owners, and to spiritual
growth for both owner and
slave. Furthermore, he
envisages eventual
manumission.

friendly/familial treatment.

5.7 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter aimed to construct the attitude of slave-owners, whether real or
idealised, towards their slaves and their treatment. In order to achieve this aim,
relevant passages from Greek, Roman and Jewish sources were identified by way of
the search filter developed in chapter 2, and the identified passages were analysed
and interpreted. In the analysis and interpretation of these sources, the pitfalls of
using these sources (described in 1.4.3) were optimally avoided. The results of this
process of analysis and interpretation have been used as socio-historic context when
studying the relevant New Testament passages in chapter 6.

The following conclusions may be drawn from the foregoing analysis and
interpretation:

o Slave management as a field of study was designed to entrench the
slave-owner's power and authority over his slaves while
encouraging the slaves to work productively, loyally and honestly.
Owners were warned to be loose their grip on power through too
lenient treatment of their slaves. These aims of slave management
always took precedence over the interests of the slaves.

o In Greek and Greco-Roman society the treatment of slaves
depended on a system of reward and punishment. The ratio of
reward to punishment in specific instances probably varied greatly
from slave-owner to slave-owner. Negative stereotyping of slaves
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as cunning, dishonest, disloyal was common, despite the efforts of
Stoic philosophy to proclaim the equality of all men.

o Disobedience led to punishment, sometimes even of a harsh
nature. Yet punishment was, at least theoretically, delimited to what
is just. This was especially true in the case of Jewish society where
proper treatment of slaves was linked directly to the Law of Moses,
and was thus divinely enacted. A Jewish slave-owner, who did not
adhere to the principles of equality and reciprocity in his relations
with his slaves, sinned against the God of the Jews.

This chapter poses the following question: Where do the writers of the New
Testament find themselves, relative to their contemporaries, when exhorting
Christian slave-owners on the treatment of their slaves? Formulated differently: Were
the writers of the New Testament influenced in their exhortations to slave-owners by
the wisdom of the day on the matter? These questions have been answered after
exegesis of the relevant exhortations in chapter 6.
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THE NEW TESTAMENT ON
THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF SLAVE-OWNERS
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6.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to interpret the New Testament exhortations to slave-owners. In
order to achieve this aim, the following relevant passages from the New Testament
were identified for analysis and interpretation:

Category Scriptural passages
Direct exhortations to slave-owners Eph 6:9; Col 4:1; Phim 1-25.
Exhortations to slave-owners implied in the 1 Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8; Col 3:22-25; 1 Tim
exhortations to slaves 6:1-2b; Titus 2:9-10; 1 Pet 2:18-25.
The conduct of slave-owners as Mt 8:5-13%; 10:24-25"; 24:45-51%; 25:14-
phenomenon 30%; Luke 16:1-8; 17:7-10; John 8:35; Acts
12:13-16.

The first category (exhortations to slave-owners) appears in two contexts in the New
Testament. Firstly, Paul®” describes in a personal letter Philemon’s new relationship

% Also see Luke 7:1-10.

% Compare John 13:16 and 15:20.
%5 Also see Luke 12:35-48.

% Also see Luke 19:11-27.
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in Christ with his slave Onesimus in a very direct manner. Secondly, direct
exhortations to slave-owners are contained in the household codes in Ephesians and
Colossians. Slave-owners are explicitly exhorted to adopt an attitude regarding their
slaves testifying to the fact that they themselves stand in a living relationship with
Christ as their “Owner”.

The second category (exhortations to slave-owners implied in the exhortations to
slaves) appears in the household codes contained in Ephesians, Colossians,
1 Timothy, Titus, and 1 Peter. This category also contains the exhortation by Paul to
slaves in 1 Corinthians 7:21. The third category (the conduct of slave-owners as
phenomenon) appears in the miracles and parables of Jesus Christ. In these cases
the rights and duties of the slave-owner and slave, or certain aspects of it, becomes
evident.

These passages have been studied by way of philological analysis. A philological
study is a study of ancient texts by way of language analysis within the relevant texts’
socio-historical context (Goede 2006:6). However, such a study does not exclude the
use of linguistic methodological principles and methods within a primarily philological
enquiry, depending upon the nature of the ancient text in question. A philological
analysis of the New Testament text is also compatible with the grammatico-historical
method of exegesis described by De Klerk and Janse van Rensburg (2005) and
which will form the basis of the analysis and interpretation in this chapter.® In the
analysis and interpretation of these passages, the pitfalls of using ancient texts
described in 1.4.3 are borne in mind. The results of this process of analysis and
interpretation are used as basis for a comparison of the passages analysed and
interpreted in chapters 3, 4, and 5.

The chapter deals with these New Testament passages category by category and
concludes with a discussion on the apparently more conservative exhortations
directed at slaves in the later New Testament writings in the context of separation
and acculturation, and a chapter summary.

6.2 DIRECT EXHORTATIONS TO SLAVE-OWNERS
6.2.1 Ephesians 6:9

Ephesians 6:9 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:

® And owners, do the same to them, giving
up threatening, knowing that both their and
avievreg TV amedny, €idoTeg 61 Kai aUTV | your Lord is in [the] heavens and regard for

9 Kai oi kupiol, Ta aUTa TTOIETTE TTPOG AUTOUG,

® The Pauline authorship of Philemon is generally accepted (Roberts 1984:117). The

Pauline authorship of Ephesians and Colossians are however disputed by many scholars,
as is that of the Pastoral Epistles. For the purposes of my study | accept that Paul was the
author of all these letters.

The extent of the application of the method described by De Klerk and Janse van
Rensburg (2005) to each passage is determined by the relevance of each exegetical step
to the interpretation of that specific passage. The relevant interpretation of each passage
does not necessarily need a full exegetical analysis.

68
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Kai UPV 6 KUPIOC £0TIV év oUpavoic kai | PErsons [partiality] is not with Him.

TPOCWTTOANUWIa oUK £TTIV TTAP  AUTQ.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Letter Opening (1:1-23)
1.1 Address (1:1-2)
1.2 Blessing (1:3-14)
1.3 Thanksgiving (1:15-23)
2. Letter Body (2:1-6:20)
2.1 Affirmations about the mystery of Christ (2:1-3:21)
2.1.1 Resurrection and reconciliation (2:1-22)
2.1.2 Paul's stewardship of God’s grace (3:1-13)
2.1.3 Prayer and doxology (3:14-21)
2.2 Exhortations to lead a Christian life (4:1-6:20)
2.2.1 Fundamental exhortations (4:1-24)
2.2.1.1 Maintain the unity of the Spirit (4:1-16)
2.2.1.2 Put off the old nature (4:17-22)
2.2.1.3 Put on the new nature (4:23-24)
2.2.2  Specific exhortations (4:25-6:9)
2.2.2.1 Various topics (4:25-5:20)
2.2.2.2 Life in the household (5:21-6:9)
2.2.2.2.1 Husband and wife (5:21-33)
2.2.2.2.2 Parents and children (6:1-4)
2.2.2.2.3 Owners and slaves (6:5-9) G—
2.2.3 Concluding exhortations (6:10-20)
2.2.3.1 Put on the whole armor of God (6:10-17)
2.2.3.2 Pray in the Spirit (6:18-20)
3. Letter Closing (6:21-24)
3.1 Commendation of Tychicus (6:21-22)
3.2 Benediction (6:23-24)

Ephesians 6:9 forms part of a larger pericope (2.2.2.2.3: 6:5-9) dealing with the relationship
between slave-owners and slaves, which in turn forms part of a larger section (2.2.2.2: 5:2—
6:9) dealing with life in the household. These specific exhortations are rooted in the
fundamental exhortations (2.2.1: 4:1-24), which in turn are rooted in the affirmations
regarding Christ (2.1: 2:1-3:21).

Paul writes this epistle with the universal headship of Christ as main theme (Eph 1:10; cf
Furnish 1996b). The headship of Christ necessitates unity in his body, the church (4:3). And
this pericope teaches slave-owners how this unity should also become evident in their
relationship with their slaves. The guiding principle for life in the household is stated in
Ephesians 5:21: umrotagagopevol AARAoIg év @ofw Xpiotod (“Submit to one another in

reverence to Christ”). It provides the Christological grounding of the relationship between
husband and wife, parents and children, and owner and slave.

) Cf Furnish (1996b).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
The genre of this pericope, and the larger section within which it appears (5:21-6:9), is
household codes.*

% The household codes in the New Testament comprise Eph 5:21-6:9, Col 3:18-4:1; 1 Tim
2:8-15; 5:1-2; 6:1-2; Tit 2:1-10; 3:1; 1 Pet 2:11-3:12. These codes outline the duties and
responsibilities of individuals in the proper or ideal management of their private
relationships i.e. those between husband and wife, parents and children, and owners and
slaves (Balch 1996). Opinions on the origins of the form of these codes range from the
Stoics and Jewish moral teaching to Aristotle. As far as the New Testament codes are
concerned, they certainly contain a greater or lesser degree of Christological grounding,
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Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to slave-owners

| Kai oi kUpiol, T& aUTd TToIETTE TTPOG auToUG, |
b Required change in treatment
| QAVIEVTEG TNV ATTEIARY, |
B First basis for change
| €id0TEG OTI Kai AUTWV Kai UMQV 6 KUPIOG £0TIV €V 0UPavoig |
Second basis for change
| Kai TrpogwTtToAnuyia oUk £0Tiv TTap’ auTQ. |

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope (in its broader textual context) suggests clearly that the membership of early
Christian congregations consisted of both slave-owners and slaves. There were also Jews
and non-Jews among the congregants, leading to primarily Christian thought influenced by
Jewish and Hellenistic Greek thought (cf Furnish 1996b). The relationship between a slave-
owner and his slave during the first century AD was first and foremost a legal relationship
with very little or no room for reciprocity, as was evidenced in chapters 3 and 5 above. Paul
recognises this legal relationship (cf Garnsey 1996:176).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
KUpiog: According to Louw and Nida (1996) kupiog may reference:

. an owner of property, and more specifically slaves (domain 57A Have, possess,
property, owner);

o a ruler (domain 37D Rule, govern);

. a form of address to a person who is an owner or rule (domain 87C High status or
rank).

In the context, however, it refers to the title for God and Christ namely Lord (domain 12A
Supernatural beings). Yet a subtle irony is also apparent: The slave-owner who is lord over
his slave must realise that he himself is property of the Lord Jesus Christ (cf Glancy

[2006:141] on the wordplay with kUpIOG).

Revelation historical context of the pericope: "
Ephesians 6:9 must be read in conjunction with 5:21: UTToTaggopevol GAANAOIG &V PORW

Xpio1o0... (Submitting to one another in reverence of Christ...). Thus owner and slave

should submit to one another because they both revere Christ as their Lord. There should
consequently be no barrier caused by each other’s legal or social status within the fellowship
of believers.

Revelation about God in the pericope
God, in the Person of the Son, does not favour one over the other, irrespective of differences

in class and status. The Son is further kUpiog over the slave-owner as the slave-owner is

KUplog over his slave.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
The title 6 kUplog implies Christ’s Lordship over those who believe in Him. His Lordship was

confirmed by his deeds of salvation on the cross and by his resurrection, and especially the
fatc that He redeemed with his precious blood all believers to become his possessions (cf

especially evident in Ephesians 5:21-6:9. The codes function both as apologetic
instruments against heresy and positive professions of faith, emphasising social duty in a
secular society (Balch 1996).

The pericopes analysed in this chapter are all interrelated as far as the topic of the slave-
owner’s rights and duties in respect of his slaves is concerned. This interrelation has been
expounded in 6.5 below.
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1 Pet 1:18-19). In this title the salvific facts proclaimed by the Gospels are recognised and
professed.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Slave-owners are exhorted to submit to their slaves in reverence to Christ (5:21) and to
therefore exhibit the same attitude as that required of slaves in 6:5-8 (see 6.3.2 below), to
refrain from threatening their slaves, and to be reminded of the fact that as owner and slave
they serve the same, impartial Lord. They should therefore model their relationship with their
slaves on the relationship they, as slaves of the Lord Jesus, experience with him as their
KUPIOG.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Through this pericope the Holy Spirit motivates slave-owners to treat their slaves in a manner
which is consistent with Christ’s Lordship over them.

Summary interpretation:

While acknowledging the legal relationship between slave-owner and slave, Paul places it in
the context of a spiritual unity in Christ, as is evidenced by the reference to 6 kUpiog.
Knowledge of this spiritual unity necessitates changes in believing slave-owners’ treatment of
their slaves, namely to refrain from threatening them, but to mirror the relationship they, as
slaves of the Lord Jesus, experience with Him as their kupioc.

6.2.2 Colossians 4:1

Colossians 4:1 (UBS” 1994)

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
! Owners, show what is right and fair to

[your] slaves, knowing that also you have an
OoUAoIG TTapExeaBe, €idOTEG OTI Kai UMPEIS | Owner in heaven.

1 Oi kuplol, T dikalov Kai TAV i0OTNTA TOIg

EXETE KUPIOV €V OUPAV®.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Letter opening (1:1-8)
1.1 Address (1:1-2)
1.2 Thanksgiving (1:3-8)
2. Letter body (1:9-4:6)
2.1 Affirmations of the apostolic gospel (1:9-2:7)
2.1.1 Introductory prayer for the knowledge of God (1:9-12)
2.1.2 Affirmation of Christ’s role in salvation (1:13-23)
2.1.2.1 Introductory affirmation (1:13-14)
2.1.2.2 Hymn in praise of Christ (1:15-20)
2.1.2.3 Appeal to remain faithful to Paul's gospel (1:21-23)
2.1.3 Affirmation of Paul's role (1:24-2:5)
2.1.4 Summary exhortation (2:6-7)
2.2 Warnings about false teachers (2:8-23)
2.2.1 General warning about “human tradition” (2:8)
2.2.2  Affirmations in support of the warning (2:9-15)
2.2.3  Specific warnings about worthless regulations (2:16-23)
2.3 Exhortations to lead a Christian life (3:1-4:6)
2.3.1 Fundamental appeals (3:1-17)
2.3.1.1 Seek the things that are above (3:1-4)
2.3.1.2 Put off the old nature (3:5-11)
2.3.1.3 Put on the new nature (3:12-17)
2.3.2 Counsels about everyday life (3:18-4:6)
2.3.2.1 The household (3:18—4:1)
2.3.2.1.1 Wives and husbands (3:18-19)
2.3.2.1.2 Children and parents (3:20-21)
2.3.2.1.3 Slaves and owners (3:22-4!1) <G—
2.3.2.2 Prayer (4:2-4)
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2.3.2.3 Outsiders (4:5-6)
3. Letter closing (4:7-18)
3.1 News and greetings of Paul’'s associates (4:7-14)
3.2 Concerning the church in Laodicea (4:15-16)
3.3 Concerning Archippus (4:17)
3.4 Autograph conclusion and benediction (4:18)

This pericope forms a unit with 3:22-25 (2.3.2.1.3) and forms part of a greater section on
household relationships (2.3.2.1). The exhortations contained in 2.3.2.1 (and thus also 4:1)
are rooted in the fundamental appeals contained in 2.3.1, which are in turn rooted in the
affirmation of Christ’s role in salvation in 2.1.2.

As is the case in the Epistle to the Ephesians, the headship of Christ based on his work of
salvation (1:14) is affirmed (especially in 1:15-20). This implies communion with Christ in his
death and resurrection (2:6—3:4). And this communion leads to a change in lifestyle (3:5-17)
for the believer, also in his relationship with his slaves.

) Cf Furnish (1996a).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
The pericope forms part of the genre known as the household codes. See 5.2.1 above.

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to slave-owners

‘ Oi kupiol, 16 dikaiov Kai TV icoTnTa T0ig doUAOIC TTapéXeae, ‘
lp Basis for basic exhortation
‘ €i00TEG OTI Kai UPETS £xETE KUPIOV €V OUPAV(. ‘

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

Paul writes this letter in response to false teachings in or close to the congregation in
Colossae (cf Furnish 1996a). These false teachings involved an overemphasis of ascetic
practises (2:18, 23) and the worshipping of the angels and other natural elements in
preference to Christ (2:8, 18, 20), with the aim of attaining the full knowledge of God (cf
Furnish 1996a). One may again assume that both slave-owners and slaves numbered
among the congregants, and that their relationship was primarily ordered by law (see chapter
3) rather than any spiritual bond in Christ. Paul recognises this legal relationship. This
pericope may have been prompted by changes in slaves’ behaviour on the basis of Paul's

words in Colossians 3:11: 6mou ouk &€vi ‘EAAnvV kai loudaiog, TrepITodn Kai akpoPuaria,

BapBapog, Zkubng, 6o0A0G, éAeUBepOG, AAAG [TG] TTavVTa Kai €v TTAaIv XpioTog (“Here there is
not Greek and Jew, circumcised and uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave, free; but
Christ is all, and in all”) (cf Glancy 2006:141-142). The wording of the pericope may also
have been influenced by the fact that Onesimus, Philemon’s slave, accompanied Tychicus,
the letter-bearer (cf Moo 2008:298, 314).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
On kUpiog see 5.2.1 above.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

Colossians 4:1 must be read in conjunction with Paul's description of the church as the
chosen people of God, loved by Him (3:12), whether slave or free. Members of God’s chosen
people should be compassionate, kind, humble, gentle and patient, showing forgiveness, and
loving one another (3:13-14). The revelation historical thread culminates in the unification of
all believers under the headship of Christ, whether slave or free (cf Glancy [2006:141] on the

wordplay with kUpI0G).

Revelation about God in the pericope:
God enters into personal relationships with his children through Christ. These relationships

are not determined by status or rank but by his love. Christ is further kUpiog over the slave-

owner, as the slave-owner is kUpiog over his slave.
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Salvific facts in the pericope:
The title 6 kUplog implies Christ’s Lordship over those who believe in Him. His Lordship was

confirmed by his deeds of salvation on the cross and by his resurrection and especially the
fact that He redeemed with his precious blood all believers to become his possessions (cf
1 Pet 1:18-19). In this title the salvific facts proclaimed by the Gospels are recognised and
professed.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Slave-owners are exhorted to treat their slaves justly and fairly by not demanding of them
what is contrary to a Christian lifestyle. Glancy (2006:144) refers specifically to sexual
exploitation confronting a believing slave with the choice between obedience to his owner
and sexual purity.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Through this pericope the Holy Spirit motivates slave-owners to treat their slaves in a manner
which is consistent with Christ’s Lordship over them.

Summary interpretation:

While recognising the legal relationship between slave-owner and slave, Paul points toward
the spiritual bond between believing slave-owner and slave in Christ. Their interpersonal
relationship should reflect their individual relationship with the very same 6 kuUpiog.

Furthermore, the slave owners’ relationship with their slaves should mirror the relationship
they, as slaves of the Lord Jesus, experience with him as their kUplioc.

6.2.3 Philemon 8-22

Philemon 8-22 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:

8 Therefore, although | have much
confidence in Christ to command you [to do]
EMTAO0EV 0ol TO aviikov © 81 TRV ayamnV | what is proper, ° for the sake of love | rather
appeal to you — | am such, Paul, now an old
man and also a prisoner of Christ Jesus'. ° |
mpeoPBUTNG vuvi O Kai déopiog XpioTol | appeal to you concerning my son, whom |
begot in chains, namely Onesimus. **
Formerly he was useless to you, but now he
ov éyévvnaa év Toig deapoig, OvAaipov, ' | s useful to both you and me, ** whom | have
sent back to you, him, that is: my own heart.
'3 | would have liked to keep him with me so
€uoi elxpnarov, 12 Ov avemepya gol, autoy, | that he could serve me in your stead in
chains for the sake of the gospel. ** But | did
not want to do anything without your consent,
€Boulopnv TTPOG EuauTov Katéxely, iva UTrEp | so that your good [deed] is not [performed]
because of pressure but because of [your]
own free will. ** For perhaps because of this
gvayyehiou, " xwpic 6¢ TAg oA yvwung | he was separated [from you] for a short
period of time so that you may receive him in
full for good *® — not any longer as a slave
avayknv 16 AyaBov gou i AGAMa kata | but as more than a slave, as a beloved
brother - especially to me, but even more to
you both in body [as a human being] and in
TPOC Mpav, fva aiwviov autov améxng, 16 | the Lord. *” Therefore, if you consider me a
partner, welcome him as you would me. *®
And if he wronged you in any way, or is in
GSEAQOV AyaTNTOV, pANIOTA éuoi, Toow &t | debt, charge it to me. ™ I, Paul, | wrote with
my own hand: | will pay damages. So that |
do not say to you that you also owe yourself
o0v pe £XEIC KoVwVov, TTpoaAaBold auTtov we | to me. *° Indeed, brother, let me benefit from
you in the Lord. Refresh my heart in Christ. **
Depending upon your obedience, | wrote to

8 A0 TTOAAAV év XpIoT® Trappnaiav &xwv

MaAAov TTapakaA®, Tolo0Tog v wg MaldAog

Ingo0- 10 TrapakaA® g€ epi T00 €U0l TEKVOU,

TOV TTOTEé gol dxpnoTov vuvi 8¢ [Kkai] goi kai

10017 €0TIV TG €ud amAdyyva- 13 Ov Eyw

go0 poi diakoviy €v TOiG¢ Oeguoic TOU

oudev nBéAnoa Troifjoal, fva P wg Kartd

ékoUalov. 15 taxa yap O TodTo éXWPIoON

OUKETI w¢ Oo0Aov  daANG  Utrép  BolAov,

MAAAov goi Kai €v oapki Kai év kupiw. 17 Ei

guE. 18 gl B¢ T AdIKNOéV age 1 ogeilel, To0TO
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guoi EAOya. 19 éym Madhoc Eypawa A éuf | You: gnowing you will do even more than |
~ | ask.  Furthermore, at the same time, also

XeIpi, Eyw amoriow- iva pf Aéyw gol 6T Kai | have ready a guest room for me; for | hope
that | will be returned to you by grace through

JEAUTOV POl TTPOTOPEIAEIG. 20 vai AdeAPE, Eyw
your prayers.

0OU OVaiPNV €V KUpiw: AvAaTaugov pou Ta |
oTTAAyXVa év XpIoTG. 21 MeTmoIBdg T UTTakof ) Interpreted as a subjective genitive.
gou &ypayd gol, €idwg OTI Kai UTTEP G Aéyw
TTOINCEIC. 22 Gua OE Kai £Toipalé por Eeviav:

EATTICW yap OTI dId TV TTPOTEUXWV UGV

Xapiagbnagopai Upiv.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
Opening greetings (v.1-3)
The exordium: Thanksgiving, intercession, and praise for Philemon (v.4-7)
The body of proof: Appeal on behalf on Onesimus (v.8-16) —
The peroration: Reiteration and expansion of the appeal (v.17-22) <
Concluding greetings (v.23-25)

The pericopes quoted (v.8-16 and v.17-22) above comprise the body of Paul's argument
which follows Greek rhetorical conventions (cf Bartchy 1996): With the exordium having set
the mood and won Philemon’s favour through praise, the body of proof appeals to his honour
and gains the advantage, and the peroration restates the request to welcome Onesimus
back, appealing to Philemon’s goodwill and placing him in an emotional frame of mind.

) Cf Bartchy (1996).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:

Although the opening and concluding greetings of the letter are Pauline in style, the letter
body is argumentative in nature following Greek rhetorical tradition (cf Bartchy 1996). It thus
falls into the genre of deliberative rhetoric with the aim of retaining honour and gaining an
advantage.

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
The body of proof: Appeal on behalf on Onesimus (v.8-16)
Lp Paul’s authority over Philemon (v.8)

‘ AI6 TTOAANV év XpIaT® Trappnaiav EXwv EMTACTEIV GOI TO AVIAKOV
b Yet the ground of appeal is love (v.9)
O TV aydrmnv paAAov TTapakaA®, TolodTtog v wg MadAog

TPEaRUTNG vuvi O¢ Kai Séapiog XpiaTod Tngol-
_» The object of the appeal is Onesimus, Paul’s spiritual son
(v.10)

TTOPAKaA® o€ Tepi To0 €U0l TéKvou, OV éyévvnaa év Toig OeTOIG,

’Ovr'_]omov,
LL: Negative description of Onesimus (v.11a)

TOV TTOTE g0l AXPNOTOV VUV ‘
Positive description of Onesimus (v.11b-13)
o¢ [kai] goi kai €uoi e0xpnaTtov, Ov AvETTEPYWA Col, aUTOV,

1007 €07V TG €ua OTAdyxva: OV €yw £BOUAOUNV TTPOG

EUaUTOV KaTéxely, iva UTTEp gol pol Slakovi v ToiG OETOIG

100 €vayyeAiou,
—> Deference to Philemon (v.14)
Xwpi¢ 0¢ TAG of¢ yvwung oudév nBéAnca Troifjoal, iva P wg Katd
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| Avayknv 10 dyadov oou fi GAAG kaTd £KoUTIoV.
b Good result from bad event (v.15)
Taxa yap 3 10070 €XWEiagon TPog wpav, iva aiwviov autov
ameXng,
b Reasoning (v.16)
OUKETI WG dolAov aANa Utrep dolAov, adeApov

ayomnTov, PaAigTa éuoi, Téow O& pudAAov goi Kai

€V gapki Kai €v Kupiw.

The peroration: Reiteration and expansion of the appeal (v.17-22)
Paul’s appeal to Philemon (v.17)

Ei 00v pe EXEIC KOIVWVOV, TTPOTAAROD aUTOV WG EUE. |
lp Offer to compensate (v.18-19a)

€i 0¢ T AdIKNTéV ae 1 O@eikel, To0TO €uoi EAAOYA. €yw MalAog

gypawa 1A €UR XEIpi, Eyw ATTOTIOW"
— Reminder of Philemon’s debt to Paul (v.19b)
| iva uf Aéyw gol OTI kai OEQUTOV oI TIPOTOPEIAEIG.
— Appeal reiterated in the Lord (v.20)
vai adeA@E, £yw gou ovaiuny €v Kupiw: AvAatrauagov pou Ta aTTAAyXva év

XpIot®.
b Stateent of Paul’s confidence in Philemon (v.21)
MetrolBwg TH UTrakof] oou &ypawd gol, €idwg 6T Kai UTTEP &

Aéyw TTOINCEIG.
Paul's (and Onesimus’) return will be an answer to
Philemon’s prayers (v.22)

Gua d¢ kai €roipagé ol geviav: EAmiw yap Om dia TV

TIPOCEUXWV UMDV Xapiagbnaopual Upiv.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

This pericope immediately focuses attention on the legal and social status of Philemon and
Onesimus. Philemon was a slave-owner, Onesimus his slave. Their slave-owner — slave
relationship, one must assume, was governed by Roman law. Yet Philemon was a believer
having found faith in Jesus Christ through the work of Paul at some time prior to the writing of
the letter (v.19b). And Onesimus was also converted to faith through his interaction with Paul
during the latter’s imprisoned (v.10).

The legal context of this letter has been the subject of much speculation (cf Bartchy 1996).
Verse 14's reference to Philemon’s consent suggests Paul's recognition of the legal
relationship between Philemon and Onesimus. It is open to debate as to whether Greek
and/or Roman law would have been applicable. Philemon lived in Colossae in Asian Phrygia,
part of Asia Minor. The eastern part of the Roman Empire preserved the Greek language and
the products of classical Greek literature and science (Kelly 1992:82). Thus there is little
reason to believe that this legacy did not include Greek law.

Generally speaking, commentators have assumed that in terms of Greek and/or Roman law
Onesimus was a fugitive slave running from Philemon, that Paul was obliged to return
Onesimus to Philemon, and that Onesimus would probably never have been set free if not
for the intervention of Paul (if he was indeed set free at Paul's behest) (Bartchy 1996; Harrill
2006:6-7).' This interpretation of Paul's letter is still favoured by some commentators, for
example Nordling (1991; 2010). Nordling (2010:99) points out that Onesimus may have been
a slave appointed to a managerial position within Philemon’s household and that he
consequently may have had opportunity to commit theft or fraud which would have been a
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clear motive for running away. Nordling places such an interpretation within the framework of
Jesus’ parables on slaves, their managerial roles and their trustworthiness or lack of it (see
6.4 below). As to why Paul refrained from mentioning the facts of the matter in his letter,
Nordling (1991:118; 2010:89) suggests that Paul did so in the interests of tack and diplomacy
as befitted his apostolic office. Yet it is to my mind pertinent that Paul refrains from using the

terminology (oikovopog) employed in for example Luke 16:1 to describe Onesimus’ position
in Philemon’s household.

Considering Roman law on runaway slaves (cf 3.10.2 above), the assumption that Onesimus
was a fugitive slave is not necessarily correct. Onesimus may have sought out Paul to
intercede with Philemon on his behalf. He then would have lacked the intention to run away,
and would consequently not have been considered a fugitive slave." Paul would also not
have been under obligation to return Onesimus to Philemon but rather to intercede with the
latter on Onesimus’ behalf. Paul clearly does so by way of this letter. By way of this letter
Paul would also have given effect to Deuteronomy 23:16-17 by not handing Onesimus
summarily over to Philemon and not oppressing him (see 3.10.3 above). On balance, one
must assume that Paul relied on Roman and Jewish law in his dealings with Onesimus and
Philemon.

Harrill (2006:8-9) points out that Bartchy’s solution is not problem-free. The Roman law texts
do not necessarily reflect reality, being an exercise in legal theory. Harrill (2006:11ff)
describes another solution, namely that Onesimus was dispatched to Paul in prison by
Philemon. There is a New Testament precedent in the form of Epaphroditus (Phil 2:25), who
as a messenger may have been a slave or freedman (cf Bradley 1994:64). Parallels also
exist in extra-canonical literature (Harrill 2006:12-13). Yet the evidence is tenuous at best.

Harrill's (2006:14) own solution is that Onesimus was a slave apprenticed to Paul, reading
Paul's letter to Philemon as a “journeyman apprentice” contract: Paul requests Philemon to
apprentice Onesimus to him in the service of the gospel (v.13). In order to convince
Philemon, Paul recommends Onesimus for the apprenticeship by enumerating his
credentials. This hypothesis does not solve all the questions surrounding Paul’s letter but is
future orientated rather than reliant on an unknowable history to the letter. | have to agree
with Glancy (2006:91) that it is impossible to say categorically whether Onesimus left
Philemon’s home with the latter's permission or not. She also quite correctly points out that it
violates the tenor of the letter to use (or abuse) it as the starting point for an elaborate theory
of slavery in the early church (2006:92). Nordling (2010:114) also concedes that “...the exact
background details of Philemon cannot be recovered with certainty!”

As to whether Onesimus would never have been set free but for Paul’s intervention,
manumission was at the discretion of the owner but was often used as a potential reward for
loyal service. Philemon may very well have foreseen manumission for Onesimus but his
decision may have been influenced by Onesimus’ wrongdoing (v.18-19a). Paul seems to
have sensed this, drawing attention to the usefulness of Onesimus as Philemon’s beloved
brother in Christ, but also as a human being, suggesting equality of status (v.16). Paul does
not instruct Philemon outright to manumit Onesimus, but the implication seems clear from
verse 21 that Philemon will do more i.e. not only welcome Onesimus back as he would Paul,
but also manumit him so that he can truly be his brother.

') | consider Bartchy's (1996) summary of opinions on this subject sufficient for purposes of this study.
" The same rule apparently did not apply in Greek law (cf 3.10.1 above).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
adeApog (v.16): According to Louw and Nida (1996) adeA@og references:

) a brother as next of kin (domain 10C Kinship relations of the same generation);
. a fellow-member of a religious group or class (domain 11B Socio-religious groups or
classes).

Within domain 11B Louw and Nida distinguish between fellow-members generally (11.23),
fellow-Jews of the same age group (11.25), fellow-countrymen (11.57), and neighbours
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(11.89). In the context of this pericope adeA@og is used to reference fellow-members of a

socio-religious group, in this instance the Christian community that met in Philemon’s house
(v.4-7). Such fellowship implies equality before the Lord (cf Gal 3:28; Col 3:11).

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

Paul places the relationship between believing slave-owner and believing slave in the context
of the fellowship among believers (v.16). The equality brought about by this fellowship (cf Gal
3:28; Col 3:11) must also extend to the praxis of this relationship, as to those between
husbands and wives and parents and children. Other passages support this viewpoint (cf
Matt 20:12; 1 Cor 12:25; 2 Cor 8:13-14).

Revelation about God in the pericope:

Christ gives Paul authority to command Philemon (v.8), He is the Subject of Paul's
imprisonment (v.9), his gospel is the beneficiary of Paul's imprisonment (v.13), He binds
together the fellowship of believers (v.16), and He expects a positive response from
Philemon to Paul’'s appeal (v.20).

Salvific facts in the pericope:
The salvific facts of Christ's work of salvation are implied in the use of the names XpiaTog

(v.8, 9, 20) and kUpiog (v.16, 20). The reference to adeA@ov (v.16) also implies the salvific

fact that all believers are brothers and sisters in Christ and has God as father, irrespective of
legal or social status.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Paul appeals to Philemon to welcome his slave Onesimus back as his brother in Christ. This
appeal extends to the whole of their relationship, which should reflect their fellowship. This
may very well include the manumission of Onesimus.

The communication aim of the pericope:
The aim of the pericope is to convince Philemon of the practical implications of his fellowship
in faith with Onesimus.

Summary interpretation:

Of all the pericopes under investigation, this one probably speaks most directly to the
relationship between slave-owner and slave. The implication of both Philemon’s and
Onesimus’ conversion to faith is unpacked namely that they are brothers in Christ,
irrespective of their legal and social status. Their fellowship implies equality, and this equality
is not merely a spiritual equality but must also become evident in their relationship as slave-

owner and slave, as indicated by év gapki in verse 16. Although the system of slavery

remains a reality, Paul appeals to Philemon to transform it into something resembling their
fellowship in and of Christ.

6.2.4 Section summary

The direct exhortations to slave-owners all recognise the legal and social reality of
the slave-owner — slave relationship. Yet these passages clearly provide another
context for this relationship namely the context of the salvific work of Christ and the
implications thereof for between believers. All three passages focus on the unity or
bond between believers realised by the work of salvation by Christ, irrespective of
believers’ legal or social status. Equality surfaces as the guiding principle in this
relationship. This equality is not only spiritual but must also become part of the
practical relationship between slave-owner and slave, even to the extent of
manumission of the slave in the interest of the fellowship of Christ and its equality.
Therefore slave-owners must not threaten their slaves, they must act justly and fairly
towards them, and they must accept them as their equals in Christ.
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6.3 EXHORTATIONS TO SLAVE-OWNERS IMPLIED IN THE
EXHORTATIONS TO SLAVES
6.3.1 1 Corinthians 7:21-23

1 Corinthians 7:21-23 (UBS" 1994)
Pericope:

21 500A0G €KARBNG, W goI HEAETW: AAA €i Kai
duvaaal €AeUBepog yeveéaBal, pdAAov xphaal.
226 yap €v Kupiw kAnBeic dolAog
ameAeUBEPOG KUpiou €aTiv, OHoIWG O
¢AeUBePOG KANBeic doTAOC £aTiv XpiaToO. 23

TIUAG AyopdadnTe: Wn yiveaBe dolAol

Own translation with grammatical notes:
2L Were you called [as] a slave, do not let it
trouble you. But if indeed you are able to
become free, rather utilize it [freedom]. % For
he who was called in the Lord [as] a slave is
a freedman of the Lord; similarly he who was
called [as] a freeman is a slave of Christ. 2
You were bought at a price. Do not become
slaves of men. ** Brothers, where he was
called, there everyone should remain before

AVBPWTTWV. 24 £KOOTOC &V () €KARBN, ABEAPOI, God.

£V TOUTW MEVETW TTapd Be®.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'

1. Epistolary prescript (1:1-3)

1.1 Sender (1:1)

1.2 Addressees (1:2)

1.3 Greeting and benediction (1:3)
Epistolatory thanksgiving (1:4-9)

Problems according to Chloe’s people (1:10-6:20)

wn

3.1 Divisions in the church (1:10-4:21)
3.2 Sexual immorality (5:1-13)

3.3 Lawsuits against believers (6:1-11)
3.4 Again on sexual immorality (6:12-20)

4. Ethical issues mentioned in a letter from Corinthe (7:1-10:33)

4.1 Marriage (7:1-40)
4.1.1 Principles for marriage (7:1-16)
4.1.2 Live as you are called (7:17-24) —
4.1.3 The unmarried and the widowed (7:25-40)

4.2 Food offered to idols (8:1-13)

4.3 Financial compensation for apostles (9:1-27)

4.4 Warning against idolatry (10:1-33)

5. Problems regarding order and doctrine in the congregation (11:1-16:4)

5.1 Place and function of women (11:1-16)

5.2 The Lord’s Supper (11:17-34)

5.3 Spiritual gifts (12:1-14:40)

5.4 Resurrection of the body (15:1-58)

55 Collection for poor congregations in Judea (16:1-4)

6. Epistolary closing (16:5-24)

6.1 Paul's travel plans (16:5-11)
6.2 Final instructions (16:12-18)
6.3 Greetings (16:19-22)

6.4 Benediction (16:23-24)

This pericope forms part of section 4.1 (7:1-40) dealing with marriage as one of the ethical
issues the congregation sought Paul's advice on. 4.1.2 (7:17-24) forms an interpolation
related to the issue of marriage but illustrating the point by way of other examples. Every
believer must live according to the status in which God has called him or her (7:17), be it
being married, unmarried or widowed. The same principle applies to the circumcised and the
uncircumcised. In this pericope Paul applies the principle to being slave and free.
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Y Cf Coetzee (1975:46-49) and Betz & Mitchell (1996).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is an exhortation to slaves regarding their status of slavery. The book
constitutes a Pauline letter.

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
—» Paul's answer to the problem concerning believers in slavery (v.21a)

| Sothog éxAAeNG, i o1 peAéTey |
b Proviso to the answer (v.21b)
| OAN’ €i kai duvaaal EAeUBepog yeveéaBal, paAAov xphaal. |
L—» Reason for the answer (principle) stated (v.22)
0 yap év Kupiw KANBeic dolAOg AaTEAEUBEPOG Kupiou €aTiv, OpOIWG O

€NeUBepOC kKANBeic DoTASG £aTiv XpiaTod.

— Justification for the proviso (v.23)
| TIUAG AyopdaBnTe- un yiveaBe dolAol avBpwTTWV. |
Restatement of the principle underlying v.17-23 (v.24)

—> | £KOOTOG £V () £KARBN, ASEAQOI, £V TOUTW PEVETW TTOPA BERD. |

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope focuses on slavery as socio-historic context. Paul clearly recognises the legal
and social reality of slavery, even amongst congregants in Corinth. His numerous references
to the institution of slavery, and his appropriation of it to describe his own relationship and
those of other believers with Jesus Christ (cf for example Rom 1:1 and 1 Cor 7:22), attest to
his knowledge thereof in Greek and Roman orientated territories. And his Jewish education
(cf Acts 22:3) would have brought Jewish law and practice of slavery to bear in his own
experience thereof.

Interpretations of this pericope veer towards two opposites, namely that Paul either wished to
retain the status quo of slaves or that he wished them to accept freedom if offered to them (cf

Bartchy 1973:1). The major difficulty lies in verse 21's last sentence: p&AAov xpfigai, which

lacks an explicit object which must thus be supplied from the context. The context of the
manumission of slaves as expounded in 3.11 above is essential to any interpretation (cf
Bartchy 1973:175). Manumission was very common during the first century AD, to such an
extent that legislative restrictions were placed on the practice (cf Glancy 2006:96). It always
served the purpose of the slave-owner, either as an incentive to induce loyalty and efficiency
among slaves, or to dispose of slaves who have outlived their economic usefulness. The

words €i kai dUvaaal €AeUBepog yevéaBal (v.21b) seems to suggest that the slave had control

of the process of manumission, but that is in the light of the evidence (see 3.11 above)
incorrect and was most probably not Paul's intention. A slave could not as a rule accept or
reject his manumission. Thus Paul must refer to a situation where a slave is presented with
the fate accompli of manumission. Jewish laws on manumission, especially the provisions on
compulsory manumission (see 3.11.3 above), clearly also supported this interpretation: If the
Lord ordains manumission, how could a (Hebrew) slave not make use of it? Further

credence for this interpretation is provided by the meaning of kaAéw being used four times in
the pericope (see below).

Harrill (1998:94ff) critiques Bartchy’s assumptions that the lot of slaves improved during the
first century AD because more slaves were born and bred at home, that the lack of slave
revolts proves slave contentment, numerous persons sold themselves into slavery to improve
their lives, and that slave-owners treated their slaves like they treated their children. Harrill
(1998:102ff) also discusses more recent attempts at resolving the problem of 1 Corithians
7:21. His own solution (1998:108-126) is based on a — in my opinion sound — philological and
contextual reading of the text, and he concludes that verse 21 must read: “...rather make use
of [freedom].” Glancy (2006:68) supports Harrill's interpretation, although she reads it
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specifically in the context of the sexual exploitation of slaves by their owners, and the relative
escape offered from it by freedom (cf 5.4 above).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
KaAéw (v.17, 22, 24): According to Louw and Nida (1996) kaAéw references:

to name another person (33.131) (domain 331 Name);

to call him by his proper name (33.129) (domain 331 Name);

to summon someone (33.107) (domain 33C" Call);

to call someone to a task bringing about responsibility and a new relationship
between the caller and the one being called (33.112) (domain 33C" Call);

. to invite someone to accept hospitality (domain 33D Invite).

In the greater context of this pericope, kaAéw refers to God's calling of each believer in a

specific life situation or status i.e. being married, unmarried, widowed, circumcised,
uncircumcised, enslaved, or free. When Paul speaks of the manumission of slaves, he
implies that God has changed the calling of the believer who founds himself in slavery
(through no action of his own), and thus that believer must live according to his new calling to
be a freedman.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

Revelation-historically Scripture always accepted the legal and social practice of slavery. Yet
the Old Testament already attests to a (if sometimes only slightly) different view on the issue
than typical Greek and Roman viewpoints (see chapters 3 to 5 above). Paul seems to follow
the same line of thinking, especially in 1 Timothy 1:10 where he describes enslavers as
AvopoIC 8¢ Kai AVUTTOTAKTOIC, AOEBETI Kai AuapTwAoic, avoaiolc kai BePrAoic (UBS® 1994) or
“lawless and rebellious, ungodly and sinful, unholy and totally worldly.” This seems to
suggest that Paul condemned further enslavement while condoning existing slavery as a
legal and social reality. Yet in this pericope Paul places slavery in the context of God'’s calling
for every believer (v.24). Thus, if a believer has been called in the role of slave, he should
remain in that role, although the possibility of a change in calling is not excluded. And
subsequently a Christian slave may grasp the opportunity to be manumissioned should it
arise.

Revelation about God in the pericope:

God calls every believer in a specific life situation or status. In the time of the New Testament
He even called some believers in their status of enslavement. Yet, He may change that life
situation or status according to his will.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Through Christ's work of salvation (the price paid for believers’ freedom — v.23), all believers
are freedmen of the Lord, and all believers are slaves of Christ (v.22).

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:
Paul by implication appeals to slave-owners to free their believing slaves who are freedmen
of Christ as instruments implementing God’s calling.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Paul wishes to encourage believing slaves to desire freedom because it is God who changes
a slave'’s life situation or status.

Summary interpretation:

The principle is: “Brothers, where he was called, there everyone should remain before God.”
(v.24). Yet God changes the life situations and status of his enslaved children through the
actions of their slave-owners. Thus slaves may desire and gratefully embrace manumission
when it realises. And believing slave-owners must acknowledge that they are instruments in
realising God's calling, also for their believing slaves.
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6.3.2 Ephesians 6:5-8

Ephesians 6:5-8 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:
® Slaves, submit to [your] owners according
’ o o L to the flesh with respect and trembling in
KUPIOIG PETA POBOU Kai TPOHOU £V ATTAGTNTI sincerity of your hearts, as to Christ, not with
eye-service like people-pleasers but as
slaves of Christ, doing the will of God from
opBaApodouhiav wg avBpwrapeakol GAN" wg | your inner being, ” serving with willingness
as to the Lord and not men, ® knowing that
whatever good anyone does, it will be

Be00 €K WuUXIG, 7 ET” eLVOiag BouleuovTEG rewarded from the Lord whether he is slave
or free.

5 Oi do0Aol, UTTOKOUETE TOIC KATA TAPKO

TAG Kapdiag VPV WS T XpIaT®, & un Kot
do0Ao1 XpiaToU oiolvTeg TO BEANUa To0

WG TQY KUPIW Kai OUK AvBpwTTOIG, 8 €idOTEG OTI
£€KkaaTog €Av TI TTOINanN Ayadov, TodTo

KopigeTal Trapd Kupiou gite doUAog €iTe

¢AeUBepoOC.

Placement of the pericope in the book:
See 5.2.1 above.

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
See 5.2.1 above.

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to slaves (5a)

‘ Oi dodAol, UTTAKOUETE TOIG KATA OAPKA KUPIOIG ‘
b Manner of service positively stated (5b)
‘ HETA @OBOU Kai TpOUOoU v ATTAGTNTI TAG KAPSiag UUMV wg TW XpIoT®, ‘
L Manner of service negatively stated (6a)
‘ pn kot 0@BaApodouAiav wg AvBpwTTdpeaKol ‘
Manner of service positively stated (6b)

OA\" wg dolAol XpiaTol Trolo0vieg TO BéAnUa To0 Beol €K
Yuxig
L—» Manner of service positively stated (7)
MeT” €Uvoiag BouAeUOVTEC WG TR KUPiW Kai oUK avOpwTrolg,
L Motivation for basic exhortation (8)
€id0TEG OTI EKOTTOG €AV TI TTOINTN AyaBOV, ToUTO KOMITETAI TTOPA KUPIOU

eite o0AOG €ite EAeUBEPOG.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:
See 5.2.1 above.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
aapg (v.5): According to Louw and Nida (1996) oap¢ references:

. human or animal flesh (domain 8B Parts of the body);

. a living, physical body (domain 8A Body);

. humans as physical beings (domain 9A Human beings);

o human nature with the emphasis on its physical aspects (domain 9A Human beings);

. a group of people who are considered to be biologically related (domain 10A Groups
and Members of Groups of Persons Regarded as Related by Blood but without
Special Reference to Successive Generations);

. the physiological aspect of human nature in contrast to the spiritual (domain 26
Physiological faculties);

° Human nature particularly in relation to the physical aspect of human life (domain
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58A Nature, character).
The demarcation of domains clearly indicates the focus of adp¢ on the physical aspect of

human nature. Considered with the preposition kartd, Paul considers slave-owners’

ownership to be limited to the physical body, which is consistent with a philosophy
differentiating between bodily and spiritual slavery (see 4.5 and 4.6 above). The implication
would be that a believing slave is slave of Christ as far as his inner being is concerned,
though property of his owner as far as his body is concerned.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
As was the case with Ephesians 6:9 (see 5.2.1 above), Ephesians 6:5-8 must be read in

conjunction with 5:21: uUmotagaopevol aAAnAoic &v @OBw XpioTod... (Submitting to one

another in reverence of Christ...). Thus owner and slave should submit to one another
because they both revere Christ as their Lord.

Revelation about God in the pericope:

God enables even slaves to be obedient to Him and to do his will (v.6), He demands such
service from his children (v.7), and He will reward slave and owner alike according to the
good he or she did (v.8).

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Christ’s salvific work is implied by the use of the names XpiaTog (v.5, 6) and kupiog (v.7). It is

the basis of Paul's appeal to slaves. In do0Aol XpiaTol (v.6) lies the inherent relationship

between Christ and the believers, Christ having redeemed them from the slavery of sin to be
his slaves.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:
The first words of verse 9 (see 5.2.1 above) read: Kai oi kUpiol, T aUTQ TTOIETTE TTPOG

auToug... Paul clearly expects the same attitude from the believing slave-owner as from his

believing slaves: To treat slaves in a manner not to impress men but in manner consistent
with the owner’'s service to the Lord. The owner also knows that the Lord will reward
whatever good he does, and he as slave-owner must become instrument in the delivery of
such reward (cf Harrill 2006:90).

The communication aim of the pericope:
Paul exhorts slaves to foremost remain loyal to Christ, and thus also to their owners.

Summary interpretation:

As Paul exhorts slaves, he exhorts slave-owners to realise that their believing slaves serve
Christ first and foremost, and then their human owners. Slave-owners must treat their slaves
as subjects of the same Lord. This corresponds to the direct exhortation contained in verse 9
(see 5.2.1 above).

6.3.3 Colossians 3:22-25

Colossians 3:22-25 (UBS” 1994)

Pericope: Own translation with grammatical notes:

22 Oi 6o0AoI, UTTOKOUETE KATA TTAVTA TOIG KT
OApPKa KUPIoIG, KN év 0@BaAPodoUAIg Wg
avBpwtrdpeakol, AN &v ATAGTNTI Kapdiag
@ofoupevol TOV KUpIoV. 23 0 €av TTOIATE, €K
WuxAg £pyadeade we TQ KUpiw Kai oUK
avBpwTroIg, 24 €id6TEG OTI ATTO KUpIioU
ATToANUWeaOe TNV Avtatrddoaiv TAG

KAnpovopiag. T Kupiw XpIoT® dOUAEUETE: 25

0 yap adik@Wv kopigeTtal 6 ABIKNTEY, Kai oUK

%2 Slaves, submit in all things to [your]
owners according to the flesh, not with eye-
service like people-pleasers but with sincerity
of heart fearing the Lord. *$ Whatever you do,
always work from [your] inner being as for
the Lord and not for men, * knowing that you
will receive from the Lord the reward of the
inheritance. You, serve the Lord Christ. %
For the wrongdoer will receive back what he
has done wrong, and there is no regard for
persons [partiality].
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£0TIV TTPOCWTTOANUYIa.

Placement of the pericope in the book:
See 5.2.2 above.

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
See 5.2.2 above.

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to slaves (22a)

‘ Oi dodAol, UTTAKOUETE KATA TTAVTA TOIG KOTA OAPKA KUPIOIG, ‘
L»  Manner of service negatively stated (22b)

pn €v 0PBAAUOBOUAIQ WG AVOPWTTAPETKOI, ‘
L_» Manner of service positively stated (22c-23)

OAN €v amAdTNT Kapdiag @oBoulpevol TOV KUplov. O €Av TTOIATE, €K

WUXAG £pyaleade wg TQ) KUpPiw Kai oUK avOpwTrolg,
—» Motivation for basic exhortation (24)
€id0TeEg  OTI  ATMO  Kupiou  ATTOAAPWETBe TRV  avTammédooiv  TAG

KAnpovopiag. T Kupiw XpIoT( SOUAEUETE®
L Further motivation (25)
0 vyap 4&dkWv Kopigetal O nAdiknoev, Kai OUK EaQTIV

TTPOCWTTOANMWIa.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:
See 5.2.2 above.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
On gapé see 6.3.2 above.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

As is the case with Colossians 4:1, Colossians 3:22-25 must be read in conjunction with
Paul's description of the church as the chosen people of God, loved by Him (3:12), whether
slave or free. Members of God’'s chosen people should be compassionate, kind, humble,
gentle and patient, showing forgiveness, and loving one another (3:13-14). The revelation
historical thread culminates in the unification of all believers under the headship of Christ,

whether slave or free (cf Glancy [2006:141] on the wordplay with kUpi6g). Consequently,

there should be no regard for each other’s legal or social status within the fellowship of
believers.

Revelation about God in the pericope:

As is the case with Ephesians 6:5-8, God enables even slaves to be obedient to Him and to
do his will (v.22); He demands such service from his children (v.23); and He will reward slave
and owner alike according to the good he or she did (v.24).

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Christ’s salvific work is implied by the use of the names XpiaTog (v.24) and kupiog (v.22-24).

The effect of Christ's work of salvation is described by the words T® kupiw XpIoT® dOUAEUETE

(v.24), Christ having redeemed them from the slavery of sin to be his slaves. This forms the
basis of Paul's appeal to slaves.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:
Paul by implication appeals to believing slave-owners not to replace the Lord Jesus Christ in
the lives of their believing slaves. They, like their owners, serve the Lord first and foremost.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Paul exhorts slaves to foremost remain loyal to Christ, and thus also to their owners.

Summary interpretation:

As Paul exhorts slaves, he also exhorts slave-owners to realise that their slaves first and
foremost serve Christ as their Owner, and then their human owners. Slave-owners must treat
their slaves as subjects of the same Lord. This tie in to the direct exhortation contained in
Colossians 4:1 (see 5.2.2 above).
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6.3.4 1Timothy 6:1-2d

1 Timothy 6:1-2b (UBS® 1994)

Pericope:

1"0Oagol eigiv U6 Cuyov dolAol, Toug idioug
deamédTag Taang TIUAG agioug rysigbwaav,
iva pn 16 6évopa 100 800 Kai i diIdaagkaAia
BAagpnuiTal. 22-d oi &€ MATOUG EXOVTES
OE0TTOTAG PN KaTagpoveiTwaay, 0TI adeAoi
gigiv, aAAa paAAov douAeuéTwaayv, 6T TTIATOI
€igIv kai ayarrnToi oi TAg elepyeTiag

avTIAauBavopevol.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
! Let all who are under a joke namely slaves
regard their own owners as worthy of all
honour so that God’s hame and the teaching
are not slandered. **® But those who have
believing owners must not treat them with
contempt for they are brothers, but serve all
the more because they are believers and
beloved, beneficiaries of the benefit.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Epistolary prescript (1:1-2)

1.1 Sender (1:1)

1.2 Addressee (1:2a)

1.3 Benediction (1:2b)

3.1 Pray for all people (2:1-8)

5.1 Benediction (6:20b)

) Cf Coetzee (1975:46-49)

2. Transfer of the ministry of the true gospel to Timothy (1:3-20)
21 Warning against false teachings (1:3-11)
2.2 Thankful reflection on Paul's ministry of the Word (1:12-17)
2.3 Transfer of the message to Timothy (1:18-20)

3. Pastoral instructions to Timothy (2:1-6:10)

3.2 The place of women in the congregaton (2:9-15)

3.3 Qualifications for overseers (3:1-16)

3.4 Devoted preaching and denouncement of heresy (4:1-16)
35 Instructions to the church (5:1-6:2a)

3.5.1 Treat the congregation as family (5:1-2)
3.5.2 Dealing with widows (5:3-16)
3.5.3 Dealing with the elders (5:17-20)
3.5.4 Impartiality and patience (5:21-25)
3.5.5 Dealing with slaves (6:1-2a) G—
3.6 False teachers and true contentment (6:2b-10)
4. Personal exhortations to Timothy as “man of God” (6:11-20a)
5. Epistolary closing (6:20b)

This pericope forms part of the section dealing with instructions to the church (3.5: 5:1-6:2a).
The section is framed by what may be described as household codes, viewing the
congregation as a family (5:1-2 and 6:1-2a). Although the letter is addressed to Timothy as
leader of the congregation, and deals with his pastoral approach to the members of the
congregation, slaves are indirectly addressed (cf Trebilco 2004:209).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:

This pericope is classified as a household code (see 5.2.1 above).

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to slaves (via Timothy) (v.1a)

nysigcbwaoav,

‘Ocol cigiv ummd Quyov OolAol, ToUG idioug deomdrag Taong TIWAG Agioug

b Purpose of the exhortation (v.1b)

iva unR 1O 6évopa 100 B0l Kai r) didaagkahia BAag@nuATal.
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T Second negative exhortation (v.2a)
| oi 8¢ TToTOUG £XOVTEG OETTTOTAG UN) KATAPPOVEITWAAY, |
b Reason for second exhortation (v.2b)
| Ol adeAoi gialv, |
—> Third positive exhortation (v.2c)
| AANG paAAov douAeuéTwaav, |
b Reason for third exhortation (v.2d)
Ot mmaToi  €ioiv  kai  dAyamnToi  oi TAG  €Uepyeaiag

avTiIAapBavopevol.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope clearly points to the slave-owner relationship as its socio-historic context.
Again, the legal and social reality of slavery is acknowledged and the presence of slaves and
slave-owners among the congregants may be safely assumed. The slaves are not addressed
directly, but through Timothy, the pastor of the congregation in Ephesus (1:3). The writer's
intention is clearly that Timothy must preach this pericope to the slaves in the congregation.
One may also assume that the socio-historic context reconstructed in chapters 3, 4, and 5
are relevant. The role of widows in the congregation (5:3-16) further suggests a significant
Jewish influence (cf Quinn 1996). The writer of the letter also clearly places the slave-owner
relationship in the context of the Christian faith community.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:

Tipn: According to Louw & Nida (1996) iy} may reference the following:

. Honor as an element in the assignment of status to a person (domain 87B Honour or
respect in relation to status);

. Merit or worth of an object, state or event (domain 65A Valuable, lacking in value);

. Amount of money or property regarded as representing the value or price of
something (domain 57L Pay, price, cost); or

. Compensation given for special service, with the implication that this is a way by

which honor or respect may be shown (domain 57L Pay, price, cost).

The context suggests the first possible meaning namely honour based on the status of a
person as the owner of his slave. A slave-owner had a socially recognised claim to honour
while his slave had none (cf Glancy 2006:27).

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

The First Epistle to Timothy endeavours to expound the practical implications of the salvific
work of Jesus Christ. In this Epistle these implications are directed primarily at Timothy as
the pastor of the congregation in Ephesus. Yet these implications also extend to his
congregants, and more specifically the slaves (and slave-owners) among them. Comparing
this pericope with the others under consideration (except Titus 2:9-10; see 6.3.5 below), the
following interpretative problem becomes apparent:;

. On the one hand, the slave-owner relationship seems to be entrenched rather than
challenged, drawing a parallel with the ideological interpretation of Aristotle’s natural
theory of slavery (see 4.2.4 above). The line of argument of the pericope namely that
slaves should honour their owners to avoid blasphemy of God and the Christian
teaching, sounds like an attempt to maintain the status quo both in the faith
community and in society, serving the interests of the slave-owners who are not
addressed. Believing slaves need to change their behaviour, but believing slave-
owners need not. This interpretation points to a more conservative approach to
slavery than that of 1 Corinthians 7:21-24, Ephesians 6:5-8, and Colossians 3:22-25
(see 6.3.1-6.3.3 above).
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. On the other hand, the counter-argument is that a radical anti-slavery message, and
rebellious slave behaviour based on such a message, would have endangered the
continued existence and growth of the church, drawing critical examination of the
church.

This interpretative problem has been dealt with more fully in 6.6 below.

o The pericope shares the other pericopes’ basis in the fellowship of believers. Thus
the exhortation to slaves not to honour their owners less because of their fellowship
in Christ, but to rather serve them even better as brothers in Christ. The whole
section from 5:1-6:2b reflects this familial view of the congregation. This suggests
that the author does not wish slaves to seek the social consequences of their
fellowship with their believing owners, probably because he considers more
egalitarian connotations would be inappropriate or unwise in the social context
(Trebilco 2004:564).

Revelation about God in the pericope:

God is jealous of his holy Name and thus the church and its members may not through their
conduct in their interpersonal relations detract from his Name. Indeed, God through Christ
binds them together as brothers and sisters.

Salvific facts in the pericope:

The salvific work of Christ is implied in the word r) didagkaAia. It refers to the teachings of the
church of Christ, or the doctrine. The writer of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus refer five
times to Uylaivouoga didaagkaAia (“sound doctrine”), and in 1 Timothy 1:11 he explains that it

accords to the gospel, God's good news to men culminating in the salvific cross and
resurrection of Christ. The salvific work of Christ is thus clearly implied as the basis of the
exhortations contained in these three Epistles.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

The writer by implication appeals to slave-owners not to slander the Name of God and
teachings of the church because their slaves, who are their fellow-brothers in Christ, do not
regard them as worthy of all honour. The reciprocity that characterises other pericopes on
the slave-owner relationship (e.g. Eph 6:5-9 and Col 3:22—-4:1) is conspicuous in its absence
in this pericope.

The communication aim of the pericope:

The aim of this pericope is to exhort slaves, and by implication slave-owners, to have proper
regard for the honour of God’s Name and the teaching of the church in their conduct towards
one another.

Summary interpretation:
The focus of this pericope is the Name of God and the teaching of the church rather than the
relationship between slave and slave-owner per se. The purpose of the writer's exhortation is

clear: iva pr 10 évopa 100 800 Kai ) didagkaAia BAagenuiTal (v.1b). In order to preserve the
Name of God and the teaching of the salvation in Christ, slaves must regard their believing
owners with all honour, and slave-owners must not slander the Name of God or the

teachings of the church because their slaves fail to adhere to the exhortation. The basis of
the pericope is the fellowship of believers, both free and slave.

6.3.5 Titus 2:9-10

Titus 2:9-10 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope:
9 idoUAouUG idioig deaTrdTAIG UTTOTATOETOAI £V

Own translation with grammatical notes:
[Keep on exhorting] slaves to be
submissive to their own owners in all things,

Taalv, EUapPETTOUC sival, pr) AvTIAéyovtag, 10
pR voo@IZopévoug, AAANG TTAgav TTiaTIV

£VOEIKVUPEVOUG ayadny, iva Tnv didaagkaAiav

to be pleasing persons, by not talking back,
1% not embezzeling, but by showing all good
faith so that they may adorn the teaching of
our Saviour God in all situations.
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AV T00 OWTAPOC NPV B£00 KOTUWOIV £V .
d NPOS NK H Y Inserted as translation of omitted verb

Taaow. (rapakaAel) following the pattern of verse 6: Toug

VEWTEPOUG WOAUTWG TTOPAKAAEI TWPPOVETV.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Epistolary prescript (1:1-4)
1.1 Sender (1:1-3)
1.2 Addressee (1:4a)
1.3 Benediction (1:4b)
2. Pastoral instructions to Titus (1:5-3:11)
2.1 Election and requirements for elders (1:5-9)
2.2 Refutation of heresy (1:10-16)
2.3 Pastoral care of the elderly, youth, and slaves (2:1-10)
2.3.1 The elderly (2:1-5)
2.3.2 The youth (2:6-8)
2.3.3  Slaves (2:9-10) G
2.4 Christian lifestyle of the congregation (2:11-3:7)
25 Discipline in the congregation (3:8-11)
3. Personal instructions to Titus (3:12-14)
4, Epistolary closing (3:15)
4.1 Greetings (3:15a)
4.2 Benediction (3:15b)

This pericope forms part of a larger section dealing with the pastoral care of the elderly,
youth, and slaves (2.3: 2:1-10). As is the case in the First Epistle to Timothy, this section is
written using familial terms, indicating the household nature of the congregation. Although
the letter is addressed to Timothy as leader of the congregation, and deals with his pastoral
approach to the members of the congregation, slaves are indirectly addressed, via Titus (cf
Trebilco 2004:209).

) Cf Coetzee (1975:46-49)

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is classified as a household code (see 5.2.1 above).

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation (implied from 6)

‘ [MapakdAel] ‘
Ly First specific exhortation (9a)
‘ douhoug idioig deatrdTalg UTTOTA00EaBaI £V TTAGIV, ‘
—» Second specific exhortation (9b)
‘ £0apEaToug sival, ‘
b First manner of non-filfilment (9c)
‘ pn avTiAéyovTag, ‘
L Second manner of non-filfilment (10a)
‘ pn vooiopévoug,
L Manner of fulfilment (10b)
‘ AAAG TTAOaV TTIOTIV EVOEIKVUPEVOUG ayadny, ‘
—» Goal of the exhortation (10c)
‘ iva v didagkahiav v 100 owTAPOG NUAWY B£00 KOTUQAIV €V TTATIV. ‘

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope clearly has the slave-owner relationship as its socio-historic context. Again, the
legal and social reality of slavery is acknowledged and the presence of slaves and slave-
owners among the congregants may be safely assumed. The slaves are not addressed
directly, but through Titus, the pastor of the congregation in Crete (1:5). The writer’s intention
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is clearly that Titus must preach the message of this pericope to the slaves in the
congregation (cf the use of AdAel in 2:1). One may also assume that the socio-historic context
constructed in chapters 3, 4, and 5 are relevant. The writer of the letter again clearly places
the slave-owner relationship in the context of the Christian faith community.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
KoogpQaiv (v.10): According to Louw and Nida (1996) the verb koogpéw is only used in one

semantic domain, namely 79D Beautiful Ugly. In this domain it references the action of
making something beautiful by way of decoration.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

The Epistle to Titus shares the same revelation-historical context as the First Epistle to
Timothy (see 6.3.4 above). It expounds the practical implications of the salvific work of Jesus
Christ to Titus, the pastor of the congregation in Crete. Yet these implications also extended
to his congregants, and more specifically the slaves (and slave-owners) among them.
Comparing this pericope with the others under consideration (except 1 Tim 6:1-2d; see 6.3.4
above), the following interpretative problem becomes apparent:

o As is the case in 1 Timothy, the slave-owner relationship seems to be entrenched
rather than challenged, drawing a parallel with the ideological interpretation of
Aristotle’s natural theory of slavery (see 4.2.4 above). The line of argument of the
pericope, namely that slaves should honour their owners to make the teaching of
God their Saviour attractive, sounds like an attempt to maintain the status quo both
in the faith community and in society, serving the interests of the slave-owners who
are not addressed. The implication seems to be that believing slaves needed to
change their behaviour, but believing slave-owners did not, although it might simply
be the case that the attitude and behaviour of slave-owners were not the concern of
the author. The former interpretation points to a more conservative approach to
slavery than that of 1 Corinthians 7:21-24, Ephesians 6:5-8, and Colossians 3:22-25
(see 6.3.1-0 above). This discrepancy is borne out by the fact that this pericope
encourages slaves to be people-pleasers while the other three pericopes teach the
exact opposite.

. As is the case in 1 Timothy, the counter-argument is that a radical anti-slavery
message could have endangered the continued existence and growth of the church.

This interpretative problem has been dealt with more fully in 6.6 below.
. This pericope does not share the other pericopes’ basis in the fellowship of

believers, although it might be deduced from the family imagery used in this broader
context (2:1-10).

Revelation about God in the pericope:
The revelation about God speaks clearly from the use of 100 owTtfipog AUV Bg00 in verse

10. Verse 11 intensifies the reference: Emepdvn yap 1 xapig 100 Beol owthpiog TTACIV

avBpwTroig (“For the saving grace of God has appeared to all humans”). The reference to
God's salvation extends to the salvific work of Christ. The reputation of God's teaching is
again the focal point of the pericope and its immediate context (cf the use of T Uyiaivouaon

d1dagkaAia (“sound doctrine”) in 2:1).

Salvific facts in the pericope:
The salvific work of Christ is referenced by the reference to “our Saviour God” (see above).

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Slave-owners are by implication exhorted to accept the faithfulness of their believing slaves
who act according to the positive and negative exhortations to them. Then they will also
make the teaching of their Saviour God more attractive.

The communication aim of the pericope:
The aim of this pericope is to exhort slaves, and by implication slave-owners, to have proper
regard for the honour of God’s salvation and its teaching in the church in their conduct
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towards one another.

Summary interpretation:

As is the case in 1 Timothy 6:1-2d (see 6.3.4 above), the focus of this pericope is on the
honour of God the Saviour and his teaching that He entrusted to the church, rather than the
relationship between slave and slave-owner per se. The purpose of the writer's exhortation is

clear: iva v didagkaAiav THv T00 OWTAPOG NUWV Beol KoouWalv v TTaalv (...so that they
may adorn the teaching of our Saviour God in all situations) (v.1b). In order to make the
teaching of God's salvation more attractive, slaves must be submissive to their believing
owners, in a pleasing manner, honestly, and faithfully. And this implies that slave-owners
must accept their believing slave’s submission in this manner so that the same goal may be

achieved.

6.3.6 1 Peter 2:18-25

1 Peter 2:18-25 (UBS” 1994)

Pericope:

18 Oi oiKETAI UTTOTAGCOMEVOI £V TTAVTI PORW
TOIG OETTTOTAIG!, OU VOV Toig Ayaboig Kai
¢meikéalv GAAG kai Toig akoAloic. 19 To0To yap
XApIg €i d1& guveidnalv B0l UTTOPEPEI TIG
AUTTOG TTAOXWVY ABIKWG. 20 TTolov YAp KAEOG Ei
AUaPTAVOVTEG KA KOAAQPIZOUEVOI UTTOUEVETTE;
AAN’ €i dyaBoTTolovTEG Kai TTATXOVTEG
UTropeveite, To0TO XAPIC TTAPd Be®. 27 €ig
T00TO VAP €KARBNTE, OTI Kai XPIaTOG ETTAOEV
UTTEP VPV UPiV UTTOAITTAVWY UTTOYPAOV
iva érakoAouBnanrte Toig ixveaiv auTtol, 22 6¢
GuapTiav oUk €1moinaev oUdE eUPEBN dOAOG €v
TQ aTOAT AUTOU, 23 6¢ AoIBOoPOUNEVOS OUK
avTeAoIDOPEl TTATXWYV OUK ATTEIAEl, TTapedidou
O¢ TQ KpivovTl BIKaiWG: 24 6¢ TAG APAPTIAG
AUV alTOG AVAVEYKEV &V TQ) TWHATI auTol
i 10 EUAOV, iva Taig auapTialg dTroyevouevol
A SIKaoa UV {ACWUEV, 00 TR HWAWTTI
iGONTE. 25 ATE YA WS TTPORATA TTAAVWILEVOI,
AAAG EmTeaTpagnTe VOV ETTi TOV TTOIYEVA KAl

ETTIOKOTTOV TV PUXWV UPQV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:

® Household servants, continue to be
submissive to [your] owners' with all respect,
not only to the good and gentle ones, but
also to the harsh ones. *° For it is grace if a
person through awareness of God bears up
under bodily pains caused by suffering
unjustly. *° Indeed, how is it a credit if you
endure while doing wrong and consequently
being beaten? But if you endure while doing
good and consequently suffer, it is grace
before God. ?* For to this you were called,
because even Christ suffered for you, leaving
behind for you an example so that you can
follow in his footsteps, % (He) who committed
no sin, and no deceit was found in his mouth;
% (He) who, when being insulted, did not
retaliate; when suffering did not threaten, but
entrusted himself to the one who judges
justly; > (He) who himself bore our sins in his
body on the cross so that we may live in
righteousness having died in respect of sins,
(He) by the wound of whom you were
healed. % For you were like sheep led astray,
but now you have been returned to the
Shepherd and Guardian of your inner beings.

Y The word SeamoTn occurs ten times in the New
Testament. An analysis of these occurrences
indicates that it refers in five instances to either
God the Father (Luk 2:29; Acts 4:24; Rev 6:10) or
Jesus Christ (2 Pet 2:1; Jud 4). In one instance it
refers to a human owner of material things (2 Tim
2:21). And in four instances it refers to the owner
of a slave (1 Tim 6:1 and 2; Titus 2:9; 1 Pet 2:18).
All these uses share a common denominator
namely the absolute power and authority of the
0eaTToTNG over his property, be it the Lord’s power
and authority over the believers, a human owner’s
power and authority over his material things, or a

slave-owner’s power and authority over his slave
(cf BDAG,; Liddle et al 1996; Louw & Nida 1996). It
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thus seems improbably that deamotng denotes
anything other than a slave-owner in this

pericope.
Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Heading: Author, addressees, greeting (1:1-2)
2. Letter opening to the letter body: Basis for four inferences in the letter body (1:3-12)
2.1 Praise be to God who gave us new birth through Jesus Christ (1:3-12)
3. Letter body: Four inferences based on the letter opening (1:13-5:11)

3.1 First inference: Set your hope firmly on the grace, and see to it that you
are holy in all you do (1:13-25)

3.2 Second inference: A new born person’s obligation to his personal growth
(2:1-3) and to his growth with fellow-believers (2:4-10)

3.3 Third inference: Code of conduct for resident and visiting aliens (2:11-4:19)
3.3.1 The basic exhortation (2:11-12)
3.3.2 Relationship with political authorities (2:13-17)
3.3.3 Relationship with slave owners (2:18-25) G
3.3.4 Relationship with marriage partner (3:1-7)
3.3.5 Relationship with neighbours in general (3:8-12)
3.3.6  Attitude towards and reaction to unjust sufferings (3:13-4:19)

3.4 Fourth inference: Code of conduct in the church (5:1-11)

4, Letter closing: Letter purpose, salutations, greetings (5:12-14)

This pericope forms part of a greater section dealing with the conduct of Christians as
resident and visiting alients (3.3: 2:11-4:19). Such conduct is contextualised by the general
exhortation serving as basis for all the relationships of authority that follow (3.3.2-3.3.5:
2:13-3:12). The section ends with another general exhortation directed at believers’ attitude
towards and reaction to unjust sufferings (3.3.6: 3:13-4:19).

) Cf Janse van Rensburg (1992:29).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is classified as a household code (see 5.2.1 above).

Analysis of the thought structure of the pericope:
Basic exhortation to household slaves (18)

Oi oikéTal UTTOTAgaOPEVOI €V TTavTi POBW TOIg BEaTTOTAIG, OU PdVoV Toig Ayaboig Kai

EMIEIKETIV AAAG Kai TOTG OKOAIOTG.

Ly First motivation for the exhortation to submit to unfair owners
(19)

T00TO Yap Xdpig €i dIG ouveidnalv Beol uTToPépel TIG AUTTAG TTAOXWV

AdiKwG.
b Motivation further elucidated (20a)
‘ TToloV Yap KAEOG €i GUaPTAVOVTEG Kai KOAAQI{OPEVOI UTTOUEVETTE;
L Motivation further elucidated (20b)
OAN’ €i ayaBoTtrolodvTeg kai TTagyxovTeg UTropeveite, T00TO XAPIG

TTapd Bew.
Second motivation for the exhortation to submit to unfair
owners (21a)
‘ €i¢ To0TO Yyap ékANONTE,
b Thereason for their calling (21b)
O kai Xplotdg Emabev UTTEP UMV Upiv - UTTOMIMTIAVWV

>

UTTOYPAPHOV
>  Purpose of Christ’s example (21c)
‘ iva éTrakoAouBnanrte Toig ixveaiv auTtol,
b Further elucidation (22-24a)
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0¢ auapTtiav oUK €TT0iN0EV OUDE €UPEDN
Oo0Aog év  T® agTopam autol, 2 Gg
AOIBOPOUNEVOG OUK  AvTEAOIDOPEI TTATXWY
oUK nmreiAel, TToPedidou O TW KpivovTl

Oikaiwg: 24 6¢ TAG AuapTiag AUAV aUTog

AVAVEYKEV €V T gwpat auTtol i 70 EUAOV,
—» Purpose of Christ’s suffering (24b)
iva Tdig auaptiaig amoyevopevol TR dikaloguvn

Znowpev, o0 T® PWAWTTI iGBNTE.
Motivation for the exhortation to follow
Christ (25)

ATE Yap W¢ TTPORATa TTAAVWUEVOI, AAAG ETTEGTPAPNTE

vOv i TOV TToIMéVa Kai ETTIOKOTTOV TAV WUXWV UPQV.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:
The letter as a whole is addressed to believers typified as Tapemionuor and mapoikor (1:3;

2:11). Janse van Rensburg (2000:573) indicates that these were technical terms in both
Jewish and Hellenistic contexts. On the one hand the terms may have indicated the
addressees’ actual political status namely that they had right to residence in the areas where
they lived but no political rights (Janse van Rensburg 1993:1946). And on the other hand
these terms may have indicated their spiritual alien-status in the sense that they became
citizens of the kingdom of heaven following their conversion. It becomes apparent from the
letter itself that these believers suffered great injustice because of their faith, and that
injustices were focussed specifically in the household where the pater familias had unlimited
power and authority over his household and its members (Janse van Rensburg 1993:1946).

Peter recognises the slave-owner relationship as a legal and social reality within the church
of Christ. One may assume that slaves and owners were members of the congregations in
Asia Minor (1:1b), although slaves seems to have outnumbered the owners by quite a
margin. Peter focuses the socio-historic context on the suffering of household slaves at the
hands of their owners (cf Glancy 2006:149). The evidence presented in chapter 5 clearly
substantiates Peter’s claim of harsh and unjust owners (v.18). One may accept that these
believing slaves suffered discrimination, unjust punishment (v.20), and even physical abuse
analogous to the suffering of Christ (v.22-23) at the hands of largely unbelieving owners (cf
Bechtler 1998:165). Evidently, Peter does not consider physical abuse as morally irrelevant,
like the Stoics (cf 4.3.4 above). The fact that the pericope deals with unbelieving owners
distinguishes it from the other passages dealt with in 6.2 and 6.3.

1 Peter invokes slavery as a metaphor for its embattled addressees (Bechtler 1998:190).
Slavery was the ultimate indeterminate social state. Bechtler (1998:190-191) argues that
kKAéog in 2:20 refers to public fame or renown gained on the basis of enduring beatings for
doing wrong (cf BDAG) while xapig in 2:19-20 refer to God's approval given to those who
suffer slander and abuse at the hands of a hostile society. Societal shame is contrasted with
divine honour. The example of Christ expounded in 2:21b-25 corroborates such an
interpretation since He suffered shame in the eyes of society, suffered while doing good and
yet received honour from God.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
maoyw (v.19, 20, 21, 23): According to Louw and Nida (1996) raoxw refers to:

. Suffering pain (domain 24F Pain, suffering); or
. Undergo an experience, usually difficult, and normally with the implication of physical
or psychological suffering (domain 90M Experience).
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The distinction seems somewhat superficial, and thus both possible meanings may very well
be applicable. Peter certainly suggests physical pain and suffering as well as the
psychological scars that it inflict.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

This pericope is unique in its relevation-historical positioning since it focuses specifically, and
not only by implication, on the suffering of Christ as basis for the enduring of suffering by
believing slaves. In his suffering, Christ set the example to be followed by all believers who
suffer because of being mistreated by persons in a position of authority: He committed no
sin, never lied, never retaliated, and never threatened (v.22-23) when mistreated by persons
in a position of authority. In this way He bore the sins of all believers on the cross (v.24). The
implied meaning of UTToTaggdpevol €v TTavTi POPw Toig deaTroTalg is thus that a slave who
suffers injustice at the hand of his owner must still submit to him or her with all respect. In
fact, it is grace from God to suffer injustice and still remain true to Him (v.19-20).

The pericope further seems to share the more conservative approach to slavery evident in
1 Timothy 6:1-2d and Titus 2:9-10 (see 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 above). See 6.6 below for a more
detailed examination of this issue.

Revelation about God in the pericope:

Those household slaves who remain faithful to Him despite suffering injustice at the hands of
their owners, are accredited before God (1 Pet 2:20a); it is “grace before God” (1 Pet 2:20b).
God credits this form of the endurance, because it means following in the footsteps of Christ
who suffered injustice from those in a position of authority. Through Christ God became their
Shepherd and Guardian, who has returned the stray sheep to Himself.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
The salvific work of Christ clearly speaks from the description of his suffering and its effect
(v.21-24). The believing household slave who unjustly suffers physical and emotional abuse
at the hands of his owner must be reminded of the wound Christ suffered on his or her behalf
and find comfort in the fact that Christ's wound brought him or her spiritual healing, if not
physical and emotional healing.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

The appeal is only by implication: Believing slave-owners must not allow themselves to, in
their relationship with their slaves, misuse their authority like the persons in positions of
authority who caused unjust suffering to Christ. Rather, they should treat their slaves justly,
also on the basis of Christ’s suffering on their behalf.

The communication aim of the pericope:

The pericope aims to encourage household slaves to persevere even under extreme
injustice. By implication the pericope exhorts believing slave-owners in the congregations to
act justly towards their household slaves.

Summary interpretation:

Peter encourages household slaves who suffer injustice at the hands of their unbelieving
owners to remain submissive and not to become rebellious, taking as example Christ's
willingness to suffer injustly at the hands of persons in positions of authority. In fact, they
must follow his example of righteousness, truth and reconciliation. He is their Shepherd and
Guardian, and the household slaves, like sheep having been brought back to their shepherd,
should follow in his footsteps. By implication the pericope exhorts believing slave-owners in
the congregations to act justly towards their household slaves.

6.3.7 Section summary

The exhortations to slaves do provide some insight into the New Testament views on
the rights and duties of slave-owners. All the pericopes analysed favour a
Christological recontextualisation of the relationship between owner and slave. Both
slave and owner must adjust their conduct within this relationship according to their
respective relationships to Christ as their Lord, taking as example Christ's own
response to injustice incurred because of the acts of persons in a position of
authority. The pericopes do, however, differ in their application of this new context
with resulting differences in the implicated appeals to slave-owners:
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Christological recontextualisation

Indirect appeal(s) to slave-owners

1 Corinthians 7:21-23 focusses on the
calling of the Lord, placing each believer,
whether slave or free, in his or her life
situation

To free their believing slaves who are
freedmen of Christ as instruments
implementing God’s calling.

Ephesians 6:5-8 and Colossians 3:22-25
focus on the Lordship of Christ over both
owners and slaves.

To treat slaves in a manner consistent with
the owner’'s service to the Lord, to become
an instrument in the delivery of the Lord’s
reward, and not to replace the Lord in the
lives of their believing slaves.

1 Timothy 6:1-2d and Titus 2:9-10 places
the emphasis on the preservation of the
teachings of God and his church through the
obedience of believing slaves.

Not to slander the Name of God and
teachings of the church because their slaves,
who are their fellow-brothers and sisters in
Christ, do not regard them as worthy of all
honour, and to accept the faithfulness of their
believing slaves who act according to the
positive and negative exhortations to them,
all in order to preserve the teaching of God
and his church.

1 Peter 2:18-25 focusses on the suffering of
Christ as a template for the unjust suffering
experienced by believing slaves.

Not to allow themselves to, in their
relationship with their slaves, misuse their
authority like the persons in positions of
authority who caused unjust suffering to
Christ.

6.4

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE CONDUCT OF SLAVE-

OWNERS AND OTHERS TOWARDS SLAVES

6.4.1 Matthew 8:5-13

Matthew 8:5-13 (UBS” 1994) (cf Luke 7:1-10, John 4:43-54)

Pericope:

5 EioeABovTOG O¢ aUTO0 €ic Kagpapvaoup
TTPOTAABEV AUT( EKATOVTAPYXOG TTAPAKAADV
auTov 8 Kai Aéywv, Kupie, 6 aigi pou
BERANTaI £V TH OiKig TTAPAAUTIKOG, DEIVIG
BaoaviCopevogs. 7 kai Aéyel aut®, Eyw €éABwv
Bepatrelow AUTOV. 8 Kai ATTOKPIBEIG O
£kaTovTapxog £en, Kupleg, ouk €ipi ikavog iva
HOU UTTO TRV OTEYNV €ig€ABNG, AAAG povov
€iTTe Aoyw, Kai iaBARoeTal 6 Taig pou. 9 Kai yap
£yw GvOpwTTdG il UTTO £€ouaiav, Exwv UTT
£UAUTOV OTPATIWTAG, Kai Aéyw TOUTW,
MopelBnTI, kai TTopeveTal, Kai GAAwW, "Epxou,
Kai €pxetal, kai TQ) doUAw pou, Moingov
10070, Kai TTOIEN. 10 akoUuaag 8¢ 6 Ingolg

£0aUpaaey Kai eiTev Toig dkoAouBolalv,

Aunv Aéyw Upiv, TTap’ oudevi TooaUTNV TTIGTIV

Own translation with grammatical notes:

> After he [Jesus] had entered Capernaum,
an army officer commanding one hundred
soldiers approached him, appealing to him °
and saying: “Lord, my personal slave' is lying
in the house paralyzed while suffering
terribly.” ” And He [Jesus] says to him: “After
| have come, | will heal him.” ® And
answering, the officer said: “Lord, | am not fit
that you come under my roof. But just say
the word, and my slave will be healed. ° For
even | myself am a man with a mandate,
having soldiers under me, and | tell this one
‘go’ and he goes, and that one ‘come’ and he
comes, and to my slave ‘do this’ and he does
it" ' And having heard [this], Jesus was
amazed and said to those following [him]:
“Amen | say to you, | have found no one in
Israel with such great faith. * But | say to you
that many will come from east and west and
will be reclined (to dine) with Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob in the kingdom of the heavens, **
but the sons of the kingdom will be expelled
to the outer darkness. There will be weeping
and the gnashing of teeth.” ** And Jesus said
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¢v TQ lopanA g0pov. 1 Aéyw B¢ Upiv 6T
TToAAOI &TTO AvaToAQV Kai duap®v REoualv
Kai avakAiBrigovTal petd ARpady kai loadk
Kai lakwp év T BaalAeig TV oupavv, 2 oi
B¢ vioi TG Baaikeiag €kBANBARTovTal €i¢ TO
OKOTOG TO £EWTEPOV- €KET ETAI O KAQUBJOG
Kai & BPuypoOg TV 08OVTWV. 13 Kai EiTTev 6

Inool¢ T ekaTovtdpxn, “YTTaye, wg

to the officer: “Go! As you believed, it will
happen for you.” And [his] slave was healed
at that very hour.

o 1aig may refer to a slave “possible serving as

a personal slave and thus with the implication of
kindly regard” (Louw & Nida 1996). BDAG (2002)
also intimates that such an meaning is possible,
especially referring to a trusted male slave. This

would explain the use of traig in verse 6 but

do0Aog in verse 9.

¢mmigTeuaag yevnontw gol. kai iden 6 Taig

[aUTO0] év TR WpQ ékeivn.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. The person of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-4:16)
1.1 The ancestry of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-17)
1.2 Scripture fulfilled in the birth, childhood of Jesus the Messiah (1:18-2:23)
1.3 John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)
1.4 Testing and preparation (4:1-16)
2. The public ministry of Jesus in and around Galilee (4:17-16:20)
2.1 Introduction to the public ministry (4:17-25)
2.2 First discourse: Discipleship (5:1-7:29)
2.3 A selection of Jesus’ miracles (8:1-9:34)
2.4 Second discourse: The disciples’ mission (9:35-10:42)
25 Varying response to Jesus’ public ministry (11:1-12:50)
2.6 Third discourse: Jesus’ teaching in parables (13:1-52)
2.7 Further responses to Jesus’ public ministry (13:53-16:20)
3. Private ministry in Galilee; preparing the disciples (16:21-18:35)
3.1 Teaching on Jesus’ mission (16:21-17:27)
3.2 Fourth discourse: Relationships among the disciples (18:1-35)
4. Ministry in Judea en route to Jerusalem (19:1-25:46)
4.1 On the way to Jerusalem (19:1-20:34)
4.2 Arrival in Jerusalem (21:1-22)
4.3 Controversies with the Jewish leaders (21:23-23:39)
4.4 Fifth discourse: Judgment (24:1-25:46)
5. The death and resurrection of Jesus (26:1-28:20)
5.1 Preparation for the passion (26:1-46)
5.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (26:47-27:26)
5.3 The crucifixion of Jesus (27:27-56)
54 The burial, resurrection and commission of Jesus (27:57-28:20)

This pericope forms part of Matthew’s description of Jesus’ public ministry in and around
Galilee (section 2). Section 2.3 constitutes the pericope’s immediate textual context and
describes nine of Jesus’ miracles, eight of which were healings and the other being Jesus’
calming of the storm. The purpose of this section 2.3 is to illustrate the power and authority of
Jesus as the Messiah, the Son of God, over all humanity, iliness, demons, and nature.

) Cf Combrink (1983:75-76).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
The pericope constitutes the genre miracle narrative within the broader genre Gospel.
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Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Background (5)
— The officer's appeal to Jesus (6)
Jesus’ response to the officer (7)
Lp  Testimony of the officer’s great faith (8-9)
v~ > Jesus’ astonishment (10)
v Jesus compares the Jews to this officer (11-12)
v Jesus’ response to the officer (13a)
—» Result: Healing of the officer’s slave (13b)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope does not provide much assistance in determining the relevant socio-historic
context, e.g. the illness that the slave suffered with. Indeed, the crux of this miracle narrative
is the great faith exhibited by the officer. For purposes of this study, that fact is irrelevant. But
the officer’s attitude towards his slave is very relevant. It is apparent that he is concerned for
his slave, yet what his motivation for this concern is, is unclear. It seems plausible that his
concern for his slave is based on the slave’s position of trust as the officer's personal slave
(see translation above). Yet the evidence provided in chapter 5 suggests that the officer's
concern may just as plausibly have been economically motivated rather than by genuine
concern for his slave’s well-being.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:

This pericope indicates that Jesus Christ extended his healing, and by implication his
salvation, to the legally and socially disadvantaged of his time. In his indirect interaction with
the officer’s slave, Jesus exhibits love and compassion towards the slave.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Jesus Christ did not discriminate against slaves because of their lowly legal and social
status. In fact, He was even prepared to go to the officer’'s house to heal the slave.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Based on Jesus’ compassion for the officer’s slave, the implicit appeal is made to believing
slave-owners to also act compassionately towards their slaves, as the officer even in his
unbelief did.

The communication aim of the pericope:
The pericope aims to reveal, relevant to this study, Jesus Christ's compassion for the legally
and socially disadvantaged of his time.

Summary interpretation:

Although the pericope does not deal directly with the slave-owner relationship, it does
provide some insight into this relationship in the first century. Jesus’ compassion for the
officer's slave motivates the officer to come to faith in Christ. The pericope provides a link
between faith in Jesus Christ and a slave-owner’s relationship with his slaves. This link is
further elucidated in the pericopes analysed in 6.2 and 6.3.

6.4.2 Matthew 10:24-25

Matthew 10:24-25 (UBS” 1994) (cf John 13:16 and 15:20)

Pericope: Swn translation with grammatical notes:
24 QUK EOTIV PABNTAC UTTE TOV BIBATKAAOV A dl'smple is not a_bove the tgzsacher anpl a
L o o slave is not above his owner. “” It is sufficient
oude 6oUAog UTTEP TOV KUpIOV auTol. 2 for the disciple to become like his teacher
APKETOV TG padNTA iva yévATar W 6 and the slave like his owner. If they called

) o Do the owner of the house Beelzebul, how much
di1daokaAog auTtol kai 0 500A0g wg O KUPIOG | more the members of his household!
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auTo0. &i TOV 0ikodeaTTOTNV BeeAlgBOUA

émekaAegay, T6GW PAAAOV TOUG OiKIaKOUG

auToO.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. The person of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-4:16)
1.1 The ancestry of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-17)
1.2 Scripture fulfilled in the birth, childhood of Jesus the Messiah (1:18-2:23)
1.3 John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)
1.4 Testing and preparation (4:1-16)
2. The public ministry of Jesus in and around Galilee (4:17-16:20)
2.1 Introduction to the public ministry (4:17-25)
2.2 First discourse: Discipleship (5:1-7:29)
2.3 A selection of Jesus’ miracles (8:1-9:34)
2.4 Second discourse: The disciples’ mission (9:35-10:42) <—
2.5 Varying response to Jesus’ public ministry (11:1-12:50)
2.6 Third discourse: Jesus’ teaching in parables (13:1-52)
2.7 Further responses to Jesus’ public ministry (13:53-16:20)
3. Private ministry in Galilee; preparing the disciples (16:21-18:35)
3.1 Teaching on Jesus’ mission (16:21-17:27)
3.2 Fourth discourse: Relationships among the disciples (18:1-35)
4, Ministry in Judea en route to Jerusalem (19:1-25:46)
4.1 On the way to Jerusalem (19:1-20:34)
4.2 Arrival in Jerusalem (21:1-22)
4.3 Controversies with the Jewish leaders (21:23-23:39)
4.4 Fifth discourse: Judgment (24:1-25:46)
5. The death and resurrection of Jesus (26:1-28:20)
51 Preparation for the passion (26:1-46)
5.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (26:47-27:26)
5.3 The crucifixion of Jesus (27:27-56)
5.4 The burial, resurrection and commission of Jesus (27:57-28:20)

This pericope forms part of Jesus’ second discourse with his disciples (2.4: 9:35-10:42), still
during his public ministry in and around Galilee (section 2). Jesus teaches his disciples
regarding his mission for them. This pericope follows directly after Jesus’ warning about the
persecution that his disciples will face.

) Cf Combrink (1983:75-76).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
One may describe this pericope as didactical discourse between Jesus and his disciples.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Basic assertion (v.24)
Ly Explanation (v.25a)
L»  Application (v.25b)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope utilizes the slave-owner relationship as illustration. Jesus likens his disciples to
students or slaves who cannot achieve higher status than their teacher or owner,
respectively. When the teacher or owner is brushed with the brush of suspicion (cf the
Pharisees charge against Jesus in 12:24 that He only drives out demons through the power
of Beelzebul, or Satan), the students or slaves do not escape the same. Jesus clearly
acknowledges the legal and social realities of the slave-owner relationship.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
This pericope deals with the fact of life that perception by association attaches to followers
and teachers and slaves and slave-owners alike. Considering the other pericopes analysed
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in this chapter, these words of Jesus may provide a link to the motive expressed in
1 Timothy 6:1-2d and Titus 2:9-10 (see 6.3.4 and 6.3.5 above respectively) that the conduct
of slaves (and by implication slave-owners) must not slander the Name of God but rather
adorn it.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

The implied appeal to believing slave-owners seems to be that they must bear in mind that
the public perception about them will also attach to their slaves, who may even act publicly
on their behalf (see 0 above).

The communication aim of the pericope:
The pericope aims to communicate to the disciples that they will be judged with the same
heavy hand as Jesus Himself.

Summary interpretation:

Slaves must accept their close relationship with their owners, even to the extent of public
perception about the owner. Likewise, believing slave-owners must bear in mind that the
public perception about them will also attach to their whole household, including their slaves.
Furthermore, their conduct will reflect either positively or negatively on Jesus as their
Teacher/Owner.

6.4.3 Matthew 24:45-51

Matthew 24:45-51 (UBS” 1994) (cf Luke 12:41-48)

Pericope:

45 Tig apa €aTiv 0 TATOG 60UAOG KOl
@pOVIPOG OV KaTEDTNOEV O KUPIOG £TTi TAG
oikeTeiag auTol T00 Solval auToig THV TPOPNV
&V KaIpW; 46 pakdplog 6 dolAog ékeivog OV
¢ABwV 0 KUpIoG auTol eUpnael oUTWG
Trolo0vTa- 47 Aunv Aéyw Upiv OTI €TTi TTAOIV
TOIG UTTdpXoUaIv alToU KATAOTHTEl QUTOV. 48
¢av O¢ €I O KakOg 00UAOG €keIVOG €V TH
kapdig auTol, Xpovilel pou 6 KUpIoG, 49 Kai
dp&nTal TUTTTEIV TOUG TUVOOUAOUG aUToO,
£00in o€ Kai Tivn YETA TAV PEBUOVTWY, 50 el
O KUpIOG ToU BoUAOU £KEivou v AUEPQ 1) OU
TTPOCBOKA Kai £V (IPQ 1) oV YIVWOKEI, 51 Kai
dixoTounRael aUToV Kai TO PEPOG aAUTOD PETA
TQV UTTOKPITAV BAael- £KeT EaTal O KAQUBUOG

Kai 0 BPUYHOG TAV OBOVTWV.

Own translation with grammatical notes:
*® Who then is the faithful and wise slave
whom the owner put in charge over his
household to give food to them on time? 46
Blessed is that slave whom his owner when
he comes will find doing so. *’ Truly, | say to
you that he will put him in charge of all his
possessions. “® But if that bad slave says in
his heart; “My owner is delayed”, *® and he
starts to beat his fellow slaves and he also
eats and drinks with drunkards, *° the owner
of that slave will come on a day when he
does not expect and at an hour that he does
not know, °* and he will cut him in two and
consign his place among the hypocrites.
Weeping and gnashing of teeth will be there.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'

1. The person of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-4:16)
1.1 The ancestry of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-17)
1.2 Scripture fulfilled in the birth, childhood of Jesus the Messiah (1:18-2:23)
1.3 John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)
14 Testing and preparation (4:1-16)
2. The public ministry of Jesus in and around Galilee (4:17-16:20)
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21 Introduction to the public ministry (4:17-25)

2.2 First discourse: Discipleship (5:1-7:29)

2.3 A selection of Jesus’ miracles (8:1-9:34)

2.4 Second discourse: The disciples’ mission (9:35-10:42)

25 Varying response to Jesus’ public ministry (11:1-12:50)

2.6 Third discourse: Jesus’ teaching in parables (13:1-52)

2.7 Further responses to Jesus’ public ministry (13:53-16:20)
3. Private ministry in Galilee; preparing the disciples (16:21-18:35)

3.1 Teaching on Jesus’ mission (16:21-17:27)

3.2 Fourth discourse: Relationships among the disciples (18:1-35)
4, Ministry in Judea en route to Jerusalem (19:1-25:46)

4.1 On the way to Jerusalem (19:1-20:34)

4.2 Arrival in Jerusalem (21:1-22)

4.3 Controversies with the Jewish leaders (21:23-23:39)

4.4 Fifth discourse: Judgment (24:1-25:46) —
5. The death and resurrection of Jesus (26:1-28:20)

51 Preparation for the passion (26:1-46)

5.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (26:47-27:26)

5.3 The crucifixion of Jesus (27:27-56)

5.4 The burial, resurrection and commission of Jesus (27:57-28:20)

This pericope forms part of Jesus’ fifth discourse with his disciples (4.4: 24:1-25:46) en route
to Jerusalem (section 4). Jesus teaches his disciples regarding the coming judgment and the
end of the age. Jesus uses this parable to illustrate the point in 24:36-44 that the last day and
hour of this age are only known to the Father and that this fact demands vigilance on the part
of believers.

) Cf Combrink (1983:75-76).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:

This pericope is a parable typical of those contained in the Gospels, referring a practical life
situation in order to convey a message regarding the kingdom of God. In the Greco-Roman
literary tradition parables were considered narrative fiction but in the Hebrew tradition it had a
much wider range of applications, almost to the point of metaphor (cf Crossan 1996). The
parables of the Gospels of the New Testament borrowed the narrative form from the Greeks
and Romans, and the inclusion of real or possible events from the Hebrews. The New
Testament parables are not allegories but rather brings home one truth (tertium
comparationis) at a time (Van der Walt 2007:176).

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Rhetorical question (v.45)
Jesus’ positive answer (v.46)
Ly The faithful slave’s reward (v.47)
Jesus’ negative answer (v.48-49)
Lp  The bad slave’s just desserts (v.50-51)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope utilizes the slave-owner relationship as illustration, yet provides some clues as
to the relationship between slave and slave-owner. This relationship is again taken for
granted. Based on the evidence contained in chapters 3 to 5 it is very probably that an owner
would have left a slave in charge of his household in his absence (cf 3.9 and 3.13 above).
This parable also clearly confirms the evidence of the system of reward and very harsh
punishment in slave management (cf chapter 5 above).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
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| Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

One may interpret Jesus’ parable as condoning very harsh punishment and actually
encouraging slave-owners to practise it. Such a conclusion would, however, not properly
account for the genre of the pericope namely parable. The relationship between slave and
owner, and specifically the system of reward and punishment, is not the tertium
comparationis of the parable, but rather the fact that the faithful slave vigilantly awaits the
return of his owner, and the bad slave not. Yet the slave-owner relationship remains a sub-
text in the parable, and based on the socio-historic evidence presents a true picture of this
relationship based on reward and punishment (cf Judge 1960:30), but also trust. Jesus
acknowledges it and uses this phenomenon in his parable, but does not necessarily condone
it. Slave-owners might be exhorted to treat their slaves justly according to their obedience

and trustworthyness.

The communication aim of the pericope:

Jesus teaches his disciple to vigilantly await his return like the faithful slave.

Summary interpretation:

The picture of the slave-owner relationship painted by this parable is true to the socio-historic
evidence: The relationship was built on trust, but also reward and punishment.

6.4.4 Matthew 25:14-30

Matthew 25:14-30 (UBS” 1994) (cf Luke 19:11-27)

Pericope:

4 "Qomep  yap GvBpwtrog  Ammodnuv
¢KAAeaev ToUG idioug BOUAOUG Kai TTOPEDWKEV
auToig T UTTapxovta autol, 5 kai @ pév
EdwKev TTEVTE TAAavTa, © B¢ dUo, © Of Ev,
¢KAOTW Kata TRV idiav  dUvaulv,  Kai
ATednunasv. eUBEwg 16 TTopeuBeig O T TTEVTE
TaAavTa AaBwv RApydoato £v  auToIG KO
¢kEPONOeV GANa TTEVTE: 17 WOAUTWG O Ta dUO
éképdnaev GAAa OUo. 18 O BE TO &v Aapwv
ameAbwv  wpuev  yAv  Kai  Ekpuyev 1O
apyupiov To0 Kupiou adTol. 19 peta O& TTOAUV
XPOVOV EPXETAl O KUPIOG TWV OOUAWYV EKEIVWIV
Kai guvaipel Aoyov MeT aUT@V. 20 Kai
TpogeABwv 6 T& Tévie TAAavTa  Aafwv
TIPOCOAVEYKEV GAAO TTEVTE TAAQVTA  AEywv,
KUplg, TTévie TAAQVTA POl TTOPEdWKAG: 0E
GAAa TévTe TAAavTa €képONnaa. 21 €pn alT® O
KUpI0G auTtol, EU, 800Ae AyaBE kai TaTE, &
OAiya AC MOTOC, £TTi TTOAMQV OF KATAOTHOW:
€igeNbe €ig TV xapav To0 Kupiou gou. 22

poasABwv [5€] Kai 6 Ta dUO TANAVTA EITTEV,

Own translation with grammatical notes:

! For just as a man about to go on a journey
called his own slaves and entrusted to them
his possessions, > and to one he gave five
talents, to another two, to another one, to
each according to his own ability. Then he
went on a journey. ‘® Going at once, the one
who had received the five talents engaged in
business with them, and he gained five
others [more]. '’ Similarly the one [who had
received] the two gained two others [more].
'8 But after he left, the one who had received
the one talent, dug [in the] ground and hid
his owner’'s money. * Now after a long time
the owner of those slaves comes and he
settles accounts with them. ?° And after
approaching, the one who received the five
talents brought five other [more] talents,
saying: “Sir, you handed over to me five
talents. Look! | have gained five other [more]
talents.” * To him his owner said: “Well
done, good and faithful slave; over few
[things] you were faithful; over many [things] |
will put you in charge. Enter into the joy of
your owner.” %> Then after approaching, also
the one with the two talents said: “Sir, you
handed over to me two talents. Look! | have
gained two other [more] talents.” % His owner
said to him; “Well done, good and faithful
slave; over few [things] you were faithful;
over many [things] | will put you in charge.
Enter into the joy of your owner.” ** Then
after approaching, also the one who had
received the one talent said: “Sir, | knew you
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Kupig, 800 TAAQVTA pol TTapEdwKAG: ide GAAa
dUo TaAavTa képdnaa. 23 £€pn auT® 6 KUpPIOG
auTo0, EO, do0Ae dyabé kai aTe, £1mi OAiya
AC OTOC, £ TOMOV 0f  KATAOTAHOW:
€igeNde €ig TV xapav To0 Kupiou gou. 24
TTPoaeABWY O¢ Kai O TO £v TAAAvTOV €IANPWG
gimev, Kuoplg, &yvwv oe 6T okAnpog i
GvBpwTrog, BepiCwyv OTTOU OUK ECTTEIPAG KOl
guvaywv 060ev ou OlegkopTTigag, 25 Kai
@opnBeic ameAbwv ékpuwa TO TAAAvTOV COU
év Th YA i0e €xeig TO gov. 26 arrokpIBeig 6t O
KUpIog auTo0 &irev auT®, Movnpé dol0Ae Kai
okvnpE, (oeig 0T Bepilw OTTOU OUK ECTTEIPA
Kai guvayw 60gv ol dleagkopTTIaq; 27 €0l e
oUv BaAsiv T& ApyUPIA pou TOIG TPaTEdiTaIC,
Kai €EABwv €yw ékopigdunv v 1O éuov guv
TOKW. 28 Gpare olV AT’ auTod TO TAAAVTOV Kai
00TE T E£XOVTlI TA Oéka TAAAvVTA-2® TQ) ydp
£xovTl TTavTi doBnaeTal Kai TTEpIgaeudnaETal,
100 O¢ PN €xovrog Kai O Exel apbroetal T’
auTo0. 30 kai Tov axpeiov do0Aov EKBAAETE €ig
TO OKOTOG TO £EWTEPOV-: €KET EaTal O KAQUBUOG

Kai O BPUYHOG TV ODOVTWV.

that you are a merciless man, reaping where
you did not sow and 5gathering where you did
not scatter [seed], * and being afraid and
after having left, 1 hid your talent in the
ground. Look! You have [what is] yours.” ?°
But answering, his owner said to him, “You
bad and lazy slave; you knew that | reap
where | did not sow and gather where | did
not scatter [seed]? ?* So you should have
deposited my money with the bankers, and
after having come, | would have received
what was my own with interest. *® Therefore
take the talent from him and give it to the one
who has the ten talents. * For to everyone
who has, will be given, and their will be
abundance. But from the one who has not,
even what he has will be taken away from
him. ** And cast the worthless slave into the
outer darkness. Weeping and gnashing of
teeth will be there.”

Placement of the pericope in the book:'

1. The person of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-4:16)

1.1 The ancestry of Jesus the Messiah (1:1-17)

1.2 Scripture fulfilled in the birth, childhood of Jesus the Messiah (1:18-2:23)

1.3 John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)

1.4 Testing and preparation (4:1-16)
2. The public ministry of Jesus in and around Galilee (4:17-16:20)

2.1 Introduction to the public ministry (4:17-25)

2.2 First discourse: Discipleship (5:1-7:29)

2.3 A selection of Jesus’ miracles (8:1-9:34)

2.4 Second discourse: The disciples’ mission (9:35-10:42)

25 Varying response to Jesus’ public ministry (11:1-12:50)

2.6 Third discourse: Jesus’ teaching in parables (13:1-52)

2.7 Further responses to Jesus’ public ministry (13:53-16:20)
3. Private ministry in Galilee; preparing the disciples (16:21-18:35)

3.1 Teaching on Jesus’ mission (16:21-17:27)

3.2 Fourth discourse: Relationships among the disciples (18:1-35)
4, Ministry in Judea en route to Jerusalem (19:1-25:46)

4.1 On the way to Jerusalem (19:1-20:34)

4.2 Arrival in Jerusalem (21:1-22)

4.3 Controversies with the Jewish leaders (21:23-23:39)

4.4 Fifth discourse: Judgment (24:1-25:46) C—
5. The death and resurrection of Jesus (26:1-28:20)
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51 Preparation for the passion (26:1-46)

5.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (26:47-27:26)

5.3 The crucifixion of Jesus (27:27-56)

5.4 The burial, resurrection and commission of Jesus (27:57-28:20)

This pericope also forms part of Jesus’ fifth discourse with his disciples (4.4: 24:1-25:46) en
route to Jerusalem (section 4). Jesus teaches his disciples regarding the coming judgment
and the end of the age. Jesus uses this parable to illustrate the point that believers must put
their gifts to work in his interest until He returns.

) Cf Combrink (1983:75-76).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is a parable typical of those contained in the Gospels, referring a practical life
situation in order to convey a message regarding the kingdom of God. See 6.4.3 above.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Introduction (v.14)
Action of the owner (v.15)
b Responses from the three slaves (v.16-18)
L'—: The good and faithful slave (v.16)
The good and faithful slave (v.17)
The worthless and lazy slave (v.18)
The owner’s settling of accounts upon his return (v.19)
Ly The good and faithful slave (v.20)
Ly The slave’s reward (v.21)
The good and faithful slave (v.22)
Ly The slave’s reward (v.23)
The worthless and lazy slave (v.24-25)
Ly The slave’s punishment (v.26-27)
— The principle: Put your gifts to work in the kingdom (v.29)
Ly Otherwise face eternal punishment outside the kingdom (v.30)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

As does the previous pericope, the author utilizes the slave-owner relationship as illustration.
Seccombe (2010:2; cf Snodgrass 2008:18) identifies Jesus’ frequent use of incongruity and
sometimes the outright bizarre as an important element of many of the parables recorded in
the Gospels. While some elements of this parable are congruent with the evidence presented
in chapters 3 to 5 (for example slave owners leaving slaves in charge of their household

when travelling), an element of incongruity appears in verses 21 and 23: €igeA8e €ig TV

xapav 100 Kupiou gou (“Enter into the joy of your owner”). The incongruity lies in the fact that

slaves did not share in the festivities of their owner but served him and his guests, as Jesus
indicates in Luke 17:7-8 (see 6.4.7 below). As Seccombe (2010:2) indicates, Jesus uses
such incongruity to catch his hearer’s attention and impress his truth upon them. It does not,
however, detract from the reality of the relationship between slave and slave-owner as
expounded in chapters 3 to 5. This parable also clearly confirms the evidence of the system
of reward and punishment in slave management (cf chapter 5 above).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation-historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Again, the relationship between slave and owner, and specifically the system of reward and
punishment, is not the tertium comparationis of the parable, but rather the fact that the
faithful believer will put his gifts to work to the benefit of the kingdom. Yet the slave-owner
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relationship remains a sub-text in the parable, and based on the socio-historic evidence
presents a true picture of this relationship based on reward and punishment (cf Judge
1960:30), apart from the incongruity presented in verses 21 and 24. Jesus acknowledges the
slave-owner — slave relationship but does not necessarily condone it.

The communication aim of the pericope:

Jesus teaches his disciples to zealously reap the benefits of the gifts He bestows upon them

while awaiting his return.

Summary interpretation:

The picture of the slave-owner relationship painted by this parable is true to the socio-historic
evidence, apart from the incongruity identified in verses 21 and 24: The relationship was built

on trust but also reward and punishment.

6.4.5 Mark 12:1-12

Mark 12:1-12 (UBS” 1994) (cf Matt 21:33-46; Luke 20:9-19)

Pericope:

1 Kai Apgato autoic &v TTapaBoAaic AaAciv,
AumreAva  AvBpwTttog  é@UTEUdEV  Kai
TIEPIEONKEV QPAYHUOV Kai WPUEEV UTTOARVIOV
Kai WKOBOUNOEV TTUPYOV Kai €EEDETO AUTOV
YEWPYOIG Kai OTedAUNTEV. 2 Kai ATTEQTEIAEV
TIPOG TOUG YEWPYOUS TQ Kalp® dolAov iva
TaPd TV YEWPYWV AABN ATTO TV KAPTTRV
100 AuTTEAQVOG: 3 Kai AaBOVTEG auToV £deipav
Kai ATTETTEINOV KEVOV. 4 Kai TTAAIV ATTETTEINEV
KAKevov

TPOG auToUg GAAov  GoUAov-

éke@aAiwoav Kkai ATipoogav. 5 kai  GAAov

améaTtelhev:  KAKelvov  ATTEKTEIVAV, KOl
TToOAAOUG GAAoug, oUg pev dépovreg, oUg O
ATTOKTEVVOVTEG. 6 £T1 £val €IXEV UIOV AyaTTNTOV:
ATéTTEINEVY  QUTOV  €0XATOV TTPOG  AUTOUG
Aéywv 61 Evrpatigovral 1OV Uidv pou. 7
¢keivol B¢ of yewpyoi TTPOG £auToug eimav 6Tl
€amiv. 0 OelTe

OUTOG KANPOVOUOC:

ATToKTEiVWHEY  aUTOV, Kai AUV €atal N
kKAnpovopia. 8 kai AaBoOvTeG ATTEKTEIVAV AUTOV
Kai é¢éBalov auTov £€Ew To0 AuTTEADVOG. © Ti
[o0v] Troogl 6 KUOpIOog TOO  AUTTIEAQVOG;
éAeloeTal Kai ATTOAETEl TOUG yewpyoUg Kai
dwael TOV aumeAva GAAoig. 10 oudE ThvV
ypagnv
amedokipagav  oi

TauTnv  avéyvwte, AiBov  Ov

oikodopolvreg, 0oUTog

£YEVAON €ig KeQaAnV ywviag: 11 TTapd Kupiou

Own translation with grammatical notes:

! And He [Jesus] began to speak to them in
parables: “A man planted a vineyard and put
a fence around [it] and dug a winepress pit
and built a watchtower and he leased it to
tenant farmers and departed on a journey. *
And in season he sent a slave to the tenant
farmers so that from the tenant farmers he
will collect from the fruits of the vineyard. *
And after seizing [him], they beat him and
sent [him] away empty-handed. * And again
he sent another slave to them. And that one
they struck on the head and shamed [him]. °
And he sent another. And that one they
killed. And [he sent] many others — on the
one hand they continued beating some; on
the other hand they continued killing some. °
Still, he [the owner] had one beloved son.
Lastly he sent him to them, saying: “They will
respect my son.” ’ But those tenant farmers
said to one another: “This is the heir. Come!
Let us kill him, and the inheritance will be
ours.” ® And after having seized [him], they
killed him and threw him out of the vineyard.
® [So,] what will the owner of the vineyard
do? He will come and destroy the tenant
farmers and give the vineyard to others. *°
Do you not know this [passage of] Scripture:
‘The stone that the builders rejected, it
became the capstone. ™ It became [such]
from the Lord and it is wonderful in our
eyes.’”?” ** And they sought to arrest Him, but
they became afraid of the people for they
understood that He told the parable against
them. And having left Him, they went away.
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évéveto altn  kai  €omiv. BaupaaTth  €v
o@OaApoic Nu@v; 12 Kai £€ZATouv auTov
kpatijoal, Kai €popnnagav TOvV  dxAov,
éyvwaoav  yap OT  TIpOG  aldTtoug TRV

TapaBoAv  gimev.  Kkai  AQEVTEG  AUTOV

atiABov.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'

Jewish leaders, clearly illustrated by the parable in 6.5.2 (12:1-12).

) Cf Vorster (1983:115-116).

—

1. Superscription and introduction to the Gospel (1:1-15)
2. The public ministry of Jesus in and around Galilee (1:16—3:6)
3. Jesus’ teaching and miracles (3:7—-6:29)
4, Jesus’ authority extended (6:30-8:26)
5. Christology and discipleship (8:27-10:52)
6. Jesus in Jerusalem (11:1-13:37)
6.1 The triumphal entry (11:1-11)
6.2 Jesus curses the fig tree (11:12-14)
6.3 Jesus clears the temple (11:15-19)
6.4 The withered fig tree (11:20-26)
6.5 Confrontational discourse with the Jewish leaders (11:27-12:44)
6.5.1 Question on Jesus’ authority (11:27-33)
6.5.2 Parable of the tenants (12:1-12)
6.5.3 Question on the payment of taxes (12:13-17)
6.5.4 Question on the resurrection (12:18-27)
6.5.5 Question on the greatest commandment (12:28-34)
6.5.6  Question on the son of David (12:35-40)
6.5.7 The widow’s offering (12:41-44)
6.6 The prophetic discourse (13:1-37)
7. The passion narrative and the resurrection (14:1-16:8)
8. Appearance of Jesus after the resurrection (16:9-20)

This pericope forms part of Jesus’ confrontational discourse with the Jewish leaders (6.5:
11:27-12:44) in Jerusalem (section 6). All the questions posed by the Jewish leaders aim to
discredit Jesus in the eyes of the people. In response Jesus points out the self-interest of the

Genre of the pericope and of the book:

This pericope is a parable typical of those contained in the Gospels, referring a practical life
situation in order to convey a message regarding the kingdom of God. See 6.4.3 above.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Background (v.1)

Ly First attempt: A slave (v.2)
Second attempt: Another slave (v.4a)

insult (v.4b)
Third attempt: Yet another slave (v.5a)

— Numerous attempts: Other slaves (v.5c¢)

murder (v.5d)
— Last attempt: His own son (v.6a)

The owner’s attempts to obtain his share of the profit (v.2-8)

Ly The tenant farmers reaction: Assault (v.3)

The tenant farmers reaction: Assault and

L»  The tenant farmers reaction: Murder (v.5b)

The tenant farmers reaction: Assault and

Ly Rationale for this attempt (v.6b)
The tenant farmers reaction: Murder (7-8)
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—I_—> Rhetorical question (9a)
Ly Jesus provides the answer (9b)
Ly Scriptural evidence (10-11)
— The Jewish leaders’ reaction (v.12)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

This pericope (12:1-12) utilizes the slave-owner relationship as illustration; however, it does
provide some clues as to the relationship between slave and slave-owner. This relationship
is again taken for granted. The parable confirms the evidence contained in chapters 3 to 5
that slaves were considered to be no more than property, even if the slave belonged to
another, and as a result suffered harsh and abusive treatment (cf 5.3-5.5 above). Thus the
tenant farmers did not hesitate to verbally and physically abuse and even murder the slaves
of the vineyard’s owner.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
yewpyog: According to Louw and Nida (1996) yewpyog references a person who engages in

agriculture or gardening i.e. a farmer or gardener (domain 43 Agriculture). It may refer to the
owner of a farm or a person who does agricultural work on a contractual basis i.e a tenant
farmer (BDAG). The context clearly points to the latter. Such tenant farmers were entitled to
partake of the fruits of their work (TDNT 3:615). Slaves also worked as vine-dressers (cf
Bradley 1994:60); it is, however, not relevant in this pericope.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Again, the relationship between slave and owner is not the tertium comparationis of the
parable, but rather the fact that the Jewish leaders served their self-interest in their dealings
with the owner’s slaves and son. Yet the slave-owner relationship remains a sub-text in the
parable, and based on the socio-historic evidence presents a true picture of this relationship.
Jesus acknowledges this relationship but the answer tot the question whther He condones it,
is outside the scope of the pericope. In fact, in this parable He implicitty condemns the
conduct of the tenant farmers towards the owner’s slaves.

The communication aim of the pericope:

Jesus teaches that religious leaders are also prone to self-service, as are those that benefit
financially from the owner’s vineyard. Such self-service leads to improper and unjust conduct
towards others, in this case slaves.

Summary interpretation:
The picture of the slave-owner relationship painted by this parable is true to the socio-historic
evidence: The relationship was characterised by self-serving conduct towards slaves.

6.4.6 Luke 16:1-8

Luke 16:1-8 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: 1Own translation with grammatical notes:
1"Eeyev 8¢ Kai TTPOC TOUC MadnTdc, _Bu_t He [Jesus] was also saying to the

5 , . , . disciples: “There was a wealthy man who had
AvBpwWTOG TIG NV TTAOUTI0G OG EIXEV a manager, and he [the manager] was

reported to him as a squanderer of his
possessions. % And having called him, he
BlagKkopTiGwy Ta UTTapxovTa auTod. 2 Kai said to him: ‘What is this that | hear about
you? Render account of your management
for you can no longer manage.’ ® But the
TTEPi 000; Amodog TOV Adyov Tfig oikovopiag | manager said to himself: ‘What will | do, for

oikovopov, Kai o0Tog SIEBARBN aUTR) WS

QWvAoag auTov eiev auT®, Ti To0TO AKOUW
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gou, oU yap dUvn £T1 0iKOVOpELV. 3 efTTev B¢ év
£auT® 6 oikovopog, Ti TToIRow, 0TI 6 KUPIOG
HoU AQaipeiTal TV oikovopiav atr £uodl;
OKATITEIV OUK igxUw, éTTaiTeiv aigxuvopal. 4
Eyvwv Ti TTOINOW, iva 6Tav PETAaTABW €K TAG
oikovopiag dEEwWVTAI PE €iG TOUG OiKoUg
aUTQV. 5 Kai TTPOOKAAETAWEVOG EVa EKOTTOV
TV XPEOPEINETWYV TOU KUpiou £auTol éAeyev
TQ TTPWTW, Mdagov deileig TR Kupiw pou; & 6
¢ gimev, Ekartov BAToug £Aaiou. O B¢ gitrev
auT®, Aégal gou Ta ypaupara Kai kabioag
TOXEWG YPAWOV TTEVTAKOVTA. 7 ETTEITA ETEPW
€iTTev, ZU 8¢ TG00V OQEIAEIG; O B¢ EITTeV,
‘Ekartov kdpoug gitou. Aéyel auTd, Aé€al gou
TG YPAUUOTA Kai Ypdwov oydorikovTa. 8 Kai
£TTVETEV O KUPIOG TOV 0iKovOoV TAG adIKig
OTl povipwg €mogev- 0TI oi uioi To0 aivog
TOUTOU QPPOVILWTEPOI UTTEP TOUG Uioug Tol

QWTOG €I TNV YEVEQV TRV £QUTAV EiTIV.

my owner takes away the management from
me? | am not able to dig, | am ashamed to
beg. * I have realized what I will do so that
whenever | am removed from management,
they will receive me in their homes. > And
having summoned one by one the debtors of
his owner, he was saying to the first: ‘How
much do you owe my owner?’ ° And he said:
‘One hundred measures of olive oil.” And he
said to him: ‘Take your account and after
sitting down quickly, write fifty.” " Thereafter
he said to another: ‘And you, how much do
you owe?’ And he said: “One hundred
measures of wheat.” He says to him: ‘Take
your account and write eighty.’ ® And the
owner commended the manager for the
injustice because he acted shrewdly. For the
sons of this age are shrewder than the sons
of the light towards their own generation.”

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Prologue (1:1-4)
2. The infancy narrative (1:5-2:52)

4.1 The beginning (4:16-5:16)

4.4 Who is this Jesus? (7:1-50)

2.1 The births of John the Baptist and Jesus foretold (1:5-38)
2.2 Mary visits Elizabeth (1:39-56)
2.3 The births of John the Baptist and Jesus (1:57-2:52)
3. Preparation for the ministry of Jesus (3:1-4:15)
3.1 John the Baptist prepares the way (3:1-20)
3.2 Jesus’ baptism, genealogy, and temptation (3:21-4:15)
4. The ministry of Jesus is Galilee (4:16-9:50)

4.2 The beginning of controversy (5:17-6:11)
4.3 Jesus teaches the disciples (6:12-49)

4.5 Jesus teaches in parables (8:1-21)

4.6 Jesus, Lord of nature, demons, disease and death (8:22-56)
4.7 Jesus and the twelve (9:1-50)

Jesus en route to Jerusalem (9:51-19:27)

51 The first mention of the journey to Jerusalem (9:51-13:21)

5.2 The second mention of the journey to Jerusalem (13:22—-17:10)

5.2.1 The narrow door (13:22-30)

5.2.2 Lament over Jerusalem (13:31-35)

5.2.3 The healing of a man on the Sabbath (14:1-6)
5.2.4 Various teachings and parables (14:7-17:10)

5.24.1 The parable of the wedding feast (14:7-11)
5.24.2 The parable of the great banquet (14:12-24)
5.2.4.3 The cost of discipleship (14:25-33)

5.2.4.4 Salt without taste is worthless (14:34-35)
5.2.45 The parable of the lost sheep (15:1-7)
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5.2.4.6 The parable of the lost coin (15:8-10)
5.2.4.7 The parable of the prodigal son (15:11-32)
5.2.4.8 The parable of the dishonest manager (16:1-13) <=
5.2.4.9 The law and the kingdom of God (16:14-17)
5.2.4.10 Divorce and remarriage (16:18)
5.2.4.11 The rich man and Lazarus (16:19-31)
5.2.4.12 Temptations to sin (17:1-4)
5.2.4.13 Increase our faith (17:5-6)
5.2.4.14 Unworthy servants (17:7-10)
5.3 The third mention of the journey to Jerusalem (17:11-9:27)
6. The ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem (19:28-21:38)
6.1 The triumphal entry (19:28-40)
6.2 Jesus in Jerusalem (19:41-21:38)
7. The suffering and death of Jesus (22:1-23:56)
7.1 The plot to kill Jesus and the Passover meal (22:1-38)
7.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (22:39-23:25)
7.3 The crucifixion, death, and burial of Jesus (23:26-56)
8. The resurrection of Jesus (24:1-53)
8.1 The resurrection (24:1-12)
8.2 Jesus’ appearances after his resurrection (24:13-49)
8.3 Jesus’ ascension (24:50-53)

This pericope forms part of the section describing the second mention of Jesus’ journey to
Jerusalem (5.2: 14:7-17:10). Sub-section 5.2.4 contains various teachings and parables,
amongst others the parable in this pericope. The sub-section contains two parables with
slaves as antagonists namely this one and 5.2.4.14 (17:7-10; see 6.4.7 below).

) Cf Du Plessis (1983a:163-164).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is a parable typical of those contained in the Gospels, referring a practical life
situation in order to convey a message regarding the kingdom of God. See 6.4.3 above.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Introduction (v.1a)
The charges (v.1b-2)
The manager’s reaction (v.3)
Ly His survival strategy (v.4-7)
The owner’s reaction (v.8a)
Lp»  Motivation (v.8b)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

This pericope also utilizes the slave-owner relationship as illustration; however, it does
provide some clues as to the relationship between slave and slave-owner. This relationship
is again taken for granted. Based on the evidence contained in chapters 3 to 5 it is probably
that an owner could have left a slave in charge of his business interests with considerable
powers and influence (cf 0 above). The pericope also confirms the negative stereotyping of
slaves as being dishonest (cf 5.2.2 above).

Harrill (2006:66ff) draws a parallel with two persona in ancient theatre namely the parasite
(parasitus) and the clever (or trickster) slave (servus callidus). The former cannot exist
without a host, does business as an agent and sees his parasitism as a career; he deals in
extreme emotions, and he seeks a new host when the current one becomes obsolete (Harrill
2006:67-71). The latter's actions reverse the natural moral order, though entrenching his
lowly status (Harrill 2006:72). He holds a position of responsibility in his owner’s household,
and must deal with some kind of emergency, usually by impersonating an authority figure
and misleading people regarding the authority that he holds. His actions are usually followed
by praise from himself, his owner, or others. All these elements of the parasite and clever
slave are present in this pericope. Luke uses this theatrical set-up to indicate the manager
slave’s intelligence in underhanded business, but lack of it in the proper use of money (cf
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Harrill 2006:77). Consequently, believers are exhorted to exhibit the same diligence when
they ‘manage’ the ‘property’ of God in their dealings with other ‘sons of light'.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
oikovopog: According to Louw and Nida (1996) oikovopog may reference:

. a person who is in charge of running a household: “the manager of a household, a
steward” (domain 46 Household Activities); or
. a person who has the authority and responsibility for something: “one who is in

charge of, one who is responsible for, adminstrator, manager” (domain 37C
Exercise Auhthority); or

. a manager of a city: “one who is in charge of the finances of a city, city treasurer”
(domain 57T Keep Records).

Louw and Nida (1996) indicate that the use of the word oikovopog in this pericope relates to

the first option, namely a manager of a household. BDAG confirms such an interpretation
since the manager of the household also managed the owner’s property. It seems possible,
however, that there may be an overlap between the first and second options.

According to Mason (1974:71) the word oikovépog corresponds to the following Roman legal

concepts: actor, dispensator, vilicus, and aedilis coloniae. Berger (1953) indicates that these
concepts refer to the following in terms of Roman law:

) Actor: “...a manager of another’s business or affairs, an agent. Frequently a slave is
appointed for this purpose” (Berger 1953:348).

. Dispensator: “A financial manager of a wealthy landowner” (Berger 1953:438).

. Vilicus: “The administrator of a country estate (villa), normally a slave who
supervised all the personnel” (Berger 1953:765).

. Aedilis coloniae: City officials or managers (cf Berger 1953:353).

The positions of actor, dispensator and vilicus were filled by slaves (Bradley 1994:60-62).
The position of aedilis coloniae is not relevant for this pericope. One may assume, therefore,
that the manager in this pericope was a slave.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

Again, the relationship between slave and owner is not the tertium comparationis of the
parable. Yet the slave-owner relationship remains a sub-text in the parable, and based on
the socio-historic evidence reflects a true picture of this relationship. It focuses on the
negative aspects of this relationship namely disloyalty and self-interest from the side of the
slave. Jesus acknowledges it but does not condone it.

The communication aim of the pericope:
The pericope encourages the disciples to exhibit the same diligence when they ‘manage’ the
‘property’ of God in their dealings with other ‘sons of light'.

Summary interpretation:
The parable provides further evidence of the negative aspects of the slave-owner
relationship identified in chapters 3 to 5.

6.4.7 Luke 17:7-10

Luke 17:7-10 (UBS” 1994)

Pericope: an translation with grammatical notes:
7 Tig 8¢ £€ U@V So0Aov EXwv APOTPIVTA A “But whom among you who has a slave

, o o . | plowing or keeping sheep will, after he has
TTolpaivovTa, 0 eioeABOVTI €k TOU Aypol €pel | entered from the field say to him: ‘Quickly,
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auT®, EUBEWG TTapeABwv AvaTreae, 8 AAN
oUyi £pel auTw, EToipagov Ti deIMVATW Kai
TEPICWOAPEVOG DIOKOVEI Ol EWG PAYW Kali
TTiw, Kai yeta TaldTa @Aayegal Kai Triegal gu; 9
unR Exel XApIv T doUAw OTI éTToingey Ta
diataxBévta; 10 oUTwG Kai UuElg, OTav
TTOINCNTE TTAVTA TA DIATaXOEVTA UiV, AEyeTE
611 AoUAo1 axpeioi Eapev, 6 weeilopey

TTOITAl TTETTOINKALEV.

after you have entered, recline at the table'?
& but will he not say to him: ‘Prepare what |
may eat, and having dressed, serve me while
| eat and drink, and afterward you eat and
drink’? ° Does he hold favour [is he grateful]
towards the slave because he did what was
ordered? *° So you also, when you have
done all that you were ordered, say: ‘We are
unworthy slaves; we did what we owed to
do.”

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Prologue (1:1-4)
2. The infancy narrative (1:5-2:52)

2.1 The births of John the Baptist and Jesus foretold (1:5-38)

2.2 Mary visits Elizabeth (1:39-56)

2.3 The births of John the Baptist and Jesus (1:57-2:52)
3. Preparation for the ministry of Jesus (3:1-4:15)

3.1 John the Baptist prepares the way (3:1-20)

3.2 Jesus’ baptism, genealogy, and temptation (3:21-4:15)
4. The ministry of Jesus is Galilee (4:16-9:50)

4.1 The beginning (4:16-5:16)

4.2 The beginning of controversy (5:17-6:11)
4.3 Jesus teaches the disciples (6:12—49)

4.4 Who is this Jesus? (7:1-50)

4.5 Jesus teaches in parables (8:1-21)
4.6 Jesus, Lord of nature, demons, disease and death (8:22-56)

4.7 Jesus and the twelve (9:1-50)

5. Jesus en route to Jerusalem (9:51-19:27)
5.1 The first mention of the journey to Jerusalem (9:51-13:21)
5.2 The second mention of the journey to Jerusalem (13:22-17:10)

521
5.2.2
5.2.3
5.2.4
5241
5242
5243
5244
5245
5246
5.247
5.2.4.8
5.2.4.9
5.2.4.10
52411
5.24.12
5.2.4.13
5.24.14

The narrow door (13:22-30)

Lament over Jerusalem (13:31-35)

The healing of a man on the Sabbath (14:1-6)
Various teachings and parables (14:7-17:10)

The parable of the wedding feast (14:7-11)
The parable of the great banquet (14:12-24)
The cost of discipleship (14:25-33)

Salt without taste is worthless (14:34-35)

The parable of the lost sheep (15:1-7)

The parable of the lost coin (15:8-10)

The parable of the prodigal son (15:11-32)

The parable of the dishonest manager (16:1-13)
The law and the kingdom of God (16:14-17)
Divorce and remarriage (16:18)

The rich man and Lazarus (16:19-31)
Temptations to sin (17:1-4)

Increase our faith (17:5-6)

Unworthy slaves (17:7-10)

h

5.3 The third mention of the journey to Jerusalem (17:11-19:27)
6. The ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem (19:28-21:38)

6.1 The triumphal entry (19:28-40)

6.2 Jesus in Jerusalem (19:41-21:38)
7. The suffering and death of Jesus (22:1-23:56)
7.1 The plot to kill Jesus and the Passover meal (22:1-38)
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7.2 The arrest and trial of Jesus (22:39-23:25)

7.3 The crucifixion, death, and burial of Jesus (23:26-56)
8. The resurrection of Jesus (24:1-53)

8.1 The resurrection (24:1-12)

8.2 Jesus’ appearances after his resurrection (24:13-49)

8.3 Jesus’ ascension (24:50-53)

This pericope forms part of the section describing the second mention of Jesus’ journey to
Jerusalem (5.2: 14:7-17:10). Sub-section 5.2.4 contains various teachings and parables,
amongst others the parable in this pericope. The sub-section contains two parables with
slaves as antagonists namely 5.2.4.8 (16:1-13; see 6.4.6 above) and this one.

) Cf Du Plessis (1983a:163-164).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
This pericope is a parable typical of those contained in the Gospels, referring to a practical
life situation in order to convey a message regarding the kingdom of God. See 6.4.3 above.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Rhetorical question (v.7)
Ly Antithetical question (v.8)
Explanation (v.9)
Application (v.10)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

As does the previous pericopes, this one also utilizes the slave-owner relationship as
illustration; however, it does provide some clues as to the relationship between slave and
slave-owner. This relationship is again taken for granted. Based on the evidence contained in
chapters 3 to 5 it is probable that Jesus describes an accurate and real situation between
slave-owner and slave illustrating that the relationship is one of authority, not friendship or
equality or reciprocity. This passage clearly illustrates the incongruity identified in Matthew
25:21 and 24 (see 6.4.4 above).

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant for this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:

The only implied appeal to slave-owners seems to be that slave-owners must exercise their
authority over their slaves to their best advantage, not considering the interests of the slave.
Taking into consideration the genre of the pericope, this is not a valid conclusion, since the
tertium comparationis provided in verse 10 relates to Jesus’ relationship with his disciples.
The pericope does express the slave-owner’s self-interest in his conduct towards his slave,
as is also evident from the evidence presented in chapters 3 to 5.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Jesus’ aim with the parable is to teach the disciples that they should not expect or demand
special thanks when they just do what they are supposed and obligated to do.

Summary interpretation:

Based on the socio-historic evidence, this parable presents a fair reflection of the relationship
between slave-owner and slave, namely that the relationship was solely directed at the
slave-owner’s interests and not those of the slave.
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6.4.8 John 8:34-36

John 8:35 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: 3(zwn translation with grammatical notes:

34 &TTEKPIBN QUTOIC 6 TNTOOC, ARV GpnAV Jesus answered them: “Truly, Fruly, | say to
, T o ’ you: Everyone who commits sin is a slave of

Aéyw Upiv 6TI TTIGG O oIV TRV GpapTiav sin. ** Now, the slave does not stay in the

500ASC £0TIV TAC GpapTiac. 35 6 58 500A0C oU ?eouse for eternity; the son stays for etgrnity.
( , If then the Son sets you free, you will truly
MEVel €V TR OiKiq €ig TOV aitva, O Uiog pEvel €ig | be freed persons.”

TOV qiva. 36 £€av o0V 6 Uidg UPaG

éAeuBepwan, OVTWG EAeUBepOI £0€00E.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'

1. Prologue: The Incarnate Word (1:1-18)
2. The signs of the Messiah reveal his glory (1:19-12:50)
2.1 Witness of John the Baptist and Jesus'’ first disciples (1:19-51)
2.2 Jesus’ ministry from Cana tot Cana: Miracles and discourses (2:1-4:54)

2.3 Signs and discourses in the light of the Jewish festivals (5:1-10:42)
2.3... The Son will set you free (8:34-36)
2.4 Conclusion of public ministry and Jesus’ hour of glory (11:1-12:50)
3. Jesus reveals his glory to his own (13:1-20:31)
3.1 The meal as introduction (13:1-30)
3.2 Farewell discourses (13:31-17:26)
3.2.1 Jesus’ departure and his disciples’ remaining behind (13:31-14:31)
3.2.2 Disciples’ relation to the world after his departure (15:1-16:33)
3.2.3 Jesus prays for glory for his own and all believers (17:1-26)
3.3 Hour of Jesus’ glory has arrived (18:1-20:31)
3.3.1 Suffering, death, and burial (18:1-19:42)
3.3.2 Resurrection and appearances (20:1-31)
4. Epiloog: The roles of Peter and John (21:1-25)

This pericope forms part of a larger section 2.3 (5:1-10:42) describing Jesus’ ministry during
the Jewish festivals in Jerusalem. In this pericope the focus is on the truth regarding Jesus
as expressed in the “I am” sayings in this section (6:20, 35, 48, 51; 8:12, 24, 28, 58; 9:5;
10:7, 9, 11, 14).

) Cf Du Rand (1990:33-34).

Genre of the pericope and of the book:
The genre of this pericope is didactic narrative.

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Not relevant to this study.

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The pericope acknowledges the relationship between slave-owner and slave as forming part
of the household (cf chapters 2 and 3 above). Yet the distinct difference between a son and a
slave is also highlighted: A son remains part of the household forever, but a slave is subject
to the whims of his owner: He may sell, give away, bequeath, even Kill, his slave as any other
property (cf 3.12 above). A slave has no potential of achieving honour, but a son does (cf
Glancy 2006:35). On the other hand, the pericope may intimate that a slave may be set free
by his owner, releasing him from any obligation as a slave (cf 3.11 above). The context of
Jesus’ discussion with Jews supports this interpretation.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
None.

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant to this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Jesus shows Himself to be the Truth as the Son of God. He is the One who sets those free
who are slaves of sin (v.34).

197



Chapter 6: The New Testament on slave-owners

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is the One who sets those free who are slaves of sin (v.34).

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:
The pericope merely illustrates the social and legal conventions namely that slave-owners
may exercise their legal rights over their slaves absolutely.

The communication aim of the pericope:
Jesus teaches the Jews who believed in Him (8:31) that their situation of slavery to sin may
potentially change into freedom through Him.

Summary interpretation:

As the slave-owner exercises absolute power over his slave, Jesus Christ exercises absolute
power over sin and the sinner. Christ uses his power to free sinners from sin, as slave-
owners may use their power to free their slaves or deal with them in any other legal manner.

6.4.9 Acts 12:13-16

Acts 12:13-16 (UBS" 1994)

Pericope: lngn translation with grammatical notes:
13 kpoUGavToC B¢ AUTOD THY BUpav TO0 But after he knocked on the door of the
gateway, a female slave by the name [of]
TTUAQVOG TTPOafABev TTaIBiokn uTrakoGoal Rhoda came to answer, ** and recognising
Peter’s voice, from joy she did not open the
gate but after running in, announced that
100 METpOU ATTO TAG XAP&G OUK fivoIgey TOV Peter was at the gate. *° But they said to her:
“You are mad!” But she insisted it was thus.
And they persistently said: “It is his angel!” *°
ToV MéTpov Tpo To0 TTUAGVOG. 18 0i 8¢ TTPOG | But Peter continued to knock. And after they
opened, they saw him and were astounded.

ovopaT Podn, 4 kai émyvolaa TRV Qwviv
TTUAQVQ, gigdpapoloa dE ATTAYYEIAEY EaTAvAl
auTAV irav, Maivn. i 8¢ diioxupileTo 0UTWG

ExeIv. oi O€ EAeyov, O AlyyeAog €aTiv auTtod. 16

0 0t MéTpog Emépevey KpoUwV- AVoILavTeG OE

gidav auTov Kai £Eéatnoav.

Placement of the pericope in the book:'
1. Prologue: Ascension (1:1-14)
2. Establishment of the church in Jerusalem (1:15-8:3)
2.1 Election of Matthias (1:15-26)
2.2 Pentecost and the effect thereof (2:1-6:7)
2.3 The persecution of Stephen (6:8—-7:60)
2.4 Start of the persecution of the church (8:1-3)
3. Expansion into Samaria and other areas (8:4-11:18)
3.1 The Samaritan mission (8:4-25)
3.2 Philip and the Ethiopian (8:26-40)

3.3 Paul's conversion (9:1-31)
3.4 Peter in Lydda, Joppa, and Caesarea (9:32-11:18)
4, Expansion to Antioch and further (11:19-15:35)
4.1 First Christians in Antioch (11:19-12:25) —
4.2 First missionary journey — Paul and Barnabas (13:1-14:28)
4.3 First council in Jerusalem (15:1-35)
5. Expansion to Asia Minor and Greece (15:36—21:26)

5.1 Second missionary journey — Asia Minor, Macedonia, Achaia
(15:36-18:23a)

5.2 Third missionary journey — stay in Ephesus, Greece, return to Jerusalem
(18:23b—21:26)

6. Jerusalem to Rome (21:27-28:31)

6.1 Paul's arrest (21:27—22:30)

6.2 Trials before the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem (23:1-22)

6.3 Trials in Ceasarea before Felix, Festus, and Agrippa (23:23-26:32)
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6.4 Journey to Rome (27:1-28:15)
6.5 Awaiting trial in Rome (28:16-31)

This pericope forms part of section 4 dealing with the expansion of the gospel to Antioch and
further. In Acts 12:1-5 Luke relates the arrest and execution of James, one of Jesus’
disciples and brother of John, the beloved disciple. Herod saw that his actions carried favour
with the Jews, and he had Peter also arrested. Yet Peter was miraculously freed from prison
despite extra security to ensure his captivity (12:6-11). Upon his freeing he went to the home
of Mary, the mother of Mark, where the believers had gathered and prayed for him (12:12).
This pericope describes the events following his arrival at the house.

) Cf Du Plessis (1983b:209)

Genre of the pericope and of the book:

The genre of Acts as a book and of this pericope may be described as kerugmatic narrative
(cf Du Plessis 1983hb:197). The greater part of the book constitutes proclamation to both
believers and non-believers during the expansion of the gospel to the corners of the known
world (1:8), proclaiming the kingdom of God and teaching what Christ taught the apostles
(28:31).

Analysis of the narrative structure of the pericope:
Setting of the scene: The knock on the door (v.13)
Rhode’s silly reaction (v.14)
Ly Incredility of the believers (v.15)
Their incredulity turns to astonishment (v.16)

Socio-historic context of the pericope:

The female slave, Rhoda, plays a key-role in this scene which shows clear pantomimic
elements. Again, the slave-owner relationship as legal and social reality is acknowledged.
The scene provides ample support for the negative stereotyping of slaves as stupid,
laughable, foolish, infantile (see chapter 5 above). It certainly gives credence to Harrill's
(2006:2) thesis that “early Christian writers reflected, participated in, and promoted the
literary imagination about slaves and the ideology of mastery widely diffused in the ancient
Mediterranean.” The persona of the servus currens (“running slave”) is among the most
familiar characters in Roman comedy, to the extent that it became a technical term (Harrill
2006:60-61). It served the function of discrediting slaves by way of negative stereotyping and
it reinforced the servile attitude of the slave, running at another’s bidding. The slave usually
expects some sort of reward — extra food, special privileges, or even freedom — for the urgent
news he or she is about to deliver (Harrill 2006:64-65). And in the end there is no reward but
ridicule.

Why does Luke use the servus currens? Harrill (2006:66) suggests, in my opinion rightly so,
that he uses the comic relief to increase the impact of the believers’ subsequent meeting with
the freed Peter. Luke’s use of this typical Greco-Roman negative stereotype does not cast
doubt on the historicity of the events described since such stereotypes are typically grounded
in everyday reality. Luke may also be drawing a parallel with the delivery of the news of
Jesus’ resurrection in Luke 24:1-12: Women deliver the news and they are not believed.

Word study of important concepts in the pericope:
Traudigkn: According to Louw and Nida (1996) raidiokn refers in the New Testament only to

female slaves, or slave girls. The word is used in different contexts: Peter’s betrayal of Jesus
(Mat 26:69); a slave girl with a spirit of divination (Act 16:16); and Paul's exposition of the
example of Hagar and Sarah (Gal 4:21-31).

Revelation historical context of the pericope:
Not relevant to this study.

Revelation about God in the pericope:
Not relevant to this study.

Salvific facts in the pericope:
Not relevant to this study.

Appeals to slave-owners in the pericope:
The pericope seems to condone the negative stereotyping of (especially female) slaves,
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although that is not central to the thrust of the pericope.

The communication aim of the pericope:
The purpose of the scene, given the immediate textual context, is to bring believers to the
astounding realisation of the power of God who freed Peter from a high security prison.

Summary interpretation:

Luke uses a typical Greco-Roman negative stereotype of a female slave to emphasise the
believers’ unexpected confrontation with Peter, and through Peter with Christ. The text
seems neutral as to the morality of the stereotype.

6.4.10 Section summary

The pericopes analysed above provide some light in the relationship between slave-
owner and slave in the time of the New Testament. It also provides verifying
evidence of some aspects of slavery as socio-historic context to the New Testament,
as described in previous chapters. These aspects are:

o The link between the faith of a slave-owner in Jesus Christ and his
relationship to his slaves;

o The conduct of a slave-owner influences public perception
regarding his slaves, and vice versa;

. The elements of trust, reward, and punishment in this relationship;

o The negative elements of disloyalty and self-interest from both
parties;

o The absolute power of a slave-owner over his slave, countered by
his relationship in faith to his believing slave; and

o The negative stereotyping of slaves in Greco-Roman, and Jewish,
society.

6.5 REVELATION HISTORICAL SUMMARY

The pericopes analysed in this chapter all relate to one question: What does the New
Testament reveal regarding a slave owner’s rights and duties in respect of his
slaves? As indicated in footnote 70 above, the pericopes analysed are all interrelated
as far as this aspect is concerned. The analysis indicated that especially the
pericopes analysed in sections 6.2 and 6.3 are relevant since they deal directly with
the topic of slavery, while the pericopes analysed in section 6.4 utilize the slave-
owner relationship as illustration. In the case of each pericope in sections 6.2 and
6.3, it was determined what contribution the specific pericope makes to a Scriptural
understanding of the topic (cf De Klerk & Janse van Rensburg 2005:79). This section
attempts to summarise such analysis and to point to the interrelation of these
pericopes as far as a slave owner’s rights and duties in respect of his slaves are
concerned.

As far as revelation historical context is concerned, the pericopes analysed in
sections 6.2 and 6.3 may be categorised as follows according to the pericopes’ basis
for a proper Christian slave-owner — slave relationship:
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Category:
Basis for a Christian slave-
owner — slave relationship

Relevant pericopes

Pericope’s specific
contribution

Lordship of Christ:

The relationship is built on
the fact that both slave-
owner and slave belong to
the same Owner, namely the
Lord Jesus Christ

Ephesians 6:5-8, 9

Owner and slave should
submit to one another
because they both revere
Christ as their Lord, their
Owner.

Headship:

The relationship is built on
the fact that both slave-
owner and slave belong to
the body of Christ, the Head.

Colossians 3:22-25, 4:1

All believers are unified
under the headship of
Christ, whether slave or free
person.

Fellowship:
The relationship is built on
the fact that believing slave-
owner and believing slave
are brothers in the fellowship
of believers.

Philemon 8-22

1 Timothy 6:1-2d

The equality brought about
by the fellowship of believers
(cf Gal 3:28; Col 3:11) must
also extend to the practice of
the slave-owner - slave
relationship

Slaves are exhorted not to
honour their owners less
because of their fellowship
in Christ, but to rather serve
them even better as brothers
in Christ.

Slave-owners are exhorted
not to slander the Name of
God and teachings of the
church because their slaves,
who are their fellow-brothers
in Christ, do not regard them
as worthy of all honour.

God’s calling:

The relationship is built on
the fact that God called a
slave to his role as slave, as
He did a woman to the role
of wife.

1 Corinthians 7:21-23

If a believer has been called
in the role of slave, he
should remain in that role,
although the possibility of a
change in calling is not
excluded. And subsequently
a Christian slave may grasp
the opportunity to be
manumissioned should it
arise.

Slave-owners are exhorted
to free their believing slaves
who are freedmen of Christ
as instruments implementing
God’s calling.

Priority of God’s Name:
The relationship is built on
the fact that the behaviour of
slaves may not detract from
the glory of God’s Name.

1 Timothy 6:1-2d

Slaves must consider their
non-believing and believing
owners to be worthy of all
honour.

Slave-owners must treat
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Titus 2:9-10

their slaves in such a
manner as to be worthy of
all honour, and thus to
glorify the Name of God and
the teachings of the church.

Slaves must be submissive
to their owners in all things,
pleasing them.

Slave-owners are exhorted
to accept the faithfulness of
their believing slaves who
act according to the positive
and negative exhortations to
them. Then they also will
make the teaching of their
Saviour God more attractive.

The suffering of Christ:
The relationship is built on
the fact believing slaves may
have to endure suffering at
the hands of their owners as
Christ suffered for them at
the hands of persons in
positions of authority.

1 Peter 2:18-25

Slaves should submit to their
owners, following the
example set by Christ: He
committed no sin, never lied,
never retaliated, and never
threatened.

Believing slave-owners must
not allow themselves to, in
their relationship with their
slaves, misuse their
authority like the persons in
positions of authority who
caused unjust suffering to
Christ.

Considering all the evidence, it becomes clear that all these aspects contribute to the
New Testament’s teaching on slavery and the relationship between slave-owner and
slave. A proper relationship between believing slave-owner and believing slave would

involve:

. Submission by both to their Lord and Head, Jesus Christ;

. Realisation of their fellowship as brothers in Christ;

o Due recognition of their respective callings in the social order;

o Giving priority to God’'s name and sound teaching in their
relationship, especially as it is viewed or perceived by outsiders;
and

o As far as the believing slave is concerned, reflecting a Christ-like

attitude towards unjust suffering at the hands of his (even
unbelieving) owner.
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6.6 SOCIAL SEPARATION AND ACCULTURATION WITHIN
CHRISTIAN COMMUNITIES

6.6.1 Defining the problem

In the analysis of 1 Timothy 6:1-2d, Titus 2:9-10 and 1 Peter 2:18-25 (see 6.3.4-6.3.6
above) reference was made to the apparently more conservative approach to slavery
in these texts compared to 1 Corinthians 7:21-24, Ephesians 6:5-8 and Colossians
3:22-25 (see 6.3.1-6.3.3 above). This more conservative approach may be described
as an exhortation by the authors to believers to be accommodating to existing social
hierarchies in the household despite their spiritual equality. The reason provided is
that the believers must not bring God and Christian teaching into disrepute (1 Tim
6:1). Believing slaves should rather through their submission to their owners make
the teaching of God attractive (Tit 2:10).

The problem may be stated as follows: Did the authors of 1 Timothy, Titus, and
1 Peter teach either social separation from or acculturation, assimilation and
accommodation’ of social hierarchial structures, and specifically slavery? This
question will now be considered in the light of the debate between David Balch and
John Elliott with reference to 1 Peter.

6.6.2 The Elliott-Balch debate

The debate regarding social separation or acculturation in 1 Peter reached a climax
with the publication of independent works by David Balch and John Elliott, both
published in 1981. Horrell (2007:2) states that the debate remains significant not only
for the interpretation of 1 Peter but also the use of social-scientific resources in New
Testament studies in general. Considering the same problem from different
viewpoints, Elliott and Balch arrived at contrasting, if not conflicting, conclusions
(Horrell 2007:5). Bechtler (1998:12) summarises their differences succinctly: “Balch
argues that 1 Peter utilizes the household code in order to promote acculturation; in
sharp contrast, Elliott insists that the author’s purpose is twofold: to prevent social
conformity and to win over opponents.” The following paragraphs (6.6.2.1-6.6.2.4)
provide a summary of the two viewpoints and critical evaluations thereof in
subsequent research.

6.6.2.1 Elliott

Elliott (1981:63) principally differs from Balch on the intended function of the
household code in 1 Peter. Whereas Balch restricts his attention to the material and
purpose of the code itself, Elliott is concerned with the manner in which the code
serves the letter's overall strategy (1986:65). According to Elliott, the letter aims to
encourage Christians who are literally resident aliens and strangers (1981:43; 1 Pet
1:1, 17; 2:11; contra Horrell 2007:4) and are suffering hostility, slander, and
unjustifiable abuse. The letter’s strategy of encouragement is to assure the recipients

™ Trebilco (2004:352) provides the following definitions:

e Acculturation refers to the non-material aspects of the wider culture such as language,
values, and intellectual traditions and ideas.

e Assimilation refers to social integration and concerns social contacts, interactions, and
practices in the political, social, material, and religious spheres.

e Accommodation concerns the use a group makes of the cultural tools such as language,
concepts, and frameworks of thought which it acquired from the wider culture. Such use
may be aimed at integration into or separation from the wider culture (Trebilco 2004:352-
353).

203



Chapter 6: The New Testament on slave-owners

of the elect and holy community to which they have been called by God (1:1-2). The
whole of the letter “served the common aim of reinforcing a sense of distinctive
communal identity, promoting the internal cohesion of the community, and providing
it with a persuasive sustaining rationale for continued faith, commitment, and hope”
(Elliott 1986:66).

With reference to the sociological model of the conversionist sect (1981:102-106),
Elliott interprets 1 Peter as an attempt by the Petrine community to preserve its

distinctive identity as the oikog 100 8£00 (the household of God) yet to enlighten and

silence outsiders’ ignorance and even winning such outsiders to faith (1986:68-69; cf
Horrell 2007:4). For Elliott, the household of God is the interpretive key to 1 Peter.
The household code provides a framework for delineating behavior, norms, and
values typical of the member of the household of God (Elliott 1986:66). Thus Elliott
states the case for social separation in 1 Peter. While on some points, for example
obedience to the will of God (cf 2:15-16, 19-20), a distinctive Christian perspective is
evident, he also acknowledges that on other points, including the subordination of
domestic slaves to owners, Christian and secular values converge. Yet Elliott
(1986:73) maintains that the author of 1 Peter does reverse the classic Greco-Roman
household code by modelling the values of all Christians on those prescribed for
slaves and wives namely respect and a gentle and quiet spirit, respectively (2:18;
3:4).

6.6.2.2 Criticism of Elliott’s approach

Criticism of Elliott's approach may be summarised as follows:

o Elliott’s failure to provide enough evidence of the extent of the
Christian community’s social separation from extra-Biblical sources
(cf Balch 1986:84).

o Elliott’s oversimplification of the nature of the social conflict and
change in early Petrine Christianity in terms of simple dualistic
contrasts like rural house of God/evil city, God/devil,
insiders/outsiders (cf Balch 1986:88).

o His failure to address the issue of class interests (cf Wire
1984:214), although | am of the opinion that the same criticism may
be directed at Balch.

o Criticism of Elliott’s description of the nature of the Petrine
community’s enstrangement as simply religious while it was also
social (cf Volf 1994:18)

o Elliott's reliance on foreigness as reference of the terms
TTapemidnuol and Trapoikol in their technical, legal sense while the
central reference is citizenship or lack thereof rather than
foreigness (cf Bechtler 1998:70-74).

. The author of the Pastoral Epistles shares certain attitudes,
standards, and patterns of behaviour with the wider society
(specifically in the case of slaves and wives) (Trebilco 2004:368).

204



Chapter 6: The New Testament on slave-owners

6.6.2.3 Balch

Balch’'s work (1981:2) sets out to “trace the origin and function of the code of
household ethics found in 1 Peter.” He argues that sociological and anthropological
theories of acculturation shed light on the social situation reflected in 1 Peter, and
identifies such acculturation in the fact that “Petrine Christianity accepted hellenistic
social values in tension with important values in Jewish tradition (in the Torah) and
even in tension with the early Jesus movement...” He (1981:119; 1986:81) uses the
household code in 1 Peter 2:11-3:12 as basis for his argument, arguing that the code
has Greco-Roman culture as its historical and social source and was used to ensure
hierarchial harmony in relations with the Roman government and within households.
The household code in 1 Peter thus acculturated the Christian community to this
harmony by emphasising the obedience of certain classes, more specifically women
and slaves in religiously divided, pagan households. The author lessened the hostility
and antagonism suffered by Christians by urging them to conform to conventional
social expectations especially in the household (cf Horrell 2007:3-4). Therefore the
author exhorts his audience to accept patterns of conduct considered “good” by the
Roman emperor and his governors (cf 1 Pet 2:12-14). Yet Balch (1986:87) also
acknowledges that acculturation implies rejection of certain patterns of behaviour, as
1 Peter clearly illustrates (eg. 1:18; 4:3-4).

According to Balch (1986:96) the acculturation of the hierarchies of Greco-Roman
society meant a move away from important values in the Torah. Referring specifically
to slaves, he concludes that this acculturation by way of the household codes of the
New Testament indicated a move away from the protective commands regarding
slaves in the Torah to the repressive hierarchies of the Greco-Roman household
(1986:97). He draws the same conclusion with regard to 1 Timothy 6:1-2d and Titus
2:9-10. The values expressed in the household codes also differed from some values
of the early Jesus movement, referring to the women who followed Him and his
followers and supported them financially, as well as Jesus’ own teaching in Mark
10:15 that one must receive the kingdom of God like a child (slave) (Balch 1986:98).
Finally, Balch considers the Christological story of Christ's suffering as the identity
symbol of the Christian community, not the household as Elliott (see 6.6.2.1 above)
postulates.

6.6.2.4 Criticism of Balch’s approach

o Balch’s approach of seeking the purpose of the household code
solely in its content and its previous history and use, rather than the
context of the letter's overall purpose and strategy (cf Wire
1984:215; Elliott 1986:65).

o Balch’s neglect of boundary maintenance i.e. the maintenance of
social separation (cf Elliott 1986:68-72).

o An overemphasis on the author of 1 Peter's confidence that his
addressees’ doing good will silence the critics (cf Bechtler
1998:167).

o In some key areas such as monotheism, the centrality of Jesus

Christ, and wealth, the author of the Pastoral Epistles adopts a
polemical or counter-cultural edge (Trebilco 2004:379).
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6.6.3 Alternative motivations for either social separation or
acculturation

Some alternative motivations for either social separation or acculturation have been
suggested.

6.6.3.1 Not causing social upheaval

Generally speaking, in the Pastoral Epistles the Christian community’s attention
turned in a new way to relations with the non-Christian environment, public
perceptions of the Christian community, and ways of living which the wider world
considered acceptable (Collins 2002:9). Especially with regard to slavery as social
institution, all the New Testament writings on slavery indicate that the bonds and
conventions of slavery were to be maintained at all costs (Judge 1960:75-76). This
attitude towards slavery offered Christianity the best possible security for their

existence as a kolvwvia or association, giving formal expression to their unity in the

worship of their diety (Judge 1960:40). Such an attitude among Christians would also
have served the interests of the patronal class which sponsored Christianity to its
dependents (Judge 1960:76). Christian teaching on equality and its practical
implementation by members may have threatened both the security of Christian
communities and class interests (Judge 1960:60). Thus the reinforcement of these
hierarchies among Christians became this association’s best weapon against
persecution.

Christianity did not see itself as a revolutionary movement although its teachings had
clear reformatory implications (Bassler 1996:103). The instructions to slaves in
Christian documents dating from the later decades of the first century and the
beginning of the second were consistently conservative. The concern for the opinions
of outsiders and the desire not to cause offence expressed in the Pastoral Epistles
points towards assimilation (Trebilco 2004:370). These concerns lead to the
acceptance of behaviour (by especially slaves and wives) sanctioned by society that
will lead to acceptability. Because of the importance of household relationships for
social stability, any new religious society was judged to a large extent on whether
they complied with the expectations for these relationships (Jobes 2005:183). And
thus all religious groups were forced to show compliance. Christianity did so by
means of the household codes as the religion growed in Greco-Roman society.

6.6.3.2 The appeasement of Jewish elements in the Christian community

One motivation in favour of social separation in Ephesus (cf 1 Tim 6:1-2d) may have
been an attempt to appease more conservative Christians from Jewish origins.
Judaism flourished in Ephesus, evidenced by the presence of a synagogue (Acts
18:19; Oster 1996). Such separation may also be borne out by the insistence of
Jewish Christians on the observance of Jewish practices such as circumcision, the
Sabbath, and purity laws (cf Acts 15; Scott 1995:126). The same argument may be
advanced for the situation in Crete since the author refers to subversive Jewish
elements in Titus 1:10. In fact, Jews played an important role in the history of Crete,
securing Roman patronage after oppression by the Cretes (Pattengale 1996).

6.6.3.3 Church’s failure to realize the practical implications of its new status in
Christ

A motivation in favour of acculturation in Titus 2:9-10 may have been that the church
had not yet reached the point of recognising consistently and universally that the new
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equal status in Christ posed sharp questions regarding the subordination that was a
part of the hierarchical society in which it lived (Marshall 1999:257; Moo 2008:377).
This would also be true of the exhortation in 1 Timothy 6:1-2d, if one accepts that the
two letters under discussion were written by the same author (cf Marshall 1999:627).
This pericope reinforces the impression that it was written from the perspective of
Christian slave owners, who are specifically mentioned in verse 2. In their experience
the Christian teaching of equality had a negative impact on their Christian slaves’
respect for their owners, and they thus preferred to maintain the status quo.

6.6.3.4 Missionary motivation because of eschatology

Another possible motivation for acculturation in 1 Timothy 6:1-2d (and by extention
Titus 2:9-10) was to avoid giving outsiders cause to speak ill of God’s name and the
teaching of the church (1 Tim 6:1; Lea & Griffin 1992:163-164; Marshall 1999:627;
Trebilco 2004:376-377). The early church expected the Lord to return shortly and
thus missionary endeavour outweighed social reform (Mounce 2000:331). In the
mind and heart of the author(s), the proclamation of the gospel took precedence over
all else.

Yet one must concede that if the author(s) believed that teaching equality would
destroy the gospel message, and if he was not willing to confront secular society, it is
a message that is impossible to reconcile with that of Paul and the rest of the New
Testament (cf Mounce 2000:418). The missionary motivation of 1 Peter in particular
is also questionable as Bechtler (1998:158-159) clearly demonstrates.

6.6.3.5 Honor and shame in 1 Peter

Another possible motivation in favour of acculturation was the ancient concepts of
honor and shame (cf Bechtler 1998:94ff). Texts such as 1 Peter 2:12-15, 3:13-16 and
4:14 may indicate that maintaining honor in the face of threats from outside the
Christian communities was a priority in the early church. Because the Christians
withdrew from certain aspects of public life that they deemed inappropriate to their
faith, they are slandered by their neighbours and thus their honor is threatened.
Consequently they acculturate for the sake of honor in society, yet attempt to retain
their unique identity by way of social separation. This leads to neither exclusive
assimilation nor exclusive separatism but rather a liminal state i.e. a transitional or
indeterminate state between these two extremes (Bechtler 1998:112).

6.6.3.6 A postcolonial reading of 1 Peter

The opposing conclusions reached by Elliott and Balch may raise the question
whether the two authors chose the most appropriate approach to account for the
character and nuance of the letter (Horrell 2007:7-8). A shortcoming in the
approaches of Elliott and Balch is explicit attention to the fact of empire and the
structures of imperial domination (Horrell 2007:9). Alternative social-scientific
resources are those which concern themselves specifically with contexts of
imperial/colonial domination and with the ways in which subaltern groups produce
and sustain their identity in such contexts. A post-colonial reading of 1 Peter offers
the following:
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o The letter frame (1:1-2; 5:12-14) describes the addressees’ alien
existence in the Roman empire, reflecting their experience of the
“underside of empire” and casting Rome into the role of an ungodly
and domineering city (Horrell 2007:20-27).

o The positive counterpart to the negative depiction of the
addressees as strangers and aliens namely their glorious salvation
and positive identity as God's elect people, as described in the first
main section of the letter (Horrell 2007:27-33).

o The second main section of the letter deals with the consequences
for the behaviour of Christians in societal structures (Horrell
2007:33-46). It identifies two dimensions of the Christians’
ambivalent relationship to the world namely conformation by doing
good (2:12-15; 2:20; 3:6; 3:11-17; 4:19) and resistance by way of
separation from fleshly desires (cf 4:2-4). The author clearly
identifies what is good with what society considers good since it will
win over the critics. This includes slaves submitting to their (even
unfair) owners.

6.6.4 A continuum between Elliott and Balch

Rather than positing the theses of Elliott and Balch as contradictory, one may also
consider their views as opposing ends of a continuum (cf Wire 1984:215-216; Volf
1994:19; Bechtler 1998; Jobes 2005:182). Any differences in approach to slavery
within the New Testament writings can be accommodated on such a continuum as
either a movement towards greater assimilation (a more conservative movement
towards the entrenchment of social hierarchies) or a movement towards greater
social separation (a more liberal approach towards greater equality). This creates a
strange tension between attempts at acculturation and social separation (Volf
1994:21). The metaphor of the Christians being “aliens” in 1 Peter stresses the
differences (Elliott’s viewpoint). Yet the household codes in the same letter suggest
at least attempted acculturation (Balch’'s viewpoint). Thus social separation and
acculturation are not alternatives but they are rather applied in a piece-meal fashion;
that the household codes in particular “are in fact an example of differentiated
acceptance and rejection of the surrounding culture” (Volf 1994:22).

6.6.5 Own critical evaluation and model

In my opinion, the Elliott-Balch debate does indeed provide the point of departure
when considering the question of separation or acculturation in the New Testament,
and specifically with reference to the issue of slavery. It does become clear, however,
that the debate has advanced beyond the simple contradiction offered by the two
scholars’ respective conclusions. Both Elliott and Balch oversimplify the social setting
of 1 Peter, as both grudgingly acknowledge: The letter contains elements of both
separation and acculturation; of the maintenance of a distinctive Christian identity
and attempts to fit into the order of Greco-Roman society and specifically the
household. To my mind this is true of the New Testament as a whole. The question
thus turns to the reasons for this dual approach followed by the New Testament
authors.
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Considering each the hypotheses described above, | evaluate them as follows:

Elliott's (see 6.6.2.1 above) emphasis on the distinctive communal
identity, the internal cohesion of the community, and the
sustenance of its continued faith, commitment, and hope is certainly
aligned with the evidence of 1 Peter itself. Yet he does not explain
the clear attempts at social accommodation and/or acculturation in
the letter, and specifically the exhortations relating to slavery which
he himself identifies as a point where Christian and secular values
converge.

Balch's (see 6.6.2.3 above) emphasis on the acculturation to
secular culture in 1 Peter is also sustained by the evidence of the
letter itself. Yet he fails to properly discount the clear attempts at
separation and preservation of the communities’ self-identity — a
point that he acknowledges.

That the more conservative exhortations directed at slaves in the
Pastoral Epistles and in 1 Peter are aimed at not causing social
upheaval (see 6.6.3.1 above), is evident from the writings
themselves. Judge’s (1960; 2008) argument that the Christian
communities used this strategy to promote and protect their status
as an unofficial association, also stands up to critical scrutiny.
Whether the authors wrote specifically from the perspective of
slave-owners, or intended to protect their interests, is not clear but
that the more conservative exhortations directed at slaves de facto
served the interests of the owners is self-evident.

The argument that the more conservative exhortations directed at
slaves were aimed at the appeasement of Jewish elements in the
communities is probably the weakest of all the alternative
motivations, although the letters to Timothy and Titus seem to
suggest this (see 6.6.3.2 above).

The contention that these more conservative exhortations point to
the church’s failure to realize the practical implications of its new
status in Christ, seems to have merit. This contention relates to the
authors’ sensitivity for the Christian communities’ standing in
society: The fact that they considered the oppressive household
relationships as acceptable, points to their limited insight into the
practical implications of the equality that they preached. Glancy
(2006:146) rightly asks whether their support of hierarchial
relationships such as that of slave-owner and slave did not
compromise the gospel’'s teaching of equality and human dignity (cf
Gal 3:28; Col 3:11). It must surely have been the exact sentiments
of at least some Christian slaves! Yet It could also point to their
understanding of the complexity of the societal dynamics, and their
motivation not to allow more marginal matters such as ethical codes
to endanger the taking root of the crux of Christian faith namely
salvation in Jesus Christ. If this is true, it is a double-edged sword
since salvation in Jesus Christ implies a certain Christian ethic
which cannot simply be dismissed as marginal. Thus Glancy’'s
criticism is still valid. One might also consider the argument as
almost too easy an explanation for a complex problem, except for
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the fact that the church still grapples with the practical implications
of the gospel today!

o Superficially the missionary motivation behind the more
conservative exhortations directed at slaves (see 6.6.3.4 above)
seems to be extremely pertinent. Yet Bechtler's (1998) refutation of
the argument from the evidence of 1 Peter is very convincing. While
it is clear that the authors sought to protect the reputation of God
and his church, any missionary motivation is lacking. There is only
one reference to repentance in the Pastoral Epistles and 1 Peter
namely 2 Timothy 2:25 in the context of the attributes of a workman
of God.

o An argument based on the liminality of the Christian community is
in my view worthy of further consideration for it addresses the
extremes posited by the Elliott-Balch debate. Yet there seems to a
contradiction in Bechtler's argument: If the Christian community

valued the honour of God, his xapig, above all, why did they find it
necessary to bow to the pressures of obtaining or maintaining
public fame or renown, or kA¢og (1 Pet 2:19-20) as far as household

relations were concerned? The answer might be that they did so as
a survival strategy, but then the conflict with the teachings of
equality would again be relevant.

o The focus on the context of empire and its postcolonial parallels
provides an interesting new viewpoint on the Elliott-Balch debate,
but the conclusion that certain elements of conformity are used to
appease critics and function as a missionary weapon while other
elements clearly establish distance and even resistance differs little
from that of either Elliott or Balch. It simply seems to be a strategy
to reconcile the differences between Elliott and Balch.

To my mind the answer lies in accepting the existence of a continuum between Elliott
and Balch, as posited by various scholars (cf 6.6.4 above). The tension between
differentiation or separation and attempts at acculturation identified by Volf (1994)
lies at the heart of the matter. This tension gives expression to the fact that Christians
are in the world but not of the world; that they live in the world yet do not belong to
the world (cf John 17:14-16). This fact is also expressed in 1 Peter’s use of the terms

mapemmidnuol and Tmapoikor (1:1, 17; 2:11). The relative balance between the

extremes of separation and acculturation vary according to the social context of
believers at a given point in time.

The models proposed by Wire (1984) and Volf (1994) provide in my opinion a more
even-handed expression of this Christian balancing act than the extreme positions of
Elliott and Balch. All the alternative motivations suggested in 6.6.3 above may play a
greater or lesser role in any specific social context but ultimately the church must
strike a balance between living in the world but not being of the world, between
separation for the sake of self-identity and acculturation for the sake of relevance in
the world.
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The relevance to this study is that the separation and acculturation evident in any of
the New Testament writings form part of the continuum between the extremes of
social separation and acculturation. Christian communities are continually positioning
themselves on this continuum in their own contexts, creating tension between the
demands of social separation, self-identity and acculturation. The relative positioning
of Christian communities in their own contexts can therefore not be considered
normative for all Christian communities irrespective of location, time, and particular
context. The New Testament writings, however, also indicate those aspects of
Christian teaching that are normative and thus do not form part of the church’s
positioning on this continuum. These are, in respect of the relationship between
slave-owner and slave, the revelation-historical aspects highlighted in 6.5 above: The
Lordship and Headship of Christ, the fellowship of believers, God's calling to
believers, the priority of God’s Name and teaching, and the suffering of Christ.

Whatever the church’s positioning on the continuum between social separation and
acculturation within a specific context, it may not prejudice these aspects. Slavery
provides a good example of this in the New Testament: All the exhortations directed
at slave-owners (and slaves) maintain the priority of these revelation-historical
aspects, yet accommodate the legal and social realities of slavery. However, in a
different social and legal context, it became necessary for the church to abandon its
accommodation of slavery in favour of condemnation.

6.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter aimed to interpret the New Testament exhortations to slave-owners. To
this end, the relevant pericopes from the New Testament were analysed and
interpreted taking into consideration the socio-historic context constructed in the
preceding chapters.

From the analysis of the New Testament pericopes, the following findings emerged:

o The New Testament without question acknowledged and accepted
the often stark reality of legal and social slavery.

o In some respects the New Testament instructions to Christian
slaves to be content and wholeheartedly obedient, and to slave-
owners to treat their slaves well, echoed the sentiments of the Stoic
philosophers (see 4.3.4 above).

o Yet the New Testament’s model for the relationship between slave
and slave-owner was the relationship between believing slave and
his Lord, Jesus Christ, and the relationship between believing
slave-owner and his same Lord, Jesus Christ. This relational
foundation necessitated changes in their attitudes and actions
towards one another.

o The revelation historical analysis of the New Testament pericopes
contributed to a clear understanding of the New Testament
teaching on slavery and the relationship between slave owner and
slave. It became clear that a number of aspects contribute to the
New Testament’s teaching on slavery and the relationship between
slave-owner and slave.
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o The descriptions of the conduct of slave-owners in the New
Testament broadly adhere to typical Greco-Roman stereotyping of
slave-owners and slaves.

o The New Testament pericopes seem to diverge as far as their
stance on the ideal conduct of slave-owners is concerned.

o This divergence led to a discussion on social separation and
acculturation. The Elliott-Balch debate was taken as point of
departure and various critiques on the debate as well as alternative
explanations for such conservative exhortations were discussed
and evaluated.

6.8 CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the evidence in this chapter, the following conclusions are drawn:

6.8.1 Divergent viewpoints on the conduct of slave-owners

The New Testament pericopes seem to diverge as far as their stance on the conduct
of slave-owners is concerned:

o The direct exhortations to slave-owners (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1; Philem 8-
22) are more radical in demanding change from slave-owners;

o The exhortations to slave-owners implied in the exhortations to
slaves fall into two categories:
o] The first category (1 Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8; Col 3:22-25;

1 Pet 2:18-25) follows the more radical approach of the
direct exhortations; and

o] The second category (1 Tim 6:1-2d; Titus 2:9-10) is far less
radical in demanding change from slave-owners.

6.8.2 Explanation of the divergence

Based on the discussion of the Elliott-Balch debate, | conclude that the diverging
viewpoints on the conduct of slave-owners were expressions of the church’s
positioning on the continuum between social separation and acculturation in a
specific era and in specific contexts. This positioning, however, excludes the
revelation-historical aspects highlighted above, as clearly illustrated by the
exhortations directed to slave-owners (and slaves).

6.8.3 Boundaries to the divergence

The New Testament writings, however, also indicate those aspects of Christian
teaching that are normative and thus do not form part of the church’s positioning on
this continuum. These are, in respect of the relationship between slave-owner and
slave, the revelation-historical aspects namely the Lordship and Headship of Christ,
the fellowship of believers, God’s calling to believers, the priority of God’s Name and
teaching, and the suffering of Christ. Thus a proper relationship between believing
slave-owner and believing slave involved:
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Submission by both to their Owner and Head, Jesus Christ;
Realisation of their fellowship as brothers in Christ;
Due recognition of their respective callings in the social order;

Giving priority to the honour of God’s name and sound teaching in
their relationship, especially as it is viewed or perceived by
outsiders; and

As far as the believing slave is concerned, reflecting a Christ-like
attitude towards unjust suffering at the hands of his (even
unbelieving) owner.
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CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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7.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a summary of the orientation and problem statement of the
study as formulated in chapter 1 as well as summaries of the findings based on the
evidence presented in chapters 2 to 6. It further presents the key conclusions drawn
from the summarised findings, as well as how the study relates to the research
objectives stated in chapter 1. The chapter concludes with an appraisal of the
contribution of the study to the fields of Greek philological and the socio-historic
context of the New Testament, and suggestions for further research.

7.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

7.2.1 Orientation and problem statement (chapter 1)

In chapter 1 the problem investigated in this study was formulated as follows: What is
the legal context of the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament?
The overarching aim of this study was to construct the legal rights and duties of
slave-owners in the first century AD as context for the exhortations directed in the
New Testament at slave-owners. In order to achieve this aim, the following specific
objectives were formulated:

o Determine the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners
according to Roman law;

o Determine the prevailing rights and duties of slave-owners
according to Greek law;

o Determine the prevailing viewpoint(s) regarding the rights and
duties of slave-owners according to Jewish law;

o Determine prevailing religious and/or philosophical viewpoints
regarding the rights and duties of slave-owners;
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. Determine how the conduct of slave-owners towards their slaves
was described in relevant first century texts;

o Determine the rights and duties of slave-owners according to the
New Testament;

o Determine the similarities and/or differences between the prevailing
legal and other convictions regarding the rights and duties of slave-
owners and the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament; and

o Formulate, in the light of the legal context, a valid interpretation of
the exhortations directed at slave-owners in the New Testament.

The central theoretical argument of the study was that the legal context of the first
readers is essential for a valid interpretation of the exhortations directed at slave-
owners in the New Testament, and that taking into account this legal context makes
a valid interpretation possible. The study applied philological and comparative
methods as well as analysis, interpretation and synthesis of the collected material.

7.2.2 Socio-historic context (chapter 2)

This chapter aimed to provide an overview of slavery in Greek and Roman antiquity
as general context of the passages from the New Testament and other literature to
be studied in the following chapters. The overview was achieved by way of a
literature study. In order to delimit the scope of the overview and the material to be
studied, the following search filter was defined:

Period: ' Region:
480 B.C. - 535 A.D. ; Palestine and Asia
! Minor

Vocabulary:
Grk: 8o0Aog, oikéTng, Traig, KUpIOG, |
BeaTIOTNG, 0IKOG ;
Ltn: servus, verna, dominus, |
familia ;
Heb/Aram: Tayn > and |

NT passages:
Legal, economic,
social-familial, and religious
relationship between
slave-owner
and slave
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This filter was then successfully applied to slavery in the Greek world, the Roman
Empire, and among Jews during antiquity (see 2.3 to 2.9 above). The overview
emphasised the scope and diversity of slavery during the period under investigation,
and served as general context to the discussions on Greek, Roman, and Jewish law
in the succeeding chapters.

7.2.3 The rights and duties of slave-owners as socio-historic context
of the New Testament (chapter 3)

This chapter investigated the rights and duties of slave-owners as socio-historic
context of the New Testament. Relevant primary texts from Greek, Roman, and
Jewish legal traditions were analysed philologically. The following table summarizes
the findings on the key features of Greek, Roman, and Jewish law of slavery,
focussing especially on the differences (indicated in italics).

Greek law

Roman law

Jewish law

Legal definitions

A free person is not
subject to seizure as
property; he may do
as he wishes, he may
go where he wishes,
and he is his own
person in all legal
matters.

A slave is subject to
seizure, limited in his
actions and move-
ments, and he requi-
res a representative in
legal proceedings.

A free man’s freedom
is restricted by law.

Slavery is defined in
terms of the slave’s
subjection to the
power and authority of
his owner.

No definition of
freedom could be
found.

Slaves were not in the
first place considered

as human beings, but
rather as the property
of their owners.

Enslavement

Through captivity, as
punishment, or by
birth

Through captivity, by
birth, as punishment,
or through self-sale

Through captivity, by
birth, as punishment,
or through self-sale

Legal status

A slave was
considered property
first and foremost, to
be dealt with as

property.

Being considered as
property first and
foremost, a slave had
no legal status.

Foreign slaves were
considered to be
property but the
humanity of Hebrew
slaves was
recognised in law.

Religious rights

Slaves’ participation in
religious practices
was determined by
the religious
community rather than
by civil law

Slaves’ participation in
religious practices
was determined by
the religious
community rather than
by civil law

Slaves patrticipated in
religious activities at
the behest or on
behalf of their owners.

participated in the

participated in the

Social rights Slaves entered into Roman law de facto, if | Slaves were part of
marital and family not de iure, the Jewish household
relationships. recognised slave and extended family.

marriages and slave
families.
Economy Slaves actively Slaves actively Slaves actively

participated in the
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economy on behalf of
their owners.

economy on behalf of
their owners with full
liability for acquisitions
but limited liability for
disposals.

economy on behalf of
their owners.

Runaway slaves

Greek law assisted
owners in recapturing
runaway slaves.

Roman law assisted
owners in recapturing
runaway slaves.

Jewish law contradicts
itself by protecting
runaway Hebrew
slaves, yet prohibiting
assistance to a
runaway slave.

Manumission

Freedom within
owner’s discretion
with serious
limitations and
continued relationship
with former owner.

Freedom within
owner’s discretion
with serious limitations
and continued
relationship with
former owner.

Prescriptive
manumission with
fewer and less severe
limitations and fuller
integration into Jewish
society.

Rights of slave-
owners

The owner had (with
few exceptions)
absolute power over
his slave.

The owner had the
right of life and death
over his slave, with
very few exceptions.

Wide-ranging powers
short of life and death.

Limitations on the
rights of slave-

Restrictions on the
use of violence.

Restrictions on the
use of excessive force

More severe
restrictions in terms of

obligations of
slave-owners

damage or injury
caused by his slave.

damage or injury

caused by his slave.

owners without proper legal prohibitions against
cause. circumcision, wrongful
death, and injury.
Duties and Owner’s liability for Owner’s liability for No owner’s liability for

damage or injury
caused by his slave.

7.2.4 Philosophical viewpoints on the rights and
owners (chapter 4)

duties of slave-

This chapter aimed to construct the philosophical context of the exhortations directed
at slave-owners in the New Testament. The evidence collected and analysed
suggested three diverging philosophies of slavery, namely the traditional philosophy
based on the natural origin of slavery, a philosophy differentiating between bodily and
spiritual slavery, and a progressive philosophy based on the equality of man:

Traditional Spiritual Progressive
(natural theory) (body enslaved, spirit (equality of man)
free)
Greek philosophy Plato Socrates Sophists
Aristotle
Greco-Roman Cicero Peripatetic School Epicureans
philosophy (syncretism and Stoics
eclecticism) Cynics
Jewish philosophy Philo Josephus Philo
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7.2.5 The attitudes of slave-owners towards their slaves, and their
treatment (chapter 5)

This chapter aimed to construct the attitude of slave-owners, whether real or
idealised, towards their slaves and their treatment. The evidence collected and
analysed may be summarised as follows:

Greek treatment of
slaves

Greco-Roman treatment
of slaves

Jewish treatment of
slaves

The treatment of slaves
among Greeks was
governed by the necessity of
reward or incentive and
punishment. This approach
was true to the Greeks’
economic outlook on slavery
and slave management: Both
reward and punishment was
aimed at increased economic
benefit to the owner.

Slave-owners were
encouraged to seek a
balance between reward and
punishment, avoiding too
friendly an approach and
unjust treatment.

Despite the negative
stereotyping of slaves in
Greco-Roman society, slave-
owners were encouraged,
based on Stoic philosophy,
to treat their slaves
humanely, for all human
beings are equal. Yet, the
treatment of slaves during
this period is described as
arrogant, cruel, abusive, and
fear-driven.

The Greco-Romans
endeavoured to find the
same balance as the Greeks:
A midway between overly
harsh and overly
friendly/familial treatment.

Philo interpreted the fourth
commandment as an
injunction to Jewish slave-
owners to treat their slaves
according to the principles of
equality and reciprocity. In
practice these principles
would lead to the moderate
treatment of slaves by their
owners, and to spiritual
growth for both owner and
slave. Furthermore, he
envisages eventual
manumission.

7.2.6 The New Testament on rights and duties of slave-owners

(chapter 6)

This chapter aimed to interpret the New Testament exhortations to slave-owners. To
this end, the relevant pericopes from the New Testament were analysed and
interpreted taking into consideration the socio-historic context constructed in the

preceding chapters.

From the analysis of the New Testament pericopes, the following findings emerged:

The New Testament without question acknowledged and accepted
the often stark legal and social realities of slavery.

In some respects the New Testament instructions to Christian
slaves to be content and wholeheartedly obedient, and to slave-
owners to treat their slaves well, echoed the sentiments of the Stoic
philosophers (see 4.3.4 above).

Yet the New Testament’s model for the relationship between slave
and slave-owner was the relationship between believing slave and
his Lord, Jesus Christ, and the relationship between believing
slave-owner and his same Lord, Jesus Christ. This relational
foundation necessitated changes in their attitudes and actions
towards one another.

The revelation historical analysis of the New Testament pericopes
contributed to a clear understanding of the New Testament
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teaching on slavery and the relationship between slave owner and
slave. It became clear that a number of aspects contribute to the
New Testament’s teaching on slavery and the relationship between
slave-owner and slave.

The descriptions of the conduct of slave-owners in the New
Testament broadly adhere to typical Greco-Roman stereotyping of
slave-owners and slaves.

The New Testament pericopes seem to diverge as far as their
stance on the ideal conduct of slave-owners is concerned.

This divergence led to a discussion on social separation and
acculturation. The Elliott-Balch debate was taken as point of
departure and various critiques on the debate as well as alternative
explanations for such conservative exhortations were discussed
and evaluated.

7.3  CONCLUSIONS

This section provides some specific conclusions from each chapter, as well as overall
conclusions based on the evidence presented as a whole (cf Harrill 1998:29).

7.3.1 Socio-historic context (chapter 2)

The search filter defined in chapter two proved to be useful in delimiting the vast
corpus of primary and secondary material available on slavery. It also ensured the
relevance of the collected evidence to the topic of this study. From the evidence
presented in chapter 2, the following conclusions may be drawn:

Slavery was an accepted legal and social phenomenon in Greek,
Roman, and Jewish life. In Jewish thought, however, slavery was
cast in the context of humility before, and service and subservience
to God. Service and subservience to God became the accepted
typology for the relationship between slave and slave-owner, a
typology that survived in the relevant texts in the New Testament
(see 7.3.6 below).

In the Greek world only foreigners were enslaved, but in Greco-
Roman and Jewish contexts Romans and Jews could also be
enslaved. In all three contexts the slave trade flourished.

In all three worlds slaves played a pivotal role in economic
prosperity, both as producers and as cheap labour. Slaves fulfilled
a wide variety of tasks in the economy, from manual labour to
skilled work.

In all three contexts slaves were considered as part of the
household. In the Roman world slaves could not legally marry or
have children. In the Jewish tradition the preservation of the purity
of the household often led to the exclusion of slaves, despite the
Biblical integration of slave children into the family. The treatment of
slaves by their owners varied widely, depending upon the
character, attitudes, social status, et cetera of the owner.
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As far as religion was concerned, a slave by default shared the
religious convictions of his owner.

Manumission was common in all three worlds, with the notable
difference being the mandatory release of Hebrew slaves in terms
of Biblical law. After manumission slaves in all three worlds became
freedmen who were in principle free but were legally and socially
heavily restricted in their freedom.

Organised revolts among slaves were few and far between and
usually led to greater enslavement. Rebellion was rather expressed
by way of other forms of resistance.

7.3.2 The rights and duties of slave-owners as socio-historic context
of the New Testament (chapter 3)

Considering the evidence presented in chapter 3, a number of conclusions may be
drawn with regard to the legal context of passages on slavery in the New Testament:
The three legal systems under investigation did not vary much regarding many
aspects of the law of slavery:

Slaves were legally seen as property and thus subject to the
absolute control of their owners. The fact that slaves were human
beings were by and large considered irrelevant to the law, since
they were not deemed to be it by their own volition, but rather by
that of their owners.

Slave-owners had almost absolute power over their slaves,
including the power of life and death. Here Jewish law provided
more protection than either Greek or Roman law.

The central role of slaves in the economy was recognised by all
three legal systems.

The social aspects of slavery such as marriage and family life were
recognised de facto if not de iure.

All three systems considered runaway slaves in a very negative and
serious light.

Under Greek and Roman law, a slave-owner was liable for damage
or injury caused by his slave. Seemingly contradictory, Jewish law
did not provide for any liability on the part of the slave-owner.

The greatest differences between the three legal systems are with regard to the
protection and manumission of slaves:

It appears from the evidence that Jewish law provided far greater
protection for slaves and by implication far greater limitations on the
rights of slave-owners. This is confirmed by the prescriptive
manumission found in Jewish law. Hebrew slaves were not to be
considered slaves in the same sense as in Greek and Roman law,
but rather as labourers. They were legally entitled to freedom after
six years, without having to pay any compensation to their owners.

This very progressive order for Hebrew slaves was founded in
God’s salvation of Israel from slavery in Egypt. Unlike the other
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legal systems, Jewish law was based on divine revelation. And
having Israelites enslaved for life would have been contrary to
God’s revelation of his salvation of Israel. This unique status of
Hebrew slaves according to Jewish law, with its theological
foundation, provided a sound alternative legal and religious context
to the writers of the New Testament addressing Christian slave-
owners.

In chapter 3 | submitted that such an alternative legal and religious context may have
functioned as a counterweight to the strict legal contexts provided by Greek and
Roman law. This submission will have to be tested in 7.3.6 below in the light of the
findings in chapter 6 below.

7.3.3 Philosophical viewpoints on the rights and duties of slave-
owners (chapter 4)

The evidence presented in chapter 4 suggested a progression in philosophical
thought on slavery.

o The classic Greek philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle adhered
to the (probably) common wisdom of the time that certain persons
were naturally inclined to freedom and others to slavery. In later
periods this philosophy echoes in the thoughts of Cicero and Philo.

o In Greek philosophy Socrates seems to occupy a middle ground
between an outright defence and denouncement of slavery. This
philosophy accepted the social, legal, and physical reality of
slavery, yet considered the soul of every man to be free. Such a
philosophy also had wide appeal, probably because it reflected the
accepted (at least by slave-owners) ideology of the time that slaves
are degenerate as a race and thus suitable for subjection (see 4.2.4
above). Yet it provided a certain comfort to slaves in their
subjection, allowing their spirits to be free. The Peripatetic School,
the Stoics, the Cynics, and Josephus all followed this line of
thought.

o At the other end of the spectrum were the Sophists who advocated
a rejection of slavery, both physically and spiritually, on the basis
that all men are equal, rather than naturally inclined to either
freedom or slavery. This was certainly the most radical of the three
philosophies on slavery, and whether it had much support amongst
slaves, slave-owners or other members of the community, is
debatable. The Epicureans and Philo, at least to some extent,
followed in the Sophists’ footsteps.

This chapter posed the following question: Where do the writers of the New
Testament fit into this threefold philosophical framework on slavery? Formulated
alternatively: Did any of these philosophical positions, or any facet of the positions,
influence the writers of the New Testament in their exhortations directed at slave-
owners? These questions have been answered in 7.3.6 below in the light of the
findings in chapter 6 above.

221



Chapter 7: Summary and conclusions

7.3.4 The attitudes of slave-owners towards their slaves, and their
treatment (chapter 5)

The following conclusions may be drawn from the analysis and interpretation in
chapter 5:

o Slave management as a field of study was designed to entrench the
slave-owner's power and authority over his slaves while
encouraging the slaves to work productively, loyally, and honestly.
Owners were warned not to loose their grip on power through too
lenient treatment of their slaves. These aims of slave management
always took precedence over the interests of the slaves.

o In Greek and Greco-Roman society the treatment of slaves
depended on a system of reward and punishment. The ratio of
reward to punishment in specific instances probably varied greatly
from slave-owner to slave-owner. Negative stereotyping of slaves
as cunning, dishonest, disloyal was common, despite the efforts of
Stoic philosophy to proclaim the equality of all men.

o Disobedience led to punishment, sometimes even of a harsh
nature. Yet punishment was, at least theoretically, delimited to what
is just. This was especially true in the case of Jewish society where
proper treatment of slaves was linked directly to the Law of Moses,
and was thus divinely enacted. A Jewish slave-owner who did not
adhere to the principles of equality and reciprocity in his relations
with his slaves, sinned against the God of the Jews.

This chapter posed the following question: Where do the writers of the New
Testament find themselves, relative to their contemporaries, when exhorting
Christian slave-owners on the treatment of their slaves and on the character of their
relationship with them? Formulated differently: Were the writers of the New
Testament influenced in their exhortations to slave-owners by the wisdom of the day
on the matter? These questions have been answered in 7.3.6 below the light of the
findings in chapter 6.

7.3.5 The New Testament on rights and duties of slave-owners
(chapter 6)

On the basis of the findings from chapter 6 (see 0 above), the following conclusions
were drawn:

7.3.5.1 Divergent viewpoints on the conduct of slave-owners

The New Testament pericopes seem to diverge as far as their stance on the conduct
of slave-owners is concerned:

. The direct exhortations to slave-owners (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1; Philem 8-
22) are more radical in demanding change from slave-owners;

o The exhortations to slave-owners implied in the exhortations to
slaves fall into two categories:
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o] The first category (1 Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8; Col 3:22-25;
1 Pet 2:18-25) follows the more radical approach of the
direct exhortations; and

o] The second category (1 Tim 6:1-2d; Titus 2:9-10) is far
less radical in demanding change from slave-owners.

7.3.5.2 Explanation of the divergence

Based on the discussion of the Elliott-Balch debate and subsequent research, |
conclude that the diverging viewpoints on the conduct of slave-owners were
expressions of the church’s positioning on the continuum between social separation
and acculturation in a specific era and in specific contexts. This positioning, however,
excludes the revelation-historical aspects highlighted above, as clearly illustrated by
the exhortations directed to slave-owners (and slaves).

7.3.5.3 Boundaries to the divergence

The New Testament writings, however, also indicate those aspects of Christian
teaching that are normative and thus do not form part of the church’s positioning on
this continuum. These are, in respect of the relationship between slave-owner and
slave, the revelation-historical aspects namely the Lordship and Headship of Christ,
the fellowship of believers, God’s calling to believers, the priority of God’s Name and
teaching, and the suffering of Christ. Thus a proper relationship between believing
slave-owner and believing slave involved:

o Submission by both to their Owner and Head, Jesus Christ;

. Realisation of their fellowship as brothers in Christ;

o Due recognition of their respective callings in the social order;

o Giving priority to the honour of God’s name and sound teaching in

their relationship, especially as it is viewed or perceived by
outsiders; and

o As far as the believing slave is concerned, reflecting a Christ-like
attitude towards unjust suffering at the hands of his (even
unbelieving) owner.

7.3.6 Overall conclusions

o The general socio-historic context of slavery constructed in chapter
2 and the specific legal context of slavery constructed in chapter 3
largely correspond. Drawing definite conclusions from the evidence
presented is a hazardous exercise, as pointed out in paragraph
1.4.3 above. Yet the broad correspondence in the evidence on
crucial aspects of the rights and duties of slave-owners does point
to the reasonable reliability of the evidence, and the conclusions
drawn from it. This broad correspondence also gives credence to
the points of difference.

o In chapter 3 | submit that the differences between Jewish law on
slavery on the one hand and Greek and Roman law on slavery on
the other pointed to a an alternative legal and religious context to
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the New Testament which may have functioned as a counterweight
to the strict legal contexts brought about by Greek and Roman law.
In the light of the findings and conclusions in chapter 6 above (see
6.8 and 7.3.5), and especially the divergence of viewpoints on the
conduct of slave-owners, one must conclude that Greek and
Roman law accounted for the more conservative approaches to the
conduct of slave-owners. Yet the history of slavery in the Old
Testament, and the topology of God’s relationship to his people
(see chapters 2 and 3) provided a clear Jewish legal and religious
context to the New Testament pericopes dealing with the topic,
expounded upon by Jewish law and philosophy in the time of the
New Testament (see chapters 3 and 4). The centrality of the
relationship between God and his enslaved people in the Old
Testament and God and the believing slave and/or slave-owner in
the New Testament provided the link, as indicated by the revelation
historical contexts of the New Testament pericopes (see 6.5
above). Thus the submission seems validated.

On the basis of the threefold philosophical framework on slavery
formulated in chapter 4, one may ask: Where do the writers of the
New Testament fit into this framework? Formulated alternatively:
Did any of these philosophical positions, or any facet of the
positions, influence the writers of the New Testament in their
exhortations directed at slave-owners? On the evidence of chapter
6, one may conclude that the New Testament provides support for
all three frameworks according to the divergence of viewpoints on
the conduct of slave-owners:

Progressive
(equality of man)

The direct exhortations to slave-owners (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1;
Philem 8-22) are more radical in demanding change from
slave-owners.

Spiritual Those exhortations to slave-owners implied in the

(body enslaved, exhortations to slaves (1 Cor 7:21-23; Eph 6:5-8; Col 3:22-

spirit free) 25; 1 Pet 2:18-25) follow the more radical approach of the
direct exhortations

Traditional Those exhortations to slave-owners implied in the

(natural theory)

exhortations to slaves (1 Tim 6:1-2d; Titus 2:9-10) are far

less radical in demanding change from slave-owners.

This divergence should not surprise, as chapter 4 indicated that all
three philosophical frameworks were evident in Greek, Roman and
Jewish contexts. This divergence could rather be explained as
further expressions of the church’s positioning on the continuum
between social separation and acculturation in a specific era and in
specific contexts. Whether these pericopes were influenced by the
philosophical leanings suggested by them, remains open to debate.

Chapter 5 posed the following question: Where do the writers of the
New Testament find themselves relative to their contemporaries,
when exhorting Christian slave-owners on the treatment of their
slaves? Formulated differently: Were the writers of the New
Testament influenced in their exhortations to slave-owners by the
wisdom of the day on the matter? In the light of the evidence
presented in chapter 6, one may conclude that the exhortations
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(direct and implied) to slave-owners in the New Testament lean
towards a Jewish context. The references to reward and
punishment as a slave management system are almost exclusively
confined to the descriptions of the conduct of slave-owners (see 6.4
above). And references to such a system in the exhortations (direct
and implied) to slave-owners are negative in its evaluation (eg.
1 Pet 2:18-25). It thus seems more plausible that the principles of
equality and reciprocity expounded in the New Testament stemmed
from Jewish tradition rather than from Stoic roots, although the
latter would have provided the writers of the New Testament with a
convenient foothold in Greco-Roman society. Although never
expressly formulated, some New Testament passages point to
eventual manumission for slaves (eg. 1 Cor 7:21-23; Phim 8:8-22).

Based on the findings in section 6.4, compared to the socio-historic
context constructed in the other chapters, and especially chapter 5,
the descriptions of the conduct of slave-owners in the parables of
Jesus correspond to reality. They clearly indicate the entrenchment
of the slave-owner’s power and authority over his slaves while
encouraging the slaves to work productively, loyally, and honestly,
a system of reward and punishment in the treatment of slaves, the
negative stereotyping of slaves as cunning, dishonest, disloyal was
common, and the acceptance of even harsh and cruel treatment of
slaves despite the efforts of Stoic philosophy (see 4.3.4 above) to
proclaim the equality of all men. In cases such as Matthew 25:14-
30 where there is clear incongruity with the prevailing context of
slavery, Jesus uses it as a rhetorical device (see 6.4.4 above).

The question remains whether the New Testament pericopes
dealing with slavery simply echoed the socio-historic (and
specifically legal) context of the time, or whether these pericopes
contained any unique features with a direct bearing on the rights
and duties of slave-owners. | conclude on the basis of the evidence
of chapter 6 that these texts include unique features with a direct
bearing on the rights and duties of slave-owners. These features
relate to the revelation historical analysis of the New Testament
pericopes as expounded in chapter 6. Although the writers of the
New Testament clearly and unequivocally accepted the legal and
social reality of slavery, they persistently and insistently placed it in
the context of the believing slave-owner and/or slave’s relationship
with Jesus Christ. This context can be traced to the Jewish tradition
and its imagery of Israel as the slave-people of God. It is within this
revelation historical context that the believing slave-owner had to
find his proper place on the continuum between social separation
and acculturation, as evidenced by the diverging viewpoints
expounded in the New Testament on the relationship between
slave-owner and slave. For one believing slave-owner his
relationship with Christ may have moved him to set his slave free;
for another it may at least have moved him to treat his slave more
humanely.

This study indicates the importance of Greek, Roman, and Jewish
law in the interpretation of the New Testament. Greek law certainly
played a lesser role while Roman law provided the practical day-to-
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day legal context for the writers of the New Testament. Yet the
study strongly suggests a more prominent role for Jewish law in the
minds of the New Testament authors. This seems quite reasonable
considering the strong Jewish influence experienced by the majority

of these authors, often expressed in their writings.

7.4  ACHIEVEMENT OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The study achieved the research objectives formulated in chapter 1:

Research objective

Chapter

Determine the prevailing rights and duties
of slave-owners according to Roman law

Chapters 2 and 3.

Determine the prevailing rights and duties
of slave-owners according to Greek law

Chapters 2 and 3

Determine the prevailing viewpoint(s)
regarding the rights and duties of slave-
owners according to Jewish law

Chapters 2 and 3

Determine prevailing religious and/or
philosophical viewpoints regarding the
rights and duties of slave-owners

Chapter 4

Determine how the conduct of slave-owners
towards their slaves was described in
relevant first century texts

Chapter 5

Determine the rights and duties of slave-
owners according to the New Testament

Chapter 6

Determine the similarities and/or differences
between the prevailing legal and other
convictions regarding the rights and duties
of slave-owners and the exhortations
directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament

Chapter 6 and 7

Formulate, in the light of the legal context, a
valid interpretation of the exhortations
directed at slave-owners in the New
Testament

Chapter 7

The central theoretical argument of the study was that the legal context of the first
readers is essential for a valid interpretation of the exhortations directed at slave-
owners in the New Testament, and that taking into account this legal context leads to
a valid interpretation. Through philological and comparative methods as well as
analysis, interpretation and synthesis of the collected material the central theoretical
argument was validated, and the overall research aim achieved namely to construct
the legal rights and duties of slave-owners in the first century AD as context for the

exhortations directed in the New Testament at slave-owners.
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7.5 CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY

The contribution of the study to the fields of Greek philology and the socio-historic
context of the New Testament is as follows:

The selection and compilation of primary passages relating to the
rights and duties and slave-owners, philosophical viewpoints on
slavery, and the attitudes of slave-owners toward their slaves;

The philological analysis of the compiled primary passages in
Greek, Latin, Hebrew and Aramaic;

The construction of the socio-historic context of the New Testament
passages dealing with slavery, with special emphasis on the legal
context, but also touching on the philosophical context;

The philological analysis of the primary passages in the New
Testament dealing with slavery;

An overview of the Elliott-Balch debate on social separation and
acculturation, and subsequent research;

Conclusions on the interpretation of the New Testament pericopes
dealing with slavery in the light of the constructed socio-historic,
and specifically legal, context;

Application of the conclusions reached in this study to other societal
relationships, especially those involving women.

7.6 FURTHER RESEARCH

Further research based on the findings and conclusions of this study could include:

Similar studies on other legal concepts in the New Testament, for
example succession and adoption;

Further research on the implications of the findings and conclusions
of this study for labour relations today;

Further research on the continuum between social separation and
acculturation in the New Testament, and its implications for the
present-day church.

227



ABSTRACT

The exhortations to slave-owners in the New Testament:
A philological study

This study aims to construct the legal rights and duties of slave-owners in the first
century AD as context for the exhortations in the New Testament directed at slave-
owners. The central theoretical argument has been that the legal context of the first
readers is essential for a valid interpretation of these exhortations, and that taking
into account this legal context makes a valid interpretation possible. The study
applies philological and comparative methods as well as analysis, interpretation and

synthesis of the collected material.

Chapter 1 provides an outline of the study. Chapter 2 first defines a search filter to
delimit the vast collection of material on slavery in antiquity, and then describes
ancient slavery as general context to the texts and the New Testament exhortations
analysed in subsequent chapters. In chapter 3 the legal context has been
constructed by way of analysis of primary texts from Greek, Roman, and Jewish law.
Chapter 4 deals with primary texts on the philosophical underpinnings of slavery in
the three worlds under investigation. In chapter 5 Greek, Roman, and Jewish primary
texts dealing with the conduct of slave-owners in respect of their slaves have been
analysed. In chapter 6 the New Testament exhortations to slave-owners have been
analysed utilising the contexts constructed in the preceeding chapters. Chapter 7

summarises the findings and conclusions of the study.

The study has concluded the New Testament writers’ acceptance of the legal and
social reality of slavery in the first century AD. Their writings, however, contain
unique features with a direct bearing on the rights and duties of slave-owners namely
their persistent placement of the slave-owner — slave relationship in the context of the
believing slave-owner and/or slave’s relationship with Jesus Christ. Within this
framework, the study points towards diverging viewpoints within the New Testament

on a continuum between social separation and acculturation.
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OPSOMMING

Die oproepe tot slawe-eienaars in die Nuwe Testament:
'n Filologiese studie

Die studie het ten doel om die juridiese regte en verpligtinge van slawe-eienaars in
die eerste eeu na Christus as konteks tot die oproepe tot slawe-eienaars in die Nuwe
Testament te konstrueer. Die sentrale teoretiese argument is dat die regskonteks van
die eerste lesers noodsaaklik is vir 'n geldige interpretasie van hierdie oproepe en dat
die inagneming van sodanige regskonteks 'n geldige interpretasie moontlik maak. In
die studie is filologiese en vergelykende metodes asook analise, interpretasie en

sintese van die versamelde materiaal aangewend.

Hoofstuk 1 belyn die studie. Hoofstuk 2 definieer 'n soekfilter om die enorme
versameling materiaal oor slawerny in antieke tye te beperk en beskryf daarna
antieke slawerny as algemene konteks van die tekste en Nuwe-Testamentiese
oproepe wat in opvolgende hoofstukke geanaliseer is. In hoofstuk 3 is die
regskonteks gekonstrueer by wyse van die analise van primére tekste uit Griekse,
Romeinse en Joodse reg. Hoofstuk 4 analiseer primére tekste oor die filosofiese
begronding van slawerny in hierdie drie wérelde. In hoofstuk 5 is Griekse, Romeinse
en Joodse primére tekste geanaliseer wat handel oor die optrede van slawe-eienaars
met betrekking tot hulle slawe. In hoofstuk 6 is die Nuwe-Testamentiese oproepe tot
slawe-eienaars geanaliseer met gebruikmaking van die kontekste wat in die
voorafgaande hoofstukke gekonstrueer is. In hoofstuk 7 is die bevindings en

gevolgtrekkings van die studie saamgevat.

Die studie kom tot die gevolgtrekking dat die skrywers van die Nuwe Testament die
juridiese en sosiale werklikheid van slawerny in die eerste eeu na Christus aanvaar
het. Hulle geskrifte bevat egter unieke kenmerke wat 'n direkte uitwerking op die
regte en verpligtinge van slawe-eienaars gehad het, naamlik hulle volgehoue plasing
van die slawe-eienaar — slaaf verhouding in die konteks van die gelowige slawe-
eienaar en/of slaaf se verhouding met Jesus Christus. Binne hierdie raamwerk dui
die studie op uiteenlopende standpunte op die kontinuum tussen sosiale skeiding en

akkulturasie binne die Nuwe Testament.
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