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1.&Introduction&
 

1.2!The!Question!
 

The purpose of this essay is to show beyond reasonable doubt that the rhetorical function of 

the temple metaphors in 1 Corinthians indicate that they represent axiomatic beliefs held by 

the Corinthian congregation, and that Paul used them to support his teachings. In order to 

demonstrate this, we will proceed in two steps. First, we will carry out a rhetorical analysis of 

three key texts in 1 Corinthians where Paul applies the temple metaphors. To further support 

the hypothesis that the temple metaphors represent axiomatic beliefs held by the 

congregation, I will then seek to contextualize this claim by showing that the tendency to 

describe an institution/congregation as a temple was a widespread Jewish practice both in the 

Diaspora and in the Land.  

While Greco-Roman associations always carried out some form of cultic activity 

dedicated to different deities, Jewish institutions differ from this pattern in that they, in their 

communal activities, without exception, relate to a single, archetypal cult, the Jerusalem 

Temple. Thus, the argument of the present essay leads to the additional conclusion that while 

Paul and the Corinthians may have been influenced by the forms that Greco-Roman cultic 

traditions took, the content of their activities is best explained as an embodiment of the 

holiness connected to the Jerusalem Temple. Consequently, it is reasonable to conclude that 

Paul builds on Jewish traditions when teaching his Corinthian audience.  

The identification and selection of temple metaphors in 1 Corinthians has been carried 

out based on Paul’s use of the words ναός and ἱερόν. There is ample usage of temple diction 

and imagery in 1 Corinthians, and in order to limit our scope I have chosen to focus on the 

passages that include these words. This decision was made based on two factors: (a) ναός and 

ἱερόν frequently occur in other Jewish and Greco-Roman texts describing temples and/or 

places of communal worship, and (b) because of this, verses which include ναός and ἱερόν 

can be seen as explicit references to temples and/or places of communal worship. There are 

three metaphors in 1 Corinthians that include the words ναός and ἱερόν. These are 1 Cor 3:16-

17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14. 1 Cor 3:16-17 is a metaphor that equates the members of the 

Corinthian congregation with ‘God’s temple:’  
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Οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι ναὸς θεοῦ ἐστε καὶ τὸ πνεῦµα τοῦ θεοῦ οἰκεῖ ἐν ὑµῖν; εἴ τις τὸν 

ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ φθείρει, φθερεῖ τοῦτον ὁ θεός· ὁ γὰρ ναὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἅγιός ἐστιν, 

οἵτινές ἐστε ὑµεῖς. 

 
Do you not know that you are God’s temple God’s spirit dwells in you? If anyone 

destroys God’s temple, God will destroy that person. For God’s temple is holy 

and you are that temple.  

 

1 Corinthians 6:19-20 is reminiscent of 3:16-17 in style and construction, but here the object 

of comparison is the individual body of the Christ-believer:  

 

ἢ οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι τὸ σῶµα ὑµῶν ναὸς τοῦ ἐν ὑµῖν ἁγίου πνεύµατός ἐστιν οὗ ἔχετε 

ἀπὸ θεοῦ, καὶ οὐκ ἐστὲ ἑαυτῶν; ἠγοράσθητε γὰρ τιµῆς· δοξάσατε δὴ τὸν θεὸν ἐν 

τῷ σώµατι ὑµῶν. 

 

Do you not know that your body is a temple [ναός] of the Holy Spirit within you, 

which you have from God, and you are not your own? For you were bought with a 

price, so glorify God in your body.  

 

1 Corinthians 9:13-14 differs from the above metaphors in style and construction. The 

metaphor equates ‘gospel preaching’ with priestly Temple services:  

 

Οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι οἱ τὰ ἱερὰ ἐργαζόµενοι [τὰ] ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροῦ ἐσθίουσιν, οἱ τῷ 

θυσιαστηρίῳ παρεδρεύοντες τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ συµµερίζονται; οὕτως καὶ ὁ κύριος 

διέταξεν τοῖς τὸ εὐαγγέλιον καταγγέλλουσιν ἐκ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου ζῆν. 

 

Do you not know that those who are employed in the temple services (τὰ ἱερὰ) get 

their food from the Temple (τοῦ ἱεροῦ), [and] those who serve at the altar share 

in the offerings? In the same way, the Lord commanded that those proclaiming the 

Gospel should live [get their living] by the Gospel.  

 

These temple metaphors have long been a source of interest for biblical interpreters, not least 

due to their evocation of a ‘temple’ in the context of the ekklesia. Below I will proceed with a 

presentation and analysis of their history of research. 
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1.2!History!of!Research!!
 
 

Previous scholarship on 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19, and 9:13-14 has mainly revolved around 

the study of the individual metaphors and what they mean in their literary contexts. I have not 

come into contact with any studies that deal with the temple metaphors as a group and their 

function as a rhetorical category. Consequently, we will present and evaluate the research 

history of the individual metaphors. I will be focusing on research concerned with the 

rhetorical function of the metaphors as well as the underlying beliefs indicated by them. 

 Many commentators and scholars have argued that the rhetorical function of 1 Cor 3:16 

is to explain what the ekklesia is; its significance and its role. The majority of commentators 

agree that the aim of the temple metaphor in 3:16-17 is to (a) describe the ekklesia,1 and (b) 

explain/describe why and how the judgement of God relates to those who destroy God’s 

congregation.2 Anthony Thiselton holds that 1 Cor 3:16-17 is the third and final image for the 

Church3 in the larger context of applying the issues of wisdom and leadership highlighted in 

the previous chapters to specific issues of ministry and the building up of congregations in 

3:5-4:21.4 Conzelmann and Fee both note that the description of the ekklesia provided in v.16 

exhibits signs of Jewish eschatological and/or apocalyptic hope.5 Conzelmann argues that the 

act of equating the ekklesia with the ‘temple of God’ is a reference to the ‘spiritualized’ 

‘temple of the last days,’6 and Fee suggests that the metaphor is a reference to the ‘early 

tradition’ that Jesus would rebuild the temple in three days,7 as well as an amalgamated 

reference to a variety of Hebrew Bible texts which deal with restored temples in 

eschatological contexts.8 Conzelmann, Fee, and Thiselton all agree that Hebrew Bible 

conceptions about temple functions lie behind the metaphor. Thiselton also points out that 

Greco-Roman temple culture may be behind the conception that a congregation could be 

                                                
1 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 316. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 77-78. Fee, The First Epistle 
to the Corinthians, 146. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 90. 
2 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 317-18. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 78. Barrett, A 
Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 91. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 148-9.  
3While Thiselton uses the term ‘Church’, in this essay I will be using the transliterated term ekklesia in order to 
denote the institution that is sometimes still anachronistically referred to as ‘Church.’ ‘Church’ as a term denotes 
something that is essentially non-Jewish, and is therefore a problematic term when referring to the Christ-
believing institutions of the first century CE, which were not non-Jewish. Ekklesia is therefore a more 
appropriate, neutral term.  
4 Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians. NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 295. 
5 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 78. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 147. 
6 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 78. 
7 Note that Fee here assumes that Paul had access to early Jesus traditions, which can be debated.  
8 Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 147. 
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equated with a temple.9 It is, however, not entirely clear what it is exactly in the passage that 

indicates that the temple in question is a ‘restored temple’ or a ‘temple of the last days,’ rather 

than just a ‘normal,’ non-eschatological temple. Fee is aware of this uncertainty as he makes 

his argument, 10 and also provides the explanation that the metaphor could be a reference to 

the ‘tabernacling’ of God in the midst of his people during the post-Exodus desert wandering, 

even though the Israelites are never explicitly described as themselves being (my italics) 

temples.11  

A potential problem with these theories is that they either connect the metaphor with 

older, Hebrew Bible source material or contemporary Greco-Roman temple culture. As I have 

previously noted, it is perhaps problematic to assume direct correlations between the temple 

metaphors and Greco-Roman temple culture (indirect correlations are another matter, to 

which I will return), and it is also problematic to assume direct correlations between a first 

century CE text from the Diaspora and centuries older descriptions of institutions in the Land 

found in the Hebrew Bible. This is why I will be focusing on correlations between the temple 

metaphors and contemporary Jewish Diasporic institutions.   

Thiselton argues that vv.16-17, due to the introductory phrase oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι, represents 

information or knowledge which was axiomatic for the Christ-believers of Corinth.12 Joseph 

Fitzmyer has similarly noted that the phrase is indicative of a pre-existing axiomatic belief.13 

Fee offers a contrary position in his interpretation of the phrase. Although he agrees with one 

aspect of the rhetorical function of the phrase – to convey intensity of meaning – he 

nevertheless argues that the usage of oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι indicates that Paul is about to present the 

congregation with information that they in fact did not know.14 C.K. Barrett occupies a sort of 

middle ground on the issue, stating that the phrase is a ‘Pauline phrase’ indicating that “it is 

implied that they ought to know, perhaps that Paul himself had told them” that they are God’s 

temple.15 Conzelmann has similarly noted that the usage of the phrase does not mean that Paul 

had never given instruction on that particular topic.16 Here, the information is axiomatic, but 

the source may be Paul himself, rather than a belief that could extend beyond the confines of 

that particular relationship. In this paper, I will argue that the axiomatic beliefs do extend 
                                                
9 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 316. 
10 Ibid, 147. 
11 Ibid, 47. 
12 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 316. 
13 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 202.  
14 Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 146. 
15 C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (London: A. and C. Black Ltd., 1968), 90. 
16 Hans Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians. Hermeneia. (Fortress Press, 1975), 77. 
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beyond the Corinthian congregation and Paul, as implied by Thiselton and Fitzmyer, based on 

the institutional parallels exhibited between the Pauline construction of sacred space in the 

temple metaphors and the existence of that same concept in non-Christ-believing Jewish 

association synagogues in the Diaspora.  

1 Cor 6:19-20 is taken by many scholars as a more individual application of the temple 

metaphor which first appears in 3:16.17 It is, in fact, a metaphor very concerned with the body, 

which is clear from the metaphor itself, as well as its surrounding verses. Although most 

commentators would mark 7:1 as the beginning of a section separate from 6:20, there is no 

doubt that the verses are related in topic.18 Marshall has argued that 7:1-7 should be seen as a 

natural transition from 6:12-20.19 The problem of πορνεία is presented in 6:12-20, and 

marriage is subsequently provided as a solution in 7:1-7.20 This is a convincing argument, and 

it helps to anchor 6:12-20 into a more occasional setting: Paul is describing real problems, 

and providing real solutions. In such a context, despite its name, it may seem a little out-of-

place to call 6:19-20 a ‘metaphor.’ Marshall writes that “[s]ince food and sex impact a body’s 

holiness in relation to temples, only strict guidelines for participating in them can ensure a 

proper relation of individual bodies to the spirit of God in the community.”21 This description 

accurately captures the essence of the temple ‘metaphor’ of 6:19-20: strict guidelines 

concerning the bodies of the members of the congregation are to be adhered to if the 

community is to remain ‘un-defiled.’ This is not a metaphor in the sense that it is an idle 

threat; rather, it is a conceptual metaphor that attempts to explain to the Corinthian 

congregation why it is of such importance that they abstain from πορνεία, and why they must 

keep themselves pure in the same way they would keep a temple pure. This is because they 

really are a dwelling place of God’s spirit.22  

Thiselton also comes to the conclusion that the usage of the metaphor in v.19 indicates 

that Paul believes the body of the Christ-believer to be holy in the same way that a temple 

and/or Christ is holy.23 Fee argues that the metaphor indicates that the entire body is part of 

                                                
17 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 474. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 112. Barrett, A Commentary 
on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 151.  
18 Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 151. 
19 Jill Marshall, “Community Is a Body: Sex, Marriage, and Metaphor in 1 Corinthians 6:12-7:7 and Ephesians 
5:21-33” JBL 134, no. 4 (2015), 833-847. See pg. 842. 
20 Ibid. 
21 Ibid., 844. 
22 Ibid., 845. 
23 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 475. For an interesting discussion on Greco-Roman 
conceptions of ‘body’, see Dale Martin, The Corinthian Body (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 4-37. 



 8 

the redemptive work of Christ, and that it is because of this that the congregation members 

must glorify Christ with their bodies.24 This assertion is made based on the assumption that 

the Temple and the purchase of slaves is a direct parallel to the Spirit and the cross.25 It is not 

entirely clear from the text itself where Fee sees this supposed parallel, and it is perhaps more 

sound to apply the appropriate temple theology, exemplified by Marshall and Thiselton, to the 

text (instead of seeing a cross where there is none), and conclude that the function of the 

metaphor is to illustrate that the body of the Christ-believer is susceptible to defilement on the 

same conditions as a temple is. It is therefore an act of sacrilege to sin against both another 

member of the congregation (to harken back to the content of Ch. 5) as well as your own 

body.26 Consequently, the rhetorical function of the metaphor is interpreted by most scholars 

as being similar to that of 3:16, although few make this point explicitly. Margaret Mitchell 

points out that using images and imagery in the way that Paul does in 6:19-20 is congruent 

with the ancient rhetorical method of deliberative rhetoric.27 The temple metaphor in v.19 

occupies the role of ‘proof of example.’28 This is an important observation, because it 

indicates that Paul uses the metaphor as proof, or evidence, for another, deliberative 

argument. The underlying belief signalled by the metaphor is usually seen as the assumption 

that the body is susceptible to defilement in the same way as a temple. Few scholars 

differentiate between Jewish or Greco-Roman temples in this context, although it should be 

noted that Mitchell chooses to anchor the metaphor in v.19 to Hellenistic temple culture.29 

1 Cor 9:13-14 differentiates itself from the afore-mentioned temple metaphors on two 

grounds: (a) the word ναός is not used; instead the words ἱερόν and θυσιαστήριον are used, 

and (b) the metaphor does not equate anything with a temple in the same way as 3:16 and 

6:19 do; instead, the praxis of the temple is used as an ideal also applicable in a Christ-

believing ekklesia. Because of this, there is much literature which connects 3:16 and 6:19 to 

each other, but there is considerably less which would see 9:13 part of the same category. The 

existence of the introductory phrase oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι does, however, place the metaphor into the 

                                                                                                                                                   
In this essay, I will not be focusing on the role of the ‘body’ in the metaphors, for reasons of space constrictions. 
Instead, our emphasis will be on the source domain of the conceptual metaphor, the temple.  
24 Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 263. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 475. 
27 Margaret M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991), 21, 48.  
28 Ibid., 47-8. 
29 Ibid., 48. 
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same rhetorical category as the two others,30 and the fact that a temple praxis is cited as a 

parallel to the praxis of the ekklesia means that the literary function of the metaphor is also 

similar to the other two in that it equates an implied praxis.  

There are two main interpretative camps regarding the meaning of 9:1-27. Thiselton, 

who is its main proponent, will represent the first here. According to Thiselton, 9:1-27 is a 

continuation of the theme of subordinating one’s own rights for the benefit of the 

congregation in chapter eight.31 Consequently, the argument in 9:1-15 becomes a classic 

example of ‘imitatio Pauli’ – Paul describes how he leads by example through not making use 

of rights which are so obviously his, as an apostle.32 His suggestion is well-argued and 

persuasive, especially with regards to the apparent lack of clear solution pre-dating his 

suggestion.33 Fee will here represent the second interpretative option – that the aim of the 

section is to defend Paul’s apostleship. The majority of scholars and commentators pre-dating 

Thiselton hold this view, although many verge on Thiselton’s solution. The problem with this 

interpretation is that Paul is apparently arguing heatedly for something (the rights of the 

apostle to live by the Gospel), which he himself has no desire to claim (v.12, 15). The temple 

metaphor of vv.13-14 is identified by Fee as an illustration which “even more strongly 

supports” Paul’s argument than the preceding points.34 Indeed, he also points out that we 

should assume that the phrase oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι indicates in this case that the audience already 

knew the information to follow, due to the universal awareness of this temple praxis. In this 

case, Hellenistic and Jewish temples had the same praxis, further strengthening this point.35 

Barrett also points out that Paul’s audience could have been reasonably expected to already 

know the information provided in v. 13.36 Most scholars and commentators thus see the 

temple metaphor as strengthening the argument in 9:1-14. The underlying assumption is that 

                                                
30 Note that Thiselton also points out in this section that the usage of this phrase indicates that ‘the presupposed 
knowledge is clear or self-evident’. He references 3:16 as a point of comparison. See Ibid 691.  
31 Thiselton, The First Epistle, 661-3. 
32 Ibid 662. See also Margaret Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
1991), 47-50.   
33 Most scholars who assert that the aim of the passage is to defend Paul’s apostleship must also secede that the 
turn of the argument in vv. 12 and 15 is either inexplicable, strange, or a result of emotion on behalf of the 
author. See Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 392. Barrett argues apparently unwittingly along the same 
lines as Thiselton in order to explain vv. 12 and 15, despite also arguing that the aim of the passage is to defend 
Paul’s apostleship. See Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 200, 207, 208. 
Conzelmann sees no thematic connection between chapters eight and nine, choosing instead to interpret the 
theme of chapter nine as the ‘freedom of the apostle’. See Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 151-2, 155, 157. 
34 Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 411. 
35 Ibid, 412.  
36 Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 208. 
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Gospel preaching can to some extend be paralleled to sacred activities. Again, few scholars 

differentiate between Greco-Roman and Jewish temples here, since they share the particular 

praxis referenced in the verses.  

In sum, few, if any, scholars have analysed the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians as a 

rhetorical category. In this essay, I will attempt to do so. The temple metaphors are seen by 

most scholars and commentators as a literary tool to express and/or describe either the 

ekklesia (as in 1 Cor 3:16-17), the body of the Christ-believer (as in 1 Cor 6:19-20), or the act 

of preaching the gospel (as in 1 Cor 9:13-14). Few scholars comment on the fact that none of 

the temple metaphors merit their own arguments; instead, they are part of other arguments. In 

this essay, I will try to show that the scholarly consensus – that the temple metaphors do not 

merit their own arguments – indicate that they represent axiomatic beliefs. Most scholars do 

not clearly distinguish between Greco-Roman and Jewish temple culture when exploring the 

temple references in 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14. This is problematic, since Jewish 

temple culture differentiates itself from Greco-Roman religiosity in a number of ways. In 

order to show that the temple metaphors are references to Jewish temple culture, I will 

contextualize the verses by looking for correlations between the temple metaphors of 1 

Corinthians and Jewish temple culture in the First Century CE.  

 

1.3!Method!and!Theory!
 

1.3.1$Method$
 
In order to investigate the issue at hand, we will be making use of a number of different 

methods. In Part I, I will be analysing the place of the Pauline temple metaphors in the 

structure and argumentation of 1 Cor. In order to do this, I will be approaching the texts from 

a rhetorical perspective. To establish the rhetorical function of the temple metaphors, I will be 

attempting to provide a detailed rhetorical structure for each of the arguments that make use 

of a temple metaphor. I will be analysing the texts based on ancient rhetorical strategies as 

well as modern attempts to find a structure for the Pauline argumentative style. Having 

established that the rhetorical function of the temple metaphors indicate that they represent 

axiomatic beliefs, Part II of the essay will be dedicated to contextualizing this finding. In 

pursuit of highlighting correlations between the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians and 

Jewish temple culture in the first century CE, we will be using institution criticism. The aim 
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of this analysis will be to establish that the temple metaphors are reflections of Paul’s 

institutional setting, rather than a theological innovation unique to his writings. Institution 

criticism is a recently coined method, and therefore merits a brief discussion here.  

Anders Runesson introduced the methodological approach in a paper entitled “Placing 

Paul: Institutional Structures and Theological Strategies in the World of Early Christ-

Believers”, presented at the exegetical conference Exegetical Day 2014 in Uppsala.37 The 

author himself summarizes the basic assumption behind the criticism: “You need a body to 

locate a soul. Likewise, theology cannot be understood apart from the tangible practices and 

enculturated customs from which it emerges and which it, in turn, inspires and interprets.”38 

Thus, in order to understand the theology of Paul we must also be aware of the institutional 

context in which, and about which, it was composed. The main aim of the method is to make 

use of institutional realities as explanatory categories.39 An institution is defined by Runesson 

as “an organized collective conceptual space intertwined with socio-economic and political 

dimensions of everyday life.”40 The first goal is therefore to identify the kind of institution in 

which, and about which, Paul was writing. The second goal is to find correlations between 

Paul’s theological arguments and their institutional context. These correlations indicate a 

number of things. First, they help us to anchor Paul’s thinking to a tangible, concrete 

institutional reality, which can also aid us in the quest to find comparative institutions both 

within the non-Christ-believing Jewish world and Greco-Roman society. Second, they can be 

used to identify which parts of Pauline theology represent independent theological innovation 

on the part of Paul, and which parts are merely the reflection of institutional realities.41 We 

will be applying this method in order to investigate the possibility of a correlation between the 

message of the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians and the portrayal of sacred space and 

                                                
37 Anders Runesson, “Placing Paul: Institutional Structures and Theological Strategies in the World of the Early 
Christ-Believers”. SEÅ no.80 (2015), 43-67. 
38 Runesson, “Placing Paul”, 43.  
39 Ibid., 43. 
40 Ibid., 44. 
41 For example, Runesson argues that Gal 3:28 is a reflection of the membership patterns of other Jewish 
association-synagogues in the Diaspora, rather than an indication that Paul departed from his Jewish and Greco-
Roman context. See Runesson, “Placing Paul”, 61-2.  
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community in non-Christ-believing Jewish Diaspora association synagogues42 and Christ-

believing ekklesiai in the Diaspora.43  

1.3.2$Theory$$
 

I will be drawing on a postcolonial perspective when analysing the institutions of the 

Jewish Diaspora. By the time of the First Century CE, the majority of Jews lived outside 

Israel, in the Diaspora. This is critical to our investigation, since it means that we must 

constantly be aware of issues relating to (colonized) religio-ethnic groups living dispersed 

throughout the Empire colonizing their homeland. Postcolonial criticism provides us with the 

lenses and interpretative tools we need in order to navigate the complex issues of identity 

which spring up in such situations.44 In addition, the Pauline Christ-believing ekklesia, which 

was modelled after the Jewish association-synagogues of the Diaspora,45 represents a clear 

case of cultural hybridity, since the institutional type itself is not of Jewish origin (to be clear, 

the socio-theological concept behind the institution is of Jewish origin, but the actual concrete 

institutional structure of the Diaspora association-synagogue was borrowed from Greco-

Roman collegia).46 Association structures were then appropriated by Jews and filled with 

Jewish function. Therefore, the institution which we are about to explore and discuss is by 

necessity a microcosm of different cultural, religio-ethnic, and theo-ritual identities, functions, 

and social milieus. In such a context, it becomes helpful, if not necessary, to analyze the 

language and arguments of Paul through the lens of ‘hybridity.’  

The idea of ‘hybridity’ used here comes from the writings of the literary critic Homi 

Bhabha, who wrote about the concept of hybridity in his analyses of the literary exchanges 

                                                
42 In this paper, I will be following Runesson’s categorization of synagogues into ‘association synagogues’ and 
‘public synagogues’ (see Runesson, Origins, 478-480. In his early work, Runesson uses the terms ‘public’ and 
‘semi-public’ assemblies in order to denote these categories.) There were no public synagogues in the Diaspora, 
and therefore our analyses will focus on association synagogues.  
43 For an example of other applications of this new method, see Jordan J. Ryan, “Jesus and the Synagogue 
Disputes: Recovering the Institutional Context of Luke 13:10-17” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 79 (2017), 41-59. 
Ryan chooses to use institution criticism as an ‘interpretative method’, in conjunction with other methods. In this 
paper, I will be applying the method in a more concrete way, using its framework as the building blocks of our 
arguments.   
44 Robert Paul Seeesngood, “Hybridity and the Rhetoric of Endurance: Reading Paul’s Athletic Metaphors in a 
Context of Postcolonial Self-Construction”. The Bible & Critical Theory. Vol 1 No. 3 (2005). Seesengood makes 
the excellent observation that Postcolonial theory is a useful tool which is often overlooked when attempting to 
analyze Pauline cultural identity (pg.1).  
45 Ralph Korner has argued convincingly that Paul’s usage of the term ekklesia to describe his congregations 
firmly anchors them to the specifically Jewish associations of the First Century CE. See Ralph Korner, “Ekklesia 
as a Jewish Synagogue Term: Some Implications for Paul’s Socio-Religious Location”. JJMJS No. 2 (2015): 53-
78. See specifically his discussion of sacred space on pgs. 75-76 and his conclusion on pg. 78. 
46 Runesson, Origins, 474, 480.  
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between Britain and colonial India.47 The hybrid has no single cultural identity; rather, the 

hybrid is at once sub-altern48 and a duplicate of the coloniser, unable to fully become part of 

either identity.49 According to Bhabha, this leads to the creation of new identities, at once 

resistant and compliant, which uses influences from both identities (sub-altern, duplicate of 

coloniser) in order to construct a third identity. Bhabha names this third identity ‘third-

space’50 or ‘in-between.’51 This a helpful category for us to consider when analyzing Paul, 

since he finds himself in the intersection of these very identities: he is at once a Jew – a sub-

altern in the Roman colonial system52 – and a Roman citizen who was raised in the Diaspora; 

a duplicate of the coloniser. There is an apparent divide between scholars of Paul who wish to 

categorize Paul as a Hellenistic thinker, and those who wish to see him as a Jewish thinker. 

The suggestion made by Seesengood, following Boyarin, is that we should avoid viewing 

Paul’s identity as a stasis.53 Rather, we should see him as someone in constant fluctuation 

between identities, someone caught between the identity of the coloniser and the colonised in 

such a way that some of the writings he produced might even be labelled as mimicry – the 

slippage in his self-construction as either identity being constant and compelling in its 

ambivalence.54  

The lens of hybridity will be applied both ways – that is to say, we will not be content to 

merely analyse how ‘Paul the Jew’ attempts to mimic Greco-Roman culture surrounding him, 

but also how ‘Paul the Diasporized Jew’ attempts to mimic the Jewish religio-cultural context 

of the non-Diasporized leaders of the Jesus Movement in Jerusalem.55 The aim of using this 

                                                
47 Seesengood, “Hybridity and the Rhetoric of Endurance,” 1.  
48 “Sub-altern” is a term used in Postcolonial research to refer to individuals subjected to colonial rule.  
49 Seesengood, “Hybridity and the Rhetoric of Endurance,” 1.  
50 Not to be confused with Edward. W. Soja’s theory of spatiality also referred to by this name. See Edward W. 
Soja, Without Nature? A New Condition for Theology (Fordham: Fordham University Press, 2009), 193-4. 
51Seesengood, “Hybridity and the Rhetoric of Endurance”, 2.  
52 With this I simply mean that Paul is a Jew who was born and raised in the Diaspora. I am not making claims 
about Paul’s self-identification or his feelings towards Rome or Jerusalem. Seen from a postcolonial perspective, 
it is within reason to assert that a Jew, born and raised outside his colonized homeland, can be categorized as a 
sub-altern in the Empire. Bhaba’s theory of hybridity assumes that such individuals can be classified as hybrids.   
53 Seesengood, “Hybridity and the Rhetoric of Endurance”, 3.  
54 Homi Bhabha, “Of Mimicry and Man: The Ambivalence of Colonial Discourse”. October, Vol 28, 
Discipleship: A Special Issue on Psychoanalysis (Spring, 1984), 125-133. Pg. 126. The best example of this is 
Paul’s own admission to fluctuating identities in 1 Cor 9:20-21. 
55 What I mean by this is that, from a postcolonial perspective, Paul and the leaders of the Jesus Movement in 
Jerusalem do not belong to the same category. Paul is a Diasporized Jew, occupying both a sub-altern identity 
and Roman citizenship (ergo a duplicate of the colonizer). The leaders of the Jesus Movement in Jerusalem can 
safely be categorized as simply sub-altern, since they were not Diasporized (that is, they were born and raised in 
the colonized homeland, and did not have Roman citizenship, and can therefore not be identified as duplicates of 
the colonizer). Because of this, it is natural to assume that tensions would arise. We see examples of this tension 
in the texts themselves: Paul’s consistent need to assert his apostleship might be an indicator of tension between 
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theoretical lens is to remain constantly aware of the futility of locking Paul into a static 

identity with no room for exchange, change, or adaptation. Having said that, it is important to 

note that according to the definitions coined by Bhabha, all of Diaspora Judaism falls under 

the identity-category ‘third-space.’ Thus, intersections between Paul and Greco-Roman 

culture do not undermine his Jewish identity per se; rather it underlines his identity as a 

Diaspora Jew, which represents a forging together of colonial identities into an ‘in-between.’  

In this essay, I will be analyzing the rhetorical function of metaphors. This means that I 

will have to select a theoretical framework for understanding the metaphors I have chosen to 

work with. In light of this, I have opted to analyze the temple metaphors in 1 Corinthians as 

conceptual metaphors. I have borrowed this approach from Jill Marshall’s study entitled 

“Community Is a Body: Sex, Marriage, and Metaphor in 1 Corinthians 6:12-7:7 and 

Ephesians 5:21-33.” In her study, Marshall uses Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) in order 

to analyse body metaphors in 1 Cor 6:12-20. Her approach is convincing, especially in that a 

cognitive approach to metaphors emphasizes the tensions existing in metaphor thinking, and 

pinpoints how metaphors present images to its audience and, in a deliberate way, highlight 

and hide certain aspects of the image in order to blend ideas, so as to create new concepts.56 In 

light of this, one of the characteristics of a conceptual metaphor is the ability of the passage to 

use images in order to create a blending together of different conceptual discourses. This is a 

sound approach to our current investigation, since I will be analysing how different 

communities embody temple concepts, and therefore the process of combining two concepts 

to forge new ones is relevant. In addition to CMT, Marshall also employs the work of Vernon 

K. Robbins. She points out that 1 Cor 6:16 is an example of rhetology,57 in that the metaphor 

of Gen 2:24 is used as a rationale for the claims of the argument.58 However, the rhetorical 

function of the metaphor is not its only function. From the perspective of CMT, it also places 

an image before the eyes of the audience, the image of a body (source domain), and blends 

                                                                                                                                                   
the Diasporized apostle and the apostles from the Homeland. Indeed, Acts 15:1-21 illustrates a clear tension 
between Diasporized apostles and apostles from the Homeland with regards to the issue of Gentile inclusion in 
the Jesus Movement and circumcision. Paul’s attempts to assert and justify his apostleship in relation to Peter 
and James (Homeland apostles) could perhaps be interpreted as a form of mimicry.  
56 Jill Marshall, “Community Is a Body: Sex, Marriage, and Metaphor in 1 Corinthians 6:12-7:7 and Ephesians 
5:21-33,” JBL 4 (2015): 833-847. See especially 835-6.  
57 Rhetology refers to the logical of rhetorical reasoning. Rhetography (the graphic picturing in rhetorical 
descriptions) is also relevant for Marshall’s analysis in that the images produced by the rhetoric influence how 
the source domain hides and highlights specific aspects of the target domain. See Vernon K. Robbins, The 
Invention of Christian Discourse. Vol I (Dorset: Deo Publishing, 2009), 16-17. 
58 Marshall, “Community Is a Body,” 835. 
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this image with that of the community (target domain), in such a way that a new concept 

emerges, namely, the community as a body (conceptual metaphor).59  

I will now briefly explain how 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14 can be identified 

and analyzed as conceptual metaphors. 1 Cor 3:16-17 can be seen as the following conceptual 

metaphor: you are God’s temple. The source domain is God’s temple, and the target domain 

is the addressee(s) (ὑµῖν). The passage can be classified as a conceptual metaphor since it uses 

aspects of the source domain, God’s temple, in order to describe, explain, and redefine what 

the target domain, the addressee(s), are. Consequently, the metaphor blends together the 

concepts of the addressees and God’s temple in order to create a new concept: that the 

addressees are God’s temple. The same can be said for 1 Cor 6:19, where the conceptual 

metaphor is that the body is a temple of the Holy Spirit. The source domain is the temple of 

the Holy Spirit, and the target domain is the body. These concepts are then blended to create 

the idea that the body is a temple of the Holy Spirit. 1 Cor 9:13-14 is a more challenging case, 

since it differs in content and style from the two afore-mentioned metaphors. From a 

perspective of rhetology, it could be said that the passage is used as a rationale for the claims 

of the argumentation in the preceding verses. From the perspective of CMT, the conceptual 

metaphor could be identified as: preaching the gospel is the same as being employed in 

temple service. The source domain would be ‘those employed by the temple,’ and the target 

domain would be ‘those preaching the gospel.’ Temple service is blended together with 

gospel preaching, and the result is the conceptual metaphor that preaching the gospel and 

temple sacrificial service are parallel activities. Consequently, the activities of each group – 

gospel and sacrifice – are also paralleled.  

Conceptual Metaphor Theory is a useful analytic tool for this essay for a number of 

reasons. First, it is important to choose a theoretical framework when working with 

metaphors, not least due to the inherently ambiguous nature of their literary function. CMT is 

an appropriate framework because it allows the interpreter to place equal focus on the 

wording of the metaphor itself and the historical images it conjures up. Because this essay 

will focus on the temple imagery of the metaphors, it is important that the historical meaning 

of ‘temple’ play a prominent role in our interpretation of the metaphors. That is to say, our 

historical reconstruction of the temple culture Paul is drawing on when constructing the 

metaphors needs to be relevant to our understanding of the metaphors, since one of our aims 

is to contextualize these passages. CMT allows this, and is therefore useful for the aims of 

                                                
59 Marshall, “Community Is a Body,” 835-7. 
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both Part I and Part II of this essay.  Second, CMT emphasizes the way the source domain 

hides and highlights aspects of the target domain. Since all our temple metaphors have the 

same source domain, namely, God’s Temple/Temple services, CMT is an excellent tool for 

analyzing the differences in the way each respective metaphor uses ‘Temple’ to re-define 

different aspects of the ekklesia (target domain). I will consequently be using CMT in order to 

better understand how Paul used ‘Temple’ in relation to ‘ekklesia.’  

The concept of sacred space will dominate this essay, in particular Part II. It therefore 

merits brief discussion here. There are many ways of defining and identifying sacred space. I 

will be using Mircea Eliade and Jonathan Z. Smith’s theories about sacred space and the 

difference between the divine and the human in order to create the framework for my 

definition of sacred space. In his early work The Sacred and the Profane, Mircea Eliade 

describes sacred space in the following way: “[E]very sacred space implies a hierophany, an 

irruption of the sacred that results in detaching a territory from the surrounding cosmic milieu 

and making it qualitatively different…something that does not belong to this world has 

manifested itself…and this manifestation ontologically grounds (or founds) human 

existence.”60 This description, although part of a theoretical framework which is in its entirety 

not irreproachably applicable, is an apt and succinct summary of what sacred space implied in 

ancient Judaism; the Tabernacle, followed by the Jerusalem Temple(s), became the literal rip 

in reality that opened up a space in which the Divine could descend and dwell among the 

people.61 Sacred space may therefore be defined as the meeting place between the Divine and 

the Human; enclaves of cosmic ontology puncturing and defining the human experience with 

its presentation of a Reality, providing the blueprint of that which is repeated and imitated 

when the religious practitioner attempts to close the gap between her own existence and that 

                                                
60 Mircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane (New York: Harcourt, Brace &World, 1957), 26. See also: 
Jonathan Z. Smith, Map is not Territory: Studies in the History of Religions (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1993), 94. It should be noted that this paper will combine Eliade’s (and consequently Smith’s 
problematization of and additions to) theory of sacred space with Steven Fine’s study on synagogue sanctity in 
the Greco-Roman period. When I made this decision, I was not fully aware of how influenced Fine’s study was 
by Eliade’s theory. In the Postscript of the newly re-published edition of his dissertation, Fine discusses and 
problematizes his usage of Eliade (See Fine, This Holy Place, 166-171). Fine seems to have been particularly 
gripped by Eliade’s theories concerning hierophany and it’s relevance to synagogue research, in much the same 
way as this present study is (Ibid, 167).  
61 The fact that the dwelling of God in the midst of the people of Israel was a very literal reality rather than a 
metaphor is well attested in both biblical and scholarly literature. One of the most interesting verses, which 
illustrates this fascinating view of the meeting of Divine and Human, is Deut 23:14, which also neatly 
summarizes why it is necessary to keep the dwelling place of the Lord holy: so that ‘he may not see anything 
indecent among you and turn away from you’.  
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of the Divine being in whose presence she finds herself.62 Consequently, sacred space can be 

created via the repetition or imitation of an archetype. This is not to say that all sacred space 

is created this way, only that it is one possible way of actualizing the Divine presence. The 

idea of an archetypal irruption is reminiscent of Second Temple Judaism, where a single, 

centralized temple was supposed to represent the ultimate meeting place between the Divine 

and the Human. According to Eliade, such archetypes were repeated and imitated in order to 

actualize the sacredness connected to it in other places. In the present case, the blueprint could 

be represented by the praxis of the Jerusalem Temple, which was believed to be a mirror of 

the divine cosmic ontology, and the repetition is what happens when Jews living in the 

Diaspora begin to use Temple imagery and metaphors in order to describe their local sacred 

spaces.63 Consequently, the repetition, or imitation, of the Reality encapsulated by the 

Jerusalem Temple becomes a way of creating sacred space,64 especially in light of Eliade’s 

                                                
62 In his evaluation and discussion of Eliad’s work, Smith points out that repetition is the ‘human mode of 
articulating absolute Reality’ (Smith, Map is Not Territory, 92). ‘Reality’ in this case is a term borrowed from 
the works of Eliade, and refers to the divine, cosmic ontology which the religious practitioner believes to be 
attached to the ‘Sacred’, as opposed to the ‘unrealness’ of the profane world (Smith, Map is Not Territory, 91-
93).  
63 One could argue that the concept of describing a Jewish institution in the Diaspora as a ‘temple’ or as ‘holy’ 
could also be seen as an act of imitating Greco-Roman temple culture. A potential problem with such an 
argument is, however, that the act of conscious repetition of an archetype only makes sense if that archetype is 
seen as an irruption of the profane which allows the Human and the Divine to meet. Is it reasonable to assume 
that Diaspora Jews saw Greco-Roman temples as such points of irruption? I would argue that it is not 
reasonable. It is, however, reasonable to assume that Diasporized Jews copied and borrowed (both consciously 
and unconsciously) from their surrounding religio-cultural context in terms of how they shaped their own 
religious expression. An example of this is Steven Fine’s theory that the Torah scroll was seen as the cult object 
in Diaspora synagogues (see Steven Fine, This Holy Place:On the Sanctity of the Synagogue During the Greco-
Roman Period [Eugene: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 1997],127). In this example, Diasporized Jews expressed 
their veneration for the Torah by giving it the place and function of the holiest space in Greco-Roman 
temples/associations, but the fact that their veneration was directed at the Torah instead of Hellenistic cult 
objects indicates that they are not repeating elements of Greco-Roman religiosity, they are instead repeating 
elements of the religiosity of their Homeland, wrapped in the garb of Greco-Roman religious expression.  
64 Smith points out that there are no surviving ritual books from the Israelite period, and that the HB only 
preserves a set of brief descriptions of Temple rituals, which were not put together for ritual purposes. This 
ambiguity in the Priestly sources had already reduced the rituals of the Temple from performance to systems – 
this was done mainly by what Smith refers to as the act of ‘mapping modes of emplacement’. These maps could 
then be easily become the subjects of prescission – that is, they could be uprooted from their original place and 
transported to other places, or even become abstract intellectual systems. See Jonathan Z. Smith, To Take Place 
(Chicago: University of Chicago press, 1987), 109. Steven Fine has argued that Smith’s concept of ‘movable 
holiness’, otherwise applied to Greco-Roman temples, but here even applied to the Jerusalem Temple, is an 
excellent description of the Tannaitic synagogue, which became the central sacred space after 70 CE, and which 
emphasized its sacredness by ‘loosely’ imitating (or, in Eliade and Smith’s vocabulary, repeating) Temple 
liturgies for communal prayer (See Fine, This Holy Place, 36. Fine also points out that the sanctity of the 
Tannaitic synagogues was ‘enveloped in metaphors derived from the Temple’ (Fine, This Holy Place, 35). It 
should also be noted that perhaps the most well-known, recent proponent of the sacrality of Second Temple 
synagogues, Donald D. Binder, has also used Eliade’s theory of repetition of central shrines in order to support 
his hypothesis. See Donald D. Binder, Into the Temple Courts: The Place of the Synagogues in the Second 
Temple Period (Atlanta: SBL, 1999), 477-9. There is therefore a good precedence for applying Eliade’s theory in 
synagogue scholarship.   
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suggestion that “an object or an act becomes real only insofar as it imitates or repeats an 

archetype.”65  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As the diagram above illustrates, if we apply Eliade’s theory, supported by Smith, that 

repetition was a possible creator of sacred space, one could posit the following. If one can 

find proof that Jewish institutions engaged in temple repetition – that is, they repeated the 

Jerusalem Temple in different ways, one could also ascertain that these institutions were seen 

as sacred spaces. In this essay, I will argue that this is the case. We will return to the evidence 

                                                
65 Mircea Eliade, Myth of the Eternal Return (New York, 1954), 24. See also: Smith, Map is Not Territory, 93. 
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Image 1.3.2.1 
An illustration of Eliade and Smith’s theory about repetition as a creator of sacred space. 
συναγωγή, ἱερόν, and προσευχή are the most common terms used to refer to Jewish 
synagogue-institutions. The diagram therefore aims to illustrate that the institutions which 
we know by the terms συναγωγή, ἱερόν, and προσευχή were seen as sacred spaces due to 
their repetition of the Jerusalem Temple. The diagram assumes that these institutions were 
seen as sacred space. I will provide evidence of this in Part II of the essay.   
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suggesting that Diaspora association synagogues engaged in different forms of what we will 

call Temple Repetition later, but the consequences of this repetition deserve a brief discussion.  

If Jewish institutions could become sacred spaces via repetition of the Jerusalem 

Temple, this would imply that the holiness connected to the dwelling place of God could 

reside in places other than the Jerusalem Temple. I have chosen to call this concept Migrating 

Temple Holiness. The term is meant to convey the idea that the holiness accorded to the 

Jerusalem Temple could, so to speak, migrate to other areas and even result in the need for the 

same rules that applied to the temple to also be applied to this new area.66 ‘Migration’ is a 

useful term to express this phenomenon, rather than ‘transferal,’ since the Temple does not 

cease to be holy when the holiness associated with it appears to also be applicable in other 

places. Just like migrating birds do not cease to belong to a certain region just because they 

temporarily seek better weather elsewhere. The migrating bird belongs simultaneously to the 

homeland and the seasonal shelter. As we will see, there is archaeological and textual 

evidence from the first century CE that could indicate that Jews in the Diaspora believed that 

at least two places – the Jerusalem Temple and their local association synagogues – could be 

considered as constituting the same sort of sacred space, co-existing at the same time.   

To summarize our theoretical discussion, I would like to remind the reader of four 

things: (a) In this essay, I will be approaching Pauline texts from a postcolonial perspective, 

choosing to highlight the aspects of Paul’s identity that correlate with theories of religio-

cultural hybridity and mimicry. Our investigation of 1 Corinthians will therefore not draw 

strict boundaries between the concepts “Jewish” and “Hellenistic,” but will instead choose to 

view the Pauline expression of identity as a fluctuating, fluid concept. (c) I will be viewing 

and analyzing the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians using the theoretical framework of 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT). The main reason for this is CMT’s emphasis on how 

conceptual metaphors use historically anchored images and imagery in order to create new 

concepts or re-define old ones. (b) The term Temple Repetition will be used in reference to 

Eliade’s theory, supported by Smith, that sacred space in Antiquity was created via repetition 

or imitation of an archetype. (c) In order to describe the results and implications of temple 

repetition, we will be using the term Migrating Temple Holiness. This expression is meant to 

convey the idea that the holiness connected to the dwelling place of God could reside in 

places other than the Jerusalem Temple.  

 

                                                
66 Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple?”, 80.  
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1.4!Mode!of!Procedure!
 
 
In pursuit of establishing that the rhetorical function of temple metaphors in 1 Corinthians 

indicate that they represent axiomatic beliefs, I will be carrying out a rhetorical analysis of 1 

Cor 3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14, after which I will contextualize the conclusions based on 

their institutional context. I will begin by analysing the place of 3:16-17 in relation to the first 

three chapters of the letter, followed by a rhetorical analysis of the structure of 3:5-17. This 

analysis will conclude that the chiastic structure of the passage indicates that vv.16-17 

functions as support for the assertions made in the preceding verses. The analysis of 6:19-20 

will begin with a discussion of the significance of the phrase οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι. Following a 

presentation of the argumentation of 6:12-20, I will be applying a method of categorizing 

Paul’s statements according to different rhetorical functions. This application will conclude 

that 6:19-20 occupy the functional category of theological support meant to legitimize other 

arguments. 1 Cor 9:1-14 will be discussed in terms of both meaning and rhetoric. I will be 

relying on the interpretative work of Thiselton and Mitchell in order to establish the aim of 

Paul’s argumentation in the passage. The rhetorical function of 9:13-14 will be established 

using an analysis of the structure of the argumentation, as well as the inclusion of the phrase 

οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι. The results of the analysis will be that vv.13-14 are used as theological 

support material for the argumentation of the passage.  

After I have established that all three temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians share the same 

rhetorical function, namely, that of theological support material for other arguments, I will 

argue that this function indicates that Paul uses the metaphors in such a way that it can be 

safely assumed that his audience were already aware of their content. Consequently, it is not 

unreasonable to assert that the Corinthian congregation already believed that their community, 

their bodies, and the gospel preaching of their apostles could be equated to temples and 

temple activity, before Paul penned his letter. I will argue that this belief – that one’s 

community and its function(s) is described in terms of a temple – is in a Jewish context 

representative of the concept Temple Repetition, since the temple metaphors are imitating and 

repeating temple practices and rules in locations outside the Jerusalem Temple (the 

archetype). Where did this belief come from? In an attempt to ascertain the answer to this 

question, I will try to find examples of Temple Repetition in other Jewish Diaspora 

institutions. In pursuit of this, I will be using the work of Steven Fine to identify which 

aspects of ancient synagogues that were believed to confer sanctity to them. Based on this 

perspective, I will be analyzing Torah reading rituals as an expression of Temple Repetition 
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and its place in Diaspora synagogues. Temple motifs will also be analyzed from the same 

perspective, and I will come to the conclusion that Diaspora Synagogues did indeed engage in 

Temple Repetition, based on archaeological evidence. Following this, I will look at the works 

of Philo and Josephus, as well as a number of ancient inscriptions, in order to establish that 

Diaspora synagogues were often referred to using temple terminology.  

After presenting and engaging with the evidence in favour of Temple Repetition in 

Diaspora synagogues, I will evaluate my results through the lens of an institution-critical 

approach. The aim of this analysis will be to show that there are a number of direct 

correlations between the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians and the examples of Temple 

Repetition that we found in Diaspora synagogues. The conclusion of the analysis will be that 

these correlations indicate that a possible origin for the axiomatic beliefs contained within the 

temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians is the institutional reality of First-Century Diaspora 

synagogues, namely, the belief that one’s local institution was holy in the same way as the 

Jerusalem Temple was holy. 
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Part&1&
 

2.&&The&Place&of&the&Corinthian&Temple&Metaphors&in&Pauline&Rhetoric&&
 
 

1 Corinthians 3:16-17 is in many ways an astounding text. Not only does Paul say that the 

members of the Corinthian congregation are ‘temples of God’, he also draws this statement to 

the conclusion that each and every one of them is holy, in the same way that the temple of 

God is holy. This statement is wrapped up in and intimately connected to a very serious 

warning: that God destroys those who destroy God’s holy temple. Thus, if you attempt to 

destroy another, holy member of the congregation, God will destroy you. These are not casual 

words. They are heavily loaded with cultic imagery and express a clearly cultic logic.67  

At the same time, the verses are addressing ecclesiological issues. Vv. 16-17 appear in 

the middle of an argument concerning the legitimacy of various different ‘church-builders.’ 

Paul argues that the ekklesia of Christ is legitimate in and of itself, regardless of those aiding 

in its spiritual construction, since the foundation remains the same (v.11). This inherent 

legitimacy is similar to the inherent holiness of the ekklesia which debuts as a concept in v. 

16. Thus, one may view vv.16-17 as a theological justification for Paul’s argument in vv.10-

15, and specifically v.11. This becomes evident in v. 17, where Paul states that those who 

destroy the temple of God (which is, in this context, the ekklesia members) will in turn be 

destroyed by God. Thus, the theme of judgement from vv.14-15 is carried through. The 

judgement described in vv.14-15 is a judgement related to ‘church-building’ – if the builder’s 

work survives the fire, he will be rewarded, if not, he ‘suffer losses’, but nevertheless he will 

still be saved, albeit ‘thought fire’, which doesn’t sound ideal. Vv. 16-17 could thus be a 

theological justification for why judgement is meted out to those who corrupt or mislead the 

ekklesia of Christ – why is it an offence to mislead68 the congregation? Answer: because 

destroying the ekklesia is the equivalent of destroying the Temple. These are no light words. 

The consequences of destroying a temple are a) the departing of God and b) the punishment 
                                                
67 H. Conzelmann connects v. 17 to what he calls “the basic idea in the Jewish expectation of judgment.” (Hans 
Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians. pg.78). He equates the theology of the verse to Mark 8:38 and Rom 1:28. I agree 
that v. 17 is indeed expressing a common Jewish eschatological expectation – what may be called the ‘mirror 
judgement’ – but it is, in my opinion, clear that the majority of biblical texts expressing this ‘mirrored judgment’ 
are texts dealing with cultic matters. 
68 It is not clear from 1 Cor 3:10-15 that ‘misleading’ is the issue at hand. In fact, it is very unclear what has 
gone wrong in vv.14-15: what exactly caused the construction to not stand the test? The section is so filled with 
metaphors that it is difficult to delve behind them and extract the actual, concrete thing that Paul is arguing about 
or against. From the context, it could simply be ‘church-builders’ other than himself, such as Apollos (v.6), 
although no precise negative behavior is outright mentioned. In fact, positive behavior is insinuated (v.8). 
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of the people. 

This short analysis begs the question of why Paul used the equating of the ekklesia and 

the Temple in order to justify his argument. This would seem to be a monumental claim in the 

Second Temple period – to claim that your community is the temple of God while the 

Jerusalem Temple is still standing. How come such a monumental claim is used as a 

theological justification for an argument instead of meriting an argument in itself, which it 

could, and perhaps should have, given the level of controversy we associate with movements 

making similar claims during this period, like Qumran? If none of the temple metaphors in 1 

Corinthians merits their own argument – if they are simply used as evidence or theological 

justification for other Pauline arguments, we must assume that they do not represent 

controversial claims – instead, they represent common knowledge. This should be a wake-up 

call for both NT and Jewish Studies scholars, since the temple metaphors indicate that the 

Corinthian congregation saw itself as sacred space in the same way as a temple, which would 

indicate that the migration of Jewish Temple holiness was common knowledge among Paul’s 

Corinthian audience. Thus, in this chapter, we will attempt to illustrate that the temple 

metaphors of 1 Corinthians are all used as evidence or theological justification for other 

arguments.  

Let us now turn our attention to the structure and placement of the temple metaphors in 

the rhetoric of 1 Corinthians. Do they consistently appear as support-material for other 

arguments, or do they form the core of arguments themselves? Is there a pattern, or are 

different metaphors used differently throughout? Can we categorize the metaphors, or are 

they a homogenous category? I will come to the conclusion that all three temple metaphors in 

3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14 share the same rhetorical function, namely that of support 

material for other arguments. I will argue that this function indicates that Paul and the Christ-

believers in Corinth considered the beliefs contained within the temple metaphors as 

axiomatic.  

2.1!1!Corinthians!3:16>17!
 
 
As previously alluded to, 1 Cor 3:16-17 is part of a larger argument sequence. It is used to 

close Paul’s arguments concerning the construction and upkeep of the ekklesia. Before we 

delve into the larger structure and theme of the section, let us first take a look at the passage 

itself: 
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Οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι ναὸς θεοῦ ἐστε καὶ τὸ πνεῦµα τοῦ θεοῦ οἰκεῖ ἐν ὑµῖν; εἴ τις τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ 

φθείρει, φθερεῖ τοῦτον ὁ θεός· ὁ γὰρ ναὸς τοῦ θεοῦ ἅγιός ἐστιν, οἵτινές ἐστε ὑµεῖς. 

 

Do you not know that you are God’s temple God’s spirit dwells in you? If anyone destroys 

God’s temple, God will destroy that person. For God’s temple is holy and you are that 

temple.  

 
The theme of the passage is introduced early on in the letter, already in 1:10, where 

Paul appeals to the ekklesia for unity.69 In 1:12, it becomes clear that these divisions are based 

on which teachers the congregation members associate themselves with: Paul, Apollos, 

Cephas, or Christ. This theme quickly develops into a discussion on wisdom and spiritual 

discernment (1:20-2:16), based on the difficulty many experience in understanding the cross 

(1:18). Chapter three begins almost as a conclusion to the discussion on wisdom and spiritual 

discernment. Paul uses the discussion in 1:20-2:16 as evidence for why he cannot speak to 

them as ‘spiritual people’ (v.1). This ‘infancy in Christ’ is evidenced by their lack of unity 

(vv.3-4). Thus, Paul returns to the earlier theme of unity in 3:4-17. It is a bit of a circular 

argument – first he chastises them for their lack of unity, then he describes how they lack the 

wisdom necessary to become spiritually discerning, and then he proceeds to use their lack of 

unity as evidence for their lack of wisdom and spiritual discernment. Where does 3:16-17 fit 

into this complicated and layered argumentation? As illustrated below, it has a place within 

the larger thematic structure of chapters 1-3: 

 

1:10-17  Paul appeals against division 

                     1:18-2:16      Discussion of wisdom and spiritual discernment 

                         3:1-4             Return to theme of division 

                     3:5-9             Role specification – “what is Apollos, what is Paul” 

                     3:10-17         Responsibilities of the builder  

                                          3:18-23         Return to theme of wisdom and human leadership 

 

Paul mingles the two main themes – unity and wisdom – back and forth during chapters 

1-3. In 3:18-23, these themes come together in a direct way: 3:19-21 provides a clear 

                                                
69 I am aligning myself with Mitchell in my claim that the theme of the letter in general, and the first three 
chapters in particular, is unity (Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 296).  
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connection between ‘those who think they are wise’ and ‘human leaders.’ This connection has 

not been directly stated before, but it has been implied. Since Paul is evidently speaking of 

‘human leaders’ in the section where he discusses the folly of human wisdom (1:18-2:16), we 

can assume that 3:11-17 is describing what happens to those who build the ekklesia based on 

human wisdom instead of using the foundation – Christ – to build the community.70 Thus, 

what is being described in 3:17 is the punishment for misleading or misdirecting (or, 

destroying) the ekklesia. Or, rather, it is the theological justification, or explanation, for the 

punishment already described in v. 15.  

The argumentative unity of 3:5-1771 can be determined based on the fact that stylistic 

features of the diatribe begin to emerge in v.5.72 The rhetorical questions in v.5, which also 

represent Paul’s counter-claim to the Corinthian slogan in v.4,73 indicate that a new argument 

is about to be presented. I would join Fee in suggesting that v.5-9 constitutes a sub-section of 

the larger argument, consisting of farming metaphors.74 I would suggest that the clearest 

indicator that v.5-9 constitutes a sub-section is the fact that v.9 answers and reiterates the 

rhetorical question and answer in v.5, forming an inclusio of sorts. The usage of the word 

διάκονος in both verses supports this suggestion, as well as the chiastic-like structure of the 

passage:  

 

A. What then is Apollos? What is Paul? Servants (διάκονος) through whom you came to 

believe, as the Lord assigned to each. 

B. I planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the growth. 

So neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is anything, but only God who 

gives the growth. 

B. The one who plants and the one who waters have a common purpose, and each will 

receive wages according to the labour of each. 

A. For we are God’s servants (διάκονος), working together; you are God’s field, God’s 

building. 

                                                
70 “The church can devalue the role of ministry, but, even worse, ministry carried out for reasons of self-esteem, 
status-seeking, or self-interest can damage the church”. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians. 315. 
71 Most scholars agree that these verses represent the section markers for this argument. See Fitzmyer, First 
Corinthians, 191. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 295 (Thiselton bases his division on the three 
explanatory images contained within these verses). Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 73 (Conzelmann argues that 
stylistic aspects of the diatribe begin to emerge in v.5).  
72 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 73.  
73 Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 129. 
74 Ibid., 129. 
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The following verses also exhibit stylistic features reminiscent of the chiastic structure. 

According to Fee, vv.10-11 form a chiasm in the following manner:75 

 

A. According to the grace of God given to me, like a skilled master builder I laid a foundation 

(θεµέλιος), 

B. and someone else is building (ἐποικοδοµέω) on it. 

B. Each builder (ἐποικοδοµέω) must choose with care how to build (ἐποικοδοµέω) on 

it. 

A. For no one can lay any foundation (θεµέλιος) other than the one that has been laid; that 

foundation is Jesus Christ. 

 

Even though vv.12-15 exhibit clear signs of an inclusio between v.13 and 15 (based on 

the repetition of the word πῦρ), it would perhaps constitute a bit of a stretch to claim that the 

passage is in fact a chiasm. If we were to collect all these shorter analyses and construct a 

structure for the entire passage, it might look something like this:  

 

1. 

 
A. What then is Apollos? What is Paul? Servants (διάκονος) through whom you came to 

believe, as the Lord assigned to each. (v.5) 

B. I planted (ἐφύτευσα), Apollos watered (ἐπότισεν), but God gave the growth. (v.6) 

So neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is anything, but only God who 

gives the growth. (v.7) 

B. The one who plants (ὁ φυτεύων) and the one who waters (ποτίζων) have a common 

purpose, and each will receive wages according to the labour of each. (v.8) 

A. For we are God’s servants (διάκονος), working together; you are God’s field, God’s 

building. (v.9) 

2.  

(a) 

A. According to the grace of God given to me, like a skilled master builder I laid a 

foundation, 

B. and someone else is building on it. 
                                                
75 Ibid., 137. 
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B. Each builder must choose with care how to build on it. (v.10) 

A. For no one can lay any foundation other than the one that has been laid; that foundation is 

Jesus Christ. (v.11) 

(b) 

 Now if anyone builds on the foundation with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, 

straw— (v.12) 

(A.) the work of each builder will become visible, for the Day will disclose it, because it will 

be revealed with fire (πῦρ), and the fire will test what sort of work each has done. (v.13) 

 If what has been built on the foundation survives, the builder will receive a reward. (v.14) 

(A.) If the work is burned up, the builder will suffer loss; the builder will be saved, but only as 

through fire (πῦρ). (v.15) 

 
3.  
 

i) Do you not know that you are God’s temple and that God’s Spirit dwells in you? (v.16) 

ii) If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy that person. For God’s temple is holy, 

and you are that temple. (v.17) 

 

As this suggested rhetorical structure of the passage, vv.15-16 could be seen as a direct 

justification of v. 15. It is not a statement in and of itself, but rather, it is a piece of 

information, which Paul assumes his audience already knows76 (hence his usage of oὐκ οἴδατε 

ὅτι, a phrase to which we will return shortly), and which he uses to justify his argument. It is, 

simply put, a piece of evidence for his standpoint. The most significant indicator that this 

reading of vv.16-17 is justified is the phrase oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι. This phrase, used some dozen 

times in the epistle, indicates two things. First, it reveals an intensity of feeling in the author.77 

This intensity of feeling is a rhetorical method which allows the audience to gage the level of 

importance of different statements. oὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι reveals to the audience that the sentence to 

come is of importance.  

The phrase could therefore be viewed as signalling the final stage of a rhetorical build-

up. This is evidenced by the placement of vv.16-17 in the structure above: it is the final part 

of a beautifully structured argument, consisting of three chiastic sections (two chiasms, one 

sectioned off by an inclusio). Vv. 16-17 hangs off of the last section (2. b.), functioning as 
                                                
76 See also Joseph A. Fitzmyer, who writes the following in his commentary to First Corinthians: “Paul now 
changes his mode of argument, asking a question that implies that the Corinthian Christians (sic!) should be 
familiar already with what he is about to ask”. Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 202.  
77 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 316.  
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support for the claims made in v.15. The fact that it is not part of the chiastic-like structure of 

section 2 b. indicates that it is not part of Paul’s own, independent argument per se, it should 

rather be seen as evidence from another source, used by Paul in order to justify his own 

argumentation by connecting his views to something his audience already knows is true.78 

This leads us to our second point, namely that the phrase indicates that the issue at hand is 

viewed by Paul as axiomatic for all Christ-believers.79 Not only does the phrase place a 

rhetorical emphasis on the statement to follow, it also elevates that statement as something all 

Christ-believers do or should believe in. Thiselton provides the following translation of the 

phrase, which I think captures the urgency of the words in English: “surely you know this!”.80 

Thus, the fact that the ekklesia is ‘God’s temple’ is presented in 3:16 as something Paul takes 

for granted that his audience already knows, or should know. This is supported by Mitchell’s 

claim that Paul uses ‘proof by example’ as part of his deliberative rhetorical strategy.81 Sucf 

examples were comprised of information the author assumed his audience to be aware of 

already. Paul therefore uses vv.16-17 as a rhetorical method to convince his audience of vv. 

14-15.82 The information presented in vv. 12-15 is new information. Paul has not spoken 

about the judgement of those who build on the foundations he has already laid before, and he 

therefore needs to justify his position. In order to do this, he chooses to use something 

axiomatic to Christ-belief – something he knows everyone believes, or should believe in83 – 

in order to convince his audience that vv.12-15 is also true. In this way, vv.16-17 becomes the 

theological justification for vv.12-15 (2 b).  

 

 
                                                
78 See 1 Cor 6:2 for another example also involving the phrase οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι. The verse is used as support for 
the fact that Christ-believers should not go to courts outside their own community to solve their grievance, but 
rather keep the conflict resolution within the congregation (6:1). 
79 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians. 316. 
80 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 316. 
81 Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation, 47-9. 
82 It should be noted here that presenting one’s conclusions as old information was a common rhetorical topos 
(M. Mitchell). Consequently, it could be argued that Paul presents the temple metaphor in 3:16 as old 
information precisely because it is new information of which he wants to convince his audience. The main aim 
of Part II of this essay is to illustrate that this is not the case. By analyzing correlations between the temple 
metaphors of 1 Corinthians and Jewish temple/association culture in the first-century CE, I wish to illustrate that 
the temple metaphors cannot be seen as new information, since the ideas and beliefs contained within them were 
already in circulation among Diaspora Jews during this time.   
83 Of course, we cannot know with absolute certainty that there was not a gap between what Paul expected his 
audience to know and what they in fact knew. That is, however, not the point of this discussion, since our aim is 
to establish the rhetorical function of the verses. Whether or not every member of the audience were in fact 
already aware of the beliefs contained within the temple metaphors is another matter. The important thing is that 
Paul expected them to know it, which indicates he believed that his audience would be aware of and accept the 
ideas contained within the temple metaphors.  
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2.2!1!Corinthians!6:19>20!
 
 
Now that we have illustrated that 3:16-17 should be viewed as supporting evidence for the 

thesis of an argument, let us shift our focus to 6:19-20:  

 

ἢ οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι τὸ σῶµα ὑµῶν ναὸς τοῦ ἐν ὑµῖν ἁγίου πνεύµατός ἐστιν οὗ ἔχετε ἀπὸ θεοῦ, 

καὶ οὐκ ἐστὲ ἑαυτῶν; ἠγοράσθητε γὰρ τιµῆς· δοξάσατε δὴ τὸν θεὸν ἐν τῷ σώµατι ὑµῶν. 

 

Do you not know that your body is a temple84 [ναός] of the Holy Spirit within you, which you 

have from God, and you are not your own? For you were bought with a price, so glorify God 

in your body.  

As the reader will notice, 6:19-20 also begins with the phrase οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι. This is 

significant because it indicates that Paul has categorized the two temple statements in the 

same rhetorical category. In other words, the phrase illustrates that Paul is using the 

statements in the same way in both passages: they play the same role in the respective literary 

contexts of the two arguments. The main difference between the verses is that the Temple 

metaphor of 6:19-20 takes on a more individual meaning than the one of 3:16-17.85 Chapter 

six concerns itself with the main theme of sins and grievances, which it carries over from 

chapter five. Chapter five begins with Paul’s instructions for members of the congregation to 

not associate themselves with ‘sexually immoral persons’ (5:9). They are not supposed to 

even eat with ‘such a one’ (v.11). This statement quickly transitions into a discussion about 

courts (5:12-6:7). Paul is adamant that the congregation should not rely on the courts of the 

‘unrighteous’ in order to solve grievances between themselves (6:1).86 Paul claims that 

lawsuits should be solved within the congregation, pointing out that their need for these 

lawsuits to start with is a failure (6:7). Paul proceeds to assert that wrongdoers will not inherit 

the Kingdom of God (6:9), and that the members of the congregation themselves used to be 

such wrongdoers (6:11). With this statement, the discussion of sexual immorality in chapter 

five returns, albeit now accompanied by a number of other sins. It is possible from the 
                                                
84 Note that ναός does not have a definite article here, and is therefore translated as “a temple” rather than “the 
temple.” From a Jewish perspective, however, this is not a crucial difference since every mention of the word is a 
ναός reference to the sanctuary of the Jerusalem Temple in contemporary Jewish literature (unlike ἱερόν and 
προσευχή, which could also refer to other sacred spaces, see 3.2.2). This, in addition to the fact that the Jewish 
cult of the First-Century CE only had one sanctuary (ναός), means that it is reasonable to assume that ναός refers 
to the Jerusalem Temple in specific, with or without the definite article.  
85 Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians. NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 474. 
86 Cf. Josephus, A.J. 14. 259-61, where he writes that the Jews of Sardis were allowed to settle suites among 
themselves. Ergo, using the association-style community as a court was normal and permitted during this period.  
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mingling of the two themes in chapters 5 and 6 that the lawsuits among the congregation 

members are in some way related to their sinful behaviour, but this is not self-evident.87 If we 

break down the argumentation of 6:12-20, it might look something like this: 

 

v. 12: “all things are lawful for me”88 but not all things are beneficial.  

v. 13: thus, the body is meant for the Lord (which is beneficial), not πορνεία (which is not 

beneficial) 

v. 14: God’s power will raise us (like God raised Jesus), since we are united with Jesus 

v. 15: do you not know that (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) your bodies are members of Christ? Therefore, 

you cannot unite your body with that of a prostitute 

v. 16: because if you unite your body with a prostitute, you will be one with her, since the HB 

states that “the two shall be one flesh” 

v. 17: However, if you are united with the Lord, you are one spirit with him 

v. 18: shun πορνεία, because it sins against the body, unlike other sins that are committed 

outside the body 

v. 19: or do you not know (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit 

within you? You are not your own 

v. 20: You were bought with a price, therefore you have to glorify God in your body 

 

If we divide the statements into different rhetorical categories, we can also gain an 

appreciation of the rhetorical structure of the argumentation. I will borrow these categories 

from Runesson’s analysis of 1 Cor 7:17-24.89 This is justified because of the structural 

similarity of the texts as well as their close proximity and inter-related argumentative nature. 

In fact, Runesson’s system is merely a way of identifying the rhetorical functions of different 

stages in the Pauline argumentation. The categories that he identifies can be found in many 

Pauline texts, and it is therefore defensible to apply it here. Runesson identifies the following 

categories at play in Paul’s rhetoric: (A) universal rules, (B) concrete implications of 

                                                
87 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 248. 
88 Fitzmyer argues against Robertson, Plummer, and Dodd that this phrase should in fact not be attributed to 
Paul. Instead, due to its function in the verses at hand as well as its repetition 10:23, it should instead be viewed 
as a generic slogan meant to summarize or represent the attitude of the Corinthians towards the matters at hand. 
Thus, the second half of the verse, “but not all things are beneficial”, represents Paul’s rebuttal of the 
Corinthians attitude. I would agree with this analysis, due to content of the verses which follow, which clearly 
indicate that Paul does not believe everything to be lawful or beneficial for the congregation. See Fitzmyer, First 
Corinthians, 263.  
89 Anders Runesson, “Paul’s Rule in all the Ekklesiai” in David Rudolph and Joel Willits, eds., Introduction to 
Messianic Judaism: Its Ecclesial Context and Biblical Foundations (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2013), 214-223.  
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universal rule, and (C) theological support for the legitimacy of individual rulings.90 1 Cor 

7:12-24 is based on concrete identities that exist in the ekklesia. Thus, it makes sense to have 

a category for concrete implications (B). However, our passage is not based on concrete 

identities, but rather on concrete actions and sins, and different arguments against these sins. 

Therefore, it makes more sense to have (B) represent Paul’s ideas or rulings, that is, such 

rulings or explanations that come from him and thus might not be known to the congregation 

beforehand. The ‘concrete implications’ category in Runesson’s theory also represents 

information that comes from Paul, so this is not a great leap. In sum, our categories are as 

follows: (A) universal rules, (B) Paul’s arguments in favour of these rules, and (C) theological 

support for the legitimacy of individual rulings. If this categorization system were applied to 1 

Cor 6:12-20, the results might look something like this: 

 

A “All things are lawful for me,” but not all things are beneficial. “All things are 

lawful for me,” but I will not be dominated by anything. 

 

B1 Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food,” and God will destroy both the 

one and the other. The body is meant not for fornication but for the Lord, and the Lord for the 

body. And God raised the Lord and will also raise us by his power. 
 

C1 Do you not know that (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) your bodies are members of Christ? Should I 

therefore take the members of Christ and make them members of a prostitute? Never! Do you 

not know (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) that whoever is united to a prostitute becomes one body with her? 

For it is said, “The two shall be one flesh.” But anyone united to the Lord becomes one spirit 

with him. 

 

B2 Shun fornication! Every sin that a person commits is outside the body; but the fornicator 

sins against the body itself. 

 

C2 Or do you not know that (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within 

you, which you have from God, and that you are not your own? For you were bought with a 

price; therefore glorify God in your body. 

 

                                                
90 Runesson, “Paul’s Rule in all the Ekklesiai”, 215. 
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The universal, subordinate rule that Paul presents is that ‘all things are lawful, but not 

all things are beneficial’. Thus, the Gentiles in the Corinthian congregation91 are not tied to 

the Mosaic Law and its prohibitions of πορνεία, but that doesn’t mean that πορνεία is 

beneficial for them.92 Paul’s argument for or explanation of this universal rule comes in two 

parts: B1 and B2. In B1, the argument is that the body is not meant for πορνεία, but rather the 

body is meant for the Lord (Jesus). The beginning of v.13 could be seen as an analogy for the 

fact that what is meant for an object (food) and the object (stomach) are so inter-related that if 

God were to destroy one, the other would also be destroyed. Therefore, since our bodies are 

meant for the Lord, and the Lord is meant for the body, that would mean that our bodies are 

intimately linked to the Lord in such a way that if God raises the Lord, he will, by extension, 

also raise us. This interpretation only makes sense if v.13 is seen as Pauline rather than a 

Corinthian slogan. The majority of scholars, including Fitzmyer, Thiselton and Murphy-

O’Connor, however, argue that v. 13 in fact introduces a second Corinthian slogan, like v. 

12a93, and that the aim of the statement is to argue that eventually God will destroy everything 

that is physical – only the spiritual will remain. Nevertheless, Thiselton acknowledges that 

another aim of v. 13 is to illustrate that the Christ-believer is intimately corporeally connected 

to Christ.94 Conzelmann pre-echoes the arguments of Fitzmyer and Thiselton by arguing that 

the analogy of the food and the stomach is a reference to the classic stoic view of adiaphora, 

or ‘ matters of indifference’.95 According to him, the Corinthians were arguing that physical 

needs were not connected to the spiritual, since God would eventually destroy the physical. 

Thus, according to this logic, one might satisfy corporeal needs without tarnishing one’s 

                                                
91 Ben Witherington III, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 
Corinthians. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 24. 
92 This is could be argued to be a hermeutical key for the diatribe: the Corinthian slogans are perhaps not only 
echoes of Stoic philosophy, as Conzelmann and others have argued, – they could here be seen as rebuttals or 
misunderstandings of Jewish Law. This would enable us to understand the rest of the passage within a context of 
open dialogue between Gentiles and Jews, something which is supported by the institutional setting of the letter. 
The use of the word ἔξεστιν supports this interpretation. It is almost always used in the NT when discussing 
Jewish Law (Matt 12:2, 10, 12, 14:4, 19:3, 22:17, 27:6; Mark 2:24, 26, 3:4, 6:18, 10:2, 12:14; Luke 6:2, 4, 
14:3,20:22; John 5:10, 18:31). Acts is the only text where ἔξεστιν mainly does not refer to the Jewish Law in 
particular (2:29, 16:21, 21:37, 22:25). Cf. Cecilia Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical 
Temple?” in Carl S. Ehrlich, Anders Runesson, and Eileen Schuller (ed.), Purity, Holiness, and Identity in 
Judaism and Christianity (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 55-86, see esp. 77, where Wassen notes that ritual 
purity was not believed to be applicable to Gentiles by Jews during the second temple period, but moral purity 
was. As Wassen also notes, Paul only writes to Gentiles concerning moral purity. Thus, although Gentiles were 
not subject to the ritual purity prescribed by the Law, they were still subject to the rules of moral purity. 
Although perhaps circumstantial, one might perhaps suggest that ‘what is beneficial’ correlates to moral purity. 
93 See Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 264 and Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 462. 
94 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 464.  
95 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 110.  
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spiritual purity.96 Paul then argues against this by stating that the body of the Christ-believer 

is intimately connected to Christ, and thus this separation between the physical and the 

spiritual cannot be made.  

Verse 13 and 14 are arguing that the body is not morally irrelevant. The theological 

justification for this is quickly stated in v. 15 (C1): “do you now know that your bodies are 

members of Christ?” Consequently, the body cannot be morally irrelevant since it is a 

member of Christ. It is noteworthy that Paul introduces the theological justification with the 

phrase οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι, because this indicates that what follows is something axiomatic for 

Christ-believers in general; something Paul can safely assume his audience already know and 

hold to be true.97 This is an effective rhetorical strategy in that Paul connects this new part of 

the argument (that there is a mirrored relationship between the congregation and Christ) with 

something his audience already knows to be true (that they are members of Christ’s body). He 

continues by drawing the logical conclusion to all that has been said so far: since the literal 

body of the Christ-believer is part of the body of Christ, if the Christ-believer were to be 

‘united’ with a prostitute, s/he would also would make the limbs (µέλος) of Christ become 

unified with the body of a prostitute.98 It would therefore seem that the Christ-believer, being 

somehow attached to Christ with their literal body, has the power of defiling the body, or at 

least µέλος, of Christ.99 After this, v. 16 continues this strain, adding another piece of 

axiomatic proof to Paul’s argument: because they all know that (οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι) if you are 

‘united’ with a prostitute, you become ‘one body’ with him/her. The fact that this verse has 

the role of ‘theological justification’ in the sequence of the argument is illustrated by 

scriptural quotation inserted by the author as proof: “For it is written, ‘the two shall be one 

flesh’.” V.17 indicates how impossible it should be for a Christ-believer to become flesh with 

                                                
96 Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 110.  
97 See Jill Marshall, “Community Is a Body: Sex, Marriage, and Metaphor in 1 Corinthians 6:12-7:7 and 
Ephesians 5:21-33” JBL 134, no. 4 (2015), 833-847.esp. pg. 845-6 for an excellent analysis of the meaning 
behind this body metaphor. She argues convincingly that it indicates that Paul believes the community to be the 
body of Christ in the same way that the individual is.  
98 This is a forceful argument, full of intensity and, if one may say so, almost hyperbolic in its conclusions. 
Making Christ a member of a prostitute would have been so unthinkable for the congregation that this sentence 
would surely have produced a dramatic response. This indicates how important this argument is for Paul: he is 
using all rhetorical means available to him in order to convince the Corinthian congregation of his cause.  
99 Despite the fact that both Thiselton and Fitzmyer agree that Paul believes in the corporeal connectedness  
(although Fitzmyer sometimes relegates it to a spiritual connection) of Christ and the bodies of Christ-believers, 
they shy away from drawing this conclusion directly (see Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 266-7, Thiselton, The 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, 466). Given the content and rhetoric of the passage, however, I do not see it as a 
controversial claim. See also Jill Marshall, “Community Is a Body: Sex, Marriage, and Metaphor in 1 
Corinthians 6:12-7:7 and Ephesians 5:21-33” JBL 134, no. 4 (2015), 833-847, esp. pgs. 842-6, where Marshall 
argues that 6:12-20 indicates that Paul believed that illicit sexual relationships, πορνεία, could defile the spiritual 
body of Christ.  
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a prostitute, because they have already become ‘one spirit’ with the Lord.  

As we move to B2, Paul introduces the second of his rulings in support of A: that 

πορνεία sins against the body itself (v.18), unlike other sins, which a person ‘commits outside 

the body’. Thus, the sin of πορνεία seems to be different than other sins, since it incorporates 

the literal, actual body of the Christ-believer in the sin.100 Why is this so bad? Enter C2, which 

explains and justifies why sinning against the body itself is so serious a sin: because ‘don’t 

you know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within you’?101 In addition, as C2 

explains, the Christ-believer does not own his/her own body – they have been bought by God, 

and thus must use their bodies to glorify God (v.20).102 Thus, it could be hypothesized that 

Paul believed πορνεία to be such a serious sin because the literal body of the Christ-believer 

was a sort of mirror to the body of Christ. If God raised Christ, he would also raise the 

believer, and if the believer defiled his/her body, the body of Christ would also be defiled. In 

order to theologically justify this position, Paul pointed to the fact that the body of the Christ-

believer was a temple of the Holy Spirit,103 something that he knew that his audience was 

aware of and would agree with.  

 
 

                                                
100 Fitzmyer argues that “every sin that a person commits is outside the body” could be another Corinthian 
slogan which Paul wants to rebut. The argument assumes that the Corinthians adhere to a sort of stoic/gnostic 
philosophy, in which the physical body is immune to sin, since sins are carried out outside the body. (Fitzmyer, 
First Corinthians, 268-9. See Also Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, Keys to First Corinthians, 22.). Fitzmyer and 
Murphy-O’Connor’s analysis is sound, but it is difficult to decide exactly which statements represent Corinthian 
slogans (and there is much scholarly debate and disagreement on the topic; for a helpful summary and 
evaluation, see Jay E. Smith, “Slogans in 1 Corinthains” Bibliotecha Sacra 167 [January-March 2010]: 68-88). 
Indeed, Fitzmyer’s interpretation is based on the assumption that v.13a is also a Corinthian slogan, something 
which I hoped to illustrate via my rhetorical analysis on the previous page cannot be taken for granted, due to the 
parallel structure of the analogous argument and the lack of a counter-claim. Thus, if my interpretative 
suggestion for v.13-14 is heeded, then Fitzmyer’s interpretation of v.18 could also be questioned. Again, the 
rhetoric of this passage works better if v.18a is seen as part of Paul’s argument rather than a Corinthian counter-
claim, since the words actually support the second part of the verse and the beginning of v.19. Having said that, 
the issue of v.18 is a challenging one, and I do not wish to make any definitive claims concerning its meaning.  
101 It is crucial to note that v.19 functions as theological justification regardless of whether one chooses to assign 
v.13a and v.18 the role of Corinthian slogan or not. In an article about the discernment of Corinthian slogans, 
Denny Burk provides a very helpful structure of the diatribe in question, based in part on the assumption that 
v.13a and 18 are in fact slogans. Even in this structural suggestion v. 19 serves the function of supporting 
evidence. See Denny Burk, “Discerning Corinthian Slogans Through Paul’s Use of the Diatribe in 1 Corinthians 
6:12-20”. Bulletin for Biblical Research 18.1 (2008), 99-121. See in particular pg. 110-111. 
102 C.K. Barrett points out that the relationship described here is one of a master buying the freedom of a slave 
in the name of a god (C.K. Barrett, A Commentary to the First Epistle to the Corinthians,152). If this analogy is 
accepted, Paul is arguing that Jesus bought the freedom of the Christ-believers in the name of God, and thus the 
they are now owned by God. Barrett also points out that there are OT parallels to this thinking as well.  
103 Thus, by extension, the same rules of sexual purity which were necessary for one to adhere to in order to not 
defile the Jerusalem Temple were also applied to the body of the Christ-believer.  
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2.3!1!Corinthians!9:13>14!
 
 
Now that we have established that one could view both 3:16-17 and 6:19-20 as using the 

temple metaphors as theological justification for other arguments, I will now turn my 

attention to 9:13-14. 9:13-14 differentiates itself from the other two metaphors, since the 

target domain is no longer the congregation member’s body. Instead, the target domain are 

‘those who proclaim the Gospel’ (v. 14), a category in which one clearly has to include the 

author of the letter himself (Rom 1:1, 1:9, 1:15; 1 Cor 1:17, 9:16; 2 Cor 11:4; Gal 1:11). 

Before we delve deeper into our analysis, let us take a closer look at the Greek text:  

 

Οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι οἱ τὰ ἱερὰ ἐργαζόµενοι [τὰ] ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροῦ ἐσθίουσιν, οἱ τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ 

παρεδρεύοντες τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ συµµερίζονται; οὕτως καὶ ὁ κύριος διέταξεν τοῖς τὸ 

εὐαγγέλιον καταγγέλλουσιν ἐκ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου ζῆν. 

 

Do you not know that those who are employed in the temple services (τὰ ἱερὰ)104 get their 

food from the Temple (τοῦ ἱεροῦ), [and] those who serve at the altar share in the offerings? 

In the same way, the Lord commanded that those proclaiming the Gospel should live [get 

their living] by the Gospel.  

 

The aim of the argument seems to be to defend Paul (and possibly also Barnabas) from 

critique they have received due to their practice of not working for a living while proclaiming 

the Gospel (9:3). However, as we progress in the argument, it becomes clear that Paul has in 

fact not claimed the rights which he believes are his (v.15), and thus the aim of the argument 

becomes unclear, since it would seem illogical for Paul to defend rights he is not planning on 

claiming.105 There is much scholarly debate regarding the function and rhetoric of this 

passage, in particular concerning the aim of the verses I will argue here that Thiselton is 

correct in his claim that the aim of the passage is to continue the argument in Ch. 8 about 

                                                
104 τὰ ἱερὰ (substantive form of ἱερός) here refers to the “[the things] belonging to the temple and its service” 
(see Frederick William Danker (based on Walter Bauer), A Greek-English Lexicon of the New testament and 
Other Early Christian Literature [London: Chicago University Press, 1957], 470) and is therefore in the plural 
(since there are many temple services). τοῦ ἱεροῦ is the reference to the actual temple in which the services take 
place, and it is therefore in the singular. τὰ ἱερὰ should not be confused with τοῦ ἱεροῦ. The passage is not 
referring to multiple temples, but rather to multiple temple services. With this in mind, it is reasonable to assume 
that the passage is referring to the Jerusalem Temple, since τοῦ ἱεροῦ is in the singular. The Jewish cult was one 
of the only, if not the only, tradition during this time that had a single, centralized cult center. If Paul had been 
referring to Greco-Roman temples, he could have used the plural here.  
105 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 366. 
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subordinating one’s own rights for the greater good of the congregation.  

Conzelmann argues that the aim of the passage is to defend Paul’s status as an apostle, 

which has been questioned in Corinth.106 Thiselton, to the contrary, suggests that 9:1-15 is 

instead a continuation of the theme of ch.8 (subordinating ‘rights’ for the good of the 

whole),107 and thus the function of vv.1-2 is simply to establish the legitimacy of his 

apostleship since the argument he is about to present shows that his behaviour deviates from 

the norm of apostleship.108 This interpretation highlights the natural progression from Ch. 8 to 

9 (there are no obvious transition words or other indicators of a topic switch between 8:9 and 

9:1),109 and also manages to account for the reason as to why Paul seems to be defending 

rights he has no plans to claim. The aim of the passage is to show that Paul leads by example: 

he is willing to give up rights connected to his (legitimate) status as an apostle for the sake of 

the greater good of the congregation (8:9). 

The argumentation is made up of statements and attempts to legitimize the statements, 

in keeping with the diatribe-like style of the passage.110 I would like to suggest that the 

argument consists of four main sections: section 1 (vv.1-3),111 which outlines Paul’s defence 

of his apostleship in anticipation for the controversial argument which is to follow, section 2 

(vv.4-7), which outlines and explains the rights accorded to Paul (and Barnabas) and argues 

for their legitimacy with the help of analogies (v.7), section 3 (vv.8-14) which legitimizes the 

arguments in section 2 with Scriptural citations and halakhic explanations of them, as well as 

references to Temple praxis as a comparative source, and section 4 (v.15), which creates an 

inclusio for the passage by referencing the fact that Paul has chosen to not take advantage of 

                                                
106  “In v. 2 we catch at least a hint of the reason for his self-defence: apparently his apostleship is in fact 
contested. εἰ, ‘if’, can in itself be taken in a purely conditional sense.” Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 152. This is 
an interesting argument, but it fails to account for the fact that Paul is not interested in claiming the rights he 
accords to apostles (v.15). Why would he need to defend behavior which he is not interested in emulating?    
107 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 661. 
108 “Paul is keen to establish the credentials of true apostleship not because they were held in doubt as such, but 
because his freely chosen decision to renounce ‘rights’ which the ‘strong’ undoubtedly regarded as part of the 
status and signs of apostleship (forceful, stylish rhetoric and its related ‘professional status’, 2:1-5, and financial 
support from a patron or patrons, 9:1027) was perceived to imply thereby something deficient about his status in 
relation to such ‘rights. He defends his apostleship only (a) in order to establish the ‘right’ he chooses to 
renounce, and (b) because the argument which he is about to offer may otherwise cast doubt on the initial 
premise which is otherwise accepted.” Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 666. See also Barrett, The 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, 200.   
109 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 666. 
110 James L. Bailey and Lyle D. Vander Broek, Literary Forms in the New Testament. (Lousiville: John Knox 
Press, 1992), 39. 
111 There is a substantial amount of debate about whether v.3 is a reference to what precedes it or to what 
follows it. The Greek is not clearly in favour of either interpretation (Thiselton, The First Epistle to the 
Corinthians, 675; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 152; Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 202), and thus 
it becomes an issue of content.  
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rights which are completely natural for him to claim as an apostle (v.1-2). The rhetorical 

structure of the argument can thus be illustrated as follows:  

 

1.  

 (a) Am I not free/an apostle? (v.1) 

(b) You are the proof of my apostleship (v.2) 

(c) This (the above) constitutes the defence of my apostleship (v.3) 

 

2.  

(a) Do we not have the right to food/drink? (v.4) 

(b) Do we not have the right to be accompanied by a wife? Are Barnabas and I the only 

apostles who do not have these rights? (v.5-6) 

(c) Analogies from everyday life to support the above statements (v.7) 

 

3.  

(a) I do not say this on my own authority; the Law corroborates me (v.8) 

(b) “You shall not muzzle the oxen while it is treading out the grain” (v.9) 

(c) Everyone who plows should hope to share in the crop (v.10) 

(d) We thus have a rightful claim which we have not exercised (vv.11-12) 

(e) Οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι the temple workers live share in the sacrifice? In the same way, those 

who work for the gospel should live by the gospel (vv.13-14) 

 

4.  

(a) I have not laid claim to any of the rights I have here outlined and argued for, nor do I 

want to claim them (v.15) [an example of subordinating a ‘right’ for the benefit of the greater 

good, 8:9]  

 

As becomes evident in this structural suggestion, the temple metaphor (3.e) that equates 

temple service and gospel preaching,112 is part of a section the aim of which is to legitimize 

                                                
112 For an excellent discussion of Rom 15:16, another text in which Paul refers to himself in priestly terms, see 
Kathleen Troost-Cramer, “De-Centralizing the Temple: A Re-reading of Rom 15:16,” JJMJS no. 3 (2016): 72-
101. She argues, like I do in this essay, that Paul’s usage of priestly language and imagery indicates that he 
believed that the holiness connected to the Jerusalem Temple also extended to his congregation, in the same way 
that it extended to synagogues (see especially pg. 100). 
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statements made in section 2. This is done with scriptural support (3.b)113 and a comparative 

reference to temple praxis (3.e). J.P. Heil has convincingly argued in favour of the hypothesis 

that Paul uses HB citations in 1 Cor as a powerful rhetorical tool, embedded as elements of 

rhetorical strategies as a means of persuading his audience of the legitimacy of his 

argumentation.114 Heil also points out that Paul presupposes that his audience are already 

aware of and accept the divine authority of Jewish scripture.115 Section 3 is characterized by 

the presentation of facts that support the claims made in section 2, and consequently it would 

make sense for Paul to use sources and information that his audience already accepts as true 

in order to support his claims. As we have previously noted, this has indeed been the 

rhetorical function of the two temple metaphors in 3:16 and 6:19. The function of the 

metaphor at hand is, however, easier to solidify due to the proximity of the scriptural citation 

and the fact that they share the same rhetorical function (they are part of the same rhetorical 

section). Fitzmyer states that v.13 represents something Paul presupposes that his audience 

agrees with already,116 and Thiselton writes that the verse depends on an “established 

precedent familiar to the readers, whether drawn from OT or Jewish or Graeco-Roman 

religious practice.”117 This is significant since it agrees with the function of scriptural citations 

that Heil outlines. Thus, the rhetorical function of the temple metaphor seems to be the same 

as that of the scriptural citation: to support Pauline arguments using sources or information 

already familiar to and agreed upon by the Corinthian congregation. 

 

2.4!Implications!of!the!Rhetorical!Function!of!the!Temple!Metaphors!
 
In sum, the implications of the analysis in the section above are many and varying. In the 

process of evaluating the rhetorical placement and function of the temple metaphors of 1 

Corinthians, I have also been obliged to suggest different ways of structuring the arguments in 

which the temple metaphors are used. I will not dwell on the wider implications of these 

different structural suggestions due to space constraints. Instead, I will attempt to draw 

                                                
113 According to John Paul Heil, Pauline use of scripture in 1 Cor indicates that scriptural citations often served 
a rhetorical function, as part of argumentation. See John Paul Heil, The Rhetorical Role of Scripture in 1 
Corinthians (Atlanta: SBL, 2005), 5.  
114 Heil, The Rhetorical Role of Scripture in 1 Corinthians 261. 
115 Ibd. 261.  
116 Fitzmyer, First Corinthians, 365. Fitzmyer states that Paul uses the metaphor in a comparative manner, 
which presupposes that the audience already has an understanding of the object of comparison. 
117 Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 691. 
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conclusions based only on the rhetorical placement of the temple metaphors within these 

structural suggestions.  

It is clear from the analyses in the preceding section that all three temple metaphors are 

used as supporting evidence or theological justification in the arguments that they are part of. 

1 Corinthians 3:16-17 supports the claim that those who destroy the ekklesia of God will in 

turn be destroyed by God. 1 Corinthians 6:19-20 justifies the argument that Christ-believers 

cannot engage in πορνεία. 1 Corinthians 9:13-14 is part of a more complex argument, and it 

could be said that the temple metaphor is used on the one hand (in the direct argument) to 

validate that those who proclaim the gospel should also earn their living from the gospel, and, 

on the other hand (in the larger, implied argument), as part of an effort to show that it is 

necessary for Christ-believers, even apostles, to give up their rights (in this case, to get their 

living by the gospel) for the benefit of the greater good of the congregation.  

It is within reason to suggest that the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians are used as 

supporting evidence for other, quite varied arguments, and therefore share a similar rhetorical 

function as scriptural citations.118 What does this mean? One possible conclusion that can be 

drawn is that the migration of temple holiness – that is, the ability of the holiness connected to 

the dwelling place of God to reside in places other than the Jerusalem Temple (while still 

remaining in the Jerusalem Temple)119 – was an axiomatic belief held by the Corinthian 

congregation prior to Paul’s dictation of his first letter to them. In the following, I will attempt 

to show that this hypothesis has a high degree of probability, and why.  

&

&
 

                                                
118 Such a rhetorical function would indicate that the temple metaphors are an example of the slippage occurring 
in the construction of identity of the hybrid. The almost ambivalent insertion of the metaphors in such varied 
contexts indicate that they must be an integral part of the subject’s identity – such that it could trickle through 
past any mimicry. See Homi Bhabha, “Of Mimicry and Man: The Ambivalence of Colonial Discourse”. 
October, Vol 28, Discipleship: A Special Issue on Psychoanalysis (Spring, 1984), 125-133. Pg. 126 
119 Paul shows no clear indications of believing that God no longer resides in the Jerusalem Temple. Granted, it 
is an argument from silence (since he never explicitly mentions it), but if we take Acts into account, it would not 
be unreasonable to suggest that Paul believed God to dwell in the Jerusalem Temple (Acts 21:26-36 – if Paul did 
not believe that God dwelt in the Temple, there would be no reason for him to be there, adhering to the purity 
laws [v.26]). 
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Part&2&
 

3.&Contextualizing&the&Temple&Metaphors&of&1&Corinthians&&
 
We have established that the scholarly consensus regarding each of the individual temple 

metaphors are in fact true of them all, as a category, and I have suggested that this communal 

function indicates that the beliefs contained within the metaphors was seen as axiomatic by 

Paul for the Corinthian congregation. I will now proceed to briefly analyse which beliefs hide 

beneath the surface of the metaphors. Could the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians in fact be 

examples of Temple Repetition (see 1.3.2)?120  

1 Corinthians 3:16-17 equates the ekklesia with God’s temple. As I have shown, Paul 

applies the same principles to the ekklesia as he does to the Temple, namely, that God will 

destroy those who destroy God’s Temple. This particular temple metaphor is an excellent 

example of the concept we have chosen to call Migrating Temple Holiness since Paul 

explicitly states, “for God’s temple is holy, and you are that temple,” when justifying why the 

ekklesia and the Temple can be equated. The reason that destroying the ekklesia of Christ is 

the equivalent of destroying God’s temple is that the ekklesia is holy in the same way that the 

temple of God is holy. Since Paul uses the word ναός in this passage, it is safe to assume that 

he is referring to the Jerusalem Temple. As we will soon see, the word ναός is only used in 

contemporary Jewish literature in reference to the sanctuary of the Jerusalem Temple. In fact, 

ναός could not be referring to any other temple than the Jerusalem Temple, since Paul would 

not consider any other temple to be the ‘temple of God.’ The God of Israel only had one 

legitimate temple, and it was in Jerusalem.121 Consequently, the message of the temple 

metaphor in vv.16-17 is that the Corinthian ekklesia is holy in the same way that the 

Jerusalem Temple is holy. Due to this holiness, the rule applying to the Jerusalem Temple, 

namely that God will destroy those who destroy God’s Temple, is also applicable to the 

                                                
120 To remind my reader, Temple Repetition is a term that I use in reference to Eliade and Smith’s theory that 
sacred space in Antiquity was created through the repetition of an archetype. Based on this, I have argued that 
repeating aspects of the Jerusalem Temple in Diaspora spaces could have been a way of creating sacred space in 
the First-Century Jewish world. ‘Repetition’ is used by Eliade and Smith in order to refer to different ways of 
imitating or concretely evoking an archetype. For example, if I were to imitate rituals carried out in a centralized 
cult, but in another place, I would be repeating that cult. If I were to re-create cult objects used in a centralized 
cult and place them in other spaces, I would be repeating that cult.  
121 Every time the phrase ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ or similar phrases are used in the NT, the reference is the Jerusalem 
Temple or a heavenly Jerusalem Temple (Matt 26:61; Luke 1:9; 1 Cor 3:16-7; 2 Cor 6:16; 2 Thess 2:4; Rev 
3:12, 7:17, 11:1, 19). In fact, there are only two cases in the entire NT where the word ναός is not a reference to 
the Jerusalem Temple (Acts 17:24, 19:24).  
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Corinthian ekklesia. This is an example of Temple Repetition, since the rules and regulations 

normally applied to the central, archetypal cult are imitated (or repeated) in another space.  

1 Corinthians 6:19-20 is reminiscent of 3:16-17 in many ways, which is why many 

scholars claim that the basic message of the two metaphors are the same, but 3:16 is applied at 

a congregational level, and 6:19 is applied at an individual level. This is many ways a 

defensible claim, but the unique nuances of 6:19-20 should not be overshadowed by the 

comparison. 6:19 clearly claims that the individual Christ-believer is a temple, not part of a 

temple, as some commentators who wish to harmonize 3:16 and 6:19 argue.122 From this 

perspective, the individual bodies of the Corinthian Christ-believers appear to be susceptible 

to defilement on a similar basis as a Jewish temple is susceptible.123 In fact, since Paul uses 

the temple metaphor as justification for his claim that they must “flee πορνεία” (v.18), it is 

reasonable to argue that the reason Christ-believers cannot defile themselves through illicit 

sexual relations is because they are holy in the same way as the Jerusalem Temple is holy. If 

this is the case, 6:19-20 is another clear example of both Migrating Temple Holiness and 

Temple Repetition in that the congregation must adhere to rules usually applied to protect the 

Jerusalem Temple from defilement (Temple Repetition), due to the fact that their ekklesia-

space is sacred in the same way as the Jerusalem Temple is sacred (Migrating Temple 

Holiness). 

 1 Corinthians 9:13-14 is an excellent example of Temple Repetition. The passage 

equates gospel preaching with the temple services. Because Paul specifically uses the term 

θυσιαστήριον, we can be certain that he is referring to sacrificial rituals. In the conceptual 

metaphor, Paul blends together gospel preaching and temple service in such a way that gospel 

preaching becomes a temple service, since the same rules apply to both. This effectively 

means that a temple service is taking place outside the Jerusalem Temple, since gospel 

preaching, which has now been turned into a temple service, occurs in the ekklesia space. 

Consequently, the conceptual metaphor indicates that the activities of the ekklesia are 

governed by the same rules as the activities of the Jerusalem Temple. This suggests that the 

holiness attached to the Jerusalem Temple, which necessitates the activities, also exists in the 

ekklesia space. Subsequently, the concepts of Migrating Temple Holiness and Temple 

Repetition are both expressed by this text.  

                                                
122 Cecilia Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple?” in Carl S. Ehrlich, Anders Runesson, 
and Eileen Schuller (ed.), Purity, Holiness, and Identity in Judaism and Christianity: Essays in Memory of Susan 
Haber (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 55-86. See 74. 
123 Ibid. See also Marshall, “Community is a Body”, 845. 
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Marshall’s application of CMT plays an important role in my assessment of the 

metaphors of 1 Corinthians. Because I identify the metaphors as conceptual rather than, say, 

comparative, I am able to highlight the formative aspect of the metaphors – that is, which new 

concepts are created by the passages.124 This means that the focus of my interpretation lies on 

the new concepts created by the source domain’s application to the target domain. As the 

reader will have noticed by now, all three metaphors use temple-concepts as the source 

domain and the target domain consists of things related to the ekklesia; the institution itself 

(3:16), its members (6:19), and its praxis (9:13). Therefore, all three metaphors are using the 

Jerusalem Temple or its praxis in order to re-define the ekklesia. This in itself could be seen 

as an act of Temple Repetition, since the Jerusalem Temple and its praxis is used as an 

archetype after which the ekklesia is modelled as sacred space. Because of this, I would go so 

far as to say that Paul’s usage of the Jerusalem Temple in his metaphors is purposive, and that 

its aim is to ‘repeat’ the Jerusalem Temple in the ekklesia in order to create sacred space.  

This assertion raises a number of questions, including the issue of whether we have 

evidence for this kind of Temple Repetition. Do we have evidence that this repetition did 

indeed create sacred space? In order to answer these questions, I will be looking for 

correlations between the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians and other Jewish institutions in 

the Diaspora and the Land. I will be using two different types of sources in my analysis. First, 

we have archaeological and textual evidence in terms of institutional practices; for example, 

the carvings of Temple artefacts in synagogue decorations and Josephus’ description of 

sacrifices being carried out in the synagogue at Sardis. Second, we have terminological 

evidence, which is essentially the analysis of the terms Josephus, Philo, and others use in 

order to refer to different synagogues in both the Land and the Diaspora. The combination of 

these two sources will, it shall be argued, provide us with the following: (a) a connection 

between the terminology used to refer to a synagogue and its praxis, and (b) a connection 

between the praxis of a synagogue referred to with a temple-related term and the Jerusalem 

Temple itself. If these connections are revealed to be a historical possibility, that would 

provide us with a clear parallel to the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians, in that we would 

now be aware of other Jewish communities in the first century CE that use temple imagery, 

terminology, and possibly praxis in reference to their institutional context. If this were the 

                                                
124 Note that these concepts are created through the rhetography of the passages. The images produced by the 
rhetoric in the metaphors shape how the target domain is changed into a new concept. In this case, the 
rhetography is characterized by temple imagery. For more on rhetography, see Robbins, The Invention of 
Christian Discourse, 17.  
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case, it would suggest that the Pauline temple metaphors are reflections of Paul’s institutional 

setting rather than a unique product of his own theological innovation.125   

 

3.1!Temple!Repetition!in!Diaspora!Association!Synagogues!
 
 
Steven Fine identifies two aspects of Diaspora synagogues, which he argues, were seen to 

bestow sanctity on the institution: (a) the presence of the sacred scrolls126, and (b) the 

application of Temple motifs. Fine argues that the Torah scrolls was the ‘cult object’ of 

Diaspora association synagogues, or, as he refers to them, ‘Diaspora meeting houses’.127 

Temple motifs were also common in these institutional contexts,128 which he interprets as 

further indication that the spaces in question were considered sacred. If we accept Conrad 

Schmid’s assertion that the reading of the Torah scroll in Neh 8:5-8 represents a form of cultic 

veneration,129 that is to say, that the Torah scroll was in itself considered a sacred, temple-

connected object, then Fine’s suggestion that the Torah scroll served the function of ‘cult 

object’ in Diaspora association synagogues could be seen as a classic example of Jewish 

hybridity in Diaspora settings: the repetition of customs from the sacred Homeland, inserted 

into and adapted to the mainstream form of religious expression in the colonial culture.  

Temple motifs in Diaspora association synagogues are an example of Temple Repetition 

because they evoke and imitate the temple archetype in other spaces. For example, the 

synagogue at Naro (Hamman Lif) is complete with a dedicatory inscription decorated with 
                                                
125 Cf. Runesson, “Placing Paul”, 44. Runesson uses the newly coined method ‘institution criticism’ in order to 
show that Paul’s theology in Gal 3:28 is ‘pre-determined by a pre-existing (Jewish and Greco-Roman) 
institutional reality with which the addressees were already familiar.’  
126 Fine, This Holy Place, 137. It is interesting to note that these are the same sources of sanctity that he also 
finds in Palestinian synagogues. In reference to point (a), it is also interesting to note Smith’s observation that “a 
sacred text is one that is used in a sacred place – nothing more is required”, in reference to a midrash about 
Rabbi Akiva’s disdain for those who sing the Song of Salomon in non-sacred space (See Smith, To Take Place, 
104). Thus, according to Smith, it is the space which sanctifies the scroll, rather than the other way around. 
Although his analysis of the Akiva midrash specifically is sound, I doubt that the implications of that specific 
midrash is universally applicable, especially since the Song of Salomon differentiates itself from other biblical 
books in terms of reception history, especially in light of the need for religious authorities to control it’s 
reception. It is, in my opinion, more likely that Fine is correct in his assertion that it is the scroll that confers 
sanctity on the space. This would also agree with Schmid’s suggestion that ritual of Torah reading was seen as a 
form of cultic veneration prior to the birth of the synagogue (See Schmid, “The Canon and the Cult”, 294). In 
addition, it should also be noted that Fine mainly discusses synagogues of late antiquity. There is a difficulty in 
terms of chronology when discussing Diaspora synagogues, since the majority of the archaeological evidence in 
the Diaspora comes from the 200’s CE and forwards. However, as we did with our brief discussion of the 
Tannaim, this paper will make use of evidence from later texts and archaeological sites with the belief that they 
did not spring up from a vacuum, and as such, they can provide us with vital clues concerning the time periods 
preceding them. However, due to the issue of chronology, all such clues should be taken with a grain of salt.  
 
128 Fine, This Holy Place, 127. 
129 Schmid, “The Canon and the Cult”, 294.  
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seven-branched menorot.130 The menorah is a cultic object belonging to the Jerusalem 

Temple, and its replication here could be seen as a form of Temple Repetition in that it 

invokes the temple archetype in another space131  – incidentally, a space which is also referred 

to as ‘holy’ in the inscription which the menorot flank.132 The synagogue at Naro is dated to 

after the fall of the Second Temple, which illustrates one of the problems with finding temple 

motifs in Diaspora synagogues – the lack of archaeological evidence. Because of this issue, 

one is sometimes obliged to look at material from later periods. When doing so in this case, 

one might be justified in wondering if the lack of a centralized Temple could be the reason for 

Temple Repetition to spring forth (the motifs would from this perspective not be symbolic of a 

migrating holiness, but rather a replaced or transferred holiness). However, it should be noted 

that we actually have evidence for the fact that synagogues could be decorated with temple-

cult objects prior to 70 CE, in the recently discovered synagogue at Migdal.133 Consequently, 

since it appears that temple motifs were used in synagogues both prior to and following the 

fall of the Second Temple, the methodological issues with using archaeological evidence 

post-dating 70 CE becomes less problematic in this particular respect, since it seems clear that 

temple motifs were not viewed as invoking a replaced holiness (otherwise they would not 

have existed in synagogues prior to 70 CE, especially not in a public synagogue like the one 

at Migdal).  

Now that we have touched on the issue of using archaeological material dated to post-

70 CE, let us take a closer look at Diaspora association synagogues exhibiting these signs of 

Temple Repetition: (a) the veneration of the Torah scroll, and (b), the application of Temple 

motifs. In order to identify point (a), I will be arguing that the act of reading and teaching 

Torah in itself was an act of Temple Repetition.134 This somewhat controversial statement 

                                                
130 Fine, This Holy Place, 141. 
131 This is a reference to Eliade’s assertion that “an object or an act becomes real only insofar as it imitates or 
repeats an archetype”. See Mircea Eliade, Myth of the Eternal Return (New York, 1954), 24. See also: Smith, 
Map is Not Territory, 93. 
132  The inscription reads as follows: “Your servant Juliana P(?) at her own expense paved with mosaic the holy 
synagogue of Naro for her salvation.” (Fine, This Holy Place, 141).  
133 The so-called ‘Temple Stone’ in the Synagogue at Migdal is firm evidence for this fact. For a possible 
interpretation of the meaning behind this fascinating artifact and its connection to the Jerusalem Temple, see 
Mordechai Aviam, “The Decorated Stone From the Synagogue at Migdal: a Holistic Interpretation and a 
Glimpse into the Life of Galilean Jews at the Time of Jesus” Novum Testamentum, vol 55, no.3, 2013 (205-220).  
134 Note that the majority of scholars believe that large parts of the Hebrew Bible was written and/or canonized 
during the time of or after the fall of the First Temple, and therefore it is not defensible to speak of a Torah-
reading culture prior to the establishment of the centralized Israelite Temple culture. Therefore, speaking of 
Torah-reading rituals as temple repetition is not indefensible, since we do not know of a time where the Torah in 
its finished form was used without a centralized temple also being part of Israelite religious expression. For a 
discussion of when the Pentateuch was canonized, see Alexander Fantalkin/Oren Tal, “The Canonization of the 
Pentateuch: When and Why?” Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 124, no. 1 (2012), 1-18. 
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merits a brief discussion before we proceed. Since Torah reading rituals and study have been 

identified by the majority of synagogue scholars as one of the primary functions, - if not the 

primary function - of the ancient synagogue,135 one may be justified in assuming that, if Torah 

reading was indeed seen as an act of cultic veneration, would this not justify the assertion that 

all spaces in which Torah was read and studied were by extension engaging in Temple 

Repetition? The problem with this assertion is that although many synagogue scholars would 

echo the assertion that the Torah scrolls conferred sanctity over the synagogue building,136 

this sanctity is not often viewed as being connected to the Jerusalem Temple. I will argue, 

however, that tracing the origins of both the synagogue and Torah reading rituals reveals that 

the Torah scrolls and Torah reading rituals could very well have been seen as connected to the 

Jerusalem Temple. 

The origins of the public synagogue may be traced to the Persian period, and could be 

seen as part of the Persian colonial strategy to govern colonized peoples according to their 

own law.137 Ezra was therefore tasked with publically expounding the Law contained in the 

Pentateuch to the Israelites. Thus, the origins of the synagogue is intimately connected to the 

reading and explaining of Torah, and might find its earliest forerunner in the reading and 

teaching of Torah by the city gates in Yehud, as evidenced in Ezra and Nehemiah.138 This is 

extremely significant for our thesis, since those first charged with this reading and teaching of 

Torah, which formed the foundation for the development of the synagogue, were in fact 

priests.139 In addition, as we have already briefly discussed, the reading of the Torah in Neh 

8:5-8 indicates that, at the time of the composition of Nehemiah, the public reading of the 

Torah was carried out with cultic veneration, amid liturgy otherwise accorded cultic rituals 

carried out in the Jerusalem Temple.140 In addition to this, Binder points out that the Torah-

Reading ceremony described in Neh 8:1-10, which he describes as an example of ‘inviting 

God into the Temple’, was repeated every seven years. He suggests that synagogue praxis 
                                                                                                                                                   
Fantalkin explains the consensus, namely that the mission of Ezra is viewed by most scholars as the start of the 
canonization process. Of course, many of the texts were already composed at this point, but it is notoriously 
difficult to date them.  
135 Lee I. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thousand Years (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2000), 506. Fine, This Holy Place, 36. Anders Runesson, The Origins of the Synagogue: A Socio-Historical 
Study (Stockholm: Almqvist &Wikslell International, 2001), 191.   
136 See Levine, The Ancient Synagogue, 328.  
137 Runesson, Origins, 396. 
138 Ibid. Binder points out that the city gates were considered sacred (and even cult-related) in many Near-
Eastern contexts. See Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 483.  
139 Ibid, 381. 
140 Note that the historicity of the text is not crucial to the argument. What is important is that the text reveals 
that, at the time of its composition, public Torah-reading rituals were carried out in a manner reminiscent of 
cultic veneration.  
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copied (or repeated) this tradition by publicly reading the Torah every seventh day.141 This 

illustrates that the reading and teaching of Torah was seen as a form of cultic veneration, 

something supported by the fact that those first charged with the task were priests. 

Consequently, the origins of Torah reading rituals can be found in priestly activities, which 

are by necessity connected to the Jerusalem Temple. This, in addition to the fact that the 

origins of public Torah reading rituals coincided with the re-building of the Jerusalem Temple 

indicates that there is some substance to the claim that Torah scrolls and public Torah reading 

rituals were seen as acts of cultic veneration. Due to space constraints, we cannot engage in a 

satisfactory discussion of this issue here, and therefore we will not work with the assumption 

that all Torah reading was a form of cultic veneration. We will, however, work with the 

assumption that the Torah scroll was considered the cult object of Diaspora synagogues, 

based on the work of Fine and Binder.142 This was in all likelihood a result of religio-cultural 

hybridity: Diaspora communities accorded to the Torah the space (and, dare one say, 

function?) which in Greco-Roman collegia culture was accorded to the cult object because 

they associated Torah reading with cultic veneration.  

Having thus established why the Torah scrolls in particular are a good measure of 

Temple Repetition in Diaspora association synagogues (because the scrolls occupied the place 

of cult object, among other things), let us continue with our search for archaeological and 

textual evidence. In terms of archaeology, the sources are sparse if we want to limit our 

investigation to the first and second centuries CE, especially since the main archaeological 

evidence for Torah veneration are Torah shrines. There is only archaeological evidence for 

Torah shrines in two synagogues from around this period: Priene (second to third century 

CE)143 and Dura Europos (second half of the second century CE).144 In addition to these, we 

have textual evidence in the form of an inscription from the second half of the second century 

CE, that there existed a Torah shrine in the synagogue at Ostia as well.145 Torah shrines 

became more popular towards the fourth century and onwards, but they are not too common 

in synagogues predating the latter part of the third century CE. However, there is a plethora of 

literary evidence, which indicates that the Torah scroll was an essential part of both first and 

second century synagogues. The majority of this evidence comes from Philo’s descriptions of 
                                                
141 Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 483-4.  
142 Fine, This Holy Place, 127. Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 479. 
143 Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 143.  
144 Ibid., 243. 
145 The inscription refers to an ‘ark for the holy law’: “For the health of the Emperor(s). [[Mindi(u)s Faustus]] 
[[[with his household]]] built and produced (it) from his own gifts and erected the ark for the holy law.” Ibid., 
223.  
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Jewish life in the Diaspora.146 In addition to this, Acts 13:14-16, 42-8 also describes the 

centrality of the Torah scroll in synagogue praxis.147 There is even evidence from much later, 

Patristic literature that the Torah scroll was both central and sacred in Diaspora synagogues. 

Chrysostom writes in one of his angrier homilies: “[i]n short, you believe that the place is 

holy because the Torah (nomos) and the prophets are there…”, in reference to synagogues 

attended by members of his congregation.148 In conclusion, we can say with a great degree of 

certainty that the Torah scroll was central to synagogue life and worship in the Diaspora, and 

that it can even be argued, based on the work of Fine and Binder, that the Torah was believed 

to confer sanctity unto the spaces in which it resided, much like cult objects in Greco-Roman 

collegia. Based on this, and the hypothesis that Torah reading rituals were seen as acts of 

cultic veneration, one might postulate that by reading and teaching Torah, Diaspora 

synagogues were engaging in a form of Temple Repetition that led to the creation of sacred 

space. 

Moving on to point (b), let us examine the use of temple motifs in Diaspora association 

synagogues. Although there are many examples of texts from the Tannaitic period that 

indicate that temple imagery was common,149 there are only two remaining synagogues prior 

to the third century CE that have temple motifs as decoration: Priene and Migdal. The 

synagogue at Priene can be dated to the second or third century CE.150 The building includes 

three reliefs with Jewish symbols including a menorah, lulav, ethrog, and a (rare) depiction of 

two Torah scrolls.151 This should also be of interest in reference to point (a), since it indicates 

that the Torah scroll was depicted together with (and perhaps as part of?) cultic imagery. Prior 

to the discovery of the synagogue at Migdal, which is dated to 70 CE,152 these images were 

                                                
146 See Ibid., 203, 209, 210, 232.  
147 See especially v.15: “after the reading of the law and the prophets, the officials of the synagogue sent them a 
message, saying ‘brothers, if you have any word of exhortation for the people, give it’.” See also Runesson et al., 
The Ancient Synagogue, 219-221. 
148 See also Fine, This Holy Place, 138. This is an interesting passage, even though it is of much later origin, 
since it indicates a continuity of the idea that the Torah scrolls conferred sanctity on a space.  
149 Fine, This Holy Place, 41-48, 49-54. Fine refers to this liturgical and institutional temple imitation as Imitatio 
Templi, which is an intriguing term that may very well be applicable to the Pauline ekklesia as well. The term fits 
into Eliade and Smith’s respective views of holy space and repetition, and it becomes clear once again how 
influenced Fine has been by the work of Eliade (see footnote 111).  
150 Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 143. Priene was located in Asia Minor, near Ephesus.  
151 Ibid.  
152 It is important to note that Migdal is located on the shores of the Sea of Galilee. It is, therefore, not an 
example of a Diaspora synagogue. This should be kept in mind during the coming analysis, in particular since 
the Migdal synagogue is an example of a public synagogue, and the Priene synagogue is an association 
synagogue. These differences are crucial to be aware of, and do pose a methodological problem for our analysis. 
However, one could also use this difference to assert the level of similarity between different synagogues, or, as 
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believed to be early examples of a later phenomenon, but the discovery of the so-called 

‘temple stone’ in the synagogue at Migdal has forced the scholarly community to re-consider 

the existence of temple imagery in early synagogues.153 It has now become apparent that 

temple motifs were present in synagogues even while the Jerusalem Temple was still 

standing. The fact that we now have archaeological evidence of cultic objects being depicted 

in synagogues both prior to and following 70 CE indicates that the lines between temple cult 

and synagogue were not as clearly defined as has been previously assumed.154  In 

combination with the Tannaim’s appropriation of Temple imagery and motifs following the 

destruction of the Second Temple, this may suggest that the groundwork for the sacred 

synagogue of the Tannaitic period had already been laid. Perhaps this groundwork could even 

be identified as the concept of Migrating Temple Holiness.   

In order to analyse the significance of cultic art in synagogues, we will be crossing 

some disciplinary borders. We will be employing the work of N. Billing, an Egyptologist and 

History of Religions scholar, such that we may compare what he calls the ‘performative 

structure’ of Egyptian temple architecture and inscriptions155 with the cult depictions in Priene 

and Migdal. This is justified for a number of reasons. First, Israelite and Egyptian cultures 

were closely connected on a number of levels, indicated not in the least by the many Egyptian 

artefacts, both religious and profane, found in Israel during many different time periods 

leading up to the turn of the common era.156 In fact, the first time we encounter the term 

‘Israel’, it is inscribed on an Egyptian stele. In addition, the earliest evidence we have of 

synagogues are a number of Egyptian inscriptions indicating the existence of Jewish ‘Prayer 

Places’ as early as the third century BCE.157 Consequently, it is not unreasonable to suggest 

                                                                                                                                                   
Fine puts it, the far reach of ‘common Judaism’ as evidenced by the great degree of similarity between different 
types of synagogues in different regions (see Fine, This Holy Place, 159).   
153 Donald D. Binder, “The Mystery of the Magdala Stone” in Daniel A. Warner and Donald D. Binder, ed., A 
City Set on a Hill: Essays in Honor of James F. Strange (Mountain Home: BorderStone Press, 2014), 17-48.  
154 See Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 152. Binder argues that the synagogues of the Second Temple period 
should be seen as Jewish counterparts to the subsidiary altars and sacred areas of the Gentiles, that is, as 
extensions of the sacrality of the central shrine (Jerusalem Temple). According to his well-argued thesis, the 
synagogues of the Second Temple period and the Jerusalem Temple were deeply connected and inter-related in 
terms of function and sacrality.   
155 Nils Billing, The Performative Structure: Ritualizing the Pyramid of Pepy I (Stockholm: Elanders Sverige 
AB, 2013).  
156 Many of these artifacts were on display at the Israel museum, in an exhibition called “Pharaoh in Canaan: 
The Untold Story”, where I was able to view them (“Pharaoh in Canaan: The Untold Story”. The Israel Museum. 
Derech Ruppin 11, Jerusalem. 25 November, 2016). To view the exhibition electronically, see “Pharaoh in 
Canaan: The Untold Story”. The Israel Museum. 7 February, 2017, 
http://www.imj.org.il/en/exhibitions/2016/pharaoh-in-canaan/page/?id=pharaoh-in-canaan-the-untold-story. 
 
157 Fine, This Holy Place, 26. 
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that Egyptian religious practices may have had an influence on the development of Israelite 

religion, and vice versa.  

Another boundary that is being crossed is a chronological one. In using Billing’s 

arguments for our case, we are also relying on an analysis of a different time period (the end 

of the Old Kingdom). The assumption is that, since the practices and symbolism(s) described 

by Billing were standardized158 and continued for many years following their establishment, 

they are also relevant for later time periods. In addition, when viewed in combination with 

Fine’s assertion that temple motifs were an indicator of synagogue sanctity,159 this would 

suggest that we already have a solid foundation for asserting that images and motifs of temple 

artefacts created sanctity – or, in other words, had an operative function. Consequently, this 

older material is not used in order to prove a hypothesis concerning the first to second century 

CE, but should rather be seen as a possible explanatory model for a fact that can be 

established without its use. It should also be noted that although the theory presented by 

Billing was composed with respect to earlier material, the spatial theories exhibited in his 

analysis are also relevant for other, later time periods.  

Billing argues that monumental stone structures, such as temples and steles, were seen 

as symbols of endurance,160 and that inscriptions and reliefs were part of the creation of 

‘immortal’ (or ‘monumentalized’) conceptual worlds.161 He writes the following concerning 

the evocative power of architecture and inscriptions: “[W]hat is written on it is not to be 

rubbed out: what is enacted within its walls is never to cease to exist.” 162 Thus, the creation 

of monumental buildings was more than the creation of a stone structure – it also represented 

the creation of an ideologically-infused space, which was meant to transmit certain ideas that 

were meant to endure. The hypothesis put forth in this paper, following Fine and Binder, is 

that Diaspora synagogues were evocative of the holiness associated with the temple, and 

consequently their construction transmitted the idea of a Migrating Temple Holiness.  Billing 

writes the following concerning stone reliefs: “images hewn on the walls brought into being a 

space-bound activity reaching beyond the realm of concrete human agency”.163 One would be 

remiss to not note the consequences this statement has for the case at hand. If images on the 

walls of sacred or monumentalized spaces were seen as operative in the sense that they 

                                                
158 Billing, The Performative Structure,  
159 Fine, This Holy Place, 59. 
160 Billing, The Performative Structure, 32.  
161 Ibid., 33. 
162 Ibid.  
163 Ibid., 35. 
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created something outside human agency, then images of cult objects in synagogues could 

have been seen to create164 a space where the temple was, so to speak, ‘repeated’.165 Billing 

brings up several examples from Egyptian art and inscriptions, which would indicate that 

images and words in monumentalized spaces created a sort of ritualization, as well as an 

effective actualization of that which was depicted or described.166 If this is applied to our 

present study, it would support the assertion that the images of cult objects from the Jerusalem 

Temple in the synagogues at Priene and Migdal signify that the synagogue space was one 

where the temple was evoked, actualized, and repeated.  

The images of cult objects are operative in that they create a ritualized space, which 

consequently becomes a home for the holiness otherwise connected to the Jerusalem Temple 

alone. The archaeological evidence for images of temple objects in ancient synagogues is 

sparse, but nevertheless important, since it fits into a pattern described in later, albeit near-

lying, texts. The Egyptian paradigm of operative art is a helpful explanatory model of how 

these images could have created ritualized space. The discussion becomes even more 

significant if one would allow for the possibility of the Torah itself being considered a 

temple-cult object.167  

!

!

!

!
 

                                                
164 In his discussion of performative language, Billing notes that according to Austin, any performative verb 
“carried the inherent force of creating something new” (see Billing, The Performative Structure, 36). In this case, 
however, we are not concerned with the creation of something ontologically new, but rather the creation of a 
(new) holy space on the peripheries of the one already in existence.  
165 Especially if one notes that the Jerusalem Temple is the only institution connected to these very specific cult 
symbols.  
166 Billing, The Performative Structure, 39-40, 43. Billing’s examples all consist of monumental buildings. Both 
the synagogue at Priene and Migdal can be classified as such, despite the fact that Priene is an example of an 
association synagogue, and Migdal exemplifies a public synagogue. Because of this, the evidence presented by 
Billing and our analysis of synagogues both deal with monumental architecture, rendering them to the same 
category.  
167 As the reader will surely have noted by now, this is a relatively well-attested hypothesis. As we have 
previously mentioned, the reading of the Torah in Neh 8:5-8 could be seen as a cultic ritual (see Konrad Schmid, 
“The Canon and the Cult”, 294). In addition, the Torah reading cycle that was followed in the synagogue 
originally came from the Temple. Thus, prior to the synagogue, the Jerusalem Temple was the only place where 
Torah was read in a ritualized way (Runesson, Origins, 212). It should also be noted that the reliefs of cult 
objects at Priene also include a depiction of two Torah scrolls (Runesson et al, The Ancient Synagogue, 143).  
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3.2!Temple!Terminology!and!Diaspora!Association!Synagogues!
 
 
The usage of temple terminology in reference to Diaspora association synagogues is a well-

attested phenomenon in the first century CE, particularly concerning Jewish institutions in 

Egypt.168 Consequently, during the coming analysis, the reader should keep in mind the 

discussion of Egyptian ritualized space above. As we have previously noted, the earliest 

evidence we have for the existence of synagogues are a group of Greek inscriptions found in 

Egypt around the third century BCE.169 In these texts, the term used to designate the 

institution is προσευχή. προσευχή can be translated as ‘prayer place’ or ‘prayer hall’. The 

term has clear temple connotations, since prayer was one of the central activities of 

polytheistic temples, and since the term was otherwise used during the first century CE to 

refer to the Jerusalem Temple.170 Indeed, Fine also notes that early Egyptian synagogues seem 

to have had much in common with polytheistic temples during the Ptolemaic period.171 

Consequently, it seems clear that προσευχή was originally a term used to identify Jewish and 

Gentile temples, and that the origins of the Egyptian προσευχή seem to have been intimately 

connected to the structure of polytheistic temples. Indeed, Runesson makes a convincing case 

when he argues that “first century Egyptian ‘synagogues’ were, spatially, temples, into which 

‘synagogue’ rituals had been incorporated.”172 The reader should keep in mind our previous 

discussion concerning religio-cultural hybridity here (see 1.3.2), since this theoretical model 

explains the overlap between Jewish and Hellenistic institutions. Diaspora Jews appropriates 

Hellenistic institutional models and forms of expression, and filled these with Jewish 

meaning.  

                                                
168 For an excellent overview of synagogue terminology and temple connotations, see Binder, Into the Temple 
Courts, 91-154. 
169 Fine, This Holy Place, 26.  
170 Ibid. Anders Runesson has argued that the Egyptian synagogue developed from pre-existing Jewish temples 
in Egypt (see Runesson, Origins, 436-441), on the basis of προσευχή being interpreted as a Jewish temple term 
(see Runesson, Origins, 429-436). Runesson argues that the term is used during from the second century BCE to 
the first century CE to refer to the Jerusalem Temple (Runesson, Origins, 429). Consequently, it could be argued 
that the term προσευχή was originally used to reference temples in Egypt, which would eventually begin 
carrying out synagogue liturgy (Runesson, Origins, 441). See also Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 112, where he 
points out that προσευχή is used in the LXX in reference to centralized Israelite temples and other sacrificial 
sites.  
171 Fine, This Holy Place, 26. The hybrid nature of the Egyptian synagogue is thus a well-attested fact.  
172 Runesson, Origins, 436-7. In lieu of this, the reader should keep in mind the previous discussion of ritualized 
temple spaces in Egypt, since it may be highly relevant for the case of Egyptian synagogue sanctity.  
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προσευχή is often used by first century authors in reference to Diaspora association 

synagogues.173 Before we turn to Philo, let us first look at some of the inscriptions using the 

term. The inscription found at Nitriai (JIGRE 25 [CIJ 2.1442]) reads as follows:  

 

On behalf of King Ptolemy and Queen Cleopatra his sister and Queen Cleopatra his 

wife, benefactors, the Jews of Nitriai dedicated the prayer hall [προσευχή] and the 

appurtenances.174  

 

The inscription clearly indicates two things: (a) many Egyptian Jews were relatively well 

integrated (since the inscription is similar to other such inscriptions in polytheistic temples), 

and (b) that the Jews themselves described their communal space with the term προσευχή. 

There are a number of similar dedicatory inscriptions, which all follow the same general 

outline as the one above: JIGRE 105, JIGRE 22 (CIJ 2.14440), and JIGRE 24 (CIJ 2.1441) 

among them.175 These inscriptions, in combination with other literary evidence soon to be 

discussed, illustrate that προσευχή was the most common synagogue term in first century 

Egypt. On the basis of the temple connotations of the term, this indicates that synagogues in 

Egypt were closely associated with temple structures. Indeed, as the letter of Onias IV proves, 

there were Jews in Egypt who had a rather loose approach to cult centralization, believing that 

Isaiah prophesied the existence of a cult center (or altar: θυσιαστήριον) in Egypt, which they 

subsequently constructed at Leontopolis.176  

Philo of Alexandria mentions Jewish προσευχή in a number of his writings. One 

especially interesting example of this is an excerpt from Legat. 155-61: 

 

…[H]e knew that the large district of Rome beyond the river Tiber was owned and 

inhabited by Jews. The majority of them were Roman freedmen. They had been brought to 

Italy as prisoners of war and manumitted by their owners, and had not been made to alter any 

of their national customs. [156]Augustus therefore knew that they had their prayer halls 

[προσευχή] and met in them, especially on the Sabbath, when they received public instruction 

                                                
173 Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 111-18. 
174 Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 197. 
175 Ibid., 197-199.  
176 Josephus, Ant., 13.65-68 (Marcus, LCL) See also Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 195-6.  
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in their national philosophy. He also knew that they collected sacred money from their “first-

fruits” and send it up to Jerusalem by the hand of envoys who would offer the sacrifices.177 

 

This passage is noteworthy for a number of reasons. First, it should of course be observed that 

Philo uses the term προσευχή in order to describe an institution which bears all the 

characteristics of a Diaspora synagogue.  Second, the passage contains both the referencing of 

a synagogue with a temple term and the description of reverential praxis for the Jerusalem 

Temple, indicating that there were for the Roman Jews described by Philo two places that 

could be referenced as ‘temples’: their local synagogue and the Jerusalem Temple. The 

practicing of customs relating to the Jerusalem Temple did not necessarily mean that the local 

synagogue could not also be seen as a sacred space, referred to in temple terms. This 

observation supports our description of Migrating Temple Holiness in section 3.2 above. 

Indeed, it is fascinating to note that, later on in the same passage, Philo uses the word ἱερόν to 

describe the same institution. There are a number of other texts authored by Philo that confirm 

the assertion that he often uses temple terminology to refer to Diaspora synagogues.178  

Josephus, our other great source from the first century CE, also refers to synagogues 

with temple terminology in several passages, both in Egypt and in the Egyptian Diaspora. 

Before we delve into Josephus’ own descriptions of synagogues, let us dwell a moment longer 

on the reproduced letter of Onias IV in Antiquities. The letter consists of a request for 

permission to construct a Jewish temple at Leontopolis. The following excerpt is particularly 

relevant for our analysis: 

 

…[W]hen I came with the Jews to Leontopolis in the nome of Heliopolis and to other 

places where our nation settled, [66]I found that most of them have temples [ἱερόν], contrary 

to what is proper, and for this reason, they are ill-disposed toward one 

another…[67]therefore, I beg your permission to cleanse the temple, which belongs to no one 

and is in ruins, and to build a temple [ναός]to the Most High God in the likeness of that in 

Jerusalem…so that the Jews who live in Egypt may be able to come together in harmony.179 

 

                                                
177 Philo, Legat. 155-61 (Colsson, Earp, LCL). See also Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 232-6 for an 
excellent summary, explanation, and contextualization of the passage.  
178 Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 199-200, 208, 232-3.  
179 Josephus, Ant., 13.65-68 (Marcus, LCL). 
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The excerpt above suggests the following: (a) cult centralization and what it entailed differed 

between Jewish groups during this period, (b) some Jews in Egypt seem to have carried out 

temple praxes (perhaps even sacrificial rituals)180 in local institutions, and (c) Onias IV, and 

the group which he represented, must have believed that the Jews of Egypt were to have only 

one place where they carried out certain rituals (which were now being carried out in many 

different local institutions), and this place was to be Leontopolis (rather than Jerusalem).  

These observations have far-reaching implications concerning the reality of cult centralization 

– or the lack thereof – during the first century CE. It should also be noted that this letter is 

perhaps one of the only good sources we have which suggests that the application of a temple 

term to an institution also corresponds with the praxis of that institution, since Onias IV is 

writing his letter so that the Jews of Egypt will cease carrying out temple rituals in more than 

one place.  

Josephus used the word ἱερόν to denote several synagogues.181 One of these was the 

synagogue in Antioch, which, significantly, received and housed some of the dispersed 

treasure from the then-destroyed Second Temple.182 Josephus writes the following:  

 

For, although Antiochus surnamed Epiphanes sacked Jerusalem and plundered the 

temple [ναός], his successors on the throne restored to the Jews of Antioch all such votive 

offerings as were made of brass, to be laid up in their synagogue [συναγωγή]…continuing to 

receive similar treatment from later monarchs, the Jewish colony in Antioch grew in 

number…costly offerings formed a splendid ornament to the temple [ἱερόν].183 

 

This excerpt from De bello Judaico is an interesting example of a synagogue being referred to 

as ἱερόν and συναγωγή in the same passage. This illustrates the linguistic fluidity surrounding 

the institution in question. The fact that ναός is used to denote the Jerusalem Temple 

specifically is interesting, since the same is true in the letter of Onias IV (who refers to the 

planned temple at Leontopolis with the same term). Indeed, it indicates that while συναγωγή, 

ἱερόν, and προσευχή were all terms that could be used to describe a synagogue, ναός referred 

to something which could only exist in the Jerusalem Temple (or a temple wishing to imitate 
                                                
180 Runesson, Origins, 433. See also Josephus’ description of possible sacrificial rituals being carried out at the 
synagogue in Sardis (Josephus, Ant., 14.259-61 [Marcus, LCL]).  
181 Fine, This Holy Place, 29. For a discussion of ἱερόν as a synagogue term, see Binder, Into the Temple Courts, 
122-30. 
182 Fine, This Holy Place, 29.  
183 Josephus, B.J. 7.44-45 (Marcus, LCL). For an interesting discussion of temple terms in this passage, see 
Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 244-6.  
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it) – the sanctuary. Consequently, our examination of temple terminology being used in 

reference to Diaspora synagogues has come to the conclusion that this was a common 

practice, albeit with the exception of the term ναός (which is significant for our analyses of 1 

Cor 3:16 and 6:19). We have also established that there is at least one direct example (and 

perhaps more indirect examples, linked to the temple-connotations of ‘prayer’ in antiquity and 

‘προσευχή’) of a temple term being used in reference to a synagogue-institution due to 

temple-like praxis being carried out in its premises.  

 

3.3!An!Institution>Critical!Evaluation!of!the!Results!&
 
As was discussed in section 1.2, there are two main aims of institution criticism:184 (a) 

establishing the kind of institution which forms the basis of the author’s institutional 

context(s), and (b) ascertaining any possible correlations between the institution in question 

and the theology or argumentation of the text being analysed. In order to establish which kind 

of institutional setting formed the basis of 1 Corinthians, I have attempted to present a 

historical reconstruction of the Diaspora association synagogue in relation to what we have 

chosen to call Temple Repetition. My conclusions are as follows: (a) Diaspora association 

synagogues exhibit signs of Temple Repetition in a variety of ways, including (i) Torah 

veneration and (ii) temple motifs, and (b) the usage of temple terminology in reference to the 

institution. The employ of temple terminology to describe synagogue-institutions was 

common during the first century CE, and in at least one direct case (the letter of Onias IV) 

this was done in relation to praxis. Based on this, one could be justified in the assertion that 

Diaspora association synagogues were considered to be ‘sacred spaces’ because of their 

repetition, evocation, and actualization of the holiness that dwelt in the Jerusalem Temple.  

We have now suggested a framework for the institutional setting into which the temple 

metaphors of 1 Corinthians were performed. The reader should keep in mind that one of the 

main assumptions of this paper is that Paul’s institutional setting corresponds to Diaspora 

association synagogues (see footnote 17). My next task is to find correlations between the 

institutional setting and the theology or argumentation of the text in question. As we have 

seen in chapter two, 1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14 all compare the congregation and/or 

individual members of the congregation to a ναός or a ἱερόν of God/the Spirit. In 3:16-17, the 

destruction of the ekklesia is likened to the destruction of God’s ναός. This means that Paul is 

equating the Corinthian congregation to the Jerusalem Temple – since, as we have seen, the 

                                                
184 These aims have been eked out in my own reading of Runesson, “Placing Paul”, 43-67.  
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term ναός was almost exclusively used in reference to the Jerusalem Temple sanctuary.185 In 

v.17, the holiness of the ναός is what confers holiness unto the ekklesia: “for God’s temple 

(ναός) is holy, and you are that temple.” This evokes the concept of temple imagery 

ritualizing a space and creating sanctity within its borders. The Migdal Temple Stone in 

particular comes to mind, since the stone portrays the holy cult objects belonging in the ναός 

of Jerusalem,186 actualizing them187 and infusing a public space on the shores of the Sea of 

Galilee with their sanctity. Assuming that the Temple Stone is not an isolated artefact, but 

rather that it exemplifies a wider concept that also existed in the Diaspora (in place like 

Priene),188 one could easily see how members of the Corinthian congregation189 could have 

understood their institution as being sanctified by the actualization of the Jerusalem Temple in 

their midst.190  

                                                
185 Josephus, B.J. 7.44-45 (Marcus, LCL) is a good example of this. The fact that 1 Cor 3:16 and 6:19 use ναός 
instead of the more common ἱερόν or προσευχή can be explained by the fact that these metaphors constitute an 
example of Temple Repetition with regards to the actual sanctuary of the Jerusalem Temple, rather than other 
temple praxis, like 9:13. This is unusual in our sources, and it could perhaps be viewed as Paul’s unique 
interpretation of a pre-existing concept. It can be explained by the fact that Paul believed Christ to serve the 
same function as the temple sanctuary (see Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple”, 78). 
This specific repetition of the sanctuary seems to be unique, but the concept of Temple Repetition is not.  
186 Donald D. Binder, “The Mystery of the Magdala Stone” in Daniel A. Warner and Donald D. Binder, ed., A 
City Set on a Hill: Essays in Honor of James F. Strange (Mountain Home: BorderStone Press, 2014), 17-48. See 
especially 24-37. 
187 Here we are inferring Billing’s theory on the operative function of stone art and inscriptions. See the 
discussion in 3.2.1.  
188 The images at Priene can also be categorized as cultic, in accordance with Binder’s analysis of the images at 
Migdal (see footnote 172 above). The Menorah in particular evokes the ναός of Jerusalem, but the lulav and 
ethrog also bring the viewers’ thoughts to the festivals of the Jerusalem Temple. The reader should also note that 
the field of synagogue research has access to comparatively very little archaeological evidence, and scholars are 
therefore obliged to use what they have in order to draw conclusions. This means that much is made of each 
archaeological discovery, and, unlike other fields, comparatively small findings can become the basis of larger 
theories.  
189 We should note here that although the congregation was in all likelihood made up mainly of Gentile Christ-
believers (see Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth, 24), this does not mean that the space they 
inhabited as a community was not understood in Jewish terms. As we have seen, the main identifying 
characteristic of synagogues, both in the Diaspora and the Land, was the reading and teaching of the Torah – 
something that we know was practiced in Christ-believing ekklesiai (this is made evident by Paul’s usage of 
Scripture in his letters [he assumes his audience to be aware of it already] as well as NT texts themselves, 
including Acts 15:21. The strongest evidence in favour of this is Justin Martyr’s account of early Christ-
believing worship, where Scripture reading is one of the main activities [see Everett Ferguson, “Justin Martyr 
and the Liturgy”, Restoration Quarterly, 36 no. 4, 1994 (267-275), see 270].). Consequently, one of the main 
activities of Christ-believing ekklesia is something that was unique to Jewish institutions – and in the Diaspora, 
to synagogues. Ergo, one is justified in asserting that the Christ-believing ekklesia was modeled on a Jewish 
institution (see Korner, “Ekklesia as a Jewish Synagogue Term”, 53-78). Therefore, their points of reference 
when constructing their own identity would be other nearby Jewish institutions – in this case, Diaspora 
association synagogues. This does not mean we have to discount Hellenistic influence, but I would argue that we 
should view such influence in terms of hybridity, rather than an active distancing from Jewish religio-ethnic 
culture.  
190 Christ himself is this actualization of the Temple in their midst: see Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a 
Metaphorical Temple”, 78. 



 57 

1 Cor 6:19-20 presents an interesting challenge, since the metaphor implicates the body 

of the individual Christ-believer rather than the ekklesia as an institution. The application of 

temple terminology (and ναός in particular) on the individual’s body is fascinating, and merits 

a larger discussion than is possible here. Instead, we will focus on the institutional 

implications of the verses. Cecilia Wassen writes the following in her article entitles “Do You 

Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple?” concerning the application of the ‘community 

metaphor’ of 3:16 on the individual in 6:19: “…[T]he metaphors are inter-related through the 

notion that the Spirit is present in the community (where it ‘dwells’ oikei) as well as in the 

individual, who is a receptacle of the Holy Spirit. In this sense, the individual body can also 

be compared to a temple. Both are holy and can be polluted by sin. Therefore, sexual sin 

harms not only the individual but threatens the purity of the community as a whole”.191 One 

could perhaps argue that this is the key function of the passage: to explain why the individual 

needs to adhere to the regulations concerning sexual purity – so as to keep the community 

pure.192 The rules are similar to those that were in place to keep the Jerusalem Temple pure.193 

Consequently, 1 Cor 6:19-20 is an example of how Paul believes that the individual Christ-

believer must adhere to certain rules in order to maintain the purity of the community as a 

whole – as an institution. This idea that the purity rules of the Jerusalem temple can be 

applicable in spaces outside Jerusalem can perhaps be traced to the institutional reality of 

Diaspora association synagogues – if they are seen as sacred spaces due to Temple Repetition. 

In fact, the application of temple purity rules to the ekklesia could very well be said to be an 

example of Temple Repetition itself.  

1 Cor 9:13-14 describes temple praxes as a parallel for ekklesia praxis. The preaching of 

the gospel is equated to the service of priests in the Jerusalem Temple. As we have seen, the 

rhetorical function of the verses indicates that Paul uses this information as supporting 

evidence for other arguments. The fact that temple praxes and ekklesia praxis are so easily 

equated by Paul, without the need for justification, is perhaps the most eye-opening example 

of Migrating Temple Holiness among the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians, since it implies 

that the congregation was already aware that activities linked to the function of their ekklesia 

could be connected to the praxes of the Jerusalem Temple. This is reminiscent of the letter of 

Onias IV, as recounted by Josephus in Antiquities. The letter directly implies that the ἱερὰ of 

Egypt were engaging in temple activities, such that he felt it necessary to centralize the Jews 

                                                
191 Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple”, 74-5.  
192 Cf. 1 Cor 5:11.  
193 Wassen, “Do You Have to be Pure in a Metaphorical Temple?”, 78.  
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of Egypt around a single cult.194 In addition to this, Josephus’ description of the synagogue at 

Sardis is noteworthy. He writes the following in Antiquities:  

 

…[H]aving their laws and freedom restored by the Roman Senate and the people, they 

may, in accordance with their accepted customs, assemble and have a communal life and 

settle suites among themselves, and that a place be given them in which they may gather with 

women and children and offer ancestral prayers and sacrifices to God.195  

 

These texts illustrate that Diaspora association synagogues could be home to temple 

(and/or temple-like) praxes. Thus, Paul’s statement that gospel preaching could be equated 

with priestly service is in reality much less controversial than the situations described by 

Josephus, where it appears that Jews actually sacrificed in synagogue spaces.196 

Consequently, the idea of activities otherwise associated with the life and function of the 

Pauline ekklesia being equated to priestly temple services fits in well with the overall context 

of Diaspora association synagogues, where it seems that temple rituals were, at least 

occasionally, performed. If ‘synagogue space’ were viewed as an evocation of the Jerusalem 

Temple, then it would be logical that similar rules be applied in both institutions, and that 

there be conceptual parallels in terms of praxis. 

4.&Conclusions&&
 

4.1!Summary!!
 
In this essay, I have argued that the rhetorical function of the temple metaphors in 1 

Corinthians indicates that they represent axiomatic beliefs held by the Corinthians 

congregation, and that Paul used them to support his teaching.  To support this hypothesis, I 

have analysed the rhetorical function of three conceptual temple metaphors in 1 Corinthians: 

1 Cor 3:16-17, 6:19-20, and 9:13-14. Our analysis resulted in the conclusion that all three 

metaphors function as support material and justification for other arguments. Because Paul 

                                                
194 Josephus, Ant., 13.65-68 (Marcus, LCL). 
195 Josephus, Ant., 14.259-61 (Marcus, LCL). See Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 145 for a discussion 
on the meaning of ‘sacrifices’ in this passage.  
196 Josephus’ reproduction of the decree regarding the Sardis synagogue is sometimes interpreted by scholars as 
not referencing actual sacrifices. The passage has been interpreted as referencing money sent by Jews to 
Jerusalem, or perhaps that the terminology used indicates a non-Jewish author’s misunderstanding of synagogue 
liturgy (see Runesson et al., The Ancient Synagogue, 145). However, when combined with other evidence in 
favour of temple repetition in Diaspora association synagogues, the option of interpreting the word as it is 
actually used in the text – a reference to actual sacrifices to God – does not seem as strange anymore.  
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uses the metaphors this way, it must be assumed that he expected his audience to already be 

familiar with their content. In order to establish that this was indeed the case, I sought to 

contextualize the metaphors by showing that the tendency to describe one’s institution as a 

temple was a widespread Jewish phenomenon at this time.  

In pursuit of contextualizing the metaphors, I began by analysing the beliefs contained 

within the temple metaphors themselves. I reached the conclusion that all three metaphors 

could be seen as examples of both Temple Repetition and Migrating Temple Holiness, due to 

the fact that all three conceptual metaphors blended together the concepts of ‘Jerusalem 

Temple’ and ekklesia in order to create a temple-like space in another location. In light of this, 

I attempted to illustrate that Temple Repetition was a common phenomenon in other Jewish 

institutions, and that the belief that one’s local synagogue was holy in the same way as the 

Jerusalem Temple (Migrating Temple Holiness) was held by many Jews during this period. 

We found a number of textual and archaeological sources that supported our hypothesis, 

including the numerous descriptions of Diaspora association synagogues as temple-like 

spaces by Philo and Josephus, as well as performative cultic art in synagogue spaces. Using 

an institution-critical perspective, I found a number of correlations between the temple 

metaphors of 1 Corinthians and the institutional reality of other contemporary Jewish semi-

public spaces. These correlations indicate that the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians could be 

seen as a reflection of Paul’s institutional setting, rather than his own theological innovation 

isolated from his Jewish context.  

!

4.2!Implications!!
 
The idea that the temple metaphors of 1 Corinthians could be a reflection of Paul’s 

institutional setting brings up a number of additional questions. Perhaps most prominent 

among these questions is the issue of Pauline ecclesiology in relation to the institutional 

reality of the Second Temple period Diaspora synagogue. Scholars have often reconstructed 

Pauline ecclesiology as an innovation. The idea that the ekklesia was holy did not have a clear 

institutional counterpart in Paul’s contemporary Jewish context, according to such views. If, 

however, one takes into account the plethora of evidence that would suggest that the Second 

Temple Diaspora synagogue was also seen as holy in the same way, a clear counterpart 

emerges. This is significant since it is yet another indicator of how deeply connected Paul’s 

literary legacy was to his contemporary Jewish world. The inclusion of a Postcolonial 

perspective, however, does not allow the scholar to leave it there; the religio-cultural 
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hybridity of the Diaspora association synagogue means that any analysis of such institutional 

parallels must also include an understanding of how Paul’s contemporary Hellenistic world 

worked. Indeed, perhaps the most important implication of this study is the apparent need for 

further scholarship on the hybrid nature of First-Century Jewish institutions, and how these 

related to their Hellenistic counterparts.  

 
 &
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