What Did Paul Mean?
The Debate on 1 Cor 7:1-7

by
Chrys C. Caragounis

While turning over the leaves of the Margaret Thrall Festschrift at the Barcelona
SNTS-Meeting, 2004, my eye was caught by Professor G. D. Fee’s article “1
Corinthians 7:1-7 Revisited”. This is an attempt to refute the criticism I directed in
my 1994 Leuven Colloquium paper “‘Fornication’ and ‘Concession’? Interpreting 1
Cor 7:1-7” against the position of his Commentary”'. At the Colloquium, a friend
of his asked my permission to communicate my paper to Fee, which I granted
freely.

It 1s astonishing how Fee thinks he can ride out the devastating criticism that
was directed against his many incorrect statements about linguistic matters on
which he had based his interpretation, and tries, instead, to rid himself of my
criticism by presenting me throughout his paper as an advocate of the “traditional
view”. He himself represents, the “new” or “emergent consensus”, i.e. the more
enlightened, and hence, the supposedly correct view. He apparently thinks that
hard, factual argument, might lose its evidential value if the opponent can be made
to appear as a “traditionalist”. However, in order to guard against the boomerang
effect, he has tucked away in the footnotes the admission “Although it must be
pointed out that C.’s [= Caragounis’s] view 1s anything but ‘traditional”’ on several
other matters, as will be pointed out later” (p. 198, n. 7). But if my view is
“anything but traditional”, then I must decline the profferred honor! As a matter of
fact, I begin my discussion by criticizing and rejecting both the ‘traditional’ and the
‘new consensus’ views” without using any loaded expressions, but simply referring
to them as “View One” and “View Two”. This I deem to be the correct procedure,
in order to let the discussion run on the basis of hard arguments and facts rather
than prejudice.’

My article revolved around three problematic areas (1) the persons addressed in
1 Cor 7:1, (2) the meaning of dia de t0.c mopvelog (vs. 2). and (3) the meaning of
ovyyvoun (vs. 6). Having read Fee’s ‘refutation’, I think not only that my criticism

' My study appeared in The Corinthian Corresponce, ed. R. Bieringer, Leuven: Peeters 1996,
543-59.

* This is admitted by Fee at a later point (p. 200).

* If at any point I share a common position with the traditional or the new consensus views,
that makes me neither a supporter of the one nor of the other. Not all details of a rejected position
need be wrong.



was well-deserved, but also that today I would have expressed myself more
strongly on some of the issues touched upon in 1994.

The present paper assumes knowledge of the argument and evidence I presented
against Fee’s position in my earlier study. This evidence will not be repeated here.

Fee’s first objection is that I tone down the Corinthians “sexual immorality”.
This charge is made because I have asserted that in the past inordinate emphasis has
been placed on the ‘sinfulness’ of the Corinthians, and for claiming that “the
Corinthians Christians would seem to have been very ordinary Christians, of the
sort that have populated Christian Churches throughout the centuries” (p. 201)".
Having lived and worked for almost fifty years within many different, chiefly
Protestant, denominations, I would now be inclined to say that my statement was
actually an understatement. But it is, understandably, easier to talk about the
immorality of a bygone age, especially if this can be utilized to uphold a favorite
interpretation, than to talk about current problems.’

1. The Persons Addressed

In trying to controvert my first point, Fee writes:

What kind of syntactical relationships are involved in a sentence that reads: nepi 8¢ @v
€ypoyate, KaAOv avOpon® yvvolkog un dntecOar? For if one tries to diagram this
sentence grammatically, where would the opening prepositional phrase be positioned (as a
modifier) in relation the the main clause (xaAov ktA.)? The point, of course, is that the
sentence qua sentence could be diagrammed all right (the preposition would modify the
suppressed “is”’), but in fact such a sentence makes no sense at all ... The sentence as it
stands is a non sequitur.®

Fee’s claim in the last two sentences leaves me dumbfounded. If he knows that
the sentence as sentence is “all right”, then what is the problem? For the sentence,
in fact, does make not merely good but perfect sense, constituting Paul’s partial

* Fee claims that I have mistaken his presentation of others’ views as his own. Actually, an
author often betrays whether he is in agreement with a quote or not. Throughout his article Fee
capitalizes on the Corinthians’s ‘immorality’. Now Fee finds it necessay to modify his statement
by inserting “alleged” (p. 200 n.10), which implies that his statement was not interpreted
incorrectly.

> As I pen these words, in Sweden a pastor has been condemned to one month’s imprisonment
for having preached against homosexuality. A few years ago the Archbishop of Sweden allowed
to set up in the country’s chief Sanctuary (the Cathedral of Uppsala) an exhibition in which life-
size pictures of naked men portrayed Jesus and John the Baptist as homosexuals and the Last
Supper band of Jesus and his disciples as transvestites. Such things did not happen in the Corinth
of Paul’s day.

® Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1-7 Revisited”, 203.



(first preference) answer. He returns to the idea that it is better for a man not to
touch a woman, i.e. not to marry, repeatedly in this chapter (vv. 7, 8, 26-28, 36-38’,
and 40). If Fee pronounces such a sentence a non sequitur, one is, unfortunately,
forced to wonder how Fee relates to the Greek text. Such sentences as this must
have occurred on the lips of Greeks times without number.®

In support of the claim that the sentence is a non sequitur if xkoAOVv etc. is
understood as Paul’s words, he contends that the phrase mept 8¢ occurs six times in
1 Cor, and that in all other cases there is a ‘specific content’, e.g. “the virgins” (vs.
25).” What he, however, fails to note is that the phrase nept 8¢ is constructed with a
genitive. The content of mept 8¢ in 7:1 is clearly the genitive v €ypdyarte.'® Thus,
this clause, too, is constructed with the necessary genitive. The phrase @v
€ypayarte is sufficient to signal the grammatically correct expression for mept ¢,
although we do not a priori know what exactly lies behind €ypdyote. However,
the specific content of €ypawyorte is known both to the Corinthians and to Paul (and
here we shall do well to remember, that in corresponding with his churches, Paul
did not have us moderns in mind!). Both Paul and the Corinthians know what they
are corresponding about, and the issue under discussion gradually becomes clear
even for us, outsiders, when we read Paul’s answer. To what 1ssue of their letter he
is referring becomes clear from the content of his opinion: “it is better for a man not
to touch a woman”. The sentence beginning with kaAov, therefore, cannot be made
the content of &éypdwoare (this is forbidden by grammar)'', as though it were the
Corinthians’ own words, but is Paul’s answer in reference to their questions.

Having settled once and for all this initial but basic point that kaAov dvOpodT®
KTA. sets forth Paul’s own position, we can now go on to deal with the other
misapprehensions of the virgins club theory.

7 On which now see Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament (WUNT
167), Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck 2004, 299-316.

% Accordingly, in Neohellenic one could say, for example: §cov Gdopd €keivo Tepl 10U
omotlov pod €ypoyeg, Kola 00 kAUeELS vo, un EABNG TpOg T0 Tapov = “with regard to that which
you wrote to me about, you will do well (better) not to come for the time being”. There is
absolutely no problem with this Pauline sentence.

? Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1-7 Revisited”, 203.

' The longer reading pot, supported by A D F G ¥ and the Majority text (the so-called
Byzantine, see Caragounis, The Development of Greek, 482 ff.) would make the reference of dv
€ypayorte even more definite. However, although this reading is probably original (it has good
MS support, is also witnessed by other ancient witnesses not noted i N-A4: Origenes,
Chrysostomos, Theodoretos, Catena in I Cor, and finally it gives the best sense), in order not to
prejudice my argument, I will not base it on it. On the other hand, whether pot in included or not,
the meaning is still the same, since the Corinthians’ letter was addressed to Paul.

""" See Caragounis, ““Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” 545f. and 559.



2. The Meaning of drtecbat yuvaikog

Fee chides me for having written that dntecBar yvvolkog “is not a set
expression for having sexual intercource”. He says that “His [Caragounis’] reason
for this, however, does not seem to be lexical: rather he makes these demmurals
because he wants to take the phrase as a metonymy for marriage” (204), and he
goes on to present eight texts that are supposed to prove that this phrase always
means just what he takes it to mean. Fee does not even give me the benefit of the
doubt that, on the contrary, I might, for example, be taking yvuvaikog un dntector
in this particular context as a way of referring to marriage precisely because the
expression is not a set expression for having sexual relations. But let us turn to
what I actually wrote:

The expression yvvoilkog un dntecOot in such a context is naturally euphemistic, and
has the sense of “not to have relations with a woman”. The phrase corresponds to another,
more usual phrase in antiquity, sc. t0. " Appodicto, “sex relations”. Under what form these
relations are to be had the verb itself says nothing about. Fee, who mistakenly supposes
that the statement represents the position of Corinthian ascetics “promoting an ascetic
ideal, not simply celibacy per se”, claims — again mistakenly — that the expression always

without ambiguity ... refers to having sexual intercourse” 12, and adds that it cannot be
“extended or watered down to mean ©... to marry’”".

Having read Fee’s objections and arguments against this in his rejoinder, |
consider that I could not have expressed the situation better than I have done in the
above statement.

That I have interpreted the expression yvvoilkog un antec6ot as euphemistic
and as meaning “not to have (sexual) relations with a woman” is quite plain from
the above quote. It is, therefore, gratuitous for Fee to strain himself to prove by
means of his eight texts that this expression refers to sexual relations. No one
denies that this phrase often refers to such relations."* What I have pointed out,
however, is that this phrase “is not a set expression for having sexual intercourse,
as Fee seems to suppose” (p. 547, n. 15), and that Fee has misinterpreted some of
his eight examples, which do not support his claims. Fee’s comment that my
“reason for this, however, does not seem to be lexical” is unfair, since I did criticize
his interpretation of these texts. I will, however, now do it even more explicitly.

1. It must be insisted upon here that Ruth 2:9 in not concerned with sexual
relations but has the general sense of molestation.

12 Following my criticism, he now, however, concedes that he had overstated his case when
he said “always without ambiguity”.

1 Caragounis, “Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” 546f.

' Indeed, Greek literature exhibits a large number of texts with this meaning.



2. Gen 20:6 is interesting. Abimelech took Sarah from Abraham apparently
because his own wife could not bear him children. Thus, he took Sara to make her
his wife. The detail in vs. 17 that God healed Abimelech and his wife and so they
could now have children, not only shows this but also implies that Abimelech had
taken Sara not for casual sexual relations but in order for her to be his wife (she had
apparently stayed for some time in his house, since what vs.18 describes could not
have taken place in one night). See also the Josephos text, below.

3. Moreover, Fee does not cite Gen 26:7-11. Now this text is important, for it
shows that the same expression (dntecBot + gen.) is used with regard to both Isaak
and Rebecca (0 antouevoc 100 avOp®mov T0VTOL N THE YLVOLKOG 0vToV), where
clearly at least the reference to Isaak does not have any sexual overtones.

4. But there is more evidence against Fee’s position. Plutarchos, Alexander, 21
has been misunderstood by Fee. The text goes:

TAAN ’Aké&avﬁpog . T0 KpaTELV £00TOD Bactkwdmepov NyovUeEVOS, 0VTE TOVTOV
e@zyev ovte ANV €yve, TANy Bapoivng. abtn d€ peta mv Meuvovoc; tekeumv XNpPo.
YEVOUEVT ... nenat&evuevnv 8¢ mardelov EAMANVIKNV Kol tponov emeucng oVvo0. ...
Hapuewwvog TPOTPEYAUEVOV TOV ~AAEEOVIpOV ... KOATG Kal yevolog dyocHol
YUVOLKOC.

But Alexander ... who considered self-restraint as more royal, neither touched (NB!
€01yev) them (Darius’ female relatives) nor did he know any other woman before
marriage, except Barsine. This woman after [her husband] Memnon’s death became widow
.. had received a Greek education and was of gentle manners. ... At the suggestion of
Parmenion [Alexander’s old general] Alexander ... (decided) to attach himself to such a
beautiful and noble woman [i.e. as wife!].

Here the verb Oiyyavo is used of casual relations to Darius’ women relatives,
which are said never to have taken place, while the verb dantec6au is reserved for
expressing Alexander’s marriage to Barsine. It is interesting that Plutarchos speaks
first of Alexander’s not knowing (€yve) any woman except Barsine and then goes
on to qualify how this “knowing” of Barsine took place: it was when Alexander, at
the suggestion of Parmenion, married Barsine — a procedure that Plutarchos
describes by the verb dyooc6al! Plutarchos, therefore, witnesses to the use of
dntecBort (yuvalkdg) with the meaning of “marry (a woman)”. Fee mentioned this
text but did not quite understand its import.

5. Another one of Fee’s eight examples is Josephus, Antiquities, 1. 161-65.
Again the import of this text has not been adequately presented by Fee, who
apparently did not examine the context but merely contented himself with taking a
sentence out of the Loeb translation. Thus, he misunderstood what the text actually
means. The text is:
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A0 kol Paponbng 6 Baciieng ... BedoocBot omovddcag 0idg T v dyacOol Thg
Yappog (“Wherefore, also Pharaoh, the king ... was minded (diligent) to see her and was
about to dyoc0Oatl Sarah™).

What Josephus means by dyoc6ot becomes clear a few lines further down, at 1.
165, a text that Fee neither quotes nor refers to:

Nouilwv yop adeidpny GAL oV yuvaiko 00TV 6moVdACOL TEPL OVTHV GLYYEVELOV
nowocacOal BovAduevog (“Believing that she was his [Abraham’s] sister, he [Pharaoh]
showed eagerness to become his relative by means of her [i.e. by marrying Sarah])."

Quite clearly then, Josephus uses dwyocBatr tiig Xdppog in the sense of
“marrying Sarah”.

The expression kaAov avOpOTO yLvVOlLKOC UN GrtecBol is comparative: “it is
better for a man not to touch a woman”. This is made clear by the fact that Paul has
another alternative, namely, the course of action that he recommends in verse 210,
That such a suggestion, “not to touch a woman”, could never have been made by
Paul if it related to marriage relations — as Fee construes it — becomes obvious from
the fact that Paul insists on full marital relations. The expression, therefore, refers
to celibacy, that is, that it is better not to have any relations with any woman, i.e.
not to marry at all, and he gives reasons for that later in the same chapter (cf. vs. 8:
KOOV QOTOTC £0v HELVOOLY B KaYD, Vs. 26: 810 TV Eveot@dooy Gvdykny)' .

The above linguistic treatment leads to the conclusion that the examples that Fee
has presented to prove his contention that antecBot yuvaikdg refer always without
ambiguity to having sexual relations to the exclusion of marriage is simply not

18
true .

' Even the Loeb edition renders by “he had wished to contract a marriage alliance”. If Fee
had examined the context, he might have been spared the embarrassment. I regret that I did not
investigate this text more minutely in 1994, but unnecessarily half conceded it to Fee.

' See Caragounis, “Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” 546.

"7 Fee makes light of the facts that if sexual relations within marriage were in view here, Paul
would have used dvnp not dvOpomog and he would have qualified yuvoikog by a possessive.

'8 The Fathers and other early authors understand yuvatkog uf drntecot as connected with
marriage. Thus Eusebios, Quaestiones evangelicae ad Stephanum, 28. 22: peta 8¢ 10
ovvodOfvor 1ov Toond kot map’ 0vTd yevésBort, Tapo TAcL T€ YUVaiKo 0VToD XpNUoTicOoL,
oLVVOVIOV GAANAOLG, KOl THG Yaulkng opAlog dntecOot; In his De Virginitate 27. 51:
Chrysostomos connects the Pauline saying with marriage: 8mep oOv kai 6 paxdpiog Iadrog
énoinoev. Einov ydp: “Kolov avOpan®m yuvolkog un drntecbol”, anemdnoey €nt 10V YAUov
evBémg, while in 61. 151: he shows that he understands yvvoikog un dntecBor as referring to
virginity: Kol npog tadto avitypdomv Kol tept 100 YOUOV VOLOOETAV, E1CAYEL KOL TOV TEPL
g mopBeviog Adyov: Kadov avOpone yuvaikog un drntecbot. That Chrysostomos understands
yuvalkog un antecBal of marriage, becomes clear from his De Virginitate 32:41, in which he
cites it along with Mt 19:10: Ao 10010 yap apyouevog Ereye’ “Kalov avOpor® yuvalkog un



3. Ao 8¢ tag mopveiog

I have argued this issue at length in my first study to which the reader is
referred. Here I will only comment on Fee’s objections. He writes:

What makes Caragounis’s view seem untenable is his assertion following the quote

from Tobit: ‘Tobias’ use of d10 mopvetlav (singular and [anarthrous] is to all intents and

purposes an identical construction with the one under consideration)’"”.

And he comments “And so by fiat one removes the obstacles of the article and
the plural!”

This comment is obviously uninformed. If we suppose that Paul had used dia o€
tag embvuiag — would not this expression have referred to “lusts”? In a similar
manner, if Tobias had said: oV 6U €miBvuiav €yo AauBdve v Adeldnv Lov
tavtnv — would not the expression have meant the same thing? There can be no
doubt about either of these sentences. Thus, when I wrote “to all intents and
purposes”, I was referring to the fact, and I said so, too, that on the surface there are
the differences of the article and the plural, but that these differences have no
bearing on the meaning conveyed. It is, thus, not a “fiat” but feeling for what is
natural for Greek that lies behind my statement. Or 1s Fee unaware that many things
can be said in Greek both with and without the article without changing the basic
meaning? Paul could not have written o1 6€ mopveiag; he had to use the article
since he had chosen to use the plural, nor could Tobias have said: dia tag
nopvelog, since he was using the singular, nor again o tv mopveiav. The
anarthrous singular was the correct procedure in this case. Similarly, in Gal 5:16 we
read: kol €mBuuiav copkog ov un teAéonte. But this could hardly have been kot
v €mbupiov (thg) copkog ov KTA. for then he would have limited himself to just
one type of desire. He could, of course, have written kol €miBuuiog capkog KTA.,
and he could also have expressed it by kol tag €miBupiog e capkog KTA. Again
in Col 3:5: vexpdcote 0OV T0 LEAN 10 €Ml THiC YT, mopvelav, dxodapsiov, tdOog

dntecBar”. Ao 10910 Kol ol podntol mpog 1oV kVplov einov: “Eil oVtog éotiv 1y oitia 10D
avOpOTOL HETO THG YLVOlKOG, 0V cvudépetl younool”, see also his Commentary on 1
Corinthians ad loc. Further, Theodoretos, Interpretation in xiv epistulas sancti Pauli, (Migny) 82.
272. 8 writes: Tfi¢ 6€ mopvelag KOTNYOPAV, GLYYXOP®V d€ TV YauLkny Kotveviav. Elpnkog yap,
OTL KOAOV AvOpOT® Yuvalkog un dntecbot, Ennyoye: “Ala 8& Tag Topvelag £K0GTOG TV 1dlav
yuvoika €x€tm”. Theodotetos understood €x€tm of marriage! Finally, Nikolaos I Mystikos (IX-X
A.D.), Opuscula diversa 199. XI.1 while discussing marriage quotes Paul’s words to show that
yuvoilkog un dntecBou refers to celibacy, i. €. not to marry: 61t 100 dnostorov ‘Kolov avOpone
yuvarkog Uiy ntecBor’ Thy dyouiay mpotiu@dviog eipntot (“That the Apostle’s ‘it is better for a
man not to touch a woman’ was said to show his preference for celibacy”).

19 Caragounis, “Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” , 551, referred to by Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1-
7 Revisited”, 208.



KkTA. could also have been: v mopveiov, v dxabapoioyv, 10 Tabog, ktA. Thus,
that Paul uses the arthrous plural 810 d€ t0¢ mopveiac can under no circumstances
in this context be understood as implying concrete cases of fornication and not the
metonymical use of mopveia to mean “lusts”, lusts that can lead to fornication™.

Moreover, the metonymical use of mopveiog for ‘lusts’ here finds corroboration
in vv. 36-38. This text, too, is currently interpreted problematically. For example,
Fee tries to establish the same line of interpretation, that is, that this text is written
in the light of the virgins club in Corinth, but he soon runs into difficulties and in
the end he is forced to admit failure to having interpreted the text satisfactorily. The
reader is here conveniently referred to the recent discussion of this problem in my
The Development of Greek and the New Testament, 299-316.

It also causes astonishment that Fee can treat so lightly the observation I made
earlier that, if Paul had intended actual cases of immorality, he would have used
notyetog rather than mopveiag (my study, p. 550). Nor is he willing to face the
problem squarely that, if actual cases of immorality were in view here, Paul would
necessarily be making also the Christian women go to the brothels of Corinth, since
the admonition is directed to both men and women! His explanation that:

In the “traditional view,” the women are the beneficiaries of Paul’s admonition (they
get to be married, which at the same time will hopefully stave off the men’s going to the
prostitutes); In (sic) the “emerging consensus,” they are themselves the cause of the
problem (by denying sexual relations to their husbands, the latter satisfy their sexual needs
elsewhere)

i1s no answer at all to the insuperable probelm I have raised: namely, that Paul’s
words apply equally to both men and women, and that in Fee’s interpretation, the
Corinthian women, too, would be in the habit of going to the prostitutes of Corinth,
a clearly absurd idea. It thus appears that what interpretation is grammatically
possible or impossible in Greek is a matter of no consequence. The choice seems to
be dictated by the theory rather than by what the text says.

4. The Meaning of €yétw

Objecting to Fee’s peculiar interpretation of €y€tm and his consequent exegesis,
[ wrote:

Fee insists that “that there is no known evidence that the idiom ‘to have a wife’ means
‘to take a wife’” and argues that the meaning of €x€to is “to take a woman sexually”, i.e.
“to have sexual relations with a woman / wife”. Once again Fee has not been careful in his

%% That such lusts could in some cases lead to actual mopveia is true, and I have said so (550),
but this is irrelevant here.
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collation of the evidence. The verb €xo can certainly be used of “marrying a wife” as well
as of “having a wife”, i.e. of being married or living in the state of marriage®'.

and then went on to treat briefly the evidence that Fee had presented, showing that
it did not support his conclusion.

In his rejoinder Fee brings no new evidence against my criticism. He simply
reiterates his earlier arguments and thinks that there 1s

no compelling reason to think that the language here has anything other than its normal
usage: “let each man continue in relations with his own wife and each wife continue in

relations with her own husband”.

This is an awful lot of English words for the Greek €y€to! But is this the
“normal usage” of this verb? Let us see.

The verb éxetv is used in a very large number of senses®’. One of these is when
the verb is used of a man in relation to a woman or of a woman in relation to a man.
In both cases the sense is to have as wife / husband, i.e. ‘to be married to’. As
examples I cite: Homeros, Odysseia, IV. 569: ovvex = €yeig "EAévnv xal ot
YouPpoc Atog €oot (“for you have Helen to wife and for them you are Zeus’ son in
law™)*’; Xenophon, Kyrou Paideia, 1. 5. 4: Kvo&dpng 8¢ ... émeune ... mpog
Koupoonv tov mv aderpnv €xovta (“Kyaxares send a message to Kambyses who
had married his sister / had his sister to wife”’); Mk 6:18: éleyev &€ 0 " lodvvng 10

"Hpodn 011 0Ok €Eeotiv 6ot €xelv v yuvaika t0D adeddod cov (“it is not
permitted you to have [to wife] (i.e. ‘to be married to’) the wife of your brother™*")
and, what Fee mistakenly denies, of a woman who has a husband: Kallimachos,
Aitia, 111. 1. 27: ovk dAAov, voudiov €€€uevar (“not to have another bridegroom /
husband”). In Jn 4:17 the Samaritan woman says: ovk €xm avdpa (“I have no
husband”). Indeed, this meaning (used of both men and women) must have
occurred times without number in the history of the language and still occurs in
Neohellenic extremely frequently. The idea of “having a wife / husband” or of
“being married” signals to Fee “sexual relations”. He thus thinks that “to have a
wife / husband” means nothing other than “to have sexual relations with one’s wife
or husband”. This is a great mistake. As I have pointed out in my earlier study,
sexual relations are naturally implied in every normal marriage. But this idea is

*! Caragounis, “Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” 547 f.

2 A, Anuntpdxov, AeEikov GAng tic EAANVIKTIC YAdoong, devotes to its uses 3,5 follio pages
listing 55 meaning units, which contain even more particular senses.

2 See also Homeros, Odysseia, V11. 313; Ilias 111. 53; V1. 398.

** That this is a case of marriage, not merely of sexual relations (Fee’s thesis) is shown by
Josephos’ explicit words in Antiquities, XVIIL. 5. 1 (= XVIIL. 110).
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only in the background when this expression is used. To the Greek mind sexual
relations are not the primary or consciously most highlighted meaning of the word
€xelv yovoika / dvdpo. For a Greek “to have a wife” means “to be married” and in
certain contexts “to get married”. Accordingly, the Samaritan woman is not saying
to Jesus “I am not having sexual relations with any man (viz. today, yesterday or
tomorrow)”, but “I am not married to any man”!

Fee, who wants to interpret €x€tm in 1 Cor 7:2 not of marriage but of having
sexual relations, claims that “there is no known evidence that the idiom ‘to have a
wife’ means ‘to take a wife’” and argues that the meaning of €yétm is “to take a
woman sexually”>. He tries to establish this meaning by means of Ex 2:1. That Fee
has misinterpreted this passage I have shown already in my earlier article, to which
the reader is referred®®. Here I reiterate one of the texts I took up at that time, with
regard to which Fee now keeps quiet. Tob 3.8: reads:

"Hv Sedouévn Gvdpdoly €mntd, kol Acpodovg 10 movnpov dotpdviov dnéktelvey
ahToVg TPLY f YEVESBaL atovg uet adTig ag £v yuvoréiv. Kot einov ovt OV cuvielg
dmomviyousd cov ToUg Avdpagc; N £nto EoyEeC Kol £vog aTdV 0VK MVEGONG

She [Sara] had been given to seven men, but Asmodeus the evil demon killed them one
by one before they had been [lain] with her as with women. And they [the servant girls]
said to her: Do you not understand that you strangle your husbands? you have already
been married to seven of them and you have had no pleasure with anyone of them!*’

This passage states that Sara had been married (€oyeg) to seven husbands but
that she had had no sexual relations (@vao6Ong, cf. also mpiv i} yevécBor avtovg et
ovtiic) with anyone of them! This passage deals the coup de grdice to Fee’s
interpretation. It is so decisive that it ought to have settled the matter long ago.

In spite of this, Fee, who perceived that his argument had been refuted, in his
rejoinder, having nothing substantial to counterpose, merely quibbles that:

The verb is used to refer to someone who is, or has been married, not to someone

. . . . 28
heretofore unmarried who is going to “take a wife””".

It seems that Fee’s theory must die “the death of a thousand qualifications”. This
new objection by Fee simply flies in the face of Tob 3:8, which uses the verb €y
when speaking of Sara’s seven marriages, i.e. she took (€oyeg) seven men, and in
regard to whom it is stated that she has had no sexual relations with anyone of them!

S0 in his commentary, 278. See also Caragounis, “‘Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?” 547.

%6 Caragounis, ““Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?”, 548.

*7 For this use of dvivnut see Euripides, Medeia 1348: d¢ otte AEKTpov veoydumv dvicopot
(“who will have no pleasure of the newly-wed bed”).

8 Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1-7 Revisited”, 210.
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This Tobit passage is not unique in using €x® (dvdpa / yuvoiko) in the sense of
marrying or getting married to a wife or a husband. This meaning is found also e.g.
in Herodotos, 111. 31:

161 ovv KopBvong &ynue v €popévny, LeTO pévtol 0O TOAAOV xpdvov £y eV
dAAnV aderonyv (“Then Kambyses married (€ynue) his beloved (a sister of his), and soon
afterwards he married (£oyev) another sister”)”.

No one can dispute the fact that here, too, the verb €oyev is used in the sense of
“got married”. Indeed, the matter is so clear that Fee’s ‘problem’ with this
expression should never have seen the light of day.

In this connection, Aristoteles is quite instructive. In his Categories, 15b, in
which he discusses the various uses of the verb €yelv, he writes:

€xelv yop olklav Kot aypov Aeyouebao. Aeyoueba 8¢ kal yuvoiko €LV Kol 1 yovn
dvépo €olke O AALOTPLOTOTOC O VOV PNOELG TPOTOG TOD EYELY ELVOL" OVIEV YO GAAO
@ €YELV YUVOTKO ONUOLVOUEV 1| OTL GUVOLKET.

We speak of having a house or a field. We also speak of having a wife and of a woman
as having a husband. But the last instance of ‘having’ just mentioned seems to be quite
different, since by having a wife we mean nothing other than to live with a wife.

What Aristoteles means is that having a wife or a husband does not signal
possession as in the case of a house or a field, but relation: it means to live with a
wife or a husband, that is, to live in the married state (cuvoikei). Now living in the
married state implies much more than sex. Though important, sex occupies a very
small part in the lives of the partners. What suvoixel means becomes clear from 1 Pt
3:7, who uses the same verb as Aristoteles, when he writes:

ol GVIPEG OMOLOG GLVOLKODVIEG KOTA YVAGLV OC AGOEVESTEP® GKEVEL TA YLVOLKI®,
OTOVELOVTEG TLUTV OG KOl GLUYKANPOVOUOLG XAplTtog Lmig, KTA.

Surely, Peter is not urging the husbands here fo be having sexual relations with
their wives, but to live their lives together daily in a manner that is consonant with
their faith!

¥ See also LSJ, s.v. £éxo.

% See further the distinction in the philosopher Simplikios, In Aristotelis categorias
commentarium, 8. 368 and 372, between possession (ktuoto) and relation (oy€oiv), in which he
also quotes Aristoteles on the various meanings of €xetv.
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5. The Meaning of cvyyvaun

The meaning of cuyyvoun has been adequately discussed in my earlier paper. There
is no need to enlarge on this at present, especially since Fee has not really
controverted my findings. He merely thinks that:

It is difficult to imagine that the Corinthians could have been able to extrapolate all of
this out of a mere katd cLYYVOUNY.”"

This remark appears to stem from a lack of feeling for the pulse of the language, the
idiom, the shared stock between those who communicate in Greek. “Extrapolating
this” may be difficult for Fee but not for the Corinthians, who used the same
language as Paul and knew what he was saying. | have discussed this matter fully in
my 1994 study™.

6. Conclusions

The above discussion is a response to Dr Fee’s attempt to controvert my criticism of
his interpretation of 1 Cor 7:1-7. Fee’s present article bristles with problematic
grammatical assertions exhibiting a rather vague understanding of what is possible
or impossible in Greek. But it has given me the opportunity to return to this subject,
to answer his objections, and to provide more evidence, an evidence that shows that
Fee’s interpretation of the Greek text is unnatural and defective.

The first two verses should be translated as:

“Now with regard to what you wrote to me about, it is better for a man not to touch a
woman [i.e. not to marry]. However, on account of [your] sexual urges let each man have
his own wife and each woman have her own husband [let each man and each woman get
married]”.

3 Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1-7 Revisited”, 212.
32 Caragounis, ““Fornication’ and ‘Concession’?”, 554-59.



