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CHAPTER 4

THE HETERONOMOUS BODY: SLAVERY, HUMANNESS AND
SUBJECTIVITY IN JOHN CHRYSOSTOM’S INTERPRETATION OF
1 CORINTHIANS 7:21-23

1 INTRODUCTION

The aim of this chapter is to problematize the concept of the heteronomy of the slave-body. The
concept of heteronomy was already mentioned in the previous chapters, but here the focus will
be more direct. The issue will be demonstrated by means of Chrysostom’s interpretation
of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23. The heteronomy of the body is directly related to the metaphor of
slavery, which has already been seen in the Stoic and Philonic sources. The chapter will
therefore start by delineating the exegetical difficulties underlying 1 Corinthians 7:21-23,
followed by a brief synthesis and elaboration on the nature of Stoic-Philonic metaphorical
slavery, and then an analysis of Chrysostom’s interpretation thereof. Finally, the concept of
heteronomy also concerns issues of agency and subjectivity, and this chapter will be concluded
by reading the results in the light of recent debates on agency and subjectivity with regard to

slavery.

2 THE PROBLEM OF 1 CORINTHIANS 7:21-23
There are almost no instances in the authentic Pauline letters where Paul addresses slaves

directly.”®® The pericope in 1 Corinthians 7:21-23 (and, one could possibly argue, Gal. 3:28) is

%5 One of the purposes of this chapter is to provide and examine the sources, since the problem of sources in the
study of late ancient slavery is notorious. Sources cannot be viewed in fragments and since this dissertation does not
provide an appendix of translations of sources, the sources will be cited in the chapters that discuss Chrysostom’s

commentary. It is therefore necessary to quote longer sections from ancient sources.
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an exception to this, in which Paul directly tells slaves the following (1 Cor. 7:21; UBSY):
dOVAOG €KANONG, U ool peAétw AAA” el kat dUvaoatl eéAev0epog yevéoDal HaAAov
xonoat The text is difficult to translate, but it could literally mean: ‘Were you a slave when you

were called? Do not let it trouble you, but if you can become free, rather use it.’

One immediately notices the ambiguity in this verse. It is specifically found in Paul’s
brachylogy’”® in the phrase naAAov xonoat This phrase could be translated quite literally as

‘rather use [it].” But what is it that the Corinthian slaves should use? Do they need to use their
status as enslaved, or freedom? Does he perhaps refer to the slaves’ ‘calling’ from God, that they
need to use despite their social status? The pericope is littered with grammatical, syntactical and

semantic ambiguities.”’ The meaning of the verb xoaopat in the aorist imperative raises several

possibilities for its translation. Some state that the aorist could indicate a ‘definite opportunity,’
while others point out that it could also indicate ‘attitude of mind as well as behaviour.”*”®

There are convincing arguments for both possibilities. This chapter, however, is not
concerned here with which reading is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ — the conclusion of the chapter does
represent a decision on the matter though. It is concerned with Chrysostom’s understanding of
the verse. His main discussion of this verse can be found in his commentary on 1 Corinthians. In

Homilia in epistulam I ad Corinthios 19.5, Chrysostom states:

3% Brachylogy is the term used for a grammatical or syntactical omission usually for the sake of brevity or if there is

an assumption that the recipient already knows the contents of the omission.

7 For a detailed discussion of the grammatical difficulties of this pericope, cf. S. Scott Bartchy, MAAAON

XPHZXALI: First Century Slavery and 1 Corinthians 7:21 (SBLDS; Missoula: Society of Biblical Literature, 1973);
Hans Conzelmann, / Corinthians (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 127 (this discussion, however, is not
detailed, and Conzelmann seems to make an easy choice in favour of inserting enslavement as the omission);
Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 315-20; J. Albert
Harrill, The Manumission of Slaves in Early Christianity (HUTh; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 74-75; J. Dorcas
Gordon, Sister or Wife? 1 Corinthians 7 and Cultural Anthropology (JSNTSupp; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1997), 162-63; Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2000), 553-59 (the most detailed discussion); John Byron, Recent Research on Paul and Slavery (Sheffield:
Sheffield Phoenix, 2008), 92-93.

B CF. Thiselton, First Corinthians, 153—54; Byron, Recent Research, 92-93.
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Incredible! Where has he put slavery? In the same way that
circumcision has no benefit, and not being circumcised has no
disadvantage; neither does slavery nor freedom bear any advantage.
And in order to demonstrate this with excellent clarity, he [Paul]
says, ‘But even if you can become free, use it rather,” this means:
rather continue to be a slave. Now for what reason does he tell the
person who might be set free to remain a slave? He wants to show
that slavery is no hindrance but rather an advantage. And we are
not unaware that some people say the words ‘use it rather’ are
spoken with regard to freedom - interpreting it: if you can become
free, become free. But the expression would be quite contrary to
Paul's argumentation if he meant this. For he would not, while
consoling the slave and pointing out that he was in no way
disadvantaged, have told him to seek freedom. Since someone
might say, ‘What then, if I am not able to become free? [ am a
wronged and inferior person.” This then is not what he says, but as
I said, he means to show that a person benefits nothing by being
made free; he says, ‘Even though it is in your power to be made

free, remain rather in slavery’.””’

> Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.156.17-36: Bapai! mov t)v dovAeiav #0nrev! “Qomeg ovdEv
wheAel 1] TegLtopr), ovdE PAATTEL 1] dKkpoBvoTia, oUTwe oVdE 1) dovAeia ovde 1N éAevOepia. Kal tva
del€n tovto oadéotegov Ek megovolag, pnotv: TAAA' el kat dvvaocal éAev0epog yevéoOal, pHAaAAov
xonoatr tovtéott, HaAAov dovAegve. Kal ti dfjmote tov duvdpevov éAdevOepwOnvat keAevel pévety
dovAoV; OéAwV delal, OTL 0VdEV PA&TTELT) DOVAELR, AAAX Kol wdeAel. Kal ovk ayvowm pév 8Tt Tivég To,
MaAdov xonoatr meot éAevOepiag daoiv elpnobai, Aéyovteg, 6t Ei dvvaoatr éAevOepwOnval,
€AevBepOnTL MOAD 0¢ amevavtiac T@ 0T ToL ITavAov 10 gnua, et Tovto aivittorto. OV Yo av
nagapvBovEVOS TOV doDAOV, Kal delkvig ovdEv NdKNUévoV, EkéAevoe yevéoDal éAevOepov. Eime
Yoo av tig lowg: Tt ovv; av un dvvwpatl, Ndiknuat kal NAdTTowpay OV tolvuv tovTo Pnov, &AA' 8TteQ
Epnv, BéAwv detéal 6tL ovdEV MAéov Yivetal @ €AevBéow yevouévw, ¢not Kav kvolog 1) tov

éAevBepwOnval, péve dovAevwv HaAAov.

256



UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

.ﬁ_

i

ﬂ UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
Qo

Chrysostom opts for a reading that assumes enslavement as the substitution for Paul’s
brachylogy; thus, slaves should rather remain slaves than seek freedom. It is clear however from
the section above that even Chrysostom finds Paul’s omission troubling, and that as early as
Chrysostom’s time there had been debate over the meaning of this verse.’® Chrysostom
understands Paul to mean that slaves should rather use their status as slaves, and not necessarily

seek freedom. Chrysostom says that enslavement is no ‘hindrance’ (PAdmtw), probably

meaning no hindrance to being Christian and following Christian (ascetic) values. He affirms this
in his introduction to the Epistle to Philemon, stating (Hom. in Phim. Preface): ‘For this reason
the blessed Paul, when giving them the best advice, said, “Are you called, being a slave? Do not
be concerned about it, but even if you can be made free, rather use it;” that means: remain in
slavery.”®"!
Slaves should rather use their status to exalt God. This same line of argumentation is used
by Chrysostom when quoting this pericope in his discussion in De Virginitate 41.59-66, that both
virgins and slaves have their status in order to glorify God based on Paul’s argument in
1 Corinthians 7:25ff.°® He understands that one’s social status has no bearing with God, since all
are equal before God (probably an allusion to Gal. 3:28). In the section before the passage quoted
above, Chrysostom explains that being a slave is similar to being circumcised (or uncircumcised),
or being married to an unbelieving wife, and concludes that ‘they are no hindrances to piety.” It
is therefore quite clear how Chrysostom interprets 1 Corinthians 7:21, and he does the same in
three instances in his homilies on Corinthians and Philemon, as well as in De virginitate.

Several very important issues come to the fore when examining Chrysostom’s
commentary on the verse. There have been many interesting scholarly interpretations that follow

Chrysostom’s reading. Most notably, Bartchy has argued that it is not the social status that is the

600 Thiselton, First Corinthians, 553-56.

% Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.704.8-12: Aux To0TO Kai 6 pak&ouog TadAog v aiotnv avtoig
elodywv ovUBovATV EAeye: AODAOG €kAIONG; U1 oot peAétw: AAA" el kat dvvaoal éAev0epog yevéoOau,
HaAAov xonoar tovtéoty T1) dovAeia mapdpeve. Cf. also: Chris L. de Wet, “Honour Discourse in John

Chrysostom’s Exegesis of the Letter to Philemon,” in Philemon in Perspective (D. Francois Tolmie (ed.); BZNW
169. Berlin: De Gruyter, 2010), 317-32.

02Cf. Sally R. Shore and Elizabeth A. Clark, John Chrysostom: On Virginity; Against Remarriage (New York:
Edwin Mellen, 1983), 38-39.
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question since the slave has no say in this, but rather the calling that is the main issue.®” Dale
Martin builds on Bartchy’s observations and uses the verse to argue for the upward social
mobility of slaves in the first century.’™ There are many other interpretations that will merit
discussion in this chapter, but before these issues are discussed, one needs to ask what lies
behind both Paul and Chrysostom’s comments to slaves. One of the very crucial issues, in my
opinion, regarding the Pauline-Chrysostomic view of the body is its main characteristic as being
heteronomous. The body always belongs to someone else; it is always a slave to something -
either to Christ, or to the passions and to sin. This is a principle that Berger has traced back as far
as Paul the apostle in early Christian literature.®”® Berger states: ‘The body is thus regarded as an
object for possession, ownership of which can pass from one person to another.’**® We will now
trace the development of this idea in the time of the New Testament and slightly before, since the
New Testament serves as Chrysostom’s primary frame of reference for this issue. But before the
New Testament writings are considered in this investigation, Stoic attitudes to slavery need to be
delineated since they exercised a substantial influence on the New Testament. Philo’s
modification of Stoic thought on the matter will also be discussed, and then our focus will turn to
the New Testament and finally Chrysostom. The following is thus an examination of the

historical development of the notion of the heteronomous body.

3 THE STOICS, PHILO AND MORAL SLAVERY
We have already devoted some attention to discussing Stoic views on slaveholding, particularly
from Seneca’s works. This section will serve as a more general discussion of metaphorical
slavery, and will provide both a short synthesis of previous results as well as a wider elaboration
on the topic with special reference to corporeal heteronomy.

The thought of the body that should be controlled and ruled was common in antiquity.

Probably the most popular example of this is found in Aristotle. He distinguishes between the

% Bartchy, MAAAON XPHEAI, 137-54.

% Dale B. Martin, Slavery as Salvation: The Metaphor of Slavery in Pauline Christianity (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1990).

695K laus Berger, Identity and Experience in the New Testament (Charles Muenchow (trans.); Minneapolis: Fortress,
2003), 64.

° Ibid.
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bodies of men, women, slaves and animals.®”’ Interestingly enough, Aristotle considered non-
Greeks, or barbarians, equal to slaves since they have no governance amongst themselves.®”®
These distinctions are based on some ‘biological’ observations of Aristotle. The slave is marked
for submission and obsequiousness at the hour of his or her birth (Pol. 1.5.1).°”’ Their bodies are
inferior to those of free men, and like animals, they need to be ruled.®'® The free, male, Greek
body was seen as superior and considered the norm. This was also seen in the works of
Xenophon, although he reasons not from the basis of nature but from social inclusion. It was
even true for ancient Greek medical science in the time of Xenophon and Aristotle. In the
Hippocratic corpus, there are no diseases that are characteristic to men.®'' Skinner states: ‘Thus
men are regarded as the physiological norm, while women, with their peculiar bodily organs,
constituted a special case.’®'? Slaves were objects that had to be dominated, and as we have seen
they played an important role in the formation and maintenance of masculinity in antiquity.®"
Being able to master one’s wife, children and slaves characterized what it meant to be a man,

implying that those who had to be mastered were considered ‘unmen.’®'* These unmen were to

be passive subjects upon which the active, freeborn male could exercise authority and, in essence,

%7 Eugene Garver, “Aristotle’s Natural Slaves: Incomplete Praxeis and Incomplete Human Beings,” JHPh 32
(1994): 173-95.

698 Cf. Malcolm Schofield, Saving the City: Philosopher-Kings and Other Classical Paradigms (London: Routledge,
1999), 115-40.

699 Malcolm Heath, “Aristotle on Natural Slavery,” Phronesis 53 (2008): 243-70.

619Cf. Karl Jacoby, “Slaves by Nature? Domestic Animals and Human Slaves,” S&A4 15 (1994): 89-97; Keith R.
Bradley, “Animalizing the Slave,” JRS 90 (2000): 110-25; Chris L. de Wet, “Sin as Slavery and/or Slavery as Sin?
On the Relationship Between Slavery and Christian Hamartiology in Late Ancient Christianity,” R&T 17, no. 1-2
(2010): 30.

' Lesley A. Dean-Jones, Women'’s Bodies in Classical Greek Science (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 110-12.

%12 Marilyn B. Skinner, Sexuality in Greek and Roman Culture (Oxford: Blackwell, 2005), 151 Cf. Dean-Jones,
Women’s Bodies, 110—-12.

613 Cf. Jonathan Walters, “Invading the Roman Body: Manliness and Impenetrability in Roman Thought,” in Roman
Sexualities (Judith P. Hallett and Marilyn B. Skinner (eds); Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 29-46;
Jennifer A. Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 24-29; Kyle Harper, Slavery in the
Late Roman World AD 275—425 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 326-48.

2

614 Janice Capel Anderson and Stephen D. Moore, “Matthew and Masculinity,” in New Testament Masculinities
(Stephen D. Moore & Janice Capel Anderson (eds); SBL Semeia Studies 45; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,

2003), 69.
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penetration.’’® But we also noted that there was a shift during and after the Augustan epoch to
the notion of self-mastery.®'® Foucault states: ‘Whereas formerly ethics implied a close
connection between power over oneself and power over others... [t]he formation of oneself as the
ethical subject of one’s actions became more problematic.”®'” Foucault continues to trace this
important development and centres on Stoic thought, although it was probably present in less
popularized forms before Stoicism. Foucault quotes both Seneca and Epictetus in stating that
being a slave, according to the Stoics, was merely a title, something that one could rise above.’'®

Although the notion of being a slave to a god is absent from Stoic thought, the Stoics did
make some important shifts in views on slavery in the Graeco-Roman world. Furthermore,
although it is difficult and erroneous to assume that Stoicism was monolithic, there does seem to
be some philosophical continuity regarding their views on slavery.®'” Some of the shifts in foci
that the Stoics contributed prepared the ground for Philo and early Christian thinking on slaves
and the heteronomous body.

The Stoics promoted a shift in emphasis from Aristotelian natural slavery to Stoic moral
slavery.®® There is no explicit rejection of natural slavery, but as Garnsey notes: ‘[T]here
appears to be a common assumption that by the early imperial period in Roman history...it was
considered common place that no man was a slave by nature...,” and Garnsey attributes this to

Stoic influence.””' Early Stoic thinking on moral slavery was especially the result of Cynic

15Cf. Paul Veyne, “L’homosexualité a2 Rome,” Comm 35 (1982): 26-33; Walters, “Invading the Roman Body™;
Holt N. Parker, “The Teratogenic Grid,” in Roman Sexualities (Judith P. Hallett & Marilyn B. Skinner (eds);
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997), 47-65.

616 Capel Anderson and Moore, “Matthew and Masculinity,” 69.

1" Michel Foucault, History of Sexuality Volume 3: The Care of the Self (Robert Hurley (trans.); New York: Vintage,
1986), 84.

*'*Ibid., 84-86.

819 peter Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery from Aristotle to Augustine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996), 128-30.

2 John T. Fitzgerald, “The Stoics and the Early Christians on the Treatment of Slaves,” in Stoicism in Early
Christianity (Tuomas Rasimus, Troels Engberg-Pedersen, and Ismo Dunderberg (eds); Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2010), 152-54.

52! Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 128.
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influence, most notably that of Diogenes the Cynic.®*? He was captured by pirates and sold as a
slave. His behaviour, as a typical wise man of antiquity, does not seem to be influenced by his
status as a slave.®” Legal slavery was therefore seen as an external of this life, something over
which human beings have no control. This served as a trajectory for the development of the Stoic

doctrine of ‘indifference’ (détéc(pogog).624 Slavery is neither good nor evil, and cannot

contribute to happiness or unhappiness. Slavery, in the Stoic sense, is more a matter of the
disposition of the soul rather than the material body. A slave in body or in the legal sense can
still be free in his or her mind, as Diogenes has illustrated. It is all a matter of one’s attitude and
behaviour toward external factors that determine freedom or captivity. Legal or institutional
slavery is therefore outside of one’s control and thus something not worth caring about. The
slavery of the soul to the passions, however, is within the control of the individual and is
therefore a matter of concern.®®

We then find with the Stoics the first popularisation of a type of slavery that devaluates
institutional and/or natural slavery for the sake of a moral trajectory. The body is therefore
subject to forces outside of its control. The second-century Stoic, Epictetus, who was himself a
former slave, makes this quite clear: “You ought to treat your body like a poor loaded-down
donkey, as long as it is possible, as long as it is allowed; and if it be commandeered and a soldier
lay hold of it, let it go, do not resist nor grumble.’®*® The institutionally enslaved can be ‘truly’

free in the Stoic sense if they chose not to be moral slaves.

522 Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 130-32. Cf. also: Peter Garnsey, “The Middle Stoics and Slavery,” in Hellenistic
Constructs: Essays in Culture, History, and Historiography (Paul Cartledge, Peter Garnsey, and Erich S. Gruen
(eds); Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997), 159-74.

623 Jackson P. Hershbell, “Epictetus: A Freedman on Slavery,” A4Soc 26 (1995): 185-204.

624 Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 152-53.

625 Epictetus, for instance, states: ‘When the tyrant threatens and summons me, [ answer, “Whom are you
threatening?” If he says, “I will put you in chains,” I reply, “He is threatening my hands and feet.” If he says, “I will
behead you,” I answer, “He is threatening my neck.” If he says, “I will throw you into prison,” I say, “He is

LR}

threatening my whole paltry body,” and if he threatens me with exile, I give the same answer. Does he, then,
threaten you? Not at all. If T feel that this is nothing to me - not at all; but if [ am afraid of any of these he threatens
me.” Arrian, Epict. diss. 1.29.6-8; cited in: Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 32.

628 Bpictetus, Diss. 4.1.76-79; cf. Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 134.
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But behind this lies another important advancement in Stoic thinking against that of
Aristotle. The Stoics believed that slaves partake in the divine reason or logos, and thus have the
ability to reason and rationalise.®”” In the earliest thinking on slavery, slaves were likened to

animals, with the Greek word &vdpdmodov (‘man-footed animal’) being a clear indication of

this.®”® Aristotle did not consider slaves as animals, but he did view them as lacking in the
abilities to reason.’” Slaves can understand but they do not possess reason, which is the defining
mark of separation. The Stoics come in sharp distinction here, and this is also where the Stoic
attitude against natural slavery becomes clearer.”*’ Epictetus states that all humans share the
same kinship due to their descendancy from the gods.”’' Slavery is something that is made by
human laws, not divine and natural laws. Petronius links slavery to fate and dismisses the notion
that people are slaves from birth.**? But the most important difference between Aristotle and the
Stoics is seen with Cicero (and also Seneca), who states that all people are the offspring of the
gods and therefore share the same ‘divine gift of mind.”®*

These advances popularised a type of slavery that was not institutional, and aided in
devaluating institutional slavery. This was certainly problematic, since institutional slavery was
then not regarded as a problem. There is then an interesting development in the thinking
regarding slavery. From the point of considering slaves equal to animals, to the notion of the
slave that is slightly higher than the animal, but still biologically inclined to servitude, to the
slave that has the ability to reason, and thus to choose to be morally free. As Foucault has
pointed out, this started with the concept of the care of the self, in which the self should be
mastered in order to be morally free and achieve happiness. Masculinity was now the ability to

still master one’s wife and slaves, but, perhaps more importantly, to master oneself. It needs to

627 Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 156.

628 Bradley, “Animalizing the Slave.”

629 Garver, “Natural Slaves.”

630 Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 156.

631 Epictetus, Diss. 1.13.3-5; cf. also: Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 156.

632 Petronius, Saty. 71; cf. Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 156.

633 Cicero, Leg. 1.24; cf. also: Arthur A. Rupprecht, “A Study of Slavery in the Late Roman Republic from the
Works of Cicero,” Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1960); William
Fitzgerald, Slavery and the Roman Literary Imagination (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 11, 70—
79; Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 156.
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be understood that these shifts were more than just symbolic or metaphorical. The rules of the
game were changed, or as Foucault has it, a new political game was in play.®** Since all people
are inclined to become slaves of their passions, care needs to be taken to master the body and to
make the soul truly free.

Philo is an important bridge between Paul and the Stoics. Philo shares the characteristics
of Stoicism regarding moral slavery. It is especially seen in his treatise Quod omnis probus liber.
Philo conceptualises two types of slavery.®® Firstly, there is the slavery of the body, or
institutional slavery, while against this, there is slavery of the soul, or moral slavery. The Exodus
account played an important role in Philo’s thinking on slavery. There is a type of hybridity in
Philo’s thinking, exhibiting much reliance on the Stoic concept of moral slavery, but, most
importantly now, the notion of the believer as a slave of God, is an influence from his
monotheistic and Judaistic background.*® Slavery to God then becomes an acceptable form of
slavery. Philo relates Abraham and Joseph as slaves of God. Philo explains (Philo, Cher. 107):
‘For to be the slave of God is the highest boast of a man, a treasure more precious than
freedom...”®” He is not as consistent as Paul would be, but the notion of the slave of God is
present enough to command attention. This type of thinking is characteristically Judaistic rather
than Greek in the Aristotelian or Stoic sense. It is especially in Paul that we find the concept of
the heteronomous body (as a slave of God) in its most developed form.

Thus, in both Graeco-Roman philosophy and in Hellenistic Judaism, we find the concept
of the body that is made to be ruled. Animal bodies are to be ruled by humans, barbarians are to
be governed by Greeks, women are to be ruled by men, and slaves by their free masters. At the
top of this hierarchy is the free Greek (or Roman) male body, which should also master itself,
since it is also inclined to be ruled by its passions, something that is truly shameful and slavish.

But this principle, in the Stoic sense, does not only apply to the free Greek/Roman male, but to

3% Foucault, Care of the Self, 87.

633 Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 157-72.

63 Cf. John Byron, Slavery Metaphors in Early Judaism and Pauline Christianity: A Traditio-Historical and
Exegetical Examination (WUNT; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 106-28; Catherine Hezser, Jewish Slavery in
Antiquity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 55-61.

537 Translation: Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 160-61; Greek text: Cohn [TLG]: 0 Yoo dovAevery Oeq péylotov

abxnua kat ov pévov éAevbeplag. ..
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all human beings who have received reason from the gods. Philo, takes the final step in typical
Judaistic fashion, stating that people should also be slaves of God and not moral slaves to their

passions.

4 PAUL, JOHN CHRYSOSTOM AND THE HETERONOMOUS BODY

In Paul’s introduction in the Epistle to the Romans, he refers to himself as a ‘slave of Christ
Jesus’ (‘“..IlavAog dovAog Xpiwotov ‘Inoov...”), and in the opening of the Epistle to the

Philippians, he calls himself and Timothy slaves of Christ Jesus. Paul’s self-conceptualisation as

a slave of Jesus Christ is especially found in Romans 6:15-23:

What then? Shall we sin because we are not under the law but
under grace? By no means! Don’t you know that when you offer
yourselves to someone as obedient slaves, you are slaves of the one
you obey —whether you are slaves to sin, which leads to death, or
to obedience, which leads to righteousness? But thanks be to God
that, though you used to be slaves to sin, you have come to obey
from your heart the pattern of teaching that has now claimed your
allegiance. You have been set free from sin and have become
slaves to righteousness. I am using an example from everyday life
because of your human limitations. Just as you used to offer
yourselves as slaves to impurity and to ever-increasing wickedness,
so now offer yourselves as slaves to righteousness leading to
holiness. When you were slaves to sin, you were free from the
control of righteousness. What benefit did you reap at that time
from the things you are now ashamed of? Those things result in
death! But now that you have been set free from sin and have
become slaves of God, the benefit you reap leads to holiness, and

the result is eternal life. For the wages of sin is death, but the gift
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of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord.**®

It is quite clear from Paul’s thinking here that one can either be a slave of sin or a slave of
God in Christ.** Slavery to sin is probably a development from the idea of moral slavery found
in Stoic philosophy. Romans 6:6-7 elaborates on the body that belongs to sin: ‘For we know that
our old self was crucified with him so that the body ruled by sin might be done away with, that
we should no longer be slaves to sin— because anyone who has died has been set free from
sin.”®*” Romans 7:4 as well as the discourse in 1 Corinthians 6:20 affirms the view that the body
of the believer now belongs to Christ, and is thus a slave to Christ through righteousness.®*' Thus,
to get back to the passage under discussion, it would be plausible for Paul to recommend that
slaves remain in their state of enslavement, since institutional slavery does not matter anymore.

Although he does not explicitly mention it, it seems apparent that Chrysostom understood Paul’s

phrase paAAov xornoat to imply the Stoic indifference of institutional slavery. We have seen

%3 Translation: NIV; Greek text: UBS*: T{ 00v; &uaQTmiowpev 6Tt 00K €0UEV DTTO VOOV GAAX DO XA&QLV;
pr Yévorto. ovk oidate OTL @ TAQLOTAVETE EXVTOUG DOVAOLGS eig Dmakorv, doDAoL é0te @ VTakoveTte,
froL apaptiag eic Oavatov 1) vmaKong eig dkaloovLVNV; XAOLS d¢ T Oe@ GTL1)TE dOLAOL TNG ApapTiog
vmnkovoate d¢ &k KaEdiag eig 6V MaEeddONTE TUTIOV dOAXNGS, EAevOepWOEvVTEG D& ATO TN apapTiog
£doLVAONTE T dKaooLVY: &vOpWMIVOV Aéyw dx TNV doBévelav TG TAEKOS VUHWV. OTEQ YOO
MAQEOTNOATE T HEAN VU@V doLAa T1) dkabapoia kal T dvopia el v dvopiav, obtwg vov
MaQAOCTHOATE TA HEAT VU@V doDA T1) dukalooUvT) el aylaopov. 6te yag dovAoL fte g apaotiog,
€AevBegol NTe T dkatoovVI). Tiva OOV KAQETOV eixete totTeE €' 0Ig VOV EmatoxVvveoOe; 0 Yoo TéAog
éxelvwv Bdvatog. vuvi 8¢, éAevBepwBévteg amo NG Apagtiag dovAwBévTteg 0¢ @ Oeq, Exete TOV
KaQMOV DUV €lg Aylaouov, o d& tTéAog Lwnv alwviov. ta yag opwvia TS apagtiag 0dvatog, o 0¢
Xa&olopa tob Beov Lwt) alwviog év Xolote 'Inoov te kuolw Huov.

639 Berger, Identity and Experience, 64.

“OTranslation: NIV: Greek text: UBS": 10070 ytv@0oKOVTES, OTL 6 TAAALOS U@V dVOQWTIOE TUVETTALEWON,
tva katapynO1 10 oopa TS AUAQTIAG, TOD UNKETL DOVAEVELV NUAC TN ApaQTia: 0 Yoo amoBavwv
dedaiwTal ATo TG ApaQTiag.

841 Cf. Neil Elliot, The Rhetoric of Romans: Argumentative Constraint and Strategy and Paul’s Dialogue with

Judaism (JSNTSup; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 251-52; Robert Jewett, Romans (Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 417-27.
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this view exhibited in other homilies of Chrysostom. One’s socio-institutional status does not
really matter; it rather matters whether one is a slave of Christ or a slave of sin. This is also
evident in Chrysostom’s commentary on Romans 6:15-23 (Hom. Rom. 11.1).°** Let us turn to

Chrysostom’s explanation of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23. Commenting on 1 Corinthians 7:22, he

states (Hom. I Cor. 19.5):

For the one that was called in the Lord while being a slave, is the
Lord's free person; in the same way, the one that was called, being
free, is Christ's slave. For, he [Paul] says, regarding the things that
relate to Christ, both are equal: and as you are the slave of Christ,
so also is your master. How then is the slave a free person?
Because Christ has freed you not only from sin, but also from
outward slavery while continuing to be a slave. For he does not
allow the slave to be a slave, not even though such a person is
someone in slavery; and this is the great wonder. But how is the
slave a free person while continuing to be a slave? When this
person is freed from passions and the diseases of the mind,

frowning upon riches and anger and all other similar passions.***

642 Chrysostom also uses this verse in his commentary on Paul’s Epistle to Philemon; cf. Hom. Phlm. 3; other
instances of the use of this verse are: Exp. Ps. 112, 143; Hom. Matt. 16, 38, 68; Hom. Jo. 79; Hom. Rom. 1, 12; Hom.
1 Cor. 24; Hom. Eph. 18; Hom. Phil. 13; Hom. I Tim. 5; Catech. illum. 2.11, 3.5.

643 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.156.36-49: ‘O Yoo év Kvolw kAnBeig dovAog, dmeAevOepog
Kvpiov éotiv- opoiwg xat 6 éAevBepog kAnOels, doVAGS €éott ToL Xptotov. 'Ev yap Toig kata XpLotov,
dnotv, apdotegot ioot Opoiws Yo kal oL Tod XpLoTob doDAOE, OHOoiwS Kal 0 deamdTng 6 obc. ITdg odv
0 dovA0G ameAevBepog; “OtL NAevOEpwaé ae 0V TS apapTiag Hovov, dAAx kal ¢ €éEwBev dovAelag
Hévovta dovAov. O0 yap adinow eivat dovAov tOv dovAoV, o0dE dvOpwmov pévovta év dovAeia-
TOUTO YAQ éotL 10 Bavpaotdv. Kat mwg éAev0epds €otiv 6 dovAog, pévwv dovAog; “Otav mabwv
armAAaypévog 1) kal Tov ¢ Puxng voonuatwy, 0tav XoNUATwV Katadovi] Kal 0Qyne kal T@v

GAAWV TV TOOVTWV TAO@V.
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The concept that in Christ all are equal is based on the notion of the heteronomy of the
body. Slaves and freepersons are equal in that they are both heteronomous despite their socio-
institutional status. Universalizing the heteronomy of the body makes it possible for Chrysostom
to interpret Paul’s words on a higher level, namely that of the Antiochene theoria.*** Being
slaves of sin or Christ is the more important motif in this text, and being a real, institutional slave
is merely coincidental. The same reasoning of Philo and Paul is also present with Chrysostom -
there is a good and a bad type of slavery.®” Good slavery means to be a slave of Christ in
righteousness and bad slavery means to be a slave of sin. Chrysostom does make an interesting
statement, in that Christ not only freed the slave from the slavery of sin, but even from ‘outward

slavery’ (‘..tng é€EwOev dovAeiag ..."). This term does not seem to apply to institutional

slavery, but rather to what we could term moral slavery. Chrysostom therefore formulates a
three-tiered view of slavery: a) slaves of sin; b) slaves of the passions; ¢) socio-institutional
slaves.

Chrysostom therefore refines the nature of slavery. Being a slave of sin seems to be
related to the psychic life of the believer - a metaphysical state of captivity not based on the Stoic
notion of being enslaved to the passions. This state of enslavement to sin is annulled upon
confession and especially baptism. This distinction is not yet clear in Pauline literature, but

certainly clear in Chrysostom. Chrysostom provides the reader with a further elaboration of

‘outward slavery.” This type of slavery means being a slave to the passions (‘...maBwv ...”) and
the ‘diseases of the mind’ (‘..twv ¢ YPuxne voonuatwv ..’), in which he especially

highlights greed and wrath, but includes the other passions In the next section of the homily he
would also mention gluttony. Chrysostom does not give much attention to the notion of being
slaves to sin, which seems to be a highly theological concept. In two other homilies, Chrysostom
describes service to the Law as slavery (cf. Hom. Rom. 7.1; Comm. Gal. 5.1). The Pauline notion
of the Law still remains central in Chrysostom’s thinking of enslavement to sin. Discussions of
slavery to sin and slavery to the passions do however go hand in hand in Chrysostom’s thinking.

In this same homily quoted above, Chrysostom defames the Greeks for idolising their passions

4 For a discussion of theoria, cf. Bradley Nassif, “Antiochene 8cwpio in John Chrysostom’s Exegesis,” in Ancient
and Post-Modern Christianity: Paleo-Orthodoxy in the 21st Century - Essays in Honour of Thomas C. Oden
(Kenneth Tanner & Christopher A. Hall (eds); Downers Grove: Intervarsity Press, 2002), 49-67.

3 Garnsey, Ideas of Slavery, 183-86.
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by calling lust Venus, anger Mars and drunkenness Bacchus. But sin is also used to illuminate
institutional slavery. In a homily on Genesis, Chrysostom explains that institutional slavery
entered the world at the time of the fall and expulsion from the Garden of Eden (Hom. Genes.
4).%% This is Chrysostom’s explanation as to why something like institutional slavery exists - it is
due to sin. There is then a strong line of continuity between slavery of sin, the passions and
institutional slavery.
He does devote much of the explanation to this ‘outward slavery,” which is equivalent to

moral slavery, with some interesting points of advice to institutional slaves. Continuing his

discussion of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23, Chrysostom intimates the following (Hom. I Cor. 19.6):

‘You were bought with a price - become not slaves of people.’
This saying is directed not only to slaves but also to free persons.
For it is possible for one who is a slave not to be a slave, and for
one who is free to be a slave. And how can one be a slave and not a
slave? When this person does all for God, with no pretence, and
does nothing out of eye-service towards people, that is how one
that is a slave to people can be free. Or again, how does one that is
free become a slave? When this person serves other people in any
wicked duty, either for gluttony or desire of wealth or for power.
For such a person, while being free, is more of a slave than any

person.®’

846 Cf. De Wet, “Sin as Slavery”; Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World, 213.
%7 Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.156.49-62: Tiuijg 1)yoodoOnte, un yiveoOe dovAot avOQmwv.

Ovtog 6 Adyog 0V TEOG OlKETAS HOVOV, AAAX Kal TtEog EAevBégoug eipntat. "Eott Yoo kat dovAov dvta
un etvat 0ovAov, kat éAevBegov dvta dovAov eivat. Kal g 6 dovAog wv, ovk éotL dovAog; ‘Otav dux
tov Oeov mavta mou), étav un vmoxpivnTat pndé kat oPpOaApodovAelav avOownwv TL MEATTY:
ToLTéOTL, dovAevovta dvOpwmols EAevBegov eivat. "H mag maAwv EAev0epds tic wv, yivetat dovAog;
‘Otav daxovitatl dvOpwmols movnedv tva daxoviav 1 dx yaotolpagylav, 1 dux Xonudtwv

éruBuplav, 1) dx duvaotelov. ‘O Y& TOLODTOC TAVTWY €0TL DOVALKWTEQOG, KAV EAgV0EQOC 1.
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In this section one can see the influence of the haustafeln on Chrysostom’s thinking,
especially Colossians 3:22. Chrysostom universalizes Paul’s imperative in 1 Corinthians 7:23b to
relate to both slave and free. This section is interpreted in the light of two opposites: one can be a
slave to God, but also a slave to people, but not in a legal, socio-institutional sense. This refers to

the 0pOaApodovAeia and avOpwridpeorot of Colossians 3:22, which is then grouped in the

second tier of Chrysostom’s framework. Being a slave to the passions is inevitably linked to

being slaves of people and, especially in Chrysostomic terms, being a slave of vainglory

(cevodoéin).**

References to this type of slavery are numerous in Chrysostom’s homilies on
the Pauline Epistles and Hebrews. References to people as beings slaves of the belly (cf. Hom.
Rom. 13.3, 32.1; Hom. I Cor. 17.1; 28.3; with reference to Esau, cf. Hom. Heb. 31.2), slaves to
lust (cf. Hom. Rom. 11.1,13.3; Hom. I Tim. 18) and slaves to wealth (cf. Hom. Heb. 15.7, 18.4,
25.8) are very common in Chrysostom’s homilies. He uses the instance of Joseph and Potiphar’s
wife as an example of a man who was institutionally a slave, but in terms of virtue, quite free.
Moreover, Joseph’s conniving brothers are described as being the ‘true’ slaves (Hom. I Cor.

19.5). This type of thinking regarding slavery is by definition Stoic. The next section is
especially illuminating (Hom. I Cor. 19.6):

This is the nature of Christianity; in slavery it bestows freedom.
And as that which is by nature an indestructible body then exhibits

itself to be indestructable when being pierced with an arrow, it is

648 Chrysostom is quite vocal on this matter (Hom. Tit. 2.2): ‘But it is impossible that the slave of glory should not be
a slave to all, and more slave-like than slaves in reality. For we do not compel our slaves to perform such tasks, as
glory demands from her captives. Base and disgraceful are the things she makes them say, and do, and endure, and

when she sees them obedient, she is the more urgent in her commands. Let us flee then, I beg you, let us fly from
this slavery.” (Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 62.676.25-32: O0 yao €0y, dvOpwmov 06Eng dovAov, 1)
TAVTWV elval DOVAOV, KAl abTOV TV AvOATOdwWwV dOVAKWTEQOV. OV YA EMUTATTOUEV TOLADTA TOIG
dovAOLS TOIC THeTEQOLS, Ola Ekelvn TOIG VT VTS AAODOLY: aloXQ KAl aloxUvNG YEHOVTA TIAYHATA
kal GOéyyeoOal motel xat mdoxewv: kal paAota Otav dn VTakovovtag, érutelvel HXAAov T
erutaypata. Poywpev odv, PUYwWUEV, TAQAKAA®D, TV dOVAeiav Tavtnv.); cf. especially: John H. W. G.

Liebeschuetz, Ambrose and John Chrysostom: Clerics Between Desert and Empire (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2011), 205-8.
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not harmed; so too is the person that is free, when even under
masters the person is not enslaved. For this reason Paul
recommends remaining a slave. But if it is impossible for the one
who is a slave to be a proper Christian, the Greeks will condemn
the true religion of having a great weakness; but if they can be
shown that slavery in no way hinders godliness, they will admire
our doctrine. For if death does not hurt us, or torture, or chains,
much less slavery. Fire and iron and many tyrannies and diseases
and poverty and wild animals and many things more harmful than
these have not been able to harm the faithful. No, in fact, they have
made them even stronger. And how will slavery be able to harm
us? It is not slavery itself, beloved, that hurts us, but the real
slavery is that of sin. And if you are not a slave in this way, be bold
and rejoice. No one will have power to harm you, having the heart
which cannot be enslaved. But if you are a slave to sin, even

though you are ten thousand times free you have no good of your

freedom.**

% Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.157.41-61: Tolodtov 0 XQuomaviopog: v dovAeia éAevBegiov
xaoiletal Kal kaOdmeo 10 Ppvoel dtowtov owpa, toTe delkvutal dtowtov, Otav defapevov BéAog
undév mdon dewvov: oVTw kal O AkoIPWC €Aev0epog TOTE Patvetal Otav kal deomotag Exwv i)
d0VAWOT. Awx ToUTO KeAeVeL dDoDAOV pHévewy. EL D' oU duvatov doDAov Ovta eivat Xolotiavov, olov Xor),
MOAATV TN evoePelag aoBévelav katnyopovowv “EAANves: womep, av pdbwotv, 6t v evoéfelav
oLdEV BAamTeL dovAeia, Oavpdoovtatl O krjovypa. El yao Bdvartog fjuag ov PAdmtel o0de pdotryeg
0VOE deOoUA, TIOAAQ HAAAOV dovAeia, OO kal oldNEOg Kal Tvpavvidec pvpiat kal véool kat meviat kal
Onola, kal pvola TovLTWV YaAemwtepa, ovk EBAapav Tovg ToTovS, AAAX Kat duvatwTépoug émomoav.
Kat nawg dovAeia BAapat dvvrjoetal, ¢notv; Ovx adtn PAaTtel 1) dovAela, dyamnte, dAA' 11 PpvoeL
dovAeia M ¢ apagptiag. Kav tavtnv pn 1g v dovAelav dovAog, 0agdet kal evPoaivov: ovdeic o
0VOEV AdikNoaL duvroetal AdOVAwTOV €xovta T 10og av d¢ TavTNG 1S dODAOG, KAV HUOLAKIS

€Aev0epoc 1)g, oVdEV BdeAdS ool TG éAgvDeplac.
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This section shows Chrysostom’s discontentment, it seems, with Greek philosophy.
Chrysostom generalizes much in this section, and it is not clear what he means by the ‘Greeks’.
Rather, he seems to be at quarrel with social conceptions of status, which are typically Graeco-
Roman, rather than a specific philosophy. If he is aiming it at a specifically Greek philosophy, he
seems to be pointing to Aristotelian philosophy of natural slavery or perhaps the Xenophonian
notion of social exclusivity. This could be intimated in the first sentence, pointing that at birth
the body is invulnerable and thus not immediately destined to be a slave or not. It could also
imply that the Christian body is invulnerable to death, torture and imprisonment, as also
mentioned in the commentary. I am inclined to understand this section to refer to the latter
probability. His generalizations are probably referring to the active, masculine virtues of Graeco-
Roman society, still very much based on notions of mastery and domination (which are related to
Aristotelian philosophy, but not exclusively reserved by it, as we have seen).®*° The Pauline and
thus Chrysostomic notion of the universally heteronomous body makes it possible to elevate
passive values to the realm of virtue. The crux lies in Chrysostom’s statement that Christians

need to demonstrate that slavery ‘in no way hinders godliness’ (‘... tr)v evoéPelorv ovdev

PAamtel dovAela ..."). As mentioned throughout this study, the Greek view of the body was

based on the free male body as being the norm. The androcentrism of the ancient Greek medical
writers was also pointed out. This view did change during the Roman Empire, when a ‘one-sex’
somatology was promoted. Men and women were in essence, physiologically, the same; the only
difference, according to authors like Herophilus (cf. Soranus, Gyn. 3.3) and Galen (Us. part.
corp. 14.6), was that the female genitals were inverted and the male genitals turned outward. The
scrotum is the equivalent of the uterus, while the penis is like a vagina turned outward.®' This
new understanding of the body and gender during Roman times however did not change the
social values of passivity and activity. Roman views of sexuality still perpetuated the view that
the free, Greek/Roman male or vir is still the penetrator and dominator, while the woman or
femina takes up the role of the passive one who is penetrated. The same is applicable to the
abnormal, passive male or pathicus, who inverts the values of the vir. In this grid, a male slave

could never be a vir, he is always a pathicus, even if the relation is not sexual (although the term

630 Cf. Walters, “Invading the Roman Body”; Harper, Slavery in the Late Roman World, 326-42.

651 Skinner, Sexuality in Greek and Roman Culture, 153.
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mostly implies sexual connotations).’>* The male slave may have a penis, but he does not have a
phallus, hence the phenomenon of many male slaves becoming eunuchs.®> We have seen that
this social system could be termed phallogocentric. Behind this, as also mentioned earlier, lies
the relationship between masculinity and mastery/domination. The slave, whether male or female,
is then the object of domination and mastery, a shameful social disposition. Masculinity and thus

its cardinal virtue or &vdgeia in the Greek are based on masculine virtues. Being active and able

to dominate is honourable, but being a slave who is dominated and passive is shameful. Early
Christianity does seem to represent a shift in this regard. Brent Shaw has shown how early
Christianity promoted passive, feminine virtues rather than mainstream masculine virtues.®>* The
proliferation of feminine values in early Christianity is especially seen in the martyr narratives.
Both Perkins®® and Shaw®® have illustrated how the notion of suffering, a typically feminine
value, was idealized in early Christianity. Aristotle promotes the virtues of being able to resist
and fight back as honourable, while early Christianity rather responded with passive suffering as
a virtue.”’ This is now also seen in Chrysostom’s statement above. He equates slavery with
other passive virtues such as being martyred, tortured or imprisoned, and states that possessing
these values does not hinder godliness. He rather states, in line with Perkins’ and Shaw’s
observations, that these things strengthened the early Christians. It still contains a veiled Stoic
discourse emphasizing moral slavery and the Pauline discourse of slavery to sin. Being slaves to
sin and the passions now become a hindrance to godliness and virtue. Since the body is in any
case heteronomous, with no exceptions, it is not the status of being heteronomous that hinders
virtue, but rather the identity of the metaphorical master of the heteronomous body. If the body is
ruled by sin or the passions, it is shameful, but if it is ruled by Christ, it is honourable and
virtuous. In Chrysostom’s mind then, the heteronomous body serves as a social equalizer, at least

in the eyes of Christ and the church.

652 Cf. Walters, “Invading the Roman Body”; Parker, “Teratogenic Grid.”

653 Glancy, Slavery in Early Christianity, 21-29.

64 Brent D. Shaw, “Body/Power/Identity: Passions of the Martyrs,” JECS 4, no. 3 (1996): 269-312.

653 Judith Perkins, The Suffering Self: Pain and Narrative Representation in the Early Christian Era (London:
Routledge, 1995), 104-23.

656 Shaw, “Passions of the Martyrs.”

571bid., 285.
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As was also mentioned, the problem with this view of the heteronomous body is that it
devaluates the importance of institutional freedom and sidesteps the moral problem of slavery.
Chrysostom too is guilty of this, as seen in the next section of his commentary (Hom. I Cor.

19.6):

So, tell me, what use is it when, though not enslaved to a person,
you bow in subjection to your passions? Since people often know
how to be lenient, but those masters are never satisfied with your
destruction. Are you enslaved to a person? Think about it: your
master is also a slave to you, in providing you with food, in taking
care of your health and in looking after your shoes and all the other
things. And you do not fear so much less you should offend your
master; but the master, in the same way, worries if you do not have
any of those necessities. But the master sits down, while you stand.
So what? Since this may be said of you as well as of the master.
Often, at least, when you are lying down and sleeping peacefully,
the master is not only standing, but experiencing countless
problems in the marketplace; and the master tosses and turns more

painfully than you.®*®

In the following section, the argument for the seriousness of moral and hamartiological

slavery over-and-against institutional slavery receives another premise. The real slave is better

%% Translation: De Wet; Greek text: PG 61.157.61-158.16: T({ y&o ddedog, eimé pot, étav avOQomw pév ur
dOVAEUNG, TOlg d¢ MAOeoL oeavtov VTokatakAivg; Ol pév yao avBowmot kat Gpeloacbat éniotavtal
TMOAAAKIG, €kelvol D& ol deoTdtaL OVDEMOTE KOQEVVLVTAL OOV TG ATwAeing. AovAevels dvOowmw;
"AAAX kal 0 AeoTtdTNG o0l DOVAEVEL DIOKOUUEVOS OOL TX TNS TEODNG, ETLeAOVEVOS TOU TG UYtelag
Kal EvOupATwV Kat VodNUATWY, Kal TV AAAWV aTtdvTwv ppovtiCwv. Kal ovx obtw ob dédowkac, )
TOOOKQOVOTC T AgomoTn, ws éKkelvog dédolke ur Tl ool Twv dvaykalwv emiAinm. "AAA" Exetvog
katdkelrtat, ob 0¢ éotnrac. Kat ti tovto; o0dE Yoo tovTO A’ avT@ HOVoV, ZAAX kal mapa ool
IToAAGKIS YOUV 00U KATAKEHEVOL Kal OTVOLVTOG 1)0€wg, €kelvog oy éoTnke HOVOV, AAAX Kal puolag

vmopével Blag Emi TG &YyoQAgs, Kal AYQUTIVEL 00D XAAEMWTEQOV.
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off than the moral slave because human masters can be kind and forebearing, while the passions
are all equally harsh masters, more than any human master could be to his or her slave. He also
elaborates on the notion that the master is in fact also a slave to his or her slave. This same type
of reasoning is found with Chrysostom’s teacher, Libanius. And as we have seen, it also has
parallels in Theodoret.

The oration of Libanius utilizes the rhetorical trope of dialexis in which opposites are
equated for the sake of irony. This type of rhetoric, found both with Chrysostom and Libanius,
aims to ameliorate the problem of institutional slavery, in that it states that all people are in any
case slaves. The master is a slave to the cares of the world, while the slave only needs to do what
he or she is commanded. It is this type of rhetoric that aided in the perpetual survival of
institutional slavery in the late ancient world.

What has been seen thus far is how intertwined the language of slavery is in the world-
view of the ancient authors quoted above, Chrysostom being no exception. Often this type of
language is simply labelled as slave-metaphors, which does not say much about institutional
slavery except validating its existence and necessity. From the discussion in this chapter,
however, it can be seen that the language of slavery, and slave-metaphors, are intricately linked
with dynamics of institutional slavery, and these two aspects cannot be treated separately. In
Chrysostom’s exposition of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23, institutional and metaphorical or symbolic
slavery are inseparable, and in fact two sides of the same coin. Sin is seen as the origin of
institutional slavery, while in the eyes of the Stoics, Philo, Paul and Chrysostom, moral slavery
did affect the status of an institutional slave, even if only on a metaphysical level. What has been
exhibited so far is the potency of the slave-metaphor in Chrysostom’s thinking. Being a slave to
Christ (or sin, for that matter) is not merely a comparison, but it is a metaphysical reality to
Chrysostom. There are three levels of enslavement - namely being a slave to sin, a slave to the
passions and an institutional slave. Both sin and the passions of the body should therefore be
brought into submission to Christ, the heavenly master. Like Paul, the holy person is a slave of

Christ.

5 HETERONOMY, SUBJECTIVITY AND THE PROBLEM OF HUMANNESS IN
CHRYSOSTOMIC THOUGHT
In the light of the findings on the heteronomy of the slave-body, and the close symbolic links
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between institutional and metaphorical slavery, issues of subjectivity and humanness inevitably
rise. It has been mentioned in several instances that slaves were considered both as persons, that
is, human beings, and as property. The latter will be the topic of chapter 6. This statement,
however, that slaves are also human, is somewhat problematic, since it implies that the humanity
of the slave should be ‘discovered’ by scholarship, rather than assumed. Heteronomy assumes
that human/divine beings rule all other human bodies. Being ruled by the passions is a distinctly
human experience. The slave-body is therefore seen as a human subject. But what does this link
between heteronomy and humanness tell us about the power-dynamics in both the habitus of
Roman slavery and in Chrysostom?

In the same line as Hartman, I would hypothesize that the concept of the humanity of the
slave in antiquity (or modernity) is in itself a technology of repression and regulation, very much
in the same way as the concept of ‘soul’ functioned. Hartman states: ‘I argue that the barbarism
of slavery did not express itself singularly in the constitution of the slave as object but also in the
forms of subjectivity and circumscribed humanity imputed to the enslaved.’®’ Hartman
continues to argue that notions of the humanity of slaves in fact intensified the suffering of slaves.
Furthermore, Johnson rightly affirms that rather than seeking the humanity of slaves, or proving
that slaves were in fact ‘human’ and had self-directed agency, the humanity of the slave should
be assumed in the historical investigation. Moreover, it is exactly this recourse to the ‘humanity’
of slaves that led to highly oppressive forms of regulation and control. In Foucault’s terms, the
docile body is made docile by various technologies of subjection - and humanness is one such
technology. This is one of the major difficulties with most ancient writings promoting the
humane treatment of slaves - this includes the Stoics, New Testament, even Gregory of Nyssa
and of course, Chrysostom.

How does humanness function as a technology of subjection? The traits that are distinctly
human, such as having a body that can experience pain, threats to family life via manumission,
the rationing of food, sleep, regulating sexuality, etc, serve as strategies for controlling the slave.
This was seen with Xenophon, Cato, Varro and Columella in their discussion on the management

of slaves. These authors exhibit these strategies more directly, but it is certainly more subtle in

69 Saidiya V. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection: Terror, Slavery, and Self-Making in Nineteenth-Century America
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 6. I am very grateful to Jennifer Glancy for pointing out this source to
me, as well as the work of Walter Johnson, “On Agency,” JSocHist 37 (2003): 113-24.
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the Stoics and Chrysostom. The Stoics and most other early Christian authors promote the

humane treatment of slaves - thus, humanity is something that should first be discovered. By

emphasizing the humanity of the slave, however, one also intensifies the possibilities for

recourse to disciplinary measures that are distinctly human.

Related to the concept of humanness is that of agency. This is the main topic of
Johnson’s study, but is also a key to Hartman’s work. Johnson is correct in noting that concepts
of agency related to slavery have been influenced by nineteenth-century debates on liberalism
and subjectivity.®® Many scholars, erroneously in my opinion, ask whether slaves had personal
free agency. In other words, did they have the freedom, despite their enslaved status, to make
independent choices? The problem here is that it assumes slaveholders did have agency. Agency
is in itself a very complex issue, and in the context of antiquity, where all bodies were considered
to be heteronomous, it is even more problematic. Agency is directly related to the notion of
subjectivity, and while debates on slavery and agency are often conducted in the background of
nineteenth century liberalism, as Johnson rightly notes, the concept of the death of the subject, as
Nietzsche had it, bears much relevance here.®®' This was the starting-point for Foucault’s work
on the subject. The idea that a subject is free to make his or her own decisions, based on agency,
and thus form themselves as subjects, does not take into account that subjects are produced by
discourses, institutions and relations of power. This demonstrates the potency of the habitus of
Roman slavery - the lives of both slaves and slaveholders are rather scripted by the social forces
and power-structures of the epoch. This is also Merleau-Ponty’s point: ‘Again, it is clear that no
casual relationship is conceivable between the subject and his body, his world or his society.
Only at the cost of losing the basis of all my certainties can I question what is conveyed to me by
my presence to myself.’®** Being part of society, culture and history, and in this context, a
heteronomous body, implies that the subject, or the self, could not possibly be free or have
something called free personal agency, despite claims (by Stoics and Christians alike) that

certain forms of behaviour represent ‘true’ freedom. Humanness and the human being is an

669 Johnson, “On Agency,” 115.

5! This is especially highlighted in Friedrich Nietzsche’s work, The Gay Science (Walter Kaufmann (trans.); New
York: Random House, 1974).

%62 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception (London: Routledge, 1962), 504.
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invention of the concurrent society, and as Foucault has famously remarked in his history of the

human sciences:

As the archaeology of our thought easily shows, man is an
invention of recent date. And one perhaps nearing its end. If those
arrangements were to disappear as they appeared, if some event of
which we can at the moment do no more than sense the
possibility...were to cause them to crumble, as the ground of
Classical thought did...then one can certainly wager that man

would be erased, like a face drawn in sand at the edge of the sea.’®

The rise of the human sciences, or humanities, with its accompanying disciplines of
Psychology, Psychiatry, Sociology, Philosophy, Criminology, etc, were part of this search for
subjectivity, or what it means to be a self. Heteronomy is an ancient manifestation of this social
dynamic, and it inevitably produces and regulates the bodies of slaves and slaveholders. The fact
that the sources from this epoch are not written by slaves also complicates the matter. For
instance, in terms of resistance, are those stereotypical slave ‘vices’ like laziness and baseness
due to the upbringing of slaves, as Chrysostom believes, or are they subtle forms of resistance as
Bradley has noted?°**

The point here is also a caveat. While reading ancient slavery in the context of the
heteronomous body, questions of humanness and agency need to be carefully assessed. I prefer
not asking whether slaves were acting out of agency or not, nor whether they were human or not.
Rather, I would ask here how the concept of humanness in these ancient writings serves as a
strategy for producing docile bodies and maintaining the system of slavery.

Chrysostom often falls back on the humane treatment of slaves. As we have seen before,

the notion of reforming the slave-body is done by various technologies. I would argue that

Chrysostom’s concept of humanness or philanthropy (ptAavOpwmia) is in fact a technology

663 Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences (Charles Ruas (trans.); London:
Routledge, 1970), 387.

664 Keith Bradley, Slavery and Rebellion in the Roman World, 140 B.C. - 70 B.C. (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1989), 115-18.
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similar to that of the ‘soul’. While much critique is given on the de-humanization of slaves, the
humanization of slaves is equally problematic. By humanizing the slave, and having the
slaveholder function on the premises of philanthopy, the opportunity for further oppression, often
done by means of normalization in this case, becomes possible. It now implies that the slave has
a soul, and thus the capacity for virtue. In other words, the heteronomous body of the slave now
becomes viable for social reproduction. As a human, the slave still answers with his or her body.
In Chrysostom’s case, not via violent corporal punishment, but via subtler forms of oppression,
namely Christian normalization and masculinization. Having the slave remain in a state of
slavery, as the scriptural apparatus of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23 does, yet promoting the humanness
of the slave and philanthropy of the slaveholder, a perfect storm is formed, suitable for subtle
oppression via spiritual exercises or exercises of the ‘soul’. What Johnson calls the ‘bare life
existence’ of slaves, namely eating, sleeping and relieving oneself ‘were sedimented with their
enslavement.”®®® With Chrysostom’s propositions noted in this chapter, as well as in the chapter
before, the oppression of enslavement becomes much more pervasive, since it uses some of the
most potent technologies of submission, namely humanness, philanthropy and the soul.

Rather than reading the statements of humanness and philanthropy of the Stoics, Paul or

6% has notoriously

Chrysostom as positive forms of resistance from slaveholders, or as Vogt
argued, a type of civilizing process, humanness and philanthropy should be read with much
suspicion. Since the heteronomy of the ancient body, as a social disposition, produced the bodies
of both slaves and slaveholders, agency and resistance become ambiguous, even opaque, and
humanness and philanthropy should be viewed not as ameliorative, but in fact, as some of the
most subtle technologies for oppressing slaves and reproducing them as docile bodies. Hartman’s
statement serves again - rather than seeking or promoting the humanity of slaves, the humanity

should be a simple axiom in the historical investigative enterprise.®®’

663 Johnson, “On Agency,” 115.

668 Joseph Vogt, Sklaverei und Humanitdt im klassischen Griechentum (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1953); this work was
also very much the object of critique by Moses 1. Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology (Princeton: Markus
Weiner, 1980), 122-128.

57 Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 5—6.
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6 CONCLUSION

The interpretation of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23 by Chrysostom justified the slaveholding practice. In
fact, with the exception of Origen and Jerome, patristic exegesis seems to favour a reading of
verse 21 that slaves should remain enslaved. This view was undoubtedly influenced by the slave-
texts of the Deutero-Pauline Epistles, especially the haustafeln. In terms of the meaning of verse
21, I am inclined to reason against Chrysostom and other patristic authors. I am of the opinion

that the phrase paAAov xornoat should be understood as advice to slaves to obtain freedom.

Both Harrill®®® and Fitzgerald,*” rightly I believe, indicate that it would be highly unlikely,
ludicrous rather, for Paul to allow a slave to refuse an owner’s grant of manumission. If the
option of obtaining freedom is available, it should be utilized.

We are still faced with the bulk of patristic authors arguing the opposite. Chrysostom
attempted to solve this problem by using both Stoic and typically Pauline notions of slavery. The
actual problem of remaining a slave was side-shifted and slavery to sin and the passions were
emphasized at the cost of ignoring the social problem of institutional slavery. This type of
language was not simply metaphorical or symbolic. It would also be erroneous to separate the
symbolic and metaphorical language of slavery from literal and practical advice and guidelines
to slaves and masters. There exist some very real conceptual links. These two discourses are
connected and inevitably influence each other. This is a very important point this chapter has
demonstrated. There are no neat lines between institutional and metaphorical slavery.
Metaphorical slavery distracted people from the actual problem of institutional slavery.
Discourses of being enslaved to sin and the passions also provided a myth of origin for
institutional slaveholding, and since the problem of sin and the passions could only be ‘solved’ at
the point of the eschaton, so too will institutional slavery only come to an end when there is no
more sin. This highly problematic reasoning perpetuated the existence of the habitus of Roman
slaveholding. At the centre of this discourse and interpretation of 1 Corinthians 7:21-23 by
Chrysostom functions the concept of the heteronomous body. Since all bodies are designed to be
ruled, in the Philonic and Pauline sense, by either God or sin, the problem is not being a slave,
which is inevitable, but rather to whom one chooses to be a slave. This is a development away

from Stoic thinking that still had a strong valuation of liberty. But the Stoic notion of

668 Harrill, Manumission of Slaves, 84—1217.

669 Fitzgerald, “Treatment of Slaves,” 152.
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‘indifference’ did not help in ameliorating the problem of institutional slavery. The combination
of Stoic concepts such as indifference and Hellenistic-Judaistic formulations of divine slavery
supported the notion of the heteronomy of the body, a concept also clearly present in
Chrysostom’s reasoning. The idea that there could be a slavery that was ‘good,” and the
proliferation of passive, feminine values in early Christianity added fuel to the fire. The problem
reaches its climax in that notions of humanness and philanthropy serve as technologies for
oppressing the slave-body. Humanness and philanthropy should not simply be accepted as being
admirable virtues and principles. The heteronomy of the ancient body complexifies concepts
agency and resistance, and so humanness and philanthropy should be understood as being part of
the problem of slavery. Rather than seeking the humanity of slaves, the humanity of slaves
should be assumed. Thus the notion of the heteronomous body was a pillar in the habitus of

Roman slaveholding, still central to Christian and non-Christian thought in late antiquity.
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