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Thesis Summary

Ecclesial Metaphor in the Epistle to the Ephesians
from the Perspective of a Modern Theory of Metaphor

By John Kenneth McVay

This thesis approaches ecclesial metaphor in Ephesians from the vantage
point of modern theories of metaphor from which concepts are borrowed and
shaped into methods for evaluating ancient metaphor. These methods treat
"mechanics,” interaction of components, age and contextual function and are
employed 1n studying the principal ecclesial metaphors of Ephesians--the church as
1) body (1:22-23; 2:16; 4:1-16; 5:23); 2) building/temple (2:19-22); 3) bride (5:21-
33).

The body metaphor is developed in Eph. 4:11-16 with three submetaphors
(Christ as "head"; "ministers” as "ligaments"; congregants as "parts"). Additional
uses guard against pressing too far the identification of Christ as head of the body.

These findings are confirmed by comparison with body metaphors in Greek and

Latin authors and in the earlier Pauline Epistles. The development of the Pauline
image is judged within a matrix of themes, especially "unity" and "ministry." The
body metaphor of Eph. 4:11-16 functions to encourage a heightened appreciation
for "ministers" provided by the ascended Christ.

In Eph. 2:19-22 the church i1s i1dentified as a building/temple complete with
building materials, foundation and cornerstone. The qualities of this metaphor are
assessed in view of similar metaphors in the NT (1 Cor. 3:9b-17; 6:19; 2 Cor. 6:14-
7:1; 1 Pet. 2:4-8) and the Qumran Library. The building/temple metaphor
functions in an inclusive and idealistic way that reflects on Jewish-gentile conflict

in the hope of enhancing cohesion among the addressees.

The metaphor of the church as bride occurs as part of a Haustafel and is

evaluated with the aid of other espousal metaphors (Ezek. 16:1-14; 2 Cor. 11:2-5;

LI



Rev. 19-22). The bridal metaphor expresses the muted eschatological perspective
of the letter and brings the covenant-loyalty of the divine bridegroom to bear
upon the marital fidelity of Christian husbands.

Reading the ecclesial metaphors from the perspective of a modern theory of
metaphor accents their interrelationships. All apply language that could be used

elsewhere in a negative context in an idealistic manner to describe the Christian

church at large.
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CHAPTER 1

APPROACHING ECCLESIAL METAPHOR
IN THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS

In a recent presentation, Steve Kraftchick recognized the lack of attention
to metaphor as metaphor in Pauline studies. Contrastingly, Kraftchick spoke of

the burgeoning discussions of metaphor among literary theorists to the point of

"metaphormania.” He noted that an interest in metaphor has colored theological

discussions and, in the arena of New Testament studies, has become an important

theme in research on parables. However, Pauline studies have not (yet) been

affected significantly by this research. While the word "metaphor" appears
frequently in exegetical discussions of the Pauline materials and studies of

individual metaphors have been forthcoming, the subject of metaphor itself is

rarely given much attention. Instead, beneath the surface of many treatments of

Pauline materials lie outmoded assumptions concerning metaphors, that they are

"ornamental or extraneous devices of language, pleasant to the eye or ear, but of

little or no consequence for serious discussions of truth or reality." While

"metaphors are noticed by exegetes or biblical theologians, this is usually in

passing and only done to present the reader with a translation into non-

metaphoric terms." Kraftchick believes that the discipline of New Testament

studies would benefit greatly if consideration of metaphor would move to the

centre of excgesis.l

1*paul as Strong Poet: Metaphor, Irony, and Re-description in Pauline Theology," Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature convention, New Orleans,
Louisiana, 17-20 November 1990. The quotations are drawn from AARSBLA (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1990), 306-7. Kraftchick’s presentation made a contribution to filling the lacuna he

discloses by providing an examination of the function of military metaphor in 2 Cor. 10:3-6.

1
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In this introductory chapter modern perspectives on metaphor are examined
with a view to appreciating their application to ecclesial metaphor in the Epistle
to the Ephesians. Recent and numerous studies have resulted in a wide variety of
concepts and theories concerning the definition and function of metaphor. But
with all of the divergences, a reasonably well-defined approach to metaphor can

be discerned which could be called "a modern view of metaphor."? This chapter

reviews this modern view and explores approaches to the evaluation of metaphor

while investigating the propriety of applying both to the theme of ecclesial
metaphor in the Epistle to the Ephesians.

I. A Modern View of Metaphor and Metaphor in the Epistle to the Ephesians

A. Modern Theories of Metaphor

Most modern theorists advocate perspectives on metaphor that could be

described as "incremental” and "interactive." They are "incremental" in holding

that metaphor is a unique cognitive instrument which expresses meaning not

“Among the important works which I take to express this "modern view of metaphor” are the
following: William P. Alston, Philosophy of Language, Foundations of Philosophy Series
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964); Monroe C. Beardsley, "Metaphor,” in P. Edwards, ed.,
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 5.284-89 (New York: Macmillan & The Free Press, 1967); Max Black,
Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy (Ithaca, N.Y. & London: Cornell
University Press, 1962); Northrop Frye, The Great Code: The Bible and Literature (London,
Melbourne & Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982); Terence Hawkes, Metaphor, Critical Idiom
25 (London: Methuen, 1972); Eva Feder Kittay, Metaphor: Its Cognitive Force and Linguistic
Structure, Clarendon Library of Logic and Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon, 1987); George Lakoff
and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press,
1980); Earl R. MacCormac, A Cognitive Theory of Metaphor (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1985);
I. A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (London, Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press,
1936); Paul Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-disciplinary Studies of the Creation of Meaning in
Language, trans. Robert Czerny (Toronto & Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1975); Janet
Martin Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985); Colin Murray
Turbayne, The Myth of Metaphor (New Haven, Conn. & London: Yale University Press, 1962);
Philip Wheelwright, Metaphor and Reality (Bloomington, Ind. & London: Indiana University Press,
1962). 1 also take the following three collections of essays as largely expressive of "a modern view
of metaphor*: Mark Johnson, ed., Philosophical Perspectives on Metaphor (Minneapolis: University

of Minnesota Press, 1981); Andrew Ortony, ed., Metaphor and Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1979); Sheldon Sacks, ed., On Metaphor (Chicago & London: University of
Chicago Press, 1979).
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adequately expressed in any other way.> They are "interactive” in that these

theories regard this "Iincrement” to meaning as being generated in the interaction

of the components of metaphor. A great deal of emphasis, then, is placed on the

way metaphor functions.

In order to understand the work of such modern theorists, the seminal view

of I. A. Richards may be summarized, the proposals of Max Black and Monroe

Beardsley treated more briefly as later variations of Richards’ work and two more

recent contributions, those of Janet Martin Soskice and Eva Feder Kittay,
examined. There 1s no attempt here to be comprehensive, but rather to lay a
groundwork by considering something of the variety of approaches to the function
of metaphor among "interactive” theorists and to explore issues that interest such

theorists. Both tasks will provide important background for fashioning methods of

disciplined evaluation for ecclesial metaphor in Ephesians.

1. I. A. Richards
In his influential volume, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, 1. A. Richards discusses

metaphor and provides some "simple steps in analysis." Suggesting replacements
for less disciplined vocabulary, he distinguishes between the "tenor" and "vehicle"
of a metaphor. The "tenor" 1s the "underlying idea or principal subject which the

vehicle or figure means."* The "vehicle" is the basic figure which is used to carry

Other broad categories which identify theories of metaphor include: 1) Substitution theories
which hold that a metaphorical expression is employed instead of an equivalent literal one. The
reader’s task is to reverse the substitution and arrive at the literal meaning. In 1962 Black writes
that substitution theories are “strongly entrenched” and have been "until recently . . . accepted by
most writers" (Models and Metaphors, 31-32). Writing more recently (1985), Soskice suggests that
"the basic Substitution theory is in all probability a ‘nobody’s theory’ of metaphorical meaning”
(Metaphor and Religious Language, 26); 2) Emotive theories which see metaphor as making a
unique contribution, not in what is "said” but in its affective impact. Adherents of such emotive
theories are also few. For classifications and surveys of theories of metaphor see Soskice,
Metaphor and Religious Language, chap. 3, "Theories of Metaphor," 24-53; Beardsley, "Metaphor®,
Black, Models and Metaphors, chap. 3, "Metaphor," 25-47; Kittay, Metaphor, chap. 5, "Alternative
Approaches: A Critique,” 178-213.

“Pp. 96-97. The use of the terms "tenor” and "vehicle” is anticipated in the earlier work

Richards co-authored with C. K. Ogden, The Meaning of Meaning (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1923).
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the "tenor.
Othello,

Richards illustrates with the aid of Shakespeare’s phrase from

Steep’d me in poverty to the very lips

where he identifies the "tenor" as poverty and the "vehicle" as "the sea or vat in
which Othello 1s to be stvz':f.:pcd."5

But Richards is not interested simply in distinguishing "tenor" and "vehicle."
He is also interested in the interaction of these two elements and the "transaction"
between them which, for him, generates the real "meaning" of the metaphor.6
The "vehicle” is "not normally a mere embellishment of a tenor which is otherwise
unchanged by it but . . . vehicle and tenor in co-operation give a meaning of more
varied powers than can be ascribed to either."’ Richards extends his view by
holding that the relative contributions of "tenor" and "vehicle" to the new

"meaning” of a given metaphor can vary widely.

At the one extreme the vehicle may become almost a mere decoration or
coloring of the tenor, at the other extreme, the tenor may become almost a
mere excuse for the introduction of the vehicle, and so no longer be ‘the
principal subject.” And the degree to which the tenor is imagined "to be
that very thing which it only resembles" also varies immensely.®

2. Max Black

Max Black retains Richards’ basic view, but formulates the function of
metaphor differently and in greater detail. In his essay on metaphor Black
undertakes to defend an "interaction view" which he believes to be "free from the

main defects of substitution and comparison views and to offer some important

SPhilosophy of Rhetoric, 104-5.

SRichards wishes to reserve the phrase, "the meaning” to apply to "the work that the whole
double unijt does” and to distinguish it from the tenor, "the underlying idea or principle subject
which the vehicle or figure means." Ibiud., 97.

Tbid., 100.

8II:u'i:!..},. 100-101. Richards, in examining complex metaphorical expressions, uses the
terminology "secondary vehicle" (103).
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insight into the uses and limitations of metaphor."
Black dislikes Richards’ use of "tenor" and "vehicle" to designate the
components of metaphor. In his view, Richards vacillates in sometimes using

"vehicle" to mean the metaphorical expression, sometimes the "subsidiary subject”
and sometimes "the connected implication system."'? So Black suggests the terms
"focus" and "frame" which he explains with the help of the following sentence:
The chairman plowed through the discussion.

The portion of the sentence being used metaphorically (here, "plowed"; British
English, "ploughed") Black names the "focus" of the metaphor. The remainder of
the sentence, which 1s being employed literally, is the "frame."!! Taken together,
the "focus" and "frame" compose the "metaphorical statement" which has both a
"principal subject" (what the statement is "really" about) and a "subsidiary subject”
(what the statement would be about if read literally).!2

For Black, metaphor functions through the "interaction" or "interplay" of the
"systems of implication” of these two subjects--the principal and subsidiary. He
compares this interaction to looking at the night sky "through a piece of heavily
smoked glass on which certain lines have been left clear." Just as the glass filters
and organizes our view of the stars, so in a metaphorical statement like, "Man i1s a

wolf," the subsidiary subject, "wolves," organizes our thoughts about the principal

“subject, "people,” 1n new ways. 1

P"Metaphor,” chap. in Models and Metaphors, 25-47; originally published in Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 55 (1954): 273-94. In Pauline studies, Black’s view has been employed recently
by Stephen Fowl who comments, however, that it is "somewhat dated, and open to some revision.”
Nonetheless he takes it to be "relatively sound” and sufficient for his purposes ("A Metaphor in
Distress: A Reading of NHITIOIin 1 Thessalonians 2.7, NTS 36 (1990): 471-72).

10Models and Metaphors, 28, 47 n. 23.
Uppia., 27-30.
121pid., 47 n. 23.

131pid., 38-47. Soskice has criticized thoroughly Black’s views. But, even as she has argued
that Black has misunderstood Richards (see below), I would argue that she has misunderstood
Black. Soskice faults Black for adopting metaphors for metaphor that are not in complete
agreement. But Black uses such language realizing fully that it is metaphorical (Models and
Metaphors, 28, 39) and arguing that to adopt a diversity of metaphors for metaphor is a sound
procedure: "I have no quarrel with the use of metaphors (if they are good ones) in talking about
metaphor. But it may be as well to use several, lest we are misled by the adventitious charms of



3. Monroe Beardsley

Monroe Beardsley attempts to explain metaphor as an "interplay between
two levels of meaning,” the "designation" level (central meaning(s)) and the

"connotation” level (marginal meaning consisting of the properties a word
suggests). Making sense of metaphor involves two steps: 1) Recognition that on
the level of literal meaning a given expression is impossible and 2) Selecting from
the modifier’s marginal meanings those properties than can pertain to the "subject-

thing." So metaphor is "condensed shorthand, by which a great many properties

can be attributed to an object at once." To his view Beardsley puts the label,

"Verbal-Opposition Theory." It may be regarded as "incremental" in that

Beardsley places it over against "substitution" theories and recognizes that ,

our favorites" (Ibid., 39). He then introduces one of his favorites: "Let us try, for instance, to

think of a metaphor as a filter" (I/bid.). The manner in which the metaphor of *filter" is
introduced indicates clearly that Black does not intend "filter® as the only way to envision

metaphor. He anticipates the need for the metaphor to be adjusted by other descriptors. It is
concerning this metaphor of filter that Soskice raises additional criticisms, one being that it fails to
allow for Black’s claim that metaphor can not only pick out similarity, but also create it (Metaphor

and Religious Language, 42). Again, I would argue that Soskice has not given Black his due. He
alters his optical metaphor to allow for the creation of similarity. In using the illustration of a
chess metaphor for battle he writes, "The chess vocabulary filters and transforms: it not only
selects, it brings forward aspects of the battle that might not be seen at all through another

medium. (Stars that cannot be seen at all, except through telescopes)® (Models and Metaphors, 42,
italics mine). She also dislikes Black’s use of "filter" because it conflicts with Black’s perspective

that both the primary and subsidiary subject are influenced by the interaction. She writes, "It is
hard to see how a smoked glass filter is in any way affected by its interaction with the night sky"

(Metaphor and Religious Language, 42). Again, she seems unaware that Black has recognized the
limitation of his own language. But Black’s statement is explicit as he again modifies his

metaphor (here by a kind of reversal): "It was a simplification . . . to speak as if the implication-
system of the metaphorical expression remains unaltered by the metaphorical statement. The
nature of the intended application helps to determine the character of the system to be applied

(as though the stars could partly determine the character of the observation-screen by which we looked
at them)" (Models and Metaphors, 44, italics mine). Soskice seems to have confused one of Black’s
metaphors for metaphor with his view of metaphor. To borrow from Black’s own language, she
needs to allow that Black’s metaphors were designed to be taken less ™emphatically,’ i.e. with less
stress upon their implications” (Models and Metaphors, 43). However, I am in agreement with
Soskice that in Black’s later essay ("More about Metaphor" in Metaphor and Thought, ed. Andrew
Ortony (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 19-43) his "defence of the terminology of
his first essay has resulted in the withdrawal of most of what made his original interactive theory
both interesting and interactive" (Metaphor and Religious Language, 43).
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"metaphorical meanings cannot be limited to already known connotations of a

modifier, because metaphor creates novel senses of words."!4

4. Janet Martin Soskice

Soskice is keen "to show how metaphors can be cognitively unique, that is,
how without being mere comparison they can give us ‘two ideas for one’." So she
classifies her own attempt at a theory of metaphor as an incremental one and
calls it "An ‘Interanimation’ theory of metaphor."l®> Essentially her view (as the
borrowing of the title, "interanimation,” indicates) is a revival of Richards’ ideas on

metaphor which she holds have been misunderstood by Black.

The following quotation points to important aspects of her theory:

It is only by seeing that a metaphor has one true subject which tenor
and vehicle conjointly depict and illumine that a full, interactive, or
interanimative, theory 1s possib]e.16

Any other configuration is in danger of lapsing into an inadequate comparison
view (which she believes Black’s understanding has essentially become). Soskice

prefers Richards’ vocabulary of "tenor" and "vehicle" over that of Black’s "focus"

and "frame" because Richards’ terminology affirms the presence of a single subject

and allows for "subsidiary vehicles."
She illustrates her use of these terms with the following lines:

A stubborn and unconquerable flame
Creeps in his veins and drinks the streams of life.

In the example the "tenor" is the idea of the fever from which the man is
suffering (though fever is never explicitly mentioned), the "vehicle" (or "primary

vehicle") is that of the flame which is itself modified by the "subsidiary vehicle" of

l4"Metaphor,” 286. That his theory is incremental is also shown by his affirmation that
metaphor "is a convenient, extraordinarily flexible and capacious device for extending the resources
of language, by creating novel senses of words for particular purposes and occasions" (Ibid.).

15Metaphor and Religious Language, 43-44.
161bid., 47.
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a beast of prey. "Metaphor” results from the "interanimation" of "tenor" and
"vehicle."1

Metaphor, then, is not a component of a metaphorical statement, but the

entire speech act within its context. Metaphor is "the consequence of the

interanimation of words in the complete utterance."!® So Soskice defends her

definition of metaphor: "“speaking about one thing in terms which are seen to be

suggestive of another."!>

5. Eva Feder Kittay

Eva Feder Kittay regards her view of metaphor as an advance over the

ideas of Richards, Black, Burke and Goodman.? Central to Kittay’s

understanding of metaphor is the concept that "in metaphor what is transferred

are the relations which pertain within one semantic field to a second, distinct

n2l

content domain."“* This basic point requires some definition. She explains

"semantic field" and "content domain" in the following way: "When a set of words,

a lexical set, is applied to a domain unified by some content, a content domain, we

have a semantic ﬁeld."22

Kittay further explicates the function of metaphor by writing:

. » . metaphor can, through a transposition of relations, structure an as yet
unstructured conceptual domain or reorder another semantic field, thereby

altering, sometimes transiently, sometimes permanently, our ways of
regarding our world.®

71bid., 45-46.
181pid., 45.

9bid., 49. 1 take up Soskice’s definition in more detail below in "A Working Definition of
Metaphor." The definition reflects other aspects of Soskice’s view which a brief summary cannot

explore. For example Soskice is concerned that, for a theory of metaphor to be adequate, it must
address both "speaker’s intention in using metaphor® (note "speaking” in the definition) and "the
hearer’s reception of it" ("seen to be" in the definition). Ibid., 44.

20See the bibliography for works by Burke and Goodman.
2Metaphor, 36.

2Ibid., 33. Any "experiential, phenomenal, or conceptual® area which would require a set of
related terms to discuss may be a content domain (e.g. colour, fishing, electricity; p. 34).

Bid., 317.

. A e — gt - £ n [,
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When we describe the playing of a basketball player as "hot" we describe a
"topic," the playing of a basketball player which is part of the "domain" of
athletics, by a "vehicle" ("hot") whose "semantic field" is words which are used to
describe temperature.2* The first-order meaning of terms within the semantic
field of temperature terms is mapped onto the domain of athletics to create
second-order meaning. So we deem a "hot" player to be one who plays well and,
preserving the antonymy of "hot" and "cold," we judge a "cold" player as
performing poorly. For Kittay, then, metaphorical transfer of meaning should be
seen as transfer of relations across different domains rather than, as in Black’s
view, a projection onto the topic of predicates appropriate to the vehicle.

Kittay describes her theory of metaphor as a "perspectival" one because, in
this tracing of relationships of a semantic field onto a differing domain (her

description of the interaction of "topic" and "vehicle"), a new perspective is

achieved.?®

B. Some Tenets of a Modern View of Metaphor

In the preceding section I surveyed the work of some modern theorists,
focusing on their understandings of the function of metaphor. In this segment I
hope to summarize some of the most widely-held tenets of modern views of
metaphor.2® I am not attempting to break any new ground in the area, nor to be
comprehensive in describing modern theoretical approach to metaphor. I wish to

explore tenets of a modern view of metaphor which, I shall argue, have been

24"’I‘opic" is Kittay’s suggested replacement for Richards’ "tenor” which she defends as
"suggesting not an expression in a text, but rather what a text is speaking about" (Ibid., 26). Kittay
emphasizes that the "topic® is not to be identified with the meaning of the metaphor. "Vehicle," in
her use, means both “the label itself and the content that label conveys literally" (Ibid.).

2See Metaphor, chap. 1, "Towards a Perspectival Theory of Metaphor," 13-39 together with p.
140. Stephen Kraftchick has put Kittay’s ideas to use in his analysis of 2 Cor. 10:3-6 where he
sees Paul using the semantic field of warfare and mapping its structures onto the content domain
of apostolic activity ("Paul as Strong Poet").

ZThe reader may wish to consult Kittay’s outline of "the salient features of interactionism"
(Metaphor, 22).
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either neglected or controverted in much past research of metaphor in Paul and
the Epistle to the Ephesians.
Four such tenets seem to me to be particularly important to the study of

ecclesial metaphor in the Epistle to the Ephesians. A modern view of metaphor
holds that:

1) Metaphor is not mere adornment of language.

2) The meaning of metaphor cannot be encapsulated by paraphrase. In this

sense metaphor is "irreducible.”

3) The communicative impact of metaphor should be appreciated (rather

than denigrated).

4) Complex and "mixed" metaphor are, likewise, to be acknowledged rather

than overlooked or devalued.

1. Metaphor is not mere Adornment of Language

The point is often made that, in the "classical view" of metaphorical
language as represented by Aristotle, metaphor "is regarded as a decorative
additive to language, to be used in specific ways, and at specific times and places.
. . ." while "clarity’ is presumed to reside in ‘ordinary’ language, which is non-
metaphorical."27 Aristotle (together with others) is held to contribute to metaphor
becoming "one of the slightly suspect devices available to the stylist only for
special ornamental ‘effects’ . . 28
Recently, Soskice has questioned whether this "substitutionary" view of

metaphor (that a literal term may be substituted for the metaphorical one) should
be credited to Aristotle. The writings of Aristotle and Quintilian do not attempt

to account for the "mechanism" of metaphor, and, if read more objectively, allow

2THawkes, Metaphor, 8.
2bid., 15. Aristotle treats metaphor most fully in Poetics, Chapters 21-25 and Rhetoric, Book
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for a broader, more complex view of metaphor.”? Her review of Aristotle’s
Poetics and Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria leads her to credit the "classical,"
"substitutionary” view to the empiricist critics of rhetoric. At one point she
suggests that, "the real source of the idea that ornament and style have no place
in pure argument is to be found in those philosophers of the seventeenth century

who chose as their model the arguments of mathematics and the new sciences."’
One of the fundamental insights of modern approaches to metaphor is that,

against the substitutionary view (whatever its history), metaphorical language does
not serve as adornment to "ordinary" language. Instead a modern view holds that

language itself 1s metaphoric and that metaphor simply illustrates the workings of

human language and thought as a whole.

This point may be explored by referring once again to 1. A. Richards’ The

Philosophy of Rhetoric. Richards examines "the evil presence" of assumptions

which he holds have inhibited the proper appreciation and study of metaphor.
The "worst" of these assumptions is "that metaphor is something special and

exceptional in the use of language, a deviation from its normal mode of working,

instead of the omnipresent principle of all its free action.">! Metaphor is not "a

sort of happy extra trick with words" or "a grace or ornament added to the power
n32

of language." Instead, metaphor i1s "the omnipresent principle of language.

29Metaphar and Religious Language, 3-10. If the accounts have a flaw, according to Soskice, it
is not a "substitutionary® view of metaphor, but a "tendency to speak of metaphor as something
which happens to the individual word® (/bid., 10). For a similar analysis of classical sources see
George Whalley, "Metaphor,” in Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, enlarged ed., ed. Alex
Preminger (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1974), 490-95.

SMetaphor and Religious Language, 12. She quotes Hobbes and Locke as examples and
follows with: "It is in such passages that we find the ancestor of the commonplace that metaphor
is a decorative but strictly expendable substitute for what can (and should when doing philosophy)
be plainly stated” (13).

31p, 90,
321bid., 90, 92.
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"Thought is metaphoric, and proceeds by comparison, and the metaphors of

language derive therefrom."3>

If we assume the validity of this idea about metaphor, it will inform our

approach to ecclesial metaphor. We shall, for example, steer clear of referring to

the "body of Christ" language in the Pauline Epistles as "mere metaphor.">

2. The Irreducibility of Metaphor

Another such insight is that the meaning of metaphor is incapable of being
adequately paraphrased. Here it may be useful to compare the perspectives of

Richards and Donald Davidson. Richards holds that a metaphor is more than the

sum of its parts, that "meaning"” is created by the interaction of the components of
metaphor and that this creation is incapable of paraphrase. Davidson, likewise,

adheres to this basic tenet of a modern view of metaphor. However, for him, the

reason that metaphor cannot be paraphrased adequately is not because meaning is
created. "Meaning," if it had been created, would be capable of paraphrase.

What is new in metaphor resides in its function and it is for this reason that

metaphor is not exhausted by paraphrase.35

33Ibid., 92. In the context of biblical studies, George B. Caird has spoken against the view
that "metaphor is an optional embroidery which adds nothing substantial to the meaning of a

sentence” (The Language and Imagery of the Bible (London: Duckworth, 1980), 132).

*“The phrase is employed with reference to Ephesians by S. F. B. Bedale, "The Theology of
the Church,” in Studies in Ephesians, ed. Frank L. Cross (London: A. T. Mowbray, 1956), 66. The
phrase is used also by E. L. Mascall, Christ, the Christian and the Church (London: Longmans,
1946), 161. The passage is quoted by Caird, Language and Imagery of the Bible, 132. Mascall, it
should be noted, denigrates the power of metaphor in trying to establish an ontological reality for
the "body of Christ." A more complete catalogue and classification of such “disjointed and
incomplete notions" regarding the "body of Christ" motif is provided by Andrew Perriman, "His
body, which is the church ... .’: Coming to Terms with Metaphor," EvQ 62 (1990): 123-42.
Perriman’s article is one among several works which illustrate that the study of metaphor in
Pauline studies is coming into prominence.

35Richards, Philosophy of Rhetoric, 89-138. Donald Davidson, "What Metaphors Mean," in On
Metaphor, ed. Sheldon Sacks (Chicago & London: Chicago University Press, 1979), 29-45. Andrew
J. Burgess, "Irreducible Religious Metaphors," RS 8 (1972): 355-56 sees Richards as taking the
opposite position regarding the irreducibility of metaphor in the early work co-authored with C K.
Ogden, The Meaning of Meaning, 212-13. 1 note two variations on the position of metaphorical
irreducibility: Peter W. Macky would argue that some metaphors (what he calls "ornamental
metaphors") are capable of being adequately expressed by paraphrase while others are not, though
he admits that even for these metaphors "the literal form is not a complete substitute, for it does
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This 1s not to deny that, for at least some metaphors, a generally adequate
paraphrase in literal language may be possible nor that the exercise of attempting

to express metaphor in more literal language is meaningless. Alston suggests two

possible paraphrases of Shakespeare’s metaphor, "Sleep knits up the ravelled

sleeve of care." One attempt at paraphrase would be, "That means that after a

good night’s sleep your cares and worries will not seem as pressing as they did

"t

before.” But, by bypassing the metaphorical extension, this paraphrase fails to

"bring out the richness of what had been said." Another attempt explicitly states
the comparison: "Just as in knitting up a ravelled sleeve one makes it whole
again, restores it to its proper use, so when a careworn person gets a good night’s

sleep he is thereby restored to a condition in which he can function with normal

"

effectiveness.™ Alston regards this as "more adequate” because it includes

explicitly the way in which the assertion about sleep is made. Nonetheless,
something is lost in this prose. The metaphor functions in a way that is more
convincing and illuminating than even this prosaic substitute. Alston states:

I am not suggesting that this is an ideally adequate or complete example of
this type of explanation. The richer and more suggestive a metaphor is, the

mgge impossible it is to spell out explicitly all the similarities that underlie
it. |

An application of this principle to the treatment of ecclesial metaphor in

Ephesians would amend the approach taken often by commentaries in discussing

not do for readers what the metaphor can® (The Centrality of Metaphors to Biblical Thought: A
Method for Interpreting the Bible, Studies in Bible and Early Christianity 19 (Lewiston, Queenston
& Lampeter: Edwin Mellen, 1990), 64-65. See also pp. 2-3). Ina Loewenberg ("Truth and
Consequences of Metaphor,” Fhilosophy and Rhetoric 6 (1973): 42) agrees that metaphor cannot be
adequately paraphrased but adds, “Equivalent paraphrases’ cannot be found for the most literal
sentences . . ." See also the discussion by John R. Searle, "Metaphor,” in Philosophical Perspectives
on Metaphor, ed. Mark Johnson (Minneapolis, Minn.: Minnesota University Press, 1981), 254-53.

3SPhilosophy of Language, 100-101. Edmund P. Clowney makes a similar point regarding the
paraphrasing of metaphor in the context of discussing biblical models of the church. A simple
metaphor may be adequately paraphrased (e.g. "He is a tiger" means "He is aggressive"), but "when
the metaphor is more complex, the substitution paraphrase becomes more difficult, although not
impossible” (e.g. Amos 3:8). But the complexity of a metaphor can become "overwhelming" and
impossible to paraphrase (e.g. John 15:1, 2; "Interpreting the Biblical Models of the Church: A
Hermeneutical Deepening of Ecclesiology," in Biblical Interpretation and the Church: Text and
Context, ed. D. A. Carson (Exeter: Paternoster, 1984), 71).
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such language as "body" and "temple." Without any consideration of the adequacy
or inadequacy of the attempt, the metaphor is "rewritten" in discursive language.
And the reader is left with the impression that in the "literal" statement of the
commentary the author intends to share "what the metaphor really meant."3’ But
in the treatment of a metaphor, any such "attempt to exhaust its meaning is

doomed from the start.">8

3. Appreciation of the Communicative Impact of Metaphor -

The belief that metaphor cannot be paraphrased exhaustively follows from

an even more basic stance, that metaphor should be appreciated as a unique
vehicle of communication. Max Black ties the two ideas together. One might
attempt to state the cognitive content of metaphor in "plain language,” but

. . . the set of literal statements so obtained will not have the same power
to inform and enlighten as the original. . . . One of the points I most wish
to stress i1s that the loss in such cases is a loss in cognitive content; the
relevant weakness of the literal paraphrase is not that it may be tiresomely
prolix or boringly explicit (or deficient in qualities of style); it fails to give
the insight that the metaphor did.>”

If one assumes a substitutionary or ornamental theory of metaphor, where

cognitive content is supplied equally by the literal term which the metaphor

"replaces," the cognitive value of metaphor becomes negligible.* But if the
position is taken that "even where metaphor does function as ornament, it does so

by virtue of making some addition to significance, be that ever so slight," then the

'In view of this "tenet,” I find Thiselton’s statement somewhat misleading: "The interpreter
has to steer a very careful path between evaporating the force of a metaphor by total explication,
and leaving its meaning open to doubt" (Anthony C. Thiselton, "Semantics and New Testament

Interpretation,” in New Testament Interpretation: Essays on Principles and Methods, ed. 1. Howard
Marshall (Exeter: Paternoster, 1977), 95).

S8Robert H. Gundry, S6ma in Biblical Theology with Emphasis on Pauline Anthropology (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Academie Books, Zondervan, 1987), 241.

Models and Metaphors, 46.
soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 25.
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stage is set for appreciating the communicative impact and cognitive value of

mf:taphor.‘fu

Retracing a bit of history helps to underline this advance of modern views.
Under the influence of Hobbes and early empiricists such as Locke, metaphor
became viewed in opposition to "words proper." Even after the discrediting of
logical positivist concepts of meaning, some linguistic philosophers speak of
metaphor as one of the "parasitic uses” of language. Soskice can comment:

One often hears, and not just from the philosophers, talk of ‘mere

metaphor’ or of something being ‘only metaghorical’ or ‘only metaphorically
true’, or in contradistinction, ‘literally true.’®

This lack of appreciation for the communicative impact and cognitive value
of metaphor, dated as it is, has often been implied in the study of Pauline
ecclesial metaphor. Treatment of the "body of Christ" metaphor is a case in
point. One example is a statement by Kisemann who wishes to break away

from the view . . . that in describing the church as the body of Christ, Paul,
who inclined to bold statements, was using a beautiful metaphor.43

What is striking is the implication that "bold statements" cannot be made by
metaphor.

G. B. Caird notes that some authors on the "body of Christ" theme "seem
to be beset with the fear that, if once they admitted a word to be a metaphor,

they would forfeit the right to believe in the reality of that which it signified.”

Caird provides this corrective:

Literal and metaphorical are terms which describe types of language, and
the typesof language we use have very little to do with the truth or falsity
of what we say and with the existence or non-existence of the things we

refer to. 44

411bid.
21id, 67.

Ernst Kisemann, Perspectives on Paul, trans. Margaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971),
103.

441 anguage and Imagery of the Bible, 131-32.
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Caird points to one of the most damaging assumptions to the appreciation

of the cognitive value of metaphor, that "literal" language communicates a

different type of truth than "metaphorical" language. Instead, we are reminded
that "to say that a statement is metaphorical is a comment on its manner of
expression and not necessarily on the truth of that which is expressed."® If we

were to warn someone, "Watch out! That’s a live wire!", we would not be inclined

to add, "Of course, that is only metaphorically true." It is both true and expressed

with the use of metaphorq..46 In other words, it is a mistake to think that "literal”
and "metaphorical” denote kinds of meaning, especially in the case where "literal
meaning" is empirically respected meaning as opposed to "metaphorical meaning."

There is no justification for regarding a metaphorical statement as ipso
facto unvenfiable. . . . Although it may be the case that empirically
untestable statements often assume a metaphorical form, it is not the fact
that they are expressed metaphorically that makes them untestable.”

Modern perspectives, then, point us away from presuming the
ineffectiveness of metaphor to an appreciation of it as a communicative vehicle for

meaning. Metaphor "is not merely a stylistic device, but an important means for
expressing insights and information which cannot be stated in literal language."*®

4. Appreciation of Complex and "Mixed" Metaphor

The "substitutionary” or “classical" understanding of metaphor holds that

the ‘proper’ use of metaphor . . . involves the principle of decorum.
Metaphors must be ‘fitting’, i.e. in keeping with the theme or purpose.
They must not be far-fetched or strange, and should make use of words
which are beautiful in themselves.*”

Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 70.
Ibid. |
47 Alston, Philosophy of Language, 102-3.

4Gerald W. Casenave, "Taking Metaphor Seriously: The Implications of the Cognitive
Significance of Metaphor for Theories of Language," Southern Journal of Philosophy 17 (1979): 19.
In the statement Casenave is summarizing a point on which "Several contemporary studies of
metaphor are in agreement . , ." (Ibid.).

YHawkes, Metaphor, 9.
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Moreover, the classical principle of decorum "insists on a necessary harmony or
congruity between the elements of the metaphor." In the classical view, the role
of metaphor 1s "to present relationships that are harmonious and ‘true to life’
rather than explanatory or novel." And "not more than two ‘or at the most three’
[metaphors] should be brought together in the same passage." The modern

abrogation of the use of "mixed metaphors" is an extension of the classical

principle of decorum>? An approach to metaphor based on this type of theory is
predisposed to critique a given metaphor according to its criteria that there be
harmony and congruity of metaphorical elements as well as a measure of visual
clarity.5 i

On the other hand, a modern approach to metaphor tends to emphasize
the associated concepts of metaphorical language and to ponder whether added
figurative language might belong to these associations. In this view metaphor is
"fundamentally a borrowing between and intercourse of thoughts, a transaction
between contexts."” For Black, a metaphor invokes a “system of associated
commonplaces” and may involve "subordinate metaphors" as part of this system.53
So a modern approach to metaphor 1s more likely to explore than denigrate
complex and mixed metaphor. While a classical approach asks, "Is this language
consistent and does it provide visual clarity?", a modern approach is more likely to

query, "Could this apparently diverse image be part of the associated

commonplaces of the primary metaphor?">*

Ombid., 11-12.

SlWhalley, "Metaphor,” 490.
SZRichards, Philosophy of Rhetoric, 93.
S3Models and Metaphors, 40.

34That a modern approach is willing to ponder damage to rhetorical clarity that may occur
with a confusion of images is seen in Black’s statement: "In any case, primary and subordinate
metaphors will normally belong to the same field of discourse, so that they mutually reinforce one
and the same system of implications. Conversely, where substantially new metaphors appear as the
primary metaphor is unraveled, there is serious risk of confusion of thought (compare the
customary prohibition against ‘mixed metaphors’)" (Models & Metaphors, 43). For Soskice,
confusion of thought seems not to be a great danger. In mixed metaphor "we understand the
speaker’s intention directly; hence mixed metaphor is a sin against eloquence rather than a sin
against meaning" (Metaphor and Religious Language, 73).
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Two 1illustrations of the application of these views to the Epistle to the
Ephesians allow for expansion. The first is provided by Caird who demonstrates a
modern approach to "mixed" metaphor in his treatment of Eph. 4:14:

When Paul warns his readers ‘no longer to be children, tossed by the waves
and whirled about by every fresh gust of teaching, dupes of human
craftiness (lit. dice-playing)’ (Eph. 4:14), we may, if we are so disposed,
form a mental picture of a group of children playing dice in an open boat.
But the point is that the readers are offered three mutually interpretative
metaphors for caprice or arbitrariness: children are easily led, a rudderless
boat goes where the wind and wave drive it, the roll of a dice is at the
mercy of chance.”?

I regard Caird’s approach here as "modern” in that he does not impugn the
conjunction of a variety of metaphors. Instead, he seeks to understand what idea
may be invoked and shared by the three images. For him, this is important in
grasping something of the function of the metaphors within their context.”

The second illustration (which will be treated more fully in chapter 3)

pertains to a passage which contains both complex and mixed metaphor, that of
the house-building-temple (Eph. 2:19-22). It is complex in that features of the
"temple" are mentioned and assigned referents (e.g. Christ is identified as the

"cornerstone"). Moule calls it "the most elaborate temple metaphor” in the NT.>7

It is mixed in that language of house-household, buildings in general and temple in

particular are co-mingled.

3SLanguage and Imagery of the Bible, 150. According to Caird, in such instances the author
does not intend for readers to “visualize" the metaphorical language and so could "tolerate a
succession of metaphors.”

S6Markus Barth’s treatment of the metaphorical language in Ephesians 4 could also be cited.
He writes, "Conflation of metaphors is not necessarily tantamount to confusion of incongruous
thoughts and things; rather it may indicate the insufficiency of any one figure of speech to convey
the intended message exactly” (Ephesians 4-6, AB 34A (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1974), 440).
An example of someone holding to "classical” abrogations of. - mixed metaphor may be found in
David M. Park, "The Interpretive Value of Paul’'s Metaphors,*“South East Asia Journal of Theology
18 (1977): 37-40.

STC. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),
91. J. Paul Sampley exclaims that the author describes "nearly everything about this structure but
the shape of the roofl® ("Ephesians® in The Deutero-Pauline Letters: Ephesians, Colossians,

2 Thessalonians, 1-2 Timothy, Titus, ed. Gerhard Krodel, rev. ed., Proclamation Commentaries
(Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress, 1993), 15).
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A further example of "mixing" in the passage allows exploration of the two
approaches, "classical” and "modern." The passage "mixes" metaphorical language
in its description of the building as "growing" (2:21), language more applicable to
biology than architecture.”® In line with the "classical" view of metaphor, it would
be presumed that this represents a lack of sophistication on the part of the
author, a deficiency in the decorum appropriate to the use of metaphor. But
from the perspectives of the modern view of metaphor, this "mixture" may be
viewed, not as an exhibit of ignorance of metaphor, but rather as a demonstration
of its function.

How this can be so is explicated by the modern perspective that metaphors
both highlight and hide. Even as a given metaphor "allows us to comprehend one
aspect of a concept in terms of another,” it "will necessarily hide other aspects of
the concept.">” Ephesians 2 makes use of the imagery of building/temple. Such
language allows the author to highlight certain aspects of "church" (e.g. "structure")
but is inclined to hide other features (e.g. "dynamism"). That the author of
Ephesians recognizes the himitations of the language is demonstrated by the
inclusion of the more dynamic, biological imagery to extend the usual range of the
building/temple metaphor. A “classical" approach would judge the language as
failing to meet standards of decorum. A modern one seeks to understand how
the diversity of language reflects the function of the metaphor within its context.

By way of summary, four tenets of modern approaches to metaphor may be
seen to provide a fresh theoretical framework from which to analyze ecclesial
metaphor in the Epistle to the Ephesians. Those four tenets are: 1) Metaphor is

not mere adornment of language; 2) Metaphor is irreducible in not being

8Not all agree that this represents "mixture." Lloyd Gaston regards adEéve as "a perfectly
proper word to use of a building being constructed” (No Stone on Another: Studies in the
Significance of the Fall of Jerusalem in the Synoptic Gospels, NovTSup 23 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1970),
192 n. 1). But most would concur that adEavw is "better suited to the body" (Joachim Gnilka, Der
Epheserbrief, HTKNT 10,2 (Freiburg, Basel & Wien: Herder, 1971), 158).

ILakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 10. See chap. 3, "Metaphorical Systematicity:
Highlighting and Hiding," 10-13. For Black, the "system of associated commonplaces® will serve to
render prominent or emphasize some details while pushing others into the background and
suppressing them (Models and Metaphors, 41).
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exhausted through paraphrase; 3) The communicative impact and cognitive value
of metaphor are to be presumed rather than impugned; 4) Complex and "mixed"
metaphor should not be approached from the negative presumptions of a

"classical” view. Rather, complex and "mixed" metaphor should be explored from

the positive presuppositions of a modern understanding.

C. A Working Definition of Metaphor

Before turning to the evaluation of metaphor, a working definition of
metaphor may be considered. Wayne C. Booth has described the frustration of
attempting a definition of metaphor in the modern context of "an immense
explosion of meanings for the word" where meanings of the term have expanded
"to cover everything." When a word "can mean everything it risks meaning
nothing..}"60 Despite the confusion surrounding the definition of metaphor, it is

important to attempt a working or "nominal" definition as a basis for identifying

ecclesial metaphor In Ephesians.61

Among influential definitions of metaphor are those of Richards and Alston,

whose efforts may be seen to be combined in the definition advocated by Soskice
which I adopt as a working one. I. A. Richards defines metaphor as follows:

In the simplest formulation, when we use a metaphor we have two thoughts

of different things active together and supported by a sinéle word, or
phrase, whose meaning is a resultant of their interaction.

Notice that Richards’ definition seems to confine metaphor to the "user" which I
take to be the speaker or writer.

Alston represents another approach in defining metaphor from the
perspective of the hearer or reader. His definition views metaphor as a subset of

figurative language. He defines "figurative” in the following way:

60"Metaphor as Rhetoric: The Problem of Evaluation," in On Metaphor, ed. Sheldon Sacks
(Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 48.

$11 borrow the term "nominal definition" from Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 16.
S2Philosophy of Rhetoric, 93.
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Wherever an expression is used so that, even though it is used in none of
its established senses, nevertheless, what is said is intelligible to a fairly

sensitive person with a command of the language, the expression will be
said to be used figuratiw;?,]y..63

And metaphor "is that sort of figurative use in which the extension is on the basis

of similarity."®* Alston holds that such similarity functions in the following way:
"A metaphor in the raw simply consists of specifying a model or icon for

something without specifying the respects in which it is an icon."6?

Soskice’s definition attempts to accommodate both perspectives--that of the
speaker and of the hearer. She seeks to adopt a working definition of metaphor

that is "a minimal definition adequate across disciplines": “Metaphor is that figure

of speech whereby we speak about one thing in terms which are seen to be suggestive

n66

of another.™ She defends this "extremely simple and avowedly broad" definition

on the grounds that it emphasizes metaphor "is by definition a figure of speech"
(rather than an "act,” "fusion,” or "perception”), allows for metaphor to occur in a

range of syntactical forms (e.g. metaphor is not always an "assertion") and is not

confined to a specific syntactical unit as "the primary unit of meaning."®’
With regard to the three ecclesial metaphors of the Epistle to the
Ephesians which are the foci of this study (body; building/temple; bride), the

question is not so much whether they are something "less" (e.g. simile or

metonymy) but whether or not each participates in something "more" (e.g. model

63Alston, Philosophy of Language, 97.
*Ibid.

S5Ibid., 105. Thiselton adopts Alston’s definition of metaphor ("Semantics and New Testament
Interpretation,” 95).

“Metaphor and Religious Language, 15. She carefully clarifies terms in her definition:
"speaking’ is intended to mark that metaphor is a phenomenon of language use (and not that it is
oral). Similarly, ‘thing’ signifies any object or state of affairs, and not necessarily a physical object;
. . . Finally, ‘seen to be suggestive’ means seen so by a competent speaker of the language” (Ibid.).

$TIbid., 15-23. It should be noted that this definition views metaphor as addressing one
subject ("one thing") in opposition to the view of Max Black who holds that "a metaphorical

statement has two distinct subjects--a ‘principal’ subject and a ‘subsidiary’ one" (Models and
Metaphors, 44).
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or myth). Though the definition of Soskice has been criticized as too broad,%® it
may be adopted as a working definition which provides a basis for identifying and
evaluating specific cases of metaphor in Ephesians. That exercise may hold more
promise for unanimity than the issue of definition. Booth comments that

the interesting thing is that in spite of differences in the scope of our
definitions, we all meet everyday certain statements that everyone recognizes
as metaphor and calls by that name. We seem to have a kind of common-
sense agreement about a fairly narrow definition, one that survives even
when our theory expands the original concept beyond recognition.%’

II. Evaluation of Ecclesial Metaphor in Ephesians

The previous segment of this chapter described "a modern view of
metaphor" and advocated its application to the study of ecclesial metaphor in the
Epistle to the Ephesians. This section posits the need for disciplined, evaluative
language for <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>