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Introduction
In the modern Christian global world, one of the
ongoing issues and debates concerns the issue of
glossolalia, better known as ‘speaking in tongues.’ The
central biblical text to which appeal is made either for
or against the modern practice is First Corinthians four-
teen. Whether the modern practices of this bear any
resemblance to what Paul dealt with at Corinth in the
mid first century is usually the heart of the discussion.

What must be understood is the inseparable link
of chapters twelve through fourteen with each other. If
one is to correctly understand Paul on this issue then
these three chapters must be studied as a single unit of
scripture text. The following study honors that natural
linkage of the text along with a deep probing of both the
social and religious history of mid first century Corinth,
along with the built in rhetorical structures used by the
apostle Paul to make his case. All of Paul’s letters are
‘occasional,” meaning that they were composed to ad-
dress real problems in real first century Christian con-
gregations.

But the two letters addressed to the Christian com-
munity at Corinth from about 51 to 56 AD require more
understanding of the historical background than any of
Paul’s other letters. This is particularly the case with
First Corinthians. The majority of the problems plaguing
the Corinthian community are unique to that church and
are focused on many issues present in the city during
the middle of the first century. The dynamics of Corinth

were evolving during the middle of the first century so
that much of the city life prior to the beginning of the
Christian era had little in common with the city by the
end of the first century. For example, the ethnic com-
position of the population underwent profound transfor-
mation during the first century. Those who made up a
much larger Christian community some fifty years after
its founding around 50 AD were a very different group
of people than those in the church at its beginning. First
Clement, written to this church around 96 AD, reflects
much of this change.

This material is taken from the BIC commentary one
volume ten on First Corinthians, and represents a ma-
jor section of chapter ten of the volume THE APOSTLE
PAUL: SERVANT OF CHRIST, both of which are avail-
able at cranfordville.com. This material has undergone
some editing to appear as an article rather than as part
of a book chapter.

9) Concerning spiritual gifts, 12:1-14:40.
One should recognize first the interconnected-
ness of this large unit of text with what has preceded
it from the beginning of the letter." Spiritual elitism pa-

“Too many writers treat 12:1-14:40 as if it were simply an ad
hoc response to questions about spiritual gifts (or spiritual persons)
rather than an address to this topic within the broader theological
framework of 11:2-14:40 in deliberate continuity with 8:1-11:1,
and indeed ultimately with 1:1-4:21. The way in which some

ranked their self-perceived ‘spirituality’ or giftedness by th?’ Hol}ll
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rading under the banner of ‘being spiritual’ comes to
the surface repeatedly in claims to superior wisdom,
insistence on ‘my rights’ in disregard for others in the
church in matters of meat offered to idols, how one ap-
pears in the gathered community, to the abuses in the
observance of the Lord’s Supper -- all of this is deeply
connected to the perception of ‘giftedness’ that Paul
discusses beginning in chapter twelve.

The internal structure of these three chapters has
been extensively analyzed by many modern commen-

Spirit so as to encourage superior status enhancement which re-
sulted in the attitude ‘I have no need of you’ (12:21-26) provides
a close parallel to the status enjoyment of those who enjoyed the
more comfortable location and better table fare than the latecomers
at the Lord’s Supper (11:21-22; see above). We noted this unity
of thought and theology in our short introduction to 11:2—14:40
(above). This whole section (11:2-14:40) takes up, in turn, the
theme of ‘respect for the other’ which characterizes Paul’s de-
mand and plea for ‘the strong’ to put themselves in a position of
understanding and respect for ‘the weak’ in 8:1—11:1. Paul himself
had offered a model of such concern by foregoing his ‘right’ to
financial support from a person or persons to whom he might need
to give privileged acknowledgment, in effect, as benefactor(s) or
patron(s). The church of God ceases to be the church if it remains
no longer characterized by an inclusive mutuality and reciprocity.

“The problem of rich and poor, of influential and deprived,
however, offers less subtle opportunities for status enhancement
and self-deception than issues of ‘spirituality.” Here the temptation
to glory in being ‘one of us’ (i.e., those people who are ‘spiritual’)
takes a more insidious and ultimately more disastrously damaging
form. For it engenders a self-glorying at variance with the reality
of divine grace and the transformative proclamation of the cross
(1:18-2:5, esp. 1:10, 31). Three-quarters of a century before the
work of Dale Martin on glossolalia as a ‘status indicator,” Karl
Barth perceived the unity of the whole epistle as turning on the
contrast between glorying ‘in God’ and glorying in ‘their own be-
lief in God and in particular leader and heroes; in the fact that they
confuse belief with specific human experiences, convictions....’
Against this, the clarion call of Paul rings out, ‘Let no man glory
in man’ (3:21), or, expressed in positive form: ‘He that glorieth,
let him glory in the Lord’ (1:31).”! Barth acknowledges that chs.
12—14 display an almost dazzling wealth of spiritual and religious
life, but observes that ‘what we are really concerned with is not
phenomena in themselves, but with their ‘whence?’ and ‘whither?’
To what do they point? To what do they testify?’*> As soon as their
character as gifts has been recognized, with all the implications
of the logic of that term, the Corinthians in that light only may
“covet the best gifts” (v. 31).3 The chapter on love, however, un-
derlines that these gifts are given for the mutual building up the
whole church inclusively; not for the self, or for the enhancement
of any exclusive ‘spiritual’ group within the church. ‘The criterion
by which Paul compares ... the phenomena.... is the idea of mutual
and common edification.”* Yet edification, or building up in mutu-
ality for the benefit of the whole, also emerges as the theme of chs.
8-10 and 11, and indeed of the entire epistle, as Margaret Mitchell
demonstrates.>”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
900-901.]

tators.?2 The extensive use of yA\lOooa (21x only in chaps
12-14) and the word group Tpo@nTEia, TTPoPNTEUW,
TTPOPNTNG (20x in chaps 12-14 out of 22x total uses in the
letter) clearly point to a central theme for all three chap-
ters. Structural parallels can also be traced:

Confirmatio 12:7-30 14:6-33a
Partitio 12:4-6 14:1-5
Exordium 12:1-3

Chapter 13 forms a rhetorical pinnacle with emphasis
on the highest expression of spiritual giftedness. Here
the earlier theme of reciprocity resurfaces as founda-
tional to authentic Christian community. The tone of
these chapters reflects a deliberative rhetoric with an
appeal to utility and advantage. But the earlier theme of
concern for one another permeates all of these chap-
ters.® One cannot be a Christian and a church cannot

2“It is also customary today to offer a comment on the rhe-
torical structure and strategy of these chapters, even if this often
amounts to a more sophisticated version of what more traditional
commentators have termed their ‘argument.” Some attempts re-
main speculative, but in addition to Margaret Mitchell’s construc-
tive analysis two accounts deserve particular attention. First, the
argument of Eriksson, to which we have already referred, succeeds
in relating Paul’s strategy, in part at least to his appeal where pos-
sible to shared prePauline traditions. His chapter on chs. 12—14
remains constructive and largely convincing.” Further, Joop Smit’s
work on the argument and genre of 12-14 also deserves note.'”
Like Mitchell, he clearly demonstrates the coherence of Paul’s ar-
gument in chs. 12—14. Although we have emphasized the continu-
ity of thought with 8:1-11:1 and indeed also with 1:10—4:21, Smit
points out that yAdooa occurs twenty-one times in chs. 12—-14,
but not elsewhere in the epistle. Similarly, the group mpoenreia,
TPoENTEL®, TPOENTNG occurs twenty times, but otherwise only
twice in this epistle (11:4, 5). Smit regards 12:1-3 as an exordium,
in which he opts for the rhetorical method of insinuatio (i.e., the
indirect approach in contrast to the overt principium).'" He then
expounds two rounds of argumentation: 12:4-30 and 14:1-33a.
Within the first, 12:4-6 form a partitio, or succinct introduction to
promote clarity for the confirmatio of vv. 7-30. 14:1-5 provide a
partitio for the confirmatio of 14:6-33a.!> Smit agrees with Mitch-
ell that the main strategy or genre is that of deliberative rhetoric,
an appeal to utility and advantage, especially in 14:1-33a."* A de-
tailed analysis is included with which we are in broad agreement,
subject to wider reservations about how much is certain and how
much can be achieved by such an analysis (expressed above).'*”
[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testa-
ment Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
902.]

*“Too many writers treat 12:1-14:40 as if it were simply an ad
hoc response to questions about spiritual gifts (or spiritual persons)
rather than an address to this topic within the broader theological
framework of 11:2-14:40 in deliberate continuity with 8:1-11:1,
and indeed ultimately with 1:1-4:21. The way in which some
ranked their self-perceived ‘spirituality’ or giftedness by the Holy
Spirit so as to encourage superior status enhancement which re-
sulted in the attitude ‘I have no need of you’ (12:21-26) provides
a close parallel to the status enjoyment of those who enjoyed the

more comfortable location and better table fare than the lateclg)mers
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be a community of believers unless love for one an-
other centers in mutual respect and regard for others
above one’s self. Social distinction of class and differ-
ing status have no place in the community of God’s
true people. To inject the discriminating ways of the
surrounding world into the life of the church is to nullify

at the Lord’s Supper (11:21-22; see above). We noted this unity
of thought and theology in our short introduction to 11:2—14:40
(above). This whole section (11:2—14:40) takes up, in turn, the
theme of ‘respect for the other’ which characterizes Paul’s de-
mand and plea for ‘the strong’ to put themselves in a position of
understanding and respect for ‘the weak’ in 8:1—11:1. Paul himself
had offered a model of such concern by foregoing his ‘right’ to
financial support from a person or persons to whom he might need
to give privileged acknowledgment, in effect, as benefactor(s) or
patron(s). The church of God ceases to be the church if it remains
no longer characterized by an inclusive mutuality and reciprocity.

“The problem of rich and poor, of influential and deprived,
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esp. 1:10, 31). Three-quarters of
a century before the work of Dale
Martin on glossolalia as a ‘status
indicator,” Karl Barth perceived
the unity of the whole epistle as
turning on the contrast between
glorying ‘in God’ and glorying
in ‘their own belief in God and
in particular leader and heroes;
in the fact that they confuse belief with specific human experi-
ences, convictions....” Against this, the clarion call of Paul rings
out, ‘Let no man glory in man’ (3:21), or, expressed in positive
form: ‘He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord’ (1:31).”! Barth
acknowledges that chs. 12—14 display an almost dazzling wealth
of spiritual and religious life, but observes that ‘what we are re-
ally concerned with is not phenomena in themselves, but with their
‘whence?’ and ‘whither?’ To what do they point? To what do they
testify?’> As soon as their character as gifts has been recognized,
with all the implications of the logic of that term, the Corinthians
in that light only may ‘covet the best gifts’ (v. 31).* The chapter on
love, however, underlines that these gifts are given for the mutual
building up the whole church inclusively; not for the self, or for the
enhancement of any exclusive ‘spiritual” group within the church.
‘The criterion by which Paul compares ... the phenomena.... is the
idea of mutual and common edification.’* Yet edification, or build-
ing up in mutuality for the benefit of the whole, also emerges as
the theme of chs. 810 and 11, and indeed of the entire epistle, as
Margaret Mitchell demonstrates.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
900-901.]
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its basis for existing. At minimal as the episode over the
Lord’s supper reveals such worldliness brings down the
wrath of God on both the community and its members.

Exordium, 12:1-3. 1 Mepl € TV nMveu paTK®V, adeAdot,
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év mveLpatL aylw. 1 Now concerning spiritual gifts, broth-
ers and sisters, | do not want you to be uninformed. 2 You
know that when you were pagans, you were enticed and
led astray to idols that could not speak. 3 Therefore | want
you to understand that no one speaking by the Spirit of God
ever says “Let Jesus be cursed!” and no one can say “Jesus is
Lord” except by the Holy Spirit.
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The ancient Greek rhetorical label ‘exordium’ sim-
ply means the introduction of a theme or topic for dis-
cussion. Here Paul uses the standard new topic struc-
ture Mepi ¢ ..., And concerning ..., at the beginning of the
sentence: 7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1, 12. Generally this
is a signal of Paul responding to one of the questions
posed to him by the delegation sent from Corinth to
Ephesus to seek his advice (cf. 16:15-18).

Here the topic to be treated is identified as tov
niveupatik@yv. But what does this mean? Huge differ-
ence of viewpoint over the meaning of the phrase typi-
fies the interpretive history.* The issue arises because

““The translation and meaning of T@®v TveLHATIKOY 1S uni-
versally discussed. Since the genitive plural masculine and neu-
ter share the same Greek ending, some understand the Greek to
mean spiritual persons (modern writers from Heinrici and Weiss
to Blomberg and Wire and earlier commentators from Grotius to
Locke).'® Most interpreters, however, believe that the term denotes

spiritual gifts (from Tertullian, Novatian, and Cyril of Jenllpsalergl
age



the adjective nveupatikoc, -, -6v, here in the genitive
case plural number can be taken either as mascu-
line, i.e., spiritual persons, or as neuter, i.e., spiritual
things. ° It has often been taken as neuter gender and
wrongly translated as ‘spiritual gifts’ based on equating
TTVEUPATIKQV (v. 1) with xapiopdTwy (v. 4). But this lat-
ter word technically means ‘expressions of grace.” And
clearly from the discussion in vv. 4-6 Paul is going to
talk about an issue far broader than just xapiopdrtwv. It
is part of the discussion but just one part.

The etymological sense of the adjective nveupatikog,
-n, -6v means ‘having been breathed upon.’ Typically in
both the Greek world along with some strands of Juda-
ism, as well as early Christianity, the ‘breathing’ was
done by deity rather than humans who normally were
the objects of the divine breathing.

This lent itself in the Greek world especially to
the idea of ecstatic speech. That is, the speech or
language(s) of the gods and goddesses. The influence
of Delphi upon Greek thinking was enormous, and
soundly criticized by many of the philosophers, espe-
cially Plato for its use of emotion in supposedly com-
municating ideas from the invisible world. As early as
1,400 BCE the site at Delphi was the mythical source
of divine oracles from the Pythia, the priestess at the
temple of Apollo located at Delphi. The priestess Pythia
functioned as the voice of Apollo and was given the
ability to speak the language of Apollo® and then trans-

to Conzelmann, Senft, and Lange).'” This is adopted by AV/KJV,
RSV, NRSV, JB, and NIV (cf. NJB, REB, gifts of the Spirit). The
main argument for the latter view that the Greek ‘is to be taken in
a neuter, not a masculine sense ... is clear from 14:1 and from the
interchange with yapiopato.’'® Conzelmann further equates gifts
with ‘ecstatic phenomena,’ an interpretation which has been ques-
tioned by Gundry and recently attacked in detail by Forbes.'”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
909-911.]

It belongs to the larger word group including mvedua,
TVELLLOTIKOG, TVEM, EUTVE®, TTVOT|, EKTVE®, Oedmvevotoc. All of the
work off the etymological meaning of breath or breathing in both
the Greek and the Jewish background. This relates to both humans
and deities. The nvedua as breath was the expression of life and
the act of breathing signaled being alive. The English word spirit
comes ultimately from the Latin spiritus meaning breath: “Middle
English, from Anglo-French or Latin; Anglo-French, espirit, spirit,
from Latin spiritus, literally, breath, from spirare to blow, breathe.
First Known Use: 13th century” [Merriam-Webster online diction-
ary, s.v., ‘spirit’]

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:332.]

®For the theme and content as well as the source of the ex-
perience of the spirit, which is not granted to everyone but only
to chosen and pre-disposed souls, is always something divine or a
god, especially the most “spiritual’ of the gods, Apollo.

A final poetic witness to Apollonian inspiration manticism is

late it into human expression as an oracle expressed in
Greek either orally or in written form.” The earlier Greek
background of manticism?® stood as a foundational influ-
ence upon the Greek understanding of ecstatic speech
as the speech of the gods that could be translated into
human language by the priests and priestesses of the
individual deities. The large Corinthian temple of Apollo
provided a convenient access to these traditions for the
residents of the city. s A
Delphi was not that® == s
far from Corinth but
the Didyma inscr. of 263
A.D.*® which extols the new
form of the ancient oracu-
lar source of Apollo: its [
Belov mvelpa mpodrtalg
Gpdetar  etc.  through
nymphs, to whom manti-
cism is dear. Here nvelpa
Belov might well be an [
apologetic concept of the '
movement of pagan restoration in opposition to the spiritual utter-
ances of Christianity. In a late magic pap. which has rules for giving
oracles the aylov mvelpa which makes magic possible by causing
ecstasy is called syncretistically the “messenger of Apollo”: mpog
gmutaynv aylou mvevpotog, &y[yéA]Jou ®oifolu], Preis. Zaub., llI,
289.

In what we read elsewhere of the inspiration of pneuma at

Delphi and other places the original cultic-mythological understand-

ing of the religion of Apollo has been widely permeated partly by

scientific and partly by speculative theories which Platonism, Sto-
icism and Neo-Platonism developed in explanation and evaluation
of the phenomenon of manticism and its decline.

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:347.]

"“Theologically significant is the idea that Tvedpa is the cause
and source of ecstatic speech® in which the priestess becomes so
directly the ‘divine voice’ (— 344, 5 ff.) that the Delphic nvedua
can be called the voice (6pp1]) which blows forth from the otépov
(@vomvel, Ps.-Luc. Nero, 10; Dio C., 63, 14, 2). Lucan (De Bello
Civili, V, 83) speaks of the venti loquaces of the site of the oracle.
The coming and going of the mvedpa are characteristically linked
with povn-effects, e.g., the sound of a wind-instrument (Vergil.
Aen., 6, 82 ff.) or of the mpwktdg (Aristoph. Nu., 164), the ecstatic
speech of the sibyl (Vergil. Aen., 6, 82 ff.) and Delphic prophecy
(Diod. S., 16, 26), or the kpavyn ioyvpd of a Pythia into which an
dAarov kol kakov mvedpo came (Plut. Def. Orac., 51 [II, 438b]).
From the standpoint of religious phenomenology the NT bears
witness to the same original combination when it constantly links
nvedpa and mpoenrevew (Lk. 1:67; 2 Pt. 1:21 etc.), or when it re-
fers to speaking with tongues as a gift of the Spirit (a reflection of
Pythian prophesying in Corinth, 1 C. 12-14),% or when it speaks
of the crying out either of the unclean spirit which departs from
a man or of the Holy Spirit which fills him.>"” [Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 6:345-346.]

8“The art of divination and prophecy” [The Free Dictionary,

s.v.,_manticism] bage 4
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much closer was Eleusis (ca. 20 km) where the Eleusin-
ian Mysteries were practiced as the initiation rites for
the cults of Demeter and Persephone. Ecstatic speech,
i.e., glossolalia, was a central activity of the worship of
these pagan deities, and reflected one stream of the
Delphic influence which permeated virtually all of Greek
life in Paul's day. What helped the tongues speaking
here was that the rites were performed at the mouths
of caves spewing out sulphur fumes which were taken
to be the ‘breathing’ of the gods from inside the caves.
Just a little breathing of these fumes and everyone
could speak making unknowable sounds in the ritual
dances performed in the worship. Residents of Corinth
in large numbers participated regularly in these rites.

Once more Paul is having to deal with Greek cul-
tural influences filtering into the life of the church as
a superior way of religious understanding. The elitism
deeply associated with Greek based ecstatic speech
tradition played well into the thinking of the Christian
elitists in the church at Corinth.

What is gradually being recognized by more recent
commentators is that ultimately not much difference in
meaning comes from taking TQv Tveuparik@v® either
masculine or neuter in gender.® But the most important
point of the term as used by Paul centers on the Holy
Spirit as the source of the blessing upon those commit-

°The one often forgotten reality is that tdv mvevpatikdv fun-
damentally means actions by the Spirit of God both to individuals
and with the granting of divine blessings. Always foundational is
the work of God’s Spirit, and not the individual or the blessing
granted to him/her. This was where the elitists in the church at
Corinth went completely astray, due to their Greek heritage defin-
ing terms rather than the Gospel of Christ.

10¢A relatively wide range of writers conclude that it is ‘impos-
sible to find objective ground for a decision between the two possi-
bilities, and little difference in sense is involved—spiritual persons
are those who have spiritual gifts.”?® It refers to either. But if both
the writer and the readers well knew that the Greek ending includ-
ed both genders (i.e., excluded neither), why should the meaning
be construed in either-or terms at all? Hence Schrage notes that
the masculine may embrace the Corinthians’ meaning, while the
neuter reflects Paul’s preference to substitute yapiocuata.?’ Meyer
rightly cites Chrysostom and Luther as interpreting the Greek to
mean Concerning the forms of action which proceed from the Holy
Spirit and make manifest his agency.”> The key issue which has
been raised (at least the form in which Paul wishes to address it),
is this: What criteria are we to apply for specific people or spe-
cific gifts to be considered genuinely ‘of the Holy Spirit’? This is
what vv. 2 and 3 explicate in terms of a Christomorphic criterion.”
Since it would overtranslate the Greek to render Concerning what
counts as people or as gifis of the Spirit, we use quotation marks.
The church needed clarification about a status-earning buzz slo-
gan: Now about things that “come from the Spirit,” i.e., people say
they do, but do they? How are we to know? Well, Paul replies, I do
not want you to be ‘not knowing’ (&yvoeiv), i.e., to remain with-
out knowledge.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 910-911.]

ted to Christ. The translation of T@v TveupaTikWyv by
Thiselton as “the things that come from the Spirit” repre-
sents a more accurate rendering of the inclusive nature
of Paul’s discussion.

The main clause in v. 1 is o0 Bé\w VG dyvosly, | do
not want you to be ignorant. Paul implies here that a lot
of discussion about T@v TTveupatik®v had been taking
place among the Corinthian Christians. But, most all
of it was misinformation that needed to be corrected.
Many in the church felt deeply knowledgable about
TV TTveUpaTIK@YV but their ‘knowledge’ was coming out
of their Greek background and traditions and conse-
quently misrepresented the apostolic teaching of the
Gospel.

The amplification of the topic in vv. 2-3 puts em-
phasis upon the individuals rather than just ‘things.’
First, Paul alludes to the influence of their pagan reli-
gious background about communicating with the gods:
Oidate 4Tl dte £€0vn ATe TMPOC T el6wAa T& ddwva W &v
flyecBe amayopevol. You know that when you were pagans
you were led astray in regard to non speaking idols."" That
is, the Corinthians in their pre-Christian life worshiped
idols which they were convinced could and did speak
to the worshippers through the voices of the priests and
priestesses.'? Ecstatic speaking and ritualistic dancing,
especially by the female priests, typified the worship

11“(1) Syntax. If fiyeobe is construed as the finite verb within the
subordinate &te clause, there is no finite verb for the main clause,
in place of which the text has only the participle arayopevor. The
simplest way of restoring an intelligible syntax and completing the
finite verb is to assume that a final (i.e., second) fte is to be sup-
plied by the readers, thus adding the copula to the participle to
transpose it into a periphrastic imperfect passive, you used to be
carried away.”” The omission of the copula is a regular example of
elliptic construction and is perhaps rendered all the more probable
by the fact that fjte has already occurred once in the subordinate
clause.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 911.]

12“Whether or not Forbes is right about the need to modify our
view of the content of the ‘gifts’ of 12:1-2 (see below), the issue
remains that in preChristian paganism the notion of status-confer-
ring ‘experiences’ (like claims to ‘wisdom”) cohered with the cul-
tural, social, rhetorical, and religious climate of Corinth and had
found its way into the church. Thus John Painter draws a contrast
between the ‘spirituality’ of the nvevpotikoi which stressed knowl-
edge, wisdom, and exalted states of consciousness and ‘the proc-
lamation of the cross as the saving event.”>> While Painter links
12:2 with 1 Cor 1:1-4:21, Martin connects v. 2 with the emphasis
on unity-in-diversity in 12:1-14:40.% Both point toward the divine
act of ‘status-conferring’ in the corporate event of 15:1-58. The
contrast with attitudes carried over from paganism thus becomes
fundamental and not ‘minimal.’>®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,

MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 916.]
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practices in most of the Corinthian temples as central to
establishing communication with the patron deity of the
individual temples.™ Quite naturally the ideas instilled

3“Greeks considered madness an important aspect of wor-
ship. Women in particular responded to Bacchus (also known as
Dionysus), the god of madness; "him of the orgiastic cry, exciter of
women, Dionysus, glorified with mad honors’. (Plutarch, Moralia
671c). Ancient Corinth was a center of Dionysiac worship, and
Pausinius, world traveler of the second century of our era gives
this description:

In the market-place, for most of the temples are there,
is the Ephesian Artemis, and there are two wooden statues
of Dionysus, gilt except the faces, which are painted with red
paint, one they call Lysian Dionysus and the other Dionysus
the Reveler. The tradition about these statues | will record.
Pentheus, they say, when he outraged dionysus, among other
acts of reckless daring actually at last went to mount Cithaeron
to spy on the women, and climbed up into a tree to see what
they were doing; and when they detected him, they forthwith
dragged him down, and tore him limb from limb. And after-
wards, so they say at Corinth, the Pythian priestess told them
to discover that tree and pay it divine honors. And that is why
these statues are made of that very wood. (Description of
Greece, ILii; tr. A.R. Shilleto)

“There was in Corinth, then, a significant monument memori-
alizing the savagery of female Bacchus worshippers. Nor was such
a feminine ferocity confined to Pentheus alone. Women under the
inspiration of Bacchus were said to have torn Orpheus limb from
limb; and Alexander the Great was supposed to have incorporated a
group of these maenads (mad women) into his army in his attempt
to conquer India. There was also a tradition that women during the
course of the worship tore apart young animals and ate them raw,
warm and bleeding, thereby receiving within themselves the life of
the god. In a 1976 address to the Mystery Religions Division of the
Society of Biblical Literature, Ross Kraemer argued that there is
evidence that women participated in a second level of initiation in
Bacchic worship that was not available to men. Among Dionysiac
worshippers, writes Livy in his History of Rome, ’the majority are
women’ (XXXIX.xv)

While women were famed for their wildness in the Bacchic
cult and in certain other mystery cults, other aspects of their wor-
ship were more traditional. Of special importance to the study of
the situation Paul addresses is the concept of clamor, noisy out-
bursts of religious pandemonium. Strabo (first century) explains
how popular writers describe the phenomenon:

They represent them, one and all, as a kind of inspired people
and as subject to Bacchic frenzy, and, in the guise of minister, as in-
spiring terror at the celebration of the sacred rites by means of war-
dances accompanied by uproar and noise and cymbals and drums
and also by flute and outcry... (Georg., X, 3:7)

“The ’sounding gong and tinkling cymbal’ used in such wor-
ship are mentioned in a derogatory sense in 1 Corinthians 13:1; but
the religious outcry itself is dealt with more directly. It is essential
that we understand that much of the shouting involved in the rite
was the specific function of women. Euripides describes the advent
of Dionysiac religion to Thebes thus:

'This city, first in Hellas, now shrills and echoes to my women'’s
cries, their ecstasy of joy’ (Bacchae, 11, 20-24)

“The word used here for ’cry’ is olulugia, defined by the E#y-
mologicum Magnum as "the sound which women make to exult in
worship’ and by E.R. Dodds as "the women’s ritual cry of triumph
or thanksgiving’. Pausanias tells of ’the mountain they say was

into the thinking of the Corinthians would not be left be-
hind easily upon conversion to Christianity. But Paul’s
agenda as outlined here at the beginning in 12:1-3 is to
help the Corinthian believers shed completely this kind
of thinking and replace it with apostolic teaching.

Thus against this atmosphere in the city Paul makes
the declarations in v. 3 that sound unusual to a modern
western reader: 610 yvwpilw LUV 6TL 008ElC £V TIVEL POTL
Beol AaAQv Aéyel, AvabBepa Incolc, kal o0delg Suvatat
elnelv, Kuplog Inoolic, €l un €v mvevpatt ayiw. Therefore
| want you to understand that no one speaking by the Spir-
it of God ever says “Let Jesus be cursed!” and no one can
say “Jesus is Lord” except by the Holy Spirit. What indeed
does constitute authentic spirituality, i.e., who is truly
TveupaTikdg?™ Evidently from actual occurrences at

called Eva from the Bacchic cry ’Evoe’ which Dionysus and his
attendant women first uttered there’ (Descr. of Greece, IV, xxxi)

“Menander also demonstrates women’s role in worship:

'"We were offering sacrifice five times a day, and seven serv-
ing women were beating cymbals around us while the rest of the
women pitched high the chant (olulugia)’ (Fragment 326).
“Women were expected, then, to provide certain types of

sound-effects; and some of these effects seem to have been limited
to feminine ministrants.

“Apart from savagery and shouting, ancient writers usually
describe worshipers of Dionysus as engaging in dancing, drinking,
sexual promiscuity, varying degrees of undress, and other forms of
excessive behavior. It was only in frenzy that one could hold com-
munion with the god, or - in ecstasy so great that the soul seemed
to leave the body - to become one with him.

“There are significant indications that the old pagan religion
still exerted a powerful influence on the recent converts at Corinth.
They were uncomfortable over meat that had been offered to idols
(8:1-13), and they had to be reminded not to attend sacrificial
meals in pagan temples (10:20, 21) As in Bacchic feasts, there
was drunkenness at the Lord’s Supper and ecstatic madness at the
worship services. A surprising description comes from the pen of
the neo-Platonist lamblichus as he explains the mystery cults, the
popular religions of the day, for Dionysus was not the only god
who inspired frenzy:

It is necessary to investigate the causes of the divine frenzy
(madness). These are illuminations that come down from the gods,
the inspirations that are imparted from them, and the absolute au-
thority from them, which not only encompasses all things in us but
banishes entirely away the notions and activities which are pecu-
liarly our own. The frenzy causes words to be let fall that are not
uttered with the understanding of those who speak them; but it is
declared, on the contrary, that they are sounded with a frenzied
mouth, the speakers being all of them subservient and entirely con-
trolled by the energy of a dominant intelligence. All enthusiasm is of
such a character, and is brought to perfection from causes of such a
kind. (The Egyptian Mysteries, tr. Alexander Wilder. pp. 119f.)

[Richard and Catherine Clark Kroeger, “Pandemonium and Si-
lence at Corinth,” IntelligentChristian website]
14“The preposition with the dative év mvevpatt could denote

the sphere of the Spirit of God, understood in effect as a locative,
and could be translated in the Spirit (NJB) or under the influence
of the Spirit (REB, JB). But the context and theology of confes-

sional declaration point to the dative of instrumentality, or a})genc%/
age
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Corinth the mark of false spirituality for Christians are
the declarations Avabeua ‘Inooiic, Let Jesus be cursed!,
and Kupioc'Inoodcg, Jesus is Lord. The second declaration
can only be made authentically év mvebpatt ayiw, by
the Holy Spirit. The authentic declaration comes only év
niveUpatt 6ol AaA®v, when speaking by the Spirit of God.
God would never lead a person the call down a curse
upon Jesus!

But just what is Paul getting at with Avd6epua
'Inool¢?"™ The specific setting for such utterances is

of the Spirit of God. Schrage and Collins both endorse this, and
NRSV, RSV, NIV rightly translate by the Spirit of God, which we
have simply made more explicit to reflect Paul’s double use of
the same syntax.’” We find here a classic model of Wolterstorff’s
philosophical analysis of human acts of speaking (AaA®dv) which
represent speech generated by divine agency (Aéyer). Wolterstorff
argues that just as the words which a secretary speaks can count as
words which her employer speaks (if the secretary knows his or
her mind and is empowered or authorized to speak on his or her
behalf), so human words can in appropriate situations, count as
‘divine discourse.” He calls this ‘double agency discourse.”*® On
this basis Paul is asking what content of human speech may be said
to count as what is spoken by the Spirit or through the agency of
the Spirit of God. Wolterstorff readily shows that, e.g., in the case
of ambassadors who speak for a head of state ‘double-speaking’
and ‘double agency’ is entirely intelligible.” So Paul asks: Under
what conditions does an utterance of a mvevpatikog count as an
utterance of 10 dyov mvedua? More broadly, what experiences and
actions, as well as words, will count as manifestations of the Holy
Spirit, rather than self-induced experiences, acts, or words, or even
those induced by other agencies?” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 917.]

15 Astonishing as it may seem, no less than twelve distinct
explanations have been offered to try to account for the use of the
phrase dvéOepo Incodg. Before we briefly list these, it may be
helpful provisionally to note the semantic range and lexicographi-
cal data which relate to dvdafepa. In classical Greek literature the
word regularly means votive offering devoted to a deity. In the his-
tory of the word the active voice of avoatiOnu, fo set up (i.e., in a
temple) or place upon (another), takes the middle form aveféunyv,
to lay before. With the long vowel avéOnua occurs in, e.g., Sopho-
cles, Antigone 286; 3 Macc 3:17; Jdt 16:19; Epistle of Aristeas 40;
Josephus, Wars 6.335; Antiquities 17.156. The form with the short-
er vowel, avaOepa, assumes: (i) this votive offering meaning from
its hellenistic background (Plutarch, Pelopidas 25.7; Philo, De Vita
Mosis 1.253); and (ii) the LXX translation for Heb. o7 (cherem),
that which is to be thoroughly destroyed as holy-to-God, that which
is taboo and unavailable to human use or contact (Lev 27:28; Josh
6:17; 7:12; Judg 1:17). (iii) In noncultic contexts it then enters or-
dinary discourse as cursed or cut off, especially cut off from God
(Gal 1:8-9; Rom 9:3; 10:1). Schrage and Davis discuss especially
(ii) and (iii).®* The absence of the verb in dvabépa ITnoodg permits
either the imperatival or subjunctive Jesus be cursed or the indica-
tive assertion Jesus is cursed. We shall argue that the utterance
concerning kvplog is a confession which combines an assertion
about Jesus Christ with self-involvement on the part of the speaker.
There need to be compelling reasons for understanding the parallel
clause in a different way. This will emerge as we set forth the vari-
ous possibilities, pausing where more general remarks serve our

not defined. If Paul is alluding to a moment of persecu-
tion when especially the Jewish synagogue is pressur-
ing the individual to recant his/her conversion to Chris-
tianity, then both declarations become understandable.
Another less likely possibility in light of the mentioning
of individuals in the church who denied the resurrection
of Jesus (cf. chap 15) would be that AvaBepa Incodg is
referring to the human Jesus in distinction to the spiritu-
al Christ. The most likely scenario is the first one, given
the opposition of Christian from the Jewish synagogue
depicted by Luke in his account in Acts.

Thus Paul asserts that the authentically Trveupatikég
individual will claim Jesus as Lord both in confes-
sion and living. Notice carefully that for Paul being
Tveupatikdg, spiritual, means &v Tveduat 6ol AaAQv,
i.e., being guided by the Spirit of God. It has nothing to
do with status oriented actions such as ecstatic speech
etc. It does not mean being able to speak directly with
God in a some kind of heavenly language. Instead,
TIVEUPATIKOG means being under the guidance of the
Holy Spirit doing the will of God. The emphasis flow
from God to the individual, not the reverse direction
understood from the Corinthian’s pagan background.
This pagan background from the religious atmosphere
of Corinth represented a total misunderstanding of au-
thentic veupaTikdg. This Paul intended to correct in
his discussion in 12:4-14:40.

Partitio 1, 12:4-6. 4 Alopéoelc &€ Xaplopdtwy eiloly,
TO 6¢ aUTO mvelpa 5 kal Slalpgoelg Slakoviwv eioly, Kal
0 aUTOG KUPLOG 6 Kal Slalpeoelg Evepynuatwy eioly, 6 6¢
aUTOG Be0C O évepy®v TA mavta £v tdowv. 4 Now there are
varieties of gifts, but the same Spirit; 5 and there are variet-
ies of services, but the same Lord; 6 and there are varieties
of activities, but it is the same God who activates all of them
in everyone.

5¢
468 ALaLpéoeLg XapLop&tev gioiv,
d¢
469 10 aUTO nvedpd -
12.5 KO(I_
470 dLaLpéoeLg dLAKOVLIGOY gloLy,
Kol
471 O autog RUPLOG -
12.6 KO(I_
472 dLaLpéoeLg évepynudtwv eiciv,
d¢
473 O autog Oego¢

O &vepy®v TA TmAVTIA
€V TIBOoLV.

In this beginning expansion of the general theme

purpose and evaluation. A final assessment, however, awaits the
examination of the k0piog confession.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,

MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 918.] Page 7



of Tv Tveupatiky, the apostle puts on the table the
idea of unity in the midst of diversity.
ALALPEDELG XOPLOUATWY ELOLY,
TO 6€ aOTO Mvelpa
Kal Slapéoelg Slakoviv ioty,
Kai 0 alTtog KUPLOG
Kal SLaLpECELG EVEpyNUATWY ELOLY,
0 8¢ alTtog B£0¢
0 &vepy@V TA MAvTA €V ACLV.
Diversities of giftings exist
but one Spirit
and diversities of ministries exist
and the same Lord
and diversities of enablings exist,
but the same God
who enables all things in all people.
The diversity emphasis is found in the threefold use
of diaipéoeig, the plural of diaipeoig. What precisely
does diaipéoeic mean?'® The context emphasis here
is on divine distribution of various xaplopdtwv, grace
giftings, Slokovi®v, ministries, and évepynudtwv, en-
ablings. But the tendency of many commentators is
to draw too sharp a distinction between ‘distinctions’
and ‘distributions.’ In the subsequent amplification both
ideas received emphasis from Paul. The main point
of diaipéoeig is to stress that the three fold blessings
defined come as distributions from God. They are not
humanly produced. The concluding declaration in v. 11

1“In the NT it [Swpéw] obviously means ‘to apportion and
distribute,” as in Lk. 15:12: tov Biov; 1 C. 12:11: 10 &v kai 0 a0T0
vedpa, dapodv 10ig Ekdotm kabang fovAietat. The mvedua allots
the gifts of the Spirit to the various members of the community
according to His will.

Slaipeolg has three important meanings in secular Greek:
“separation or dissolution”; “division” either generally or logically;
and “distribution,” as the apportionment of property or an estate
in the pap.1 In the LXX it means “distribution” in Jdt. 9:4; Sir. 14:5;
or “what is distributed”: a. a part in Y 135:13 (parts of the sea), or
Jos.19:51 V1, p 185 ==19:8f. (an inheritance); or b. a “division,” as
in Ju. 5:16; eig Statpéoelg PouPnv == 5:15: €ig tac pepidag PouPnv
== clan; 1 Ch. 24:1; 2 Ch. 8:14; 35:5, 10, 12; 2 Esr. 6:18: courses of
priests; 1 Ch. 26:19: Statpéoelg TV muAwpdv, 1 Ch. 27:1-15: divi-
sions of the army.

“So far as concerns 1 C. 12:4 f.), this can be decided only
from the context. The plur. dwapéoeig, the opposition to t0 8¢ adTO
nvedpa, and the parallelism with the basic concept of 1) pavépmaoig
Tod mvevpotog (v. 7) all favour ‘distribution’ rather than ‘distinc-
tion.” The one Spirit is manifested in apportionments of gifts of
the Spirit, so that in the community the one ydapig of God is expe-
rienced by charismatics in these distributions (of yapiocpata). The
one concept dtaipesic here includes both distribution and what is
distributed.

In early patristic writing we find the peculiar use of Siaipeotig
to denote the distinction in the intertrinitarian relationship. Cf.
Athenag. Suppl., 10:3: TV év T évwoel SUvauLy Kal TV €v Tf Taéel
Slaipeowv of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Cf. 12, 2; Tatian, 5, 1 f,;
Origin. Joh., 11, 10, 74.

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:184-185.]

makes this point very clear: navta 6¢ talta évepyel T Ev
Kal to a0Tto nvelpa Statpolv dila ékaotw Kabwg BoUAeTal.
And all these are enabled by the one and same Spirit distrib-
uting to each one individually just as He chooses.

What is then distributed? xapiopdtwv, grace gift-
ings, Stakovi®v, ministries, and évepynudtwy, enablings is
Paul’'s answer. One should be careful to not draw much
distinction between these three groupings. Essentially
they refer to the same fundament entity depicted three
different ways. The individual blessings are first ‘gifts
of God’s grace, xaplopdtwv.'”” Thus no believer earns or
deserves them. But they are also Siakovi@v, ministries.'®
That is, these blessings are intended to benefit others
through service to them, and not the individual recipient.
Thirdly, these blessings are évepynudtwv, enablings.™
That is, the blessings are realized only through the in-
fusion of divine strength and power -- something done
only as the believer seeks to use them proper to serve
others. In brilliant fashion Paul sets up an inner linking
of the idea of divine blessings with all three aspects es-
sential to authentic blessing from God.

Boy, the self glorifying and elitist mentality that Paul
has targeted throughout the letter really receives a hard
blow here. If one seeks to be blessed of God, then he/
she must seek that blessing within the framework laid
out by Paul. It comes not as reward for self accomplish-
ment. It must be utilized in service to others. Its spiritual
strength depends solely upon the enabling presence of
God through His Spirit. This completely dismantles the
seeking of spiritual gifts for self glorification, as many
of the Corinthians were doing. It's easy to understand
Paul’s earlier declaration in 3:1-3.

1 Kayw, adeAdol, o0k AduvnBnv AaAfjcat LUV wg

TIVEULLOTIKOTG GAN” w¢ oapkivols, we vnriols év XpLot@.

2 yaAa UpdG énmotioa, ol Bplua: olTw yap €5Uvacbe.

Tyapiopa is a Pauline word in the NT with 16 of the 17 NT us-
es in his writings. Clearly he plays off root idea of the word group
xaipw, xapa, cuyxaipw, xaptg, xapilopatl, xapttéw, AxapLoTog,
XOpLopa, e0X0PLOTEW, eUXapLoTia, evXaplotog. The idea of xapLg,
grace, stands foundational with xaplopa as a concrete expression
of divine xapLc.

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:359.]

8510covia is a heavily used word by Paul with 24 of the 34 NT
uses in his writings. A part of the word group dwokovém, dakovia,
dudovoc, the emphasis is upon helping others in humble service.

YThis less frequently used word (2x in NT) is exclusively a
Pauline First Corinthians term (12:6, 10). A part of the larger word
group &pyov, épyalopat, €pydtng, €pyacic, £vepync, EvEpyela,
Evepyém, EvEpYNUa, eDEPYEGTa, EVEPYETE®, eVEPYETNG, the noun
&vépynua stresses action that has been put into effect. The English
word ‘energized’ is pretty close to the Greek noun in meaning.

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:635.]
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AAN’ 006€ €Tl viv SUvaoBe, 3 £TL yap capkikol €oTe.
Omou yap €v UV {fjAog kal £pLg, oUXL oapKikol €0Te Kal
KaTtd GvOpwWIOV MEPUTATETTE;

1 And so, brothers and sisters, | could not speak
to you as spiritual people, but rather as people of the
flesh, as infants in Christ. 2 | fed you with milk, not solid
food, for you were not ready for solid food. Even now
you are still not ready, 3 for you are still of the flesh. For
as long as there is jealousy and quarreling among you,
are you not of the flesh, and behaving accord- 12.7
ing to human inclinations?

In Paul’s three fold stress on divine bless-
ings, he repeats the exclusive divine source
three times as well: 16 6¢ a0to nvebua, but the
same Spirit; kal 6 auTtdg KUplog, and the same
Lord; 6 6& altOg Bedg O évepy®v TA MAVTA £V
ndowv, but the same God who enables all things 476
among all people. Blessing to the believer is
totally and completely dependent upon God, 477
His grace and strength. Special emphasis is
given to the third declaration in order to em-
phasis that only within the continuing strength478
of God can His blessing be used for the ben-
efit of others. In clear terms Paul is condemn-
ing the selfish orientation of so many of the
Corinthians. For them, elitism was based
upon “God, look at what | am doing for you.”
It was intently concerned that others think the ;g4
same way toward the elitist. Such thinking is
utterly condemned by Paul here. Plus anyasg2
possible effort at ‘status ranking’ of the vari-
ous blessings, or gifts, is likewise condemned483
by Paul here.

Confirmatio 1, 12:7-31a. Based on the484
premise set forth in vv. 4-6, Paul now ap-
plies and amplifies his principles concerning
spiritual blessings. First he turns to specify-
ing some of these blessings more precisely (vv. 7-11).
Then using the analogy of a body, both literally as a
human body and figuratively as the community as the
body of Christ, Paul applies the principles of vv. 4-6 to
the issue of factions in the Corinthian community in vv.
12-31a with the central theme of unity.

lllustrations of spiritual blessings, wv. 7-11. 7
Ekaotw &€ Sidotal N pavépwolg ol MVEUUATOC PO TO
OUUPEPOV. 8 ) UEV yap S1d ToT mveUparog SiSotal Adyog
gopiag, GAAw 6 AOyo¢ YyVwOoewS KATA TO aUTo nvelua, 9
ETEPW mioTic év T aUT® mvevuart, GAAw 6 yapiouata
lapdatwy év t@ évi mvevuart,, 10 dAAw 6¢ évepynuata
Suvauewv, GAAw [6€] npopnteia, GAAw [6€] Slakpioeig
TIVEUUATWY, ETEPW YEVn YAwoowv, GAAw &8¢ épunveia
YAwoowv 11 navra 8¢ talta Evepyel 1O £V Kai TO aUTO
nvelua Stapoiv ibiq éxdotw kadws BouAetat. 7 To each
is given the manifestation of the Spirit for the common

474

12.10

479

12.11

£€1€pw YEVN YAROOHV,

good. 8 To one is given through the Spirit the utterance of
wisdom, and to another the utterance of knowledge ac-
cording to the same Spirit, 9 to another faith by the same
Spirit, to another gifts of healing by the one Spirit, 10 to
another the working of miracles, to another prophecy,
to another the discernment of spirits, to another various
kinds of tongues, to another the interpretation of tongues.
11 All these are activated by one and the same Spirit, who
allots to each one individually just as the Spirit chooses.
5¢&

€RGOTY didotalL 1 pavépwolLg tol mvelpatog

IPOg TO COUUPEPOV.

Yo
L& toU mvelpatocg

® p&v...8i{dotaL Adyoc copiag,

o¢&

&AA@ Adyog yvooewg (didotal)

KT 1O oUto mvelua,

129 g¢tépe niotig (didotal)

€V 1) auTd mvelpoatTl,
de

GAA@ Yopiopata tapdtev (didotal)

gv 1 &€vl mvelpotdt,
de

GAA@ évepyhpata duvdapenv (didotal),

[3¢]

480 &AA@ mpoenteia (didotal),

[3¢]

GAA@ BLakpioelg mvevpdtov (5idoto),

(didotar),
d¢&

GAA® €punveia YAWOOHV -

o¢&

navia tadta évepyel TO €V

KoL

485 10 aUTO mveltpa dLatpolv Ldig €RACTQ

KoBwg RoUAetol .

The header statement (v. 7) sets up the illustration
of nine examples of specific spiritual blessings for min-
istry to others in vv. 8-10. Verse 11 both summarizes
and reapplies the earlier principles in vv. 4-6. What is
central in Paul’'s emphasis here is not specific ‘gifts’ but
the use of all spiritual blessings for the benefit of the
community, rather than the individual. Paul does not
have any sort of ‘master list’ of spiritual gifts. He knows
quite well that the work of the Holy Spirit can never be
boxed into such a man made listing!

7 ékaotw 6€ Sidotal N pavépwaois Tol MVEUUATOS TPOG
10 oupuépov. To each is given the manifestation of the Spir-
it for the common good. Here TV TveupaTikK@V in v. 1,
which is first expanded by the threefold definition in vv.
4-6, is now labeled n pavépwolig tol nvevpartog, the man-
ifestation of the Spirit. In the other use of | avépwoig in
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2 Cor. 4:2, the emphasis is upon a public declaration.
The adverb @avepwg built off the same root stresses
openly, publicly in contrast to év KpuTT@) or KpuTTTQG,
in secret or secretly, as its opposite. That is, the activity
of the Holy Spirit in the life of the individual member
of the community will be obvious, rather than secret
or hidden. How? The prepositional phrase defines this
as mpog 10 cuudépov, for the common advantage.?® That
is, when the Holy Spirit is active in a believer’s life it
will be seen in ministry actions to others, the diaipéoeig
diakoviwy of v. 5.

In vv. 8-10, a specification of nine areas of activi-
ties by the Holy Spirit are given. Despite innumerable
efforts to categorize these, such efforts are useless
and a waste of time.?' Plus, this attempt dangerously
moves in the direction of attaching differing values on
these that the spiritual elitists at Corinth were doing.
This Paul was condemning soundly. But even worse
is what | have personally seen attempted in a Texas
congregation. That is, a compilaton of the various list-
ings?? into a ‘master list’ which served as the basis of a

2“To the primary criterion of pointing to the Lordship of
Christ or Christlikeness (12:3) as a mark of being authentically ac-
tivated by the Spirit, Paul now adds a second criterion: the Spirit is
at work where the public manifestation serves the common advan-
tage of others, and not merely self-affirmation, self-fulfillment, or
individual status. The Spirit produces visible effects for the profit
of all, not for self-glorification. If the latter is prominent, suspicion
is invited. idoton reflects both a continuous process of giving, and
the sovereignty of God in choosing and in freely giving.™*” [An-
thony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Com-
mentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 936.]

2“Numerous attempts have been made to ‘classify’ the nine
instances of gifts which Paul now enumerates. Weiss and Allo are
among those who perceive a triad of triads here, while Collins
argues for a 2 + 5 + 2 chiasmus.! Bengel and Meyer divide the
list into three: (a) gifts which relate to ‘intellectual power’: Adyog
coolag, Adyog yvmoewg (v. 8); (b) those which depend on ‘special
energy of faith’: miotig, idpata, dvvapeic, Tpopnreic, dlakpicelg
nvevpdtov (vv. 9—10a); and (c) ‘Charismata which have reference
to the yAdooat: yévn yYAwoodv, Epunveia yAwocdv (v. 10b)’ (Mey-
er’s italics).? Tertullian began similarly by marking off (a) the first
two gifts as sermo intelligentiae et consilii; but then subdivided
(b) mioti as spiritus religionis et timoris Dei from (c) idpata and
dvvapelg as valentiae spiritus; and finally (d) poonteia, dtakpicelg
TVELUATOV, YEVT YAooo®v and Epunveio yhwoodv.®” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 937.]

2Rom. 12:4-8. 4 kaBdmep yap £v Vi cwpatt TIOAA WEAN
£€xopev, T& 6¢& PEAN Tavta ol TV alTthVv &xel mpdéy, 5 oltwg
ol oMol &v oRpd Eopev év Xplotd), TO 6& Ko’ eig AANAAWY
MEAN. 6 Exovteg 6& xaplopata Katd TV xaplv thv SoBeloav nuiv
Sdladopa, eite mpodntelav katd trv dvaloyilav TG miotewg, 7
glte Sltakoviav év Tfj Slakoviq, lte 6 S16AcKkwv £v Tf] SLtdaokaAlq,
8 elte 0 mapakaA@v v Tfj tapakAnoel O petadldoug €v AmAdTNTL,
0 mpolotapevog év omoubiy, 6 éAe®v €v IAapotntL. 4 For as in one
body we have many members, and not all the members have the

complete reorganization of the administrative structure
of a modern congregation.?® It was a fiasco of the first

same function, 5 so we, who are many, are one body in Christ, and
individually we are members one of another. 6 We have gifts that
differ according to the grace given to us: prophecy, in proportion
to faith; 7 ministry, in ministering; the teacher, in teaching; 8 the
exhorter, in exhortation; the giver, in generosity; the leader, in dili-
gence; the compassionate, in cheerfulness.

1 Cor. 12:8-10. 8 © pév yap 8w tod mvevpatog diSotal
Aoyog codlag, GAAW &€ AOYyoG YVWOEWG KATA TO auTtd nvebua, 9
ETEPW TIOTLC &V T aUTH TVeELpATL, GAAW &€ xaplopata lapdtwy
€v T® &Vl mvevpatt, 10 GAAw &€ évepynpata Suvapewv, GAAW
[6€] mpodntela, GAw [6€] Slakploelg MveLUATWY, ETEPW YEVN
YAwoov, 6AA\w &€ €punvela yAwoowv 8 To one is given through
the Spirit the utterance of wisdom, and to another the utterance
of knowledge according to the same Spirit, 9 to another faith by
the same Spirit, to another gifts of healing by the one Spirit, 10 to
another the working of miracles, to another prophecy, to another
the discernment of spirits, to another various kinds of tongues, to
another the interpretation of tongues.

1 Cor. 12:27-31a. 27 Yuelg 6¢ £ote oWua Xplotol Kal PEAn
€K Hépoug. 28 kal 00¢ pév €Bgto 0 Be0G év T ékkAnola mp&ToV
anootdloug, Sevutepov mpoodnTag, tpitov Stdackaloug, Emelta
Suvapelg, Emeta xaplopata lapdtwy, AvtAUPEeL, KuBepVNOELG,
YEVN YAWCO®V. 29 N AVTEG AOoTOAOL; N TTAVTEG TpodfiTal; Ui
niavteg Stdaokaioy; pf mavteg Suvapelg; 30 pr) IAvVTEG xaplopata
g€xouowv lauatwv; pn mavteg yAwooalc Aalololv; ur TAVTECQ
Stepunvevouaoty; 31 InAolte 6£ ta xapiopata ta peilova. 27 Now
you are the body of Christ and individually members of it. 28 And
God has appointed in the church first apostles, second prophets,
third teachers; then deeds of power, then gifts of healing, forms of
assistance, forms of leadership, various kinds of tongues. 29 Are
all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work mira-
cles? 30 Do all possess gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues?
Do all interpret? 31 But strive for the greater gifts.

Eph. 4:11-14. 11 Kai a0tog €6wkev TOUG PEV AMOCTOAOUG,
ToU¢ 8¢ mpodntag, Toug 6& ebayyeALoTAg, TOUg 8¢ Toluévag Kal
SdaokdAoug, 12 mpOG TOV KOTAPTIOMOV TWV Ayiwv €ig €pyov
Slakoviag, €ic oikodounv 100 cwpatog tol Xplotol, 13 péxpl
KOTOVTAOWHEV Ol MAVTEC €i¢ TAV &votnta TAC mioTewg Kal TAC
£ryvwoewc 1ol uilol told Be0l, eig dvdpa TtéAelov, €ig pétpov
AALkiac Tod TMAnpwHoTog Tod Xptotod, 14 fval HnKETL WHEV VATILOL,
KAUSwVI{OEVOL Kal TtepLdePOUEVOL TTAVTL AVEUW TAG Stéaokaliag
€v Tfj KuBela TV avBpwnwy, év mavoupyia mpog tnv puebodeiav
tf¢ mAavng, 11 The gifts he gave were that some would be apos-
tles, some prophets, some evangelists, some pastors and teach-
ers, 12 to equip the saints for the work of ministry, for building up
the body of Christ, 13 until all of us come to the unity of the faith
and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to maturity, to the mea-
sure of the full stature of Christ. 14 We must no longer be children,
tossed to and fro and blown about by every wind of doctrine, by
people’s trickery, by their craftiness in deceitful scheming.

B“Different ‘lists’ of instantiations of gifts in Paul assume
various shapes and sizes. Four lists occur in Rom 12:6-8; 1 Cor
12:8-11; 12:27-28; and Eph 4:11. On this basis Dunn prefers to
distinguish thematically between gifts which relate respectively to
miracles, revelation, inspired utterance, and service, perceiving all
of them to proceed from divine grace.* Above all, ‘charisma is al-
ways an event, the gracious activity (évépynua) of God through a
man.” The word ‘event,” however, may be open to question. Paul’s

charisma of living a celibate life without distraction no d%ubt eild
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order and eventually ripped the congregation apart into
bitter division. The futility of such efforts becomes clear
when measured carefully against the scripture text, in
large measure because they in reality attempt to do es-
sentially the same thing that the Corinthian elitists were
attempting.

God will never bless such an overt rejection of His
Word given through the apostle Paul! That is, primary
emphasis is placed on what the individual believer pos-
sesses. Paul condemns such individual seeking and re-
minds us that the bottom line is the spiritual well being
of the community. The good news is that each believer
has a contribution to make to the common advantage
of the community. In the hugely class conscious soci-
ety of first century Corinth that was most inspiring and
encouraging. Plus, no contribution is valued over all the
others by God. Even better good news!

What are the manifestions of the Spirit described
here by Paul? Note the syntax of the Greek in vv. 8-10:

® MV yap 81 Tod mvelpatog SiSotal
a) Aoyog codlag,
b) GAAw 6& AOYOC YVWOoEWC KATA TO aUTO mvelua,
c) €tépw MioTIG &V T® aUTE TVELATL,
d) GA\w 6¢ yapiouara lopdTwy €V T@ Vi mveuuatt,
e) GAA\w 6¢ évepynpata SuVAPEwy,
f) GMw [6€] mpodnrteia,
g) GMw [6€] Slakploelg mveupdTwy,
h) £étépw yévn yAwoov,
i) GAA\w 6€ €punveia yYAwoo®v

Note the grouping of the first two with @ pév... 8\
8¢, to the one on the one hand...but to the other..... The
common use of Adyog but with the distinction of cogiag
and yvwoewg motivates the structure. Logos here is
best understood as either as ‘utterance’ or ‘articulate

tailed a continuous divine sustaining. In his earlier work Dunn’s
use of ‘event’ slides too readily into assumptions about ‘spontane-
ity,” but in his volume on Paul’s theology (1998) he fully recogniz-
es that these gifts include ‘more humdrum tasks and organizational
roles, as the more eye-catching.... The grace was in the giving,
we might say, not in the form of the manifestation.’® He adds: the
‘event’ character should not be ‘overpressed.... 1 Cor 14:26-32
suggests a mixture of prepared contribution and some spontaneous
utterance’ (my italics).” Such gifts as teaching and critically evalu-
ating can hardly be ‘spontaneous,’ but are habits of trained judg-
ment marked precisely by a continuity of the Spirit’s giving as a
process over time (cf. Rom 12:7-8; 1 Cor 12:27; Eph 4:11). ‘Alms-
giving’ and ‘works of mercy’ (Rom 12:8) may well seem ‘more
excellent’ if the use of the gifts is planned, deliberate, and entails a
conscious act of will and service rather than a spontaneous welling
up of a gesture without reflection. We shall note the importance of
Theissen’s claims (in effect, against Dunn) that ‘tongues,’ e.g., far
from being merely spontaneous, may reflect ‘socially learned be-
havior.”® This issue is discussed further with reference especially to
healing and to prophecy.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle
to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Inter-
national Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B.
Eerdmans, 2000), 937-938.]

utterance.’” Against the backdrop of 16 uses of cogia
inside First Corinthians (1:17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 30; 2:1,
4,5,6, 7, 13; 3:19) the idea here is the wisdom of God
provided to the believer.?® From Paul’'s earlier discus-

2#“We insert on his or her part to provide a gender-inclusive
way of communicating the contrastive particles which qualify the
distribution or apportionment of gifts: @ pév ... Ao 8é.... It is
quite unsatisfactory to translate Adyog as word, even if in Chris-
tian circles ‘a word” has become informal shorthand for a message.
Adyoc means word in certain (mainly linguistic) contexts, but more
usually it indicates a rational statement, proposition, or sentence.
However, it is not restricted to cognitive propositions. Hence the
best translation is utterance with a nuance of intelligibility or
rationality best conveyed by the compound phrase articulate ut-
terance. In John 1:1 the inexpressible, transcendent, holy God
becomes enfleshed as God’s articulate utterance of his being and
action in the embodied life and action of Jesus Christ. The fifteen
or so sections listed under Adyog in BAGD confirm the frequency
of conjunctions between discourse and articulate speech, with the
proviso that Adyog can also mean question (Diogenes Laertius,
2.116; Josephus, Antiquities 12.99; Matt 21:24), prayer (Matt
26:44; Mark 14:39), or story or account (Josephus, Ant. 19.132;
Mark 1:45; Luke 5:15).9 In Col 2:23 Aoyov &xewv copiog alludes to
human precepts that have a [mere] appearance of wisdom. 1 have
discussed the semantic range of Adyog more fully elsewhere.!?”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
938.]

2“QOur proposed translation relating to ‘wisdom’ reflects two
points. First, the genitive copiag may be either subjective geni-
tive, articulate utterance derived from (God's) wisdom, or objec-
tive genitive, articulate utterance about (God's) wisdom. Second,
cogia was clearly a catchword or slogan in the Corinthian com-
munity (see above on 1:17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 30; 2:1, 4, 5, 6,
7, 13; 3:19; sixteen times in this epistle, out of only two further
uses in the four major epistles, Rom 11:33 and 2 Cor 1:12; six in-
stances in Colossians [1:9, 28; 2:3, 23; 3:16; and 4:5]; and three in
Ephesians). Hence we place it in quotation marks. The background
which controls the exegesis, therefore, derives from the contrast
between the pretentiousness and competitive status-seeking of hu-
man wisdom (1:17-22; 2:1-5; 3:19) and the gift of divine wisdom
(1:24-31; 2:6-13). Since the emphasis in 12:8 falls entirely on gift,
clearly divine wisdom as a gift of the Spirit lies in view here. Kiste-
maker offers an exegesis which coheres with these factors: ‘The
gift is the ability to speak divine wisdom which believers receive
through the Holy Spirit (cf. 2:6-7). Divine wisdom is contrasted
with human wisdom (1:17, 20, 25).”"" Similarly, Zodhiates defines
this gift as ‘an intelligent utterance of God’s wisdom.” Wolff, Col-
lins, and Schrage convincingly insist that any interpretations of this
phrase must allude to ‘Paul’s lengthy discussion on word and wis-
dom (1:18-4:21)’ (Collins)."

“Wisdom, in this context, becomes an evaluation of realities
in the light of God’s grace and the cross of Christ. It is part of a
response to grace.!* Dunn compares 2 Cor 1:12 in this context:
‘not by human wisdom but by the grace of God.”'* But it is the
articulate utterance of this wisdom. Hence it relates to ‘God’s plan
of salvation’ and its articulation or communication. Schatzmann
and Schrage confirm this point. First, Paul emphasizes ‘the actual
utterance of wisdom which becomes a shared experience because

it results in the upbuilding of the body’; second, ‘From 1 Cor. 1-3
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it is almost certain that Paul identified the wisdom from God with
God’s saving deed in the crucified Christ, particularly in the proc-
lamation of the saving event.’'® It relates primarily to ‘the revela-
tion of God in the cross.’!¢

“Some popular interpretations of this phrase are therefore
clearly far more individualistic and pragmatic than the above
comments suggest. Kistemaker, Dunn, Schatzmann, and Schrage
broadly view the articulation of ‘wisdom’ as the intelligible com-
munication of the purposes of God, as focused in the ‘reversals’ of
the cross (1:26-31), for the world and for the common advantage
of all believers. We can but speculate whether this could include
‘inspired messages’ for specific individuals; certainly there is no
firm evidence to warrant such an understanding. If we interpret
the phrase to reflect Paul’s other uses of co@ia in this epistle, such
an utterance seems more than likely to allude to Christ-centered
gospel wisdom. It would not, in other contexts, denote simply
some convenient communication without any implicit christologi-
cal connection. The introductory formulae in 12:1-3 and in 12:4-7
also lead us to expect such a function and content. Wisdom relates
to building up the community for the common advantage of all
through appropriation of the power and lifestyle of Christ. Craig
goes so far as to allude to 1 Corinthians 1-4 to urge the conclusion
that the first two of the nine ‘gifts’ (and probably several others)
refer to ‘the teaching ministries of the church.”!”

“A hint from Chrysostom might seem to imply a different un-
derstanding. Chrysostom regards the ‘spiritual gifts’ in general in
12:1-11 as ‘such as used to occur but now no longer take place.’'®
Further, whereas he comments in detail on 12:1-7, he simply re-
peats the text of vv. 8—10 without comment, as if to imply that
we can know nothing about the meaning of these gifts, which,
he seems to imply, have ceased.!® Tertullian, however, returns to
christological perspectives. The utterance which relates to wisdom
is ‘the Spirit of wisdom’ to which Isaiah alludes: the messianic
anointing of Isa 11:1-3 anticipates the christological counterparts
in 1 Cor 12:8-11.20. Wisdom and knowledge, for Tertullian, is
gospel wisdom and gospel knowledge.?! Clement of Alexandria
stresses the unity and diversity of the gifts rather than their con-
tent, except to comment that they are ‘apostolic,’ i.e., reflect the
‘knowledge, life, preaching, righteousness, purity and prophecy’ of
the apostles, concerning especially faith in Christ and the knowl-
edge of the gospel.”®? Origen is quite clear that ‘in the catalogue
of charismata bestowed by God, Paul placed first Adyog copiag ...
because he regarded proclamation (Adyoc) as higher than miracu-
lous powers.’%

“Among older modern writers Godet and Heinrici echo the
same point. Godet stresses an intellectual grasp of gospel princi-
ples; Heinrici interprets Adyog copiog as knowledge of salvation
communicated to others.? Allo stresses the compatibility between
the agency of the Holy Spirit and intellectual insight, citing the in-
terpretation of this verse by Thomas Aquinas.”® Allo’s understand-
ing borders on permitting a more individualistic view, as entailing
knowledge of God’s intimate purposes, but the emphasis remains
on the intellectual. On the other hand, Héring points out that wis-
dom in the LXX tradition includes especially moral guidance for
life.? Yet in the light of James Davis’s study of Jewish sapiential
traditions, this must not be understood to take us into the domain of
‘achievement’ rather than of divine grace.”” We have already noted
the kerygmatic aspect urged by Wolff, Collins, and Schrage.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
938-941.]

sion of cogia the central emphasis of the term has to
be understood as insight into God’s unique working in
the cross of Christ to provide salvation.

Drawing a clear distinction between cogia and
yvoig is virtually impossible within either First Corin-
thians and the larger body of all of his letters.?® Perhaps

2“There is no consensus whatever about any clear distinction
between (1) Aoyog copiag ... and (2) Adyog yvocems. ‘Knowledge’
(yv@®o1g) is no less a Corinthian catchphrase than ‘wisdom’ (see
above on 1:5; 8:1, 7, 10, 11; also on 13:2, 8 and 14:6). Of twen-
ty uses of the noun yvdoig in Paul (excluding Ephesians and the
Pastorals) no less than seventeen occur in 1 and 2 Corinthians, of
which nine appear in 1 Corinthians, while only nine or ten further
uses occur through Ephesians, the Pastorals, and the rest of the
NT (three in 2 Pet. 1:5, 6; 3:18). In his initial thanksgiving (1:4-9)
Paul gave thanks that the Corinthians had been made rich év movti
AOY® Kol mdon yvooet, while in 8:1 the fundamental contrast is
set up between ayamn as that which builds up and yvdoig as that
inflates. Hence, just as wisdom occurs in this epistle both in a pe-
jorative sense of human status-seeking and achievement and in a
positive sense as the divine wisdom of the cross, so knowledge
in a ‘proto-gnostic’ or ‘standing-on-one’s-rights’ frame means ‘the
static, cognitive epistemology of the gnostics’ and in a positive,
relational, christological frame ‘a dynamic affectional relationship
from knowledge of God to being known by God’ (Yeo).® More-
over, ‘wisdom and knowledge appear together among the basic
elements of the spirit of the children of light in 1QS 4:3—4. The
Qumran text lists them at the end ...’ (Collins).?

“Bengel assigns a more theoretical role to articulate utterance
relating to “wisdom” and a more practical role to discourse relating
to “knowledge” (sapientiae ... cognitionis ...); for “knowledge re-
lates to things to be done; wisdom to things eternal; hence wisdom
is not said to pass away (13:8) and knowledge occurs more fre-
quently.”30 Paul speaks of these gifts as if they were daily events
for the Corinthians (quae Corinthiis sint quotidianae); but today we
encounter ambiguity about the force of the words and their distinc-
tion (hodie de ipsarum vocum vi et differentia ambigimus). Meyer,
however, takes an opposing, even a reverse view, anticipating Yeo
about the relational significance of yv®c16.31 Augustine observes
that for Paul “in Christ Jesus are hidden all the treasurers of wis-
dom and knowledge” (Col 2:3); hence in 1 Cor 12:8, although
wisdom may relate to “divine things” and “knowledge to human
things,” both aspects concern the believer’s relationship to Christ,
activated through the Spirit.32

“Elsewhere Augustine comments that Paul ‘certainly distin-
guishes these two things, although he does not there explain the
difference, nor in what way one may be distinguished from the
other.”*® In yet another reference Augustine relates wisdom to the
intellectual understanding of eternal realities, and knowledge to
‘rational cognizance of temporal things,” which come as gifts from
the Holy Spirit who is beyond the merely earthly.** If in On the
Trinity, 5:4, he stresses the unity and sovereignty of the Spirit, in
John 21 Augustine draws attention to the definitive nature of God’s
apportioning of gifts to one (e.g., Adyog copiog) and differently to
another (e.g., A0yog yvdcemg) as no more a person’s business than
Peter’s query ‘Lord, what about this man?’ (John 21:21) and Jesus’
reply ‘What is that to you? You go on following me’ (21:22).%

“All this comes close to Dunn’s conclusion: ‘Gndsis and so-
phia ... present us with special difficulties ... because in the Co-

rinthian letters in particular they are not Paul’s own choice of ex-
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pression; his use of them has been determined in large measure by
the situation which he addresses at Corinth.... This is why gnosis
keeps recurring within the Corinthian letters and only rarely else-
where.”*® After this introduction, however, Dunn hazards the view
that since knowledge in 8:1, 4, concerns idols and monotheism,
‘knowledge here, then, is an insight into the real nature of the cos-
mos.... ‘Utterance of knowledge’ may therefore quite properly be
understood as a word spoken under inspiration giving an insight in-
to cosmical realities and relationships.’®” On the other hand, Dunn
perceives a ‘broad parallel” between wisdom and ‘revelation and
grace,” and his later book on Paul’s theology constructively relates
these two gifts to Rom 12:6-8 in terms of a general gift of speech
for ‘prophecy, teaching, encouraging’ in contrast to gifts which re-
late specifically to action.*®

“While his account of knowledge contains elements of con-
jecture for interpreting 12:8, Dunn makes the valid point that
Paul’s focus on the utterance or discourse of wisdom and knowl-
edge suggests that the gift character of the Spirit’s activation in-
cludes the moment and mode of their use: “The charisma of God
is no possession of man to be used at his will.”3* However, in his
earlier work he also argues, ‘only in the act and moment for utter-
ing it.”* I firmly agree that since utterances are speech-acts in time,
the temporal dimension is fundamental to the character of the gift
as gift. But in this early work Dunn too readily translates this into
modern notions of ‘spontaneity.” In my view, these gifts are not
given primarily in the moment of their use, but for such a moment.
Part of the sovereignty of God and of God as Spirit consists in his
giving gifts for the common advantage of all which find visible ex-
pression at the right moment of pastoral timing. But this in no way
contradicts the notion of a trained, habituated disposition, shaped
and nourished by the Holy Spirit for use at the moment of God’s
choice. This is different from popular assumptions about ‘flashes
of insight’ into this or that particular situation. While the text does
not exclude this, it offers no evidence for it.*!

“Bittlinger tends to overlook the specific issues which concern
wisdom and knowledge in the Corinthian situation. Nevertheless,
his link with Jesus’ promise of the Spirit to provide intelligible or
articulate utterance in difficult situations, such as that of persecu-
tion, provides a convincing allusion to pre-Pauline traditions of
the words of Jesus.** Our earlier comments suggest that this would
apply especially to the articulation of the gospel. However, Bit-
tlinger’s attempts to distinguish this from ‘the word of knowledge’
remain more speculative and less contextually determined.** His
comments about the situational dimension of utterance serve to
underline our observation about God’s choice of timing of the use
of gifts, which have molded the believer’s disposition to respond
to situations in appropriate ways. This relates the gift of utterance
to holiness and to Christlikeness, as we should expect if they are
Spirit-given.

“Senft views both as ‘gifts of theological reflection.’* This is
a helpful counter-balance against ad hoc notions of spontaneous
intuition, but it offers only one component within the larger frame-
work explored here. We must not neglect the weight of scholar-
ship, which emphasizes the reflective and dialectic nature of the
gift as a habit of mind or a bestowed skill. Thus Banks interprets
AOyoc yvdoewg as the gift of ‘understanding the Old Testament,
Christian tradition, and the capacity to expound them correctly.’*
But H. Schiirmann insists that as a ‘gift of the Spirit” who works
in the depths of the human heart the phrase denotes ‘pneumatic
understanding, from the depth of the human spirit, directed more
toward the practical.’*¢ Nevertheless, the rediscovery of a wisdom-
related rationality embedded in historical and practical life which

the slight difference relates to divinely provided insight
into the Gospel (cogiag) and divinely understanding of
how the Gospel impacts life (yvwoewg).

Another tendency of modern interpreters is to read
either the rationalism of the Enlightenment into both of
these as theological reflection or as creative spontane-
ity based on the model of pietism and Romanticism.
That the action of the Spirit comes either from reflection
that can explain coherently or from spontaneously in
making the utterance is a false dichotomy dictated by
eisegesis rather than by exegesis. Paul draws no such
artificial distinctions. His agenda is very different.

The syntactical arrangement of vv. 9-10 group
these closer to one another:

ETEPW TiOTIG

&V T aUT@ nvevuartt,
GAA\w &€ yaplopata lopdtwy
&v TQ €vi mvevuari,
GAAw &€ évepynuata SUVAHEWY,
GA\w [6€] mpodnreia,
GAAw [6€] Slakploelg mveupdTwy,
ETEPW VEVN YAWOO RV,
GAA\w &€ €punveia yYAwoo®v
to another faith
by the same Spirit
but to another grace gifts of healings,
by the same Spirit
but to another workings of powers,
but to another prophecy
but to another discernments of spirits
to another different kinds of tongues
but to another interpretation of tongues.
All of these assume the core clause expression at the
beginning: @ 8w Tol mvevpatog Sidotal, to one through
the Spirit has been given.... The contrastives are set up
with

o pev // GAw 8¢ (v. 8);

£Tépw // BAAw 8%, EAAw 8¢, &AW 8¢ (vv. 9-10a);
has emerged since the 1960s in such writers as H.-G. Gadamer,
B. Lonergan, A. Maclntyre, and Paul Ricoeur may help us here.*’
They may save us from allowing our exegesis to be shaped by im-
posing upon the text an illusory alternative: either abstract rational-
ist reflection based on the model of Enlightenment philosophy or
an interactive search for creative spontaneity based on the model of
pietism and Romanticism. This passage poses no such false alter-
native. Paul does not seek the wisdom of the Sophists, but neither
does he disparage practical reflection and judicious evaluation.*®
Gifts of articular communicative utterance may draw on wisdom
and knowledge from God especially when this serves both ‘the
common good’ of all and the proclamation of the cross. (This is a
far cry from some modern notions about coded messages for the
welfare of individuals.)

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
941-944.]
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£tépw // GAAw &£ (v. 10b).

Thus in vv. 9-10, TioTIG is set in contrast to xapiopata
iaudTwy, évepynuata  duvdauewv, TIpoenTeia, and
dlakpioeig TiveupdTtwy (1//4). Also yévn yAwoowv with
ETépw is set in contrast to €épunveia yA\woo@v as an
additional grouping (1//1). This structure should not be
overlooked in the exegesis. The three pronouns &g,
AdA\og, and €tepog carry nuances of meaning in this
kind of usage that are virtually impossible to preserve
in translation.

(v. 8): To one individual, ®, comes Adyog codiag, ar-
ticulate speaking with divine insight. But &AAw, to another,
comes Aoyoc yvwoewc, articulate speaking with divine
understanding. The upév...5¢ adds contrast, while ® and
dMw highlight commonality, which is then directly stat-
ed in katd 10 alto nvedua, by the same Spirit. Specula-
tion on the difference between cogiag and yvwoeswg is
both endless and largely useless. Whatever the slight
difference between the two may be, it is little more than
“twiddle Dee & twiddle Dum” in Lewis Carroll’s Alice in
Wonderland. In both instances the Spirit of God pro-
vides perception of the things of God that can be ex-
plained helpfully to the entire community of believers.

(vv. 9-10): Here £tépw, to another, stands in con-
trast to GA\w, to another, which is repeated four times.
Thus these four entities stand in contrast to the first
one in the listing. That is, niotig, faith, stands in contrast
to xapiopata tapdtwy, grace gifts of healings; évepynuata
Suvapewy, enablings of powers; mpodnteia, prophecy; and
Slakpioelg mveupdtwy, discernments of spirits. The £Tépw
and GAw pronouns highlight contrast between the two.
The unity idea comes with the év 1@ aUt® nvebuarty, by
the same Spirit and &v t® &vi mvevpaty, by the one Spirit,
which repeats katd 16 a0td nvebua, according to the same
Spirit in v. 8.2 A pair of real challenges emerge here in

“Interpreters differ in placing emphasis on unity or on di-
versity in this chapter. But Dale Martin, Harrington, and Lategan
argue convincingly that in these verses, at least, Paul places his
emphasis on the unity of source which lies behind a diversity of
phenomena. In spite of G. Wright’s arguments that Paul here por-
trays God as a God of diversity, Martin observes, ‘Thus in 12:4—11
Paul continually stresses unity in diversity in order to overcome
divisiveness owing to different valuations being assigned to differ-
ent gifts, with tongues as the implied higher-status gift.”' Lategan
argues that the body imagery which expresses a careful balance
between unity and diversity here undergoes revision and qualifica-
tion in the light of the same Spirit ... the same Lord ... the same
God (vv. 4-6) in order to stress that the diversity is secondary to
the unity.? The cohesive bestowal of the gifts ensures their funda-
mental unity. Thus both contextually and theologically the unity
constitutes the major emphasis in vv. 4-11, since ‘building’ pro-
vides the cohesive goal and purpose of the gifts, whatever their
variety. Harrington stresses unity of source where Lategan stresses
unity of goal and Martin underlines the unity of community. The
‘one source’ is not only the one Spirit (12:1-3), but God as giver
of grace through Christ and the Spirit.> Hence the Corinthian elit-
ist talk of mvevpatwcdv (12:1) is transposed by Paul into unifying

the effort to grasp what Paul is talking about.

First, what does TioTig in this context reference?
Normally tioTig inside the NT means a faith surrender
of oneself to Christ as Saviour and Lord. But the con-
trastive context of its usage here means that mioTig has
a different meaning. Clearly it moves beyond what is
required of all Christians since it is something given to
£tépw, another, i.e., one Christian in distinction from oth-
ers.

But what is that ‘beyondness’??® Paul does not

speech about yapiopdtov (12:4). Collins also argues that ‘the same
Spirit” holds the unit together, and the principle finds a parallel in
Rom 12:6-8 and in Paul’s own example as one who constantly al-
ludes to grace.”” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 928-929.]

28<Tt is universally agreed, or virtually so, that in this verse
miotic, faith, cannot therefore refer to saving faith, or to appro-
priation of salvation by grace through faith, since Paul explicitly
attributes to the Spirit the apportioning of this gift £étépa, i.c., to
someone who is different from, or other than, certain Christians or
even the majority of believers. It is a specific gift reserved for spe-
cific persons. By definition, therefore, it cannot designate that faith
through which all who are believers (cf. Paul’s semantic opposite
to believer as dmiotog, 7:13) are indeed ‘believers’ or Christians.
Bruce observes: ‘not the saving faith which is basic to all Chris-
tian life, but a special endowment of faith for a special service (cf.
13:2b),” while Collins calls it ‘something different from the faith
that characterizes all believers.”"

“This admirably sums up the point. But some wish to be more
specific. Conzelmann thinks that it should be linked to the next
two of the nine gifts: ‘accordingly, not faith, but apparently the
ability to perform miracles (13:2) and thus akin to the yapicpozo
iapdrov, gifts of healing.”? Fee offers an intermediate proposal:
‘It probably refers to a supernatural conviction that God will re-
veal his power or mercy in a special way in a specific instance.’™
Bittlinger acknowledges that this gift is not ‘saving faith,” but then
appeals to instances (e.g., Hebrews 11) which are offered as para-
digms of faith in general.’* According to the writer of the Epistle to
the Hebrews, all faith entails a willingness to act or to venture in
the present on the basis of a reality which has yet to become fully
visible when it finally occurs. Thus Luther defines saving faith as
‘a living, daring confidence in God’s grace, so sure and certain that
a man would stake his life upon it a thousand times. This confi-
dence in God’s grace ... makes men glad and bold...."% But this is
no different from the notion of staking one’s life on God’s prom-
ise; whether it be on the model of Abraham in Rom 4:13-25 or of
Noah, Abraham, and Moses in Heb 11:6-29. We must resist the
temptation to make ‘saving faith’ so passive a gift that anything
bold or trustful is associated with this specific gift. A distinction
here remains essential.*® Schatzmann thus speaks of ‘charismatic
faith’ (following Hasenbhiittl) but adds: ‘provided it does not imply
a relegation of justifying faith to a lesser degree of spirituality.’’
This may perhaps include ‘a mysterious surge of confidence.’*

“Much exegesis becomes speculative because the verse is
read through the lens of modern Western individualism. In a com-
munity situation, certain specific persons often come onto the
scene as ‘gifted’ with a robust confidence that becomes supportive

for the entire community. This may or may not presuppo%e sorilzc1
age




specify what this is; he only sets it in contrast to the
following four categories of grace giftedness. The rath-
er useless speculation of commentators trying to give
greater preciseness to the idea of TioTig only shows us
what it isn’t via speculation. The community contribu-
tion aspect of this divine blessing may be the key to a
very generalized sense of TioTig as an unusual level
of living in absolute dependence upon God that one
typically finds among a few members of the congrega-
tion. Their example inspires the rest to greater levels of
commitment and trust in God to order their lives.

One the other side of the mioTic contrast stands
four grace blessings: xoapiopata iapdtwy, €vepynuata
Sduvapewv, mpodnteia, and Siakpioslc mveupdtwy. Note
that three of the four are double references with both
nouns in the plural. Only npodnteia is in the singular.
The use of the plural with the core noun of the pairs,
xapioyaTa, évepyrnuara, Olakpioelg takes the abstract
noun idea of grace, enablement, discernment and
expresses them as concrete expressions rather than
just an abstract concept. These are specific actions by
believers for the benefit of the entire community?; not
resident powers vested into the life of individual believ-
ers.

The ideas in the four specified actions are not as
problematic for understanding. yapiouara iaudrwv.

First, laudtwyv, of healings, is interesting.®*® The noun
specific situation of crisis. The second problematic factor is a du-
alistic worldview which places each gift either too readily in the
‘supernatural’ Deus ex machina category or else views it too natu-
ralistically and reductively as merely an enhanced natural capacity.
It seems unwise and unnecessary to impose onto Paul dual models
of ‘natural’ and ‘supernatural’ which fell into two only after the rise
of English Deism and mechanistic world-views around the end of
the seventeenth century and beginning of the eighteenth century.
We must at the same time leave the door open to include inexpli-
cable, prodigious acts of faith, such as ‘faith to move mountains,’
whatever the metaphorical status of this image (Matt 17:20; 1 Cor
13:2). However, rather than focus on the category of miracle, it is
more helpful to consider the conceptual entailments of faith in the
God who is Almighty and sovereign in relation to his own world.
This links faith here with Adyoc yvdoewg (v. 8).% We shall next
consider issues about healing, but this will bring us back to further
questions about faith (see below).”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
944-946.]

Very likely this emphasis on concrete action toward others
in need inside the community of believers serves to highlight the
contrastive structure with miotig which is vertical in core meaning
and benefits others by example over against interactive ministry
actions as stressed in these four items.

3%“This gift of various kinds of healing does not appear in the
comparable samples of gifts in Rom 12:3—8 and Ephesians 4:11.
Indeed, the specific noun iopa, healing, occurs in the NT only here
and in 12:28, 30, although the cognate verb idopot occurs nineteen
times in the Gospels (including twelve times in Luke), four times in
Acts, and once each in Hebrews, James, and 1 Peter. The verb does

iapa is only found here (3x) in all of the NT: vv. 9, 28,
30. Paul never uses the verb form idopai that is used
some 33 times mostly in the gospels in reference to
Jesus’ actions. Neither does Paul use the other terms
Bepartreia / Beparrevw having to do with curing diseas-
es in ancient Greek. It is not listed in any of the three
other so-called gift lists.®' In the first century perception

not occur in Paul. The main alternative word for to heal, Ogpanedo,
occurs some forty times in the Gospels and Acts, but not in Paul,
and elsewhere in the NT only twice (in Rev 13:3, 12). Under the
semantic domain of healing, Louw and Nida list only idopat, to
heal, to cause a change from an earlier state, to cure; oo (only in
1 Cor 12:9, 28, 30); {ooig (only in Luke 13:32 and Acts 4:22, 30);
Bepamevo (discussed above); and certain special uses of kafBapilo
(e.g., of a leper, Matt 8:2), and €yeipw (as a metaphorical extension
of restoration, e.g., Jas 5:15).62” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 946.]

31“With the exception of 1 Cor. 12:9, 28, and 30, Paul appears
not to refer to healing at all in his epistles, except implicitly in
2 Cor 12:8, where he writes that three times he prayed that God
would remove his thorn in the flesh or sharp physical pain (ckoLoy
T oapki ... tva pe kohaeiln), but rather than a ydpiopa of healing
God gave him 7 yépig pov as his sufficiency (dpxeil cot), leav-
ing his weakness (dc0evein) without special healing. We discussed
above issues about Paul’s illness with reference to the hypotheses
of Dibelius, Deissmann, and Schweitzer (see above on 2:3, I came
to you in weakness ...). Collins argues that Paul ‘does not claim for
himself the gift of healing.’®* On the other hand, Turner subsumes
‘healings’ within Paul’s claim to preach ‘with ‘signs and wonders’
(Rom 15:18, 19; cf. 1 Thess 1:5) ... 1 Cor 2:2-5."% (See further
below, toward the end of this section.)

“Nevertheless, other parts of the NT associate healing either
with God’s sovereign choice alone or sometimes with the special
kind of faith to which the first part of this verse alludes. Jas 5:15
declares that ‘the prayer of faith (1] gdyn tiig nictewc) will save
(omoet) the sick or ill person, and the Lord will restore him to
health (€yepel avtov).” Hence Allo, Senft, Kistemaker, and Lange
associate the special faith of v. 9a with kinds of healing (v. 9b).%
Bruce, Héring, and Barrett offer virtually no comment on heal-
ings, presumably believing that everything is self-evident. Schrage
refers the use of the plural to traditions of healings performed by
Jesus.% But if the majority associate healing with the faith cited in
the first part of the verse, and if this faith is a sovereign gift given
to specific, chosen persons and not to all believers, Paul may not
expect that all believers who need various kinds of healing will
necessarily manifest the gift of faith with which healing may be
associated. This is given to €tépw, a different person, or another.
Fee’s comment that the manifestation of the gift is given to the
healer, not to the healed, leaves this principle intact.” Moreover,
if faith is said to be a condition for healing, this makes it awkward
that the special faith is given to £tép®, and yopicpata iopdTov
to dAAw. It is not necessarily the healer who receives the gift of
special faith.

“This underlines the corporate rather than individual dimen-
sion of these gifts and of Paul’s understanding of the apportionment
of the Holy Spirit to the church. There is a place for efficacious
corporate faith within the community which may influence the ef-

fectiveness of the entire community. In other words, to cite Mof-
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of disease and cures one should not ever read a post
Enlightenment mindset that distinguishes between
‘natural’ and ‘supernatural’ enter into the exegesis of
this text.®2 That God can and does work through hu-

fatt’s understanding of the gift of faith, ‘an indomitable assurance
that God can overcome any difficulties and meet any emergencies’
may be granted to a specific individual in such a way that this radi-
ant confidence in God’s grace and sovereignty may pave the way
for another to advance processes of healing, and yet another to be
restored.®® Even so, we must not forget that such counter-examples
as Paul’s ‘thorn in the flesh’ and probable problems with health (1
Cor 2:3-5; 2 Cor 12:8; Gal 4:15) indicate that the final decision lies
with God’s sovereign choice. Would Paul entirely provide warrant
for Max Turner’s principle about ‘expecting’ healing as joyful an-
ticipations of ‘the holistic nature of God’s eschatological salvation’
in the light of his eschatology in 1 Cor 4:8—-13?%

“The plural, which implies various kinds of healings, should
also be given its full scope. The kinds may appear to include sud-
den or gradual, physical, psychosomatic, or mental, the use of
medication or more ‘direct’ divine agency, and variations which
are not to be subsumed in advance under some stereotypical pat-
tern of expectation.”” From within the Pentecostal tradition even if
W. R. Jones perceives these nine gifts of vv. 8—10 to be hallmarks
of Pentecostal doctrine, nevertheless Donald Gee declared that
kinds of healings should ‘not preclude’ what he called ‘the merci-
ful and manifold work of medical healing.””" Bengel, too, insists
that while these gifts in vv. 9-10 include the miraculous, they do
not thereby exclude ‘natural remedies’ (per naturalia remedia).”
It is indeed doubtful whether Conzelmann’s mere allusion to hel-
lenistic parallels of miraculous healings as listed in G. Delling’s
Antike Wundertexte assists us in understanding this verse.” Godet,
Meyer, Robertson and Plummer, Goudge, Carson, and Schatzmann
confirm the point initially drawn from Edwards that the plural de-
notes various kinds of healings enacted in a diversity of ways to
address a variety of conditions, and not a uniform stereotypical
ministry performed by a permanently endowed ‘healer.”*”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
946-948.]

32“Healers are given varied gifts at varied times for varied
tasks, and we should not impose a post-eighteenth-century dual-
ism of ‘natural’ and ‘supernatural’ upon the ways in which God
chooses to use, or not to use, regular physical means.” As the Pen-
tecostalist writer Donald Gee points out in relation to the Pastoral
Epistles, in 1 Tim 5:23 Paul (or a Pauline writer) enjoins Timothy
to gain healing of the stomach by drinking wine rather than the
more dubious water supply but in 2 Tim 4:10 he leaves Trophimus
sick at Miletus.” The illness of Epaphroditus is also mentioned
(Phil 2:27).

“Parry reminds us that ‘this is the only passage where S. Paul
refers to these ‘gifts of healing’.””” Hence it remains all the more
surprising that many writers offer virtually no comment whatever
on this phrase. Even Fee, subsequent to a relatively brief comment
in his commentary, adds little in his more recent volume of around
a thousand pages on the Holy Spirit in Paul’s Letters. He writes:
‘Gifts of Healings. What this refers to needs little comment.””® He
then adds that for Jesus, Paul, and the early church, healing of a
physical nature was a ‘regular expectation’ largely, or at least ‘in
part,” based on ‘OT promises that in a Messianic age God would
‘heal’ his people.’” Although he concedes that ‘healing’ also refers
to salvation, Fee places weight on Matthew’s use of Isa 53:4 as a

‘promise for physical healing’ in Matt 8:17, supposedly to shed
light on the meaning of 1 Cor 12:9. At Corinth, however, the mod-
ern visitor has only to witness the astonishing display of body parts
recovered from the Temple of Asklepios, the Greek god of healing,
to begin to understand the importance of prayers for ‘supernatural’
healing by a god in the daily life of Corinth.*

“At a minimum, however, the issue is far more complex than
Fee and several other writers allow. In a Ph.D. thesis (1993) David
Petts allows that for Matthew himself the healing miracles of Jesus
are perceived as a fulfillment of Isa 53:4: ‘he bore our infirmities.’
But, writing from within a Pentecostal tradition, Petts nevertheless
demonstrates that any universal ‘claim’ by believers to be covered
by, or to participate in, the atonement of the cross remains of a dif-
ferent order in kind from requests for healing which may (to use
Fee’s phrase) be ‘expected,” but are certainly not always granted.§1
The very fact that the gifts of the Spirit are apportioned out dif-
ferently to one and to another, and that their bestowal and use is
temporally conditioned by God’s sovereign choice, precludes any
precise parallel from being drawn.

“Moreover, no ‘gift’ can be claimed unless it is promised.
Reconciliation with God and justification by grace constitutes a
universal promise to all who appropriate it through acceptance or
‘through faith’ in the Pauline writings. No such universal promise
relates to various kinds of healings, subject to fallible human judg-
ments about the ‘promises’ which may be suggested in religious
consciousness or personal experience. That these gifts are some-
times (rightly or wrongly) perceived as promises by given commu-
nities or individuals need not be denied. But the authentication of
such suppositions partly depends on the corporate spread of other
gifts in the church, such as teaching, wisdom, and discernment.®

“An exegetical scrutiny leaves open the possibility of gifts of
various kinds of healings in whatever mode, through whatever in-
strument or human agent, and at whatever time God may choose,
as one of many specific gifts (yopioporo iopdtov). Perhaps it is no
accident that yapicpota, which is otherwise omitted in connection
with the other gifts in this list, appears explicitly here. Tertullian
and Cyril of Alexandria make particular play of the connection be-
tween these gifts (including healing) and the anointing of Jesus
Christ by the Holy Spirit in the Spirit’s sevenfold apportionings
within the framework of Isa 11:1-3.% This serves further to modify
any simplistic view of healing. On one side, as Tertullian and Cyril
stress, Christ is raised by the Father as Lord and ‘has dominion.’
The fallenness of the fallen world with all of its ills stands under
his sovereign victory as crumbling in its power. Yet on the other
side, Christ’s victory entailed the acceptance of constraints and
the limitations of flesh-and-blood vulnerability within the created
order. Hence eschatological timing becomes one factor: when is
victory complete? The relationship between participation (sharing
Christ’s sufferings as a reflection of identification with Christ in
his redemptive work) and substitution (Christ wins the victory on
behalf of his people) constitutes another factor. Hence Paul stresses
the role of the Spirit as a sovereign given, who works unfathom-
able designs which cannot fully be penetrated until that design is
complete at the last day (1 Cor 2:10-16; 4:5).

“This christological and eschatological perspective is found
in Augustine and in Basil, who relate the Spirit’s gifts primarily
to the purposes of God in Christ in terms of the process of salva-
tion for the world.* The advance of the gospel in the power of the
Spirit steadily transposes a variety of evils into goods, and gifts
of knowledge, wisdom, healing, and prophetic utterance belong

to this holistic, cosmic context of gospel transformation. They are
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mans including doctors in effecting ‘healing’ is a bot-
tom line affirmation here. In a community perspective,
rather than an individualistic one (cf. James 5:13-18),
the prayer of one for another can be used by God to
effect healing, within the framework of the sovereign
will of God. In stark contrast to the myriad of secret
‘incantations’ necessary in the Corinthian the Temple
of Asklepios where the priest / priestess had to use the
correct one to bring about healing of individuals seek-
ing help at the temple, God’s power is not couched in
such nonsense. Inside the community of believers who
are blessed of God can be found a divine cure for every
kind of illness through the simple prayer of the individu-
als in the community.

If the first category of xapioparta iaudTtwy didn’'t
have enough controversy built into it, the situation
doesn’t get any easier with the subsequent three cat-
egories.3?

not individualistic universes of self-contained reality.® It is diffi-
cult to exaggerate how much part of a post-Enlightenment modern
world-view some of the popular religious literature is, when dual-
istic ‘laws of the supernatural’ are spuriously applied as supposed
exegesis. As Peter Mullen observes, Francis McNutt’s claim that
“it is always God’s normal will to heal,” together with ‘eleven rea-
sons why God does not always heal,” is in a very different world
from Paul’s.® The very notion of God’s ‘normal will’ owes more
to scientific notions of regularity than to the unfathomable depths
of Paul’s 'Q B&Oog mhovtov kai cogiog koi yvdcewg Oeod: mg
aveEepohvnta T Kpipata avtod kot avegryviaotot ai 000l aTod
(Rom 11:33).

“The Pauline context of Christology, eschatology, and corpo-
rate ‘building’ is well articulated in the Joint Statement “Gospel
and Spirit,” documented in K. McDonnell (ed.), Presence, Power,
Praise.’” On the gift of healings the statement declares: ‘All true
wholeness, health, and healing come from God. We do not there-
fore regard ‘divine healing’ as being always miraculous. We also
look forward to the resurrection, knowing that only then shall we
be finally and fully freed from sickness, weakness, pain and mor-
tality [cf. 1 Cor. 15:44 and comment on this view below]. At the
same time we welcome the recovery by the Church of a concern for
healing ... but also wish to express caution against giving wrong
impressions and causing unnecessary distress through (i) making it
appear that it is sinful for a Christian to be ill; (ii) laying too great
a stress and responsibility upon the faith of the individual who is
seeking healing....’® The statement appears to reflect the exegeti-
cal arguments presented above.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
948-951.]

3“Each phrase has, alas, to be translated into terms which
already presuppose a particular interpretation of no less than six
terms or phrases, each of which bristles with controversial exegeti-
cal possibilities and judgments. Unless we specify a variety of op-
tions for the translation above, all that we can do is to set forth the
arguments for the various alternatives and explain why we have
reached the conclusions implicit in the above translation.” [An-
thony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Com-
mentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 952.]

The second grouping, évepynuara Suvduswy,
has often been understood as referring to miracles,
but this is not clear from the language Paul uses.** By

#*“On évepynuata Svvapemv Schrage points both forward
to 12:28 and backward to the use of the term dvvapig as a word
related to salvation elsewhere in the epistle.® It is usually trans-
lated as the working of miracles (NRSV, NJB, AV/KJB, Barrett,
in effect Collins) or as miraculous powers (REB, NIV, Moffatt).
The RV margin recognizes that miraculous is not explicit in the
Greek, which it renders workings of powers. Needless to say (we
hope), deeds of power (which stresses the plural of dOvayug and the
place of this gift among deeds of action [healings] as against words
of utterance [utterance relating to ‘wisdom,” discourse relating to
‘knowledge’]) does not exclude the miraculous, but neither does it
narrowly specify it as the entire content and range of these deeds of
power. The mere use of the plural alone does not guarantee that the
word designates only the miraculous. On the other hand, as Barth
urges throughout The Resurrection of the Dead, in this epistle pow-
er (whether singular or plural) characteristically designates what is
effective against any obstacle or constraint because it is validated
by God in contrast to human aspirations, which may fail.”

“We have already discussed the meaning of évepyfuoto (see
above on v. 6). The link with the genitive duvauemv, however,
remains disputed. Many assume that it is a subjective genitive,
workings of powers, which, in abstraction from the considerations
discussed above on vv. 610, would imply that only workings of
miracles fully avoids tautology. But Calvin among the Reformers,
Hodge among post-Reformation writers, and H. Thielicke among
modern theologians follow a very widespread patristic tradition
of interpretation in regarding duvapemv as an objective genitive.
Calvin doubts whether it means power to effect miracles: ‘I am
however inclined to think that it is the power (virtutem) which is
exercised against demons and also hypocrites.”®! Rightly he views
évepynuara as effective working (cf. above) and more speculative-
ly compares Paul’s bringing of judicial blindness on Elymas the
magician (Acts 13:11) and Peter’s juridical speech-act which led
to the death of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:1-11). Hodge takes
up this theme, and Thielicke similarly understands this gift of the
Spirit as ‘authority over the powers.” He recognizes that only rela-
tively rarely does duvapig mean forces of evil, but considers that
the use of the plural here (which is unusual in the NT) is ‘used of
ungodly forces ... a power given over the powers’ (his italics), and
compares the reference to “handing over to Satan” in 1 Cor 5:5.92

“It remains open whether duvépewv is intended to be read as
an objective or a subjective genitive. Collins rightly makes room
for the term activities in his translation the activities of working
miracles, but the text leaves open whether these powers or deeds
of power are restricted to the ‘miraculous’ or simply may include
the miraculous where otherwise they would not be effective ones.”
Our proposed translation, therefore, allows for all these possibili-
ties, except that while in formal grammatical terms deeds of power
assumes technically a subjective construction of the genitive, in
terms of content it allows room for the force of the phrase advo-
cated by Calvin, Thielicke, and many early Fathers. Hence our
translation is by no means reductionist or critical of the possibility
of what we think of as ‘miracle,’ but it avoids pre-judging and nar-
rowing the scope of terms which convey a broader semantic range
than is implied by all of the major English versions.

“On these matters patristic evidence and arguments deserve
serious attention. Chrysostom perceives both overlap and con-

trast with healings: ‘He who had a gift of healing used only to (11(7)
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cures; but he who possessed évepnpata dvvapemv used to punish
also ... even as Paul imposed blindness and Peter brought death’
(Acts 13:11; 5:1-11).”* Ambrose (c. AD 397) includes the power
to cast out demons, or to perform ‘signs’: potestatem dari signifi-
cat in ejiciendis daemoniis, aut signis faciendis.”® Similarly, Cyril
of Alexandria understands this gift as é€ovoiav kot TvevpdToOV
axabdptov dote kPdAdiev avtd.’® But in addition to giving its
meaning as ‘casting out unclean spirits,” Cyril quotes the words of
the Gospels to extend the list to ‘healing the sick, raising the dead,
cleansing lepers, casting out demons: freely you have received;
freely give’ (Matt 10:8)°7 Theodoret remarks succinctly that this
xépiopa, for which request is often made, is instantiated ‘in depriv-
ing Elymas of his sight and the death of Ananias and Sapphira.’*®
Thomas Aquinas differentiates healings (possit sanare infirmita-
tem) from the broader operatio virtutum which ranges from the
redemptive act of dividing the sea (Exod 14:21) or even halting
the sun (Josh 10:13) to God’s working miracles through the Spirit
in the church (Gal 3:5).” Grotius also speaks here of potestas pu-
niendi.... '%

“On close inspection of the primary patristic and medieval
texts, the reason for an emphasis on powers over the powers of evil
appears to emerge largely to differentiate a subcategory of gifts of
effective action from the curative effects of healings. They remain
linked to the plural dvvdpeig in the broad sense of mighty works
which also serve as signs in the Gospels and in Acts (e.g., Matt
11:21, 23; 13:58; Mark 6:2; Luke 10:13; Acts 8:13). But the Gos-
pels also use the plural duvdapelg for the powers of heaven (Matt
24:29; par. Mark 13:25; Luke 21:26). The singular form usually
denotes the effective power of God in Paul (Rom 1:4-16; 1 Cor
1:18, 24; 2:4, 5; 4:20; 6:14), but in the Gospels and in Paul the
singular may denote authority or force as well as divine power
(Mark 9:1; 12:24; Luke 5:17; 9:1; 1 Cor 15:24; 2 Cor 1:8; 6:3),
or even serve as a circumlocution for God himself (Matt 26:64;
par. Mark 14:62; Luke 22:69; Acts 1:8; 6:8). Mighty works are (i)
unusual and visible in their intensity and general unexpectedness;
(i1) fully effective in achieving their purpose; and (iii) pointers to
or signs of some greater salvific reality. Miracles, by contrast, raise
issues about world views and relations to natural means concern-
ing which duvépelg remain more open-ended, presupposing simply
the almighty sovereignty of God both over, in, and through his
creation.!™ In what these acts consist in 12:10 corresponds ‘to the
wants of different situations,” which may or may not include ‘judg-
ments on unfaithful Christians or adversaries, such as Ananias or
Elymas.”1??

“Among specific studies of ‘power’ in the modern period, C.
H. Powell writes separate chapters on ‘Acts of Authority,” ‘Dyna-
mis and Miracle,” and ‘Power in Cross and Resurrection,” while de-
veloping overlapping themes entailed in dvvdug and dvvapeg.'”
Prior to the cross, the promises of God appeared to point to ‘days of
God’s power’ in the sense of portents that would visibly vindicate
faith and waiting.'” But in and through the cross, power, and even
deeds of power, became transposed into that which made actively
effective the loving and salvific purposes of the heart of God, as
revealed in Christ’s acceptance of constraints and renunciation of
force and spectacle in his messianic temptations. Commenting on
the grain of wheat which falls to the earth and dies in order to bring
life (John 12:24), Powell declares: ‘At no point is the difference
between the concept of power in Old Testament and New so pro-
nounced.”'® We therefore find in 1 Cor 12:10 a dialectic between
the power which is effective but cruciform in 1 Corinthians 14
and in most of this epistle, and some continuity with visible ‘signs’
to which dvvdaueig often but not always alludes. However, we have

the translation “enablings of divine expressions of power”
the idea is set forth that God at various times choos-
es to work in unusually powerful ways in their service
to the community as a whole. This has nothing to do
with demonstrations of ‘raw power’ such as a magician
would have his audience assume. Often God works in
quiet, almost unnoticed ways to produce a divine im-
pact upon a congregation through certain individuals
who are deeply committed to Him. At the end, every-
one in the congregation acknowledges that God has
worked powerfully through certain individuals to bless
His church.

The third contrastive divine blessing is mpoegnreia
which is seen in a unitary manner rather than in a di-
verse way as per the plural others in this listing.?® Al-

noted above (esp. on 1 Cor 1:18-2:5) that authentic ‘signs’ indeed
reflect the cross and are derived from a christological foundation.

“As an accommodation to tradition and Synoptic usage we
translate actively effective deeds of power (i.e., mighty works); but
this may already concede too much to expectations of the spec-
tacular.'® Dunn recognizes the difficulty of assessing how much
weight should be given to the meaning of duvdypug in the plural in
the Synoptic Gospels for an exegesis of Pauline texts, especially 1
Corinthians 12.'°” Anticipating Wolff, he concedes that Paul per-
haps thinks here of exorcisms: ‘yet demon possession as such does
not feature prominently in Paul’s thought (cf. 1 Cor. 10:20, 21;
Eph. 2:2); he thinks rather of spiritual powers in heaven operating
through the (personified) power of sin, law and death, and behind
the pagan cults and authorities.... Liberation from their dominion
comes only through the power of the Spirit.”!*® But freedom from
such dominion is the heritage of all believers; not simply a gift for
some. It is therefore essential to regain the collective and corporate
framework of these gifts ‘to some ... to another.” Specific human
agents (not all) may receive a particular gift from the Spirit to ad-
vance the gospel against oppressive forces, for the benefit of all.

“Although he rightly designates such gifts as ‘visible’ in op-
eration or effect, I see no grounds for Dunn’s assumption that they
are also ‘a nonrational power.’'® This would undercut much that
has been observed concerning the interpretation of 12:6-10, in-
cluding the discussions in footnotes. The term suprarational might
be more acceptable. We must remind ourselves again that for Au-
gustine and many of the early Fathers such gifts as Adyog copiog
and Adyog yvooemg constituted knowledge of things human and
divine, closely connected with rational reflection on transmit-
ted teaching. Similarly évepynuarto dvvapemv concerns effective
deeds which actively operate with power, whether rational or su-
prarational, whether to overcome spiritual or earthly forces of op-
position, and whether by means of self-sacrifice and the witness of
an outstanding life or by some more spectacular and (in the modern
sense) “miraculous” working. The victorious Christ, who was nev-
ertheless crucified and raised, bestows through the Spirit a gift of
victory which may draw its power both from the pattern and reality
of the cross (with all its constraints and ‘weakness’) and from the
pattern and reality of the resurrection.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
952-956.]

33“The Greek for to another, prophecy, is GAA® npopnteia.
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though widely twisted in modern times into some kind
of Christian fortune telling, the blessing of Tpognreia
simply means that God opens up an understanding
of Himself and His ways to individuals in the church
so that they can deeply grasp how God works in this
world. This is then articulated clearly to the commu-
nity in their desire to better know God and His ways. In
14:26, Paul defines Tpo@nreia as containing four sepa-
rate items and probably more. Biblical prophecy has
virtually nothing to do with chronological time. Rather,
it has everything to do with bridging the great chasm
between this time bound world and the world of God
in heaven. The one blessed with TTpo@nteia has been
granted access into this world of God in heaven so
that understanding of who God is and how He works
is granted in limited fashion to then be communicated
to His people. The requirement of the npodrtng, proph-
et, is to articulate that understanding to God’s people.
Paul in preaching the Gospel to the Corinthians is a
prime example of a biblical TTpognNG.

The final set is in this grouping is Olakpioeig
mveuparwy (v. 10b). Here is defined various skills in
recognizing whether preaching and teaching the Gos-
pel is authentic or false. It has close connections to
John’s similar emphasis in 1 John 4:1-3,

1 Ayanntol, pn movtl mvelUOTL TIOTEVETE GAAA
Sokiualete T mvevpata el ék tol Beol €otwv, 6Tl
mtoAAol Peudompododiitat £é€eAnAUBaciy gic TOV KOGUOV.
2 év ToUTW YWWoKkete TO velpa tol Beol- mdv nvelpa
0 Opoloyel Incolv Xplotov év capkl €AnAuBota €k
to0 Be0l €otwy, 3 kal mav nvedpa O pry OpoAoyel Tov
Incolv ék tol Beol oUk €oTiv- Kal TolUTto €0tV TO TOU
avtiyplotou, O dknkoate OtTL £pxetal, kol vOv év T®
KOOUW €oTlv fdN.

1 Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but test the
spirits to see whether they are from God; for many
false prophets have gone out into the world. 2 By this

What was prophecy in the NT? Bittlinger uses the well-known
catchphrase: ‘Prophecy is not in the first instance foretelling, but
rather forth-telling—Ilight for the present.’!!° The address to a pres-
ent situation retains an expected strand of continuity with prophet
and prophecy in the OT, and, as Bittlinger adds, in the NT as well
as in the OT prophets may often allude to past and to future events
insofar as they shed light on the present or entail promise as a basis
for present action or understanding. Rev 1:3 refers to John’s apoca-
lyptic discourse as “this prophecy” (cf. also Rev 19:10; 22:10, 19;
1 Tim 1:18; 4:14; 2 Pet 1:19; 1 Cor 13:2). Yet much else which is
claimed about NT prophecy remains too often speculative. Barrett,
untypically without offering any evidence for the claim, suggests
that NT prophecy, especially in 1 Cor 12:10, ‘was uttered in or-
dinary though probably excited, perhaps ecstatic, speech.’!!! Al-
though he alludes to 1 Cor 14:1-5, his exegesis of these verses (or
on 11:4, 5) adds little or nothing to our understanding of prophecy
here.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
956.]

you know the Spirit of God: every spirit that confesses

that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, 3

and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from

God. And this is the spirit of the antichrist, of which you

have heard that it is coming; and now it is already in the

world.

Again much useless speculation about details here
could fill up a library room. Some simple points need
to be remembered. First, the plural noun diakpioeig
comes from di1dkpioig with just 3 NT uses (Rom. 14:1;
1 Cor. 10:10; Heb. 5:14). The verb form diakpivw is
used some 23 times in the NT. Both the noun and the
verb are compound forms (dia + Kkpioig; dia + KPivw)
with kpivw / kpioig as the root forms.*¢ The etymologi-
cal idea of didkpioig and diakpivw is to analyze some-
thing through to a conclusion.®” Often this means distin-
guishing whether something is good or bad, e.g., Heb.
5:14.3% Here the idea clearly is distinguishing between
those preachers speaking authentic words from God
and those who are projecting purely human ideas.

The plural form mveupdtwyv from mvedpa is used
three times in all of Paul's writings: 1 Cor. 12:10,
niveupdtwy, spirits; 1 Cor. 14:32, nmvebuata mpodpntdv,
spirits of prophets; Rom. 14:32, nvebpoata daluoviwy,

36 The wide ranging use of this word group is clear with a
listing of the related forms used in the NT: kpivo, kpioig, kpiua,
KPITAG, KPUTMplov, KPITikds, Gvokpive, GVAKpLolg, Gmokpive,
avtomokpivopol, AmoKplue, GmOKPIoS, OloKpive, SLIKPLoLS,
ad1aKpltoc,  €YKpived,  KOTOKPIVO, KOTOAKPILO,  KOTOKPLOIS,
GKOTAKPLTOG, AVTOKOTAKPLTOG, TPOKPLUa, cLYKpive. [Gerhard Kit-
tel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theologi-
cal Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdma-
ns, 1964-), 3:921.]

37For Paul’s use of the verb dwaxpive.in 1 Corinthians see 4:7;
6:5; 11:29, 31; 14:29. The general sense assessing something or
someone by drawing a conclusion with either good or bad traits
prevails in these uses.

38«Since the simple kpivo already means ‘to sunder,” ‘to sepa-
rate,” dto-kpive is originally a stronger form (cf. dis-cerno). Much
used, the word took on many senses.! The LXX uses it for several
terms, mostly for vow and 7.2 In the NT it does not occur in its
original spatial sense, only in the fig. “To make a distinction be-
tween persons,” Ac. 15:9: God has made no distinction between
(us) Jews and the Gentiles; also 11:12.3 “To distinguish,” 1 C. 4:7:
Who has distinguished you (as compared with others)? 11:29: un
dwkpivov 10 odpa, ‘because he does not distinguish the body of
the Lord (from ordinary bread).’* ‘To distinguish between persons’
gives the further sense ‘to judge between two,” 1 C. 6:5 diakpivew
ava pécov tod adedpodS (here a tt. in law),’ and “to assess,” used of
a thing, Mt. 16:3: 16 Tpdcwmnov 10D odpavoD, as well as a person,
1 C. 11:31: éavtodg diekpivopev,’ or without obj., 1 C. 14:29.2 The
mid. dwakpivopon (with pass. aor.) means ‘to contend,” Jd. 9: t®
PO drokpvopevog, Ac. 11:2: diekpivovto mpog avtov (Peter)
ot €k meprroptic, or ‘to doubt.’ This meaning, which is not known
prior to the NT, occurs at Mk. 11:23; Mt. 21:21; Jm. 1:6; 2:4; R.
4:20; 14:23; Ac. 10:20.10” [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New

Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:946-947.]
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spirits of demons. The basic sense references that
which is inside a person and guiding his speaking. And
it focuses on content of speaking rather than manner of
speaking.

Thus the blessing of God here in diakpioeig
TveupdTwy is the insight to recognize whether what is
being spoken comes from God or not.** One should
note that this insight is not limited just to spoken words
but also includes assessment of actions by the individ-
uals about whether they correctly represent God or not.

The final set (v. 10c) is £tépw yévn yAwoo®v, GAw
6¢ épunvela yAwoo®v, to another various kinds of tongues;
but to the other explanation of the tongues. Although
commonly understood as referring to glossolalia, a
dominate mistake is made in ignoring Paul’s label here
of yévn yAwoo®v, species of tongues.*® yévn yAwooQv is
repeated in v. 28. In 14:10, yévn ewvv refers to differ-
ent kinds of sounds found in the world, some with no
meaning but others containing understandable mean-
ing. The common meaning of yévog specifying descen-
dant, family, nations etc. stresses that these variety of
yAwoowv possess a common origin, even though dis-
tinct from one another.*'

3% All this belongs to a different world from popular appeals to
use this gift to arbitrate in small-scale controversies between indi-
viduals in local communities, or minor variants between traditions
of interpretation. Wolff concludes that whether the gift concerns
discerning and testing or (with Dautzenberg and Merklein) ex-
plaining and classifying what is at issue is the genuine effect of the
Holy Spirit, in continuity with such passages as 2 Thess 2:1-2 (not
being unsettled by ‘some prophecy’ that the day of the Lord has al-
ready come”); and 1 John 4:1 (‘do not believe every spirit, but test
the spirits to see whether they are of God’).'® In other words, is a
‘spiritual’ claim one which comes from the Holy Spirit?”” [ Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 969-970.]

#“Too much literature seeks to identify glossolalia as ‘one
thing” when Paul specifically takes pains to refer to different spe-
cies.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
970.]

#1“A cluster of generic characteristics mark off tongues from
prophecy: in one context, the contrast between articulate speech
and unintelligible sounds (14:2b, 5, 7-9, 11, 19); in another con-
text the contrast between being addressed to God and being ad-
dressed to other human persons (14:2a; 14:15); in yet another
context the distinction between communicative discourse in the
ordinary public domain and something so exalted as to be associ-
ated with angelic utterance (13:1); in one more context capable of
making some believers feel like exiles or strangers ‘not at home’ in
the community of believers (14:23a) and repellent to unbelievers
(14:23b); in other situations that which benefits the tongue-speak-
er and for which he or she can give thanks (14:4a, Sa, 18). Any
generalizing definition will founder on semantic contrasts which
constitute counterexamples. On the other hand, one or more of the
above characteristics or family traits give adequate grounds for the
use of tongues, provided that they are ‘given’ by the Holy Spirit

The Greco-Roman background for yévn yA\woowv
cannot be ignored. Paul is addressing this phenomena
in the context of the almost universal practice of yévn
vyAwoowyv in the non-Christian world of Corinth.*? The
very diverse patterns of ecstatic speech in the various
religious traditions clearly provides a basis for Paul’s
label. And yet Paul here alludes to what he assumes is
legitimate communication with the divine over against
the pseudo-communications in the pagan traditions at
Corinth.

What should be understood is that yAwooa at
the figurative level of meaning as here alludes to a
linguistic communication between two individuals.
And for these two parties it is intelligible communica-
tion, although bystanders may or may not understand
what is being said. All through Paul’'s world stood the
idea that communicating with deity was possible. But
in the Greco-Roman side, it was only possible when
one could speak the language of the deity, which was
a non-human language. Different deities spoke their
own individual languages. In these religious traditions,
only select priests and priestesses were granted the
ability to communicate with their patron deity in his or
her language. This functioned in gathered assemblies
of worshippers in the temples as validation of the indi-
vidual priest/priestess by the deity. An interpretation of
this communication may or may not have been given
to the assembled worshippers. When provided, it nor-
mally was given by the same priest or priestess who
supposedly communicated with the deity in its non-
earthly language. Out of this background comes influ-
ence upon some of the Corinthian believers who felt
that believers should be able to communicate with God
in a non-human language.*

and not self-induced.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle
to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Inter-
national Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B.
Eerdmans, 2000), 971.]

42“Certainly the main thrust of Christopher Forbes’s warnings
against assuming that tongues denotes ecstatic speech on the ba-
sis of overly selective and unrepresentative examples of ‘inspired
speech’ in Graeco-Roman texts should be heeded and accepted.
The instances of irrational frenzy described by Euripides concern-
ing the Dionysiac cult in The Bacchae and similar phenomena
concerning the frenzied antics of the Sibyl in Virgil’s Aeneid, of-
ten familiar from classes in school should not be taken as models
for an understanding of 1 Corinthians 12—14 (see above on 1 Cor
12:2).195 Forbes suspects the approach of history-of-religion writ-
ers since Reitzenstein of special pleading, and his wide review of
primary sources in Graeco-Roman literature entirely vindicates
his scepticism.!®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 971.]

4 share a personal experience while pastoring in Germany. In

the initial worship service in June 2008, tongues were spoken dur-
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But communicating with God is very different than
with Zeus et als. Christian prayer makes the fundamen-
tal assumption that such communication is available to
all of God’s people, not to just a select few religious
leaders. But what language does God speak? His com-
munication with Jesus at His baptism was via Aramaic
as the synoptic gospel accounts make clear. But is
this God’s language, or is God merely accommodating
Himself to the human language of the individual(s) He
speaks to? Most certainly the latter is the case.

Arelated question is What is the language of Heaven?
It is almost certain to not be Aramaic! Some argue that
Paul’s reference to the ‘tongues of angels,” taic yAwooaig
TV avOpwnwv AaA® kai t@v dyyéAwv in 13:1 is in view
here with Paul’s label of y\woao®v.* But Paul’s phrase

ing the worship service that was being video taped. Some months
later I received a copy of the DVD of the worship service and dis-
covered what had happened. About the same time, I happened to
watch a DW German broadcast centering on witchcraft practices in
cast Africa. When the attempts of a witch doctor to excise a demon
of sickness from a young boy were played in the TV documentary
the sounds of his incantations over the boy sounded strangely fa-
miliar. To my amazement, they corresponded almost exactly with
the supposed speaking in tongues by west African individuals in
that initial worship service at the church in Germany. The sounds
were virtually identical -- one coming from a east African pagan
witch doctor and the other from a west African church member. A
sound mapping software would have tracked out the two sets of
sounds as virtually identical. I learned a lot about glossolalia from
that.

#“<Ellis and Dautzenberg argue for this view, and Withering-
ton and Barrett express sympathy with it. The main argument in
its favor rests on whether Paul (or Corinth) was influenced by the
role of angels in apocalyptic or in Qumran, most especially by the
Testament of Job (first century BC) and by what weight we give
to enigmatic references about ‘rapture’ in 2 Cor 12:1-5 (esp. 2 Cor
12:4),to 1 Cor 13:1, and to 1 Cor 14:2, 28.2% In Testament of Job
48:1-50:3 Job’s enraptured daughters ‘no longer mind the things
of earth but utter a hymn in the angelic language ... to God ac-
cording to the angels’ psalmody ... speaking in the language of
the heights.... She spoke in the language of the Cherubim ..."; cf.
Jubilees 25:14; Testament of Judah 25:3; 1 Enoch 40 and 71:11;
and 4 Macc 10:21. Barrett as well as Ellis and Dautzenberg al-
ludes similarly to 1 Cor 13:1, viewing ‘unintelligible’ speech as
heavenly.?”” This citation of Testament of Job 48:1-50:3 and 1 Cor
13:1 is not new. Heinrich Weinel expounded this theory in 1899
(partly against Reitzenstein here) on the death of their father as one
daughter sings to God ‘in the hymnology of angels’; the second, in
the language of the ‘Archontes’; the third daughter in the speech
of the cherubim.?"

“This view is criticized by Allo, who argues that this slides
more readily into the traditions of the Montanists than that of Paul
and the Fathers.?” Turner sets out several objections to the ‘tongues
of angels’ view, most notably that Paul would not have implied that
‘they belong only to our pre-resurrection childhood.’?'® Grudem
points out, also, that tongues of angels in 1 Cor 13:1 is at once cor-
related with human tongues in the same phrase. Quite properly, as
we have argued already above, Grudem rejects Ellis’s understand-
ing of the plural mvevpata as angelic powers. In 14:32, e.g., he
rightly understands the Greek to mean not ‘spirits of the prophets,’

taken seriously in its context alludes to highly eloquent
and persuasive speech whether coming from human or
heavenly sources. The best speaking imaginable with-
out ayarmn is harsh and detestable talking. He is not
alluding to glossolalia with this term.

Clearly the phenomena on the day of Pentecost in
Acts 2 is unrelated to what Paul was dealing with at
Corinth. At Pentecost, the miracle was the miracle of
hearing in human languages. That is, Peter spoke to
the gathered crowd in Aramaic but the sounds of Ara-
maic miraculously turned into a wide number of differ-
ent languages when entering the ears of the listeners.
No ecstatic speech* of any kind was present or used

but ‘manifestations of the Holy Spirit at work in prophets.”!" We
may also add that the notion of angels’ speech as being among that
which passes away at the parousia (13:8) would be most curious.
This is one of the least plausible proposals. Other reasons for the
unintelligibility and transcendent, God-directed nature of tongues
more readily suggest themselves, especially on the analogy of
‘sighs too deep for words’ (Rom 8:26).”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
972-973.]

“The label of ecstatic speech as a label for this phenomena
traces back to the church father Tertullian in his combating the
influence of Montanism toward the end of the second century:

Exponents of this view often begin with Tertullian. In

Against Marcion, 5, Tertullian takes his reader through 1 Cor-

inthians as a whole, beginning with wisdom and the cross

(5:5), moving on through issues of the Spirit and ministerial

“building” (5:6), marriage, and idol foods (5:7), to women

and prophecy, the Eucharist and spiritual gifts (5:8), prior

to considering the resurrection (5:9, 10) and 2 Corinthians

(5:11-12). Hence while it is a valid criticism to associate his

comment about ecstatic utterance with his Montanist period,

on the other hand Tertullian approaches the subject both as a

contextual exposition and to demonstrate (against Marcion)

the continuity of these themes with their roots in the OT.

Thus he sees the root of all the spiritual gifts in the messianic

anointing prophesied in Isa 11:1-3 and dispensed by Christ

(Eph. 4:8 relates, in his view, closely to 1 Cor 12:4-11). Af-

ter expounding or enumerating the gifts, Tertullian concludes

with a contrast between Marcion and authentic inspiration

from the Spirit of God: “Let Marcion produce a psalm, a vi-

sion, only let it be by the Spirit in an ecstasy, that is, a rapture,

whenever ‘interpretation of tongues’ has come to him (Lat.
dumtaxat spiritualem, in ecstasi, id est amentia, si qua linguae
interpretatio accessit).”?%!

It is Tertullian, therefore, not simply “the vocabulary of

NT scholarship in our era,” who introduces the term in ec-

stasi and even the explanatory id est amentia in the context

of linguae interpretatio. Amentia usually means madness (in

Cicero, Ovid, and others) and can also come to mean folly (in

Horace) because it also means “being out of one’s mind.”?%2

Admittedly most of Against Marcion must be dated around

AD 207, which marks the point at which Tertullian began to

fall under the spell of Montanism. However, he did not for-

mally join a Montanist sect until six years later: Forbes calls
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on that occasion. Something similar is the case with
Cornelius (Acts 10:46) and the disciples of John at
Ephesus (Acts 19:6).

What Paul asserts then with yévn yA\woowv (12:10)
is the blessing of various individuals being able to com-
municate with God in non-human language expres-
sion. It does not inherently imply the necessity of being
in some state of ecstacy before such communication
can take place. This was the pagan model for glossola-
lia that Paul rejects. The experience of communicating
with God like this stands apart from prayer which uses
human language to communicate with a God who un-
derstands all human languages. Instead this relates to
what Paul describes in Rom. 8:26-27, where the Holy
Spirit is the communication channel between the be-
liever and God when the desires etc. in the believer
go beyond human language words, what Paul calls
OTEVAYMOIC AAaAATOIG.

Although some link this speaking of non-human
words to liturgical words or phrases perhaps spoken in
poetic or exalted musical rhythms, e.g., n"172n, halelu-
yah,* one should be highly skeptical of such connec-

this still “his pre-Montanist days.”?%® Yet Forbes calls attention
not to Tertullian’s use of in ecstasi or amentia but to his wit-
ness to the continuing existence of glossolalia. He also alludes
to Tertullian, Apology 18, where the context is “translation”
of the LXX.2%* In his Montanist period he wrote a treatise On
Ecstasy, which has not survived.?®
Among modern writers, those who take seriously the na-
ture of tongues as ecstatic speech include especially J. Behm,
H. Kleinknecht, S. D. Currie, N. I. J. Engelsen, H. W. House,
and in modified form M. E. Boring, L. T. Johnson, as well as
a number of other writers. Behm does draw on arguments
about common patterns between hellenistic and Christian
phenomena. He writes: “Paul is aware of a similarity between
Hellenism and Christianity in respect of these mystical and ec-
static phenomena.”?*® But he does not restrict his argument
to hellenism. He alludes to “the ecstatic fervor” of Hebrew
prophets in 1 Sam 10:5-7; cf. 19:20-22, 1 Kings 18:29, 30; 2
Kings 9:11.2°7 On the other hand, he identifies a different tra-
dition in Acts 2:4-13, which he regards as more “linguistic.”
Behm and Kleinknecht both allude to Plato’s notion of “man-
tic” prophecy in Timaeus 71e-72a, and Kleinknecht also ap-
peals to parallels with oracular speech at Delphi.?®® The latter
issue is taken up by Currie, while Engelsen argues that Paul
was the first to conceive of a distinction between inspired
ecstatic speech and inspired intelligible speech. Forbes has
little difficulty in showing that the arguments of all of these
writers embody a lack of precision and selectivity in the use
of Graeco-Roman sources.?®
[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
981-982.
46<A close association of these idioms not only with poetry and
liturgy, but also with music and rhythmic songs of praise belongs,
for Heinrici, to the ‘various kinds of tongues’ which differ from
straightforward, distinctly articulated, intelligible prose forms of
traditional or ordinary language.**> The connection between rhyth-

tions.*’

Paul's later discussion in chapter fourteen will
through more light on the idea, although largely with a
de-emphasizing of its practice in the gathered commu-
nity in favor of an individual devotion to God outside of
the gathered community in worship.

But as an individual communication with God, it
does relate to a non-human communication with God
that has legitimacy in limited circumstances.*® The yévn

mic music and the language of divine worship appears in Greek
literature from earliest times.?>® Heinrici then quotes the kind of
material in Plato and Virgil alluding to the Sibyl and the Pythis
about which Forbes has recently formulated the criticisms noted
above.” However, he does not depend on a history-of-religions
background. On the contrary, his fundamental approach is linguis-
tic, and he is no less concerned to cite Aristotle on language and
grammar to support his case.?>> Allo commends Heinrici for avoid-
ing the history-of-religions assumptions found in Reitzenstein and
in Weiss.?®

“It is almost universally agreed that reference to modern
Pentecostal and charismatic phenomena cannot be used as an ex-
egetical test for proposed interpretations of Paul and Corinth. This
would be to presuppose the validity of one specific tradition of in-
terpretation in a circular fashion. However, the modern phenomena
do have at least marginal relevance on the prima facie plausibility
of provisional suggestions. In this context C. G. Williams’s discus-
sion of Pentecostalist phenomena is of interest. He quotes H. Hor-
ton’s description within Pentecostalism of ‘rising from understood
words and rhythms to mystic words and rhythms.... It is marrying
mystic meanings and mystic cadencies in a glorious rhapsody of
adoring worship.... Words and music soar infinitely beyond the
compass of mere understanding.’257”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
979.]

47A third proposal concerns tongues as archaic or novel ver-
bal idioms, usually with music, poetry, and rhythm (Bleek and
Heinrici). This offers a halfway house between ‘languages’ and
‘inspired utterance’ in its approach. Bleek noted that Greek gram-
marians often used yA®doco, tongue, to denote archaic words or
dialects, provincial idioms, or, as in the present context, probably a
mixture of ancient, quasi-Semitic liturgical words or phrases, per-
haps spoken in poetic or exalted rhythms.?* In spite of the recent
work of Forbes, appeal was made to precedents in oracular speech
in hellenistic religion. Bleek argues the case in detail and takes up
a point of departure already noted by J. G. Herder and J. A. Er-
nesti.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
978.]

4“Gerd Theissen has produced one of the most incisive and
innovative treatments of tongues available in any language in his
major study Psychological Aspects of Pauline Theology. He argues
that tongues are ‘the language of the unconscious which becomes
capable of consciousness through interpretation.’*? In his chapter
‘Tradition Analysis’ relevant to 1 Corinthians 12—14, however, he
does defend certain specific ways tongues relate to ecstatic states.
It is extremely disappointing that neither Forbes nor Turner sees

fit to address this very important work with seriousness sinlg:e Thzez-
age




yAMwoowv alludes to different levels of such commu-
nication. And the €épunveia yA\woo®v alludes to being
granted understanding of the meaning of such com-
munication. Thus this phrase should be interpreted in
light of the later statement in 14:13, A6 6 AaA&v yAwoon
npooeuxéobw va Stepunveun. Therefore, one who speaks
in a tongue should pray that he may interpret (them).

Of significance is that Paul sets off étépw yévn
YyAwoo®v, GAw 8¢ Epunveia yAwoov in 12:10 from
the preceding groupings. The others define interaction
in the gathered community of believers at Corinth. Al-
though this latter set was at the time being practiced in
the gathered assemblies, Paul’'s discussion in chapter
fourteen makes it clear that this is only barely possible
and that this phenomena should be done by the indi-
vidual outside the gathered assembly.*®

issen also works firsthand not only with Euripides, Virgil, Plato,
and Philo but also with apocalyptic and Paul as well as social psy-
chology. Turner has pleaded for such skills.?®* In Euripides, The
Bacchae, e.g., ‘unconscious aggressive impulses develop in the
ecstatic state and overcome deeply rooted moral inhibitions’ which
result in the death of Pentheus at the hands of his mother.?®* The-
issen discusses the classic work of E. R. Dodds on this subject.
Similarly, in Plato, Phaedrus 265A, ecstasy entails ‘divine release
from the customary habits,” while in Ion 533D-535A inspiration
entails ‘being put out of one’s senses.”*** To be filled by God (en-
thusiasm) entails relinquishing one’s own thoughts to make room
for God (Plato, Ion 534E). Philo takes up this ‘ecstatic filling’ from
Plato. ‘The light of God shines when human light sets’ and thus
‘divine possession and madness fall upon us’ (Philo, Quis Rerum
Divinarum Heres 263-65).

“Although he notes Origen’s insistence that this view is not
‘Christian,” Theissen traces themes in 1 Corinthians 12—14 which
allow him to see elements of both angelic tongues (Testament of
Job 48:1-3; 49:2; and 50:2) and ecstatic utterance as aspects in-
cluded in various species of tongues.”® Nevertheless, he agrees
with those who regard this as no more than a starting point for
further inquiry, in which radical differences between the three re-
spective stances of Paul, Corinth, and the hellenistic world clearly
emerge.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
984-985.]

““Glossolalia, therefore, makes ‘unconscious depth dimen-
sions of life accessible,” which may involve ‘reassumption of a
more primitive level of speaking’ to which many at times regress
as ‘a return to egocentric use of language’ and is likely to con-
stitute ‘socially learned behavior.”*'® Theissen appeals to 14:4, 20
(cf. 13:11; 14:21). We must postpone further comments until our
exegesis of 14:2-38. However, we shall see that it lends further
plausibility, over against a publicly reinforced, learned behavior
which becomes a socially public habit, to Paul’s triple strategy:
first, to establish a hierarchy of gifts based on Christomorphic ser-
vice to others and love for others; second, to “privatize’ glossolalia
in the home (as both Theissen and Wire stress); and, third, to en-
courage prayer for the gift of articulating buried longings, yearn-
ing, and emotions. Paul does not appear to endorse a view found
in some modern churches that public tongues-speech is attractive
and melodious; again, assumptions of a one-to-one match between

In summing up this emphasis (vv.4-11) in v. 11, the
basic stress is placed upon the collective unity of the
community where God through His Spirit has provid-
ed the diversity of skills and gifts for the community to
thrive: mavta 6& talta évepyel 10 v kal TO aUTO Mvelpa
Slapolv i6la €kdotw kabwg BoUAetat. All these are acti-
vated by one and the same Spirit, who allots to each one in-
dividually just as the Spirit chooses. The diversity of divine
blessings comes out of God’s choosing, not that of the
members of the community. The divine intent is for each
blessing to be used to build up the entire community.
It has no connection with calling attention to a suppos-
edly superior skill that a few have that elevates them
to a higher level of spirituality. This attitude at Corinth
has produced the divisions and elitist thinking that the
apostle has consistently condemned all through the let-
ter body.%°

Lessons from the body, wv. 12-31. Paul now turns
to the analogy of the human body in order to under-
score his emphasis upon unity in the midst of diversity.
This will subsequently be an important theme later on
in the prison letter of Eph. 4:1-16, written some five to

ancient and modern phenomena remain speculative. Meanwhile,
Paul see tongues as a genuine gift of the Spirit which can help the
individual, but subject to the three factors outlined above. Rom
8:26-27 should be kept in mind.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 988.]

$%0ne must not overlook both the collective rather than indi-
vidualistic orientation of Paul’s world. Added to this and deeply
embedded in it was the intense social stratification of society. As
Plato defined it in his Republic, every person has an allotted ctdo1g
in life. Survival of society depends upon each person fulfilling that
role. Add also to these layers the passionate craving for social ‘net-
working’ in that structure. Businness success, one’s sense of indi-
vidual worth etc. all depends upon establishing formal friendships
within the patronizing framework of first century society. It is no
surprise that what John labels as worldliness in 1 John 2:16 was
considered virtue in the secular world of Corinth: | émBupia tfig
oapKOC Kal f émBupia tov 6hBaAu®V kat ) alaloveio Tol Blou,
the passion for the flesh, and the passion of the eyes and the pride
of life. Paul sensed from the report by Chloe’s people that too many
of the Corinthians were still caught up in this worldly thinking. It
was draining the spiritual life from the church and needed to be
stopped.

Modern western culture often does some of the same dumb
things but they come out of its individualism in which a strong em-
phasis upon being competitive and achieving victory over others is
nourished in a highly unhealthy and culturally destructive manner.
Such wrong thinking permeates virtually every aspect of modern
western society. Success is defined by always coming out ‘on top
of the pile.” Whether sports, whether business operation, whether
size and value of one’s home, whether the size and salary of the
church being pastored etc. -- in virtually every aspect of modern
life this anti-God kind of thinking dominates society. The evidence
of this in our world is the same as it was for Paul’s world: strife and
factions in our society, including the church.
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seven years after this letter to the Corinthians and with
a slightly different emphasis.®"

S“Few terms have undergone so many twists and turns in the
history of Pauline scholarship than body and body of Christ. At
first sight the logic of Paul’s argument clearly develops the theme
of unity-with-diversity (Lategan) or diversity-in-unity (Fee) al-
ready established in 12:4—11. The so-called ‘weak’ must not feel
that if they happen not to have received certain gifts, they are
somehow not a genuine part of the body: ‘If the foot should say,
‘Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that would
not make it any less part of the body’ (12:15). Paul reassures those
who are anxious about comparisons with supposedly more ‘gifted’
members, and underlines their role, status and welcome. On the
other side, he rebukes “the strong” who seem to think that only
those of similar social status and similar spiritual gifts are “real”
Christians: ‘The eye cannot say to the hand, ‘I have no need of
you’...” (12:20-21). Deluz observes, ‘Having spoken to those who
have an inferiority complex, Paul now turns to those who are con-
vinced that they know best and want to get everything into their
own hands.’! With Mitchell, this argument concerning mutuality
and reciprocity is identified by J. Smit as ‘the deliberative genre’
with its appeal to advantage (cf. 12:7, npog 10 cvpeépov) for the
whole body (see above).?

“Yet an earlier era of Pauline scholarship from A. Schweitzer
to J. A. T. Robinson suggested that Paul uses far more than a meta-
phor or analogy. For them, péin moAAd and v cdpa are 6 Xp1otdg
(12:12). Schweitzer writes: ‘In the whole literature of mysticism
there is no problem comparable to this of the mystical body of
Christ. How could a thinker come to produce this conception of the
extension of the body of a personal being?’? He adds: ‘All attempts
to distinguish in the relevant passages between the personal (his-
torical) and mystical body of Christ are initially doomed to failure.
The obscurity was intended by Paul.’* On this basis a number of
writers, especially in English Anglo-Catholicism from the 1920s
to the 1950s, spoke frequently of the church as ‘the extension of
the incarnation’ or of ‘no Christ without the Church ... his mysti-
cal body.” J. A. T. Robinson sees the origin of Paul’s identifying
the Christian community with Christ’s raised body in his conver-
sion experience: ‘Saul, why are you persecuting me?’ (Acts 9:4-5;
22:7-8). The resurrection body of Christ is revealed ‘not as an indi-
vidual, but as the Christian community’(Robinson’s italics).® Cer-
tainly, for Robinson, the language of members must be disengaged
from the modern meaning of members of a social group.

“Thus the ecclesiological-pastoral emphasis of Deluz and
most of the older modern commentators became transposed into
a rhetoric which depended not on analogy or metaphor with body
as such, but specifically with Christology. No one must disinherit
or tear away limbs of Christ, and no subgroup can claim to be ‘the
whole Christ.” But from 1955, with the work of E. Best, followed
in 1964 and 1971 by that of D. E. H. Whiteley and others, these
approaches of Schweitzer and Robinson were deemed to overpress
their approach, and perhaps to fail to attend sufficiently to the con-
text of argument in 1 Corinthians (Best) and ‘to complicate’ at least
as much as ‘illuminate’ Paul’s arguments (Whiteley).” Not least,
Robinson appealed too readily to a ‘Hebraic’ cast of mind and paid
little attention to any Graeco-Roman background. Kdsemann’s
later work attacks the kind of approach explored by Robinson and
Schweitzer, even if his earlier work was marred by overattention to
gnosticism.® Best allows that Paul offers a christological founda-
tion for his argument, but returns to a dialectic between diversity
(gifts in the church) and unity (Christ).” Where more recent writers
associate unity with ‘rhetoric,” however, Best draws on ‘corporate

personality’ in the OT. On the other hand, recent writers continue
to engage with Robinson’s approach alongside that of Késemann.
Schrage, e.g., gives space to their ecclesiology.'’

“We need not trace every twist and turn since Best and White-
ley. A more recent emphasis is represented most constructively and
distinctively by M. M. Mitchell and D. B. Martin, who perceive
this not simply as a rhetoric of belonging, harmony, and unity-in-
diversity, but as a term or turn of phrase loaded with a political
history.!! However Paul may have wished to utilize the language
for theological purposes, it would be heard by the addressees as
language traditionally used to argue for unity on the basis of a hi-
erarchical political structure. However, earlier commentators had
also noted the Graeco-Roman background. Thus Heinrici (1880),
e.g., cites ‘among the parallels’ the parable or allegory of Menenius
Agrippa’s address to the rebel workers in Livy, Ab Urbe Condita
2.32; Cicero De Officiis 1.35; Marcus Aurelius, 4.40; 7.13; Seneca,
Epistles 95, among Latin writers alone.'? Best had examined such
sources, together with Kdsemann’s hypothesis about gnostic influ-
ences, but had concluded: ‘the presence of the metaphor in Greek
culture is not the occasion of Paul’s description of the Church as
‘Body of Christ.” ‘!> However, for Mitchell and Martin the history
of the term as sociopolitical rhetoric is what leads them to a new
appraisal of the impact of its background.

“Margaret M. Mitchell, with Collins and Wolff, traces back
the use of the term body as a rhetorical appeal for harmony and
interdependence in political life from the fifth and fourth centuries
BC (including Plato’s Republic) through to the first and second
centuries AD (including Dio Chrysostom’s Orations).'"* The par-
allels with detailed parts of the imagery in Paul in the late first-
century writers Plutarch and Epictetus are especially noteworthy.
Plutarch cites the interdependence and mutual benefit of the eyes,
ears, hands, and feet of the body (cf. 1 Cor 12:15, hands and feet;
12:16-17, eyes and ears)."> Epictetus speaks of the mutual advan-
tage (10 ovupépov, 1 Cor. 12:7) of the harmonious function of the
whole body.'® Mitchell notes that even in Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus (c. 30 BC) personifications of the parts of the body occur, as
in 1 Cor 12:15-16, ‘If the foot should say, ‘Because I am not the
hand, I do not belong to the body.” ...”"7 She concludes, ‘Paul’s
uniformity of use of this metaphor with ancient political writers
applies even to the details.’'® In 1 Corinthians, she urges, the im-
age in 1 Corinthians 12 looks back directly to the main proposition
or rhetorical thesis of the epistle, namely, what she perceives as a
polemic against factionalism in 1:10. The theme of oyicpo (1:10)
is explicitly taken up in 12:25 as the climax of the application of
the body image. This use of body is a common rhetorical topos, or
a set example for the purpose. The emphasis falls on unity (with
Martin and Lategan, against Fee).

“Dale B. Martin not only endorses Mitchell’s arguments, but
presses them further. Both the human body and the political body
are ‘a hierarchy, with different members (... classes) assigned by
Nature to positions in the body and to particular roles.””® ‘Ho-
monoia speeches always assume that the body is hierarchically
constituted and that illness or social disruption occurs when that
hierarchy is disrupted.”®® A locus classicus is thus the use of the
body topos by Livy, who places it on the lips of the Senator Men-
enius to persuade the plebeians, who have gone on strike, to return
to work.?! The active members or limbs (the workers or plebs) fail
to feed the belly (patres or governing classes). But if the belly dies,
the whole body dies. Hence, Martin concludes, the topos is a typi-
cal ‘high-status’ argument for each to have a proper place within

a conservative system. Polybaenus (c. AD 162) likewise uses the
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In this unit, three natural subunits of em- =T
phasis surface: a) vv. 12-13, an introductory as-
sertion of the analogy of the human body to the
community of believers; b) vv, 14-26, the inner|
dependence of the body upon all its parts; and
c) vv. 27-31, the direct application of the anal-
ogy to the Corinthian community of believers.
Out of this discussion comes several important
spiritual principles that the Corinthians were
missing due to their dependence upon worldly!
thinking rather than upon God’s thinking.

a) vv. 12-13, the analogy. 12 KaBdamnep ydap
TO opa &v €0Twv Kal PHEAN TOAAQ €xel, avta &€
TA péEAN to0 owpatog mMoAAd Gvta v €0tV oua,
o0Tw¢ Kal 6 Xplotog: 13 kal yap €v &vi mveupartl
NUElg mavieg ei¢ &v o®pa €Pfamtiobnuev, elite
loudatol €ite "EAANveG elte So0Aol eite £AelBepol,
Kal mavteg €v mvelpa €motiodnuev. 12 For just as
the body is one and has many members, and all the
members of the body, though many, are one body,
so it is with Christ. 13 For in the one Spirit we were

»
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all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks, slaves
or free—and we were all made to drink of one Spirit.

In order to drive home his point on unity in the midst
of diversity, the comparison of the local community of
believers to a human body gives Paul a persuasive
point of emphasis. It is simple to understand; it is legiti-
mately relevant and applicable; it creates an unforget-
table mental image about the nature of the community
of believers.

One should remember that the figure of a human
body with stress on its various parts was common-
ly used in the Greco-Roman literature of Paul’s time
for emphasizing a unity-in-diversity theme for various
social organizations, as well as human society itself.

topos for ‘ideological’ purposes.”> Martin has not yet stated his
conclusions about how Paul applies this ideological rhetoric. Paul
utilizes it, in a sense, to turn it upside down, just as he turns a sta-
tus system upside down in 1:18-2:5.23 But this is the appropriate
point of departure for an exegesis of our passage.

“An archaeological display at the museum of ancient Corinth
provides an unforgettable presentation of an extensive collection
of terra-cotta models of disjointed, isolated parts of the human
body found on the site of the Asklepion. G. G. Garner is among
those who have drawn attention to the significance of this collec-
tion for our appreciation of Corinthian attention to body parts in
this context, although his speculative suggestion that the Temple of
Asklepios (Asclepius) might have suggested to Paul the metaphor
of ‘disjointed’ parts is unlikely in view of the use of the metaphor
widely in ancient literature.* Collins is on safer ground in call-
ing attention to the collection to underline the self-awareness of
‘members of the body’ at Corinth to which the cult of Asklepios
contributed.””

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
990-994.]

Yop
Koabdmep 1O OdUX €V €0TLV
Kol
BEAn mOAAX ExelL,
d¢
TOAAX OVTX
navia t& péAn told oOPATOG...€&V £€0TLV OOpA,
oUTWG
Kol
6 XpLotdég (€gotiv) -
Yo
Kol
€V evil mveluoTL
elg &v odua
npeic¢ mavteg...&pantiodnuev,
elte Toudalol
elte EAAnvec
elte doTAolL
elte €AeUBepolL,
Kol
&V mmveTuo
navteg. ..&noticOnuev.
So his analogy was not new or unheard of by his first

century readers. But Paul utilizes this figure of speech
to stress the theme in connection to the community of
believers at Corinth. The earlier modern tendency to
inject into Paul’'s words here some kind of mythical uni-
versal body called Church utterly misses what Paul is
talking about.

Paul here is continuing the emphasis on oxioua first
put forth in 1:10 and then explicitly picked up in 12:25
again. The putting of value on the spiritual welfare of
others in the community above one’s own ‘rights’ due
to the superior role of brotherly love undergirds and is
re-enforced by his analogy of the body here. The col-
lective life and spiritual health of the local community of
believers is at stake here. One must resist any tempta-
tion to read some kind of deep theology into this text! It
is simple, yet profound; commonly used, but uniquely
applied to the Christian community at Corinth.

The single Greek sentence here in vv. 12-13 sets
up the analogy of the body to the Christian community.
As illustrated in the above diagram, the human body
(#s 486-487) is then compared to the Christian com-
munity established in Christ (#s 488-490) as explicitly
stated by oUtwg kai, so also. The initial yap in v. 12 links
this sentence to the previous one in vv. 8-11 as a jus-
tifying declaration. The second yap in v. 13 links state-
ments #s 489-490 to #488 as a justifying declaration.
The one Christ has a wide diversity of differing indi-
viduals brought into His community in the pictures of
immersion and drinking.

At this point the obvious theme of unity-in-diver-
sity would not have particularly challenged the elites
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at Corinth. No one at Corinth had an issue with there
being one Christian community with members from a
widely diverse set of backgrounds. Notice how cleverly
Paul sets this theme up in statement #489 especially.
On top of nuei¢ mévteg...épant{cOnuev is the em-
phasis on oneness: €v &vi nvevpatt AUETG TTAVTEG £lG EV
o®ua, in one Spirit into one body. Then on the bottom
side of fuei¢ mévteg...&éBanticOnuev comes the
emphasis upon diversity: eite loudalot ite "EAAnveg elte
So0Aol ite €AelBepol, whether Jews or Gentiles whether
slaves or free. Thus Paul has his readers in agreement
with his analogy at this beginning point. No one in the
church there could have argued with Paul over this,
since it was obvious in every one of the house church
groups as they came together in meeting.

The controversy with the Corinthians is thus going to
emerge in how Paul amplifies and explains the analogy
as validating his principle of brotherly love over one’s
personal rights. His opponents would have argued that
unity comes by everyone acknowledging the superior
role of some over that among the rest of the members.
For them, unity is a hierarchial structured unity of su-
periors and inferiors. This was essentially the very way
the surrounding Corinthian society was organized and
functioned. Therefore it should be the same inside the
church. But Paul's amplification is going to take the ex-

culture diversity etc. Only the common, shared commit-
ment to Christ could bring such a group into existence!
No human rationale could produce such a group. This
is much closer to the Christian community at Corinth.
Understanding the challenges at Corinth to get the
members to affirm genuinely the unity-in-diversity
theme functionally and not just theoretically is much
easier for me now.

b) vv. 14-26, Inner dependence of body parts. First
comes the figurative jealousy between some body
parts, vv. 14-16. This is followed by the illogic of one
body part becoming the entire body, vv. 17-19. Finally,
the emphasis on the need of every body part for the
functioning of the body is stated, vv. 20-26.

i) vv. 14-16, Jealousy among the body parts, 14
Kal yap 10 o@pa oUK £0Tv €V HEAOG AAAA TIOAAG. 15 €dv
€lnn 6 moU¢: OTL oUK eipl Xelp, oUK elpl £k ToU cwpaToC, OV
napd To0To oUK £0TLy €K ToU cwpatog; 16 kal £av lnn to
00¢- &TL oUK eipl 0GBAANAC, oUK €ipl €k TOU CWHATOS, 0V
napd Tolto oUK €0t €k ToU owpatoc; 14 Indeed, the body
does not consist of one member but of many. 15 If the foot
would say, “Because | am not a hand, | do not belong to the
body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. 16
And if the ear would say, “Because | am not an eye, | do not
belong to the body,” that would not make it any less a part
of the body.

12,14

act opposite direc- \eie .
tion, much to their o . Rab N
consternation. He TO oGha ouk £otiv v peiog
will literally turn ARG
_ Y WMo noaré& (#otiv).
their culturally,
gam?d VWSdOhf 12.15 ¢xv elimn © movg -
on its head with dTL oUk eipl xelip,

the divine wisdom
of how God wants
His people to func-
tion. Another ex-
ample of the ‘fool-
ishness’ of God’s
wisdom.

In modern
church life, this
unity-in-diversity,
may not always be

493
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so obvious. Most

modern western congregations are rather homog-
enous in their make-up. They are often white, middle
class congregations with little or no racial diversity.
Most everyone thinks similarly and lives a very similar
lifestyle. Having been a part of two international Baptist
churches in Germany and Costa Rica (2008-2015) has
been a delightful and often challenging experience for
me. These congregations are conglomerate mixtures
of many races, economic backgrounds, language and

Paul’s initial readers must have become alerted to
something different in this analogy as he applied it to
their church. He begins with an emphasis on diversity
with the first statement as an introductory topic state-
ment: Kal yap 10 o®pa o0k €0ty €v PEANOG AAAG TTOAAG.
For the body is indeed not one member but many. This is
self-evident. A physical body has multiple parts: hands,
arms, legs, eyes, ears etc. No intelligent person would
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or could argue this this.

But what does this imply? Vv. 15-16 contain the first
implication of this multiplicity of parts to a body: 15 éav
€lnn 6 moU¢: OtL oUK elpl Xelp, oUK eipl €k Tol cwpatog, ov
napd To0To oUK £0Twv €K ToU owpatog; 16 kal £av €lnn T
00¢- &TL oUK eipl 0hOAAAC, oUK eipl €k ToU oWpATOC, 0L
napd toUto oUk £0Twy €k ToU owpatog; 15 If the foot would
say, “Because | am not a hand, | do not belong to the body,”
that would not make it any less a part of the body. 16 And if
the ear would say, “Because | am not an eye, | do not belong
to the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the
body.

With a pair of parallel third class conditional sen-
tences formed as rhetorical questions, Paul makes his
first application using a personified foot and ear.

€av elmn 6 moug: OTL...

kal €& gimn T 00C- BTL...

The foot claims to not be a part of the body since it is
not the hand: o0k &iui ék Tol owpartoc.... The ear makes
the same claim since it is not the eyes: oUk eipl €k T00
owpartog.... Paul’'s conclusion in the apodosis is the
same for both illustrations: o0 mapd tolto olk oty €k
1ol owparog; That is, this claim to not belong does not
alter the reality that both the foot and the ear are just as
much a part of the body as the hand and the eye.

For the supposed ‘inferior’ church member to as-
sume that he/she is not a part of the church because
of who they are does not in any way alter the reality
of their being a legitimate part of the church. This also
applies to any member who may view them this way
as well. One’s status as a member of the community
of believers is determined by God’s action, not by any-
one’s own view or actions. God saved them and made
them a part of the community of His people. Human
attitudes cannot alter that reality at all. Certainly not by
the elites frowning down upon the others in the church
trying to make them think they don’t belong.

Modern churches need to learn this point made by
Paul. Too often today the homogenous nature of a con-
gregation pushes it to seek out only certain kinds of
folks to be a part of the church.

ii) wvv. 17-19, the essential multiplicity of the
body, 17 €l 6\ov 10 oc@Wpa 6PBaAude, ol f akon; €l OAov
akor), mol n 6odpnolLg; 18 vuvi 8¢ 6 Bed¢ £BeTo TA EAN, EV
EKOLOTOV QUTGV €V TG) CWHOTL KABWS ABEANTEV. 19 £l 8¢ Av
TA mavta v pélog, mol t6 o®pa; 17 If the whole body were
an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole body
were hearing, where would the sense of smell be? 18 But
as it is, God arranged the members in the body, each one
of them, as he chose. 19 If all were a single member, where
would the body be?

The second point made by Paul with his analogy
comes in vv. 17-19. It extends the logic expressed in
the first point of vv. 15-16. It reflects a form of the an-

12.17

gl O6A0OV TO OBOUX (€0TLV)
opBoAudc,
495 mo¥ (&otLv) 1 &KoRf;
gl 6Aov (éoTLv) &kon,
496 nmo¥ (&otiv) 1 édoppnoLg;
12.18 6é
VU L
497 O 0ego¢ £6eto T MHEAQ,
£V £KXOTOV AUTBV
€V TH OOPATL
KaBwg NBéAnocev.
12.19 6é
el v t& mévta &v pélog,
498 notv (éotLv) 10 OBpPA;

cient Reductio ad absurdum pattern of argumentation.

First, comes a pair of rhetorical questions referenc-
ing the eye and the ear:

€l OAov 10 cWua 6pBaAuog, Mol f akon;

el OA\ov akon, mol n 6odpnolg;

The common point made is that for a body to be a body
it cannot be reduced down to a single function. This
would make it a body no longer.

Next in v. 18, Paul brings divine creation of the
body into the discussion: vuvi & 6 Beog €Beto ta péEAN,
€v EkaoTov a0TOWV €V T cwpatL kabwg NBEANoeV. But now
God placed the members, each one of them in the body just
as He desired. The bottom line reality is that God cre-
ated the diversity of the body members according to
His wishes.

This leads back to the topic sentence declaration (v.
14) in v. 19: el 8¢ Av & mavta &v pélog, mod Tt o®ua; But if
every thing were one member, where is the body? Diversity
is a creation of God in His design of the human body.
Thus it cannot be denied.

Another important lesson here needs to be learned
by modern churches: we must value diversity in the
church as the product of God’s actions. Human nature
asserts that things go smoother when everybody thinks
alike and functions alike. Perhaps some truth in it exists
in human based organizations. But such is never to be
the attitude found inside the community of believers!
God doesn’t create churches according to human stan-
dards but by His own plan.

iii) vv. 20-26, the essential value of every body
part, 20 viv 6& moAAQ pev PEAN, Ev 6€ o@pua. 21 ov Suvartat
6& 0 6pBaAUOG einelv T Xelpl- Xpelav oou oUK Exw, A TIAALY
1 kebaAn Tolg mooiv: xpelav VUGV OUK Exw: 22 AAAX TIOAAD
paAAov Td Sokolvta péAn 100 owpato¢ dcBevéotepa
UTapyelv dvaykaia €otwv, 23 kal & Sdokolpev AtipoTEpa
£LVOL TOU CWHATOC TOUTOLC TLUAV TIEPLOCOTEPAV TIEPLTIOENEY,
Kal T& aoxnuova NUOV e0oXNUOcUVNV TIEPLOCOTEPAV EXEL,

Page 27


http://www.iep.utm.edu/reductio/

24 1d 6¢ eloynuova APV ol xpelav €xel. AAN & Bedg
OUVEKEPOOEV TO OWMO TQ UOTEPOUUEVW TIEPLOCOTEPQY
80oU¢ Ty, 25 iva pn f oxiopa év T@ owpatt A TO alTd
Umép AAAAWY PepLUV@OLY TA LEAN. 26 Kal €lte TIACKEL £V
MENOG, CUUTIAOXEL TAVTA T LEAN- €lte So&aletal [Ev] péNog,
ouyxaipel mavta T pHéAn. 20 As it is, there are many mem-
bers, yet one body. 21 The eye cannot say to the hand, “I
have no need of you,” nor again the head to the feet,
have no need of you.” 22 On the contrary, the members
of the body that seem to be weaker are indispensable, 23
and those members of the body that we think less honor-
able we clothe with greater honor, and our less respectable
members are treated with greater respect; 24 whereas our
more respectable members do not need this. But God has
so arranged the body, giving the greater honor to the in-
ferior member, 25 that there may be no dissension within
the body, but the members may have the same care for one
another. 26 If one member suffers, all suffer together with
it; if one member is honored, all rejoice together with it.

Ml

Now the emphasis shifts from diversity to unity with
the image of the body still providing the figurative basis
for Paul's expression. The opening statement (v. 20)
signals this shift of emphasis: viv 6& moAA& pév péhn, €v
8¢ o®ua. But now there are many members but one body.

This reality suggests profound implications which
Paul expresses in vv. 21-26. These are structured in
three Greek sentences: vv. 21-24a, 24b-25, and 26.

First (v. 21), the supposed ‘superior’ body members
-- eye & head -- cannot deny the importance of the sup-
posed ‘inferior’ members of the hand and the foot: o0
Suvartal 6& 6 6POaAUOG elmelv Tij XeLpl: xpelav oou oK Exw,
| MAAw 1) kepaAn Tolg mooiv: xpelav UPQV oUK Exw- Now
the eye cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you;” nor
again the head to the feet, | have no need of you.”

One should note the randomness of Paul’s selec-
tion of body parts for his illustrations all through this
larger passage. The ‘superior’ and ‘inferior’ parts are
chosen randomly, not logically. Such patterns prohibit

12.20 S8 any Iinkage
. N oy N of any body
no aéé(svt) BEV péAn, part to a par-
. , ticular role
500 €v (évL) odpa. o
s inside  the
12.21 58 church, e.g.,
501 oU dGvatal O OpOaApdg eimeiv Tf xeipi - the head with
xpelov cou oUk &xw, the pastoral
h leader. The
DALY problems
502 | Ke@adn (oUu dUvatalL eimeiv) TOoilg¢ mooiv - at Corinth
Xxpeloav Uudv oUK &xw - weren’t con-
1 . nected to ec-
o . - ) L : ) - : .. Clesiastical
503 MOAA® pa&AAoOV Ta doroUvia HEAN TOU OOPATOC ACOEVECTEPA UMAPXELV AVOYRATA . )
goT LV organization
of the house
12.23 Kol church
& SoxkoUpev &TLudTEPO €lval To¥ oOPATOC groups. They
504 TOUTOLG TLHNV HMEPLOCOTEPAV meEPLT(Oepev, were  more
Kol profound
505 T& doxfpova NudvV eUoXNPEOOUVNV MEPLOCOTEPAV E€XEL, spiritual  is-
12.24 &
oF , , ) sues.
506 TQ eUoxhpova Nudv ou xpeiav &xet. Second
Y (;]/v. 22-24a),
507 6 0806¢ ouverépaceEv TO OHPA t e opposite
16 UOTEPOUNEV®Y TEPLOCOTEPAV dOUG T LUNVY, !S the real-
12,23 tva un ]5 ox lopx |ty for both
gV TH oOPATL the body and
AN the church at
Unep GAANAQV Corinth: 22
——— TO aUTO...HEPLPVROCLY TA HEAN. ANA TIOMD
MAAAOV ™™
12.26 KO(T. .
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owpaTtog GoBevéotepa UTApPXEWV avaykald €otwv, 23
kal & SokoUpeEV ATIHOTEPA ElvoL TOU CWMOTOC TOUTOLS
TLUNV TeplocoTEPAV TEPLTiBeEY, Kal T Aoxuova HUDOV
gvoxnUoouvnV meplocotépav €xel, 24 td &€ eloynUova
NU®V oL xpelav €xel. But much more, the seemingly weaker
members of the body are indispensible, and those members
we suppose to be less honorable we should be giving these
abundantly more honor, and our weaker members should
have greater respect and praise.

Here is where the ‘rubber hit the road’ with the Co-
rinthian elites. If a person doesn’t take proper care of
the so-called ‘weaker’ body parts, he will discover in
illness just how indispensably they are to his well be-
ing. This principle for the human body applies to the
life of a church equally so. Here was the heart of the
Corinthian failure. Paul earlier spelled it out in the dis-
cussion of TV €idwAOBUTWYV (8:1ff.; note the repetition
of some of that language here) with his emphasis on the
superiority of brotherly love over claiming one’s rights.
His use of the analogy of the body as interpreted here
challenges that same elitist mentality among some in
the community. The church should be paying close at-
tention to its supposed ‘weaker’ members and giving
them the respect and attention they deserve from their
contributions to the life of the church. The church could
not exist without them and what they contribute.

Third (vv. 24b-25), this greater attention to the
weaker members stems from God’s actions toward
them and thus must be copied by the members of the
church: &\\’ 6 Be6¢ ouveképaoev 1O COUO TG UCTEPOUUEVW
MePLoGOTEPAY S0UC TRV, 25 (va ur f oXiopa £V T oWt
AAAQ TO a0TO UTEP AAANAWY PEPLUVDOLY TA HEAN. But God
has structured the body by giving greater honor to those
less capable, so that no factions occur in the body but so
that the members receive the same care from one another.

Contrary to human organizations with their embed-
ded ‘pecking order’ of importance for their members,
the community of God’s people is designed and intend-
ed by God to be a ‘level playing field’ where no mem-
ber stands above the others. By this design the issue
of oxiopa that was plaguing the church at Corinth is
resolved and even prevented. The superiority of Paul’s
earlier principle n yviolg puolol, 1 6& dydmn oikoSouel,
Knowledge puffs up but love builds up (v. 8:1) is validated
by the analogy of the human body.

What is clear is that all socially based distinctions
among people must be shed at the front door of the
church. And under no circumstances can the church
create any new set of distinctions for those on the in-
side. All of these distinctions are completely contrary to
the wisdom of God. The factionalism seriously hurting
the Corinthian church has but one solution: all its mem-
bers must shed their worldly thinking and adopt God’s
way of thinking.

c) vv. 27-31, the community as a body. 27 Yueig 6¢
éote o@Wua Xplotol kal péEAN €k pépouc. 28 Kal oUg pev
£€0eT0 0 B0 €V TP} éKKAnola mp@Ttov AmooTtoAoug, SeUTtepoV
npodntag, tpitov Stdaockdaloug, Enelta SUVAUELS, EMELTa
xoplopoata lopdtwy, AavtiAqupelg, KuPepvnoelg, yévn
YAWOOo®V. 29 U MAvVTeg AMOOTOAOL;, 1N TAVTEG Tpodiital;
un mavteg St6Aaockaioy; W mavteg Suvapelg; 30 W) mMAvTeg
xoplopata £xouoty lapdtwy; pf mavies yl\wooalg Aalodowy;
un mavteg dteppunvevouaoty; 31 InAolite 6£ Ta apiopata ta
peilova. 27 Now you are the body of Christ and individu-
ally members of it. 28 And God has appointed in the church
first apostles, second prophets, third teachers; then deeds
of power, then gifts of healing, forms of assistance, forms
of leadership, various kinds of tongues. 29 Are all apostles?
Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work miracles? 30
Do all possess gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues? Do
all interpret? 31 But strive for the greater gifts. And | will
show you a still more excellent way.

12.28 KO(\L

511 oU¢ pév é0eto 6 Oeo¢
| ¢V 1] éxxAnolq
np®dTov &rnoocTtdAOUC,
deltepov mPoeNTACg,
tplitov dLdaok&Aoug,
érme LT duvdueLg,
E€mIE LT YXoplopato
lop&twv,
AvT LAfulE LG,
KuPBepvnoeLg,
YEVD YAQOO®HV .
512 *?-?° pn mévteg &ndotoAolL;
513 BN nédvteg mpoefital;
514 pn navteg dLd3&okadol;
515 pn nédvteg duvapeLlg;
516 ?>-°°pn navteg Xopiopata €XOUoLV LOPATWV;
517 BN nédvteg yAdooalg AcadoToLv;
518 pn nédvteg dLeppnveloucty;
12.31 6é
519 {nAolte ta Xapiopata Ta peilova.

Now Paul comes to a summary and explicit applica-
tion of his analogy to the Christian community at Corinth.
Up to this point the amplification of the body analogy
has pointed to spiritual principles for the church. But
here he clearly puts the application on the table before
the Corinthians. The use of the second person plural
YuEig (v. 27) and ¢nAolTe (v. 31a) pull these statements
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together as a literary unit.5?

In typical fashion he first (v. 27) lays down a general
principle that serves as a foundation for expanded ex-
pression: 'Yuelg 6¢ éote oMpa Xplotod Kol LEAN €K HEPOUG.
And you yourselves are Christ’s body and members individu-
ally. Both unity and diversity are pulled together again
by this statement.

The diversity aspect is then expanded with a listing
of different ministry roles in the life of a church (vv. 28-
30).5® Several issues need sorting out in order to clearly
understand Paul’s ideas here. First, what does npGtov,
first, ... 6eUtepov, second, ... tpitoy, third, ... émewta, then, ...
gnewa, then, ... signify?* To assume a priority ranking

52 “Dreads ék pélovg in place of €k pépovc, and the Vulgate
follows this, to mean member joined to member. But against X, A,
B, C, this is ‘obviously a mistake in copying or dictation.”®

“Collins sees vv. 27-31a as a distinct epistolary unit, with vv.
27 and 31a in the second person plural.”® The syntax of the verse
fittingly combines singular and plural. Our translation adds your-
selves, which is not strictly in the Greek (although it is emphatic)
because it is difficult otherwise to signal in English that vpeig is
plural. NJB’s Christ’s body is yourselves reverses the subject and
predicate. We follow Luther, Meyer, Weiss, and Conzelmann in
understanding €k pépovg to mean for his own part, or for his or
her part.”” The phrase means separately, or part by part, and the
usual translation individually (NRSV; cf. AV/KJV, in particular;
RV, severally) is not wrong. However, the argument has been self-
involving: what is my part/their parts in the body? Hence Weiss’s
for his own part conveys a nuance which REB’s each of you does
not quite capture, while NJB goes rather too far beyond the Greek
with Now Christ’s body is yourselves, each of you with a part to
play in the whole. In this respect, this verse ‘ties all the preceding
pieces together.”*®” [ Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 1012-1013.]

3328 This verse is an exegetical and lexicographical mine-
field. These key questions loom large: (1) do mp@dtov ... devtepov
... Tpitov ... &neuta ... &newta ... denote gradations of rank, im-
portance, or indispensability, or simply ways of checking off a
long list? (2) While the meaning of Gmo6TOAOVS ... TPOENTAS ...
duvapels ... opdtov, and yévn yhooo®dv ... has been discussed
in detail above, we have yet to examine more fully dddorarot,
avtqpyetg, and koBepvioeic. (3) Why does Paul in some cases
use abstract nouns denoting the various activities involved, while
in other instances he appears to use adjectival titles for persons
who perform specific functions or (some argue) offices? (4) Fi-
nally, how are we to understand the syntax which relates to obg
pév ... when the contrastive 8¢ never appears and the construction
appears to proceed differently?”” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1013.]

3#“(1) Does the enumeration or sequence imply any kind of
“ranking”? F. F. Bruce argues that enumeration first ... second
... third ... ‘mark these out as exercising, in Paul’s estimation, the
three most important ministries. In Eph 4:11 these are also enu-
merated, together with evangelists, in the order (a) apostles, (b)
prophets, (c) evangelists, (d) pastors and teachers, as given by the
ascended Lord to equip his people ‘... for building up the body of
Christ.” *° In the same vein, Grosheide argues that prophets are

second to apostles because, although both proclaim the gospel,
‘their office is not ... as universal as that of the apostles’ and hence
‘not as important.’'® Robertson and Plummer perceive apostles as
‘the first order in the Church,’ since elsewhere in Paul and in Acts
it is an essential qualification for the apostolate to have seen the
raised Lord (1 Cor. 9:1, 2; 15:7; cf. Acts 1:8, 21-23)."! Dunn con-
cedes that apostles represent in Paul a wider circle than the Twelve,
but believes that they still constitute a special group of ‘founder
members’ who are personally commissioned on the basis of such
passages as Rom 1:5; 11:13; 1 Cor 3:5-10; 9:1, 2; 15:7-11; Gal
1:1 and 1:11, 15-17)."2 The apostles are first not least in the sense
that the church does not ‘raise up’ its apostles, but responds to the
apostolic witness. A term like ‘church founders’ might be implied,
although Paul asserts categorically that Christ alone is the founda-
tion. Among the most recent commentators, Lange offers a similar
evaluation to that of Bruce: ‘Paul begins with the three most im-
portant functions of proclamation: first of all, the apostles; second,
prophets, third, teachers.”!®

“Other commentators tend to imply a ranking of some kind
which is less explicit. Barrett shares with Bruce and Lange the
view that ‘this threefold ministry of the word is, according to Paul,
the primary Christian ministry. By it the church is founded and
built up. Other activities ... can occupy only a secondary place....
The numerical sequence is pursued no further.”!™ Senft, however,
is emphatic that the difference between the list in 12:8-10 and the
structure of this list ‘is of extreme importance: it clearly sets out
the specifically Pauline conception of the gifts of the Spirit (cf. vv.
4, 5)’ as against ‘the Corinthian definition of ‘pneumatic’ traits’ in
12:8-10." As in Rom 12:6-8, when Paul looks back retrospec-
tively to his Corinthian experience, he places the emphasis on a
gradation of ‘what edifies’ the church as a whole, where service
(as he will explicate in 1 Corinthians 13) becomes the touchstone
of importance and ministerial character. Like Conzelmann, Senft
urges that ‘the chief forms of service’ are deliberately listed first.!%
Finally, Allo argues that ‘the adverbs ‘firstly’, ‘secondly’, ‘thirdly’
are to be understood with all the force that they can have: that
which is the first....”'%

“To those who know at first hand of the work of ‘the judicious
Richard Hooker’ it may come as no surprise to learn that he inter-
prets this verse in terms of a ‘middle’ position. The ‘Apostles [are]
first because unto them was granted the revelation of all truth from
Christ immediately.’!% Prophets, he argues, had ‘some knowledge’
of the same kind, and teachers are necessary to build and to in-
struct. But otherwise ‘nothing is meant but sundry graces, gifts and
abilities which Christ bestowed,” and Paul does not have in general
view ‘questions about degrees and offices of ecclesiastical call-
ing.’1%?

“The single strong argument against an ‘order’ of priority or
necessity lies in Martin’s incisive argument that Paul has used a
rhetoric of political hierarchy only in order to turn it upside down.
But this argues for oneness of status and for interdependency of
function. Hence the more ‘egalitarian’ interpretations of Godet and
of Fee have limited, although perhaps relative, value. Godet as-
serts: ‘All have their part to play’; all of the gifts have dignity and
value.!'® However, when Fee denies that any of these gifts or roles
are ‘ranked,’ this is not strictly the case.!'! The comments of Bruce,
Dunn, Senft, Hooker, and Schrage remain valid, and interestingly
come from Brethren, Methodist, French-language Protestant, An-
glican, and German Protestant writers respectively. But perhaps
more still should be said. If Martin is correct about his ‘reversals’

(and he surely is), should we not give due weight to Chrysostom’s
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of these ministry roles is difficult to justify, since such an
assumption of priority of certain ministries reflects the
views of the elites which Paul consistently denounces
throughout this discussion.

The essentially twofold grouping here where £teita
repeated twice sections out the last two sets of items
from the first three items.%®
12.28 KO(\L

oU¢ pév é0egt0 6 OedC

\ ¢V 1] éxxAnolq

511

npdtov AmootoAoucg,

deUtepov mpopntac,

tplitov OLdaok&Aouc,

érre LT duvdpueLg,

érne LT xoplopota toapdtwv, dvt LAfuleLg,

KURBEPVATE LS, YEVD YAWOO®OY.

What seems to me to be Paul’s intention here is to set
forth in the first three items the basic ministry roles
designed to communicate the Gospel of Jesus Christ
to each community of believers. The remaining items
center on ministry actions to benefit the members of
the community through service actions. The number-
ing of mp®tov, first, ... 8eVtepov, second, ... tpitov, third, ...
highlights the importance of the communicating of the
Gospel to each community of believers. Paul here un-
derscores his consistent point all along that the church
must be built exclusively upon God’s way of thinking
and not human wisdom. Interestingly Paul himself ful-

assertion ‘Because they thought highly of themselves in respect of
the tongue, he [Paul] sets it last everywhere. For the terms ‘first’
and ‘secondly’ are not used by him at random, but in order by enu-
meration to point out the more honourable and the inferior.”!"?

“If this should be thought to reflect only a later patristic read-
ing, we may note that in his discussion of the role of presbyters
within the church (c. AD 185) Irenaecus places their ministry
among that of the prophets and teachers in Paul’s list, observing
that ‘God has placed in the church first apostles, second prophets,
third teachers’ because an authentic ministry of presbyters must be
apostolic, i.e., founded on, and derived from, the apostles.!* For
patristic writers the list is far from random in sequence, whether
we consider Origen, Augustine, or others. Indeed, Augustine pro-
pounds to Pelagius the ingenious view that no single individual can
possess the full range of the gifts of the Spirit (or the body rheto-
ric would collapse) except apostles, since we can find instances of
each gift in Paul’s apostolic ministry.'*”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1013-1015.]

0One should note in this same discussion the very different
previous listing in 12:8-10 where the items listed are generally
broader and more generalized in nature. Only minor overlapping
of items between the two lists occur. This listing in 12:8-10 some-
what compares to the one in Rom. 12:6-8 which was written while
Paul was in Corinth at the end of the third missionary journey. This
listing in 12:28-30 corresponds in the first three items only to the
later listing found in Eph. 4:11, which has also ebayyehictdg, evan-
gelists. Additionally, the Ephesian list combines pastor and teacher
into one item: TOVG TOEVAG KOl S100.6KAAOVG,. .

filled all three of these roles in his ministry of proclaim-
ing the Gospel. These items must not be understood
as mutually exclusive roles of ministry. They all accent
the communicating of the Gospel as the heart of God’s
wisdom revealed from Heaven in contrast to human
wisdom used by the Corinthians and thus creating the
massive problems in the church. That dmootéAoug
is listed first is completely expected since the human
channel of that divine revelation came exclusively
through the Twelve and Paul as apostles. The use of
d1daockaAoug catches special attention due to the very
limited use of this word group in Paul’s major writings.5¢
The functional difference in apostolic Christianity be-
tween mpo@nTag and diIdackdAoug is very minimal, if
existent at all. Only in modern Englightenment per-
spective is there much difference ascribed to preacher
and teacher in a religious setting.

The repeated use of £meita seems to set off some-
what duvauelg, deeds of power from the following listing
of xapiopota ilapdtwv, avtAnuelg, KUBEPVAOELS, VEVN
YAwoo®v. gifts of healing, forms of assistance, forms of
leadership, various kinds of tongues. The natural meaning
of €meita in this kind of listing is ‘next’ in the sense of
logical sequence. These come after what is listed first.
No clear logical reason emerges for listing duvdapueig
distinct from the remaining ones, apart from the pos-
sibility that it is intended as an umbrella term covering
those items subsequently listed. Some of these items
have already been listed by Paul in vv. 8-10: xapiopata
iogaTwy; duvauelg / évepyruarta duvduewy; and yévn
yhAwoowv. New on this second listing by Paul are
avTiAquyelg and kuBepvroeig. The most natural sense

56 “Teachers (£0gt0 0 0gd¢ ... Tpitov didackalovg). Again,
it is not entirely clear on what basis Dunn draws a firm distinc-
tion between ‘charismatic’ and ‘spontaneous’ teachers who taught
‘particular teachings’ (Dunn’s italics, 1 Cor 14:6, 26; Rom 12:7)
and a ‘noncharismatic sense’ of ‘a body of teaching’” (Rom 6:17;
16:17).118 The verb dddokw, to teach, occurs only five times in
the four major epistles (Rom 2:21; 12:7; 1 Cor 4:17; 11:14; Gal
1:12); the noun dwWdoyr|, teaching, only four times (Rom 6:17;
16:17; 1 Cor 14:6, 26, with the related didookorior only in Rom
12:7 and 15:4); and finally o1ddokadoc, teacher, in Paul only in
Rom 2:20; 1 Cor 12:28-29 (cf. also Eph 4:11; 1 Tim 2:7; 2 Tim
1:11; 4:3)."" Dunn’s contrast becomes difficult to sustain in the
narrow range of examples in Romans, 1 Corinthians and Gala-
tians, and even more difficult on the basis of a wider lexicographi-
cal survey of hellenistic sources.'? Barrett observes, ‘Presumably
they [teachers] were mature Christians who instructed others in
the meaning and moral implications of the Christian faith (cf. Gal.
6:6); possibly (as some think) they expounded the Christian mean-
ing of the OT.”!?! Fee comments that ‘all attempts to define this
ministry from the Pauline perspective are less than convincing
since the evidence is so meagre.’'??” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,

MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1016.]
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of avriAfuyeig here is defining various expressions of
administrative support or help.5” The community of be-

S7“There are three clear choices in the translation and meaning
of the word in 12:28. Either it means (i) helpful deeds (as in BAGD
and Dunn) in the most vague and general sense; or it means (ii) the
help and support for those in need traditionally associated in later
church history with the ministry of deacons (as in Grimm-Thayer,
Chrysostom, Calvin, Meyer, Heinrici, and Lange) (but against J.
N. Collins); or (iii) its context in the rhetorical function of body
means support in the sense in which in modern cultures we speak
of support staff, i.c., in the plural kinds of administrative support
(as, in effect, Robertson and Plummer). In actual practice this was
broadly (pace J. N. Collins) the work of the seven appointed to
serve (Olokovelv) in Acts 6:2—6. The Twelve express the wish to
devote themselves to preaching and to prayer while the church set
aside seven with Greek names to support or assist the apostles,
partly (with J. N. Collins) for mission, but also (against J. N. Col-
lins) to administer the funds set aside for the support of Aramaic-
speaking and Greek-speaking widows in the earliest organizational
development witnessed in Acts (on Collins, see above under 12:5
and 5-11). In our judgment this gift is coupled with xvpepvrioeig
exactly because both concern practical administrative tasks es-
sential in any concept of the body as both a sociopolitical and a
theological entity. Margaret Mitchell makes this point forcefully
for xvPepvroeig.

“Dunn follows BAGD’s meaning helpful deeds, but rejects
administration on the grounds that it presupposes that all too soon
the churches had become ‘administrative structures.’'** But the de-
velopment of the church in Acts 6:1-6 shows how all too readily
an issue about whether funds were fairly administered arises from
the very first, and the apostles concede that they are too busy with
‘the real work’ to be sidetracked into administration (!). Even if
this is treated (with Conzelmann and Haenchen) as a mere later
‘reading back,” anyone familiar with the funding and management
of even the smallest, most informal, most ‘charismatic’ group
throws up questions about ‘what was agreed’ or how we go about
‘implementing what was decided.’ It is unthinkable that Corinth as
a church needed no infrastructure within weeks of its coming into
being, and that those who are willing and able to organize such
matters fairly and efficiently are among the most necessary kinds
of help which both church and leaders need and which certainly
require special gifts or yopicpoata of the Spirit. Thus Robertson
and Plummer rightly urge that this gift of ‘general management’
belongs with the next, and Conzelmann renders ‘administration.”!3*

“Finally, the second meaning, advocated by Grimm-Thayer,
Chrysostom, and Meyer, should certainly be included within the
third, and Chrysostom provides an unexpected link with recent
sociological scholarship. Stating that ‘to help the weak’ is certain-
ly a gift of God, Chrysostom instantiates the support of a patron
(mpooTaticdv eivor).'*s The nouns mpoostdng and TPooTaTIC cover
the range of helper, protector, patron, and patroness. Such a person,
Moulton-Milligan show, is often an officeholder in many refer-
ences among the papyri, and certainly combines help with patron-
age.'*® Perhaps Paul is here saying not only that good management
skills are a gift of the Spirit, but also that those who could support
people or work as patrons had a God-given task, as long as (like the
other gifts, including prophets and tongues) the gift was not abused
and used for self rather than for others.'*” Heinrici sums up the mat-
ter: God’s gift provides the wisdom, ability, and power to give the
needed assistance.'*® Here any notion that every charisma must be
‘spontaneous’ reaches its greatest height of absurdity.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:

lievers always needs folks skilled in organizing things.
Then comes kuBepvAoelg with its translation chal-
lenges as well.?® In the background of this term stands

A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1019-1021.]

8“Finally, we translate kvBepvioeig as the ability to for-
mulate strategies. To be sure, kvfepvrioeig in the singular often
means leadership. Collins understands the term to denote leaders
with ‘some kind of directive activity.”'* Hence the plural, forms
of leadership (NRSV), is broadly acceptable on grounds of Greek
lexicography and reflects AV/KJV’s and RV’s governments. But is
this translation sufficiently context-specific, given the nuances of
the word in various texts? One aspect, namely the one discussed
under (f), is expressed by NIV’s administration, and it is useful,
if not entirely adequate, to find this component underlined in the
NIV. It is utterly without warrant for Fee to comment that ° ‘ad-
ministration skills’ ... is probably a far cry from what Paul had in
mind.”'*® Again, the more a person longs to preach and to teach,
the more conscious he or she becomes of the need for others to
give structural support (e.g., who will ‘follow up’ what events, and
when, and has it been done?) however primitive the structures or
small the community.

“Fee is entirely correct to point out, however, that the addi-
tional nuance of steersman or pilot is important (cf. Acts 27:11;
Rev 18:17), with the emphasis on guidance (Prov 1:5; 11:14; 24:6,
LXX).141 Collins calls it ‘a nautical metaphor.”'** But Margaret
Mitchell calls attention to an aspect of this point which Fee leaves
aside. The term, she agrees, ‘is a common metaphor for rulership
in antiquity,” but in the context of a rhetoric of concord there comes
into prominence ‘the ship captain and his task to keep a ship afloat’
amid rocks and shallows of ‘factionalism.’'** Here she draws espe-
cially on the research of E. Hilgert."* Plato appeals to the role of
the pilot or helmsman alongside his body rhetoric in The Republic
on the harmony of the city-state.'” Dio Chrysostom notes that by
the latter half of the first century the image of the kvfepviitng or
steersman had become a topos, or standard example in rhetoric, in
appeals for unity and concord.*® Dio himself uses the analogy of
a failed attempt by a leader to bring about sociopolitical harmony
with the work of an inept pilot (kefepviing).'” Mitchell compares
application of kvBepvnoeig in 1 Cor 12:28 to directing ‘the ship of
state’ in such a way that its ‘governance structure’ keeps it from
falling apart or foundering.'#®

“This is based on more solid research than the pejorative
judgment about ‘administration” which we have noted above. It
has nothing to do with more modern individualist notions of ‘seek-
ing personal guidance,” and it is more specific than ‘leadership.’ It
refers to the ability to formulate strategies which will pilot the ship
of the community through the choppy waters of strife and status-
seeking within, and dangers and potential persecutions without. It
is a gift for strategic statesmanship to see the larger picture (the
pilot’s charts) and to use pastoral sensitivity to ‘steer through’ the
sins and follies which threaten shipwreck of any church commu-
nity from time to time. This combines Conzelmann’s ‘administra-
tion’ with H. W. Beyer’s interpretation of the word in this verse as
‘gifts which qualify a Christian to be a helmsman to his congrega-
tion, i.e., a true director of its order and therewith of its life....
No society can exist without some order and direction.”'* Weiss
also speaks of ‘order,” but the term strategy better combines pilot-
ing and leadership.'*® Again, there is no thought of ‘spontaneous’

guidance. As Lange observes, ‘The quality of a gift of the Spirit
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the idea of a ship’s captain who possesses naviga-
tional skills sufficient to keep the ship afloat especially
in stormy seas. The plural form here underscores vari-
ous expressions of such guidance skills. The pair of
terms avmAfuyelg, kuBepvnoelg, listed together and
distinctly from the other items, stresses individuals in
the house church groups who possessed divine insight
into organizing and leading the group through any set
of difficulties that might come along. These skills are
not the exclusive possession of the group leaders, the
TTpeoBUTEPOL.

The sets of rhetorical questions in vv. 29-30 under-
score the same principle of diversity as stressed in the
analogy in vv. 14-19:

29 uN mAvteg andotoAoy;
ur mavteg npodital;
ur mavreg StéaokaAol;

I TAvteg SUVALELC;

Ur Tavteg xaplopata £xouoty lapdtwy;

ur mavteg yAwooalg Aalodoly;

ur mavteg SlepunvevouctLy;

Are all apostles?

Are all prophets?

Are all teachers?

Do all work miracles?

Do all possess gifts of healing?

Do all speak in tongues?

Do all interpret?

The inadequacy of the above NRSV translation is ap-
parent when viewed with the Greek text. These are
not open ended questions as the NRSV might imply.
The use of pn with each question underscores the
idea that not all are ----, are they? Paul expects his read-
ers to agree that not all have the same grace endow-
ment from God. That is, great diversity in the life of the
church is obviously present. Notice also some ran-
donness in the selection of the items. Especially that
avTIAAUYeIg, kuBepvAoeig above are missing here, and
that dieppnvevouoiv is added here but not listed above.
His emphasis on unity-in-diversity is reaffirmed, but
with the idea of the uniform value of all the endow-
ments since they all come from God to the believers.*®

30

29

30

depends for Paul not on its coming from some ecstatic form, but
on its source from God’s Spirit and grace and its function of serv-
ing.”">' The Spirit gives ‘practical insight’ especially for ‘the inner
life of the community’ (Heinrici).'>>”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1021-1022.]

“Witherington draws on Dale Martin’s helpful work to bring
the chapter to a forceful conclusion. He writes: ‘It takes all kinds
of parts to make up a body. To think otherwise is to criticize God,
because, as v. 18 indicates, it is God who has placed the various
members in the body.... No particular body member can devalue
another or declare it to be of no worth.... D. B. Martin rightly con-

One point that should be obvious in these listings
is that no one item to one person is intended by Paul
at all. His own ministry exemplifies the use of most of
these divine endowments at different times in his own
ministry. God may choose to cluster numerous items
in one person, while granting just one or two to others.
This is clearly Paul’s underlying assumption here. His
point is clear. Inside the community of believers God
grants His blessings in sufficient variety to all members
so that with each member contributing the work of the
Gospel can advance. And even more importantly, no
single item or small group of items have greater value
and importance than the rest. Here was the downfall of
the Corinthian community. They followed human wis-
dom that prioritized these items with a lot of emphasis
upon the supposed superiority that came with some of
the items. Paul counters with God’s wisdom that places
equal value upon each item and see each one as a
divine endowment given by His sovereign choice. Thus
the common benefit to the entire community is the im-
portant aspect.

In verse 31, Paul ends this part of the discus-
sion with an admonition and a promise: {nAolte 6¢ ta
xoplopata ta peilova. Kat €tt ka®’ unepBoAnv 060V UiV
Seikvupt. But strive for the greater gifts. And | will show you
a still more excellent way.

The admonition seems at first glance to contradict
the emphasis on the equal value of each endownment
from God. But rhetorically, the apostle closes with an
admonition that resonated well in the ears of the Co-
rinthian elites: seek the greater gifts. But his promise sig-
nals that the ‘greater gifts’ were not anything like what
these elites in the church anticipated.®°

cludes that Paul’s use of body imagery is at variance with the usual
use.... Paul uses it to relativize the sense of importance of those
of higher status, making them see the importance and necessity of
the weaker, lower status Corinthian Christians ... the ‘less present-
able” members.”!** But to see the point fully, we must bear in mind
that in 4:1-13 it emerges clearly that for the Corinthians ‘high
status’ gifts were the triumphalist ones of exultation and visible,
demonstrative ‘success’; the apostles were ‘dirt,” struggling in the
arena while the Corinthians sat in seats of honor and watched their
bloodied humiliation.'*® s it exultation in the Spirit or humiliation
with Christ which identifies Christ’s body? Is it self-edification or
edification of others? Only when Paul has reflected on the mean-
ing of love for the other (12:31-13:13) and applied it to the as-
sembled church (14:1-40) will he then go on to show the timing
and nature of true ‘spirituality’ and of triumphant victory in the
Spirit (15:1-58). Even 15:58 returns to 6 k6mog vudv, which is 00
Kevog v kupim.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 1023-1024.

80“We noted above the arguments of Collins for viewing
12:27-31a as a rhetorical unit, with v. 31b beginning the argument

of ch. 13. However, the most significant study of this imPporta?fl?;[
age



Pinnacle, 13:1-13. These verses flesh out the ear-
lier point made earlier in 8:1,  6¢ ayann oikodoel, love
builds up. The principle of divinely given aydrn stands
as the criteri\a for using every divine endowment in
the community of believers. Especially the Corinthian
elites had either lost sight of this, or had never learned
it in the first place. The older argument that chapter 13
doesn’t fit the theme emphasis of chapters 12 and 14
is so obviously wrong that it deserves no critique as
a serious viewpoint. The older advocates made such
contentions out of an exegetical agenda long since
proven to be inadequate. Additionally the vast majority
of modern commentators have rejected a non-Pauline
source in favor of Paul having composed this material.
to be sure, the literary flavor of these verses is different
in noticeable ways as a block diagram of the passage
visually reflects.

TalC YyAQOOOLC
TGOV avOpoTwv
3.1 OV . . . A0AR
Kol
OV ayyéAwv,
d¢
Qyamnnv un €xw,
Yéyova YXOAKOG HXAV
bl
rUpBadrov &AaA&lov.

521

1.2 Kol

€V Exw mpoenTe lov
Kol
€106 TX puotnpla IAVTA
Kol
odcoy TNV YVRo LV
Kol
éXw IOV TNV mioTLv
woTe O6pn pebLotdval,

£V

transitional verse is the 1993 article in NTS by J. F. M. Smit.!*
Although commentators traditionally link either the whole of v. 31
or at least v. 31b with ch. 13 rather than with ch. 12, I have become
convinced that to do this is to deprive the verse of its integral rhe-
torical and logical force with the argument which Paul has steadily
built up from 12:19-30 and prepared for in 12:12—18. We have
seen that there was a zealous concern, even a striving, for the gifts
of the Spirit that were deemed to be greatest in the sense of their
supposedly constituting a mark of a high social and/or spiritual
status. Once again Paul uses redefinition or ‘code switching’ (see
above on Moores and Eco). Paul rejects their view of ‘high status’
gifts utterly. But, he argues, tongue-in-cheek (Smit, with ‘sharp
irony’), do not stop being zealously concerned about the ‘greatest’
gifts, provided that you follow me in transposing and subverting
your understanding of what counts as ‘the greatest.”’®” The ‘great-
est’ are not those that minister to status or to self, but those which
serve the good of others and build the community. I now show you
that what is an even greater way still is the way of love.” [Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1024.]

Oc

-—— &yamnnv un éxw,
522 ouUbév eipt.
3.3 k&v yopion mévio
T Un&pxXovid jou
Kol
g0V mapad®d TO O®uUd uou
{va kouxnoouatl,
de
-—— &yamnnv un éxw,
523 oudev @peloltpatl .
524 - 'H aydnn parpodupet,
525 Xpnotevetal n ayénn,
526 ou {ndot,
5277 [y &yann] oU mepmepeletal,
528 ou puoLoUtal,
529 '°-° oUK AOXNHOVET,
530 ou {ntel t& €avutiig,
531 ou mapofUvetal,
532 ou Aoyiletal 1O KAKOV,
533 ¢ oU yaipet
éml ThH adixiq,
de
534 ouyxaipetr tfi &AnGeiq-
535 -7 médvta oTéyel,
536 navTo MLOTEUEL,
537 mavta éAmiler,
538 nadvto Unmopével.
539 °-f H aydnn oudémote mimtel -
de
elte mpopnrtelot,
540 Katapynéncovial -
elte yAdoooxL,
541 nagoovtal *
elte yvedolLg,
542 Katapynénocetal .
3.9 A
' Nasls
EK uépoucg
543 Y LV@OROPEV
Kol
EK uépoucg
544 npoenTEUOHEY *
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Oc
Stav E€ABN TO TEAELOV
545 1O €K HEPOUG KATOPYNnOnoetalL .
13.11 4dte funv vAmLog,
546 €AdAouv
g VAILOG,
5477 gppdvouv
g VAILOG,
548 €loy L {épnv
®»C VAILOQ *
61e véyova avip,
549 KATHpynKka T 1ol vnmiovu.
13.12 vop
550 BAémopev
AapTL
dL’ eocdbmtpou
eV alviypatt,
de
t6t¢e
551 (BAéyopev) npdowmov
npog mPOOKIIOV -
AapTL
552 Y LVOOKR®
€X upépoug,
o¢
t6t¢e
553 €mLyvQoopaL
KAOMC Kol €meyvaodnv.
13.13 6é
Nuv 1
554 péveL. miotig, éAmig, d&yann,
T tpla tadto:
o¢
555 peilewv toUtwVv 1§ Aaydnn.
556 ' Aldkete TNV ayamnv,
o¢
557 {nlolite TA mMVEUPAT LKA,
o¢
HLOAAOV
558 ({nAolite T& mVevUpaT LKE)
{va mooonIeUnie

The very short, concise statements that dominate the
expressions after the first three introductory declara-
tions (#s 521-523), are more compacted than the usual
writing pattern for First Corinthians, although a compar-
ison of the entire document in_block diagram reflects a
general preference for shorter, more Hebraistic thought
expressions than for longer Hellentistic style expres-
sions.®" Unanswerable is how much this is due to Paul
and how much of it reflects the style of his writing sec-
retary.

What the above diagram dramatically visualizes are

STA comparison of the block diagrams just of Galatians and
1-2 Thessalonians with 1 Corinthians graphically illustrates this
distinctive difference in the Corinthian letter.

the repetitive patterns inside the passage: the lengthy
éav clauses with the negative apodosis in the declara-
tions #s 521-523; the two positive affirmations (#s 524-
525) followed by the series of negative affirmations (#s
526-532); the contrastive pair in #s 533-534) followed
by the series of mavra declarations (#s 535-538); the
four contrastives on the strength of love (#s 539-542)
followed by the series of justifying declarations intro-
duced by yap (#s 543-545); the comparison between
childhood and adulthood (#s 546-549) followed by a
series of justifying declarations (#s 550-553); and con-
cluded with a return to the permanence of love (#s.
554-555). The literary craftsmanship here is outstand-
ing.

Surely this caught the attention of the Corinthians
knowledgers who felt Paul inferior to them and their
understanding of spiritual reality. By demonstrating
his commanding knowledge of the Greek of his day,
his case for the superiority of love over personal rights
gained added persuasiveness. One can deeply love
God and others, and be highly intelligent at the same
time!

How to properly group these sets of declarations is
another challenge. The paragraphing patterns of most
translations see a threefold pattern: vv. 1-3, 4-7, and
8-13. But as the block diagram illustrates, one should
be very cautious about this, for the transition points are
not nearly so well marked as the threefold outline might
imply. For example, the first declaration of #521 func-
tions primarily as an introductory topic sentence setting
the tone for the entire passage. But the threefold use of
aydrnv o¢ un £xw clearly links 521 to 522-523. Also the
couplet expression in #s 533-534 (v. 6) both concludes
the previous set and just as importantly sets up the fol-
lowing series (#s 535-538). The clearest thematic shift
surfaces in #539 with its emphasis on the lasting qual-
ity of love in contrast to knowledge etc. But #s 539-553
represent a mixture of themes woven together rather
than a single theme being developed. The bottom line
is that the content of chapter thirteen will not naturally
fit into a post Enlightenment kind of outline. It is first
century thinking, not twenty-first century thought. How
to best preserve that first century mind to a twenty-first
century audience is the real dilemma here.

Let’s take each distinctive grammar set one by one
and see better what Paul is trying to communicate.

vv. 1-3, 1 Eav taic y\wooalg toOv avBpwnwv AaA®
Kal TV ayyeAwyv, dyamnv 86& un €xw, yéyova XaAKkog fxwov
| KOpBalov dAaladov. 2 kal £av €xw mpodnteiav kal el6®
TA puoTApla TAvta Kol mdoav TV yvow Kal €av &xw
ndoav TV otV Wote 0pn peblotaval, ayamnnv 8& pn éxw,
0UBEv it 3 kav Pwpiow mAvTa Td UTTAPXOVTA LoU Kol £V
napad® 10 cOUA Hou (va kauxnowual, ayamnnv &€ pn éxw,
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o06&v woehobpal. 1 If | speak in the tongues of mortals
and of angels, but do not have love, | am a noisy gong or
a clanging cymbal. 2 And if | have prophetic powers, and
understand all mysteries and all knowledge, and if | have
all faith, so as to remove mountains, but do not have love, |
am nothing. 3 If | give away all my possessions, and if | hand
over my body so that | may boast,a but do not have love, |
gain nothing.

By using the third class condition sentence in which
the protasis sets up a possible but not likely to happen
scenario. Three such inner related scenarios are set
up:

The protasis, pt. 1:

Eav talc yAwooaic twv avipwnwv AaAD kai Tt@v
ayyeAwy, ayamnv 8¢ ui €Xw,... If with the tongues of men |
speak and of angels, but love | do not possess....

Kai €av Exw mpopnteiav Kai (5@ TQ HUOTHPLY TAVT
Kal méoav TNV yvaov kol €av éxw maoav TNV TioTV WOTE
Opn pediotavol, ayannv 86& pun €xw, And if | have prophesy
skills and | know all mysteries and all knowledge and if | pos-
sessed faith so that | could move mountains, but love | do
not possess....

KAV Ywuiow mavta Te UAPYOVTA UoU Kal EQV Tapad®
TO o@Wua Lou va kauynowuat, ayannv 8& un €xw, and if |
give away all my possessions and if | give my body so that |
can boast, but love | do not possess...

The three scenarios present first what seemed
to be a major issue at Corinth: speaking with human
eloquence as a mark of superiority and, even better,
speaking with such eloquence so as to seem angelic.
Whether the issue here is glossalalia or not is doubtful.
Paul may possibly be hinting at such but his main fo-
cus is upon human eloquence of speaking that is taken
as a indication of superiority. This is the very opposite
of Paul's presentation of the Gospel at Corinth as he
states in 2:1, Kayw éN8wv mpodg Updc, adehdoi, nABov
o0 ka®’ Umepoxnv Adyou fj codlag katayyéA\wv Uy T
puotnplov tod Bgol. When | came to you, brothers and sis-
ters, | did not come proclaiming the mystery of God to you
in lofty words or wisdom. But these kinds of supposed
marks of superiority were what the elites at Corinth put
greatest value on.

The second scenario is related with its empha-
sis upon possessing mpodntelav, preaching skills; ta
puoTApla Ttavta Kal mdoav Tty yv@oly, knowledge of all
mysteries and of all understanding; mdoav trv mioTwv pos-
session of faith sufficient to move mountains. Connnected
to extraordinary communication skills is also extraor-
dinary insight and understanding of spiritual reality
coupled with outstanding levels of commitment to God.
Here is emphasized the source of understanding that
provides the content for the outstanding communica-
tion.

The third scenario centers on exceptional self-

sacrifice that would be the validation of the other two
scenarios: kv Ypwpiow mavra td UTIAPXOVTA UoU Kal Qv
napad® tO cWuA pou va kauxnowpat, and if | give away
all my possessions and if | hand over my body so that | can
boast.... Here is extraordinary religious devotion within
the Jewish / Christian framework of benevolence and
willingness to suffer martyrdom. Such concrete actions
of religious commitment would be viewed as ultimate
validation of genuine devotion to God.

In these three scenarios Paul pictures the suppos-
edly ideal believer, at least ideal in the minds of many
at Corinth. Outstanding communication skills, extraor-
dinary spiritual insight, and unselfish committment to
others and to God. What more could the community
ask for in its quest to be deeply spiritual?

The protasis, pt. 2: ayannv 6¢ un &xw is the com-
mon contrastive aspect of each scenario. In light of the
earlier axiom, n yv®olg ¢uool, | 6& dyamnn oikodopel,
knowledge puffs up but love builds up (8:1), Paul dramati-
cally calls attention to the one missing element that nul-
lifies the spiritual value of all these extraordinary abili-
ties. The problem in these three pictures is centered on
the individual believer achieving recognition as being
superior because of what he possesses. What is miss-
ing is genuine devotion to others and to God.

The use of ayarn for love by Paul is very intention-
al.’2 At its heart is an unselfish giving to benefit others.
The Corinthian elites did not understand or accept the
core premise of ayartrn. But for Paul, all of the extraor-

62At least two themes determine a distinctive theological em-
phasis which the word itself carries in 13:1-13. First, love repre-
sents ‘the power of the new age’ breaking into the present, ‘the
only vital force which has a future.”* Love is that quality which
distinctively stamps the life of heaven, where regard and respect
for the other dominates the character of life with God as the com-
munion of saints and heavenly hosts. The theologian may receive
his or her redundancy notice; the prophet may have nothing to say
which everyone else does not already know; but love abides as the
character of heavenly, eschatological existence.

“Second, as we have noted, love (&ydnn) denotes above all
a stance or attitude which shows itself in acts of will as regard,
respect, and concern for the welfare of the other. It is therefore
profoundly christological, for the cross is the paradigm case of the
act of will and stance which places welfare of others above the
interests of the self. Here Moltmann and Jiingel rightly relate this
to the self-giving grace of the cruciform, Christomorphic God. We
cannot read the Johannine ‘God is love’ onto Paul, but in fact it is
already there in Paul, and the biblical exegete has no need to com-
promise the distinctive witness of each biblical source or tradition.
It lies at the heart of Paul’s theology of grace, and hence by means
of these considerations Nygren’s points carry indirect weight for
13:1-13. Nygren’s work has particular value for the emphasis of
v. 5 (see below).”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),

1035.]
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dinary accomplishments defined in the three scenarios
have no value for Christians when aydrn doesn’t stand
behind and underneath them. For pagans yes, but for
believers no. The phony wisdom gained from the sur-
rounding world had completely misled these Corinthi-
ans church members. But with profoundly eloquent
words Paul seeks to correct them with true wisdom
from God.

The apodosis: Each scenario (=protasis) has a
conclusion labeled an apodosis.

yéyova XaAkog AxOv i kouBaiov dlaAdalov. | have be-
come a noisy gong or a clanging cymbal.

oU0BEv eyl | am nothing.

o06&v wderolbpadl. | gain nothing.
Each conclusion is appropriate to the thrust of the sce-
nario, but all three reach the same essential conclusion
that without aydrrn all the skills and accomplishments
humanly possible have no value before God.

With the first scenario emphasizing extraordinary
communication skills the conclusion takes on a special
irony bordering on sarcasm.®® The language of xaAkog

“Every word of the entire clause which makes up the apo-
dosis of the conditional provides much interest: yéyovo yoAkog
Nxodv 1 kopParov drardlov. The general sense is clear enough:
‘No matter how exalted my gift of tongues, without love I am noth-
ing more than a resounding gong or a clanging cymbal. This value
judgement is meant to be shocking.... It is not the gift of tongues
that is only a resounding gong ... but I, myself” (Carson).** But
each word or phrase invites detailed comment.

YaAKOg M@V is the subject of a research article by W. Harris
under the title “ ‘Sounding Brass’ and Hellenistic Technology.”*
Harris discusses the phenomenon of acoustic resonance systems
to which Vitruvius alludes in his work On Architecture (c. 30 BC).
Material of bronze (yoikdg) was constructed in such a way as to
amplify sound by functioning as an acoustic resonator or resonat-
ing acoustic jar, rather than as some kind of musical instrument or
gong. Hence My®v means sounding in the sense of sound produc-
ing: not of pitching a sound. This matches uses of fjyém to mean not
to pitch sound, but to transmit and to resonate sound, e.g., the roar
of the sea or thunder. Paul uses the continuous present participle
(Himerius, Orations 40; Ps 45:4, LXX; cf. the noun 1y®, sound, in
Wis 17:18).* fiydv therefore does not make draAialov redundant,
but conveys the notion of endlessly continuing resonances which
have no musical pitch.

“Vitruvius, Harris demonstrates, speaks of resonating jars or
bronze vases, which were placed in niches around the periphery of
an auditorium. Such a system seems to have operated at Corinth
in the second century BC, although the Roman governor Lucius
Mummius later had them removed and sold to raise public funds.
Harris concludes that whether or not the Corinthians replaced ‘the
acoustic amplifying system,” Paul’s readers would know of reso-
nating acoustic bronze jars used to project the voices of actors on
stage and music.*

“William W. Klein supports and develops Harris’s view,
against virtually all the standard translations and commentaries.*¢
Noisy gong occurs in NRSV, NASB, Goodspeed, and Moffatt,
while gong is found with a different adjective (resounding gong) in
NIV, and (gong booming) in NJB. Neither clanging bronze (Bar-
rett) nor blaring brass (Phillips) conveys the primary notion of

resonance, although Knox’s echoing bronze comes near, and AV/
KIJV’s sounding brass (followed by Collins) is not a bad transla-
tion. Klein notes that Lenski and Grosheide view it as an instru-
ment, and Moffatt’s suggestion that it was a gong used in pagan
temples, especially in the cults of Dionysius and Cybele, has at-
tracted wide support.’ This last suggestion, however, has been vig-
orously and strenuously rejected by C. Forbes, partly with refer-
ence to Klein’s study.* Klein infers: (a) that we must relinquish the
supposed temple context of pagan religious ecstasy; and (b) that
tongues without love are still, however, merely ‘a reverberation, an
empty sound coming out of a hollow, lifeless vessel.’*

“Klein agrees with virtually all lexicographers and commen-
tators that kopparov dhaidlov denotes ‘a musical instrument.’ I
can find no evidence for R. L. Laurin’s assertion that it ‘referred to
metal castagnettes’ (our modern castanets); K. L. Schmidt includes
an article on it in TDNT arguing for cymbal, but the word occurs
only here in 13:1 within the whole of the NT.>' It derives from
KOuPn, a hollow vessel or hollow dish, and denotes a shallow, me-
tallic rounded dish, which is struck against its partner to give out a
resounding note. In the LXX it translates Heb. 0°n?xn (metsilttaim)
from the verb 9% (zsalal) to clash, crash, clang, which verges on the
onomatopoeic (mainly 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, e.g., 1
Chron 13:8). Although the AV/KJV image of a tinkling cymbal is
the subject of mirth, it is just arguable that in 1 Kings 18:6 the term
atypically refers to a three-cornered instrument such as a triangle,
while Zech 14:20 might denote bells.*? For the bells of a harness
might include bosses, and cymbals also could have bosses. Modern
musicologists distinguish the crotal, which goes back thousands of
years and is a thick metal plate, from the modern orchestral cym-
bal, which is of Turkish origin. The crotal had ‘a definite pitch’
and could be hit head-on (unlike the modern orchestral cymbal)
or struck by a club or hammer.*® This latter method may account
for the singular a cymbal here. (If so, clash, NJB, is questionable.)

“Paul couples with kouPorov the adjective ahoralov. This al-
so is onomatopoeic from the tradition of wailing loudly in lament.
Like fy@v it is technically a present participle of continuous action
rather than an adjective. The verb aloldlom means to wail loudly in
its only other occurrence in the NT (Mark 5:38). A lexicographical
search reveals that, according to the occasion (and the agents?),
loud noise and the action of continuous reverberating can be either
majestic and splendiferous (Ps 145:4, 5, LXX), bringing together
toumavov, probably kettle drum, and kopfolov, crotal or (broadly)
cymbal, with dloAaypod, sonorous or intrusive, invasive and self-
important (BAGD interpret the verbal form topmavilm to mean ‘to
torture with the toumavov’).>

“This issue becomes controversial in a further recent study by
T. K. Sanders, which seeks to reevaluate all previous interpreta-
tions of this verse, on the basis of the meaning of dAaralov and the
work of Klein. Sanders argues that the Greek participle 1j, (translat-
ed above and elsewhere as or) means rather than. He proposes the
meaning: | have become only a resonating acoustic jar rather than
a flourish of cymbals.™ Sanders accepts and defends the empty,
noisy, negative character of mere resonating acoustic jar. But he re-
jects the view that dAaAdlw refers in most cases to a loud wailing:
‘the interpretation of kOppaiov dAardalov as discordant cacophony
is inconsistent with the discriminating tastes of antiquity.”>® He
therefore turns his attention away from the two pairs of adjectives
and nouns to explore 1 as ‘a particle denoting comparison,” which
is ‘equivalent to the English ‘than.” ©” He concedes that either or
or than is in theory a possible translation, but concludes that since

KopPorov arardalov is more likely to denote ‘a sound Wh|i>Ch W?;a;
age



AX®V A KOPPBaiov dAaAdlov clearly alluded to the ec-
static speech of the temple priests and priestesses
in their supposed taking with deity in the language of
the deity. These musical instruments and sounds were
an integral part of this ritual in virtually every temple
in Corinth. What to the pagan worshipper was a good
sound is for the believer a Christian practice covering
over paganism at its core. This is the case with extraor-
dinary eloquence in communication whether in human
languages -- Paul's main point here -- or whether the
phony claim to communicating with God in non-human
language.

The second apodosis in v. 2, o0Bév giut, | am noth-

pleasant to Paul’s readers,’ than is the obvious ‘solution’ to specu-
lations about yoAkdg and dhardalov.”® The cry dloAai, he urges,
appears in the LXX as one of joy and enthusiasm (e.g., when the
walls of Jericho fall, Josh 6:20; when David triumphs, 1 Kings
17:24; cf. Ps 42:2; 65:1; 80:2; 97:4, 6). This accounts for the trans-
lation proposed by Collins: 1 have become sounding brass rather
than a resounding cymbal, with the latter viewed as a metaphor ‘for
harmonious sound.””’

“The argument of Todd Sanders is innovative and ingenious
and deserves respect. He uses Hatch-Redpath, Josephus, other
sources, and works on music in the ancient world.®® But his thesis
fails to take adequate account of three factors and a fourth consid-
eration. First, the Graeco-Roman converts who prized ‘wisdom,’
‘speech,’ ‘rhetoric,” and social position, even though many spoke
with tongues and all were exposed to the OT as the church’s scrip-
ture, would be unlikely to regard the crash of cymbals as the height
of their ambition. To be sure, they are triumphalist (4:8), but to
build the rhetorical focus of a carefully designed didactic poem on
an introductory contrast between acoustic bronze and reverberat-
ing cymbals, even celebratory, festal, ‘good’ cymbals, hardly ac-
cords with the rhetorical and lyric weight of all the other images
and contrasts. Second, what is majestic and impressive in one con-
text (especially, as we noted above, the louder cymbals and kettle
drums) becomes, as the lexicographers rightly have it, ‘torture’ in
another context. When the Queen opens the Church of England
General Synod in Westminster Abbey, one’s spirit may soar with
the decibels of the organ’s thunder, while the same level of deci-
bels would for some be sheer torture coming from a local amateur
music group. To identify ‘good’ contexts does not mean that noise
is always good. Third, to interpose a logical disjunction of a re-
flective nature in one line of this rhythmic stanza places too much
cognitive weight on a supposed pause in the flow.

“The alternative proposed by Harris and Klein leaves no dif-
ficulty. For the fourth factor is that to which D. A. Carson drew our
attention (noted above).®' Paul is not simply saying that if love is
absent, tongues are hollow and mere noise. He is suggesting that in
cases where a tongues speaker might be without love in his or her
lifestyle, the persons themselves would have become merely a res-
onating jar or a reverberating cymbal.®? The perfect tense yéyovev
in place of an expected future suggests: ‘look at what such a person
would have become.” Empty, noisy reverberations go on and on. In
Yorkshire idiom in the north of England, they are ‘now’t but wind
and rattle.””

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1035-1039.]

ing, stands in contrast to these extraordinary posses-
sions of knowledge and faith. To have such skills with-
out ayarrn nullifies all of these skills.

The third aposdosis in v. 3, o08&v werobuay, | gain
nothing, appropriately nullifies both the extreme benev-
olence and self-sacrifice of the individual when such
actions are not motivated by and founded on ayarn.

Thus with brillant eloquence Paul challenges pro-
foundly the worldly wisdom of the Corinthian elites who
left aydrrn out of their Christian life.

Vv. 4-5. 4'H aydmn pakpoBupel, xpnotevetal ) &yann,
o0 Inlol, [ ayamn] oU mepmepevetal, oU ¢uololtal, 5
oUK AoxnMovel, oU InTel Ta €aUTiig, oU MOPOEVUVETAL, OU
Aoyiletal TO Kakov, 4 Love is patient; love is kind; love is not
envious or boastful or arrogant 5 or rude. It does not insist
on its own way; it is not irritable or resentful;

Even though vv. 4-7 is comprised of a single Greek
sentence, this compound sentence has several group-
ings internally. The organization of the first two sets is
visible via a block diagram:

524 - H ayann paxpolupetd,

525 Xpnotevetal n ayénn,

526 ou {nlot,

527 [fy ayéann] oU mepnepevetal,
528 oU @uoLoftal,

529 35 oUk &oxnupovetd,

530 oU {ntel t& €avrtiig,

531 oU mapoflvetal,

532 oU AoyiletaL 1O KAKRSOV,

Declarations 524-525 are positive while 526-532 are
uniformly negative. The textual evidence for includ-
ing [} ayatn] in # 527 is only slightly compelling with
strong mss evidence for omitting it; thus the [ ] to indi-
cate uncertainty.®

The pair of positive affirmations about aydrn stress
its enduring and compassionate aspects. One should
note that the qualities set forth here are done as action
verbs in the Greek but mostly translated as passive ad-
jectival traits. Important meaning is lost in this way fo

®Evidence for omitting: B 33. 104. 629. 1175. 2464 lat sa
boms; Cl Ambst

Evidence for including: (P*) X AC D F G K L ¥ 048. 0243.
81.365. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881 M sy

[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-

paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 543.]
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translating the original text.

‘H aydann pakpoBupel means simply Love endures.
That is, ayatn stands over the long picture. It is not
momentary, spasmodic, or hit and miss. xpnoteletal
ayamn means Love shows kindness. It's action in expres-
sion rather than just an attitude. Also notice the literary
device for bundling these two qualities together as a
unit;

‘H dyann pokpoBu e,

XpnoteveTal ) Ayann,

The next series lists off things that love does not
do. These are not listed in any particular sequence or
order.

oU {nlot, Love does not express envy or jealously.
That s, it is sincerely interested in others.

[ ayann] ov nepniepevetat, Love does not go about
bragging and boasting of its own importance and ac-
complishment.

oV ducloitan, Love does not puff itself up with an
exaggerated claim of personal importance. This figura-
tive expression gets at the idea of arrogance.

oUK aoxnpovei, Love does not behave itself un-
seemly. Postively speaking, it minds its manners. It
never ‘pushes the envelope’ just to show that it can.
The English translation “rude’ is only a part of the idea.

oU {ntel ta £awtiig, Love does not center its atten-
tion on itself and what it can do. This has some connec-
tion to the first item, o0 {nAoai, via the linkage of the two
verbs {nAéw and {nTéw.

ol napofuvetat, Love does not allow itself to be pro-
voked or irritated by others. It remains calm and under
control.

o0 Aoyiletau t0 kakdv, Love does not keep count of
evil actions done against it, looking for an opportunity
to get revenge.

Both the positive and the negative qualities of
aydatn address huge failures of the Corinthians. The
factions, the elitest attitudes etc. addressed by Paul in
the church reflect a gross failure to understand the true
nature of aydrmn. The pagan wisdom which some in
the church were still working off of considered most of
these qualities to be signs of weakness and inferiority
rather than strength and superiority. But their worldly
wisdom had deceived them severely.

Vv. 6-7. 6 oU xaipel émi tfj adikiq, cuyyaipetl 8¢ Tf
AaAnBeilq- 7 mAvta oTEyel, MAVTA TUOTEVEL, TtAvTa EATtileL,
Tavta Umopével. 6 it does not rejoice in wrongdoing, but
rejoices in the truth. 7 It bears all things, believes all things,
hopes all things, endures all things.

This latter part of the sentence continues the gen-
eral thrust of the first part. But Paul does something
here in v. 6 that has parallelism with other transition
points in the passage, namely v. 4, 8, 11.

Here this antithetical pair in v. 6 close out the nega-

tives and set up another set of positives:

533 °:° oU xaipet
éml ThH adixiq,
de

534 ouyxaipetL tfji &Anleia-

First, o0 xaipel €mt tf} adwkiq, finishes out the negatives
with Love does not rejoice at evil actions. It finds no plea-
sure with evil actions taking place. Second, the oppo-
site typifies aydTn: ocuyxaipetl 8¢ tfi dAnBeiq, Instead Love
rejoices together with Truth.

Here one must remember the biblical definition of
truth in contradiction to the modern idea with its Aris-
totelian roots. The pagan idea of &AnBeia is first of all
an abstraction which sees consistency between ideas
A and B. This consistency constitutes truth. Biblically,
however, dAnBeia is God and what flows from His be-
ing and actions, as Jhn 14:6 clearly sets forth. Human
actions that match those of God are true. If they don’t
match, then they are false and constitute auaptia. Thus
aAifBeia in the wisdom of God is dynamical, interac-
tional, and personal.

Thus Paul uses ocuyxaipel denoting shared rejoic-
ing between two individuals. Now what actions etc. can
God and the believer with aydrn rejoice together over?
The four qualities in v. 7 provide a listing of shared re-
joicing:

navta otéyel, Love endures all things. Both God and
the believer in ayarn put up with all kinds of nonsense
and hostility. Love in its endurance reflects God’s love.

ntavra roteVeL, Love shows confidence in others. Both
God and the believer in &yarn express a basic confi-
dence in others. Here again aydrn at work in the be-
liever reflects God’s aydrmn by seeing the ‘glass half
full’ rather than ‘half empty’ in the lives of others. Itin no
way implies naivety, but instead denotes a fundamen-
tal respect for the worth and value of others.

navta €Amtilet, Love is completely confident. The idea
of éAidw is confidence in things to come. Both God
and the believer in &yaTn posses complete confidence
in things to come, since all things lay under God’s con-
trol and are planned out in advance.

navta Unopével. Love holds up under the load of all
things. The idea of Uttopévw and oTtéyw at the begin-
ning is very close. This serves to make the first and
last traits something of book ends to the listing. Both
God and the believer in ayatn possess the strength to
endure the weight of all things that put pressure upon
us.

Quite marvelously then in aydrn we can rejoice to-
gether with God in all things that are encountered in life
on this planet. And this divine quality about ayarn lays
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the foundation for the affirmations that follow.

Vv. 8-10. 8 H dyadnn oU&fémote mimter elte &6¢
npodntelal, katapynbnoovtal elte yAdooal, mavcovial:
glte yv®olg, katapynOnoetaL. 9 €k HEPOUC yAP YIVWOKOUEY
Kal €k pépoug mpodntevopev: 10 6tav 6& EAON TO TéAelov,
TO €K Hé€pouc katapynBbnoetal. 8 Love never ends. But as for
prophecies, they will come to an end; as for tongues, they
will cease; as for knowledge, it will come to an end. 9 For
we know only in part, and we prophesy only in part; 10 but
when the complete comes, the partial will come to an end.

Again, in v. 8 Paul somewhat follows the pattern of
v. 6 with a positive followed by negatives:

539 - H &ayéann oudémote mimtel -
o¢
elte mpoonrelat,
540 Katapyndnocoviat -
elte yAdoooL,
541 nagoovialt °
elte yvdoLg,
542 Katapynénoetat .

The contrast is between the permanency of aydrmn in
distinction to the temporary nature of the three other
items: TTpopnTeial, yA\wooal, and yvwoig. All three are
limited to earth bound experience and have no role to
play in Heaven through eternity. This stands in stark
contrast to aydmn which stands in place throughout
eternity. Notice in the diagram the cleaver way that spe-
cial emphasis is placed on the limitations of Trpognreial,
yAQ@oaoal, and yvQoig (#s 540-542) over against aydrn
(#539) by the unusual grammar structure used by Paul
here.

The idea of mitrTelis literally to fall down. Figurative-
ly, the derivative idea which is the use here, carries the
idea of failing and collapsing in weakness and lack of
substance. Thus aydrn as a dynamic presence of God
shaping our posture toward others will stand up and
last as long as God does! This point is underscored
with the emphatic negative oudémote with the English
language force of ‘never ever.’

In dramatic contrast, however, stand the three
items of TpognTeial, yA®wooal, and yvaolig. npodpntelat
katapynOnoovtal, prophecies will come to nothing. That
is, they will become completely irrelevant and of no
value. Why? First, because mTpo@nteial are a glimpse
not into the future but into the heavenly order and pro-
vide morals with glimpses of who God is and what He
does. When we move into the eternal order at the end
of time, such glimpses will be replaced with face to face
encounter with God. No need then for TrpognTeial!

In the same manner yAdooai, mavoovtal, tongues
will cease. In the eternal order, all those in Heaven will
speak God’s language in communicating with Him di-
rectly, rather than through revelation from Him to those

on earth.®® No need for English, Spanish, German,
Chinese et als. in Heaven.® We will be outfitted in the
resurrection body with the language of God in Heaven
which all believers in Heaven will possess. Just one
language in Heaven, which completely reverses the
tower of Babel experience in Gen. 11:1-9. Notice espe-
cially v. 1, “Now the whole earth had one language and the
same words,” and v. 7, “Come, let us go down, and confuse
their language there, so that they will not understand one
another’s speech.”

Just as knowledge, the lack thereof, in Gen. 1:7
was an issue in this early period, the need of experi-
ential based understanding about God will come to an
end as well: yv®oig katapyndnoetat. We will be directly

8“Tongues will evaporate as readily as tears when a resurrec-
tion odpa allows the believer to come face to face with God with-
out the limitations and hidden conflicts of the mode of this present
life in its earthly o®pa. There is no need for them to be brought
to an end; their cause will have disappeared. Interpersonal com-
munication represented by the term language (singular) in contrast
to either languages (plural) or glossolalia is not said to cease at
the eschaton.'®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 1061-1062.]

6<Reformation, post-Reformation, and modern theology have
tended to obscure the major thrust of Paul’s concern by imposing
two questions onto Paul’s agenda which he did not envisage. Cal-
vin discusses the difficulty caused by some writers in the medieval
Western tradition who attempt to appeal to this verse to legitimize
the notion that the departed saints pray for the present living.'®?
If love is permanent and eschatological, they argue, the concern
of those who have died for those who follow them remains ac-
tive. But huge assumptions about the logic of time and postmortal
consciousness prior to the resurrection and last judgment are to be
made if this inference is to be drawn, as Calvin implies. In particu-
lar I have endeavored elsewhere to develop Gilbert Ryle’s distinc-
tion between the logic of the participant (first-person logic) and
the logic of the observer (third-person logic) in ways which apply
to this issue.'®3 In first-person terms Paul states elsewhere that to
be with Christ is the believer’s ‘next’ experience after death (Phil
1:23); but in terms of third-person ‘observer’ logic, i.e., in terms of
cosmic, not existential, description, the dead achieve raised aware-
ness when, like a sleeping army, they are awakened by the last
trumpet (1 Cor 15:52). The sleeping army is raised to its feet. The
permanence of love hardly addresses the issues of prayers by or for
the departed.

“Similarly, if it be tongues, these will cease hardly addresses
the debate between Reformed and neo-Pentecostalist writers about
‘tongues will cease’ after the close of the canon or at a given stage
of individual or historical maturity. Here Paul states that, like pro-
phetic preaching and ‘knowledge,’ they will become redundant at
the last day. As Carson observes, too much discussion of this issue
directs us away from Paul’s main point.'** This issue must be deter-
mined on other grounds than exegetical discussions of this verse.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),

1062.]
Page 40



in His presence with no limitations on our understand-
ing of Him imposed by the former earth bound exis-
tence.

In vv. 9-10 a rationale (y&p) for these declarations
is given by Paul

13.9 VA
€K uEpoug
Y LVOAOKOPEV
Kol
K Uépouc
npopnTeUOHEV *
o¢

543

544

13.10

Stav EABN TO TéAelOV,

545 10 €K pEpoug KATOPYnOnoeTOL .

Notice the 1-2-3 sequence and that yAwooai, consid-
ered less important, is omitted by Paul. The omission
also comes due to the illogic of £k uépoug, in part, being
applied to yAwoaoai, as opposed to a clear logical con-
nection to both yivwwokopev / yvioig and rpognTteUouev
| Tipognreial. Additional the first and the last of the pre-
vious declarations are governed by katapyn®noerai,
the same verb used in v. 10.

In the first two declarations (# 543-544), the limita-
tion of knowing God and receiving revelations from Him
in this earthly life are given as the basis for their com-
ing to an end. When that terminus point is reached is
defined by the indefinite temporal clause 6tav 8¢ €ABn
10 téAelov, but whenever the end may come. Clearly he is
talking about the end of human history and the usher-
ing in of the eternal order of things. Note that he doesn’t
speculate about when this may happen. Putting a date
on it is irrelevant. Knowing with certainty that it is go-
ing to happen in God’s timing is the critical point. Thus
when that moment occurs, Tpognrteial, yAwooal, and
yvoig will become irrelevant and no more be needed
by God’s people.

Vv. 11-12. 11 6te Aunv vAmog, éAdAouv w¢ VATILOG,
€dpovouv wg vnTog, €AoyllopNy W¢ VATILOG: OTE yEyova
avnp, katipynka td tol vnriou. 12 BAEnopey yap dptt U
£€00TTPOU €V aiviypartt, tote 6€ MPOCWIOV MPOG MPOCWITOV:
ApTL YWWOKW €K MEPOUG, TOTE &€ Emlyvwoopal kabwg Kol
éneyvwoBnv. 11 When | was a child, | spoke like a child, |
thought like a child, | reasoned like a child; when | became
an adult, | put an end to childish ways. 12 For now we see in
a mirror, dimly, but then we will see face to face. Now | know
only in part; then | will know fully, even as | have been fully
known.

Again the literary structure of declaration (v. 11) fol-
lowed by a justifying statement (v. 12; yap) follows the
same literary pattern as in vv. 8-10.

The initial declaration is set up differently, however.
The compound sentence introduces a contrast be-
tween childhood and adulthood with two definite tem-

13.11
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poral clauses:

Ote AUNV vAmog, when | was a child (v. 11)

Ote yéyova avnp, when | became an adult (v. 12).

At this point Paul reaches back to the earlier criticism
of the Corinthians in 3:1ff., Kayw, adsAdoi, ovk ASuvrBNV
AaAfjoal VUV wG Tveupatikolg GAN w¢ ocapkivolg, wg
vnrniotg €v Xplot®. And so, brothers and sisters, | could not
speak to you as spiritual people, but rather as people of the
flesh, as infants in Christ. By this point in time they should
have moved beyond spiritual infancy into spiritual ma-
ture living. But they hadn’'t and thus the explosion of
all of the problems in the community of believers at
Corinth. Central to their ‘stunted’ growth spiritually was
their failure to grasp and apply the principle of aydamn.
The continued reliance on the worldly thinking and val-
ues rather than switching over to the 800 cogia had
blinded them to the critical importance of ayarn,.

Thus Paul turns in vv. 11-12 to the personal testi-
monium using the first person frame of reference to de-
scribe what every rational human being would clearly
recognize about normal human life. In early childhood,
which vATTiog designates, child like patterns prevailed:

€\alouv w¢ vAmuog, | was speaking like a child

€dppovouv wg vAmog, | was thinking like a child

€loyllopnv we vAarmog, | was reasoning like a child
Such is entirely normal for a pre-school youngster.
Nothing is wrong, except that the natural focus in that
stage is inward and on one’s own self. During that
stage aydmn plays very little role. At least, there is very
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minimal comprehension of what it is.

But in adulthood, with avip alluding to a male at
least in their middle to late twenties in the Greco-Ro-
man world of Corinth and at least 30 years in Paul’s
Jewish heritage, to continue to function as a vATmiog
would signal serious developmental problems for the
individual. Thus Paul’s point becomes &te yéyova avnp,
katnpynka ta tol vnmiou, when | became a man | put an
end to these childist ways. Speaking, thinking, and rea-
soning now must be done at an adult level.

Clearly implied in this testimonium is that many
in the Corinthian church were still trapped in spiritual
childhood level, even after three or four years of oppor-
tunity for growing into spiritual maturity. Serious prob-
lems in the church were the product of this failure to
grow, as Paul has repeatedly affirmed in the various
issues treated in the letter body. In the Proem of 1:4-9,
Paul eloquently put before the Corinthians what was
possible through spiritual growth as God intends. But it
all depended upon their learning to think and function in
Beol codlia, God’s wisdom. Absolutely critical was learn-
ing the divine wisdom in the principle of i yv@olg duotol,
1 6& ayamn oikodopel, knowledge puffs up but love builds
up (8:1). This had not yet happened widely among the
members of the Christian community. The mildly accu-
satory tone of this testimonium would hopefully nudge
them toward making this transition from codia to0
K6opou, worldly wisdom, to Beo0 codia, God’s wisdom.

In the justifying (yap) declarations of v. 12, the shift
is made over to the first plural that becomes more in-
clusive of his readers: BAénopev yap GptL U €06mTpou év
aiviypartt, Tote 6€ MPOCWIOV MPOG TPOCWIIOV: APTLYVWOKW
€K HEPOUG, TOTE 6& €myvwoopal kaBwg kal éneyvwodny,
For now we see in a mirror, dimly, but then we will see face
to face. Now | know only in part; then | will know fully, even
as | have been fully known.

The rationale here for the statements in v. 11 in par-
ticular, and in general for vv. 8-10, amplify the contrast
between the ‘partial’ now (dpTi) and the ‘complete’ then
(téTe). This was first explicitly introduced in v. 10 with
otav &€ €ABN 10 TéAelov, but whenever the end may come.
To a large extent v. 12 explains the meaning of 10 €k
pépoug katapyndroetal, the partial will come to an end, in
v. 10b. Very important to note is the inner connected-
ness of Paul’s thought not just through chapter thirteen,
but with everything said in the letter leading up to this
emphasis on aydmn.®’

First is the first person plural assertion, and then
following comes the first person singular assertion.
Both sections in this compound sentence with four
main clauses in the Greek plays of the temporal Gpri,

7If Paul was using a piece of ‘pre-formed Christian tradition’
here in chapter thirteen as several commentators maintain, then he
substantially customizes it to fit the situation at Corinth. He has
clearly ‘made it his own’ with how the chapter is shaped.

now / 161€, then distinctions.
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The dual theme of seeing (BAémopev) and knowing
(yivwokw / €myvwaoopal) reach back to the core em-
phases of TTpognteial, yAwoaoal, and yvoig in v. 8ff. In
this life we see and know spiritual reality only partially.
Note that the BAémTopev relates to both mpognTeial es-
pecially and yA\®ooai also, as visionary revelation from
God. This statement in particular picks up the partial
emphasis on yivwokopev and TTpo@nTEUOUEV in V. 9.
The ¢k pépoug in v. 9 now becomes &U écdmtpou
év aiviypaty, through a mirror in dimness. The precise
reference is not entirely certain in its referencing of a
mirror,%8 although the application of the figure of speech

8<“Corinth was well known for the production of good qual-
ity bronze mirrors, by the standards of the day. Although Robert-
son and Plummer correctly observe that the custom of frequently
producing concave or convex mirrors led to ‘somewhat distorted
reflexion,’ nevertheless to describe the resulting image as puzzling,
obscure, or enigmatic would be to overstate their relative inade-
quacy by modern standards.?'? Polished bronze can offer quite rea-
sonable images, even if, as the AV/KJV’s darkly suggests, a dete-
rioration of brightness is entailed. But this does not express Paul’s
main point, as Héring, Senft and Fee argue.?'* At best it would al-
low the translation indistinctly, which BAGD regard as possible.?!4

“Tertullian believes that £écompov can denote a semitranspar-
ent, translucent pane of horn through which vague shapes on the
other side can be perceived.?'’® But £écompov normally means mir-
ror in hellenistic Greek, and its material is polished metal, ideally
polished bronze. If these mirrors yielded only puzzling reflections,
it is difficult to understand why there was a lively trade for the
purpose of ‘looking at one’s face in a mirror’ (Jas 1:23; cf. Jose-
phus, Antiquities 12.81; Philo, De Migratione Abrahami 98).2! On
the other hand, BAGD’s inclusion of indistinct means ‘soft focus.’
Barrett, Conzelmann, and others, however, retain the notion of ob-
scure or enigmatic knowledge not on the basis of the properties
of Corinthian bronze mirrors, but on that of a probable allusion to
Num 12:8 in which God speaks clearly to Moses (LXX, &v &idet)
but to others through riddles, or through obscure or enigmatic
words (" aivryptov).2!” Conzelmann, Spicq, and Fishbane go fur-

ther, detecting a wordplay in the Hebrew behind the Greellg Wheafg
age



in this context is very clear. All that we know in this
world about God and His ways is indirect knowledge
given to us via revelation. As such it is always limited
and never complete understanding.

Ironically Paul plays off the dominate Greco-Roman
figurative idea of a mirror to refer to indirect knowledge.
The knowledgers (8:1) at Corinth assumed a superior

the same form 7R (mar’ah) can be read to mean either clearly
or mirror. Even if this does not provide evidence of a background,
Conzelmann concludes, the notion of obscurity stands in contrast
to face-to-face knowledge.

“Michael Fishbane develops these allusions to the Hebrew
with reference also to Ezek 43 under the punning title “Through
the Looking Glass: Reflections on Ezek 43:3, Num 12:8 and 1 Cor
13:12” (1986).218 He identifies a triple wordplay on 1R (m-r-
'h) where Ezek 43:3 uses mar’eh and mar ot, while Numbers 12
involves a pun on mareh, vision, and mar ah, mirror. 1 Cor 13:12
is then a midrash on Num 12:8. This compounds the problem of
whether 816 means through, by means of, or (as in Greek syn-
tax) both! Yet alongside this suggestion other backgrounds have
been proposed. Since one usually views only oneself in a mirror,
whereas Paul speaks of viewing reality or images of reality, Héri-
ng believes that he refers to the ‘magic’ mirrors used by sorcerers
for ‘conjuring up in a mirror persons or scenes distant in space or
time.”*" Spicq believes that the connection with prophecy and the
participation of children as a ‘medium’ render this just possible,
but such a background seems insufficiently prominent to be intro-
duced or presupposed without further explanation. Far more com-
mon in Graeco-Roman first-century thought is the use of mirror as
a metaphor for indirect knowledge.

“Although only philosophical thinkers should be called ‘Pla-
tonists’ in the strict sense, and although even among philosophers
Epicurean and Stoic philosophies were no less widespread than
Platonism, Plato’s contrast between the indirect perception of an
image and direct apprehension of Ideas lay behind much Graeco-
Roman thought, however tacitly. Plato speaks of ‘a mirror which
receives impressions and provides visible images’ (Plato, Timaeus
71B; cf. Philo, De Decalogo 105). Fee correctly perceives Paul’s
use of the mirror metaphor to indicate indirect knowledge.?*° Here
the limitations, fallibility, and ‘interests’ of the observation and in-
ference can lead to mistaken judgments and opinions. Senft sums
up succinctly three conclusive arguments for this view: (i) the
metaphor of a mirror more often denotes clarity than obscurity in
ancient literature of the period (e.g., Cicero, De Finibus 5.22.61);
(i1) mirrors are usually envisaged as instruments of self-knowledge
(e.g., Philo, De Iosepho 16); and (iii) in the Platonic tradition ‘the
mirror symbolizes indirect vision, which perceives only a real-
ity which is derived, i.e., the image.’**! Thus Philo, in particular,
argues that we can compare and evaluate only ‘representations’
concerning which we can make mistakes (Philo, De Specialibus
Legibus 1.2). Senft concludes: ‘It is evidently to this tradition that
Paul’s text refers.’??> However, he adds, Paul is not offering a the-
ory of knowledge as such; Paul simply uses the imagery from this
universe of discourse to underline the difference between present
fallible understanding and future face-to-face knowing and being
known. The metaphor, like all metaphors, is limited to making a
particular point and should not be pressed.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1068-1069.]

knowledge to that of the apostolic Gospel preached by
Paul while ignoring the severe limitations on the idea
of knowledge imposed by their Greek wisdom. Their
reasoning then was illogical and subject to mistakes
when measured against the standards of pagan wis-
dom in that day. Thus a biting tone permeates v. 12a.
Paul’s referencing of this Greek metaphor should sig-
nal something important to these elitists in the church.

Now Paul shifts to the ‘then’ side with the declara-
tion of tote 6¢ mpodowrov mpodg mpdowov, but then face to
face. This figure of speech stresses knowledge derived
from looking straight into the face of the other person up
very close. It underscores the complete understanding
of God that becomes available in Heaven to His peo-
ple. Thus it is the opposite of the metaphor 6" éo6mtpou
év atviypartt, through a mirror in dimness. All through the
Bible the emphasis is repeatedly that our knowledge of
Almighty God is very limited in this life. We only know
about Him as He chooses to reveal Himself. But in the
direct encounter with God in Heaven, our understand-
ing of Him will be dramatically greater than is possible
now.

Note how Paul puts all this together:

1) PBAémopev yap GptL S €0OmTpoU £V aiviypart,

TOTE 6€ MPOOWIOV MPOG MTPOCWOV-

2) GPTLYWWOKW €K LEPOUG,

T0TE 6€ émyvwoopal kadwe Kai Eneyvwoidny.

1) For we see now through a mirror in dimness,

but then face to face;

2) now | know in part

but then I will know fully even as also | am

known
The shift to the singular in part 2) preserve the same
‘now’ and ‘then’ contrast but centers on knowing as
a personal testimonium. Such a literary strategy as
this always carried a mild rebuke to its readers for the
speaker/writer is alluding primarily to his audience rath-
er than to himself. In the close linkage of the two sec-
tions of 1) and 2) this becomes even clearer through
the parallelism.

Thus Paul asserts dramatically the limited knowl-
edge of God that anyone in this life can make is a rather
pointed criticism of the knowledgers claim to a superior
knowledge derived out of pagan wisdom rather than
through divine revelation. But in eternity the extent of
what we know about God will be measured by how well
God knows us. This means we will know a whole lot
more about God in Heaven than we can ever know in
this life. The play on yiviookw and émyvwoopal espe-
cially makes this contrast.

V. 13. vuvi 8¢ pével iotig, €Amtic, dyarn, Ta tpia tadta-
peilwv &€ toUTwv 1 ayamn. But at present remains faith,
hope, love, these three, and the greatest of these is love.
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In his summarizing conclusion Paul turns to the
present experiences of spiritual life on this earth. But
very abruptly, he introduces a comparison of these
three items rioTIg, €ATTiG, AydTn. The first two have not
been a part of his discussion on aydrmn at all in this
chapter. And the comparison stresses the eternal per-
manency of all three (uével), while making the point as
to aydrn being the most important one of the three. As
might be expected this has prompted all kinds of inter-
pretive discussion over the centuries.®®

The combination of Nuvi with the present tense
verb pével underscores the eternal duration of these
traits.”® But verse thirteen clearly has the thrust also
of a summarizing statement. As such, then how is it
summarizing vv. 1-12? Especially when the contrast in

913 This verse presents the notorious difficulty that Paul has
spent the entire chapter expounding the eschatological permanence
of love alone, only to conclude, apparently, that faith and hope
also last forever. It would be easy to justify the theology of such
a proposition. Just as love will never become obsolete, so where
God is the living God his presence continues always to invite trust
and confidence, as well as forward-looking hope in the living, ev-
er-ongoing God who does new things, even in the perfection of
heaven. But does such a thought, even if it coheres with Paul’s
theology (which it does), also cohere with the immediate context
(which is doubtful)?” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to
the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Ee-
rdmans, 2000), 1071.]

"“Before we list the standard explanations, we may note what
is at issue in the translation. NRSV uncompromisingly translates
vovi 8¢ péver miotig, EAmtic, dydmn as And now faith, hope and love
abide. REB is even more explicit: There are three things that last
for ever: faith, hope and love. (AV/KJV and RV are similar to
NRSV.) But NJB and NIV allow for a different understanding: As
it is, these remain: faith, hope, and love (NJB; N1V is virtually the
same, beginning And now ...). We also propose (with Collins) there
remain, since Paul’s syntax allows for two possible meanings. (i)
One meaning is that of an eschatological assertion: these three
abide or remain. (ii) The other is that of a logical summary provid-
ing the stage setting for v. 13b (as Parry urges): So now (logical
use) there remain, out of all the gifts and experiences compared
and considered, faith, hope and love. These are still on the table.
But the greatest of these (for reasons which include, among other
things, its eschatological permanence) is love.?° For translation, it
is essential not to pre-judge by exclusion which of these two mean-
ings Paul wishes to convey. Hence remain is preferable to abide,
since without comment it allows for either or both meanings as the
Greek pévet does. The singular of pévet may also suggest the list as
a collective agenda.”'” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle
to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Inter-
national Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B.
Eerdmans, 2000), 1071.]

these verses has been of love to tongues (v. 1), proph-
ecy (v. 2) and benevolence (v. 3). Do faith and hope
somehow connect to these three items? Clearly TrioTIg,
¢ATTi, dyaTn in v. 13 transcend the temporal limitations
of Taig yAwoaoaig, Tpognteiav, ywuiow ete. in vv. 1-3.
Whatever possible connection between these two sets
of traits and commitments that may have existed in
Paul’s mind, it is very difficult to discern any legitimate
link. Yet, it is not possible to ignore the summarizing
nature of v. 13.

One possible partial solution to this dilemma is
that Paul, with this declaration in v. 13, underscores
the eternal perspective, i.e., the eschatological view of
God, in order to remind his readers that fussing over the
prioritizing of the traits in vv. 1-3 ultimately looses sight
of the eternal nature of values and things important.
These final items of ioTig, éATTig, aydrmn, from an eter-
nal view, have tremendous relevancy to the present in
the life of the believer. Yet they alone continue to be rel-
evant throughout eternity. And in that way of thinking, it
is ayarrn that emerges as the most important of these
three, since it alone reflects God’s posture, while TTioTIG
and €ATTig as commitment to and confidence in God con-
tinue to reflect the believer’s posture not only in this life
but throughout eternity as well. This way of interpreting
Paul’s statement in v. 13 serves to underscore and re-
enforce the major point of chapter 13, which is identi-
cal to what he declared earlier in 8:1: 1 yv@oig puoiol,
r 6& ayamn oikodopel, knowledge puffs up but love builds
up. In their elitism the ‘knowledgers’ at Corinth not only
missed this eternal evaluation of aydrmn but reflect a
serious failure of their claimed yvoig. Why? Their de-
pendence on thinking out of their Greek culture (cogia
100 K6Oou) rather than switching over to God’s way of
thinking, i.e., 8e00 oogia (1:18-25) has blinded them to
the eternal value of things.

Partitio 2, 14: 1-5. 14 Auwokete v dyamnnv, {nAolte
6¢ TG mveupatikd, pAAlov 6& va mpodnteunte. 2 O
vap AaA®v yAwoon oUk avBpwrolg AaAel aAa Be®-
oU06elg yap akoVel, mveLpatt 6& AaAel puotnpla- 3 0 &€
npodntelwv avBpwrolg Aael oikodounv kal mMapakAnoLv
Kal mapapuBiav. 4 6 AaA®v yAwoon €auToV oikoSoUET: O 6&
npodnTelwV €KKAnolav oikodopel. 5 BEAw &€ mavtag UUAS
AaAelv yAwooalg, pdAlov 8¢ tva mpodntevnte: peilwv 6 6
npodntevwy i 6 AaA®dV YAwoodLg €KTOG €l pr) dlepunveln,
tva n ékkAnola oikodournv Aapn.

14 Pursue love and strive for the spiritual gifts, and es-
pecially that you may prophesy. 2 For those who speak in a
tongue do not speak to other people but to God; for nobody
understands them, since they are speaking mysteries in the
Spirit. 3 On the other hand, those who prophesy speak to
other people for their upbuilding and encouragement and
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consolation. 4 Those who speak in a tongue build up them-
selves, but those who prophesy build up the church. 5 Now
| would like all of you to speak in tongues, but even more
to prophesy. One who prophesies is greater than one who
speaks in tongues, unless someone interprets, so that the
church may be built up.

Just chapter twelve leads to the pinnacle of chapter
thirteen, so also chapter fourteen now builds off that
pinnacle to address the elitists’ prioritizing of speaking
a heavenly language as a sign of spiritual superiority:

Confirmatio / 12:7-30 / 14:6-33a

Partitio / 12:4-6 / 14:1-5
These three chapters are closely linked together rhe-
torically and in content emphasis. To treat them as
disconnected produces substantially false interpreta-
tions.”

The framework of chapter fourteen moves in the
threefold pattern outlined as

a) Patitio 14:1-5

b) Confirmation 14:6-33a
¢) Conclusion 14:33b-40
Each section builds off the previous one while advanc-
ing the core idea a step further.”? Central to this chapter

""“The key to an accurate understanding of Paul’s arguments
and declarations in this chapter [chap. 14] depends on a full ap-
preciation of two factors initially. (a) vv. 1-25 relate integrally to
what Paul has said about love in 13:1-13; (b) vv. 2640 reflect
the concerns about differentiation and ordering which Paul has
expounded in 12:4-31. The first section concerns respect for the
needs of others; the second half explicates the differentiation and
order which characterize the activity of God himself as one God,
one Lord, and one Spirit (12:4—6).” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1074.]

7“Each stage of argument in 14:1-25 focuses on the build-
ing up of the other. This not only reflects back on 13:1-13 but
also on concern for ‘the brother or sister for whom Christ died’
in 8:7—13, as Gardner has rightly stressed. Love of this kind tests
what Gardner terms ‘The Gifts of God and the Authentication of
a Christian.”! Hence the stages of argument turn on: (i) vv. 1-5:
the use of ‘spiritual gifts,” or perhaps in a worship context ‘the
gifts of authentic utterance inspired by the Spirit’ (td TvevpoTid,
14:1) as given for the service of others, not for self-affirmation
(¢0wtov olkodopeEl ... ekkAnoiav oikodopel, v. 4a and v. 4b). (ii) vv.
6—12: the profitless nature of unintelligible noises as far as a fellow
Christian (‘the other’) is concerned. Far from a coherent building
up, a disintegrating barrier which makes one appear as an outsider
or foreigner (BapPapog, v. 11) is set up, which jars like a discordant
note (vv. 7, 8). (iii) vv. 13—19: Intelligible communication remains
essential in the context of the worshiping community, which neces-
sarily entails the use of the mind (t® nvevpart ... kol td voti, v. 15).
It is not a sign of love to exclude those who cannot share enough
to say ‘Amen’ to the utterance (v. 16), even if Paul himself knows
what it is to allow his inner self to well up ‘in tongues’ in private
devotions (v. 18).

“(iv) A fourth stage of argument, vv. 20-25, is sometimes
placed with (b) vv. 25-40 in this chapter, but most interpreters,
rightly, understand it as a corroboration and reinforcement of vv.

556 ' ALprete THV Aydmnv,

o¢
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o¢
nOAAOV
558 (¢nAofite TA IMVEUHAT LKAX)
{va mpoentetdnte.
14.2 Vo
559 O AoAdvV yAdoon oUr &vOpodmoLg AcAel
SANN
560 = coooo cooos 0e® ------
Y&p
561 oudeig axrovUel,
o¢
562 nvedpatt AcAel pUcThpPLA °
14.3 6é
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olxrodounv
Kol
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Kol
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14.5 6é
566 0éAw mavtag Upd¢ AaAelv yAdooaLg,
o¢
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tva 1 éxxkAnola olxodounv A&Bn.

1-19. Paul takes up the emphasis on using the mind as a sign not
only of concern for others in love (with 8:7-13 and 13:1-13), but
also of personal maturity. This neatly places some at Corinth in
a dilemma. If D. B. Martin is correct in perceiving ‘tongues’ at
least in part as a supposed ‘status indicator’ at Corinth, how does
this square with their simultaneous insistence that the rhetoric of
polished speech (Adyog, or even speech ko’ vVepoymnv Adyov, 2:1)
could or should be a sign of mature, sophisticated, ‘professional’
leaders? Paul urges that they replace naive passivity of the mind
(un moudia yiveoBe, v. 20a) with energetic thought on behalf of oth-
ers. To be sure, this is not a use of the mind for competitive ‘clev-
erness’ or ‘one upmanship’ (tfj kokig vnmdlete, v. 20b), but for
mature adulthood (téAetot yiveoBe, v. 20c) which appreciates how
self-indulgent uses of unintelligible noises make even believers
(as well as any unbeliever present) feel as if they did not belong,
or as if they stood under judgment. For ‘unintelligible speech’ or
‘strange tongues’ in the scriptures represent a sign of judgment
upon Israel in exile for their unbelief (vv. 21 [citing Isa 28:11-12,

LXX] and 22). Believers will experience a misplaced sense of ‘be-
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is the theme of orderly worship as opposed to chaotic
‘spontaneity.” Orderliness in public worship centers on
understandable communication of the Gospel to the as-
sembled group. Thus the primary role of TrpognTeia as
Gospel proclamation takes precedence over the self-
glorifying yAwoaon, speaking in some unintelligible heavenly
language. Thus Paul bluntly condemns the importing of
the pagan background into Christian worship that the
Corinthian elitists were doing.

The internal structure of vv. 1-5 is made clearer by
the block diagram on the previous page. Notice the
succession of yap conjunctions which provides justify-
ing statements to what precedes. The rhetorical struc-
ture is a pair of admonitions (#s 556-558) followed by a
series of justifying declarations to defend the core posi-
tion of Paul primarily in the elliptical #558 of the supe-
riority of prophecy over tongues. Statements 559 - 568
provide the rationale for Paul’'s preference of prophecy/
preaching over tongues. These are set forth in two sets
of statements: a) #s 559-560 and b) #s 561-568. Both
make the same case of the superiority of preaching
over tongues but in unique ways.

i) Admonitions, v. 1 Aukete v ayamnny, {nholte
&€ Ta mveupaTika, LaAAov 8¢ (va mpodnteunte. Pursue love
and strive for the spiritual gifts, and especially that you may

prophesy.
556 ' ALdrete TRV &yannv,
o¢
557 {nlolite T mMVEUPAT LKA,
o¢
nOAAOV
558 (¢nAofite TA HMVEUHAT LKAX)

{va mpoentetdnte.

Importantly, note the different verbs used here.
For the most important blessing from God Paul says
Aiwkete with the very intense meaning of going after
love as the most important blessing from God. But for
T& TTVEUPATIKA he uses ¢nAolTe which has less intensity
than Aiwkere.”

ing foreign’ when they should feel that they belong, while unbe-
lievers will witness what appears to them to be bizarre religious
phenomena, not a clear declaration of the gospel (vv. 23-24). They
will never become ‘converted’ that way (v. 25)!”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1074-1075.]

3“The verb didkete means pursue here (NRSV) as in 1 Thess
5:15, as in the case of a hunter chasing after prey. The present
tense, Allo argues, ‘Signifies the continuing of an action already
begun.’!* REB, NIB, make love your aim, is less forceful and dy-
namic, while KJV/AV, N1V, follow or follow after, conveys less
urgency. Similarly, (nAoUte denotes cultivating a stance of eager-
ness. Be eager for permits a corporate concern for the well-being
of the community, i.e., that these gifts may operate in the church,
which is Paul’s horizon of concern. By contrast, NIV’s eagerly
desire suggests a more individualist concern which Paul does not

Some tie v. 12a to the end of chapter 13, but this
falsely distances the declaration from what follows by
ignoring the single sentence structure in v. 12. To be
more accurate, AiwkeTe TAV ayatnv links chapter 13 to
the content of chapter 14 very tightly. It does sum up a
major point of the apostle but one permeating the en-
tire letter as his final exhortation in 16:14 underscores:
navta 0PV év ayamn yweobw, Let everything of yours be
done in love.

The second and third admonitions in v. 12 return to
the topic of T& TrveupaTikd which was first introduced
by Mepi 8¢ TV TVeupaTik®y in 12:1. The established
meaning in 12:1 of Spirit endowed blessings holds true
here in 14:1 as well. This is more than ‘gifts’ as is false-
ly conveyed by many English translations here.

In picking up the theme of 1& TTveupaTikd here in
14:1 Paul limits his discussion to a contrast of two of
these divine blessings: T1di¢ yAwooaig and mTpo@nreia
while speaking to the setting of the gathered meetings
of the house church groups in the city. The foundation-
al principle of aydrn in the community setting dictates
that what emerges as most important is what benefits
the collective group rather than any individual. For the
apostle that is exclusively Trpognteia and not yAwoaoai.
It alone is what builds up the community: r) 8¢ aydrn
0iKoOOUET (8:1).

Thus his admonition fnAolte 6& td mMveupatika,
and seek the Spirit endowed blessings, is modified by
the elliptical paA\ov 6¢ tva mpodntelnte, and especially
so that you may preach. This adverbial purpose clause
iva mpoentelnTe actually points all seeking of T&
TTveupaTika toward the single objective of communica-
tion clearly the Gospel to others. The building up of oth-
ers produced by ayarmn finds its realization in the com-
municating of the Gospel to both the community and to
outsiders, as Paul will affirm further into the discussion
(cf. v. 6).

i) Reasons for them, vv. 2-5 2 0 yap AaAQv
vAwoon oUk avBpwrolg AaAel AAAA Be@®- o0delg yap
AakoUEL, mvelpatL 8¢ AaAel puotnpla: 3 0 6€ mpodntelwy
avbpwrmolg AaAel oikoSounv kol TOPAKANOW Kol

encourage, while NRSV’s strive for positively conflicts with Paul’s
insistence that these are ‘gifts of grace’ (as in 12:31, yopicpato)
which God chooses to give or to withhold in his sovereign freedom
to “order’ the church as he wills (12:18). To read strive for can be
pastorally misleading and theologically doubtful. Collins reserves
strive for for Siokete in v. la, which he views as the last clause of
the previous unit (cf. v. 13), and avidly desire for (nkovte."" But
striving for love suggests as oxymoron not entirely consonant with
the tone of 13:4—7. Smit’s rhetorical analysis retains v. 1a as part of
the argumentio of ch. 14, of which vv. 1-5 constitute the partitio:
zeal for love in relation to the gifts.'>” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,

MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1082—1083.]
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napapuBbiav. 4 6 AaA®v yAwoon £aUTtoV oikoSopel: 6 &€
npodntelwV €kkAnolav oikodopel. 5 BEAw &€ mavtag UUAG
AaAelv yAwooalg, pdAlov 8¢ tva mpodnteunte: peillwv 6€ 0
npodntebwv i 6 AaA®DV YAwoodLg €KTOG €l Ui depunveln,
tva n ékkAnola oikodournv Aafn. 2 For those who speak in a
tongue do not speak to other people but to God; for nobody
understands them, since they are speaking mysteries in the
Spirit. 3 On the other hand, those who prophesy speak to
other people for their upbuilding and encouragement and
consolation. 4 Those who speak in a tongue build up them-
selves, but those who prophesy build up the church. 5 Now
| would like all of you to speak in tongues, but even more
to prophesy. One who prophesies is greater than one who
speaks in tongues, unless someone interprets, so that the
church may be built up.

14.2

Yop
559 6 AoAdvV yAdoon oUr &vOpodmoLg AcAel
OANN
560 = Sooes S=oes 0e® —--—----
Yop
561 oudeig axrovUelL,
o¢
562 nvedpatt AcAel pUCThPLA °
14.3 6é
563 o mpopntelev &vOpodmoLg AaAel
olkodounv
Kol
TOUPAKANO LV
Kol
Topouud tov .
564 ' 6 AoABDV YADOon £QUTOV OLKOBOpEeT -
o¢
565 6 mpopnteluv €RRAnciav oikodopel.
14.5 6é
566 0éAw mAvtag Updg AaAeilv yAdooalg,
o¢
567 (6€éAw) p&AAov iva mpopnteldnte *
o¢
568 peilov (€otiv) 6 mpopnreldwv

N O AcA®Y YAOOOALC
¢xTOG el un diepunvedn,

tva 1 éxxkAnola olxodounv A&Bn.

As outline above, vv. 2-5 contain sets of justifying
statements for the admonitions of v. 1. These are ar-
ranged in two groups: a) v. 2a and b) vv. 2b-5. Plus, the
second group grows out of the first group.

a) First justification, v. 2a: 6 yap AaAQ®v yAwoon oUkK
avBpwrmolg AaAel GAAG Be®- For the one speaking in a
tongue not to men is speaking but to God. Several aspects
of this assertion need attention. First, it is an individual
making oral sounds in a tongue, not in tongues (cf.
13:1). Note that the singular yA\woon (vv. 2, 4, 14, 27);

TAG YAwoong (v . 9); yAwooav (v. 26), while the plural
yAwooaig is used in vv. 5 (2x), 6, 19; [ai yA@ooal, v.
22], 23, 39). Clearly here with the singular by yAwaoon
/ yAwoong / y\wooav, Paul alludes to the Corinthian
practice of ecstatic speech.” The precise nature of the
Corinthian practice represents a mixture of the pagan
practice of the languages of the gods commonly prac-
ticed in Corinth in virtually all of the temples with the
later Pauline depiction of a cry of “Abba” turned into
ecstasy (cf. Rom. 8:26-27).”° Remember that Paul was
in Corinth when Romans was written some three or so
years later. The Corinthian practice might be legitimate,
but just as easily could represent paganism creeping
into the Christian community. The initial impetus for the
practice clearly originated in the pagan background of
the Corinthian Christians. Paul
does not evaluate its legitimacy,
that is, whether the one speak-
ing is actually communicating
with God or not. Rather, he lays
down strict rules for its use which
then signal that anything outside
these rules represents pagan-
ism and is a fraud.
The plural uses come largely

"“By contrast, 6 AaA®dv yAdoon
ovK avOpomolg AaAel (i.e., to the frag-
ile, vulnerable fellow human beings
who need to be built up and encour-
aged) aAlAa 0e@. To speak in a tongue
in this chapter almost always denotes an
upwelling of praise or prayer or prais-
ing, joyful acclamation to God (see
above on 12:10 for an extensive discus-
sion; also 14:14-16, 28). We may recall
Theissen’s comparison with the ‘Abba’
cry of Rom 8:26-27, which ‘permits
the conjecture that unconscious con-
tents break through in ecstasy,” even if
a measure of ‘social learning’ through
environmental factors in a congrega-
tion cannot be excluded.*” [Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the
Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1085.]

“Rom. 8:26-27. 26 Qoovtwg o6& kol 1O Tvedp
cuvovTihappavetal ) dobeveiq Nudv- O yop ti TpocevEmdueba
kobO Ol obk oidapev, GAN’ adTo TO ZIVEDUA DIEPEVTLYYAVEL
erevayuois aiaiijroig: 27 6 8¢ Epavvdv Tig Kapdiag oidev Tl TO
@poOVNLL TOD TVEDIOTOG, OTL Katd g0V EVTuyYGveL DTEP AyimV.

26 Likewise the Spirit helps us in our weakness; for we do not
know how to pray as we ought, but that very Spirit intercedes with
sighs too deep for words. 27 And God, who searches the heart,
knows what is the mind of the Spirit, because the Spirits intercedes

for the saints according to the will of God.
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out of the earlier depiction of yévn yAwoo®v, varieties of
tongues (12:10). Contextually in chapter fourteen, the
plural specifies multiple people speaking in individually
distinct ecstatic speech or the different sounds made
during ecstatic speech moments, with this latter view
more closely aligned to the 12:10 reference of yévn
yAwoo®v given to a single person, the £éTépw.

Second, Paul, by how he structures the expres-
sion, emphatically stresses that such ecstatic expres-
sion is directed not to others present but exclusively to
God. By definition ecstatic speech in not intended to
benefit the gathered group, and thus the love principle
severely limits, if not outright prohibits, the practice in
assembled Christian worship. It is strictly an individual
experience for one’s private devotions to God. Here
Paul hits hard the elitists’ practice as a public demon-
stration of their superiority to the rest of the congrega-
tion. Their practice, in line with the pagan practices in
the city, were calling attention to themselves, and God
was not involved in the experience. Thus the phoni-
ness of what they were doing was evident.

b) Second justification groups, vv. 2b-5. These are
arranged as 1) vv. 2b-3; 2) v.4; 3) v. 5. They serve to am-
plify in greater detail the essential point of the first jus-
tification in v. 2a.

First the practical observation: o0&l yap AKOUEL,
niveUpatt 6& AaAel puotnpla- 0 8€ mpodnTelwyv AvBpwWOLg
AaAel oikoSopnv kal mapakAnowy kat mapapubiav. for no-
body understands them, since they are speaking mysteries
in the Spirit. On the other hand, those who prophesy speak
to other people for their upbuilding and encouragement
and consolation.

When ecstatic speech takes place in the assem-
bled group, no one else has a clue about what is being
said. By its very definition, ecstatic speech is speaking
a non-human language. Supposedly meaning is pres-
ent, but only the divine deity to whom it is addressed
can understand it. As Paul will later say, this meaning
may not be understood even by the speaker. This was
the universal understanding of such practice in Paul’s
world, whether Christian, Jewish, or pagan.

Thus ecstatic speech in no way builds up the
group. Why? If it is legitimate ecstatic speech (as per
Rom. 12:26-27 which trveduart here references), it
AaAel puotnpla, speaks mysteries.”® That is, it centers on

“In spite of Gundry’s arguments about the regular use of
yAdooa to denote communicative languages which are not neces-
sarily linked with exalted or ecstatic states of consciousness, ‘It
is highly unlikely that tongues signify known languages in these
contexts [i.e., 13:1 or 14:2].”* Without any contextual indicator,
yAdooo may denote simply an organ of speech. However, the
context of chs. 12—14 provides ‘antithetical parallelism’ between
tongues and prophecy in which ‘the most obvious characteristic
of tongues is its unintelligibility,” which becomes elaborated in the
analogy of reverberating musical instruments as against those with
differential pitch, rhythm, and tempo (vv. 7-8).*° Although Chryso-

unknowable things by the rest of the group.”” There-
fore no benefit comes to them from hearing these un-
intelligible sounds of ecstatic speech. The principle of
edifying love is thus violated, as was the case with the
Corinthian elitists in their practice.

But, on the other hand, preaching the Gospel in
intelligible human language can and should edify the
group.” Important to notice is the clear antithetical con-

stom interprets mysteries more positively, Calvin more convinc-
ingly perceives the term to denote that which is ‘unintelligible, baf-
fling, enigmatic, ... as if Paul had written, ‘Nobody understands a
word he says.””*' Some modern commentators understand mvedpott
to refer to the human spirit, largely on the basis of the occurrence
of this meaning in vv. 14 and 32.> Many commentators before
the 1950s were unduly influenced by a view of human personhood
dominated by idealist or Cartesian dualism, and nvedpa as human
spirit plays a very minor role in Paul. Almost always it denotes the
Holy Spirit, except in those specific contexts (14:14 and 32) where
semantic contrasts clearly indicate otherwise. As in 15:44, to con-
fuse human ‘spirituality,” let alone ‘immateriality,” with that which
is characterized by the agency of the Spirit of God is to invite seri-
ous misunderstanding of Paul’s theology. NRSV, REB, and NJB
(against NIV, AV/KJV) rightly translate the Spirit.” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1086.]

"“The nature of the unintelligibility and of the related term
pootpa, here translated mysteries (with NRSV, REB, NIV, KJV/
AV; cf. NIB, the meaning is hidden), remains controversial. Else-
where Paul often uses this Greek word to denote what was once
hidden but has now been disclosed in the era of eschatological ful-
fillment (cf. 2:1, 7; 4:1; 15:51). However, every writer uses termi-
nology in context-dependent ways that may modify a more usual
meaning, and Paul’s usual meaning cannot make sense here with-
out undermining his own argument. Dautzenberg needlessly com-
plicates the issue by arguing that since this utterance to God is in
the Spirit the content hardly differs from that of prophecy, except
for its status as the eschatological language of angels.” However,
if prophecy entails building, encouragement, promise, or a declara-
tion of the deeds of God in a pastoral context, it seems inappropri-
ate to think of this as ‘spoken back to God’ in these verses, if at
all.?® Tt is highly significant that Gordon Fee, who acknowledges a
Pentecostalist background of personal spirituality, agrees that the
utterance not only ‘lies outside the understanding’ but also consti-
tutes ‘communing with God’ in contrast to the notion ‘quite com-
mon in Pentecostal groups’ of referring ‘to a ‘message in tongues’
[for which] there seems to be no evidence in Paul.’”” In a more re-
cent work Fee reasserts: ‘At no point in 1 Corinthians 14 does Paul
suggest that tongues is speech directed toward people; three times
he indicates that it is speech directed toward God (14:2, 14-16,
28).**” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 1085-1086.]

8“Paul urges his addressees to strive for prophecy. His choice
of vocabulary is important. In the Greco-Roman world ‘prophecy’
was a highly esteemed mantic experience characterized by trances
and other ecstatic phenomena. Paul, however, carefully distin-
guishes prophecy from the gift of tongues. He may have done so

in order to distinguish Christian prophecy from the ecstaticpspeeglg
age



trast between

0 AaAQV yAwaoon oUk avBpwTToig AaAET... (V. 2)

0 8¢ TTpoENTEUWYV AvBPWTTOIG AOAET... (V. 3)
Paul intentionally contrasts the two actions rather than
the status of each individual.” Tongues do not target

forms known throughout the Hellenistic world (cf. 14:22-24),
where what Paul describes as speaking in tongues would have been
subsumed within the category of prophecy.

“For Paul prophecy is a gift of the Spirit that is integral to the
life of the church (12:28). It is the only gift that is cited in all four
of his lists of charisms (12:10, 28, 29; Rom 12:6). It is the only gift
of the Spirit that is cited in 1 Thess 5:19-20. In Paul’s enumerated
list of charisms (12:28) prophecy is found in second place, after
the apostolate and before teaching. Prophecy seems to be a gift
without which the church cannot exist (cf. 14:22).

“Prophecy is a gift that Paul himself possessed (14:6). He fre-
quently describes himself in terms that recall the biblical prophets.
Jeremiah and Deutero-Isaiah seem to have particularly shaped his
articulated vision of himself, as the allusions to Isa 52:15 in Rom
15:21;to Isa49:1 in Gal 1:15; and to Jer 11:20 in 1 Thess 2:4 seem
clearly to indicate. In the development of his ethos argument in
1 Corinthians Paul does not particularly exploit the model of the
biblical prophets. In this letter Paul prefers to use cultural models
and his exposition of what it means to be an apostle when he makes
an argument based on his own prestige. It may be that scriptural
allusions would not have been a particularly effective device to il-
lustrate the stature of the apostle for a community that was largely
Hellenistic.

“Prophecy, as the etymology indicates, is a matter of speaking
on behalf of God, functioning in a sense as God’s spokesperson.
In 14:3 Paul emphatically identifies exhortation as the characteris-
tic function of prophecy. Two virtual synonyms, ‘exhortation’ and
‘encouragement,” have in Greek an initial ‘p’ sound that links them
to one another and to ‘prophecy.” Paul speaks about exhortation
and encouragement as the way in which the community is built up.
In writing to the Thessalonians he had previously linked exhorta-
tion to the building up of the community (1 Thess 5:11; cf. 1 Thess
4:18). In 14:3 he identifies the building up of the community as
the purpose to which prophecy is directed. Prophesying builds up
the community insofar as the members of the community are ‘edi-
fied,” that is, exhorted and encouraged. Paul returns to this idea in
14:31-32 when he urges prophets to speak in turn and listen to one
another.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 490-491.]

"“The Greek participle with the definite article 0 o8¢
npoenTeb®V may be translated the person who prophesies, which
would preserve the parallel with the person who speaks in a tongue
(v. 2a). However, Paul is setting in contrast the role of one who
speaks in tongues with the effects of prophesying as a dynamic
communicative activity, and this invites an emphasis on the action
in question rather than on the status or role of any specific person,
in accordance with Paul’s concerns and his use of the verb. The use
of the definite article with the present participle may convey either
habituation (the person who prophesies; cf. NRSV, NIV, NJB) or a
temporal-conditional contingent clause (when or if a person proph-
esies, as REB). The latter also paves the way more readily for the
proleptic accusatives oikodopny, topakinotwv, and topapvdiov as
reflected in the Vulgate construction ad aedificationen.®® “ ‘What
is in effect’ is the meaning” (Robertson and Plummer’s italics).34
Our use of thereby functions to make this point. Other exegetical

others with intended spiritual benefit, while preaching
does. The Corinthian elites were centering attention on
the superior status of the tongues speaker, which com-
pletely missed the foundational point of edifying love.

Paul lists three positive benefits of preaching over
ecstatic expression: oikoSounv kai mapdkAnow kal
napapuBiav, upbuilding and encouragement and consola-
tion. Most commentators correctly note that oikodounv
is the inclusive label, i.e., Leitmotif, that encompasses
Kai TTapdkAnoiv kai TrapaupuBiav. Also note the com-
monality of 1 with both these terms and also with
mpopnTelwv. This literary device served to link all three
terms closely together. Preaching (mpodntebwv) should
edify (oikodounv) through encouraging (TTapdkAnaiv)
and comforting (TrapapuBiav) the others in the assem-
bled group.8°

issues in v. 3 are covered in the following note, especially under
bl, 2, and 3. Meanwhile, ‘the noun oikodoun functions as a Leit-
motif in what follows and in v. 26.”3” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1086—1087.]

80“(a) Building up (noun, oikodoun, 14:3, 5, 12, 26; cf. 3:9;
verb oikodopém, 14:4, 17; also 8:1; 10:1, 23, érowodopém, 3:10,
12, 14). In Paul but outside 1 Corinthians, cf. Rom 14:19; 15:2, 20;
2 Cor 10:8;12:19; 13:10; Gal 2:18; 1 Thess 5:11 (Eph 4:12, 16, 29).
We consistently urge that 8:1-13 and 13:1-13 remain fundamental
for understanding 12:1-14:40, and under 8:1 we noted Kitzberg-
er’s central semantic contrast between the solidity and ordered per-
manence of building up by daydmn, and the illusory and superficial
hollowness of guoldw, to inflate through yvdoig without love.*
The major study of Vielhauer briefly occupied our attention under
14:1, where we noted his convincing contrast between building up
as a cohesive activity for the benefit of others and a negative sense
of affirming mere self-esteem, which we consider further under
14:4.%" Vielhauer and more recently Sandnes further associate the
commission to build up with Paul’s own personal apostolic com-
mission with which Paul explicitly compares Jeremiah’s prophetic
call to build up (Gal 1:15-16; Jer 1:5, ‘before birth’; Jer 1:10, ‘to
build and to plant’; cf. 1 Cor 3:6, 10, ‘I planted.... I laid a founda-
tion like a skilled master builder ...”).*® Citing further arguments
to this effect from Schiitz, Gillespie concludes: ‘Essential is the
notion that oikodomep and the proclamation of the gospel are both
functionally and materially related’ (his italics).* In 14:26 ‘proph-
esying, as a cultic event, is subject to this norm.’*

“(b) Encouraging or exhorting/challenging (napdxinoig). It
is essential to recover the multiform character of mapdxinoig if
we are to understand the nature of prophecy and prophetic preach-
ing in Pauline theology. It is not the bland communication of in-
formation as such, but a varied range of illocutionary speech-acts
which plead, exhort, encourage, challenge, brace, console, or pro-
vide comfort on the basis of ‘institutional facts’ (in the sense used
by philosophers of language), e.g., covenant promises mediated
by human agents called and gifted by God for this task through
the Holy Spirit. Ulrich Miiller rightly understands it as a corre-
late of gospel preaching in judgment and grace, just as Grabner-
Haider rightly calls attention to its active role as exhortation.* On
the other hand, those who regard ‘prophecy’ as a rare phenom-

enon in the churches largely perhaps restricted to the NT era and
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Pentecostal traditions in the modern era might note that the verb
and noun occur some 109 times: ‘On the basis of statistics alone
TopuKoAE®/TOpAKANGLg are among the most important terms for
speaking and influencing in the NT.”#? Although not every example
of paraklesis is prophesying, sufficient functional overlap occurs
to warrant Fitzmyer’s comment that in the gifts listed in Rom 12:6
‘the first gift [mpoonteia] is inspired Christian preaching, as in 1
Cor 12:10, 28; 13:2; 14:1, 3-6, 24, 39; 1 Tim 4:14.... It denotes
one who speaks in God’s name and probes the secrets of hearts (1
Cor 14:24-25).’%

“The pastoral dimension is underlined not only by the contex-
tual particularity which distinguishes prophesying from teaching
(which may be more doctrinal or general), but the careful argu-
ments put forward by Bjerkelund that topoxaiéwn frequently rests
on a personal relationship between the speaker and addressees
(see under 1:10).* The everyday sense of being a ‘helper’ through
this activity picks up the overtones of ‘helping the other’ from
oupeépet in 6:12; 10:23 and from concern to sustain the other in
8:7-13. Sometimes, however, it requires honest exposure, chal-
lenge, or bracing exhortation ‘to help’ in long-term rather than
short-term ways.* When the source of address is the Holy Spirit,
judgment may become an avenue for the appropriation of grace.
Hence the varied nuances of encouragement and exhortation or
challenge are not in the least contradictory. The opposite of love
is not correction but indifference. ‘Paul’s use of parakalein and
oikodomein in 1 Thess 5:11 suggests that exhortation connotes a
sense parallel with gospel proclamation. Evidence of this is pro-
vided by 1 Thess 2:2-3, where Paul reminds the community of his
initial gospel preaching.’* Gillespie clearly shows that the term
includes gospel preaching, ethical instruction, and applied theol-
ogy in Paul’s letters.’

“(c) Bringing comfort (mapapv8ian). The noun in this form oc-
curs only here in the NT (and in variant form in Phil 2:1), but the
verbal form appears in 1 Thess 2:11 and 5:14 (also of comforting
the bereaved sisters of Lazarus in John 11:19, 31). Comfort is ad-
opted by NIV and KJV/AV (consolation, NRSV); encourage, REB;
reassurance, NJB. The six NT uses of the cognate forms suggest
the bracing, strengthening, supportive activity of the older English
which reflects the Latin components com-fort. Malherbe identifies
the term closely with the attitude and activity of pastoral care.*®
He addresses in particular 1 Thess 5:14—15 in the light of concern
for the weak in the better moral philosophy of the Graeco-Roman
world of the day. Seneca, Plutarch, and Philodemus, e.g., caution
that while exhortation and persuasion would not be swept aside,
sensitivity to the variety of individual personal circumstances for
which support is required must be addressed by a close personal un-
derstanding of these varied and specific situations.*’ The everyday
life of the church at Thessalonica, Malherbe concludes, ‘required
comfort ... from the earliest days of the church’s existence,” and
the complementary activities of warning and comforting form part
of the pastoral process of ‘nurturing communal relationships.’*
‘Paul always mopapwdeicfat or its cognates in conjunction with
some form of mapdrinoig (5:14; 1 Cor 14:3; Phil 2:1),” and this
gives his pastoral preaching and pastoral care a distinctive touch
not exhausted by either term alone, although the dual emphasis
also occurs in moral philosophy in the Graeco-Roman world.*!

“Such a pastoral concern brings together the OT tradition of
prophetic contextual application to particular circumstances and
claims by Hill and others that prophesying has pastoral preaching
at its center. ‘Preaching,” however, is to be understood not as a flat
homily of information or instruction alone, but as a multiopera-
tional speech-action of building up, encouraging and challenging,

Second the inherent difference between the two, v.
4: 6 NaAGv yAwoon £€outov oikoSouel: 6 6& mpodnteLwvV
ékkAnotav oikodopel. Those who speak in a tongue build up
themselves, but those who prophesy build up the church.
Here, while assuming legitimate ecstatic speech, Paul
delineates the fundamental difference between ecstatic
speech and preaching. The first éautov oikodouet, builds
himself up, and the second ékkAnoiav oikobopel, builds
up the church. Here the core principle of edifying love
means that preaching takes higher priority than ecstat-
ic speech. Thus Paul’s modified admonition p&A\ov 6¢
va mpodntelnte, and especially that you may preach (v.
1b). Additionally, it points to the private use of ecstatic
speech rather than the public role.

Third, a summarizing personal view from Paul, v.
5: BéAw &€ mavrag Upag AaAelv ylwooalg, pdAlov 6¢ va
npodntevnte: peilwv 6€ 6 mpodpntelwv fj 6 AaA®V YAwooalg
€KTOC €l un Slepunveln, va 1 ékkAnola oikodounv Aapn.
Now | would like all of you to speak in tongues, but even
more to prophesy. One who prophesies is greater than one
who speaks in tongues, unless someone interprets, so that
the church may be built up.

Paul in v. 5a expresses the positive desire that all of
the Corinthians would reach a level of private devotion-
al experience marked by the Rom. 12:26-27 standards
of prayer so deep that it goes beyond human language
words. Thus he does not forbid the ecstatic language
experience when it is legitimate and not a counterfeit
version from pagan religious experience. Clearly he
sees this overwhelmingly as a private devotional expe-
rience.

But his greater desire for the Corinthians comes out
of the edifying love principle: udAhov &¢ iva npodpnteinte:
but more importantly that you may preach. His intense
preference for preaching is stressed both by the use of
pdAAov along with the ellipsis using the indirect com-
mand structure of iva rpognTeUnTe rather than the sub-
stantial object infinitive AaAeiv. Christian discipleship
and spiritual maturity are not the deepening of one’s
own religious life. To the contrary, they are centered on
and acquired by Christian ministry to others.®' It is by

and bringing comfort alongside exhortation. Indeed, the opening
of what is probably the most outstanding ‘model’ pastoral sermon
in the NT (Heb 1:1-4) brings encouragement and comfort to its
addressees by performing multiple acts of acclamation, biblical ex-
position, promise, doctrinal confession or creedal affirmation, and
joyful celebration all through the same multilayered language.*
As in the Epistle to the Hebrews, ¢ ‘One who prophesies speaks ...
encouragement to people’ (1 Cor 14:3).%”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1087-1090.]

81“The last clause of v. 1 begins this demonstration or argu-

ment. If the readers will pay particular attention (pdAiov) to télg
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serving others that we become more like Christ. Any
so-called teaching on discipleship that centers on the
individual rather than on the group is inherently false
and heretical. It will produce the mess that Paul tried to
clean up at Corinth!

In v. 5b, the justifying declaration for this preference
on preaching is given: pei{wv 6¢ 6 tpodntev WV f 6 A\aAdV
YAwooalg éKTOg i pun Stepunveun, tva ) ékkAnoia oikoSounv
AdBn. One who prophesies is greater than one who speaks
in tongues, unless someone interprets, so that the church
may be built up. This sums up Paul’s discussion in vv.
1-5 with preaching having a higher priority than ecstatic
speech. Although in the pagan background of the ma-
jority of the Corinthian Christians, not much distinction
was given between Tpo@nTelwy and AaAQV YAWOGTAIg
since both were linked to manic, ecstatic experience
by the priests and priestesses in a moment of highly
charged ‘worship’ rived up with loud xaAkdg Ax®Ov A
KOuBaAov dAaAddov, noisy gong or clanging cymbal
(13:1), Paul drew a sharp line of distinction between
these two practices inside Christianity.®2 For the pa-
gans TpoenTelwyv emerged out of AaAv yAwooaig
as the application in human language of the supposed
conversation between the spiritual leader and Zeus etc.
that took place in the god’s language, i.e., yA\wooaig,

The rare exception (€k10¢ €i un) to ecstatic speech
being confined to a private moment is when a le-
gitimate interpreter is present. From all indications in
Paul’s depiction of the situation at Corinth, the elitists
practicing ecstatic speech were not concerned with
some interpretation in human language. Their interest

activity of prophesying (in contrast to speaking with tongues, v.
2), this will serve the good of others, since Paul will show that the
aim and effect of authentic prophesying is (i) to build up the whole
community (vv. 4, 5, 17; cf. 8:1, 10; 10:23); (ii) to exhort or to
comfort (vv. 3 and 31; cf. 4:13, 16; 16:12, 15); and (iii) to console
or to encourage (v. 3; cf. 1 Thess 2:11; see introduction to 14:1-40,
above). We noted above Vielhauer’s contrast between building
up the community into a cohesive, dynamic whole, and the self-
sufficient indulgent religiosity which provides mainly individual
satisfaction.!” In these verses Paul insists that to prophesy is to per-
form intelligible, articulate, communicative acts of speech which
have a positive effect on others and, in turn, on the whole commu-
nity.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1083-1084.]

82Paul urges his addressees to strive for prophecy. His choice
of vocabulary is important. In the Greco-Roman world ‘prophecy’
was a highly esteemed mantic experience characterized by trances
and other ecstatic phenomena. Paul, however, carefully distin-
guishes prophecy from the gift of tongues. He may have done so
in order to distinguish Christian prophecy from the ecstatic speech
forms known throughout the Hellenistic world (cf. 14:22-24),
where what Paul describes as speaking in tongues would have been
subsumed within the category of prophecy.” [Raymond F. Collins,
First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina
Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 490.]

was in demonstrating their superiority by the use of ec-
static speech in the assembled gathering, not in edify-
ing the assembled group spiritually. Dazzle the crowd
was their goal! In the pagan background of this prac-
tice at Corinth in the various temples, the one speaking
in non-human language usually followed up by mak-
ing his own interpretation, usually labeled in Greek as
mTpogpnTeia. But the elitists evidently were not even do-
ing this.

But Paul mandates that any ecstatic speech MUST
BE accompanied by an edifying interpretation. But care-
ful analysis of the Greek text signals that the ‘tongues
speaker’ must put into human words what he has just
mumbled in unintelligible sounds.®® V. 5¢ does not al-

83“We have not yet exhausted the issues of controversy in v.
5. Substantial issues hang on how we understand the clause &t
Stepunvevn in this context of argument. NRSV’s unless someone
interprets is, in our view, disastrously misleading. The Greek does
not mention any agent other than the one who speaks in tongues,
who remains the subject of the verb. The insertion of someone rests
on a particular understanding of epunveia yAocodv (12:10; see
above on this verse) and the significance of dAA® 6¢ in conjunction
with this phrase in 12:10, as if a special agent was ‘an interpreter’
who ‘interpreted’ tongues. However, as I argued in 1979, frequent
occurrences of épunved® and depunved® can be found in which
these verbs mean not to interpret but to put into words, i.e., to ren-
der in articulate intelligible speech, what is difficult to express.'®?
I argued that 14:13 similarly refers to the person who speaks in
tongues: ‘He who speaks in a tongue should pray for the power to
produce articular speech.’!®?

“An illuminating parallel occurs when Josephus is trying to
convey to his Roman or Graeco-Roman readers the wonders of
Herod’s palace. These are ‘beyond words’ (mavtog Adyov kpeicomv,
Josephus, Jewish Wars 5.176). The walls, towers, and banqueting
hall defy description (d6myntog, 5.178). When he moves on to the
cloisters, gardens, and lavish decorations he exclaims: dAAa yop
o000’ épunvedoat duvatov Eiwg Ta Pacieta (5.182: it is impossible
to put it into words adequately!). Here to interpret or to translate
simply does not fit.!* Similarly, when he reflects on Moses’ re-
quest that Aaron should be his ‘mouth’ (ctépa), Philo observes
that what Moses required was someone who could put into words
of intelligible, articulate communication what Moses felt himself
unable to express adequately.'® Aaron’s role is to produce articu-
late speech (épunvevm, Quod Deterius Potiori Insidiari Soleat,
15), with a view to putting into words (wpog épunveiav, loc. cit.
39) what Moses found overwhelming or difficult. For Aaron to be
his “mouth” (otépa) is also to be his “mouthpiece” (épunvéa, loc.
cit. 39). The evidence for humans’ becoming capable of reason-
ing, Philo urges, can be found in their use of syntax of nouns and
verbs to put things into words that are intelligible and articulate
(épumvevg eivan, Philo, Legum Allegoriae 1.10). What is at issue
is the intelligible expression of ideas (Leg. Alleg. 1.74). Philo is
all too familiar with “writer’s block™: thoughts start to flow, but
then one cannot get hold of the next idea to put it into words (De
Migratione Abrahami 21, 35).

Why do we need to appeal to those other and different uses of
Epunvevo and its compound form Sdieppnvedm, which denote trans-
lation or interpretation when the meaning identified here utterly

coheres with Paul’s argument? There is no “interpreter” standin
Page 5



by. Paul declares that the person who prophesies is of greater im-
portance than the one who speaks in tongues unless some specific
condition is fulfilled: the tongue speaker who is overwhelmed with
the presence and love of God to the extent that praise and prayer
flow forth in inarticulate sounds uttered by the tongue (yAdooo)
finds that, after all, he or she can put into words the ground of
praise, prayer, joy, or longing, and thereby the church community
as a whole can similarly receive (AGfn) this public ministry of
building up (iva 1 ékkAnoia oikodounv Adfn).

This understanding of these verses has recently been attacked
by Christopher Forbes.!% Forbes concedes that the meaning to put
into words occurs in “a reasonable number of cases,” and indeed
the 1979 article cites numerous examples where translate will not
fit, and where interpret misses the point. Yet in a way reminiscent
of approaches before the 1961 work of James Barr, Forbes appeals
to Dunn’s view that “to explain,” “to translate,” or “to interpret” is
“the basic meaning of the word.”107 He then argues that even if],
as I claim, up to three-quarters of the uses of diepunvedo in Philo
mean to put into words, if we survey uses of Epunvedo without
the o164 prefix, the proportion is reversed. However, (i) Paul shows
that he is using Epunvevm with a nuance that is synonymous with
dtepunvevo in these verses (cf. 14:5, 13, 27, 28, diepunvedo and
dtepunvevtng); and (ii) it is only necessary for our argument to
conclude that both English meanings may in principle apply, and
that contextual considerations in the light of the Corinthian situa-
tion and Paul’s argument become decisive for a judgment between
them.

On the exegetical issues Forbes acknowledges that we can-
not allow the controversial interpretations of Acts 2 to determine
our interpretation of 1 Corinthians 12—14. Quite apart from issues
about the perspectives of Luke and Paul, since virtually all the di-
aspora Jews present in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost would
know Greek renders problematic what kind of “translation” is at
issue, and in any case it is presented not as miraculous speech (the
speakers were perceived to be under the influence of alcohol) but as
miraculous hearing or understanding. However, he fails to address
the issue of how speaking in tongues relates to “translation” if it
is addressed to God as praise and prayer, and not as a “message”
to be decoded and transmitted. He also fails to explain why such a
precious gift of “translation” did not play a wider role among those
wrestling with missionary proclamation to other cultures, or (if we
are permitted to cite claims made in our own era) the gift of tongues
(if it were to involve “translation”) is withheld from seminary stu-
dents learning Greek. The traditional understanding, represented in
extreme form in NRSV’s unless someone interprets, imposes onto
the epistle an ecclesial tradition of assumptions which does not al-
low Paul to speak for himself. The very insertion of someone into
the Greek indicates the lengths to which some will go to sustain a
specific interpretative tradition.

On speaking in tongues as a welling up of pre-conscious
yearnings of praise, glory, joy or longing, see Notes in detail above
under 12:10, with particular reference to the work of Stendahl and
Theissen. This experience of release and liberation is valued by
Paul as a gift of the Spirit. However, its association with the trans-
mission of encoded messages is at the very least not demanded by
the text. The one point which Forbes makes with validity in this
section of an otherwise helpful study is that it is possible to com-
bine the meaning proposed here with the lexicographical sense of
explaining. For, as long as we note that most typically tongues are
addressed to God, the REB rendering unless indeed he can explain
its meaning, and so help to build up the community retains close
affinities with our own proposals. The use of interprets, by contrast

lude to a separate person doing interpretation. This
wrong understanding of this text is widely circulated in
today’s world but is flat wrong in its view of this state-
ment of Paul here. See v. 13 for a confirmation of this
understanding, and note that v. 27 properly translated
and interpreted also confirm this view.

The words of the ‘interpreter’ then become ‘proph-
ecy’ and are to be treated as such. As Paul will re-
flect further down, in early Christianity when someone
claimed to have a spiritual truth to share with the group,
the mere claim of being inspired by God gave no vali-
dation to what was shared at all. Every claim to express
something from God was to be evaluated by members
of the group in oral critiquing of the speaker, and espe-
cially by those considered wiser in the ways of God (cf.
Gal. 6:1-3 for allusion to these folks).

This pattern merely reflects universal patterns in
the first century societies including both Greco-Roman
and Jewish. Young school boys were taught to always
question the teachings of their teachers. It was through
the oral give and take between speaker and audience
that true learning took place. Paul experience on Mars
Hill in Athens before first arriving at Corinth in the be-
ginning 50s illustrates how this worked in that society
(cf. Acts 17:22-34). Learning was not passive, as is
typical in modern western hemispheric educational pat-
terns. But intelligible communication of ideas between
speaker and audience stood as the foundation of such
learning. Ecstatic speech with no interpretation of its
meaning in human language does an ‘end around’ on
the learning experience. It only dazzles the audience
with performance by the speaker. Paul forbids such in
Christian gatherings. The bottom line is always va 1
ékkAnota oikoSounv Aapn, so that the church may received
building up. Thus the Corinthian practice by the elitists
immediately becomes suspect as having pagan orien-
tation -- and a poor copy at best -- rather than legtimate
Christian orientation.

(NIV, NJB, KJV/AV), generates a signal which has become tied in
modern thought to the overly specific exegesis which seduces the
NRSV. We may conclude these reflections by noting that recently
Gordon Fee, writing from an explicitly Pentecostal perspective,
openly and courageously acknowledges that whether “tongues”
constitute an actual earthly language “is a moot point, but the over-
all evidence suggests no,” and that whether today’s “charismatic
phenomena” replicate those of the Pauline churches is also “moot
and probably irrelevant. There is simply no way to know.”'% Cer-
tainly, he concludes, tongues are directed to God, and Paul holds
their private use in high regard.!® In our earlier Note we allude
to some movement of emphasis among certain Pentecostal writers
themselves, not least on “Pentecostal hermeneutics.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),

1098-1100.] Page 52
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Confirmatio 2, 14:6-33a. Here the parallelism in
chapter 14 with chapter twelve becomes even clearer,
as reflected in the chart below:

12:7-30 /
12:4-6 /

14:6-33a
14:1-5

Confirmatio /
Partitio /

The second section, confirmatio, builds off the founda-
tion laid in the partitio which has put forth the issue(s)
at hand. But Paul approach to defending his depiction
of the general issue of TWv TveupaTik@y in 12:7-30 is
some quite the same strategy of defense in 14:6-33a.
Each approach is appropriate for the nature of the is-
sue presented: in 12:4-6 it was the general topic of TV
TTVeEUPaTIK®V, while in 14:1-5 it is the two speech grace
blessings of preaching and ecstatic speech. In the first
partitio he is defending the foundational principle of
unity in diversity. But in this second partitio, it is the de-
fense of the priority of preaching over ecstatic speech.

How he goes about making this defense is quite
fascinating and follows first century Pauline reasoning
rather than any sort of modern western reasoning.®
This must not be ignored, if we are to understand what
the apostle is doing here. There is no Cartesian box
that one can put vv. 6-33a into! The patterns of dividing
out Paul’s thoughts into paragraphs provides very lim-
ited help and more importantly reflects the limitations
of grouping his expressions into subunits of material.
This simple fact that should be easily self-evident but is
so often overlooked: the apostle just did not reason like
a modern western thinker. Commentators and Bible
translators feel compelled to ‘westernize’ Paul’s think-
ing in how they organize their translations and their
commentary notes. But heavy dependence on such
inevitably will distort Paul’s thinking to the modern
reader.

Why this is so becomes clear from a block dia-
gram of just vv. 6-9; see diagram on following page.
Two initial rhetorical questions (#s 569-570) are de-
fended (yap) by a second pair of rhetorical ques-
tions (#s 571-572), which in turn is defended (yap)
by a declarative statement (# 573). All of it revolves
around comparing ecstatic speech to the musical

569

%The use of paragraphing represents a subtle way of ‘boxing’
Paul’s ideas here, but careful analysis of the paragraphing patterns
reflects the limitation of such efforts. Internally none of these para-
graphs contains one central point. Instead a variety of disconnected
ideas will be found inside each of the paragraphs:

N-A 28th NRSV NIV ESV

6-12 6-12 6-12 6-12

13-19 13-19 13-17 13-19
18-19

20-25 20-25 20-21 20-25
22-25

26-33a 26-33a 26-28 26-33a

29-33

instruments of the flute, harp, and the bugle. The block
diagram of the remaining verses (vv. 10-33a) are very
similar in their non-modern language way of presenting
ideas.

Wv. 6-12 actually present several ideas in succes-
sion that are not much connected to one another. The
lead sentence in v. 13 does not provide a clear launch
pad into the personal illustration of vv. 14-19. But in
these verses Paul also jumps back and forth between
“I” and “you all.” Similar patterns likewise surface in vv.
20-33a. This is not modern, coherent logical thinking
from a western mindset.

But on the positive side, the one common thread
through this myriad of disconnected arguments is his
initial premise that preaching is superior to ecstatic
speech, which was just the opposite of what the Co-
rinthian elitists were contending. When taken together,
these varied arguments overwhelmingly make Paul’s
point. He has demolished the elitists’ position with a
barrage of different arguments.

In order to better get Paul’s ideas on the table, we
should take the small, natural units in succession with-
out attempting to group them into a westernized out-
line. The single question to ask each time is “How does
this prove Paul’s point of the superiority of preaching?”

v. 6, Nullified ministry from Paul if in ecstatic speech:
NOv 8¢, adeldol, €av ENBw mpoG LUAC YAwooalg AaAdv, Tl
OpaC wdeAnow €av un LUV AaAnow f év ArmokaAU el i &v
YVWoeL fj év mpodnteia i [év] Sibayfi; Now, brothers,1 if |
come to you speaking in tongues, how will | benefit you un-
less | bring you some yrevelation or knowledge or prophecy
or teaching?

14.6 6é
4
NGV
adelopol,
AV ENOW

Ipog UuUAC
YADCOA LG AXADV,
Tl Updg eapeAfow
EXV UI UPTV AGANO®
N &€V QmoKRoAUYPE L
N év yvdoe L
N év mpopntelq
N [&v] didaxii;
Paul begins his defense with a personal illustra-
tion.8 Should he come to Corinth and only use ecstatic

8“The translation of vdv 8¢ as Well now reflects Héring’s
careful comment that the phrase is neither adversative nor used
in a conclusive sense but to mean ¢ ‘well now’, i.e., ‘let us look
at the facts and take a concrete example.” ‘!> Paul’s examples are
entirely hypothetical scenarios which remain unfulfilled: £éav EA0®
is an example of the aorist subjunctive used as ‘third class con-
dition, supposable case.”'' This is well captured by REB’s Sup-

pose, my friends, that when I come to you ..., which we have
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speech before the various house church groups, no
one would benefit spiritually from such a ministry. They
can only profit (Uudg weeAow) from a personal min-
istry of Paul in their midst if he speaks in a human lan-
guage that they can understand. In 13:3, Paul made
the declaration o06&év wdehobpal, | gain nothing, if his
ministry wasn’t shaped and motivated by éaydarmn. That
same principle is now Suec
repeated in the de- |
liberative question of |
how could he possibly |
benefit the Corinthians
by using ecstatic lan-370
guage with them. The
clear implication is that
no benefit would come
to the Corinthians. Clearly implicit here is that the Co-
rinthian elitists are producing zero benefit to the church
in their ecstatic speech.

He gives four types of pastoral ministry typical in his
efforts to spiritually minister to a group of believers: i év

14.7

adopted on grounds of grammar, syntax, and meaning. In terms
of conveys the adverbial mode denoted by €v: ‘“The év expresses
the form in which the AaAeilv takes place.”''> What shall I profit
you (11 vpdc veeAom) takes a double accusative, which is by no
means rare. arokdAvyig has already been discussed with reference
to the disclosure or revealing of the Lord at the last day (see under
1:7). Although in politics and in the media the term which most
closely reflects the Greek, namely unveiling, has once again come
into vogue, this use is more usually applied to announcements of
governmental, political, or commercial strategy. Conversely, we
have avoided revelation because it now carries a dead weight of
theological and philosophical controversy. Disclosure seems to
combine the force and relative innocence which the word would
carry at Corinth, leaving entirely open whether it also carries some
‘technical’ sense in the context of worship, which remains open to
question (see below on 14:26; 14:30). 14:26 is the only other oc-
currence of the noun in our epistle together with 1:7 and 14:6 (the
verb occurs at 2:10, 13 and 14:30).

“We have already discussed the force of yv@oig extensively
(see under 1:5; 8:1, 7, 10, 11; 12:8; 13:2, 8). These nine occur-
rences, together with six in 2 Corinthians (2:14; 4:6; 6:6; 8:7; 10:5;
11:6) compare with only three in Romans, one in Philippians,
none in Galatians, and one in Colossians, i.e., this term mattered
greatly at Corinth. Hence Paul’s insistence that inarticulate sounds
could not convey yv@dolg would have been especially sharp and
poignant to these addressees. In this context the term denotes cog-
nitive knowledge, so prized in 8:1-11 by ‘the strong’ at Corinth,
and REB’s looser enlightenment conveys the cultural flavor. On
prophetic speech or prophecy see the Extended Note above at 14:3.
The inclusion of teaching (dday1}) confirms the point that one spir-
itual gift cannot be permitted to militate against others which are
‘for the common good’ (12:7-11; see on 28-30, where teachers [v.
28] follow apostles and prophets). Paul’s first example (a supposed
visit for a purpose) now leads to a second.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1101-1102.]

ATTOKAAUWEI 1) €V YVWOEI i €v TTpo@NTEia 1 [€v] didaxi;
a spiritual disclosure or some understanding or some
spiritual insight into God or some Christian teaching.
As Thiselton points out, several of these terms have a
sharp tone of rebuttal to the ecstatic speech orientation
of the Corinthian elitists.

v. 7, Comparison to musical instruments:

T aguxa ewvnv dLdovia,
| elte aUuAocg
| elte x16&p,

€V dLaocToAnV tolg @BOyyoLc un o8,
nd¢ yvwoOnoetal TO AUAOUHEVOV

A

10 KLOapLl{dpevov;

OpweE ta aYuya dwvnv didovta, eite alAOG elte kBaApa,
€av SlaotoAnv tolg ¢Bdyyolg pn 6@, MG yvwobroetat
1O alAoUpevov A O kKBapllopevoy; If even lifeless instru-
ments, such as the flute or the harp, do not give distinct
notes, how will anyone know what is played?

In his second justififying point he appeals to musi-
cal the musical instruments of a flute and a harp, one
wind and one stringed. The scenario is posed of these
wind and stringed instruments playing SiaotoAnv tolg
¢dBoyyolg, incoherent sounds for the notes. This is not
playing inappropriate music for the setting, such as a
funeral durge at a joyous festival. The Greek text clearly
means that the musicians cannot make coherent notes
to a musical piece with out of tune instruments. Thus
ecstatic speech is compared to playing an out of tune
musical instrument. Nothing pleasant or correct come
out. Consequently the listeners have no idea what the
piece of music being played is. It is simply an irritating,
meaningless combination of noises. The strong blunt
force of this comparison to ecstatic speech hit the elit-
ists hard.

v. 8, Comparison to a misplayed bugle.

Kal yap €av adnlov odAmyé dwvnv 8@, Ti¢ mapaokevaoeTal €ig
ntoAepov; If even lifeless instruments, such as the flute or the harp,
do not give distinct notes, how will anyone know what is played?

8<We follow BAGD, BDF, Jeremias, Héring, and Fee (against
Weiss, Edwards, Allo, and several others) in understanding dpwg
(which in non-Pauline texts means nevertheless or all the same)
to represent opdc, similarly.''® BDF point out that Paul uses this
word only twice (here and in Gal 3:15) where obtwg also follows
suggesting ‘the earlier opu®dg ‘equally,” and it is therefore to be
translated ... ‘likewise.” ‘!'7 As Héring reminds us, accents would
occur neither in Pauline texts nor in such early uncials as P* and
A, and even if oudg is of an earlier date, the consistency of the
two rare uses in Paul suggest that his employment of the adverb
remains distinctive, equivalent to opoimg.” [Anthony C. Thiselton,
The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek
Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand

Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1102.]
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14.8

Y&

Kol €&v &dnAov OGATmLYE @avnv O,

571 ° tig¢ mopooreuvdoeTol
elg mbAeuov;

The yap adds another justifying declaration both
reenforcing the previous one and also giving additional
foundation to the premise statements in vv. 1-5.8” Here
the bugle in a military setting fails by giving ta &duyxa
dwvrv, ambivalent signals which cannot be understood.
Thus the army doesn’t know whether to march forward

ebonuov Aoyov 6@te.®® Their meaningless babbling in

ecstatic speech was self-serving rather than giving

spiritual benefit to the assembled group. Paul makes

the very pointed accusation that they €oeobe eig aépa
AadoUivteg, will be into the air speaking. Their gibberish is
fruitless and pointless! Additionally in light of the pre-
ceding examples it is spiritually harmful to the congre-
gation and must be stopped.

vv. 10-11, making outsiders uncomfortable.

14.10

or retreat. They are left in crippling uncertainty by the el tuxolL
failure of the bugle to give a clear signal. Thus the Cor- 374 Tocalta. ..yévn uvdv eiotv
inthians were put in the same crippling uncertainty by . £V KOOHQ
the elitists’ use of ecstatic speech. - oﬁ6évKo((éLO'[ 1v) &pavoy -
v. 9, Direct application to the Corinthians. ®
oUTwG Kal LPETg dLa Thi¢ yAwoong €av un ebonuov Adyov 12.11 oy
dte, MG yvwobnoetal 10 Aahovpevov; £€cecBe yap eig £v uf £186 TAV SUvouLv TAC QOVAC,
aépa AaAolivteg. So with yourselves, if with your tongue you 576 goopat TH AcAoUviL P&pPapoC
utter speech that is not intelligible, how will anyone know Kol
what is said? For you will be speaking into the air. 577 6 AoABV év épol Béappapoc.
14.9 OﬁT@q N , , , N ,
Kol 10 toocalta el tuxoLyévn pwviv eiov
51 TAC yAboonC é\i KOOUW Kol oUbEv Gdwvov: 11 éav
Upelc... &€&v un svonuov Adyov ddTE, oUV un ei6® TV Suvap Th¢ wvg,
572 nd¢ yvewoOfocetal 1d AcAoUpevov; goopal T AaholvtL BapBapog kal 6
Yap AaAQ@v év €uol BapBapog. 10 There
573 éoecbe eig¢ aépa Aadolivieg. are doubtless many different lan-

Here Paul moves from examples to direct accusa-
tion of the Corinthian elitists. The introductory oUTwg
Kai, so also, links this statement to the preceding ones
very strongly. The third class conditional protasis, Uueig
dI1& TG yYAwoong €av pn ebonuov Adyov dwTe, medi-
ates somewhat the severity of the accusation. But the
prominent positioning of uueig diax g yAwoong in front
of the conditional conjunction £€av highlights powerfully
focus on the elitists and their wrong use of their tongue.

What they do is to speak an unintelligible word, pn

87Paul now provides a third example. Again, the issue is not
that the sound of the trumpet (REB, NJB) or the bugle (NRSV;
coAmyg) is simply unclear (6onhov) in the sense of being faint
or below high performance, but that without differentiations of
pitch, rhythm, or length of note the sound is mere noise rather than
a communicative signal to prepare for battle. Our translation of
aonAov ... poviv as a sound which is ambivalent as a signal
is an accurate translation based on lexicographical research, not
a paraphrase or gloss. For Grimm-Thayer’s 4th ed.’s rendering of
aonAog as obscure (also indistinct) reflects the alpha-privative of
OfjAog, clear, evident, which in turn belongs to the cognate verb
onAdw, which means not only to make manifest, but also, more
frequently, as in 1 Cor 1:11, ‘to give one to understand, to indicate,
signify’ (cf. Col 1:8; Heb 12:27; 2 Pet 1:14), or to point to (1 Pet
1:11), i.e., to serve as a communicative act or signal.'?*”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1104.

guages in the world, and none is

without meaning, 11 but if | do not know the meaning of

the language, | will be ca. foreigner to the speaker and the
speaker a foreigner to me.

Now Paul turns to a broader issue of human

88“The key word is ebonpog, readily intelligible. Our transla-
tion is supported by BAGD, who propose easily recognizable or
clear as the routine meaning but recognize that 14:9 denotes intel-
ligible speech.'* The compound adjective €0, well, readily, with
ofpa, sign, which belongs to the word group onuaive, to commu-
nicate, to signify, and onueilov, sign, distinguishing mark (by which
something is known), onpewow, fo mark, to note down, vividly uses
what semanticists call a ‘transparent’ term to indicate the commu-
nicative or semiotic principle.'*” Communicative acts of speech en-
tail a transactive engagement between speaker, writer or ‘sender,’
and addressee, hearer, or ‘receiver.’ If the receiver cannot compre-
hend (yivdokw) the content of what is being said (t0 AaAovpevov),
communication does not occur. Paul incisively sums up modern
communicative and hermeneutical theory in a terse, succinct apho-
rism, ahead of his time. In such a case, the sender is merely speak-
ing into empty air (eig dépa). The speech-event is fruitless and
pointless, except as self-affirmation or as a benefit to the speaker
at the expense of generating negative effects for others (vv. 4a and
11).138 Fee compares the idiom to ‘talking to the wind.”'* To be
comprehended or recognized and understood, ‘vocables [must be]
ordered, articulate, and conformed to usage. Now this is what the
Corinthian Glossolalia was not’ (Findlay’s italics).!¥” [ Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary

(Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1105.]
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language in order to make another blunt criticism of the
ecstatic speech of the Corinthian elitists. This is readily
understandable to every modern person who has lived
in a foreign country without knowing the native lan-
guage. The uncomfortableness of such experience is
hard to describe. But when experienced the individual
knows full well what Paul is getting at here.

The initial reference of ToocadTa...yévn ewvyv un-
derscores the existence of a huge diversity of human
languages, more than Paul could count, €i TUxol. And
his central point in this myriad of human languages is
o0bev ddwvov, not one is without meaning. That is,
they all are designed to communicate intelligible
ideas to the listeners.

Next he introduces an important scenario in
a third class conditional protasis: éav un €i6® tv578
Suvau tig dwviig, If | do not know the meaning of the
sound. This is closely linked to the preceding state-
ment as an implicit implication, i.e., by o0v. Every hu-
man language is designed to communicate meaning,
but for that to happen the hearer must understand the
language. And if he doesn’t know the language, what
is the consequence of a person speaking something to
him in that language?

goopat @ Aalolvtl BapPBapog kal 6 AaAdv év éuol
BapBapog. | will be to the one speaking a foreigner and
the one speaking will be a foreigner to me. Paul employs
a severely biting pun here with the use of BapBapoc,
barbarian. The Greek people divided up all of humanity
into two categories: we wise Greeks and you dumb,
idiot barbarians. Interestingly when writing Romans at
Corinth a few years later Paul will employ this contrast
with defining references in Rom. 1:14: “EAAnoiv te kal
BapBapolg, codolg te Kal dvontolg dPeINeTng i, both to
the Greeks and to the barbarians, that is, to the wise and to
the mindless | am obligated. Arrogant elitism was deeply
embedded in ancient Greek culture. And this provided
Paul with a good analogy of comparison to the ecstatic
speech practicing Corinthian elitists.

If someone speaks to me in a foreign language that
I do not know, the impact is that both of us appear to
be ignorant, mindless individuals, i.e., a BapBapog, to
each other. That is, the inability to communicate mean-
ingfully with one another fosters a attitude of elitism
that looks down on the other person.®® With this bit-

%That this elitist attitude is mutual is experientially very cor-
rect, even though not necessiarily logical. If you have ever lived
outside the US and have observed a huge percentage of US visitors
to that foreign country, the truth of Paul’s mutual elitism point is
driven home dramatically. Most people in the US are monolingual
and when traveling abroad automatically expect the rest of the
world to speak English, and often become quite frustrated when
they don’t. “Why can’t these dumb locals speak English, like ev-
ery human being should?” All the while the local is thinking, “O
heck, here’s another stupid American who is too dumb to learn my
language.”

ing comparison Paul takes down the elitism of the Co-
rinthian ecstatic speakers as reflecting nothing more
than a pagan Greek cultural mindset that stands as the
very opposite of Christian edifying love. Their ecstatic
speaking then represented paganism creeping into the
Christian assembly.
v. 12, summing up the thesis.

o0Tw¢ Kal UUETS, €nel {nAwtal éote MveuPATWY, TIPOG THV
olkodopnyv ti¢ ékkAnolag {ntette tva meplooevunte. So with
yourselves; since you are eager for spiritual gifts, strive to
excel in them for building up the church.

SdolZ oUTWC

Kol

vuelg, (nAwTtal €ote mveupdTwv,

IPOg TNV olkodounv TtHc¢ &rRKAnoioac
{nteite

{va meplLooceldnte.

fme il

Here Paul reproduces the identical syntactical pat-
tern as in v. 9. Application language directly applies the
preceding justifying statements to the Corinthians. The
literary pattern is forceful:

Justifying statements: vv. 6-8 10-11

Application statement: v.9 v.12
He follows the same emphatic structure of placing the
subject Upei prior to the initial conjunction £1rei which
is uncommon in ancient Greek but possible when ex-
tra strong emphasis is given to the verb subject, here
¢ote. The beginning oltwc kai, so also, establishes a
very close link of v. 12 with v. 11.

Paul stresses the keen interest in spiritual mat-
ters with the cause dependent clause upelg, £mel
{n\wtal €ote mveupdtwy, since you indeed are seekers
of spiritual things. Although not the same word as Tv
TIVEUPATIKQV, in 12:1, or T& xapiopaTta 1& peidova in
12:31, or 1& mveupatikd in 14:1, the common verb
{nA\olTe in these uses with its noun equivalent {nAwTai
and the closely related verb ¢nreite, both in 14:10, es-
tablish a common link of these admonitions together
with each other. Again, Paul acknowledges the eager
interest of the Corinthians, even the elitists, in spiritual
matters.

But he admonishes them again to focus on edifying
the group, PO TRV oikodounVv TAG ékkAnaiag, rather
than pursuing self-glorifying actions such as ecstatic
speech. The objective of this striving for the edification
of the church is so that each person in the group may
prosper, iva TepiooelnTe, along with the group itself.
The repeated principle of edifying love takes prece-
dence over individually beneficial actions. Once more
the wrongness of focusing on ecstatic speech comes to
the surface in a more subtle but clear manner.
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Verses 13-19 somewhat stand together as a unit
but with diverse elements woven together in a uniquely
Pauline manner. In an established manner, he begins
with an admonition, v. 13. This is followed by a per-
sonal illustration in vv. 14-15 that at first doesn’t seem
very related to the admonition. Then in vv. 16-17, he
turns to the group but with an individualized framework
as reflected in the second singular verb Aéyeig, and the
singular pronoun ou in v. 17. The focus here is on ec-
static speech by one of the members in effect discrimi-
nating against o0 avamAnp®v tov tonov 1ol iSlwtou, one
filling the place of an outsider, who doesn’t know what
the speaker is saying. In closing in vv. 18-19, Paul re-
turns to the personal illustration with his declaration of
desiring to speak five words in preaching over 10,000
words in ecstatic speech.

The over arching semantic structure of vv. 13-19 is
an admonition backed up by a series of justifying dec-
larations. But again, Paul uses a ‘shotgun’ approach
rather than a ‘rifle’ approach in his defense arguments.
It is the collective force of this bundle of arguments that
validate his admonition, rather than each individual ar-
gument.

v. 13, pray for understanding skills. Ao 6 AaA@v yAwaoon
npooeuxéobw va Stepunveun. Therefore, one who speaks

in a tongue should pray for the power to interpret.
14.13 A Lé

579 O AcAdv yAdoon mpooeux£ocOw
tva dLepunveln.

This second use of Aib (other use in 12:3) conveys
the idea of an intensified inference over the similar con-
junction odv (cf. v. 11). So in light of the preceding em-
phasis in vv. 6-12, the ecstatic speech speaker should
ask God for help in putting into human, understandable
language, his sighs and groanings uttered verbally in
ecstatic speaking. Although God knows the meaning of
these sounds not even the ecstatic speaker can know
them apart from God showing him/her the meaning.®

90¢13—14 Collins rightly stresses the strong force of 816, where-
fore, or hence, as gathering up the point of the previous examples
about intelligible communication.'™ In order to avoid repetition,
on dlepunved® meaning to put into words see above in 14:5. In
spite of the insistence of many on trying to force tic, someone,
into the text at 14:5 (e.g., Héring, against the proper judgment of
Heinrici and others that no second party is involved), all the main
English VSS appear to ascribe the act of putting into words, or
in most VSS interpreting (AV/KJV, NRSV, REB, NJB), fo the one
who prays in a tongue.”' Here Paul uses the singular yAdoon, but
he seems to oscillate between singular and plural without any clear
difference of nuance. (We normally reproduce in translation the
number used in the Greek.) Should pray is the idiomatic way of
conveying the force of the Greek third person present imperative
npocevyécbm. This verse reinforces that even when this is (mis)
understood as assuming some second act by an ‘interpreter’ of
tongues, this is not a ‘message to the congregation’ but an act of
praying to God. The present subjunctive after iva ‘often serves as
a periphrasis for the infinitive’ but may perhaps include a hint of a

Here the focus, especially as signaled by the personal
illustration that follows, is on ecstatic speech in private
devotions rather than the public practice of the Corin-
thian elitists. This is also partly signaled by the use of
the singular yhAwoon (v. 13) in contrast to the plural
yAwooaig at the beginning of the previous unit in v. 6.

Unquestionably this verse links understanding
of and ecstatic speaking to the same person, not two
separate individuals. To assume a separate interpreter
here is a huge misunderstanding of Paul’s words, and
Paul's statement in v. 27 doesn’t contradict this when
properly understood from the Greek text.

14-15, Paul’s personal illustration. 14 ¢av [yap]
TPOCEUXWHAL YAWoorn, TO mvelpud pou mpooeUxetal, O &€
volic Hou BKapTog £oTiv. 15 Tt o0V £0TLV; TpocevEopaL TG
nivelpat, mpooeléopal &€ kal TG vol- Paid ¢ mveL AT,
Pal®d 6¢ kal t® vol. 14 For if | pray in a tongue, my spirit
prays but my mind is unproductive. 15 What should | do
then? | will pray with the spirit, but | will pray with the mind
also; I will sing praise with the spirit, but | will sing praise
with the mind also.

14.14 [de]
€V TIPOCEUX WU L
YAQOoOoD,
580 10 nvedpd& pou mpooeUxeTal,
d¢
581 6 voU¢ pou &xrapmdg €0TLV.
14.15 OGV
582 Tl goTLv;
583 npooevéopal TG mvelvpaTtlL,
d¢
584 npoceUiopal xal T voli -
585 YoA®d T® mvevpatte,
d¢
586 YoAd xal 16 voi.

Clearly this point made by the series of declara-
tions in vv. 14-15 stands as a justifying statement for
the admonition given in v. 13. The subsequent manu-
script copyists were, however, divided over whether
this needed a direct indication by the inclusion or omis-
sion of the causal conjunction yap at the beginning of
v. 14.°" This is in part due to the absence of yap at v.

possible potential on the part of the subject or agent of the verb.!5?”
[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testa-
ment Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1107-1108.]
114 ° P4 B F G 0243. 1739. 1881 b sa; Ambst
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6 to introduce a series of justifying statements for the
premise in vv. 1-5. The inclusion of yap simply makes
explicit what is clearly implicit without it.

So how does the illustration justify the need for
the ecstatic speaker to pray for God’s help in putting
his thoughts into intelligible words for his own benefit
spiritually? As Paul develops the illustration the link be-
comes very clear, even though at first we may wonder.

Notice how Paul contrasts praying from two angles.
If one’s prayer is done as ecstatic speech, then only
10 nvelpd pou, my spirit, is engaged and 6 voiig pou, my
thinking, remains on hold as dakapmnéc, unfruitful. What
does Paul mean by mvelud and voUg with them set
in contrast to each other?®? These two anthropological

[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-
paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 545.]

92“Paul neither criticizes nor questions the authenticity of
speaking in tongues (especially in the sense of v. 5 above and vv.
18-19). However, he requests either of two conditions: either (a)
‘private’ use (see exegesis of vv. 16-23), i.e., outside the context
of public worship; or (b) effective prayer that the speaker will be
able to express in articulate communicative speech the wondrous
perception of God or the gospel which is otherwise ‘too deep for
words.” No ‘second’ agent is envisaged; a second ‘gift’ is indeed
needed, i.e., the gift of being able to put it into words.

“The first part of Kdsemann’s claim seems to cohere with
14:13. However, neither Rom 8:15-16, 26-27 nor 1 Cor 14:5, 13
explicitly describes ‘a heavenly language’; only that a genuine in-
sight which generates praise exceeds cognitive or conceptual ex-
pression. The tongue-speaker may need to step back and reflect,
and with the Spirit’s grace could benefit the whole community
by findings words which, even if they remain inadequate, at least
allow the corporate expression of praise which the insight or ex-
perience generates, since this fulfills the purpose of a corporate
‘coming together’ for common worship (kowvovia). Kédsemann is
on stronger ground when he argues that ‘the context of glossolalic
prayer’ precisely explains the specific sense in which believers ‘do
not know’ how to pray in Romans 8. The urge, yearning, and direc-
tion is there, but as yet it cannot be formulated cognitively. This,
we conclude, is why some have the gift of tongues (which liberate
and release innermost sighs to God), and others have a further gift
of enabling which allows them to reflect and to put the content
of the experience which had generated the inarticulate sign of the
Spirit at work into an articulate communicative signal from which
all could benefit. Presumably only those who were not content to
use tongues only in private were those whom Paul specifically en-
joined to pray for this further gift, or otherwise to remain self-disci-
plined in public worship. Either course of action would help others,
but not the current practice which Paul addresses. Thus the theme
of the regulation of worship begins to emerge from here on.'*®

“The history of Western philosophical and Christian theologi-
cal tradition makes it misleading to translate t0 mvedpd pov as my
spirit, although in abstraction from cultural traditions this reflects
Paul’s choice of expression. As Robert Jewett points out, already
in 1 and 2 Thessalonians and in Galatians Paul had opposed vovg/
vovBetém terminology, i.e., terms to do with the use of the mind
in a polemical context where he felt impelled to rectify a lack of
common sense brought about by ‘pneumatic enthusiasts.’'>® A lack
of cognitive reflection had led to ‘the enthusiasts’ claim that the

terms used by Paul here are almost impossible to trans-
late into modern western languages because of the
massive accumulation of psychological and theological
baggage attached to the available modern terms.

In a first century world, the terms are shaped by
Paul’s perspective out of his Jewish heritage with addi-
tional Christian insight added. To pray yAwoon signify-
ing that only one’s Trvedud is engaged actively means,
against the backdrop of Rom. 8:26-27, to pray using
non-intelligible sounds the otevayuoils dhaintolg, sighs
too deep for words. But this means that reflective anal-
ysis of such words, i.e., the disengagement of one’s

parousia had already come; this had shaken them from a right mind
(6o T0od voog, 2 Thess 2:2).' 1 Thess 5:14 is linked with this
theme, while excesses of zeal or antinomianism among the Gala-
tians led Paul to address them as dvontot, not using their minds
(Gal 3:1).161 In such contexts t0 mvedua, spirit, does service as
standing in semantic opposition to vodg, mind. Nevertheless, today
it is agreed widely, perhaps almost universally, that 10 Tvebua in
the major Paul epistles carries a largely negative role of being dis-
tinguished from some ‘other’ when it is used as a human capacity.
Paul prefers to reserve 10 mvedpa for the Spirit of God, and to use
nvevpatikdg for that which appertains to the Holy Spirit. Even 1
Cor 2:11 serves to distinguish an immanental Stoic view of ‘spirit’
from the transcendent Holy Spirit who proceeds ék tod 0god, from
God.

As Jewett demonstrates, in its strictly human sense, the his-
tory of research into the meaning of the human spirit in Paul has
become entangled in philosophical idealism, which has elevated
it as a ‘point of contact’ with God’s Spirit in un-Pauline ways and
with existentialist approaches which have imported an alien indi-
vidualism into Paul.'®> We need a term which is readily recognized
to denote a sphere or mode of human personhood which may be
associated with the deepest work and activity of God as Holy Spirit
but also stands in contrast to mind. In an earlier draft I translated
heart, but since Paul does use kopdia elsewhere, and not here, this
seems overly bold, although it conveys the mood and the issue. All
in all, the best compromise may be my innermost spiritual being.
This risks a misunderstanding in the direction of Plato or of Idealist
or Cartesian dualism, but takes up Paul’s word and seeks to protect
it with appropriately qualifying indicators of Paul’s meaning.

“Paul’s use of dxaprog precisely clinches his point. However,
many translations spoil it with such renderings as my mind is bar-
ren (REB), my mind is unfruitful (NIV) or my mind derives no fruit
from it (NJB). As Késemann insists, Paul’s point is not that the
tongue-speaker misses out, but that the church community misses
out.'"® Of the major translations NRSV’s my mind is unproductive
is best at this point since produce can serve others. The same might
be said of Collins’s translation useless. However, it may perhaps
still more clearly convey Paul’s logic to translate but my mind
produces no fruit from it, i.e., means by which to benefit others.
Kéasemann concludes concerning Paul’s correction of the individu-
alism that marked assumptions about tongues at Corinth, ‘It is im-
possible to demythologize the theologia gloriae [of Corinth] into
the theologia viatorum [of Paul] more thoroughly.’ 1%+’

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
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voQg, the opposite of dGAaAnToig in Rom. 12:26, does
not produce fruit for either the prayer or especially for
the group hearing the ecstatic mumbling being spoken:
0 0¢ volg pou Gkaptdg €oTiv. This for Paul is wrong
and counterproductive.

What then is the solution to this dilemma?, Paul
asks with Ti oOv €oTiv; (v. 15).2% He answers his own
question with two sets of declarations:

T(POCEVEOHAL TQ) TIVEULATL,

npooegvopatl &€ kal T voi-

PaA® @ velpaTl,

PaA® &€ kal T vot.

| will pray with the spirit,

but | will pray with the mind also;

| will sing praise with the spirit,

but | will sing praise with the mind also.

Prayer and praise of God must reach down into the
deepest part of who we are spiritually, i.e., 70 TTveUu&
pou. But it MUST ALSO be expressed out of clear re-
flective meaning in intelligible words that everyone can
understand, i.e., 6 8¢ volg pou. Thus both T TrveduaT
and 1@ voi have to be brought together for authentic
prayer and praise of God. With this personal illustra-
tion Paul has taken square aim at the phony ecstatic
speech of the Corinthian elitists. Paul has rejected their
false assumption from pagan religion heritage that ec-
static speech signals the individual can reach beyond
his/her humanity and communicate with a deity in the
god’s language. No, a million times over!

The correct assessment is that believers must al-
ways reach out to God from the depths of their inner
being in intelligible words reflecting spiritual insight that
can give meaning to both their prayers and praise for
both themselves and for the people around them. Thus
prayer and praise focuses on God and communicating
with Him, not on a self-glorifying action that enhanc-
es the status of the individual before the assembled
group. The Corinthians elitists with their claim to su-
perior 1} yvoig have become puffed up, @uaioi, with

93Paul argues equally against uncritical ‘enthusiasm,” uncriti-
cal ‘renewal’ traditions, or uncritical mysticism on one side and
against gnostics, theological theorists, or any who seek to intel-
lectualize Christian faith into a mere belief system on the other.
Christians are confronted not by an either ... or ... but by a both ...
and — my deepest spiritual being (t1® nvevpaty, repeated twice,
taking up its further use in v. 14) but also (mpocedcopar 8¢ kai ...)
my mind (t® voi). The connecting phrase ti ovv €otuv; links the
logic with the previous verse, almost certainly with the sense of
So what follows? (Cf. Conzelmann, What is the conclusion from
this ?)'% Strictly, however, the Greek allows a less specifically con-
sequential force, i.e., what does this amount to? REB’s and NJB’s
What then? seems too abrupt; while NRSV’s and NIV’s What
should I do then? tends to go beyond the Greek in attempting to
explicate one aspect of the question.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,

New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1111.]

pride and arrogance (cf. 8:1-3). In the process, they
completely ignore or are totally ignorant of the superior-
ity of &yarrn, the edifying love that builds everyone up,
0iKOOOET.

vv. 16-17, discrimination against the outsider.

16 émel €av e0Aoyfic™ [év] mvelparty, O AvarmAnp®v TovV
tomov 1ol 6LwTtou MG €pel TO ANV ml Tf off euxaploTiq;
EMeLSN TLAYELC OUK OLBEV- 17 GU péV yap KOADC EUXAPLOTELS
QAN O E€tepog oUk oikobdopeltal. 16 Otherwise, if you say a
blessing with the spirit, how can anyone in the position of
an outsider say the “Amen” to your thanksgiving, since the
outsider does not know what you are saying? 17 For you
may give thanks well enough, but the other person is not
built up.

1416 émel

gxv eUAovyii¢ [ev] mveltpatt,
O &vamAnp®v TOV TOmOV

To0 (dLdTOU
587 ndc épel 10 Aunv
¢nl TH off euxopLoT iy
€1e L1
Ti Aéye.c
588 oUx oidev -
14.17 vop
589 oU P&V KOADG eUXAPLOTELQ
AN’
590 6 &tepog¢ OUK oikodopeital.

Paul now turns pointedly to the Corinthian elitists
individually with the shift to the second person singular
frame of reference.

The scenario stated in the protasis, £édv eUAoYRAG [€V]
Trveuparl, is of one of the Corinthian ecstatic speakers
mumbling an guxapioTia while speaking [£v] TTveUuaTi,
i.e., in ecstatic expression that is meaningless sounds.
The setting here is of public assembly in one of the
house church groups.

The response of the individual present hearing this
meaningless sound is the apodosis and result main
clause: 6 avamAnpdv tov tomov tol buwtou THg £pel TO
Aunv €t tij ofi euxaplotia; The one filling the place of the
idiots, how will he say “Amen” to your blessing? With this
rather creative label Paul identifies both fellow believ-
ers and non-Christians present in the group assem-

%“The aorist subjunctive evAoynong is read by P*, F, G, K,
and L, with Textus Receptus (cf. KIV/AV, when thou shalt bless) as
against the widespread reading of the present subjunctive edAoyfic.
As Fee observes, however, changes to the aorist in such construc-
tions do occur, and the present is virtually certain.'®? The UBS 3rd
and 4th ed. Greek New Testaments adopt the present without seri-
ous question.'®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-

ns, 2000), 1114.] -
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bly to hear such mumbling. The phrase ¢ avamAnp@v
TOV TOTTOV TOU idIWTOU gets close to the earlier Greek
BapBapog (v. 11), but covers everyone not understand-
ing meaning from the ecstatic mumbling. It takes a clear
shot at the arrogant elitism of these ecstatic speakers
in the Corinthian church, and reflects the superiority at-
titude toward everyone else by these elitists.

The id1LTNG, the source of the English word ‘idiot,” is
used five times in the NT with three uses here in chap-
ter fourteen: 14:16, 23, 24 (+ 2 Cor. 11:6; Acts 4:13).
The term in ancient Greek often served as the designa-
tion of the opposite to someone educated, powerful,
in leadership etc. Although commentators speculate
over its meaning here, the context clearly specifies a
non-ecstatic speaker who is present in the assembled
group. Consequently he/she is looked down up by the
elitists as being inferior because of the ‘lack of the ec-
static speech skill.” Paul alludes to such people being
present in the house church group. They could be fel-
low believers who don’t practice such mumbo jumbo,
prospective individuals interested in Christianity, or sim-
ply visitors to the group as non-believers. The term is
not synonymous with ¢ @motog, unbeliever, referenced
often in 1 Cor: 6:6; 7:12, 13, 14, 15; 10:27; 14:22, 23,
24. An dmoTog would be an idiwTng, but idikTNG cov-
ers more than just dmoTog. In its ancient Greek usage
idIwTNG always designates the opposite contextually of
some individual or group perceived as exceptional or
unique. Thus its meaning highly depends on the con-
text of its usage. In vv. 23 - 24, Paul will use the phrase
TG amiotog A 1dlwtng, some unbeliever or outsider, to des-
ignate not just a non ecstatic speaker but a prospective
member to the group who may be either non-Christian
or a believing non-member of this group. In either in-
stance the individual doesn’t use ecstatic speech and
is rather puzzled if not frightened by it (cf. v. 23).

When such an individual, whoever he or she may
precisely be, is present and listening to someone mum-
bling in ecstatic speech, this individual is completely
excluded from participating in the worship experience
since they are unable intelligently to say “Amen” to
what was being mumbled: n®g épel 0 qunv €nt tfj of
g0YoPLOTIQ; EMeld) T Aéyelg oUk oidev, how can he say
“Amen” to your blessing? Since he does not know what you
are saying.

Significant is ndg €pel 10 aunv, how can he say
“Amen”?% The amen is a signal of active participation

%“In the NT and the surrounding Christian world the Heb.
[12x] is usually taken over as it stands. It is used in three ways.

“l. It is a liturgical acclamation in Christian worship (1 C.
14:16). As in the heavenly worship of Rev. 5:14 the four beasts
respond to the praise of all creation with their Amen, so the con-
gregation acclaims the evyai and edyapiotia of the president with
theirs (Just. Ap., 65, 3).° The Amen thus retains its character of

response, since it is to another that the people (the ididtot of 1 C.
14:16) reply with their aunv (Did., 10, 6; Act. Thom., 29 to the

apostle; Act. Phil., 146 to the heavenly voice; Act. Joh., 94 to the
Christ-Logos). To say Amen is the right of the baptised Aadg (Act.
Phil., 147). And the Amen first makes the Tpocpopd perfect (Act.
Phil., 143). Sometimes the president himself joins in this Amen
(M. Pol., 15, 1; Act. Phil., 117 f.).

“2. Christian prayers’ and doxologies themselves mostly end
with Amen. Cf. for prayers M. Pol., 14, 3; 1 Cl., 45, 8; 61, 3; 64;
Mart. Ptr., 10; Act. Joh., 77; for doxologies R. 1:25; 9:5; 11:36;
16:27; Gl. 1:5; Eph. 3:21; Phil. 4:20; 1 Tm. 1:17; 6:16; 2 Tm. 4:18;
Hb. 13:21; 1 Pt. 4:11; 5:11; Jd. 25; 1 CI.,20, 12 etc.; 2 C1.,20, 5;
M. Pol,, 21, 1; 22, 3; Dg., 12, 9 etc. This does not mean, however,
the self-confirmation of the one who prays. It expresses the fact
that in divine service prayer and doxology have their place before
the people whose response they evoke or anticipate. We are to un-
derstand the aunv in the same way when it comes at the end of a
prophetic word (Rev. 1:7) or an epistle or book (R. 15:33; GI. 6:18;
Rev. 22:20). The last instances shows how a liturgical use can be
turned to literary account. From the use of aunv at the end of a
doxology, in which it becomes part of the doxology or prayer, we
can understand how it can come to have a place at the beginning as
well, especially when it forms the link between a preceding doxol-
ogy and that which follows (Rev. 7:12; Mart. Mt., 29). The combi-
nation with dAAndovid (Rev. 19:4; Mart. Mt., 26) may be explained
by the acclamatory character of both terms and the tendency of
acclamations to become more extensive.?

“That this Christian Amen has retained its original inward
meaning may be seen from three passages in the NT. In Rev. 1:7
it occurs in close proximity to vai == Yes. But Rev. 22:20 shows
that it is the answer of the ékkAnoia to the divine Yes. The Yes does
not here introduce the eschatological petition but acknowledges
the divine promise which is the basis on which the petition can be
made. The Amen of the community makes the divine Yes valid for
it. The Amen of 2 C. 1:20 is to be seen in the same light. Because
the vai of God, the fulfilment of His promises, is declared in Christ,
by Him (== by the éxxAncia) there is uttered the Amen or response
of the community to the divine Yes, so that the divine Yes forms
a sure foundation for them (Befoudv, v. 21). In the same way, in
reminiscence of Is. 65:16, Christ Himself can be called 6 Apnv in
Rev. 3:14, and the meaning of this 6 Aunv is brought out by the
addition: 6 pdprtoug 6 MoTOG Kt AANOWOC, 1 Apyn TS KTiceE®S TOD
6e00. He Himself is the response to the divine Yes in Him. And
to the extent that in Himself He acknowledges and obediently re-
sponds to the divine Yes which is Himself, He is the reliable and
true Witness of God.

“3. If, however, this meaning of Amen is retained in the Chris-
tian community, it is best preserved in the aunv which Jesus places
before His sayings in the Synoptic Gospels® (30 times in Mt., 13
in Mk. and 6 in Lk., though the latter also uses aAn0d&d¢ at 9:27;
12:44; 21:3 and én’ aAnbeiag at 4:25), and also in John’s Gospel
(25 times, liturgically doubled). That Jesus’ command not to swear
played any part in its use'’ is nowhere indicated. For §u@pa or §owp
1 might also have been adopted. The point of the Amen before
Jesus’ own sayings is rather to show that as such they are reliable
and true, and that they are so as and because Jesus Himself in His
Amen acknowledges them to be His own sayings and thus makes
them valid. These sayings are of varied individual content, but they
all have to do with the history of the kingdom of God bound up
with His person. Thus in the aunv preceding the Aéym vuiv of Jesus
we have the whole of Christology in nuce. The one who accepts
His word as true and certain is also the one who acknowledges and

affirms it in his own life and thus causes it, as fulfilled by him, to
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in the worship experience of the assembled group. And
it is based on understanding of what each speaker is
saying. When something positive and spiritually correct
is said in human language, the listeners can and should
respond in affirmation of the truth being spoken.® This
signals the listeners’ commitment to the spiritual truths
being spoken.

But in the case of ecstatic speaking, the listeners
cannot respond positively with 10 aufv. They indeed
should never naively respond thusly without clearly un-
derstanding and agreeing with what is spoken. Here
Paul defines the content of the ecstatic mumbling as
an intended eUxapioTia by the speaker. That is, he sup-
posedly was expressing thanksgiving to God in his ec-
static speech.

As the justifying amplification (yap) in v. 17 ex-
presses,
speaks a good expression of thanks-
giving: oU pév yap KaA®G eUXOPIOTENG.
But the 0 &tepog, other person, alluded
to as 0 avamAnp®v 1OV TéTTOV TOUS92
idiwTtou in the preceding declaration,
is not built up, oUk oikodoueiTal, i.e.,
made stronger spiritually. Thus the first
and most important principle of edifying love is violated,
and therefore invalidates what the speaker supposedly
said.

It is important to note the intense distance between
the ecstatic speaker and the listener set up here by
Paul. First, the contrast is heightened by the pév... AN’
structure that is very intense. Second, the listener is
referenced as 0 £1epog rather than the milder 6 GAAog,
furthering stressing the difference between the two.
Third, Paul does not allow for personal benefit by the
ecstatic speaker in this action. Rather, he frames it as
oU Pév KaAlg euxaploTeig with the sense of ‘you said
your blessing correctly’ in that speech directed toward
God should always denote thanksgiving. What the ec-
static got out of his action was the attention of the group
in a supposed demonstration of spiritual superiority.

become a demand to others.”

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:336-338.]

*What is interesting is the radical difference in the mid-first
century Corinthian practice of using 10 aurnv and the dominant way
it is used in modern western Protestant worship today. For Paul, to
aunv comes out of rational reflection and recognition of something
truthful being, spoken &meldn i Aéyelc ovk oidev. But in modern
practice the saying of “Amen” is most often associated with an
emotional response to something said by the speaker which may
or may not be rationally understood. Typically the more emotional
and less rational a worship experience is the more frequently lis-
teners will say amen. Paul’s teaching here reflects clearly the an-
cient Jewish practice in temple worship where the congregation
responded in unison with t0 aurnv, or more precisely with the He-
brew equivalent, JnR

14.19

Over and over Paul makes the point of the supreme
priority of every action by an assembled group of be-
lievers for benefiting others present in the group: cf. the
six uses of the verb oikodopéw in 8:1, 10; 10:23; 14:4
(2x), 17, and the five uses of the noun oikodour in 3:9;
14:3, 5, 12, 26. The failure of oikodour happening with
ecstatic speech invalidates such speech in public as-
sembly: AN O £TEpOG OUK OiKOBOWEITAl.

vv. 18-19, Paul’s preference for preaching.

18 EUXaplot® T® Be®, MAVIWY VUGV HEANOV YAWOCLG
AaA®- 19 AAN év €kkAnoia BéAw mévte Aoyoug T® voi pou
AaAficat, va kal GAAoug katnxnow, | pupioug Adyoug év
vyAwoon. 18 | thank God that | speak in tongues more than
all of you; 19 nevertheless, in church | would rather speak
five words with my mind, in order to instruct others also,
than ten thousand words in a tongue.

the speaker supposedlysg M- Eo apLotd® @ 0@,

NAVIOV UPGV pAAAOV yAQoOoA LG ACA® -

AAN'
€V €XKAnolo
0éAw mévie Adyoug 1@ vol pou Aadfjoat,
{va xal &AAOUC KATNXHOW,
) puploug Adyoug €v yAdoon.

Now Paul returns (cf. vv. 14-15) to the personal il-
lustration as a further proof of his thesis in vv. 1-5 and
especially in v. 6.

Some basic observations must be noted for proper
interpretation to happen. From the diagram notice the
pivotal role of év ékkAnoia, in church.®” The strong con-
trast is between what Paul does privately (v. 18) and
what he does publicly in the assembly of believers (v.
19). He never uses ecstatic speaking personally in a
public setting; it is always a private action away from an
assembled group of believers.

Paul does make use of ecstatic language privately
in the sense defined in Rom. 12:26-27. As an apostle
divinely called by God, quite naturally he would reach
out to God in his prayers quite a lot more than the typi-

7“Virtually all commentators appear to agree that £v ékkAnoig
has the force of in the assembled congregation.'” Hence it is as-
tonishing that the contrast between the respective contexts of pub-
lic worship and private devotion seem so often to be neglected
when it is asked in crude terms whether or not Paul is ‘in favor
of” tongues, or, more surprisingly, that he inconsistently criticizes
what he values. It is transparently clear that Paul expresses thanks
for a gift given ‘for private use’ (privat Gebrauch; cf. v. 28b)."¢ In
public the use of this gift may do more harm than good, constitut-
ing a distracting and intrusive self-advertisement (or group adver-
tisement) into ‘public worship,’i.e., the intelligible communication
of doxology, prayer, scripture, probably creed, and proclamation of
the word of God.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-

ns, 2000), 1117.] Page 61
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cal believer in the Corinthian church: cf. Gal. 1:1, 15-
17. His relationship with God through Christ was in
large measure defined by his calling as an apostle to
the Gentiles. To him came unique divine revelation de-
tailing the content of the Gospel that he was to preach
and teach in the Diaspora world outside Palestine.

Thus his declaration in v. 18, Euxaplot® t@® Be®,
TAVTWV OOV pdAlov yAwooailg AaA®, | am grateful to God
that | speak in ecstatic language more than all of you. This
is not bragging. Rather, it is asserting that his experi-
ence with God went deeper and was more profound
than that of all the Corinthians collectively. Indeed, he
was no idIwTng (v. 16) because he refused to use ec-
static speaking in public assembly. Rather, he was one
of the chosen apostles of Christ! In this declaration is
a sharp critique of the invalidity of the Corinthian elites’
practice of ecstatic speech. They ‘performed’ publicly
in order to dazzle the others present. This represented
the importing of the pagan religious practices of ecstat-
ic speech into the life of the Corinthian church. In spite
of using “correct” ecstatic mumbling as a euxapioTia
(vv. 16-17), no benefit was derived either to them or to
the congregation. Just the opposite. It was injecting a
phony sense of elitism into the life of the congregation
that contributed then to the divisions and other messes
in the church.

Thus Paul opts for the principle of edifying love
when speaking to an assembled group of believers (v.
19). The strong contrastive conjunction aAA’ highlights
this preference. His expressed desire to speak just five
profitable prophetic words to the group over 10,000 un-
profitable ecstatic mumbling dramatically highlights this
principle of edifying love.®®

The point of the contrast is not statistical but rather
quantative in the sense of ‘a few’ in contrast to ‘thou-
sands upon thousands.” Also note that the preaching
words are spoken t® voi pou, with my mind, in contrast
to the ecstatic language (cf. v. 15). That is, these ‘few

%“The numbers five (névte) in five words (NRSV, NJB) or
five intelligible words (REB, NIV) and fen thousand (popiovg
Adyovug &v yA@oor, NRSV, NIV, NJB) are not numerical quantifiers
(see also above on pdAlov as more gifted). Five is ‘a round num-
ber for ‘several” ¢ (Luke 12:6; 14:9)." Similarly, uopior denotes
ten thousand as a noun in statistical contexts, but the adjective
popiovg (here in accusative plural form in apposition to Adyovg)
means countless, innumerable (as in 1 Cor 4:15, 1 Clement 34:6,
Philo, De Legatione ad Gaium 54), or myriad.*® It is an extrava-
gant term for the highest number conceivable: today, billions to
the power of billions; REB, thousands, our translation thousands
upon thousands in a tongue. The Revelation of John uses poptég
in the plural in poprédeg popradwv (Rev 5:11; 9:16), where any
statistical interpretation misses the point and destroys the vision
of innumerable millions of redeemed and worshiping people of
God.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1118.]

words’ come out of reflective understanding of God’s
thinking and are cast in intelligble human language so
as to benefit others.

This personal illustration sets forth in no uncertain
terms Paul’'s condemnation of the Corinthian elitists’
practice of ecstatic speaking in public assembly. Their
self-glorifying use of yAwooaig was utterly false and
pagan in its orientation. How anyone could try to justify
public use of tongues speaking is impossible to under-
stand in light of Paul’s repeated and adament condem-
nation of such.

vv. 20-25, the proper roles of at yA@ocat and R
npodnteia based on sacred scripture.

20 Adehdol, pun mawdia yiveobe talc dppeciv AANAA TH
Kakia vnralete, tailc 6¢ dpeolv TéAelol yiveobe. 21 év Q)
VOLW YEYPATTTOL OTLEV ETEPOYAWOOOLG KAl EV XEIAETLY ETEPWV
AaAnow @ Aa@ toUTw Kol oUS” oUtwe elcakovoovtai uou,
A€yeL KUpLOG.

22 ©ote al yAdooal €i¢ onuelov eiolv o0 TOIG
muotevouowv GAAA Ttolg amiotolg, n &€ mpodnteia ol TOlg
dmniotolg GAQ Tolg Totelouowy. 23 Eav o0V cuvéAOn 1
ékkAnota OAn €nt 10 alTo Kal MAvieg AaADoW YAWOoOoaLG,
elo€NBwolv 6¢ ibLiTal f) &rotol, oUk €époliowv OTL paiveoBe;
24 €Aav 6¢ mavteg npodntelwoLy, el0ENBN &€ TIg ArmoTtog A
dLwtng, éAéyxetal UMO MAVIWY, AvakpiveTal UTIO MAVIWY,
25 ta kpumta tH¢ kapdiag autold davepad yivetatl, kol o0Twg
TIECWV ETIL TTPOCWTIOV TIPOCKUVNCEL TR Be® AmayyEAAwV OTL
OVTIWG 0 Be0G év UYLV €0TLV.

20 Brothers and sisters, do not be children in your think-
ing; rather, be infants in evil, but in thinking be adults. 21 In
the law it is written, “By people of strange tongues and by
the lips of foreigners | will speak to this people; yet even then
they will not listen to me,” says the Lord.

22 Tongues, then, are a sign not for believers but for
unbelievers, while prophecy is not for unbelievers but for
believers. 23 If, therefore, the whole church comes together
and all speak in tongues, and outsiders or unbelievers enter,
will they not say that you are out of your mind? 24 But if all
prophesy, an unbeliever or outsider who enters is reproved
by all and called to account by all. 25 After the secrets of
the unbeliever’s heart are disclosed, that person will bow
down before God and worship him, declaring, “God is really
among you.”

In this inner connected unit, Paul gives an ancient
Jewish scribal midrashic treatment of Isaiah 28:11-12
in applying this OT text to the Corinthian situation.*® He

“Isaiah 28:11-12 LXX. 11 810 @avMopov yehéov o
YAOGOoNG €Tépac, 6Tl AaAncovoly @ Aa® ToOT®T 12 Aéyovieg
avT® Todto 10 dvamav o T® TEWOVTL Kol TOUTO TO GOVIPLULLLO, Kol
ovK NBéANGay dkovew.

11 Truly, with stammering lip and with alien tongue he will
speak to this people, 12 to whom he has said, “This is rest; give rest
to the weary; and this is repose”; yet they would not hear.
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was well trained as a student of Gamaliel
the Pharisee for handling the Hebrew Bible
this way (cf. Acts 22:3). He does not pull
detailed meaning out of the Isaiah text but
rather draws upon its essential thrust.'®
This was that even though God Himself
spoke to the Hebrew leaders directly, they
would not listen to Him. In this pronounce-
ment of doom upon His people even using
corrupt rulers, priests and prophets in Isra-
el with chapter 28, the prophet Isaiah pro-
nounced severe judgment on the ancient
Israel in very harsh terms. Paul picks up
on the communication vehicle God used
labeled in the LXX as ¢auliopov xe\éwv
81 ylwoong £tépag, stammering lips through
another tongue.'” The ideas of incoherent
speech from someone drunk and a foreign
language, probably Aramaic, are at the
heart of this.’® The original meaning of the
OT text is rather clear: God tried all kinds
of ways to warn Israel of His intolerance of
their sinful ways but none of them worked.

But how did Paul use this OT text to

19“Tn both its biblical setting and its use by
Paul Isa 28:11-12 is an oracle of judgment. Speak-
ing to the people in a foreign tongue will not lead
them to fidelity, says the Lord. The speech may
come from the Lord but it does not build up the
people as God’s own people. In Isaiah these words
were addressed to the ruling classes in Jerusalem.
In Paul they are addressed to glossolalists that pride
themselves in the gift that is theirs.” [Raymond F.
Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington,
vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The
Liturgical Press, 1999), 505.]

101“The respondent insists that God continued
to speak to his people, even through such a ‘stam-
mering lip.” “With another tongue’ is understood
(Wildberger, 1060) to refer to the Assyrians. Isa
33:19 speaks of ‘the people of speech too obscure
to hear, a stammering tongue,” while 36:11 tells of
the Assyrians being asked to use their usual tongue,
Aramaic. God spoke to that age even if it had to be
through drunken prophets/priests and through the
Assyrian invaders.” [John D. W. Watts, Isaiah [-33,
Revised Edition., vol. 24, Word Biblical Commen-
tary (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, Inc, 2005), 430.]

1024399 comes from a root meaning ‘mock, de-
ride, stammer.” It is sometimes used of foreigners
(33:19; 37:22). BDB (541) suggests the noun, used
only here in this sense, means ‘stammerings.” KB
thinks this refers to the people of stammering lips.
CHALOT refers it to the stammering itself, ‘by
stammering lips’.” [John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33,
vol. 24, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
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point to the significance of both ecstatic speech and
preaching? Here is a real challenge, since the apostle
did not use any sort of modern western reasoning to
link up the text to his issues at hand.'® Although very
clear is that Paul is alluding to this passage in Isaiah,
but he makes several significant modifications of the
OT text as he reproduces his version of it."%*
Foundational is solving the question of how Paul
linked up as parallel situations the issue of God with the
sinful Israelites, i.e., Ephraim as addressed by Isaiah,
and the Corinthian struggle over ecstatic speech.
Proper understanding of the historical setting for
the Isaiah 28 statement helps throw some light on this
issue.'® Thus Paul quote portrays himself in the role

103“The quotation, however, reflects precisely neither the LXX
nor the Hebrew. C. D. Stanley observes in his specialist study: ‘De-
termining the precise relationship between the wording of 1 Cor
14:21 and the text of the LXX is one of the greatest challenges in
the entire corpus of Pauline citations.’>® Whereas some variants in
the LXX tradition often account for some changes, Paul’s quota-
tion, according to Stanley, cannot be explained so easily. It remains
distinct from both the LXX and from the Hebrew MT. However,
(1) Origen does claim to have encountered the Pauline wording in
Aquila’s version (Philocalia, 9); (ii) if this remains uncertain, we
argue that Paul combines exegesis and application in a way which
addresses the differences identified in the next paragraph.” [An-
thony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Com-
mentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1120.]

104The main differences include (1) Paul’s choice of év
£1epoyAdocolg Kol v xeileoty €tépmv for the LXX’s 510 ov MooV
xeWEwV 010 YAdoong £tépag, (2) a shift to the first person singular
Aoo®, (3) Paul’s omission of LXX’s Aéyovtecg ... cOVIpLup. ...,
(4) the shift to the future tense of eicaxovw, (5) the addition of
Aéyet koplog as if it were part of the text, and (6) the substitution
of 008’ obtwg for ovk. Some tortuous explanations have been of-
fered for such a variety of minor alterations, other than the use
of memory or versions no longer extant. Dietrich-Alex Koch’s is
perhaps the most complex.?””” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1120.]

15“The technical issues assume due proportion only in the
light of understanding how Paul superimposes the parallel situa-
tions of Corinth and Isaiah 28 onto one another with the effect
that the genuine force of OT scripture speaks creatively to a new
situation. Ronald Clements explains the situation which Isaiah ad-
dressed. ‘Isaiah found himself in conflict with certain priests and
prophets of Jerusalem’: their self-indulgence in festivities and
drink had confused their speech and their thinking, and led them to
mock the serious declarations of Isaiah about divine action.?!® Tsa-
iah turns back their mockeries on their own head by warning of the
way God himself will punish them (v. 11) ... [with] the coming of
the Assyrians.”?!! “Whom will he teach knowledge?’ (28:9) alludes
to Isaiah’s wasting his time because the scoffers are too drunk,
confused, and self-confident to care. The Hebrew of 28:10 suggests
‘onomatopoeic ... representation of the din made by the revellers’
who found Isaiah’s rebuke ‘foolish and childish,” while in 28:11
‘the reference is clearly to the harsh-sounding Assyrian language
which ... ‘this people’ would soon be hearing.... [These foreign-

1 Corinthians 14:20-25

Paul sees the message of coming doom by Isaiah as a signal, onueiov, to
unbelievers in the message of Isaiah equaling hearing ecstatic speech as
it signals that God exists and judges. But he sees the prophet Isaiah deliv-
ering this mpo@nreia to the people as the onueiov of him giving mpognreia
to the Corinthians for edification of believers. This is consistent with his
amplification of the application in v. 22 through the explanation in vv.
23-25. Thus the Isaiah 28 oracle of doom has a double thrust to the Corin-
thian situation.

Message of coming judgment

ai yAGooai are gig onueiov for

A e

Paul’s applicationin 1 Cor. 14:22-25 [ el CTueneIs,
I Isaiah, the prophet giving

] God'’s message

A
; L e M
1) TTPOPNTEIA iS €ig aNUEIOV I
" 1] for Toig moTEGOUGIV NI
n n

[ [
Message of coming judgment ,"

Isaiah 28:11-12 Para- . il
phased in 1 Cor. 14:21 Isaiah, the prophet

of the prophet Isaiah whose warnings of coming judg-
ment were ridiculed by the corrupt leaders, priests,
and prophets of Israel. These leaders saw themselves
as wise and the prophet of God, Isaiah, as dumb. So
they dismissed his message in favor of their ‘superior
wisdom’ to opened the door for continued pagan influ-
ences into the lives of the Israelites. God resorted to a
wide array of means to try to get this message across,
but the people would not listen.

Now the connection of Isaiah to the Corinthian situ-
ation becomes clearer. The Corinthian elitists in their
pagan wisdom felt themselves far superior in wisdom
to the apostle Paul and were unlikely to heed his mes-
sage to the church. This in spite of an assortment of
unusual ways used by God to communicate His warn-
ing to them.

The application, vv. 22-25, expressed with WoTe in
v. 22 becomes clear. So also does the initial admonition
in v. 20: AdeAdoi, un moudia yiveabe talg ppeoiv AANA TH
Kakiqa vnrudlete, tolg 8¢ dpeoiv téAelol yiveoBe. Brothers
and sisters, do not be children in your thinking; rather, be
infants in evil, but in thinking be adults.

Paul begins this section with a twin negative/posi-
tive admonition. Don’t think like small kids; think like
mature adults. This has some echo with the earlier criti-
cism in 3:1-3."% He desires greatly to speak in wisdom

ers] would soon be teaching them a lesson.... "> Bruce, Kistemak-
er, Allo, and Schrage paint a similar background.?*”” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1120-1121.]

161 Cor 3:1-3. 1 Kéyd, ddehpoi, ook nduviiny LoAfjoot piv
MG TVELULOTIKOTG AAL” MG GapKivolg, ®G vnmtiols &v Xpiotd. 2 yaAa
VUAG €noTica, oV Ppdpo: obm® yop £duvache. GAL’ 0vdE £ VOV
dvvacbe, 3 £t yap copkikol Eote. dmov yap &v Huiv {fAog Kai €pig,
olyl copkikol £0Te Kol Koto GvOpmmov mepumateite;

1 And so, brothers and sisters, I could not speak to you as spir-

itual people, but rather as people of the flesh, as infants in Christ.
Page 64



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Septuagint_manuscripts
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aquila_of_Sinope

with them as he mentioned in 2:6.'” But he recognizes
in regard to the Corinthians what he has already stated
about them in 2:14-15."% [f they are going to get his
point here in v. 20, they are going to have to think like
mature adults and not like infants. And his point is taken
from the divine revelation given by God to the prophet
Isaiah and is very relevant to their situation in Corinth
as divine truth as well: God has little tolerance for His
people not obeying Him completely. And He is trying a
variety of ways to get this message across to them, just
like He did to the Israelites centuries earlier.

Interestingly, both ecstatic speech and apostolic
preaching are being used by God for this purpose at
Corinth, as vv. 22-25 describe. Thus is of WoTe as a
coordinate conjunction in v. 22a signals the application
of the Isaiah text to the Corinthian situation.

Verse 22 makes the core application in a rather in-
teresting manner, that can be charted out as follows:

ai y\Oooar = onueidv

giov oU T0iG MoTEUOUDIV

GAAG TOIG atioTolg, |
(onueiov) |

ou Toig amioToIg__ | |

GAAG TOTG TTIOTEUOUCDIV_|
Both ecstatic speech and preaching function as a
onueidv but for two different groups in light of the di-
vine revelation given to Isaiah. That is, ai yA\ooai are
€ig onueidv to Toig amioTtoig, while ) TTpognTeia is €ig
onueidv to Toig moTevouoiv. What is meant here turns
completely on the meaning of onueidv in this context.
The question is how this Isaiah text points both to
onueidv and TTpognTeia? Here we see ancient Jewish
scribal midrashic application at work, which is different
than what one finds in the modern western world.

In this usage, onueiov specifies a signal of appli-
cation linkage. Thus the unbeliever should be alerted

n 0¢ TpognTeia =
(eiov)

2 I fed you with milk, not solid food, for you were not ready for
solid food. Even now you are still not ready, 3 for you are still of
the flesh. For as long as there is jealousy and quarreling among
you, are you not of the flesh, and behaving according to human
inclinations?

171 Cor. 2:6. Zogiav 3¢ Aododpev £v 1oig teheiong, copiav 68
00 10D aidVOg TOVTOV 0VOE TV APYOVIMV TOD 0idVOG TOVTOV TV
KOTOPYOLUEVOV-

Yet among the mature we do speak wisdom, though it is not
a wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this age, who are doomed
to perish.

181 Cor. 2:14-15. 13 & xoai AoAoDuev odk &v d1daKTolg
avOpomivig copiog Adyolg GAL’ €v  SdakTolg TVELUATOC,
TVELHOTIKOIG GLYKpivovtes. 14 woykog o0& GvOpwomog ob déyetan
70 T0D TVeLHATOG TOD B0l popia yap ovTd 6TV Kol 0 dhvatat
yv@vor, 6Tt TVELUATIK®G avakpiveTat.

14 Those who are unspiritual do not receive the gifts of God’s
Spirit, for they are foolishness to them, and they are unable to un-
derstand them because they are spiritually discerned. 15 Those
who are spiritual discern all things, and they are themselves subject
to no one else’s scrutiny.

by hearing ai yA\&ooai that God is and has an awe-
some judgment awaiting sinners. This was what Isaiah
sought to deliver to the corrupt elitists among the Isra-
elites through év étepoyhwooolg kal év xeiheow €tépwy,
people speaking in strange tongues and by the lips of for-
eigners. Paul understood Isaiah to be declaring that
God was trying to communicate to His people through
the Babylonians speaking their form of Aramaic which
the Israelites would have had a difficult time under-
standing at this point in their history. To be sure, it was
an unusual and a somewhat strange way for God to get
His message through, as Isaiah asserts. The unbeliev-
ers hearing ecstatic speech as being practiced by the
Corinthians should signal to them the existence of God
and a foreboding sense of the awesome power of this
God these Corinthians were supposedly communicat-
ing with in ecstatic speech.

But on the other side, the prophet Isaiah both orally
and in written expression did deliver this Tpognreia
to the Israelite people so that they could understand
God’s displeasure with their sinning. This becomes for
Paul the onpeidv for believers in the church to hear
his message in this letter as God’s warning of His dis-
pleasure over what they were doing. Thus his letter as
mpognTeia should be heard and carefully obeyed. It
came in very understandable speech.

What is fascinating in Paul’s interpretive approach
is that the elitist ecstatic speakers at Corinth are rep-
resented as the pagan Babylonians speaking, while
he and those speaking the truth of God in the church
represent the prophet Isaiah faithfully delivering God’s
message in very clear language to His people.

Thus €ig onueidov means ‘this is equal to that’ in
building a bridge from Isaiah to the situation at Corinth.
Although somewhat unusual in its application approach
to moderns, it stands as a good example of how Jewish
scribes in the beginning Christian era made contempo-
rary applications of OT texts given to people centuries
earlier.

The introductory admonition in v. 20, then becomes
a ‘heads up’ alert that the Corinthians needed to ‘put
their thinking caps’ on in order to follow him. Those out
of a Jewish background in the church most likely would
have understood clearly what Paul was doing, since in
their Jewish heritage this was a standard way to un-
derstand the OT. It probably was more challenging for
the non-dews in the church to stay with Paul here in
his treatment of Isaiah 28. But Paul clearly expects the
mature thinkers in the congregation to understand him:
TdiG 8¢ @peaiv TéAcIol yiveoBe, v. 20b.

In verses 23-25, Paul amplifies the core application
made in v. 22: 23 ’Eav o0V cuvéAON 1) ékkAnoia dAn €mt 1o
a0TO Kal mavteg AaA@ov YAwooalg, elcEABwatv 8¢ iStital
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i amotol, oUk €pololv OTL paivecBe; 24 €av 6& mAvieg
npodnTelWOLY, EL0ENBN 6€ TIG ATLoTOG A BLWwTNG, EAEyXETOL
OMo MAvVIwv, AQvakpivetol UMO TAVIWY, 25 TA KPUTTA
¢ kapdiag avtod davepd yivetal, kal oltwg mecwv €ml
T(POCWTIIOV TIPOCKUVHOEL T Be® amayyEAAwv OTL OVIwG O
Be0¢ év LUV éotwy. 23 If, therefore, the whole church comes
together and all speak in tongues, and outsiders or unbeliev-
ers enter, will they not say that you are out of your mind?
24 But if all prophesy, an unbeliever or outsider who enters
is reproved by all and called to account by all. 25 After the
secrets of the unbeliever’s heart are disclosed, that person
will bow down before God and worship him, declaring, “God
is really among you.”

The inferential conjunction olv defines this link
as making explicit in the following statements what is
considered to be implicit in the previous statement. He
does this by two third class conditional declarations
which can be charted out in the Greek as follows:

Protasis 1: \aAGowv yAwooalg

E&v 00V OUVENDN 1 ékkAnota 6An £l TO aUTO
Kal mavtec AaAd oy YAwooalg,
eloéNBwov 6¢ (6LwTal i amotol,

Apodosis 1:

oUk époliolv OTL paiveoBe;

Protasis 2: mavteg npodpntelwaotv
£av 6& mAvteg mpodnTeLWOLY,
€lo€ABn 6€ T dmotog A dlwtng,
Apodosis 2:
€Aéyxetal UTO MAVTWY, AVAKPLVETOL UTIO TAVTWY,
TA KpuTTA Thi¢ Kapdiag autol davepd yivetal,
Kal oUTw¢ mMecwv &Ml TPOCWTIOV TTPOCKUVHOEL TR
Be® amayyEAAwv OTL OVTWE 6 BedG év ULV £0TLV.
The two conditional sentences play AaA®oiv yA\wooaig
against mpognTeUwolv as negative then positive. The
common setting is a gathered assembly of one of
the house church groups with idiotal f| dmoTol / Tig
amaoTog ) idlwTng present in the gathering. In the first
negative scene the ‘outsiders’ or unbelievers observe
the ecstatic speaking going on and conclude that the
group is made up of morons: oUk épolaotv OtL paivecBe
will they not say that you are crazy?

On the positive side with the opposite scene of
preaching taking place tig dmniotog A iblwtng, some unbe-
liever or outsider, who comes into the meeting will

a) come under conviction by hearing the preaching,
ENEyxeTal UTTO TTAVTWY;

b) will be called to account for his living, avakpiveTai
UTTO TTAVIWV;

c) the secrets down inside him will become clear, T&
KPUTITQ TAG kapdiag auTol gavepd yiveral;

and d) he will fall down in worship declaring, “God
truly is in your midst.”

One should not conclude from the apodosis state-
ments listed above that Paul is here outlining a process

of conversion. Instead, he is describing in idealized
terms the potential impact of the working of the Holy
Spirit upon the person who hears the Gospel message
through tpognrteia. Note carefully what the outsider/
unbeliever exclaims. It is not a faith commitment to God
of conversion. Instead, it is an acknowledgement that
he has powerfully experienced the presence of the true
God in this group. Hopefully for the amaoTog, this will
lead then to an open faith commitment to Christ. For the
id1LTNG, understood as a non-member believer visiting
the group, the similar reaction becomes an affirmation
of the sincere integrity of this house church group of
believers, and thus he/she will be inclined to join the
group. Thus only where the Gospel is communicated
in clear, understandable human language is where the
true presence of God can be experienced.

It is how Paul takes the Isaiah passage to new
boundaries of application to the situation at Corinth that
is very interesting. He sees kai 008’ oUtwg elocakovoovtai
pou, Aéyel kUpLog, yet even then they will not listen to me,
says the Lord, in his understanding of the Isaiah text as
negating the value of the use of strange languages in
order to successfully communicate the Lord’s warning.
Thus even though ai yA@ooai are a onuegiov for unbe-
lievers, they fail to communicate successfully the mes-
sage of God through the Gospel. Thus the unbeliever
upon hearing all these mumbling going on in an assem-
bled group of believers comes to the conclusion that
Christians are crazy people. For some unbelievers the
conclusion may have very well flowed along the lines
of these Christians being worse than most all of the pa-
gan temple deity followers. In them, at least it was only
the priests and/or priestesses doing the mumbo-jumbo
stuff, in contrast to most all the Christian group (11évTeg
AaAwolv yAwooaig, v. 23).

vv. 26-33a, how to approach orderly worship at
Corinth.'® 26 Ti o0v €otw, aSeAdoi; dtav cuvépxnobe,

19“The term ‘controlled speech’ constitutes a recurrent refrain
in William R. Baker’s recent volume on personal speech-ethics.
Baker discusses the significance of ‘controlled speech’ as an ethi-
cal issue in Wisdom literature, the OT, the Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha, Qumran, rabbinic literature, Graeco-Roman texts, Philo,
and parts of the NT, all of which provide a background for the
issue in James.?” The Babylonian Counsels of Wisdom perceive
‘order’ as dependent on such axioms as ‘let your mouth be con-
trolled and your speech guarded.”**® In OT Wisdom literature ‘A
person of knowledge uses words with restraint’ (Prov 17:27), while
unethical, wicked people are characterized by ‘a loose mouth’ (cf.
Ps 50:19; 59:7; Prov 25:28). Josephus observes that the Essenes
stress the importance of controlled speech for order and mutual
respect: ‘let there be no shouting ... allow each to speak in turn’
(Josephus, Wars 2.8.6). Revealed knowledge especially merits
control in the Qumran writings; this is to be communicated only
‘with discretion’ (1QS 10:24) and ‘within a firm boundary’ (10:25).
Plato compares the ethics of speech with the kind of control that

‘runs in’ (dvaAappdvm) utterances as one would a spiritelgi horgg
age




gkaotog Poaluov Exel, Si8axnv €xel, AmokdAuPLy Heeze

Exel, yA\dooav £xel, épunvelav &xer mavta mpoc®06
oikodounv yweéocbw. 27 elte ylwoon TG AaAel,
Katd 6U0 f TO MAgloTov TPElS Kal Ava UEPOG, Kal
¢ SlepUnvevETw: 28 £€av 8¢ pn N 6u—:punveurr']c,607
olydtw év ekkAnolq, Eaut® 5¢ Aaheitw kal T Oe®.gog
29 npodiital 6¢ SVo f Tpelg AaAeitwoav kai oiggg
GAAoL Stakpvetwaoav: 30 éav 6& BAAW amokaAudBiie10
KaBnuévw, 6 MPpWToG oyatw. 31 dUvacbe yap kab' 611
£val AvTeC TpodnTevely, lva mavieg paveavwov
kal Tavteg mapakaAdvrat. 32 kai mvelpotoabl2
npodnt®v mpodntalg Umotdcoetal, 33 ou yap
£€0TLV akataoTacilag 6 Beo6¢ GAN eiprvng. 26 What
should be done then, my friends?c When you come
together, each one has a hymn, a lesson, a revela-
tion, a tongue, or an interpretation. Let all things614
be done for building up. 27 If anyone speaks in a
tongue, let there be only two or at most three, and
each in turn; and let one interpret. 28 But if there615
is no one to interpret, let them be silent in church
and speak to themselves and to God. 29 Let two
or three prophets speak, and let the others weigh616
what is said. 30 If a revelation is made to someone
else sitting nearby, let the first person be silent. 31
For you can all prophesy one by one, so that all may
learn and all be encouraged. 32 And the spirits of
prophets are subject to the prophets, 33 for God isagy g
God not of disorder but of peace.

As the block diagram on the right will illus-619
trate visually, the arrangement of this material
is relatively easy to uncover. First, Paul raises
a typical rhetorical question: in light of what I've620
just said, what is the proper thing to do? (v. 26a).
Second, the first part of the answer in v. 26b is

14.27

.28

228

.30

14.31

(Plato, Laws 701C). Plutarch appeals to the symbolic621

‘fence of teeth in front of the tongue’ as a guard for the
ethics of speech.?® Philo sees the control of the tongue as
a paradigm case of self-discipline (De Specialibus Legi-
bus 2.195). Without this ‘chaos and confusion enter ev-
erything’ (Philo, De Abrahamo 21.29, cf. De Vita Mosis
2.198).

“Whereas some perceive Paul as merely imposing an
authoritarian hierarchy or a paternalist polemic against the623
freedom of ‘enthusiasm,” more attention should be paid to
the background of an ethic of controlled speech in tradi-624
tions of speech-ethics from the OT to hellenistic Judaism
and Philo as a corollary of ‘order.” Together with this, Paul’s earlier
emphasis expounds an ordered dialectic between unity and dif-
ferentiation as in 12:4-31 (see introduction to 14:1-40, above).
As we have noted, the role of love (8:7—13; 13:1-13) also plays an
important part. Just arguably the dialectic of oneness and differen-
tiation implies a trinitarian perspective in 12:3-6, and at the very
least it is grounded in the character and will of God.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1131-1132.]

14.32

622

14.33

oUv
€0T LYV,
adeleol;

Ti

6Tav ouvépynobe,

€ROOTOG YoApov éxet,

SLdaxnv &xet,

AMORAAUYLY E&xeL,

YA@doocav éxed,

gpunvetiav éxetl -
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nAvVIa. ..yLvéocow.
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(éotw)
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Kol
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Kol
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oe
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Yop
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dUvacOe...ndvieqg mpopnieveLV,
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Kol
——— OTAVTEQ TUPAKAADVTAL .
Kol
nVeUpATa IPOoPNT&V MPOoPHTALG UMOTAOCETAL,
Yép
oU €0TLV QRATOCTOC(OC O O&d¢
QAN
----- eipfvng - ----.

a summarizing statement of basic principle concluded
with the foundational principle of everything being done
for mutual edification of the group. Third, he lays down
very limited use of ecstatic speech in public assembly
(vv. 27-28) the restricts such to no more than three
individuals who must also provide an intelligible inter-
pretation of what they have just muttered. Otherwise,
no ecstatic speech is permissible. Fourth, in vv. 29-
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33a he lays down guidelines for the use of Trpognreia,
preaching for the congregation. Thus the over arching
structure is a rhetorical question posed and followed by
a three part answer.

First in v. 26a (# 606) comes the rhetorical ques-
tion: Ti oOv &otwy, a6eAdol; What then is the situation,
brothers?''® The inferential conjunction olv signals that
what follows makes explicit something implicit in the
previous expression. It follows the earlier expression
Ti o0V €0TIv; in v. 15a. Both instances link two sections
together via drawing an inference from the first state-
ment and expressing it directly in the second.

Therefore what Paul put on the table especially in
vv. 20-25 carries with it implications for conducting a
gathering of a house church properly, rather than cha-
otically, which is displeasing to God.

Second, in v. 26b (#s 607-612) comes a sum-
marizing set of principles using an unusual grammar
pattern. In this compound sentence form, the first half
is composed of a set of statements (#s 607-611) built
around the proposed scenario introduced by the indefi-
nite temporal dependent conjunction 6tav, whenever,
followed by the present tense subjunctive mood verb
ouvépynoBe rather than the much more common aorist
subjunctive verb form. The shift to the present tense
emphasizes repetitiveness of occurrence rather than a
one time instance. This becomes almost impossible to
preserve in English translation. As the diagram above
illustrates, this temporal dependent clause covers the
following five main clauses (#s 607-611).

The depicted scenario 6tav ouvépxnoBe presents
a typical gathering of the house church groups across
the city.” How often and at what times these meetings

1“Virtually all commentators and VSS agree that ti odv
€otwv (v. 26) carries some such sense as ‘“What does this imply?: a
question inserted in diatribe style to quicken the interest, as in v.
15: anaphora’ (cf. NRSV, What should be done, then, my friends?
REB, To sum up, my friends; NJB, Then what should it be like?).*"
Once again we vary the rendering of adeAgoi in the search for a
gender-inclusive equivalent, which escapes precise translation by
any single English word or phrase.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1132—1133.]

M“NJB uses suppose for édv with the aorist subjunctive in
14:6 and 23, but arguably the present subjunctive here with tav
signifies repetition: whenever you assemble together.?”> Dunn be-
lieves that this verse provides ‘the description of a typical gather-
ing for worship’ (my italics).?”> However, while the &kactog et
clauses represent possible scenarios, or, in the language of Hei-
degger and Ricoeur, projections of ‘possible worlds,’ the repetitive
reiterative function of dtav cvvépynacbe falls not upon the hypo-
thetical scenarios but on the main axiom, that ‘the overriding aim
is to build up the congregation.’*”* This purpose of building up the
community has cumulatively become a refrain or axiom in 14:3,
5, 12, and 26 (where v. 12 not only uses the identical phrase mpog
v oilkodopnv but also adds the implicit g €éxkAnociog, which
1 Cor 3:9 made explicit by describing the congregation as 0god

occurred could have easily varied from one group to
the other. This is built into the indefinite temporal nature
of the conjunction 6tav and then reenforced by the use
of the subjunctive verb cuvépxnoBe, But the fascinating
aspect is the window that this provides into what took
place when believers met together in the house church-
es in Corinth. Whether this should be understood as
a universal pattern in the Pauline churches or not is
unclear. The listing of five items should be taken as a
random sampling of actions rather than as an inclusive
listing of what happened at each gathering. To be sure,
Paul presents this in idealized form of what could hap-
pen possibly, rather as a precise historical description.

The contrast to modern patterns of worship ‘at
church’ could not be greater. Two key terms need clari-
fication for proper understanding: €kaotog and Exel.
The pronoun £€kaoTtog normally designates one person
in distinction from others. Does the syntax of the Greek
mean that one person possesses the five items listed
as direct objects of the verb &xel? Although theoreti-
cally possible with the Greek syntax, it is not likely that
Paul intended this meaning. The most natural sense
of Paul's statement is that an individual claims to have
one or more of the speech ‘gifts’ ready to present to
the congregation. And this should not be taken to imply
that ever person present has something to say to the
group.'?

oikodopn]). The use of the verb oikodopéw in 8:1, 10; 10:23; 14:4,
17 confirms this point (see above). Lietzmann is so convinced of
the importance of understanding where the relationship between
the indefinite hypothesis and the definite principle engages the
force of the sentence that in effect he changes the strict syntax of
the Greek: €xaortog €xet signifies a projected thought world serv-
ing as “surely an indirect expression of the wish ‘so should it be’.
Alternatively the sentence is downright clumsy in stylistic formu-
lation and intends to say (will sagen): ‘Everyone who presents a
psalm or a piece of instruction ... should do it for the purpose of
building people up.” ”*”* Lietzmann’s diagnosis of the problem is
right, even if he overpresses it into a change of syntax.?’® ‘Edifica-
tion must once more be insisted on as the true aim of them all.”?”””

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1133.]

112“We have already discussed the impressionist (as against
numerical) understanding of névteg AaAdowv in v. 23 (see above).
As Conzelmann urges, followed by Senft (but against Fee), in the
same way &kaotog ‘naturally must not be pressed to the effect that
every single individual has one of the gifts mentioned, but means:
one has this—another has that.”>” The hypothetical gite yAdoon
in the very next verse confirms this. The meaning of &yet is diffi-
cult to determine. At first glance, has seems obvious (NRSV, NIV,
KIJV/AV, Barrett, Collins, Luther [hat]). However, Lietzmann uses
vortragen, which means either presents or performs, while NJB
renders it brings; REB, contributing (followed here by Phillips
and the NT in Modern English by Montgomery). Has reveals how

much is pre-judged by Weymouth’s explication there is not one
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The idea inherent in €xel is the opposite of sponta-
neous. Instead, the individuals come to the assembly
prepared to offer some assumed insight to the group.
In the dialogue between the speaker and the members
of the group, a determination will be made collectively
on whether or not what is presented is viewed as com-
ing from God.

What are these five items that could function as a
part of the assembly of the house church groups?

1) éxaotog YaAuov éxel, One has a psalm. Although
the term could include some Christian poetic composi-
tion, the most natural meaning is the sharing of a poetic
expression found in one of Hebrew psalms. Not chant-
ing it but simply saying it, probably in the LXX Greek
version rather than the original Hebrew. This would es-
pecially be likely from the Jewish Christians present in
the group.

2) bibaynv éxet, one has a teaching. Someone in the
group comes to the meeting prepared to share a reflec-
tion on some aspect of the Gospel with those present.
Whatever the source of the idea, the individual feels
that it would enhance the spiritual life of the group and
thus desires to share it in the meeting.

3) amokaluwv £xet, one has something disclosed.
Here the idea is very similar to the previous reference.
Since the last meeting the individual either in personal
meditation or reflection has come to a spiritual conclu-
sion of some sort and thus comes prepared to share it.

One should note that these first three items re-
late closely to Paul's category of mpoenteia which is
elaborated in detail in the following verses of 29-33a.
Thus a sharp distinction between woAuodv, didaxnv,
and amokdAuyiv since all three are expressions of
TPOPNTEIQ.

The standard use of chiasmus at an informal level
gives structure to how Paul presents this material:

A mpodnrteia itemsin v. 26b,c,d.
B yAwoonitemsinv.26¢e, f
C foundational principle for all:
Tavta npog oikodounV ywécbw, v. 26g
B’ yAwoon limits imposed in vv. 27-28
A mpodnrteia limits in vv. 29-33a

Clearly the most important principle is that every ac-
tion in the meeting of the assembly should build up the
entire group. Paul has repeated this theme over and
over again: 14:3, 5,12, 26. These repetitions build off

of you who is not ready either with.... Do the worshipers bring a
pre-chosen, pre-prepared choice of psalm or hymn (either or both
properly translate yaAudv), their item of teaching (8idoynv), or
something disclosed (dmokdivywv)?” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1134.]

3:9 and are further reenforced by the use of the verb
oikodopéw in 8:1, 10; 10:23; 14:4, 17. If all those pres-
ent are not helped spiritually, then the action -- speak-
ing etc. -- must not be permitted to happen in the meet-
ing. And as the apostle has made abundantly clear,
only oral communication in human based language has
the possibility of benefitting the group. Ideas MUST be
presented so that the mind can grasp and learn from it.

4) yAdooav £xet, One has tongues. One comes to
the meeting to share something he has experienced
in his private devotions during the week. The use of
the singular y\®ooav and yAwaoon in v. 27, rather than
the plural ai yA\@ooai (v. 27), underscores the private
devotional experience of communicating with God. He
may or may not repeat the atevaypoig ahaArtoig (Rom
8:26) experience earlier. But he has discovered some-
thing important to share with the group.

5) épunveiov £€xei, one has an explanation. Just
as the first three items are inner connected under
TTpoenTEia, so items 4 & 5 are inner connected under
vyAWooa. In light of the statement A 6 AaAdv yAwoon
npooeuxéoBw lva Siepunveun, Thus let the one speaking
in ecstatic expression be praying that he may be able to
explain it (v. 13), the contextual assumption is that the
one wanting to share his yAwoon experience in private
devotions must also be able to explain its meaning in
clear human based language to the group. In the de-
tailed explanation that follows, this point is made abso-
lutely clear to his Corinthian readers.

Third, vv. 27-28, strict limits are imposed on ec-
static language use. 27 &ite ylwoon t1g AaAel, katd duo
A TO MAEToTOV TPEIC Kal Ava MEPOC, Kal €1 SLEPUNVEVETW:
28 £av 8¢ N N SLEPUNVEUTAC, OlydTw £V €KKANGLQ, £AUT®
6¢ Naleitw kal T® Be®. 27 If anyone speaks in a tongue, let
there be only two or at most three, and each in turn; and let
one interpret. 28 But if there is no one to interpret, let them

be silent in church and speak to themselves and to God.
1427 elte yAdoon TLg AoAeT,

613 (éotw)
KT dUo 1) 10 mAelotov Tpelc
Kol
614 (éotw)
ava uépog,
Kol
615 elg dLepunvevétn -
14.28 6é
¢dv un f dlepunveutAg,
616 oLY&T®
€V €xkAnolq,
o)
617 €aUT® AcAeitw Ral TQ) Oed.

After the more summarizing statements in v. 26,
Paul now turns to the two central speech categories
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seen as blessings of the Holy Spirit, y\woon and
TpognTevelv, and then lays down strict guide-618
lines on how both must be utilized in the gath-
ered assembly of each house church group.

Here it is clear both grammatically and con-
textually that the g in v. 27a is the same persong,
as the €ic in v. 27c. Unfortunately most English
translations do not make that clear in the way
they handle these two references. The ecstat-
ic speaker can only share what he has gained621
in personal devotional experience of ecstatic
speech if he can share it through human lan-
guage expression to the group.

Also Paul limits such sharing absolutely to no
more than three individuals in the duration of the622
meeting. In contrast to what was happening at
Corinth as per navteg AaA®otv yAwooalg in V. 23,623
only one person at a time can share his expe-
rience with the group: katd dUo f 10 TTAEIOTOV624
TPEIg Kai ava pépog. Finally, if one person can't
explain what he has experienced earlier in his devo-
tional time, then he must keep his mouth shut and not
speak in the group: £€av 8& i | SLEPUNVEUTAS, OlydTw £V
ékkAnoia (v. 28a).

On his on outside the meeting he is free to prac-
tice this as he wishes, but he should remember that
authentic speech is a communication between himself
and God (v. 28b; cf. v. 2 also). Whatever he seeks to do
in this regard had better be real rather than faked. This
fakery was the current practice among the elitists in the
assembled meetings and Paul absolutely calls a total
halt to this. It reflects even a deviant practice from the
pagans in the local temples. | can just imagine there
being few ‘amens’ from the elitists as this letter was
read to each of the house church groups at Corinth. Itis
understandable that a segment of the church became
infuriated with Paul as 2 Cor. 10-13 describes.

Fourth, vv. 29-33a, strict limits are imposed on
TPOPNTWYV. 29 npoodiitat & dvo f Tpelg AaAeitwoav Kat
ol dA\ot Sakplvetwoav: 30 €av 6& GAAw amokaAudOi
KaBnuévw, 6 mMp®Tog olydtw. 31 Suvaocbe yap kad Eva
TAvTeg mpodnTeVELY, va MAVIEG HovOAVWOLY Kol TIAVTEG
napakaA®@vrat. 32 kol mvevpata mpodnTiv mpodnTaLlg
Umotdooetal, 33 oV ydp £€0Twv akataotaciog 6 Be06¢ AN
elpnvng. 29 Let two or three prophets speak, and let the
others weigh what is said. 30 If a revelation is made to
someone else sitting nearby, let the first person be silent. 31
For you can all prophesy one by one, so that all may learn
and all be encouraged. 32 And the spirits of prophets are
subject to the prophets, 33 for God is a God not of disorder
but of peace.

Paul now returns to the Trpognteia category alluded
to in the first three items of the initial listing in v. 26.
There must be order and structure in what they do as

o 2%

14.

14.

14.

-39

d&
npopfital 800 f Tpeic¢ AcAeitwoav
Kol
ol &AXoL BLaRPLVETWOAV °
30 6é
gV GAND HTIOKOAUPOH) KaBnuéve,
6 mpATOog OLYAT®.
31 vop
KaO’ E€va
dUvacOe. . .ndvieg mpopnieveLv,
lva mdvteg pave&vwoLv
Kol
——— TAVTEQ TUPAKAADVTAL .

32 Kol

nVeUHATA IPOPNTHV NPoPHTALg Umot&ooeTdl,
Yép

oU £€0TLV GRATOACTACLOAG O Oe0¢
AN’

----- eipgvng - ----.

well.

He slaps a limit of no more than three individuals
sharing with the group as well: Tpo@fijtal 8¢ dUo i) TPEIG
AaAsitwoav. Thus in every meeting a maximum total
of six individuals are allowed to share some spiritual
understanding with the group. His phraseology for both
categories clearly indicates his preference for less than
six individuals to speak.

Part of the reason for this is expressed in the sec-
ond declaration: kat ot GAAot Stakpwvétwoav. All the oth-
ers in the group are to engage in a critical dialogue with
each speaker. The objective here is to come to a con-
clusion about whether what is spoken is authentically
from God or not. This kind of ‘hashing out’ the truth, al-
though very normative in both Greco-Roman and Jew-
ish cultures,"® meant that should disagreements arise
over the legitimacy of something being said, the dis-
cussion could continue on quite some time. The typical
custom in Paul’s world was to keep on discussing an
idea until some kind of consensus was reached by the
group regarding its authenticity. The imperative verb
dlakpivéTwoav means to thoroughly discuss in critical
evaluation, and can include very heated debate. The
present imperative form of the verb understands this as

"3Those members of the church with a Jewish heritage would
have well understood what Paul says here. The Friday evening syn-
agogue gathering in the mid first century would have centered on
vigorous debate and discussion of the pre-scribed readings of the
Hebrew Bible. After the opening prayers, the scripture text would
be read, and then the men in the assembly would be expected to
discuss not only its meaning but also how it should apply to their
present life and situation. Somewhat similar patterns existed all
throughout the Greco-Roman society in the various social groups
that functioned in gatherings either in some temple or in private

homes.
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a continuing process that goes on rather than one that
momentarily happens.

One side note: ‘church’ in Paul’s world was not pas-
sive at all but a lively engaging of ideas by the members
of the group. Modern worship practice seldom ever is
this ‘free wheeling.” Sometimes Bible study groups ap-
proach the ancient pattern with dialogue between the
teacher and the group. But this is not the norm. | sus-
pect less nonsense would take place in the modern
setting if some of this ancient dynamic were injected
into the modern practice."* To be sure, some real cul-
tural shifts would be absolutely essential. At the center
of this shift would be realization that challenging what
one says in no way is a challenge to the credibility and
integrity of the individual himself/herself. The debate is
about ideas, not people who express ideas.

In v. 30, Paul lays out another guideline to be fol-
lowed: €av 6& GA\w AmokaAudBfj kabnuévw, 6 MPRTOC
owyatw, and if another seated person has been given some
disclosure, let the first person be silent. That is, everyone
must take turns with no individual ‘hogging’ the meet-
ing. Respect for the other person here reflects the edi-
fying love principle. No single individual has a monopo-
ly on possible divine revelation.

Thus the rationalé for this (yap) is given in v. 31:
SUvaoBe yap kad’ &va mMAvieg MpodnTeVELY, (Vo TIAVTEG
pavBavwolv kal mavteg mapakaA®vral, for you all are able
to preach one by one, so that all may learn and all may be
encouraged. Within the limits of the maximum three
speakers (v. 29), all of them must have their turn to
speak. Hopefully what each one says will be helpful
and encouraging to the entire group. The discussion
and debating of each one of the three speakers’ state-
ments opens this possibility up much more effectively.

The second rationalé in v. 32 is broader in prin-
ciple expression: kai mvevpata mpodnNT®V TpodHATALG
Umnotaooetal, And the spirits of prophets are subject to
the prophets. When one is speaking to the assembled
group of believers he/she absolutely must loose a
sense of awareness of what is going on in the group.
The tendency for the speaker is to get so caught up in
what is being spoken that all awareness of everything
else vanishes. Paul demands that such no thing hap-
pen in a Christian gathering. Behind this ‘loss of control’
stands the powerful temptation toward egotism and the
false thinking of the speaker that he is the only one with
worthwhile ideas. Now Paul is clearly alluding to the

14“My European friends reading this will understand the dy-
namic far better than those in the western hemisphere. Especially
will this be true for those who experienced the older, more tra-
ditional German and French educational patterns in secondary
school and university studies. My first encounter with this tradi-
tion in 1980 in Freiburg Germany was something of a shock. But |
learned to fit in and came to enjoy this pattern immensely as by far
the best way to come at the truth of some issue.

Corinthian elitists’ practice, and demanding that it be
stopped. And not just with ecstatic speech but with all
expressions to the group.

Why? The final statement in v. 33a introduced with
ya&p answers this question: o0 yap €otv dkataotaciog 6
Be0¢ AAN elpnvng, for God is a God not of disorder but of
peace. Probably a slightly better translation would take
into full consideration the genitive of advantage func-
tions of akataoTtaciag and €iprivng. Thus: for God is not
for chaos; instead, He is for harmony and productivity.

Critical here is understanding both dkataoTaciag
and €iprjvng, since they have been greatly distorted in
the interpretive history of this statement.”® Paul is not

15“Qur translation follows Moffatt and NJB, which is also
that of NRSV, REB, and NIV except for the word order of the
negative (God is not a God of disorder ...). We have searched in
vain for a stronger, more colorful word than disorder for the ne-
gated intensive compound word dkotootacio. KIV/AV renders
it confusion, which is acceptable lexicographically and reflects
the Corinthian situation. Similarly, BAGD and other lexicons of-
fer disturbance, commotion, and unruliness alongside disorder,
which would cohere with the theme of God’s sovereign rule and
the semantic contrast with peace.® However, chs. 12—-15 portray
the ordered nature of God’s purposive action in apportioning gifts
and in creation and in resurrection, and Paul’s larger point is that
this order in the nature of the God who acts coherently, faithfully,
and without self-contradiction should be reflected in the lifestyle
and worship of the people of God. Thus a gift given by the Holy
Spirit to benefit everyone (vv. 28-32) would be undermined in a
self-contradictory and chaotic way if the Spirit himself ‘fell upon’
this or that individual in such a way that responsible processes of
ministry were disrupted and confused, and some missed out on part
of what the Holy Spirit was communicating through responsible
human agents.

“This perspective is confirmed with reference to the close af-
finity of the Greek words in a parallel expression of thought in
Jas 3:16—17. The competitive jealousy and strife ({fjAog kai €pig)
which bedeviled church life at Corinth and rendered it self-cen-
tered (‘fleshly,” capxikoi, 3:3; cf. 1:11 [€pdeg], 12) are paralleled
by the jealousy and strife ({fjhog kai €piBeior) which bring unruli-
ness or disorder (dkatactoacic) in Jas 3:16. James sets this in con-
trast to the wisdom which comes from God (1 8¢ dvwOev copia),
which brings peace (gipnvikn, v. 17). In his book on the ethics of
controlled speech in James and in the biblical, Jewish, and helle-
nistic background, W. R. Baker notes how the reciprocity of con-
trolled speech and openness to listen and to learn in meekness and
in modesty reflect the wisdom which characterizes the providence
of God and God’s dealings with the world in divine wisdom: ‘A
mature Christian knows how and when to deliver this powerful
word for God’s good purposes.... James 3:18 bears witness to the
integral part that peace and actions which promote it [including
silence and refraining from speech] play in James’ hopes for the
Christian community and even society at large.”>3? The source of
this ‘wisdom,” however, is God himself: it is ‘the perfect gift from
God (1:17), whose nature such controlled order expresses and re-
flects.”3

“Yet the aspect of disturbance and commotion is not lost from
view. ‘The God who gives the inspiration is not on the side of dis-

order and turbulence, but on that of peace. He cannot be the pro-
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contrasting the modern liturgical and charismatic styles
of worship here. Such didn’t exist in Paul’s world. This
should be abundantly clear by this point in the exege-
sis of chapter fourteen. The content of the first century
house church gathering was free flowing with a rice va-
riety of elements possible surfacing in the process of
each meeting.

It was not controlled by an ecclesiastical leader.
Note that the standard leaders of house churches, the
TpeofuTepol and didkovol, are never mentioned direct-
ly in all of this discussion. The TTpecfuTepol normally
would have presided over the gatherings but would not
have been obligated to deliver a sermon etc. Mostly he/
she would have provided a place of meeting and made
arrangements for the meeting to take place. Very basic
and limited leadership to the group would have come
from them. Of course, they could -- and most likely of-
ten did - contribute to what was said. But the content of
the meeting originated from those accepted to speak to
the group. Usually these individuals came from inside
the group. But on occasion when a recognized Chris-
tian leader attended the meeting, this person would be
invited to speak. The pattern was modeled after that
in the Jewish synagogue, as Luke describes in Acts
13:15-16a. The presiding TpeaBuTepol in the Christian
assembly functioned much the same way as the oi
apxiouvaywyol did in the synagogue.

Paul most likely did not bring them directly into the
discussion because the elitist mentality had infected
many of the peoBuTepor and didkovol of many of the
house church groups as well as other members. His
instructions were targeting the entire group and not
making the leadership primarily responsible for clean-
ing up the messes plaguing many of the house church
groups. Their function solely in ministering to the group
gave them no ecclesiastical authority over the group.'®

moter of tumult, and therefore cannot inspire two people to speak
simultaneously to the same audience. Inspiration is no excuse for
conflict and confusion, and jealousies and dissensions are not signs
of the presence of God (v. 25).”33* It is far more important to read
ch. 14 in the light of the earlier chapters and of chs. 12—13 than to
impose upon it a lens forged out of modern controversies surround-
ing charismatic renewal and theologies of church order as ‘eccle-
siologies.” Paul insists on ‘order’ not as self-contained ‘doctrine of
the church,’ but because the church must reflect the nature of God
and respect for ‘the other’.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1145-1146.]

18The modern Christian mindset with authoritative ecclesias-
tical leaders stands about as opposite of mid first century Christian
practice as possible. It was only with the corruption of this first
century apostolic model beginning in the second century that spe-
cific individuals claimed authority over everyone else in the con-
gregation. And this perversion now is so embedded in Christian
thinking that it is hard to conceptualize a church without authorita-

Any influence they had over a group came from their
godly example as 1 Peter 5:1-5 makes very clear.

Thus, ‘orderly’ worship was to be a reflection of God
and His way of doing things. Enthusiasm in worship-
ing God was not excluded but everything being done
out of careful reflection and understanding of God’s
ways was mandated. The present pattern at Corinth,
that Paul criticizes, reflected akartaoTtaciag and pro-
duced observations that Christians were crazy people
as v. 23 asserts. The opposite of dkataoTaciag here is
eipivng. The modern word ‘peace’ is woefully inade-
quate here since it normally defines as situation where
war is absent. But biblically €iprjvng references every-
thing positive from God’s blessings. The idealized pic-
ture of eiprivng is both the Garden of Eden before Adam
and Eve’s sinning, along with the picture of Heaven in
Rev. 22. The gatherings of God’s people in assembly
on earth should move as close to this ideal as possible.

But how could it when discussion and debate over
the ideas being spoken is a central part of the meet-
ing? For western hemisphere Christians and others in
different parts of the world, such is hard to conceptual-
ize. But European cultural traditions make such an un-
derstanding of a meeting with intense discussion being
eiprivng is rather easy to conceptualize. Edifying love in
Paul’s mind in no way meant naive acceptance of what
the other person said. Instead, it meant great respect
for him and a willingness to challenge his thinking, es-
pecially if it was perceived to be wrong. The Truth that
is God would only come to the surface in this kind of
atmosphere, and acquiring this truth was at the heart of
the assembly.

Conclusio, 14:33b-40.

Q¢ év macalg talg ékkAnotalg T@v aylwv 34 ai yuvaikeg
év talc ékkAnolalg olydtwoav: ou yap EmTpénetal alTalg
AaAely, GAN’ UMotaocoéocbwaoay, KabBwg Kal O VOUOG AEyeL
35 &l 8¢ T poBeiv Bélouaty, év oikw Ttolg ibiloug Gvbpoag
EMepwratwoayv: aioxpov yap €0t yuvalkl AaAelv €v
ékkAnola. 36 i ad’ LUGOV 6 Aoyog tol Beol &ERABey, A €lg
UMAG LOVOUG KATAVTNOEVY;

37 El tic Sokel MPodATNC €lval A TIVEUMOTIKAC,
ETUYWWOKETW G ypadw LUV 6TL Kupiou €oTlv évtoAn- 38 &l
6¢€ TIg ayvoel, ayvoettal. 39 “Qote, adeAdot [pou], InAolte
10 mpodntevewv Kal TO AaAelv un kwAlete yAwoooalg: 40
navta 8¢ e0oXNUOVWCE Kal KOTd TAELWY yvEoBw.

(Asin all the churches of the saints, 34 women should be
silent in the churches. For they are not permitted to speak,
but should be subordinate, as the law also says. 35 If there is
anything they desire to know, let them ask their husbands at
home. For it is shameful for a woman to speak in church 36
Or did the word of God originate with you? Or are you the

tive leaders of some sort.
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Q¢ év mdoolc Talg €rRAnoialg TV aylov
625 -3 al yuvaireg &v Tai¢ ERRKANOCLOLG OLYAT@OAV -

Yap
626 oU émiLtpénetal aUTAi¢ AXAElV,
QAN
627 unotoaococéocbwoav,
KaBOOC Kol O voéuog Aéyel.
14.35 6é
el TL paBelv B&AouoLv,
¢v olk
628 ToUC 1dioug &vdpag &mepTATWOAV -
Yép
629 aloXpOV €0TLV YUVALKIL
AoAeTv €v €éxKAnola.
14.36 h
ae’ Tudv
630 6 Adyog toU Oeol €ffjAbev,
g
elg Updc
uévoug
631 KATAVINOEV;

only ones it has reached?)

37 Anyone who claims to be a prophet, or to have spiri-
tual powers, must acknowledge that what | am writing to
you is a command of the Lord. 38 Anyone who does not rec-
ognize this is not to be recognized. 39 So, my friends, be
eager to prophesy, and do not forbid speaking in tongues;
40 but all things should be done decently and in order.

In reality, the conclusio summation of this discus-
sion of Paul is contained only in vv. 37-40.

vv. 33b-36, the issue of wives. The pericope on wom-
en in vv. 33b-36 seems to be dropped into the text very
arbitrarily as an interruption to the thought flow on the
priority of preaching over ecstatic language.'” The di-
versity of viewpoint on these verses is massive.'® On

"7“The translation and exegesis is immensely complex. Con-
textual factors are vital, including presuppositions about what the
addressees were assumed to understand by language of which
we know only Paul’s part of the dialogue. Nevertheless, the main
themes of ‘controlled speech’ and ‘order’ (14:24—40) continue. We
also note below the problems caused by issues of whether parts
of these verses are un-Pauline, either by interpolation of by allu-
sive quotation.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 1146.]
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one end of the spectrum is a complete denial of the
Pauline origin of this pericope.’® To be sure, the text
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9% An Interpolation? For more than a century various schol-
ars have been convinced that 1 Cor 14:33b—36 has been interpolat-
ed into Paul’s text by someone other than Paul at a relatively early
stage in the history of the tradition of the manuscript. On this view
the verses are an expression of the social and ecclesial discipline
represented by such NT passages as Eph 5:22-24; Col 3:18; 1 Tim
2:11-15; and 1 Pet 3:1-6.

“Scholars who favor the interpolation theory include Chris-
tian Holsten (1880), Daniel Vélter (1889), Alfred Loisy (1922),
Walter Schmithals (1956), Robert Jewett (1978), Gerhard Sellin
(1987), Eduardo de la Serna (1991), Jouette Bassler (1992), J.
H. Petzer (1993), Richard Hays (1997) and, especially, Winsome
Munro. In a series of articles (1973, 1988, 1990) Munro claimed
that the interpolation consists of a somewhat larger segment con-
taining vv. 32-38. In the NRSV and some other recent translations
of 1 Corinthians vv. 33b-36 are printed in parentheses or brackets,
an editorial procedure that betrays the editors’ hesitancy as to the
authenticity of the verses.

“Those who doubt the authenticity of these verses argue that
they break Paul’s line of thought. The other side of this argument
is that v. 37 seems easily to follow v. 33a. In addition, some of the
language is non-Pauline, especially the phrase ‘the law says,” used
as a cipher for a substantive argument in a discussion. Paul gener-
ally expresses a somewhat negative view of the law (ko nomos; cf.
15:56). When he wants to develop a scriptural argument he cites
the pertinent passages of Scripture (cf. 9:9; 14:21), rather than
making a merely general reference under the rubric of ‘the law.” A
final argument in favor of the inauthentic character of vv. 33b—35 is
that the silence of women in the Christian assembly conflicts with
11:5. That verse establishes a kind of dress code for women who
pray and prophesy during the assembly. To these various internal
arguments against the authenticity of 14:33b-36 one can add that
the idea of the subjection of women expressed in 14:34 goes con-
trary to Paul’s view of women as his coworkers (14:19, see note;
Phil 4:2-3; Rom 16:1-5) and Paul’s idea that the Christian is not
enslaved to anyone (cf. 6:12).

“That some majuscules (D, F, G) and some Western witnesses
to the Latin text type (including some Old Latin manuscripts and
Ambrosiaster) place the verses at the end of ch. 14 (after 14:40)
adds an external argument in favor of the hypothesis of interpola-
tion. Such ‘movement’ of a passage from one location to another
within text is often an indication of the weak hold that it has on
the claim that it belongs to the text. The phenomenon is not un-
known in the history of the manuscript tradition of the NT (cf. John
7:53-8:11), but instances of it in the Pauline corpus are relatively
rare. P. B. Payne (1995, 1998) introduced into the discussion of the

did bother some copyists enough that its location was
shifted from following v. 33a to after v. 40.'° But the
shift reflects uncertainty over its location rather than

over its authenticity.’?' The majority of the manuscript

state of the text the evidence of a Latin manuscript (Codex Ful-
densis, 546 or 547 C.E.) and the scribal sigla in B. He cites Bishop
Victor of Capua, under whose authority the Codex Fuldensis was
produced, as an ancient witness to the idea that the passage is an
interpolation.

“There are, indeed, various reasons to consider vv. 33b-36 as
a later interpolation into Paul’s text. The arguments are, however,
not weighty. The manuscripts where the passage wanders to the
end of ch. 14 are few in number and closely related. They belong
almost entirely to the Western type of text. The oldest manuscripts
(P*, ®, A, B) along with ¥ and the Byzantine tradition read the let-
ter with the problematic verses in their canonical location.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 515-516.]

120Verses 34-35 following 14.40 D F G it ¢t ¢ yg™ Ambro-
siaster Sedulius-Scottus

[Kurt Aland et al., The Greek New Testament, Fourth Revised
Edition (with Apparatus); The Greek New Testament, 4th Revised
Edition (with Apparatus) (Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft; Stuttgart,
2000).

121“The UBS 4th ed. Greek New Testament classifies vv. 34—
35 as ‘B,’ i.e., ‘the text is almost certain,” although the UBS 3d ed.
also used ‘B’ but in that earlier edition this classification indicated
‘some degree of doubt.” The basic facts are that the Western, D, E,
F, G, the later 88*, and fourth-century Ambrosiaster displace vv.
34-35 to after v. 40. However, the very early P* (Chester Beatty, c.
AD 200, together with X, B, A, 33, 88 mg, Vulgate, Old Syriac, and
most other MSS) read these verses in their normal, accepted place.
Many writers (including Weiss, Conzelmann, Klauck, and Senft)
use this displacement in the Western text as part of an argument for
the view that these verses are an interpolation, but we must keep
our textual judgments distinct from arguments of other kinds. Sur-
prisingly, Fee is one of those who place most weight on the textual
variants, indicating ‘a very early marginal gloss that was subse-
quently placed in the text at two different places,” and that these
verses were ‘not part of the original.’>* This variant displacement
‘may not be shunted aside.”**’

“While others agree that vv. 34-35 (or vv. 33b-36) are an in-
terpolation, few place the weight that Fee does on a textual variant
which Wire, with meticulous scholarship, shows to rest on a single
MS tradition (see below). Metzger and Zuntz in fact find it entirely
understandable that an early copyist should move vv. 34-35 to the
end of the chapter for any of several reasons.**® Fee’s claims about
the paucity of evidence for this type of displacement in the NT
where the displacement is artificial seems to be answered by the
range of evidence put forward by J. M. Ross.*** A thorough assess-
ment is offered by A. C. Wire. She points out that every ‘displace-
ment’ MS is either a Greek-Latin bilingual or a Latin text, that E is
a direct copy of D, and that F and G are so close to each other that
it is widely agreed that they copied the same edited text. In practice
only D and G remain as two witnesses, which in turn almost cer-
tainly come from ‘a single common archetype.’** This distinctive
Western text gives rise only to the appearance of a variety of Latin
text-types, since these depend on the same single tradition. Wire
further explains why the anomalous twelfth-century 88* reading

is not a survival of earlier pre-Latin texts, but reflects a Ir)eacti}/;c1
age



evidence, however, favors its inclusion after v. 33a,
even though the wording in them varies somewhat.'?

scribal activity. Finally, in contrast to Fee, and with Metzger, she
offers several possible reasons why the D tradition should have
displaced the original authentic sequence which occurs in our texts
(UBS 3d and 4th eds.). One relates to errors in copying (e.g., hap-
lography) and their correction; a second, to an attempt to ‘improve’
the text; a third, to ideological interests on the part of a corrector:
‘it is not scientific to exclude a priori the possibility of a transla-
tor’s or scribe’s ideological decision to displace or omit a passage
silencing women.’**! She cites the period of Montanism and Tertul-
lian as a possible background for such changes.

“The debate has become intensified by two highly detailed
and meticulous studies by Philip Payne (1995) and by Curt Niccum
(1997), each of which reaches different and opposing conclusions:
Payne argues on the basis of the Vaticanus ‘bar umlaut and/or um-
laut text-critical sigla ... of the textual variations’ that new textual
and internal evidence ‘strengthens an already strong case that 1
Cor 14:34-35 is an interpolation’; Niccum reviews every aspect of
the debate (including Wire and Payne), and concludes, ‘No extant
MS offers evidence for an original omission of 1 Cor 14:34-35....
No other reading has claim to being ‘original’ other than that of
preserving the traditional sequence of verses.”>*?> Payne urges that
Metzger overlooked the textual evidence of Codex Fuldensis as an
important witness to the omission of the verses. Niccum attacks
Payne’s appeal to ‘bar umlauts’ marks as at best confused and as
postdating the fourteenth century. The earliest known witness to
a transposition of sequence in the passage is Ambrosiaster (late
fourth century). He cites good reasons for a later reapplication of
‘in all the churches.” Niccum’s pages are packed with powerful and
succinct arguments which prove convincing.

“Further arguments concerning the strictly textual issue are
urged by others mainly in the same direction as Wire (anticipating
Niccum) but sometimes with Fee. Horrell defends Fee’s position,
arguing that Wire has failed to address the issues fully.>** Earle El-
lis argues that vv. 34-35 constitute a marginal note added by Paul
himself after reading through the draft of 1 Corinthians.*** Stephen
Barton accepts and develops this idea further.**> On the other side,
however, even Conzelmann, who believes that the verses are an
interpolation on internal grounds (i.e., exegetical and theological,
not textual), concedes that the Western readings are themselves ‘no
argument for the assumption of an interpolation.’** Witherington
expresses strong scepticism about the weight of the textual argu-
ments: ‘Displacement is no argument for interpolation. Probably
these verses were displaced by scribes who assumed that they were
about household order, not order in worship, scribes working at
a time when there were church buildings separate from private
homes.’*" (The earliest Western text witness is around AD 375.)
Again, many of Fee’s points seem to be amply addressed by J.
M. Ross, who categorizes different types of displaced or ‘floating’
texts within the NT. He argues that if the verses were an interpola-
tion, this would be ‘very early, almost before any copies had been
made, certainly before the writing of 1 Tim 2:11-13.... We are
bound to accept the unanimous testimony of the manuscripts, how-
ever deeply we may regret that Paul expressed this opinion.’34”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1148-1150.]

12234-35 {B} include verse 34-35 here (with minor variants)
PYXAB W 01500243 633 81 104 256 263 365 424 436 459 1175
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Internally with the wording, phraseology etc., compel-
ling reasons exist to suggest that the pericope has a
Pauline origin.'?® The best conclusion is that they do
belong here in Paul’s letter.

Next, the challenge is how to properly understand
them.'?* This is especially complex in light of the chap-
ter seven discussion of proper appearance for women
when preaching and praying in a leadership role in
the Christian assembly. Yet the thrust of this pericope
seems to move along somewhat similar lines to 1 Tim.

2: 11-13.725 2 Tim. 3:6-7 makes it clear. however. that at
[K L] Lect it° vg syr® =Pl cops® - arm eth geo slav Origen Chryso-
stom Theodoret; Pelagius [Kurt Aland et al., The Greek New Tes-
tament, Fourth Revised Edition (with Apparatus); The Greek New
Testament, 4th Revised Edition (with Apparatus) (Deutsche Bibel-
gesellschaft; Stuttgart, 2000).

12“There are, moreover, substantial internal arguments that
confirm the Pauline character of the text. These bear principally
upon its vocabulary and syntax. The disputed passage’s references
to speaking, being silent, being subject, and the assembly link these
verses to what Paul has said in the immediately preceding para-
graph. It may be argued that Paul’s vocabulary is somewhat un-
usual, but six key expressions occur in 1 Corinthians in an immedi-
ately adjacent or similar context: ‘to be silent’ (sigad) in 14:28, 30;
‘to be subject’ (hypotassd) in 14:32 (cf. 15:27-28 [6x]; 16:16); ‘the
law says’ (ho nomos legei) in 9:8; ‘to learn’ (manthand) in 14:31
(cf. 4:6); ‘their own husbands’ (idioi andres) in 7:2 (in the singu-
lar); ‘shameful’ (aischros) in 11:6. Verses 33b—36 are, moreover,
structured in a way that is similar to Paul’s exhortations to prophets
and those speaking in tongues. In each instance the instruction is
followed by a conditional clause and with regard to women and to
prophets there is a final motivation (vv. 34b; 35b).

“To the extent that some of the phraseology and some of the
content of 14:33b—35 has a non-Pauline sense this may be due to
Paul’s summarizing not his own thought, but the argument of an-
other. In any case the argument for 14:33b—36 as an interpolation
into Paul’s text does not have sufficient merit. These verses belong
to the letter and must be explained in context. Verses 33b—36 repre-
sent a conservative argument that Paul rebuts by means of the dou-
ble rhetorical question in v. 36. To demand the silence of women
in the Christian assembly is to claim for oneself a monopoly on the
word of God. Such a monopoly no one can claim.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 516-517.]

124 “All this is further compounded by the fact that many
view these verses (or some verses) as a non-Pauline interpolation
by a copyist; others view them as a quotation of a Corinthian view
which Paul rejects; yet others perceive them as a pre-Pauline tradi-
tion which Paul accepts and adapts.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1147.]

1251 Tim. 2:11-15. 11 Tvvr| év Movyig povboavéte €v mhon
vmotayf: 12 318acKe 8& yuovaiki oUK EMTPET® 0VIE avOeVTELY
avdpoc, AL eivar &v Movyie. 13 Adau yap mpdtoc émAidcon,
sito. Eba. 14 kol Adau ook mation, 1 8¢ yovi &EanatOsica &v
napofdoet yéyovev: 15 cmbnoetol 8¢ dio Thig TEKVOyoviag, €av
petvooty év Tiotel Kol aydmn Kol 0ylocpid HeETd cOPPOGUVNG:

11 Let a woman learn in silence with full submission. 12 1
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Ephesus false teachers found the women in the church
to be easy prey for their heretical teachings.’?® He ac-
cuses them of having some of the traits that the apostle
criticizes among the Corinthian elitists. First Corinthi-
ans was written from Ephesus some eight to ten years
earlier. Does the issue of young wives out of control at
Ephesus play a role in the issue of lack of controlled
speech at Corinth as well?'?” One must never forget

permit no woman to teach or to have authority over a man; she is
to keep silent. 13 For Adam was formed first, then Eve; 14 and
Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became
a transgressor. 15 Yet she will be saved through childbearing, pro-
vided they continue in faith and love and holiness, with modesty.

1262 Tim. 3:6-7. 6 'Ex To0ToV yap €lov 0l EVOUVOVTES G TOG
oikiog kol aiyporotilovieg yovalkdplo ceEcOPELUEVA ALOPTIOLS,
ayoueva Embopioi mowkiloig, 7 Tdvrote povOavovto Kol undénote
€lg éntyvoow aAnbeiog EMOETV dSuvapeva.

6 For among them are those who make their way into house-
holds and captivate silly women, overwhelmed by their sins and
swayed by all kinds of desires, 7 who are always being instructed
and can never arrive at a knowledge of the truth.

127¢Christian assemblies took place on a rather small scale.
They occurred in the homes of Christians. At home, and particu-
larly in Greco-Roman society, women took a more active role than
they did in public civic life. Some commentators (Stephen Barton,
Caroline Vander Stichele, etc.) suggest that there may have been
some blurring of the distinction between domestic and community
roles among the Christian women of Corinth, women assuming a
role in the assembly that was normally theirs as wife and mother
simply because the assembly took place at home. If this were the
situation, Paul would be reminding the Christians at Corinth that
their gathering really enjoyed the character of a public assembly.
Roles that were appropriate at home should not be indiscriminately
brought into a Christian assembly, exception always to be made
for the kind of privileged communication between God and hu-
man, and vice-versa, that can be appropriately called prophecy and
prayer as in 11:5. What is appropriate at home is not necessarily
appropriate in a Christian assembly (cf. 11:22).

“On another reading of the sub-unit on women’s role in the
assembly the situation Paul had in mind was disorderly chatter-
ing (lalein), perhaps under the guise of prophecy or speaking in
tongues. Some women may have been speaking in a frenzied fash-
ion similar to that experienced in the cult of Dionysus. Since Paul
focuses on their questions in v. 35 it might be that he had in mind
women raising questions in the assembly or, following a Delphic
model, female prophets responding to questions, often about one’s
personal life, that other people had asked. Other commentators
suggest that the situation might be that of an early Gnostic wom-
an’s liberation movement in which some women wanted to speak
their mind in the presence of the Christian assembly. Paul would
have considered such interventions as these as being ‘out of order.’
One difficulty with this line of reasoning is that Paul’s ‘rule’ seems
to be general and not specific to the situation at Corinth (see, how-
ever, note on v. 33b).

“Since v. 35 speaks about women getting information from
their husbands at home some commentators (Elisabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza, etc.) are of the opinion that Paul is not talking about
women in general, but only about married women. It would have
been on married women that the injunction to be silent falls. As
a sign of their subordination they should remain silent in the as-
sembly. If they need to know something they should speak to their

the social situation in the mid first century world. The
vast majority of the wives in the church were teenag-
ers and the percentage would diminish with the number
of older women. The huge majority of them were illit-
erate and could neither read nor write. Greco-Roman
education was for boys and girls were to be trained by
their mothers on being good mothers and wives. Some
of this emphasis shows up inside the NT, e.g., Titus
2:3-5.'2 Only in isolated instances did girls receive any
kind of formal eduction remotely like their brothers did.

With vv. 33b-36 placed in between two strong em-
phases on self control and worldliness in the assembly
(vv. 26-33a, and 37-40), the context argues strongly
that lack of control by at least some of the women in
the assemblies was a part of the problem at Corinth
as well as at Ephesus. To be sure, Phoebe who led a
house church group at Cenchreae some few kilome-
ters south of Corinth served as an excellent model (cf.
Rom. 16:1). At the beginning, the church in Corinth had
the example of Christian leadership given by Priscilla
(Acts 18:1-4, 18).

Another way of viewing vv. 33b-36 has gained in-
creasing accepts across the scholarly world over the

husbands at home. To this one could object that 11:2—16 speaks of
the appearance of women who pray and prophesy in the assembly,
presumably married women as well (cf. 11:3). For Antoinette Wire
the discussion on women’s appearance in 11:2—16 is a concession
on the part of the apostle. His real goal is to obtain the silence of
women in the Christian assembly. As such Paul would be urging
a kind of social conservatism that would anticipate the discipline
of the churches of later generations (1 Tim 2:11-12; cf. Eph 5:22;
Col 3:18; 1 Pet 3:1). Paul has, however, such favorable things to
say about women, many of whom he looks upon as his coworkers
(1:11; 16:19; Rom 16:1-16; Phil 4:2-3; Phlm 2; cf. Acts 16:11-40;
17:34; 18:2-26; Col 4:15; 2 Tim 4:21), that Wire’s opinion seems
quite implausible.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 513-514.]

B8Titus 2:3-5. 3 mpeoPitdag dGOAVTOG €V KOTAGTNHOTL
iepompenelc, un oOwPolovg pr oivd TOAAD OES0VAMUEVOC,
Kohoddaokdlovg, 4 tva coepovilmowy Tag VENG GIALAVOPOLG
givat, QUOTEKVOVC 5 GOPPovog Gyvic oikovpyolds Gyoddc,
VIOTOCGOUEVOG TOlG 1dio1g avdpdoty, tva un 0 Adyog 10D Ogod
Bracenuitot.

3 Likewise, tell the older women to be reverent in behavior,
not to be slanderers or slaves to drink; they are to teach what is
good, 4 so that they may encourage the young women to love their
husbands, to love their children, 5 to be self-controlled, chaste,
good managers of the household, kind, being submissive to their
husbands, so that the word of God may not be discredited.

1294t may be that Paul is not at all encouraging women to be
silent in the assembly, at least no more than he enjoined men to
be silent. It may be that in vv. 33b—36 Paul is dealing with men
who wanted to maintain their own patriarchal status and so require
women to be silent in public and subservient to their husbands at

home. The argument of these men took the form of an a%peal 7tg
age



answers most of the questions that the text raises in
a satisfactory manner. Yet unresolved tensions be-
tween chapters eleven and fourteen do remain. This
approach sees vv. 33b-35 as reflecting a sexist stance
against women in the church that is intended to main-
tain male dominance. Vv. 36-40 then become his re-
buke of this Corinthian elitist position. But criticisms of
this approach have been put forth with serious analysis
that make it somewhat less likely to be what Paul is
doing here.'°

accepted halakah and the practice of the synagogue (vv. 33b—34).
To this would have been added an argument from shame (v. 35b),
so important in the social circumstances of first-century Mediterra-
nean culture. For women to speak in an assembly dishonors, these
people might have claimed, the women themselves as well as their
husbands. On this view vv. 33b-35 represent the position of some
people at Corinth, much in the fashion of the ‘slogans’ summariz-
ing positions with which Paul was constrained to take issue. Some
of these slogans appear to have been buzzwords circulating among
the Corinthians (6:12, 13; 7:1; 10:23), but others may have been
Paul’s own formulation (1:12), as could be the case here.

“Having summarized their argument in this casuistic section
of this letter, the apostle rejects it out of hand. His double rhetori-
cal question is a quick dismissal. To those who would appeal to
traditional halakah in an effort to silence female prophets Paul of-
fers a blunt reminder that the word of God did not originate from
them; neither do they enjoy some sort of an exclusive claim on the
word of God. If the Spirit wills (12:11), the gift of prophecy can
be allotted to women. Gender is not a qualification for the gift of
prophecy, which is given for the benefit of the whole community
(see 14:29). To prevent a woman who was so endowed from speak-
ing within the assembly is an obstacle to God’s working within the
community.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 514-515.]

130D, W. Odell-Scott is perhaps most widely associated with
this view, both in an article of 1983 and a further response to Je-
rome Murphy-O’Connor in 1987.32 However, Manus, Flanagan
and Snyder, and Allison all offer variants of this view also (see
below). Odell-Scott regards the key particle 1, Or, at the beginning
of v. 36, as offering a resounding rhetorical rejoinder to the conser-
vative patriarchal rule expressed by a group at Corinth in the words
of vv. 34-35: Or was it from you that the word of God went out?
(v. 36). According to Odell-Scott, since this can be understood as a
strong rebuttal of vv. 34-35, the passage emphatically endorses the
authority of women to speak in the public congregation.

“This view also finds expression in slightly different terms in
C. Ukachukwu Manus. He understands it as Paul’s rebuttal of a
male sexist group at Corinth who insisted on a strong subordina-
tion of women especially here within marriage.’>* This approach,
however, develops a view which was formulated more tentatively
in 1981 by N. M. Flanagan and E. H. Snyder.** More recently
in 1988 R. W. Allison provided perhaps the most detailed devel-
opment of this same approach. He regards vv. 33b—36 as coming
from an earlier letter from Paul to Corinth, in which vv. 34-35
represent the hierarchical view of a conservative group at Corinth,
v. 33b is an editorial link, and v. 36 introduces Paul’s indignant
rhetorical questions following the disjunctive particle 1.3 He sug-
gests an original setting in which Paul argued for eschatological
freedom. ‘Paul’s rhetorical questions are his sarcastic rebuttal of

But is there an alternative understanding that is
better? A number of scholars have proposed another
understanding of the text that gives substantial con-
sideration to cultural standards -- especially honor/
shame principles -- as well as to the precise meaning
of four key terms contextually: AaAéw (repeatedly from
14:14 to 32), olydw (14:28, 30, 34), &v ékkAnoia (14:28,
35; cf. 34); and umotdoow (14:32, 34)."®" Standing in
the background may very well have been the notori-
ous frenzied speech and public behavior traditions of
the priestesses especially of the cult of Dionysus. A lot
of this was also associated with the cult of Aphrodite,
which had one of its major temples in Corinth. Clearly
Paul is concerned to put as much distance between
Christianity and paganism as is possible. Very possibly
the behavior of many of the women, especially the mar-
ried ones, in the meetings would have blunted greatly
that distinction to an outsider visiting the group. These
women mostly in their teens and twenties would have
been a real distraction.

Again the social background in mid first century
Corinth stands some of the women, mostly married,
who are not necessarily into the ecstatic speech thing.
Instead, in the dialogue exchange after a member’s
sharing of some spiritual insight, they vigorously join
in the discussion, often disagreeing with husbands
and most others in the group.'2 In their passionate

his opponents’ position.’3%

“Horrell finds the view of Odell-Scott and Allison ‘implau-
sible’ not least because, as Conzelmann also notes, v. 36, which at-
tacks the self-important claims of some at Corinth to be “different,’
then leaves v. 33b either as part of the Corinthian slogan, which
would not cohere with our knowledge of Corinth, or as simply
hanging without continuation until after an overly long quotation,
or as belonging to vv. 26—33a, which, apart from Barrett, KIV/AV,
RV, Alford, and Phillips, is widely accepted as belonging with vv.
34-37 (as UBS 4th ed., NRSV, REB, NIV, NJB, Conzelmann, and
most writers).>>” ‘The point about the particle ... makes most sense
when v. 36 is linked with v. 33.”3%® Witherington offers stronger and
more detailed arguments why the hypothesis of Odell-Scott and
Flanagan and Snyder are open to doubt. In sum, because of such
phrases as as in all the churches of God s holy people, and because
6:12; 10:23; 7:1 et al. represent not ‘rebuttals’ but circumstancial
qualifications ‘they raise more questions than they answer.’3° With
a deft turn, he adds: ‘In all probability Paul is anticipating the re-
sponse he expected to get (v. 36) when the Corinthians read his
argument (vv. 34-35).%° The decisive objection, however, arises
under the next heading.”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1151-1152.]

BlHere I will summarize the view of Thiselton, NIGTC, who
has the most detailed and best articulated depiction.

132With Witherington, we believe that the speaking in ques-
tion denotes the activity of sifting or weighing the words of proph-

ets, especially by asking probing questions about the prophet’s
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questioning of the legitimacy of what was spoken as
a mrpognreia, they severely ruffle the feathers of most
everyone else in the group. Very critical here is the criti-
cally important social custom of honor/shame in that
world. A woman’s public contradiction of a man’s pub-
licly stated view was considered a hugely shameful ac-
tion that produced shame not just on the woman, but
also the man. And if he was her husband, then shame
came down hard on the entire household by her ac-
tion.™33

This social principle -- both Greco-Roman and es-
pecially Jewish -- seems to stand behind Paul’s state-
ment aioxpov yap €otv yuvaiki AaAelv év ékkAnoiaq, for it
is shameful for a woman / a wife to so speak in church (v.
35b). If the confrontation came from a woman with little
or no education and especially without formal educa-
tion in rhetoric that was central in the boys’ training,
then Paul’s words are more understandable. The dis-
agreeing would quickly disintegrate into mere shouting
without rational reflection, which Paul demanded of ev-
ery speaker (cf. v. 32).

The sense of order in the meeting asserted by
Paul in both vv. 33a (ou ydp éoTiv dkataoTaciag O
Be0g AAN eiprivng) and 40 (TTavTa O¢ eUoXNPOVWGS Kai
Katd Taglv yivéoBw) requires decorum and proper re-
spect being shown in the meeting. Anyone violating
this must stop speaking in the group, the contextual
sense of giydtwoav in v. 34, and also in vv. 28 and 30.
This is further signaled by év oikw toUg iSloug Gvépag
énepwtdtwoav in v. 35, where the sense is ‘let her inter-
rogate her husband at home’ rather than publicly before
the group public meeting. The demand in v. 34b, dAN
UtroTaooéobwoayv, KabBwg kKai 6 vouog Aéyel moves

I he Jewist it . ially | bl

theology or even the prophet’s lifestyle in public.*' This would
become especially sensitive and problematic if wives were cross-
examining their husbands about the speech and conduct which
supported or undermined the authenticity of a claim to utter a pro-
phetic message, and would readily introduce Paul’s allusion to re-
serving questions of a certain kind for home. The women would in
this case (i) be acting as judges over their husbands in public; (ii)
risk turning worship into an extended discussion session with per-
haps private interests; (iii) militate against the ethics of controlled
and restrained speech in the context of which the congregation
should be silently listening to God rather than eager to address one
another; and (iv) disrupt the sense of respect for the orderliness of
God’s agency in creation and in the world as against the confusion
which preexisted the creative activity of God’s Spirit.” [Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1158.]

13In the Roman world honor was bound up with public life
and was largely an issue for males in a patriarchal culture. Men
represented the public face of a family or kinship group, and their
task was to represent in an honorable way their family or constit-
uency. The main role of women was to protect the family from
shame, in particular from sexual shame.” [“Honor and Shame and
the Apostolic Life,” The Bible and Culture online.]

for a husband, with the wife showing proper respect
to her husband. Paul bases this on the Jewish Torah
with the scribal introductory formula ka®wg kat 6 vopog
Aéyey, just as the Law also says. This includes also the o0
yap émutpénetal altaic AaAely, for there exists no permis-
sion.’® Here the public image of the Christian group
is at stake and wives bickering with their husbands
especially over the legitimacy of a spoken mpognreia,
that perhaps the husband had shared with the group,'*

134 A gainst the argument that the use of o0 yap émpénctan,
there exists no permission, is not Pauline, several writers refer with
approval to S. Aalen’s argument that the key word is drawn here by
Paul from a rabbinic formula used in the context of biblical texts,
especially in the Pentateuch, which express a principle often intro-
duced with 6 vopog Aéyet, the law indicates.*®® BAGD, Moulton-
Milligan et al. and Grimm-Thayer provide instances of the verb
in the sense of it is permitted (sometimes with the perfect stative
sense, there exists permission) in the papyri, Josephus, and other
first-century sources.***” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle
to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Inter-
national Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B.
Eerdmans, 2000), 1152.]

35Most of the fundamental exegetical issues have already
been discussed above. In different ways Stephen Barton and An-
toinette Wire clarify the importance of boundaries between pub-
lic and private space in relation to the issues under discussion. In
Wire’s view Paul wishes to disempower the women by confining
their “place” to the home.*?* For Paul, however, the concern is not
to disempower women, but (i) to reflect in life and worship the
dialectic of creativity and order which reflects God’s own nature
and his governance of the world; (ii) to keep in view the mission-
ary vision of how any Christian activity, whether corporate or in-
dividual, is perceived in the world still to be reached by the gospel
(cf. 9:19-23; 14:23-25); and (iii) to avoid a merely localized or
brazenly unilateral self-regulation which nurtures the false sense
of corporate self-sufficiency of what Calvin calls here ‘a church
... turned in on itself, to the neglect of others.”*** This verse thus
comes in between the allusions in vv. 33b—34 to all the churches of
God’s holy people (v. 33) and when congregations meet in public
(v. 34), and in v. 36 to the apostolic origin and shared currency of
the word of God.

“If, as we believe, Witherington is right in asserting that the
context of discourse refers most particularly to the sifting, weigh-
ing, testing, or discerning of prophetic speech, it has even been the
case that ‘a prophet is not without honour except in his own home-
land and in his own home’ (év tf] oixig ovtod, Matt 13:57); or still
further in Mark 6:4, 5: ‘a prophet is not without honour (dtyog)
except in his own homeland and among his relatives (koi €v toig
ovyyevedotvy avtod) and in his home (kai v tf] oikig adtod) and
he could do no work of power there.”* The fact that this saying
occurs in all four Gospels (cf. Luke 4:24; John 4:44), and that a
version of the axiom seems to occur also in the Gospel of Thomas
31, suggests that an early authentic saying of Jesus may have be-
come virtually a proverb in the early church as the experience of
the fate of Jesus was replicated for early Christian preachers.*
On Matthew, Hagner comments: ‘Jesus was widely held to be a
prophet (cf. 21:11, 46). The people of his own home town, how-
ever, and even his own household or family (cf. Mark 3:21) were
outraged and indignant at the pretensions of one who was to them

so familiar and hence thought to be ordinary ... (with wider sco;l)e
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... John 1:11).*” We have only to recall the debates at Corinth
about the status of ‘people of the Spirit’ as against those who were
deemed ‘ordinary’ to understand the immense piquancy and sensi-
tivity when a person uttered prophetic speech, and as it was sifted,
or even perhaps to initiate a ‘sifting,” a wife or close relation might
interrogate the speaker in public about how the prophets matched
their spiritual state or their lifestyle in daily situations as part of
the ‘testing.” If even the intimate family of Jesus found his implicit
status a cause of stumbling and affront (ckavdolov, Mark 6:3; 1
Cor 1:23), we need not find any difficulty in envisaging the same
affront caused by the implication that an irritating husband might
be regarded as ‘spiritual’ in this context. Does his life really sug-
gest that the Holy Spirit of God prompts what he says? This calls
for sifting indeed!

“We therefore suggest that énepotdtocav means something
more than /et them ask their (own) husbands (NRSV, REB, NJB).
In Mark 14:60-61 the high priest cross-examined or interrogat-
ed Jesus (émnpdoev tov Incodv) while in v. 61 the same verb
moves from judicial investigation to virtual accusation.*® In hel-
lenistic literature the word may be used of questioning the gods
sometimes in the LXX sense of inquiring into God’s will.**® Even
in examples concerning asking questions in everyday life. Grimm-
Thayer note the mood of interrogation which can still apply in their
first entry: to accost one with an enquiry, to put a question to ...
to interrogate.*® They convincingly explain the compound éni as
having a directive force, which governs an accusative (here in v.
35 tovg idiovg dvdpag). They cite the quasi-legal context of cross-
examination in Mark 11:29, where Jesus interrogates ‘the chief
priests and the scribes’ about the basis on which they simultane-
ously reject his authority while purporting to accept the authority
of John the Baptist. If anywhere the Marcan narrative has to do
with sifting authoritative speech, it is surely here. Thus the noun
énepmtnpo oscillates between inquiry and demand, with overtones
of earnest intensity. By contrast, without the directive compound,
the simple verb épmtdm means more generally to ask, in an “open”
sense.*!

“In contrast to the honor which Jesus associated with the rec-
ognition of a prophet (see above), the embarrassing and humili-
ating cross-examination or interrogation of a prophet by a close
relative (especially in Jewish or Jewish and Roman cultural con-
text by a wife or close relative who is a woman) brings not honor
but humiliation and disgrace. The importance of the honor-shame
universe of discourse for first-century Corinth (in contrast to the
purity-guilt contrast of the post-Augustan West) stands in the fore-
ground here.*? J. K. Chance asserts the importance of the honor/
shame contrast especially in contexts of kinship or gender, both
in the biblical writings and in anthropological research.*® Gender
and kinship raise the stakes to ‘highly emotional’ levels, where
what is ‘local’ (not merely general) intensifies and personalizes
issues.*** Over the centuries, however, shame has become almost
merged into guilt, in contrast to more public or intersubjective as-
pects of the respect, approval, or disapproval of others, especially
in the family, community, or state. The best equivalent in modern
English is to win approval or disgrace. If we restructure the adjec-
tive aioypog, shameful, disgraceful, dishonorable, unbecoming,
the force of Paul’s words may be most accurately conveyed by
to speak thus in public worship (év ékkAncig stands in semantic
contrast to év oik@) brings disgrace. Paul emphasizes disgrace by
placing aicypov as the first word of v. 35b; English achieves the
same effect by placing it last in the sentence.

“We may note in passing that whether or not the allusions to
silence and to disgrace in Titus 1:11 consciously look back to our

would have done as much damage to the image of the
church as the outsider’s assessment of mania upon
observing lots of people using ecstatic speech at the
same time in a meeting (cf. v. 23).1%

The sharp rebuke in v. 36 takes aim at the Corin-
thian elitists, along with those women who were dis-
rupting the meetings with their behavior: i a¢’ oudv 6
Aoyoc tol Beol &€fABev, f elg UGG pOVOUC KaTAVTNOEV; Or
did the word of God originate with you? Or are you the only
ones it has reached? The a@’ Uu@v / €ig UPdg Pévoug is
Paul’s sharpest rebuke at elitism in the church thus far
in this letter. The 6 Adyog tod Bgol, Word of God, is the
Gospel of Christ delivered by apostolic messengers,
and not the property of the Corinthian elitists. But in
their assumed ‘superior wisdom’ they felt that they had
a monopoly control over it that excluded Paul and oth-
ers representing the apostles.

vv. 37-40, concluding warning.

verses, those who are enjoined to be silent in Titus 1:11-13 are
the broader category of the leaders rather than the women, even
if the issue of disruption and disgrace remains the same. 4 loud
mouth and insistent, polarized argumentation confound the force
of the gospel and undermine mutual respect when what is required
is a lifestyle which respects the need for self-control in the ethics
of speech. Once again, | have elaborated this point with reference
to Titus 1:12 and 13 or elsewhere, since the role of these verses in
relation to the argument of the epistle is often misunderstood.*
Kierkegaard comments on these verses to extol the virtue of si-
lence in just such a broader context: ‘Silence is just what is needed
so that the Word of God may work its work in us.... We can only
hear the word of God in silence.’* Witherington also broadens
the issue to all people: ‘“The Corinthians should know that the OT
speaks about a respectful silence when a word of counsel is spoken
(Job 29:21).”%7 However, the context constrains the scope of the
meaning and application when the issue is more specifically that of
women and silence. An early example of decontextualization in the
posthistory of the text can be found in Tertullian. In his work On
Baptism Tertullian contrasts Paul with the pseudonymous Paul of
the apocryphal Paul and Thecla. Paul himself, he argues, gives no
license for women to teach or to baptize, and cites 1 Cor 14:35 in
support of this.**® We must keep in mind, however, our introduction
on ‘controlled speech’ in biblical traditions (see above).”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1158-1161.]

BRemember that in the Jewish synagogues in Corinth -- and
elsewhere -- women were not permitted to even be in the same
room with the men, much less say anything in the Friday evening
gatherings. The participation of women in Christian gatherings
(chap. 7) even as leaders represented a radical departure from the
Jewish heritage. But for this to be abused with out of control wom-
en would have shifted the image of Christianity from being liber-
ating of women to that of uncontrolled women as typically found
in the pagan temples of Corinth. Early Christianity was having to
thread its way through a very delicate balance between the two

religious extremes that dominated the first century world.
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14.36

il
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elg Updc
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631 KATAVINOEV;
14.37 El TLg dokel HPOPATNG €ilvol 7 IVEUPRNT LKOC,
632 €MLY LVWOOKETR
A yplow UPIv
OTL KUploU €0TlVv €VTIOAR -
14.38 6é
el TLQ &yvoel,
633 ayvoetital .
14.39 Qote,
adeleol [poul,
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Kol
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14.40 6é
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Kol
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37 Eltig Sokel mpodrTNnG elvall f} TTIVEUULATIKOC, ETILYIVWOKETW
0 ypdadw UOPlv 6t kuplou éotiv évioAn: 38 el 8¢ TG
ayvoel, ayvoeital. 39 "Qote, adeAdol [pou], InAolte 10
npodntevEeLY Kal TO AaAelv Ui KwAlete yAwooatlg: 40 mavia
8¢ gboxnUovwe Kal katd tafv yweéobw. 37 Anyone who
claims to be a prophet, or to have spiritual powers, must
acknowledge that what | am writing to you is a command of
the Lord. 38 Anyone who does not recognize this is not to be
recognized. 39 So, my friends,e be eager to prophesy, and
do not forbid speaking in tongues; 40 but all things should
be done decently and in order.

The organizational structure of this unit is very
clear. Paul begins with a likely scenario in the Corinthi-
an church (# 632) in the first class conditional structure.
He then moves to a second likely scenario at Corinth
(#633) with a first class conditional structure. He the
draws three consequences in #s 634, 635, and 636, as
admonitions. In all of the main clauses, the apodosis,
of these five declaration the imperative form of the verb
is used, with the one possible exception of # 633. And
considerable uncertainty over the spelling of the verb
ayvoéw exists in the manuscript copies.'” Probably the

¥’Some textual variants assume particular importance, not
least because this is one of Kdsemann’s four most celebrated ex-
amples of ‘sentences of Holy Law in the NT,” which favors the
reading of the indicative ayvositat, he/she is not recognized (R*,
probably A*, D*, G, 33, 1739, it, Syriac, Coptic VSS, Vg, Ori-
gen’s Greek text, and Ambrose), as against the third person im-
perative dyvoeitw, he/she is to be recognized or let him be igno-
rant (early P*, B, D** [A?], most later MSS).*'® Many modern VSS
and some textual specialists are divided. Thus Metzger, NIV, and

indicative passive voice spelling a&yvoeital
is original, and the issue becomes exegeti-
cal: Who is not recognizing him? The church
or God? Probably the latter is the intended
meaning.

The two protasis clauses set up opposite
scenarios in the Corinthian church that Paul
assumes will actually happen upon the read-
ing of this letter, as noted in the charting out:

Ef Tic S0kel mpoeritne eivaut fj TVEUUATIKGS,
Since someone assumes himself to be a
preacher
or led by the Spirit,
&l 8¢ ¢ ayvoel,
And since some will not acknowledge (this),
That the Corinthian Christian community al-
ready had numerous individuals claiming one
or the other, or both abilities, the first scenario
is a given. The second trait TTveupaTIKOG does
not inherently allude to yAwooaig, although
it does exclude it either. What Paul always
means by Tveuuatikdg is a person under
the leadership of the Holy Spirit. The English
translation ‘spiritual’ is very misleading since
it loads up the English word with centuries is
‘baggage’ not found inside the NT.

The second protasis, v. 38, assumes that not all
the Corinthians will acknowledge Paul as the apos-
tolic teaching giving them the message of Christ. The
apostle functioned out of realism and not idealism. He
well understood that the entrenched position of the Co-
rinthian elitists would not melt away just with the words
of this letter. The church at Corinth would have to take
action itself in order to clean up these dirty messes
that were plaguing them. As the intensive interaction
between himself and the church through visits, letters,
and contacts from associates illustrates, an all out ef-
fort was launched to help the church recover.

It is interesting how he frames this scenario. He
does not use more common Greek verbs for acknowl-
edging the correctness of something. Instead, through

NIJB favor the passive indicative, Zuntz, NRSV (but not RSV),
REB, ASV, and KJV/AV favor the imperative.*'® However, the
overwhelming majority of modern commentators support the read-
ing of the indicative (including, e.g., Conzelmann, Barrett, Bruce,
Grosheide, Fee, Lange, Klauck, and Hays).**® Although the im-
perative has earlier and stronger MS support, exegetical consider-
ations in the light of parallels in Paul suggest an early correction
by P* of a reading deemed to be ‘difficult’ in the sense of unduly
harsh, especially if the passive indicative is taken to mean not rec-
ognized by God; not known by God.” [ Anthony C. Thiselton, The
First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1162-1163.]
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the use of dyvoéw, the idea is literally ‘to remain igno-
rant of the correctness of this.” Sometimes ayvoéw ref-
erences an unintentional ignorance of something, e.g.,
Rom. 2:4. But here it is a very intentional ignorance
that is chosen by some in the Corinthian church, as is
asserted of pagans in Rom. 10:3. They will not accept
Paul as the source of divine revelation from Christ since
their own sense of having a superior wisdom would be
demolished.

The two apodosis define Paul's expectation and
hopes for the right outcome of each scenario.

EMYIWVWOKETW A Ypa@w ULV OTL Kupiou éoTiv évtoAn

let him fully understand that what | write to you
is divine commandment from the Lord.
ayvoeitat.
he is not acknowledged (by God).

The first apodosis in v. 37 expects everyone with
spiritual insights to fully grasp (¢myivwokétw) the di-
vine origin of this letter from Paul. Paul’s teachings,
especially in chapters twelve through fourteen, did
not originate just in Paul’'s mind. Rather, what is being
given to them has the full backing of the Lord. Here
Paul’s role as an apostle comes to the forefront. He is
the vehicle of divine revelation, not the originator of it.
Contained in this very clearly is the accusation of the
Corinthian elitists considering themselves as origina-
tors of divine truth. This has already been put on the
table in places like 2:6-16; 3:18-23; 4:14-21 et als. Now
Paul pressures them to accept his teachings as being
from God, which implies the chunking of their thinking
that comes out of pagan ways of thinking.

If these elitists reject Paul’s teaching, then the sec-
ond apodosis asserts primarily that such rejection re-
veals that they do not know God and have never come
to saving knowledge of Him. The divine passive voice
indicative mood ayvocirai carries a similar tone to what
Paul will later on write while at Corinth to the Romans
that God has ‘given up’ on the pagans who persist in
rejecting Him, cf. Rom. 1:18-32. The play on dyvoéw
in both the protasis and apodosis here follows the pat-
tern in 8:1-3 with yiviookw about knowing God."® It is

38Tt may well be correct that such examples as 1 Cor 5:3-5
do entail a ‘harsh’ judgment, although I have argued elsewhere that
judgment in this case is to lead to salvation.*” In 1 Cor 3:17 and
14:38, however, internal logic is entailed: one cannot simultane-
ously destroy the church, claim to be of the church, and fail to de-
stroy oneself (3:17). One cannot dismiss apostolic disclosure as not
of the Spirit of Christ (to whom apostleship by its nature points)
and claim simultaneously to be ‘of the Spirit” (mvevpartikog) with-
out exposing self-contradictions before God. Lange prefers to
translate ayvogitat as is not known on the basis of the close parallel
with 8:1-3: ‘If a ‘pneumatic’ does not know—as Paul expresses
it in the form of a word-play, then he shows thereby that he is not
known by God, i.e., that the Spirit of God does not dwell in him’
(my italics).*%” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International

not unreasonable also to see in ayvoeital the additional
sense of “he is not to be acknowledged (by the church).”
This would be the natural secondary implication of the
divine passive voice understanding. But what is very
unlikely is the alternative reading ayvoeitw with the
sense of “Let him stay ignorant.” The Pauline intention
here is that such shock treatment might wake these
elitists up to their very dangerous spiritual condition of
falsely assuming relationship with God.

What does all this imply? The result conjunction
“QoTe introduces three statements that come out of
the above two scenarios. The pastoral touch, adeAdol
[mou], my brothers, enhances the appeal of the apostle
to his Corinthian readers.'® Paul uses adeApoi some
37 times in First Corinthians in reaching out to the Cor-
inthians in a pastoral manner, and often with the pro-
noun pou, my, attached.

The three declarations in the form of admonitions
gather up the discussion in chapter 14 into basic axi-
oms. They also function as an ending inclusio to the
introductory axioms in vv. 1-5.

First, {nAolte 10 npopnteveLy, be seeking to preach.

The present imperative {nAoUTe stresses a continu-
ous pursuit of the speaking of helpful insights to the com-
munity.™° In Paul’s unique expression 16 TTpo@nTeUEIV,

Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-
ns, 2000), 1164.]

139“Yet again adgloi is almost impossible to translate into
modern idiomatic English. As we note above, we vary our transla-
tion to indicate this, here my dear friends.” [Anthony C. Thisel-
ton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the
Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 1166.]

140“More controversial is our translation of the present impera-
tive {nlovte, usually translated as be eager to (NRSV, REB, NIV,
NIB; cf. KIV/AV, covet to). We considered the meaning of this
term in 12:31 as {nAodte 6¢ 10 yopiocpota ta peilova. For our de-
tailed arguments that the most accurate rendering in the parallel
verse (and hence also here) is continue to be zealously concerned
about, see under 12:31, and also the supporting research article by
Smit.** (We also argue there for the continuous force of the pres-
ent imperative.) The accusative yopiopoto in 12:31 is replaced by
the accusative articular infinitive 10 Tpoentevet in v. 39a, which
leads, in turn, to a second articular infinitive construction in v. 39b,
10 AaAglv. The emphasis thus falls not on ‘being a prophet’ but on
the speech-act of prophetic speech. Similarly, the emphasis falls
not on ‘tongues’ but on speaking in this mode, i.e., their use. Paul is
summarizing all of the arguments of ch. 14 (or at least 14:26-38).
Hence these directions are to be understood and applied with all
the constraints and encouragements with which Paul has already
qualified them. Thus continue to be zealously concerned about pro-
phetic speech almost certainly includes not only the production of
prophetic speech or discourse but also its sifting and its use in an
ordered manner.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdma-

ns, 2000), 1166-1167.] Pace 81
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the emphasis falls upon the individual speaking some-
thing helpful to the community as detailed in v. 26. No
emphasis at all is given to being in the role of a prophet.
Clearly this is the heart of the activities to legitimately
take place in the house church meetings.

Second, kai t0 AaAgiv un kwAvete yAwooaig, and the
speaking in tongues do not prevent.

Once again the unusual grammar expression 10
AaAElV R KwAUeTe yAwooaig enables Paul to de-em-
phasize the role of y\wooaig. As clearly lined out in vv.
2, 4-5, 18-19 etc. ecstatic speech is not an activity for
group gatherings. Rather, it has possible legitimacy in
private devotions, but again only when expressed as
Paul defines in Rom. 8:26-27 as atevayuoig dAaAAToIg
unintelligible sighs during our prayers to God. This sets
Christian ecstatic speech distinctly apart from the pa-
gan practices in the Corinthian temples which the elit-
ists in the church were importing into the Christian as-
semblies. In rare instances, genuine ecstatic speech
may occur in the assembly but ONLY when the one
speaking then turns to the group with a clear, intelligible
explanation of what was just mumbled to God. But con-
sistently (added to vv. 2, 4-5, 18-19 are vv. 13-17, 20-23)
Paul down plays such action in the assembled group
knowing that the pagan practice will capture the group
actions and bring down the wrath of God.

Third, navta 8¢ sUoxnuUovwe Kai kate taév ywvéodw.
But let all things be done decently and in order.

He concludes with an emphasis similar to o0 ydp
€0TIV GkaTooTagiag 6 Bedg AAN eiprivng, for God does
not promote anarchy but peace (v. 33) as the basis for
the ‘spirit of the prophets’ always being under the con-
trol of the prophets: kai TTveUuata TpOENTOV TTPOPATAIG
umrotdooetal (v. 32).

The Christian gathering must reflect first
euoxnuovwe.™ The core sense of the adverb comes

141“The punch line of much of the chapter is expressed in
the adverb gvoynuoveg and the adverbial phrase kata ta&wv. The
adverb is rendered decently or becomingly by BAGD, who then
propose properly for this verse.**! Properly would be excellent if
idiomatic English still used proper in its more classic sense of with
due decorum. The cognate noun gboynpocvvn clearly means pro-
priety, decorum, what is presentable in public, and we do not doubt
that Paul has in mind both reverence and dignity appropriate to
address to and from God, and a missionary or evangelistic rather
than strictly aesthetic dimension. The adjective evoynuov means
what is fitting in 1 Cor 7:25, and what is publicly presentable in
1 Cor 12:24.42 In other contemporary writers the term also means
reputable.* 1f we take full account of both the lexicographical evi-
dence for Paul’s period, Paul’s own uses of this and related terms,
and contextual factors, fittingly perhaps best conveys the Greek.

“The prepositional phrase xata ta&wv is a metaphor drawn
from a military universe of discourse. The cognate noun tdypo
means that which is, ordered, especially in literal terms of a body
of troops drawn up in ordered ranks.*** Notably Clement of Rome,
who addresses his letter from Rome to Corinth around AD 95 to
correct partisanship and (again) disunity, presses into his service

from the noun built off the same stem: eloxAuwv
meaning ‘elegant,” ‘decent,” and ‘noble.’"*? Its opposite
aoynpoouvn denotes that which is shameful, indecent,
and utterly improper especially in public display.’® In
the contextual background stands the worship pat-
terns of the pagan temples with their frenzied patterns
of ecstatic speech etc. Christian gatherings in no way
should resemble this pagan meetings. Everyone must
‘behave themselves’ in worship with proper decorum
and dignity. Here Paul especially targets the Corinthian
the metaphor or image of fighting God’s enemies (cf. Heb 1:13) in
God’s army ‘serving our leaders (or generals, fyovpévorig) in a good
order (€0tdKT®C) ... being subject to control (VmoTETAYUEVOG). ...
Not all are prefects nor tribunes nor centurions ... but each in his
own rank (§kootog &v 16 1diw tdypatt ...).”* Paul uses tdypa of
the purposive and ordered manner of the resurrection as the action
of God and of the Spirit of God (1 Cor 15:23-24). The abstract
noun td4&1S is then used to denote fixed succession or order, while
the prepositional phrase kot té&wv means in an orderly manner.*
1 Clement moves on from Clement’s argument about military
order to follow the themes of 1 Corinthians in terms of mutual
help and communal benefit (1 Clem. 38:1-4); creative order and
wisdom (39:1-9); and corporate worship in which we ought to do
everything in an ordered manner (wévta tG&el molEly OQeilopEY)
... at ordered times (katd Kopovg teToypévoug, 1 Clem. 40:1).447
Clement’s next chapter considers diversity, but again, each in his
or her own ‘order’ (v 1@ idi® taypat).**® Fittingly and in an or-
dered manner well expresses the climax of ch. 14, especially in re-
lation to 12:3-6, 1218, 28-31; 13:1, 9-10; 14:1-33 (see above).”

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1167-1169.]

1422360 gooympovié® (euschémoned): vb.—behave with deco-
rum or dignity (1Co 13:5 v.r.); not in LN

2361 gvoynpoveg (euschémonds): adv.; = Str 2156—1. LN
88.50 with propriety, fittingly, decently, becoming in manner (Ro
13:13; 1Th 4:12+); 2. LN 66.4 properly, with an implication of
pleasing (1Co 14:40+)

2362 gdoynpoocvvn (euschémosyné), ng (€s), 1 (hé): n.fem.;
= Str 2157—LN 79.13 attractiveness, presentability (NJB), mod-
esty (NIV, NKIJV), seemliness (NASB), comeliness (KJV, ASV),
respect (NRSV, REB), propriety (NAB), honour (NEB), (1Co
12:23+)

2363 svoyfpnov (euschémon), ov (on): adj.; =Str2158; TDNT
2.770—1. LN 79.15 attractive, presentable, proper, a good ordered
way (1Co 7:35; 12:24+); 2. LN 87.33 honored, prominent, of high
standing (Mk 15:43; Ac 13:50; 17:12+; Ac 17:34 v.r. NA26)

[James Swanson, Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Se-
mantic Domains: Greek (New Testament) (Oak Harbor: Logos Re-
search Systems, Inc., 1997).]

W <hoymuoocdvy G859 (aschémosyné), ungracefulness, in-
decency, shameful act; doynuovéw G858 (aschémoned), to be-
have disgracefully; doynuov G860 (aschémaon), shameful, subst.
pl. the unpresentable parts, genitalia; edoynuocvvn G2362
(euschémosuné), gracefulness, decorum, respectability; evoynquov
G2363 (euschemon), elegant, decent, noble; svoymudéveg G2361
(euschemonas), decently, properly” [Moisés Silva, ed., New In-
ternational Dictionary of New Testament Theology and Exegesis
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2014), 1:434.]
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elitists who through their pagan thinking were bringing
pagan ways into the Christian gatherings. Such HAD
TO STOP in the church! But it also includes lifestyle
and not just worship as illustrated in Paul's use of
euoxnNuovwg in Rom. 13:13-14."* Christians must be
different both in how they worship God and in how they
live!

Their meetings must also be conducted kata tag,
in order. The rich military background of this Greek id-
iom of an army marching in strict formation provides
a dramatic picture for Paul's readers. But what does
such a picture mean in church practice? The preposi-
tional phrase used here katd 1a¢Iv connotes the idea
of everything being conducted in an orderly manner.
This especially alludes to the expressions kata Vo fj
1O TAeloTov TPElG kal dva pépog, only two or at most three,
and by turns (v. 27) and Vo A tpelg, only two or three (v.
29). Additionally anyone using ecstatic speech mustim-
mediately provide an interpretation (gig Sieppnvevétw, V.
27) and those preaching must not ‘hog the platform’ but
give way to the next one desiring to speak (¢av &€ GAAw
anokahudBfj kabnuévw, 6 mp®tog oydtw, v. 30). Plus af-
ter each shares something with the group, there must
be critical evaluation of it by the group, before the next
person shares (kat ot G\\ot Stakpwétwoay, v. 29). When
Paul states that everything must be done kata TGEIv,
he unquestionably includes these guidelines for church
meetings. But the scope of kata 1aIv includes TavTa
and thus goes well beyond just these guidelines. These
principle simply illustrate what is to be universal in the
meetings. Christianity had the burden of demonstrating
to the world around it in Corinth that they were not a
bunch of maniacs as asserted in v. 23, o0« épolow 6Tl
naiveoBs; When the idiotal fj amioTol (v. 23) visited the
meetings they should see decorum and orderliness in
the meetings. This would hopefully lead to the decla-
ration "Ovtwg 6 Bgd¢ év LUV éotwy, Indeed God is in your
midst!” (v. 25¢).

One should also note along with Thiselton, “Fitting-
ly and in an ordered manner well expresses the climax of
ch. 14, especially in relation to 12:3-6, 12-18, 28-31; 13:1,
9-10; 14:1-33."1%

NOTE ON APPLICATION TO MODERN WORLD

“Rom. 13:13-14. 13 &g &v  nMuépg  edeMpéveg
MEPITATICOUEY, [UT) KOLOLS Kol pébatg, un koitoig Kol acelyeiong,
un Epdt kail LA, 14 aAN’ évddoache Tov khplov Incodv Xpiotov
Kol Tfi¢ oapkog Tpdvotlav un moleicbe eig Embopiag.

13 let us live honorably as in the day, not in reveling and
drunkenness, not in debauchery and licentiousness, not in quar-
reling and jealousy. 14 Instead, put on the Lord Jesus Christ, and
make no provision for the flesh, to gratify its desires.

SAnthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Tes-
tament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000),
1168.

How then does Paul’s description in chapters twelve
through fourteen relate to a modern church setting? No
simple answers can be adequate here! Let me summa-
rize the essence of what Paul said so that it will be clear
on how to move from the ‘then’ to the ‘now’ meaning of
this very important text.

1) What Paul describes as taking place at Corinth in-
side the Christian community is unique to Corinth even in
the first century. No other Christian community alluded
to in any of Paul’s other letters, the other general epis-
tles, or Acts comes close to the situation being dealt
with at Corinth. Thus extreme caution must be exer-
cised in making generalized statements of principle
from these chapters. Only where Paul gives signals of
basic religious principles can the modern interpreter
draw certain conclusions of contemporary application.

The uniqueness of the Corinthian situation applies
both to the dynamics inside the various house church
groups in the city and also many of the social dynamics
that would not have been found outside Corinth usually
either at all, or else to the extent that they were pres-
ent in Corinth. Having these distinctions clearly in view
is absolutely essential to proper interpretation of these
three chapters. Failure to achieve this stands behind
much of the obvious failures to understand what Paul is
saying that one finds in so many of the commentaries.

What are some of those distinctives? Although stat-
ed in generalized ways as "EAAnveg codiav {ntodaoty, the
Greeks seek wisdom (1:22), what happened at Corinth
among the elitists in the church was a wholesale adop-
tion of it that combined with the traditional Greek feel-
ing of being superior to all others. The irony here is that
at the middle of the first century AD, Roman influence
over the city was greater than the Greek. Greek cultural
domination of the city pre-dated the Roman sacking of
itin 44 BCE and did not return until well into the second
century AD. This may well suggest something about
the background of the elitists inside the church at this
time.

The result was the importation of Greek think-
ing into the life of the church that unleashed a Pan-
dor’s Box of evils. Virtually every mess that Paul treats
throughout the entire letter body can be traced back to
some aspect of Greek philosophy and cultural practice.
Among the ancient cities of the Roman empire, and es-
pecially of the two Greek culturally oriented provinces
of Macedonia and Achaia, Corinth was legendary for its
corruption and perversion.™® |t represented the abso-

146Corinth’s control of the harbors of Lechaeum and Cen-
chreae, and of the road across the 6 km-wide isthmus, enabled
it to levy taxes on both north-south and east-west trade (Strabo,
Geogr. 8.6.20). Thus from the time of Homer (I1. 2.570) the adjec-
tive inevitably applied to Corinth was ‘wealthy’ (Dio Chrysostom,

Or. 37.36). A vast plain, proverbial for its agricultural richness,
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lute worst side of Greek culture and thinking run amuck
in the first century world. After the Roman sacking of
the city around 44 BCE, it was repopulated by the Ro-
mans mainly with aporoi, freed slaves from other parts
of the empire.™” Thus the background of most of the
residents in Paul’'s time clearly did not come from the
upper realms of either Roman or Greek societies. Paul
alludes to this in 1:26.

It should not be surprising to see such problems
surface in a Christian community sitting in the middle
of the worst forms of it. The religious life of the city re-
flected this as well."® The corrupting influences of both
the traditional deities as well as the influence of the
newer mystery cults into the city was substantial. One
can gain some sense of the atmosphere from Apuleius’
rather sordid tale of a woman copulating with a donkey

stretched out to the west. As host to the biennial Isthmian Games,
the economy of Corinth benefited from the great influx of specta-
tors.” [Jerome Murphy-o’Connor, “Corinth,” ed. Katharine Doob
Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible (Nash-
ville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009), 1:733.]

147“Strabo’s assertion that the new settlers were for the most
part freed slaves (8.136) harmonizes with Appian’s view that they
were aporoi (Hist. 8.136), provided that this adjective is under-
stood to apply to those who felt themselves locked into a certain
socioeconomic level through lack of opportunity. Thus they were
not Romans but had been brought originally from Greece, Syria,
Judea, and Egypt (Gordon 1924: 94-95). In a new colony they had
everything to gain. Distance would have made their ties to for-
mer masters meaningless, and their children would be free. As a
group they had the technical, financial, and administrative skills to
make the project work. Their enterprise and industry are attested
by the fact that, though they had to begin by robbing graves, they
quickly found a lucrative market in Rome for the bronze vessels
and terra-cotta reliefs that they discovered (Strabo 8.6.23). The
great demand for the former prompted some of the wilier colonists
to recommence the production of bronze (Stillwell, Scranton, and
Freeman 1941: 273), and other traditional industries were soon re-
established.” [J. Murphy-O’Connor, “Corinth (Place),” ed. David
Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York:
Doubleday, 1992), 1136.]

148“The religious and ethnic diversity of the population of
Corinth is graphically attested by excavated remains. The imperial
cult is attested by a temple just off the forum (Stillwell, Scranton,
and Freeman 1941: 168-79), but also by additions to the Isthmian
Games. A series of competitions known as the Caesarea and run on
a quadrennial basis was added under Augustus, and the imperial
contests appear under Tiberius (Kent 1966: 28). Numerous shrines
dedicated to Apollo, Athena, Aphrodite, Asclepios, Demeter and
Kore, Palaimon, and Sisypus witness to the continuity of Greek
cults (detailed references in 2 Corinthians 32A, 15-18). Egyp-
tian influence is documented by the worship of Isis and Sarapis
(Smith 1977). The physical evidence for a Jewish community is
late (possibly 4th—5th century A.D.) and meager, only a marble
impost inscribed with three menorahs separated by lulab and etrog
(Scranton 1957: 26, 116) and a cornice stone reused as a lintel and
bearing the lettering [syna]gogeé hebr[aion] (West 1931: 78-79).”
[J. Murphy-O’Connor, “Corinth (Place),” ed. David Noel Freed-
man, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday,
1992), 1:1138.]

(Metamorphoses10:19-23, also known as The Golden
Ass).1#®

The composition of the population, the recent his-
tory of the city dating back to the re-colonization in 44
BCE, the strategic commercial location of the city etc.
all came together to give Corinth a distinct image in the
Roman empire. Planting a Christian community there
offered strategic opportunity for spreading the Gospel
elsewhere in the region. But it also ran the huge risk
of the powerfully corrupting influence of the local cul-
ture there to overwhelm the Christian community. First
Corinthians stands as a major effort by Paul to prevent
this from happening. How successful Paul was is not
clear, since Clement of Rome wrote a long letter, First
Clement, to this same Christian community about half
a century latter around 96 AD and touches on a whole
host of problems still plaguing the church.

2) The occasional nature of Paul’s letters means that
these chapters primarily are addressing a local issue at
Corinth and not fundamentally attempting to lay down
universal principles. This urges great caution in mak-
ing applications from the Corinthian problems with T@v
TIVEUPATIKQV, the general topic of chapters 12-14.

Thus the mentioning of a variety of ‘grace gifts’ in
chapter twelve should never be taken as normative or
inclusive for all churches. The wide variety of different
items in different lists elsewhere in Roman, Ephesians,
Colossians et als makes this abundantly clear.

Thus making accurate comparisons of the ‘tongues’
issue at Corinth to the modern charismatic movement
is very difficult. In chapter fourteen Paul does lay down
basic guidelines that have a universal thrust.

i) Ecstatic speech is for personal private devotion
rather than for public assembly of the Christian community.

ii) The principle of edifying love over rides all other
concerns. Everything said or done in meeting must benefit
the entire group, or else it must not be allowed.

iii) The automatically gives priority to mpodnteia over
yA@ooal. Paul defines mpodnteia in 14:26 as meaning edi-
fying sharing of spiritual insight with the entire group in un-
derstandable human based language.

iv) Thus if ecstatic speech surfaces in the gathered
assembly, the speaker must immediately provide an intel-
ligible explanation to the group of what was just spoken to
God.

v) Every idea shared with the group must be critically
evaluated by the group to determine whether it comes from

149¢The mildly erotic tale of a young man in the toils of a vam-
pire (Philostratus, V.A. 4.25), all that remains is Apuleius’ salacious
tale of a woman copulating with a donkey (Met. 10.19-23), an
act that others considered suitable for the theater (10.34-35).” [J.
Murphy-O’Connor, “Corinth (Place),” ed. David Noel Freedman,
The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday,1992),

1138.]
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God or not.

vi) In these guidelines Paul clearly distinguishes what
the Corinthian elitists were doing with yAwooalg from
authentic ecstatic speech as defined in Rom. 8:26-27 as
otevayuoig ahaAntolg prompted by the Holy Spirit in indi-
vidual, private prayer to God. What the Corinthians were
doing was merely importing the pagan yAwooalg practices
of the local temples into Christian meetings in order to
dazzle the rest with their religious superiority. Paul makes it
clear that if they refuse to accept his teaching on this, they
stand rejected by God: €l 6¢ Ti¢ dyvoel, dyvoeitad, v. 38.

What most commentators fail to do in treating this
passage is to recognize the legitimate and illegitimate
practice of yA\®wooal in Paul’s discussion. Instead, the
dominant tendency of modern commentators is to as-
sume a modern charismatic scenario taking place at
Corinth and then proceed either to condemn or justify
the modern practice from chapter fourteen. A key in this
failure is ignorance of the social dynamics both cultur-
ally and religiously in mid first century Corinth. Increas-
ingly the more technical scholars, especially on the Eu-
ropean side, are very sensitive to this essential factor
in interpreting especially chapter fourteen.

How can one properly compare the situation at
Corinth to the modern charismatic movement? In my
judgment, the only legitimate way is to take the guide-
lines laid down by Paul for how the Corinthians were
to function and see whether the modern practice com-
pares. If it measures up to Paul’s guidelines, it has le-
gitimacy. But if not, then it should be considered as pa-
gan intrusion into Christianity as Paul considered most
of what was happening at Corinth to be. If there is stub-
born refusal to acknowledge Paul’s teachings as com-
ing from the Lord, then the legitimacy of the individual’s
claim to being Christian is seriously in doubt.

Chapters 12-14 stand as a major section of First
Corinthians. But the background social / religious dy-
namics in the mid first century city of Corinth become
even more crucial to correct understanding of Paul’s
words. Chapter 13 stands as the stack pole around
which chapters 12 and 14 revolve. And chapter 13
is but an elaboration of Paul’s earlier axiom in 8:1,
yv@olg puotol, i 8¢ dyamnn oikodopel, knowledge puff up
but love builds up. This sums up these three chapters as
well as any other statement. The principle of edifying
love takes priority over everything else. For Christian-
ity to be genuine it MUST ALWAYS look beyond the tip
of its nose.
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