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INTRODUCTION
ntroduction Just as the early period of writing ministry by
10.1 First Corinthians Paul was limited to the second missionary journey (ca.
10.1.1 Praescriptio 48-51 AD), the middle period of his writing is limited to
10.1.1.1 Superscriptio the third missionary journey. Even more limiting is that
10.1.1.2 Adscriptio two cities, Ephesus an_d_ Corinth, are the primary plgc-
10.1.1.3 Salutatio es where this composition of letters took place. First

Corinthians was written from Ephesus and Romans
was written from Corinth. Second Corinthian, howev-
er, was composed at an undermined city in Macedonia
toward the end of his stay in that region. This would
make Beroea/Berea a likely candidate for the place of
composition, given that he was headed for Corinth at
the time of the composition of Second Corinthians. The

10.1.2 Proem
10.1.3 Letter Body
Report from Chloe’s people, 1:10-6:20
1) Disunity, 1:10-17
2) Wisdom, 1:18-2:5
3) Wisdoms, 2:6-3:4

4) Leaders, 3:5-4:21 time frame for the third missionary journey is approxi-
5) Sexual immorality, 5:1-13 mately 52 to 57 AD with lengthy stays in both Ephesus
6) Lawsuits, 6:1-11 (3+ years) and Corinth (3+ months). First Corinthians
7) Sexual immorality, 6:12-20 was written in 54-55 (spring time); Second Corinthians
Report of the delegation, 7:1-16:4 sometime in 56 AD, and Romans in 57 AD.
1) Marriage, 7:1-24 The dominate orientation of this third journey was to
2) Virgins, 7:25-40 develop disciples in the churches that the apostle had
3) Dedicated meat, 8:1-13 established on the second missionary journey. Thus,
4) Apostolic rights, 9:1-27 this trip had a different contour than did the first two
5) Israel’s example, 10:1-22 missionary trips. The major source of information about

6) Others, 10:23-11:1 this thirc_i trip, beyond bits and pieces of information in
1-2 Corinthians and Romans, is Acts 18:23-21:16. Al-
though Luke does not mention it directly in Acts,” an
equally important objective for the third journey was the
collecting of a massive relief offering from the existing
Pauline churches in order to relieve the suffering of
Jewish Christians back in Jerusalem and Judea. Sec-
ond Corinthians chapters eight and nine are the prima-
Miscellaneous, 16:13-18 ry source of information for this activity.
10.1.4 Conclusio As Romans chapter fifteen indicates, the apostle
was increasingly feeling that his work in the Aegean
Sea region was coming to a close and a new opportuni-
ty in the western Mediterranean Sea would open up af-
ter taking the relief offering back to Jerusalem. But this

7) Gatherings, 11:2-16
8) Lord’s Supper, 11:17-34
9) 1@V nvevpatik®yv, 12:1-14:40
10) Resurrection, 15:1-58
11) Relief Offering, 16:1-4
Travel Plans, 16:5-12

'The reconstruction of Paul’s relationship with the church at
Corinth highlights the very summary nature of Luke’s account in
Acts.
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thinking was coming from Paul and God had a different
agenda ahead for him. After his release from custody
in the first leg of being in Rome at the beginning of 61
AD, his resumption of ministry once more centered on
the Aegean Sea region with Corinth, Crete, Ephesus,
and Macedonia becoming the main areas where this
ministry unfolded for a few short years until his second
arrest and transfer back to Rome sometime in 67 AD.
The churches in this area continued to struggle with
difficulties both from false teachers and from individu-
al circumstances. These demanded his attention. The
role of the various assistants who worked with Paul
emerged in the second missionary journey with Timothy
coming to the forefront of ministry. That work of these
assistants and new ones continued to explain during
the third missionary journey. And in the resumption of
ministry after his first Roman imprisonment their min-
istry while being supported by Paul became perhaps
the highest priority for Paul. First and Second Timothy
center on work at Ephesus and Titus on Crete under
the leadership of these two assistants. Paul the teach-
er comes increasingly the primary hat that the apostle
wears during these final years.

During the three plus (Acts 19:10, 20, 22) years that
Paul spent at Ephesus on the third trip (Acts 19:1-20:1),
much growth of the Christian community took place.
Luke provides us with only a small number of glimpses
into that ministry in chapter nineteen of Acts.? Paul’s
letters flesh out a lot more details beyond the Acts nar-
rative. It was by far the longest that the apostle stayed
in a single city during all three journeys, and from the
epistolary materials we also learn that a couple or more
trips were made to Corinth from Ephesus during this
period as well. Luke’s summarizing statement in Acts
19:10 that mavtag tol¢g katowkolvtag thv Aciav dkoloal
TOV Adyov tol kupiou,loudaioug te kail “EAAnvac, so that all
the residents of Asia, both Jews and Greeks, heard the word
of the Lord, very likely incudes the Lycus Valley where
Colossae was located. And it would likely signal the
establishment of the churches in Laodicea, Colossae,
and Hierapolis during this period.

10.1 The First Letter to the Corinthians

What we call First Corinthians is actually the sec-
ond letter of Paul to the church at Corinth, according to
5:9. Although a popular view in the middle of the last
century, a fragment of this letter is not contained in 2
Cor. 6:14-7:1. Most contemporary scholars have long
since moved away from this contention. The contents of

’Luke’s account of Paul’s ministry in Ephesus in Acts 19 is
made up of six episodic narratives describing specific events (19:1-
7, 8-9; 11-19, 21-22, 23-41; 20:1) and is punctuated with summa-
rizing narrative statements covering long periods of time (19:8a,
10, 20, 22b). The episodic narratives cover all together no more
than three or four months of the three plus years, if even that much.

this letter are not known beyond Paul’s brief reference
in 5:9, "Eypala UKV €v Tf £MoTOAf U cuvavauiyvucBat
nopvolg, | wrote to you in my letter to not associate with
sexually immoral persons. But in Paul's mentioning of it
in 5:9, he attempts to correct a misunderstanding of his
statement to the effect that it applies only to those who
are professing believers and not to the outside world.
Presumably, this letter was written shortly after Paul’s
arrival in Ephesus, although we can’t be certain of this.
We know so little about it that almost anything else be-
yond the above description is pure speculation with no
factual foundation in support.

First Corinthians stands as one of the best struc-
tured of all of Paul’s letters.® It contains all of the stan-

3The following outline, although somewhat on target in plac-
es, reflects unfortunately the abysmal lack of understanding of an-
cient letters and the importance of interpreting Paul’s letters within
that framework rather than superimposing a modern outline down
on to the scripture text as is largely done here. The natural divisions
inside the scripture text are completely ignored in this outline:
I Introduction (1:1-9)
A. Salutation and description of the writer and readers (1:1-3)
B. Thanksgiving for the effects of God’s grace (1:4-9)
Il.  Divisions in the Church (1:10-4:21)
The reality of division (1:10-17)
The causes of division (1:18-4:5)
A misunderstanding of the message (1:18-3:4)
A misunderstanding of the ministry (3:5-4:5)
. The cure of division (4:6-21)
IIl.  Disorders in the Church (chaps. 5-6)
A. Failure to discipline a sinner (chap. 5)
B. Failure to resolve personal disputes (6:1-11)
C. Failure to practice sexual purity (6:12—20)
IV. Difficulties in the Church (chaps. 7-16:12)
Counsel concerning marriage (chap. 7)
Marriage and celibacy (7:1-9)
Marriage and divorce (7:10-24)
Marriage and ministry (7:25-38)
Remarriage and widows (7:39-40)
Counsel concerning Christian liberty (chaps. 8-14)
Christian liberty in relation to pagan worship (8:1-11:1)
a. The principle of brotherly love (chap. 8)
b. The regulation of privilege (9:1-10:13)
c. The application to idolatry (10:14-11:1)
2. Christian liberty in relation to Christian worship (11:2-14:40)
a. The state of women in worship (11:2-16)
b. The state of Christians at the Lord’s Supper (11:17-34)
c. The state of spiritual gifts (chaps. 12-14)
C. Counsel concerning the Resurrection (chap. 15)
1. The certainty of bodily resurrection (15:1-34)
a. Historical argument (15:1-11)
b. Logical argument (15:12-19)
c. Theological argument (15:20-28)
d. Experiential argument (15:29-34)
2. Answers to certain questions (15:35-58)
a. Answers about the resurrection of the dead (15:35-49)
b. Answers about the Rapture of the living (15:50-58)
D. Counsel concerning the collection for the poor (16:1-4)
£ C . L )
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dard ancient letter basic elements. Additionally a rel-
atively clear shift from the Proem to the letter body
occurs in 1:10. The structuring of the contents of the
letter body around the report from the household of
Chloe (1:11) in 1:10-6:20, and the questions from the
delegation from Corinth (7:1; 16:12) in 7:1-16:18 pro-
vide a clear structuring of this part of the letter. The
Conclusio in 16:19-24 contains more elements than we
have seen thus far in Paul’s writing. It truly reflects the
occasional nature of all of Paul’s letters.

10.1.1 Praescriptio

The praescriptio of First Corinthians follows the
structural pattern typical of Paul’s letters, and yet has
some distinctive traits especially in the limited num-
ber of expansion elements. These signal foundational
themes for the letter body.

-1 HadAog
KANTOCG &mdoTOoAOC
XpLotoU InooU
dLd BeAfuatog HeoT
Kol
Zwobévng
O &deApOC
tfi éxxAnoig tol Oeod
1fj olion &v Koplvew,
nytacupévolg év XpiLot® Incod,
KAnTolig &ylolg,

Paul, called to be an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of
God, and our brother Sosthenes,

The letter signals that it comes both from Paul
and Sosthenes. Paul is identified by title as a kAntog
andéotolog XpLotol Incod Sia BeAnpatog Beod, called apos-
tle of Christ Jesus through God’s will. The title is amréoToAog
with the standard meaning of on a par with the Twelve
as we have seen already in the previous letters. But
here in a manner very typical of ancient Greek.® Paul
was kAntog, called, to be an apostle.® Called by whom?
Xploto0l Incod, Christ Jesus, as a modifier of the adjec-

S“Commentators repeatedly begin their work on a Pauline
epistle with the wholly predictable observation that in ancient
Greek letters of Paul’s era the formula ‘Sender to Addressee, greet-
ings ... | give thanks that ...’ remained as invariable as ‘Dear Sir
... or ‘Dear Mary ... today. Such a comment may tend to generate
a sense of frustration not because it is wrong, but because usually
it is offered only as a piece of historical or literary information,

oUV N&OLV TOTIC €mMLKOAOUPEVOLC TO OVOUd

100 kuplou Nudv ITnood XplLoToU

¢v movil témE, |

XdpLg Upiv xal eiphvy

aUT®V Kol NPV -

amno 6eoU naTPoOg NUGV kKol kuplou Tnood XplLoToU.

10.1.1.1 Superscriptio, 1:1
MadAog KkANtOg Amoctolog Xplotol
BeAnuartog Beol kal Zwobévng 6 adeAdog

Incol* S

V.  Conclusion (16:13-24)

A. Exhortation on appropriate conduct and commendation

(16:13-18)

B. Salutation, imprecation, and benediction (16:19-24)
[David K. Lowery, “1 Corinthians,” in The Bible Knowledge Com-
mentary.: An Exposition of the Scriptures, ed. J. F. Walvoord and
R. B. Zuck, vol. 2 (Wheaton, IL: Victor Books, 1985), 506-507.]

#‘Christ Jesus follows the word order of the UBS Greek
New Testament, 4th ed., which Metzger defends.” The sequence
Xpiotod 'Incod occurs in the very early P*¢ (about AD 200) as well
as in B, D, F, G, and 33. The reverse sequence appears in & and
in A, as well as in many later VSS, but this form usually occurs
only in the context of the full title Lord Jesus Christ. (ii) kAntoc,
called, is omitted by A and D’. But this can be readily explained as
providing a simplified, more succinct, version of a phrase which
some scribes may have regarded as redundantly overloaded (cf.
Rom 1:1; Gal 1:15).*” [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), 62.]

with little interest in its significance for today. Paul observes the
customary etiquette and convention. He does not consciously proj-
ect the Christian gospel and lifestyle as a counterculture within the
Graeco-Roman world at every opportunity. It assumes countercul-
ture patterns only when theological or ethical values run counter
to some prevailing assumption or practice. However, Paul utilizes
an accepted structure to insert within its frame distinctive compo-
nents which bear his own stamp.” [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), 62.]

°Cf. Gal. 1:15-17, 15 "Orte 8¢ €0d0xnoev [0 00¢] 6 dpopicag
pe €K KotMog UnTpdg Hov Kol Kadéeag dta i yapitos avtod 16
amokaAdWyaL TOV VIOV avTod €v €poi, tva edayyellmpot odTov v
10i¢ €Bveoty, e00£mc oV TpocaveBEunV capkl Kol aipatt 17 ovde
aviihOov eig Tepocdivpa Tpog TovG TPO EUOD ATOGTOAOVS, GAR’
aniAbov i Apafiov kol Ty VTESTPEWO €1G AAUAGKOV.

15 But when God, who had set me apart before | was born
and called me through his grace, was pleased 16 to reveal his Son
to me,e so that | might proclaim him among the Gentiles, | did not
confer with any human being, 17 nor did | go up to Jerusalem to
those who were already apostles before me, but | went away at
once into i
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tive kKAnTdG. But in what context? 6wa BeAnpatog Beod,
through God'’s will. Christ’s divine calling of Paul as an
apostle comes within the framework of God’s desire.
A close link between both God and Christ that we saw
emerge in the early letters continues to be stressed
here.

The will of God will play in important role in Paul’s
thinking as he writes all of his letters: cf. also Gal. 1:4; 1
Thess. 4:3; 5:18; 2 Cor. 1:1; 8:5; Rom. 1:10; 2:18; 12:2; 15:31;
Eph.1:1,5,9,11;5:17; 6:6; Col. 1:1,9; 4:12; 2 Tim. 1:1 for the
phrase BéAnpa (100) Beol elsewhere in Paul’s letters.
Paul’s being an apostle is connected to the will of God
in the Superscriptio of 1 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; Col. 1:1; and 2
Tim. 1:1. The extensive use (62x in NT) of BéAnua for
divine and human desires and intentions underscores
that God’s will is not some static plan but rather what
He desires His people to be and to do. It can relate just
to a moment in time or reference traits and qualities
extending over a life time. It references God’s desires
far beyond just a vocational plan. Of Paul’s seven uses
of the adjective KANT0¢, -1, -0v, called, only two of them
(1 Cor. 1:1; Rom. 1:1) is applied to his apostleship. The
other five are salvation references applied to those who
have become Christians (Rom. 1:6, 7; 8:28; 1 Cor. 1:2, 24).
At the heart of the idea is God issuing an invitation to
come to Him and to do something for Him.

Paul's use of the idea of him being a kAntog
anodotolog, a called apostle, alludes to the divine na-
ture of his apostleship, which evidently wasn’t all that
widely accepted at Corinth. This becomes especially
prominent in Second Corinthians 10-13. For the Chris-
tians especially with a Jewish heritage, the role of the
apostles in Jerusalem as acknowledged leaders of the
Christian movement was very significant. We are, at
the point of the writing of First Corinthians in 54 AD,
only a very few years into the transition of Christiani-
ty from an exclusively Jewish religious movement to a
Jewish and non-Jewish movement where one’s Jew-
ish heritage played less and less a role religiously. This
had caused major disruption both in Antioch and Jeru-
salem, as the council meeting in Acts 15 reflects. The
questions about this had spread already by the late 40s
into the churches of Galatia where Paul had to address
it in Galatians. Perhaps on the second missionary
when the church at Corinth was established in the ear-
ly 50s Paul was especially sensitive to this because a
Jewish only Christianity deeply contradicted his sense
of divine calling from God. Clearly the Jewish syna-
gogue community did not agree with much of Paul’s
Gospel message according to Acts 18:4-11. Clearly the
later vicious opposition to Paul in the Corinthian church
claimed superiority to Paul in part through its Jewish-
ness (2 Cor. 11:22).

The letter also comes from IwoBévng, Sosthenes,

who is called ¢ d86eAdoc, the brother. This name ap-
pears only in Acts 18:17 and 1 Cor. 1:1 in the entire
NT. In Acts 18:17, ZwoBévng is the leader of the Jew-
ish synagogue who opposed Christianity before the
Roman governor Gallio at Corinth.” This was about 51
AD. Now some three years later the name ZwoBévng
shows up in First Corinthians referencing a Christian
brother in Ephesus who played a significant role in this
letter to the church at Corinth. Is he the same person
as in the Acts narrative? We can say with certainty, but
it seems likely that he was. If so, some kind of amaz-
ing story stands behind these texts. This would mean
that at least two synagogue leaders in Corinth would
have converted to Christianity, Sosthenes and Crispus
(Acts. 18:8). Since often the title dpxiouvaywyog, syna-
gogue leader, also meant the Jewish patron who pro-
vided a meeting place for the synagogue to meet, the
Jewish community suffered substantial loss to Christi-
anity during the short years.

Paul addresses Zwaobévng as 6 adeldoc, brother.
The common use of the definite article ¢ for the posses-
sive pronoun in ancient Greek can justify the translation
either of ‘my brother’ or of ‘our brother” All through First
Corinthians (37x), the term adeAodg is used in designa-
tion of a fellow Christian.® Spiritual kinship is signaled

"Acts 18:12-17. 12 T'adAimvog 8¢ dvOumdTov dvtog tig Ayaiog
katenéotnoov opodopadov oi Tovdoiot t@ [Modde kol fyoyov
adTov &mi To Biipa 13 Aéyovieg 8ti mapd TOV vOpov dvameidet obTog
ToVGg AvBpdmovg gEPecBor Tov Beov. 14 péddovtog 8¢ tod ITaviov
dvotyew 10 otépa einev 6 Faddiov npdg Tovg Tovdaiovg: &i pév fv
adiknud v §j padovpymuo movnpdv, @ Tovddiol, katd Adyov av
aveoyouny vudv, 15 €l 8¢ intiuatd oty mepl AdYoL Kol OVOpATOV
Kol vopov tod ko’ vudc, Oyecbe avtoi kPG £y® TOLT®V 0V
BovAopon etvol. 16 kai amlacey adTovg 6md Tod Pripatoc. 17
EnhaPopevol 8¢ navteg Zwelévyy Tov apyicvvdywyov ETVTTOV
EumpooBev tod PrinoTog: Kai 003V TovTOV T [oAlMmvt Epeley.

12 But when Gallio was proconsul of Achaia, the Jews made
a united attack on Paul and brought him before the tribunal. 13
They said, “This man is persuading people to worship God in ways
that are contrary to the law.” 14 Just as Paul was about to speak,
Gallio said to the Jews, “If it were a matter of crime or serious vil-
lainy, | would be justified in accepting the complaint of you Jews;
15 but since it is a matter of questions about words and names
and your own law, see to it yourselves; | do not wish to be a judge
of these matters.” 16 And he dismissed them from the tribunal. 17
Then all of them seized Sosthenes, the official of the synagogue,
and beat him in front of the tribunal. But Gallio paid no attention
to any of these things.

8“Sosthenes is identified as a ‘brother’ (adelphos; cf. 2 Cor
1:1; Phlm 1; Col 1:1). At a time when the adjective ‘Christian’
(Christianos) had not yet come into common use (cf. Acts 11:26),
‘brother’ had the connotation of fellow Christian. Sosthenes and
Apollos (16:12) are the only ‘brothers’ identified by name in 1
Corinthians. Paul, however, commonly uses the term in the voc-
ative plural when addressing the community (1:10, 11, 26; 2:1;
3:1; 4:6; 7:24, 29; 10:1; 11:33; 12:1; 14:6, 20, 26, 39; 15:1, 31,
50, 58; 16:15, 20). He often uses the term in the singular to iden-

ian i i i 115 6:5, 6; 7:12, 14,
BIG Page 4




by the term which re-enforced the idea of church fam-
ily given that the groups met in private homes as their
gathering place.

10.1.1.2 Adscriptio, 1.2

t ékkAnoia to0 Og00 T olon év KopivOw,
Aylacpévolg év Xplot® Inoold, kKAntoic ayiolg, oLV Moty Toig
ETuKaAoUpEVoLg TO Ovopa Tol kupilou AUAV Incol Xplotol
€V IavTL TOnw, ATV Kal AUOV:

To the church of God that is in Corinth, to those who
are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, together
with all those who in every place call on the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ, both their Lord and ours:

The core expression tfj ékkAnoia 100 B0l tfj olon
év KoplvBw, to the church of God that is in Corinth, sets
up the expansion elements which follow. The non-sen-
tence formula structure pretty much follows the primary
expression of Paul in sending a letter to a church or
churches (cf. Gal. 1:2b; 1 Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess. 1:1; 2
Cor. 1:1b). Two things are always contained: some des-
ignation of the Christian community and a geographical
location reference. In five of the nine letters addressed
to Christian groups, Paul labels them 1} ékkAnaia (sin-
gular) or Taig ékkAnaiaig (plural). The phrase tfj ékkAnoia
tol Beo, to the church of God, in both First and Second
Corinthians is a variation of tfj ékkAnoia Osooalovikéwv
€v Be® matpl kat kupiw Inool XpLot®, to the church of the
Thessalonians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ,
in First and Second Thessalonians. It differs slightly
from the very brief talg ékkAnolailg tfig FaAartiag, to the
churches of Galatia, in the Galatian’s letter. Later on, the
Adscriptio reference in Romans, Colossians, Ephe-
sians, and Philippians will shift to a more individualized
designation.

The designation 1] é&kkAnoia 100 B€00 in First and
Second Corinthians has the more Jewish flavor behind
it Israel being referenced as the assembly of the Lord.®

15; 8:11, 13 [twice]); cf. 7:15; 9:5 [feminine singular]; 6:8; 8:12;
15:6 [masculine plural]). Members of the Jewish synagogue were
similarly called brothers by their confreres. Paul’s use of kinship
language highlights the bonds with which Christians were united
to one another. The absence of the qualifying pronoun ‘my’ (mou;
cf. 2 Cor 1:1; Phlm 1) implies that Sosthenes is bound by kinship
ties not only to Paul but also to the Corinthians, all of whom are
members of a single family unit. The sociological implications of
Paul’s use of kinship language should not be overlooked. Chris-
tians gathered in the home of one of their number (see 16:19). In
this setting kinship language was very much “at home.” [Raymond
F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra
Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 51.]

%“Paul describes the assembly at Corinth as ‘the church of
God’ (see 10:32; 11:22; 15:9; 2 Cor 1:1; Gal 1:13; cf. the ‘churches
of God’ in 11:16; 1 Thess 2:14). His expression evokes the bibli-
cal description of Israel as the assembly (qahal/ekklEsia; see Deut
4:10; Judg 20:2; 1 Kings 8:14; Ezra 2:64; etc.).”Q¢hal-yhwh/Hg
ekkl@sia tou Kyriou’ is an epithet that evokes the memory of the
nation gathered together in the wilderness during the time of the

In the background here is the opposition of the syn-
agogue community to the existence of the Christian
group in the city calling itself the people of God. When
one discovers all of the problems plaguing the church
at Corinth, it is somewhat amazing that Paul uses the
designation Tf] ékkAnoia 100 B€00. The frequent mod-
ern image of church as the gathering of perfect or near
perfect saints of God has no application to this group in
ancient Corinth.

The geographical reference, although a standard
item in all of his letters to churches, is framed some-
what differently here and in Second Corinthians: tfj
olon év KopivBw, which exists in Corinth. Only in these
two Adscriptia does Paul include the present participle
T olon, which exists. with T/ ékkAnoia 100 6¢ol. But
in the latter plural, individualized references it is more
common. Note that Romans is somewhat similar with
Totg olowv év Pwun, to those in Rome (1:7). Also, Ephe-
sians (toig oVowv [évEdéow]) and Philippians (toig olotv
év OWinmotg). Usually the geographical designation is
either a personal geographical name (@ccoaloviKEwy,
of the Thessalonians; 1-2 Thess) or the spatial geo-
graphical listing in the genitive case (tfig laAartiag, of
Galatia, Gal). The preposition phrase with the spatial
noun (év + noun) is used in 1-2 Corinthians; Romans;
Colossians; Ephesians; Philippians. The insertion of
the participle stresses the existence of the Christian
group in the city. Thus Paul here especially asserts that
indeed a gathering of God’s people does indeed ex-
ist in Corinth, but it is not the synagogue community.
Such an understanding would have taken the Jewish
members some time to get accustomed to, while the
non-Jewish members could have readily and easily
embraced the idea.™
Exodus, Israel’s preeminent experience of redemption and salva-
tion (Deut 23:1-8; Judg 20:2, etc.). Deuteronomy 32 in particular
recalls the holiness of the assembly.

“Deuteronomy speaks of the ‘day of the assembly’ hé hémera
tes ekklesias (LXX, Deut 4:10; 9:10; 18:16). The assembly is an
event that takes place in time and space. The salutations of Paul’s
letters identify the political space, the city or region in which the
Christian gathering takes place, but not the architectural space,
that is, the specific venue of the gathering. Early Christian gath-
erings were held in the homes of the most prominent Christians
in the community (see 1 Cor 16:19; Rom 16:23; Phlm 2). Since
Christians gathered not in palaces but in the homes of ordinary
citizens, an early Christian ‘church’ could not have consisted of a
very large number of people. Jerome Murphy-O’Connor suggests
that a reasonable figure would probably be between thirty and forty
(St. Paul’s Corinth 156).”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 51-52.]

1T can easily imagine the conversations that occurred when
Christians met Jews in the city and used this terminology with
them. Such conversations would not have been mild or very pleas-
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The two part expansion of this core expression
shifts over from the singular to the plural forms and
thus individualizes the ideas being expressed.

nytaocuévois év Xpiot@ Inocod, kAntoic ayiois, to
those set apart in Christ Jesus, called to be saints. This
first expansion of the core Adscriptio puts on the ta-
ble what will become a foundational issue for the letter
body. Christianity means being dedicated by God and
to God. This in short means a calling to be holy ones.
The accumulation of problems in the church at Corinth
that is addressed in the two sections of the letter body
indicate anything but holy living by the Corinthians.

In the subsequent use of ayiadw in 6:11, Paul makes
it clear what he means by this verb. kai Taditd Tveg Ate:
QAN dnehoVoaocBe, AAN AyLacOnte, AAN €SikalwONTE v TR
ovopatt tod kupiou’Incol Xplotol kal év T@ mvevpatt Tol
Beol AUV, And this is what some of you used to be. But
you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified
in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our
God. In defining the previous lifestyle of many of the
Corinthian believers in vv. 9b-10, Paul sets their pres-
ent life as believers in stark contrast as who have been
set apart in dedication to God and as those who have
thus been made right with God through Jesus Christ.
This subunit begins with a warning that living as a pa-
gan will keep one from entering God’s kingdom:™H ouk
oldate oOtL GSkoL Beol Paoclhelav oU KANPOVOUNROOUGLY;
un mAavaoBe- Or, do you not know that wrongdoers will
not inherit the Kingdom of God? Don’t be led astray: An
adwkog, wrongdoer, is precluded from God’s Kingdom
both now and for eternity. Among the lifestyle practices
this includes is then defined by Paul as olte nopvot olte
eldwAoldtpat o0te potyol oUte pokakol oUTe dpoevokoital
o0te KAEmTal oUte mAgovektal, oV péBuool, ol Aoidopol,
oUY Gpmayeg, neither fornicators nor idolaters, nor adul-
ters, nor male prostitutes nor thieves nor the greedy, nor
drunkards nor abusive people, nor robbers. To be dyioig,
holy ones, means a lifestyle opposite that of the aéwkoc,
wrongdoer. When an individual comes to Christ in con-
version he must most from being an &8woc¢ to an dylog
in the way he lives. This because the essence of con-
version is Aylaopévolg, being set apart to God. First Cor-
inthians will address precisely what this means since
it was not clearly understood at the church nor was it
being widely practiced.

oUv maowv Ttoilg émkaloupévol T© évopa told Kupiou
AU®V Incol Xplotol €v mavtl Tonw, auT®v Kol AUV to-
gether with all those calling upon the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ in every place, both theirs and ours. In this
second expansion element to the core Adscriptio Paul
reminds the Corinthians that not only is Christianity an
individual matter of one’s relationship with God, but

ant. According to Acts 18:7, one of the first Christian gathering
places was the home of Titius Justus, whose home was next door
to one of the synagogues in the city.

even more importantly it is a group matter of belonging
to the people of God. The Christian community stands
hugely accountable to God for its behavior to the rest of
the world.

It has made the claim of being God’s people in this
world, in contradiction to the identical claim by the Jew-
ish synagogue. The synagogue did enjoy generally the
image of being a highly ethical people who lived by the
rigid ethical demands of the Torah and who showed un-
usual compassion for everyone inside the synagogue
community. But they were a tight knit community who
did not show positive attitudes toward outsiders. This
generated huge negative reaction from non-Jews all
across the empire.

When Christianity arose in Corinth, it made the
competing claim of being God’s people who professed
to live by high moral standards and who claimed to
care deeply about all people. The Corinthians in their
actions reflected in the letter body of First Corinthi-
ans were not living up to that claim. More details will
emerge in the expansion elements in the Proem be-
low. But here at the beginning Paul’s serves notice that
this letter will call them to task for failure to contribute
a positive Christian witness to the surrounding pagan
world. Here he reminds them that they are a part of a
larger community of believers and failures by the Cor-
inthians reflect badly upon that larger community called
the people of God.

Thus from these expansion elements in the Ad-
scriptio the readers / listeners to this letter received sig-
nals of the importance of person piety in the context of
corporate unity as the people of God in this world. As
the letter body unfolds, just how foundational this is to
the Christian life becomes increasingly clear.

10.1.1.3 Salutatio, 1.3
XApLg UV Kal elprivn &mo Beol matpog MOV Kal kKupiou

Incol Xplotodl.

Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the
Lord Jesus Christ.

Paul's opening greeting to the church is very stan-
dard for the Pauline letters.™ It closely matches two of
the three preceding letters:

Gal. 1:3, xaptg UMIV Kal eipAvn anod Beol natpog AUV
Kai kupiou’Incod XpLotod

1 Thess. 1:1, xaplg UMV Kal elprvn

2 Thess. 1:1, xapig UMIV Kal giprivn anod ol matpog

"For very helpful study on the letter structure, see:

Aune, D. E., “Opening Formulas,” in The New Testament in
Its Literary Environment (Cambridge: Clarke 1987), 184-86.
, (ed.), Greco-Roman Literature and the New Testa-
ment: Selected Forms and Genre, SBL Sources for Biblical Stud-
ies 21 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), esp. J. L. White, “Ancient
Greek Letters.”
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[AndV] kat kupiov’Incol Xplotol.

1 Cor. 1:3, xapig UV Kal ipvn and 0ol matpog
AUV Kat kupiou’Inood Xplotod.

Paul is quickly moving to a set formula in the Sal-
utatia' of his letters to the various churches. His com-
bining of the standard Greek and Hebrew greetings
addressed both the Jewish and non-Jewish segments
in the Corinthian congregation. His linking of God and
Christ as the twin sources of these spiritual bless-
ings underscored the distinctively Christian nature of
the greeting. Plus the additional reference to Be6¢ as
Tratfjp simply added to the Christian orientation of God,
since in the Jewish synagogue God as Father would
not be commonly heard in their prayers. Outside of the
Salutatio Paul only addresses God as Father in 8:6 and
15:24. The other three references to mrartijp in 1 Corin-

2The Latin salitatio comes from the verb saliito, to greet and
via common root is linked to salved, to be well or in good health
and also to saliis, health.

The Vulgate especially shows a linkage of the Salutatio to the
opening line of the Proem quite clearly in its translation:

1 ' EuUxopLot® t®d 6€d pou
T&VTIOTE
mepl TPV
¢l TH xb&pLtL toT Beol
Tfj doBelon Uulv
¢v XpLot® Inocof,
€V TIOVT L
OTLl...&émAout(oBNnTE
gV avut,
¢v movTl AdY®
Kol
n&on yvooel,

QOOTE UUSG un Uuotepelobal

thians are to human fathers: 4:15; 5:1; 10:1.

The prominent use of the combination of B6eol
notpog AUAV, God our Father, in the Salutatio reflects
both the developing Salutatio formula for Paul, as well
as the highlighting of this relationship of believers to
God as Father. Additionally the phrase kupiou Incod
Xplotodl, Lord Jesus Christ, reflects strongly a Christian
perspective. The titular use of kUpiog linked here to
Christ comes out of the LXX consistent use of kUplog
in reference to God.™ Also XpioTd¢ is inherently a title
also with the equivalent meaning of Meooiag, Messiah.
By place the personal name 1noodg in front of it, Jesus
is identified as the Messiah. Plus this combination re-
flects a pattern in first century Christianity where, by the
middle of the century, Incolg Xpiotdg had functionally
become His name.

10.1.2 Proem, 1:4-9
4 EUXoploT® TQ) Be® pou mavtote mepl LUV €l
T xaputt 1ol B=ol ] SoBeion LUV €v XpLoTt® Incod,
5 OtL év mavtl émAoutioBnte év auT®, év Tavtl Aoyw

KaBng TO poptUplov 100 XplLotoU €Refaldbdn

eV Uulv,

€V undevl yoplopoatt
amexdexouévoug TNV &mok&AUPYLVY 10U kKUplou Nudv Incod XplLoToU -

€WQ TEAOUC &VEYKANTOUCQ

6¢ kKol BePatdoel UUdC

eV TH nuépy

2 ° miotog 6 6gdg,

dL’ oU éxrAnGntE

elg xolLveviov

100 xuplou nuadv Inoold [XplLoToU].

100 UuloU aUtoU
TnooU XpLotoU
100 xuplou Nudv.

3 gratia vobis et pax a Deo Patre nostro et Domino lesu Christo

4 gratias ago Deo meo semper pro vobis in gratia Dei quae data est
vobis in Christo lesu

In the ancient Greek and Latin letter form, these two elements
were often closely linked together as a health wish greeting to the
letter recipients linked to a prayer to the patron deity of the recipi-
ents. When Paul’s letter here is translated over into Latin, one can
clearly notice this standardized connection.

BOf the 8,198 uses of kvplog in the LXX, 4688 of them
translate the Hebrew mi, Yahweh, the unpronounceable name of
God, which the Hebrews substituted with 1N, °17R, or »7X, ’adon,
‘adonay, ‘adont, in order to avoid pronouncing M. Also k0ptog
additionally was used to translate the alternate Hebrew terms in the
OT, e.g., some 450 times for just ‘adonay.
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Kal maon yvwoel, 6 kabwg 10 paptuplov tod Xplotod

€BefatwOdn év Oulv, 7 ote VUGG Un Uotepelobal év

pundevi xapiopatt Anekdexopévoug TV ArmokaAu v tol

Kupiou NU®V Incold Xplotol- 8 6¢ kal BeBalwoel UUAG

£W¢ TEAOUG AveykANTOUG €V T NUEPQ ToD Kuplou UGV

Incol [Xplotol]. 9 miotog 6 Bedg, 8L ou €KARONnTe €ig

kKowwviav tol viod avtol Incol Xplotol tol Kupiou

AUOV.

4 | give thanks to my God always for you because
of the grace of God that has been given you in Christ
Jesus, 5 for in every way you have been enriched in
him, in speech and knowledge of every kind— 6 just as
the testimony of Christ has been strengthened among
you— 7 so that you are not lacking in any spiritual gift
as you wait for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ. 8
He will also strengthen you to the end, so that you may
be blameless on the day of our Lord Jesus Christ. 9 God
is faithful; by him you were called into the fellowship of
his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.

The Prayer of Thanksgiving segment of the Proem
is a single sentence contained in vv. 4-8. Verse 9 is a
formula affirmation of God’s faithfulness to do His part
in correcting the problems in the church.

The block diagram above illustrates the periodic na-
ture of most of Paul’s sentences in which a core idea is
set forth and the expansions are simply added without
limit to different parts of the core idea. In the Prayer
of Thanksgiving, vv. 4-8, all of the main additions are
adverbial in nature and qualify the core verb EUxaplot®,
| give thanks. An examination of each segment will help
unroll what Paul says here.

EUyaplot®d t@ @ uou, | give thanks to my God. This
core expression is very typical of the opening line of the
Proema of Paul’s letters to the various churches. In the
three preceding letters, only First and Second Thes-
salonians contains a Proem: EuxapioTtoUuev 10 Oe®
(1 Thess 1:2) and EuxapioTeiv o@eilopev 10 Be® (2
Thess 1:3). Although very similar some distinctives in
1 Cor. 1:4 should be noted.™ In spite of all three letters
containing a plurality of senders, Paul shifts to the first
person singular EUxapioT® rather than the first person

(1) x*, B, and some other MSS omit pov, reading to God
rather than to my God. This omission is followed by RSV, NJB,
NIV, Barrett, and Fee, while Conzelmann places it in brackets. But
Weymouth, NRSV, and UBS Greek New Testament, 4th ed., retain
it, following x*, A, C, D, G, 33, Vulgate and Syriac and Coptic
VSS. Metzger argues convincingly for its retention.'” (2) The plu-
ral Mudv occurs in some MSS, but it is probably a scribal error.
Many commentators, including Edwards, Meyer, Moffatt, and Al-
lo, retain the singular pronoun. The pronoun may well underline
the intimacy and genuineness of the thanksgiving, which might
otherwise seem to go through the motions of the conventional let-
ter form. Allo retains it on this basis.'®” [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), 89.]

plural form used with the two Thessalonian letters. No
signal as to why Paul does this is given. Sosthenes
(1:1) fades into the background after the Superscriptio,
unlike Timothy and Silas in the Thessalonian letters.
Does this imply that Sosthenes’ role here was only in
the composition of the letter? Perhaps so, but we can’t
be certain. To be sure, he is not mentioned again in the
letter. Perhaps Paul did not want to involve Sosthenes
so directly in much of the stinging criticism of the Corin-
thian church that he knew was coming in the letter.

Here Paul speaks of 6e® pou, my God, while in the
Salutatio he had spoken of 8gol matpog fudv, God our
Father. One of the implications of these two references
back-to-back is that of personal relationship and cor-
porate relationship with God. No one has a monopoly
on God! And yet each believer can enjoy a deep per-
sonal relationship with Him. Interestingly, the individual
emphasis evidently bothered some ancient manuscript
copyists who left off the possessive pou.® But the
weight of evidence favors including it. Yet, the evidence
is not overwhelming and results in a pattern of modern
translations both including or omitting it.

navrorte, always.'® This adverb of manner depicts a
pattern of consistent action as defined by the verb be-
ing modified. Paul uses it some 32 times in his letters in
reference to different verbal actions. His giving thanks
for the Corinthians was not spasmotic or random. Rath-
er it was consistent as Paul prayed to God. This follows
the identical pattern of using Tmavrote after the verb in
both First and Second Thessalonians.

niepi vp@v, for you. This prepositional phrase focus-
es the verb action of giving thanks to God in reference
to the Corinthian believers. The phrase is similar but
not as emphatic as mept maviwv LUy, for all of you (1

150 N* B

itxtR1 ACDFGLPWY33. 81. 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241.

1505. 1739. 1881. 2464 M latt sy co

[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-
paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 518.]

1“In the report on his prayer of thanksgiving Paul employs
the temporal adverb ‘always’ (pantote). Characteristic of Paul’s
thanksgiving periods (Rom 1:10; Phil 1:4; 1 Thess 1:2; Phlm 4),
‘always’ is not usually found in the expressions of thanksgiving to
the gods found in Hellenistic letters (see, however, White, Letters
102). A half a century or so after Paul wrote to the Corinthians a
pair of early second century letters addressed to Tiberianus, a mil-
itary veteran, one from his son Terentianus, the other from Papiri-
us Apollinarius, an acquaintance of his son, mention, nonetheless,
that ‘daily’ (kath’ hekastén hémeran) obeisance is being offered to
Serapis on behalf of Tiberianus (White, Letters, 109—110). As the
writers to Tiberianus would do, Paul explicitly mentions that he of-
fered thanks on behalf of the Corinthians (peri hymaon; cf. Rom 1:8;
Phil 1:4; 1 Thess 1:2).” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians,
ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville,
MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 56.]
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Thess. 1:2) or nepl LUV, ddeldoi, for you, brothers (2
Thess, 1:3). Of course, the tone and subsequent con-
tents of these two earlier letters is significant different
than this one to the Corinthians. He cares deeply for the
Corinthians, but this is the first of numerous patterns
throughout the letter in which Paul will take a measured
distance from his readers due to their manner of living.

éni tij xaputt 1ol 9e0l t/j dodceion Uuiv év Xplot®
Inood, in regard to the grace of God which has been given
to you in Christ Jesus. The exact meaning of the prep-
osition £t is sometimes debatted."” But with the da-
tive case noun 1] xdpiTl as its object, the sense is that
Paul’s giving thanks to God for the Corinthians rests on
the basis of the grace of God given to them. This is an
important distinction. Unlike the Thessalonians, Paul’s
thanksgiving to God for the Corinthians does not come
out of the actions and commitments of these believers
to God. Instead, it is derived from knowing that God’s
grace has been invested in them. And this grace as a
powerful spiritual force in the community creates the
possibility of solving the many problems the Corinthi-
ans are caught up in at the writing of this letter. Thus
his thanksgiving for the Corinthians has a complete-
ly different tone than it did for the Thessalonians. He
is therefore not being hypocritical or superficial in his
thanksgiving directed to the Corinthians.'®

The adjective modifier of the participle phrase 1A
doB¢eion upiv év XploT® ‘Incol links back to T/ xdpiti
via case, gender, number agreement as seen in the
double use of the article Tfj. The aorist participle form
specifies conversion granting of divine grace by God
through Christ Jesus.

otL év mavrti EémAoutiodnte év aUT®, v mavti Aoyw Kai
naon yvwoet, because in every way you were made com-
plete in Him, in every word and in every piece of knowl-
edge. As illustrated in the above block diagram, this
adverbial causal dependent clause launches a series
of amplifications successively tied to something in the
preceding expression. The core dependent clause &t
€v mavtl émloutioBnte év alTt®, because in every way you

In the 19 uses of éni inside First Corinthians, the NRSV
translates it with before, on in, at, to, together, as, because (only
here), toward, really, bow, conceived, and come. A preposition by
definition is supposed to define a more specific relation between
its object and what the phrase modifies. But because prepositions
tend to assume many diverse meanings themselves, this clarifying
intention sometimes gets lost in the process.

The range of possible meanings for £ni is defined by its use
with three of the Greek cases: genitive, dative, and accusative.
Here the dative cause is use in tf] yépttt. Normally éni with the
dative case defines contiguity in the sense of on, in, or above. Thus
here, Paul’s giving thanks rests on the foundation of God’s grace
given to the Corinthians.

30f course, one must remember that no Proem was contained
in Galatians. And thus no thanksgiving was expressed to God re-
garding these Christian communities in the province of Galatia.

were made complete in Him, stresses that in their con-
version the Corinthians received complete access to
the divine resources to enable them to live in holiness
in their commitment to Christ. They needed no ‘sec-
ond blessing’ or subsequent experience of some sort
in order to have all they needed to serve God faithfully.
Some of this phony thinking was making inroads into
their community as for example discussions in chapter
fourteen illustrate. In fact the defining of é&v mavTi, in
every manner, by év mavti AOyw kal mdon yVWwaoeL, in every
speech and all knowledge, may very well point to Pro-
to-Gnostic inroads in the discussion on tongue-speak-
ing in chapter fourteen. This parallel phrase alludes to
both the wise use of speaking and the divine insight to
know how to speak wisely. All this they gained access
to in their conversion. Because Paul's understands all
that they were given in conversion he can give thanks
to God regarding them. You see this has to do with the
coming of the grace of God into their lives at that con-
version. Paul now must convince the Corinthians of this
full working of God in Christ in their conversion. Then
these false diversions into spiritually destructive paths
can be avoided.

KaBwg T0 paptuplov tol Xplotod £ReBawdn év LY,
just as the witness of Christ has been strengthened among
you. As the block diagram above illustrates, this adver-
bial comparative dependent clause sets a standard for
just how much completeness, émAoutiobnTe, was ac-
complished in the Corinthians conversion. The com-
parative conjunction kabwg is used 19 times in First
Corinthians with 18 of them setting a measured stan-
dard against which the main clause verb action can be
compared.

What Paul sees as the defining limits of érTAouTtioBnte
is T0 paptuplov Tol Xplotol, the witness of Christ. Thus,
the Corinthians being made complete év auT®, in Him,
is defined as the witness to Christ having been firm-
ly established among them at Corinth. Although the
phrase 10 paptupiov ToU Xpiotod can mean the wit-
ness given by Christ, the more typical Pauline meaning
is the witness to Christ.”® The very clear background
meaning of the verb BeBai® is to establish and develop
a community.?° But the aorist passive verb ¢BeBaiwbn

¥In Greek, this is the difference for Tod Xpiotod between the
subjective genitive case and the objective genitive case, with the
latter being more typical in Paul’s writings.

2“The meaning of BePoud, I confirm, I verify, is clear.’ But in
what sense is the witness to Christ confirmed? Conzelmann rightly
notes that in hellenistic texts the Greek word can relate to the found-
ing and subsequent development of communities.*® Presumably in
this context confirming would mean stabilizing the corporate iden-
tity and structure of a community. If this is correct, &v Opiv certain-
ly means among you corporately, not within you individually as an
experience. In Mark, however, Befoud is applied to preaching (tov

Adyov) in truth, reality,
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means that 10 paptupiov is established corporately
¢v upiv among the Corinthians. Thus understanding
what Paul means by 16 paptupiov here is key to know-
ing what he is saying. This is the only instance of 10
MapTUpiov in First Corinthians but by basic definition
the word is a broad label for numerous other ways of
Paul referencing the Gospel in this letter. For example
in 2:1 Paul speaks of the Gospel as 16 puotrplov tol
Beol, the mystery of God, which a few copyists took to
mean to paptuplov tol Beol, the witness to God.?’!

The sense of the dependent clause becomes this.
The work of the Holy Spirit in bearing witness to Christ
through Paul's preaching of the Gospel materialized
into a community of believers at Corinth. The existence
of this community in Corinth both confirms and defines
the completeness of what the Corinthians received in
Christ at their conversion. The existence of the com-
munity where God was clearly at work in its establish-
ment confirms that the Corinthians were made spiritu-
ally complete in conversion. For this reason the apostle
gives thanks to God for them.

wote UUAG un votepeiodal év unbevi yapiouati, so
that you lack nothing in any spiritual gift. What was the
result of this witness to Christ by the Holy Spirit in the
preaching of the Gospel at their conversion? The de-
pendent adverbial result conjunction woTe defines the
consequence of the £¢BeBaiwdn action of the witness.
It introduces the infinitive phrase of result woTe UPGC
un voTepeioBbal év undevi xapioparti.?2 With the double
negative of ur and pndevi Paul underscores the abso-
lute completion of every spiritual gift, xapiopari, that
the church could possibly need. They received all of
these at the conversion of the members of the church.

This granting of every needed spiritual gift to the
church in Corinth is the result of the witness to Christ
being confirmed which in turn reflects the complete

and operative effects. (Mark 16:20). It also refers to confirming
or ratifying promises, i.e., proving them to be reliable (Rom. 15:8).
This coheres very well with what Paul would wish to note here. It
includes the confirmation of Paul’s work thereby.*”” [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), 94.]

22,1 * poptopov 82 B D F G L P W 33. 81. 104. 365. 630.
1175. 1241. 1505. 1506. 1739. 1881. 2464 M'b vg sy" sa

| txt P49 x* A C ar r sy? bo; Hipp BasA Ambst

[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-
paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 520.]

2This kind of syntactical grammar construction does not exist
in the English language or other modern western languages, and
thus has to be translated with other grammar forms in all mod-
ern western languages. Most of the time a conjunctory dependent
clause can get at the idea of this kind of infinitive phrase in Greek:
. de modo que ... (Spanish); so dass ... (German); de sorte que
...(French); affinché ...(Italian); de modo que ...(Portuguese); so
that...(English).

work of God in Christ. The aorist verbs here refer to
the conversion experience of the members of the Co-
rinthian church. In you have any advanced knowledge
of the contents of First Corinthians you know that the
extended 0TI clause in vv. 5-8 is anticipating Mept 6¢ tov
Tiveupatik®@v, And concerning spiritual gifts, in 12:1a which
occupies chapters twelve through fourteen. In reality
this 611 clause in vv. 5-8 gives you a good summation of
Paul’s stance in the longer discussion in chaps. 12-14.

anekdeyougvous thv anokdAvyv told kupiou nuwv
Inool Xpiotod, while looking forward to the revelation of
our Lord Jesus Christ. As illustrated in the above block
diagram, this adverbial functioning participle via the
accusative plural ending -oug links back to the infini-
tival ‘subject’ uudg via the present tense infinitive pn
UoTepeioBal. The sense of this grammar construction
becomes as you are not having any deficiency while you
are looking forward to. Both infinitive and participle are
appropriately in present tense form denoting ongoing
conditions coming out of aorist confirming moment of
conversion. What we notice here is some anticipation
of chapter fifteen as well as continued affirmation of
foundation principles for chapters twelve through four-
teen. Proper eschatological anticipation of Christ’s re-
turn plays an important role in our sense of adequacy
to serve Christ from the moment of conversion until His
return. It is no accident that Paul makes something of
an ironic play with the three uses of amokaAuig, reve-
lation, in 1:7; 14:6, 26. His interest centers in the tv
anokaAuPv tol kupiou AUV Incol Xplotol, the revela-
tion of our Lord Jesus Christ (1:7). But the Corinthians
were preoccupied with some personal trv anokdAuvy,
revelation, that would gain them attention inside the
church (14:6, 26). How eschatological expectation
‘fleshes’ itself out in positive ways is then defined in the
relative clause that follows in v. 8 as the end of the long
OTi clause in vv. 5-8.

0¢ Kkai BeBalwoel Uudic Ewg TEAOUS AveykANTOUG €V Tif
nuépq tod kupiouv nuwvinooi [Xptotoi], who will also es-
tablish you to the end so that you may be blameless on the
day of Our Lord Jesus Christ. This relative clause is linked
to XpioToU as the antecedent of the pronoun 6¢. In an
intentional play on words, Paul asserted that at con-
version to paptuplov tol Xplotold €ReParwOdn gv LYY, the
witness to Christ was confirmed among you (v. 6). Now in
the relative clause Christ pledges Himself to BeBawwoel
Ouacg Ewg téloug, confirm you to the end. Here the inad-
equacy of English translation leaves the reader won-
dering just what it is that both has been done and is
being done to the end. Remember the rich meaning of
BeBaidw as establishing and developing a community.
It was in Christ to begin with that the Corinthian com-
munity of believers was established and confirmed as
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the true people of God in the city. And it is Christ who
continues to develop and establish this community as
His people. This He will do to the day of His return.

His objective in all of this is stated plainly as
AveyKANTOUG €V T NUEPQ Tol Kupiou NUAOVINcoD [XpLotol],
as blamess on the Day of our Lord Jesus Christ. What Christ
is committed to is the developing of a believing commu-
nity that can stand before Him in final judgment without
any criticism leveled against it. In other words, it is an-
other way of saying kAntoig ayiotg, called to be holy ones
(v. 2). To be sure, with all their behavior problems the
Corinthians have a lot of changes to make in order to
meet this objective of Christ. Paul in no way implies
that they are close to reaching this objective. But he
puts strong emphasis upon the ability of Christ to turn
them around if they will but submit to Him.

TLOTOG O 906, 61’ oU EkANInte £i¢ Kowvwviav ol viol
autol Inocol Xpiotod tol kupiou nuwv, Faithful is God
through?® Whom you were called into fellowship with His
Son, Jesus Christ, our Lord. Often at this point the apostle
shifts over into a Prayer of Intercession. But in First
Corinthians he opts instead for a theological axiom to
close out the Proem and to set the stage for the letter
body. Some possibility exists that the formula nature of
this axiom may very well reflect a Jewish prayer form
used in synagogue life, at least later on in Judaism.?* If
this is accurate, then the prayer tone of moT0g 6 8€66...
is very appropriate here at the end of the Proem.

The core elliptical clause motog 6 6gdg, faithful is
God, asserts the trustworthiness of God to do what He
promises. It is used both here and in 10:13 to introduce
another theological axiom. Paul has already used it:

1 Thess. 5:24, notog 6 KaA®v ULPAEC, OC Kal TOLAOEL,
faithful is the one calling you who will also do it.

2 Thess. 3:3, Motog &€ €otv 6 KUPLOG, O¢ otnpitel
OpAcC kat puAdageL amo ol movnpod, And faithful is the Lord,
who will strengthen you and guard you from the evil one.

The modifying relative clause fundamentally as-

BThe very unusual expression of intermediate agency with
0ed¢ via the pronoun o0 prompted some copyists to switch over to
the more normal direct agency expression v > 00.(D* F G). But
the evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of 8t ov. The content of
the relative clause may well have dictated this unsual introduction
to it. Our kowwviav toU viod avtol, koinonia with His Son cer-
tainly does flow through God exclusively.

2“Jack T. Sanders, “The Transition from Opening Epistolary
Thanksgiving to Body in the Letters of the Pauline Corpus,” JBL
81 (1962): 348-362, esp. 358f., sees in the phrase a rendering of
the Jewish berakah (elsewhere gbhoyntog, 2 Cor 1:3%). Willem C.
van Unnik, “Reisepldne und Amen-Sagen, Zusammenhang und
Gedankenfolge in 2. Korinther 1:15-24,” in Studia Paulina in hon-
orem Johannis de Zwaan septuagenarii (Haarlem: Bohn, 1953),
215-234, esp. 221, points to the benediction, 287 7w MRT 1837,
“O faithful God, who say and do.” Cf. 1 Thess 5:24*.” [Hans Con-
zelmann, [ Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, Hermeneia—a Critical and Historical Commentary
on the Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975).]

serts a divine calling upon believers eig kowwviav t00
vioU avtol, into koinonia with His Son. The Greek word
Kolvwvia is usually translated as fellowship. But the
implications of this word in a religious context have
virtually nothing to do with the Greek word koivwvia.
The root idea is that of a joint participation in something
together with someone else. Paul’s only other use of
Kolvwvia in 10:16 makes this point clear. The cup and
the bread of the Lord’s supper is indeed koivwvia in the
body and blood of Christ. Thus for believers as a com-
munity to be called into koivwviav with Christ signals
that our conversion experience moved us into a pro-
found relationship with Christ in which Christ as Lord
and Son of God supplies us with absolutely everything
possibly needed to live in holiness and blamelessly be-
fore God.

The connection to this amazing supply of spiritual
resources was set up in conversion. Our challenge now
is to participate. That is, to live and work in obedience
to Christ’s leadership as Lord so that together a beauti-
ful life and living can be created that will bring praise to
God on judgment day. Paul’s point with the main clause
is simply 1oTog 6 Be6g. God is totally trustworthy to
bring about this marvelous divine / human koinonia
through His Son!

What a Proem! Although the core elements are typ-
ical of Paul’s letters, the expansion elements open up
a beautiful insight into the heart of being a Christian. In
them the apostle puts foundational spiritual truths on
the table that will underpin his treatment of the long list
of problems in the letter body plaguing the church at
the time of the writing of the letter. In a few instances
some of these elements like the long 0TI clause in vv.
5-8 directly anticipate a few of the specific issues such
as spiritual gifts, tongue speaking, the resurrection etc.
But Paul here is primarily concerned to lay down the
basics of being truly Christian in a spiritually healthy
manner. Then on this foundation the problems will be
tackled one by one beginning in 1:10.

10.1.3 Letter Body, 1:10-16:18

The much longer length of First Corinthians means
that quite a large number of papyrus pages would have
been needed in order to put it together in a scroll. Find-
ing these would not have been too difficult nor too terri-
bly expensive, since papyrus sheets were normally on
sale in the larger market places of cities such as Ephe-
sus where all this took place with First Corinthians. The
compositional process necessitated many more wax
tablets for the draft copies than was needed for either
First or Second Thessalonians, or even for Galatians.
The time of composition then was considerably longer
as well. Assuming that this task belonged primarily to
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Sésfhenes, the reason for him being
included in the Superscriptio, the pro-
cess was indeed complex and probably 1
necessitated a closer working relation- }
ship between Paul and Sosthenes in |
order to put this letter together. Paul’s &
statement in 16:21, ‘'O donaouog T éui &
Xelpt MavAou, This greeting with my own [
hand, clearly signals a lot of time and |
effort by Sosthenes in putting this letter
together so that Paul could ‘sign’ it at the very end.

The starting point of arranging what Paul wanted to
say in the letter body was provided for him from the two
primary sources of information connected to Corinth.
The first section in 1:10 through 6:20 is derived from
information from Chloe’s household referenced in 1:11,
£6NAwON ydap pot mepl LUV, adeAdol pou, UTIO TEV XAONG
OTLEpLOeC €v LUV gloty, For it has been reported to me about
you, my brothers, by the household of Chloe that there are
divisions among you. But in 7:1 the referencing changes
to Nept 6¢ wv éypdate, Now concerning the things that
you wrote. The prepositional phrase using lNepi as the
first element in a sentence is repeated several times
through chapter sixteen. In the secular literature of the
time such a construction was a standard way of intro-
ducing a new topic for discussion. The members of the
Corinthian church who brought the letter to Paul with
the questions is most likely identified in 16:17-18, 17
xoipw 8¢ €mi tf mapouoia Itedavd kat Qoptouvdtou Kal
AxaiikoD, OTLTO UHETEPOV UOTEPN A OUTOL AVENARPWOaV- 18
AvemMavcay yap to €Uov mvedpa Kal TO UGV, ETIYIVWOKETE
o0V ToUG ToloUTouc, 17 | rejoice at the coming of Stephanas
and Fortunatus and Achaicus, because they have made up
for your absence; 18 for they refreshed my spirit as well as
yours. So give recognition to such persons. Thus a natural
two part division of the contents of the letter body is
built into the text itself: 1-6; 7-16.

Report from Chloe’s people, 1:10-6:20.

This first section of material comes out of infor-
mation about the situation in the Corinthian church
brought to Ephesus uno tiv XA\ong, by those of Chloe
(1:11).25 What is not clear from Paul’s brief reference
is whether those in the household of Chloe, most like-
ly slaves, conducting business for their master Chloe,
were based in Ephesus or in Corinth.?6 That is, were
they in Ephesus on a business trip to Corinth, or had
they just returned home to Ephesus from Corinth on a
business trip. If the former is the case, then the slaves
as Christians shared this information with Paul. But if
the latter is the case, probably Chloe as a Christian
shared the information that her slaves had reported
to her. Thus the spiritual status of both XAén and her
slaves is not made clear. One or the other, or perhaps
both, were Christians.?”

2¢Xn6m, Chloe, a woman, probably with business connexions
either in Corinth or in Ephesus or in both.” [Alexander Souter, 4
Pocket Lexicon to the Greek New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1917), 283.]

2Merchants across the Roman empire who were moderately
successful in their business operations quite often established mul-
tiple locations for their business operations. Also it is important to
remember that the vast majority of business operations were ‘home
based.” That is, the ‘store’ were located in a private home, usual-
ly on the ground floor while living quarters, at least the sleeping
areas, were on the second floor. The owner himself would usually
travel from one of these homes to the other in order to monitor the
business operation. But trained slaves managed all of these plac-
es and homes. With thievery as a big problem with slaves in the
first century, the oikovopog, slave manager, in charge of each home
and business operation reported directly to his master. One of the
counter measures usually employed against thievery was for this
slave manager to share in the profits of the business operation he
had responsibility for. In some of the larger business operations,
the owner had an oikovopog who was responsible for the entire
business operation. This slave along with others trained in account-
ing slaves, etc. would then regularly visit all of the locations to
check on things.

2“That the phrase 0o tov XA6ng means Chloe’s people is
rightly the most widely accepted view (NRSV, NJB, Moffatt, and
Collins), although NIV returns to ‘Chloe’s household.” Theissen
reminds us that members of a family would normally be identi-
fied through the name of the father (not the mother), even if he
was deceased.” An exception could be made if Chloe was well
known at Corinth, but it remains more likely that Chloe’s people
are business associates, business agents, or slaves acting on her be-
half. Perhaps they represented the business interests of this wealthy
Asian woman, traveling between Ephesus and Corinth for her.”
Whether or not Chloe had church connections, probably her agents
belonged to the church at Ephesus and had regular links with the
church at Corinth. On their last return to Ephesus, as Fee vividly
expresses it, they gave Paul an ‘earful’ about the state of the church
at Corinth. ‘The mention of Chloe’s people gives credence to the
report received by Paul. The report was not hearsay.”’” [ Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commen-
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Interestingly, XAdn is a woman’s name with an fas-
cinating background. The name has a background in
Greek mythology.?® But, of course, this doesn’t say any-

8“CHLOE (X\0m), the blooming, a surname of Demeter the
protectress of the green fields, who had a sanctuary at Athens con-
jointly with Ge Curotrophos. (Paus. i. 22. § 3; Eustath. ad Hom. p.
772.) This surname is probably alluded to when Sophocles (Oed.
Col. 1600) calls her Anpunqtmp edyroog. (Comp. Aristoph. Lysist.
815.) Respecting the festival Chloeia, see Dict. of Ant. s.v.” [Leon-
hard Schmitz, “CHLOE (XA6n),” ed. William Smith, Dictionary
of Greek and Roman Biography and Mythology (Boston: Little,
Brown. and Companv. 1870). 695. 1

1.10 6é
3 HopakoAd UPAC,
adeiopol,
dLx TtoU ovoéuatocg

thing necessarily about the spiritual orientation of this
person.

€6NAwON yap pot mept LUGY, adeAdol pou, for it was
reported to me about you, my brothers. The verb used
here ¢dnAwon implies far more than heresay or biased
criticism. Instead, it carries with it some implication of
proof or evidence offered as a part of the oral report.
Thus Paul is responding to reliable information regard-
ing the situation in Corinth.

1) Disunity, 1:10-17.

100 xuplou nNudv Inocod XplLoToU,

Yép

4 €3nAd6n poL

nepl UUGV,
adelpol pou,

Uno tdv XAéng

iva 10 autd Aéynte mAVIECQ
Kol
ph f§ év Upiv oxiopata,
o¢
ATE KATNPTLOHEVOL
gV TH aUTd vol
Kol
€V T} aUThH yvoun.

OtL épLdeg &v Upiv gioLv.

d¢

5 Aéyw tolto
OT Ll €KOOTOG UUBVY Afyel -

EYQR H1EV
d¢
EVQ
d¢
EVQ
d¢
EVQ

6 ' pepépiLotal O XpLotdg;

7 pn HDadldog éotaupddn
unep Updv,
A
elc 10 dvoua
8 HoavAou €Rantiocdnte;

9 ! gixapLotd [T® 6ed]

OtL oUdéva UpGV

elul HatGrou,

ATIOAAG,
Knea,

XpLotoU.

gBamnt Lo

el un Kplomov kol I'&tlov,

tva pf ti¢ elon
\ elg 1O €uov oOvoux
Ot L...eRantioBnTe.
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1.16 6é

10 ¢panTLoN KAl TOV ZTEQAVA OLKOV,
A0 LTIOV
11 oUx oida
el Tiva &AAov €Pantioq.
1.17 de
12 ou amnéotelAév pe XpLOTOCQ

BomT({leLv
QAN
evayyerileocbal,
oUk év copla Adyou,

{va un xevwbfi 6 otaupdg ToT XplLoToU.

10 NopakaA® 6& LuaAg, adseldoi, Sta o dvouatog tod
KUpLOU AUV Incol Xplotod, va tO a0TO Aéynte MAVTEG Kal
U A év OPlv oxlopata, ATE 88 KATNPTIOHEVOL &V TG aUT®
vol kol v tf auTh yvwun. 11 é6nAwbn yap pot mept LUV,
abehdol pou, UMO TWV XAONG OTL €pldeg €v LMLV €low.
12 Aéyw 6¢ tolito OTL EKAOTOG VM@V AEyel éyw HEV ElpL
Mavlou, éyw 6& AmoAA®, éyw &€ Kndd, £yw 6& Xplotol. 13
HEUEPLOTAL O XpLoTog; un NadAog éotaupwBn UMEP LUWY, A
€l 10 6voua MavAou éBantiodnte; 14 euxaplot® [TQ Be®]
OTL 008Eva LUV ERamtioa el un Kpilomov kat Maiov, 15 iva
UN T €lmn OTL €ig TO €UoV Ovopa éBamtiodnte. 16 éBamntioa
8¢ Kol TOvV Itedavd oikov, Aoutdv ouk oida €l Tva dAAov
€Bamtioa. 17 o0 yap AMECTENEV e XpLoTOG Barmtilelv AN
evayyeAilecbal, olKk év codia Adyou, (va pn kevwbii o
otaupog tod Xplotol.

10 Now | appeal to you, brothers and sisters,d by the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that all of you be in agree-
ment and that there be no divisions among you, but that
you be united in the same mind and the same purpose. 11
For it has been reported to me by Chloe’s people that there
are quarrels among you, my brothers and sisters. 12 What |
mean is that each of you says, “I belong to Paul,” or “l belong
to Apollos,” or “I belong to Cephas,” or “I belong to Christ.”
13 Has Christ been divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or
were you baptized in the name of Paul? 14 | thank God that
| baptized none of you except Crispus and Gaius, 15 so that
no one can say that you were baptized in my name. 16 (I did
baptize also the household of Stephanas; beyond that, | do
not know whether | baptized anyone else.) 17 For Christ did
not send me to baptize but to proclaim the gospel, and not
with eloquent wisdom, so that the cross of Christ might not
be emptied of its power.

The first item in this report centered on 6t £pideg
£v LIV elowy, that quarrels exist among you. Verse twelve
then goes on to define what Paul meant by £pideg: Aéyw
6& to0T0 OTL £k0OTOC LAV AEyeL: €yw PEV luL MavAou, éyw
6& AnoAA\®, éyw 6& Knodd, éyw 6& Xplotol, What | mean
is that each of you says, “I belong to Paul,” or “I belong to
Apollos,” or “l belong to Cephas,” or “l belong to Christ.”

What is contained in vv. 11-12 flows out of the
topic sentence introducing this first section in v. 10:
MNapakaA® &€ Luag, adehdol, dLd tol dvouatog Tol Kupiou

AUV Inoou Xplotodl, tva 1'0 aUTO Aéynte MAVTEG
Kal un n &v Uuiv oxiouara, nts 6£ KatnPTIoHEVOL
€v T® aUT® vol kal év tf avtii yvwun. Now | ap-
peal to you, brothers and sisters, by the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ, that all of you be in agree-
ment and that there be no divisions among you,
but that you be united in the same mind and the
same purpose.

Here Paul lays down the foundational principle
of Christian unity upon which he explanation
and admonitions to the Corinthians in vv. 13-
17 rest. In something of a ‘sandwich’ pattern
the apostle deals with the positive aspects in
admonitions one and three with the negative admoni-
tion as number two. In this ABA’ sequence the empha-
sis falls upon point B which speaks directly to the prob-
lem at Corinth.

What was the nature of this problem at Corinth?
The depiction of principle in v. 10 begins the description
of the problem. The political orientation of the terms
that Paul uses here, oxiopata and £pideg, suggests
the problem at Corinth was a power and control issue
rather than an ideological issue.?® His explanation of
these terms in v. 12 strongly points in this direction
also. Clearly in modern church life this tends to be the
most common divisive issue in churches.

Paul’'s answer to this problem is interesting. His
foundational principle is that the church should be 16
avTo Aéynte mavteg, all saying the same thing, and Ate &¢&
KATNPTIOHEVOL €V TQ) aUT® vol kal €v Tfj alti yvwun. but
that you be being knit together in the same mind and in the
same understanding. His instructions for achieving this
goal in vv. 13-17 is to diminish the importance of his
role as the founder of the church originally. The quest
for control centered in claiming to represent a promi-
nent Christian leader such as himself, Peter, or Apollos.
Not being able to speak for either of these others, he
uses himself to underscore the point that no Christian
leader plays any dominating role that should control the

2“Paul alludes in v. 10b to ‘a power struggle, not a theological
controversy.”* A widespread current view arising from sociopo-
litical research suggests that Paul uses terminology drawn from
the political vocabulary of the Roman or Graeco-Roman polis. In
the Synoptic tradition the conjunction of oyicpata, rents, tears or
splits, with katnpticpévol, being mended, being repaired, or be-
ing knitted together again, may recall the passage about James
and John mending their nets (Mark 1:19; par. Matt 4:21). In 2 Cor
13:11 Paul instructs the local church to put things back in order
(xartaptilecbe), ‘keeping the peace’ (gipnvevete, being in harmo-
ny). Welborn notes that ‘A cyiopa is a rift, a tear, as in a garment:
it is used metaphorically of a cleft in political consciousness.’40”
[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),

115.]
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life of the church. None of these three leaders have
encouraged such thinking. All of them are centered
around the proclamation of the Gospel, as is his case
(v. 17), so that the church is centered on Christ alone.
For the church to correct this problem it must get into a
process of being knit back together around Christ, Ate
0¢ katnpTiouévol (v. 10).

2) Wisdom, 1:18-2:5.

18 ‘0 Aoyog yap 6 tol otaupol Tolg eV ATOAAULEVOLG
Mwpla €otiv, tolc &6¢ owlopévolg NUiv duvaulg Beol
€oTly. 19 yéypamtal yap: anoA® tnv codiav tOv codpiv
Kal TRV olveoly TV ouvet®v ABetnow. 20 ol codog;
nol ypappatelg mod oulntntng tol ai®vog TouTou;
oUXL €uwpavev 6 Bedg TV codlav tol koopou; 21 £meldn
vap €v tf codia tol Beod oUK E€yvw O KOOUOG SLA TG
coodlag tov Bedv, ebdoOknoev 0 BedCg SlA TH¢ Hwplag ol
Knpuypotog¢ o®ooal Ttoug¢ Tiotelovtag 22 £meldn Kal
loudatol onpuela aitobowv kat“EAAnveg codiav {ntololy, 23
NUETG 6& knpUoooUev XploTOV éoTtaupwiévoy, Toudaiolg
MEV okdvbahov, £Bvectv 6& pwplav, 24 avtolg && TOlG
KANTolg, loudaiolg te kal “EAAnGCLv, XpLotov Beol Suvauv
Kal Beol codiav: 25 6TL 0 pwpov Tol Beol codwTtepov TGV
AvBpwnwv €oTlv kal 10 doBeveg tol Beol ioxupoTtepoV TV
AvOpwnwv.

26 BAémete yap TNV KAfjowv OLUQV,
moMol ocodol KOt OapKa, oU
moAMot  Suvartoi, o0  moAAol
glyevelc 27 GAA Td pwpd Tol
KOopou éfeléfato O Beodg, va
Katatoxuvn toug codolg, kal Ta
aoBevii to0 kOopou &€elé€ato O
Beodg, iva kataloxvvn @ loxupd,qg
28 kal ta Ayevii To0 KOopoU Kal Td
€€ouBevnuéva é€eléato 0 Beog, Ta 1.19
un ovta, lva ta Ovta katopynon,l5
29 Onw¢ uf Kavxnontat mdoa
ocap¢ évwriov tol Beol. 30 £€
avutol && Upelg €ote év XplLOT®
Incol, 0¢ éyevnBn codia AUlv dnc‘)ls
Beol, Skaloouvn Te Kal AYLACHOG
kal anolutpwotg, 31 iva kabwey 4
YEYPOTTTOL O KOUXWLEVOG €V KUPLW
KaUXaodw.

2.1 Kayw éNBwv mpog Ludc,
aSehdoi, AABov ol ka®’ UmepoxHv19

adeldol, OtL ov
1.18 de
‘O Adyoc

o¢

Yép
YéypamTat

nod ocogdg;

18

nelBoi[¢] codilag [Adyolg] AAN év dmobdeifel mvelpatog Kot
Suvdpewe, 5 tva 1 ioTic VUMV pi N &v codia AvBpwNwy
QAN év duvapel Beol.

18 For the message about the cross is foolishness to
those who are perishing, but to us who are being saved it
is the power of God. 19 For it is written, “l will destroy the
wisdom of the wise, and the discernment of the discerning |
will thwart.” 20 Where is the one who is wise? Where is the
scribe? Where is the debater of this age? Has not God made
foolish the wisdom of the world? 21 For since, in the wis-
dom of God, the world did not know God through wisdom,
God decided, through the foolishness of our proclamation,
to save those who believe. 22 For Jews demand signs and
Greeks desire wisdom, 23 but we proclaim Christ crucified, a
stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to Gentiles, 24 but
to those who are the called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ
the power of God and the wisdom of God. 25 For God’s fool-
ishness is wiser than human wisdom, and God’s weakness is
stronger than human strength.

26 Consider your own call, brothers and sisters: not
many of you were wise by human standards, not many were
powerful, not many were of noble birth. 27 But God chose
what is foolish in the world to shame the wise; God chose
what is weak in the world to shame the strong; 28 God
chose what is low and despised in the world, things that are
not, to reduce to nothing things that are, 29 so that no one

TOTQ PEV AIMOAAUPEVO LG
popia éotiv,

6 10U otaupol

T01¢ owlopévolg Nuiv

(O Adyog) dUvapiLg Oeol €oTLv.

AIOA® TNV coplov TOV CoPdV

Kol

TV OUVECLY TOV CUVETOV AOETHOW.

notd ypoppatevyq;
not oulntntng tod aidvog toUtou;

oUuxl &pdpavev O Ogd¢ TNV copiav TolU KOopOU;

Aoyou 1N oodlog KatayyeAAwv

¢~ \ ) ~ ~ 1.21 A

UMlv T0 puotiplov 1ol Beold. 2 Ve

oU yap ékpwd T eibéval év LUV , . - ev e eogly ol Beoy . )
€meLdn...0UK &€yvw O xb6opog dLa tfj¢ coplagc TOV BedV,

el un Incolv Xplotov kal toltov
£€0TAUPWHEVOV. 3 KAYW €V AoBevela
Kal év ¢OBw Kal &v TPOUW TIOAAGD
€yeVOUNV TPOC UUAC, 4 Kal O AOyog
MOU Kal TO KAPUYHA Hou oUK év

eUddérnoev O Oeo¢
dLd tiic pewploag tol xnplypatog

odoal TOUG miLotevovTtag ®
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e 1dn kol Toudalol onuela aitololv
kol EAAnveg coglov {ntodolLv,

1.23 6é
21 npeilc rnpvooopev XpLOTOV E0TAUPWPEVOV,
Toudafolg pev ok&vdodov,
d¢
¢6veoLv pwplov,
1.24 6é
auTolg¢ TOIg¢ KANTOlQ,
Toudalolg te kol FEAAnoLv,
XpLotov
Beol dUvapulLv
Kol
Beol cooploav -
.25 4Tl TO PwPEOV ToU Bg0U COPATEPEPOV THV AVOPOIWV £0TLV
Kol
10 doBevec 10U Oeol loxupdrepov THV &GVOPOHIWLV .
1.26 vop
22 BAémete TNV RAfjoLv Updv,
adelopol,

6T L oU moAlol co@ol
KATX OXPKO,
oU moAAol duvatol,
oU moAAOLl eUyevelcq -

1.27 é(}\)\é(
23 T& popd to¥ Kbopou éfeAréfato O Oedg,
{va katatoxGvn toug copoUg,
Kol
24 T &ocOevi] tolt Kbéopou éfeAréfato O Oegdg,
tva katatoxtvn to Loxupd,
1.28 KO(T.
25 T& &yevii tol ré6opOU
Kol

ta &foubevnpéva €feréfato 6 Oedbg,
TX un oOvta,
tva 1t dvta katapynon,
OMWC U Kouxnontol oo odpé
EVOILOV TOU Beg0T.

é
26 Upeig éote

ot
6¢ &yevndn coela Nuiv
amnd OgoU,

SLraLo0UvY

| KO L

Ay LAOPOG

| KO L
| amoAvUtpwoLg,
Ve ========

KOO yEéypomTol -
O Kauxduevog €v xuple xoaux&obw.

might boast in the presence of God. 30 He is the source of 31 in order that, as it is written, “Let the one who boasts,
your life in Christ Jesus, who became for us wisdom from boast in the Lord.”
God, and righteousness and sanctification and redemption, J%@ gfc Page 16



o Koy second problem in 1:18-2:5.

€A0OV mPOC UNag, What does 6 otaupog tol Xpiotod,
N adergot, the cross of Christ, mean when void of
& ey _ . . . . ) codlia Aoyou, eloquent wisdom? His dis-
oU ka9’ uymepoxfy Adyou fj coplag cussion of the lack of understanding by

KATAYYEAADV UPTV 1O puotnplLov 1ol 6¢€0T. . . \

the Corinthians of the answer to this
2.2 0 question is what he presents in 1:18-
28 ol EKpLV& 2:5. Strongly implied in the power quest
TL eidéval of the first problem by the Corinthians is

&V Uplv linkage to a leader who best presented

el pn Inocolv XpLoToOVv the Gospel.

il The foundational  principle

TOUTOV £0TAUPWHEVOV. here comes in v. 18: ‘0 Adyoc ydp 6 Toi
- Koy otaupol Tol¢ MEV AmoAAUMEVOLS Hwpla
iy deBeve (o €0Tlv, T0l¢ 6& owlopévolg AUV SUVALLG

Kol ‘ Beol £otwv. For the message about the

&y 6B cross is foolishness to those who are per-

szl ishing, but to us who are being saved it is

&V TEOUE TOAAG the power of God. In a city steeped in

29 gyevéunv Greek rhetoric, the orientation would
npog uudg, be focused on how sensible and per-

o Kol suasive the presentation of the Gospel

1o © DERIEE TR would be. But the cross of Christ defies
- m’]:::\l(pd - all logical and sensible thinking of the

bv me180T[c] copiac [A6YOLC] day! And yet_lrpnlcallly to those havmg

SN experienced it in their personal life the

31 (Hoav) cross of Christ is nothing less than the

€v &modelfet

\ TV eUUATOC

| KO L

\ duvAuewng,

iva § mioTic Updv pn f

¢v copla &vBphrwv

GAN'

€v duvduel BeoT.

2.1 When | came to you, brothers and sisters, | did not
come proclaiming the mystery of God to you in lofty words
or wisdom. 2 For | decided to know nothing among you ex-
cept Jesus Christ, and him crucified. 3 And | came to you in
weakness and in fear and in much trembling. 4 My speech
and my proclamation were not with plausible words of wis-
dom, but with a demonstration of the Spirit and of power, 5
so that your faith might rest not on human wisdom but on
the power of God.

The second problem defined in 1:18-2:5 grows out
of the first problem and in many ways the disunity is
the concretizing of the second problem.* Paul's men-
tioning of his calling in v. 17 to ebayyeAilecbat, proclaim
the Gospel, not only closes out his treatment of the first
problem but opens the door to his discussion of the

3n this first section especially, the treating of distinct prob-
lems is interlaced and often without clearly defined distinctions.
Thus any ‘outlining’ of them is only minimally accurate, and can
be misleading if taken to imply distinct differences among the
problems.

very power of Almighty God brought to
bear on their lives.

In vv. 19-2:5, Paul amplifies this
point in several ways. First in vv. 19-21,
with an appeal to Isa. 29:14 and Psa.
33:10, Paul asserts the utter superior-
ity of God’s wisdom to that of humans.
God in His wisdom decided that man
in his wisdom could never know God.
For humanity to come to know God it must completely
abandon its supposed wisdom in order to accept the
foolishness of the cross.

Then the evidence (vv. 22-25) of the superiority of
God’s wisdom is seen in the Jewish demand for signs
(proofs) and the Greek quest for humanly attained wis-
dom. But the apostolic preaching of the Gospel stands
as an obstacle to both Jews and Greeks, since it will
not bow to either of their demands. But this message
presents Christ as the utterly exclusive way to God.
The bottom line is that God’s wisdom is so far superior
to that of humans that they cannot be compared.

Third, in vv. 26-31, Paul reminds the Corinthians of
who they were prior to Christ. His point of reference is
the low social status of the majority of the Corinthian
Christians. But just like in the selection of the Twelve,
God chose these ‘low lifes’ in Corinthian society to be-
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come His people in the city. Why? The radical moral
and religious transformation of their lives by the power
of His Gospel would prove the superiority of His way
of doing things. These new lives would be evidence of
the presence of God to the outside world. Therefore,
the only legitimate boasting possible is in Christ, the
source of their transformation (v. 31).

Fourth, in 2:1-5 Paul turns to his own example of
the preaching of Christ in the establishing of the church
in Corinth originally; cf._ Acts 18:1-18 for details. In the
background of this depiction stands the Greek Sophist
stress on rhetoric as the heart of any message. The
modern version of this ancient Sophist principle is that
of Marshall McLuhan, “the medium is the message.”
That is, it is not so much what one says as it is how he
says it which is the basic principle. Paul utterly rejects
the legitimacy of such thinking in regard to presenting
the Gospel of Christ. How Paul presented the Gospel at
Corinth, as described by Luke in Acts 18:1-18, was not
out of ignorance or intentional stupidity. Paul presented
some very persuasive arguments for Christ from the
OT scriptures while being allowed to speak in the syn-
agogue there. In fact they were too persuasive and led
to his being banned from speaking in the synagogue.

But what Paul means here in 2:1-5 is clear. He did
not use or look to Umepoxnv Adyou f codliag, lofty words
or wisdom to convince the Corinthians to trust Christ
with their life. This 10 pwpov tod Beol, foolishness of
God, in the Gospel is nothing less than to puotnplov
100 Be00, the mystery of God. How to present this under-
standably? Only by presenting’Incoiv XpLotov kai tolitov
g¢otaupwpévoy, Jesus Christ and Him crucified. Lofty words
and wisdom (v. 1) are not going to persuade either Jew
or Greek to commit themselves to Christ. Only the Spir-
it of God can do that (v. 4). Consequently those who
then come to Christ will have a faith in Christ based
upon God’s powerful working in their lives, and not on
human wisdom (v. 5).

3) True vs. false wisdom, 2:6-3:4.

6 Zodlav 6& Aalolpev €v Tolg Tedeiolg, codlav 6 ol
To0 ai®vog TouTtou oUdE TV ApxovTIwy Told ailvog toutou
TV Katopyoupevwy: 7 @AM Aalolpev Beol codlav év
MUoTNplw TAV AmokeKPUUUEVNY, NV TTpowpLloev 6 Bedg PO
TV alwvwy eig 6¢av NUAOV, 8 v oUBEL] TV ApXOVTWV
to0 ai®vog toutou &yvwkev: €l yap éyvwoav, oUK Gv TOV
KUpLov TAG 86&NC €otaupwaoayv. 9 GAAA kabBwg yéypartal: a
OPOAAUOG OUK E1SEV Kal oUC 0UK RKOUGEV Kal €Ml kapSiov
avBpwrmou oUK AvéPn, G Nroipaocev 6 Bed¢ Tolg Ayan®aoly
aUTov. 10 NUiv 6¢ dnekdAuev 6 Bedg 61 Tol MveLATOC:
1O yap nvelpa mavta épauvvd, kal td Babn tol Beol. 11
Tic yap oldev AvOpwmwv T Tod dvBpwou £l UA TO Tvedpa
o0 AvBpwrou T €v alT®; oUTtwg Kal Td ToU Beol oUbelg
gyvwkev el pun to mvelpa tod Be0l. 12 nuelg 6& ou 10

nivelpa 1ol koopou éAdpopev GAAG TO Tvelpa 1O €K Tol
Beo0, lva eldé@pev ta UTd To0 B0l Xaplobévra AUTv- 13 &
Kal AahoUpev o0k €v S1baktolg dvBpwrtivng codiag Adyolg
QAN év 818aKTolg MveUATOG, TIVEULATIKOTG OUYKPIVOVTEG.
14 Puxikog 6& AvBpwmog ou déxetal Ta Tol mvelatog tol
Beol- pwpla yap avt® éotv Kal oU Suvatal yvval, OTL
TIVEUMATIK®DG AvaKkplveTal. 15 6 6& MVEUHATIKOG AVaKPIveL
[tad] mavta, avtog 6 U 006evog Avakpivetal. 16 Tig yap
g€yvw volv kuplou, 6¢ cupBLBdacel avtov; Nuelg ¢ volv
XpLotol &xopev.

3.1 Kayw, adsAdoi, o0k AduvABnv AaAfjcal LUV WG
TIVEUMATIKOTG GAN WG oapkivolg, wg vnriiolg &v XpLot®. 2
YaAa UGG €motioa, ov Bpdpa- olmw yap €50vacbe. GAN
oUG6E EtLviv SUvaoBe, 3 £TLyap capKLkol €0Te. OO yap év
OV Zfjhog kal £pLg, oYL COPKIKOL €0TE Kal Katd AvOpwrov
TiepUTOTElTe; 4 Otav yap Ayn TIg €yw MEV i Mavlou,
£1ep0g O£ éyw AMOAA®, oUK GvBpwrol £0TE;

6 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. 7 But we speak God’s wisdom,
secret and hidden, which God decreed before the ages for
our glory. 8 None of the rulers of this age understood this;
for if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of
glory. 9 But, as it is written, “What no eye has seen, nor ear
heard, nor the human heart conceived, what God has pre-
pared for those who love him”— 10 these things God has
revealed to us through the Spirit; for the Spirit searches ev-
erything, even the depths of God. 11 For what human be-
ing knows what is truly human except the human spirit that
is within? So also no one comprehends what is truly God’s
except the Spirit of God. 12 Now we have received not the
spirit of the world, but the Spirit that is from God, so that
we may understand the gifts bestowed on us by God. 13
And we speak of these things in words not taught by human
wisdom but taught by the Spirit, interpreting spiritual things
to those who are spiritual. 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 understand 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. 16 “For who has known the mind of the Lord
so as to instruct him?” But we have the mind of Christ.

3.1 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 according to human inclinations? 4 For when
one says, “l belong to Paul,” and another, “I belong to Apol-
los,” are you not merely human?

Paul's deemphasis upon wisdom might lead to the

W o
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conclusion that he placed no
value on wisdom of any kind.32
But such would not be correct.

In the opening declaration

. 3
in vv. 6-7 the apostle speaks
of true wisdom: 6 Jodiav 6&
AaAolpev év  tolg TteAelolg,
coodlav 8¢ ov tod aiwvog touTou
o006€ TV apxoviwyv tol aidvog
ToUTOU TGV KOTOPYOUMEVWYVY: 734
AAAA AahoUpev Beol codiav év
MUOTNPLlW TAV ATTOKEKPUUUEVNV,
fiv mpowploev 60 BedC MPd TV
aiwvwv gilg 86¢av AUV, 6 Yet
among the mature we do speak
wisdom, though it is not a wis-,
dom of this age or of the rulers
of this age, who are doomed to
perish. 7 But we speak God’s wis-35
dom, secret and hidden, which
God decreed before the ages for36
our glory.

This opening declaration
puts in summary expression
Paul’s understanding of the
one legitimate wisdom that
Christians should focus on.

2.6 6é
Zopiav Aadotpev
€V T0TlCg TeAceloLg,
o¢&
gopiav oU (AodolUpev)
100 ai®dvog ToUTOU
oude
TV apxoévIwyv ToU aldvog ToUTou
TOV KOATOPYOUHREVQV
2.7 AN
Aodolpev Oegol copilav
¢v puotnple |
TNV AIOKERPUUPEVNV,
NV mpo®dpLoev O BgoC
| PO TOV ALOdVOV
| elg d6&av Hudv,

2.8 Ov oudelc 1tV ApxdévVIwv ToU aidvoc toUtou

EVVOKEV -

Yop
el éyveooav,
OUK &V TOV KRUpLoVv Tii¢ 36Eng €otavpwoav.
2.9 AN
(éotiv)
KOBWOC YyEypomTal *
& SPBAAPOC oUK £ ldev
Kol
oUC oUK [KOUCEV
Kol
el xapdlioav &vBpdmou oUk avERD,
& nrtolpoacev 6 Bg0g¢ TOTC AYOIIAO LV

The Corinthians, sadly, weregytov .

woefully deficit of this kind of
wisdom and had confused the
worldly Greek definition of wis-37
dom with this genuine kind.
What then is authentic
wisdom in Paul’s depiction
here? It is Sodiav 6¢ Aa)\oﬁusv39
£v Tol¢ TeAeiolg, wisdom we are
speaking among the mature.
Here is our first clue that thisag
wisdom is spiritual in nature.
Superficial Christians won’t
understand how God is work-
ing, which is what this wisdom
seeks to explain. Then it is4l
coodlav 8¢ ov tod aiwvog toutou
006€ TV apxoviwyv tol aidvog
TOUTOU TGV KATAPYOUHEVWY, N0 4o
wisdom coming from either this
age nor from the rulers of thisg3
age who are doomed. Paul's
wisdom has no human ori-
gin.®' Instead, this wisdom44

3n the background here stands
the Greek and Roman tradition es-
pecially that their political leaders

should be wise men who put their extraordinary wisdom in writing

2.10 6é
npiv anerdAuyev & OeodQ
L& toU mveluatoc -

Yop
10 nvedpa ma&via €paAuvd,
Kol
——————————————— & B&On tof Oeod.
2.11 A
Yo

1i¢ oidev &vOpdnmwv T& TOU AVOpdMOU
el pn 1o mvelpa tol &vBpdmou TO &€V AaUTH;

oUTWG
Kol
T& toU Ogol oUdeig &yVWKEV
el un 10 nmvetua toU Beol.

2.12 6é
npeig¢ ovu 10 mvedpa tol KSopou €A&Popev
AANN
——————————————— 10 nvetpa
10 ¢€x 10U O¢c0U,
fva eidduev T Uno ToU Be0oU yoaploBévia NUIV -
2-13 & ral AodolUpev oUKR (&oTiv)

avlpwrivng coplag
€V O LOAKTOTIC. .. AOYOLC
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is GAAG Aaholpev Beol cogiav év
pUoTNpiw THV AmoKekpUppévny, butédd
we speak God’s wisdom in mystery
which stands covered. This wisdom
comes from God and has a qual-
ity of mystery about it in part be-, ¢
cause it is covered from sight by
people. But it is not new since fivaz
TipowpPLoeV 6 Bedg PO TV alwvwv
elg 66&av NUAV, which God decreed48
before the ages for our glory. It has
been around since before creation
but in God’s plan it would bring His
glorious presence to us, His peo-4
ple. This is the spiritual wisdom of
God embedded in the Gospel mes-g,
sage of the cross. Paul’s teaching
ministry in the churches (Zogiav
O¢ Aaholpev €v TOIG TeAgiolg) cen-51
ters on uncovering this wisdom to
those spiritually mature enough
to grasp it and properly apply it to32
their lives.

From this stems the clear impli-
cation that the Corinthians had not53
grasped the meaning of wisdom.
They were still culturally blinded
by their Greek definition and were
missing fully the authentic wisdom
of God that is contained in the
Gospel. 54

This wisdom in v. 8 is complete-23
ly hidden from these supposed
wise rulers: fjv o08elg TV dpyoviwv
o0 ailvoc toUTou EYVWKEY, which5
no one of the rulers of this age un-
derstood. If they had understoodgg
it, they would not have crucified
Christ, Paul goes on to say.

The content of this divine
wisdom is available only to God’'s59
people through the presence of
the Spirit of God (vv. 9-13). The
central role of the Holy Spirit in dis-
closing this wisdom to believers is
Paul's point here. Paul ends with
the claim in v. 13: & kat AaAoOpev
ok év &ldaktolg AavBpwrivng
codlag Aoyolg AAN év Sldaktolg
TVEULOTOC, TIVEU LLATLKOLG TIVEU LLOTLKAL
ouykpivovteg, which also we are61
speaking not in the teaching words of

7

.14

ol

.16

(éotiv)

€V OLOaKTOIC mveUuaTogqg,
IV EUPAT LKOTC TVEUPAT LKX OUykplvovTeg.

o¢

JUX LKOGC AVOpwmog ou déxetal T& tol mvelvpatog tol Oeolb -

Yop
popia avtd €o0TLV
Kol
ou JdUvatal yvdval,
OT L MVEUUNT LKAHG dvoakplvetol.

5¢
O NMVEUHAT LKOG AVARPIVEL
5¢

[tTaa] mévta,

un’ oudevocg
AUTOC. .. Avarpivetal.
Yop
1i¢ &yve voiv kupiou,
6¢ ouuBLpdostl aUtdV;
de
npeic¢ voliv XpiLotol é&xopev.

Kayao,
adelpol,
oUK NduvAOnv AacAfjoat Upiv
OC MVEUUAT LKOTC
AN’
wg ocapkivolg,
o¢ vnuiolc &év XpLoT®.

Y&Aa Updg €métioq,

oUu (émétioa) Bpodpa -
Yop

otnw €dUvaocHe.
QAN

oude &tL viv dGvaocOe,
Yop

€TL COpKLKO( &oTe.

Yop
omou &€v Uulv (fjAog Kol
oUuxl OCOapKLKOL €o0TE
Kol
KT &VvBpWIoV
nepLnoteite;

Yoo
Otoy Aéyn TLG -

¢pLg,

| eyo név elul HNavrou,

£TEPOC

| £V AMTOANR,

oUK &vOpwmol €ote;

for the people to read and study. Modern versions of this tradition

are seen in Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf and Mao Zedong’s poetry

or sayings.
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human wisdom but in the instruction from the Spirit, inter-
preting spiritual things to those who are spiritual. 3

In vv. 14-16, Paul picks up on TrveupaTikoig in v. 13
in order to deal with the negative side of those who are
Wuxikog rather than trveuparikoig. Unfortunately now
he is addressing directly the problem of the Corinthi-
ans.

Who is a Yuywog avdpwrog, unspiritual person?
In this subunit Paul contrasts such a person with a
TIVEUMOTIKOG, spiritual person. Note the comparisons:

a) ou &€xetal T 1ol nveupatog tol Bgol, does not re-
ceive the things of God’s Spirit. A Yuxikdg GvBpwTIOG is
not open to what the Spirit of God would teach him.

b) pwpla yap adt® €otwv kat o0 Suvatal yvival, for
to him they are foolishness and he is unable to know them.
He can’t receive them because they come across as
foolishness. He is still enslaved to Greek thinking,
€Bveowv 6¢ pwplav, to the gentiles foolishness (1:23). This
enslavement makes it impossible for him to grasp the
things being taught by the Spirit of God. With this tar-
geting Corinthians church members, it has strong tones
of accusation toward many of them.

C) Ot mveupatik®g avakpivetal, because they are
grasped spiritually. The reason for the yuyikog GvBpwTrog
being unable to grasp what the Spirit is teaching is that
they have to be understood through the working of the
Spirit in the one being taught (= TveupaTik®g). Thus
the work of the Spirit is on both sides of the compre-
hending dynamic. He guides the teacher teaching them
and He open up the mind of the listener to grasp them.
And it is His teachings, not the teachers, that the teach-
er is teaching.

d) 6 8€ mveupatikog Avakpivel [td] mavta, autog &€ ur!
006ev0og avakpivetal, But the spiritual one grasps all things
and is himself grasped by no one. The verb avakpivw is not
far from the English expression to size up in the sense
of comprehending something or someone. What Paul
asserts here is relatively easy to grasp once a proper
understanding of avakpivw is obtained. The one being
guided by the Spirit is fully able to ‘seize up’ everything
in life from God’s point of view. But that means that
most all people won'’t be able to ‘size him up’ correctly
because they can’t see God’s perspective on things, as
he does.

e) Who has been this believer’s human teacher sup-
plying him with such insight? tig yap €yvw voiv kupiou,
0¢ oupPiLBaocel autov; AUelg 6& volv Xplotol €xopev. For
who has known the mind of the Lord who will teach him?
Now we possess the mind of Christ. The human teacher

320One important point made by Paul here is how a Christian
teacher should function. Through the leadership of the Spirit in
his/her life, the teacher should “pull together understandably”
(= ovykpivovteg) spiritual truths to those who possess the Spirit
(mvevpatikoig). The idea of ‘spiritual’ has unfortunately lost the
exclusive meaning of mvevpatikoig as Spirit captured people.

must teach the things of the Spirit. But where do these
things originate. Paul’s contention is that they originate
in voUv Xplotod, the mind of Christ. This is his interpreta-
tion of Isa. 40:13 LXX quote of volv kupiou, mind of the
Lord. Paul is the one with access into Christ’s thinking,
rather than some of the teachers at Corinth with some
of their strange ideas.

At this point, the apostle deals directly with the lack
of spiritual understanding by the Corinthians in 3:1-4.
First he asserts his inability to give them solid teach-
ing as mature believers: Kayw, adeAdoi, ouk RGuvABNV
AaAfijcal VPV WG TveupaTikol AAN w¢ ocapkivolg, wg
vnrtiolg 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. Paul states that he is not able
to communicate with the Corinthians as tveuparTikoig
people. Instead, he must treat them as wg ocapkivolg,
WG vnrtiotg &v Xplot®, as carnal, as infants in Christ. He re-
flects here a third option between nveupatikolg, spiritual,
and telelotg, mature, (2:6) on the one side and on the
other extreme Yuxwkog, unspiritual to whom the Gos-
pel is pwpia, foolishness.** Between these two stands a
oapkivolg, fleshly, person who also is a vnmiolg év Xplot®,
infant in Christ. Obviously the individual is a believer, but
he stands on the opposite end of the spectrum from
being either nveupatikolg, the spiritual, or tolg teleiolg,
the mature.

Now what is a capkivolg, carnal, believer who is a
vnriotg év Xplot®, infant in Christ? Many, if not most, of
the Corinthians fall into this category, which limits what
Paul can teach them. Early on at the beginning of their
Christian life in the founding of the church, Paul ex-
plains his necessity of yaha Uudc €notoa, ol Bpdua, |
fed you milk not solid food. The figurative picture is clear,
but what does it mean in application here to the teach-
ing of the Gospel? Solid food can’t be fed to an infant is
the point of the picture. In Christian teaching what is the
difference between yaAa, milk, and Bp&dua, solid food?
Is it the difference between very simple and complex
spiritual truths?

The context seems to imply in this statement the
teaching of new believers the simple basics of being
a Christian soon after conversion. But it is more than
just the nature of the information about Christianity.
Not surprisingly they would still be inclined to think
in worldly ways since they have just come out of that
lifestyle into Christianity. Thus wg oapkivolg, as fleshly,
(3:1) and ocapkkoi éote, you are fleshly, (3:3) are easily
understandable in such a setting. Their value system
has not yet changed over to being Christian. But their

332:15 clearly labels the opposite of the yuywkog GvOpwmog
(2:14) as 0 mvevpotkog and describes his spiritual capabilities in
terms of 101G teleiotg, the mature, in 2:6.
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Christian commitment fundamentally means a radical-
ly new lifestyle based upon an utterly different way of
thinking and a completely new set of values. Although
it may take time, this new way of thinking must become
foundational to their life.

The divisiveness at Corinth signals to Paul that the
Corinthians have not made this transition from a worldly
way of thinking to a Christian way of thinking. And thus
in sharp critical tones he declares £t yap capkikoi £€ote,
for you are still fleshly. It has been over four years since
the church was founded under his preaching ministry.
This transition to Christian thinking and understanding
is long overdue!3

What signals this ocapkikoi condition after four
years? vv. 3b-4 answers this question: émou yap év
OV ijAog kal €pLg, oYL capkikol €0Te Kal Katd GvBpwrov
neputatelte; 4 Otav yap Aéyn TG &yw MEV il
MavAou, €tepog &¢- éyw AmMOA®, oUK GvBpwroie2
£ote; For as long as there is jealousy and quarreling
among you, are you not of the flesh, and behaving ac-63
cording to human inclinations? 4 For when one says,

“I belong to Paul,” and another, “l belong to ApoIIos,"64
are you not merely human? The horrible power
quest going on at Corinth brought down Paul’s6
anger upon them.

e

5

4) The true role of leaders, 3:5-4:21. In re-gg
peating the divisiveness of the Corinthians again
(3:5) from 1:10-17, Paul uses it for another objec-68
tive in seeking to lead the Corinthians from world-
ly wisdom to spiritual wisdom. The point now is
the function of religious leaders within the frame-82
work of spiritual wisdom in contrast to worldly
wisdom. The Corinthians were still thinking in’
worldly ways with their divisiveness over Paul,
Peter, and Apollos. But in God’s way of thinking
rather than man’s way, these leaders functioned 3.8
utterly differently. 72

Verses six and seven lay down the basic
principle of leadership from within divine wis-73
dom: 6 éyw €duteuoca, AmoANGDG £motTioey, GAN O

Be0g nigavev: 7 (hote olte 6 GuTelWY EoTlv TL OUTEXOTOV *

0 motilwv GAN’ 6 avfavwv Bgog. 6 | planted, Apollos
watered, but God gave the growth. 7 So neither 'che7
one who plants nor the one who waters is anything,76
but only God who gives the growth.

Farming metaphor, 3:5-9.

**Most all of us have been in churches that have been around
for decades and still have made little transition from worldly to
Christian ways of thinking. I could not tell you how often profess-
ing believers have expressed to me their pride in still being focused
on the basics years after coming to Christ. They are prideful about
being an vnmiolg év Xplot®, infant in Christ. What a tragic situa-
tion. Even worse is a church full of decades old spiritual babies!

5 Ti o0V €otv AoA®G; T 8¢ oty NMadhog; Stdkovol
85U v émioTevoaTte, Kot £KAOTW WS O KUPLOG ESWKEV. 6 Ey®
édutevoa, AMOAAGIG EmoTLoEY, GAN' 6 Bedg NbEavev: 7 Wote
o0te 6 Putelwv €oTiv TL oUte 6 TMoOT{WV AN O avavwy
Be0¢. 8 0 duteLwWV 6€ Kal 6 motilwv £V gloLy, EkaoTog 6€ TOV
{6lov pobov Anuetat katd tov (dlov komov- 9 Beol yap
€opev ouvepyol, Beol yewpylov, Beol oikodoprn €ote.
5 What then is Apollos? What is Paul? Servants through
whom you came to believe, as the Lord assigned to each. 6
| planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the growth. 7 So
neither the one who plants nor the one who waters is any-
thing, but only God who gives the growth. 8 The one who
plants and the one who waters have a common purpose,
and each will receive wages according to the labor of each. 9
For we are God’s servants, working together; you are God'’s
field, God'’s building.
oUv

T{ €otiLv AnoAAQg;
o)

Ti éotiv HNadlrog;

(eioiv) diLédrovol
5L’ Ov émiotevoate,
Kol
€RAOTY (dLarKOVOC €0TiV)
OC¢ O KUPLOG €JWKEV.
&yn éeUtevoq,
AnoAA®G €ndTLoEV,
AN’
6 0gd¢ nuiavev:
WoTE
oUte
o putelvwv
oUte
6 nmotilwv
AN’
6 aviaveav 6gdgc (&otiv TUL).

gotiv TL

(éotiv TU)

d¢

6 putelwv Kal O motilwv &v gioLv,
d¢

€ROOTOC TOV (dL0ov PLoBOV AfjpYetal

KOTX TOV 1dLov

\gele

Oeol éopev ouvepyol,

Oeol (éopev) yedpylLov,

Oeol oikodopf éote.

He turns to a simple farming metaphor in order to
express the principle. He and Apollos are nothing more
than estate slaves who work the fields for the master.
Each has an assisgned role: Paul to plant and Apollos
to water what has been planted. But it is God alone
who produces growth from what has been planted and
watered. Both laborers -- Paul and Apollos -- are noth-
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ing but slaves doing their job. They have no status on
the farm; they’re just working the fields.

Verses 7-9 amplify the principle set forth in vv. 5-6
still using the farming metaphor. The only one on the
farm who matters is the one who produces the growth,
and that is God: ®ote olte 0 Putebwv &otiv tL 0lte O
rotilwv GAN 6 ab€avwy BeAg, so that neither the one plant-
ing nor the one watering is anything; instead the one grow-
ing it who is God. Thus for the Corinthians to elevate
their ‘favorite’ preacher to preeminence is very wrong.
And especially when such action is designed to give
the group leverage over the rest of the congregation.

What one suspects that is behind this, is competi-
tion among house church groups for dominance over
the larger Christian community in Corinth. Perhaps with
the goal of having their spiritual leader acknowledged
as the senior leader over the other house church lead-
ers in the city.

In verse 8 the divine acknowledgement of each of
the slaves working in the field is set forth: 6 ¢utebwv
6¢ kal 6 motilwv év eiolv, £kaotog 6& TOV (Slov poBov
Auetal kata tov dlov kémov; The one who plants and
the one who waters have a common purpose, and each will
receive wages according to the labor of each. Both slaves
are contributing to the common goal of harvest day.
Thus both will have their labor acknowledged appropri-
ately on that day. God is a just farmer.

The application of the metaphor explicitly to the
Corinthians is made in verse 9: g0l yap €éouev cuvepyol,
Beol yewpylov, Beol oikodoprn éote. For we are God’s ser-
vants, working together; you are God’s field, God’s build-
ing. The Corinthians are symbolized by the field in the
metaphor and he and Apollos are merely the laborers
working together in this field. The Corinthians must
remember that the field belongs to God, not to either
them or their particular ‘worker.’

What a powerful metaphor to use in making this
powerful spiritual point. Now this is true wisdom rath-
er than man-made wisdom which the Corinthians had
been using. They desperately needed to shift over to
God’s way of thinking here.

Building metaphor, 3:10-17.3°

10 Kata thv xapwv tol Beol TtV 600elodv pol wg
000 0O¢ ApXLTEKTWY BepéAlov €Bnka, AAAOG 6 €moIKOSOUEL.
£€kaoTog 6¢ PAemétw TR émotkodopel. 11 Bepéllov yap
GAAov oudelg duvartal Belval mapd TOV Keipevov, 0G £0TLY

3“This pericope could be entitled “God’s construction” (3:9).
It is readily divided into two parts, vv. 10—15, which describe the
construction, and vv. 1617, which identify the construction as
God’s temple. To a large extent Paul’s exposition of the construc-
tion metaphor parallels his exploitation of the agricultural meta-
phor (vv. 5-9b).” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Dan-
iel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN:
The Liturgical Press, 1999), 148.]

Incol¢ Xplotog. 12 i 8¢ tig €mowkoSopel €ml TOV BepéAlov

Xpuoov, dpyupov, AlBoug Tiioug, EUAQ, XOpTOV, KAAAUNY,
13 £kaotou TO £pyov davepdV yevNOEeTAL, I yap NUEPA
SnAwoel, 6TL év upl AmoKaAUTITETAL: KAl EKAOTOU TO €pyov
omnoilov éotiv 10 mip [alTo] Sokipdaoel. 14 1 Twvog o €pyov
pevel 6 émokodounoev, uobov Anugetatr 15 €l twvog 1o
£€pyov katakanoetal, {nuwdnoetal, autog 6& cwbnoetal,
o0tw¢ 8¢ wg dLd Mupog. 16 OUk oldate 6TL vaog Beol éote
Kal 10 mveUpa tol Beol oikel év Ulv; 17 €l TG TOV vadv Tol
Beol dOeipel, PpOepel toltov 6 Bedc: 6 yap vaog tol Beol
AyLo¢ €0TLy, OlTIVEG é0Te L ETC.

10 According to the grace of God given to me, like a
skilled master builder | laid a foundation, and someone else
is building on it. Each builder must choose with care how to
build on it. 11 For no one can lay any foundation other than
the one that has been laid; that foundation is Jesus Christ.
12 Now if anyone builds on the foundation with gold, silver,
precious stones, wood, hay, straw — 13 the work of each
builder will become visible, for the Day will disclose it, be-
cause it will be revealed with fire, and the fire will test what
sort of work each has done. 14 If what has been built on
the foundation survives, the builder will receive a reward.
15 If the work is burned up, the builder will suffer loss; the
builder will be saved, but only as through fire. 16 Do you not
know that you are God’s temple and that God’s Spirit dwells
inyou? 17 If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy
that person. For God’s temple is holy, and you are that tem-
ple.

But if the agricultural metaphor didn’t get the point
across adequately to these Corinthian urbanites, in
vv. 10-15, Paul moves to the building construction
metaphor he impled in the final reference in v. 9: g0l
oikoboun éote, you are God’s building.*® This metaphor
would communicate especially to those living either
in insulae, apartment buildings, or a domus, a private
home, in the city.>” Although only a small part of the
large cities in comparison to the insulae, the domus
were usually very elaborate and skillfully designed and
built. And depending upon the wealth of the owner, they

3This pattern of ‘hooking’ units together with connecting ref-
erence at the end of one unit and the beginning of the next unit is
very scribal Jewish in ancient usage.

37“Ancient Rome is known to have had elaborated, massive
and beautiful houses and buildings. These houses and buildings
belonged to those in higher social status. The average house of
a commoner or Plebe did not contain many luxuries. There were
members of the upper class that tended to flash their wealth into
their design and architecture of their house. Many Romans per-
ceived this morally wrong and considered to be luxuria or vice to
makes people squander their money (wealth). They showed more
regard towards convenience than expense. Domus, or single-fam-
ily residences, were rare, with most having a layout of the closed
unit, consisting of one or two rooms. Between 312 to 315 A.D.
Rome had from 1781 domus and 44,850 of insulae.*” .” [“Ancient
Roman architecture,” wikipedia.org]
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could be enormous in size. For
example, either the atrium or the
piscina (see diagram on the right)
could hold a thousand or more
people comfortably.

One important point in the
concluding reference in v. 9 that

is carried through in the building7g

metaphor also is simply: 0¢ol
yewpylov, Beol oikodopr], God’s
farm; God’s building. Ownership

of this building is God, not the80

Corinthians or any leaders in the
church. This was a very import-
ant point in the house church
nature of the congregation at
Corinth. Sometimes the patron
who opened up his home for a
group to meet in took control over
the group as though it belonged
to him since it met in his house.
For the members on the very low
income side of society especially,

78

who attended the meetings of the®

group, resisting such a ‘take over’82

of the group would be very diffi-
cult.

The structuring of the build-
ing metaphor and its application
moves a new direction from the
previous farming metaphor. Paul
focuses on himself as an exam-
ple of a builder: Kata tv xaptwv tol

Beol tv SoBelodv polL wg codog =
ApXLTEKTWY BepéAlov E€Bnka, &Mocg 4

6¢ émolkodopel. By God's grace given

to me as a wise builder | have laid thegg

foundation, and another builds on

it.® To be sure, Apollos and oth-ge

BPaul’s word for builder here is
apyrtéktov, from which the English

word architect comes. It is part of a word87

group connected to construction that
come off a common root:

TéEKTwV G5454 (tekton), build-
er; apywrektwv G802 (architekton),
masterbuilder;  texvitng  G5493
(technités), craftsman; téxvn G5492
(techne), art, skill, trade.

CLIn secular Gk. tekton means a

craftsman or builder in wood, stonegg
or metal; architekton means a head90

builder, masterbuilder, contrac-
tor, or director of works; technités

means a craftsman, artisan or designer; and techné means an

art, craft, trade, or professional skill.

OT In the LXX all these words appear in their classical

88

3.10

Kot v x&plv 10U 60T

v doBelodv pol

WG CcoOPOg HPXL
OepéAiov £6nkKQ,
d¢
&Adog émoLrodopeld.

5¢&
€RAOTOC PAemétw

TERTWV

nd¢ €moLKoJopel.

3ol

\zete

OepéAiov &AAov ouUdeig dUvatal Oeival
moPd TOV Keluevov,
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auto] ok Ludoe L.
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ers are still in the background: €kactog 8¢ BAeméTw NG
€nolkodopel. But let each one take care on how he builds.
And both the foundation and the structure built on it
remain prominent in the metaphor in vv. 11-15. Paul’s
use of the term apxiTéktwv should not be read to imply
his superiority to Apollos or others as a téxtwyv, builder.
The farming metaphor has made the point of equality
dramatically.

The dpxiTéktwv had greater responsibility in laying
out the design of the foundation because he had to
envision the finished structure to be built on the foun-
dation.*® This is his point in v. 11: Bguéhiov yap dGAAov

of Greece and Rome, the Jews had a high regard for manual

work and a deep respect for those who did it well, whose
ability was sometimes at any rate seen as a gift of God'’s spirit

(Exod. 35:30ff.).

In the NT, usage is as follows:

(a) tekton appears only in the identification of Jesus by
the people of Nazareth as “the carpenter” (Mk. 6:3), “the car-
penter’s son” (Matt. 13:55). Though “carpenter” is the com-
mon rendering here, tekton could equally mean “mason” or
“smith” (as indeed some of the Fathers took it); or it could
mean that Joseph and Jesus were builders, so that both car-
pentry and masonry would have been among their skills.

(b) architekton appears once, in Paul’s description of
himself as a “wise masterbuilder” (the phrase is lifted from
the LXX text of Isa. 3:3) who laid the foundation of the Co-
rinthian church. Paul identifies this foundation with Christ—
Christ, that is, as set forth in the doctrine Paul had preached,
the doctrine of the givenness of reconciliation through the
cross and the new community created thereby. This was the
doctrine that had produced the Corinthian church (1 Cor.
3:10ff.).

(c) technités bears its ordinary secular sense in Acts
19:24, 38; Rev. 18:22. In Heb. 11:10, however, the word is
applied to God, as the craftsman who has built the heavenly
city for which his people hope.

(d) techné has its ordinary secular sense in Acts 17:29,
18:3 (where Paul and Aquila are identified as “tent-makers”
or “leather-workers” by trade), and Rev. 18:22.

[J. I. Packer, “Carpenter, Builder, Workman, Craftsman,
Trade,” ed. Lothar Coenen, Erich Beyreuther, and Hans Bieten-
hard, New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing House, 1986), 279.]

¥“Shanor’s study sheds light, first, on the term oco@oOg
apytéktov, skilled master-builder. Contracts were made with in-
dividual workers, but because of his professional skill one person
usually assumed a particular coordinating role, maintaining an
overview of the work, but not as paymaster. Even in the case of
large buildings, Shanor argues, the number of participants in the
actual building process who were contracted was small. Hence
the image of a small team coordinated by the dpyttéktmv whose
skill was recognized by the others rings true to the application of
the analogy to ministry at Corinth. We have already discussed the
importance of ‘co-workers’ for Paul (above, 1:1, and on Holm-
berg, Clarke, and others). In lexicographical terms, apyitéktmv
brings together téktmv, a worker in wood or stone, i.e., carpenter
or mason, with dpyt-, chief, or leader, here perhaps as first among
equals, more probably leading in experience and skill rather than
in managerial status.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to
the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Interna-

o06elg duvartal Belval mapd TOV kelpevov, 6¢ €0t Inocolc
XpLotog, for no other foundation can be laid beyond that al-
ready laid, which is Jesus Christ. This is the reason for the
preceding admonition in v. 10b: €kaotog 8¢ BAemétw ndg
énowkodopel. And let each one take care on how he builds.

That is, the foundation envisions a very specific kind of
structure. Another kind of building cannot be success-
fully constructed on the foundation once it is in place.

This was exactly what the Corinthians were trying
to do. With their divisiveness and worldly wisdom, they
were seeking to build a different kind of church than
the one envisioned when Paul laid the foundation in
his initial evangelizing ministry there on the second
missionary journey.® Instead of Christ and His ways
as the basis for the church, they wanted a dominat-
ing preacher as the foundation who would then build
the structure according to worldly wisdom instead of by
God’s wisdom. And this in spite of the claim that these
worldly builders were nvevpatikolg, spiritual, something
that Paul knew better of, even just from the report of
Chloe’s people.

What happens when the structure of a church is
built differently from what was envisioned with Christ
and His ways as its foundation and structure?*' Verses
12-15 present this scenario against the backdrop of the
Day of Judgment.*? The builders using inferior materi-

tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B.
Eerdmans, 2000), 308.]

40This says much about preachers and others who come into
a church and change it into a very different church than was envi-
sioned by the original founders.

“'We should exercise caution with the listing of building ma-
terials listed by Paul: xpuodv, dpyupov, AlBoug Ttipioug, §UAa,
X0ptov, kaAduny, gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, straw.
The tendency is to use the metaphor of fire to group the first three
into positive materials and the second set of three as inferior mate-
rials because they are subject to burning in fire. Paul does not move
this direction in his subsequent statements in vv. 13-14. He only
indicates that God’s testing will bring to the surface whether the
work is based on His wisdom or worldly wisdom: twog to €pyov
pevel: the work of each one remains. A serious argument can be --
and often is -- made that the six materials simply represent the con-
tributions of different gifts as developed in chapter twelve later on.

“2“An Arcadian epigraph from the fourth century B.C.E.
sheds significant light on Paul’s construction metaphor (see C.
D. Buck, Greek Dialects [Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1955] 201-203). This inscription describes the building and repair
of the temple of Athena. Several individuals, roughly comparable
to modern-day subcontractors, were involved in various phases of
construction. Each had a specific task to perform. The inscription
repeatedly mentions their ‘work’ (ergon), using the same vocabu-
lary as does Paul in vv. 13, 14, and 15. The epigraph refers to the
penalties meted out to contractors for various infractions, such as
delaying the construction by failing to finish their work on time,
harming workers, and damaging property. The vocabulary is sim-
ilar to that of Paul, who contrasts the wages (misthon lempsetai)
paid to th i i ith the penalgy
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als to build the church will see their work*® destroyed in
the fire of God’s judgment (vv. 12-13).%¢ But the build-
ers erecting the church on the foundation of Christ will
receive the blessing of God in the Day of judgment*
when the structure of the church holds up under God’s
fire (v. 14).%¢ The builders using worldly wisdom, instead
of God’s wisdom, to build will not loose their salvation
but will suffer the humiliating embarrassment of seeing
a life long effort in church building go up in smoke be-
fore God and His saints (v. 15).47

(zémiothesetai) incurred by those whose work does not pass in-
spection (v. 15).” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Dan-
iel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN:
The Liturgical Press, 1999), 149.]

#“The various materials are figures for the contributions each
member of the community makes to the up building of the com-
munity as the church of God (1:2). The list is far from exhaustive.
It does, however, enable Paul to make two points. First of all, the
variety of building materials suggests that the various members of
the community have distinctive contributions to make, a point on
which Paul does not expatiate in this exposition but to which he
will return and to which he will devote considerable attention in
ch. 12. Paul’s second point is that the contribution which each one
has to make must be evaluated in the light of the coming eschaton.”
[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington,
vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical
Press, 1999), 151.]

“What is God’s ‘testing standard’ in final judgment of the
work of the builders? £éxdotov 0 £pyov 6moidV £GTLv TO TOP [0OTO]
dokydoet. and each one’s work as to its quality will be examined
by fire. In the larger context of Paul’s discussion from 1:10 to here
God’s standard is clear. Whether the church has been built upon
the principles of God’s wisdom, or whether it has been built on the
principles of worldly wisdom -- this is God’s measuring standard.

4“To make the point that everyone’s work must be evaluated
in the light of the eschaton Paul appeals to traditional apocalyptic
motifs, specifically the notion of a testing by fire. In effect the met-
aphorical motif of the building inspection is interpreted by means
of apocalyptic motifs. In his epistolary thanksgiving Paul had writ-
ten about the gifted circumstances of the Corinthians that, howev-
er, he had placed under an eschatological reservation. “You are not
lacking in any gift,” he wrote, ‘you who are eagerly awaiting the
revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ, who will maintain you blame-
less until the end, on the day of our Lord Jesus Christ’ (1:7-8). As
he began to develop the construction metaphor Paul spoke of his
own gift, cited as an example for the Corinthians (3:10). When
he calls upon them to scrutinize their own work in the light of the
eschaton he returns (see v. 13) to the motifs of revelation (cf. 2:10)
and the day, which he had introduced in the opening thanksgiving.
Revelation and ‘the Day’ are classic apocalyptic motifs as are some
other elements in 3:10—17 that serve the paraenetic thrust of Paul’s
argument.” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J.
Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Li-
turgical Press, 1999), 151.]

“Remember Paul’s beginning references to the nature of
God’s people as rylaopévolg év Xplot® Incod, kKAntolg ayiolg,,
dedicated in Christ Jesus, called to be holy (1:2). The implications
of that now become clear in the building metaphor.

“Modern western cultures have difficulty understanding the
extreme punishment of a public humiliation. In Paul’s world, this
was about the worst possible thing that could happen to an individ-

Verses 16 and 17 make a direct application of Paul’s
construction metaphor to the Corinthian congregation:
16 OUk oibarte 6Tl vaog Ogol éote kal 6 mvedpa tod O=ol
olKkel v LUlv; 17 €l g Tov vaodv tol Beol dBeipel, PpBepel
tolUtov 0 Bed¢ O yap vaog tol Beol Gylog €oTly, OlTWVEG
€ote UPElG. 16 Do you not know that you are God’s temple
and that God’s Spirit dwells in your midst? 17 If anyone de-
stroys God’s temple, God will destroy that person. For God'’s
temple is holy, and you are that temple.

The language of Paul has hinted at the nature of this
building all through the metaphor. But now he states it
explicitly. The corporate congregation in Corinth consti-
tutes God’s temple in the city! To be sure it was scat-
tered over the city in the small house church groups.
But as they gathered together in worship and study
they formed the temple of God in the city, i.e., the place
where God was presence in the city. The habitation of
God comes through the presence of the Holy Spirit.
Paul’s warning here is serious. If any builder puts infe-
rior material into that builder he faces the severe wrath
of God! This suggests the spiritual foundation for the
physical death of some of the Corinthians who abused
the Lord’s Supper in chapter eleven.

True wisdom as foolishness, 3:18-23.

18 MnSeic £autov €amatdtw: £( TIC SoKeT 0ohOC Elval
év UUlv év @ ail®vl ToUTw, HwpPOg yevésbw, var yévntat
0000¢. 19 1 yap codia tol k6cUOoU ToUTOU pwpla Tapd TG
Be® €oTwv. yéypartal yap- 0 §paccopuevVog ToUg 0opout év
T mavoupyia alt®v: 20 Kai TEALY: KUPLOG YWVWOKEL TOUG
Staloylopoug thv cod®v OtL giotv pdtatot. 21 Ghote undeig
Kauxacbw év avBpwmolg: mavia yap VUQV €otl, 22 elte
MadAog lte AMoAAQG elte Knddg, eite kdopog eite {wr) elte
Bavartog, eite éveotd®ta eite péAAovta: mavia LU®V, 23
UpETg 6 Xplotol, XpLotog 6& Beod.

18 Do not deceive yourselves. If you think that you are
wise in this age, you should become fools so that you may
become wise. 19 For the wisdom of this world is foolish-
ness with God. For it is written, “He catches the wise in their
craftiness,” 20 and again, “The Lord knows the thoughts of
the wise, that they are futile.” 21 So let no one boast about
human leaders. For all things are yours, 22 whether Paul or
Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death or the pres-
ent or the future—all belong to you, 23 and you belong to
Christ, and Christ belongs to God.

Here Paul picks up again the issue of wisdom in
1:18-2:5 as what the builders of the church in Corinth
desperately needed. He addresses the false assump-
tion of these folks that they possessed what they need-
ed to build the church differently than how it had been

ual. Modern Asian culture is closer to Paul’s world here and thus
makes it much easier for Christians in that world to understand
texts like this one.
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envisioned in the beginning by Paul and his team of
missionaries. In 2:6-16 the apostle had his access to
the true wisdom of God that the surrounding world had
no awareness of in it unspiritual condition. Rather they
sought to replace God’s wisdom with their own as pa-
gans (2:14-16). The problem in the church at Corinth
was the tendency of the members to prefer this pagan
wisdom over God’s wisdom (3:1-5). In thus trying to
build the church in the city using this false wisdom they
created a mess with divisiveness and a quest for domi-
nance over the larger community. In 3:18-23 Paul calls
them back to God’s wisdom that the world considered
foolishness.

Turning loose of their pride and deceptive sense
of being wise was critical in discovering this true wis-
dom (3:16): Mnbeic €autov €famatdtw: €l TG Sokel
000bOC €lval &v UPIV £V T aidvt ToLTw, HWPOC VEVECHW,

€0TLV.

va yévntat codog. Stop kidding
yourselves; if someone assumes
that he is wise among you in this
age, let him become a moron. The
verb used here é&Catmataw is
part of a group of terms (31.12
anataw; éganatdw; Gpevanatdw;
aratn, ng) with the idea of de-
ception centered on adopting
false ideas that shape behavior
rather than just thinking wrong-
ly or being ignorant of what is
correct.®® By this term, which is
not widely used in the NT, Paul
injects a tone of failure to adopt
God’s wisdom as reflecting their
enslavement to worldly wisdom
which has produced the divi-
siveness in the community.

In the earlier discussion
Paul centered on the world’s
considering God’s wisdom as
foolishness. Now he reverses
the perspective to assert that
God considers these worldly
wise people to have adopted
Hwpla, stupidity, rather than wis-
dom. He backs up this claim with
first a citation from Job 5:13 (v.
19b) and then from Psalm 94:11
(LXX 93:11) in v. 20.

Next Paul applies this
emphasis on God’s wisdom to
the situation of divisiveness in
vv. 21-23. By using worldly wis-
dom rather than God’s wisdom
regarding leaders in the Chris-
tian community, the Corinthians
have cheated themselves out of valuable insights that
each of the leaders -- Paul, Apollos, Peter -- could give
to the community. To be sure, none of these leaders
have promoted the worldly wisdom being used by the
Corinthians, but the Corinthians have used pagan ways
of thinking toward these leaders. This is what stands

mopd T® 6ed
¢ ¢

elolv pdTaLlol.

“8“This series of meanings containing the stem drmot- overlaps
considerably in meaning with the previous series containing the
stem whav- (31.8-31.11). Both sets of terms involve deception and
erroneous views. It is difficult to determine the precise implications
of differences in meaning, but it may be that terms with the stem
mhov- are somewhat more related to general deceptive behavior
rather than primarily to misconceptions.” [Johannes P. Louw and
Eugene Albert Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament:
Based on Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies,
1996). S.V, topic 13:
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behind the divisiveness.*®

This application unit in vv. 21-23 introduced by woTe
not only serves to close out the emphasis on worlldy
wisdom among the Corinthians by making an applica-
tion, but it additionally serves to introduce the next unit
on the nature of true leadership in 4:1-21. In following
this pattern Paul links one section to the next in the
pattern we have observed consistently as he moves
through the items of the report from Chloe’s people.
Also by ‘cross referencing’ he ties the sub-
units closely together. For example, how he 4.1
presents the topic of wisdom several times in101
these chapters of First Corinthians linked in
different ways to other themes.*°

God measured leadership, 4:1-7.

es of the heart. Then each one will receive commendation
from God.

6 | have applied all this to Apollos and myself for your
benefit, brothers and sisters,a so that you may learn through
us the meaning of the saying, “Nothing beyond what is writ-
ten,” so that none of you will be puffed up in favor of one
against another. 7 For who sees anything different in you?b
What do you have that you did not receive? And if you re-
ceived it, why do you boast as if it were not a gift?

OUtTwg

npdc AoyLlécbw &vOpwnog

OC Unnpétoag XplLotoU
Kol
olxovéuoug puotnpliewv BeoT.

4.2 ~
4.1 O0tw¢ APAG AoywécBw GvBpwWIog WG ?\ifnév
Umnpétag Xplotol kal oikovopoug uucrnpiwvloz e

Be00. 2 wde Aownov {ntettal €v T0lg oikovouoLg,
va ToTtog Tig eUpebiy. 3 €pol 8¢ eig EAaylotov
€0TLy, lva U’ VUGV AvakplB® f LTO AVBpwWTivNg

€V T0olg olxkovduolLg, |
iva miotdég tTLg eUpebf.

NUEPAG: AAN oUSE €uautov dvakpivw. 4 oUbEv 9o3 58

yap €paut® ouvolda, GAN olUk €v ToUTw elc éA&YLOTOV

SeSkaiwpal, 6 8¢ dvakpivwy pe KUpLOG éotiy.103 gpol...éotLy,

5 Wote pA mPo kapod TL Kpivete Ewg Gv ENON O . ) Ue’ EHlGW

KUPLOG, OC Kal dpwTioel T kpuTtd ToU OKOTOUG Kal L0 - o CRIEERED .

davepwoel TAG BoUAAG TGV KapdLv: Kal Tote O o djepmnwnq Aépac -
ETIOLLVOG YEVIOETOL EKAOTW Ao Tol Beol. SO

6 Talta 6¢, adeldoi, pereoxnuation €iGygg
€UauTov Kal AmoAGv &U Updg, va év Aulv
HAONTE TO Un UMEp & yéyparral, iva pn €ig Unép 4.4
100 €vog puclolobe katd tol £Tépou. 7 Tig yaplo5s
oe Slakpivel; Tl 6€ €xelg 6 oUk ENaPeg; el &€ kal
ENaPeg, Tl kavxdoal wg un Aapwv;

4.1 Think of us in this way, as servants o
Christ and stewards of God’s mysteries. 2 More-
over, it is required of stewards that they be found
trustworthy. 3 But with me it is a very small thing
that | should be judged by you or by any human court. | do
not even judge myself. 4 | am not aware of anything against
myself, but | am not thereby acquitted. It is the Lord who
judges me. 5 Therefore do not pronounce judgment before
the time, before the Lord comes, who will bring to light the
things now hidden in darkness and will disclose the purpos-

§106

“The sad reality in modern versions of this kind of divisive-
ness more often than not the leaders themselves are enslaved to
pagan thinking and thus promote the divisiveness plaguing the
Corinthians.

This way of presenting ideas by Paul dramatically reduces
the helpfulness of a traditional western cultural based outlining of
these six chapters. Any such outline can only reference a small part
of what Paul is saying, and is completely unable to display clear-
ly the inner connectedness of the various sub themes in these six
chapters. Paul’s ancient thought pattern is somewhat represented
by a modern spinning helix ring image, used often in physics to
illustrate molecular action.

oUd& EpAUTOV AVORPLIVA.

Yop

oUd&v épautd ouvolLda,

GAN'
€v TOoUTQ

OUK...dedLraiwpalL,

o¢

6 &varpiveov pe RUpLOC €oTLV.

In order to communicate God’s wisdom regarding
leaders in contrast to the worldly way being used by
the Corinthians, Paul begins in 4:1-5 with a couple of
images easily understandable in the middle of first cen-
tury Corinth: Unnpétag Xplotod kai oikovopoug puotnplwv
OeoU, servants of Christ and slave administrators of God’s
mysteries. Both images represent slaves in distinctive
roles inside the family.

The Utnpétng functioned as an assistant to the mas-
ter of the house. A lot of the secular usage sees this
term for priests in the temples of pagan deities. These
individuals are both dedicated to the deity and function
to assist the deity by doing their priestly functions. Paul
sees a Christian leader as a UtnpéTng XpioTod, whose
life long mission is to carry out the duties assigned him/
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WOTE

her by Christ. e
But a Chris-
tian leader is also
a oilkovopog, man-
ager. This term,
and the synonym
oikodeoTdTNG,
typically specified1o9
the slave who
managed the es-
tate of the master
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= 5¢,
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and ToU BeoT.

of the family. HellO Tatta. HETEOXNHAT LOA
could also be an aderpol, elg éuautbv\
accountant who Ano)\)\giL
had control over 507 pse
the finances of the "y ARTy
estate. In God's {va...u&bnte 1O un vmep & yéypomtal,
earthly  house- lva uf elc UnmEp toU &vdC @uoLoToPe
hold, the church, KATX TOoU £tépou.
the OLKOVOOG
was manager of - Yép
HUCTNPLWY 9800'111 t1igc oe dLarpivel;
God’s  mysteries. .
What are these? -
112 i €xeLg

These are “God’s
secrets” that ap-
pear as foolish-
ness to a pagan
world but to en-113
lightened believ-
ers they represent
the wisdom of God proclaimed through the Gospel.

In developing these images Paul turns to himself
as the focus in vv. 2-5. The core principle stressed here
is TLoTog TG eLPeBfi, one must be found faithful. Being a
oikovopog is not a matter of intelligence or training. It
is instead an issue of being motog, faithful. And who
determines moT6¢? The oikovéuog does not evaluate
himself! Thus Paul stresses that he spends no time or
effort in self evaluation (vv. 3-4a).5" If the Corinthians in
their divisiveness have set in judgment on Paul as to
his faithfulness, this has no value or importance. It is
a phony judgment not based on God’s wisdom, but in-
stead on worldly wisdom. Only one evaluation matters:
0 8¢ Avakpivwv pe KOPLOG £oTLy, but the One judging me is
the Lord (v. 4b). The consequence of this (WwoTe)? No
one should judge Paul as a leader until the Lord comes

SFor those who have read the article “The Western Introspec-

tive Conscience: A Biblical Perspective on Decision Making” at
cranfordville.com, the statements of Paul here are very consistent
with his none introspective conscience as often falsely taught in
modern Christian circles. Paul spent no time in introspection hunt-
ing down sins and failures that needed to be confessed to God. His
understanding clearly was that, if he failed in some area, the Lord
through the Holy Spirit would show this to him so that he could
immediately confess this failure to God.

6 oUk €Aafeg;

de
el xol
Tl Kauxdool
©G un AoBov;

élapeg,

and renders His evaluation (v. 5). That will be the eval-
uation that matters since 6 €nawoc, the appropriate com-
mendation, ano tol Bg0d, from God, will be given by God
Himself (v. 5). For the Corinthians to evaluate each of
these leaders and choose their favorite one reflects pa-
gan wisdom, not God’s wisdom.

This perspective Paul indicates in vv. 6-7 that he
has applied to Apollos and himself for the benefit of the
Corinthians. Somehow the Corinthians in the divisive-
ness felt they elevated the status of their favorite lead-
er by preferring him over the others in the community.
Paul dismisses this as nonsense! (vv. 6b-7). Everything
they possessed came as a gift from God through one
of these leaders. But their worldly wisdom saw this as
something they themselves earned by the superior
teaching of their favorite leader.

God supplied leadership, 4:8-13.

8 fdn kekopeopévol €ote, 6N EmAoutroats, XwpPLg
NU®V €Bactheloate: kal 6deAov ye éBacilevoarte, iva kal
AUETG LUV oupBacthelowpev. 9 Sok® yap, 6 BeOC NUAG
TOUC Aamootoloug éoxatoug amedellev wg émbavatioug,
OtTL Béatpov éyevnOnuev T® KOOUW Kal Ayyélolg Kol
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8 Already you havel
all you want! Already you
have become rich! Quite
apart from us you have;,,
become kings! Indeed, |
wish that you had become123
kings, so that we might
be kings with you! 9 For 1124
think that God has exhib-
ited us apostles as last of
all, as though sentenced
to death, because we have
become a spectacle to the
world, to angels and to
mortals. 10 We are foolsjz7
for the sake of Christ, but
you are wise in Christ.128
We are weak, but you are
strong. You are held in hon-129
or, but we in disrepute. 11
To the present hour we are
hungry and thirsty, we are
poorly clothed and beat-
en and homeless, 12 and131
we grow weary from the
work of our own hands.132
When reviled, we bless;
when persecuted, we en-133
dure; 13 when slandered,
we speak kindly. We have
become like the rubbish of34
the world, the dregs of all
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things, to this very day.

(vv.

Paul mocks them in vv. 8-13 for this kind of think-
ing. God gave them everything they needed through

the different ministries of these leaders. It is these lead-
ers who are deficient. Their servant ministries (cf. 4:1)

4.14

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147 4.21

mean they pay a huge price in order to deliver to God’s
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9-13).

God'’s leadership through Paul, 4:14-21.
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o0V UPAC, pntal pou yiveoBe. 17 At todto émepda UiV
TioBeov, O¢ £€0TIV MOU TEKVOV AYATNTOV KOl TILOTOV €V
Kuplw, 6¢ VUGG Avapvnoel TAg 080UG Hou TAG &V XpLoT®
[Inoo0], kaBwg mavtaxol év maon ékkAnoiq S6dokw. 18
Q¢ un épyouévou 8¢ pou mpog LUAG éduclwbnodv Tvec:
19 éAeboopal &€ Taxewe mMPOg LUAG €AV O KUpLOG BeAnon,
Kal yvwoopal o0 TOV Aoyov TV MedUCLWHUEVWY GAAA TV
SuvapLy: 20 o0 yap €v Aoyw i Baocheia tol Beol GAN €v
Suvapel. 21 ti Béhete; €v paPodw ENBW MPOG VMGG R €V
ayann nvelatl Te mpaltnTog;

14 | am not writing this to make you ashamed, but to
admonish you as my beloved children. 15 For though you
might have ten thousand guardians in Christ, you do not
have many fathers. Indeed, in Christ Jesus | became your
father through the gospel. 16 | appeal to you, then, be im-
itators of me. 17 For this reason | sentc you Timothy, who
is my beloved and faithful child in the Lord, to remind you
of my ways in Christ Jesus, as | teach them everywhere in
every church. 18 But some of you, thinking that | am not
coming to you, have become arrogant. 19 But | will come to
you soon, if the Lord wills, and | will find out not the talk of
these arrogant people but their power. 20 For the kingdom
of God depends not on talk but on power. 21 What would
you prefer? Am | to come to you with a stick, or with love in
a spirit of gentleness?

Paul speaks all of this rather bluntly but in the tone
of a fatherly admonition to people he genuinely cares
for (vv. 14-21). Timothy is being to them in order to help
them understand this in person (v. 17). Paul promises
to come to Corinth, but wants to know how he should
come. With a stick for discipline? Or with fatherly com-
passion? (v. 21).

5) The Sexual Immorality at Corinth reflects
their pagan wisdom also, 5:1-13.

5.1 "OAw¢g akoveTal év UMV mopvela, Kal tolautn
niopvela ATIg oUSE év Tolg €Bvectly, WoTe yuvaika Twva tol
TatPOG EXEWV. 2 Kal UHELG meduolwpévol €oTe Kal olxl
MaAAov €mevOnoarte, (va apBif €k péocou LUQV O TO Epyov
to0to TMpaAgag; 3 €yl HEV yap, AMWV TM CWUATL TOPWV
8¢ T® mvevpaty, A6N KEKPLKA WG TApwWV ToV oUTwe TolTto
Katepyooapevov: 4 €v @ ovopatt tod kuplou [AU®V] Incol
ouvaxBévtwy LPOV kol ol £pod mvedpatog oLV Tff SuVAuEL
100 kuplou MUV Incol, 5 mapadolval TOv tololtov TQ
catavd eic OAeBpov ThG capkdg, (va T6 velpa cwbif €v Tf
NUéEpatol kupiou. 6 OU KAAOV TO KaXNHa UU@V. oUK oldate
OTL HKp& LUpn 6Aov 10 dUpapa Jupol; 7 ékkabapate THY
roAaav L0pnv, iva Ate véov dUpapa, KBS éote GlupoL:
Kal yap to maoya AUV €TUON XpLoTodc. 8 WoTe E0PTAIWUEV
pn év T0un maAald pndé év L0un kakiag kal movnpiag aAN
€v alupolg eilikpvelag katl aAnBelag. 9" Eypaa LUV €v Tf
ETULOTOAR U cuvavapiyvuoBal épvolg, 10 ol MAvVTwG Tolg
niopvolg Tol KOGHOU ToUToU f Tolg TTAEOVEKTALG Kal GpratLv
i elbwlolatpalg, €mel woeilete dpa €k toU KOOUOU

€€eNBelv. 11 viv 6¢ Eypala LUV pn cuvavauiyvuoBat
gAv TG A8eADOC OVOUALOPEVOS N TIOPVOC 1 TAEOVEKTNG A
eldwAoldtpng i Aoidopoc i pebuoocg f Gpmag, T ToloUTw
pund€ ouveobiewy. 12 Ti yap pol tolg £€w Kpivelv; oUxi ToUg
£ow LUETC kpivete; 13 toUg &€ E€w O Be0C KpLVEl. E€dpate
TOV TovVNPOV &€ DUV aUTOV.

5.1 Itis actually reported that there is sexual immorality
among you, and of a kind that is not found even among pa-
gans; for a man is living with his father’s wife. 2 And you are
arrogant! Should you not rather have mourned, so that he
who has done this would have been removed from among
you? 3 For though absent in body, | am present in spirit; and
as if present | have already pronounced judgment 4 in the
name of the Lord Jesus on the man who has done such a
thing. When you are assembled, and my spirit is present
with the power of our Lord Jesus, 5 you are to hand this man
over to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, so that his spir-
it may be saved in the day of the Lord. 6 Your boasting is not
a good thing. Do you not know that a little yeast leavens the
whole batch of dough? 7 Clean out the old yeast so that you
may be a new batch, as you really are unleavened. For our
paschal lamb, Christ, has been sacrificed. 8 Therefore, let us
celebrate the festival, not with the old yeast, the yeast of
malice and evil, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity
and truth. 9 | wrote to you in my letter not to associate with
sexually immoral persons — 10 not at all meaning the im-
moral of this world, or the greedy and robbers, or idolaters,
since you would then need to go out of the world. 11 But
now | am writing to you not to associate with anyone who
bears the name of brother or sister who is sexually immoral
or greedy, or is an idolater, reviler, drunkard, or robber. Do
not even eat with such a one. 12 For what have | to do with
judging those outside? Is it not those who are inside that
you are to judge? 13 God will judge those outside. “Drive
out the wicked person from among you.”

The shift of topic seems abrupt at first, but careful
observation reflects that it is closely connected to the
previous discussion. 52Their failure to follow Christian

52“Although Paul is dealing with a new issue in 5:1-8 his
heurésis is such that he introduces motifs that link his appeal on
the new topic to what he has previously written. Reference to the
conceit and importunate boasting of some of the Corinthians links
Paul’s treatment of incest with some of the basic attitudes that led
to the lack of unity with the community: conceit, 5:2 (cf. 4:6, 18,
19) and boasting, 5:6 (cf. 1:29, 31; 3:21; 4:7). Reference to the
name, day, and power of the Lord Jesus link his demonstration on
sexual immorality not only to the first rhetorical proof, which con-
sidered the divisions within the community, but also with the epis-
tolary thanksgiving, which served as a rhetorical rehearsal of facts:
the name, 5:4 (cf. 1:2, 10); the power, 5:4 (cf. 1:24); and the day,
5:5 (cf. 3:13). The somewhat abrupt fashion in which Paul intro-
duces his new topic brings the reader back to the beginning of the
letter when Paul told the Corinthians about the visit that prompted
him to write a letter to them (1:11).” [Raymond F. Collins, First
Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series
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second, broad- \
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in  6:12-20.%7
Interestingly,
worldly wisdom
seems to really1sg
mess up Chris-
tian behavior in 28
the area of hu-159
man sexuality!

In 5:1-8
Paul describes
quite briefly a
situation existing in the church at Corinth that defies
understanding: a man was living in sexual immorali-
ty with his birth mother (yuvaikda twva tol matpog xewv)
and members of the church boasted that it represent-
ed a superior spirituality (Vuelg nedpuowpévol €ote). The
problem at Corinth was one of incest, which came un-
der the general label of nopveia, immorality.®® Such rela-
(Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 206.]

33“The case Paul wanted the community to adjudicate is one of
incest. In every culture incest is considered a particularly egregious

OU ROAOV TO KRAUXNHA UHGV.
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unde €v (Uun kaxklog kol movnplag
€v &lUpolg elAlkplveloag kol aAnbeiac.

form of sexual misconduct, even if various cultures differ from one
another in the determination of the specific relationships within
which sexual intercourse would be a major violation of the social
ethos. Within Judaism as within the Hellenistic world in general a
man’s sexual intercourse with his father’s wife, concubine, or par-
amour was considered intolerable. The conceited Corinthians tol-
erated such misconduct.” [[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians,
ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville,
MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 206-207.]
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such immorality which
does not even exist
among Gentiles.

How the Corin-
thians could havel
concluded that a de-
testable immorality
could be a symbol of
superior spirituality is
not easy to conclude.
Their penchant to-
ward glossolalia de-
scribed in chapter 14
suggests corrupting
influence from the
nearby pagan mys-
tery religion of the
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Eleusinian Myster- 512 \Gio
les may pOI.nt to anje2 1{ poL toug #fw Kpivelv;
answer. This cultic

practice had influ-163
ence inside the Co-

rinthian church. Inthe

common pattern of164
these various ‘mys-
tery cults’ tongues
speaking preceded
cultic orgies as a part of worship. Add to that the cult
of Aphrodite in Corinth where temple prostitution for
the worshippers was the norm.>* With these influences

3#“Round the year 2 B.C. Strabo (VIII,6,20) in his geographic/
historical description of the town of Corinth wrote some remarks
concerning female temple servants in the temple of Aphrodite in
Corinth, which perhaps should be dated somewhere in the period
700-400 B.C.:['3
“The temple of Aphrodite was so rich that it employed more
than a thousand hetairas,!** whom both men and women had given
to the goddess. Many people visited the town on account of them,
and thus these hetairas contributed to the riches of the town: for the
ship captains frivolously spent their money there, hence the saying:
‘The voyage to Corinth is not for every man’. (The story goes of a
hetaira being reproached by a woman for not loving her job and not
touching wool,*>) and answering her: ‘However you may behold me,
yet in this short time | have already taken down three pieces’.*®)”
“The text in more than one way hints at the sexual business
of those ladies. Remarks elsewhere of Strabo (XII,3,36: ‘women
earning money with their bodies’) as well as Athenaeus (XI11,574:
‘in the lovely beds picking the fruits of the mildest bloom’) con-
cerning this temple describe this character even more graphically.”

5,13

o¢

165

ouxl TOoUC é0w Upeig Kpivete;

ToUC €fw O Oedg KRpPLVET.

¢fdpate TOV movnpov €§ UpAV auTdV.

mixed with what developed at least in later Proto-Gnos-
ticism was that one’s conversion experience perfected
the soul and insolated it from contamination by actions
of the physical body. One of the branches of Gnosti-
cism that emerges from this took the stance that the
‘Christian’ sinning in the physical body was proof of
his perfected soul and superior spirituality. Perhaps an
early version of this was taking shape in Corinth with
the ‘superior’ wisdom of the Corinthians.

Paul’s solution begins with the community’s stance:
Kal oUxt pdAAov €mevBnoarte, lva Apbi| €k pécou LDV O TO
£pyov tolto mpagag; and should you not have mourned so
the one having done this deed would have been removed
from your midst? This signals clearly what he thinks the
church should have done. Then in vv. 3-5 he details the
procedure they should follow in order to carry out this
removal of the offender.

Then he addresses the attitude and reasoning be-
[“Prostitution | X T
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hind their tolerating such a person in their midst in vv.
6-8. What was labeled nedpuoiwpévol, being puffed up,
in v. 2 is now called boasting and is condemned: 00
KaAOv TO kauxnua Up&v, Not good your boasting. He uses
the image of yeast in a batter of flour dough to make
his point (vv. 7-8). The appropriateness of this with the
Jewish background of yeast having to be cleaned out
of the home at the Feast of Unleavened Bread in con-
nection to Passover makes the point dramatically to his
readers.

In 5:9-13, Paul addresses a possible misunder-
standing from a previous letter sent to them about
associating with immoral persons: "Eypada Ouiv v i
£TUOTOAf U ouvavapilyvuoBal mépvolg, | wrote to you in
the letter to not associate with immoral persons. It is con-
nected somewhat to the previous discussion at the
point of distinguishing between professing Christians
and non-believers.% In the first issue the church need-
ed to take decisive action against an offending mem-
ber. Paul’s point in vv. 9-13 is to reinforce that point,
which evidently was his basic point in the previous let-
ter written to them prior to First Corinthians.%®

>For a long time many commentators speculated that a piece
of that prior letter was contained in 2 Cor. 6:14-7:1. But now not
many would try to make such a connection. The obstacles to over-
come are too substantial in order to make a convincing case for
this.
2 Cor. 6:14-7:1. 14 M) yiveoBe étepoluyolivieg aniotolg:
Tig yap petoxn Sikatooluvn kat avouiq, i Tig kKowwvia wrtl
P0G okoTog; 15 Tig 6¢ cupdwvnolg Xplotod mpog BeAdp,
i tl¢ peplg mot® petd amiotou; 16 Ti¢ € cuykatdBeoLg
va® Beol peta sidwAwv; AUElG yap vaodg Beol éopev
{GVToC, KaBwE eimev 6 Bedg BT EvolkAow év alTolg Kal
éumeputatriow Kal écopat altwv Beog kal avtol Ecovtal pLou
Aaog. 17 810 £€€NOarte €k pLéoou alTOV Kal adopiodnte, Aéyel
KUpLOG, Kol akaBaptou ur anteoBbe: kayw eiobe€opal VUGG
18 kat Ecopat LUV €ig matépa kal LUETS £0£00€ polL €lg uioUg
kol Buyatépac, Aéyel KUPLOC TawToKpdTwp. 7.1 Tavtag olv
g€xovteg tag émayyeliag, ayamntol, kabapiocwpev €autolg
Ao mavtog PoAucUol capKOG Kal MVEUUATOG, EMITEAOTVTEG
aywwouvny év ¢poBw Beod.
14 Do not be mismatched with unbelievers. For what
partnership is there between righteousness and lawlessness?
Or what fellowship is there between light and darkness? 15
What agreement does Christ have with Beliar? Or what does
a believer share with an unbeliever? 16 What agreement has
the temple of God with idols? For we are the temple of the
living God; as God said, “I will live in them and walk among
them, and | will be their God, and they shall be my people. 17
Therefore come out from them, and be separate from them,
says the Lord, and touch nothing unclean; then | will welcome
you, 18 and | will be your father, and you shall be my sons and
daughters, says the Lord Almighty.” 7.1 Since we have these
promises, beloved, let us cleanse ourselves from every defile-
ment of body and of spirit, making holiness perfect in the fear
of God.
SFor a reconstruction of Paul’s relationship with the church at
Corinth that includes his three visits and four letters written to the
church, see “Paul’s Relation to the Corinthian Believers: A Recon-

Interestingly, Paul used a verb in that letter now
repeated, cuvavapiyvucBai, to associate with, that he
never uses again in any of his letters outside of vv. 9,
11 here and 2 Thess. 3:14. It has a somewhat broad
meaning of ‘mingling with, or ‘associating with.” When
he used it earlier in 2 Thess. 3:14 it referenced no as-
sociating with believers at Thessalonica who refused
to heed Paul’s instructions in his letter. In Paul’s prior
letter to the Corinthians this is the meaning he intended
regarding not associating with mépvoig, immoral per-
sons.

Verse 10 defines a list of ‘non associables’ men-
tioned in that prior letter, but only inside the church: o0
TIAVTWE TOT¢ TTOPVOLG TOD KOGLOU TOUTOU F TOLG TAEOVEKTALG
Kal apradly i eldwAoAdtpalg, not at all meaning the immor-
al of this world or the greedy and robbers or idolaters. To
avoid contact with such people outside the church is
not possible énel weikete apa €k 100 kKOGUOU £EENDETY,
since you would then have to depart out of the world.

Either the church ignored that letter or else did not
understand it properly -- probably the former. Now Paul
emphasizes again that the community of believers
must not ever tolerate immoral actions by members of
the church. Their elitist arrogance, neduowwpévol (v. 2),
from their worldly wisdom told them Paul didn’t know
what he was talking about.

In vv. 11-13 Paul stresses that immorality must not
be tolerated inside the church. And that the church has
a God mandated duty to take action against offenders.
God is take care of immoral people pagans outside the
church, but He insists that the church keep itself free
of such pollution inwardly. He closes with the ‘scrip-
ture proof’ from Deut. 17:7; 19:19; 21:21; 22:21; 24:7,
€€aparte TOV movnpov €€ WV alt®v. Drive out the wicked
person from among you.

6) Failure to resolve problems with one anoth-
er, 6:1-11.

6.1 TOARA TIC LPQV TPAyHa EXwv TPOG TOV ETeEpoV
kpiveoBat £l TV adikwv kal o0l &Ml TV ayilwv; 2 fj olK
oldate OTL ol GyloL TOV KOopoV Kplvololv; kal €l év UUlv
Kplvetal 6 koopog, avalol éote kpunplwv élaxiotwv; 3
oUk olbate 6Tl Ayyéhoug kpwolpev, PNTL ye BLWTIKG; 4
BLWTIKA PEV 0LV KPLTAPLA £V EXNTE, TOUC £€0UBEVNEVOUG
év TN €kkAnolq, toutoug KkaBilete; 5 MPOG évipomnv VULV
Aéyw. oUTwG oUK €Vt €v UMV oUSelg oodog, OG SuvnoeTal
Slakpival ava péoov 1ol adeddol altol; 6 AN adeAdog
peta adehdpol kplvetal kal Tolto £mi AnmioTwy;

7 "H6n pév [o0v] BAwe ATTnpa VUiV éotv OTL KpipoTa
gxete ped’ €aut@v. S Tl oUXL MAAAov AdkeloBe; Sla
Tl 00Xl pndAAov amootepeloBe; 8 AN Upelg adikelte Kal
anootepelte, kal Tolto adeAdoug.

struction,” cranfordville.com.
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aSwkol Beol PaolAeiav
o0 KANPOVOUNOOUGLY; HUN
mMAavdoBe: olte mopvol
olte eibwAoAdtpatl olte
Hotxol oUte poakol 0UTeq ¢
apoevokoltat 10 o0lte
KAErToL oUTE MAEOVEKTAL,
o0 péBuool, ou Aoidopol,
ol Gpmayeg PBoaoclheiav
0ol kAnpovoprjooucty.168
11 kol Tadtd Tweg Ate-
QAN dns}\o()oaoee,l
GAN Aylaodnte,  AAN
£6kawonte v @
ovopatt 1ol  kupiou
Incol Xplotol kal &v T®
niveUpatt ol B0l AUQV.

6.1 When any of you
has a grievance againstl70
another, do you dare to
take it to court before the
unrighteous, instead of171
taking it before the saints?
2 Do you not know that
the saints will judge the
world? And if the world is
to be judged by you, are
you incompetent to try
trivial cases? 3 Do you notl73
know that we are to judge
angels—to say nothing of174
ordinary matters? 4 If you
have ordinary cases, then,
do you appoint as judges
those who have no stand-
ing in the church? 5 | say175
this to your shame. Can
it be that there is no one
among you wise enough
to decide between one
believera and another, 6176
but a believerb goes to
court against a believerc—
and before unbelievers at
that?

7 In fact, to have law-17g
suits at all with one anoth-
er is already a defeat for179
you. Why not rather be
wronged? Why not rather180
be defrauded? 8 But you
yourselves wrong and de-
fraud—and believersd at

69

172

6.

6.

6.

6.

2

TOAPX TLG UPpAV KpiveocOal

IPEAYUX €XWV el TOV &d KWV
IPOC TOV E£TEPOV KOl
oUxl éml 1OV dylwv;

3
OoUK oidate
O6tL ol &yLoL TOV KOOHOV KpLVOTOLV;

Kol
el év Uulv kplvetar o kdouog,
avag Lol éote RpLInpiev gAaxiotwv;

oUK olidate
OtL &yyéAdoug KpLvolUpev,
BATL veE BLOT LKE;

oUv
BLOTLKX HEV KPLTINPLX
eav éxnte,
TOUG €foubevnuévouc €v Tf €xkAnolq,
ToUtoug kKabilete;

P0G €VTIPOMINV
Upiv Aéye.

oUTWG
OUK &Vl &v Upiv oudeig ocopdg,

O6¢ OUVACETAL OLAKPTIVAL

ava pécov ToU &deApoU aUTOU;

AAN
AdeXPOC peTd &deApoT RpiveTal
KOl
tofto (€otTiv)
enl anioctwv;
[oUv]
HOn upev
OAWDC
HTTnpa Upiv €otLv
0Tl kKplpota éxete

SAUTAOV .

ued’

dLa Tl
ouxl pdAAov &dLkeicOe;

dLa Tl
ouxl p&AAov amootepeiobe;

OAN'
Upeic &dLreite
Kol
anoctepeite,
Kol
tofto (moieite) &deAPOUG.
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6.9 YH
oUK oldate

that.

9 Do you not know that wrong-181
doers will not inherit the kingdom
of God? Do not be deceived! For-
nicators, idolaters, adulterers,
male prostitutes, sodomites, 10

pn mAavdcOe -
oUte mbpvol
olUte

thieves, the greedy, drunkards, re- obte poixol
vilers, robbers—none of these will olite padaxoi
inherit the kingdom of God. 11 olUte

oUte RAENTAL
oute
oU pébucol,
ou Aoidopot,

ouyx &pmnayeg

And this is what some of you used
to be. But you were washed, you
were sanctified, you were justi-
fied in the name of the Lord Jesus
Christ and in the Spirit of our God.
The issue addressed here
has substantial cultural param- 6.11
eters. What then is the issue?;g4

183

Kol

First, the descriptive terms BAN
used to reference the prob-185 anelovoaode,
lem. V. 1, mpaypo £xwv mpog tov HAN'
gtepov, having a matter against186 nyt&oénte,
BAN’

the other. The term tpdyua is
very broad in meaning and thus87
could reference a wide range of
‘grievances’ that could be pre-
sented in a legal setting.

Then kputnpiwv é\ayiotwy, trivial cases, in v. 2 de-
fines either a court to handle small claims or the small
claims themselves.”” Thus the issue is limited to the
local magistrate’s courts and not to the Roman crimi-
nal courts.®® In most instances, native local or regional

€3 1RaLOONTE

Kol

“Three issues, among others, achieve prominence in this
passage. First, does the theme of ‘church order’ as identified by
G. Harris’s article “The Beginnings of Church Discipline: 1 Cor
5,” undergo further development in this chapter? Paul states that
what in English law today are called ‘small claims,’ if they arise
between fellow Christians at Corinth, should invite some kind of
arbitration procedure within the church itself, not on the part of
‘outsiders.” Thereby both internal issues of institutional order and
external questions about community boundaries continue a theme
begun in 5:1-13.

“Second, the local situation at Corinth was without doubt
a major factor in this Pauline reading. For whereas the criminal
courts of the Roman government to some reasonable extent could
be respected as sources of relative justice (cf. Rom 13:1-7), the lo-
cal civil magistrate’s courts allowed too much room for patronage
and vested interest in the stance of local judges or the appointment
of juries to reflect anything like even a near degree of integrity in
comparison with major criminal courts. The wealthy, ‘influential,’
and ‘clever’ could manipulate social networks outside the church
to their advantage and thereby, in effect, take advantage of the poor
or ‘weak’ within the congregation.”

[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),
419.]

%“In summary, the provincial governor had absolute authority
over all the inhabitants of a particular province. He followed prec-

OtL &dLkroL Oegol PaciAeiav OoU KANPOVOPNOOUGCLV;

€ LdwAoAATPAL

APOEVOKROTTAL

NTAEOVEKRTAL ,

BaciLAeiav Oeol KAnPOvVOPNoOUCLV.

Ta¥td TLvegQ f[TE -

€V T ovouatlL ToU kKupliou TnooU XplLotoU

gV T® mvetpatl toU 6golT Nuev.

legal systems were permitted to handle none capital
offense charges, although they were under the super-
vision of the Roman governor.®® Consequently these
courts were especially vulnerable to bribes etc. from
individuals appearing before the magistrate.®® People

edents of Roman law, especially in that he, the chief magistrate,
rather than a jury, adjudicated the law. He could and often did del-
egate authority to lesser magistrates, and often in lesser matters of
law the municipalities were allowed to retain authority over their
subjects at the discretion of the governor. The governor’s authority
was limited only by laws under which he could be charged with ex-
tortion or extreme cruelty. He had absolute authority over Roman
citizens in the province he governed, except in capital cases. There
was, however, precedent but no binding law that a Roman citizen
who resided in a province would be returned to the governor of
that province for trial rather than be tried by the local governor.”
[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds.,
Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVar-
sity Press, 1993), 547.]

*The enormous unevenness of the court systems across the
empire, outside of Italy, necessitates knowledge of localized pat-
terns at specific periods of time in order to have some certainty of
what a reference to the legal system implied at the local level.

“Relatively little, however, is known about the actual admin-
istration of civil justice in Corinth at the time when Paul was writ-
ing to the Corinthians.” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians,
ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville,
MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 226.]

“In the Roman world a powerful patronage system was not
without its influence — sometimes an undue influence — on the
administration of justice. The social status of petitioner or plain-
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with lower economic status seldom ever went to court
over some issue, especially against an individual of
higher class status. This in part stands behind Paul’s
reference £mni tdv adikwv, to the unjust ones, in v. 1. Only
Roman citizens had recourse that could overcome the
corruption of the local courts, and the vast majority of
the Corinthian church did not possess such.

Also important to note is the tendency of various
associations or organized groups of individuals in that
world to set up their own local courts for settling dis-
putes, quarrels, and crimes of their members.®' These
required official Roman recognition but such was not
difficult to obtain when the association possessed legal

tiff was a major factor in the administration of ‘justice.” In civil
cases lawsuits were usually initiated by people of equal and upper
social status. The poor generally did not have the wherewithal to
pay a lawyer to plead their case. In practice the system was thus
unfavorable to people of the lower social classes. The elder Sen-
eca, an older contemporary of Paul, tells the story of a rich man
taunting a poor man, ‘Why don’t you accuse me, why don’t you
take me to court?’ To this the poor man replied, ‘Am I, a poor man,
to accuse a rich man?’ Seneca’s commentary was to the effect that
the rich man was powerful and influential. Even as a defendant he
had nothing to fear from the court (see Lucius Annaeus Seneca,
Controversiae 10.1.2). In a similar vein Petronius told the story of
a man named Ascyltos who was afraid to go to court because he
was without influence. He would, moreover, have had no money
with which to bribe the magistrate. Bribery (cf. P. Oxyrhynchus
2745, 7-8) and powerful cliques were only two of the sources of
corruption in the administration of justice in Paul’s day. When Paul
describes the secular judiciary as unjust he is simply reflecting the
general opinion of people in his times.” [Raymond F. Collins, First
Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series
(Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 226-227.]

“In the Greco-Roman world various associations had their
own jurisdictions with courts to judge the disputes, quarrels, and
crimes of their members. In some cities Jews enjoyed the privi-
lege of settling some legal matters that arose among themselves.
In cities such as Alexandria and Sardis Jewish communities were
granted the status of a ‘civil corporation’ (politeuma). Jews living
in these cities had their own courts in which they could settle their
civil disputes (cf. Josephus, Ant. 14.235), but these courts were
not competent to adjudicate capital offenses. Sipre Deut. 17:8-9
prescribes that in difficult civil disputes the case is to be brought
before the court at Yavneh. That court is legitimate even though
it includes neither priests nor Levites. In the circumstances envi-
sioned by the Sipre there is no court that is recognized as authorita-
tive other than the one at Yavneh. With a reference to Qoh 7:10 the
Sipre indicates that one ought not to pine for the judicial structures
of previous eras.

“There is no evidence that the Jewish community in Corinth
had been recognized as a civil corporation and had its own court.
On the other hand, archaeological evidence from Corinth does
indicate that two men, the duoviri, were the highest magistrates
in the metropolis. Chosen from among the leading citizens of the
town, they served for a one-year term. Civil cases normally began
in the courts of these magistrates.”

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 227.]

recognition. What Paul proposes to the Corinthians is
the establishment of an informal internal court to han-
dle disputes among the members of the church. Every-
one would have to accept the authority of such since
there would not be a legally binding structure from the
local government authority, as in the typical internal
court with legal recognition.®?

In v. 3 the term Bwwtikd, ordinary issues, and Blwtika
kputipla, ordinary cases, in v. 4 further define the issue
as limited to non serious civil or criminal issues. The
adjective BiwTikAG, -], -0V limits the reference to issues
arising out of daily physical living.5?

Thus the issue Paul treats here focuses on disputes
among believers over what he considers trivial matters
(kpiTnpiwv éAayioTwv) that arise out of daily living and
relationships (BiwTikd). The courts being used were
the local magistrates that handled what in modern US
terms would be labeled the ‘small claims court.” These
are issues that should never arise among Christians
to begin with, but they did at Corinth as an outgrowth
of their ‘superior’ worldly wisdom that the apostle has
repeatedly condemned since chapter one.

Paul has two responses to this problem in the
church at Corinth. First, the church must set up its
own legal structure to handle such issues (vv. 2-6). He
shames the church with sarcastic references to there
surely being individuals with integrity and good judg-
ment who could render a just decision in such disputes.

Second, in vv. 7-8 he bluntly criticizes the Corin-
thians for raising such issues in the first place. If they

20ne should recognize that the data strongly suggests that no
established laws governing most of these issues existed. The le-
gal authorities would simply decide the case based upon their own
sense of what seemed to be appropriate. Of course, bribes played a
huge role in such determinations.

The structure of the Roman system of laws was exceedingly
simple. The earliest written legal code was the 12 Tables, known
officially as Leges Duodecim Tabularum or Duodecim Tabulae, put
into effect around 449 B.C.E. These served as the foundation of
the Roman legal system until 529 AD when the Corpus Juris Ci-
vilis replaced it under emperor Justinian I. Thus this later code is
best known as the Justinian Code. The Roman legal system turned
mostly to the presiding magistrate to render what he considered to
be the most appropriate decision. The written code was in the back-
ground but could be ignored if the magistrate felt like doing so.

0“The adjective occurs Luke 21:34, but is not found in LXX,
nor earlier than Aristotle. Following the well-known difference
in N.T. between Biog and {on (see on Luke 8:43), fiotikd means
questions relating to our life on earth on its merely human side,
or to the resources of life, such as food, clothing, property, etc.
Philo (Vit. Mos. iii.18), mpog taig Pimtikag ypeiog vnpeTelv. See
Trench, Syn. § xxvii.; Cremer, Lex. p. 272; Lightfoot on Ign. Rom.
7:3.” [Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the
Corinthians, International Critical Commentary (New York: T&T
Clark, 1911), 113.]
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were practicing the holiness that God called them to,
no such issues would explode inside the church. Thus
the mere presence of such issues represents a spiritual
defeat for them and a victory for Satan.

This call to holiness is a serious mandate from God
as Paul explains in vv. 9-11. They are acting like the
pagans they were before conversion in raising these
issues. But conversion to Christ means a dramatic
transformation of life and living (v. 11), which means
such petty disputes have no legitimate place now in
their lives.

But this pettiness reflects the other posture of fuss-
ing over spiritual leaders which Paul saw as the most
obvious signal of them still being trapped by worldly
wisdom rather than having adopted God’s wisdom in
their lives and church.

7) Violating the dwelling place of Christ, 6:12-
20.

12 Mavta pot &gotv AAN o0 mAvta cUPdEPEL: TTAvVTA
Mot &Egotv GAN oUK éyw €€ouciacBroopal Umod Twog. 13
TA Bpwpata T KolAla Kal 1 kol ia Tolg Bpwpaocty, 6 8¢ Bedg
Kaltautny kal tadta KatapynoeL. T6 6& oo o T Topvelq
AAAA T® Kuplw, Kal O KUPLOG T® cwpatt 14 6 6& Bed¢ kal
TOV KUpLlov fyelpev Kkal AUAg €€eyepel SLa TG SUVAUEWS
autol. 15 oUk oibate OTL T& cwHaATa VUGV HEAN XpLoTtol
gotv; dpac olv T péAn Tod XpLotod motjow opvng PEAN;
U yévotto. 16 [A] oUk oldate OTL 6 KOANWUEVOC T TOPVN
£v oA €otwy; Eoovtal yap, dpnotv, ol Suo eig odpka piav.
17 6 6& koAMwpEeVOG TQ Kupiw €v mvelpud €otiv. 18 Qevyete
TV mopvelav. mMAv Aaudptnpa O €av mowon Gvepwrog
€KTOC To0 OWHATOC £0TLY: O &€ TopveL WV €iG TO dlov ol
Aapaptavel. 19 i olk oldate 6TL TO oW DUV vaog Tol €v
UiV dylou MVeLPATOC £oTv oU Exete &mo Beol, Kal ouK
€0T€ €aut@v; 20 ARyopdcOnte yap Tuig dofdoate &n TOV
Beov év TQ) owpatt UUWOV.

12 “All things are lawful for me,” but not all things are
beneficial. “All things are lawful for me,” but | will not be
dominated by anything. 13 “Food is meant for the stomach
and the stomach for food,”e and God will destroy both one
and the other. The body is meant not for fornication but for
the Lord, and the Lord for the body. 14 And God raised the
Lord and will also raise us by his power. 15 Do you not know
that your bodies are members of Christ? Should | therefore
take the members of Christ and make them members of
a prostitute? Never! 16 Do you not know that whoever is
united to a prostitute becomes one body with her? For it is
said, “The two shall be one flesh.” 17 But anyone united to
the Lord becomes one spirit with him. 18 Shun fornication!
Every sin that a person commits is outside the body; but
the fornicator sins against the body itself. 19 Or do you not
know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within
you, which you have from God, and that you are not your
own? 20 For you were bought with a price; therefore glorify

God in your body.

In this final issue reported by Chloe’s people to Paul
the issue of sexual immorality comes back up. But this
time a different sexual issue comes to the surface with
huge cultural backgrounds. It seems that by adopting
the worldly wisdom of the culture around them the Cor-
inthians opened themselves up to a Pandor’s box of
evil centered in personal power and domination of oth-
ers. This surfaced in their quest to dominate the entire
community by claiming to represent the ‘best’ leader
of the Christian movement. This superior wisdom they
claimed to have had no comprehension of the cross
of Christ and how God worked through it rather than
through brute force to change the world. Thus it did not
appeal to a ‘worldly’ mind, and thus not to the Corin-
thian Christians choosing instead the false wisdom of
the world around them. This worldly wisdom opened
the door to sexual misbehavior not even tolerated by
pagans and the inability to deal properly with people
outside and also those inside the community of believ-
ers. Its inclination to fussiness not only upset the unity
of the church in leadership but produced silly, ungodly
disputes between one another inside the community.

Now Paul in this final section from the report of
Chloe’s people turns to another misbehavior arising
from the pagan world around them at Corinth. How he
structures this discussion has occasioned some debate
among interpreters. The uncertainty centers over the
perspective reflected in vv. 12-13. The use of quotation
marks by the NRSV reflects one side of this discussion,
in which the statements in quotes reflect the Corinthian
‘superior wisdom’ and the immediately following state-
ment is Paul’'s response to it.

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

“All things are lawful for me,” Corinthians
but | will not be dominated by anything.  Paul

“Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food,” ---
and God will destroy both one and the other. ----

The alternative view is that all of the statements belong
to Paul and he presents a responsible Christian liberty
perspective with these contrastive statements. In the
first perspective the Corinthians’ superior wisdom is ad-
vocating an irresponsible Christian liberty view which
Paul then rebuffs with a responsible view. Although ulti-
mately one comes out at pretty close to the same point
which ever view is adopted, the first view seems more
likely the case in the context of chapters one through
six.®* Add to that Paul's use of the same contrastive

64T am free to do anything” must have been a favorite slogan
of the Corinthians. (This is the translation of NEB, which nicely
catches the force of the saying; the emphasis lies not on what is
legally allowable but on the sovereign authority of the individual
over all external constraints.) Paul quotes this saying back at them
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both here and in relation to the idol-meat controversy in 10:23 —
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language in 10:23 concerning the idol-meat controver-
sy at Corinth as well.

In the assumption of the first perspective being the
most accurate understanding of these opening verses,
Paul challenges the ‘wisdom’ of the Corinthians that
they are free to do anything they please as believers
in Christ. In the first stanza he contends that the bot-
tom line is not doing what one chooses but responsible
Christian commitment to service to others: o0 mavta
oupdEépel, not all things are beneficial. Here is a reminder
of the servant role of Christian leaders from 3:5, Stdkovot
85U Qv éruotevoarte, Paul and Apollos are slave servants
through whom you came to faith. They were to the Corin-
thians unnpétag Xplotod kai oikovopoug puotnpiwv Beod,
servants of Christ and slave managers of God’s mysteries
(4:1). But the divisiveness and fussiness of the Corin-
thians reflected a thinking that said | can do what | want
and | intend to no matter who is hurt in the process.
Such is not God’s way of thinking!

Second, the worldly thinking insisted on complete
freedom but without realizing that such worldly wisdom
was enslaving them to their own passions and appe-
tites. Thus their quest for power and their unbridled
sexual appetites were leading them back in the pagan
ways prior to their conversion. Paul’s retort is ok éyw
€€ouolaobroopat Umo twog, | will not be controlled by any-
thing. On the Damascus road, Christ became his Lord
who took complete control over Paul’s life. Nothing else
will be allowed to rob Christ of total control over Paul’s
life. The Corinthians were seeking to do what Jesus
expressly forbids in Mt. 6:24,

O0b¢lg Suvartal duot kupiolg SouAeleLv: R yap Tov
£va oM OEL Kal TOV ETEPOV AyaTNOEL, i €VOG AvOEEeTal
kal to0 €£Tépou Kkatadpovnoel. ol OuvacBe Be®

in both cases, in order to qualify it substantially. In light of the evi-
dence we have already seen of Stoic-Cynic tendencies in the think-
ing of the Corinthian sophoi, we should understand that this slogan
declares a philosophically-informed autonomy: The enlightened
wise person is free to do anything he or she chooses. This is con-
sistent with the idea that the sophos is a “king” to whom all things
belong (see the discussion of 3:21-23 and 4:8, above). The precise
slogan ‘I am free to do anything’ is not found in contemporary
philosophical writings, but in Epictetus there are numerous pas-
sages that discuss the freedom of the philosopher, using exactly the
same verb that Paul cites here. It is likely that the Corinthians have
drawn upon this philosophical tradition to create a slogan express-
ing their radical understanding of freedom in Christ.” [Richard B.
Hays, First Corinthians, Interpretation, a Bible Commentary for
Teaching and Preaching (Louisville, KY: John Knox Press, 1997),
101.]

S0oUAeVELWV Kal Hapwva.

“No one can serve two masters; for a slave will ei-
ther hate the one and love the other, or be devoted to
the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God
and wealth.”

Third, the superior wisdom of the Corinthians in-
dulged in its physical passions without restraint. The
modern version of ta Bpwparta tfj kohia Kat i KotAia Toig
Bpwuaouw is “If it feels good, do it!” Paul reminded the
Corinthians 6 6¢ 6g0¢ kai tavtny kat talta KotapynosL.
but God will destroy both this (body) and these (foods). The
physical side of our existence is doomed to this world
and thus must never be allowed to such corrupting in-
fluences over us.

Could the Corinthians have picked up the idea of
complete freedom from something Paul might have
said while present with them? Later in this letter he
makes a statement that could have been twisted this
way assuming he said it to them face to face earlier:
OUK giul éAelBepog; Am | not free? (9:1a); EAeUBepog yap
WV €K MAvTwv naowv éuautov €SovAwoa, For although | am
free of all things, | have enslaved myself to all (9:19a). Lat-
er on from Corinth Paul would make this statement to
the Romans, o068&v kowov 8U éautol, nothing is unclean
in itself (Rom. 14:14b). But the clear problem with as-
suming they twisted his words is that the written ex-
pression of these comes long after they shifted over to
the worldly wisdom, and thus the assumption requires
an understanding that Paul verbally expressed these
ideas while he was in Corinth on one of the two visits
that preceded the writing of First Corinthians. That’s
highly unlikely. The easier conclusion is that they never
really turned loose of their pagan Greek ways of think-
ing and found certain aspects of it susceptible to adap-
tation to religious ideas which gave legitimacy to their
sinful patterns of behavior.

After this lengthy rebuttal of the thinking of the Cor-
inthians in vv. 12-13a, Paul then applies this rebuttal to
the issue at hand: the sexual misbehavior of the men in
the Corinthian church, to 6¢ c®pa® o0 tfj mopveia GAAG

%0One should note that Paul’s use of c@pa not figuratively as
later on in the letter but more literally is not limited to just the
physical body, although it references the physical body as the foun-
dation for physical life. In English language expression it is closer
to what we would label ‘physical life’ and thus is close to Biog in
meaning.

The term soma is often understood in a holistic sense,
meaning the whole human being or self under a certain as-
pect, especially when the person is the subject to which
something happens or the object of one’s own actions (so J.
Weiss; Bultmann, TNT, 1:194-96; J. A. T. Robinson). That in-
terpretation of soma in these verses is controverted, and a
number of other commentators take the term to mean the
physical living body itself in the full Greek sense, as one of the

components of the human complex along with psyché, “soul”
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O Kuplw, kal O KUpLog T cwpartt, and the body is not for
immorality but for the Lord and the Lord is (committed) to
the body.

In the background stood the deeply embedded
Greek tradition of extensive male sexual activity with
both women and men and boys outside of and in addi-
tion to one’s wife. In all likelihood the Corinthian men in
the church were not continuing to go to the pagan tem-
ples in the city and engaging prostitutes there. Given
the massive existence of both male and female prosti-
tutes for male clients through ancient Greece, including
slaves in one’s household, these men would have had
no trouble in finding individuals in Corinth without going
to the temples. In the surrounding cultural values, utiliz-
ing such services was considered entirely normal and
natural even though the male was married.

Paul severely condemns such practice and thinking
in this passage. One’s cpa belongs now to the Lord
and the Lord is committed to the ocwpa (v. 13b) in the
sense of it being the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit
on earth: 16 ocGpa LU®OV vaodg Tol év UKLV aylou TVEUATOG
gotv ol Exete ano Beol, your body is the temple of the
Holy Spirit in you whom you have from God (v. 19). Evi-
dence of God’'s commitment to the cpa is seen in the
resurrection of Jesus and then of the believer’s resur-
rection: 6 6& Bed¢ kal TOV KUpLoV Hyelpev Kal NUAC EEeyepel
S1a tfi¢ Suvapewg avtol, But God also raised up the Lord
and you He will raise through His power (v. 14). The irratio-
nality of a Christian man having sex outside marriage is
the irrationality of taking something united to Christ (v.
15) and joining it to a prostitute (vv. 16-17)!

Verses 18-20 shift over to demands made by Paul
on the Corinthians generally but especially the men in
the church. The basic demand is ®elyete TV nopveiay,
flee immorality! (v. 18a). The concluding demand (v. 20)
is then AyopaocBnte yap tufic: dofdoate &n toOv Bedv v
T owpatt u®v. for you were bought with a price; glorify
indeed God in your bodies!

In summarizing Paul’s response to the report from
Chloe’s people in the first six chapters this needs to be

(Gundry, Soma; Murphy-O’Connor). That is the meaning of so-
ma in the LXX in the vast majority of its occurrences: physical
human body (sometimes even the dead body). In only seven
instances it seems to have a broader connotation, meaning
person as a whole (Gen 47:12; 1 Chron 28:1; 1 Esdr 3:4; Tob
11:15; 13:7; Sir 51:2; Job 33:11; see Ziesler, “Soma”. This phys-
ical sense is pressed still further by Kdsemann (Essays, 129)
and Byrne (“Sinning”), who stress that the physical body also
provides the possibility of “personal self-communication,” by
which human beings are related to others and subject to the
world in which they live; fornication or harlotry perverts the
human faculty intended to be the instrument of intimate com-
munication with another person.
[Joseph A. Fitzmyer, First Corinthians: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary, vol. 32, Anchor Yale Bible
(New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 2008), 262.]

said. How we think dictates how we behave ourselves!
What our thinking values determines our lifestyle.

The central problem with the Corinthians in this re-
port that Paul responds to focused on the false ‘superi-
or’ wisdom of at least some in the Corinthian congrega-
tion. The Corinthians came to believe that it represented
a way of understanding God’s will better than what they
had heard Paul talk about. But Paul saw through this
phony philosophy immediately. In truth their ‘superior’
wisdom was nothing more than pagan thinking dictated
to them from the non-Christian world around them in
Corinth. It wasn’t superior in any sense of the word.

Why? Look at what it produced. Most important-
ly it created €pideg €v Uiy, divisions among you (1:11).
That is, power pockets in the community sought control
over the entire community and attempted to legitimize
their claims by falsely seeking to represent the teach-
ings of one of the well known Christian leaders, includ-
ing Paul himself. This was unquestionable evidence
of their complete ignorance of God’s way of thinking
which could best be seen in His working through the
cross of Christ (1:18-25). God made His wisdom avail-
able to the Corinthians through Christ (1:26-31) but
they were too blinded by their phony wisdom to see it
(2:1-16), even though it was made clear in Paul’'s min-
istry to them. Consequently Paul had to deal with the
Corinthians as carnal believers who were still spiritual
infants years after coming to Christ (3:1-15). Although
they considered themselves more spiritual than Paul,
in reality they were still spiritually deformed infants long
after being supposed to progress to spiritual maturity.
This was the product of their ‘superior’ wisdom.

Another disastrous product of this phony wisdom
was to create a craving for something different from
the simple Gospel preached and taught them by Paul,
Apollos and other apostolic based leaders (4:1-21).
These men called and commissioned to preach the
truths of God established in the apostolic Gospel didn’t
know enough. This most likely because it didn’t give
them room to claim Christianity and still live like pa-
gans.

This comes to the surface in their sexual perver-
sions (5:1-8; 9-13; 6:12-20). It also surfaced in their
pettiness with disputes over utterly unimportant issues
that they took to the courts (6:1-11). This is what their
‘superior’ wisdom got them. Paul throughout seeks to
expose the wrongness of their thinking by what it pro-
duced among them. These perversions of behavior
represented what dominated the pagan culture around
them. Thus their ‘superior’ wisdom became a huge ob-
stacle to genuine Christian transformation of life and
the development of authentic Christian maturity. Non
believers in Corinth could look at this mess and cor-
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rectly conclude that Christianity made no meaningful
difference in the life of an individual. Why bother with it
then?

Before condemning the entire Christian community
at Corinth, we should hear Paul’'s commendation of the
household of Stephanas (16:15-16) who remained true
to Paul's understanding of the Gospel. They are rec-
ommended by Paul as spiritually mature people whom
the rest of the church at Corinth should pay close atten-
tion to. Likely also were the three members of the dele-
gation that brought the questions from Corinth to Ephe-
sus that Paul also commends in 16:17-18, Stephanas,
Fortunnatus, and Achaicus. There were solid believers
in the church at Corinth whose leadership the house
church groups should be following.

Answering questions from the Corinthian dele-
gation, 7:1-16:18.

The above report from Chloe’s people is enough to
depress every Christian. But then sometime soon after
the members of Chloe’s household met with Paul to
share what they had observed in the Corinthian church,
there arrived in Ephesus a delegation from the church
with a series of questions. The time gap between these
two reports is unknown, although logic suggests from
the sequence in the letter of Paul’'s response first to
Chloe’s report and then to the delegation that this may
be the sequence of Paul’s receiving these two reports.

The signals of this series of questions begins with
the opening statement in 7:1, Mepi 6¢ Wv éypdpate, Now
concerning the things that you wrote about. The abbre-
viated form at the beginning of a sentence occurs in
7:25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1; 16:12 and most likely signals a
question raised by the Corinthians that Paul responds
to. In the surrounding Greek literature this device is a
common way to introduce a new topic with the prepo-
sitional phrase defining the topic and thus listed at the
first of a sentence. When lMepi &¢... surfaces in the pre-
dict side of the sentence it looses this distinct function.

Additionally there is absolutely no systematic man-
ner in which Paul answers their questions. He begins
here with the question kolov avBpwmnw yuvailkog un
dnteoBay, “It is well for a man not to touch a woman.” In
7:25 the topic is virgins. In 8:1 it is food offered to idols.
In 12:1 it is spiritual gifts; and in 16:1 the collection for
the saints. The last topic in 16:12 concerns Apollos. But
additional topics may very well come from the Corinthi-
ans that Paul addresses using other signaling devices.

From Paul’s statement in 16:17-18, it seems like-
ly that this delegation from Corinth was made up of
Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus:

17 xalpw 6& éml Tfj mopouciq Itepavd kal

@optouvdrtou kal Axaikold, OTL TO UMETEPOV VOTEPNUA

oUtol Avem\ipwoayv- 18 dvémauoav yap TO OV

nvedpa Kat TO VUV, ETLYVWOKETE 0LV TOUC TOLOUTOUG.
17 | rejoice at the coming of Stephanas and For-

tunatus and Achaicus, because they have made up for

your absence; 18 for they refreshed my spirit as well as

yours. So give recognition to such persons.
Understanding is difficult of just how the dynamic
worked of questions being formulated by the various
house church groups or else the circle of leaders of
those groups and then individuals being chosen to take
these questions to Paul in Ephesus. But in some way
this was done and in the second part of the letter body
of First Corinthians Paul responds to these questions.

In five instances, a clear signal is given that Paul is
responding to their questions, wherever the Nept &¢...,
Now concerning... prepositional phrase comes at the be-
ginning of a sentence. But other topics are also insert-
ed, e.g., #s 4, 5, 6, 7, 10 below. It is not clear whether
these were formal questions from the Corinthians, or
whether these topics came up in discussion with the
members of the delegation as being issues with uncer-
tain answers in the church. Probably the latter is the
case. Also to be noted is that most of the topics are
broadly framed by Paul in introducing them, This opens
the door for a discussion of several sub topics under
each category that spin off the broad topic. Most of
the time these are set off in paragraphs and/or section
headings in most modern translations.

1) Concerning marriage, 7:1-24. The first top-
ic is framed very broadly: Nept 8¢ Wv éypadate, KaAov
avBpwnw yuvalkog un amntecBbal, Now concerning the
things which you wrote “it is good for a man not to touch a
woman.”

a) Marital Relationships, vv. 1-7.
7 Mepl 8¢ v &ypadate, KooV AvOpWIW
YUVALKOG 1n arteoBalt- 2 S1d 6 TAg mopvelog EKOOTOG THV
€autol yuvaika éxetw Kal EkAoTn TOV LoV avdpa ExETw. 3
T yuvaiki 6 avip thv 0delAnv Anodidotw, opoiwg &€ kal
yuvn @ avépl. 4 f yuvn tol i6lou cwpatog ouk éEouaotalet
QAN 6 avnp, opoiwg 6€ kal 6 avnp tol idlou cwpatog ouk
€€oualalel AAN’ 1 yuvn. 5 pr anootepeite AANAAAOUG, €L UATL
Qv €K CUMPWVOU TIPOC KALPOV, Vo OXOAAoNTE T MPOCEUXH
kol AWV €Ml TO aUTO ATE, va U Melpdln UGS O oatovag
S1a v dkpaociav UU®V. 6 TolTo 6& Aéyw KATA CUYYVWUNY
ol kat’ éruraynv. 7 Béhw 8¢ mAvTag AvOpwWIous vatl We
Kal ELouTtov: AN Ekaotog Blov Exel xaplopa ék Beol, O PV
oUTwg, 0 &€ oUTWG.
7 Now concerning the matters about which you wrote:
“It is well for a man not to touch a woman.” 2 But because
of cases of sexual immorality, each man should have his own
wife and each woman her own husband. 3 The husband
should give to his wife her conjugal rights, and likewise the
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wife to her husband. 4 For the wife does not have author-
ity over her own body, but the husband does; likewise the
husband does not have authority over his own body, but the
wife does. 5 Do not deprive one another except perhaps by
agreement for a set time, to devote yourselves to prayer,
and then come together again, so that Satan may not tempt
you because of your lack of self-control. 6 This | say by way
of concession, not of command. 7 | wish that all were as |
myself am. But each has a particular gift from God, one hav-

ing one kind and another a different kind.

First, the identification of the source of the
quote is important for interpretation. Since
the church father Origen it has generally
been understand as a statement from the
Corinthians.®® Not many seek to argue that
it is Paul’'s statement to the Corinthians.®”

¢“Whether the clause xkaAdv avOpOT® yuvakog
un Gmtecbor constitutes a Pauline statement which
he will modify, a question form, or a quotation from
Corinth is a notorious crux. An increasing consensus
inclines towards this last view, and the arguments for
it carry convincing weight. Writers who view it as a
quotation from Corinth include Schrage, Collins, and
Lange (“ein Schlagwort der Korinthischen Schwirm-
er”).” Several specialist monographs also regard 7:1
as a quotation from Corinth.®® This explanation of
7:1b goes back to Origen, who ascribes to a group
at Corinth the stance, Ey® d0vapot éykotevecon kol
Civ xaBapdTepoy ... T0100TOV Tt YEYOVEV €V KOPivO®m
... Eypoyay oDV TEpi TOHTOL EMIGTOATV Oi &V Kopivo®
@ Gnootolw ... (Fragment 33 [121]:8-14).5" [An-
thony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 498.]

¢7“Against this impressive array of arguments,
we can find only one of modest weight, one which is
relatively speculative, and one which merely modifies
the force of 7:1b to attempt to interpret it as compati-
ble with Paul’s outlook.

“(a) Conzelmann argues that the use of koiov
with the dative at 7:1, 7:8, and 7:26 establishes this
as ‘Pauline style.”®” But the phrase is too short and too
readily taken up from widespread discussions in the
Graeco-Roman world to be considered a specific or
exclusive indicator of Paul’s style. Deming carefully
cuts the ground from under this argument, and exam-
ples in non-Pauline literature can be cited.

“(b) Mitchell’s argument that Paul uses it as
a rhetorical strategy of appearing to begin ‘on their
side’ does admittedly cohere with Paul’s practice of
using his readers’ terminology, only to redefine it or
to ‘switch codes.’ But the stance changes too abruptly
to perceive this as a subtle strategy at this point. She
is obliged to describe his rhetoric in this case as ‘an
oscillating argument,” which in spite of Blomberg’s
“Yes, but ...” argument, which Paul uses elsewhere,
places her approach too near to Delling’s in contrast
to Deming’s to sustain conviction.®

“(c) Most writers who reject the view that 7:1b is
a quotation follow Calvin in defining or expounding kaAdv in such
away that it virtually dies the death of a thousand qualifications as a
serious statement of moral stance. Calvin believed that Paul ‘teach-
es first that it would be ‘good’ if every man kept away from a wom-
an, provided that he has the power to do so. In the second place he
modifies this....”* But how does this meet the problem that at best
makes either (i) marriage or (ii) intimacy within marriage a kind of
‘second-best,” which is at odds with Gen 2:18, which implies ‘not
good’? To be sure, Calvin hastily distances himself from Jerome,
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Temple. in the background

Second, what does un dntecBat mean? The verb
amTw in the active voice has the sense of lighting or
starting a fire. But in the middle voice as here with
amrecBai it has the sense of taking hold of someone
or something. It was widely used in Paul’s time as a
euphemism for sexual intercourse.5®

Thus some in Corinth seemed to feel that celibacy
was the best way to prevent sinning before God in re-
lationships with women.®® It may very well be that the

who was ‘swept off his feet by excessive zeal’ and defines ‘good’
wholly in pragmatic terms relating to ‘annoyances and responsibil-
ities.”®® Calvin acknowledges that in Gen 2:18 it is ‘good’ for a man
to have the ‘help’ of a companion, but in these more evil days it
has become ‘good but only to a degree.’ In other words, faced with
an insoluble problem, Calvin ends up with a contrast not between
‘good’ and ‘disadvantageous,’ but between ‘good’ and ‘good only
to a degree.” But in 7:1-7 it appears that marriage or intimacy, not
celibacy, is what is ‘good, only to a degree.”!”

[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),
499-500.]

“In the middle voice dntecOar with the genitive means to
touch or to take hold of, but it occurs widely in Greek literature
as a euphemism for to have sexual intercourse with, or to have
physical intimacy with (here followed by yvvaikog).”> In order to
leave open the vexed question of whether the point at issue con-
cerns the beginnings of such a relationship, i.e., marriage (Gro-
sheide), or a relationship of physical intimacy within an existing
marriage (Hurd), or any intimacy without specification, we trans-
late yovawkdg as with a woman (with REB, NRSV, NJB, and most
English VSS), but in theory the Greek could mean with his wife.
On the focus on the conduct of a man (&vOpodn® in contrast here to
yovoukoc, although often meaning a person) Conzelmann suggests
that the lack of gender symmetry arises from how the question was
formulated at Corinth.** Wolff suggests that GvOpomog is used in
place of avrfip to include the unmarried as well as the married.”
Chrysostom concludes that although marriage may be ‘safe and
helpful to your own weakness,’ in principle ‘the superior course’ is
‘not to have any connection whatever with a woman.’®” [ 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), 500.]

“One would want to note the views of Jerome and other
church fathers who took this as Paul’s statement and thus his advo-
cacy of celibacy over marriage for Christians, and in particular for
the Christian priesthood.

tendency of many of the men in the Corinthian church
to continue frequenting the brothels after Christian con-
version (chap. 6) led to this backlash among others in
the church who were disgusted at the practice of these
men in the church. Given the extremely perverted views
of human sexuality that dominated the surrounding cul-
ture in Corinth, that confusion among Christians over
what is proper and what is not should not be surprising.

Another possible dynamic was the practices of
a few of the pagan religions, e.g., the worship of the
Egyptian goddess Isis at her temple in Corinth, of sexu-
al abstinence.”™ Thus religious movements coming into
the city from outside a Greek cultural mentality tended
to move this way. It would not then be surprising for
Corinthians to raise this question about sexual absti-
nence regarding Christianity which also originated from
the eastern part of the empire.

Paul's response directly to this basic question is
found in vv. 2-7, and must be understood within the
framework of the atmosphere of immorality in Corinth
as he says in v. 2a, 6ud 6¢ 1 nopveiag, Now because
of immorality. The extremes of immorality in ancient
Corinth were notorious even across the Roman empire
which itself was given over to great immorality. But re-
cent studies have pointed out that the excessive repu-
tation of Corinth is largely based on the rather snobbish
remarks of Strabo in his Geography, and may reflect
his bias against the city more than an honest evalua-
tion of the moral atmosphere there.”" But the temple

7Tt may well be that sexual asceticism was ‘in the air’ in
first-century Corinth. Literary and artifact evidence suggests that
the cult of Isis, the Egyptian goddess, was celebrated in metropol-
itan Corinth during the imperial era. The cult of Isis was certainly
practiced in the Corinthian port of Cenchreae (cf. Rom 16:1-2).
The Latin poets Ovid and Propertius tell us that worship of the
deity implied sexual abstinence. The satirist Juvenal writes about
women who must seek forgiveness from Isis because they had
engaged in sexual intercourse with their husbands (Satires 6.535—
537). In regard to women who abstained from sexual intercourse
Ovid writes, ‘let the goddess Isis give you a pretext for denying
your sexual favors’ (Amores 1.8.74). Propertius suggests ‘that you
pretend that the days of Isis have come and require abstinence’
(Elegies 4.5.28-34). Worshipers of Isis and other Egyptian deities
had no monopoly on sexual abstinence for religious motives, but
archaeological evidence attests to the presence of these Egyptian
cults in mid-first-century Corinth. Some of them were well known
for their promotion of sexual abstinence.” [Raymond F. Collins,
First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina
Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 253.]

“Many commentators on the NT describe the Corinth of
Paul’s time as a city of unbridled sexual orgies, basing their view
on certain remarks of ancient, mostly Athenian, writers and on
a passage of Strabo’s Geography referring to a thousand temple
prostitutes of Aphrodite on the Acrocorinth. More recent scholar-
ship has pointed out, however, both that the Athenian references
were snobbish disparagements of the pre-146 B.C. city and that
sacred prostitution was a Middle Eastern custom, not a Greek one

BIG Page 45



http://www.bibleplaces.com/corinth.htm

of Aphrodite with over a thousand female prostitutes
as priestesses at its height as but one of many such
worship centers in the city would not promote an atmo-
sphere of chastity.

Paul’s response begins with a general axiom (v. 2):
S1a 8¢ tag mopvelag Ekaotog T €autod yuvaika éXETw Kol
£KAOTN TOV (8lov Gvdpa €xétw. But because of immorality
let each one have his own wife and let each woman have
her own husband. In a very unusual manner for the first
century world in general, the apostle lays out a set of
principles advocating marriage for both men and wom-
en.”? Quite interesting from the secular literature of the
middle first century is that marriage was a ‘hot topic’
among the philosophers,” especially the Stoic philos-

at all. Corinth was probably no more or less virtuous than any other
cosmopolitan port city of the Mediterranean in the first century
A.D.” [[Paul J. Achtemeier, Harper & Row and Society of Biblical
Literature, Harper's Bible Dictionary (San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1985), 183. S.v, “Corinth.”]

2Some of the Jewish writings take a somewhat similar stance
to Paul as Collins notes in his commentary:

Within the Jewish tradition it was expected that men
and women should marry (cf. Gen 1:28). The testamentary
literature, especially The Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs, suggests that one of the reasons why men and wom-
en should marry is so that they might avoid succumbing to
the temptation of sexual immorality (see T. Levi 9:9-10).
Paul says something similar in v. 2. The Jewish tradition had
a healthy attitude toward human sexuality. This is reflected in
what Paul writes. Despite its patriarchalism one aspect of the
Jewish tradition that manifested relative equality between
men and women was its attitude toward sexual relationships
within marriage. Divorce was generally the prerogative of the
male but the rabbis allowed a woman to initiate divorce pro-
ceedings if her husband refused to have sexual intercourse
with her. The tradition admitted of abstinence from sexual
intercourse during the menstrual period for reasons of cultic
purity but it was otherwise loath to tolerate the absence of
sexual relationships within marriage except for a limited time
and for purposes of prayer (see T. Naph. 8:8). In his treatment
of the role of sexuality within marriage Paul does not make
explicit use of biblical warrants nor does he invoke rabbinic
authority. That his views on human sexuality derive from a
biblical anthropology is, however, indicated by his contextual
use of Gen 2:24 in 6:12-20. That passage articulates a holistic
anthropology on the basis of which Paul is able to respond as
he does in ch. 7. The pericope began with a consideration of
claims to freedom (6:12).

[Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Har-
rington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Litur-
gical Press, 1999), 254-255.]

3“In the Hellenistic world, particularly among the Stoics and
Cynics, sexuality and marriage formed a classic topos. A typical
thesis used as an exercise in the rhetorical schools was whether to
marry (ei gaméteon; cf. Hermogenes, Progymnasmata 11; [Dio-
nysius of Halicarnassus], Ars rhetorica 2.1-2). The exposition of
the topos frequently focused on the use of freedom. Some urged
that marriage be avoided so as to provide time for the pursuit of
philosophy: thus Epictetus, who in his presentation of the ideal
philosopher, a Cynic, wrote ‘Look at me ... I am without a home

ophers.”™ Yet one must remember that these debates
would not be going on outside of the limited circles of
the educated elite to any appreciable degree. So how
much they would have impacted the church in Corinth
with very few members from this segment of aristocratic
society is limited. But these philosophical discussions
do resonate with Paul’s expressed ideas here.”®

The structuring of the core principle in v. 2 is clear:

... I have neither wife nor children ... Yet, what do I lack? Am I not
free?’ (Discourses 3.22.47-48). On the other hand there were those
who considered not only that marriage for the sake of the common
wealth of the city-state was incumbent upon the good citizen but
also that a wife and children lighten a man’s burdens and make his
life more pleasant. This is the position espoused by Antipater and
Hierocles in their respective treatises “On Marriage” (Hierocles,
frag. 52.26-27; 53.3, 11; Antipater, SVF 3.256.32-33).” [[Ray-
mond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol.
7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press,
1999), 255.]

"“First Corinthians contains frequent hints that Paul was gen-
erally familiar with some forms of philosophic discourse. Among
the issues at Corinth was the pursuit of wisdom, to the neglect of
the message of the cross. A classic philosophic topos was the dis-
cussion on marriage. Paul’s fellow Tarsan, the Stoic philosopher
Antipater (ca.. mid-second-century B.C.E.) wrote a treatise “On
Marriage” (SVF 3.255.5-6) in which he taught that marriage was
‘among the primary and most necessary of those things which are
fitting.” Closer in time to Paul’s visit to Corinth was an ongoing
discussion between Stoic philosophers and the more radical Cynics
on the nature and purpose of marriage. While urging the avoidance
of sexual promiscuity the Stoics generally considered marriage to
be of benefit to the polis and in that way to have a cosmic purpose.
The Cynics, on the other hand, were more inclined to urge sexual
abstinence so that greater attention could be paid to the pursuit
of philosophy. The ‘debates’ between the Stoics and the Cynics
in this regard were frequently linked to a discussion of freedom.
Paul’s consideration of the issues of sexual abstinence (7:1-16)
and marriage (7:25-40) is likewise embedded in a lengthy section
of his letter in which he treats various issues pertaining to freedom.
(See 6:12 and 10:23, the encompassing ‘bookends’ of a literary
unit, and 7:21-24, an emphatic statement on freedom in the B unit
of his chiastically structured ch. 7.)” [Raymond F. Collins, First
Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series
(Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 253-254.]

3“What Paul writes about marriage and sexuality in 7:1-7 res-
onates with the moralists’ discussion of sexuality. Some of his lin-
guistic usage, particularly the expressions ‘good for a man’ (kalon
anthropg) and ‘similarly’ (homoids de kai), echoes the language of
the Stoics and Cynics. Marital responsibility and mutuality within
the relationship are two of the motifs frequently raised in the phil-
osophic discourse. Duty and responsibility are very important for
the Stoics, but so too is mutuality in marriage. Hierocles praises the
matrimonial partnership in which husband and wife hold all things
in common, even one another’s body and soul (frag. 54.14-27).
According to Antipater spouses “not only share a partnership of
property, and children ... and the soul, but these alone also share
their bodies (alla kai ton somaton houtoi monoi koinonousi; SVF
3.255.12-18).” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel
J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The
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814 TaG mopveiag
because of immorality
£KQOTOC TNV €autoD yuvalko/EXETw
let each one have his own Wife
Kol
and
£KAOTN TOV 8LoV Avdpa EXETW.
let each one have her own husband.

The parallel imperative verb €xétw is in the present
tense which stresses ongoing relationship. The caus-
al basis for both admonitions, dia Ta¢ TTOPVEIQG, ap-
plies equally to husband and wife. The influence of the
mystery religions most likely stands in the background
here. Public society provided intense temptation to the
husband, the mystery religions with their sexual orgies
provided equal temptation for wives to be unfaithful to
their husbands ‘legitimately’ in the eyes of the general
public. This should not be understood in the sense of
marriage as a curb on sexual infidelity. Rather it contex-
tually moves along as sexual fidelity in marriage is the
right choice over against the destructiveness of immo-
rality as exemplified in the general culture of Corinth.

This is Paul’s response to the Corinthian view kaAov
AvBpwMw yuvalkog un anteoBay, it is well for the man not
to touch a woman. Their ‘superior wisdom’ was gravi-
tating toward some of the pagan religion’s view of the
inherent wrongness of sexual intimacy between male
and female in every situation. But Paul strongly rejects
this Corinthian view in favor of the biblical view begin-
ning in Gen. one and two of the importance of marriage
between a man and a woman.’®

Verses 3-7 then amplify this basic principle in verse
two. The central theme is mutuality in the relationship
between a husband and a wife.

Verse 3 first applies the principle to ‘conjugal rights.’
T yuvalki 6 avip tnv 0delAnv anodidotw, opoiwg &€ kal i
yuvn t@ avépl. The husband should give to his wife her con-
jugal rights, and likewise the wife to her husband.”” Clear-

76« Against this background Paul advocates ‘a full conjugal life’
(Rosner) against the background of Gen 2:18 and the Decalogue.'®
Deming rightly declares, ‘The Judaco-Christian component of his
argument appears most prominently in verse 2.’ [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), 501.

7As one might expect, some copyists were uncomfortable
with Paul’s rather blunt language here tv 0@eiAnv and changed
it to 0pelopévny govoiav to mean the husband should give back
obligated favors to his wife.

The accusative 0delAry, obligation, duty, what is one’s
due (figuratively from debt), is without doubt the valid read-
ing (supported by P, apparent P*, X, A, B, C, D, F, 33, Coptic,
Tertullian, Clement, Origen, Cyprian. A later reading found in
K, L, many minuscules, and Syriac VSS changes the Greek to
due kindness (6dethopévnv ebvolav), thereby ‘spiritualizing’

ly TRV 0@eIAfv includes sexual intimacy in marriage,
but this meaning alone would unduly limit the range
of meaning referenced by this word in such a context.
Against the background of the OT principle of marriage
adopted by Paul the idea stresses the sense of ‘one-
ness,” odpka piav, (cf. Mt. 19:5) in which the couple
share completely their lives with one another.

This insight is further expanded in v. 4: / yuvn to0
16lou ocwpatog ouk é¢ouotalel AAN 6 Avnp, opoilwg &€ kal
0 avnp tol i6lou ocwpatog oUK éEouotalel GAN' 1) yuvr). For
the wife does not have authority over her own body, but
the husband does; likewise the husband does not have au-
thority over his own body, but the wife does. The precise
meaning of Paul’'s statement here is somewhat difficult
to grasp with certainty.”® The sense of it in light of the
preceding statement that this subsequent one seeks to
amplify is that tv 6dellnv, what is owed, to one’s spouse
is sharing control over each other’s cwuatog, body as
the basis of physical life. While in many of the cultures

the verse in precisely the way Paul rejects. This gloss may be

a misguided attempt at good taste; but it is more likely to re-

flect a thoroughly un-Pauline attitude to the body and to sex.

[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),
503.]

8“The translation of v. 4 is difficult. é€ovc14lm means to
have a right or a power over something or someone. ¢ é&ovclalmv
means the person in authority (Eccl 10:4-5; Luke 22:25)."5 But
we have already demonstrated that in 6:12 Paul uses a deliberate
wordplay between the Corinthian slogan mdvta pot €éEeotv and his
reply, ovk €ym é€ovalacnoopat vd Tvoc. To make this point we
translated ‘Liberty to do anything’—but I will not let anything take
liberties with me. The second clause, which embodies the future
passive of é&ovcialm, was variously translated in English VSS as
dominated by (NRSV, NJB), let anything make free with (REB), or
mastered by (NIV), while &eoti, are lawful (NRSV), permissible
(NJB), becomes an issue of having rights in Wire. In 7:4, therefore,
NRSYV translates the wife does not have authority over her body,
but the husband does, likewise the husband does not have author-
ity over his own body but the wife does. The REB comes nearer to
our proposal with the wife cannot claim her body as her own, it is
her husband’s. Equally, the husband ..., and still nearer the NIV,
The wife’s body does not belong to her alone, but also to her hus-
band. In the same way. ... The major issue, therefore, is whether we
are justified in including NIV’s alone and also, which corresponds
with our exclusive. The traditional interpretation that ‘each is the
other’s possession’ (Edwards) is important in that the traditional
concept in the ancient world that a father gives his daughter to the
bridegroom as his is now qualified by the reciprocity of mutual
giving of the self: the self (cdpa), i.e., everything is given to the
other in marriage. The husband cannot abuse the wife, for his body
is no longer Ais own to use as he wills without her consent; the wife
cannot opt out of intimacy permanently, for her body, similarly, is
not (exclusively?) hers.” [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.
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of that day, such a statement regarding the necessity
of the wife sharing her cwuatog would have been ac-
cepted in the harshest of meaning, Paul’'s equal rec-
iprocity principle here presents a genuinely Christian
view of marriage as a partnership of mutual sharing of
one’s another’s life. Neither partner possesses exclu-
sive control over their life in exclusion to their spouse.

Versea 5-6 offer advice exclusively from Paul:
un amootepeite AAANAoUG, €l pUATL AV €K oUPGWVOU TIPOG
Kalpov, lva oxoAdaonte tfj mpooeuxij kal MaAw £mi 16 alto
Ate, tva pn metpddn UPEC 0 oatavag Lo T dkpaciav UP®V.
6 T00T0 6£ AéyWw KATA CUYYVWHNV OU KT émitaynv. 5 Do not
deprive one another except perhaps by agreement for a set
time, to devote yourselves to prayer, and then come togeth-
er again, so that Satan may not tempt you because of your
lack of self-control. 6 This | say by way of concession, not of
command. The principle of v. 4 in no way means that
one spouse owns the life of the other. This because
there are times when each spouse needs control over
his or her life. These personal times’ should come out
of mutual agreement and perhaps (i ufT av®) prayer
(iva oxohaonte T1f] Tpooeuxf?') is a major one of those
occasions.®

The verb oyoldonte in the rare usage in a marriage context
is found in the context of Cynic philosophers who express concern
that marriage obligations may not leave enough time to study phi-
losophy which should be the number one priority of every individ-
ual.

80<“The important hesitance of the construction &i ufitt Gv is
compromised by the omission of &v in P* and B. No allusion to
this question seems to occur either in UBS4 or in Metzger’s Textu-
al Commentary (2d ed.) although Westcott-Hort place ¢v in brack-
ets. Even more surprisingly, this (presumably) pro-ascetic omis-
sion appears to lie behind an absence of hesitancy in the NIV and
REB, which adds to Fee’s criticisms of NIV renderings of verses
in this chapter.'”? NRSV’s except perhaps by is preferable to NIV,
NIB, except by, or REB, except when. ¥, C, D, E, and most early
MSS include dv, and it seems more likely to have been omitted
by patristic copyists than inserted by them, given attitudes found
in post-Pauline traditions on this subject.” [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), 506.]

81“To the dative tf] mpooevyy X%, K, L, 88, some later Syri-
ac readings, and Chrysostom add tfj vnoteiq, fasting. The parallel
is understandable but entirely secondary. The evidence for prayer
alone is overwhelming (apparent P'', P* x* A, B, C, D, Ignati-
us, and Origen among others.” [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), 506.]

82“Given that the Stoic-Cynic context entails marital respon-
sibilities, Deming interprets 7:5 as denoting ‘mutual consent in
order ‘to have leisure’ for prayer.”** But we may doubt wheth-
er Paul refers solely to chronological duration. The use of time
is coupled with centers of attention, or what nowadays some call
‘quality time.” Paul perhaps says that if one has excluded certain
things both from one’s timetable and from one’s mind (for a sea-
son) one may find unhurried time (aorist subjunctive cyoidonre)

The couple are cautioned here against ‘robbing one
another’ (uf anootepeite aAnAoug) by refusing to share
themselves. This seems particularly directed against
some in the Corinthian church being influenced by the
no physical contact teachings of the surrounding cul-
ture.®® The apostle is convinced that failure to follow
this guideline can lead to spiritual harm: tva pn newpdln
OpaG 6 oatavag Sia thv dkpaociav DUV, lest Satan tempt
you because of your lack of self-restraint. At first it seems
that Paul is saying inability to mutually agree on individ-
ual times by husband and wife may give an opening for
Satan to tempt a couple by appealing to their physical
desire for one another. It seems doubtful that Paul’s
point is that such individual times should not extend
themselves too long chronologically as some interpret-
ers understand.® But in reality it is the inability to reach
mutual agreement for individual times that opens the
door for Satan.

In v. 6, Paul makes one of the more puzzling
statements found in his writings: to0to 6¢ Aéyw kata
ouyyvwuNV oL kat’ mutaynyv, now this | say from permission
not from command. An amazing variety of interpretations
of this statement exist.® Important here is the intended

in the sense of quality and duration for prayer. This would place
the issue on an entirely different footing from David Balch’s appeal
to Philo’s Life of Moses for the view that ascetic abstinence pro-
motes the capacity for revelations and visions.'3> A better parallel is
the notion of abstinence for prayer ‘at the proper time’ (kapog) in
Testament of Naphtali 2:9—10. Many writers draw attention to the
importance of this parallel.’*®” [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), 508-509.]

83“A significant number at Corinth were already claiming that
spiritual priorities took precedence over physical intimacy, wheth-
er or not we accept Wire’s particular version of this hypothesis
as that of the status, freedom, and ‘rights’ of Corinthian women
prophets.'?”” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 507.]

8This view is based upon taking the second iva clause to play
off the verb oyoldonte in the first fva clause. But grammatically
both iva clauses modify dmootepeite in the main clause. Satan’s
open door to tempt comes when the couple cannot agree on indi-
vidual times from each other.

85“This verse may appear to be too short and innocent to re-
quire more than the briefest of comments. But considerable ener-
gy has been exhausted on debating the scope of the application of
tob10 in the first part of the verse, Todto 8¢ A&y® KoTd GUYYVOUNV.
NRSV, REB, NIV, and NJB render cuyyvéounv concession, and we
cannot improve on this. The etymological history of the word il-
lustrates the image of knowing (yvoun) with (cvv- or cvy-), i.e.,
by mutual consent. This actually looks back, we shall argue, to the
mutual agreement in v. 5b. But five views of todto have been ad-
vocated: (i) that it refers to the whole of vv. 2-5; (ii) that it alludes
to v. 2; (iii) that it concerns the intimacy of v. 5a or the whole of v.
5; (iv) that it di i i




reference in the demonstrative pronoun toito, this. The
most natural reference grammatically and contextually
is the principle expressed in v. 5 on coming to mutual
agreement on individual time inside a marriage. Their
inability to come to agreement on this opens the door
for Satan. But Paul sees here a practical advice which
he has no direct word from the Lord either though ap-
ostolic tradition or direct revelation from Christ Himself.
Thatis, Christ never addressed this specific issue in any
of His teachings, So what Paul offers is advice coming
out of the wisdom of observing life and how it works
inside a marriage.®® Interesting is the unusual word for
command used by Paul here, émTayrv. It is a broad,
generalized word as opposed to the more intense tayn,
a decree, and the verbal root tacow, appoint, rather than
taypa. All this suggests that Paul realizes he is step-
ping into grayish territory in husband wife relations and
doesn’t have an absolute direction to follow in giving
directions for helping a husband and wife develop the
deeper relationship that God desires for them. But it
is convinced that celibacy inside a marriage is clearly
against the will of God as reflected in the Law of Moses.
And also that Christian marriage is a true partnership of
both husband and wife sharing themselves with each
other. In the pagan society of Corinth with its extremes
of unbridled immorality on one side and total celibacy
inside marriage on the other, the Christian way is the
far superior approach to a healthy marriage spiritually,
emotionally, and every other way. For the Corinthian
church to follow this path would open many doors of
positive withess to the pagan world around them.
Paul’s preference is expressed in v. 7a and his ac-
knowledgement of life in 7b: 6é\w &€ mavtag avBpwmoug
EIVOL WG KAl EROUTOV: BAN EKOOTOG {810V EXEL XAPLOMOL €K
Beo0l, 6 pév oltwg, 6 8¢ oUtwc. | wish that all were as | my-
self am. But each has a particular gift from God, one having
one kind and another a different kind. First his preference.
His desire for every Christian is to be as he is. And what
was that? Most likely it is alluded to in v. 8a toig ayapolg,
to the unmarried. At minimum at the time of the writ-
ing of this letter Paul was not married. And it is highly
doubtful that he had ever been married, despite a long
standing, now debunked view that all Pharisees had to
be married as a requirement. Also very unlikely is that
Paul was a widower even though his speaking to toig
ayapolg kal talc xnpatg, the unmarried and the widows, has
been taken to imply this (v. 8). His later comments in vv.

v. 5, from &t uftt Gv only; and (v) that todto points forward to what
follows. Winter advocates this fifth view forcefully.” [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), 510.]

86Since from all indication Paul was not marriage, and most
likely never married, he observed this in the lives of Christian cou-
ples rather than had personal experience for a basis of his advice.

32-35 most likely reflect his own personal circumstance
on the positive side.?’

b) To the unmarried and the widows, vv. 8-9.

8 Néyw 6¢& tolg aydapolg katl Talg xnpatg, KaAov auTolg
€av pelvwowv wg Kkayw- 9 el & oUK éykpatevovtal,
yapnodtwoav, Kpelttov yap €otwv yaufioat fj mupolobal.

8 To the unmarried and the widows | say that it is well
for them to remain unmarried as | am. 9 But if they are not
practicing self-control, they should marry. For it is better to
marry than to be aflame with passion.

7.8 6é

227 Méyw TOlg AQydpoLig Ral TtTalg YXHpaLg,
228 RKOAOV (€otiv) autoig
£V PElVOOLY ©OC RKAYQ *
7.9 6é
€l OoUK &ykpaTeUoviolL,
229 Yyouno&tooav,
Y&p

230 RKpelTTOV €0TLV yapijoat

g

nupovolat .

In verse 8, Paul sets up a distinctive topic sig-
naler: Aéyw 6¢ tolg, Now | speak to..... As another signal
of a new direction in v. 10, the essence of this new topic
signal is repeated as Toig 6¢ yeyaunkoowv mapayyéAw,
Now to the married | encourage.... The third parallel sig-
nal comes in v. 12, Toig & Aoutoic Aéyw, Now to the rest
I say.... In vv. 17-24m the structuring of this indicates a
summarizing of the discussion from v. 1 tov. 16. V. 17
presents this as an introductory topic statement, EL un
EKAOTW WG EUEPLOEV O KUPLOG, EKOOTOV WG KEKANKEV 6 BeOC,
oUtwg mepnateitw. However that may be, let each of you
lead the life that the Lord has assigned, to which God called
you. Then Paul depicts it as his teaching in the church-
es, kal oUTw  év Talg €kkAnolalg maoalg Statdocoopat. And
thusly I stress among all the churches. Then the major topic
shift signal surfaces in v. 25 with Mept 6& ThOv mapBévwy,
And concerning virgins....

What emerges here is how Paul often structures his
discussion of specific topics. The broad topic of kaAov
AvOpWMW Yuvalkog pn anteoBal, It is good for a man to not
touch a woman (v. 1), is what the Corinthians raised in
their letter to Paul, Mept 8¢ Qv éypadate, Now concern-
ing what you wrote. The common grammatical pattern
throughout signaling sub topic shifts is what is placed
in the sentence pre-field. That is, what comes at the
very beginning of the sentence. It is either a main topic
definer with the preposition lNepi followed by a descrip-

87The later tendency among some church fathers (but not all)
to see Paul advocating a celebrate priesthood here have no basis in
the Corinthian text and reflect the search for a proof text to justify
an already existi i i
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tive genitive case noun.®® Or it is the indirect object in
the prefield of the verb having to do with Paul speaking
that is followed by a statement of principle, as in vv.
8, 10, 12. These structures form a secondary listing of
topics underneath the major topic indicator. In modern
western outlining patterns you have is a I. followed by
subdivisions A., B., C. etc.

But one must avoid the western mind-set of assum-
ing that the broad topic (= I., Il., et al) is simply subdi-
vided into multiple subparts (=A., B., C., etc). That is,
each subunit is a small chunk of the main unit. The total
of the sub units should then equal the main topic. This
is how we Westerners were taught to properly outline
speeches, papers etc. in middle school. But the ancient
world did not think in this way.® The broad topic merely
served as a launch pad for the sub units to project their
own individualized directions. Sometimes the logical
connection of a sub topic to the main topic is very mini-
mal. The reasoning here usually was to attack the main
topos from a variety of angels either to validate it or to
expose it as incorrect. This is exactly how Paul goes
here in vv. 1-24. But other options for development of
ideas also existed in Paul’s world as well. How one de-
veloped a topic depended upon the purpose behind the
discussion of it and the creative skills of the speaker/
writer.

Here he begins with the Corinthian’s question over
celibacy and talks about marital obligations to one’s
spouse (vv. 1-7). Next he addresses the unmarried and
widows (vv. 8-9). This is followed by speaking to the
married (vv. 10-11) Then “to the rest” (vv. 12-16). Then
his discussion is concluded with summarizing state-
ments in vv. 17-24. As is obvious the beginning issue of
celibacy is nothing but a launch pad for Paul to speak
to what he perceives as related topics important for the
Corinthians.

The core principle to the unmarried and widows
is set forth at the outset (v. 8): Aéyw 6¢ t0lg dydpoLg Kal
Talg xnpatg, KaAov alTtolg £av peivwolv wg kayw, Now | say
to the unmarried and to the widows: it is good for them if
they remain as | am.

To the unmarried and widows Paul expresses the
preference that they continue on in ‘unmarriedness.’
This is the assumption from the way Paul frames the
statement, and then expands on it in what follows.
Some commentators have wrongly understood the
masculine Toi¢ dydapoig and the feminine Taic xnpaig,
as referring to unmarried men and widowed women. A

%The case of the nominal used with the preposition is import-
ant because multiple cases can be used with ITepi, each with dis-
tinctive meanings. The genitive case noun in the descriptive func-
tion is the exclusive signal of a coming topic of discussion.

%The manuals of rhetoric from Aristotle in the 4th century
BCE to Quintilian in the 1st century AD discuss a wide variety of
options at this point, usually under to subject of topos.

variety of highly questionable views have emerged.*®®
The two references should be taken as broad and in-
clusive of both genders who either have never been
married or have lost their spouse through death. The
common point between them is that they now are with-
out a marital spouse, as is Paul, no matter what the
reason may be.

In the Greco-Roman society of Corinth substantial
pressure was put upon widows to remarry quickly after
loosing their spouse.®” Most likely the expression Toig

%“Since unmarried women constitute a particular category
for advice in v. 25, some have suggested that the masculine plural
dative 10ig dydpoig means unmarried men, rather than those who
are not married of both sexes, and that this is complemented by
the feminine category taic ynpoaiwc. But it is more likely that ei-
ther (a) the masculine is gender-inclusive here, and that Paul states
a generalizing principle which is subject to qualifications and to
case situations to which he will return, or (b) that the term denotes
widowers, in spite of the claim that the term is ‘not to be rendered
‘widowers’ as though corresponding to taic ypoug.”'! Deming ap-
plies the verse to “those who have been previously married and
are now single.”' Both he and Schrage cite the use of &yapog for
someone formerly married but now separated in 7:11 (less clear-
ly, also 7:34). Fee concedes: ‘“What Paul intended is not clear....
One cannot be sure either to whom this is addressed or what is the
exact nature of the exception in v. 9.”!¢* In the end, however, Fee
favors the view advocated by Deming, Collins, and Schrage on the
ground that Greek seldom used the rare word for widower, and that
throughout the chapter Paul discusses gender situations ‘in mutual-
ity” some dozen times: ‘on balance, ‘widower’ seems to be the best
understanding of the word here.’!** Probably the balance of writ-
ers, however, adopt the other view.'*” [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), 515.]

o“An important volume, A History of Women in the West
(1992), includes a very useful essay, “Body Politics in Ancient
Rome,” by Aline Rousselle.'® Citing numerous ancient sources,
she argues that in higher (and probably other) ranks in Roman so-
ciety ‘a widow was expected to remarry within a year’ (my italics),
‘a divorcee within six months.’'%” Pressures on both men and wom-
en to remarry were imposed by four considerations: issues about
acquiring property; the procreation of not less than three children;
the use of marriage (or remarriage) to enhance status; and the low
life-expectancy of women (‘twenty to thirty years’), especially
connected with instances of death in childbirth.'®® These factors
mean that the issue of ‘whether to marry’ or ‘whether to have phys-
ical intimacy’ was a much larger and more widespread issue for
widowers and widows than we can easily comprehend today if
we merely project our modern situation back into the Graeco-Ro-
man world.' Further, the attitude toward remarriage and children
changed during the early years of the Empire under Augustus and
Tiberius, when concern was expressed about a decline in birth-
rate of the higher ranks of Roman society. At Corinth it may have
been bound up with social as well as ascetic factors to determine
what policy the church might or might not adopt.” [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), 515-516.]
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aydauolg is broad and inclusive of all unmarried, men or
women. Perhaps implying never having been married.
But the feminine T1aig xrpaig may focus attention on the
widowed women but not exclude widowed men as well.
Because of such drastically different social dynamics
on these groups of people in first century Corinth from
modern western societies it is difficult to know precisely
whom Paul had in mind with these two terms.%?

In the initial amplifying statement in v. 9, Paul
qualifies his core principle: €l 6¢ oUk €ykpatevovtal,
yaunodatwoav, But if they do not practice self control, let
them get married. To this group of ‘unmarrieds’ Paul sig-
nals an alternative to remaining unmarried: et ¢ oUk
€ykpatevovtal, yapnodtwoav, But is they do not keep self
control, let them marry. He then provides a motivation
(yap) for this alternative: kpetttov yap €otwv yaufical f
niupoloBay, for it is better to marry than to be burned.

Marriage is clearly a legitimate option for these
individuals. But the scenario out of which it becomes
the best choice has occasioned all kinds of interpre-
tive viewpoints.®®* Proper understanding of the verbs
éykpartevovTal and TrupoloBai are key to grasping what
Paul has in mind. In the other use of éykpatevopai®
out of the two NT uses in 1 Cor. 9:25, Paul uses it
in a figure of speech in regard to an athlete, nag 6¢
O AywVIOPEVOC TTAVTA £YKPOTEVETAL, EKEWVOL PV oDV tva
$Oaptodv otédavov AdaBwoty, nueils 6¢ adBaptov. Athletes

22“Unfortunately, what Paul himself intended is not clear.”
[Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, The New
International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1987), 287.

%*“Traditional translations of this verse [9] have given rise to
a phrase which K. C. Russell uses as a title for a short research
article on it: ‘That Embarrassing Verse in First Corinthians.’'”
The two difficulties which contribute to embarrassment are (i) the
translation of ovk &ykpatevovtal as if they cannot control them-
selves (NIV), or if they cannot exercise self-control (RSV, NIB)
and (ii) the translation of mupodcOau as fo be aflame with passion
(NRSV); burn with passion (NIV); or burn (AV/KIV). In popular
thought these suggest that Paul ranks marriage as little more than a
remedy for a strong sex drive which cannot be controlled. A crude
transplant into the world of our own day might perceive it as a rec-
ipe for a two-tier system in which those who cannot control them-
selves forestall a series of extramarital affairs by remarriage, while
a stalwart band of disciplined believers doggedly pursues celiba-
cy.” [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),
516-517.]

%*This is part of a word group in the NT: éykpdreia (dkpaoia),
€ykpatng (AKpaTng), EYKPUTEDOLLOL.

The word group éykpat- takes its sense from the stem
kpat-, which denotes power or lordship, and which expresses
the power or lordship which one has either over oneself or
over something
[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-

rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:339.]

exercise self-control in all things; they do it to receive a per-
ishable wreath, but we an imperishable one. The standard
Greek meaning is behind these two instances. In the
chapter seven use the idea is self-control over one’s life.
But does the second verbal ntupolobay, to burn, shift the
meaning more narrowly to burning with sexual desire?
But is this Paul’'s meaning here?% Given the larger con-

%“These explanations have not found general favour.
Blomberg describes NIV’s burn with passion as ‘probably correct
(cf. Paul’s burning with indignation in 2 Cor. 11:9).” Then he adds:
‘But it could just possibly mean ‘burn in hell’ and be parallel to 1
Cor. 6:9-10.”"" Both interpretations could appeal to Jewish tradi-
tions. Burning in judgment, Fee notes, resonates with 1 Cor 3:15
and perhaps m. Aboth 1:5; but burning with passion runs parallel
to 2 Cor. 11:29 and also Sir. 23:17 (LXX). To be consumed with
passion ‘seems more likely’ here.!”” Barrett and Conzelmann write
before the appearance of the two articles and do not consider the
possibility. Orr and Walther reject Barré as ‘not convincing.’'™
Lange and Schrage consider a possible link with 3:13, but only
to reject the notion.!” Perhaps only G. F. Snyder fully and firmly
endorses than to burn in the endtime.'®

“In fact, mupodcBout as the fires of penalty was considered by
Tertullian (c. AD 208). It harmonizes better with Paul’s thought,
Tertullian believes, ‘to take forethought for the fires of penalty.’!*!
But Tertullian holds the very view that is described as ‘embarrass-
ing.” He believes that marriage obstructs prayer and the study of
Scripture, and dissipates energies in the responsibilities of a home
and children. The ideal is the companionship (or useful help) of
‘an aged pious widow’ who will not rouse any passion to forsake
celibacy.'® The interpretation of Barré and Russell leaves the diffi-
culty as before, unless it is treated as mere rhetorical shock tactic.

“We may move forward more constructively in two ways.
First, in our introduction to this chapter we noted the positive
views of R. B. Ward, Colin Brown, and others (in effect follow-
ing Origen) about sexual intimacy in marriage as God-given (see
details above). Second, it is helpful to explore the meaning of
gykpatevovtat. Although very frequently, and especially in Gal
5:23, éykdtewa means self-control, as many writers observe the
verb in this verse is a straightforward present indicative and hardly
justifies if they cannot control themselves (NIV) or cannot exercise
self-control (NJB).'® éykpdrein has a long history in Greek, helle-
nistic, and Roman philosophy from Plato to the first-century Cynic
and Stoic traditions. It appears to have been introduced by Socrates
(Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.5.4), and Plato uses it to mean judi-
cious moderation in contrast to over-indulgence or unrestrained
self-gratification in matters of food or sex (Republic 3.390).'% But
to negate the verb &ykpatevovtar does not imply that self-control
has collapsed. It denotes the absence of the power to rank one’s
feelings in relation to strict goal, for which Paul transparently uses
the image of éykpdrela in 1 Cor 9:25. Pfitzner discusses its signif-
icance at length. It ‘provides an illustration of the Apostle’s princi-
pal [sic]: everything for the sake of the Gospel—including the right
use of his liberty in the renunciation of his rights.’'%

“In 7:9 Paul envisages a couple for whom mutual love has
become so powerful a force that it distracts them from ‘everything
for the sake of the gospel’ when they are dominated by unfulfilled
longing. Deming astutely points to a parallel in Epictetus where
the norm for the Cynic philosopher of ‘everything for the sake of
philosophy’ simply cannot work in the case of a particular individ-
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text of vv. 1-24 the likelihood is somewhat broader than
just sexual intimacy is intended by the apostle here.
The general axiom of v. 17 sets something of a context
here: £€kaotov wg kékAnkev 6 Bedc, let each one live as God
has called them. Whether living in marriage or celibacy,
each believer must find God’s will and follow it. If the
physical and emotional needs of marriage are strong,
then the individual should get married.

c) To the married, vv. 10-11.

10 Tolg 6¢ yeyaunkoowv mapayyeAw, o0k éyw AAN &
KUpLoG, yuvaika amo avdpog un xwplobival, 11 — €av 6&
Kal xwpLodij, Levétw Ayapog i T® avépl kataAhayntw, —
Kal Gvépa yuvaika pr adplévat.

10 To the married | give this command—not | but the
Lord—that the wife should not separate from her husband
11 (but if she does separate, let her remain unmarried or
else be reconciled to her husband), and that the husband
should not divorce his wife.

7.10 6é
231 Tol¢ yeyopnxooLVv mopayyEAAw®,
232 OUK &Y
GAN'
233 o xUpLog,
7.11 6é
gav xal Xwplobif,
234 pevétw &yapog
g
235 T®d avdpl RATAAAAYATW, Kol

avdpa yuvailra pn &pLéval.

The core principle here in yuvaika and avépog
\ OFvaLs if : | her hus-
whether he marries or not; indeed, he will have to adopt the former
course if any philosophy is to be done.'®® The traditional notion of
persons who cannot control themselves (NIV) conveys the wrong
idea. We suggest if they do not have power over their passions, i.e.,
to devote themselves to more fundamental priorities. Power also
resonates with the word history of kpatéw, to take into custody,
to take hold of and grasp, with £v, of the person’s inner attitude or
mind-set. kpdrog simply means power. kpeittov has now become
self-explanatory: it invites the act of getting married denoted by
the third plural aorist imperative younodtooav (an ingressive or
incipient aorist).”

[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),
517-519.]

%“In place of the majority reading ywpicbijvor (aorist pas-
sive infinitive) A, D, F, and G read yopilecBon (present infinitive).
Some argue that the aorist is ‘more usual after verbs of command-
ing,” whereas Fee speaks of ‘the more difficult aorist passive’ read
by P!! (apparent), X, B, and C."¥ To compound the issue, P*® reads
yopilecbe (present imperative), which transposes the charge from
indirect speech to direct speech. Either the aorist intelligibly calls
attention to initiating a separation or the present understandably
stresses the state of being separated. Since the aorist passive prob-

I
I
I
YUVOTRA AmO AvdpOC¢ HI) XWPLodfjval,
I
I
I
I
I

band, is couched not as Paul’s advice as with vv. 8-9,
napayyEAw, oUK éyw, | encourage, not |, but instead as
the Lord’s words aA\ o kUploc. Where did Paul hear
these words from the Lord? The teachings of Christ on
marriage found in Mark 10:1-12, and Matthew 19:12,
as well as in Mt. 5:31-32 // Lk. 16:18, did not come
into written expression until fifteen to twenty-five years
after the writing of First Corinthians. This teaching of
Paul comes either from his interpretation of the oral
traditions about Jesus in circulation prior to the written
gospels, or else from direct revelation from Christ. Paul
doesn’t specify which simply because how he received
it is unimportant to him.

Critical background understandings are important
here. In Jewish tradition, only a husband could di-
vorce his wife as the texts in Matthew reflect also in
the teachings of Jesus to Jewish Christian audiences in
the first gospel. In the Greco-Roman societies a wom-
an could divorce her husband but it was much more
complex for her than for
the husband to divorce his
wife, as is reflected in both
Mark especially and Luke
slightly which were target-
ing non-Jewish Christian
audiences outside Pal-
estine. Also in the Jewish
setting, divorce consisted
only of the husband writing
out a formal ‘bill of divorce-
ment’ and handing it to the
wife as she was ejected
out of the home with only the dowry she had brought
into the marriage. But in Greco-Roman traditions, usu-
ally a minimal legal process through a magistrate was
required in order to formally settle issues of dowry.®’

ably carries a middle-voice sense here, we cannot employ the well-
known difficilior lectio probabilior dictum. The present imperative
would require a different translation, into direct speech, but this
is the less probable reading.” [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), 519.]

97“In the Roman world of the first century divorce was under-
taken both frequently and often for selfish, trivial reasons. (See the
introduction to ch. 7 above and the earlier “Note.”) Thus Seneca
scornfully parodies women ‘who mark the years not by changing
Censors but by the acquisition of a new husband.’*" The Stoic ide-
al expressed by Musonius is that nature has implanted a desire for
union between male and female ‘to devise a way of life in common,’
in which marriage and the household is like a boundary wall or de-
fense wall around a city.®® Nevertheless, in practice, as Yarbrough
observes, ‘Divorce ... was exceedingly frequent.”**! Expectations
were often beyond reality and led to frustration. Thus Callicratidas
advises men to choose a younger wife who ‘can be easily moulded
and...do‘ ile P eplic
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This unless both sides agreed on the settlement them-
selves. Unfaithfulness in marriage by the wife was rel-
atively common in the Greco-Roman patterns and cre-
ated all kinds of responses.®® Marriage, divorce, and
remarriage often were stepping stones to high social
status and this defined one’s value in society. Women
of power especially used this process in the non-Jew-
ish world of Corinth.

Given the nature of ‘divorce’ in both the Jewish and
Greco-Roman societies, no distinction existed between
the modern western ideas of ‘separation’ and ‘divorce,’

erence for homosexual love, complaining that a wealthy woman is
determined ‘to command and to dominate him,’ that even ‘a decent
woman can be disagreeable and a poor woman can subject a man
to her.”*?* The idealized portrayals of a wife whose qualities includ-
ed ‘loyalty, obedience, affability, reasonableness, industry in work-
ing wool, religion without superstition, sobriety of attire, modesty
of appearance’ must have raised expectations which could only be
a source of mutual strain.’? In funeral inscriptions the phrase ‘she
never caused anyone grief” became so conventional that ‘sine ulla
querella’ could be understood simply by abbreviation as ‘s. u. q.’

“Failure to give and to receive such theoretical ideals might
therefore be construed as implying a ‘failed’ or ‘abnormal’ mar-
riage, which could supposedly invite divorce. It is against such a
background that we must understand Paul’s deeper understanding
of marriage as a bond which is not to be dissolved at will. Thus a
believer who is already married to an unbelieving spouse does not
have grounds thereby to seek or to initiate separation or divorce (1
Cor 7:10-14). Nevertheless, if the unbelieving spouse perceives
this as grounds for divorce, it is no use denying this (7:15), al-
though this remains a last resort (7:16). Realism accepts what
cannot be changed without damage (cf. vv. 17-24, on which sece
exegesis 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),
540-541.]

%“More fundamental than these speculations, however, is
the contrast between the seriousness of marriage for Jesus and for
Paul, and the ease with which divorce and remarriage could occur
in the Roman world. Admittedly, exceptions can readily be found
in the Roman world, but these tend to be exceptions that prove the
rule. Thus Seneca speaks tenderly of his wife Paulina of long years
and describes unchastity as ‘the greatest evil of our time.”*** But
the absence of this vice in his wife makes her almost unique, and
is regarded as old-fashioned by her contemporaries.?*> Few women
seem ‘to blush at divorce,” and many ‘reckon their years not by the
number of consuls but by the number of their husbands. They leave
home in order to marry, and marry in order to divorce.’** Similar-
ly, Paul’s other near-contemporary Stoic thinker Musonius Rufus
praises a wife’s stable marriage.?’” Nevertheless, we see from Tac-
itus that divorce in the Julio-Claudian period and the time of Nero
was widespread and readily enacted for a wide range of reasons
including social aspiration and personal taste.?’® Witherington and
Cantarella remind us, again, that the performative utterance tuas
res tibi habeto amounted to a legally recognized act of divorce.?”
(See fuller “Extended Note” with further details after 7:16, be-
low.)” [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),
522.]

In fact the term often translated divorce such as here
xwpidw (cf. vv. 10, 11, 15) strictly means ‘to separate.’
But without any significant legal process in place,
when a spouse left (either voluntarily or by coercion)
the home to live elsewhere, this constituted a ‘divorce’
which was formalized only with either the Jewish ‘bill of
divorcement’ given by the husband, or the settling up of
dowry issues that were first brought into the marriage
by the guardians of both parties.

The modern varying definitions of divorce reflect in
westernized Christian tradition the impact of the Roman
Catholic sacrament of marriage requiring the action of
the priest to formalize a marriage, and/or the presence
of the existing government in regulation of marriage in
the name of stability for society. Thus terminating the
marriage now requires formal action through govern-
ment authority.

None of these structures existed in the first century
world, either in Judaism nor in Greco-Roman culture.
Marriage was seen as a family affair and the termina-
tion of it also was a family issue focused mainly at the
point of the settlement of the dowry first put up. These
terms were within the framework of what ever guide-
lines were agreed upon in the marriage contract. No
set or standardized guidelines for this existed in the an-
cient world, as a careful study of the still existing mar-
riage contracts from that world illustrate. It was purely
a matter of the negotiating skills of both fathers who
first set up the contract between themselves for their
children.

Additionally to be noted is the core verb napayyéAiw,
I encourage. This principle is not set forth as a rigid code,
since vv. 12-17 will deal with an exception to the prin-
ciple stated here.® Paul reflects the principle behind
the ancient Jewish bill of divorcement in Deut. 24:1-3
(cf. also Isa. 50:1), where human frailty in living up to
the expectation of the marriage commitments was ac-

Many commentators ignore the clear meaning of maporyyéAim
of giving encouragement and read instead into it the sense of
évtélopan / évtohn. Typically their discussion here shifts from
admonitions to live by certain objectives, to adherence to rigid
codes. Even casuistic language is sometimes injected into Paul’s
discussion. Interestingly when Paul goes ‘against his code’ (vv. 10-
11) in vv. 12-16, the apostle is seen as contradicting himself. Or
else, contradicting the ‘Lord’s command.’

It is quite clear that such commentators have no understand-
ing of the human experience of divorce from either a Christian
or non-Christian view. Some honest study of the ethical nature of
commands and rules both in the ancient, as well as the modern,
world would do wonders in clarifying what goes on both in Paul
and Jesus inside the NT. Religious legalism did not exist either
in Judaism or early Christianity, but clearly does in contemporary
Christianity.

Paul’s other use of the verb in 1 Cor. 11:17 carries the sense of
instructions: To0to 6£ mapayyéAAwv ouk €nawv®..., Now concern-
ing this in i i
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knowledged.

The stated principle yuvaika &mnod avépog Tz
un xwplodfvat, wife not be separated from hus-236
band, assumed the wife’s perspective, al-237

you know, you might save your wife.
oe
Toi¢ AoLmoig¢ Aéyw £ye
oux O KRUpLOG *

though mutuality of responsibility is clearly
stated in the expansion of verse 11. Paul in

the context of vv. 1-24 urges the Corinthians238

to stay put in established relationships. This is 7.13
unquestionably the goal.

The expansion of the principle in v. 11
urges those who have separated from their
spouse to seek to keep the door open for rec-
onciliation: éav 6¢ kal xwpLoBA, pevétw dyapog239
A T® avépl kataAlayntw, and should she even
be separated let her remain unmarried or let
her be reconcilied to her husband. The Jewish24°
background here is clear that asserted, if a
divorced woman remarried or entered into
sexual intimacy with another man, she coulds 44
never be reconciled to her first husband. He
doesn’t go this far, but the Jewish background
of some within the Corinthian church would
be in mind. Assuming contextually here from
what follows in vv. 12-17, that both spous-
es are professing Christians, his goal is to
preserve the stability of the marriage of two

Christians, if at all possible. 242

243
d) To the rest, vv. 12-16.

12 Toig &€ Aounoig Aéyw éyw olx O KUPLOG 244
el TIg adeAdoOg yuvaika £xel Gmiotov kol aldtn
ouveUubOoKel oikelv PeT’ alTol, pr ddlEtw alTAv:

13 kol yuvn €l TIc €xel vSpa AmoTov kat oUToG
OUVEUSOKET OlKelV HET aUTAC, uf adétw tov245
avépa. 14 nylootal yap 6 dvnp 6 Gmotog év

T yuvalkl kal fylactat i yuvn 1 anotog év td
ASeAP®)- EMel Gpa TA TEKVA UGV AKABaPTA £0TLY,
viv 8¢ Gyla €otwy. 15 €l 6 6 amotog ywpiletal,
XwpLEcBw: o0 &edovAwtal 6 AdeAdoc f N
abeldn év ol tololToLG: v O€ lprvn KEKANKEV
UAC O BedC. 16 T yap oldac, yovay, £l OV Gvdpa247
OWOoELS; A Tt oldac, Gvep, el THV yuvaika CWOELS;

12 To the rest | say—I and not the Lord—that
if any believera has a wife who is an unbeliever,
and she consents to live with him, he should not divorce
her. 13 And if any woman has a husband who is an unbeliev-
er, and he consents to live with her, she should not divorce
him. 14 For the unbelieving husband is made holy through
his wife, and the unbelieving wife is made holy through her
husband. Otherwise, your children would be unclean, but
as it is, they are holy. 15 But if the unbelieving partner sep-
arates, let it be so; in such a case the brother or sister is not
bound. It is to peace that God has called you. 16 Wife, for
all you know, you might save your husband. Husband, for all

el TLg &BeAPOC YUVATIKX €xel AILOTOV
Kol

aUTn ouveudokel olkelv pet’ autod,

BN &PLET® QAUTAV *

KoL

yuvy

el TLg éxel &vdpa AKIILOTOV
Kol
oUtoC ouveudokel olkelv pet’ oUTHC,
B &pLéTw TOV &Vdpa.

Yap

nyiaotatr o &vip

6 &miLotocq
€V T yuvalkl
Kol

nyiaotat n yuvy

N &mLoTtocq
AR HANNC TR NGIAIE
el &P T TERKVA UGV arRABopTA €0TLV,
d¢
VOV &y Ll&d €o0TLV.

d¢
el O &mioTtog ywplletol,

XoptL{écOn -
ou dedovAwTalL & AdeApOCg

A

| &deApn (oU dedoUAwtol)

€V ToIg¢ TOLOUTOLC "
d¢
¢v elpnvn

KERANKEV UpAG O Ogdg.

Yap

1i oidac,

yoval,

el TOV &Vdpa OHOELC;

A

1i oidac,

avep,

el TNV YUvalka oOHOELG;

In this section Paul deals with one scenario in which
maintaining the marriage becomes unforeseeable. Not
to be forgotten is the core issue of total celibacy ad-
vocated by some at Corinth (v. 1). This scenario here
grows out of that situation and teaching. The structure
of his expression is relatively easy to identify. In verse
12a he introduces the subjects and indicates that this
advice comes from him rather than directly from the
Lord: Tolg 6& Aoumoig Aéyw éyw ol 6 kUplog, Now to the
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rest | say, not the Lord.... In the oral tradition of Jesus’
teachings on marriage, this particular scenario was not
treated and so Paul offers his practical advice. In wv.
12b-13, he depicts the scenario under consideration.
Then with yap he expands on the scenario in vv. 14-16.

The advice, vv. 12b-13 &£l tg adsAdog yuvaika
£xeL amotov kal altn cuveuSokel oikelv pet’ altol, un
adLétw avTAV: Katl yuvi €l Tig xet dvSpa ArioTov kat oUTog
oUVEUSOKET olkeV PeT alTAG, N AdLlETw ToV Avdpa. If any
brother has an unbelieving wif and she is pleased to live
with him, let him not leave her; and the wife if any has an
unbelieving husband and this one is pleased to live with her,
let her not leave her husband. This more literal translation
captures more correctly the sense of Paul’s statement.
Note first the mutuality of the dual expression that bal-
ances out both sides of a marriage. Obviously here
Paul has in mind the non-Jewish setting of most of the
members of the Corinthian church, since leaving one’s
husband would not have been a Jewish wife’s option.
Whether the so-called ‘mixed marriage’ was more of
an issue among the Gentile members than among the
Jewish members is not clear. But among the believers
evidently some were very uncertain about continuing
their marriage'® after becoming a believer when their
spouse did not follow them in commitment to Christ.'"!
In connection to the thinking in terms of total celibacy
for all Christians as being advocated inside the Corin-
thian church (v. 1), one can more clearly understand
the dilemma here for the Christian inside the ‘mixed
marriage.’

One should note the use of the first class condi-
tional protasis i T1G... which assumes instances of this
scenario occurring at Corinth. This stands in contrast
to the €av kai... concessive protasis in verse 11 which
presents a hypothetical scenario, rather than an as-
sumed one. Thus Paul is not sure whether Christian
wives have separated from their husbands (v. 11). But
the mixed marriage of Gentile believers feeling pres-
sure from the celibacy teaching in the church to sep-
arate from their unbelieving spouse is assumed to be
present at Corinth as Paul responds to it.

What Paul sets forth here is a continued rebuke of

100Note the literal meanings of two key terms here: xwpilw
(vv. 10-11), to separate and ddinpt (vv. 11-13) to leave. The aorist
passive infinitive pn xwptoBfjvat is usually ignored by translators.
But the sense here is of a completed action of separation caused
by someone or something beyond the individual. But the aorist
infinitive pn adiévay, not to leave, taken by the individual as a
specific action and the present imperative un adétw, let him/her
not leave, specifics an continuing departure.

10TAlthough some believers could have possibly married
unbelievers after making their confession of faith, given the cir-
cumstances of arranged marriages etc. in first century Corinth,
the scenario envisioned by Paul centers on one spouse becoming
a Christian after being married and then questioning whether the
marriage to an unbeliever should be continued or not.

the celibacy teaching in the instance of mixed marriag-
es. The believer, whether wife or husband, in such mar-
riages should not feel any compulsion to terminate the
marriage because of their Christian commitment. The
option of termination of the marriage in this situation de-
pends solely upon the unbeliever side cuveudokel oikelv
pet’ avtol / avtiig, if he/she is pleased to continue living
with him/her. And this statement comes as the second
part of the first class conditional protasis, €i TiG..., and
thus assumes the willingness of the unbeliever to con-
tinue the marriage. Most likely this will have been the
case in the vast majority of such instances. It is very
doubtful that any unbeliever would have terminated the
marriage to a believer, unless the believer bought into
the false teaching on celibacy going on in parts of the
church at Corinth. But in the protasis Paul assumes the
believer has rejected this false teaching, and thus no
reason exists for terminating the marriage.

The rationale, vv. 14-16. 14 nyiootal yap 6 avip 6
Armotog €v T yuvalki kal Aylaotal i yuvh f armotog v e
abeAd®-1%? €mel dpa T& TéKva LDV AkaBaptd €oTiy, viv
6¢ ayla €otw. 15 el 8¢ 6 Gmotog xwpiletal, xwpllecbw: ov
6edolAwTtal 6 adeAdog i 1 adeAdn év Tolg ToloUTOLG: €V
8¢ eipnvn kékAnkev LG 6 BgdC. 16 Ti yap otdac, yuva, i
TOV Gvdpa oWoeLC; A TL oldac, Gvep, i THV yUVOIKA CWOELG;
14 For the unbelieving husband can become dedicated to
the Lord by the wife, and the unbelieving wife by the broth-
er. Consequently your children would be unclean but now
could be holy. 15 But if the unbelieving husband separates
himself, let him be separated; not bound is the brother or
sister in such instances; and God has called us to be in peace.
16 For what do you know, wives, whether you might deliver
your husband? Or what do you know, husbands, whether
you might deliver your wife?

This is likely the most misunderstand and misin-
terpreted passage in all of First Corinthians. The most
common interpretation of it pits Paul’s interpretation of

12¢For symmetry, év tfj yovawki would expect not &v 1@
adehe® but év 1@ avdpi. Hence it is not surprising that 82, D?, and
some Syriac readings make this expected change. But 4deAo® is
the original reading, and is well supported by P*, x*, A, B, C, D*,
33 et al. (b) The Western D, F, and G and the Vulgate add the gloss
] moti to yovauki for the same kind of reason. It explicates the
meaning, but was absent from most early MSS.

“Among the English translations REB and Barrett render
through his Christian wife, as the gloss in D, F, and G seems to
require. This is Paul’s meaning, since it mirrors 1@ Gdekp®, her
Christian husband. The dividing line between translation and inter-
pretation is fine and never clear-cut, but since the best Greek MSS
have only 1] yovauki we have resorted (probably for the only time),
to inserting Christian in square brackets to signify a combination of
absence and implicit presence.”

[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),
527-528.]
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salvation here against virtually everything said else-
where in all of his letters. Something that should have
signaled clearly a false interpretation. But the tendency
is to mistake definitional understandings of words here
like rfyyiaoTal, akdBaptd, and dyid. When later falsely
supposed meanings are read into verse 14 all kinds of

weird, senseless interpretations emerge.'

103“The history of interpretation has thrown up some idiosyn-
cratic explanations of holy. Of the examples listed below, some
tend to reflect too closely the agenda of their own concerns. The
last two bring us closer to Paul.

“I. Irenaeus. Irenacus compares the dynamic of 7:14 with that
of God’s command to the prophet Hosea to marry a prostitute (Hos
1:2-3). 257 The context of argument is that God may be known in
many ways, not simply through the predictable and ecclesially rep-
utable. Rahab, e.g., received and protected the Israelite spies, with
the result that her house was protected as if she were one of God’s
own people: ‘Rahab the prostitute was preserved ... through faith
of the scarlet sign.”?® Significantly in the case of Hosea, his son’s
initial name, ‘Not-a-People,” was reversed: ‘They shall be called
the children of the living God’ (Hos 1:6-9; c¢f. Rom 9:25-26). This
principle, Irenaeus observes, explains the dynamic of 1 Cor 7:14:
“For this reason Paul declares that ‘the unbelieving wife is made
holy by the believing husband,” ” and on this basis the significance
of the children finds a parallel between the promises of God in
Hosea and in 1 Cor 7:14. The further parallel of the grafting of the
wild olive into the true, cultivated olive (Rom 11:17-19) similarly
expounds the parallel of “if the loaf is holy, so is the whole batch;
if the root is holy, so are the branches” (Rom 11:16). Irenaeus notes
that Paul’s treatise on the mystery and generosity of God’s unstop-
pable electing grace focuses on the derivative holiness of Gentiles
from Israel’s elected, privileged status as the people of God. Sim-
ilarly, the ‘union’ with the holy makes an inclusive extension of
the holy. Irenaeus thereby treats 1 Cor 7:14 in the context of (i)
the OT (Abraham, Moses, Rahab, Hosea, the call of ‘a people who
are not’); (ii) the electing, generous grace of God; (iii) cross ref-
erences with Paul’s thought in Romans 9-11; and (iv) the efficacy
of ‘union’ instantiated most fundamentally in union with Christ.*

“2. Clement of Alexandria. Clement advocates and encour-
ages marriage and permits second marriage.”® In this context he
compares Paul’s citation of Christ’s ordinance concerning mar-
riage with his modifying clause, adding further, ‘Now are they
holy’ (1 Cor 7:14).%! Clement points out that holiness may spread
either through the agency of a Christian husband or through that of
a Christian wife, since the two are ‘one flesh.”?*> However, refer-
ence to the children seems to remain implicit rather than explicit.
Clement leaves it to the reader to understand a solidarity of ho-
liness through the union, proximity, and intimacy implicit in the
relationships, in which the emphasis falls upon the positive and
potentially salvific effects of marriage.

“3. Tertullian devotes a full chapter to 7:12—14, where his
main burden is that v. 14 gives no license for Christians to marry
unbelievers.?® If a Christian is already married to an unbeliever,
the situation is different. Here the encouragement is offered that
the unbeliever cannot diminish the sanctity of the spouse or of their
children, positively through association or solidarity and ‘through
the discipline of the institution’ (ex institutionis disciplina) of
Christian upbringing and education.?** Baptism and eschatological
destiny play a role: the children are on their way to a holiness to
which God has called them. ‘They are in some sense destined for
holiness and salvation.’? This gives no encouragement, Tertullian
insists, to initiate a mixed marriage. ‘The grace of God sanctifies

Clearly when taken in context both historically and

what it finds [i.e., already].’?*® Otherwise it remains ‘impure’ and
is ‘not able to be sanctified.’*’ Tertullian makes similar points in
passing in his firm rejections of second marriages.*

“4. Origen. Surprisingly, Origen seems to miss the very point
underlined by his Alexandrian predecessor, Clement, that God’s
grace of sanctification operates in both directions, from husband to
wife and from wife to husband (see above). Origen compares the
union of a mixed marriage to the mixing of wine with water: one
sanctifies or gives flavor, while the other corrupts or dilutes.?® This
appears to run contrary to what Paul is saying, but he is staying
with Paul’s point that no Christian should initiate marriage with an
unbeliever (cf. Tertullian on 7:39).27° This is not strictly an exegesis
of 7:14.

“S. Later Fathers (except Theodoret, see below). With the ex-
ception of Augustine and Chrysostom, in many cases this period
offers less exegetical or pastoral insight than earlier or later works.
Jerome simply repeats and quotes the ‘weaker’ strand in Tertullian
(On Monogamy, 11:8 and To His Wife, 2:2) that children of be-
lievers are, ‘as it were, candidates for the faith.””' This may allude
to Tertullian’s constructive emphasis on Christian education, but
misses the Pauline context of mixed marriages, which Tertullian
addressed. Severian of Gabala (c. 400) has a fragment on 1 Cor
7:14 which Staab has preserved. He writes, “When the children
are clean and holy, uncorrupted by unbelief, the faith of the par-
ent has won.”?’? At the turn of the third and fourth centuries, holy
seems to have been understood of children primarily in a proleptic
or anticipatory sense in this verse. Chrysostom explains ‘holy’ in
7:14 in two ways. Primarily it serves in a pragmatic way ‘to deliver
the woman from fear as completely as possible.”?”® The proof is
that her child is ‘not unclean.” Second, the effect of bodily union
has already been stated in 6:15-17.2"* Augustine refers to 7:14 in
a number of treatises. In On the Good of Marriage he refers back
to Paul’s teaching on the body as the temple of the Holy Spirit (1
Cor 6:19). He infers: ‘Therefore the bodies of the married are also
holy.... Even an unbelieving partner does not stand in the way of
this sanctity’; the sanctity of the one ‘profits’ the other.””> Else-
where Augustine seems to suggest that Paul refers to actual events
of families coming to faith, led by one parent.?”

“6. Cajetan (d. 1534) and Melanchthon (d. 1560) press &y
into meaning legitimate in the eyes of state law (de sanctitate civi-
li). Several medieval commentators (e.g., Walafrid Strabo, c. AD
808-849 explore this notion on the assumption that if the Christian
spouse separates, this will probably result in their children having
adulterous parental figures in a new marriage (adulteri estis, et filii
vestri spurii ... nunc, sancti quia de licitis conjugis nati).?”

“7. Bullinger (1566) and Matthew Poole (1685) understand
holy in 7:14 as sanctitas federalis, i.e., status within the covenant
(not unlike Collins, above), but part of the agenda here is that chil-
dren within the covenant have the right to the covenant sign, name-
ly, baptism.?”®

“8. Beza holds the minority view that holy, of the children,
denotes or presupposes regeneration on the basis of election: (4)
Bengel combines the earlier interpretation legitimate with a ‘some-
what closer’ relation to the church: non sint spurii ... sit legitima,
non adulterina ... sed propinquirem aliquam cum ecclesia.*”

“9. Theodoret (c. 458) interprets holy in relation to the un-
believing wife in terms of hope of salvation, and for the children
what seems to be a promised futurity: the wife &ysr copiog
éamtida (Latin text, habet spem salutis); children suggest the notion
of onéppa ... tic cwmpiog (semen illius erit salutis particeps).*
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literarily, the meaning becomes rather clear. The be-
lieving spouse should seek to maintain the marriage,
and especially the wife. Why? If the marriage is termi-
nated, she looses not only her husband but also her
children. Children were always the property of the hus-
band and in divorce always stayed with him. Thus in
the wife leaving, she looses every opportunity to influ-
ence her husband to come to Christ. As 1 Peter 3:1-6
makes very clear, the Christian wife through her inner
spiritual radiance has the best opportunity to win over
her husband. Additionally, she looses opportunity to in-
fluence her children toward God by her dedication to
Him (= ayid). If the Christian husband leaves he will
take the children with him but in the process he will
loose the opportunity to demonstrate holy living to them
that in turn can influence them toward God. Similarly he
looses his witness to his wife. Paul is clearly promot-
ing Christian families and believes that the Christian
spouse has obligation to influence the other partner as
well as the children toward faith in Christ. Again, it is
critically important to remember that in Paul's scenario
here of mixed marriages, it is the false teaching of cel-
ibacy for all Christians being circulated in the Corinthi-
an church that stands behind this potential breakup of
families.

In vv. 15-16 Paul adds further appeals to the Chris-
tian spouse to work toward continuing the mixed mar-
riage. In v. 15, he deals with the opposite scenario of
where the unbelieving spouse decides to terminate
the marriage with his/her Christian partner: i 6¢ 6
amotog xwpiletal, xwpléobw: ol SedoVvAwTal 0 AdeADOG
i N adeAdn év Toig ToloUToLG: €V O£ elpvn KEKANKEV UUAC O
Be0oc. But is the unbeliever decides to separate himself/her-
self, let them separate themselves. Not bound is the Chris-
tian brother or sisten in such instances. Here Paul clearly
rejects the Jewish traditions about divorce and remar-
riage. He acknowledges the reality of the termination

However, Theodoret also considers this OUnepBolikdtepov (haec
autem cum hyperbole) in order to be persuasive about staying to-
gether and maintaining the family.?®' Holy is almost used emotive-
ly to mean ‘there is nothing to worry about.” Luther grounds this
theologically under the rubric ‘to the pure all things are pure.” The
faith of the believing partner, Luther urges, can promote a positive
stance toward all things, even to adult children who do not share
the faith.®?

“10. Calvin. Commonsense exegesis comes from Calvin:
“The godliness of the one does more to ‘sanctify’ the marriage
than the ungodliness of the other to make it unclean. Accordingly
a believer can live with an unbeliever [‘not in the contracting of
marriages but in maintaining those already entered into’] with a
clear conscience.”* But for Calvin the question about the children
invites more speculative considerations about covenant, for which
he refers his readers to Rom 11:16.”

[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),
531-533.]

of marriages in the first century world. No legal frame-
work existed to discourage divorce. The surrounding
Greco-Roman society not only expected it but often
encouraged it. The deterrents to divorcing came from
within the individual and whatever moral or religious
values guided him or her. Thus if the non-Christian
partner in the marriage decided on terminating the mar-
riage, the Christian spouse had no option but to accept
it. This Paul acknowledges here.

And he continues to make the assertion that divorce
in such instances completely frees the Christian spouse
from any obligation to that marriage. o0 dedoUAwral, is
not bound, is an intense expression denoting the sev-
ering of all ties to the marriage at a certain point that
then set the individual completely free.

What does this imply? Freedom to remarry? Per-
haps so, but Paul’s final statement in v. 15 is key: év
6¢ eipnvn KEkANkev UGG O Bed¢. But God has called us to
live in peace. The point here is the divine calling of God
whereby believers should seek the fuller, deeper life of
free commitment to God. €iprvn is the Hebrew o171,
which is much more than the absence of conflict. The
believer is thus freed to seek God’s calling either to cel-
ibacy or marriage as Paul laid out in v. 7, €kaotog &tov
€xeL xaplopa ék Bgol, 0 pév oltwg, 6 6¢ oUtwe, Each one
has his own giftedness from God, one one way and another
a different way.

The final appeal to those in mixed marriages comes
in v. 16, Tl yap otdac, yovay, €i Tov Gvdpa owoelg; A T
oidag, dvep, €l TV yuvalika owoelg; For what do you know,
wives, whether you can deliver your husband? Or what do
you know, husbands, whether you can deliver your wife?
This comes as the final reason for the encouragement
in vv. 12b-13 for Christian spouses to work toward pre-
serving their marriage with an unbeliever. Continuing
the marriage preserves the opportunity for Christian
witness that may very well lead to the conversion of
their spouse.

Summarizing principles, vv. 17-24.

17 El un €kdotw wg €péploev O KUPLOG, EKACTOV WG
KEKANKEV O Bedg, oUTwG mepunateitw. kol oUTwe év talg
ékkAnolalg maocalg Statdooopal. 18 MEPITETUNUEVOG TLG
€KANON, un €mondcbw: év dkpoPuotiq KEKANTAL TLG, HUN
TeplteplvécBw. 19 r mepLtopr) oUSEV £0TLY Kal 1) dkpoBuoTia
o0U0G8Ev €0Tly, AAAA THPNOLG évtoAv Beol. 20 £kaoctog €v
T KAAOEL N €KARON, év TalTn pevétw. 21 SoUAog EKARBNG,
U ool peAéTw: AAN el kal Suvaoal éAelBepog yevéaBal,
MAaAAOV xpfioal 22 O yap £€v kupiw KAnBelg So0Aog
aneleVBepog Kupilou €otiv, Opolwg 6 éAelBepog KANBEelg
600AOG éotv Xplotol. 23 Tuig nyopdodnte: ur yiveoBe
5o0NoL avBpwnwy. 24 EkaoTog év @ €KARON, ddeAdol, &v
TOUTW HEVETW Tapd Oed.
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17 However that may be, let each of you lead the life

that the Lord has assigned, to whi

is my rule in all the churches. 18 Was anyone at the time

of his call already circumcised? Let

ch God called you. This

him not seek to remove

the marks of circumcision. Was anyone at the time of his

call uncircumcised? Let him not seek circumcision.
19 Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is
nothing; but obeying the commandments of God
is everything. 20 Let each of you remain in the
condition in which you were called. 21 Were you
a slave when called? Do not be concerned about
it. Even if you can gain your freedom, make use
of your present condition now more than ever. 22
For whoever was called in the Lord as a slave is a
freed person belonging to the Lord, just as whoev-
er was free when called is a slave of Christ. 23 You
were bought with a price; do not become slaves
of human masters. 24 In whatever condition you
were called, brothers and sisters, there remain
with God.

Paul has navigated through an amazing-
ly complex issue of the false teaching that
required celibacy for all Christians. For the
Corinthians, this demand, being circulated in-
side the church, was opening a Pandor’s box
of evils threatening the stability of marriage
inside the church. This is turn would wrongly
communicate to the outside world that Chris-
tianity was anti-marriage, something just the
opposite of its values. Its much higher stan-
dard of morals constituted a major appeal to
a pagan world seeking relief from the moral
cesspool of their world. The demand for cel-
ibacy moved Christianity into that cesspool
rather than distinguished it from the moral mo-
rass of that day.

In vv. 17-24 the apostle seeks to pull all of
this discussion together with a set of broader
appeals that had some affinity with philosoph-
ical tenants in circulation at that time, but also
that were distinctly Christian as well. The false
teaching about mandated celibacy most likely
had Greek philosophical roots and Paul’s clos-
ing takes this philosophical language to advo-
cate a genuinely Christian view of life.

The preoccupation with ‘status quo’ that
dominated first century Greco-Roman society
was indeed still a real dynamic that believers in
Corinth had to cope with. The issues of status
quo in terms of human gender relationships
having to do with sexual intimacy loomed in
the foreground and occupied the discussion
in vv. 1-16. Paul addressed this in terms of a
Christian distinctive in which stable family life
functioned as the proper framework for sexual

relationships. And yet inside Christianity room enough
existed for those who chose to not engage in intimate
sexual relations with the opposite gender.
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Was this an isolated feature of Christianity? By no
means! To the contrary this view of human sexual re-
lations was a part of a larger picture of diverse human
relations that were to function within the framework of
God’s calling upon each believer. This is the foundation-
al principle set forth in verse 17, EL un ékdotw wg Epéploev
0 KUPLOG, EKOOTOV WG KEKANKEV O BedC, oUTwWC mepunateitw.
Kal oUtwg év talg €kkAnolalg maoalg Slatdcoopal. Except
to each person as God has measured out, each one as God
has called, thus let him/her live out their lives. And thusly in
all the congregations | insist upon.

Here Paul repeats the axiom of v. 7b, €kactog i6lov
£xeL xaplopa €k Beol, 6 pév oltwg, 6 8¢ olTwg, each one
has his own giftedness from God, one this way but another
that way. He also picks up again the language of God’s
calling from v. 15, év 6¢ eiprivn kékAnkev LUAG O Bedg, but
in peace God has called you.

The verbs £uéploev 0 kUplog, the Lord has measured
out, and kékAnkev 0 Bed¢, God has called, stand in stark
contrast to the foundation of Greco-Roman socieity as
set forth some centuries before in Plato’'s Republic.
Everyone has a otdoig in life given to him/her at birth
by fate and circumstance. Whether slave or aristocrat,
one should be content with this otdoig and make the
best of it through life. Not so at all says the apostle. In
life God makes the fundamental assignments for our
lives, and our aspirations must be centered on under-
standing that divine assignment and then living out our
lives in it.

Paul touches on two important illustrations of this
divine calling in vv. 18-24: circumcism (vv. 18-19) and
slavery (vv. 20-24). In them he shows both the stability
of God’s calling and also the flexibility of God’s call-
ing. Together these amplify the alternatives of marriage
and celibacy. There is both rigidity and flexibility here
as well.

Circumcism (vv. 18-20) illustrates the rigidi-
ty of God’s calling. 18 mepitetunuévog g €kAROn, un
€nionacbw- év dxkpoPuotia KEKANTAL TLG, I TTEPITEUVECDW.
19 n nepttopr) oUSEV €oTwv Kal 1) dkpoBuoTia oUSEv oTLy,
AAAQ THPNOLG EvtoA®v Beol. When one has been called as a
circumcised person, he should seek to remove this circum-
cism. Circumcism means nothing and uncircumcism means
nothing. Instead keeping God’s commands is what means
something. Paul illustrates the rigidity factor by point-
ing to the Jews and Gentiles in the church. Whether or
not one had undergone physical circumcism was of no
significance, just like whether one engaged in sexual
activity or not. Neither physical status -- circumcism/
marriage or uncircumcision/celibacy -- has anything to
do with one’s status before God. What counts is do-
ing God’s will, which either person can fully do. One’s
physical status is determined by things beyond the indi-
vidual’s control, and it ultimately is in God’s hands. But

neither status physically gives any advantage in serv-
ing God. God expects obedience from each of us, no
matter our status. Thus the concluding admonition in v.
20 is highly appropriate: £kaotog év Tij KAfjoeL ) €kKARON,
év TaUTn Uevétw, Each one in the calling in which he/she
was called, in this let him/her remain. If you were born a
Jew, then be content as a Jew and serve God. If you
were born a Gentile, be content and serve God as a
Gentile. Then underscores his larger discussion: If you
are born needing to be married, then be content with
this as God’s calling and serve Him as a married per-
son. And if you were born oriented toward celibacy, be
content and serve God in your celibacy. In this illus-
tration Paul stoutly rebukes the false teaching in the
Corinthian church that every Christian must become
celibate. It makes no more sense than a Jew wanting
to become a Gentile in order to serve God.

The flexibility of God’s calling is illustrated by slav-
ery in vv. 21-23, 21 600Aog €kARONC, 1A ool HEAETW: AAN
el kal Suvaoal éAelBepog yeveéaBal, paAlov xphoat. 22 o
vap év kupiw kAnBeic SoUAog amelelBepog kupiou €otiv,
opoiwe O €éAeUBepog kAnBeic 800AOG €otv Xplotod. 23
TIUAG AYopaodnte- un yiveoBe Sollol avBpwriwv. 21 Were
you a slave when called? Do not be concerned about it. Even
if you can gain your freedom, make use of your present con-
dition now more than ever. 22 For whoever was called in the
Lord as a slave is a freed person belonging to the Lord, just
as whoever was free when called is a slave of Christ. 23 You
were bought with a price; do not become slaves of human
masters.

In Paul’s discussion of the various situations inside
marriage different experiences were happening among
the Corinthians whether both were Christians, just one
was a Christian, or that one had lost a spouse through
death. Thus on the ‘marriage’ side of the equation in
the contrast between celibacy and marriage differing
experiences were present. But all within the framework
of ‘marriage’ and God’s calling. The false teaching in
the church about celibacy sought to enforce a rigid
uniform standard of celibacy for all. This was clearly a
violation of God’s calling in Paul’s view. No single rule
could be applied to a situation where flexibility inside
God’s calling was the reality.

The best, first hand illustration of divine flexibility
clearly present and obvious inside the church were
the slaves who were members of the church. Paul be-
gins with those still in slavery inside the church: olog
€KANONG, un ool peAétw, a slave when called, don’t let it
bother you. Many slaves who functioned in the upper
levels of slaves in the first century world sought to use
their superior education and skill training to gain their
freedom. Sometimes this desire led to cheating their
masters and even violent actions. Paul’'s view is much
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more pragmatic. The Christian slave should concen-
trate first on serving God and thus exhibiting Christian
values of honesty, hard work etc. to his earthly master,
as made clear by Paul later in Col. 3:22-25, Eph. 5:5-8
etc. His first priority as a Christian is his witness to his
owner, especially if that owner is not a Christian.

Asecond scenario in the illustration of slaves occurs
if the opportunity to gain one’s freedom arises: A\’ et
Kal duvaoal é\evBepog yevéaBal, pdAlov xpiioat, but even
if you are able to become free, make use of the opportu-
nity. The first class concessive protasis €i kat Suvacat
€\elBepog yevéoBal assumes occasional opportunities
for some of the slaves to gain their freedom legitimate-
ly. For certain, such an opportunity in Paul’s non-Jew-
ish world was very real, particularly for the upper levels
of well educated and highly skilled slaves. For those
slaves without education and who did the hard physical
labor the opportunities to gain one’s freedom were less.
In this scenario, the apostle most likely is alluding to
the first group of slaves. Paul encourages such slaves
to take advantage of their chance for freedom. Again,
the assumption here would be the gaining of freedom
through legitimate means, so that the Christian slave
would preserve his Christian witness of honesty and in-
tegrity. This would mean an enormous change of status
for the slave that would bring many new responsibilities
for making a living etc. for himself. Most of those who
did gain their freedom in ancient Rome -- a reason-
ably high percent of the slaves -- were well educated
as doctors, lawyers, accountants etc. The chances of
success in gaining freedom for those slaves without
eduction were not very good, and the likelihood of such
slaves living in dire poverty were rather great. Physical-
ly he was better off as a slave than as a freedman.

In a similar manner to the other subtopics Paul fol-
lows up his axiomatic expressions with a rationale (yap)
providing a basis for the axiom in vv. 22-23. Whether
slave or freedman physically the Christian slave al-
ready enjoys spiritual freedom as a slave of Christ: 6
yap €v kuplw kAnBelg So0Aog dmeleuBepog kupiou €otiy,
opolwg 6 éAelBepog KANBeig 60TAOC €aTv XpLotol (v. 22).
This is the most valued freedom that is possible to en-
joy for all whether slaves or freedmen. It indeed is very
costly and thus to be prized above all: Tiufig AyopdoBnte,
you were purchased with a price. Paul ends with a cau-
tion to his readers to avoid being trapped into slavery:
un yiveoBe dobilot avBpwniwv. Debtor slavery was rather
common and many who did not manage their lives well
were trapped into slavery in order to pay off debts ac-
cumulated from their mismanagement. Don’t do that,
Paul urged his readers.

In very creative ways Paul answers the first ques-
tion in the letter to him from Corinth in vv. 1-24. Some
inside the church were seeing the universal mandate

Paul’s Strategy
in1Cor. 7:1-24

In vv, 1-24 Paul responds to the question about celebacy from the Corinthians. In
vv. 1b-7 he responds directly to this issue at Corinth. Then he expands his
stance on celebacy to three related groups in the Corinthian church: the unmar-
ried & widows (vv. 8-9); the married (vv. 10-11); and the rest (vv. 12-16). He then
simmarizes his discussion in vv. 17-24 under the topic of God’s calling.

vv. 17-24
Summarizing Principles
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of celibacy in some of the pagan religions of Corinth as
the best answer to the rampant immorality sexually that
dominated the atmosphere of the city. And others in the
church wanted Paul’s views on this before adopting it.

The apostle responds clearly and strongly by us-
ing patterns of argumentation common in Greek writing
and thus easily understandable by his Corinthian read-
ers. The above chart visually presents this approach by
Paul.

The question posed by the Corinthians related
to a principle being advocation in their church: kaAov
avBpwrw yuvalkog un antecBal, it is good for a man not
to touch a woman. That is, the teaching was promoting
required mandatory celibacy for all Christians. Some
at least in the church were not sure this was proper
and so they posed the issue to Paul. Paul’s general
response is found in vv. 2-7 where he advocates mar-
riage and sexual intimacy inside marriage as a shared
duty of each spouse to the other. He closes with the
correct axiom in v. 7b that each person has a distinctive
‘giftedness,” xdpiopa, from God. Some are gifted for
marriage, but others for celibacy.
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In vv. 8-16, he then turns to three groups of people
inside the church to discuss alternative directions of
‘giftedness.’ First to the unmarried and widows. Unless
otherwise gifted celibacy is the preferred lifestyle. Then
to the married he urges strong commitment to marriage
as a stabilizing experience. Third, to those in a ‘mixed
marriage’ where only one partner is Christian, he simi-
larly urges a Christian commitment to a stable marriage
as a major avenue of winning over the unchristian to
faith in Christ.

At the end in vv. 17-24 he chooses two very real
comparisons -- Jew/Gentile and slavery/freedom -- in
the Corinthian church to the issue of celibacy in order
to indicate both the rigidity and the flexibility in God’s
calling to different lifestyles in the matter of celibacy.
The presence of both Jews and Gentiles along with
slaves and freedmen in the church was easy to under-
stand. Neither set of alternatives privileged one before
God over the other. Central is obedience to the divine
calling.

The influence of some of the pagan religions with
mandatory universal celibacy demands was finding in-
roads into the Christian community at Corinth. It stood
as an extreme reaction to the dominate immorality sex-
ually in the atmosphere of the city with widespread reli-
gious based prostitution. Paul very creatively and wise-
ly reminds the Corinthian believers that such is not the
way of Christianity. It does not deny celibacy outright,
nor marriage either. Instead, the proper path for each
believer is linked completely to God’s calling upon their
life. Finding and following that divine calling is the key
to proper Christianity.

2) Concerning virgins, 7:25-40.
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25 Now concerning virgins, | have no command of the
Lord, but | give my opinion as one who by the Lord’s mercy is
trustworthy. 26 | think that, in view of the impending crisis,
it is well for you to remain as you are. 27 Are you bound to
a wife? Do not seek to be free. Are you free from a wife? Do
not seek a wife. 28 But if you marry, you do not sin, and if a
virgin marries, she does not sin. Yet those who marry will ex-
perience distress in this life,f and | would spare you that. 29 |
mean, brothers and sisters,g the appointed time has grown
short; from now on, let even those who have wives be as
though they had none, 30 and those who mourn as though
they were not mourning, and those who rejoice as though
they were not rejoicing, and those who buy as though they
had no possessions, 31 and those who deal with the world
as though they had no dealings with it. For the present form
of this world is passing away.

32 | want you to be free from anxieties. The unmarried
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man is anxious about the
affairs of the Lord, how to
please the Lord; 33 but the
married man is anxious
about the affairs of the
world, how to please his
wife, 34 and his interests
are divided. And the un-
married woman and the
virgin are anxious about
the affairs of the Lord, so
that they may be holy in
body and spirit; but the
married woman is anx-
ious about the affairs of
the world, how to please
her husband. 35 | say this
for your own benefit, not
to put any restraint upon
you, but to promote good
order and unhindered de-
votion to the Lord.

36 If anyone thinks that
he is not behaving prop-
erly toward his fiancée,h
if his passions are strong,
and so it has to be, let him
marry as he wishes; it is
no sin. Let them marry.
37 But if someone stands
firm in his resolve, being
under no necessity but
having his own desire un-
der control, and has de-
termined in his own mind
to keep her as his fiancée,i
he will do well. 38 So then,
he who marries his fian-
cée does well; and he who
refrains from marriage will
do better.

39 A wife is bound as
long as her husband lives.
But if the husband dies,
she is free to marry any-
one she wishes, only in the
Lord. 40 But in my judg-
ment she is more blessed
if she remains as she is.
And | think that | too have
the Spirit of God.

In this discus-
sion, Paul focuses in on
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the advantages of being unmarried. He, however,
remains consistent with the earlier stance in v. 73,
BéAw 8¢ MAVTOG AVOPWIOUC EVOL WE KOl EMAUTOV,
Now | wish all men to be as | myself am. The topic is
no longer celibacy per say as defined by the false
teaching at Corinth. Instead it is Paul's pastoral
concern for the Corinthians to enjoy the best pos-
sible life in serving Christ. Having thoroughly re-
buked the mandatory celibacy teaching at Corinth
(vv. 1-24), he is now free to reflect on his personal
experience of being unmarried. Thus this new top-
ic is addressed directly to Mepl 6& v mapBevwy,
Now concerning the virgins. After formally specifying
his topic, he begins in a manner somewhat similar
to verse 12, where he distinguishes between his
personal view and the orally transmitted teaching
of the Lord (v. 25). He then presents his viewpoint
in summary fashion in v. 26. This is then followed
by a combination of rhetorical questions, theologi-
cal statements about end time nearness, pastoral
concerns for the welfare of the Corinthians etc. All
of these ‘flesh out’ his basic view presented in v.
26. In these expansions we gain deeper insight
into his viewpoint on the advantages of being un-
married.

Mepl 6¢& OV MopBevwy érutaynv kuplou olK Exw,
yvwunv 8¢ Sidwul wg AAENUEVOC UTIO Kuplou TLOTOG
glvaL. Now concerning the virgins no command from
the Lord do | have, but my understanding | give as one
who is faithful having become the object of mercy by
the Lord. v. 25. In verse 12, the instructions given
Tolg 8¢ Aounolg, i.e., to those in a mixed marriage, a
very brief distinction is given: Aéyw €yw o0y 6 kUpLoG,
I say not the Lord. In verse 10, the reverse perspec-
tive is presented: Tolg 6¢ yeyaunkoolv moapayyeAAw,
oUK €yw AAN O kUpLog, Now to the married | encour-
age, not | but the Lord. The most natural meaning
is simply that where Paul was aware of an orally
transmitted teaching of Christ on a topic, he identi-
fied this teaching as coming from what Christ had

(dtou BeAnuatoc said during His earthly ministry. But in instances

where no such teaching was available to Paul, he
shared his perspective. In not all cases did Paul
make such a clear distinction at the beginning of a
topic. In verse 6 at the end of his response to the
mandatory celibacy teaching at Corinth, he makes
this statement: tolito 6& Aéyw katd cuyyvwunv ol
kat' émtaynv. Now this | say by concession, not by
command.

What is the significance of these distinctions?
Is this an issue between authoritative requirement
(from Christ) and human opinion (from Paul)? This
is often the way this matter is framed, but such
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is wrong and misses the simple point rather obvious
in the text itself. No issue of inspiration stands behind
these statements as though what came from the Lord
has higher divine inspiration than what comes from
Paul. Such is nonsense and misses the point that Paul
seeks to make.

What Paul simply says in this distinction is that in
the orally transmitted teaching of Christ -- most of which
was later recorded in the four gospels -- that Christ did
not touch on the particular topics at hand. Thus no di-
rect statement from Christ existed to draw upon. So
Paul in covering these topics that existed in the church
at Corinth simply set forth his insight and wisdom. That
Christ didn’t cover everything highlights the cultural sit-
uations so dramatically different from first century Jew-
ish Palestine and the Greco-Roman culture outside
Palestine. Many issues were unique to each of these
cultures and would not exist in the other, at least in the
same manner.

Who were tdv napBévwy, the virgins? How are they
distinct from toic dydpolg kat taig xfipatg, the unmarried
and the widows, addressed in v. 8? To be sure a surface
similarity seems to be present here, but some real dis-
tinctions existed in the first century world of Paul. The
generic use of the masculine gender T0ig dydauoig tar-
gets both men and women who were not in a relation-
ship of marriage, and the feminine 1aig xfipaig speaks
to women whose husband had died. The first category
also could and did include those divorced as well. Al-
though the full gamut of adulthood could be covered
by these two terms, mostly they would have targeted
individuals in their twenties and thirties in that culture.
On the other hand, tGv napBévwy, the virgins, in v. 25
as a feminine plural noun would primarily target teen-
age girls after reaching puberty. This is the most natural
meaning of the term, despite commentators speculat-
ing all over the place.'® Most young girls entered into

104 A new category is now to be placed alongside married cou-
ples (7:2-7), those separated or widowed (7:8-9), people contem-

plating separation (7:10—11), people married already to those who
have not come to faith (7:12—16), those seeking ‘improvement’ in

doov xpdvov (fj O avnp aUTiig -

marriage in their early to middle teen years in Paul’s

situation or status (7:17-24), and now mepi @V mapBivav. But
who are these? At least four possibilities must be explored, and
Fee concludes that no major proposal is without difficulty.*3
Initially (1), are the unmarried women of marriageable age (in
vv. 36-38, those already betrothed but under pressure not to
take the step of marriage) in the same category as those in v.
24 (hence Moffatt, unmarried women)? Or are the women of
vv. 36-38 a subcategory of the group addressed here (as seems
more likely)? In lexicographical terms map8évog includes ‘men
who have had no intercourse with women’ (BAGD). This in-
vites a masculine noun, but the genitive plural form with the
definite article tdv mapOHévov offers no indication of gender.**
It may be second declension feminine or a masculine form
used gender-inclusively. Although many allow the meaning of
the word in vv. 36-38 to override the lexicography, this sim-
ply pre-judges the conclusion. Fitzmyer, e.g., asserts: ‘A distinc-
tion must be made between the use of mapOévog in vv. 25-34 and
the use of it in vv. 36-38. Vv. 25, 28 and 34 speak generally of
napbévor.”** Our own view that vv. 36-38 represent a specific sub-
category within the broader group of vv. 25-34 gives us hesitation
about assuming that Paul’s addressees are exclusively women (cf.
his avOpdm, not a marked gender term in v. 26), and to indicate
category and subcategory we entitled this section “Issues for Those
Not Yet Married, Especially Unmarried Women, 7:25-38.744¢

“(1) J. K. Elliott proposes that the whole of 7:25-38 concerns
engaged couples, but that the term mopbévog means betrothed
women in this context.*’ In v. 27 Paul advises the man, ‘Are you
engaged to a woman? Do not seek release, i.e., from the engage-
ment. Are you single? Do not seek to marry.” But the complexities
of the case studies can hardly be simplified, as Elliott in effect pro-
poses, to divorce (vv. 1-24), engagement (vv. 25-38), and remar-
riage (vv. 39—40).

“(@ii) J. F. Bound offers a similar exegesis of vv. 26-29, but,
following Matthew Black, holds that mapBévog in vv. 25-28 means
virgin man or single, celibate male.*® This leaves the problem of
the feminine 1 mopBévog in v. 28. Bound resorts to the expedient
of proposing that the feminine definite article 1 is a corrupt MS
reading for 0. But it would be perfectly arguable that up to v. 28a
nmapBévog is male, but Paul then follows his established practice of
mutuality of address by speaking next to the unmarried celibate
woman. A number of writers from Weiss to Schrage reject the fem-
inine meaning.**

“(ii1) Hurd is among those who advocate the relevance of
‘spiritual marriages’ already discussed above (on 7:2). He consid-
ers the ‘engaged couples’ hypothesis too complex, as involving the
three steps of (a) becoming engaged; (b) becoming converted to an
ascetic viewpoint; and (c), instead of dissolving the relationship,
establishing it in an ascetic nonintimate basis.*° But anyone who
has close familiarity with pastoral situations in church life will find
this less complex than the vicissitudes of younger men and wom-
en in relatively small communities, especially where ‘elders’ may
also exercise pressures. Nevertheless, Hurd considers the ‘spiritual
marriages’ reconstruction plausible. A couple, on this hypothesis,
intended to lead an ascetic lifestyle from the first.*! This remains
equally plausible in circles of so-called ‘eschatological perfection-
ism’ or ‘enthusiasm,’ in which realism sometimes becomes a ca-
sualty.

“In our comments on 7:2 we cited examples of such notions
from The Shepherd of Hermas (Similitudes, 9:10:6-11:8, c. AD
160), from Tertullian (Chastity, 12), Cyprian (Epistles, 61:2), and
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Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History, 7:30:12). As Fee observes, there
is a lack of hard evidence that these notions can be read back onto
first-century Corinth, but the examples suggest that the notion can-
not be excluded.*? On the other hand, the formalized relationships
discussed by H. Achelis seem to belong to a later era. At a less in-
stitutional level than that discussed by Eusebius concerning Paul of
Samosata, M. E. Thrall sees in vv. 36-38 ‘the situation ... of a man
and a woman who have decided to live with each other without
marrying and having sexual intercourse.’** However, to assume
that this situation accounts for the whole of vv. 25-38 is to make
yet another unproven assumption. Indeed, even Fee tends to lump
together the ‘spiritual marriages’ view with the distinct conclusion
that TapOévog includes both celibate man and celibate women.**
But it does not necessarily follow that the men and women who are
noapBévor already live together in vv. 25-35.

“(iv) Lightfoot succinctly states a view which comes from a
well-established tradition of interpretation. He first argues that the
application of mapBévog to celibate men is largely post-Pauline in
currency, and that such a use in Rev 14:4 is atypical and needs to be
explained there (against Allo but defended by Kiimmel). He then
argues, by contrast, that Paul addresses the case of celibate men in
vv. 26-33. But all this arises, he proposes, because “the Corinthi-
ans consulted him about the special case of giving virgin daughters
in marriage.”455 This led Paul to offer some generalizations about
nmapbévol, but the introduction (v. 25) and main conclusion (vv.
36-38) concern the unmarried daughters of the group who raised
the query. However, this depends on an exegesis of v. 36 in terms
of fathers and daughters which is problematic and no longer widely
accepted. For such a convoluted theory, firmer evidence would be
needed, in spite of its long and respected tradition.

“(v) Many major writers understand the Greek to refer to
unmarried men and women who may well have become en-
gaged. Schrage and Wimbush are advocates of this view applying
napOévor to engaged parties.*** Collins shares this view, regarding
vv. 25 and 35 as forming a rhetorical inclusio.*” The application to
male and female distinguishes this view from Elliott’s. Wimbush
and Deming both interpret Paul as following a Stoic pattern of ar-
gument about present circumstances (see below). Wimbush insists
that Paul again emphasizes ‘the relative unimportance of the celi-
bate life as far as status with God is concerned: one who has been
single but desires to marry does not sin (v. 28).”%* Deming cites H.
Chadwick’s view that ‘Paul’s demand for continence as set within
the eschatological framework of Christian thought, fused with Sto-
ic-Cynic ideas about the soul’s detachment and dropa&io.’*

“Fee places more emphasis on the betrothed woman’s sit-
uation, but equally on the betrothed man as the main addressee.
These women, along with their fiancés, ‘were being pressured by
the pneumatics, and were now themselves wondering whether to
go through with the marriage.’* It is entirely convincing to follow
Schrage in insisting that Tap6évog applies to the celibate of either
or both sexes from verse to verse. The situation reconstructed by
Fee and Wimbush is plausible as the general background, but flex-
ibility should be retained to allow room (against Fee) for the possi-
bility that this group may well have included a second subcategory
of those whose so-called ‘spiritual marriages’ (in whatever form)
were beginning to take on an unpredicted attraction. If Fee’s allu-
sion to pressure from ‘pneumatics’ is plausible (which it is), this
scenario would scarcely be less probable.

“(vi) J. M. Ford attempts to argue that mapBévou refers to
young widows and widowers who have been married not more
than once.*’ But neither issues about Levirate marriage in OT
traditions nor the adjective mopBeviki of young Roman women

day. Here is where the social pressure for marriage
would have been felt the greatest. The unquestioned
use of | TapBévog for a unmarried and a betrothed girl
in vv. 27, 37 clearly points this direction.

In v. 25b, Paul qualifies his advice to the virgins
as w¢ RAenuévog MO Kupiou TOTOC €lvat, as upon hav-
ing received mercy by the Lord one who is trustworthy. He
considers his advice to be sound and in line with basic
Christian principle. He goes a bit further in v. 40b with
Sok® 6& kayw mvebua Beol €xewv, and | think that | have
the Spirit of God. Thus the guidance offered here is not
frivolous or flippant. It comes from prayerful leadership
of God’s Spirit over Paul.

How should these young girls in the church be
treated and how should they behave themselves? The
surrounding society put substantial pressure on them
to be married off by their father quickly after reaching
puberty. Another possible sub scenario is virgins who
are betrothed to marriage but not yet married. The cel-
ibacy advocates -- sometimes labeled the pneumatics
--in v. 1 would have raised objections to such marriag-
es.'% Indeed Paul’s personal preference is celibacy but
he adamantly insists that it is not the only option, un-
like the pneumatics. The burden then rests upon these

who may have been married can make this proposal convincing.
It must be rejected, together with any attempt to restrict mapBévog
in these verses to either sex alone, as well as with the older ‘vir-
gin-daughter’ interpretation. In general terms, (v) is correct, with
the priviso that variations of individual cases within each category
would come within Paul’s pastoral concern. He avoids stereotyped
‘answers’ in 7:1-11:1, which fail to address special circumstances.

“We turn to the translation. NJB’s people remaining virgin
(JB’s remaining celibate) accurately renders mop6évmv. But while
virgins may not jar in 1611 or 1881 (AV/KJV and RV) the word
today belongs usually to medical discourse or to sexual discourse
with prior value-judgments. Yet REB’s the unmarried does not (as
it needs to do) exclude widowed and separated partners, whom
Paul addresses elsewhere in this chapter. We dissent from Mof-
fatt’s overnarrow unmarried women. Either those who have not
married or those who have not yet married seems best for modern
English and public reading. The former matches the Greek more
closely, but the latter reflects the Greek-in-context more clearly.
The English then readily runs parallel to the other categories listed:
married couples (7:2—7), the widowed or separated (7:8-9); those
contemplating separation (7:10, 11); and so on.”

[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),
568-571.]

15Sometimes commentators import the concept of “spiritual
marriage’ from some isolated second century and later Christian
writings, such as the Shepherd of Hermas. But no signal of such
exists in Paul’s discussion and thus speculating that this existed in
the middle of the first century is wrong and without any founda-
tion. A ‘spiritual marriage’ is where a couple are officially married
but refrain from sexual intimacy in the marriage. It is sometimes
labeled an ‘eschatological marriage.’

&2
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young girls and their fathers regarding the matter of
marriage.

Paul’s preference to remain unmarried is expressed
in v. 26 but then is quickly qualified in vv. 27-28a. Paul’s
preference for remaining unmarried is developed in vv.
28b-38. These points center on several factors as he
perceived them in his world.

a) The impending crises raises doubts about getting
married, vv. 26-28a. The &1 tv éveot®oav Avayknyv,
because of the standing crisis, seems to point to a per-
ception of hostility toward Christians and the Gospel,
that evidently Paul felt was going to get worse as time
passed. Thus remaining in one’s present status of ei-
ther being single or married was the best option at the
time. Neither situation involved sin before God. This
evidently was much different from what was being ad-
vocated at Corinth by some teachers (cf. 7:1).

b) Marriage brings anxieties, vv. 28b-35. Building
off of his first statement the apostle makes the very le-
gitimate point that marriage and the responsibilities to
one’s spouse and children put very heavy burdens on
the individual especially when facing religious perse-
cution. Verses 29-35 elaborate in detail this basic point
that Paul makes in 28b. Coupled also with growing
hostility against Christians is Paul’s conviction that the
return of Christ would not be very far into the future.
Thus everyone -- married or not -- needed to focus on
their spiritual life above all in order to be ready to meet
Christ in His return.

c¢) Don’t marry only if you have your desires under
control, vv. 36-38. One needs to carefully evaluate his
needs for marital companionship. The apostle is very
aware that people differ greatly at this point. Many have
great needs for the companionship of a spouse, while
others are quite content to be single. If one then, espe-
cially while under betrothal to a potential wife, strongly
needs this companionship he should marry. But any
single person with no compelling reason to marry does
even better to remain single, given the existing circum-
stance as Paul understood it to be at that time.

In vv. 39-40, he summarizes somewhat by picking
up the issue of a married woman. Especially if she loos-
es her husband then she should contemplate remain-
ing single but not if she needs to remarry. While the
previous discussion has largely focused on the male,
now Paul switches to the issue of a married woman
who has become a widow. She is free to remarry an-
other Christian but in his view is better off to remain
single.

One must always remember that these guidelines
which Paul puts before the Corinthians are conditioned
on issues of persecution current and expected to get
worse for the Corinthians and also on the expectation
of the soon return of Christ. The modern application

of his guidelines here remain conditioned on the same
two assumptions that Paul gives to the Corinthians. In
some parts of the modern world the issue of growing
persecution now is just as real as in the mid-first centu-
ry Corinth. But in other parts of our world this is clearly
not the case. Thus different possible applications would
be the only legitimate way to go.

3) Concerning food sacrificed to idols, 8:1-13.

8.1 Nepl 6¢ tOvV elbwAoBUTWY, oldapev OTL MAVTEG
yv@ow €xopev. i yvdolg duolol, f 6& dyamnn oikodouel: 2
gl tic Sokel yvwkeval T, oUmw Eyvw kabwc Sl yvval- 3 &l
8¢ T Ayamd tov Beodv, oUtoc Eyvwotat U avTod.

4 NeplTiic Ppwoewc o0V TMV el wWA0BUTWY, oldapev dTL
0082V eI8WAOV €V KOGUW Kal &TL 0USELS BedC €L i €1€. 5 Kal
yap elnep eiolv Aeyopevol Beol eite év olpav® ite €l yiig,
Gomep ioilv Beol oMol kal kKUptot oMo, 6 GAN AV €i¢
BedC O MaTAP €€ 0L TA TAVTOL Kol HUELS €i¢ aUTOV, Kal €1¢
kUpLog Inoodic XpLotog 8 ol Ta mavTa Kat ARETS U avtod.

7 AN\’ oUk év mdow 1 yv®olg Tweg 8¢ T ouvnbBeia
£w¢ GptL Tol eibwAou w¢ eldwAbéButov €oBiouaty, kal A
GUVEIBNOIS aUT®OV AoBevAC oloa HOAUVETAL 8 Pplpa
6¢& AUACg oV mapaoctnoel T Be®- olte €av PN daywuev
Uotepolpeba, oUte £av dAywUeY MEPLOCEVOUEV. 9 BAETETE
6¢ un mwe N €€ovoia LUV altn MPOoKOUUA YEvnTaL TOlg
aoBevéowv. 10 €av yap Tig d6n o€ TOV €xovia yvolv €v
eldwAelw katakeipevov, oYL ocuveldnolg auTtol doBevoic
ovtog oikodopnOnoetal i 0 T eldwAdbuta éobiewv; 11
anéAAuTal yap 6 acBevv év Th off yvwoel, 6 adeAdpog &I
Ov Xplotog amngbavev. 12 oltwg 6€ AUAPTAVOVTES £LG TOUC
adeAdoU¢ Kal TuTTovVTEG AUTAV TAV cuveibnolwy doBevoloav
el¢ Xplotov auaptavete. 13 Siomep el Bpdpa okavSaAilet
TOV AdeAdbV pou, o0 un payw kpéa i Tov ai®va, va pn
TOV A8eAdOV pou okavSaliow.

8.1 Now concerning food sacrificed to idols: we know
that “all of us possess knowledge.” Knowledge puffs up, but
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love builds up. 2 Anyone who claims to know something are many gods and many lords — 6 yet for us there is one
does not yet have the necessary knowledge; 3 but anyone God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom

who loves God is known by him. we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all
4 Hence, as to the eating of food offered to idols, we things and through whom we exist.
know that “no idol in the world really exists,” and that 7 It is not everyone, however, who has this knowledge.

“there is no God but one.” 5 Indeed, even though there may
be so-called gods in heaven or on earth — as in fact there Mr%@' 5] (] Page 67
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Since some have become so accustomed to idols until now,
they still think of the food they eat as food offered to an
idol; and their conscience, being weak, is defiled. 8 “Food
will not bring us close to God.” We are no worse off if we
do not eat, and no better off if we do. 9 But take care that
this liberty of yours does not somehow become a stumbling
block to the weak. 10 For if others see you, who possess
knowledge, eating in the temple of an idol, might they not,
since their conscience is weak, be encouraged to the point
of eating food sacrificed to idols? 11 So by your knowledge
those weak believers for whom Christ died are destroyed.b
12 But when you thus sin against members of your family,c
and wound their conscience when it is weak, you sin against
Christ. 13 Therefore, if food is a cause of their falling,d | will
never eat meat, so that | may not cause one of theme to fall.

The next issue raised by the Corinthians was a
tough question for a believer living in the first century
Greco-Roman world. The Jewish Christian in Palestine
would never have faced this issue, but outside Pales-
tine it was a different world completely. To see a Jewish
Christian relevance in Judea for what Paul says here
would have seem wildly strange and misplaced.

Paul continues his standard pattern of introduc-
ing a new topic with Nept 6& tv eldwAoBuTwWV, And con-
cerning the things offered to idols (v. 1a). The adjective
€idwAb6OuTOC, -ov used here as a noun alludes to sac-
rifices made to idols in the pagan temples in the em-

pire outside Palestine. The custom inside the various
pagan religions was relatively similar to the practice in
the Jewish temple in Jerusalem. Animals were slaugh-
tered in designated locations inside the temple. A small
portion of the meat from the animal was burned on an
altar in dedication to the deity. Another portion was giv-
en to the priests and served as a primary source of
food for them. In the non Jewish practice the worship-
per, or usually the group of worshippers who met in the
temple, would then be given the rest of the meat. What
they did not eat in their common meal in the temple,
would then be put up for sale the next morning in the
city market place for public purchase and consumption
at home. Thus the vast majority of the available meat in
the public market came from the various temples in the
city.

This created a dilemma for Christians. Such meat
was forbidden to Jews for consumption since it was
considered religiously unclean meat. The church in Je-
rusalem by the mid first century was deeply concerned
that believers elsewhere abstain from eating such meat
as Acts 15:29 and 21:35 make clear. But non-Jewish
believers in the Pauline churches were not convinced
that such regulations pertained to them since they had
no Jewish religious heritage. This became for the refer-
ences in Paul’'s writings a particular problem at Corinth:
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1Cor8:1,4,7,10; 10:19, 28. But it remained a problem
even into the last decades of the first century in the
province of Asia as Rev. 2:14, 20 reflect. For non Jews
buying meat -- from cattle, sheep, goats, fish, birds,
swine etc. -- in the marketplace was a normal, regular
routine when one had the funds to make such purchas-
es.

Paul’'s approach to addressing this issue required
sensitivity to the non-Jewish as well as the Jewish
segments in the Corinthian community of believers. In
these verses he reflects great sensitivity to both sides
of the church there.

a) Conceptual foundation, vv. 1-3. In typical ‘top-
ic sentence’ fashion in v. 1 he lays down a basic prem-
ise which would be clear to both Jewish and non-Jew-
ish members of the church: Nept 6& v eibwAoBuTWY,
oldapev OtL mavteg yvwow €xopev. And concerning the
things offered to idols we know that we all possess knowl-
edge. Probably, although not entirely certain, was the
situation where one or both sides on this issue of to eat
or not eat such meat was the accusation of ignorance
toward the other side in the debates taking place over
this issue. “Don’t you know that only God exists!” “Are
you so ignorant of what God said to His people, the
Jews, about this?”

Paul begins with a common denominator for both
sides of the issue. God has given all of us as believers
a basic understanding of His existence and of His will.
But in the subsequent elaborations in vv. 1b-3, Paul
reminds everyone of the danger inherit in knowledge,
yv@owv. He begins with two contrasting assertions (v. 1b)
and follows this with two contrasting conditional sen-
tences elaborating the two assertions (vv. 2-3). Central
to this is the interaction between n yv&oig, knowledge,
and f ayann, love. Both are important, and even more
important is that they both be present together.

n yvawoig uotol, n 6¢ ayann oikodoucsi- Knowledge
puffs up but love builds up. Knowledge can and often
does generate individual pride and arrogance. But
agape love focuses on building up spiritually one’s fel-
low believer. Neither is inherently bad but love holds in
check the bad inclinations of knowledge.

el ¢ SoKeT Eyvwiéval Ty, oUnw Eyvw kadwe ST yvavai:
€i 6¢ Ti¢ dyand tov 9€ov, oUtoc Eyvwarat Un’ aitod. If one
thinks he knows something, he doesn’t yet know what is
divinely required to know; and if one loves God, this one
is known by Him. Both the grammar structures and the
verb tenses used here by Paul are impossible to ad-
equately reproduce in translation. Modern western
languages cannot frame an idea expression like Paul
does here in Koine Greek.

The first class conditional protasis, € TIC OoKel

éyvwkéval i (v. 2), assumes that some individuals in
the Corinthian church supposed themselves to be in

possession of genuine knowledge. The primary thrust
contextually points to knowledge that God alone has
actual existence. Paul’s point made then in the apodo-
sis (conclusion) is that they don’t yet really know what
God requires them to know. That is, that knowledge
alone is insufficient. Agape love must be combined with
this awareness that God alone exists.

Thus the second first class conditional sentence (v.
3) completes the idea asserted in the first one. Again
the protasis €l 6¢ tig ayand tov 6gov, and if one loves God,
makes the same assumption that individuals in the Co-
rinthian church genuinely love God. The conclusion
reached then is oUtoc &yvwotat U’ altod, this one is
known by Him. Although at first glance, this may seem
like ‘double talk,” actually Paul's cleave use of yvaolg,
knowledge, and ywwokw, | know, in the Greek perfect
tense passive voice underscores that when a person
éyvwortay, is known, by God that person becomes a
changed individual. The divine ‘knowing’ of a person
creates a permanent change that opens up deeper un-
derstanding of the ways of God for His people. Central
to that is the transforming power of agape love.

b) Application to this issue of meats, vv. 4-13.
In light of the above spiritual principle Paul now applies
this to the situation of food offered to idols as Mepi Tig
Bpwoewg olv TOV eidwAoBUTWY unmistakeningly sig-
nals (v. 4). He then begins a detailed application of his
principle (vv. 1-3).

First he reiterates the initial statement (v. 1a) on the
existence of God with two formula expressions:

o006V eldwlov év KGopw, no idol in the world

oUSelg BedC el N €16, no god except One
These points Paul says oi6apev 6ti, we know that. Nei-
ther expression contains a verb and reflects a slogan
kind of declaration. Thus Paul agrees with the common
n yv@oig shared with the Corinthians: no idol actual-
ly exists as a living supernatural being and thus God
alone exists as a supernatural being. He expands
these two slogans in vv. 5-6 in the same sequence.
He distinguishes carefully in v. 5 between the historical
existence of idols that are worshipped and though even
to be in heaven from their being alive as real deities.
In Paul’'s Greco-Roman world hundreds of pagan dei-
ties were assumed to have real existence and massive,
luxurious temples existed all over the city of Corinth
where they were worshipped.

In verse six, he addresses in elaboration the sec-
ond slogan o08gig Beodg i un €ig, no god but One. The
fuIIer meaning of the slogan is explained as aA\\’ nuiv
stq Be6¢ 0 mathp €€ ol T navra Kal AUETS €lg auTodyv, Kal
ELg KUplog Incolic Xplotog oV o0 T& mavra kai nUelg &V
a0to0, but for us the one God is the Father from Whom are
all things and we (exist) for Him, and one Lord Jesus Christ
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through Whom are all things and we through Him. Thus
Christians acknowledge the existence of one God who
is revealed both as Father and as Son. The Father is
the source of all creation including believers, and the
Son is the means through which this creation and exis-
tence comes.

Paul then moves on in vv. 7-12 to remind the Corin-
thians that now everyone in the church there has come
to this deeper knowledge from God (cf. v. 3 principle):
AN\ oUk €v TTaoiv i) yvoig. What does this imply?

First in v. 7b, twég 6¢ 1fj ouvnBela €wg aptt tol
eldwlou wg eidwAobutov é€oBiouoty, kal n ouveldnolg
a0T®OV doBeviic oboa PoAUveTal, but some until now being
accustomed to idols eat this meat as having been offered to
a real idol. That is, some of the believers are still, after
conversion, so used to the claim of idols as real gods,
that eating meat having been offered to them is eating
meat sacrificed to a real god even though it is only a
lifeless idol. What does this say about them spiritually?
Verse 7¢ asserts kol fj ouveidnotg alt®v acBevic oboa
poAuvetal. That is, their ability to make correct choic-
es continues to be weak and then eating such meat
severely contaminates their decision making ability (1
ouveibnolg avtdv) further. They are left with the false
conclusion of having done some wrong against God, if
they eat such meat.

Verse 8 sets up Paul’s reaction to the weak broth-
ers first with a foundational ‘knowledge’ based princi-
ple: Bphpa 8¢ NUag ol mapaotioel T Be®- olte €av UN
daywpev votepolpeda, olite €AV GAYWUEV TIEPLOCEVUOLEY,
Now food does not bring us closer to God; neither if we
don’t eat are worse off. And if we eat are we better off.
Paul's very important point is that the food we eat has
absolutely nothing to do with the quality of our spiritual
life or relationship with God. Thus the ‘knowledge’ side
of knowing that only God exists is that eating meat sac-
rificed to idols has absolutely no impact on our relation-
ship with God.

Out of this elaboration of the implications of the
‘knowledge’ side of this issue comes the warning be-
ginning in verse 9 which comes out of the agape love
side of the issue: BAénete 6¢ pn mwe f é€ovoia LUV altn
T(POCKOM O YévnTal Tolg dobevéaty, But take care that this
liberty of yours does not somehow become a stumbling
block to the weak.

Verses 10-12 expand with the reminder that should
a weak brother see you eating this meat you become a
npookoppa, stumbling block, to the weak brother. Key
here is where are you seen by this weak brother eat-
ing such meat? év sibwleiw katakeipevoy, in a temple
of an idol reclining in a banquet meal. Thus the first sce-
nario (above) of the meat issue is in Paul’s mind here.
Believers have gone to a pagan temple for a banquet
meal. And the weak brother notices it. From a modern

perspective the natural question would be Why would
a Christian go to a banquet meal in a pagan temple? In
Paul’s world the answer is very simple. Virtually every
social group, including especially all the trade unions
and guilds had a pagan deity and conducted their
meetings after a banquet meal in the temple of their
patron deity. One could not work at a job or operate a
business in first century Corinth without belonging to
one or more of these groups. Not only that, social net-
working with individuals through participation in a wide
range of such groups was essential to one’s economic
survival in that world. This example then encourages
the weak brother to violate the previous conclusion that
eating such meat is wrong before God (v. 10b).

The conclusion in v. 11 is that your example is lead-
ing the weak brother to destroy his spiritual life by going
against his decision that eating such meat is wrong.
Thus the real sinner here is you because you violated
the principle of agape love (v. 12).

In verse 13, Paul sets forth himself as an exam-
ple of a ‘knowledge & love’ based believer: d161Tep €i
Bpua okavdaAilel TOV adeAQOV ou, oU Ui @ayw Kpéa
gig TOV aitva, iva un 1OV AdeAQOV Pou okavdoAiow,
Therefore if meat (Bpwpa) scandalizes my brother, |
will never eat any kind of meat (kpéa) again so that my
brother may not be scandalized.® Thus the agape love
side of the issue overrides the ‘knowledge’ side of the
issue. To ignore my brother in claiming my rights out
of a superior knowledge is where sinning takes place,
and not in the life of the weak brother who goes against
his early conclusion that eating such meat is wrong.
He falsely thinks he has sinned, while the ‘knowledge’
based brother fails to recognize his sinning.

4) Paul’s rights as an apostle, 9:1-27."%

106“Many commentators make much of the shift from Bpdpa,
food, to kpéa, meat in any form. But the point is not (as many mis-
takenly argue) a shift from food in general to meat in particular,
but the use of the plural form kpéa (singular kpéag).?”> When a col-
lective noun (e.g., cheese, fruit, meat) is used in the plural (chees-
es, fruits, meats), this regularly denotes kinds of cheese, fruit, or
meat. With the negative, therefore, this excludes different kinds,
i.e., meat in any form.” [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), 657.

7A comparison of the division points between the UBS 4th
rev. ed and the N-A 28th rev ed. is helpful as a starting point for
grasping how Paul presents his ideas:

UBS 4th ed: N-A 28th ed: NRSV
q911-2 9 1-18 q91-2
9 3-12a 1-2 9 3-7
3-7 3-6
8-12a 7 9 8-12a
8-11
12
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The shift in theme here is not sig-315 °*
naled with Mepi &¢..., now concerning...,
as in the first three divisions (see above).316
But Paul utilizes another topic shift signal
found commonly not only in his writings but
generally in ancient Greek literature. In w.5; ¢
1-27, he injects a series of rhetorical ques-
tions that he then responds to with his own 9.2
answer. He thus pulls all his points together
through this rhetorical device of question/319
answer in these verses. One would want
to notice that where a Greek negative ad-320
verb -- oUk, un ouk, un -- shows up with a
finite verb a certain response is expected: oUk, ur ouk
expect agreement, Do you not-----? while un expects
disagreement, You don’t ----, do you?

What is unclear is whether this topic was a ques-
tion posed in any way by the Corinthian delegation that
brought the list of questions over to Ephesus to put to
Paul. The different style of grouping used here would
suggest that it was not a question, at least for the dele-
gation who made the trip across from Corinth to Ephe-
sus in order to get Paul’s advice. But, as the content
of these verses clearly indicates, some inside the Co-
rinthian church were challenging Paul’s leadership and
message.

a) The issue of freedom as an apostle, vv. 1-2.

9.1 OUk eipl €AelBepog; oUK eipl Amdotohog; oUuxL
Incolv TOV KUpLlov AUDV £0paka; oU TO £pyov HOU ULEILS
€ote €v Kkupiw; 2 el GANoLg oUK il Gmootolog, AAAG ye
OV elpt N yap odpayic pou Thg AmooTtoAfig UUELS €0Te €V
Kuplw.

9.1 Am | not free? Am | not an apostle? Have | not seen
Jesus our Lord? Are you not my work in the Lord? 2 If | am
not an apostle to others, at least | am to you; for you are the
seal of my apostleship in the Lord.

317

What is the topic in the verses?'% The first two rhe-

9 12b-18 13-14 9 12b-14
15-18 9 15-18

9 19-23 9 19-23 9 19-23

9 24-27 9 24-27 9 24-27

The above indented verse listings are internal break divisions
with a paragraph, signaled in today’s printed Greek texts by capi-
talization of the first word of the sentence. In part the English lan-
guage philosophy of paragraphing (i.e., the UBS text) with five
paragraphs () shows up distinct from the German language phi-
losophy of paragraphing (i.e., the N-A text) with three paragraphs
.

In contrast, the English language NRSV translation reflects
greater influence from the UBS pattern, but with one or two excep-
tions. Verses 1-27 are grouped un the heading “The Rights of an
Apostle.”

108“We strenuously urge that to construe this chapter as a ‘de-
fense of Paul’s apostleship’ as if this were the central issue in its
own right is to miss the point of Paul’s theology, ethics, and rhet-
oric in these verses. Scholars have been seduced along this path

OUxk eipl &AelOepog;
OUK eipl &méotoldog;
ouxl Inocolv tTOV KUPLOV NuAV £6pAKA;

oU 1O &€pyov pou Upeig £€o0te &V RUPL®;

el &AAOLCG OUK eglipl ambéotoAog,
GANK

Ye vpiv eipe -

Yap

) oppayic HOU TG AMOOCTOAN¢ Upelg €ote &€V KRUPLQ.

torical questions in verse one give us the signal: Ouk
elpl €éAelBepoc; oK elpl andotorog; Am | not free? Am |
not an apostle? The first question logically arises out of
Paul use of himself as an example in the meats offered
to idols issue in 8:13. The so-called knowledge side of
this issue most likely felt that Paul was surrendering
critical spiritual freedom to the lack of knowledge by
those still considering idols to have a true spiritual ex-
istence. But to focus exclusively on one’s freedom or
‘rights’ growing out of a deeper knowledge of reality to
the neglect of a brother in Christ that does him harm
misses the higher Christian value and actually reflects
a failure of knowledge as Paul indicated in 8:2.

Does this considerate concern for a brother in
Christ negate one’s freedom in Christ? Paul’'s response
in 9:1-27 is absolutely not. Paul in 8:13 is not surren-
dering his freedom but is using it wisely out of a great-
er knowledge of the will of God than claimed by the
‘knowledge’ side of the issue at Corinth.

All of this was linked to Paul’s being an andéctolog,
apostle. His deeper knowledge of the will of God that
went beyond just recognizing that only God exists to
also include the central role of brotherly love for fellow
believers came out of his standing and calling from God
as an amooToAog. Considerable probability exists that
overlapping between the ‘knowledge’ group at Corinth
and the i GANoLg oUk eipl amootolog, if to others | am not

partly because of blind alleys in the history of research on apostle
in a variety of different contexts and partly because the implau-
sibility of the many competing partition hypotheses have only
relatively recently been fully grasped. We have argued above that
partition theories concerning this epistle founder for three reasons,
among others: (a) the complete failure to agree on where supposed
units begin and end; (b) the recent argument of A. Stewart-Sykes
about the sheer physical constraints on the task of scribes to ‘cut
and paste’ papyrus rolls for reductional purposes; and (c) the more
convincing compositional analysis offered by such writers as M.
M. Mitchell, and the more convincing exegesis to which it gives
rise.'”” [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), 66
w2 Page 71

glc



an apostle, group at Corinth as well (9:2).1%°

Interestingly in vv. 1-2, two indications of apos-
tleship are asserted by Paul to the Corinthians: ouxt
Incolv tOV KUpLloV AUDV £0paka; oU TO £pyov HOU ULEILG
€0Te €v Kuplw; Have | not also seen our Lord Jesus? Are you
not my work in the Lord?""® Reflecting one interpretation
of the guidelines stated in Acts 1:21-22, Paul refers to
his encounter with the risen Christ on the road to Da-
mascus (Acts 9) as evidence of his being an apostle.
The second evidence is the existence of the Christian
church itself as the product of Paul’s preaching of the
Gospel in Corinth earlier (Acts 18:1-17).

This second ‘evidence’ is then forcefully restated in
greater detail in verse two: €l GAAoLg oUK gipl adotolog,
AAAQ ye UYLV gipl A yap odpayic pou TG AmooToAfig ULELS
€ote év Kuplw. Since to others | am not an apostle, but in-
deed to you | am; for you are the seal of my apostleship in
the Lord. Thus Paul’s considerate concern for the ‘weak-
er brother’ (8:13) is not a surrendering of his freedom
but a reflection of deeper spiritual understanding. To
those in the Corinthian church who worked only off of
the ‘knowledge’ side of the meats issue, such action by
Paul raised questions in their minds regarding his claim
to being an apostle of Christ.'? The principle f 6¢ aydrmnn

1¥Fee’s statement completely misses the contextal implica-
tions here:

Although what comes next [9:1-27] is understandable
in terms of both what is said and the nature of the outburst
itself, nothing that has immediately preceded quite prepares
the “outside” reader for either the following sudden burst
of self-justifying rhetoric or the passion with which it is ex-
pressed.

[Gordon D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, ed.
Ned B. Stonehouse et al., Revised Edition., The New Internation-
al Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI; Cam-
bridge, U.K.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2014),
433.]

19Tn Paul’s writings three central places reflect a vigorous de-
fense of his claim to being a divinely called apostle of Christ: Gal.
1-2; 1 Cor. 9; 2 Cor. 10-13. His defense of this claim takes on
different contours in each of these sections by being customized to
each unique situation that prompted a defense.

T strongly suspect that the ‘knowledge’ based members at
Corinth were queenly disappointed that Paul did not ‘put on a spec-
tacular show’ when he presented the Gospel at Corinth (cf. 2:1-
5). This mentality stands behind Paul’s earlier reminder in 8:1b,
n yvolg puoiol, knowledge puffs up. These folks either did not
hear or did not agree with the other part of Paul’s axiom (8:1c¢): f
8¢ dyarmn oikodopel, but love builds up.

12Paul’s experience reflects a common ‘truism’ in Christian
experience. Supposed superior spiritual knowledge coupled with
pride and disregard to fellow believers ALWAYS questions the
spiritual insight of anyone reminding them of authentic deeper
spiritual wisdom focused on ministry to others. Such egocentric
believers put blinders on and never see larger, more wholistic pic-
tures of the will of God. In today’s world there are always ‘show-
manship’ type preachers, especially on TV, who preach such ego-
centric messages in spectacular fashion falsely claiming superior
knowledge of God and of the Bible. These are the ‘itching ears’

oikodopel, But love builds up (8:1c) was not from God in
their thinking. Paul in asserting this then could not have
received from God.

b) Paul’s ‘rights,’ vv. 3-12a.

3'H éun anoloyia tolg éue avakpivouaiv éotv altn.
4 un ok €xopev é€ouaiav dayelv kal melv; 5 pr) oUk Exouev
é€ouolav adeldnv yuvaika mepldyslv wg kat ol Aoutol
andotolot kal ol adeAdol tol kuplou kal Knddg; 6 i Lovog
€yw kol BapvaPag ouk Exopev €€ouaiav pr) €épyalecBay;

7 Ti¢ otpatevetal idlolg 6Ywviolg mote; tic dutelel
AueA®@va kol Tov kapmov altod oUk €00ieL; fj TIG moLaivel
nolpvny Kal €k tod yaAaktog T moluvng oUk €oBiey;

8 Mn kata dvBpwrov tadta AaAd fj kal 6 vopog tadta
o0 Aéyel; 9 év yap T® Mwioéwg VOouw yéypamtal: ou
KNUWoelg Bolv dhodvta. pn t@v Bo®v péAeL T@) Be® 10
f 6U NUAG maviwg Aéyet; SU NUAG yap éypddn OtL odeilel
€U EATTIOL O GpoTPLRIV ApOoTPLAY KAl O AoV €’ EATiSL ToU
MeTEXEWV. 11 el AUETG LUV TA TIVEULLATIKA £OTIELPAEY, HEYQ
el AUETG LUGV TA cOpKLKA Beploopey;

12 Ei aAhol thig WV é€ouoiag petéxouoty, ou PdAAov
AHETG;

3 This is my defense to those who would examine me. 4
Do we not have the right to our food and drink? 5 Do we not
have the right to be accompanied by a believing wife, as do
the other apostles and the brothers of the Lord and Cephas?
6 Or is it only Barnabas and | who have no right to refrain
from working for a living?

7 Who at any time pays the expenses for doing military
service? Who plants a vineyard and does not eat any of its
fruit? Or who tends a flock and does not get any of its milk?

8 Do | say this on human authority? Does not the law
also say the same? 9 For it is written in the law of Moses,
“You shall not muzzle an ox while it is treading out the
grain.” Is it for oxen that God is concerned? 10 Or does he
not speak entirely for our sake? It was indeed written for our
sake, for whoever plows should plow in hope and whoever
threshes should thresh in hope of a share in the crop. 11 If
we have sown spiritual good among you, is it too much if we
reap your material benefits?

12 If others share this rightful claim on you, do not we
still more?

Paul's defense of his approach is developed in
two stages. He first asserts his legitimate ‘rights’ as an
apostle in vv. 3-12a. Then he stresses his foregoing of
those rights for the sake of ministry to others in vv. 12b-
27.

Remember his logic here is playing of the previous
principles laid down in 8:1b-3 regarding the meats of-
feredtoidolsissue: ) yvdolg puaotof, i 6€ dyarnn oikoSouel:
2 €l T1g Sokel éyvwkeval T, olTw Eyvw Kabwg St yvival:
3 el 8¢ TI¢ dyomd TOv Bedv, oUTog Eyvwotal UTU avTod.

Christians alluded to by Paul in 2 Tim. 4:3.

&2
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335

336
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°3 H éprn &moloyia toig¢ &pé &varpivouciv éotiv avrtr.
B ouk é&xopev €fouciav
eayelv Kol melv;

B ouk éxopev €fouciav
AdeAQNV YUVATKY mepL&ye LV
©OC¢ Kol ol Aolmol &mdoToAoL
Kol ol &deApol 10U kuplou
Kol Knodg;

i pévog éyn kal Boapvapdg ouk é&xopev €fouciav
un €pyélecbol;

°7 Ti{g¢ otpatevetal idioLg oYywvioLg moté;

Ti¢ puteleL QpmeAdva
Kol
TOV KOPMOV oaUTOU OUK &06ielL;

n
ti¢ moipaiveLr moipvnv
Kol
€X TOU YyAAaKTOGC Tf¢ moluvng
OUK €cOieglL;

%8 Mn Ratd AvOpwmov TaTTA AGAD

iql
Kol
6 vépog talta oU Afyel;
8.9 A
Yap
¢V 16 Mwlboéwg vouw
Yéypomtot *
oU kKnudoelg Rolv dAodvia.
B tédv Podv péAeL TH Oed
9.10 2
il
3L’ nudg
nAvVIwg Agyel;
Y&p
3L’ nuag
gYypaen
OTL Opeldel €m’ eAmidL O APOTPLAV APOTELEV
Kol
O &Ao®V &m’ eAmidL TOU peTéxELV.
0-11 el Nuelic UPIv TA MVEUPAT LRKY éome (pouev,
péya (€otiv)
el Nuelg UuO®YV TX CUPKLKX Beploouev;
0-12 El &AXolL THc Uudv éfouciac petéyouolv,
ou pdAdov nueic¢ (petéyopev) ;

Knowledge puffs up but love builds up; if one supposes that _ _ :
he knows something does not yet know as he is required Corinth thought they had found a major flaw in Paul’s

to know; but if someone loves God, this one is known by €mphasis upon selfless oriented ministry. His none

Him.

Knowledge that God only exists is but a beginning

level; the deeper and
more critical knowl-
edge is the impor-
tance of loving God
by loving others. This
deeper knowledge
comes only through
the life transforming
experience of ‘being
know’ by God in con-
version. Failure to
move beyond one’s
self to focus on others
then casts doubt on
whether the profess-
ing Christian has ever
encountered the sav-
ing knowledge of God
in conversion. This
contains a stinging
‘bite’ toward the ego-
centric  ‘knowledge’
claimers in the church
at Corinth.

Paul begins with
the broad introduc-
tory declaration: H
€un amoloyia TOlg EUE
avakpivouaty €0TLV
avtn, My defense to
those questioning me
is this: (v. 3). The verb
avakpivw, here in the
present participle form
of &vakpivouaiv, is an
important verb in First
Corinthians. Eight of
the fourteen NT uses
occur across this let-
ter. The verb idea is
not an objective ex-
amination of some-
thing or someone as
dokauifw and related
verbs would imply.
Rather it is a suspicion
based ‘witch hunt’ for
flaws or false claims
in order to justify crit-
icism and/or rejection.
The ‘knowledgers’ at
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sensational preaching style signaled this in their minds.
It suggested he was unskilled and lacking in communi-
cation abilities. But Paul stands his ground with a vigor-
ous defense of his ministry as an apostle.

Firstin vv. 4-6, he asserts the same rights as other
apostles and brothers who traveled around preaching
the Gospel in different places. 4 un ok &xouev £€ouaiav
dayelv kal melv; 5 pn ouk £xopev E€ouaiav adeAdrv yuvaika
TEPLAYELV WG Kal ol Aoutol dmootolol kat ol adeAdol tol
Kuptou kat Kndadg; 6 i povog éyw kat Bapvapag oUk Exouev
€€ouailav un épyalecbat; Do we not have authorization to
eat and drink? Do we not have authorization to take with us
believing wives as do both the rest of the apostles and the
brothers of the Lord and Cephas? Or do only | and Barnabas
not have authorization to not work? The repeated noun
¢¢ouaia is best translated as ‘authorization’ rather than
authority or rights, since it clearly specifies divine au-
thorization rather than some sort of authority inherent
in Paul’s status as an apostle.

What is then claimed? Two specific ones as repre-
sentative of others are mentioned. First (v. 4), payeiv
Kai Trelv, is an idiom alluding to the divinely authorized
(in the OT especially) obligation of God’s people to
provide basic necessities to those called by God to
teach and instruct them. Its primary OT allusion is to
the priests who functioned in the temple out of the tribe
of Levi. Implicit here is that most if not all of the others
alluded to in v. 5 claim that divine authorization when
they travel to the various churches.

Second (v. 5), the assertion to take their wives
along with them on these travels is asserted as a divine
authorization: pn oUk €xopev €€ouciav adeAdnv yuvaika
TEPLAYELV WG Kal ol Aoutol dmootolol kat ol adeAdol tol
Kuptou kal Knodg; Do we not have authorization to take
along believing wives, as do both the rest of the apostles and
the brothers of the Lord and Cephas?*** The clear meaning
of epiayerv is for the wife to accompany her husband
in his travels.’* Notice clearly that Paul assumes mar-

13]n the later Christian celibacy emphasis on church leaders,
this statement posed numerous questions about such teaching, and
thus led to a variety of re-wording of the statement in many of
the manuscripts. Particularly troubling was the distinctive wording
by Paul of adeignv yvvaika, literally meaning ‘a Christian sister
who is a wife.” The tendency was to drop adeipnv. But the over-
whelming evidence favors the reading adekenv yovaika, with the
meaning of a believer wife.

14“The second minority variation is that of Allo, who attempts
to argue for the view of Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, and Je-
rome, that Paul means taking about with us a Christian as a female
assistant.’” Allo agrees that “it is certain that in our epistle yvvn
generally denotes ‘wife’ (e.g., 7:34) and that adelon has the gener-
al sense of ‘sister in the faith,” Christian” (7:15). Allo disarmingly
concedes that his exegesis is bound up with traditions about wheth-
er Paul or other apostles were married as viewed through the lens-
es of the Western Fathers and certain modern Catholic exegesis.
He even allows that on these questions ‘we still hesitate a little to
decide on a view.’®® However, in view of evidence about ‘deacon-

riage as viable to these Christian leaders, but does not
imply that every one of them in the first two categories,
i.e., kai oi Aoitroi atréaToAOI Kai 0i adeAgoi Tol Kupiou,
was married.

This verse also specifies the base comparison be-
tween himself and Barnabas to three designations:
Kai oi Aortroi atréaTolol Kai oi adeAgoi Tol Kupiou Kai
Knodg. The first sets the Twelve in comparison to Paul.
The brothers in the Lord may possible set 2wo08évng,
Sosthenes, (1:1) as the point of comparison, but this
is not clear. The third reference to Peter, Knoag, sets
Paul and Barnabas in comparison to Peter who took
his wife with him on his travels.

Why does Paul mention Barnabas as in the same
category as himself? This letter is written on the sec-
ond missionary journey from Ephesus after Paul and
Barnabas had their falling out over John Mark (cf. Acts
15:36-41). For one thing, later interpreters have prob-
ably read too much into Luke’s statement éyéveto 6&
nopofuopdg Wote anoywplodijval altolg am’ aAARAwv,
and a disagreement happened so that they parted company
from one another (Acts 15:39a). This was not an angry
fight, but simply an agreement for each to go different
directions in covering the territory of the first missionary
journey as vv. 39b-41 indicate.

The image of Barnabas in Acts 4:36-37 of his in-
tense generosity of sharing his material possessions
in order for the church to be able to minister to those
in need provides a better clue about why Paul would
reference him rather than Silas who was traveling with
Paul at the time of the writing of this letter. The implica-
tions of Paul's statement is that Barnabas preferred to
earn his own keep rather than depend on new Chris-
tians to supply it. Perhaps, also it implies Barnabas as
not being married along with Paul.

He ends this part in v. 6 with a double negative
Greek expression that has no meaning when translat-
ed literally into English: fj pévog éyw kat BapvaBag ouk
éxopev €¢ouaiav pn épyalecbar; The NRSV gets it cor-
rectly with Or is it only Barnabas and | who have no right to

esses’ he thinks it ‘preferable’ to reconstruct 9:6 in this way, even
if he concedes that on purely linguistic grounds this meaning is un-
likely.® Tertullian in practice holds more than one, while Clement
of Alexandria believed that an apostle could be accompanied by
his wife, but would treat her ‘as a sister’ in the sense of not living
maritally with her (against 7:1-7).” Moreover, Héring argues that
‘if adelphé meant here any Christian woman, travelling as a spiri-
tual assistant, the substantive gune would be quite superfluous.”!
The apostles, he concludes, had the right ‘not only to be married
and to be accompanied by their wives on their journeys (peri-age-
in) but also to have them ‘upported by the Church.”® Few if any
among recent exegetes appear to accept Allo’s view.” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapid : e




refrain from working for a living? What Paul asks rhetori-
cally is simply whether these ‘examiners’ think that God
forbid Paul and Barnabas from working to pay their own
way, unlike the others who depended on local groups
for support rather than working to pay their own way.

Were these other Christian leaders legitimately
using these privileges? Before turning to the OT (vv.
8-12a) for validation of this divine authorization he ap-
peals to his ‘knowledge based critics’ out of daily life
illustrations (v. 7): Tig otpatevetal idlolg 6Ywviolg MoTE;
Ti¢ PpuTeLEL AumeA®dva Kal TOV Kapmov auTtol oUk €0BieL; A
Ti¢ motpaivel moipvny kal ék tod yaAaktog Thg moluvng o0k
£00ieL; Who pays the soldier at any time for doing military
service? Who plants a vineyard and does not eat any of its
fruit? Or who tends to a flock and does not get any of its
milk? The point is that common sense says that those
benefiting from services given them are obligated to
support those giving the services. Surely his ‘knowl-
edged’ critics could recognize this. Life itself teaches
this.

But for Paul ‘divine authorization’ of certain privileg-
es must be anchored primarily in God’s Word. In verses
8-10 he appeals to the OT Law: 8 Mn kata avBpwrov
talta AaA® A kal 6 vopog taldta ol Aéyel; 9 év yap tT®
MwUoEwG VoUW Yeypamtal oU KNUwoelg Bolv dho®vTa. Ui
TV Bo®v HEAEL TR Oe® 10 A SU AUAC AVTWG AéyeL; SU AUAC
yap éypacdn OtL 0deilel £V EATISL 6 dpoTPLOV ApOoTPLAV Kol
0 GAoQv €m’ éATiSL ToU petéxewv. 8 Do | say this on human
authority? Does not the law also say the same? 9 For it is
written in the law of Moses, “You shall not muzzle an ox
while it is treading out the grain.” |s it for oxen that God is
concerned? 10 Or does he not speak entirely for our sake? It
was indeed written for our sake, for whoever plows should
plow in hope and whoever threshes should thresh in hope
of a share in the crop. Using Deut. 25:4, he reminds his
readers that supporting those giving service is a long
standing Jewish religious principle embedded in God’s
Law for His people."®

115“Conzelmann insists that since the function of Deut 25:4
is to serve as ‘essentially a rule for the protection of animals’ this
meaning remains ‘contrary to Paul’s exegesis ... God’s concern
is with higher things.’!"' Conzelmann correctly cites evidence for
such a view of the nonhuman creation in Philo and in hellenistic
Judaism. Philo asserts, ‘The law does not concern the benefit of
creatures without reason (o0 Vmep 1@V AAAOY®V) but the benefit of
those who have mind and reason (vobdv kot A0yov)’ (De Specialibus
Legibus 1.260). Senft follows Conzelmann’s view, citing the same
passage from Philo.!

“Schrage offers a detailed account of Paul’s use of OT scrip-
ture in which he recognizes that Paul very rarely resorts to alle-
gorical interpretation (probably, he argues, only here, in 10:4, and
in Gal 4:2111.).113 The problem here is that the term ‘allegorical’
can be understood in a variety of ways, and Schrage’s discussion is
less satisfactory than that of the two excellent discussions by Fee
and most especially Richard Hays. The starting point rightly iden-
tified by Hays is to look anew at the context of Deut 25:4. Hays
notes that many describe Paul’s exegesis as ‘an example of arbi-

Through a series of rhetorical questions in vv. 9b-
10 he makes a standard Jewish scribal interpretation
of this statement of Moses implying that the analogy of
the oxen applies spiritually and not just literally. He also
adds the image of the farmer ploughing the field to the
oxen pulling the plough, and moves from ploughing to
threshing at harvest time to complete the picture. His
essential point is that this OT principle has abiding rel-
evancy to Christian workers serving God in the Gospel.

Then in vv. 11-12a he applies the image to the
Corinthians and himself: 11 i Aueic LUV T& MVELHATIKA
éomelpapeyv, péya el NUETG LUV T cOopKLKA Beploopev; 12
El GANoL tig LUV €€ouaniag peTéxouaoty, oU PAAAOV NUETS;
11 If we have sown spiritual good among you, is it too much
if we reap your material benefits? 12 If others share this
rightful claim on you, do not we still more? As the initial
preacher of the Gospel to the Corinthians, he and his
assistants have even greater claim for support from the
Corinthians than would the others who take support
from those they visit.

In this section, Paul has moved toward establishing
his legitimate divine authorization to receive and ex-
pect support from the Corinthians. Such expectation is
both legitimate scripturally and a common sense con-
clusion out of daily life. His claim is even greater upon
the Corinthians because he was the church’s found-
er. That is, the Corinthian church came into existence
through his preaching of the Gospel in the city. This is
the ‘knowledge’ side of the issue. But just like with the
meats offered to idols issue, Paul moved deeper to the
love for others side of the issue, and thus did not claim
these privileges.

c) Paul’s foregoing of his rights, vv. 12b-27.

trary proof-texting on Paul’s part, but closer observation demon-
strates a more complex hermeneutical strategy.... A careful look at
the context of Deut 25:4 lends some credence to Paul’s claim....
The surrounding laws in Deut 24 and 25 (esp. Deut 24:6-7, 10-22;
25:1-3) almost all serve to promote dignity and justice for human
beings’ (my italics).114 This comment is simply true to the text:
Deut 24:1-4 concerns the implementation of divorce; 24:5-9 con-
cerns exemption from military service on compassionate grounds,
the limits of pledges of debt, treating persons as objects of com-
merce, and protection from disease; vv. 10-22 extend issues about
pledges and debt, a minimum wage, and care of the family, resi-
dent aliens, orphans, and widows; 25:1-3 regulates legal disputes
and restricts punishment to avoid ‘humiliation’; 25:5-10 concerns
Levirate marriage.'"® The unexpected insertion of one verse about
threshing coheres most closely with the encouragement of hu-
man sensitivity and humane compassion toward the suffering or
defenseless (e.g., the immediately preceding context concerns the
plight of widows, orphans, and victims of punishment).”

[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),
685-686.]
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12b Nevertheless, we have
not made use of this right, but
we endure anything rather
than put an obstacle in the way

of the gospel of Christ. 13 Do you not know that those who
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temple, and those who serve at the altar share in what is
sacrificed on the altar? 14 In the same way, the Lord com-
manded that those who proclaim the gospel should get
their living by the gospel.

15 But | have made no use of any of these rights, nor am
| writing this so that they may be applied in my case. Indeed,
| would rather die than that—no one will deprive me of my
ground for boasting! 16 If | proclaim the gospel, this gives
me no ground for boasting, for an obligation is laid on me,
and woe to me if | do not proclaim the gospel! 17 For if | do
this of my own will, | have a reward; but if not of my own
will, I am entrusted with a commission. 18 What then is my
reward? Just this: that in my proclamation | may make the
gospel free of charge, so as not to make full use of my rights
in the gospel.

19 For though | am free with respect to all, | have made
myself a slave to all, so that | might win more of them. 20 To
the Jews | became as a Jew, in order to win Jews. To those
under the law | became as one under the law (though | my-
self am not under the law) so that | might win those under
the law. 21 To those outside the law | became as one outside
the law (though | am not free from God’s law but am under
Christ’s law) so that | might win those outside the law. 22
To the weak | became weak, so that | might win the weak.
| have become all things to all people, that | might by all
means save some. 23 | do it all for the sake of the gospel, so
that | may share in its blessings.

24 Do you not know that in a race the runners all com-
pete, but only one receives the prize? Run in such a way that
you may win it. 25 Athletes exercise self-control in all things;
they do it to receive a perishable wreath, but we an imper-
ishable one. 26 So | do not run aimlessly, nor do | box as
though beating the air; 27 but | punish my body and enslave
it, so that after proclaiming to others | myself should not be
disqualified.

In verses 12b-14 Paul completes the transition
from divine privileges granted to this privileges not
used. Then in vv. 15-27 he increasingly discusses his
personal approach to ministry through ‘paying his own
way.” What one should notice here in the larger context
of Paul’s writings is that Paul never demanded local
support while ministering in any city. But when local in-
dividuals offered support voluntarily to him he accepted
it, e.g., Lydia opening her home to him in Philippi (Acts
16:14); Aquila and Priscilla opening their home to him
in Corinth (Acts 18:1-3), et als.

From then to now, vv. 12b-14: dAN’ o0k éxpnodueda
T €fouociq TtauvTn, AAAG TAvta otéyopev, va pn Tva
€ykomnv dWpev T® evayyeliw tol Xplotol. 13 OUk oildate
OTL ol td lepd €pyaldpevol [ta] €k tol lepol €obiouaty,
ol T® Ouolaotnplw mapedpelovieg T® Ouolaotnpiw
ouppepilovtal; 14 oltwg kat 6 kUpLog Slétagev TOlg TO
gvayyellov katayyéAouolv €k Tol e0ayyeliou {fjv. Never-

theless, we have not made use of this right, but we endure
anything rather than put an obstacle in the way of the gos-
pel of Christ. 13 Do you not know that those who are em-
ployed in the temple service get their food from the temple,
and those who serve at the altar share in what is sacrificed
on the altar? 14 In the same way, the Lord commanded that
those who proclaim the gospel should get their living by the
gospel. Paul begins with an assertion of not using these
divinely given privileges. But adds to the image of the
oxen and the farmer, the Jewish temple priests who
received their support from portions of the sacrifices
brought to the temple in Jerusalem. This is laid out in
the Law of Moses in several places, e.g., Lev. 6:9-11.
In verse 14 Paul brings this OT principle over into a
Christian ministry application.

Paul’s philosophy of ministry, vv. 15-23. This is set
forth in two sections, 15-18 and 19-23 with 24-27 as
the application to his readers.

Paul begins by repeating his opening statement in
v. 12b:

v. 12b, AN’ oUk €xpnodpeba Tfj £€ouania Tavtn,

but we did not use this authorization,

v. 153, Eyw &€ oU kéxpnuaL oUSevi TOUTwWV.

but | have not used any of these.
Both these declarations with the same essential mean-
ing provide a backdrop for further elaboration in dif-
ferent directions.”® In v. 12c he asserts: aA\\a navra
OTEYOUEY, va pr Tva €ykomnv SMuev @ evayyeliw tol
Xploto0, Instead we endure all things lest we produce some
obstacle to the Gospel about Christ. But in v. 15b he as-
serts: OUk éypala 6¢ talta, va oUTwg yévntal év ol
KaAOV ydp pol pdAAov amoBavelv i — O KaUXNUA HoU
oUG6elg kevwoel. But | am not writing these things so that it
may be applied to me, for it would be better for me to die
than''” -- someone take away my satisfaction (in serving as |

Note the shift from the first person plural “we” in the first
instance to the first person singular “I”” in the second one. Begin-
ning in v. 15 Paul stresses his own philosophy of ministry, although
his associates probably agreed with it.

11715 The reading ovdeig kevdoel, no one shall invalidate
or make empty ..., is classified as ‘B’ by the UBS 4th ed., but has
the support of P, x* B, D*, 33, itd, syr*, Tertullian, and Gregory
of Nyssa. The variant readings virtually all provide ways round
the occurrence of aposiopesis, i.e., Paul’s beginning I would rath-
er die than and then breaking off the construction in mid-flow to
replace it by another.' Of these the alternative in &2, C, and D? is
iva tig kevoor, while A reads 000¢gig pun kevooet. Other variants
also occur. We have only to recall that Paul is no doubt dictating
orally to understand how readily he speaks with such passion that
he pauses to resume with a more succinct summary. Thus the UBS
reading is likely to be correct. Senft and Robertson (among many)
offer reasons for the disrupted syntax (see below), but too many
English VSS (apart from NJB) seek to smooth it out.” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary



do). In part there stands behind both these sets of dec-
larations the statements in 2:1-5 where Paul distanced
himself from the Sophist style of sensationalistic pre-
sentation of the Gospel. He saw himself as a humble,
submissive channel through which God could speak to
the Corinthians and the further he stood in the back-
ground the more Christ crucified and resurrected stood
in the foreground. The ‘knowledge’ based folks, how-
ever, saw this a signals of Paul’'s weakness and lack of
communication skills. But Paul knew that their picture
of a powerful preacher was false and put the preacher
at the center rather than God. So he willingly endured
all kinds of insults and negative criticisms against him
so that Christ would always stand at the very center of
his Gospel messages.

His second point beginning in v. 15 is that he did
not assert the legitimacy of the divine authorizations
of expected support from the Corinthians so that now
he could begin claiming them for himself. To the con-
trary, he would rather die than elevate himself to center
stage in the preaching of the Gospel (kaAdv ydap pol
ud@AAov amoBaveiv f...). Further as he ‘shifts gear in
mid-stream here,” he would allow no one to intimidate
him to claim support from others for this would take
away the profound sense of satisfaction of presenting
the Gospel with Christ at its center rather than himself
(T0 KaUXNUG Pou oUdEIG Kevwael). 8

Verses 16-18 continue this theme with a series of
declarations. All are introduced by yap signaling them
to be explanatory amplifications of v. 15a that establish
why Paul preaches the way his does.

Verse 16. £av yap elayyeAilwpal, oUk Eotwv pol
kavxnua, for if | proclaim the Gospel, there is no boasting
about me. Here Paul’s point is that no credit comes to

!18“The subapostolic 1 Clement (c. 96 AD) takes up this theme
of glorying in the Lord: ‘Let our glorying (10 kobynuo nudv) and
bold confidence (1] mappnoia) be in him [the Lord]’ (I Clement
34:5). Chrysostom affirms that Paul’s ground for glorying (to
kavynua) is the cross of Christ (Hom. in Matt., 26:39 [3:19B)). Ig-
natius faces martyrdom, as he seeks to die not in boastful self-confi-
dence (pév év kavynoet ardympot) but in looking away glory from
self (Ignatius, To the Trallians, 4:1). Origen quotes from Paul’s
refrain of glorying (1] kadynow) in the context of human weak-
ness, suffering or death (Rom 5:3-5; 1 Cor 15:32; 2 Cor 1:5; On
Martyrdom, 41 [Migne, PG, 11:617A]).171 Such texts contribute
to what comes to represent a posthistory of the Pauline texts. This
reaches a new peak in Luther and in the Reformers’ interpretations
of Paul.172 The “Exegetical and Hermeneutical Reflections” on
9:14-15 offered by David G. Horrell confirms the kerygmatic and
Christocentric focus shared by the exegesis of Kédsemann, Fee, and
Hays and the hermeneutical reflections of Origen and Luther. Hor-
rell writes, ‘For Paul, the self-giving of Christ, his self-emptying
and self-sacrifice, is a fundamental ethical resource, a paradigm....
In Paul’s view, obedient Christian discipleship.’!”*” [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), 695.]

him when he preaches the Gospel. Why? avaykn yap
pot mikettay, for heavy obligation is upon me. A divine call-
ing has been given to Paul. To preach is simply obey-
ing God’s calling, and obeying God is the obligation of
every believer. oUal yap pot £otv €av pn ebayyeliowpad,
for woe is me if | should not preach the Gospel. Attention
would come to Paul only if he disobeyed God’s calling
by failing to preach the Gospel, And this would not be
good attention. It would signal God’s great displeasure
with the apostle.

Verse 17. i yap €kwv tolito mpdoow, pobov Exw- &l
6¢ Akwv, oikovopiav memniotevpat. For if | do this gladly |
have a reward; but if unwillingly I’'m entrusted with a stew-
ardship responsibility. Paul's words here are very difficult
to communicate clearly in English.""® Given the con-
trastive nature of the two sets ékwv / dkwv and pioBov
/ oikovopiav, and also of the two apodosis verbs £xw /
memioTeupal, Paul here continues to elaborate on how
he approaches preaching the Gospel. In the first in-
stance, if he personally chose to preach then he could
expect to receive a reward. He would be a ‘hired hand.’
But since he was called by God, expressed here as
dkwv, then he stands under divine obligation to preach,
here described in terms of a household slave being as-
signed a task by the Master of the house (oikovopiav
mremmiotevupal). Preaching is his duty to his Master. He
makes the same essential point here as in verse six-
teen, but uses different images to express it so that it
becomes more emphatic.

9“This verse generates sensitive problems of translation. Al-
though strictly éxcdv means willingly or gladly, the word stands in
semantic opposition to that which is by force or compulsion and
hence denotes of one’s own free will (as NJB) or entirely by per-
sonal choice.'” To translate poov &ym requires no less sensitive
care. Paul is expounding not so much an issue of physical or em-
pirical cause and effect (for which I have ... would be appropriate)
as the logical grammar of a contrast between two conceptual fields.
Thus lexicons (including BAGD) distinguish between ‘physical’
uses of &ym to mean [ have, I possess, I hold in my hands, I own as
a possession and extended, sometimes conceptual uses to mean /
have at hand, I experience, I consider, I view, I have the possibility
of, I am situated in relation to...." The flexibility and range of &yw
in the papyri is striking.'®! Louw and Nida distinguish a semantic
domain in which €ym relates to content from another in which the
verb relates to experiencing ‘a state or condition.’'®* Hence Paul
makes a logical point that only acts carried out from self-motiva-
tion or self-initiative belong to the logical order of ‘reward’; and
thereby his own irresistible commission excludes such logic. One
network is in the realm of reward; the other is that of one entrusted
with a task (oikovopiov meniotevpan). It is almost, as it were, like
being within a given management chain (oikovopia), to which Paul
also alludes in 4:1.'% ‘The language recalls the appointment of im-
perial secretaries who as a rule were either slaves or freedmen.’ '8

[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),
696-697.]
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Verse 18. ti¢ olv poU €otiv 6 WoBdc iva
gvayyeAllopevog adamavov Brow to eayyEALOV €i¢ TO 1N
kataypnoacBat tfj €€ovoia pou év T® gvayyehiw. There-
fore what is my reward? This: that in preaching the Gospel
free of charge so as to not use my authorization in the Gos-
pel. Here Paul comes back to the beginning emphasis
upon his legitimate ‘rights’ (1fi £€oucia pou) as an ap-
ostolic preacher of the Gospel. He forewent those di-
vine authorizations for support from the locals in order
to preach the Gospel adanavov, free of charge. In one
sense, he didn’t have to forego them, but being under
divine calling to preach he chose to forego them for the
sake of the integrity of the Gospel.

In vv. 19-23, Paul continues his personal example
but increasingly it is apparent that this is a strong ap-
peal to the ‘knowledge’ based Corinthians to surrender
their ‘rights’ for the sake of their brothers with more lim-
ited understanding of spiritual matters (cf. chap. 8).

The opening statement in v. 19 sets the tone for
this unit of text material: EAelBepoc yap Wv €k MAvVTwv
ndowv éuautov édovAwaoa, iva Toug mAeiovag kepdriow- for
although being free regard to all things, | have enslaved my-
self to all, so that | can win over more of them. Behind this
stands the first century freedman / slave contrast. Spir-
itually Paul in conversion was liberated from slavery
to sin and Satan. But in that conversion he completely
submitted himself to Christ as His slave. That is, he
gave up his ‘rights’ even though divinely authorized in
order to serve Christ. Why? lva to0¢g mAelovag kepdnow,
so that | might win over more of them. Underneath this
is the premise that being Christ’s slave means loving
others more than oneself, just as Christ demonstrated
in His earthly life and ministry.

In elaborating this principle in v. 19, he puts several
examples before his readers in vv. 20-22, and the sum-
marizes in v. 23. First the Jews in v. 20, kai éygvounv
1olG Toudaiolg we loudalog, va Toudaioug kepbrow: TOlg
0TIO VOOV WG UTIO VOOV, U (v aUTOC UTIO VOOV, tva Toug
UMo vopov kepdnow. To the Jews | became as a Jew, in order
to win Jews. To those under the law | became as one under
the law (though | myself am not under the law) so that |
might win those under the law. Indeed Paul had been set
free from the Torah but he continued to live by it in or-
der to win over Jews to Christ.

Second in v. 21 to the Gentiles, toig avopolg wg
AGvopog, un Wv avopog Beol AN €vvopog Xplotol, va
kepSAvw toug dvopouc: To those outside the law | became
as one outside the law (though | am not free from God’s law
but am under Christ’s law) so that | might win those outside
the law. Here Paul asserts his freedom from the Jewish
ceremonial and ritual laws which then enabled him to
related more honestly to non-Jews not following such
standards.

Third to the ‘weak’ in v. 22a. éyevéunv toig dcbevéatv

acBevrg, iva tolg doBevelc kepdrjow: To the weak | be-
came weak, so that | might win the weak. Clearly in the
background here stands 8:7, 9, 10 with the reference
to those in the Corinthian church who were convinced
to some extent that idols represented real deities. But
Paul avoids labeling these folks in the church with
the negative label as tou¢ dobevelg, the weak ones. He
only states n cuveibnolg altol dcBevolc, his conscience
is weak (8:10). By this he means his decision making
ability is less capable than those who recognized the
exclusive existence of God. The modern commentator
labels of weak and strong believers at Corinth is quite
misleading and twists Paul’s depictions into a negative
perspective, which he refuses to adopt.

Here in v. 22a his terms are broader and simply al-
lude to those less able to make clear cut religious deci-
sions. Prof. Theifden is closer to Paul’s idea by identify-
ing weak and strong from a sociological perspective as
the powerful, influential individuals over against those
without such power and influence. Economic status
is important here.' The ‘weak’ as those on the lower
end of the economic ladder in ancient Corinth clearly
would not have had purchasing choices about meat in
the marketplace, and would generally have been more
reticent about buying meat there without knowing its
origin. But here Paul’'s referencing of them goes be-
yond just this one issue to the feeling of being weak
and helpless in society generally. He could well identify
well with them in his being an often persecuted indi-
vidual, labeled as a common criminal in society by his
enemies.

Fourth, inv. 22b in summary. toig ndotv yéyova mavta,
tva mavtwg tvag cwow. To all | have become all things so
that by all means | can deliver some. Here he gathers up
the above three categories into a generalized principle
declaration of being flexible in order to better relate to
different kinds of people in order to preach the Gospel
of salvation to them.

His elaboration on this core summary statement
comes in v. 23: navra 6£ mow® Sid 1O gvayyéloy, va
oLYKOWVWVOC aUTtol yévwual. And all things | do for the sake
of the Gospel so that | may become a ‘“fellow sharer’ in its
blessings. This plays off the earlier declaration in 8:1,
1 yvolg euolol, 1 8¢ dyamnn oikodopel, Knowledge puffs
up but love builds up. If you have ever presented the

120¢At the same time we must recall Theissen’s point that the
weak is a designation which derives from how ‘the strong’ per-
ceive the social relationship, in addition to denoting an objective
social contrast between the influential and the vulnerable.”?’ In
this context the weak may mean those whose options for life and
conduct were severely restricted because of their dependence on
the wishes of patrons, employers, or slave owners.” [Anthony C.
Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on
the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary




Gospel to an individual who then accepted Christ into
his life through that presentation, then you understand
clearly what Paul is saying here. The apostle reflects
out of his experience the absolute joy of seeing others
come to conversion to Christ in the Gospel. This being
ouykowwvoc avtol, fellow participants in it, with those
coming to Christ in the Gospel is a blessing beyond
description.

This applies to you, vv. 24-27. Paul now turns to
his readers with forceful application built off the ath-
letic metaphors of the Olympic track races and box-
ing matches in ancient Greece.'?' The key word
stressed through the figure of the track runner is navta
éykpatevetal, he exercises strict self-control (v. 25a). The
metaphor of the runner comes first (v. 24): Ouk oidate
OTL ol év oTadiw TPEXOVTEC TMAVTEC HEV TPEXOUGLY, £i¢ &€
AapBavel T Bpapetov; oltwg Tpéxete tva katalapnte. Do
you not know that in a race the runners all compete, but
only one receives the prize? Run in such a way that you
may win it. Here the runner’s self discipline is decisive
in whether he wins the race or not. Paul’s admonition
oUtwg tpéxete va kataldapnte, Run in such a way that you
may win it, applies the principle to the self centered
‘knowledgers’ who need self control in order to move
beyond their ‘rights’ to brotherly love for fellow be-
lievers (cf. 8:1). The Christian motivation to self-disci-
plined ‘running,’ i.e., service to others, has the higher
incentive of eternal blessing from God (v. 25): nag 6¢
O AywVIOMEVOC TAVTA £YKPOTEVETAL, EKEWVOL PV oDV va
$Oaptov otédavov AdBwoty, nueils 6¢ adBaptov. Athletes
exercise self-control in all things; they do it to receive a per-
ishable wreath, but we an imperishable one.

Finally, Paul turns to himself as reflecting his stance
through these metaphors of the runner and the boxer
(vv. 26-27): 26 €yw Tolvuv oUTWG TPEXW WG OUK ASAAWC,
00TW¢ MUKTELW WG OUK A€pa S€pwv- 27 GAN" UTwTILA{W HoU
0 o@Wua kal Soulaywy®, pn Twg &AAoLg kKnpLEag alTog
Ab0KLIHoG YévwHal. 26 So | do not run aimlessly, nor do
| box as though beating the air; 27 but | punish my body
and enslave it, so that after proclaiming to others | myself
should not be disqualified. Living by the principle n 6¢
ayamnn oikodouel, but love builds up, demands self dis-
cipline and control over our inherently sinful tenden-

121“Paul’s appeal to the principle of forbearance, or to volun-
tary renunciation of rights or entitlements, receives explication
through three categories of examples. In 9:1-23 Paul appeals to his
own personal example (cf. 11:1), although this appeal also embod-
ies analogies and appeals to scripture and to the sayings of Jesus
about ministerial maintenance. In 9:24-27 Paul appeals to an ex-
ample drawn from Graeco-Roman competitive pursuits, namely,
the Isthmian games. Straub, Pfitzner, and others agree that the cen-
tral issue here is the need for éyxpdreia, self-control, or in some
contexts abstinence (see below).” [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), 708—709.]

cies (UTTWTMAdW pPou TO cWua Kai douAaywy®,) even
as believers. It requires a strategy of ministry (oUTtwg
TTUKTEUW WG oUK Gépa dépwv). Failure to reach out to
others above ourselves in ministry risks failure at a crit-
ical point of being Christian (U} Twg GAAoIG KNPUEag
auTog GdoKIYog yévwpual). Paul's deep concern was
not his fear of failing himself. Instead, his anxiety here
concerned the ‘knowledgers’ in the church who showed
little interest in or respect for those they considered in-
ferior to themselves.

With chapter nine we are slowly beginning to real-
ize the core problem in the church at Corinth. Some felt
themselves superior to the rest in the church. This elitist
mentality popped out in different ways, e.g., the meat
offered to idols issue. But all through the letter body
the apostle will address such elitism as it comes to the
surface in connection to different problems and issues
existing in the church and needing to be addressed by
Paul.

5) Learning from Israel’s example, 10:1-22.

10.1 OU BéAw yap ULMAG Ayvoely, adeAdol, otL ol
TOTEPEC AUV TAVTEG UMO THV vedéAnv Roav kal TAVIEC
S1a ti¢ Balaoong SLiABov 2 kal mavteg i¢ tov Mwioiiv
éBamticBnoav év Tfj vedEAn kal év Tfj Baldoon 3 Kal MAVTEG
TO AUTO MVEUHATIKOV Bpdipa Edayov 4 kal mavteg 10 alto
TIVEUMATIKOV Emiov TOHa: E£Mvov yap £K TIVEUHOTLKAG
dkohouBolonc mMETpag, 1 METPA 8& AV 6 XPLOTAC.

5 AA\" oUk €v 1ol TAeloowy a0tV eUdOKnoev 6 Bedg,
KateoTpwOnoav yap &v T épNnuw. 6 Tadta 8¢ TUMOL NUGOV
gyeviBnoay, £ic T i ElVOL AREC EMBUUNTAS KAKDV, KAOWE
KaKkelvol €meBupunoav. 7 unde eidwloAatpat yiveobe kabwg
TWVEG QUTWV, WOTIEP YEYpaTTTAL: EKABLoEV O Aaog dpayelv Kal
TEelv kal avéotnoav mailewv. 8 und&E mopvelweY, KOOWG
TWVEG AUTQV EMOpveLoaV Kal Emecav ULl NUEPQ elkooL TPETG
XWALASEG. 9 uNndE €kmelpdlwpev TOV XPLOTOV, KABWG TWVEG
aUTOV €neipacayv katl UTO TV OPewv AnwAluvto. 10 unde
YOYYUZeTe, KaBATEP TWEG AUTWV €yOyyuoav Kal AmwAovTo
U6 1ol O6AoBpeutold. 11 talta 6& TUTKWG cuvéRalvev
ékelvolg, éypadn &€ mpog voubeaoiav AUV, €ig 00¢ TA TEAN
TOV alwVWV KATAVINKEV.

12 “Qote 6 Sok@v £otdvol PAemétw un méon. 13
TELPACHOG UUAG oUK giAndev €l un avBpwTvog: mLotog 6€ 0
Be0¢, 6¢ oUK €doel UGG TtelpacBijvat UEp 0 SUvaoBe GANG
TIOLOEL oLV TQ TEPAoU® Kal TV ékBaocly told Suvaobal
UTtEVEYKETV.

14 Awomep, ayamntol Hou, ¢elyeTe AMO TG
eldwAohatpiag. 15 wg dpovipolg Aéyw: Kpivate UUElG 6
dnpL.

16 To motnplov TAGg e€VAoyiag O eUAoyolpev, olxl
kowwvia éotlv tol ailpatog tod Xplotol; tov Gptov OV
KAQPEV, o0xL kKowwvia tol cwpatog tol Xplotold €otwy; 17
OTLELS ApTOC, EV oMM Ol TTOANOL EGHIEV, OL Yap TAVTEC €K TOD
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£vOG GpTOU peTEXOMEV. 18 BAEmeTe TOV lopanA KAt oapKa:
oUY ol éoBiovteg Ta¢ Buoiag kowwvol Tol Buolactnpiou
siolyv;

19 Ti 00v dnuL; OTL EI8WAGBUTOV Ti EoTwv fj OTL EIEWAOV
Tl éotwy; 20 GAN OtL & Buouowy, dailpoviolg kal ol Be®
[BUoucw]- o0 BéAw 6& UMAC kKowwvolg TV Satpoviwy
yiveoBal. 21 o0 6UvaocBe motnplov kuplou Tivelv kol

notrplov datpoviwv, ol uvacBe Tpanélng kuplou HeTEXELV
10.1

Kal tpamélng Satpoviwy. 22 A tapalnAoUpey TOV KUPLOV; U
loxupotepol avTtol €0pey;

10.1 | do not want you to be unaware, brothers and
sisters, that our ancestors were all under the cloud, and all
passed through the sea, 2 and all were baptized into Moses
in the cloud and in the sea, 3 and all ate the same spiritual
food, 4 and all drank the same spiritual drink. For they drank
from the spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock was

Yop
368 OU 6éAw Updg &yvoelv,
adelopol, Umno TNV VEQEEANV
dTL ol matépec HUOV TAVTEC...HoAv
| KO L
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0.2 \ Kol
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KaBOHC TLveg aUT®Vv €me { paocav
Kol
Urno TV OQE®V
AMIOAAUVTO.

378 °-*unde yoyyulete,
KaBdmep TLVEC AUTAY €ydyyuoav

Kol
—————————— ATIOAOVTO
Uno ToU OA0BpeUTOU.
10.11 6é
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392 oux ol €o@iovteg tTag Ouociag KoLvwvol tolU OuciLaoctnpiou egioiv;
10.19 OG\)
393 T{ enpt;
394 (enpi)
OTL €ldwA66uUTOV Tl €0TLV
g
OTL €ldwA6V Tl éo0TLV;
10.20 é(}\}\l
395 (enpi)
étL & 6Uouctiv, dalpoviolg kol oU 6e®d [BUouoLv] -
de
396 oU 0éAw UPdG¢ KOLVWVOUG T@V datpoviwv yiveocOal.

397 -’ oy dUvacOe motfpLov Kupiou mivelLv xal motfApLov daLpoviwv,

398
399 22 fj mapalnAoGpev TOV KUPLOV;

400
Christ.

5 Nevertheless, God was not pleased with most of them,
and they were struck down in the wilderness. 6 Now these
things occurred as examples for us, so that we might not
desire evil as they did. 7 Do not become idolaters as some
of them did; as it is written, “The people sat down to eat
and drink, and they rose up to play.” 8 We must not indulge
in sexual immorality as some of them did, and twenty-three
thousand fell in a single day. 9 We must not put Christ to the
test, as some of them did, and were destroyed by serpents.
10 And do not complain as some of them did, and were de-
stroyed by the destroyer. 11 These things happened to them
to serve as an example, and they were written down to in-
struct us, on whom the ends of the ages have come.

12 So if you think you are standing, watch out that you
do not fall. 13 No testing has overtaken you that is not com-
mon to everyone. God is faithful, and he will not let you be
tested beyond your strength, but with the testing he will
also provide the way out so that you may be able to endure
it.

B iloxupdtepol aUTOU &OpEV;

14 Therefore, my dear friends, flee from the worship of
idols. 15 | speak as to sensible people; judge for yourselves
what | say.

16 The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not a sharing
in the blood of Christ? The bread that we break, is it not a
sharing in the body of Christ? 17 Because there is one bread,
we who are many are one body, for we all partake of the one
bread. 18 Consider the people of Israel;d are not those who
eat the sacrifices partners in the altar? 19 What do | imply
then? That food sacrificed to idols is anything, or that an idol
is anything? 20 No, | imply that what pagans sacrifice, they
sacrifice to demons and not to God. | do not want you to be
partners with demons. 21 You cannot drink the cup of the

ou dUvacOe tpanélng Kupiou petéxelv Ral tpanélng datpoviev.

Lord and the cup of demons.
You cannot partake of the ta-
ble of the Lord and the table
of demons. 22 Or are we pro-
voking the Lord to jealousy?
Are we stronger than he?

In 10:1 we encounter
another standard signal
of a topic shift: O0 BéAw
yap UGG dyvoelv, adeldol,
For | do not want you to
be ignorant, brothers,....
The phrase OuU 8éAw LMACG
ayvoely, | don’t want you to
be ignorant, is used twice
in First Corinthians as a
new topic indicator: 10:1
and 12:1.'%2In 12:1, it reen-
forces the major marker in
the expression Mept &€ TV
TIVEUMATIKQY, a&deAdol, ou
B€AW LUAG dyvoelv, Now con-
cerning spiritual gifts, brothers, | don’t want you to be igno-
rant. But the topic shift here in 10:1 without the Mept 6¢
TQv..., But now concerning..., is not as strong, which most
likely signals a closer connection to what precedes it.

The content of the new topic is expressed in sum-
mary fashion with a lengthy 611 clause covering vv.
1b-4a, 8Tt ol matépeg UMV MAVTEC UTIO TV vepEANV Roav
Kal mavteg 8Ld tiig Baidoong SLiABov 2 kal mavteg eig TOV
MwUofv éBamticBnoav év tfj vedpéAn kal év tfj BaAdoon
3 kol TAvteg 1O aUTO TMVEUUOTIKOV Bpdpa €bayov 4 kal
TAVTEG TO aUTO MVEUUATIKOV Emlov Topa, that all our fa-
thers were under the cloud and all passed through the sea
and all were immersed into Moses by the cloud and by the
sea, and all ate the same spiritual food and all drank a drank
at the same spiritual place.’®® In an explanatory adden-
dum Paul adds &mwov yap €k mveupartikiic dkoAouBouaong
METPAC, N TMETPAL 8& AV O XpLoToC. For they drank from the
spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock was Christ.
This helps establish a link to the application he will go
on to make to the Corinthians. His main point, howev-
er, comes in the contrastive statement of v. 5: AAN” o0k
v 1o1¢ mAeioowv alT®V eVSOKNCEV 6 BedG, KateoTpwOnoav
yap év tfj épnuw. Nevertheless, God was not pleased with

122Elsewhere in Paul’s writings at Rom. 1:13; 11:25; 1 Cor.
12:1; 2 Cor. 1:8

"ZThere is an important play on terms with t alto
TIVEUHATLKOV, the same spiritual place. It is then defined inv. 4b as
n métpa, the rock. The allusion is to Moses providing water for the
Israelites by striking a rock: Exod. 17:6; Num. 20:8ff; Psalm 77:15-
16, 20 et also. But Paul labels this a mveupatikfic dkoAouBolong
TETPAG, a spirituaINrock that follows, which he then identifies as

Christ,
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most of them, and they were struck down in the wilderness.
In spite of all of them sharing together in the miraculous
crossing of the Sea of Reeds and receiving God’s mar-
velous provisions in the desert, they fell prey to idolatry
and God’s judgment struck most of the down in death
in the wilderness.

What is Paul doing here? Verse six answers this
question: Tadta 6 TUTOL ARGV EyeviBnoay, £i¢ TO Ui gvat
AUAC EmBuNTAC KakWV, KaBwg kAakevol EmeBupunoav. Now
these things occurred as examples for us, so that we might
not desire evil as they did. Paul sets up this historical sce-
nario of the Israelites in the exodus as a tonoy, topos, for
his Corinthian readers. What is a TUmm0G?'?* Here Paul
reaches out to use a common ancient literary device of
typology. The example of Israel in the exodus stands
as a warning to the fusing and divisive Corinthians --
and to all believers for that matter.

The literary structure of vv. 1-22 then quite clearly
revolves around the typological example of the Israel-
ites in the exodus in vv. 1-5. Here he sets up the exam-
ple. Then in vv. 6-22 he makes a detailed application of
them and God’s punishment of them to his Corinthians

124¢10:1-11:1 concludes Paul’s discussion of questions raised
by the Corinthians about partaking of eiddlothuta. In ch. 10 we
have an example of typology, and in fact Paul uses the word ty-
pos (type, example) to describe what he is doing. The idea behind
typology is that since God’s character never changes God acts in
similar ways in different ages of history and, perhaps more impor-
tantly, provides persons and events that foreshadow other later per-
sons and events in salvation history. Combined with this is the idea
that all previous ages of salvation history prepare the way for and
point toward the final eschatological age, which Paul believes has
already begun. For Paul everything that happened to the OT people
happened as examples for the benefit of the last age of believers.
The OT is seen as the ekkl€sia’s book, meant to teach Christians by
analogy and example how they ought and ought not to live, with
Israel providing both negative and positive examples.

“Strictly speaking, what we have in 1 Corinthians 10 is not a
full typology like one finds in Hebrews in the comparison of Christ
and Melchizedek. The correspondence is incomplete because the
Corinthians have not yet perished in the ‘desert’ (v. 5). In fact, Paul
uses the Israelite example so that the Corinthians will repent and
not perish. He sees an analogy between the wicked behavior of the
Israelites and that of at least some of the Corinthian Christians.
Since God still judges such behavior, Paul warns them that their
fate could be the same as that of those Israelites. Paul thus reckons
with the possibility that some Corinthians might actually willfully
wrench themselves free from the grasp of God and so be judged
by God.

“Quintilian tells us that of the various sorts of paradeigma
(paradigms) “the most important proofs of this class is what is
most properly called ‘example’ (exemplum), that is to say the ad-
ducing of some past action real or assumed that may serve to per-
suade the audience of the truth of the point we are trying to make”
(Inst. Or. 5.11.6). The term paradeigma was especially reserved by
the Greeks for historical parallels (5.11.1)."”

[Ben Witherington 111, Conflict and Community in Corinth:
A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand
Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1995), 217.]

readers. It begins with a ‘topic sentence’ statementin v.
6, and is followed by weaving applications and admo-
nitions together through v. 22. In doing this he draws
upon not only several OT texts -- Exod. 14:19-22; 16:4-
30; Num. 20:2-13 -- but also a lot of Jewish interpretive
history of this episode, e.g., Wis. of Solomon 11.72°

One of the interpretive questions centers on the
central point of the typology concerning the Israelites.
Clearly in vv. 1-5 the contrast is drawn between com-
mon participation in divine blessing after blessing in the
exodus on the one side and God’s anger with the Isra-
elites on the other which led him to strike down most of
them.

Identification of that connecting point between the
Israelites and the Corinthian believers comes first in
the purpose clause statement (v. 6b): €ig t© un ivau
AUAG EMBUUNTAG KoKWV, KaBwG KAKevoL £meBuunoay, so
that we may not be passionate people for evil, just like
those were. The next signal comes in the admonitions
with the comparative clause introduced with kaBwg (vv.
7-13). These seem to be developed out of this ‘umbrel-
la’ statement in 6b of craving for things evil.'?

First, (v. 7): uné¢ eibwholdtpat yiveoBe kabBwg Tveg
aUTOV, WOTEP YEYpaTTTAL: EKABLoEV O AaOC Ppayelv kal Tely

12“Paul draws on a series of OT texts and Jewish tradition
about them. He first alludes to Exod. 14:19-22. He then moves
on to Exod. 16:4-30 and Exod. 17:1-7/Num. 20:2—13, the latter
being the story about water from the rock. Paul’s interpretation of
that story is indebted to the sapiential treatment of it in Wisdom of
Solomon 11, where personified Wisdom provides the water to the
Israelites. There was also a rabbinic tradition, probably from as
early as Paul’s day, about Miriam’s well, shaped like a rock, which
followed the Israelites in the desert and provided water whenever
they needed it (cf. Num. 21:16-18).8 Paul probably did not take
such rabbinic traditions as literal history. His historical point is
that Christ provided the miraculous water then just as he provides
benefits to the Christian now, as the Lord’s Supper makes clear.”
[Ben Witherington 111, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A So-
cio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1995), 219.]

126“However, in our view craving represents the general stance
from which the specific four failures of vv. 7-13 flow. Again, 8¢
in this context of introducing a summarizing proposition has the
force of the logical now in English, with NRSV, NJB, and NIV.
Since Paul is considering a correspondence between events (as in
typology), not merely ideas (as in allegory), and appeals to history
(as Goppelt insists), tadta is well translated these events in REB.
In his article on tomog in TDNT, Goppelt urges that although the
Greek word means example or sometimes mark (in the sense of
stamp or imprint), or example as a norm (Rom 6:17), there also
‘occurs a new sense peculiar to the NT. In 1 Cor 10:6, Rom 5:14,
tOmog is a hermeneutical term for the OT ‘type’. A corresponding
sense is borne by ... Tumkdg in 1 Cor 10:11 and dvritvmog in 1 Pet
3:21.°%" Goppelt also notes the use of the word in the sense of a
heavenly ‘original’ in Heb 9:24.” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
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Kal dvéotnoav nailewv. Do not become idolaters as some of
them did; as it is written, “The people sat down to eat and
drink, and they rose up to play.” The translations all mis-
erably fail in their rendering of TraiCeiv, which is virtu-
ally untranslatable into any modern western language
by a single word.'?” The connection to the Corinthians

127“Meeks embraces within ‘rose up to play’ (maiCew) the list
of five failures which he enumerates (see above). However, it argu-
ably prepares for the transition between taking part in idol worship
and the reference in the next verse to immorality. Paul cites as his
biblical quotation the episode narrated in Exod 32:6 (cf. 32:1-6)
where the story of the worship of the golden calf begins with unre-
strained feasting and drinking which leads, in the absence of Mo-
ses, to virtual orgy. To translate mailew is an almost impossible
task. NJB’s innocent-sounding to amuse themselves probably de-
rives from BAGD’s unimaginatively wooden rendering of naifw as
to play, to amuse oneself.” Strictly this conveys its most frequent
meaning, as its cognate relation with moudio, childishness, and
madiov, moic, a child, indicates: children play games. The word
also denotes dancing. A wider semantic range, however, is rightly
conveyed by Grimm-Thayer and Liddell-Scott-Jones who include
to sport, to jest, to play amorously, to joke, to dance and sing, to
play games, to make sport (cf. Collins, rose to play).* Bertram
explores an even wider range.®! How, then, can we determine what
part of the semantic range is in view?

“The answer lies in the force of Exod 32:1-6 (LXX) as Paul
would have understood it, and although Paul cites the LXX word-
ing, the LXX rmailewv was presumably chosen as the nearest equiv-
alent to the Hebrew which it translated, namely, prix (zs-ch-q), here
in the form pnx? (/-ts-ch-q¢). BDB renders the Qal form to laugh,
but the form used in the context of Exod 32:6 is to make sport,
allowing for a probably triple meaning: (i) ‘letting their hair down’
in the absence of Moses with nuances of (ii) idolatrous dancing
before the golden calf, and (iii) sexual license approaching orgy
— all in contrast to the theological and ethical restraint and sober
self-control (cf. 9:24-27) demanded of God’s covenant people.®
This demands a more forceful translation than to play (NRSV) and
a more sinister nuance than to revel (REB). Fee criticizes NIV’s
to indulge in pagan revelry as reading pagan into the text, but his
criticism overlooks Bertram’s exegesis of Exodus 32 in ‘cultic
dancing’ or overly harsh in the light of the Hebrew and the con-
text of Exod 32:1-6, where ‘pagan-like’ is implicit.*> The com-
bination ‘lifting the lid’ of control or restraint, fired by drink, a
party mood, and the absence of the patriarchal figure of Moses
led to more than mere play. Even though Louw-Nida separate the
‘semantic domain’ of mailm from that of k®dpog, drunken orgy (in
Rom 13:13), in 1 Pet 4:3 k®dpog is associated with émbopia, and
Louw-Nida recognize that a number of scholars understand naifo
in 1 Cor 10:7 ‘as a euphemism for sex.’® The two terms overlap.
Brevard Childs well captures the mood of Exod 32:1-6. Aaron de-
clares of the human constructs, ‘These are your gods, O Israel ...,”
and the section concludes with “a burst of frenzied activity.... A
religious orgy has begun.’®® Only in order to preserve a semantic
distinction from x@®pog do we translate to virtual orgy, but Paul is
obliged to use the LXX word. Orgy allows for (i) lack of sober re-
straint and self-control; (ii) religious or cultic “enthusiasm” which
goes beyond reasonable or sober limits; and (iii) probably sexual
license. If it were not for the probable cultic dimension, we might
try to capture the double meaning in modern English by got up to
have a romp (cf. romp in the hay), or (in quotation marks) got up to
have ‘fun and games.’ Schrage speaks of the ‘Kultisch-orgiastische
Ténze vor dem Goldenen Kalb’.%6”

becomes clearer with translating uné¢ siéwAoAdatpat
ylveoBe as Do not take part in idol worship, a topic Paul
has addressed at length already. The lax attitude of the
‘knowledgers’ at Corinth was risking serious compro-
mise of their faith commitment to Christ. Here the focus
is on attending meetings in the temple where the tradi-
tional banquet and orgiastical partying were standard
features of the various social and work groups.'? It is
a different issue from buying meat in the market place
to be prepared and eaten at home (8:1-13; 10:23-33).

Second (v. 8), und& mopvevwuev, kABWG Tweg ATV

[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),
734-735.]

128¢“Archaeological evidence concerning the Temple of As-
clepios (to which Pausanias refers also) provides an excellent ex-
ample of the difference between attending a meal which might just
happen to be located within the precincts of a temple, and accept-
ing an invitation to attend a meal which was devoted to the offering
of thanks and praise to Asclepios, the god of healing, for a return
of health on the part of the one who arranges the cultic banquet.
Vitruvius writes of ‘the shrines ... for Asclepios and Salus ... by
whose medical power sick persons are manifestly healed ... so it
will happen that the divinity, from the nature of the site [of the
Temple], will gain a greater and higher reputation and authority.”*
It is possible, but not certain, that three dining rooms to the east
side of the courtyard of the Temple of Asclepios were in operation
in Paul’s time. The couches around the walls could accommodate
eleven persons, and the blackening of stone suggests that cooking
was undertaken there. Murphy-O’Connor makes the fundamental
point that ‘some of the functions would have been purely social
in character [my italics; cf. 8:1-13; 10:23-33]; but others would
have been gestures of gratitude to the god for such happy events
as a cure, a birth, a coming of age, or a marriage [cf. 10:1-22].”"
The wording of an invitation would often indicate whether a reli-
gious or cultic dimension was involved. A well-known example is:
‘Herais asks you to dine in the room of the Serapheion [= Ascle-
pion] at the banquet of the Lord Seraphis tomorrow from the 11th,
from the 9th hour.”®?” [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), 736.]

129¢Paul cites the incident narrated in Num 25:1-9, according
to which 24,000 fell (Num 25:9). However, Paul (against LXX,
Philo et al.) speaks of twenty-three thousand. Commentators have
exhausted their ingenuity in trying to explain the numerical ‘dis-
crepancy.’ An early tradition found in Grotius suggests that 23,000
fell in one day, but 24,000 in all. Calvin speculates: ‘Moses gives
the upper limit, Paul the lower, so there is really no discrepancy.’!%
Bengel refines Calvin’s proposal, urging that if, e.g., the actual
number (we have to assume known to Moses and to Paul) were
23,600, the round number could plausibly be expressed by Paul’s
retaining the twenty-three (23,000), while Moses rounded it up to
the strictly nearest thousand, i.e., 24,000. Bengel disarmingly adds
that this avoids ‘the subtleties of other interpreters’(!)!” Charles
Hodge follows Calvin and Bengel, including a brief defence of
biblical ‘infallibility,” in arguing that for people to resort to attack-
ing this doctri i ivi i




We must not indulge in sexual immorality as some of them
did, and twenty-three thousand®® fell in a single day. The
connecting link of the Israelite orgy to the Corinthians
is rather clear given temple prostitution in first century
Corinth (cf. 6:12-20). Sexual immorality was rampant in
first century Corinth and was often connected to partici-
pation in pagan temple practices.'' The atmosphere of
Corinth in Paul’s world was total self-gratification of any
and all physical desires, and thus has much relevance
to the modern world."™ But the example of the Isra-

ble of explanation exposes the weakness of the opposition.'® Most
modern commentators contend that Paul is not troubled to provide
an exact memory, and may well have conflated his thought with a
further allusion to Num 26:62.'” Fee concludes that ‘there is not an
entirely satisfactory solution’ to ‘the infamous case of the missing
thousand,” while Kistemaker reminds us not to draw any inference
too readily in a case where we cannot be clearly certain what has
occurred.!'® It is worth noting that the patristic writers seem to be
untroubled by this verse. I can find no discussion of the issue, e.g.,
in Origen, Chrysostom, or Augustine.""” [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), 739-740.

30Some manuscript copyists correct Paul’s number of 23,000
to the source text of Num. 25:9 of 24,000. But the weight of evi-
dence favoring 23,000 is overwhelming. Paul just has a different
humber from the original text in Numbers.

B1“In v. 8 these commands apply in general, except that 10:8
is recognized to apply more specifically to temple prostitution.!!
The dual background to this verse must be borne in mind. (i) The
first context is the traditions of the OT, hellenistic-Jewish litera-
ture (esp. Wisdom of Solomon), and the midrashic traditions which
are found in developed form in rabbinic literature and with which
Meeks and Collier, among others, associate these verses (see above
under 10:6-7). (ii) The second fundamental context is that of the
influence of the cults of Aphrodite, Dionysus/Bacchus, Apollo, Isis
and Serapis, and Poseidon at Corinth. Archaeological evidence not
only establishes, but brings to life, the reality and impact of these
cults, many with implications for sexual license for Corinth in its
civic, cultural, and everyday life. To be sure, we must note the
problem of date. Those who cite the visual impact of the hilltop of
Acrocorinth, e.g., long associated with Aphrodite as the protector
of'the city, often allude to excesses in the earlier pre-Roman period.
The earlier Greek period was more responsible than the Roman for
the specifically sexual influences of pagan idolatry. Nevertheless,
the Roman period is far from innocent of this aspect, and archae-
ology offers abundant evidence of the influence of Graeco-Roman
cults and images at every turn.” [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), 738.]

132“As we have noted, the competitiveness and status-seek-
ing at Corinth suggest parallels with early twentieth-first-century
modern/post-modern cultures. Similarly, the cults of Aphrodite,
Apollo, and Dionysus invited a ‘freedom’ to dispense with mor-
al restraint and to tolerate everything except any transcontextual
truth claim which might interfere with an individual’s ‘right’ to
instant self-gratification. All of this resonates with a post-modern
ethic which is founded only on ‘where society is’ at the beginning
of the twenty-first century.'® “ ‘And Rose Up to Play’ ” resonates
with treating other human persons as ‘playthings’ in the ‘play’ of

elites, Paul asserts, warns believers that such activity
can and will bring down the wrath of God upon them
just it did with the Israelites.

Third (v. 9), und& éxmelpalwpev tOV XpLoTOV, KABWG
TveG aUTV énelpacav Kal UTO TV 6dewv AnwAluvto. We
must not put Christ to the test, as some of them did, and
were destroyed by serpents. Several copyists substitute
OV Xplotov, Christ, with either tov kUplov, the Lord, or tov
Bedv, God."™? Although the external evidence is some-
what divided, the internal evidence clearly favors tov
Xpiotov. The use of the prohibitive present subjunc-
tive verb implies that Paul considered at least some
of the Corinthians to already be engaging in such for-
bidden actions. They were serious risking the wrath of
God which fell upon the Israelites (cf. Num. 21:4-5; Ps.
77:18; 94:9).

Fourth (v. 10), uné¢ yoyyuiete, kaBdrmep tweg avT®OV
éyodyyuoav Kal anwAovto Umo tod dAoBpeutol. And do not
complain as some of them did, and were destroyed by the
destroyer. The precise meaning of und¢ yoyyudete is im-
portant here.'®* Given the OT allusion to Num. 14, Paul
is talking about more than petty griping. He is warn-
. ially the ' led , . laini
cultic and recreational sex (see the Introduction, 11). It is against
this background that Paul presses the issue of whether it is the OT
as scripture that provides the believers’ formative models (10:6,
11) or whether they stand instead in solidarity with those of Israel
who fell and with degenerate idolatry.” [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), 739.
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[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-
paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 536.

134“The lexicons may well convey the normal semantic range
of yoyyolw (v. 10), the onomatopoeic word for murmuring, grum-
bling, griping, groaning, whining, whispering, complaining (espe-
cially behind one’s hand).'”® However, the OT contexts are deci-
sive in assisting us to grasp what semantic nuances are operative.
The bold statement Don t complain. ... The angel of death killed
them (W. F. Beck, The New Testament in the Language of Today)
or even Neither murmur ye, as some of them murmured and were
destroyed of the destroyer (AV/KJV) implies a questionable theol-
ogy of God which is out of context. In context the concept is not
petty complaints as such, but the constant grudging, carping, quer-
ulous moaning which transformed the bold, glad self-perception
of those whom God had redeemed from Egypt for a new lifestyle
into a self-pitying, false perception of themselves as ‘victims’ on
whom God had weighed heavy burdens and trials, in contrast to a
fantasy life of ideal existence in Egypt or the world.” [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), 742.]
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about needing to sacrifice their rights for the sake of
the weaker brother etc. The destroyer is the angel of
death as mentioned in Exod 12:23 (LXX) and 1 Chron.
21:12, 15).

With these four applications of the typology of Isra-
el's experience in the exodus now before his readers,
he repeats the statement of application in v. 11 from v.
6, tadta &€ Turk@G cuvEBatvev ékeivolg, ypadn 6& mpog
vouBeoiav NUAv, gic oUg T& TEAN TV AlWVWVY KATAVTNKEV.
These things happened to them to serve as an example, and
they were written down to instruct us, on whom the ends of
the ages have come. The difference in wording -- Tadta
Tumol, these things as examples (v. 6) and talta tumk®g
ouvéBauvey, these things happenly ‘examply’ (as exam-
ples) -- is the use of the noun and the adverb to say the
same thing. In this statement Paul asserts the relevan-
cy of the Israelites experience as sources of spiritual
insight into the consistent pattern of God’s punishing of
His people when they sin against Him, both then and
now.

In vv. 12-13, he draws significant conclusions
(Qote) from the example of the Israelites: 12 “Qote 6
Sok®v £otaval BAemétw pn méon. 13 melpacpog VUAG oUK
e\ndev el un dvBpwrivog: motodg 6 6 Bedg, 6¢ 00K £AGoEL
Opag melpaodijval Umep 6 SUvacBe GAAA motoel oLV T
Telpaou® kol Thv EkBacty Tol SuvacBatl Umeveykelv. 12 So
if you think you are standing, watch out that you do not fall.
13 No testing has overtaken you that is not common to ev-
eryone. God is faithful, and he will not let you be tested be-
yond your strength, but with the testing he will also provide
the way out so that you may be able to endure it.

The first (v. 12) is a warning, while the second (v.
13) is a promise. Let the believer assuming himself to
be on the correct side of the issues that Paul has pre-
sented beware. Flippant assumptions lead to colossal
downfalls! But to the believer honestly seeking to know
and do God’s will a terrific promise of God'’s protective
care and assistance is given. God won'’t prevent severe
testing of your faith commitment to Him from coming
against you. Instead, He will sustain you in them and
lead you successfully through them.

What then are some implications (Aiétep) of all
this? Vv. 14-22 spell out some of them.

a) 14 Awonep, ayanntoi HOU, QEUYETE QMO TAG
gidwAoAatpiag. 15 wg @poviuois Aéyw- Kpivare Uueic 6
@nut. 14 Therefore, my dear friends, flee from the worship
of idols. 15 | speak as to sensible people; judge for your-
selves what I say. If Israel’'s experience in the OT teaches
anything it urges God’s people to put as much distance
between themselves and pagan idols as possible. Paul
saw huge spiritual danger for the Corinthian believers
in attending the social club meetings in the various
pagan temples. In spite of the ‘knowledgers’ having
the awareness that these statues were nothing more

than chiseled stone with no life in them, a real spiritual
danger was none the less present in such places. The
immoral actions also connected with such gatherings
were strictly off limits to the followers of Christ.

b) 16 To motnptiov tij¢ eUAoyiag 6 eUAoyoliusv, ouyi
Kowwvia éotiv tol aiuaro¢ tod Xpiotol; tov dptov 6v
KA@uev, ouyi kowvwvia tol ocwuatog tol Xpiotod éotwv; 17
6t €l dprog, £v o@ua oi moAAoi Eopev, oi yap mavres €k
to0 €vO¢ dptou petéxouev. 16 The cup of blessing that we
bless, is it not a sharing in the blood of Christ? The bread
that we break, is it not a sharing in the body of Christ?
17 Because there is one bread, we who are many are one
body, for we all partake of the one bread. Believers have
but one religious ritual celebrating the blessing of their
deity: holy communion. The cup and the bread bring
us into intimate relationship with Him and also with one
another in a unified celebration of communion. Thus for
believers the meal celebrating Christ is the only appro-
priate religious meal and it excludes eating other meals
in the temples of pagan gods.

c) 18 BAémetre 1OV lopanA kard odpko- oUuy ol
£€odiovreg tac Juoiac kowvwvoi told duoitaotnpiov eioiv;
18 Consider the people of Israel; are not those who eat the
sacrifices partners in the altar?

Out of the background of those who ate the meat
offered on the altar of God Paul makes his point. When
the Israelite brought an animal offering to the taberna-
cle or later on to the temple for sacrifice, the meat from
the animal was divided three ways: a small portion was
burned in the fire on the great altar; a larger portion
was returned to the worshiper for eating in a festive din-
ner that completed the process of worship; and the re-
mainder was kept as food for the thousands of priests
living at the temple and officiating over these rituals.
Paul’s point then is that both the worshipper and the
priest who eat portions of the sacrificed meat become
Kowwvol tol Buolactnpiou, partners with the altar. That
is, the worshipper enters into a special relationship with
this meat dedication to God and this carries with it ob-
ligations from the worshipper to God. It represents a
renewed commitment to his God.

d) 19 Ti obv @nui; 6t €ibwAéSutov ti éotv /i 6T
€i6wAOV Ti éoTIv; 20 aAA’ 6tL @ Suouaoty, daiuoviols kai oU
Fe@ [GUouowv]- 00 F€Aw &€ Uudic kowvwvoug Tt Saiuoviwv
yiveodat. 19 What do | imply then? That food sacrificed to
idols is anything, or that an idol is anything? 20 No, | imply
that what pagans sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and
not to God. | do not want you to be partners with demons.
Here is a pivotal point in Paul’s expression. When the
believer eats this meat offered to a pagan idol in one
of the social group meetings, he indeed is eating this
dedicated meat offered up to a pagan image which rep-
resents a non-existing deity.
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BUT! That pagan statue does have life in it, although
not any from the supposed god. Instead, the demons
of Hell under the direction of Satan inhabit this meat
and for the Christian to eat the meat mean ingesting
into one’s body the demonic. This makes the believers
KoWwwvou¢ t®v Satpoviwy, in partnership with demons! Not
where a serious Christian would ever want to be!

e) 21 o0 &UvaoBe motnplov Kupiou Tively Kal
notrplov datpoviwv, ol uvacBe Tpanélng kuplou HeTEXELV
Kal tpamélng Satpoviwy. 22 A tapalnAoUpev TOV KUPLOV; UN
loxupotepol avutol €opev; 21 You cannot drink the cup of
the Lord and the cup of demons. You cannot partake of the
table of the Lord and the table of demons. 22 Or are we pro-
voking the Lord to jealousy? Are we stronger than he? Thus
the believer is caught in utter hypocrisy when drinking
the cup of wine dedicated to the pagan deity at the so-
cial group meeting, and then drinking the Lord’s cup
in the Christian celebration of communion! Paul simple
draws the line for the Corinthians, and especially the
‘knowledgers.” Choose either the Lord’s table or that of
the pagan deity. You cannot and must not sit down at
both tables?

For believers living in the polytheistic world of first
century Corinth hard choices had to be made if indi-
viduals were going to be obedient to Christ and His
demands upon their lives. Socially and financially
they might well pay a real400 ****avta &feotLv
price for their adherence OAN!
to Christian principles. But401
God calls upon every fol-
lower of Christ to walk in
the Savior’s foot prints of,q4
non-compromising commit-
ment to the will of God nogq4
matter what the personal
cost may be.

402 mdvita &€feoctLVv

GAN

10.24
AANG
405 10 TOU &€tépou.

6) Living in thought-406
fulness of others, 10:23-
11:1.

23 MNavta €&&sotiv QAN
o0 mavta oupdEépsl MAvTa
g€€eotiv. AAN o0 mavta
oikobopel. 24 undelg TO
gautol {nteitw AAAA TO TOU
ETEPOU.

25 Mav Tt €V HOoKEAW
nwAoUpevov €oBiete pndev
AVaKPIVOVTEG S v
ouveibnowv: 26 1ol kuplou
yap 1 vi kal to mAnpwpa a0tic. 27 €l Tig KaAel LUAG TV
aniotwv Kkal BéAete mopevecBal, AV TO TAPATIOEUEVOY
Uplv €o0Biete undév dvakpivovieg Ld TNV cuveldnolv. 28
€av &€ TG LUV elmn- TolUTo lepdBuTOV €oTly, U €0Biete &U

10.26 V&P
407

10.27

408

€kelvov TOV pnvuoavta Kal thv cuveidnolv- 29 cuveidnaoty
6& Aéyw oUYL TNV £autod AAAA TV ToU €tépou. vati yap n
€\eubBepla pou kpivetal UTIO AAANG cuveldroewg; 30 el éyw
XAPLTL HETEXW, TL PAAcPHNHOTHAL UTEP 00 £y® EVXAPLOTER;

31 Eite o0V £06iete €lte iveTe eite TL MOLETTE, MAVTA ELC
606&av Beol molelte. 32 anpodokomol kal lovdaiolg yiveoBe
kal “EAAnowv kat tij ékkAnola tol Beol, 33 kabwg kAyw
TIAvVTa MOV APECKW WU {NTQWV TO éuautol cUpdopov AAAG
O TWV MOAAQYV, (va cwB®owv. 11.1 puntal pou yiveobe
KaBwg kdyw XpLotodl.

23 “All things are lawful,” but not all things are benefi-
cial. “All things are lawful,” but not all things build up. 24 Do
not seek your own advantage, but that of the other.

25 Eat whatever is sold in the meat market without rais-
ing any question on the ground of conscience, 26 for “the
earth and its fullness are the Lord’s.” 27 If an unbeliever in-
vites you to a meal and you are disposed to go, eat what-
ever is set before you without raising any question on the
ground of conscience. 28 But if someone says to you, “This
has been offered in sacrifice,” then do not eat it, out of con-
sideration for the one who informed you, and for the sake
of conscience— 29 | mean the other’s conscience, not your
own. For why should my liberty be subject to the judgment
of someone else’s conscience? 30 If | partake with thankful-
ness, why should | be denounced because of that for which
| give thanks?

oU mAvVTa CoUPQEpEL

oU nmAvTta oiKOJopel.

pndeig¢ 10 €autod {nteitw

0-2°I&v 10 €V PorEAA® DwWAoUpevov écbiete

undev &voxrpivovieg
dLa TV ouveldnoLv -

to¥ KUpiou 1 yij Ral TO NANPWPA AUTHG.

el TLg KoAel Uudc tOv dmiotwv
Kol
©éNete mopeUeoBal,

mav TO mopatLOépevov Upiv €ocbiete

undev &voxrpivovieg
dLa TV ouveldnotiv.

31 So, whether you eat or drink, or whatever you do, do
everything for the glory of God. 32 Give no offense to Jews
or to Greeks or to the church of God, 33 just as | try to please

Page 89

glc



10.28 6é

gav TLg Uplv elmn-

LepbBuTdVY €0T LV,

Uno GAANG OUVE LONOEWG;

ToU010
409 pr €écliete
dL’ éxelvov TOV PNVUCAVTO
Kol
v ouveidnolLv -
10.29 6é
410 ouveidnoLv Aéyw
oUuxl TNV €outol
SANN
v 1ol €tépou.
Y&p
411 ivati 1 éAeuvbepia pou Kpivetal
10.30 el éyo x&pLtlL petéxow,
412 ti BAacenuoipat
UIEP OU E€Y® eUXUPLOT®;
10.31 OG\)
Elte ¢oBlete
elte mivete
elte 1L motelte,
413 ndvta gi¢ d6fav Oeol moiLeite.
414 '°-°2 dnpdoxronotL kal ToudaiolLg yiveoOe

Kol EAANCLV |
kol T €xKAnolq
10.33
\
\
\

| ToG B¢eo0T,
KABMC KOy® mOVTA TIHOLV

APETKW
un dnTtdv 10 €pauTtol oUu@opPOov
SANN
TO TRV TIOAARV,

tva cwddoLv.

415 ‘! pupntai pou yiveoOe
KaBwg K&y® XplotoU.

everyone in everything | do, not seeking my own advantage,
but that of many, so that they may be saved. 11.1 Be imita-
tors of me, as | am of Christ.

What Paul seeks to do in this final theme that be-
gan primarily in 8:1 is to draw fundamental conclusions
to this larger discussion.'® But he will reach back to
the beginning of the letter body in 1:10 to repeat core
principles.

In continuing his basic emphasis on the foundation-
al problems in the church that are surfacing in the var-
ious ways thus far described, the apostle begins with
the same quoting of the ‘knowledgers” superior un-
derstanding that was killing spiritual life in the church.
In 6:12-13a, Paul had utilized similar quotes from the

133The beginning header Nept 6& t@v eldwAoBUTwWY, And con-
cerning things offered to idols, in 8:1 ultimately extends through
11:1. Failure here surfaced out of the spiritual arrogance of claim-
ing a superior knowledge. The surrounding Greek cultural influ-
ences really played havoc on the development of a healthy spiritual
life in the Christian community at Corinth.

Corinthians to introduce his condemnation of sexual
misbehavior by some in the church.’® Now again the
‘knowledgers’ are falsely seeking to justify their actions
based on their ‘superior’ knowledge:
Mavta £€€sotv
AAN oU mavta cupdEpEL:

1361 Cor. 6:12-13a The knowledgers’ viewpoint first, then fol-
lowed by Paul’s response in bold/italic font. .

Ilavro por Eceotry
G444’ 00 TavTa coupépeEr

wavra poi Eceativ
@2’ ovK éya» ééovaraccoual Vo TIVOS.

0 fpouota tij koidig kol i koilio tois fpapoaty,
0 0¢ Ogog Kal TadTny Kal TadTa KATAPYHOEL

“All things are lawful for me,”

but not all things are beneficial.

“All things are lawful for me,”
but I will not be dominated by anything.

“Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food,”
b .
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navta £€gotv
&AM’ o0 mavta oikoSopEl.
UN6eig 10 £autol {nteitw
AAAQ TO Tl £Tépou.
“All things are lawful,”
but not all things are beneficial.
“All things are lawful,”
but not all things build up.
Do not seek your own advantage,
but that of the other.
The first quote is virtually the same Mavra &feoTiv
(10:23) / Navra poi €€eoTiv (6:12), but adapted in the
second use to better fit what Paul wanted to say.'
One of the translation challenges here is with the much
broader range of meaning for the verb £€caTiv." Since

37“For the argument that Paul quotes a slogan current at
Corinth and for exegetical comment see under 6:12, where the
Greek is virtually identical except for the change from ovk €ya®
é€ovotacnioopat vd Tvog in 6:12 to 0¥ mAvTo oikodopuel here.
There are advantages to translating &gotiv as an issue of rights
(cognate with é&ovcia), but the slogan also reflects a concern for
liberty which no doubt began as an authentic corollary of the gos-
pel degenerated into a manipulative tool for license, self-gratifica-
tion, and ‘autonomy.’ In 6:12 we translate ‘Liberty to do all things’
in order to retain Paul’s wordplay on €é€ovcialm: but I will not let
anything take liberties with me (6:12b). Here, rather than stress that
liberty (far from leading to autonomy) beguiles a believer into be-
coming mastered by the desires which reflect the craving (émfopia
of 10:7-13), Paul returns to his earlier theme of building up (see
above under 3:9; 8:1, 10), which he will develop further in 14:3, 4,
5,12, 17, 26 (see there the exegetical comments, including allusion
to P. Vielhauer’s Oikodomep).” [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), 781.]

B8<gEeotv, ‘it is free” (with the dat.), denotes a. that an action
is possible in the sense that there are no hindrances or that the
opportunity for it occurs, i.e., ‘to have the possibility,” ‘to be able.’
Xen. An., VII, 1, 21: viv cot &eotiv, O Zevopdv, avdpi yevécOat.
Epict. Diss., III, 24, 6: ravens and crows, oi¢ &gotv intacOu
dmov Béhovoty, not that they have the power, but that they have
unlimited opportunity (i.e., not dvavtar). Similarly, Epict. often
uses &Eeotv to denote something which we cannot prevent another
from doing because it is in his “power” to do it: Diss., I, 1, 21: i
€U0V Kal Ti oVK €UOV kail Ti pot EEeotv kal Ti pot ovk Egotiy; It
occurs in this sense in LXX only at 4 Macc. 1:12: mtepi tobt0UL VOV
avtika On Aéyew é€€otat, and not at all in the NT, though cf. Mart.
Pol., 12, 2: 6 8¢ &, un sivar ££0v ot (sc. ‘to throw Polycarp to
the lions”), £meldn TEMANPAOKEL TG KOVNYECLOL.

“b. It also means that an action is not prevented by a higher
norm or court, that ‘it may be done or is not forbidden.” Epict.
Diss., 1, 26, 8: tadta ékeivop povo Adyswv E€ectt T@® TOLVTNV
EmPoAnyv évnvoyott (“has the moral right”). So Ac. 2:29: &&ov
eimeiv peta moppnoioc. In law esp. it denotes something which
the law requires or forbids, Plat. Crito, 51d: Laws mpooayopgvopev
1@ €€ovoiav memomkévolr Abnvaiov 1@ Povlopéve ... é&glvat
Aopoévta o avtod dmiévatl. Thus often in the pap. it means to have
‘the right, authority, or permission to do or not to do something.’
Occasionally it is used also of religious and cultic commandments,
Hdt., I, 183: éni yap 100 ypvoéov Popod ovk EEeott Boew, 6Tl un

the ‘knowledgers’ at Corinth are using the term under
heavy Greek cultural influence more than from Chris-
tian spiritual insights, the sense of the term contextu-
ally out of the Greek background covers “all things are
proper”; “all things are possible”; “all things are legal”;
“all things are okay”; etc. The arrogance out of recog-
nizing that only God exists (8:1-4) created a spiritual
elitism that blinded them to other spiritual truths just as
important.

The first response to Mavrta &€eoTiv in both uses
is the same: aAN ou Tavta cup@épel (10:23) / GAN
oU Travta cup@épel. Again Paul stresses the limits on
Christian freedom coming out of yvoig by whether it
serves to enhance the spiritual life or not. Here Paul
reiterates the earlier spiritual axiom in 8:1b-3, 6tL mavteg
YV@OoW Exouev. i yvolg puotol, 1) 6& dyarmn oikoSopel- 2 €l
TG SOKET €yvwkéval T, oUmw Eyvw kabwg Sl yvval- 3 &l
8¢ T ayamnd tov Bedv, oUTog Eyvwotat U alTod. that we
all possess knowledge. Knowledge puffs up, but love builds
up; if one supposes himself to know something does not yet
know as it is necessary to know; if one loves God, this one
will be known by Him.

The second response, TTavta £€€aTiv AN o0 TTAVTA
oikodoyel, is set up as a synonymous parallel to the
first one:

Mavta £€eotv GAN’ o0 mavta cupdEpet:

navta £€e0Tv GAN’ 00 Ttavta 0iKoSoEl.

Our right to do all things will not always benefit
(oupgépel) or build up (oikodopel). Thus the doublet
here highlights emphasis upon the absolute necessity
for spiritual wisdom in knowing how to use what God
has given to us.

It is the following admonition in v. 24 that picks up
the earlier axiom ) 6& dyamnn oikodopel, but love builds
up (8:1c). The deeper spiritual wisdom understands the
concerns for the welfare of others takes priority over

yoraOnva podva. Also in the magic pap.: Preis. Zaub., IV, 2255 f.:
70 O¢€l yevéohat, ToUT’ ovk E€gott puyeiv. But in this sense it is rel-
atively rare (— infra). In the LXX 2 'Ecdp. 4:14 (== 7™ X2, ‘not
seemly’); V2,p 561 Est.4:2; 1 Macc. 14:44; in the NT Jn. 18:31;
Ac. 22:25; 2 C. 12:4;1 also Ac. 16:21;2 non-juridically Mt. 20:15;
Ac. 21:37. Tt is used esp. to denote the prohibitions of the Jewish
Law in the later LXX writings: 3 Macc. 1:11 (add é&givar);4 Macc.
5:18; 17:17; and in the NT in all other passages: Mk. 2:24 and par.,
26 and par.; 10:2 and par.; 12:14 and par.; Mt. 12:10, 12; 27:6;3
Lk. 14:3; Jn. 5:10; 1 C. 6:12; 10:23 (on both the last passages —
é€ovoia C. 5).

“c. In Epict. it often means that there are no psychic or ethical
obstacles to an action: ‘to have the (inner) power to do it’: Diss.,
11, 16, 37: @ yap EEeotiv £EeMDeiv, Btav 04An, oD cvunosiov. It is
not used in the NT or the LXX in this sense, though cf. Philo Omn.
Prob. Lib., 59.”

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 560-561.]

&2
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one’s own ‘rights’ and freedom: pnéeig 10 €autod {nteitw
AAAQ TO TO0 £T€pou. Let no one seek his own advantage, but
rather the advantage of the other. '3

Out of this initial summarizing in vv. 23-24 come
two applications: a) vv. 25-30 and b) vv. 31-11:1.

a) Dedicated Meat outside the pagan temple, vv. 25-
30. Is eating meat okay for a Christian ever? Paul af-
firms that the knowledge that only God exists does
open some opportunities for eating meat by Christians.
In vv. 25-26, he makes the general statement about the
Christian buying meat in the open marketplace: 25 Nav
TO €V POKEAAW TMwAoUpevVoV €0Biete Undév Avakpilvovteg
S1a v cuveibnov: 26 tol kuplou yap f yi kal TO TARpwH
auTiG. 25 Eat whatever is sold in the meat market without
raising any question on the ground of conscience, 26 for
“the earth and its fullness are the Lord’s.” When shopping
for meat in the marketplace,*® the Christian show buy

139“The diverse situations and case studies examined over the
last three chapters now find expression as a ‘general axiom’ or aph-
orism.* Concern for the other remains, in Bonhoeffer’s phrase, the
Christomorphic pattern of the lifestyle and atoning work of ‘the
Man for Others’ (cf. Matt 22:37—40), and Paul will appeal to this
in the last verse of this section, 11:1b. It is also, as he states in
v. 33 and 11a, a mode of life which he himself seeks to live out,
and is a principle of apostolicity (cf. in 1:1; 9:1). The principle
also finds expression in 13:5; Rom 14:7; 15:2; Gal 6:2; and Phil
2:1-4, 5-7. Greek often uses the singular other when modern En-
glish speaks of others. However, with the rise of hermeneutical
theory in Gadamer, Betti, and Ricoeur, respect for ‘the otherness
of the Other’ has entered hermeneutical, philosophical, and ethical
vocabulary in precisely this Pauline sense, and hence the singular
may be retained as a way of making this specific point.’ On this ba-
sis Barrett rightly questions those who render the other person (tob
€tépov) as neighbor because this implies commonality in some
degree (e.g., location).6 Paul’s demonstration of how this axiom
should operate at Corinth has been set forth in 8:7-13, where con-
cern for the brother or sister for whom Christ died takes priority
over one’s own concerns for self-affirmation, self-gratification, or
self-fulfillment (genuine or imagined). The complementary point
about social realities is underlined by Collins: ‘the Christians at
Corinth lived neither in a Christian quarter nor in a ghetto.... They
had a variety of contacts with those who were not members of the
church’.”” ;Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 782.]

140Older modern writers argue that the Greek pdkeiiov (only
here within the NT) is a late loanword from Lat. macellum.? In
spite of the close relationship of virtual transliteration however,
the word can be traced to an inscription of 400 BC at Epidaurus as
well as to Tonic Greek, and BAGD insist that it was ‘not originally
a Latin word taken into Greek.” Robertson and Moulton-Milli-
gan, among others, however, observe that it also relates to Hebrew,
and demonstrate its use in Dio Cassius, Plutarch, the papyri, and
inscriptions to mean market for provisions, or the meat market.'
Kent shows that of the 104 inscriptions dated prior to the reign of
Hadrian, 101 are in Latin, and only 3 in Greek.!" If Latin was used
mainly in the early days of Corinth as a Roman colony (from 44
BC onward), in Paul’s day Greek would have been the language of
trade and commerce, and interaction between the languages was

whatever meat he desires, and do so without asking
whether or not it has been dedicated to some pagan
deity before being offered for sale in the marketplace.
In fact, the external evidence suggests that most all
the meat offered in the butcher shops of Corinth would
have been previously dedicated meat.™"

The basis for this admonition is grounded in Psalm
24:1, which Paul uses here:

V. 26, ToU Kuplou yap ) yi kat to mMAnpwpa althc.

Ps. 24:1 (LXX 23:1). To0 kupiou 1 yi kol T TMARpwHa

auThg,
God as Creator has created this meat, and it in no
way belongs to some lifeless statue of a deity."*? Thus

inevitable. The markets, however, may not be identified with the
row of shops immediately on the north side of the Agora. They
were likely to have been situated between 70 and 100 meters fur-
ther to the north along the Lechacum Road.”? D. W. J. Gill has
undertaken recent research on the site of the macellum at Corinth,
and suggests that Latin inscriptions dating from very shortly before
the period of Paul’s ministry attest to its presence as a gift from the
social elite of the city."”” [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), 782—783.]

141“The more important question discussed by Cadbury, Is-
enberg, and others is whether sacrificial and nonsacrificial meat
bought in the macellum was readily distinguishable, indiscrimi-
nately mixed, or distinguishable only after explicit inquiry.'* Is-
enberg argues on the basis of a first-century text, Vita Aesopi, that
sacrificial and nonsacrificial meats were readily distinguishable,
since the sacrificial meat would be valued more highly. He argues
that this is also implied by Pliny’s Letter to Trajan (10.96.10),
which seems to stand in tension, he believes, with 1 Cor 10:25.
Murphy-O’Connor follows D. E. Smith in concluding that most
of the meat which was sold would have originated as sacrificial
offerings.' However, Paul is not necessarily addressing only those
who make the actual purchases rather than also those for whom
others may have made the purchases. Conzelmann expresses ex-
treme caution about how applicable to Paul’s addressees the ev-
idence which provides apparently large generalizations may be.
Arguments of this kind ‘cannot be maintained in general terms.’*¢
The work of Gill on food shortages seems to imply that market
situations may well have varied from year to year.!” Nevertheless,
Weiss anticipates and Eckstein corroborates the probability under-
lined by Murphy-O’Connor that ‘in a city such as Corinth scarcely
any other meat would be for sale except for that supplied from the
temple.’'®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 783.]

142“The quotation from Ps 24:1 performs three functions. (1)
It lifts the attention from self and from overscrupulous anxiety to
the reminder that the sovereign to whom everything belongs (in-
cluding the care of the believer) is the Lord; (2) It reminds the
anxious that even what may or may not have passed through pagan
temples still belongs to the totality of God’s creation over which
he (not the so-called gods of 1 Cor 8:1-6) reigns as sovereign.31
This verse may be compared with Mark 7:19, koBapilov ndvta ta
Bpdpata. (3) Most especially (with Barrett) it implies that every
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whether in ‘knowledge’ or ‘ignorance’ about the reli-
gious status of the meat, the believer can free eat out of
his/her awareness that it is a product of God’s creation.

In vv. 27-30, Paul sets up another scenario closely
linked to the first one in vv. 25-26: a dinner invitation to
the home of a non-Christian. Here two possibilities can
emerge as choices for believers: i) just eat whatever
you are served without raising questions over the re-
ligious status of the meat (v. 27). ii) If someone raises
the issue of the meat being dedicated then don’t eat it
for the sake of the other person assuming it will offend
him if you do (vv. 28-30).

i) 27 &l ¢ kalAel vudc t@v amiotwv Kai F€Aete
nopeveodal, nav 10 napatidéusvov Uulv éodiete undev
avakpivovteg dta tnv ouveibnow. 27 If an unbeliever in-
vites you to a meal and you are disposed to go, eat what-
ever is set before you without raising any question on the
ground of conscience. The last phrase d1& TAv ouveidnov.
because of conscience, simply means that earlier de-
cisions about not eating such meat are not relevant to
this present situation. Implicit in this in all likelihood is
a tendency toward being overly scrupulous about this
issue. The present imperative verb £€o6ieTe is more ac-
curately understood as ‘make a practice of eating.” This
corresponds to the caution about being overly scrupu-
lous regarding the dedicated meat issue.

ii) 28 éav 6¢ tig vuiv ginn, Tolto iepoButov éoty,
un éodicte 6U” ékeivov OV unvuoavra Kai TV ouveidnov
29 ouveibnowv 6¢ Aéyw oUxi thv éautol aAAda thv tol
£Tépovu. ivarti yap n éAevdepia pou Kpiverar umod G@AAng
ouvelbnoswg; 30 i éyw yapitL UeTéxw, Ti BAaopnuoiuat
Unép o0 éyw eUxaplot®; 28 But if someone says to you,
“This has been offered in sacrifice,” then do not eat it, out
of consideration for the one who informed you, and for the
sake of conscience— 29 | mean the other’s conscience, not
your own. For why should my liberty be subject to the judg-
ment of someone else’s conscience? 30 If | partake with
thankfulness, why should | be denounced because of that
for which I give thanks?

It is important to note the difference between the
two scenarios posed by Paul in vv. 27-28. The first one,

good gift of God is to be accepted with gratitude as the Lord’s gift.
Nothing exists that is not lent or given by the Lord. Barrett argues
that although there is no evidence that Ps 24:1 was used as a grace
in Judaism, nevertheless the implications of the verse were pressed
as an argument that grace at meals ought to be said. To TAnpopa
avti|g, its fullness (NRSV) denotes what it is full of; i.e., all that is
in it (with REB). It is sometimes argued that this injunction contra-
dicts the decree of Acts 15. Witherington considers various possible
responses, but concludes that in all probability our epistle pre-dates
any public policy agreement of the kind reflected in Acts.*> How-
ever, he also shows how complex a range of questions is involved,
which should invite caution over too hasty a judgment.” [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), 785-786.]

el tg kaAel Uudg, if someone invites you, is a first class
condition protasis which assumes the occurrence of
such invitations. The second one, €av 6¢ tig LIV €lnn,
and someone may say, is a third class protasis which as-
sumes a very hypothetical situation not likely to hap-
pen, although it might on rare occasions.

On such rare occasions the issue of dedicated
meat is put on the table before the believer (pun intend-
ed!): ToOto lepoBuTOV €oTLy, “this is dedicated meat.” In this
instance then the admonition of Paul in the apodosis
of the sentence is different: ur ¢o06iete'*® 6" ékelvov Tov
pnvooavta kol TV cuveibnoly, never eat because of con-
sideration for that one and his conscience. Here the earlier
principle takes priority: i 6& ayann oikodopel, but love
builds up (8:1). The previous elaboration on brotherly
love in 8:7-13 provides the foundation for Paul’'s admo-
nition here. If your action as a believer leads another
brother to make decisions that he feels are likely wrong
before God, then you become the sinner rather than
him.

What is somewhat ambiguous in v. 28 is the spiri-
tual status of the person referenced as t¢ who raises
the issue with the believer. Contextually it would seem
that he is an unbeliever as ti...t®v dniotwv, someone...
among unbelievers, in v. 27 clearly defines. The church
fathers who commented on this verse typically under-
stood it this way.'* Thus the unbelieving host raises the
issue with his Christian dinner guest. Yet, the ambiguity
of the scenario as framed by Paul leaves open the pos-
sibility of another Christian being present at the dinner
who is unsure about whether he should eat the meat
being served and if he should ask where it came from.

But the real dilemma of this passage comes with
Paul’'s amplification in vv. 29b-30. ivati yap n éhevBepia

“3The present prohibitive imperative verb denotes either the
cessation of action in process, or, in gnomic uses, a prohibition of
not ever engaging in the action. The prohibitive aorist subjunctive
verb, however, emphatically prohibits the beginning of an action.

144“Many of the patristic writers suggest that this is an unbe-
liever, some think perhaps the host, largely on the ground that a
person of pagan religion would describe as igp66vtov what Jews
and Christians call €idwAo0vtov, as Origen explicitly observes
(comparing his own vocabulary with that of Celsus).* Chrysostom,
Theophylact, and Erasmus believe that Ti¢ here is a pagan Gentile,
perhaps acting even with a hostile attempt to embarrass the be-
liever.” Weiss insists that /the host it certainly was not, because
the 1i¢ would not be identified thus,/ especially not in relation to
v. 27.% Moreover, he urges, a Christian would understandably
use igpobutov to express a warning in a friendly manner in this
context. Heinrici argues for the same conclusion on the ground of
the probable meaning of trv cuveidnotv, which surely applies to
a fellow Christian, and Robertson and Plummer make the same
point.*” [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), 787.]

&2

N Page 93

glc



Mou Kpivetal OO AAANG cuVELSNOEWC; £l €yw XAPLTL LETEXW,
i PAacdnpolpatl UTEp o £yw eUxaplot®d; For why should
my liberty be subject to the judgment of someone else’s
conscience? If | partake with thankfulness, why should | be
denounced because of that for which | give thanks?

At first glance Paul seems to be taking the side of
the knowledgers in this issue. What is Paul trying to
communicate here?'*> One should not overlook Paul’s
skill in using hyperbole and sarcasm in his writings!
These were very important tools in the arsenal of the
ancient rhetorician.

Some literary considerations are critical to note
here. The text up to v. 29b flows in the second per-
son plural signaling that Paul is addressing directly
his Corinthian readers. Very abruptly the two rhetori-
cal questions in vv. 29b-30 shift over to the first per-
son singular. Then beginning in v. 31 Paul shifts back
to the second person plural expressions. Additionally,
the combination of declarative and imperatival state-
ments dominate the discussion on both sides of these
two rhetorical questions in vv. 29b-30. In the preceding
pericope of vv. 14-22, rhetorical questions (cf. vv. 18-19,
22) become Paul’s way of identifying with the Corinthi-
an’s thinking that he is criticizing.

In light of the above considerations, the most nat-
ural understanding of vv. 29b-30 is Paul’s use of rhe-
torical questions cast in the first person singular as a
way of framing the stance of the knowledgers which
he is criticizing. Refusal to eat dedicated meat as a
guest in a non-believers’ home when to do so would
harm the spiritual life of ‘weaker brother’ also present
stands in direct contradiction of the knowledgers claim-
ing their ‘freedom’ to eat regardless of the damage to
a brother in Christ. Casting the rhetorical questions
in the first person singular puts Paul ‘in the shoes’ of
these knowledgers who are sounding very unchristian
in such a stance. Even to a pagan beginning to under-
stand something of the amazing levels of brotherly love
inside a Christian community the self centered of the
knowledgers would seem contradictory to the general
image of Christians as people who deeply care for one
another.

Evidently it is that last point of a lost opportunity

145“The problems of vv. 29b-30 have been described by Bar-
rett and Fee as ‘notoriously difficult’ and as ‘a notorious crux.’*
No fewer than six possible accounts of the verses have been of-
fered by major writers, although in our view the most careful and
convincing explanation can be found in an article on the rhetorical
function of these questions by Duane F. Watson.** Watson exam-
ines all the other major proposals, but convincingly concludes that
these rhetorical questions serve a multilayered function of recapit-
ulation, argumentation (which focuses the weakness of the position
of ‘the strong”), and a proposal of policy.” [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), 788.]

for Christian witness to a pagan acquaintance that
prompts Paul’s resumption of positive emphasis in vv.
31-11:1.

b) Following Paul’s example, vv. 31-11:1. 31 Eite o0v
£00iete elte mivete elte T molelte, navra i §6¢av Oeol
Tolelte. 32 Anpookomol kat loudalolg yiveoBe kal “EAANGCLY
Kal tf ékkAnoiq tol Bgol, 33 kabBw¢ kayw mavta maow
Apéokw MR INTOV TO €pautol cUpdopov GANA TO TQV
MOAAQV, (va cwB®owv. 11 1 puntal pou yiveoBe kabwg
K&yw Xplotol. 31 So, whether you eat or drink, or whatever
you do, do everything for the glory of God. 32 Give no of-
fense to Jews or to Greeks or to the church of God, 33 just
as | try to please everyone in everything | do, not seeking
my own advantage, but that of many, so that they may be
saved. 11 1 Be imitators of me, as | am of Christ.

Paul’s initial set of admonitions in v. 31 immediately
grow out of the preceding pericope in vv. 23-30 (odv).
Everything the believer does must disclose the pres-
ence and power of God in a sinful world. The actions
of the knowledgers in the above example does just the
opposite, and even worse does so in the home of a pa-
gan evidently with interest in the Christian Gospel. His
phony action of being thankful to God for this dedicat-
ed meat does not honor God: €i €yw XAPITI HETEXW (V.
30a). To the contrary it is hypocritical and condemned
by God.

Everything must flow out of a genuine desire to
honor God. Significant to such honoring of God is
showing concerning to others who are different than
you: v. 32. In vv. 33-11:1, Paul appeals to his exam-
ple of seeking to show godly respect to others as the
key to honoring God genuinely. His un {nt@v 16 épautod
obudopov, not seeking my own advantage, is a direct crit-
icism of the stance of the knowledgers. He is just as
‘enlightened’ as they are, and actually more so. But his
superior knowledge understands how to balance self
interests with compassionate concern for others. This
the knowledgers have missed.

7) Maintaining proper traditions in worship,
11:2-16.

2 Emouv® 6€ Uag 6Tl mavta pou péUvnobe kal, Kabwg
napedwka ULy, TAG Mapadooelg Katexete. 3 Oéhw 6¢
OpaG eldéval OTL mavtog Avopog 1 kedaAr O Xplotog €0TLy,
kebaAn 86& yuvaukog 0 avnp, kedpaln 6& tol Xplotod O
Be6¢. 4 MAg Avp TMPOCEUXOUEVOC 1| mpodnTELWY KATA
KebOARG Exwv KataloXVVeL THv KeboaAnv auvtol. 5 mdoa
8¢ yuvr mpooeguyouévn R TpodnTeloUcA AKATAKAAUTITW
T kedaAf] kataloxUvel THV KedbaAnv aUTiG v yap €0TV
Kal TO autd T éEupnuévn. 6 €l yap ol KatakoAUMTETAL
yuvi, Kal KelpaoBw:- €l 8¢ aloxpov yuvalki T keipacBbal i
EupdoBal, katakaAumtéoBw. 7 Avip HEV yap oUk ddeilel
KatokoAUmtecBal TtV KedaAnv eikwv kal 86fa Beol
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11.

11.

11.

11.

11.

11.

11.

11.

d¢
EnoLvd Upacg
O0TL mdvTto pou uéuvnobe
xot,
KoOOC Mo EdWKX UUTV,
TXG ToPaddoE LG KATEXETE .

d¢
OéAw UpAC eidéval
OT L NOVTIOG dvdPOC 1) KeQaAn O XplLotdg €0T LV,
d¢
KEQOAL YUVXLKOG O avhp,
d¢
KepoAn 1oU XplLotoU O Bedg.

nag avhpe. ..
IpooeUXOUEVOCQ
il
IpoeNTETWV
KATX KEQOANG €XWV
ROUTOLOXUVEL TNV KEQPAANV aUTOU.
d¢

ndoco yuvy. ..
IPOCEUXOUEVD
g
npoenTeUouca
OKATAKOAUTITY Tf] KeQaAf
KOTALOXUVEL THV KEPOALNV QUTHG *
Yép
€V €0TLV KAl TO QAUTO
1f] éfupnuévn.

Yop
el oU KATOKOAUOTETXL YUVL,
Kol
KELPAOO® -
d¢
el aloxpov yuvalkl 10 kelpoaobal 1) Eupdocbal,
KO TOKOAUTITE0OW.

Yoo
AVviip PEV OUKR O@peiAel KATAKAAUNTECOOL THV KEPOARV
elkov kol &6&a BeolT uUndpxwv -
S¢
n yuvn 36fa avdpdg €oTLv.

Yép
oU &oTLV &vip
€K YUVOLKOQ
SAAN
yuvy (€otLv)
€& &vopbdQ -
Yop
Kol
OoUK €Kt i06n avip
Ol TNV YUVATKX
SAAN
yuvy (éxtio6n)
DL TOV Gvdpa.

Omapxwv- N yuvn 6& 6o&a
avépog €otwv. 8 ol yap
€0TLV AvAp €K YUVOLKOG
AAAQ yuvn) €€ avépog: 9 kal
yap oUK €ktioBn avhnp dua
TV yuvaika GAAQ yuvr Sl
Tov Gvépa. 10 Sua tolto
odeidel n yuvr £fouciav
Exewv émi th¢ kedaAfic Sua
TOUC dyyéhouc. 11 mARv
o0te yuvn Xwplg avdpog
o0Te AvVNp XWPLS YUVOLKOG
€v Kuplw- 12 Qomep yap N
yuvn €k tol avépog, olTwg
Kal 6 avnp &1 TG yuvaltkog:
T 6¢ mavta ék tol Oeol.
13 ’Ev Uulv altolg kpivate:
TMpEMov ~ €0TlV  yuvalika
AKOTOKAAUTITOV T  Be®
npooeuxecBay; 14 oude 0
dvolg adtn Sddokel UUAC
OTLAVNP LEV €AV KOUA ATl
auT® €otwy, 15 yuvn &€ €av
Koud 60 auti] €otwv; OTL
N KOun avtt mepBolaiou
6édotal [avth]. 16 EiL 6€ T
SOKET PINOVELKOC ELVOLL, AMETS
TolaUTNV ouvnBelav OUK
gxopev o06E ai ékkAnoial
to0 Beol.

2 | commend you because
you remember me in every-
thing and maintain the tradi-
tions just as | handed them
on to you. 3 But | want you
to understand that Christ is
the head of every man, and
the husbande is the head
of his wife,f and God is the
head of Christ. 4 Any man
who prays or prophesies
with something on his head
disgraces his head, 5 but any
woman who prays or proph-
esies with her head unveiled
disgraces her head—it is one
and the same thing as hav-
ing her head shaved. 6 For
if a woman will not veil her-
self, then she should cut off
her hair; but if it is disgrace-
ful for a woman to have her
hair cut off or to be shaved,
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429 opeiAeL 1 yuvy €fouciav éxeLv
€l THQ KEQOARC
L TOUC AyyéAouc.
11.11 H}\l’\]\)
430 oUte yuvr (€otLv)
Xwelg &vdpoc
431 oUte avip (€otLVv)

XWPELG YUVXLKOQ
¢v xuplo -
11.12 de
oomep 1 yuvn (€otiv)

€x TOU &vdpdg,

oUTwq
Kol
432 o avip (&otLv)
L THC Yyuvalxrog -«

El TLgc dokel QLAOVELKOC €LlvoL,

oe
433 T& nmédvta (&€otLv)
¢x TOU Be0lT.
11.13 Ev Uplv aUtolc
434 kpivate -
IPETIOV €0T LV YUVATKX
| AKATUKAAUIITOV
1® 0e® mpooeUxeobol;
435 ' oUde 1§ @UOLC AUty JL3&oKeL UpAC
\
\
11.15 ‘ 6é
\
\
\
\
6tL 1 ké4un...
11.16 6é
436 npeilc¢ toLavtnV ouvifeLav OUK EXOHEV
oude
437 al é€xrAnoial tod Oeol (&xouoLv).

she should wear a veil. 7 For a man ought not to have his
head veiled, since he is the image and reflectiong of God;
but woman is the reflectionh of man. 8 Indeed, man was
not made from woman, but woman from man. 9 Neither
was man created for the sake of woman, but woman for the
sake of man. 10 For this reason a woman ought to have a
symbol ofi authority on her head,j because of the angels.
11 Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not independent of
man or man independent of woman. 12 For just as wom-
an came from man, so man comes through woman; but all
things come from God. 13 Judge for yourselves: is it prop-
er for a woman to pray to God with her head unveiled? 14
Does not nature itself teach you that if a man wears long
hair, it is degrading to him, 15 but if a woman has long hair,

OtL &vip pév...atipla avtd €oTLv,

YUV...86fa autfi &€otTLVv;

dédoTaL

it is her glory? For her
hair is given to her for
a covering. 16 But if
anyone is disposed to
be contentious—we
have no such custom,
nor do the churches of
God.

One of the ongo-
ing commentary dis-
cussions is the inner
structure of chap-
ters 11 through 14,
which do hang to-
gether.'® But exact-
ly how is frequently
debated.’” Most of

4] find interesting
Conzelmann’s comment
on the unifying theme
of these chapters as a
critique of ‘enthusiasm’
from styles of worship to
the use of spiritual gifts.
In very traditional Ger-
man Lutheran fashion he
picks up Luther’s pejo-
rative label for the Ana-
baptists of his day as en-
thusiasts and applies it to
the problems at Corinth.
Modern biases can eas-
ily be read back into the
scripture text, even by
careful scholars such as
Conzelmann.

(Conzelmann, Hans.
1 Corinthians: 4 Com-
mentary on the First
Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans. Hermeneia—a Crit-
ical and Historical Com-
mentary on the Bible.
Philadelphia: ~ Fortress

gV Kopud
gV Koud

avtl meplPoAraliou
[oGTh] .

Press, 1975)

147On first reading the pericope appears to deal with an issue
quite unrelated to the one Paul has just treated, the matter of food
that had been offered to idols. A new topic is formally introduced
with words of praise (11:2; cf. 11:17). It begins with a kind of cap-
tatio benevolentiae and is brought to conclusion with reference to
a practice recognized by Paul and the churches (v. 16). The verses
delineating the pericope appear to be only loosely connected with
the topic. On a closer reading the concluding verse (11:16) coheres
with the thesis of the entire letter (1:10). Paul was urging the com-
munity to avoid contentiousness. His arguments are those from
ethos and paradeigma, the example of himself and the churches, so
typical of Paul’s appeal in the letter.” [Raymond F. Collins, First
Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series
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the chiastic proposals are simply too speculative to
have any persuasiveness to them. Related to this also
is the question of connection to 8:1-11:1 as the pre-
ceding unit. Often chaps. 11-14 are treated as though
unconnected to 8-10, but this overlooks some import-
ant literary signals of connectedness.'® The outlining
used here seeks to take each definable unit on its own
terms. Also it is clear in my estimation that 10:23-11:1
not only brings to a summary close chapters 8-10, but
also paves the way for chapters 11-14. The analysis
below will seek to illustrate this.

Now, what is the proper appearance for either a
man or a woman when praying and preaching in a
house church gathering of believers?'*° Paul’s discus-
sion here is one of the most culturally embedded top-
ics in all of his writings. This passage is often used in
hermeneutics textbooks to illustrate the critical impor-
tance of understanding cultural backgrounds of a scrip-
ture passage.’® Interpretive conclusions avoiding this
become some of the strangest twisting of biblical texts

18]t is very surprising how readily virtually all commentators
appear to ignore the fundamental continuity between the argu-
ments and themes of 8:1-11:1 and the application of these very
same themes to issues concerning public or corporate worship in
11:2—14:40. Just as some view 9:1-27 as a "digression’ about apos-
tleship which intrudes into 8:1-11:1, so some view 13:1-13 as an
unexpected interruption within 11:2—14:40, when the rhythmic dis-
course on love sums up the major issue in all parts of 11:2—14:40.”
[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),
798-799.]

149What is the topic? What was it that divided the commu-
nity? What was it over which contentiousness might have arisen?
The opening verse commends the Corinthians, but it is quickly fol-
lowed by a forceful disclosure formula (v. 3). The contrast is such
that Paul appears to be commending the Corinthians for following
the traditions he had passed along to them but then wants them to
know that there is something that stands in need of correction. That
something has to do with the gathering of the community, specif-
ically its gathering together for worship (vv. 4, 5, 10, 13). This
links the passage to its immediate context. Previously Paul had
addressed the issue of common meals (chs. 8-10), a topic to which
he returns under another guise in 11:17-34. Thereafter he will treat
of the various gifts that have been given to the community, a dis-
cussion that is oriented toward the use of these gifts in the liturgi-
cal assembly (ch. 14).” [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians,
ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville,
MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 394-395.]

130“For contemporary readers 11:2—16 is one of the most dif-
ficult passages in the entire letter. With its allusions to a specific
situation within the Corinthian church and to the biblical stories
about creation, the passage is somewhat confusing and difficult to
understand. For many contemporary readers the passage is also
difficult to accept. On first reading it appears to advance a Pauline
claim that women are inferior and subordinate to men.” [Raymond
F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sa-
cra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999),
393.]

found in interpretive history.'s

The internal organization of ideas first moves along
giving congratulations to the Corinthians for adhering to
tag mapadooelg, the traditions, that Paul had passed on
to them in previous visits etc. (v. 2). He introduces the
topic as a religious principle in v. 3. Verses 4 and 5 ap-
ply the principle to the leadership roles of both men and
women in praying and preaching in the housechurch
gatherings. Verses 6-15 contain a string of reasons
(note the repeated use of the causal conjunction yap) sup-
porting his application of the religious principle. Verse
16 brings the discussion to a close in acknowledging
that not all the Corinthians are likely to agree with him
on this matter.

a) Congratulations, v. 2. Emaw® 6¢ vudc 6tL navra
UoU puéuvnods kai, kadwe napédwka UULV, TG TapabOoELs
Katéxete. | praise you because you remember me in every-
thing and maintain the traditions just as | handed them on
to you.

The main clause Emaiv@® &8¢ uudg has more the
meaning of praise than commend with the idea of Paul
expressing joy over what he observed taking place
among the Corinthians.’®2 This opening statement must

51“Our bibliography for this section alone identifies some
eighty publications that invite attention in addition to commentar-
ies and other standard works regularly cited. Yet with a few notable
exceptions (see Murphy-O’Connor and others cited below), most
writers insist that this passage concerns the clothing (or hair-style)
of women rather than (as 11:4 makes clear) of men and women.
As Roland Barthes among others points out, clothes and hair or
beards play a role in a semiotic system which speak volumes about
self-perceptions of gender identity, class identity, a sense of occa-
sion, and respect or indifference toward the perception of others.
Further, there are multilayered metaphorical and cultural nuances
which exclude any understanding of language in these verses in
terms of lexicography alone. As Gregory Dawes well argues, it is
beside the point to count up how many instances of kepoin (11:3—
7, 10) mean head, in the sense of chief, many denote source; and
how many denote head in contrast to body, if Paul and his readers
presuppose metaphorical extension or interactive application of
the term."”

[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),
800-801.]

2¢ronvd, I praise, reflects a change, once again, to the first
person. The meaning of the verb remains closer to praise (NIV, AV/
KJV) than to commend (REB, NRSV) or congratulate (NJB) since
it is a stronger term associated in biblical Greek with giving praise
to God, or in some contexts with honoring a person. In the con-
text of an honor/shame culture some forceful attribution of honor
(praise) is required, but REB, NJB, and NRSV recognize that to
speak of praising adults smacks of a patronizing, schoolteacherish
paternalism which the Greek would not convey.?’ Since praise is
status-conferring, we suggest / give you full credit for.” [ Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commen-



be considered closely with the concluding statement in
V. 16, Ei 8¢ Tiq Sokel dAdvewog eivay, But if anyone is dis-
posed to be contentious. The first class conditional pro-
tasis assumes that disagreement with Paul over this
matter is present among the Corinthians. Taken togeth-
er a picture of a very sensitive issue is contained in this
discussion of vv. 2-16. But his views he presents in a
straightforward manner but not in a dogmatic, threat-
ening way.

The captatio benevolentiae in v. 2 centers on o6t
mavta pou pEvNoBe kai, kabwg mapédwka LUV, TAG
napadooelg katexete. because you remember me in every-
thing and maintain the traditions just as | handed them on
to you. Two points are made here. First, that the Cor-
inthians still value Paul’s insights into spiritual matters.
The perfect tense péuvnoBe from pipvAokouai is more
than just remembering. The Corinthians assigned sig-
nificant value to Paul’s teachings at the beginning of
his ministry to them and that ‘valuing’ of these insights
remains strong at the writing of this letter. Contrary to
what beginning Greek students would first assume, the
object of yéuvnoBe is the genitive case pou with the
accusative case mavta in the accusative of reference
function. Thus the sense is to hold Paul in special at-
tention in every way.

Second, tag mopaddoelc katéxete, you have been
maintaining the traditions. The comparative clause
kabw¢ mapedwka UUly, just as | passed on to you, is at-
tached and provides more defining of tag napadooelc.
Note the play on mmapédwka and TTapaddoceig from the
same root stem.

The etymological idea of TTapadoaoig is the handing
over of something to another. At one level of meaning
this is the sense of passing down to others religious
teachings that one has received.

Inside the NT and also by Paul this can be either
negative or positive. The negative sense of tradition is
referring to teachings that stand opposite to or in con-
tradiction to the revelation of God: trv napddoowv thv
nipecButépwy, the tradition(s) of the elders (Mt. 15:2, 3, 6;
Mk. 7:3, 5); tnv napddooiv TV avBpwnwyv, man made tra-
dition (Mk. 7:8; Col. 2:8); T®v matplk®v Hou mapadocewy,
traditions of ancestors (Gal. 1:14). The positive sense of
apostolic traditions centered in the Gospel surfaces at
1 Cor. 11:2; 2 Thess. 2:15; 3:6, usually qualified by ag
£€616ax0nte, which you have been taught (2 Thess 2:15); fjv
napehaBooav nap’ AU®V, which they received from us (2
Thess 3:6); kaBwg mapedwka UKLV, just as | passed on to you
(1 Cor. 11:2). Not just the content of the TTapdadooig but
its source defines whether it is legitimate or not.

What then is mapadooig in terms of content? Paul
references Tmapdadooig as related to tolavtnv cuvrBelay,
such custom, in v. 16. This provides important insight
contextually to what Paul means by mrap&dooig. In v.

3 Paul sets forth a religious principle which he then
applies to the appearance of men and women praying
and preaching in a house church gathering (vv. 4-5).
What emerges here is rather clear. A mapd&dooig is a
spiritual principle understood as implicit in the Gospel.
How it is specifically applied in a given situation can be
defined as a ouvnbeia, custom. Again the legitimacy of a
Tapadoaoig depends completely upon it source. That is,
can it be correctly traced back to God through the apos-
tles? Or, does it only go back to human reckoning? If
the latter, it is not legitimate.*** Unfortunately in the later
patristic Christianity the meaning of mapdadooig shifted
away from Paul's use of the term.'® From the Refor-
mation onward TTapddooig tends to be viewed by Prot-
estants only from the negative use of the term inside
the NT, and little or no attention is given to a positive
meaning.

b) Principle & application, vv. 3-5. 3 OéAw 6& Uudc
eidévar Ot mavrog avépos N Ke@aAn o XpLotog oty
KepaAn 6€ yuvaikdg o avhnp, KepaAn 6 tod Xpiotold o
Je6¢. 4 nbic avnp MPOOCEUXOUEVOS I MPOPNTEUWY KOTA
KEQaARG Exwv KataloyUveL TRV Ke@aAnv autol. 5 ndoa 6
YUV TIPOCEUXOUEVN ) MPOPNTEUOUCA GKATAKAAUTTW Tf
KEQAAf] KATALOYXUVEL TRV KeaAnv autic: Ev yap ot Kai
TO aUTO Tfj £€Uupnuévn. 3 But | want you to understand that
Christ is the head of every man, and the husband is the
head of his wife, and God is the head of Christ. 4 Any man
who prays or prophesies with something on his head dis-
graces his head, 5 but any woman who prays or prophesies
with her head unveiled disgraces her head—it is one and
the same thing as having her head shaved.

In the principle expression Paul asserts a chain
connection between God, Christ, a man and a wom-
an around the image of a kedalr), head. God to Christ
to man to woman. The first is the kepaAn of the next.
Untold volumes have been written on the perceived
meaning of this figurative usage by Paul.'®

153Note that in 1 Cor. 15:1-4, Paul uses the verbal terms con-
nected to mapddooic: Here the Gospel is received by the Corin-
thians through Paul’s preaching of it to them: t0 €dayyéiiov o
eonyyeModuny vuiv, O kol wapeldfere, Paul passed on to the Cor-
inthians this Gospel which he had received: mapédwra yap Opiv
&V TpdTOIG, O kol wapélafov. The 6t clauses in vv. 3b-8 stress the
resurrection of Christ as at the heart of this Gospel message. This
is consistent with Paul’s elaboration here in 11:2-16.

154In early Christian literature the words soon come to denote
an authoritative tradition of Christian teaching (Polycarp, Epistles,
7:2; Irenaeus, Against Heresies, 3:3:4; Clement, Stromata, 1:12;
Origen, Contra Celsum, 4:32).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), 810.]

155“This is only one of three instances, I think, for which we
find ourselves compelled to offer an alternative translation or trans-
lations in square brackets (cf. 11:4). The translation of this verse
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The two opposing sides of viewpoint range between
the hierarchial (head=authority) and head as source (of
life).'® Thiselton in the NIGT commentary series pro-
vides a carefully reasoned and well document tracing
of the history of interpretation of ke@aAr} in Christian
history. Although rather lengthy, | will quote it here for

has caused more personal agony and difficulty than any other in
the epistle, not least because the huge array of research literature
and lexicographical data which presses controversially and polem-
ically for diverse translations of kepaAn, in which each of three
main views finds powerful and well-informed advocates. (The de-
cision about husband [NRSV] or man [REB, NJB, NIV] is of a
different order.) NRSV, REB, NJB, NIV, AV/KJV, Moffatt, Barrett,
and Collins all translate kepaAn as head (also Jerome, caput; Lu-
ther, Haupt; Luther, Stuttgart 1984 ed., Haupt). Out of respect for
their strong tradition together with the arguments of Fitzmyer and
others we place head in square brackets as one clearly possible
alternative, but weighty arguments also occur for “source.” In the
end we are convinced by advocates of a third view, even if barely.
The work of Cervin (1989) and more especially Perriman (1994)
and Dawes (1998) must be given due weight. Our translation co-
heres with the recognition by Collins (1999) that Paul deliberately
uses a polymorphous concept, through a word that has multiple
meanings (see below).” [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), 811.]

156“The history of claims about the meaning of ke@oAr is im-
mense and daunting. It is doubtful whether Fee is entirely correct
in suggesting that ‘all commentaries up to Barrett and Conzel-
mann’ perceive the metaphorical force of kepoAn as ‘hierarchical,
setting up structures of authority,” any more than he can claim so
confidently that ‘nothing in the passage suggests as much [i.e., this
view].... Paul’s understanding of the metaphor [and] ... the on-
ly one the Corinthians would have grasped is ‘head’ as ‘source’,
especially ‘source of life.” ’* It does not seem to be the case on
careful scrutiny that up until the 1970s the view was virtually
always that of ‘headship,” after which virtually all exegetes per-
ceived that kepaAn really meant source. This is open to question
because (i) more than one patristic commentator notes the highly
open-textured, multivalent force of kepaAn as revolving metaphor-
ically around the physiological head-body contrast; (ii) the view
that kepaAr] means source has undergone serious criticism recent-
ly. Thus Horrell (1996) observes, ‘Recent work has cast doubt
on the appropriateness of ‘source’ as a translation of kepoAn.’*
Even if we hesitate to accept the careful and detailed arguments of
Wayne Grudem (1985) and J. Fitzmyer (1989 and 1993) that the
word denotes authoritative headship (see below), no less import-
ant and perhaps still more convincing are the arguments of Rich-
ard S. Cervin (1989) and especially A. C. Perriman (1994) that
kepaln denotes primarily head in contrast to body but more widely
(including in 11:3) ‘that which is most prominent, foremost, up-
permost, pre-eminent.”** The sustained arguments about Kepain
put forward by Gregory Dawes (1998) confirm these conclusions
with sufficient evidence and argument (albeit much relating to Eph
5:21-33) to persuade us to use the three English words preemi-
nent (of Christ), foremost (of man), and preeminent (of God),
even if we felt obliged to leave head in square brackets as a still
arguable translation.” [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), 812.]

the sake of clarity on the issue:"®’

kedpaAry AND ITS MULTIPLE MEANINGS
1. Authority, Supremacy, Leadership
This is the traditional rendering from the medieval pe-
riod onward. Robertson and Plummer write, “By kedbaln is
meant supremacy.... Christ is the head of man; man is the
head of woman ... 3:23; Eph 1:22; 4:15; 5:23.... God is su-
preme.... This was a favorite Arian text; it is in harmony with
15:24-28."% ). A. Fitzmyer has strongly contended that this
view should be reinstated in contrast to the attempts of S.
Bedale (1954), Robin Scroggs (1972), and J. Murphy-O’Con-
nor (1980, 1988) to argue for the meaning source (see be-
low).% Fitzmyer notes that in the LXX kedaAn translates Heb.
WX (ro‘sh) head, some 281 times, of which the subcatego-
ry meaning leader occurs in at least 3 places in Exodus and
at least 11 times in Judges (e.g., Judg 10:18; 11:8, 9, 11). 2
Sam 22:44 is a key text for this meaning, as Murphy-O’Con-
nor concedes.*” However, if we understand kebaAn— WX to
include head in the sense of English top, the numerical ratio
is increased.*® Fitzmyer shows that a wider range of passag-
es than those cited by Murphy-O’Connor bear the meaning
chief, leader, leadership especially in conjunction with the
sense of preeminent or top. We shall explore these further
in the light of the data from Brown-Driver-Briggs (1980 ed.)
when we return to our own translation. Fitzmyer concludes:
“The upshot ... is that a Hellenistic Jewish writer such as Paul
of Tarsus could well have intended that kedaAn in 1 Cor 11:3
be understood as ‘head’ in the sense of authority or suprem-
acy over someone else.”*
Fitzmyer’s work largely vindicates the “traditional” inter-
pretation of Weiss, Robertson and Plummer, Wendland, Allo,
Lietzmann and Kimmel, Grosheide, and Héring, whose argu-
ments Murphy-O’Connor and Fee tend to underrate. Héring
argues that even in the case of Christ “the term clearly indi-
cates the Son’s subordination to the Father.”*® Conzelmann
also notes the role of “subordination” but only (rightly) with-
in a broader and more complex frame: “ ‘Head’ does not [in
the OT] denote the sovereignty of one person over another
but over a community.... Subordination [in Christology] is also
expressed in terms of a totally different complex of ideas.”*!
Wolff, however, underlines the Pauline emphasis on the cre-
ation “order” as against Corinthian cries for “freedom.”*?
Wayne Grudem provides a survey of 2,336 instances of
kedaln in the writings of thirty-six Greek authors (based on
Thesaurae Linguae Graecae from the eighth century BC to
the fourth century AD.53 Of these, over 2,000 denote the
“actual physical head of a man or animal,” while of the re-
maining 302 metaphorical uses, 49 apply to a “person of su-
perior authority or rank, or ‘ruler’, ‘ruling part. No instances
were discovered in which kedaAn had the meaning ‘source’,
‘origin/ "% R. S. Cervin offered different conclusions, and
hence in 1990 Grudem produced “a Response” to Cervin and
to other recent studies which attempt to reinstate “source”
____or the meaning of “preeminent” or “foremost” without the

157 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),
812-822.
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explicit entailment of “authority over”*> Here he repeats
his conclusions of 1985 and subjects Cervin’s methods and
conclusions to criticism. Grudem'’s critique of the proposals
about “source” seems convincing, but his attempt to insist
that the sense of “head” used by Paul necessarily carries with
it notions of authority rather than prominence, eminence,
representation, or preeminence is less conclusive, especially
when he concedes that some 2,000 of 2,336 occurrences pre-
suppose the semantic contrast between physical head and
physical body.

2. Source, Origin, Temporal Priority

As early as 1954, S. Bedale proposed that kedahn
could mean source.*® However, he does not deny, as Mur-
phy-O’Connor was to do, that the Greek word “carries with
it the sense of ‘authority’,” including its use in 1 Cor 11:3.7
By contrast, Murphy-O’Connor in 1989 argued that the word
“never denotes authority or superiority,” while by 1997 he
had softened this to “the instances where ‘head’ implies su-
periority are very rare.”*® F. F. Bruce holds a position between
Bedale and Murphy-O’Connor on the same spectrum: “we
are probably to understand not ... ‘chief’ or ‘ruler’ but rather
‘source’ or ‘origin’—a sense well attested for Gk. kephalé.”**
Bruce bases his argument largely on the assumption that
“source” fits the logic of later verses in this passage, and the
role of Christ as “source” of human existence. Christ “derives
his eternal being” from God (3:23; 8:6).%° Barrett is perhaps
on firmer ground when he argues that since kepaAn can de-
note the part standing for the whole (e.g., head of cattle, see
below), this may extend as a metaphor for the source or ori-
gin of the person or object in question. Barrett then express-
es the view which he shares with Bruce, that this sense “is
strongly suggested by verses 8f. Paul does not say that man
is the lord (kUplog) of the woman; he says he is the origin of
her being.”¢! He argues further, with Bruce, that the relation
between Christ and God “can be understood in a similar way.
The Father is fons divinitatis; the Son is what he is in relation
to the Father.”®? R. Scroggs (1972 and 1974) presses the case
further. Gal 3:27-28 had already established “the societal lev-
elling quality of baptism,” and the use of kepaAr in 1 Cor 11:3
carries no hint of female subordination. Everything hinges on
mutual dependence throughout the passage.®® “In normal
Greek kedaAn does not mean lordship.”¢

John P. Meier also argues that “we have here a later Hel-
lenistic use of kephalé with metaphysical overtones. The idea
is ‘source’ or ‘origin,” especially the origin of something’s ex-
istence. A chain of sources or emanations is being set up. God
is the source of the Messiah ... the Son is God’s instrument
in creation ... (1 Cor 8:6). Christ is the source and perhaps
also the Platonic archetype of the male.... Genesis 2 states
that woman was made from the rib of man. The chain of be-
ing, the order of creation, necessarily involves subordination,
with set places and roles.”® Fee also argues for “source,” but
is closer to Scroggs and Murphy-O’Connor in rejecting the
subordinationist aspect. Fee writes: “Paul’s understanding of
the metaphor, therefore, and almost certainly the only one
the Corinthians would have grasped is ‘head’ as ‘source, es-
pecially ‘source of life” This seems corroborated by vv. 8-9.”%¢
Witherington (1988), Radcliffe (1990), and with more caution
Schrage (1995) favor “source.”®” Schrage follows Schlier and

Conzelmann in rejecting the notion that kebaAr can normal-
ly denote authority over an individual (although he readily
concedes that Heb. ¥X2 (ro’sh) can denote leadership over
a group), and rightly insists that the preponderance of uses
in this passage denote the physiological head in contrast to
body (cf. vv. 4a, 5a, 7, 10). He also points out, with J. D. G.
Dunn, that since in 11:10 the woman who uses prophetic
speech is said to have “authority” (¢¢ouciav €xewv ..." it is un-
likely that the opening propositions serve to establish man’s
authority over woman.®® Finally, Horsley (1998) advocates
source on the basis of Philo’s use of kedaAr as progenitor for
Abraham (Philo, De Congressu Quaerendae 61).%°

This argument comes up against three problems among
others. (a) Is it convincing to ignore the weight of evidence
adduced by Fitzmyer about the Hebrew and LXX and by
Grudem about uses of kepaln in Greek literature? At times
the debate degenerates into a confrontation over which
meaning is allegedly “rare.”” Certainly the LXX usage can-
not be ignored. Scroggs presents a one-sided and incautious
view, while arguably even the ever judicious Murphy-O’Con-
nor may perhaps tend to overstate his case. (b) Granted that
(as cannot be denied) the physiological use of kepaAn hugely
preponderates, can a metaphorical extension of the physical
head readily mean source? We have to envisage a two-stage
process in which a direct or level-one metaphor (preemi-
nence, foremost, top) becomes a second-level metaphor for
that preeminence from which other existence flows. Howev-
er, this does not entail the total eclipse of the preeminence,
top-stone dimension. (c) Much depends on drawing infer-
ences about the christological relation to God in other Pau-
line passages. Here, although it is true that God is regarded
as source (éx to0 Bgol) in contrast to mediate ground of ex-
istence (65U ob T& MAvTa Kol APETS SU alTol, 8:6), it remains
the case for Paul that Christ’s work is “for” God as preemi-
nent (3:23; 15:24-28). The valid point in all of the arguments
for “source” is not that kedaAn necessarily means source but
that (pace Grudem) it does not seem to denote a relation of
“subordination” or “authority over.”

3. Synecdoche and Preeminence, Foremost, Topmost Serv-
ing Interactively as a Metaphor Drawn from the Physiolog-
ical Head

Whether we scrutinize the use of kedaAr in Greek lit-
erature (including the LXX and Jewish texts) or the Heb ¥&n
(ro’sh), we find (a) the overwhelming majority of references
to physiological head in contrast to body; and (b) a substantial
number of occurrences of synecdoche, where heads denotes
persons or animals (for which the part denotes the whole, as
in “head of cattle,” or “counting heads”). In theological terms
this hints at a representative use: Christ stands for man or
humankind in the new order, just as Adam is “head” of the
race without the gospel (1 Cor 15:21-24; cf. Rom 5:12-21).
This is further corroborated by the language about shame,
image, and glory common to 11:4-6 and esp. 11:7 (eikwv kal
66€a) and 15:49 (tnv eikova tol émoupaviou). This suggests
only one nuance of the word, however.

Gregory Dawes devotes eighty pages of his study of this
subject to theories of metaphor, including those of M. Beard-
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sley, D. Davidson, Max Black, Janet Martin Soskice, and Paul
Ricoeur. He concludes: “If this word is a living metaphor, it
can (and should) be translated as ‘head. ... To translate the
word as ‘source’ is to pre-judge an important issue: it is to im-
ply that in this context the word is functioning as a dead met-
aphor” (his italics).”* Dawes himself argues that it is a living
metaphor that carries neither the sense of “overload” (i.e.,
the approach under [i] is not fully satisfactory), “nor does it
mean ‘source’ [view (ii)].”’> He cannot accept Grudem’s con-
clusions on the ground that a word count overlooks the issues
concerning metaphorical extension which lie at the heart of
Dawes’s argument.” Rightly, in my view, he asks the ques-
tion over which | have agonized: in what sense would Paul
and his readers use and understand this metaphor which not
only elsewhere but specifically in 1 Cor 11:2-16 and in Eph
5:21-33 rests upon the head-body distinction of physiology?
From the side of the hellenistic linguistic background, it is
possible to reconstruct a broad medical understanding of
kepaAn in the period from Hippocrates (460-380 BC) to
Galen (AD 130-200). Contrary to what is often implied in
older modern biblical studies, the ancient world was aware
that the brain (6 éykédalog) constituted a “source.” “From
the brain and from the brain only arise our pleasures, joys,
laughter and jests, as well as our sorrows, pains, griefs ...,”
but the brain also served as a “control”: “It makes us mad or
delirious, inspires us with dread ... brings sleeplessness ... and
acts that are contrary to habit.... All come from the brain”
(&rd ol éykedahou).” Dawes cites sources in Pythagorean
philosophy which apparently ascribed a “ruling” function to
the brain.
Galen opposed the widespread claim that the heart is the
source of nervous experience: “the source of all the nerves
(T@v velpwv) is the brain (Untdpxew OV €ykédarov).” Galen
perceives that motion and sensation owe their function to
the brain: the themes of “source” and of “controlling func-
tion” both play a part in medical vocabulary and thought.”®
Within two or three years of the date of our epistle, Seneca
writes to Nero that the head is a source of health or well-be-
ing: a capite bona valetudo.”” However, Sevenster emphasiz-
es the metaphor of headship and control in these passages,
where Dawes focuses more closely on source. As Sevenster
notes, the issue in de clementia is to plead that as Emperor
Nero will, like the head of a body, radiate kindness which will
permeate the empire to bring it health, the people will do the
same; Dawes cites the parallel in the Moral Epistles of Nero
as a source of well-being to the “body” of the empire.”®
From the side of the LXX and Hebrew background, W.
J. Martin very well maps a wide semantic field within which
topmost, synecdoche for totality, responsible eminence, and
cornerstone play major roles.” Similarly, Dawes concludes
that the precise force of the metaphor must be contextually
determined: in Eph 5:22-24 it can have no other meaning
than “authority over,” but this depends on context rather
than on lexicography. The problem about translating kedaAn
as head in 1 Cor 11:3 remains that, as R. Cervin notes, in En-
glish-speaking contexts “the head” almost always implies
leadership and authority, as in headmaster, Head of School,
Head of Department, head steward.® As we noted earlier,
Perriman convincingly urges that the equivalent assumption
in first-century hellenistic contexts would be to construe

the metaphorical force of head not as authoritative leader
in charge, but as one who is “prominent, foremost, upper-
most, preeminent.”®! Senft, Horrell, and in effect Hasler share
this view, although Hasler argues that in the context of Paul’s
deliberative rhetoric a dialectic embraces both the arrange-
ment or “placing” of creation and the new liturgical dignity
and equality of the woman who uses prophetic speech with-
in the frame of “glory” received from God.?> BDB (for Heb.),
LSJ (classical Gk.), BAGD, Grimm-Thayer, MM, and Louw-Nida
point in this direction (see below).

The multivalency of the term ¥&n (ro’sh) for Jewish con-
verts who know the LXX translations should not be forgotten,
as Fitzmyer rightly insists (against Scroggs). Of five Hebrew
words which kepaln translates this is by far the most com-
mon.8 Brown-Driver-Briggs (1980) divide uses into eight cat-
egories with subdivisions as follows: (1) head, (a) of humans;
(b) of animals; (2) top (e.g., of rocks, towers, pillars, ladders);
(3) chief, (a) chief man (see Fitzmyer, above); (b) chief city;
(c) chief nation; (d) chief priest; (e) head of family; (4) front
place, e.g., taken by the leader but also used of priority in
time; (5) best; (6) of an army company; (7) sum or total; (8)
residual nuances.® Liddell-Scott-Jones offer a survey of classi-
cal Greek uses which is remarkably similar, beginning with (1)
head of man or beast; (2) synecdoche for the whole person;
(3) head of a vegetable; (4) the capital or chief place; (5) the
crown or completion of something; (6) chief (and the idiom
kata kedaAfig, over the head, e.g., from Homer, lliad 18.24,
onward; cf. 11:4).%

For the period of NT Greek, BAGD does not differ signifi-
cantly. The most frequent and prominent, once again, are (1)
heads of persons or animals in the physiological sense, e.g.,
the hairs of the head (Matt 10:30; Luke 7:38; Philo, De Lega-
tione ad Gaium 223); and after this (2) synecdoche (e.g., Rom
12:20, “coals of fire on his head,” perhaps from a curse for-
mula); (3) head “metaphorically” in contrast to the church as
body (Col 1:18; cf. 2:19); (4) “figuratively” to denote superior
rank; (5) also to denote uppermost part, end, point, keystone
(Acts 4:12; 1 Pet 2:7) and either capital or frontier city (Acts
16:12). With Grudem, neither BAGD nor Lattke in EDNT nor
Grimm-Thayer appear to propose source, even under either
“metaphor” (BAGD, 16) or “figurative” use (BAGD’s 2a, b).2® It
appears that Louw and Nida also focus on physiological head,
superior, or cornerstone, but not source.®” Moulton-Milligan
stress the occurrence of (1) physiological head; (2) synecdo-
che, and (3) extremity or topmost in the papyri, also without
apparent mention of source.® H. Schlier, as we earlier noted,
identifies “first,” “prominent,” and synecdoche, with only a
couple of isolated instances in Herodotus (484—425 BC!). And
perhaps in Philo.2° He does not appear to propose this mean-
ing for 1 Cor 11:3.

It is significant that in Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon
virtually the only occasion on which the meaning of kedahn
is compared with apxn as “equivalent” is with reference to
1 Cor 11:3, on the basis of the application of dpxn to God in
relation to Christ, and Christ in relation to the world (but with
the important proviso that &pyxn is also multivalent as begin-
ning or source, or as first principle, or as ruler, authority).”
In the patristic era the emphasis begins to shift from physi-
ological head to the metaphorical use in the ecclesial order
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as religious superior or bishop (e.g., Athanasius, Apology 89),
head of the house, or to Christ as head of creation, or as head
of the church (Origen, John 1:13). Nevertheless, whether we
consult the standard lexicons or the TLG (with Grudem), this
kind of data is insufficiently nuanced contextually to give us a
complete picture.

Here it becomes significant to return to Chrysostom,
whom we had in mind when we initially queried Fee’s gen-
eralization about eras of study and their related conclusion.
Chrysostom is highly sensitive to the multivalency of kedaAn
in 1 Cor 11:3. Chrysostom is aware that a parallel between
men/women and God/Christ should not give “the heretics”
grounds for a subordinationist Christology. In certain respects
head denotes a kind of primacy, but both God and Christ on
one side and men and women on the other are of the same
mode of being. “For had Paul meant to speak of rule and sub-
jection ... he would not have brought forward the instance of
a woman (or wife), but rather of a slave and a master.... It is
a wife (or woman) as free, as equal in honour; and the Son
also, though He did become obedient to the Father, it was as
the Son of God; it was as God.”?* While we must avoid read-
ing back patristic doctrines of the Trinity into Pauline texts,
Chrysostom (a) reflects Paul’s notion that in the context of
love between God and Christ, or between man and woman,
obedience or response is chosen, not imposed; and (b) re-
flects the endeavor to do justice to the duality or wholeness
of difference and “order” on one side and reciprocity and mu-
tual dignity and respect on the other.

Chrysostom’s one major deviation from Paul’s explicit
argument in this chapter arises when he distinguishes be-
tween woman in creation and woman after the fall. Initial-
ly, he comments, woman is “bone of his bone, flesh of his
flesh” (Gen 2:23). In creation, he argues, “there is no subjec-
tion,” but when freedom was misused this status was revised
(Gen 3:16). Chrysostom is influenced, it seems, by 1 Tim 2:14
at this point. On the other hand, this observation may be
deemed a digression from his main point: “Even to the simple
the difference is evident” between applications of the word
head to Christ, to man, and to God (my italics). In the case of
the man-woman relationship the physiological head shares
“like passions with the body,” just as God and Christ share
the same nature and being. By contrast the first proportion
entails a sharper difference: Christ as head of man does share
man’s order of being.’> Chrysostom appreciates the sensitivi-
ty of the various nuances that may be conveyed.

Tertullian similarly recognizes the interactive force of the
metaphor of head: “This, to be sure, is an astonishing thing,
that the Father can be taken to be the face of the Son (2 Cor
4:6) when he is his head; for ‘the head of Christ is God” ”
(1 Cor 11:3).% In effect he anticipates lan Ramsey’s princi-
ple that where models conflict or complement each other,
unwanted meanings fall away, and the models are thereby
qualified.®® On the other hand, Tertullian goes further. In his
specific discussion of the meaning of veils upon the head, he
argues that here head is used as a synecdoche for the woman
herself: “the whole head constitutes the woman.”?* Clearly
Augustine is wary of conceiving of caput either as head in
an authoritarian sense or still more any notion of “source,”
since he cites 11:3 in his treatise on the Trinity precisely to
underline the eternal sonship of Christ and the aseity, equali-

ty, and “immortality” of the Trinity: “some things were made
by the Father, and some by the Son.... The Son is equal with
the Father, and the working of the Father and the Son is indi-
visible.... ‘Being in the form of God ...” [Phil 2:6] ... ‘the head of
Christ is God’ [1 Cor 11:3].”°¢

Fee’s general statement may perhaps more readily apply
to such patristic writers as Origen and Jerome. Origen is more
at ease with a quasi-subordinationist Christology, qualifying
Col 1:16, 17, with reference to 1 Cor 11:3, “alone having as
head God the Father, for it is written ‘The head of Christ is
God’ ” (1 Cor 11:3).%” Jerome comments on 11:3: “Vir nul-
li subjectus est nisi Christo, ... Mulier vero et Christo et viro
debet esse subjecta.”®® However, this misses the subtlety of
Tertullian, Chrysostom, Augustine, and several other patristic
writers. Patristic writers, as well as modern lexicographical
research, encourage the conclusion of Collins: “Paul’s rhetor-
ical argument is constructed on the basis of a pun. He plays
on the multiple meanings of ‘head’.”*®

4. Summary and Conclusions
(a) Head

The value of this translation and interpretation is that it
addresses the issues raised by Fitzmyer and the lexicograph-
ical survey of TLG undertaken by Grudem. If our network of
reader expectations in the modern West matched those of
first-century Corinth and hellenistic Judaism, this would offer
the most open-ended translation to carry the several nuanc-
es associated with the metaphorical extension and applica-
tion of the term, and especially a wordplay with subsequent
uses of the physiological head seems to be entailed in the
following verses. Nevertheless, today’s chain of literal and
metaphorical associations is so exclusively bound up with in-
stitutional authority (witness the use of the term “headship”
in late twentieth-century debates) that this translation and
interpretation suggest a narrower focus than Paul proba-
bly has in mind. It is possible that it is drawn from its use in
Corinthian discussion, but we cannot be sufficiently certain
to place part of the verse in quotation marks (see below on
Schrage’s critique of Padgett). If we use the term “head,” its
multiple meanings from context to context as serving a poly-
morphous concept must always be kept in view.

(b) Source

This has eminent advocates, including three leading
commentators, namely, Barrett, Fee, and Schrage. Yet in spite
of claims to the contrary, the paucity of lexicographical evi-
dence remains a major obstacle to this translation. Such con-
texts of head of the river are so self-evident as a transferred
metaphor that they should be held aside from those contexts
where no such clear signal is generated by the immediate
context. Arguments from the relation between Christ and
God as a parallel “control” in actuality would support all three
(or four) translations or interpretations. Oddly, although we
ourselves are hesitant to adopt source, advocates of this view
might have strengthened their case by pointing out more
strongly that ék to0 avépog (of source) and 81 TG yuvalkog
(of “mediate” creation) in 11:12 offers precisely the terminol-
ogy of 8:6 about God and Christ. This weighs more seriously
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than broader discussions, and we have to judge whether it is
sufficient to make it plausible that Paul expected this mean-
ing to be understood by his readers in v. 3, ahead of his argu-
mentinv. 12.

(c) Preeminent, Foremost, and Synecdoche for a Represen-
tative Role

This proposal has the merit of most clearly drawing in-
teractively on the metaphorical conjunction between physio-
logical head (which is far and away the most frequent, “nor-
mal” meaning) and the notion of prominence, i.e., the most
conspicuous or topmost manifestation of that for which the
term also functions as synecdoche for the whole. The pub-
lic face is linked with responsibility and representation in the
public domain, since head is both the part of a person which
is most conspicuous and that by which they are most read-
ily distinguished or recognized. These aspects feature more
frequently and prominently in first-century Greek texts than
either the notions of ruler or source, although we agree with
Fitzmyer and Grudem that a survey of Hatch-Redpath does
not corroborate claims that when @2 (ro’sh) means rule, LXX
almost always uses a different Greek word.

More striking than links between source and the use of
Genesis 2 in the immediate context is the total perspective of
1 Cor 8:1-14:40 that Paul corroborates the theoretical right
of the “strong” or “prominent” to exercise their “knowledge”
and “freedom,” but dramatically places boundaries and qual-
ifications around freedom and knowledge by insisting on the
priority of love (asin 13:1-13), most especially love which will
respect the self-awareness (conscience??) and self-esteem of
the “weak,” who must not be permitted to stumble. If Paul
asserts a theoretical hierarchy, which does indeed corre-
spond with “knowledge” of the creation order, the foremost
within this order must protect the status and self-respect of
“the weak” for whom they must take responsibility (synecdo-
che). The more anyone stresses “prominence,” the more that
person must ensure that “the other” does not experience the
self-humiliation expressed in 12:15. “If the foot (sic, moug),
should say, ‘because | am not a hand, | do not belong to the
body, just because of this does it not belong to the body?”
Hence women use prophetic speech alongside men. Howev-
er, at Corinth women as well as men tended to place “knowl-
edge” and “freedom” before love in the Christian sense. Paul
does not permit their “freedom” as part of the gospel new
creation to destroy their proper self-respect and respect in
the eyes of others by taking part in worship dressed like an
“available” woman. That is not love, for it brings “shame” on
themselves, their menfolk, and on God.

One writer goes a considerable part of the way toward
making this point, but exempts gender for the wrong rea-
son. Dale Martin rightly agrees that the appropriate head
covering provides a sign of “nonavailability” for respectable
women who appear in public, most especially when thoughts
are to be focused on God in corporate worship. This “was
understood in ancient culture to protect vulnerable women
from the penetrating gaze and from dangerous invasion.”1®
Throughout this epistle, Martin rightly urges, there is a sense
in which Paul “attempts to make the weak strong and the
strong weak.”'* Although Martin does not invoke the princi-
ple here, this is part of the “reversal” which stems from the

role of the cross as “ground and criterion” (Schrage) of Chris-
tian life and thought. However, Martin argues that “when it
comes to the male-female hierarchy, Paul abruptly renounces
any status-questioning stance.... This ... has to do with phys-
iology. The ‘stuff’ of female nature is differently constituted
from that of male nature.”*%?

This is less than convincing, however, in the light of J.
Gundry-Volf’s more careful arguments about the dialectic
between creation, culture, or society and eschatology. Paul
insists on gender distinctiveness. That goes for the men (vv. 4,
7 with Murphy-O’Connor) no less than for the women (vv. 5,
6, 7b). However, if love takes priority over freedom, any com-
petitiveness about “authority” becomes obsolete in the new
order, even if a reciprocity of relationship allows different
inputs to the relation of mutuality; rather, the entailments
of protection of, and respect for, “the other” hold greater
prominence than issues of “authority” within the wholeness
of Paul’s dialectic. Here lexicography, theories of metaphor,
exegesis, and the continuity of 8:1-14:14 cohere well togeth-
er. Neither “headship,” nor “order,” nor “equality” alone con-
veys the complexity and wholeness of Paul’s theology. Again,
multiple meaning holds the key.

Some residual issues in v. 3 deserve brief attention. NRSV
translates 6 avnp in the middle clause as husband (against
man in REB, NIV, NJB), although it has man in the first and
third propositions. A few commentators defend husband,
but the overwhelming majority of writers convincingly argue
that the issue concerns gender relations as a whole, not sim-
ply those within the more restricted family circle.’® BéAw &¢
should be rendered as an adversative (with NRSV, NJB, REB,
Fee, and others; as against NIV, now ...). This also renders still
more problematic A. Padgett’s argument that the Bé\w 6¢&
Upag eidéval wording suggests that Paul is introducing a Co-
rinthian formula in v. 3, a thesis which Fee and Schrage both
reject.’® Perhaps, as Murphy-O’Connor argues, Paul com-
mends the readers for maintaining the tradition that wom-
en can be active in prophetic speech, but (6€) attacks men
and women equally for generating signals which blur gender
distinctiveness in unacceptable ways by each appearing with
inappropriate headgear.'®

Clearly both the immediate context along with the Jew-
ish background of the use of this image favor the idea
of one’s head signaling the source of existence. But
also a leadership responsibility for both men and wom-
en in the house church groups is at the heart of Paul’s
discussion here. Thus the inner connectivity and mu-
tual dependence ideas stand at the heart of his use of
this image. The issue has nothing to do with power or
control; just the opposite.’®

1583 This is only one of three instances, I think, for which
we find ourselves compelled to offer an alternative translation or
translations in square brackets (cf. 11:4). The translation of this
verse has caused more personal agony and difficulty than any other
in the epistle, not least because the huge array of research literature
and lexicographical data which presses controversially and polem-
ically for diverse translations of kepaAn, in which each of three
main views finds powerful and well-informed advocates. (The de-
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The application of Paul’s principle in v. 3 comes in
vv. 4-5 and is applied equally to both men and women
in a leadership role before the gathered community of
believers.
Men:
na¢ avnp
TIPOCEUXOUEVOG 1 TTPOPNTEUWV
KOTOL KEPOAR G EXwv
KQToOoXUVEL TAV KEPaANV autod.
every man
praying or preaching
according to the head having (?)
brings shame to his head

Women:
6¢
naoa yuvi
TIPOCEUXOLEVN ) MPOPNTEUOUOA
AKATAKUAUTTTW TH KEQPAAf]
KOTOULOXUVEL TAV KEQPaANV auTiic:
and
every woman/wife
praying or preaching
with an uncovered head
brings shame to her head.
Notice that the only difference has to do with one’s
head. Thus the issue revolves around the meaning of
KaTa KeQaARG Exwv for the men, and dkatakaAUTITW TH
ke@aAf for the women. Very likely given hot topic social
issues current in mid-first century Roman society Paul’s
major problem here centered on gender distinction
between the men and the women.™ From Augustus

different order.) NRSV, REB, NJB, NIV, AV/KJV, Moffatt, Barrett,
and Collins all translate kepaAn as head (also Jerome, caput; Lu-
ther, Haupt; Luther, Stuttgart 1984 ed., Haupt). Out of respect for
their strong tradition together with the arguments of Fitzmyer and
others we place head in square brackets as one clearly possible
alternative, but weighty arguments also occur for “source.” In the
end we are convinced by advocates of a third view, even if barely.
The work of Cervin (1989) and more especially Perriman (1994)
and Dawes (1998) must be given due weight. Our translation co-
heres with the recognition by Collins (1999) that Paul deliberately
uses a polymorphous concept, through a word that has multiple
meanings (see below).” [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), 811.]

19%Paul’s concern is not with subordination but with gender
distinction. He expresses no less disquiet (probably indeed more)
about men whose style is effeminate with possible hints of a quasi-
homosexual blurring of male gender than about women who like-
wise reject the use of signals of respectable and respected gender
distinctiveness. We shall return to Murphy-O’Connor’s article,
which is illuminating and important in its general approach, even
if not necessarily in every detail. It supports the genuine mutuality
and symmetry of Paul’s gender concerns. 11:2—16 is not simply
about “the head covering of women,” but about men and women,
freedom and respect for the otherness of the other in public wor-

onward Roman laws laid out specific dress codes etc.
for both men and women appearing in public events
pressing the conviction that ‘men should look like men’
and ‘women should look like women.” This came as a
part of the push for equal status of women with men
in Roman society that developed gradually throughout
the first Christian century.’®® One of the by-products of
this push for equality was the tendency of many women
to alter their appearance via dress etc. in order to ap-
pear in public more male like, and thus more liberated.

The use of dkatakahumtw, unveiled (ohne Schleier/
Kopftuch in German), in vv. 5, 13 (only in the NT) is not
the precise opposite of katd kepaAfic Exwv for the men
(v. 4). The covering of the woman’s head in that world
hid her face from public view, not just her hair.’®" With-

ship.” [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),
805]

190“How does this relate to language about head (kepoin)? (i)
The laws of Augustus to which we have alluded also modified the
system of guardianship (futela) of women inherited from the closing
years of the Republic. A guardian could authorize (cf. £é€ovo16lm)
a woman'’s actions, but after the laws approved under Augustus
a woman had the right (é€ovoia) to take legal action against a
guardian whose refusal to give authorization was deemed to be
unreasonable. Under Claudius guardianship of freeborn women
was abolished, although not for freedwomen.® This context raises
nuances of meaning about head in the sense of chief, in relation to
mutuality and reciprocity. (ii) Juvenal (c. AD 58—-138) shows that
by the late first century and early second century women sought
quasi-male status by going to public baths (Juvenal 6.419-21), by
training to fight (1.23), or by hunting (1.247). However, this is the
post-Pauline era, and Cantarella notes Juvenal’s antifemale bias.’
On the other hand, there is evidence of earlier debate and practice
about gender distinctiveness. In this context Dawes’s work on head
as differentiated from body assumes a necessary prominence. (iii)
Sarah Pomeroy further shows that women’s clothing has an impact
on the status of men. She argues that in the early Roman imperial
period it was men, rather than women, on whom a woman'’s cloth-
ing most reflected. Regulation was required when ‘men participated
in status-seeking by means of the clothing of their women.... The
usual purpose of honouring women was to exalt the men to whom
they were mothers, wives or sisters.”'® In this context language
about glory, source, and reciprocity becomes important.” [ 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), 802.]

161“The key connection between the need for a head covering
(Gk. axataxeidnte, feminine privative adjective uncovered) and
shames (kataioyvvet) finds precise expression in the comments of
Aline Rousselle and Dale Martin.'** The wearing of appropriate
head covering (such as a hood) denoted respect and respectabil-
ity. Within the semiotic clothing code of first-century Roman so-
ciety (see above on Roland Barthes) ‘a veil or hood constituted a
warning: it signified that the wearer was a respectable woman and
that no man dare approach her,’ i.e., as one potentially or actually
sexually ‘available’ (my italics).145 We postpone for the present
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out such covering the public message of the unveiled
woman was “I’'m available for sex.” Now did the Corin-
thian Christian women view it the same way? Most like-
ly not, for they were preoccupied with spiritual liberty
and freedom from cultural restraints.

Paul’'s Jewish heritage, even in Diaspora Judaism,
was to resist such a trend stoutly. In a congregation
where both Jews and non-Jews comprised the mem-
bership of the group, such a trend toward ‘male-like’
appearance by women and also some of the Roman
trends of males to diminish their ‘maleness’ by dress
and appearance just would not work inside the reli-
gious community of believers. Given, additionally, the
tendencies of the mystery cults, mostly coming out of
the eastern empire as well, to push the envelope even
harder toward a ‘genderless’ appearance between men
and women in religious worship, Christianity needed
greatly to distance itself from such. Already movements
toward asceticism inside the church at Corinth toward
‘sexless marriage’ etc. only compounded the problem
for a healthy Christian witness to the city at the point of
gender identity of males and females (cf. chap. 7).

Thus Paul insists that the men resist putting any-

‘loosed” down the back, since this would generate the very same
signal. If Roland Barthes showed that the semiotics of dress is far
from trivial, enormous weight is provided by the context of pub-
lic worship. We recall again, with Murphy-O’Connor and Richard
Oster, that an issue about the semiotic signals generated by men at
public worship introduces the principle. In vv. 4 (men) and 5 (wom-
en) the principle remains the same: self-advertisement, especially
if it relates to perceptions of the worship leader as an object of sex-
ual attraction, diverts attention from God who should be the center
of undivided attention. To employ a dress code which hints at sexu-
al availability while leading worship is unthinkable.” [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), 828-829.]

122“That is not to say, however, that this was the conscious
intention of women who attended prophetic speech or prayer at
Corinth. It is likely that for them the issue was one of freedom and
equality on the basis of the gospel axiom which finds expression
in such a passage as Gal 3:28. Sociology of religion confirms that
‘order’ and ‘tradition’ often become overwhelmed where there is a
flood of ‘spiritual’ or ‘charismatic’ vitality and dynamism. Hence
J. Gundry-Volf may plausibly allude to ‘the Corinthian pneumat-
ics’ praying and prophesying with unfeminine or unmasculine
headdress ... in the worship assembly where outsiders might be
present and ... thus ... a loss of social acceptability.... The pneu-
matic head-covering practices ignored the social boundaries be-
tween male and female and thus brought shame upon themselves
and their ‘heads.” *'*¢ In other words, they confused equality with
sameness or lack of gender difference. Collins writes: ‘It is proba-
ble that the situation was one that resulted from the attitude ‘any-
thing goes’ (see 6:12; 10:23).... [But] because God has created the
human genders in different ways a distinction is to be maintained
when the community assembles for worship.’'*”” [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), 829.]

thing on their head that would de-emphasis them as
men giving leadership.’®® This stands possibly behind
the rather vague expression of katd KepaAfig Exwv
used by Paul in v. 4 which potentially could cover do-
ing something with their hair as well, as v. 14 alludes
to.'84 Quite interestingly, a relatively strong case can be
made for Paul condemning ‘long hair’ (koun in v. 14) in
this expression because it pushed the male toward an
effeminate appearance -- a trend found among male
homosexuals in the first century world.'® But it is not

163 Archaeological evidence from Rome itself to the Roman
East is unambiguous, Oster urges, in depicting the ‘liturgical head
covering’” of men when they pray or use prophetic speech: ‘the
practice of men covering their heads in the context of prayer and
prophecy was a common pattern of Roman piety and widespread
during the late Republic and early Empire. Since Corinth was a Ro-
man colony, there should be little doubt that this aspect of Roman
religious practice deserves greater attention by commentators than
it was received.’108” [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), 823.]

1%0ne of the common interpretive mistakes with Paul’s refer-
ences to men not having a head covering of some kind is to appeal
to the Jewish background, as though the modern use of the Jewish
tallith or yarmulke, i.c., skull cap, was a practice of Jews in the first
century either in the temple or Judean synagogue life or especially
in Hellenistic Jewish synagogue life whose practices often differed
from their fellow Jews in Judea. The simple truth is we have no
idea what the Jewish practice for men was either in Judea or in the
Diaspora during the first century. Some see Paul thus rejecting a
Jewish practice for Christian men in worship.

“Horsley (1998) is one of the most recent writers to argue that

Romans and Jews prayed with heads ... covered, in contrast to the

Greek practice of praying bare-headed.'® Yet Oster also insists that

it is a third standard “error” to impose “later Jewish practices on-

to the Corinthian situation.”**® Bruce, Barrett, Kimmel, and Oep-
ke, among others, all appeal to Jewish traditions.!** We also know
from archaeological evidence that there was a Jewish synagogue at

Corinth.'*2 Nevertheless, Oster argues that neither the OT, nor the

LXX, nor Qumran, nor the Gospels, nor Philo, nor Josephus, nor even

the Mishnah offers any evidence for this. Hypotheses that men wore

the traditional Jewish tallith or yarmulke “distort the historical use of
the prayer shawl by Jewish men.”*** The context of wrapping oneself
in a cloak “while absolving his vows ... is not the specific activity that

Paul addresses,” even if the Tosefta mentions such a practice.'**

[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),
823.

165“From classical to Hellenistic times koun often denotes
hair perceived as an ornament, while 0pi& usually denotes hair in a
more anatomical sense.'?® But Pseudo-Phocylides uses the former;
Philo, the latter. Murphy-O’Connor insists, ‘Philo’s comment must
mean that homosexuals let their hair grow longer than usual.”'?” He
sees three parallels in this context between Philo, De Specialibus
Legibus IIT 7:36-38 and 1 Cor 11:2-16: (i) the blurring of gender
identity and distinctiveness, (ii) falsifying the ‘stamp of nature’
(Philo; cf. @voig in 11:14); and (iii) the theme of shame or dis-

istic Judaism.
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certain that Paul is moving this direction with his ex-
pression. That the Corinthian Christian men would look
like homosexuals would be secondary to the larger im-
plication of their appearance, a message similar to the
unveiled woman: “I'm available sexually.” Not a mes-
sage Christian men should be sending out.

In addition, the deeply held Roman tradition of men
using head coverings of various kinds during their wor-
ship in the pagan temples stands behind Paul’s con-
cern for men’s head coverings.' His appeal to f ¢puoig
autn, nature itself, in v. 14 points toward these types
of concerns generated by cultural dynamics. Central to
Paul’'s concerns was the integrity of the witness of the
believing community to the city.

Commitment to the Gospel of Christ implies honor-
ing God’s creation of male and female in appearance
etc. One’s appearance as a believer must demonstrate
reverence for God and His ways. Particularly is this
important for those giving leadership to a gathered
community of believers. This is stressed by Paul in
the statement of shaming one’s head by both men and
women: KataloXUVel TAV KEQAARV auTold / KataloXUvel
TNV Ke@aAnv autig. These wrong actions both show
lack of proper respect for how God has made us, in His
image (cf. Gen. 1-2). But our Christian commitment is
to honor God in every possible way in our lives, includ-
ing acknowledging the gender distinctions through cre-
ation. The Roman social cultural background of hon-
or and shame only adds intensity to Paul's statement

The Roman satirists Juvenal and Horace also reflect this stance.
Juvenal depicts an all-male gathering in which some of the men
“filled a golden hair net with prodigious locks (reticulumque comis
auratum ingentibus implet).”'?® Horace alludes disparagingly to ‘a
well-shaped youth whose long hair is tied in a knot (longam reno-
dantis comam ...).”'*” [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), 825.]

1“Further, a considerable amount of archaeological research
on this subject also demands attention. Richard E. Oster’s article
on the misuse and neglect of archacological evidence relating to
1 Corinthians (1992) is instructive. Roman customs, as we know,
are paramount for understanding the Roman Corinth of Paul’s
day. Archaeological evidence shows ‘the widespread use of male
liturgical head coverings in the city of Rome, in Italy, and in nu-
merous cities in the Roman East ... on coins, statues and architec-
tural monuments from around the Mediterranean Basin.”*! ‘Men
covering their heads in the context of prayer and prophecy was a
common pattern of Roman piety.’? Oster finds himself astonished
that not only do many writers look far afield to Philo, Tertullian,
Gnosticism, and rabbinic sources to try to explain 11:4, but Weiss
calls 11:4 ‘hypothetical,” while F. F. Bruce considers the back-
ground either ‘improbable’ as an actuality or cited ‘hypothetically’
as ‘necessary to complete the argument.””® Even Fee uses the word
‘speculative’ of the implied practice.” [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), 805-806.]

here.'®”

c) Basis for application, vv. 5b-15 Through the re-
peated use of the causal conjunction yap Paul adds a
series of both amplifying and justifying statements to
his principle and its application (vv. 3-5a).

Ev ydp éotwv kai t0 auto tij ééupnuévn. for it is one
and the same thing as being shaved (v. 5b). The ‘it’ refers
to the woman without a veil. Although a wide variety of
first century nuances of implication for this phrase ex-
ist,'®® the bottom line is that it universally signaled the
loss of her femininity, just the opposite of wearing a veil

17“The remaining difficulty in this verse concerns the mean-
ing of KoTouoydvel v kepainv avtov, translated above as shames
his head. It has become an axiom of research on this epistle es-
pecially in the 1980s and 1990s that the honor-shame semiotic
contrast permeates the culture of Roman Corinth, much ancient
Mediterranean culture, and not least this passage. J. Gundry-Volf
observes: ‘This characterization of the Mediterranean world as a
shame/honor society supplies the background for the shame/glory
contrast in 1 Cor 11:2-16.”3* Bruce Malina and numerous studies
of social or cultural anthropology in relation to the world of Paul
underline the point.'*> As Moxnes notes, ‘Interaction between peo-
ple was characterized by the competition for recognition and the
defence of one’s own status and honor. To refuse a person’s claim
for honor was to put the person to shame.... Shame and honor ...
represent the value of a person in her or his own eyes but also in
the eyes of his or her society.”'*¢”” [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), 826—827.]

t8Several explanations have been offered for the last clause
of this verse: &v yap €otv kai 10 avto T £Eupnuévn. BDF under-
line the sense of the woman’s being one and the same as a woman
whose head had been shaved, although Collins stresses the lighter
touch of sarcasm here.'®® The two most widespread explanations
are: (i) if she really wishes to dissolve the socio-symbolic expres-
sion of gender distinctiveness, this is tantamount to adopting the
sexless symbolic expression of the shaven head (see above, esp.
in Hallpike); (ii) if she is really bent on dressing like a sexually
“available” woman, she might as well accept the public humilia-
tion apportioned out to women caught in sexual misdemeanors. No
doubt Paul intends this to enact a rhetorical shock: do you really
want to shame yourself, your family, and your God in such a way?
Or alternatively: are you really serious about no longer wanting
to be honored as a woman, or do you genuinely want to use ‘gos-
pel freedom’ to eradicate all that relates to gender distinctiveness?
Which of these two interpretations we accept will depend upon our
exegesis and understanding of the whole verse and the situation
behind it. Fee observes, ‘The shame seems clearly to be related
to her becoming like a man with regard to her hair ... blurring
male/female relationships in general and sexual distinctions in
particular.”'¢” Classical literature contains examples of the blurring
of gender complementarity in lesbian relations in the context of
‘cropped’ or ‘shaved’ hair, which coheres with arguments above,
including Murphy-O’Connor’s allusion to male homosexuality in
v. 4.1%” [ 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,
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or hood out in public.'®®

€l yap oU karakoAUmrtetar yuvh, Kai Keipdodw-
€l 6¢ aioxpov yuvaiki 10 KeipaoSar [ Eupdodai,
karakaAvntéodw. For if a woman will not veil herself, then
she should cut off her hair; but if it is disgraceful for a wom-
an to have her hair cut off or to be shaved, she should wear
a veil. (v. 6). This emphasizes the same essential point
that Paul made in v. 5. But the rhetorical structure of his
thought expression strongly signals an appeal to the
Roman custom of honor and shame.'® The first class

19“This entirely explains why Paul perceives the shame of
self-advertising dress and sexless, genderless dress (the removal
of hair altogether by having been shaved) as in effect one and the
same thing. There are many hypothetical explanations for Paul’s
reference to having been shaved. Depending on context, it may
allude to the status of one convicted of prostitution, or sometimes
one who has borne the shame of being a menial slave, but for the
most part the loss of a woman’s hair is taken to denote a loss of her
femininity. By contrast, covered hair denotes self-controlled sex-
uality.'"® Precisely the same contrast would be implied by the se-
mantic opposition between long, flowing hair which reaches back
over the shoulders and remains unbound as a focus of view and the
shaven head. In the context of social anthropology Hallpike cor-
relates the former with ‘undisciplined sexuality’ and the latter with
‘celibacy’ or ‘sexlessness.’!* Paul states, in effect, that by confus-
ing equality (both male and female may preach and pray in public)
with the effective abolition of gender roles and gender identities
(as later associated with God’s decree for the creation order) peo-
ple bring shame upon themselves; both shaming an expression of
gender identity, shaming the God who decreed it, and perhaps also
shaming the person or persons who were perceived as the generally
more public associate of the woman (whether husband, guardian,
father, or wider family). A. C. Wire may be right: some Corinthian
women prophets may have insisted that the private domain of the
home restricted their autonomy.'*® That is all very well, Paul re-
plies, but (as in 8:1-11:1) do the consequences for ‘the other’ (hus-
band, father, or other associates) no longer remain your concern?
Shame is not merely that which attaches to an isolated individu-
al. What kind of preaching or prayer would cohere with bringing
shame upon another simply in order to assert one’s rights?

“The case for interpreting dkotoakeAvmte (only here and in
11:13 in the NT) to denote having flowing, loose hair is not con-
clusive, although it is possible to envisage, with Hays, a double al-
lusion to loose, flowing hair in conjunction with the lack of a hood
or head covering. Hays paraphrases the reconstructed report sent to
Paul: ‘some of the women, acting in the freedom and power of the
Spirit, have begun to remove their head coverings and loose their
hair when they prophesy as a sign of their freedom in Christ.”">! In
other words, they want to give socio-symbolic expression to their
freedom and equality; Paul insists that a socio-symbolic expression
of gender identity cannot be brushed aside in the name of gospel
freedom as no longer relevant (cf. Gal 3:28) since (Paul will argue)
even the eschatological freedom of the gospel does not revoke ex-
pressions of the divine will established in the order of creation, or
even sensitivities of perception within a surrounding culture.”

[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),
829-830.]

11Verse 6 adds rhetorical force to v. 5 but largely repeats
the point, explicating appeal to choice by a deliberative rhetoric

conditional sentence here also carries a tone of ac-
cusation against the Christian women who refused to
cover their heads in the gatherings of the house church
groups. Very likely Paul’'s statement carries a certain
tone of sarcasm against such women in the church.

avip HEV yap ouk Oweilel KatakaAumreodoar THV
KepalAnv sikwv kai 66éa Fcol unapywv- n yuvn 8¢ 66éa
avbépo¢ éotv. For a man ought not to have his head veiled,
since he is the image and reflection of God; but woman is
the reflection of man (v. 7). This statement reaches back
to verse 4 where the focus is on the man."”" Key to
Paul’s thinking here is eikwv and 36¢a. When properly
considered against their OT Hebrew background, they
concerning future action (for advantage or disadvantage), which
nevertheless also embodies an epideictic rhetoric of praise or
blame (shame or honor) and even a forensic rhetoric of accusation
or acceptance (let her have it cropped close ... or ... shaved ...
[or] let her retain her head covering).!® Paul introduces keinw as
a part synonym for &upowm, except that the former denotes the act
of cropping hair very close to the head, whereas the latter denotes
shaving off all hair.'”® Dio Cassius quotes an aphorism ascribed
to Tiberius, ‘I want my sheep to be sheared (keipesbat), not to
be shaved (dmo&opecbar).’!”! Some argue that the former term de-
notes a ‘boylike’ style, with possible hints of lesbian gender-cross-
ing, while the second denotes the shaven state of one who is either
sexless or shamed for uncontrolled behavior. However, the terms
sometimes function as virtual synonyms (Acts 18:18, keipdpevog
... TV KePaMy, elyev [madroc] yap edynv), and allowance must be
made for stylistic variation. Robertson and Plummer paraphrase,
‘If a woman refuses to be veiled, let her be consistently masculine
and cut her hair close.”’’> The middle voice denotes the agent of
action as the woman herself, performing a self-involving or reflex-
ive action. Chrysostom regards this verse as a rhetorical reductio
ad absurdum which sharpens the point to the axiom ‘If you cast
away the ‘covering’ appointed by divine law, then cast away the
‘covering’ appointed by nature.... Thereby she falls from her prop-
er honour.”'”

“The use of expanded rhetorical repetition here seems to
provide a decisive objection to Alan Padgett’s view that vv. 4-7
represent a Corinthian statement which Paul rejects.!” When Paul
cites a slogan from Corinth (e.g., 6:12; 8:1[b]; 10:23) he does so
succinctly. In any case, Padgett’s claims about ‘coiffure’ also re-
main open to question, for reasons noted above. We should allow
the contemporary Roman evidence concerning societal perception
(Rousselle, Martin, Lefkowitz, and Flint) to interact with the rele-
vant theological and eschatological dialectic identified above (esp.
Gundry-Volf).”

[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),
832-833.

"Paul creates an informal chiasmus here:

a-man (v. 4)

b - woman (v. 5)
b’ - woman (v. 6)

a’-man (v. 7)

The first set (a / b) contain the application of the principle (v.
3), while the second set (b’ / a’ ) stress amplification of the appli-
cation.
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point of rationality, not to a hierarchy of some sort. 72
Image and glory cikwv kai 66¢a in Genesis 1-2
stress first that man is to reflect God who is other-
wise invisible. Others should be able to look at man
and know who God is. The woman was taken from the
side of man and thus should reflect what man reflects.
Yet she is distinct from man in her gender, but both
should reflect God.'” By unveiling herself in public, she
de-emphasizes her distinctiveness gender wise from
the man and thus blurs the ability to reflect God like
the man should. And the man by covering his head in
a move toward femininity to appear less male likewise
diminishes his ability to reflect God. Thus improper ap-
pearance by both in public diminish their ability to both
honor God and to reflect Him to the world around them.
8 oU yap éotiv avip €k yuvaikog dAAa yuvn €€ avépog
9 kai yap oUk éktiodn avhp éia thv yuvaika, aAAd yuvn
éLa tov avépa. 8 For man was not made from woman, but
woman from man, 9 and neither was man created because
of woman, but woman because of man (vv. 8-9).Paul con-

172479 Although normally we have been considering one
verse at a time, to guard against an atomistic misunderstanding of
each verse we shall examine vv. 7-9 as one theme which draws
its force from the role of Gen 1:26-28 and Gen 2:18, 22 in Jewish
and Christian traditions, with particular reference to the specific
force of gikdv, image (Heb. 0%%, tselem) in Gen 1:26-27 (LXX)
and the special semantic range of 66&a, glory (Heb. usually 7123,
kabhodh) which may also represent opoiwotg, likeness (Heb.mn7,
demuth) in Gen 1:26-27 (LXX). If we give due care to the nuanc-
es and force of image and glory in the biblical writings, esp. He-
brew, it becomes clear that the emphasis falls less on hierarchy as
such (although this has a place) than on relationality.” [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), 833.]

173*In the context of Genesis 1 and 2, therefore, man as male
first comes onto the cosmic scene as the image which is to mani-
fest God in his life and deeds, since authentic personhood entails
living ‘for’ and ‘in relation to’ an Other, not as one centered upon
the self. This relationality is then extended in Genesis 2 by the
creation of woman out of (¢x) man, in which man now enjoys a
twofold relationality to God and to woman, each as ‘Other.” Wom-
an is both ‘other’ than man-as-male and yet equally reflects or
manifests what man is. For the relationality of human personhood
lies neither in absolute difference from, nor in absolute identity
with, ‘the Other.”'® As Fee argues, a chiasmatic structure with v.
10 (or vv. 10—12) underlines the axis of mutuality.'®! Fee lays the
groundwork for understanding Paul’s use of glory in relation to
image and to the mutuality of v. 12 when he asserts: ‘Paul prob-
ably means that the existence of the one brings honor and praise
to the other. By creating man in his own image God set his own
glory in man.... [Yet] man by himself is not complete ... without a
companion ... one who is like him but different from him; one who
is uniquely his own ‘glory.” ... Man ... ‘glories’ in her.... Paul’s
point ... is that in the creation narrative this did not happen the
other way around....”'®?” [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), 834—835.]

tinues his line of reasoning begun in v. 7. The appeal to
Gen. 1:26-28 and 2:18-25 indirectly here by Paul states
the obvious in terms of sequence of creation. In spite
of some modern commentators taking this as signal-
ing a lower status for the woman, ancient Jewish inter-
pretive tradition did not so understand this sequence
of creation.' Instead, the ‘order of creation’ principle
in Genesis and in the Torah as well stresses gender
distinction and differentiation of functions. Paul clearly
objects to the diminishing of this gender distinction as
symbolized by how the head of the person is treated.
Why? Because it diminishes the ability of both the man
and the woman to be reflections of God’s creation of
them. Given the background in Roman society with the
trend to diminish gender distinctions, often in the name

17%“In translation, then, it is essential to signal Paul’s explicit
use of the contrastive pév and 6¢: we render a man for his part....
Woman, on the other hand.... The allusion, which follows, to the
sequence of creation moves from Gen 1:26-28 to Gen 2:18-25. We
have only to read Philo to observe that in Paul’s era this was not
necessarily understood as a brute report rather than pointing to
socio-symbolic differentiation. Thus Wayne Meeks observes that
while ambiguities and loose ends still remain in Paul’s account of
gender equality and gender difference, for the most part he stresses
gender equality in the gospel (cf. Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 7:2—4) but ‘ob-
jects to symbolic disregard for sexual differences in the dress of
male and female prophets.’'* It would be impossible for a man (or
a woman) to glory in the otherness of the other if gender differen-
tiation were reduced so that ‘the other’ became ‘the same’; and it
would be impossible for man or woman to glory (in the Christian
sense) in another human person if they were not accorded dignity
and respect as a fellow human being of equal status in the gospel.

“With Judith Gundry-Volf (1997) and with P. J. Harland
(1998) we conclude that gender differentiation relates to that which
God wills, decrees, and expresses in creation or in the creation or-
der. For us a confirmation of this lies in the continuing principle
of ‘order’ and differentiation expressed in eschatology (see below
on 15:24-28). Harland argues this point in relation to the laws of
Deut 12:1-26:15 (and not least 22:5): gender differentiation and
its expression in the semiotic code of clothes (Deut 22:5) depends
neither on cultus (cf. A. Phillips on anti-Caananite legislation), nor
issues to do with warfare, but because of ‘the order of the world
... diversity and order ... characteristic of creation ... a distinction
in the creation of male and female.... Man’s essence is in two sex-
es; humanity exists in community ... centred around the creation
of male and female.’’”> Judith Gundry-Volf concludes: ‘Paul’s
main point is that man and woman are both the glory of another
and therefore both have an obligation not to cause shame to their
‘heads’ ... since they are the glory of different persons—man is
the glory of God, and woman is the glory of man—they must use
different means to avoid shaming their ‘heads.” But Paul appeals to
creation to show their obligation to bring glory—each to the partic-
ular one whose glory they are by creation—which they do through
distinctive masculine and feminine hairstyles [or head coverings]’
(her italics).!?®”

[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),
836-837.]
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of religion, one can see why he vigorously protests
such practices inside the church.

Sta tolito oweidel n yuvh ééouciav'’ Exewv éni tijc
Kepalfc 6ie toUg dyyéAoug. Because of this the woman
ought to posses authority on her head because of the an-
gels. (v. 10). The long standing view of head equaling
authority'’® has generated a never ending stream of un-
solvable issues from this statement of Paul.'” The only

175 A secondary gloss in certain patristic writers and VSS (but
not in major uncials) inserts kGAvupa, hood, covering, or veil, to
explicate the meaning of é€ovciav (e.g., Irenacus, Tertullian, Je-
rome, coptic bohairic)."”” However, this is a witness to the early
perceptions of the problematic meaning rather than to a genuine
textual variant.'”®” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Internation-
al Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerd-
mans, 2000), 837.]

176“We should note in passing that most patristic commenta-
tors saw no problem in understanding €é€ovcia in an active sense
as metonymy for a sign of power over. Chrysostom observes:
‘Being covered is a mark of subjection and authority,” and The-
ophylact explicitly understands the metonymic sign of power.>”®
Irenaeus understands kéAvppo here.?® However, Edwards (1885),
Ramsay (1907), Robertson and Plummer (1911), and Allo (1956)
all anticipate the view for which credit is given to Morna Hooker
by comparing ‘symbol of one’s own authority and that of anoth-
er’s’ as being linguistically symmetrical and equally possible.?”
Conzelmann follows Kittel and Foerster in seeing an intertextual
resonance between the dual meaning of Heb. v2¥ (shalat), which
denotes both to have power over and to conceal, and Aram. 107w
(shaltonayia) (sh-I-t-w-nyh) to denote ‘something like ‘headband’,
‘veil.” *2% Foerster argues that such a resonance cannot be denied,
although he concedes that it remains only conjecture.?’’” Kiimmel,
Barrett, and Schrage, however, offer more penetrating criticisms,
including the point that such a resonance would lie entirely beyond
the awareness of the Corinthian readers.® The fullest discussion
of the hypothesis can be found in Allo’s extended Note on this dif-
ficult verse.” Allo traces the complexities of the rabbinic texts but
also asks whether Corinthian readers could be expected to appre-
ciate the Semitic background.?'® He concludes that because of the
context on account of the angels é€ovoio may signify a woman’s
power against attack by evil angels (along the lines of Tertullian,
Against Marcion, 5:8) and On the Veiling of Virgins, 7); but in
the end he follows the argument advocated by Edwards and Ram-
say and later developed by Hooker that a veiled or hooded woman
has her own power of protection in public because of what she
wears.'"” [Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans,
2000), 838.]

"*Fee regards this as ‘one of the truly difficult texts in this
letter.”'”” Nevertheless, although on account of the angels has in-
vited speculation since the era of Tertullian (c. AD 200), the prob-
lematic status of £€ovoia arises from generation after generation
of interpreters and translators rendering the term authority. This
lies behind the well-known polarization of opinion between the
traditional view that woman’s head should a sign of authority over
her (in which a sign of is inserted without any basis in the Greek)
and Morna Hooker’s now famous ‘solution’ (1964) that authority
on her head denotes her own active authority to use prophetic ut-
terance as an empowered woman.?® She writes, ‘The head-cover-

way to break this misleading cycle is move away from
this interpretive view. The AkaTakaAUTITW tfi kedohd,
uncovered head, of the woman (v. 5) in public left her
defenseless against being seen as sexually available
and often in physical danger of being attacked. For a
Christian woman, especially a married Christian wom-
an, the covering of her head, perhaps a kdAuppa as
some church fathers assumes, became not only her
protection but especially her é€ouciav, authorization, to
pray or preach in the gathered assembly of believers.
It represented her commitment to God and His order of
creation in making her female. Thus glory came to God
through covering her head. The covering then became
the woman’s authorization to control her appearance
and to present a Christian witness both in her appear-
ance and actions of praying and preaching.'”®

What does 61a toug dyyéloug, because of the angels,
mean in this context? In spite of the sometime wild
speculation about its meaning,’® the view that best

ing ... also serves as the sign of the é€ovoia which is given to the
woman ...—authority: in prayer and prophecy...." ?"”” [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), 837.]

178“When this view is placed within its proper historical con-
text in Roman society (described above with reference to Dale
Martin and Aline Rousselle), this demonstrates how seriously
the traditional controversy about ‘authority’ was misconceived
and misleading. As A. C. Wire and many others have urged, ma-
ny women prophets suffered peer-group pressure to throw aside
their hoods (or just possibly but less probably the binding of their
hair) in the name of gospel freedom and gender equality.?'? Paul
insists, however, that they keep control of (how people perceive)
their heads, because the issue here (as throughout 8:1-11:1 or even
8:1-14:40) remains that of assertive autonomy (&&gotiy, 6:12,
10:23; cf. é€ovoia, I have the right to ...) versus self-control or an
ethic of moderation and restraint (€€ovoia. ... £€gotiv).2!? Although
&yewv often means fo have, abundant examples of its use to denote
to keep, to hold, to retain, also occur in the NT.*'* Moreover, éni
with the genitive (here éni Tii¢ kepaAfic) does not always have the
force of power over; it often denotes control of something as well
as (in Hooker’s argument) on something.”’> If a woman exercises
the control that exemplifies respectability in Roman society, and
retains the semiotic code of gender differentiation in public, ‘with
the veil on her head she can go anywhere in security and profound
respect.”?!® This extends to the act of using prophetic speech in
public worship, but (against M. D. Hooker) is not restricted to
being specifically a sign of ‘authority’ to use prophetic speech as
such. The form of the semiotic code may be culturally variable,
but the need to express some kind of semiotic of gender differ-
entiation belongs to the created order. As Gundry-Volf urges, the
two principles overlap here.?'”” [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), 839.]

17“Much speculation surrounds the interpretation of 31t Tovg
ayyéiovc. (1) Ephrem of Syria and Ambrosiaster (followed by Ca-
jetan) interpreted the angels respectively as priests (sacerdotes) or
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bishops (episcopi), supposedly on the basis of ‘the angels of the
churches’ in Rev 2:1, 8, 12, 18; 3:1, 7, 14.218 (2) Tertullian, as is
well known, understands angels to refer to angels ‘fallen from God
and heaven on account of their lustful desire for earthly women
(ob concupiscentiam feminarum).’?"* The hood or veil protects the
women who worship from the gaze of these fallen angels whom
Tertullian identifies with the ‘watchers’ of Gen 6:1-2 (i.e., the sons
of God who desired the daughters of men). Tertullian ascribes
11:10 to the impropriety of fallen angels in a second passage, this
time emphasizing the need for clothing which is not only protec-
tive but also modest.’”® (3) Augustine, Peter Lombard, Aquinas,
Grotius, Estius, and others identify the angels with holy angels
who as hosts of heaven participate in the worship of the church.
Augustine argues that Paul’s allusion to the covering of the head
here ‘is pleasing to the holy angels’ on account of the purity and
propriety of the heavenly realm.?*! Aquinas cites Augustine’s inter-
pretation and records Peter Lombard as following the same view.???
(4) Theodoret more specifically alludes to the guardian angels, or
protecting angels, of Matt 18:10.22 (5) Another view cites the an-
gels as ‘covering’ themselves in God’s presence in Isa 6:2, and
proposes that v. 10 means in imitation of the angels.

“Many modern commentators conflate (3) and (4) either in
a general sense of ‘on display’ to ‘the whole universe’ (Fee) or
‘to glorify God in the company of the heavenly host” (Wire; cf.
Schrage).?* J. Fitzmyer sheds limited light on this verse with ref-
erence to the angiology of Qumran.’” Two passages mention the
presence of angels at sacred gatherings: 1QM 7:4—6, in which
‘holy angels accompany their armies’; and 1QS 2:3—-11, in which
‘holy angels are in their congregation.’??® Because of the presence
of the angels, both the volunteer for the holy war in 1QM (the
War Scroll), and members of the congregation in 1QS (the Rule
of the Congregation or Manual of Discipline) ‘had to be perfect
not only in spirit but also in body.’??’” Fitzmyer compares this with
Lev 21:17-23, which excludes those with ‘defects” and suggests a
further parallel between ‘the unveiled head of a woman’ and the
analogy of ‘a bodily defect.”””® He concludes, ‘610 toO¢ dyyéhovg
in 1 Cor 11:10 is to be explained in terms of Qumran angiology,’
not least because this proposed link is not an isolated one between
Paul and Qumran.**

“Although Fitzmyer’s approach converges with that of Cad-
bury and is accepted by Kistemaker, Herbert Braun rejects it by
preferring to return to the notion of protection from evil forces,
while Héring and Hurd simply regard the proposed parallel as re-
spectively implausible or distant.?** We have described Fitzmyer’s
proposal as one of ‘limited light’ because on one side we may doubt
the specificity of his suggestion while on the other side we may af-
firm the more general point that in NT traditions from Paul to the
Revelation of John Christian theology shares the Jewish tradition
that Christians worship the transcendent God of heaven in compa-
ny with the heavenly host.”' In such a public context of universal
cosmic reverence, Paul urges, the axiom ‘as in heaven, so on earth’
should apply to the recognition of respect, reverence, and order
which receives symbolic and semiotic expression in the ways indi-
cated. Paul attacks the notion that individual autonomy (questions
about ‘my rights,” ‘my freedom’) genuinely remains unqualified in
the presence of the otherness of the other (created gender) and the
heavenly hosts who perform their due roles and tasks.

“One final point may be made. Among the Jewish tradi-
tions which find their way into the NT, those in which angels are
perceived as ‘guardians of order’ as well as ‘participants in the
church’s praise to God’ provide the best clue to Paul’s meaning.?*
Again, this element is noted in the Qumran writings by Fitzmyer,

follows Paul’s referencing to angels elsewhere in his
writings sees the angels in the divine ordering of things
having their role in the worship of God. The veiled wom-
an praying or preaching affirms her divine authorization
for worshiping God among the people of God in harmo-
ny with that of the angels: all is done in submission to
God’s will, whether by people or angels.

nAnv oUte yuvn xwpic avépo¢ oUte avnp xwpic
YUvalkog €v Kupiw Womep yap n yuvn €k 1ol avépog,
oUtw¢ Kai 0 avnp 8La TA¢ yuvalkog: ta 6 mavra €k tol
J€00. Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not independent
of man or man independent of woman. For just as woman
came from man, so man comes through woman; but all
things come from God (vv. 11-12). Here the foundational
issue of mutuality comes to the surface as the heart
of the issue being addressed. Modern translators have
difficulty communicating clearly and accurately the
words of Paul in this sentence contained in vv. 11-12."8

and the role of their ‘ordering’ structures and nations has been em-
phasized by G. B. Caird among others.?** In Gal 3:19 Paul observes
that the law was put into operation ‘through angels by a media-
tor,” which coheres with Caird’s argument. On the other hand, a
recent attempt to argue that in 1 Cor 11:10 Paul alludes to ‘evil
spirit beings’ runs against lexicographical evidence for Paul’s use
of &yyeloy, especially with the definite article.**”

[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),
839-841.]

180 “11-12 AV/KJV follows D2, K, L, and the Vulgate in
transposing the sequence of the clauses in v. 11, but all the early
major MSS have the order adopted by UBS 4th ed. and translated
here.

“No single modern English VS translates the Greek exactly as
it stands without addition or modification, if v. 11 is to read as good
English. REB eliminates the double negative ovte ... ympic (with
the genitive) by translating woman is as essential to man as man to
woman. NRSV and NIV translate, is not independent of, but this
adds a nuance which goes beyond the adverb ywpic, which means
separated from, or without, when with a genitive of person. NJB
preserves without, and with justice renders the oVte clause as is
nothing without.... We are tempted to follow BAGD’s translation,
neither (is) woman (anything) apart from man, nor man from wom-
an.”® It seems best to combine BAGD’s accurate apart from with
NJB’s idiomatic rendering of the double negative, although we
then have to add although at the price of disturbing the symmetry
of o¥te ... oUte.... The emphatic mAnv, nevertheless, on the other
hand, fully justifies this placing of emphasis by implication.?*

“It is also difficult to translate v kvpi® both accurately (as
NIV, NRSV, NJB, in the Lord) and intelligibly (as REB, in the
Lord’s fellowship). In spite of arguments to the contrary by Barrett
and Fee, since he has appealed both to the order of creation and to
societal convention, it seems that Paul now uses his third ‘lens’ or
‘point of reference’ as that of eschatology or the order of the gos-
pel.?” Paul almost certainly means to say that gender differentiation
is decreed in creation, expressed in convention, and not abrogated
in the order of the gospel, i.e., in the Lord in the sense of among the
Lord’s people, or more strictly as those in the Lord. On the other

hand, Coll’ime‘similarity’ in
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The first main clause reflects the balanced expression
of the Greek that causes so much translation problem.

ANV

00Te yuvn xwplg avdpog

00Te AvNp XWPLE YUVALKOC

€v Kuplw

How to express the mutuality or reciprocity obviously
contained in Paul’'s words here is the challenge. The
contrastive conjunction 1Ay, nevertheless, sets this
up as contrastive to the previous declaration in v. 10.
The woman'’s veiling of herself does express in individ-
ual authorization from God to give leadership in wor-
ship. But it in no way frees her from heavy dependence
upon the males in the worship. She does not function
XwpIi¢ avdpog, separated from them in an autonomous
fashion. Christian worship is always a cooperative ac-
tion with both men and women participating.'®' This is
indeed the Christian distinctive, as the phrase év kupiw,
in the Lord, stresses.

Paul’'s word here bases his demands for distinctive
gender appearance between the men and the women
on the solid grounds of complete mutual dependence
on one another. Both need one another and only by
maintaining their distinctiveness can this mutuality find
healthy expression.

In verse 12, Paul offers a line of justifying expres-
sion to the principle set forth in v. 11. Womep yap 1 yuvn
€k to0 Avdpog, oltwe kat 6 avhp Sl TAG yuvalkog: ta &€
navta €k tol Bol. For just as woman came from man, so
man comes through woman; but all things come from God.
The appeal to human birth validates the principle of
mutuality. Also the deeper principle that human birthing

the Lord, even if “difference’ still has a part to play on the basis of
creation.”® Whereas the creation order entails a differentiation that
may also embody a hint of priority, at l