L

—

ML ﬁ:_
|

# BIBLICAL INSIGHTS COMMENTARY BIC

. BIC Volume 11

: Second Corinthians
Lorin L Cranford
Ministry Part Three A:

Topic 10.2.3.3

2 Cor. 10:1-18

San Angelo, TX
325703 1664
clv@cranfordyville.com
© All rights

10.2.3.3 Ministry part three, 10:1-13:10
10.2.3.3.1 Apostolic Leadership, 10:1-18
10.2.3.3.1.1 Consistent boldness from Paul, 10:1-11
a) The accusation, vv. 1-6
b) Consistency, vv. 7-11

10.2.3.3 Ministry part three, 10:1-13:10

Doing ministry as a divinely called apostle is the
theme of these final three chapters of the letter body of
Second Corinthians.” Some of the most vigorous de-
fense of God’s calling to Paul is found in these chap-
ters beyond what is found elsewhere in Paul’s writings.
Yet the content of these chapters is highly customized
to the situation that the apostle was addressing at
Corinth. It reminds us of the essential nature of Paul’s
letters: they are his speaking to specific congregations
about individualized needs in the Christian community
of the addressees. As modern readers, we are privi-
leged to peer over Paul’s shoulders to read what was
written to these congregations. Sometimes we wish we
knew more about the differing situations in the target-
ed congregation. This would make understanding what
the apostle was saying much easier. But because of
this circumstantial nature of these letters we must re-

"Note the outline for these chapters:
10.2.3.3 Ministry part three, 10:1-13:10
10.2.3.3.1 Apostolic Leadership, 10:1-18
10.2.3.3.1.1 Consistent boldness from Paul, 10:1-11
10.2.3.3.1.2 Limits of boasting, 10:12-18
10.2.3.3.2 Apostolic Boasting, 11:1-12:13
10.2.3.3.2.1 Paul and the ‘super-apostles,” 11:1-6
10.2.3.3.2.2 Paul’s independence, 11:7-11
10.2.3.3.2.3 Servants of the devil, 11:12-15
10.2.3.3.2.4 Boasting from suffering, 11:16-33
10.2.3.3.2.5 Boasting from visions etc., 12:1-10
10.2.3.3.2.6 Boasting from compassion, 12:11-13
10.2.3.3.3 Apostolic Visits, 12:14-13:10
10.2.3.3.3.1 Not a burden in the coming visit, 12:14-18
10.2.3.3.3.2 Fears about the Corinthians, 12:19-21
10.2.3.3.3.3 Anticipated disciplinary actions, 13:1-4
10.2.3.3.3.4 Straighten yourselves up! 13:5-10

10.2.3.3.1.2 Limits of boasting, 10:12-18

a) Not worldly comparisons, vv. 12-13
b) Limited appropriate boastings, vv. 14-16
c) Bottom basis for boasting, vv. 17-18

CONCLUSIONS

construct as best as we can the particular situations
being addressed. Out of his insights for each first cen-
tury situation will come timeless truths that apply to our
situations in modern church life. What makes this pos-
sible is the breath of God, 8gdnvevotog, embedded in the
words of the apostle. In our careful studying of Paul’s
words under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, the eternal
wisdom of God comes alive to us and in us to provide
divine leadership for our obedience to Christ in our day.
The word of God thus becomes vitally relevant.

10.2.3.3.1 Apostolic Leadership, 10:1-18

In this initial section, the emphasis falls upon Paul
explaining why he is the same person whether absent
or present (cf. summary sentence in 10:11). And that
such a person does have the ability to speak demand-
ingly the truth of God to the Corinthians. In the discus-
sion of vv. 1-18 especially, the apostle is answering a
charge made against him by some in the Corinthian
church that he only speaks strongly through his letters
because he is not physically present, since when pres-
ent he is weak and lacks confidence. The core accu-
sation against him is katd odpka nepunatoiivtag, living by
human standards (v. 2c). This is linked closely to nept tfig
¢€ovaolag UV, about our authorization (v. 8).2 Not until
12:11 does the possible issue of apostleship surface
even indirectly in the discussion with the labeling of

*The English translation of é€ovcia as “authority” is very
misleading and even theologically dangerous. God never transfers
His power to another individual. But He does authorize (¢£ovoia)
some to act in His behalf under His authority, so long as they carry
out His will exclusively. Paul’s argument in these chapters hinges
completely on his claim to function under God’s authorization and

leadership, in opposition to the claims of his opponents.
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10.1 6é
197 AUT0¢ éyo MaGAog¢ HAPARAAD UPAC
| dLa tiic mpaltntog xal émLelkelag ToU XpLotoU,
| KATX 1TPOOWITOV
OC...UEV TOmELVOC (€0TliV)
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| ATIQV
—— de...Boppd (€oTliv)
elg Updg -
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¢v et10luY
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10.6

205'°7 T& kot npdownov PAénete.
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| nepl Thg é€&ouciag nNudv
| Nc é3wkev O KUPLOC
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207 OoUK aioxuvenocopat
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tva un d6&w
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208 '°:'toito AoyLlécOw O tolLOTTOC,
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| dL! EIMLOTOARV
dtL olol éopev...amdévieq,
Kol
TolLoUTOLl (éoupev)napdvied

0 EpYw.

his opponents as t@v Unephiav AMooTOAWY, super apos-
tles. The heart of the issue revolves around his right to
treat them as his spiritual children since the Christian
community in Corinth originated out of his missionary
endeavors, and not those of someone else (10:13-16).
The internal flow of thought goes in two basic direc-
tions. Verses 1-11 introduces and defines with broad
strokes the core issue of Paul’'s supposed bold/timid
personality. This is especially the focus in vv. 1-6, and
the contention of its falseness comes in vv. 7-11. Vers-
es 12-18 then contrasts Paul’s legitimate boasting to
the illegitimate boasting of his opponents. The differ-
ence: Paul boasts about what God is doing, while his
opponents boast about their accomplishments.

10.2.3.3.1.1 Consistent boldness from Paul, 10:1-11

In this section the apostle responds to accusations
made against him by some in the church at Corinth.
First, he defines the content of the accusation (vv. 1-2)
and asserts how he functions (vv. 3-6). Then he as-
serts his consistency between being present and being
absent from his readers at Corinth (vv. 7-11).

a) The accusation, vv. 1-6

10.1 AU0t0¢ 6¢ €éyw Nadlog mapakaA®d UUAG dLd Thg
npailitntog kat émietkeiag tod XpLotol*, 0¢ katd mpocwov
MEV TamevOG év UMY, anwv &€ Bapp® €ig LUAG 2 SEopat
8¢ 10 pf moapwv Bappfical T memo®rost f Aoyilopat
tohuficatl €mi twvag tol¢ Aoyllopévoug NUAC WG KT
ocapka meputatolvtag. 3 Ev capkl yap neputatolvteg ol
Kato odpko otpateuoueba, 4 ta yap OmAa tfi¢ otpateiag
NUOV 00 copKika AAAG Suvatd TQ Be® mpog kabaipeoly
OXUPWHATWY, Aoylopoug kaBatpolvteg 5 kal mdv
Opwpa €malpopevov Katd ThHG yvwoewg tol B=o0l, kal
aiypoAwtilovteg av vonua €ig v uTakonv tod Xplotod,
6 Kal év €Tolpw Exovteg €kSikifioal mAoav Topakony, otav
TANPWOT LUV R UTTaKoN).

EILOTOAXL HEV (glolv) PRoapelal
xol
loxupal,
d¢
Il nopoucia 1ol ochuatog (€otliv) &cdevng
xol
6 Abyog €&oubBevnuévocg (g€otTliv).

10.1 | myself, Paul, appeal to you by the meekness and
gentleness of Christ — | who am humble when face to face
with you, but bold toward you when | am away! — 2 | ask
that when | am present | need not show boldness by daring
to oppose those who think we are acting according to hu-
man standards. 3 Indeed, we live as human beings, but we
do not wage war according to human standards; 4 for the
weapons of our warfare are not merely human, but they
have divine power to destroy strongholds. We destroy ar-
guments 5 and every proud obstacle raised up against the
knowledge of God, and we take every thought captive to
obey Christ. 6 We are ready to punish every disobedience
when your obedience is complete.

The introductory statements in #s 197 and 198 lay
the issue on the table with a touch of sarcasm. The very
intense beginning expression stresses the high level
of importance attached to what Paul is about to say:
AUTOG 6¢€ éyw MalAog mapakoA® UUAG..., And | myself Paul
am exhorting you.... One should note that TTapakaAéw
defines an appeal and not a demand. To read this as in-
troducing apostolic authority is very much in error.® The
means of the appeal, & tfic mpailitntog kal €mieikeiag

3“There is less a note of authoritarian command and more of
entreaty (as in Rom 12:1; 15:30; 1 Cor 1:10). Bjerkelund* has con-
cluded in regard to Paul’s use of clauses with mapakarém, ‘appeal,’
that there the verb has neither a sense of commanding (énttdcow)
nor a sense of entreaty (5¢opon). TapakaAém is used by Paul when
the question of authority is unproblematic and the apostle can
speak to the members of the congregation as his brothers and sis-
ters, knowing that they will acknowledge him as apostle. What is
in view is a type of admonition that takes into account the moral
judgment and spiritual independence of the churches.*?” [Ralph P.
Martin, 2 Corinthians, ed. Ralph P. Martin, Lynn Allan Losie, and
Peter H. Davids, Second Edition., vol. 40, Word Biblical Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2014), 484.]. It is interesting
to note Martin’s internal contradiction of introducing this as “Paul
is preparing to assume the mantle of apostolic authority, which is

the central theme of concern in these four chapters.”
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TLVvOC TOUC Aoyllopévoug nuag
KATX OXPKX
NG...HEPLIATOTVIAC.

npog Kobalipeolv OXUPOUATOV,

197 AUT0¢ éyo NadAog¢ HAPARAAD UPAQ
\ dLa thic mpaltntog Kol
| KATO mTPOOWITOV
OC...UeV TOmELVOC (€0TlV)
| €V Unlv,
| ATIOV
== d¢...00ppk
elg Updg -
10.2 6é
198 Séopat
ToP®OV
TO pI)...0appiocat
1f) menolBnoet
N Aoyl louol ToApficort
émi
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202 AoyLopoug KabaLpolvteg (&opev)
10.5 KO(T.
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\ Tl L POPEVOV
\ KT THC yvdoewc toU BOeod,
| Kol
203 aixpodetilovteg nav vénpa (&opev)
elg TNV uUnakonv toU XplLotoU,
10.6 KO(T.
¢v e£T10(uY
204 (éopev) éxovteg

€KJ LKfjoal I&OAV MAPAKORV,

. _ Otov mAnewlfi tudv 1 Unoxor).
to0 Xplotol, through the meekness and gentleness of

Christ, reenforces the tone of appeal rather than author-
itative demand. Paul comes to his Corinthian readers
as a spiritual brother and father, not as an authoritative
apostle. His objective is to win over these opponents
if possible and not to coerce conformity out of them. It
has a somewhat similar tone to the appeal of the Ma-
scedonians for permission to participate in the relief
offering as depicted in 8:4, peta moAAfig mapakAoewg
Seopevol nudv. The model of Christ’'s submissiveness
to the Father and His gentleness in dealing with others
becomes the defining framework for Paul’s appeal to
the Corinthians.

The heart of the accusation is stated elliptical-
ly in a compound relative clause expression: 6¢ katd
TIPOCWIIOV PEV TATEWVOG €V LUV, anwv &€ Bappd €ig LUAS,
who face to face on the one hand am humble in your midst,

but when not present am bold toward you. The ellipsis
coupled with an implicit third person frame of refer-
ence introduces some sarcasm into the depiction. It is
off this relative clause that most of the amplification in
the following statements is developed. The concept of
Tamelvog is generally considered positive from a bibli-
cal perspective (cf. Jas. 4:6; 1 Pet. 5:5) in the sense
of humility as asserted by the noun Tameivoppoouvn
and the verb Tameivo@povéw. But in the Greco-Roman
world of Paul it typically was considered to be a weak-
ness and appropriate for compliant slaves and peas-
ants. The adjective Tameivog, -1, -6v even in the secu-
lar literature can suggest inferior status in society.

The verb Bappw asserts here boldness while not
present with the Corinthians (atrwv) 4 Appropriate con-

““The term occurs in the two forms Oappéw, and Bapcéw of
Page 4




fidence is positive, but here the context suggests more
the Greco-Roman “take charge” kind of personality.
Paul does not spell out whether the implication behind
this accusation was that of cowardice or of decep-
tion, either of which could be behind this contradictory
stance. Some of his further statements may imply in-
competence to stand up to opposing arguments face to
face. The amplification in vv. 7-11 points in the direction
of uncertainty in dealing with people face to face.’ It
could well be that each of his responses to this charge
targets some aspect that stood behind the accusation
of inconsistency. But considerable caution should be
exercised to not “psychologize” the text in trying to un-
derstand it.

The second assertion (# 198) is more challeng-
ing to clearly understand: 6éopat 6¢ 1O pn mapwv
Bappiicat Tfj memotdroel fj Aoyiopat ToAufoat émi Twag
ToU¢ Aoyilopévoug AUEC WG Katd odpka meputatodvrag, |
ask that when | am present | need not show boldness by
daring to oppose those who think we are acting according
to human standards. The core verb déoualr seems un-
usual here since it denotes rather intensive requesting
made to someone. The aorist infinitive phrase, 10 un
napwv Bappiicat, used as the direct object to ¢opat is
very complexly structured. The negative un links to the
infinitive Bappfical with the literal sense of to not be cou-
rageous. The temporal present participle TTapwv means
while being present. Thus far the expression seems to
be moving along the lines of Paul asking the Corin-
thians to allow him ‘his timidity’ when he is present at
Corinth.

which Bapcéo is attested to be the earlier.! It has the basic sense of ‘to
dare,’ ‘to be bold,” and thence ‘to be of good courage,’ ‘to be cheer-
ful,” ‘to be confident,’ e.g., 0appet, Xenoph. Cyrop., V, 1, 6; also V,
1, 17; Jos. Ant., 7, 266: Bdppet kol deiong undev mg tebvnédpevog.
This gives us the further main senses of a. ‘to trust in something
or someone,” ‘to rely on,” e.g., with the dat.: teBaponrdtec toig
Spvioy, Hdt., II1, 76; Oappeiv toig yprpact avtod, Greek Pap. from
the Cairo Museum (ed. E. J. Goodspeed, 1902), 15, 19 (4th cent.
A.D.); with the acc.: obte ®ilmoc £0dppel ToHTOVG OB’ OVTOL
dilrov, Demosth., 3, 7; with prep.: Gua 6¢ Bappelv €9’ Eavtd
kai tf) dwwbéoet, Plut. Adulat., 28 (II, 69d); b. ‘to be bold against
someone or something,” ‘to go out bravely to’: Bdpcel T0 T006E v’
avopog, Soph. Oed. Col., 649: kpéocov 6¢ mavta Bapoéovta, Hdt.,
VII, 50. Except at Prv. 31:11 (Bapoel én’ avti) 1) kopdio Tod avopog
avtig, Bopogiv == nv3a) the LXX uses the term in the absol.? In
the twelve passages in which it is a rendering from the Mas. it is
used ten times for X1 cum negatione and once for nva. It always
means ‘to be of good courage,’ ‘to be confident,” ‘not to be afraid.’
Almost always we have Bapoeiv, Bappeiv being found only in Da.
and 4 Macc.? In the NT the Evangelists and Ac. have 6apoeiv, and
PI. and Hb. Bappeiv.” [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:25.]

SThe early church traditions about his ongoing health issues
having severely scared his physical appearance may well have
arisen from a particular understanding of this face-to-face timidity.
But again concrete evidence of this is lacking.

The phrase to un napwv Bappfical is then qualified
by the impersonal agency idea of tfj menoBriceL with
the literal sense of by boldness. This noun maodifier is
then itself modified by the relative clause f Aoyilopat
ToApfioat émi tivag toug Aoyl{opévous AES W KOTA oapKa
nepunatodvrag, by which | am considering to dare to oppose
certain ones considering us to be living by the flesh. At least
part of what Paul is getting at seems to be a request
of the Corinthians to not force him to be intensely stern
with his critics. Implicit in this is the desire to be able to
respond to them based on the needs of a face to face
encounter, rather than the Corinthians demanding that
Paul “mow them down” when he gets to Corinth. The
apostle is more interested in winning them over than in
defeating them, and wants the freedom to respond as
the situation merits rather than fulfill a set expectations
by evidently the majority of the church members, or at
least the house church leaders in the city. He refuses
to turn this into an ‘us vs. them’ contest.

Their criticism of Paul grew out of the charge that
he and his associates were katd cdpka neputatoiivrag,
living by the flesh. Precisely what this implies beyond
not being in obedience to God is difficult to assess.
Perhaps it relates to accusations of Paul using some
of the relief offering for himself rather than giving it all
to the Jerusalem Christians (cf. chaps 8-9). In 11:4, the
apostle accuses at least some in the church have read-
ily adopted a very different version of the Gospel than
the one he has preached consistently in his ministry.
And the source of this alternative gospel seemingly has
come from outsiders arriving in the city rather than be-
ing a home grown twisting of the apostolic Gospel. If,
as some commentators think, this alludes to Judaizing
influences from Jerusalem similar to what Paul faced
in the churches of Galatia (Gal. 1:6-9). Then the failure
to obey the Torah charge there now equals here kata
oapka neputatodvrag, living by worldly standards.

If the apostle did not move on to more narrowly
define what he meant, this broad equating to the two
situations would be more workable. But the bold/timid
accusation does not fit the equating of these two situ-
ations. No such charge against Paul was ever made
by the Judaizers at Galatia. The accusations made in
Corinth seem to be different from those made against
Paul by the Judaizers in Galatia. Plus Paul’s response
is very different in Second Corinthians than it was in
Galatians.

Who these opponents (twag toug Aoywlopévoug
Audg, some calculating against us) were remains as dif-
ficult as ever to identify. What they were saying about
Paul was identified in verse one with 6¢ kata npécwmnov
MEV Tamewog év UUly, anwv 6& Bapp® ei¢ UGG, who is
humble/lowly face to face in your midst but when absent

is courageous toward you. This seems to be more %perg
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sonality issue being judged by worldly standards than
any kind of religious teaching issue. Additionally, this
surfaces in the accusation against Paul in 10:10, étuat
éruotohal pév, dnolv, Bapelal kat ioxupai, n 6& mapoucia
100 cwuatog AoBevng Kal 6 Aoyog €é€ouBevnuévog, For they
say, “His letters are weighty and strong, but his bodily pres-
ence is weak, and his speech contemptible.” This criticism
of his physical appearance could possibly imply that
the apostle was scarred or in some way unappealing
in his appearance.® But just as possible is the mean-
ing that in his oral delivery the apostle lacked a force-
ful ‘presence’ that commanded respect from listeners.
Given the Greek emphasis upon rhetorical skills of oral
persuasion, this idea is a likely meaning of the accusa-
tion leveled at Paul.” Paul’s oratorical skills were per-
ceived to be subpar.

But was this actually true? The exceptional use of
very sophisticated Greek rhetorical skills in his writings
would argue against this. Also the very existence of
the Corinthian Christian community in large part due
to his oral preaching of the Gospel would question
the validity of this accusation. Yet one must not over-
look Paul’s earlier depreciation of his oratorical skills
in 1 Cor. 2:3-5.2 To be sure, he does not indicate that

*“rapovoia (‘presence’) may refer simply to ‘being present,’
with 100 omdpotog emphasizing the actual or personal nature of
the presence and doBevig meaning ‘weak’ in the sense of ‘feeble’
or ‘puny.’ Thus, ‘when he is actually present he is weak’ (Furnish
465) or ‘when he appears in person he is seen to be but a feeble
man’ (Cassirer).'”® dc0gvic would then be almost synonymous
with tamewvog in v. 1. Alternatively, Tapovcio may bear a broad-
er meaning that includes the ideas of appearance and demeanor
(cf. the English word ‘presence’). In this case, as an adjectival or
Semitic genitive, 100 cdpotog will mean ‘bodily,” ‘personal’ or
‘physical’’”” and acBevng ‘insignificant’ or ‘unimpressive.” Thus,
‘his personal appearance is insignificant’ (TCNT, Goodspeed) or
‘his personal presence is unimpressive’ (Weymouth, NASB).'” If
this whole phrase relates to one of the accepted qualifications for
oratorical prowess (see below),'” this second, alternative view is to
be preferred.” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK:
W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 699.]

"“In the ancient rhetorical handbooks vmokpioig denoted an
orator’s ‘delivery,” which included not only his verbal and elocu-
tionary skills but also his bodily ‘presence,’ the impression made
by his physical appearance, his dress, and his general demean-
or.'® The dual allegation of Paul’s adversaries reflects these two
aspects of Vmokpiowe.'®” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to
the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton
Keynes, UK: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005),
700.]

81 Cor. 2:1-5. 2.1 Kdy® N8 TtpoC Updc, aSerdol, AABov ov
ka®’ Omepoyxnv Adyou fj codiag katayyEAAwV LUV TO HUCTHPLOV
100 Be00. 2 00 yap Ekpva TL eidéval év DLV el un’Incoliv XpLotov
Kal to0tov éoTaupwpévov. 3 kKayw év acBevelq kal év poPw kal
€V TPOUW TIOAAQ €yevounv mpog LUAG, 4 kal 6 Adyog Hou kal To
KNPUYHA pou oUkK év melBolg codiag Adyolg AN €v amodeiel

he could not use them if he had desired to (as 2:6-
16 elaborates®), but he opted to focus on the Gospel
contents and let the Holy Spirit take his very human
words and turn them into conviction that produced faith
commitment to Christ. If this accusation against Paul
at Corinth had a non-Jewish Greek source, it came out
of the pure Greek culture that put premium emphasis
upon oratorical eloquence. Some diaspora Jews might
be expecting this, but a religious teacher would more
likely be expected to present ideas in the manner of a
scribal Jew, which differed dramatically from the Greek
expectation.

After getting the issue on the table in vv. 1-2, the
apostle begins responding to is in vv. 3-6, a single
Greek sentence introduced by yap. This sets up the re-
sponse as justification for raising the issue in the sen-
tence of wv. 1-2.

10.3 Yc‘xp

Ev copkl meplomoatolvied
oU KOUTH OXPKX

199 otpateudpeda,

The first justification comes in statement 199 in v. 3:

Ev capkl yap nepunatolivteg ol KAt odpKa oTpateuopeda,

for although living in the flesh not by the flesh do we wage
war.

Here a sharp contrast between living (nepunatoivteg)
and fighting (otpatevoueba) is made. It centers in the
two prepositional phrases Ev capki and o0 katd cdpka.
The use of the noun cdpg back to back but in different
senses of meaning is effective and dramatic. Also the
adjective capkika (v. 4) from oapkIKag, -1}, -6v is in the
pot as well. The sense of cdpg here is not literally flesh,
nor merely human. The English word physical doesn’t

TVEUHOTOC Kol SUVAMEWS, 5 tva 1 TioTc PGV Un A €v codia
avBpwrnwv AAN’ év Suvapel Beol.

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 except 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 wisdom, 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.

°Yet 2 Cor. 11:6 seems to go the opposite direction: &i 6& kai
(81wtN¢ T@W Adyw, AN’ 0U Tfj yvwoel, GAN év avTL GavepwoavTeg
€v ol €ig UUAG. I may be untrained in speech, but not in knowl-
edge; certainly in every way and in all things we have made this
evident to you.

But Paul may be using hyperbole here and adopting the side
of his opponents for the sake of argument in regard to his oratori-
cal skills. Clearly in his ‘boasting’ in chapters eleven through thir-
teen, he does not claim superior oratorical skills to his opponents.
Rather he focuses on superior spiritual insights and more extensive
suffering of abuse for preaching the Gospel as validation of God’s

working in his ministry. Page 6
age



translate it well either. To be sure odpg stands in con-
trast to rvelpua for Paul. But odpg is the depraved hu-
man condition as lived out as a human in a physical
manner.

In responding the apostle acknowledges that life
lived out in the world is 'Ev capki for certain. Even
though redeemed as long as we physically live (Bi®pev)
we live in a tainted body subject to temptation and sin.
Only death at the end of our life frees us from this. This
Paul acknowledges in the special way he sets up the
contrast.

But what believers do not have to do is to fight for
right with such human limitations. This is the central
point of the main clause o0 katd cdpka otpateuopeda,
not with the flesh do we fight. The shift over to a military
image underscores the seriousness of Paul’s preaching
the Gospel.'® Of course, physical violence is excluded
by this statement, in spite of many of Paul’'s enemies
resorting to physical violence against him (cf. 12:23-
27). So far as we know, these were non-professing
Christian enemies, often from the Jewish synagogue.
A dependency upon human oratorical skills of persua-
sion are also excluded by Paul as he made clear in 1
Cor. 2:3-5.

In the label ta 6mAa tfig otpateiag UGV, the weap-
ons of our warfare, no specific weapons are named. In-
stead, they are characterized first negatively and then
positively: o capkikd GAA& Suvatd Td Be®, are not fleshly

10.4 Yc‘xp
200 T& OnAa tfi¢ otpateiag HUHV OU COPKLRA

201

but powers of God.

The military background for émAov, which is mostly
used in the plural 6TmAa as here, denotes mainly seige
instruments but was also a generalized term for ‘weap-
ons’ that included spears, swords, siege engines et
als. The term denoted weapons used in both offensive
attack and defense. It is in Paul’s writings where the
term denotes spiritual weapons in a figurative use.™

1“The depiction of the Christian life as a military operation
(otpoateia, v. 4) is a common theme in Paul.®® What is distinctive
about 10:3—6 is (1) that the struggle is not simply ‘against the spir-
itual forces of evil in the heavenly realms’ (Eph. 6:12) but in par-
ticular against his rivals at Corinth, and (2) that the military met-
aphor is sustained, using technical vocabulary drawn from siege
warfare.’”” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corinthi-
ans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK:
W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 676.]

"Rom. 6:13 und¢ maplotdvete ta péAn VPOV 6rAa adLkiog
T apoptia, GAAA MapaoTHoaTe £aUTOUC TG BE® WOEL €K VEKPGV
{vtag Kal Td PEAN UV OmAa Sikatoouvng T Be®. No longer
present your members as weapons of unrighteousness leading to

The one NT use outside of Paul is in John 18:3 with
the literal meaning of soldiers weapons. The depiction
here in 10:4 gives more details than any of the other
uses.'?

—The negative character asserts that the weap-
sin, but present yourselves to God as those living out of death and
your members as weapons for righteousness to God.

Rom. 13:12 1 vU€ mpoékodev, N 8& NuUéEpa FyyLKev.
arnoBwpeba olV T& £pya 100 oKOTOUC, EvBuowueba 6¢ Té drAa
100 PwtoG. The night is far spent. Therefore let us put aside the
deeds of darkness and clothe ourselves with the weapons of light.

2 Cor. 6:7 6 &v ayvotnty, €v YyVWoeL, év pakpobupiq, &v
XPNOTOTNTL, €V Vel ATl dyiw, &V dyarmn avumokpitw, 7 é&v Aoyw
AaAnOeiag, év Suvauel Beol- S1a ThvV OMAWV Tiig Sikatoocuvng TV
Se€Liv kal aplotep@v, by purity, knowledge, patience, kindness,
holiness of spirit, genuine love 7 truthful speech, and the power
of God; through the weapons of righteousness for right hands
and left,

2 Cor. 10:4 ta yap OmAa tii¢ otpateiog AUAY oU CAPKLKA
AAAG Suvatd @ Be® TPOG Kabaipeov OXUPWUATWY, AOYLOHOUC
kaBalpolivteg, for the weapons of our warfare are not fleshly
but powers of God to bring down strongholds, by destroying ar-
guments.

12“In the NT and early Christian literature dmhov is always
in the plur. (except at Barn., 12, 2) and it is always used in sense
3. (‘weapon’), lit. only in Jn. 18:3; Barn., 12, 2; Mart. Pol., 7,
1; Cl. Al. Strom., I, 24, 159, 3, otherwise fig., in the NT only in
Paul. Paul repeatedly describes his missionary service as militia
Christi (— otpatidmg). In 2 C. 10:4 he emphasises the efficacy of
his weapons: T yap 6mha Tig oTpoTEiog NUAV 00 GOPKIKO GAAN
duvatd 1@ Be® npog kabaipestv Oyvpopdtmv. The use of dmia for

(éotiv)

duvatd t®d 6ed (&otiv)

IpoC Kabalpeolv OXUPOUATOV,

siege-engines, though not common, is understandable in view of
the basic sense. In 2 C. 6:7 the stress is on moral blamelessness:
S (== with, — II, 66) 1®v 6mloV Tiig dikatocOvng T@V de&idv
kai aprotep@®dv (weapons of offence and defence). But the militia
Christi is the task of all the baptised. Hence the admonition: “Yield
not your members as weapons® of unrighteousness (gen. qualita-
tis == unrighteous weapons) unto sin, but yield yourselves unto
God, as those that are alive from the dead, and your members as
weapons of righteousness unto God,” R. 6:13. Cf. also R. 13:12:
‘Let us therefore cast off the works of darkness, and let us put on
(on évdvecbor ta 6mha — 293) the weapons® of light,” i.e., the
weapons which are in keeping with the dawning day, cf. 1 Th. 5:8.
The proximity of the parousia does not mean feeble peace but final
conflict. This fig. use, though prepared in many ways — 293, is
characteristic of the NT. The reference is not to the constant battle
in the world between reason and what is unnatural, and on that
ground immoral, though this may be found in Paul (1 C. 11:13 ff.).
It is rather to the transcendental conflict between God and satanic
powers, in which man is both passively and actively involved.”
[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 5:294.]
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ons Paul uses are not o0 capkikd,202
not fleshly. At the most basic level of
meaning they are not human weap-
ons, either literal weapons used by
soldiers, nor figurative weapons such
as human rhetoric etc. Implicit clearly, 54
in this is a criticism of the accusations
against Paul being based on human
standards of evaluation. Verse 7-11
amplify what Paul is getting at here. 204

The positive character of his
weapons is that they are Suvatd @
Be®, powers of God. The possessive
dative case use of t® 8® is unusual. In one sense, his
depiction in Rom. 6:13 ta péAn OpGv 6mAa Sikaloclvng
@ Be®, your members as weapons of righteousness to
God, underscores body parts like the tongue as instru-
ments promoting righteousness to God’s glory. Here,
however, ta 6mAa ti¢ otpateiag nudv, denotes weapons
for planning and conducting warfare. The apostle in min-
istry aggressively confronted false thinking as he found
it in his world by presenting the Gospel of Christ as the
exclusive solution to the human dilemma. This confron-
tation, although done with the tongue and the hand by
speaking and writing, was saturated with divine power
and leadership. And it was solely seeking to glorify God
not any human.

The objective for using these weapons is mpog
kaBaipeowv oxupwpdtwy, for the tearing down of strong-
holds. This military image pictures the false thinking that
Paul encountered in ministry as a well fortified fortress
that needs to be destroyed. This one use of éxUpwpua
inside the NT may very well play off the LXX use of it to
refer to the tower of Babel (Gen. 11:3)."

13 dyvpopa is a military tt. for “fortified place.’ It is not used
in a transf. sense in class. lit. or the pap.' But similar concepts are
applied to God in the OT. Mostly the LXX brings out the theolog-
ical point of comparison, katagvyn for am¥x in y 30:3; 70:3 (A
oyvpoua), for 23wn Ps. 9:9 (X oyvpupopa), ioxdg for 1, Is. 49:5;
Jer. 16:19; Bon006¢ for 1v y 27:7; 58:17. This method of transl. may
be regarded as a concession to Greek modes of thought, which
find such comparisons strange.” In three instances, however, the
LXX has a fig. sense (as compared with 70 instances of the lit.):
at 2 Bao. 22:2 for nmyp, at Job 19:6 for T1¥p, and with no Mas.
requirement at Prv. 10:29 for 1y, cf. also y 70:3: toémog 6yvpog
(Heb. uncertain). The ref. is always to God, not to men, as in 2 C.
10:4. On the other hand, there is a ref. to men in Philo Conf. Ling.,
129 f., where in a striking linguistic par. and material approxima-
tion to Paul oydpwpa denotes the tower of Babel (Gn. 11:3)° or
the tower at Penuel (Ju. 8:9), and vaunting reason is compared
with this bastion: 10 yap KateGKELAGUEVOV OYOp®UL S1dt THG TMG
Yoy®v mOavOTNTOG 00OEVOS Eveka £TEPOL KATECKELALETO | TOD
petatpomijval kol petokAdivor ddvotay amo tiig Tod Bgod Tiufic:
00 Tt v Y4volto AdIkATEPOV; BAAL TPOG YE THV TOD OYVPDOUOTOC
ToUTOV Kobaipeoty O mepatg Tiig adikiag kai ovdvy aiel kat’
aOTig EVTPETIOTAL ...

“It is possible that Paul, too, is alluding to the tower of Babel.
At any rate his usage corresponds to the LXX. The comparison is

10.5 Kol

10.6 KOl

AoylLopoug KaBaLpolvieg (&opev)

nav vfepa

| eraLpouEVOV

| KT THC yvohoewc toU 6¢e0T,
| Kol

aixporetilovteg nav vénpa (éopev)
elg TV Unakonv toU XplLotodU,
¢v etolue

(éopev) éxovteg

¢Kd LKfjoal mMAoAV NMAPAKONV,

Otoy IANPWOR] Updv 11 Unakor.

The participle phrases that follow --kaBaipoUvTeg,
aixpoAwTifovteg, and €xovteg (vv. 4b-6) amplify and
define both the strongholds and the tearing them down
by Paul's warfare. The one point that comes through
clearly is that the ‘strongholds’ Paul sets out to tear
down are thought / idea strongholds, not physical for-
tresses.™

The participles standing isolated from a regular
verb as the connection base pose a grammar issue,
particularly for modern western translators since the
Koine Greek is doing something impossible to do in
any modern western language grammatically. Modern
grammars of ancient Greek will often speak of a Nom-
inative Absolute construction. It is very doubtful that
ancient Greek writers and readers would have thought
this way. The most natural linkage in this expression
is that the three nominative masculine plural parti-
ciples go back to the first person plural regular verb
otpateuopeba, we wage warfare in v. 3c. Yet the lengthy
yap in v. 4a-b stands between the verb and these par-
ticiple modifiers. For translation this poses a significant
barrier. The KJV and a few others place the yap state-
ment in parentheses as a solution. But this incorrectly
de-emphasizes the grammatical role of this statement.
The alternative is represented in the diagram on the
left, but is not completely satisfactory either because
the clear linkage to otpateuduedba is not fully empha-
sized either.

Another grammatical issue is the role Tav Uywpa.
Clearly it is in a direct object function but of which par-
ticiple? koaBaipoiivteg, or Aiypalwtilovteg? That is, is
every obstacle being torn down or taken captive? The

designed to bring out the suitability of his spiritual weapons and
the apparent strength of the philosophical structure (vv. 4ff.) and of
the pretended repute of his opponents in Corinth (1f., 71f.).”

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 5:590-591.]

This text, for example, provided no basis for western Chris-
tianity’s crusades in the middle ages by reading strongholds as lit-
eral rather than as figurative. In the same way it provides no excuse
for right wing extremism in the name of Christianity to burn down

churches etc. that are different.
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parallelism of nav U pwua with név vonua is generally ig-
nored by most commentators and results in nav Opwua
being set up parallel to AoyopoUg. Ultimately the differ-
ence in meaning between these two understandings is
very little. My view is that the clear parallelism btween
ndv VYwpa and név vonua links them together as the
double direct object of aiypolwrtiovreg.

When taken all together, the general sense of
Paul’s expression becomes clear. The three participle
direct objects -- Aoyiopoug, mav UPwpa, and ndv vonua
-- represent aspects of the oxupwpdtwy, strong holds,
that Paul wages war against. They are Aoyiwououg, i.e.,
arguments or reasonings. The apostle stands fully pre-
pared to shred all the counter arguments against the
apostolic Gospel that he comes across, whether in the
Jewish synagogue, in the Greek market place, or in
house church groups inside the Christian community.
The advocates see these as an oxUpwpa, a fortress,
giving them religious security. But Paul is ready for
kaBaipéw, the tearing down into destruction of all of
these Aoylopouc.

Also he is fully prepared for another oxvpwpa. He
is committed to aiypalwrtilovteg, capturing, mav UPpwua
Enaupopevov Katd tfi¢ yvwoewg tol Bgol, every arrogant
obstacle rising up against the knowledge of God. The noun
Uypwya literally is ‘high thing.” As a military term, it is
very close in meaning to éxUpwua since most all for-
tresses in Paul’s world were located on high points of
ground. But it also often was an astronomical term re-
ferring to perceived deities etc. located above the earth
in the religious thinking of that world. Plus in pure fig-
urative use it was close to dAaloveia, arrogance / pride.
Both the Torah advocates in the synagogues and the
philosophy advocates among the Greeks and Romans
would have claimed superior knowledge and under-
standing to the foolishness (pwpia) of the Gospel (cf.
1 Cor. 1:18). But the apostle was ready to overrun in
capture those falling prey to such thinking. They pos-
sessed no ti¢ yvwoewg tol Beol, knowledge of God, in
spite of their claims. He was ready to take them captive
for the Gospel.

Also another oxUpwpa was Tav vonua, every
thought / thinking. The range of meaning for vonua is
extensive and covers the idea of thought, but the pro-
cess of thinking is covered, along with plans and inten-
tions coming out of thinking. The word is used by Paul
in 2 Cor. 2:11; 3:14; 4:4; 10:5; 11:3 in all of these mean-
ings. The UYwua, arrogant place, stands as the product
of the vénua, thinking, of such people. But the apostle
is hunting out such false thinking and is fully prepared
to take them / it captive eig v Unakonv tol Xplotod,
for obedience to Christ. With the adjective modifier mav
added to both nouns it becomes clear that his intention
is not just taking a few prisoners in his warfare, but to

take capture every one and all their thinking. He well
knew that niotig, saving faith, means total surrender to
Christ. Achieving this objective was his plan and pas-
sion in preaching the Gospel message. And such a sur-
render means living in obedience to Christ.

This emphasis upon thv Umakorv tod Xplotol, obedi-
ence to Christ, leads to the final oxUpwua, that of nédcav
napakony, every disobedience. This participle phrase
builds off the previous two and centers on confront-
ing an insider éxUpwpa. kol v £toipw €xovteg EkSikioal
ndoav nopakonyv, otav MAnpwofj VUGV 1 Omakor, And in
readiness possessing the willingness to punish every dis-
obedience, whenever your obedience has reached fullness.
Idiomatic speech dominates here, and thus urges cau-
tion about precise meaning determination. The core
expression év £toipw €xovtec... seems to be a probable
Latinism equivalent to in promptu habere. The sense is
| am prepared to....

Two key parts of it need primary attention first. What
does he mean by £kdwkfjoay, to punish? Also, what is the
nature of the qualification of this infinitive in the modify-
ing indefinite temporal clause introduced by 0tav?

The phrase ék8wfjoal ndoav mapakony, to punish ev-
ery disobedience, is intriguing. Paul possessed no ec-
clesiastical powers enabling him to instigate any kind
of punishment on anyone. His influence from exam-
ple and teaching was the only leverage available to
him. Clearly at Corinth, and generally in most of the
Pauline churches, the individual house church groups
possessed the ability to exclude from participation in
the group anyone deemed a trouble maker.’® From
the modern western hemisphere perspective of inten-
sive individualism, the potency of exclusion is difficult
to grasp adequately. But in the collective orientation
of society rather universally in Paul’'s world, exclusion
from participation took on powerful implications. In that
world, one did not possess inherit worth. It was deter-
mined totally by the social connections the individual
possessed. The harshest form of discipline then be-
came exclusion from a group regarded as important.

3“31yootacio. ‘Division,” ‘disunity,” ‘contention’: Hdt., V, 75;
Plut. Aud. Poet., 4 (I, 20c). Esp. ‘political revolt’ or ‘party dissen-
sion’: Solon Fr., 3, 37 (Diehl, 1, 24); Theogn., 78 (Diehl, I, 121).
LXX, 1 Macc. 3:29: kal oi popoAdyot tiig ydpag OAiyot yaptv Tiig
Styootaciog kai TAnyiic g kateokevacey &v Ti ¥ij ...

“In the NT it signifies ‘objective disunity’ in the communi-
ty. In R. 16:17 it occurs in connection with the okdvdaia mepl
v dwaynv; in 1 C. 3:3 in B K alongside {ijAog kol &pig == ta
oyiopota of 1:10; in Gl. 5:20 between épiBeion and aipéoelg to
denote general parties within the church. Probably in these passag-
es, too, dyyootacia has a limited ‘political” sense. It is within the
€kkAnoia that diyyootacion arise.”

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

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:514.]
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In 1 Cor. 5, Paul had demanded that an immoral
member of the Corinthian community be excluded from
participation. In 2 Cor. 2:5-11, the apostle urged the
Corinthians to reinstate an offending member who had
properly repented of his misdeeds. He focused atten-
tion not on himself or his supposed authority. But rather
the focus was whether or not individuals were obeying
Christ within the teachings of the apostolic Gospel. And
it was ultimately up to the house church group and the
unity it had with the other groups of believers in the
region as to what action they would take. Paul’s ‘pun-
ishment’ then was to use his influence with the group
to exclude offending members at Corinth. And per-
haps also the outsider missionaries who came with a
corrupting message to Corinth (cf. 11:12-15). He was
committed to helping them turn to Christ in complete
obedience. To turn this into a modern day ‘us vs. them’
power play dynamic is to completely miss the point of
Paul’s words here.

What then does 6tav mAnpwOfj Ou®V 1 vntakor iM-
ply? The indefinite temporal nature of the relative con-
junction étav (from 671e + @v) sets up an undefined time
of compliance for the carrying out of his readiness to
take disciplinary action. The antonyms napakorv, dis-
obedience, and umnakor, obedience, are critical here.
Some commentators see in this contrast a clear signal
that Paul’s readiness to discipline is targeting only the
outsider missionaries who will be punished once the
wayward Corinthians have gotten their act together.
But this doesn’t work, since the discipline Paul is ready
to take only includes urging the Corinthians to exclude
individuals from participating. This corrupting influence
must be in order for the Corinthians to come to full obe-
dience to Christ. Far more likely is that the temporal
subordinate clause doesn’t mark off a future point in
time for Corinthian obedience. Instead, it marks off
what is essential for compliance that avoids disciplinary
action. The apostle then asserts his willingness to work
hard against every action of disobedience knowing that
eliminating it is essential for gaining full obedience to
Christ. His appeals in this letter are part of that opposi-
tion to disobedience. His approaching personal visit to
Corinth will be another part of it (chap. 13). Then both
in his writing and oral speaking directly to the Corinthi-
an community he is fully prepared to oppose strong-
ly every disobedient action he encounters. This is an
important part of his otpatevoueba (v. 3), waging war
against those opposing the Gospel of Christ.

b) Consistency, vv. 7-11

7 Ta kotd mpoowrnov PAEmete. €l TG MémolBev
£aUTe Xplotod eival, To0To Aoyléobw TaAw £¢’ Eautod,
OTL KaBw¢ aUTdg XpLotol, olTwg Kal NUETS. 8 édv Te yap
TIEPLOCOTEPOV TL Kauxnowpal mepl th¢ £fouaiag AUV
¢ €8wkev O KUPLOC €l oikoSopNAV Kal oUK i kabaipeoty

Op@v, oUK aioxuvbnoopal. 9 tva pr 86&w wg av ékdoPely
Opag 81 tiv émotoA@v: 10 OtTL ai émotolal pév, dpnoty,
Bapelal kal ioxupali, N 6¢& mapouvcio 1ol cwpatog AoBevrg
Kal 6 Aoyog €€ouBevnuévog. 11 tolto AoyléoBw 6 tololtog,
&t olol €opev T Adyw SU EMOTOAGV ATIOVTEG, TolodToL Kal
TAPOVTEC TR EPYW.

7 Look at what is before your eyes. If you are confident
that you belong to Christ, remind yourself of this, that just
as you belong to Christ, so also do we. 8 Now, even if | boast
a little too much of our authority, which the Lord gave for
building you up and not for tearing you down, | will not be
ashamed of it. 9 | do not want to seem as though | am trying
to frighten you with my letters. 10 For he says, “His letters
are weighty and strong, but his bodily presence is weak, and
his speech contemptible.” 11 Let such people understand
that what we say by letter when absent, we will also do
when present.

The apostle now builds off the previous point, es-
pecially in vv. 3-6, to assert his genuineness of commit-
ment to Christ and calling to ministry. He does it very
distinctly here and in confrontation with opponents in
Corinth who are questioning Paul’s Christian claims.®

The internal thought structure is built around the
first two assertions (#s 205 & 206) followed by a de-
fense of them (#s 207 & 208). A challenge first to all his
readers (# 205) is followed by challenges to his oppo-
nents at Corinth (#s 206, 208).

The initial assertion in statement # 205 (v. 7a) can
be taken grammatically three ways: a declaration, a
question, or a command."” The last option is preferable

16 “The Corinthians’ preoccupation with outward appear-
ances matched that of sophists concerned with proper and persua-
sive speech, but true philosophers constantly ridiculed this attitude
(4:16—18). The more well-to-do members of the Corinthian church
were enamored with Greek philosophy; Paul thus rebukes them
on their own terms here.” [Craig S. Keener, The IVP Bible Back-
ground Commentary: New Testament (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1993), 2 Co 10:7.]

7“Ta kotd Tpocwmov PAénete. “Look at what is staring you
in the face.” In relation to its object, PAénete has been understood
in three ways:

“l. As an indicative, expressing a question. ‘Do you look
to what can be seen outwardly (Bultmann 187)?°1% Whether the
clause is rendered this way, or, as Isaacs proposes in his para-
phrase, ‘Have you regard only for that which meets the eye?’ the
implied reproof may allude to 5:12 with its reference to those who
pride themselves on appearances and externals.

“2. As an indicative, making a statement. “You are looking at
the outward appearance of things’ (GNB),!% again with a possible
allusion to 5:12. The Corinthians’ failure was that they had restrict-
ed vision, seeing only externals; they needed to look below the
surface and see deeper realities. Their preoccupation with the con-
fident claims of the Judaizing interlopers regarding their commen-
dation from Jerusalem (cf. 3:1), their status as servants of Christ
and of righteousness (11:15, 23), and their pure pedigree (11:22),
needed to be replaced by sane judgment based on more adequate
criteria for determining genuine apostleship. This interppg‘géi@g



2057 Ta& rata npdownov PAénete.

el 1L¢ mémoLBev touT® XplLotolU elval,

206 toito Aoyl (€00
| TAA LV
| o’ éautoU,
| KOG aUTOC XpLoTtoU (€0TlV)
OTl...oU0TwGg Kol nNueic (&ouev).
10.8 v
g&v Te mepLocdTEPOV Tl KAUXHOWUX L
| nepl THg é&ouclioac NuV
| Nc édwkev O KUPLOG
| elg olxkodounv
| KO L
| oOUK €lg¢ kaBalpeolv Uudv,
207 OoUK aloyuvernoconat

10.9

tva un 86w
g &v éxkpofelv UUAC

SLA TAV EMILOTOARV *

10.10 OtL...pnotlv,

208 '%-''toito AoyLléoOw O toOlOUTOQ,

| T® AOYQ
| dL’ €mLOTOARGV
dtL olol éopev...a&mévieq,
Kol
TolLoUtOoLl (éopev)napdvIieq

0 £pvy.
because the second plural idiomatic usage of BAémete
is uniformly the present imperative spelling of the verb
elsewhere in Paul's writings. Its general nature also
sets up the other two admonitions directed specifically
to individual opponents at Corinth.

Both the indicative and interrogative understand-
ings of the verb mood of BAénete require a meaning
accords with the wider context but has one drawback. If Paul were
contrasting how the Corinthians were viewing matters (v. 7a) with
how they ought to be (v. 7b), an adversative such as dAAG might
have been expected in v. 7b (cf. Héring 71).

“3. As an imperative. ‘Look at what is before your eyes’ (RSV,
NRSV) or ‘Look facts in the face’ (NEB, REB).!”” Strong support
for this view comes from the fact that the verbal form BAénete is
always imperatival in Paul. Elsewhere it stands first in its clause,'®
but we may account for the unusual word order here by assum-
ing that Paul wishes to emphasize the stark reality of the evidence
confronting the Corinthians. This imperative may mean ‘Look at!’
‘Notice!” (BAGD 143d), or ‘Be alert to’ (Furnish 465).1%”

[Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testa-
ment Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK: W.B.
Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 686—687.]

al émiotolal pév (eglolv) Poapelol
Kol
loxupal,
o¢&
N nopoucia toU ochuatog (€otlv) AocBevng
Kol
6 A6yog €&ouBevnuévocg (€otTlv).

for Ta kata mpoownov that is different and less likely.
The sense becomes the outward things or appearanc-
es. This has to be understood against the backdrop
of his accusation in 5:12 referring to some at Corinth
TOUG &V IPOoWTW KAUXWHEVOUC Kol U &v kapdiq, who are
boasting of outward appearances rather than looking in the
heart. But the broader neuter plural Ta kata npécwmnov
here rather than the masculine plural tou¢ év mpoownw
kavxwpévoug (5:12), along with different prepositions,
further argues for the consistent imperative use of the
verb rather than either the declarative or interrogative
use. The neuter gender form thus becomes literally:
look at the things in front of your face!*® These things are

8The difference can perhaps be seen more clearly in the dia-
graming of the two expressions:
5:12, £V MPOoWNWTOUG
TOUG...KAUXWHLEVOUG
Kol
ur (kauxwpévoug)
év kapébiq
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then defined in the following statements.

The second assertion in # 206 challenges individu-
als in opposition to Paul at Corinth to acknowledge that
he knows the Lord just as well as they claim. Actually,
the first person plural nueig signals that the accusations
were being leveled at Paul’s associates along with him.
The attempt was to discredit the apostolic Gospel in
favor of a corrupt view of the teaching of Christ. Thus

Paul and all associated with him were targets.
el 1iLc mémotlBev ¢aut®d XpLotol

206 tofito Aoyl (€06
| &ALV
| €p’ €autod,
\ KOG aUTOCQ
OTLl...oUTWwG KAl nuelicg (gopev).

At this point Paul doesn’t dismiss these people as
phony Christians but rather comes at the issue from
a different angle: tolto Aoylécbw ndAw €¢’ €autod, OtL
KaBwg auTtog Xplotol, oltwe kal NUels. Let him calculate
this again for himself, that just as he belongs to Christ so
also do we. To his Corinthian critics he speaks individ-

10.8 de

is challenged to calculate (Aoywéobw) for himself (£¢’
¢autod). But the dominate causal role for 611 also al-
lows it to state a foundational basis for the challenge to
recalculate. This then becomes the key launch pad for
the much more detailed causal expression introduced
by the causal yap (v. 8) that is found in vv. 8-10."°

8 €AV Te yAap TEPLOCOTEPOV TL KOUXNOWHAL TEPL TG
gfouaiag AUV, NS E8wKev 6 KUPLOG €I OIKOSOUAV Kal 0UK
eig kaBaipeotv Up@v, oLk aioxuvBrcopay, 9 iva pn 66&w wg

Elveily, av ékpoBelv UUAC SLA TOV EMLOTOADV:
10 ot Al émotolal pév, onotly,
Bapelal kal ioxupai, n 6¢ mapoucia
XoLoT0T (£0T1v) 100 ocwpatog &cBevng kat 0 Aoyog

€€ouBevnuévog.

8 Now, even if |
boast a little too much of our authority, which the Lord gave
for building you up and not for tearing you down, | will not
be ashamed of it. 9 | do not want to seem as though | am
trying to frighten you with my letters. 10 For they say, “His
letters are weighty and strong, but his bodily presence is
weak, and his speech contemptible.”

¢&v 1€ meploodTePdV Tl KAUXHOWUAL
\ nepl THg €foucioag HueV

\
\
\
\
oUK aioxuvernoopat
tva un d6&w
Og &v éxrpoPfelv UndC

207

10.9

Nc édoxev & KUPLOG
elc olxkodounv
Kol
oUK €l¢ rabalpeolv TPV,

SLA TV EILOTOARDV *

10.10

OTLl...pnolv,

ually challenging them to acknowledge a second time,
as they already have earlier (1T1dAiv), that Paul and his
associates are true followers and messengers of Christ
just as each critic claims to be. The first class condi-
tional protasis €i 1Ig MéT0IBev €auT® XpioTol makes
the assumption that the individual critics are claiming
Christianity for themselves. Since they are clearly mak-
ing this claim, the challenge is to reaffirm acknowledg-
ment of Paul and his associates’ Christian commitment
just as they did earlier.

The 611 clause here in Greek has a multifaceted
role that is impossible to preserve in English transla-
tion. Grammatically it stands as the antecedent to the
demonstrative pronoun 10010 defining what the critic

Ta

Kata npoowrnov

ol émioToAal pév...(glolv) PRoapelal
Kol
Loxupatl,
d¢&
1 mapoucia ToU oduatog (€0TlVv) ACOeVNCQ
Kol
O Abyog €&ouBevnuévog (€oTlv) .

The NRSYV translation above does what is neces-

YThe incorrect placing of a period (major stop) after
aioyvvOncopat by N-A 28th makes no sense whatsoever. Clearly
the subordinate negative purpose clause introduced by iva ...
modifies aioyvvOnicopat, as is illustrated in the above diagram of
vv. 7-11. A comma should have been used (minor stop) instead.
See the SBL Greek New Testament edition for the correct punctu-
ation here.

20The Greek text cited here is from Holmes, Michael W.
The Greek New Testament: SBL Edition. Lexham Press; Society
of Biblical Literature, 2011-2013. This edition does a better job
punctuating these expressions with modern punctuation marks.
Remember that the original text composed in uncial letters had
no punctuation indications of any kind. There were just unending
rows of Greek capital uncial letters with no spaces between words

or punctuation marks of any kind.
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sary in translating, i.e., it breaks down the not overly
long Greek sentence into three much shorter English
sentences. Critical in such a translation process is to try
to preserve as much as possible the inner connections
of what is isolated out into a single English sentence to
the rest of the single Greek sentence. Although some
distortion occurs in this process here, it isn’'t nearly as
bad as one often finds in Bible translations. The pri-
mary distortion occurs in maintaining proper balance
between secondary and primary level idea expression
contained in the original Greek sentence.?!

The clear core affirmation as shown in the diagram
is Paul's declaration o0k aioyuvBroopat, | will not be
ashamed / embarrassed. One must remember that Paul’s
assertion comes against the backdrop of the honor /
shame cultural dynamic of his first century world.?? To
be sure differing cultural dynamics across the Mediter-
ranean world of the first century defined the content
of both honor and shame by way of actions and ap-
pearances reflecting either and appropriate responses
to these reflections.z Very few items would be held in

2'English translations get away with this distortion in large
part because English language readers typically are not trained to
listen for this conceptual balance of thoughts. But in ancient Greek
rhetoric this was a very important aspect of both public speaking
and formal writing. The final revision of a written text before being
released was the hardest and most time consuming, that of shifting
around words and phrases in order to achieve the best rhetorical
balancing of ideas possible.

22“The binary pair ‘honour and shame’, or ‘shame and guilt’,
familiar from anthropological studies, has begun to appear in inter-
pretations of ancient literature with increasing frequency. Some im-
portant examples on literature from Classical Greece, for instance,
include Dodds’s chapter ‘From Shame-Culture to Guilt-Culture’
in his The Greeks and the Irrational (1951); Winkler’s The Con-
straints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient
Greece (1990); Fisher’s Hybris: A Study in the Values of Honour
and Shame in Ancient Greece (1993); Gérard‘s The Phaedra Syn-
drome: Of Shame and Guilt in Drama (1993); and Cairns’s Aidos:
The Psychology and Ethics of Honour and Shame in Ancient Greek
Literature (1993). Biblical literature, too, has become a focus—es-
pecially since the 1990s. Particularly in interpretations of the New
Testament and Apocrypha, both the pairing of shame with honour
and the argument that the social structures described in modern
Mediterranean field studies reach far back in time and are discern-
ible in biblical texts, persist. With regard to the Hebrew Bible,
the reception of anthropological evaluations has been moderately
more reserved.” [Johanna Stiebert, The Construction of Shame in
the Hebrew Bible: The Prophetic Contribution, vol. 346, Journal
for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series (London;
New York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 29.]

2“The honor-shame value complex was very much a part of
the everyday lives of men and women in the ancient Mediterranean
world. People found their places in society based upon factors such
as status, gender, reputation, and their networks of associations.
Moreover, there was very little social mobility. People of the high-
er classes generally remained there for their entire lives, enjoy-
ing the privilege that came with their social rank. Likewise, those
among the lower classes normally lived out their lives within the

common across these cultures.?* But at least two dy-
namics were universal in Paul’'s world.? The collective

confines of their station. Yet it was possible to challenge the crite-
ria by which people were assigned their places in society. Specific
groups could, so to speak, change the rules of the honor-shame
game. Within a particular group, the common markers of high hon-
or and status might be rejected in favor of new criteria. “ [David F.
Watson, Honor among Christians: The Cultural Key to the Messi-
anic Secret (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2010), 64.]

2For further study on this sociological dynamic in the ancient
world see:

A. W. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility: A Study in Greek

Values (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1960); D. A. deSilva, Despis-

ing Shame: Honor Discourse and Community Maintenance

in the Epistle to the Hebrews (SBLDS 152; Atlanta: Scholars

Press, 1995a); idem, Honor, Patronage, Kinship and Puri-

ty: Unlocking New Testament Culture (Downers Grove, IL:

InterVarsity Press, 2000); idem, The Hope of Glory: Honor

Discourse and New Testament Interpretation (Collegeville,

MN: Liturgical Press, 1999); idem, “Investigating Honor Dis-

course: Guidelines from Classical Rhetoricians,” SBLSP 36

(1997) 491-525; idem, “The Noble Contest: Honor, Shame

and the Rhetorical Strategy of 4 Maccabees,” JSP 13 (1995b)

31-57; idem, “The Wisdom of Ben Sira: Honor, Shame and

the Maintenance of the Values of a Minority Culture,” CBQ

58 (1996a) 433-55; idem, “Worthy of His Kingdom: Honor

Discourse and Social Engineering in 1 Thessalonians,” JSNT

64 (1996b) 49-79; E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irratio-

nal (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,

1966); B. J. Malina and J. H. Neyrey, “Conflict in Luke-Acts:

Labeling and Deviance Theory,” in The Social World of Luke-

Acts: Models for Interpretation, ed. J. H. Neyrey (Peabody,

MA: Hendrickson, 1991a) 97-124; idem, “Honor and Shame

in Luke-Acts: Pivotal Values of the Mediterranean World,”

in The Social World of Luke-Acts: Models for Interpretation,

ed. J. H. Neyrey (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991b) 25-66;

H. Moxnes, “Honor and Righteousness in Romans,” JSNT 32

(1988b) 61-77; idem, “Honor and Shame,” BTB 23 (1993)

167-76; idem, “Honor, Shame and the Outside World in

Paul’s Letter to the Romans,” in The Social World of Formative

Christianity and Judaism, ed. J. Neusner et al. (Philadelphia:

Fortress, 1988a) 207-18; J. H. Neyrey, “Despising the Shame

of the Cross: Honor and Shame in the Johannine Passion Nar-

rative,” Semeia 68 (1996) 113—-37; idem, Honor and Shame in
the Gospel of Matthew (Louisville: Westminster John Knox,

1998); idem, 2 Peter, Jude (AB 37C; Garden City, NY: Double-

day, 1993); J. Pitt-Rivers, “Honor and Social Status,” in Honor

and Shame: The Values of Mediterranean Society, ed. J. G.

Peristiany (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1965) 21-77; B.

Williams, Shame and Necessity (Berkeley and Los Angeles:

University of California, 1993).

[D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans and
Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A
Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 521-522.]

Z“Greco-Roman manuals on rhetoric attest to the impor-
tance of honor and to the way an orator would play on the au-
dience’s desire for honor in order to achieve persuasion (deSilva
1995a; 1995b; 1999). An audience could be won to the orator’s
recommended course of action (deliberative rhetoric) if the orator

demonstrated that it would lead to honor or to greater horg’or thilg
age



culture defined honor and shame by the society and
not the individual.?® The separate individual did not de-
termine either what constituted these nor whether he or
she might possess either honor or shame. One’s status
in any of the societies was powerfully determined by
perceived honor and/or shame by the society.?” Func-

an alternative course being promoted by a rival (Aristotle Rhet.
1.9.35-36; Eth. Nic. 2.3.7; Quintilian Inst. Orat. 3.7.28; 3.8.1;
Pseudo-Cicero Rhet. Ad Herenn 3.2.3). Conversely, showing
how a certain course of action would result in dishonor created a
strong deterrent. Another rhetorical genre, epideictic rhetoric, was
associated with the praise and censure of particular individuals
or groups. Orators reinforced society’s values by holding up as
praiseworthy those people who had exemplified a particular val-
ue. Hearing others praised—that is, honored—Ied the hearers to
recommit themselves to the virtue or behavior that led to praise.
Similarly, hearing some person censured or reproached would lead
hearers to beware of falling into those behaviors that led to re-
proach and loss of honor. The two genres often work together, as
orators, including the NT authors, use examples to illustrate the
benefits of following or dangers of departing from the course they
promote.” [D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans
and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background:
A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 519.]

26 “Honor refers to the public acknowledgment of a per-
son’s worth, granted on the basis of how fully that individual em-
bodies qualities and behaviors valued by the group. First-century
Mediterranean people were oriented from early childhood to seek
honor and avoid disgrace, meaning that they would be sensitive to
public recognition or reproach. Where different cultures with dif-
ferent values existed side by side, it became extremely important
to insulate one’s own group members against the desire for honor
or avoidance of dishonor in the eyes of outsiders, since only by so
doing could one remain wholly committed to the distinctive cul-
ture and values of the group. This struggle is particularly evident
in the NT, as church leaders seek to affirm the honor of Christians
on the basis of their adherence to Jesus while insulating them from
the disapproval they face from non-Christian Jews and Gentiles
alike.” [D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans
and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background:
A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 518.]

2“The first-century Mediterranean was far from monolithic:
within a dominant Romanized Hellenistic culture, one found the
ethnic subculture of Judaism, philosophical schools and the Chris-
tian minority culture, among others. All of these groups defined
what was honorable or dishonorable in different ways. Even if
groups agreed that piety was an essential virtue and component of
honor, different groups defined piety quite differently (respect for
the traditional gods and the emperor; worship of the God of Israel
through observance of Torah; worship of the God of Jews and Gen-
tiles through obedience to Jesus). Even within groups, there would
be differences (e.g., Paul’s conflicts with Christian Judaizers).

“In such a world, it became essential to define carefully who
constituted one’s group of significant others—those people whose
approval or disapproval mattered—and to insulate group members
from concern about the honor or dishonor in which they were held
by outsiders (Seneca Const. 13.2, 5; Epictetus Ench. 24.1; Moxnes
1993). If one seeks status in the eyes of the larger society, one
will seek to maintain the values and fulfill the expectations of the
dominant (pagan) culture. If one has been brought into a minority

tioning in shame would at minimum bring some level
of exclusion from the society along with often very pu-
nitive physical punishments, e.g., the wife having her
hand cut off because of trying to defend her husband a
certain way (cf. Deut. 25:11-12).

To deny shame against a public accusation of it
was complicated in Paul’s world. This is exactly what
the apostle is seeking to do here in 10:8-10. Both per-
suasive speech and appeal to what was already known
about him were critical strategies in winning over his
critics in the church at Corinth. Ancient Greek rhetoric
had pretty much defined both the content and framing
of persuasive speech for Paul’s world outside Judea.
To understand Paul then requires some awareness of
what this was, especially because much of what was
persuasive in Paul’'s day would not be consider so in
modern western society.

Such an analysis must consider whether the speak-
er is speaking to definitions of honor and shame held
by the minority group he is addressing. Or, whether he
is affirming honor within the definition of honor by the
larger society that he and his listeners belong to.% Also

culture (e.g., a philosophical school or a voluntary association like
the early Christian community) or has been born into an ethnic
subculture (such as Judaism), then one’s adherence to the group’s
values and ideals will remain strong only if one redefines the con-
stituency of one’s circle of significant others. The court of reputa-
tion must be limited to group members, who will support the group
values in their grants of honor and censure (Plato Cri. 46C—47D).
Including some suprasocial entity in this group (e.g., God, rea-
son or nature) offsets the minority (and therefore deviant) status
of the group’s opinion. The opinion of one’s fellow group mem-
bers is thus fortified by and anchored in a higher court of reputa-
tion, whose judgments are of greater importance and more lasting
consequence than the opinion of the disapproving majority or the
dominant culture (Plato Gorg. 526D-527A; Epictetus Diss. 1.30.1;
Sir 2:15-17; 23:18-19; Wis 2:12-3:5; 4:16-5:8; 4 Macc 13:3, 17,
17:5). Both Greco-Roman philosophers and Jewish authors rou-
tinely point to the opinion of God as a support for the minority cul-
ture’s values. Both admonish group members to remain committed
to the group’s values, for that is what God looks for and honors in
aperson.” [D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans
and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background.:
A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 519-520.]

2“Honor is depicted in the NT as the result of a life of loyalty
to Jesus and obedience to his teachings and example (Mt 10:32—
33; Jn 12:26; 2 Tim 4:7-8). Commitment and service to fellow
believers (Mt 20:25-28), witnessing to the favor of God in Christ
(Rev 20:4-6) and embodying the mind of Christ, which seeks the
interest of others (Phil 2:5-11), are promoted as the path to honor.
The approval of God and God’s Messiah, typically announced at
a last judgment but also affirmed in the present by early Chris-
tian authors, alone matters for the establishment of one’s honor
(Mt 25:14-46; 2 Cor 5:9-10). Believers are urged to encourage
and honor one another as each embodies the attributes of Christian
discipleship (Phil 2:29-30; 1 Thess 5:12-13; Heb 10:24-25) and

are reminded frequently of the honor they have inherited as “chil-
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is the speaker accepting definitions of honor held by
his minority group listeners. Or, is he advocating new
definitions of honor and shame to be adopted by his
minority group listeners. Motivations for seeking honor
and avoiding shame must be analyzed. In Paul’s world,
those motivations usually centered around gaining
and/or avoiding the loss of personal power and wealth.
That is, they tended to be particularly self serving for
the individual rather than concerned for the welfare of
the group. But such pretensions had to be cleverly dis-
guised in the presentation.?®

dren of God” (Jn 1:12—13; Rom 8:14-17; Gal 3:26; Heb 2:10; 1 Jn
3:1-2) and “partners of Christ” (Heb 3:6, 14). They were called as
well to honor their divine Patron and their Mediator in their lives
(1 Cor 6:20) and to take care not to show contempt for the Giver
by undervaluing the gift as this would result in their own dishonor
before God’s court (Heb 10:26-31).

“The Greco-Roman society frequently reacts against these
communities, often informally by insulting, reproaching, abusing
and harassing the Christians (Heb 10:32-34; 1 Pet 2:11-12; 4:1—
4). These represent society’s attempts to draw the believers back
to a life in line with traditional Greco-Roman virtues (e.g., piety,
expressions of civic loyalty through cult). Similar pressures could
be brought to bear on Christian Jews by the synagogue (Jn 12:42—
43; Acts 5:40-41; Rev 2:9). Christian authors, however, sought to
insulate the believers from these attempts at shaming by present-
ing persecution as expected (Mt 10:24-25; 24:9-10; Jn 16:2-4; 1
Thess 3:3—4), as a contest in which an honorable victory may be
won (Heb 12:1-4; Rev 2:26-28; 12:10-11) or as an imitation of
the passion of Jesus that held the assurance of the same vindication
Jesus enjoyed (Mt 5:11-12; Rom 8:17; Phil 1:29; 2:5-11; 3:10-11;
2 Tim 2:11-12; Heb 12:1-2; 1 Pet 3:18-22; 4:13—14). Close bonds
between believers (e.g., as ‘brothers and sisters’) were essential,
for relationships within the group had to be of greater importance
for the individual than relationships outside the group. Exhorta-
tions directed at augmenting love, encouragement and support
within the group (1 Thess 4:9-10; 5:11, 14; Heb 3:13; 10:24-25;
13:1-3) aim at making the Christian court of reputation stronger
than the opinion of the outside world, so that individual believers
might remain committed to the way of the cross.”

[D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans and
Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A
Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 521.]

Y“Where the values and commitments of a minority culture
differ from those of a dominant or other alternative culture, mem-
bers of that minority culture must be moved to disregard the opin-
ion of nonmembers about their behavior (Seneca Const. 11.2-12.1;
Epictetus Diss. 1.29.50-54). All groups will seek to use honor and
disgrace to enforce the values of their particular culture, so each
group must insulate its members from the pull of the opinion of
nonmembers. Those who do not hold to the values and the constru-
als of reality embodied in the group are excluded from the court of
reputation as shameless or errant—approval or disapproval in their
eyes must count for nothing, as it rests on error, and the represen-
tative of the minority culture can look forward to the vindication
of his or her honor when the extent of that error is revealed (e.g.,
at a last judgment; 4 Macc 11:4-6; 12:11-13). When, for example,
the dominant Greco-Roman culture holds a group like the Jews in
contempt, the effect is a constant pressure upon individual Jews to
give up their Jewishness and join in those behaviors that will then

Thus the contextual sense of oUk aioyuvBricouat is
| will not be shamed for talking about the authorization
from God to ministry that | received. The third class
protasis defines the point of potential shaming of Paul
by his Corinthian opponents: £av te yap neploodtepov t
KaUXAoWHOL TtEPL TG £€ouoiag AUMV NG ESwKEV 6 KUPLOG
el¢ olkodounv kal ok €ig kaBaipeowv OUWV, for if indeed |
boast somewhat overly concerning our authorization which
the Lord gave for building up and not for tearing you down.
The third class protasis in the conditional sentence in
a polemical setting like here presents a hypothetical
scenario as possible. Very wisely the ball is put in the
court of his readers to decide whether he is boasting
TEPLOOOTEPOV TL, somewhat overly. Also the framing of
the potential point of shaming is presented in such a
positive way that his opponents would be questioning
God, if they sought to shame Paul.?® Some evidently

be greeted as honorable by the members of the dominant culture.
Jewish authors will urge their fellow Jews to set their hearts on the
opinion of the congregation and the opinion of God and so be able
to resist the pull of the Gentile world.

“Members of this clearly defined court of reputation must
have frequent and meaningful interaction within the group. They
must encourage one another to pursue group values and ideals and
honor one another on that basis. Those who begin to show signs
of slackening in their commitment to the values of the group out
of a growing regard for the opinion of outsiders must be made to
feel ashamed by the members of the group and thus pulled back
from assimilation. Such people will need reminders that the realm
outside the group is also outside the sphere of God’s approval
(Moxnes 1988). Encouragement within the group must outweigh
the discouragement that comes to the individual from outside the
group. Relationships within the group—the sense of connected-
ness and belonging so essential to the social being—must offset
the sense of disconnectedness and alienation from the society that,
in the case of converts, formerly provided one’s primary reference
group. The negative opinion of outsiders may even be transformed
into a badge of honor within the group, often through the use of
athletic metaphors: insult and abuse become a competition in
which the minority culture’s members must endure unto victory
(4 Macc 16:16; 17:11-16; Heb 10:32). Group members are still
encouraged to fulfill their desire for honor, but in terms of how
the group defines honorable behavior. Thus Jews, for example, are
encouraged to seek honor through obedience to Torah and enabled
to resist the pressure exerted upon them by the dominant culture’s
contempt (Sir 10:19-24; 25:10-11; 41:6-8; deSilva 1996a).”

[D. A. deSilva, “Honor and Shame,” ed. Craig A. Evans and
Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A
Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 520-521.]

3 Against the backdrop of larger society values of honor and
also minority group values of honor, Paul’s critics at Corinth were
claiming his lack of honor by his so-called weak physical presence
when among them. This represents traditional Roman and Greek
shaming values since honor values means a person in leadership
must be strong, forceful, and very much in charge. For Paul to not
come in with gang buster methods meant he was weak and lacking
proper honor, from a secular Greek perspective. For him to then

adopt the ‘strong’ stance just through his letters when not |Joreselrlst
age
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had questioned his divine calling and saw it only as de-
structive to them. But Paul insists that his divine calling
was intended sic oikoSopunv kat oUk gig kaBaipeolv OURV,
for building up and not tearing you down. God in no way
authorized him to shut down churches by preaching the
Gospel. Just the opposite. And past history in his minis-
try, even at Corinth, confirmed this even to his harshest
critics. Plus this building up remains behind his words
of exhortation and rebuke to them even in this letter.

The negative purpose clause in verse nine negates
any shaming criticism about the blunt tone of his let-
ters to them: iva pn 66&w we Gv3! £kdoPeiv LGS SLd ThV
EMOTOAQV, lest | seem as though frightening you through
the letters.

The key here is the infinitive ékpoBelv Oudg, to be
frightening you.®? The verb ékdoBéw is only used here in
the NT, and the parallel adjective form ékdoBog, -ov is

among them represented great shaming of himself in their eyes.
Such destroyed any credibility he had when present among them
-- at least in their thinking. At minimum it exposed insistency and
thus negated any honoring of him.

The apostle vigorously attacks this system of honoring and
shaming by contending it doesn’t understand what he is seeking to
achieve both in the letters and also in the personal visits. A com-
pletely new set of honor/shame values must be adopted by the
minority Christian group at Corinth. And the core value principle
of evaluating honor / shame must revolve around whether Paul
was carrying out his divine authorization (tfig é€ovoiag Nudv fig
£dwkev 0 kOprog) for ministry properly both in his letters and in his
visits. Note that the first plural ‘our’ includes his associates in this
process as well.

3“0g Gv, sometimes written @odv, may be translated in any
one of three ways: ‘as if,” where év probably = €4v (Robertson
959), ‘as it were’ (Moulton 167), or ‘so to speak’ (Thrall 597).
The expression should be construed with €éxpofeiv dudg, toning
down the effect of that strong verb, ‘to be trying to scare you to
death,'™* so to speak,’ rather than with 86&w, ‘give the appearance
as it were.”!*>” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK:
W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 696.]

32éxpoPéw einschiichtern, erschrecken

gkofog, ov erschreckt; verstort”

Rudolf Kassiihlke and Barclay M. Newman, Kleines Worter-
buch Zum Neuen Testament: Griechisch-Deutsch (Deutsche Bi-
belgesellschaft, 1997), 59.]

ol émioToAal pév... (glolv) PRapelat
Kol
Loyxupatl,
d¢
) noapoucia toU chuatog (€otlv) &cbevnq
Kol

o Abyog €&oubBevnuévocg (€oTlv) .

not used by Paul (2xin NT: Mk. 9:6 and Heb. 12:21).3 The
sense is of intense fright and/or shock.3* Paul disavows
the use of ‘shock therapy’ of any kind in order to get
the Corinthians to obey Christ. That is, a true servant
of God does not try to scare people into serving God!
His bluntness in his letters is not intended to frighten
but to lay the bare truth on the table before the Corin-
thians. The spiritual shift from the apostolic Gospel to
the twisted teaching of his opponents was far greater
and dangerous than his readers understood. He would
have been less than honest to have not called this to
their attention. Add to that the dynamism of the issues
being treated from the time of his last visits to the writ-
ing of the letters® necessitated different response em-

33“gkpoPelv is a NT hapax legomenon although it is not un-
common in the LXX (fourteen uses) where on six occasions it is
found in the stylized phrase odk €otatl 0 £ék@oP@dv, ‘no one will
terrify you.”'>® The prefix éx- may have a causative force (Robert-
son 597), ‘cause to be afraid,” ‘frighten,” but more probably it is
intensive, ‘terrify’ or ‘frighten to distraction’ (Hughes 361 n. 17),
‘scare to death’ (Furnish 468). In this case the rendering ‘overawe’
(TCNT, Moffatt, Cassirer) or ‘intimidate’ (NAB1; Thrall 597) is
perhaps too mild.” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the
Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes,
UK: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 695-696.]

MEgk@oPio 1 aor. éEepoPnoa; pf. pass. ptc. ékme@ofnuévog
LXX (s. poPéopar and next entry; Trag., Thu. et al.; PLond II,
342, 9 p. 174 [185 A.D.]; Sb 4284, 10 éxpopdv nudg; LXX; En;
TestAbr A 16 p. 97, 5 [Stone p. 42]; Jos., Bell. 1, 492, Ant. 2, 82)
to cause to be intensely afraid, firighten, terrify Tivo S16 Tvog
someone w. someth. 2 Cor 10:9—DELG s.v. péfopan II. M-M.

£€k@ofoc, ov pert. to being intensely afraid, terrified (s.
€xpoPém; Aristot., Physiogn. 6 p. 812b, 29; Plut., Fab. 178 [6, 8])
gxpoPot éyévovto they became terrified Mk 9:6; w. &vtpopog Hb
12:21 (cp. Dt 9:19).—S. Frisk s.v. péBopat. TW.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer,
A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Ear-
ly Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2000), 312.]

3“The letters referred to in vv. 9 and 10 could include the
‘previous letter’ of 1 Cor. 5:9, 11 and 1 Corinthians itself, but the
main allusion will be to the ‘severe letter’ mentioned in 2 Cor.
2:3—4; 7:12 with its apparent demand for the summary punishment
of the offending church member.'®” [Murray J. Harris, The Second
Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New

International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI;
Page 16



phases.

The subordinate causal clause introduced by 6
provides most naturally an explanation for his not want-
ing to frighten the Corinthians.*® The core 6t...¢noty,
because...he is saying, alludes to the criticism of his Co-
rinthian opponents, perhaps echoing that of his outsid-
er critics. Very unlikely in my opinion is the nebulous
“man sagt” or “it is said.”¥” The third plural alternative
reading @aoav certainly points to an early understand-
ing of it referencing his opponents.® The third singular
enoiv maintains the consistent reference to his oppo-
sition 0 To10070G, such a person, inv. 11. That he has a
group of people in mind is clear from tiow @V €autolg
ouvioTavovtwy, some of those commending themselves (v.
12) and twag tolg Aoylopévoug b, some evaluating us
(v. 2). The third singular focuses on a single voice for
the critics. Whether a spokesman for this group is en-
visioned by the singular form cannot be determined.
Also undefined is whether the ultimate source of the
criticism comes from within the Corinthian communi-
ty, or from the outside false teachers who had come
to Corinth. It was, however, being voiced against Paul
from the Corinthian opponents.

What was the criticism? The content of the 6
clause defines it in fair detail: 6t at émiotoAal pév, pnoty,
Bapelal kat ioxupat, n 6& napoucia To0 cwpatog AoBevNg
Kal 0 Adyoc éEouBevnuévoc. His letters, on the one hand,
they say, are weighty and strong, but on the other hand his
physical presence is weak and his message is contemptible.

This more detailed expression repeats the shorter

stating in v. 1, 6¢ kot Mpdowmnov pev Tamewog év LY,
anwv &€ Bapp® i bUdg, who am humble face to face with
you but when absent am bold toward you. The contrast
between tamnswoc and Bapp® now is framed Bapeial
kal ioxupai along with acBevrg and é€ouBevnuévog. Also
Katd tpoowrtov, face to face, becomes i 8¢ napouoia, his
presence, and 6 Aoyog, his speaking. Then anwv, although
not present, becomes ai énotolay, his letters.>®

The thoughts are framed around the dual contrasts
of yév and &¢€. The second side is then stated in a two-
fold manner with kai linking them, as illustrated in the
above diagram. It attacks both Paul’s physical appear-
ance and his speaking skills. One should also note the
sarcastic tone to the ‘complementary’ statement about
his letters. This is intended only to heighten the incon-
sistency between physical presence and writing while
not present. Note the ellipsis in omitting verbs in order
to heighten the criticism.

His letters: ai émotoAai Bapeiat kai ioxupai, his let-
ters weighty and strong. In 10:1 the introductory depiction
stressed boldness: danwv 6¢ Bapp®d eic LudG, but when
absent | am bold toward you. The verb Bappéw (often in
the alternative spelling Bapoéw) stresses being confident
in what one believes and expresses. In the subsequent
statement of 10:2, it denotes willingness to be confron-
tational against those with opposing views. In this, he
alludes to the w¢ kata ocdpka meputatoiivtag, as living ac-
cording to flesh, standards as a definitional benchmark
for defining courage especially by his opponents. His
Corinthian opponents were using worldly standards in

Milton Keynes, UK: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press,
2005), 698.]

%The Ott could possibly link back to 86&w or ovk
aioyvvOnocopat, but most naturally in the grammar the closest pos-
sible modifying candidate is the best choice.

37“The singular verb (¢noiv) could point to the allegation
of an imaginary objector, in the tradition of the ‘diatribe’;'® thus
‘Someone will say’ (GNB). Paul is certainly capable of creating
a lengthy and detailed theological objection to be answered (see,
e.g., Rom. 3:7), but it seems inconceivable that he would provide
such a convenient tool of self-disparagement for his antagonists to
use against him, when he normally avoids citing the criticism of
his detractors verbatim, lest the very repetition of a charge should
actually reinforce it. Rather, pnoiv may bear an impersonal sense,
‘it is said’ (NEB, REB; Furnish 468) like the German ‘sagt man’
(Wendland 229; de Boor 202) or the French “dit-on” (Carrez 201),
or refer to Paul’s critics in general, both Corinthians and intrud-
ers, as represented by a particular spokesman (B reads gaociv; see
Textual Note i.); thus ‘to quote my opponents’ (Barclay) or ‘some
are saying’.” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK:
W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 698.]

Boaocw B lat sy

I — P4vid 1881 b bo™*; Ambst

[Eberhard Nestle and Erwin Nestle, Nestle-Aland: NTG Ap-
paratus Criticus, ed. Barbara Aland et al., 28. revidierte Auflage.
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012), 571.]

¥Charted out, it looks like this:

Presence: Absence:
v. 1 KT TPOGMITOV ancdv
uev o¢
TATEWVOG &V VLAV, Bopp®d eig VUGG
v.10 o8¢ pév
1 Tapovcia 10D COUTOG ol émoTolal
acBevng Bapeiot kai ioyvpai
Kol
0 AOYog
£&ovBevnuévog

Note the informal chiasmus present here:
A Presence (1a): katd mpoOowoV
B Absence (1b): anwv
B’ Absence (10a): ai émiotoAal
A Presence (10b): r) mapouacia 100 cwpaTog

Such a thought construct is a very Jewish kind of ancient
thinking. It does focus attention on his ability to speak forcefully
through his letters.

The use of yap in vv. 3-6 and vv. 12-18 to defend and am-
plify functions rhetorically the same way each time. He attacks
the criticism and then defends his attacks. Clearly it is powerful
rhetoric. But in the summary statement of v. 11 Paul asserts the
ability, if needed, to be just as blunt and direct in person as he is

in his writings.
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evaluating his courage (twag toUg Aoyllopévouc RUAS).

But in the more detailed depiction in 10:10, it is his
ai émioToAal, letters, that are judged Bapeiat kai ioxupai,
weighty and strong. What does this mean? Is this what 2
Peter 3:15-16 was alluding to?*° In Paul’s letters there
are év alig éotv Suovontd tva, some things that are hard to
understand.*’ Does this imply obscurity in writing? The
church father Origen, writing in a period in the early
200s when Paul was not highly popular in Christian cir-
cles, thought so.#? He felt that the apostle was incapa-
ble of expressing his ideas clearly and thus his writings
always required the expert interpretation of later schol-
ars when being read. But this is a virtually impossible
view to defend. The adjectives used in 10:10, Bapelat
kal loxupai, point the opposite direction and they come
from opponents at the time. They are consistent with
the more generalized Bapp® €ig Ludg in 10:1, also re-
flecting an opposition viewpoint. Second Peter’s ob-
servation that a ol dpabeig kal dotrpiktoL oTpeAWCOUCLY
WG kal tag Aowndg ypadag mpog v iblav avtihv AnwAetay,
which the uninstructed and unstable twist to their own de-
struction like they also do the other writings, assumes an
understanding of Paul’'s words but a clear rejection of
their proper meaning. Thus the sense of duovonta is
more hard to accept than hard to understand. And it is
applied only to some of his writings in the statement: év

402 Pet. 3:15-16. 15 kal thv 100 Kupiov UGV pokpoBupiov
ocwtnplav RyeloBbe, kaBwg kal 6 dyanntog NUOV adehdoc Madiog
Katd thv SoBeloav aut® codlav Eypalev UUlv, 16 wG Kal &v
MACALC TOTC EMLOTOAATS AAGV &V aUTaiC Tepl TOUTWVY £V alg E0TWY
Sduovontd twa & ol auaBbeilc kal AoTrpLIKToL OTPEPAWCOUCLY WG
Kal Tag Aoumag ypadag mpodg v idlav altihv dnwAeLlav.

15 and regard the patience of our Lord as salvation. So also
our beloved brother Paul wrote to you according to the wisdom
given him, 16 speaking of this as he does in all his letters. There
are some things in them hard to understand, which the ignorant
and unstable twist to their own destruction, as they do the other
writings.

H<Guovontd tva 6 ol dpadeig kol dotipiktol otpefrodoty,
‘some things that are hard to understand, which the uninstructed
and unstable people distort.” Svovéntog (‘hard to understand’) is a
rare word, used of texts which are difficult to interpret (Diogenes
Laertes, Vit. Phil. 9.13) and by Hermas of his symbolic visions
(Herm. Sim. 9:14:4). It is no qualification of Paul’s ‘wisdom’ (v
15) to admit that Paul’s writings contain difficult passages, since
it is only the dpabeig koi dotipikrot (‘uninstructed and unstable
people’) who will be liable to misinterpret them, and they also mis-
interpret the ‘other scriptures’ (see below; cf. Lindemann, Paulus,
94). The reference is probably therefore to passages which are lia-
ble to be misunderstood unless they are interpreted in the light of
the rest of Paul’s teaching and of the apostolic teaching generally,
rather than to passages which are simply obscure. (The point is
therefore different from that made by Origen, Comm. in. Rom. 6,
who attributes the variety of interpretations of Paul to the fact that
he was unable to express himself clearly.) For the correct inter-
pretation of such passages some instruction in Christian teaching
is required.” [Richard J. Bauckham, 2 Peter, Jude, vol. 50, Word
Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 331.]

“This view was expressed in his commentary on Romans 6.

alc...tiva. That is, the demands for commitment made
by Paul in some of his writings go well beyond what
most Christians want to accept as required of God. But
to twist them (otpeBAwoouciv) with watered down false
meanings brings destruction to such an interpreter.

At this point, the idea in Second Peter intersects
the situation in Corinth in that false meaning, or at least
improper motivation, is given to Paul’s words by some
at Corinth. This then prompts the twin sets of yap am-
plifications in vv. 3-6 and 12-18 defending what and
why he did what he did when both present and speak-
ing, as well as when absent and writing. The Corinthi-
an opponents who sought to drive a wedge between
Paul's being absent and present are challenged as at
least among ol duaBeig kal aotripiktol, the uninstructed
and unstable, spoken of in Second Peter. Their Greek
culturalized version of the gospel was not legitimate.

His appearance: nj napoucia 1ol cwuatog acdeviig,
his physical presence weak. The genitive case modifier
100 owpatog defines f mapoucio as his physical pres-
ence. Also it amplifies kata mpdowmnov, face to face, in
10:1. What is intended by this? Very likely it centers on
his physical appearance as not being up to par with-
in the definitions of that of a Greek or Roman leader.
To be sure, later church tradition*® paints the apostle’s
physical appearance as being woefully poor due to ab-
normal shortness of height, and ongoing deformities
from diseases that he suffered (perhaps alluded to in Gal.
4:13-14*). But with the twofold negative assessment of
Paul’'s presence, also to be included is what would be
labeled in our world as his personae. The assessment
of it being acBevr|g, weak, would certainly cover not just
physical weakness but personality weakness as well.*

“For example, here is one illustration: “And he saw Paul
coming, a man little of stature, thin-haired upon the head, crooked
in the legs, of good state of body, with eyebrows joining, and nose
somewhat hooked, full of grace: for sometimes he appeared like a
man, and sometimes he had the face of an angel.” [Acts of Paul and
Thecla, earlychristianwritings.com.]

4“Gal. 4:13-14. 13 oibate 8¢ 61l 8U dcBevelav Tfig oapKog
gunyyehoapnv UPlv t© Tpodtepov, 14 kal TOV MEPACUOV UPDV
€v Tf copki pou ouk &€ouBevrioate oUSE é€emtUoate, AAN wg
ayyehov Beol €6€§000¢ pe, wg XpLotovIncolv.

13 You know that it was because of a physical infirmity that
| first announced the gospel to you; 14 though my condition put
you to the test, you did not scorn or despise me, but welcomed
me as an angel of God, as Christ Jesus.

4“The other prejudicial side to this tribute is that the report
offsets the power of his letters by an adverse comment on his phys-
ical presence (mapovcia) and his abilities of public speech (Adyog).
The former is branded as doBevng, ‘weak,” probably including the
sense of being sickly and infirm, retiring in the face of vigorous
opposition.'?? But this view of dofevric, ‘weak,’ is not exclusively
or primarily so, as Betz shows.!? The latter argues that what is in
mind is Paul’s tanewvog, ‘humiliatingly poor,” appearance as defi-
cient in those essential traits of the gnostic mvevpartikde, ‘spiritual

one,” namely, dOvapug, ‘power,” é€ovaia, ‘rights to be ex%rciseil ’
age



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origen
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/actspaul.html

He was not a powerful orator when speaking.*® This
would clearly fit the tamnewog év Ouiv, humble among you,
in 10:1. Note how Luke contrasts Apollos as having
most of the oratorical traits that Paul is accused of not
having.*” The successful leader in Greco-Roman tradi-
tions needed to be virtually the opposite of what is as-
cribed to Paul.*® This cultural heritage evidently shaped
a negative view of Paul in the minds of some in the
church at Corinth.

His message: o Adyog €é§ouSevnuévog, his speaking
contemptible. This second negative assessment of his
physical presence centers on his speaking skills, or
lack thereof in the opinion of his critics. The very wide-
replete with dnddeilg, ‘demonstration,” and Adyog, ‘rhetorical
skill.” Above all, Paul lacked dpetn, ‘divine power,’'** and nvedpa,
‘spirit,” thought of as a dynamic and impressive force to convey
powerfully the triumph and effectiveness of his message. They
charged that Paul was, by contrast, ididtrng, ‘incapable of pneu-
matic speech,’ i.e., glossolalia (11:6)'* or rhetorical finesse; and
perhaps, if we return to the witness of 12:1-10, he was unable to
heal himself of the malady that rendered him so weak.'?¢”” [Ralph P.
Martin, 2 Corinthians, ed. Ralph P. Martin, Lynn Allan Losie, and
Peter H. Davids, Second Edition., vol. 40, Word Biblical Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2014), 494-495.]

461 Cor. 2:1-5. 2.1 Ky ® EABwv tpdg LpdC, adeAdot, AABov oU
ka®’ Umepoynv Adyou R codiag katayyEAAwy UV TO HuoThpLov
100 B£00. 2 o0 yap Ekpva TL eibéval év DTV el un’Incoliv XpLotov
Kal to0tov £oTaupwpévov. 3 Kayw &v dcBeveiq kai &v ¢poPw Kal
£V TPOUW TIOAAG €yevounv mpog LUAC, 4 kal 6 Adyog Hou Kai to
KNPUYHA HoU oUK év TelBoilg codiag Adyolg AAN év amodeifel
MVEVHATOC Kol SUVANEWS, 5 fval fj TioTic VU@V PN A v codia
avBpwrnwv AAN év Suvapel Beol.

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 except 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 wisdom, 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.

YTActs 18:24-26. 24 ‘loudaiog 8¢ TG AMOAGC OVOMATL,
AAe€avdpelG T® YEVEL, AvAp AOylog, Katrvtnoev sic "Edeoov,
Suvatog v &v Talc ypadalc. 25 oUTOC AV KATNXNHEVOC THV 080V
To0 Kuplou kal LEwv TG Tveupatt EAGAEL Kal £6(6aokev AKPLBDG
td mepl ol Inool, énotdpevog povov To Bantiopa lwavvou: 26
0UTOC Te fpfato moppnotdlecBatl v Tfj cuvaywyfi. AKOUCAVTES
6¢ aUtol MplokiAa kal AkUAag Tpoceldfovio autov Kal
akpBéotepov alT® €§€BevTo TV 080V Tol Be0l.

24 Now there came to Ephesus a Jew named Apollos, a native
of Alexandria. He was an eloquent man, well-versed in the scrip-
tures. 25 He had been instructed in the Way of the Lord; and he
spoke with burning enthusiasm and taught accurately the things
concerning Jesus, though he knew only the baptism of John. 26
He began to speak boldly in the synagogue; but when Priscilla and
Aquila heard him, they took him aside and explained the Way of
God to him more accurately.

“The modern image of a successful preacher is largely shaped
by the American TV preachers. Can you image any of them suc-
ceeding if they dressed in cheap clothes, didn’t wear layers of TV
makeup, and were deformed in some visual way by illness? Both
Paul and Jesus wouldn’t get to first base on the American scene.

ly used word 6 Adyog carried many different meanings
across the ancient Greek speaking world. When used
in regard to the act of oral speaking, the meaning usu-
ally captured both how the speaking was done and the
content of what was spoken. We struggle in English to
find a single word that can gather up both these mean-
ings. The word ‘speaking’ is somewhat neutral and can
go either direction but not usually both at the same
time.

The very negative trait attributed to 6 Adyog here is
¢¢oubevnuévog. Stated not in adjectival form but as a
perfect tense passive participle in a predicate adjective
role, the trait has a particularly stinging bite built into it.
Taken from the verb é€ouBevéw / €€ouBevow, the mean-
ing is very strong: “to despise someone or something on
the basis that it is worthless or of no value—‘to despise.
ot siotv Sikatol kat £€ouBevoilivtag toug Aoutoucg ‘and
they were righteous and despised everyone else’ Lk 18:9; 0
£€00lwv Tov ur €obiovta pun é€oubeveitw ‘the one who eats
should not despise the one who does not eat’ Ro 14:3.4° It
is used 11 times inside the NT designating both people
and things often scorned or despised. In this context
here the sense captures the Adyog of Paul as both not
worth listening to both due to his inept speaking ability
and to the utter lack of content in his speaking. The
perfect tense participle intensifies this disdain greatly.®®
208 '%*'tolito AoyLlécbw O tOLlOTTOCQ,

| TG AOYQ
| OL’ émLOTOABV
4Tl olol éopev...&mévteg,
Kol
ToLoUtol (éopev)napdvIieq
TQ EPYQ.

In the summary statement of verse 11, the apostle
sets out his core rebuttal: toiito Aoyilécbw 6 toloiitog,
&t olol €opev T Adyw SU EMOTOAGV ATIOVTEG, TolodToL Kal
Tapovteg T® Epyw. Let such people understand that what
we say by letter when absent, we will also do when present.

His opponents have been doing some ‘calculat-
ing’ (tobg Aoywopévoug) in order to criticize Paul and
his associates (v. 1). Now in using the third singular
(o towoltog) to reach back to each critic he challenges
them to do some more ‘calculating’ (Aoylécbw; v. 11).
But this time to calculate things correctly. His weighty
and strong (Bapeial kai ioxupai) written words will turn
into weighty and strong oral words and actions when he
arrives at Corinth: 6t oloi £opev 6 AOyw SU EMGTOAGV

“Johannes P. Louw and Eugene Albert Nida, Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains (New
York: United Bible Societies, 1996), 1:762.

°Don’t forget that this is Paul depicting what his opponents
were saying about him. The very highly insulting nature of this
accusation reflects the apostle’s honesty in reporting their accusa-

tions and then facing them in equally strong rebuttal.
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amnovteg, toloUtol Kal mapovieg TQ Epyw. This they need
to understand.

The correlative adjective function of tololtog, -autn,
-oUtov / -oUto with the masculine singular 6 tolwoiitog
here alludes back to the person in ¢notv, he says, in v.
10. That is, ‘such a one who says such things against me’
The demonstrative T00TO, this, anticipates its anteced-
ent in the subsequent 611 clause, rather than reaching
back to something said before. The neuter singular
form is appropriate to a phrase or clause rather than a
single word standing as the antecedent of a pronoun.
The correlative pronoun towodtol, such things, reaches
back to the relative otoi, what. The masculine gender is
used with both pronouns in drawing from 6 Adyog in a
plural summation of Paul’s words as oi Adyol. It alludes
to Paul speaking both through writing (6U émiotoAdv
anovteg) and in deeds (mapovieg T £pyw). The contras-
tive elements are amnovteg, words spoken while absent,
and napovteg, words spoken while present. The further
contrast t® Aoyw, by word, and t® £pyw, by deed, under-
scores the inclusiveness of Paul’s strategy.

Everything he says and does, whether through
writing or through personal presence, has the funda-
mental consistency of Bapelal kat loxupai, weightiness
and strength. But this weightiness and strength is by
God’s standards and not by human standards (cf. v. 4).
Thus on some occasions his physical presence may
not have appeared strong and forceful, but only if mea-
sured by human standards. In following God'’s leader-
ship this is a time to be forceful and also a time to be
mild. It all depends upon the needs of each situation.
Following divine direction in each situation is always
weighty and strong.

In vv. 4-6, he explained that his warfare was not
fought with human weapons. That is, he was acute-
ly aware that the struggle was not over personalities
and loyalties to human beings. It instead was a strug-
gle against the powers of evil originating with the devil
himself and ultimately it was God’s battles that were
being fought. Beginning in vv. 12-18 that explana-
tion will be expanded even further. Thus he will limit
his ‘boasting’ (kavxnooueba) to appropriate boundar-
ies rather than indulge into human standards (wg kota
oapka nepunatoivrag, v. 2b).

10.2.3.3.1.2 Limits of boasting, 10:12-18

12 OU yap ToAp®uev éykpilval fj ocuykplval €aUTOUC
TWoW TV £aUTolC ouVIoTAVOVTWY, AAN alTtol év £auTolg
£0UTOUC UETPOUVIEC Kal OUYKPIVOVTEG £0UTOUC €QUTOILG
o0 ouvidolv. 13 nueig &€ ok i Td GueTpa Kauxnooueba
GAQ KATA TO METPOV TOU KAVOVOG 00 £pEPLoEV AUV O
Be0¢ pétpou, €dkéoBal dyxpl Kal UU@V. 14 ol yap wg un
édlkvolpevol €l UGG Umepekteivouev €autolg, axpL
yap kal VU@V épBdacapev év T evayyeliw tol Xplotod,

15 oUk eic T AUETPA KAUXWHEVOL €V GAAOTPLOLG KOTIOLG,
EAniba &€ €xovieg abfavouévng ThG ToTEWG LUV v DTV
peyoAuvOfval Katd Tov kavova UGV eig meplooeiav 16
elg Ta Umepékelva POV ebayyeioaoBal, olK &v GAAOTPLW
KaVOVL €1G Ta €tolua kauxnooaoBat. 17 O 8€ KaUXWHUEVOGS €V
Kuplw KauxdoBw- 18 ol ydp 6 £AUTOV CUVLOTAVWY, EKETVOG
€0TLV SOKLUOG, AAN’ OV O KUPLOG ouvioTnaoLy.

12 We do not dare to classify or compare ourselves with
some of those who commend themselves. But when they
measure themselves by one another, and compare them-
selves with one another, they do not show good sense. 13
We, however, will not boast beyond limits, but will keep
within the field that God has assigned to us, to reach out
even as far as you. 14 For we were not overstepping our
limits when we reached you; we were the first to come all
the way to you with the good news of Christ. 15 We do not
boast beyond limits, that is, in the labors of others; but our
hope is that, as your faith increases, our sphere of action
among you may be greatly enlarged, 16 so that we may pro-
claim the good news in lands beyond you, without boasting
of work already done in someone else’s sphere of action.
17 “Let the one who boasts, boast in the Lord.” 18 For it
is not those who commend themselves that are approved,
but those whom the Lord commends.

The literary contextual role for vv. 12-18 is to pro-
vide a series of justifications for Paul’s position articu-
lated in vv. 7-11. This is signaled clearly by the repeat-
ed use of yap in these verses, cf. statements #s 209, 213,
214, and 216 in the above diagram. Also vv. 12-18 should
be seen as a continuation of the justifications set forth
in v. 3-6 as well. In this initial section the reasons for
his actions are broadly defined religiously with a claim
for their effectiveness in countering every opponent to
God.

The justification strategy in 12-18 then amplifies
the different standards of measuring used by the apos-
tle from those used by his Corinthian opponents. In
statement #s 209 and 210 (two Greek short sentences)
the apostle rejects the worldly standards of measur-
ing oneself against what others are doing. Then in the
third sentence (vv. 14-16) in statements #s 213 - 214,
he defines proper measurement by God’s standards.
Statements #s 215 - 217 (vv. 17-18) form the fourth
sentence that challenges everyone to use God'’s stan-
dards (# 215) because the only approval that counts is
from God (#s 216 - 217). This is the bottom line reason
for his use of these different measuring standards. And
this assertion will provide the conceptual foundation for
the next major segment in 11:1 - 12:13.%

SIThis inter connectivity between units of idea expression are
so typical of the former Jewish Pharisee trained in scribal patterns
of thinking. The following unit builds off the preceding unit in
some particular manner. Sometimes the nature of this connectivity
is signaled overtly by coordinate conjunctions such as yap, but at
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10.12

The four Greek sentences in vv. Yoo
12-18 (vv. 12-13; 14-16; 17-18) provide209 CURTCAHal=VE
the most natural internal organizing ARV
structure for understanding what Paul 0 . )
is saying. They provide three clearly PTG, Rl .
defined reasons for Paul’s different TLOLY TOY EOUTOVC OUVLOTavOVTOY,

approach to the Corinthians in his AR &V fautolc

writing and in his personal presence EOUTOUC PETEOTVIEC

with them. Also they completely evap- Kol

orate the basis for his critics in Corinth OUVKPIVOVTEC £0UTOUC €0UTOLCQ
speaking against him. At the close in210 aUTOl...0U OUVLI&TLY.

v. 18 comes the base line reason be- . o5

hind Paul's strategy: God’s approval

is the only one that ultimately matters.211
a) Not worldly based comparisons,

vv. 12-13. 12 O0 yap TOAUDUEV EVKPIVOLy 1 5

i ouykpival €aUtoUg TIoW TV £autolg

elg T Guetpa
Npeilg OUK...Rauxnodépeba
AANN
(npeic rauxnodpeda)
KATX TO pétpov 100 KRavOVOCQ

ouvioTavovtwy, AN autol €v €auToig oU énéplosv {ulv 6 Oedc pétpou,
£0UTOUC METPODVTEG Kal OUYKPIVOVTEC EQLKECOHA L
£0UTOUC €auToig oU ocuvidow. 13 Auelc &xpl Kal Uuev.

O€& oUK €l¢ TA AueTpa KAUXNOOUEBO AANL

KATA TO HETPOV ToU KAvOVOG oU EUEPLOEV Weqe
NUlv 6 Bedg YETpou, EdLkEoBal dypL Kal v )
¢~ . (V] gQLKVOUPNEVO L
UM@v. 12 We do not dare to classify or G Hil €0 VOUHEV

. elg Undcg
compare ourselves with some of those 5 . g .

213 Unepekteivopev gauvtoug,

who commend themselves. But when e

they measure themselves by one anoth- Bxpl Kol UpGv

er, and compare themselves with one214 £pO&oopev

another, they do not show good sense. ¢v 18 euayyerie TOU XpLotoU,

13 We, however, will not boast beyond 10-15 oUK £lg T& dustpa KAUXOUEVOL

limits, but will keep within the field that | €V aAlotplolg xdmolLg,
God has assigned to us, to reach out even | ok

eAI{da éxovIeq
| avéavouévng ThHg niocTewg UUdV
| SAVARVIVNIRY)
PEYOAUVORvaL
KATX TOV KovOva NUEV
elg mepLooe lav
elg TO Unepéke Lva UU®dV

as far as you.

In this first subunit of defense Paul |
disavows the use of worldly standards :
of comparison that his opponents are |
using (v. 12). But he comes right back |
to claim a legitimate basis for boast-  10.1¢ |

ing that is established by God and not evayyellooobal,

by humans (v. 13). |  oUx &v &Adotple xovdvL
OU0 yap TOApQuEV Eykpival 0 | elg t& étolpa

ouykpival €auToug TIOIV TV €AUTOUG KoUXHoocool .

ouvioTavoviwv. The core verb ex- 52
pression OU ToAuQuev sets the tone £ , . .

. . . . 215 O KAUXOHEVOG €V KUPL® KAUX&KCO -
and continues in elaboration the dis- 1018 Vo
avowal of human standards men- S EQUTOY GUY LOTEVEY
. . . 14
tioned in vv. 3-6. What did he mean by, g oU...ERETVOC £0TLV B6KLPOC,

o0 Katd capka oTpatevoueda, not ac- BAN!

cording to fleshly standards do we wage év 6 kUpLog ouviotnoLv

war, in v. 3? In v. 12, we know one217 (éotLv J36KLPOC) .

key component of those human stan- ates (first person plural verb) dare not do that! Not the

dards: measuring our achievements over against those  compound complementary infinitive objects of the verb
of other preachers. Paul states that he and his associ- TOAPGIPEV With &ykpivat A cuykpival £auTouc..., to evalu-

other times it must be concluded from the nature of the content
inside the two adjacent units of text material.
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Second Corinthians 10:1-18
Rhetorical Structure
by Lorin L. Cranford

// 2 Corm 1037=11
Dedarations

yap

27N

2 Cor 10:3-6 //
Defense

2 Cor 10:12-18
Defense

Just as the opening declarations in vv. 1-2 are then defended and amplified in
vv. 3-6, so also the declarations in vv. 7-11 are defended and amplified in vv.
12-18. The two sets of declarations/justifications stand parallel to one another
as an combined assertion of Paul’s differing strategys when either present or
away from Corinth. Together these form a powerful response to criticism
against him by some in the Corinthian church.

as TV £auToug ouvioTavovTwy, of commending them-
selves reaches back to 5:12 (cf. also 3:1; 4:2; 6:4; 7:11;
10:18; 12:11), where Paul indicates avoidance of such
actions.%® The idea of guviotnui here is of setting one-
self in front of another so they can recognize validity.
This is not in itself wrong as the other uses of cuvioTnpi
in Second Corinthians reflect. But here in chapter ten
the setting of one’s credentials before the gathered
church groups was done by stressing one’s superiority
to others by questioning the values of one’s opponents.
This Paul rejects. Neither he nor Titus or any other of
his associates will claim exceptional achievements
over those of the opponents at the Corinthian church.
He refuses to play the game of ‘one upmanship’!®® This
is not God’s way of credentializing one of His servants.

Instead (= &AN’), as statement # 210 (v. 12b) as-

10.12 vop serts, engaging in
209 0¥ toAndnpev such  comparisons
eyxpival shows lack of judg-

N ! . ment and  good

ouyxptvat gautovg ) sense: &M’ autol

TLOLV TWV €XAUTOUC OUVLOTAVOVTIWV, , « ~ e \

S0 év. Eautolg  £autols

€V gautolq p.EtpOE)VTEq . K‘m

BQUTOUC NETPOUVTEC OUYKPIVOVTEG €aUTOUG

el £€autoig o0 ouvidol.

OUYKp{vovIeg £aUuTtoUC £auTolq But when they mea-

210 ad1ol...oU0 ouvLidoLv. sure themselves by one

ate or compare ourselves with.... The play on kpivw, to
judge, with the compound forms £ykpivat from év + kpivw
and ouykpivat from ouv + kpivw dramatically under-
scores comparing two individuals with drawing conclu-
sions about who is the better or worse of the two. Here
the two sets of comparisons are ¢autoug, ourselves, and
TLOW TV €auTtolg ouviotavoviwy, someone of those who
are commending themselves.?>? Note the continued use of
the singular number form first in g (v. 7), then ¢énoiv (v.
10), and & towoltoc (v. 11). This particularizes the plural
use twag, some (v. 2).%° This heightened stress on any-
one daring to make such comparisons emphasizes the
wrongness of such actions.> The label of this opponent

S2Perhaps there is a subtle tone of forcefulness in the plural
‘we’ against the singular ‘someone’ among the opponents. Rhet-
oric would utilize every potential nuance of persuasion possible.

»*Most English translations uniformly use the plural ‘some’
for the sake of clarity of identifying contextually who is being ref-
erenced as opponents. But in the second tier of assertion and de-
fense (vv. 7-18) the plural reference in the first (vv. 1-6) becomes
individualized for emphasis sake.

There was no need for Paul to name by name any of these
individuals. Their egocentric self commendation would have ex-
posed their identity to the readers of this letter. Besides Paul was
attacking worldly ways not people in this.

S4“His tactic is to adopt a stance of mock humility: I really
cannot rise to the level of these people so that I can rightly join my-
self to them (&ykpive) or compare myself with them (cuykpivo).
With an obvious play on words, which may owe something to an
anti-rhetorical and anti-sophistic posture—opposing comparison

another, and compare
themselves with one another, they do not show good sense.
Here we discover some more about how his opponents
were making the comparisons, as well as Paul’s as-
sessment of such actions.
The actions of his opponents are described as év
£0UTOIC €aUTOUG UETPODVTEG KAl CUYKPIVOVTEC €auTtoug
gautolg, among themselves measuring themselves and

(oVykpiowg) with a denial of superiority (Onepoyn; cf. 1 Cor 2:1)
adopted by popular philosophy,'> Paul answers those who said
that he was boastful (3:1; 10:1). In the game of self-praise, he re-
torts, I haven’t the skill to play (see 11:6: idudtng t@® Ady®, “un-
trained in public speaking’).” [Ralph P. Martin, 2 Corinthians, ed.
Ralph P. Martin, Lynn Allan Losie, and Peter H. Davids, Second
Edition., vol. 40, Word Biblical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2014), 502.]

352 Cor. 5:12. o0 mAAW £AUTOUG GUVIGTAVOHEV UMV AAN
adopunv 6186vteg LUV KavxAMATOg UTIEP NUDY, lva €xnte MPOg
TOUC €V TIPOOWIW KAUXWHEVOUC Kol un év kapdia. We are not
commending ourselves to you again, but giving you an opportu-
nity to boast about us, so that you may be able to answer those
who boast in outward appearance and not in the heart.

Any political campaign will reflect this negative strategy of
comparisons. Every politician must decide how to approach cam-
paigning. Whether to focus on his/her own values and commit-
ments or whether to claim superiority to one’s opponents assumed
lack of worthy values and commitments. When such becomes a
strategy inside the church immediately there is loss of credibility

and high values by the church.
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comparing themselves to themselves.5” After complete-
ly rejecting comparisons to others as legitimate mea-
suring of one’s achievements (v. 12a), Paul now as-
serts the craziness of such comparisons being done
by his opponents. The twin participles petpoiivteg kat
ouykpivovteg flanked on either side by the objects
¢auToug stresses both methodology (petpodvteg) and
results (ouykpivovteg) in this comparative based eval-
uation. Paul’s assessment is that conclusions reached
like this indicate that such individuals o0 cuvidow, do
not have any sense. The idea of guvinui here in the pres-
ent tense third plural spelling is the lack of realization
that no legitimate conclusions can ever be reached
through such flawed methodology.

He then proceeds in vv. 13-16 to explain to his
readers the only legitimate base for making evaluative
judgments about achievements. This is done in two
Greek sentences, the first stating how Paul does it (v.
13; #s 211-212) and the second why he does it this way
(vv. 14-16; #s 213 - 214).

V. 13, Auelc 6¢ o0k €ig Ta AueTpa kavxNoOueda GAAA
KT TO MPETPpOV ToD Kavdvog ol épéploev AUV 6 Bedg
pETpou, £dikécBal Gyxpt kal Lu®v. We, however, will not
boast beyond limits, but will keep within the field that God

has assigned to us, to reach out even as far as you.
10.13 6é

elg T& &uetpo

211 nueic OouUK...Rauxnodpeda
AN
212 ((peic xauxnodpeda)

KATX TO PéTpov ToU KavOVOC
oU éuéplLoev nuiv

EQLKECOO L
axpl Xo

The contrastive assertions are set up by ouk... GAAG
beginning with the negative assertion and followed by
the positive: not this...but that. The core concept is es-
tablished as kavxnoopeba, we will boast, from kauvxdopadt.
The translation dilemma is how to express the idea.
The English word ‘boast’ is commonly used but the
more precise idea of kauyxdouai is closer to ‘take pride
in.’ The inner sense of good feeling is normally articu-
lated verbally, and neither of these English language
ideas really gathers this up clearly and obviously.

Paul asserts that he and his associates will not

"The divisiveness in the Corinthian community depicted in
1 Cor. 1:10-17 most likely had some connection to what Paul ad-
dresses here in 2 Cor. 10:12-18. His comments in vv. 12-13 as-
sume human based comparisons:

12 Aéyw &€ tolto OTL €KAOTOG UMMV Aéyel €yw PEV eijl
MNavlou, éyw 6& AmoA\®, éyw &6¢ Kndd, éyw &€ Xpiotol. 13
MeUEpLoTal O XpLoTog; un MNadAog éotaupwbn UTEP LUV, A €lG TO
Ovopa MNavlou éBamticBnte; 12 What | mean is that each of you
says, “I belong to Paul,” or “I belong to Apollos,” or “I belong to
Cephas,” or “l belong to Christ.” 13 Has Christ been divided? Was
Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?

L Updv.

Kauxdopal €ig t& Guetpa, into the immeasurable areas.
The word group pétpov, Guetpog, HeTpéw in ancient
Greek defined weights and balances along with the
action of weighing something. Based upon this literal
meaning came the figurative use that defined in phi-
losophy that which had value, e.g., the idiom pétpov
ndvtwyv the measure of all things. Out of this came the
LXX use to translate the Hebrew nan with a strong tone
of divine judgment.®® The background meaning of di-
vine judgment stands behind most of the NT uses of

this word group as well.%® This language used here by

8¢ uérpov (from Hom. 1., 7, 471; 12, 422; Od., 2, 355; 9, 209
etc.) means a. ‘measure’ as an instrument of measuring (whether
cubic or of length); b. ‘proportion,” ‘order’ (common in the class.
poets, also the pap.);1 c. ‘measure of verse or syllables’; d. ‘what
is measured as the result of measuring,” ‘the measured part’ (place,
road, time), both literally and figuratively.

“The term pétpov became particularly significant in Gk.
philosophy. The pétpov mévtwv, the abs. measure of all things,
esp. of values, was set by Protagoras exclusively in men: tdvtov
xPNUATOV pétpov Eotiv GvBpmmog, T®V eV dviav mg EoTty, TOV
d¢ ook dvtov mg ovk oty (Fr., 1 11, 263, 3 ff., Diels5]). In con-
trast, Plato finds it only in God (Leg., IV, 716c: 6 &1 8ed¢ nuiv
TAVTOV XPNUATOV LETPOV AV €l LAAOTO, Kol TOAD HEAAOV 1| TOV
TG, A paoctv, avBpwmog). This thought is particularly important in
Neo-Platonism: Plot. Enn., I, 8, 3; cf. VL, 8, 18: mepilnyig mévrov
Kol puétpov; V, 5, 4: pétpov yop anto Kol 00 HETPOVUEVOV.

“In the LXX pétpov is mostly used for
77n, apart from some secular refs.: 1. with
ref. to the cultic measurements of the taber-
nacle and temple, esp. Ez. 40-48; 2. of cor-
rect measures and weights which stand under
God’s protection and are superintended in the
temple, Lv. 19:35; Dt. 25:14 f.; Prv. 20:10;
Am. 8:5; 1 Ch. 23:29; 3. of the measures of
the world as an expression of the belief in
creation: Job 11:9; 28:25; 38:5; Wis. 11:20;
4. in threats of destruction and judgment sayings: 4 Bac. 21:13; Is.
5:10; Ez. 4:11, 16; Lam. 2:8; y 79:5; Zech. 5:6 ff.; 5. in the salva-
tion saying in Zech. 1:16.

“netpéw (at least from Hom.: Od., 3, 179) means a. ‘to mea-
sure,” ‘to traverse’ (the sea); fig. ‘to evaluate,” ‘to judge’; b. in the
phrase Twi 1, ‘to measure something to someone’ (from Eur. and
Aristoph.). In the LXX petpéw is used for 77p, e.g., Ex. 16:18. It
is found in the pap.2”

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:632.]

$%“The passages which characterise the NT use of pétpov and
petpéom refer a. to the judicial work of God in the Last Judgment
and b. to the gift of grace allotted to us.

“a. In the proverbial expression &v @ pétpm petpeite
petpndnoceton Ul in Mt. 7:2 (cf. Mk. 4:24 and Lk. 6:38b) there
comes to full expression the eschatological seriousness with which
Jesus establishes the un kpivete by reference to the divine judg-
ment corresponding to human judging. The rule finds in Rabbinic
writings many parallels in wording or meaning; in Sota, 1, 7 it
runs: 17 PTT A2 77N QIRY 7773, ‘with the measure with which a
man measures, one (i.e., God) will measure to him.’3 Nevertheless,
in the application of the norm there is a fundamental difference
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Paul hints at the gaping hole in how the Corinthians
were ‘measuring.’” They were doing it by human stan-
dards and not by God’s standards. The point then of
AUETG 8¢ oUK €ig Ta Guetpa kavxnooueba is that Paul and
his associates would not venture into measurements
beyond those established by God. Note the doubly
strong emphasis upon ‘we’ with the stating of nueig
and the placing of it first in the sentence. In verse 15
where the phrase is repeated but with the addition of
€v aAhotpiolg komoLg, in the labors of others, the meaning
centers on the places that God assigns His servants

between Jesus and the Rabbis. With the help of this rule the latter
establish and regulate human judging; Jesus, however, reiects, all
judging, and His prohibition is absolute: ur kpivete. ‘The
reason for this contradictory use of the same principle is
that Jesus did not see the one and ultimate will of God in

the norm which demands retribution.’® The reverse side

of kptvew is forgiveness, which Jesus requires of His dis-213
ciples in view of God’s readiness to forgive.

“At the end of a series of sayings in which the posi-

tive duty of exercising forgiveness is set in juxtaposition214
with the prohibition of judging, Lk. 6:38b has the words:
@ yop pétpe petpeite avtipstpndiostar duiv. These
seem first to be the basis of the divine reward which is
certain for those who show mercy. But they should not be
related only to v. 38a. They refer to the whole group of
sayings, including the pr) kpivete ktA. of v. 37. This solves
the difficulty which seems to be presented by the fact that
in the preceding words: pétpov KaAOV TEMECVUEVOV KTA.
(v. 38a), emphasis is laid on the superabundant reward of
God, whereas the saying @ yop pétpm kth. stresses ‘the
quantitative equivalence of retribution.”” The form of the
text in Mt. and Mk. is more original than that in Lk.}

“b. But the figure of the pétpov is also used to ex-
press the diversity and manifoldness of the gifts of grace
allotted to each man, Eph. 4:7 (with emphasis on the
£votng, as in 1 C. 12);° Eph. 4:16; R. 12:3. To show what
is the one final goal of the members of the community—
the goal which the various gifts must serve—pétpov is then used
in the sense of full measure in Eph. 4:13 (— 633).In2 C. 10:13, in
contrast to the unmeasured boasting of his opponents in Corinth,
the measure by which Paul would be measured is the sphere of
missionary activity which God has assigned to him as an apostle.
This measure is not human,; it is indicated by God.

“If it is true of all the gifts of Christians that they have a mea-
sure and limit, Christ Himself has received the gift of the Spirit
from God without measure or restriction. This is the meaning of
Jn. 3:34: 00 yap €k pétpov didworv 10 Tvedpua.'? Although the pres-
ent didwotv might lead us to take the statement as a general rule,
the context shows that it refers only to Christ, and according to the
context again God alone can be the subject.! This is shown plainly
both by what precedes (v. 34a) and what follows (v. 35).

“c. petpém has a distinctive sense in Rev. 11:1 f. In this vi-
sion, which is influenced by Ez. 40:3 ff., petpéow in v. 1, considered
along with v. 2, takes on the sense ‘to preserve.’!? The temple of
God is to be measured, i.e., preserved, but the outer court, which is
not to be measured, will not be preserved.”

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Fried-
rich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:633-634.]

10.15

10.16

to go. God had assigned Paul to preach the Gospel in
Corinth and he was faithful to that divine assignment.®°

This is the central point of the positive assertion in
v. 13b (# 212). Legitimate kauxwpevol could then take
place katd T péTpov 0l Kavovog ol EUEPLOEY ATV & BEOG
HETpou, Edikéabal Gxpl kal UV, according to the limits of
the assignment where God who measures has measured, to
reach out even to you also. The apostle did take immense
pride in what God was doing in his ministry that sought
to go exactly where God directed. And this included the
Corinthians (€@ikéoBal Gypi kai UuGV).

b) Limited appropriate boastings, vv. 14-16.
Yoo
ou
®OC U €eLrVOUUEVOL
elg Updgc
UnepertTe {vopev &autoug,
Yop
axpl Kol Uuev
£pOdocapev
¢v 1) evayyeAle toU XplLotodl,
OUK €lC TA HUETPO KAUXOUEVO L
| &V dAXotplolg kémolLg,
| o¢
EAI{da éxovieq
| | avfovouévng Thc nioTewg UuAV
| SAVER VAV AY)
peyoAuvOfivo L
KOTO TOV KovoOva NU@V
elg mepLooelav
elg TQ Umepéke Lva UURV
vayyelicacbal,
oUK &V aAlotplg rovoOvL
elg TA €TOLlpO
KouxHooobol .

|
|
|
|
|
€
|
|

In the second justifying assertion (yap in vv. 12,
14a, 14b), Paul defends his coming to Corinth as be-
ing within the limits of God’s assignment: 14 o0 yap wg

%To some extent the agreement described in Gal. 2:9 stands
behind this: kal yvovteg thv xapwv thv o00elodv pot, 1akwpog katl
Knodc kai lwdvvng, ol Sokolviec otiAol elvay, Se€ldg E5wkav
€uol kai BapvaBa kowwviag, tva AUElS gic Ta €0vn, altol &£ &ig
v neptopnv: and when James and Cephas and John, who were
acknowledged pillars, recognized the grace that had been given
to me, they gave to Barnabas and me the right hand of fellow-
ship, agreeing that we should go to the Gentiles and they to the
circumcised.

But one should resist pressing this geographically and too ex-
clusively. The subsequent ministries of Paul, Barnabas, Peter, and
John described inside the NT would suggest a broad understanding
here that meant dominate orientation but not exclusive orientation.

Yet one can say that with the positive assertion in v. 12b the
phrase £pwéaBan dypt kai Dudv does have some geographical im-
plications. Corinth was the western most point of Paul’s three mis-
sionary journeys, and he was planning the next stage to be from

Rome to Spain as he indicated in Romans 15: 18-29.
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un €dilkvolpevol gic LUAG UnepekTElVOUEV €QUTOUG, AxpL
yap kal VU@V épBdacapev év T® evayyeliw tol Xplotod,
15 oUk eig¢ TA GUETPO KAUXWHEVOL €V GAAOTpPLOLG KOTIOLG,
ENntida &€ €xovteg alEavopévng TRG ToTEWS DUV v DTV
peyoAuvOfival Katd Tov kavova AUV eic meploosiav 16
elg T Umepekewva LUWOV evayyeioacBal, oUK €v GANOTPILW
KaVOVL ei¢ TA ETopa kauxnoaoBat. 14 For we were not over-
stepping our limits when we reached you; we were the first
to come all the way to you with the good news of Christ. 15
We do not boast beyond limits, that is, in the labors of oth-
ers; but our hope is that, as your faith increases, our sphere
of action among you may be greatly enlarged, 16 so that we
may proclaim the good news in lands beyond you, without
boasting of work already done in someone else’s sphere of
action.

The first justifying declaration (#213) asserts the le-
gitimacy of Paul and his associates’ coming to Corinth,
and the next justifying declaration (#214) affirms his
expectation of being able to move on to new places
assuming the spiritual growth of the Corinthians under
his instruction. Just what is he saying by these obser-
vations?

It is difficult, to say the least, to understand clearly
the point being made. The figurative usage of
terms rather than direct literal language com-
plicates the process of understanding. Add to214
that are cultural dynamics coming most likely
out of the Greek philosophical traditions that
bear little resemblance to anything in modern
western culture. But with careful analysis we
will attempt to make sense out of these asser-
tions.

Coming to Corinth, v. 14a. o0 ydp w¢G un
€dikvolpevol gic UUBG UnepekTelvoley €aUToUC,
For we were not overstepping our limits when we

reached you.%'
10.14

10.15

10.16
Yop
oU
g un éeLxkvouUpevol
elg Uudg

213 UnepekTeivopev €autoug,

61“With its two negative statements (o0 and un), the first part
of v. 14 restates as an elucidation (ydp) what is said positively
in v. 13. “We are not overreaching ourselves’ corresponds to ‘[we
will boast] in accordance with our limit’ (v. 13b), while ‘as if we
do not reach you’ matches ‘(an assignment) that certainly reaches
as far as you’ (v. 13¢). Because v. 14 is explanatory (ydp) and the
expression ovk &i¢ T duetpa kowynoodueda (v. 13) is repeated in v.
15 (with ovk ... kovyduevot), some treat v. 14 as parenthetical.50
This is possible, but the link between v. 14b and v. 15a suggests
otherwise: Paul’s reaching Corinth with the gospel shows that his
boasting about Corinth is not beyond proper limits and in someone
else’s labors.” [Murray J. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corin-
thians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI; Milton Keynes, UK:
W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.; Paternoster Press, 2005), 716-717.]

As the diagram shows, the primary point made
here is oU...Unepekteivouev £outolc, we are not over ex-
tending ourselves. Everything else attaches defining lim-
its on this base idea. First comes wc¢ pur) épikvolpevol gig
Opéc, as we should be if we had not already come to you.?
This temporal participle phrase asserts that the apostle
was the first commissioned apostle to reach Corinth
and this fact gives his mission there validity. He is not
treading on someone else’s territory. Very likely stand-
ing behind this is the criticism from the outsiders having
come into Corinth claiming a superior authority from
the Jerusalem apostles to counterman Paul’s preach-
ing of the Gospel. Paul had just stated in v. 13, fuelg
6¢ oUK €ig T GueTpa KAUXNOOUEB GAAA KATA TO HETPOV
100 Kavovog ob éuéploev RV 6 Bedg pétpou, But we will
not boast beyond proper limits and instead will keep to the
limits that God has assigned us. Those assigned limits, to
pétpov tod kavovog, included Corinth: épikéoBart dypt kat
OpGv. Thus in coming to Corinth before any other apos-
tle did with the Gospel -- ébkvoupevol i bpdg -- means
that Paul can legitimately boast over the Corinthians. In
no way then had he overstepped the boundaries of his
divine assignment, as his opponents were charging.

Yap

axpl Kol Updv
£pOdoapev
¢v 1) evayyeAle tol XplLotodl,
OUK €lC¢ T QUETPA KAUXOUEVOL
| &V dAXotplolg kémolLg,
| d¢e
eAI{da éxovieq
| | avéavouévng ThHg miocTewg UudV
| | év upiv
| peyoduvonval
| KOTO TOV KovoOva Nu@dv
| elg mepLooe lav
| elc ta Umepéxrelva TPV
evayyeliocacBbal,
|  ouUx ¢€v &AXotple kovoVL
| elc T €10lNX
KOUXHoooOo L .

Moving beyond Corinth, vv. 14b-16. 14b GypL yap
Kal U@V édpBacapev év @ gbayyehiw TolU Xplotol, 15
oUK €l¢ TA AUETPA KAUXWHEVOL €v GANOTPLOLG KOTIOLG,
EAniba &€ €xovieg abfavouévng ThG ToTEWG LUV v UV
peyoAuvOfival Katd Tov kavova AU®V eig meplooeiav 16
elg T Umepékeva POV evayyeioaoBat, olK &v AAAOTPLW

2The translation and thus interpretation of the unit in vv. 14-
16 depends heavily upon the placement of the second negative p).
If it modifies the participle épucvoduevot -- the most natural un-
derstanding -- then it produces a translation along the lines of the
above rendering (Martin, WBC, vol. 40, p. 504). But if it qualifies
as an elliptically understood verb the translation should follow as

“as it should not be since we already began coming to you.”
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KavovL eig Ta Etolpa kavyrnoacBat. 14b for we were the first
to come all the way to you with the good news of Christ. 15
We do not boast beyond limits, that is, in the labors of oth-
ers; but our hope is that, as your faith increases, our sphere
of action among you may be greatly enlarged, 16 so that we
may proclaim the good news in lands beyond you, without
boasting of work already done in someone else’s sphere of
action.

This second justifying expression (vv. 14b-16) ex-
tends the first one (v. 14a) and further defends the
claims in v. 13 of limited boasting. Proper understand-
ing of the claims in v. 13 thus depends upon the expli-
cation given in vv. 14b-16.

The key verb is é¢dpbdacauev from $pOavw with the
sense of reaching ahead of or arriving before others. The
aorist first plural indicative spelling stresses Paul and
his associates having reached the Corinthians (dxpt kat
Ou®V) év T® ebayyehiw Tol Xplotol, with the Gospel, be-
fore the arrival of these outsiders. Thus boasting about
the Corinthians was well within Paul’s legitimate rights
as an apostolic messenger.

He goes on (v. 15a) to assert that he will not boast
(=take credit for) about the labors of other apostolic
messengers: ouk €ig T AUETPA KAUXWHEVOL €V AANOTPLOLG
Komolg, not boasting into the limits beyond, in the labors
of others. Behind this evidently stands the Jerusalem
agreement with the Twelve depicted in Gal. 2:9, kat
YVOVTEG TNV xapwv tHv 600eloav pot, lakwpog kal Kndadg
kot lwdvvng, ot SokoTvteg oTOAOL elvat, SEELAC ESwKaAv Epot
Kal BapvaBad kowwviag, iva nueic ei¢ ta £€9vn, avtoi é¢ i
v neptrounv- and when James and Cephas and John, who
were acknowledged pillars, recognized the grace that had
been given to me, they gave to Barnabas and me the right
hand of fellowship, agreeing that we should go to the Gen-
tiles and they to the circumcised. The apostle was keen
to take the Gospel to ‘virgin’ territories where no other
apostle had already worked in (cf. Rom. 15:20-21). If
they wanted to work in ‘his fields’ after him, then their
labors that built on the foundation that he had laid was
fine (cf. 1 Cor. 3:5-9). But they must not try to undo his
work and replace it with something different (cf. Gal.
1:6-10). From all indications this was exactly what the
outsiders who came to Corinth were seeking to do.
Whether or not they represented the same mentality
that Paul had to deal with among the Galatian church-
es is far less clear. Superficially some similarities seem
to be present. But the honest truth is that not enough
information about what these people stood for is given
to draw any substantive conclusions. Chapters eleven
and twelve provide about the only information avail-
able. Keeping the characterization of them separate
from those inside the Corinthian church who didn’t care
for Paul is one of the interpretive barriers that is difficult
to scale successfully.

Standing in contrast to the existing situation is
Paul's expectation of the future growing out of Corinth
(vv. 15b-16): éAniba 6¢€ £xovteg av§avopévng Thig ioTewg
U@V év UMV peyaAuvBijval Katd tov kavova AUV €ig
neploosiav 16 €ig¢ td UMepékewva VUGV evayyelioacBal,
oUK €v AAAotpiw Kavovl gic Td €tolpa kauxnoaoBal, but
having expectation that your faith will grow, our boundaries
of action may then be enlarged extensively so that we can
preach the Gospel well beyond you without boasting in the
work of others in their defined boundaries.

The apostle saw his primary calling from God to be
a church planter rather than an ongoing pastor. To be
sure, he felt deep pastoral responsibility for the church-
es established under his ministry, as his extensive let-
ter writing ministry affirms. But at the top of the priority
list was to plant churches in brand new territory where
no other apostolic messenger had gone. The primary
limitation on that objective was the spiritual health of
his previously established churches.

How quickly and how much he would be able to
achieve this depended in part on the progress of the
church at Corinth. Does this imply his desire to use
Corinth as a ‘home base’ for expanded missionary
work? Clearly from Luke’s account in Acts, Antioch of
Syria had functioned in this capacity. And in Romans
15:24 which was written from Corinth after Paul’s arriv-
al there, he anticipated the church at Rome functioning
as home base for a missionary strategy for the western
Mediterranean activity. To take Paul’'s statement here
as presupposing such a role for Corinth is not credible.

His anticipated expanded ministry -- év Ouiv
peyahuvBijval -- depends upon the successful conclu-
sion of the issues raised by his opponents at Corinth
-- éAmtida 8¢ &yovteg alfavouévng tfig iotewg Uukv. The
foundational assumption under this is that evangelistic
ministry in new fields depends upon successful pastoral
ministry in existing fields. One does not -- and should
not -- establish new fields of ministry until existing fields
are stable and spiritually healthy. Otherwise, the entire
endeavor is headed for collapse. Another aspect of the
enlargement of ministry -- peyaAuvbijval -- here is get-
ting the entire community on board with the apostolic
Gospel and weaned off of the corruption of the Gospel
from the outsiders. When this could be achieved, then
his ambition of moving on to new fields of missionary
activity would be possible.

c) The bottom line basis for boasting, vv. 17-18.
17 'O 6¢ kauywpevog év Kupiw kauvxdcbw- 18 ou
Yap 0 £0UTOV CUVLOTAVWVY, EKETVOC €0TLV SOKLUOC, GAN" OV O
KUplog ouviotnow. 17 “Let the one who boasts, boast in the
Lord.” 18 For it is not those who commend themselves that
are approved, but those whom the Lord commends.

The apostle concludes this discussion by resortin%
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10.17

o¢

215 ‘O KOUXOPEVOG &V KUPIi® KAUXAOO® -
10.18 vop
O ¢aUTOV OUVLOTAVOV,
216 oU...éKrelvég €otLv d6KLpOCQ,
GAN
ov O KUpLOog¢ ouviotnoLv
217 (éotLv d6KLpOC) .

to general axioms based on scriptural citation.®® The
scripture is taken from Jeremiah 9:23-24 (LXX 9:22-
23):84

22 Tade Aéyel kUpLOG M Kauxdobw 6 codog év Tif
codlg altol, kal un kavxacdw o loxupog év Tfj toxuL altod,
Kal 1N kouxaoBw 6 mhouaolog v Te mAoUTw autol,t 23 AAN
f| €V TOUTW KAUXAoBW O KAUXWUEVOC, CUVIELY KAl YLVWOKELY
OTL £yWw elpL KUPLOG TTOLRV EAeOC Kal Kpipa Kal dikatooclvnv
€N Tfig yiig, OTL €V TOUTOLG TO BEANUA pou, Aéyel KUpLOG. T

23 Thus says the Lord: Do not let the wise boast in their
wisdom, do not let the mighty boast in their might, do not
let the wealthy boast in their wealth; 24 but let those who
boast boast in this, that they understand and know me, that
| am the Lord; | act with steadfast love, justice, and righ-
teousness in the earth, for in these things | delight, says the
Lord.

Clearly Paul’'s declaration'O 6¢ kauxwpevog év kupiw
Kauxacbw, and the one boasting let him be boasting in
the Lord (#215), is at best a summarizing of Jeremi-
ah’s longer declaration in the Lord’s behalf. It is not
an exact quotation, but it does capture the essence of
Jeremiah’s text. If there is any pride to be talked about
it must be pride in what God is doing rather than pride
in what the individual is doing. This foundational axiom
underlies everything that Paul has claimed in this dis-
cussion in chapter ten. It especially comes full circle
to the opening assertion in this subunit in vv. 12-18,
OU yap ToAu@MEV €ykpival fj ouykpival £aUtolG TLoWV TV
£autolg ouviotavoviwy, for we dare not classify or com-
pare ourselves to some who are commending themselves

8“In a typically Pauline mannerism, the writer clinches his
point with an OT citation, followed (in v 18) with an explanatory
comment, which in turn binds together the initial part of his dis-
cussion in v 12 with its conclusion in v 18 in a ‘ring composition.’
The hook-word is cuvietnut, ‘commend/recommend.’ The issue at
stake is kavov, ‘sphere,” and its demarcation, whether it is (1) the
product of human endeavor, thus deserving the praise or blame that
a person seeks either to gain or avoid for the work done in mission
service, or (2) an assignment from ‘the Lord,” who gives it validity
and so is the only one who can rightly commend it as ‘approved’
(80K1p10¢).1%8” [Ralph P. Martin, 2 Corinthians, ed. Ralph P. Mar-
tin, Lynn Allan Losie, and Peter H. Davids, Second Edition., vol.
40, Word Biblical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2014), 508.]

%The variation in verse references is caused by differing versi-
fication in the English translation that follows the original Hebrew
text, from that in the Greek translation of the Septuagint (LXX).
Often the LXX counts beginning text unit titles as the beginning
verse while the Hebrew text doesn’t. Here the versification gets
messed up in 9:8 with the LXX splitting it into two verses.

(v. 12). Those doing this at Corinth, Paul asserts, do
not possess good sense (ol cuvidow; v. 12b).

In typical Jewish scribal fashion the apostle then
proceeds to amplify and apply this in the justifying
declarations in v. 18 (#s 216 - 217): o0 yap 0 éautov
OUVIOTAVWY, €KEIVOG €0ty SOKIUOoG, QAN Ov O KUplog
ouviotnoly, For it is not the one who commends himself
that is approved, but the one whom the Lord commends.
The bottom line is that divine approval is the only mat-
ter than counts. And those He approves He also com-
mends to the saints of God.

The phrasing of this in vv. 17-18 in the third person
singular rather than the expected third person plural
from v. 12b underscores the axiomatic nature of Paul’s
declaration here. It also ties these statements closely
to the 1ig in vv. 7-11. To be sure, it is the spiritual prin-
ciple that Paul and his associates follow as vv. 12-16
claims. But it isn’t what anyone of the Corinthian oppo-
nents of Paul were following (vv. 7-11). A slight shift in
narrative perspective but a huge stinging accusation
against his opponents at Corinth.

The actions of boasting (kavxwpevog / kouxdodw)
and of commending / recommending (ouviot@vwv /
ouviotnow) have legitimacy only when focused on the
Lord who approves the actions (66kiuog). In the parallel-
ism between £keivog éotv §OkLpog, that one is approved,
and 6v 0 kUplog cuviotnoly, whom the Lord commends,
reflects the Jewish step parallelistic structure. That is,
divine approval leads to divine commendation. The
contrastive AN highlights the ‘step up’ in this structure
to the higher level of God’s recommendation of such a
person who is boasting in the Lord. Self commendation
forfeits divine approval (o0 yap 6 €autov cuvictavwy,
€KEWVOC £0TLV SOKLUOG).

This understanding of Jeremiah by Paul places
him squarely in the category of having divine approval,
while his opponents by their self commendation have
forfeited God’s approval and recommendation. I'm
quite confident when this letter was read in the house
church groups at Corinth where some of these oppos-
ing individuals were present, there were no amens of
affirmation of Paul. Had they been using the Hebrew
scriptures to somehow justify their actions, Paul’s
straightforward interpretation of Jeremiah 9 powerfully
contradicted them.

How does this apply to believers in the modern
world? Not just vv. 17-18 but 10:1-18?7 Modern western
culture is a highly competitive culture. Competition ex-
ists only by comparison of oneself to others. One clear
example of this is in the field of athletics.?® To be sure,

%Both structurally and pragmatically modern athletics stress-

es intense comparison between individuals, teams of athletes etc.

It is interesting that in a few areas of athletic competition compet-
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the level of competitiveness is much higher in the west-
ern hemisphere than in Europe. And this largely due to
much greater emphasis upon individualism rather than
collectivism in society. What Paul advocates for be-
lievers is diametrically opposed to our western cultural
mind-set. Here is one of those places where scriptural
principle intensely clashes with modern cultural values.
The modern Christian is then caught in a dilemma be-
tween two very opposing demands. One must live in
this comparative world but must not be guided by it.
Not easy to do at all.

Can we be non-competitive in our Christian life but
competitive everywhere else?% |s it enough to give
‘sportsmanship awards’ in athletics after championship
awards have been handed out? What living in rad-
ically different cultures in different parts of the world
has taught me is that how to be a faithful believer in
a competitive culture necessitates differing responses
depending upon the particular culture one finds him/
herself in. The cultural diversity of the modern world is
astounding.®’

The first step in making application is to conclude
a listing of general principles set forth in chapter ten.
From this potential points of application will emerge
more easily. What are some of these general princi-

itiveness is de-emphasized, namely in children’s T-ball baseball
games where no scores are kept and the emphasis is upon learn-
ing the rules of the game and developing skills to play the game.
But by middle school age, the kids are structured increasingly into
competitiveness to establish who is better skilled at playing the
game. Personal excellence then becomes the top priority for the
youngster. Competitive excellence has the twin brother of discrim-
ination against those with lesser skills. They become the ‘bench
warmers’ who eventually drop out of sports completely. The psy-
chological damage done by this instilling of inferiority into their
psyche often causes life long hurt and harm.

Tt has been an interesting pilgrimage for me to come out of
Texas culture where sports is the major religion of the vast major-
ity of people to live in Europe, and Germany in particular, where
sports are relegated to independent clubs with no connection to
schools at any level from primary through university life in Ger-
many. Transitioning between these two opposite ends of the cultur-
al poles has often been a challenge for me. But I have seen up close
that a far less competitive culture can value excellence apart from
competitiveness. And typically that excellence is greater than what
is produced in the highly competitive society of the US.

This can and typically does mean that Christian excellence
has greater substance because the believer is freer to focus on God
and His approval apart from the approval or disapproval of other
individuals around him / her. And ironically I have observed that
the role of the group takes on a different more spiritually healthy
role of encourager more so than critic. Even criticism in this set-
ting has a different tone. It is meant to help rather than tear down.
Learning all this for me has been both one of the greatest challeng-
es and best divine blessings of my seven decades plus long life.

¢70Of course one of the foundational principles of interpreta-
tion is that the closer the application setting matches the setting of
the biblical text being applied the easier it is to find clear applica-
tion of biblical text based principles.

ples?

1) Ministry should be customized.

That is, different situations require differing
responses. In 10:1-5, the criticism of inconsistency
against Paul was answered by his asserting differing
needs between the time of his being with the Corin-
thians in person and other times when a letter to them
was necessitated. Anyone who has been engaged in
Christian ministry for any amount of time knows well
that specific ministry depends heavily upon very indi-
vidualized situations that seldom ever are the same.
The effective minister knows how to take eternal val-
ues and apply them to each particular situation.

Not everyone will understand this.®® People may
superficially think the minister is not being consistent
or fair across the board. But ‘one size does not fit all’ in
Gospel ministry ever. Any pastor or preacher who ad-
vocates rigid rules, usually falsely depicted as “laws of
God,” to every situation is a minister to be avoided at
all costs. He clearly has no experience in divine grace
nor possess the wisdom of God!

2) Ministry often necessitates challenging cultural
norms.

The background of the criticism of the apos-
tle especially emphasized in 10:1-6 was that of the
conventional Greco-Roman standards of honor and
shame. The apostle in response to the critics’ human
based evaluations was to insist on new definitions of
honor and shame based on eternal principles. One’s
actions must not be judged proper or improper by
man made standards. Rather, they must be measured
against divine standards. Central to this shift of defini-
tion is the criterium of whether ministry genuinely helps
people come into a saving knowledge of God or not.
Does what the minister says and does point them to
deeper awareness of God (cf. v. 4)?

Ministry is good or bad not based upon human
judgments, but rather solely on the basis of divine cri-
teria. Paul passionately sought to get this point across
to his Corinthian readers. Modern day churches and
church members would do well to hear him carefully
and affirmatively. Far too often the success or failure of
a local church pastor is measured along the same lines
as the local high school football coach. If the pastor has
a “winning season” -- lots of additions, high levels of
financial giving to the church, popularity in the commu-
nity et als. -- then he or she is considered a successful
pastor. If not, then the need for the pastor to move on

%The divisive mess earlier at Corinth addressed in 1 Cor.
1:10-17 had reflected an early tendency at Corinth to adopt man
made values over divinely established values. And worse still to
tout these man made values (év codia Adyou, v. 17) as being supe-
rior to God’s wisdom. In 1:18-31, Paul leveled a devastating con-

demnation of this nonsense by the Corinthians.
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to a new church is verbalized increasingly among the
members. The scripture principles advocated in chap-
ter ten utterly condemn such as of the Devil himself!

The biblical demand is that we evaluate our spiri-
tual leaders by God’s criteria and not by those of the
world around us. And central to the divine criteria is
whether the spiritual leader is leading people to deeper
awareness of God in their lives. To do this genuinely
will necessitate ‘rocking the boat’ on occasion and up-
setting carnal Christians who are ruining their lives in
disobedience to God. Paul had done this more than
once at Corinth. But he always communicated his love
and commitment for the very best spiritually for them.
His bluntness was that of agape, not flushing personal
anger over being criticized. It was easier to commu-
nicate this compassion in person rather than through
letters evidently for Paul. His critics at Corinth twisted
this into inconsistency on his part that disqualified him
from being a spiritual leader.®®

3) Ministry must be carried out under divine authori-
zation.

In 10:7-11, speaks of his ministry being done under
assignment of God. His varying actions and approach-
es -- insistency asserted by his Corinthian critics -- in
actually reflected God’s leadership in his ministry. Paul
speaks of é¢ouaia from God. One common mistake
made by modern commentators and translators is to
render this Greek word as ‘authority.” In reality it con-
notes the idea of ‘authorization’ instead. As a conse-
quence of this mistake much discussion then is given
to the pastor’s authority in ministry. Such modern cul-
tural twisting of Paul's words then puts false words in
his mouth and fails to understand some far deeper and
more spiritually liberating ideas that are being commu-
nicated in the text.

The spiritual reality in Paul’s words affirms God’s
credentializing of him to minister in the Lord’s behalf in
order to build up the Corinthian community spiritually
(elc oikodounv), rather than tear them down in advo-
cating divisiveness, as his opponents in Corinth were
doing. What stands behind the apostle’s claim to con-
sistency in v. 11 is a consistent following of God’s lead-
ership. His critics may see him as skilled in writing but
inept in speaking (v. 10), but they are missing the point
by using their human criteria. Thus Paul refuses their
shaming efforts (oUk aioyuvBrcopoum v. 8b), because
they have no validity spiritually.

For the minister in today’s world, one of his or

®As noted in the earlier exegesis, we should avoid reading
‘cowardice’ into this criticism. Such is a modern western culturally
encouraged reading that has no basis at all in the scripture text. The
honor / shame standards of Greco-Roman culture coupled with the
Roman leadership profile of a very aggressive ‘take charge’ per-
sonality always is what is standing behind the Corinthian criticism
of Paul.

her greatest moments of temptation to turn to world-
ly standards comes not on Sunday but on Monday at
the weekly ministerial alliance meeting. Areas pastors
come together and far too often are guilty of bragging
about their ‘successes’ the day before on purely world-
ly bases. “I really blew the top out in my sermon yester-
day!” “I had a huge number of public decisions yesterday!”
Just to name a few of the comments I've heard over
the years. Far too many of those that | have attended
in over half a century plus of ministry were among the
most secular bragging sessions that you would ever
find taking place. They stand as the modern reflection
of Paul’s opponents at Corinth in their gatherings.

What the apostle concerned himself with centered
on whether or not he was submissive to God’s leader-
ship and said God’s words to the people or not. How
they responded to it was their responsibility. His was to
speak faithfully what the Lord prompted him to say.”

To be sure, there exists a false twisting of the dis-
dain for being influenced by others. Usually it goes un-
der the label of being “prophetic” and becomes an ex-
pression of arrogant pride and elitism by the religious
leader.

Watch several of the US TV preachers to get a real
life picture of what I’'m describing. They typify this pho-
ny piety very closely. Deep in their personality is huge
insecurity and self doubt, and their human based cop-
ing mechanism is repugnant assertiveness. But it has
to be covered up with layers of phony piety that claims
to be doing God’s will. The more they thunderously
scream down God’s wrath on sin, the more popular
they become with many people in their audience. Their
meetings are textbook examples of people manipula-
tion based on worldly standards.

4) Standards of ministry success must never be based
on comparison to others.

In verses 12-18, the apostle intensely condemns
the evaluative standards of his opponents at Corinth.
They found a pseudo superiority in comparing them-
selves to others around them: £ykpivat i cuykpivat
g¢autougtiow (v. 12a). This in turn led to self recommen-
dation of themselves to the Christian community: tiow
TV €autoug ouviotavoviwy (v. 12b). When | evaluate
myself and then sell myself as superior based on that
self evaluation, Paul indicates, | am not demonstrating
good sense: o0 cuvidoty (v. 12¢). Such should be clear.
The apostle utterly shuns such comparisons: Ou yap
ToAU® eV éykpival fj ouykpival €autoug (v. 12a).

Crucial to understanding vv. 12-18 is making a prop-

It is a lame copout to excuse yourself from this passionate
commitment to doing God’s will by claiming that Paul did not have
mortgage payments to make or a family to support. Such avoid-
ance to obedience reflects an ungodly compromise with worldly

values in denial of biblical values.
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er connection between cuviotavoviwv (commending /
recommending) and kauxnooueba (boasting / taking
pride in). In modern western culture if one is to sell him-
self as superior to some group, he must boast about his
superior accomplishments. Some modern commenta-
tors struggle with Paul’'s terminology -- which is very
rarely found in the NT -- because of their modern cultur-
al conditioning. The idea of commending oneself here
comes out of the verb ouviotnui which etymologically
means to place oneself before others in a comparison
to some standard of evaluation. Crucial then is what
standard of comparison is being used and who is doing
the commending. Paul’s opponents were commending
themselves based on human standards to comparison,
i.e., the worldly wisdom detailed in 1 Cor. 1:26-31. Paul
argues that commendation needs to come from God
and is measured by His standards alone (10:13-16).
Only then can boasting (kauxnooueba) become legiti-
mate. How? Because it centers on the superior accom-
plishments of God and not on what the religious leader
has done. Paul advocates a Christianity that centers
on helping others, while his opponents centered their
emphasis upon a ‘meism’ egocentric Christianity.

In our present times the self-centered tendencies
of western culture dominate social life heavily. Media
channels used by religious leaders such as TV tend to
foster and encourage this mind-set among Christians.
The mega growth in numbers of some churches culti-
vates this with worship more as religious entertainment
than as demanding surrender to God. The resulting hy-
pocrisy and the rapidly growing gulf between the life-
style of Christians today and the teachings of Jesus
plays a significant role in the rapid decline of Christi-
anity in western societies.”’ Young adults in the US are
abandoning church life is large numbers largely due
to this contradiction. Paul’s insights in chapter ten on
how to do ministry properly as self-sacrificing focus on
helping others is critically needed in church life today.

5) Boasting about ministry poses substantial

"I'The eye catching introduction to Robert P. Jones’ THE END
OF WHITE CHRISTIAN AMERICA, published in July 2016, cap-
tures this point dramatically by couching it in the literary form of
an obituary:

“After a long life spanning nearly two hundred and forty
years, White Christian America -- a prominent cultural force
in the nations’ history -- has died. WCA first began to exhibit
troubling symptoms in the 1960s when white mainline Prot-
estant denominations began to shrink, but showed signs of
rallying with the rise of the Christian Right in the 1980s. Fol-
lowing the 2004 presidential election, however, it became
clear that WCA’s powers were falling. Although examiners
have not been able to pinpoint the exact time of death, the
best evidence suggests that WCA finally succumbed in the
latter part of the first decade of the twenty-first century” [p.

1]

Jones goes on to provide massive demographic data to
make the case for this contention.

dangers.

Also in vv. 12-18, as well as 20 times in Second
Corinthians, the verb kauyxdopai’? surfaces as an im-
portant theme for Paul in this letter. The tension inher-
ent here between secular cultural perceptions and bib-
lical principle regarding kauyxdopai is very noticeable.
In commending themselves Paul's opponents were
boasting about their own accomplishments and superi-
ority. Paul steadfastly argues that boasting, kauxdouai,
must center on God and His accomplishments. His
own spiritual journey had taught him well that individ-
uals can never stack up enough accomplishments to
merit God’s acceptance. Everything in the Christian life
revolves around what God does to make us accept-
able to Himself. Ministry to others done legitimately
then centers on the guidance and power of God flowing
through the individual believer and the believing com-
munity to positively impact the lives of others. This is
God’s working, not ours. We are His arms, legs, tongue
etc. enabling God to draw others to Himself in redemp-
tion.

Now exactly what is kauxdopatr when done legiti-
mately? The root stem kauy- conveys an inward per-
spective that is normally expressed verbally toward
others. The inner sense can be described as pride and
a sense of well being. The verbalization of this inner
perspective is the boasting aspect. Proper kauxdouat
then centers its pride not on itself”® but on God and
then verbalizes that in praise and adoration of God.

The apostle saw the fatal flaw in the self boasting of
his opponents at Corinth. It is a denial of the very core
of the Christian Gospel. Christianity is not about the
individual at all. It is completely about God. Self-boast-
ing treats God as a Coke machine who exists to satisfy
our wants and desires. Such an approach is spiritual
suicide! Therefore the apostle’s pleas to the Corinthi-
ans, including his opponents, were to abandon such
self-boasting and focus on God. Unless modern Chris-
tianity adopts Paul’s perspective it will doom itself in
spiritual suicide as well.

There is much for us to learn from chapter ten in
Second Corinthians. The above just touches the tip of
the iceberg in what is contained in these eighteen vers-
es.

2Added to this verb usage stands the noun usage of xavynuo
(3x) and kavynoig (6x) also in Second Corinthians. All deal with
the idea of boasting and pride. For more details see topics 33.368-
33.373 in the Louw-Nida Greek lexicon based on semantic do-
mains.

*Note James’ observation on self boasting (4:16): viv 6¢
KauxdoBe év talg dAalovelalg LUGV: oo kaluxXNolg tolaltn
movnpa éotw. As it is, you boast in your arrogance; all such boast-

ing is evil.
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