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PREFACE

[R——

MORE than fourteen years ago 1 promised to Dr. Plummer,
Editor of the “International Critical Commentary,” an
edition of this Epistle, of which I had the detailed
knowledge gained by some years of teaching. Almost
immediately, however, a change of work imposed upon me
new duties in the course of which my predominant
interests were claimed, in part by administrative work
which curtailed opportunities for study or writing, in part
by studies other than exegetical.

I had hoped that in my present position this diversion
of time and attention would prove less exacting; but the
very opposite has been the case. Accordingly my task in
preparing for publication the work of past years upon the
Epistle has suffered from sad lack of continuity, and has
not, with the exception of a few sections, been carried
beyond its earlier chapters.

That the Commentary appears, when it does and as it
does, is due to the extraordinary kindness of my old
friend, tutor at Oxford, and colleague at Durham, Dr.
Plummer. His generous patience as Editor is beyond any
recognition I can express: he has, moreover, supplied my
shortcomings by taking upon his shoulders the greater
part of the work. Of the Introduction, also, he has written
important sections; the Index is entirely his work.

While, however, a reader versed in documentary
criticism may be tempted to assign each muance to its

several source, we desire each to accept general responsi-
vii



viii PREFACE

bility as contributors, while to Dr. Plummer falls that of
Editor and, I may add, the main share of whatever merit
the volume may possess.

It is hoped that amidst the exceptional number of
excellent commentaries which the importance of the First
Epistle to the Corinthians has called forth, the present
volume may yet, with God’s blessing, have a usefulness
of its own to students of St Paul

A. EXON:

EXETER,
Conversion of St Paul,
1911,
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INTRODUCTION

N —

§ I. CORINTH.

Wuar we know from other sources respecting Corinth in St
Paul’s day harmonizes well with the impression which we receive
from 1 Corinthians. The extinction of the fotius Graeciae lumen,
as Cicero (Pro lege Manil. 5) calls the old Greek city of Corinth,
by the Roman consul L. Mummius Achaicus, 146 B.c., was only
temporary. Exactly a century later Julius Caesar founded a
new city on the old site as Colonia Julia Corinthus* The re-
building was a measure of military precaution, and little was
done to show that there was any wish to revive the glories of
Greece (Finlay, Greece under the Romans, p. 67). The inhabi-
tants of the new city were not Greeks but Italians, Caesar’s
veterans and freedmen. The descendants of the inhabitants
who had survived the destruction of the old city did not return
to the home of their parents, and Greeks generally were for a
time somewhat shy of taking up their abode in the new city.
Plutarch, who was still a boy when St Paul was in Greece, seems
hardly to have regarded the new Corinth as a Greek town.
Festus says that the colonists were called Corfnthienses, to dis-
tinguish them from the old Corintkii. But such distinctions do
not seem to have been maintained. By the time that St Paul
visited the city there were plenty of Greeks among the inhabi-
tants, the current language was in the main Greek, and the
descendants of the first Italian colonists had become to a large
extent Hellenized.

The mercantile prosperity, which had won for the old city
such epithets as d¢veids (Hom. 77, ii. 570; Pind. Fragg. 87, 244),
eWdafpwy (Hdt. iii. 52), and éABie (Pind. O xiii. 4; Thue. i 13),
and which during the century of desolation had in some degree
passed to Delos, was quickly recovered by the new city, because
It was the result of an extraordinarily advantageous position, which
remained unchanged. Corinth, both old and new, was situated

* Other titles found on coins and in inscriptions are Laws Juli Corinthus
and Colonia Julia Corinthus Augusta.

X1



xii INTRODUCTION

on the ‘bridge’ or causeway between two seas; wdvrov yédup’
dxdpavros (Pind. Nem. vi. 67), yépvpav movridda mpo Kopivbor
retxéwv (Isth. il 35).  Like Ephesus, it was both on the main com-
mercial route between East and West and also at a point at which
various side-routes met the main one. The merchandise which
came to its markets, and which passed through it on its way to
other places, was enormous; and those who passed through it
commonly stayed awhile for business or pleasure. “This
bimaris Corinthus was a natural halting-place on the journey
between Rome and the East, as we see in the case of S. Paul
and his companions, and of Hegesippus (Eus. H.£. iv. 22). So
also it is called the wepiraros or ‘lounge’ of Greece” (Lightfoot,
S. Clement of Rome, ii. pp. 9, 10). The rhetorician Aristeides
calls it “a palace of Poseidon”; it was rather the market-place
or the Vanity Fair of Greece, and even of the Empire.

It added greatly to its importance, and doubtless to its
prosperity, that Corinth was the metropolis of the Roman
province of Achaia, and the seat of the Roman proconsul
(Acts xviii. 1z). In more than one particular it became the
leading city in Greece. It was proud of its political priority,
proud of its commercial supremacy, proud also of its mental
activity and acuteness, although in this last particular it was
surpassed, and perhaps greatly surpassed, by Athens. It may
have been for this very reason that Athens was one of the last
Hellenic cities to be converted to Christianity. But just as the
leaders of thought there saw nothing sublime or convincing in
the doctrine which St Paul taught (Acts xvii. 18, 32), so the
political ruler at Corinth failed to see that the question which
he quite rightly refused to decide as a Roman magistrate, was
the crucial question of the age (Acts xviii. 14~16). Neither
Gallio nor any other political leader in Greece saw that the
Apostle was the man of the future. They made the common
mistake of men of the world, who are apt to think that the
world which they know so well is the whole world (Renan,
S. Paul, p. 225).

In yet another particular Corinth was first in Hellas. The
old city had been the most licentious city in Greece, and
perhaps the most licentious city in the Empire. As numerous
expressions and a variety of well-known passages testify, the
name of Corinth had been a by-word for the grossest profligacy,
especially in connexion with the worship of Aphrodite Pande-
mos.* Aphrodite was worshipped elsewhere in Hellas, but

* Kopwvéidfeobar, Kopwbla xépn, Kop. wais: ob wavrds dvdpds és Képwlhov
&9’ § whols, a proverb which Horace (£p. 1. xvii. 36) reproduces, »non cuivis
homini contingst adire Corinthum. Other references in Renan, p. 213, and
Farrar, S? Pawl, i. pp. 557 f.
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nowhere else do we find the iepdfovAo. as a permanent element
in the worship, and in old Corinth there had beqn a thousand
of these. Such worship was not Greek but Oriental, an im-
portation from the cult of the Phoenician Astarte; but it is
not certain that this worship of Aphrodite had been revived
in all its former monstrosity in the new city. Pausanias, who
visited Corinth about a century later than St Paul, found it
rich in temples and idols of various kinds, Greek and foreign ;
but he calls the temple of Aphrodite a vaidiov (viiL vi. 21):
see Bachmann, p. 5. It is therefore possible that we ought
not to quote the thousand lepddovdo: in the temple of Aphrodite
on Acrocorinthus as evidence of the immorality of Corinth in
St Paul's day. Nevertheless, even if that pestilent element had
been reduced in the new city, there is enough evidence to show
that Corinth still deserved a very evil reputation ; and the letters
which St Paul wrote to the Church there, and from Corinth to
other Churches, tell us a good deal.

It may be doubted whether the notorious immorality of
Corinth had anything to do with St Paul’s selecting it as a
sphere of missionary work. It was the fact of its being an
imperial and cosmopolitan centre that attracted him. The
march of the Empire must everywhere be followed by the
march of the Gospel. The Empire had raised Corinth from
the death which the ravages of its own legions had inflicted
and had made it a centre of government and of trade. The
Gospel must raise Corinth from the death of heathenism and
make it a centre for the diffusion of discipline and truth. In
few other places were the leading elements of the Empire so
well represented as in Corinth: it was at once Roman, Oriental,
and Greek. The Oriental element was seen, not only in its
religion, but also in the number of Asiatics who settled in it or
frequently visited it for purposes of commerce. Kenchreae is
said to have been chiefly Oriental in population. Among these
settlers from the East were many Jews,* who were always
attracted to mercantile centres; and the number of them must
have been considerably increased when the edict of Claudius
expelled the Jews from Rome (Acts xviii. 2; Suet. Claud. 25).
In short, Corinth was the Empire in miniature ;—the Empire
reduced to a single State, but with some of the worst features
of heathenism intensified, as Rom. i. 2132, which was written
in Corinth, plainly shows, Any one who could make his voice
heard in Corinth was addressing a cosmopolitan and representa-
tive audience, many of whom would be sure to go elsewhere, and

® Philo, Zeg. ad Gai. 36; cf. Justin, T7y. 1. It is unfortunate that

ngither the edict of Claudius nor the proconsulship of Gallio can be dated
with accuracy,
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might carry with them what they had heard. We need not wonde:
that St Paul thought it worth while to go there, and (after receiv-
ing encouragement from the Lord, Acts xviii. g) to remain there
a year and a half. Nor need we wonder that, having succeeded
in finding the ¢ people’ (Aads) whom the Lord had already marked
as His own, like a new Israel (Acts xviii. 10), and having suc-
ceeded in planting a Church there, he afterwards felt the keenest
interest in its welfare and the deepest anxiety respecting it.

It was from Athens that St Paul came to Corinth, and the
transition has been compared to that of passing from residence
in Oxford to residence in London; that ought to mean from
the old unreformed Oxford, the home of lost causes and of
expiring philosophies, to the London of our own age. The
difference in miles between Oxford and London is greater than
that between Athens and Corinth; but, in St Paul’s day, the
difference in social and intellectual environment was perhaps
greater than that which has distinguished the two English cities
in any age. The Apostle’s work in the two Greek cities was
part of his great work of adapting Christianity to civilized
Europe. In Athens he met with opposition and contempt
(Acts xvii. 18, 32),* and he came on to Corinth in much
depression and fear (1 Cor. ii. 3); and not until he had been
encouraged by the heavenly vision and the experience of con-
siderable success did he think that he would be justified in
remaining at Corinth instead of returning to the more hopeful
field in Macedonia. During the year and a half fhat he was
there he probably made missionary excursions in the neigh-
bourhood, and with success: 2 Corinthians is addressed ‘unto
the Church of God which is at Corinth, with all the saints
which are in the whole of Achaia.’

So far as we know, he was the first Christian who ever
entered that city ; he was certainly the first to preach the Gospel
there. This he claims for himself with great earmestness
(iii. 6, 10, iv. 15), and he could not have made such a claim,
if those whom he was addressing knew that it was not true.
Some think that Aquila and Priscilla were Christians before
they reached Corinth. But if that was so, St Luke would pro-
bably have known it, and would have mentioned the fact; for
their being of the same belief would have been a stronger reason
for the Apostle’s taking up his abode with them than their being
of the same trade, 16 Sudrexvov (Acts xviii. 3).+ On the other

* This attitude continued long after the Apostle’s departure. Fora century
or two Athens was perhaps the chief seat of opposition to the Gospel,

+ It is possible that this is one of the beloved physician’s medical words.
Doctors are said to have spoken of one another as duérexvo (Hobart, Med.
Lang, of St Luke, p. 239).
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hand, if they were converted by St Paul in Corinth, would not
either he or St Luke have mentioned so important a success,
and would not they be among those whom he baptized himself?
If they were already Christians, it may easily have been from
them that he learnt so much about the individual Christians
who are mentioned in Rom. xvi. The Apostle’s most important
Jewish convert that is known to us is Crispus, the ruler of the
Corinthian synagogue (Acts xviii. 8; 1 Cor. i. 14). Titius or
Titus Justus may have been- his first success among the Roman
proselytes (Acts xviii. 7 ;. Ramsay, St Paul the Traveller, p. 256),
or he may have been a Gentile holding allegiance to the syna-
gogue, but not a circumcised proselyte (Zahn, fntr. fo N.T,
i. p. 266). Acts xviii. 7 means that the Apostle taught in his
house, instead of in the synagogue; not that he left the house
of Aquila and Priscilla to live with Titus Justus.* About
Stephanas (1 Cor. xvi. 15, i. 16) we are doubly in doubt, whether
he was a Gentile or a Jew, and whether he was converted and
baptized in Athens or in Corinth. He was probably a Gentile;
that he was a Corinthian convert is commonly assumed, but it
is by no means certain.

A newly created city, with a very mixed population of Italians,
Greeks, Orientals, and adventurers from all parts, and without
any aristocracy or old families, was likely to be democratic and
impatient of control; and conversion to Christianity would not
at once, if at all, put an end to this independent spirit. Cer-
tainly there was plenty of it when St Paul wrote. We find
evidence of it in the claim of each convert to choose his own
leader (i. 1o-iv. 21), in the attempt of women to be as free
as men in the congregation (xi. 5-15, xiv. 34, 35), and in the
desire of those who had spiritual gifts to exhibit them in public
without regard to other Christians (xii., xiv.).

Of the evils which are common in a community whose chief
aim is commercial success, and whose social distinctions are
mainly those of wealth, we have traces in the litigation about
property in heathen courts (vi. 1—-11), in the repeated mention
of the wAeovéxrys as a common kind of offender (v. 10, 11,
vi. 10), and in the disgraceful conduct of the wealthy at the
Lord’s Supper (xi. 17-34).

. The conceited self-satisfaction of the Corinthians as to their
intellectual superiority is indicated by ironical hints and serious
warnings as to the possession of ywdows (viil. 1, 7, 10, 11,

* Justus, as a surname for Jews or proselytes, meant (like dlxaios in
uke i. 6) ‘careful in the observance of the Law.’ It was common in the
case of Jews (Acts i. 23; Col. iv. 11). Josephus had a son so called, and he

lICI!S us of another Justus who wrote about the Jewish war (¥ita, 1, 9, 65).
t 1s said to be frequent in Jewish inscriptions..
6
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xiil. 2, 8) and go¢la (i. 17, iii. 19), by the long section which
treats of the false and the true wisdom (i. 18-iii. 4), and by the
repeated rebukes of their inflated self-complacency (iv. 6, 18, 19,
v. 2, vili. 1; cf. xiil. 4). '

But the feature in the new city which has made the deepest
mark on the Epistle is its abysmal immorality. There is not
only the condemnation of the Corinthians’ attitude towards the
monstrous case of incest (v. 1-13) and the solemn warning
against thinking lightly of sins of the flesh (vi. 12—20), but also
the nature of the reply to the Corinthians’ letter (vii. 1-xi. 1).
The whole treatment of their marriage-problems and of the right
behaviour with regard to idol-meats is influenced by the thought
of the manifold and ceaseless temptations to impurity with which
the new converts to Christianity were surrounded, and which
made such an expression as ‘the Church of God which is at
Corinth’ (i. 2), as Bengel says, lactum et ingens paradoxon. And
the majority of the converts—probably the very large majority—
had been heathen (xii. 2), and therefore had been accustomed
to think lightly of abominations from which converts from
Judaism had always been free. Anxiety about these Gentile
Christians is conspicuous throughout the First Epistle ; but at
the time when the Second was written, especially the last four
chapters, it was Jewish Christians that were giving him most
trouble, In short, Corinth, as we know it from other sources,
is clearly reflected in the letter before us.

That what we know about Corinth and the Apostle from
Acts is reflected in the letter will be seen when it is examined
in detail; and it is clear that the writer of Acts does not derive
his information from the letter, for he tells us much more than
the letter does. As Schleiermacher pointed out long ago, the
personal details at the beginning and end of 1 and 2 Corinthians
supplement and illuminate what is told in Acts, and it is clear
that each writer takes his own line independently of the other
(Bachmann, p. 12).

§ Il. AUTHENTICITY.

It is not necessary to spend much time upon the discussion
of this question. Both the external and the internal evidence
for the Pauline authorship are so strong that those who attempt
to show that the Apostle was not the writer succeed chiefly in
proving their own incompetence as critics. Subjective criticism
of a highly speculative kind does not merit many detailed
replies, when it is in opposition to abundant evidence of the
most solid character. The captious objections which have been
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urged against one or other, or even against all four, of the great
Epistles of St Paul, _by Bruno Bauer (}850-—1852), and more
recently by Loman, Pierson, Naber, Edwin Johnson, Meyt?oom,
van Manen, Rudolf Steck, and others, have been sufficiently
answered by Kuenen, Scholten, Schmiedel, Zahn, Gloél, Wrede,
and Lindemann; and the English reader will find all that he
needs on the subject in Knowling, Tke Witness of the Epistles,
ch. iii., or in Tke Zestimony of St Paul to Christ, lect. xxiv. and
passim (see Index). But the student of 1 Corinthians can spend
his time better than in perusing replies to utterly untenable
objections. More than sixty years ago, F. C. Baur said of the
four chief Epistles, that “they bear so incontestably the char-
acter of Pauline originality, that there is no conceivable ground
for the assertion of critical doubts in their case ” (Pawulus, Stuttg.
1845, ii. Zinleit., Eng. tr. 1. p. 246). And with regard to the
arguments which have been urged against these Epistles since
Baur’s day, we may adopt the verdict of Schmiedel, who, after
examining a number of these objections, concludes thus: “In a
word, until better reasons are produced, one may really trust
oneself to the conviction that one has before one writings ot
Paul” (Hand-Commentar sum N.T., 11 i. p. §1).

The external evidence in support of Pauline authorship in
the fullest sense is abundant and unbroken from the first century
down to our own day. It begins, at the latest, with a formal
appeal to 1 Corinthians as “the letter of the blessed Paul, the
Apostle” by Clement of Rome about A.n. 95 (Cor. 47), the
earliest example in literature of a New Testament writer being
quoted by name. And it is possible that we have still earlier
evidence than that. In the Epistle of Barnabas iv. 11 we have
words which seem to recall 1 Cor. iii. 1, 16, 18; and in the
Didacke x. 6 we have papiv 404, enforcing a warning, as in
I Cor. xvi. 22, But in neither case do the words prove acquaint-
ance with our Epistle; and, moreover, the date of these two
documents is uncertain: some would place both of them later
than 95 Ap. It is quite certain that Ignatius and Polycarp
knew 1 Corinthians, and it is highly probable that Hermas did.
“Ignatius must have known this Epistle almost by heart.
Althqugh there are no gwotations (in the strictest sense, with
mention of the source), echoes of its language and thought
Pervade the whole of his writings in such a manner as to leave
no doubt whatever that he was acquainted with the First Epistle
to the Corinthians” (Z7ke N.7. in the Apostolic Fathers, 1905,
P. 67). We find in the Epistles of Ignatius what seem to be
echoes of 1 Cor. i. 7, 10, 18, 20, 24, 30, ii. 10, 14, iil. 1, 2, 10—
15, 16, iv. 1, 4,v. 7, Vi. 9, 0, IS, Vii. Io, 22, 29, ix. 1§, 27, X 16,
17, Xl 12, xv. 8-10, 45, 47, 58, xvi. 18; and a number of these,
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being quite beyond dispute, give increase of probability to the
rest. In Polycarp there are seven such echoes, two of which (to
1 Cor. vi. 2, g) are quite certain, and a third (to xiii. 13) highly
probable. In the first of these (Pol. xi. 2), Paul is mentioned,
but not this Epistle. The passage in Hermas (Mand. iv. 4)
resembles 1 Cor. vil. 39, 40 so closely that reminiscence is more
probable than mere coincidence. Justin Martyr, about A.D. 147,
quotes from 1 Cor. xi. 19 (Z7y. 35), and Athenagoras, about
A.D. 177, quotes part of xv. 55 as kar& Tov dwdorodov (De Res.
Mort. 18). In Irenaeus there are more than 6o quotations; in
Clement of Alexandria, more than 130 ; in Tertullian, more than
400, counting verses separately. Basilides certainly knew it, and
Marcion admitted it to his very select canon. This brief state-
ment by no means exhausts all the evidence of the two centuries
subsequent to the writing of the Epistle, but it is sufficient to
show how substantial the external evidence is.

The internal evidence is equally satisfactory. The document,
in spite of its varied contents, is harmonious in character and
language. It is evidently the product of a strong and original
mind, and is altogether worthy of an Apostle. When tested by
comparison with other writings of St Paul, or with Acts, or with
other writings in the N.T., we find so many coincidences, most
of which must be undesigned, that we feel confident that neither
invention, nor mere chance, nor these two combined, would be
a sufficient explanation. The only hypothesis that will explain
these coincidences is that we are dealing with a genuine letter of
the Apostle of the Gentiles. And it has already been pointed
out how well the contents of the letter harmonize with what we
know of Corinth during the lifetime of St Paul.

The integrity of 1 Corinthians has been questioned with as
much boldness as its authenticity, and with as little success, On
quite insufficient, and (in some cases) trifling, or even absurd,
grounds, some sections, verses, and parts of verses, have been
suspected of being interpolations, ¢.g. xi. 16, 19 b, 23-28, xii. 2,
13, parts of xiv. 5 and 1o, and the whole of 13, xv. 23-28, 45.
The reasons for suspecting smaller portions are commonly better
than those for suspecting longer ones, but none are sufficient to
warrant rejection. Here and there we are in doubt about a
word, as Xpiorod (i. 8), ‘Ingod (iv. 17), Hpav (v. 4), and & vy
(x. z0), but there is probably no verse or whole clause that is an
interpolation. Others again have conjectured that our Epistle is
made up of portions of two, or even three, letters, laid together
in strata; and this conjecture is sometimes combined with the
hypothesis that portions of the letter alluded to in v. g are
imbedded in our 1 Corinthians. Thus, iii. 10-23, vii. 19-24,
ix., 1-X. 22, X. 25—-30, Xiv. 34-36, xv. 1-55, are supposed to be



INTRODUCTION xix

fragments of this first letter. An hypothesis of this kind
naturally involves the supposition that there are a number of
interpolations which have been made in order to cement the
fragments of the different letters togethe{. These wild con-
jectures may safely be disregarded. There is no trace of them
in any of the four great Uncial MSS which contain the whole
Epistle (% ABD), or in any Version. We have seen that
Ignatius shows acquaintance with every chapter, with the possible
exception of viii, xi, xiii., xiv. Irenaeus quotes from every
chapter, excepting iv., xiv,, and xvi. Tertullian goes through it
to the end of xv. (4dv. Mare. v. 5-10), and he quotes from xvi.
The Epistle reads quite intelligibly and smoothly as we have it ;
and it does not follow that, because it would read still more
smoothly if this or that passage were ejected, therefore the
Epistle was not written as it has come down to us.  As Jiilicher
remarks, “ what is convenient is not always right.” * Till better
reasons are produced for rearranging it, or for rejecting parts of
it, we may be content to read it as being still in the form in
which the Apostle dictated it.

§ III. OCCASION AND PLAN.

The Ocaston of 1 Corinthians is patent from the Epistle
itsell. Two things induced St Paul to write. (1) During his
long stay at Ephesus the Corinthians had written to him, asking
certain questions, and perhaps also mentioning certain things as
grievances. (z) Information of a very disquieting kind respect-
ing the condition of the Corinthian Church had reached the
Apostle from various sources. Apparently, the latter was the
stronger reason of the two; but either of them, even without
the other, would have caused him to write.

Since his departure from Corinth, after spending eighteen
months in founding a Church there, a great deal had happened
In the young community. The accomplished Alexandrian Jew
Apollos, ‘ mighty in the Scriptures,’ who had been well instructed
In Christianity by Priscilla and Aquila (Acts xviii. 24, 26) at
Ephqsus, came and began to preach the Gospel, following (but,
seemingly, with greater display of eloquence) in the footsteps of
St Paul. * Other teachers, less friendly to the Apostle, and with
leanings towards Judaism, also began to work. In a short time
the infant Church was split into parties, each party claiming this
or that teacher as its leader, but, in each case, without the
chosen leader giving any encouragement to this partizanship

* Recent Introductions to the N.T. (Holtzmann, Jillicher, Gregory, Barth,

eiss, Zahn) treat the integrity of 1 Corinthians as certain.
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(i. 10, 11). It is usual to attribute these dissensions to that
love of faction which is so conspicuous in all Greek history, and
which was the ruin of so many Greek states; and no doubt there
is truth in this suggestion. But we must remember that Corinth
at this time was scarcely half Greek. The greater part of the
population consisted of the children and grandchildren of Italian
colonists, who were still only imperfectly Hellenized, supple-
mented by numerous Orientals, who were perhaps scarcely
Hellenized at all. The purely Greek element in the population
was probably quite the smallest of the three. Nevertheless, it
was the element which was moulding the other two, and there-
fore Greek love of faction may well have had something to do
with the parties which so quickly sprang up in the new Corinthian
Church. But at any other prosperous city on the Mediterranean,
either in Italy or in Gaul, we should probably have had the same
result. In these cities, with their mobile, eager, and excitable
populations, crazes of some kind are not only a common feature,
but almost a social necessity. There must be something or
somebody to rave about, and either to applaud or to denounce,
in order to give zest to life. And this craving naturally generates
cliques and parties, consisting of those who approve, and those
who disapprove, of some new pursuits or persons. The pursuits
or the persons may be of quite trifling importance. That matters
little: what is wanted is something to dispute about and take
sides about. As Renan says (St Paul, p. 374), let there be two
preachers, or two doctors, in one of the small towns in Southern
Europe, and at once the inhabitants take sides as to which is
the better of the two. The two preachers, or the two doctors,
may be on the best of terms: that in no way hinders their
names from being made a party-cry and the signal for vehement
dissensions.

After a stay of a year and six months, St Paul crossed from
Corinth to Ephesus with Priscilla and Aquila, and went on with-
out them to Jerusalem (Acts xviii. 11, 18, 19, 21). Thence he
went to Galatia, and returned in the autumn to Ephesus. The
year in which this took place may be 50, or 52, or 54 A.D.
Excepting the winter months, intercourse between Corinth and
Ephesus was always frequent, and in favourable weather the
crossing might be made in a week, or even less. It was natural,
therefore, that the Apostle during his three years at Ephesus
should receive frequent news of his converts in Corinth. We
know of only one definite source of information, namely, members
of the household of a lady named Chloe (i. 11), who brought news
about the factions and possibly other troubles: but no doubt
there were other persons who came with tidings from Corinth.
Those who were entrusted with the letter from the Corinthians
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to the Apostle (see on xvi. 17) would tell him a great deal
Apollos, now at Ephesus (xvi. 12), would do the same. The
condition of things which Chloe’s people reported was of so
disturbing a nature that the Apostle at once wrote to deal with
the matter, and he at the same time answered the.questlons
which the Corinthians had raised in their letter. As will be seen
from the Plan given below, these two reasons for writing, namely,
reports of serious evils at Corinth, and questions asked by the
converts themselves, cover nearly all, if not quite all, of what we
find in our Epistle. There may, however, be a few topics which
were not prompted by either of them, but are the spontaneous
outcome of the Apostle’s anxious thoughts about the Corinthian
Church. See Ency. Brit., 1ith ed., art. ‘Bible,” p. 873; art.
¢ Corinthians,’ pp. 151 f.

It is quite certain that our 1 Corinthians is not the first letter
which the Apostle wrote to the Church of Corinth; and it is
probable that the earlier letter (v. 9) is wholly lost. Some critics,
however, think that part of it survives in 2 Cor. vi. 14-vii. 1, an
hypothesis which has not found very many supporters. The
question of there being yet another letter, which was written
between the writing of our two Epistles, and which probably
survives, almost in its entirety, in 2 Cor. x. 1-xiii. 10, is a
question which belongs to the Introduction to that Epistle, and
need not be discussed here.

But there is another question, in which both Epistles are
involved. Fortunately nothing that is of great importance in
either Epistle depends upon the solution of it, for no solution
finds anything approaching to general assent. It has only an
indirect connexion with the occasion and plan of our Epistle;
but this will be a convenient place for discussing it. It relates
to the hypothesis of a second visit of St Paul to Corinth, a visit
which was very brief, painful, and unsatisfactory, and which
(perhaps because of its distressing character) is not recorded in
Acts. Did any such visit take place during the Apostle’s three
years at Ephesus? If so, did it take place before or after the
sending of 1 Corinthians? We have thus three possibilities with
regard to this second visit of St Paul to Corinth, which was so
unlike the first in being short, miserable, and without any good
results, (r) It took place before 1 Corinthians was written.
(2) It took place after that Epistle was written. (3) It never
took place at all. Each one of these hypotheses involves one in
difficulties, and yet one of them must be true.

Let us take (3) first. If that could be shown to be correct,
there would be no need to discuss either of the other two.

As has already been pointed out, the silence of Acts is in no
way surprising, especially when we remember how much of the
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life of St Paul (2 Cor. xi. 23-28) is left unrecorded by St Luke.
If the silence of Acts is regarded as an objection, it is more
than counter-balanced by the antecedent probability that, during
his three years’ stay in Ephesus, the Apostle would visit the
Corinthians again. The voyage was a very easy one. It was
St Paul’s practice in missionary work to go over the ground a
second time (Acts xv. 36, 41, xviii. 23); and the intense interest in
the condition of the Corinthian Church which these two Epistles
exhibit renders it somewhat unlikely that the writer of them
would spend three years within a week’s sail of Corinth, without
paying the Church another visit.

But these a priori considerations are accompanied by direct
evidence of a substantial kind. The passages which are quoted
in support of the hypothesis of a second visit are 1 Cor. xvi. 7;
2 Cor. ii. 1, xii. 14, 21, xiii. 1, 2. We may at once set aside
1 Cor. xvi. 7 (see note there): the verse harmonizes well with the
hypothesis of a second visit, but is not evidence that any such
visit took place. 2 Cor. xii. 21 is stronger: it is intelligible, if
no visit of a distressing character had previously been paid ; but
it is still more intelligible, if such a visit had been paid; ¢lest,
when I come, my God should again humble me before you.’
2 Cor. ii. 1 is at least as strong: ‘For I determined for myself
this, not again in sorrow to come to you.” ¢Again in sorrow’
comes first with emphasis, and the most natural explanation is
that he has visited them é& Avny once, and that he decided that
he would not make the experiment a second time. It is in-
credible that he regarded his first visit, in which he founded the
Church, as a visit paid év Admpy. Therefore the painful visit
must have been a second one. Yet it is possible to avoid this
conclusion by separating ‘again’ from ‘in sorrow,’ which is next
to it, and confining it to ¢ come,” which is remote from it. This
construction, if possible, is not very probable.

But it is the remaining texts, 2 Cor. xii. 14, xiii. 1, 2, which
are so strong, especially xiil. 2 : ‘Behold, this is the third time I
am ready to come to you’—* This is the third time I am coming
to you. . . . I have said before, and 1 do say before, as when I
was present the second time, so now being absent, to those who
were in sin before, and to all the rest,” etc. It is difficult to think
that the Apostle is referring to infentions to come, or willingness
to come, and not to an actual visit ; or again that he is counting
a letter as a visit. 'That is possible, but it is not natural. Again,
the preposition in 7ois mponpapryxdaty is more naturally explained
as meaning ‘who were in sin before my second visit’ than
¢ before their conversion.’” Wieseler (Chronologie, p. 232) con-
siders that these passages render the assumption of a second visit
to Corinth indispensable (nothwendig). Conybeare and Howson



INTRODUCTION xxiii

(ch. xv. sub init.) maintain that ‘this visit is proved’ by these
passages. Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, p. 274) says: “ There are
passages in the Epistles (e.g. 2 Cor. xii. 14, xiii. 1, 2) which seem
inexplicable under any other hypothesis, except that of a second
visit—the difficulty consisting not so much in the words them-
selves, as in their relation to their context.” Schmiedel (Hand.-
Comm. ii. 1, p. 68) finds it hard to understand how any one can
reject the hypothesis ; die Leugnung der Zwischenreise ist schwer
gerstindlick ; and he goes carefully through the evidence.
Sanday (Zncy. Bibl. i. go3) says: “The supposition that the
second visit was only contemplated, not paid, appears to be ex-
cluded by 2 Cor. xiii. 2.” Equally strong on the same side are
Alford, J. H. Bernard (Exposttor’s Grk. Test.), Jilicher (/ntrod.
to N.T. p. 31), Massie (Century Bidle), G. H. Rendall (Epp. to
the Corr. p. 31), Waite (Speaker’s Comm.); and with them agree
Bleek,* Findlay, Osiander, ID. Walker, and others to be men-
tioned below. On the other hand, Baur, de Wette, Edwards,
Heinrici, Hilgenfeld, Paley, Renan, Scholten, Stanley, Zahn, and
others, follow Beza, Grotius, and Estius in questioning or denying
this second visit of St Paul to Corinth. Ramsay (S? Paul the
Traveller, p. 275) thinks that, if it took place at all, it was from
Philippi rather than Ephesus. Bachmann, the latest commentator
on 2 Corinthians (Leipzig, 19og, p. 105), thinks that only an
overrefined and artificial criticism can question it. We may
perhaps regard the evidence for this visit as something short of
proof ; but it is manifest, both from the evidence itself, and also
from the weighty names of those who regard it as conclusive,
that we are not justified in treating the supposed visit as so
improbable that there is no need to consider whether it took
place before or after the writing of our Epistle.t

Many modern writers place it between 1 and 2 Corinthians,
and connect it with the letter written ¢ out of much affliction and
anguish of heart with many tears’ (2 Cor. ii. 4). The visit was
paid & Admy. The Apostle had to deal with serious evils, was
perhaps crippled by iliness, and failed to put a stop to them.
After returning defeated to Ephesus, he wrote the sorrowful
letter. This hypothesis is attractive, but it is very difficult to
bring it into harmony with the Apostle’s varying plans and the
Corinthians’ charges of fickleness (2 Cor. i. 15-24). But, in any
case, if this second visit was paid after 1 Corinthians was written,
the commentator on that Epistle need not do more than mention
t. See Ency. Brit., 11th ed.,, vii. p. 152.

* Bleek is said to have been the first to show how many indications of a
second visit are to be found (Stxd. K7t p. 625, 1830).

t For the' arguments against the supposed visit see the section on the Date
of this Epistle,
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But the majority of modern writers, including Alford, J. H
Bernard, Bleek, Billroth, Credner, Hausrath, Hofmann, Holsten,
Klépper, Meyer, Neander, Olshausen, Otto, Reuss, Riickert,
Sanday, Schenkel, Schmiedel, Waite, and B. Weiss follow
Chrysostom in placing the second visit defore 1 Corinthians.
Some place it before the letter mentioned in 1 Cor. v. 9. This
has decided advantages. The lost letter of v. 9 may have alluded
to the painful visit and treated it in such a way as to render any
further reference to it unnecessary. This might account for the
silence of 1 Corinthians respecting the visit. Even if the visit
be placed after the lost letter, its painful character would account
for the silence about it in our Epistle. Some think that the
Epistle is not silent, and that iv. 18 refers to this visit: ¢As if,
however, I were not coming to see you, some got puffed up.’
But this cannot refer to a visit that is paid, as if it meant, ‘You
thought that I was not coming, and I did come.’ It referstoa
visit that is contemplated, as the next verse shows: ‘Come, how-
ever, I shall quickly to see you.’

The following tentative scheme gives the events which led up
to the writing of our Epistle :—

(1) St Paul leaves Corinth with Aquila and Priscilla and
finally settles at Ephesus.

§z) Apollos continues the work of the Apostle at Corinth.

3) Other teachers arrive, hostile to the Apostle, and Apollos
leaves.

(4) St Paul pays a short visit to Corinth to combat this
hostility and other evils, and fails.

(5) He writes the letter mentioned in 1 Cor. v. 9.

-(6) Bad news arrives from Corinth brought by members of
Chloe’s familia, perhaps also by the bearers of the Corinthians’
letter, and by Apollos.

The Apostle at once writes 1 Corinthians.

The Plan of the Epistle is very clear. One is seldom in
doubt as to where a section begins and ends, or as to what the
subject is. There are occasional digressions, or what seem to
be such, as the statement of the great Principle of Forbearance
(ix. 1=27), or the Hymn in praise of Love (xiii.), but their con-
nexion with the main argument of the section in which they
occur is easily seen, The question which cannot be answered
with absolute certainty is not a very important one. We cannot
be quite sure how much of the Epistle is a reply to questions
asked by the Corinthians in their letter to the Apostle, Certainly
the discussion of various problems about Marriage (vii. 1-40) is
such, as is shown by the opening words, mepi 8¢ dv éypdiare: and
almost certainly the question about partaking of Idol-meats
(viii. 1-xi. 1) was raised by the Corinthians, mepi 8 7év eidwlo-
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gvrov. The difficulty was a real one and of frequent occurrence ;
and, as the Apostle does not refer to teaching already given to
them on the subject, they would be likely to consult him, all the
more so as there seem to have been widely divergent opinions
among themselves about the question. It is not impossible that
other sections which begin in a similar way are references to the
Corinthian letter, mepi 8¢ Tav mvevparcdy (xil. 1), mept 8¢ Tijs Aoylas
s els rovs dylovs (xvi. 1), and mwepi 8¢ 'AmoMd Tob ddedpod
(xvi. 12). But most of the expressions which look like quotations
from the Corinthian letter occur in the sections about Marriage
and Idol-meats ; e.g. kadov dvOpdme ywvawds py dwrecbac (Vil 1),
ndvres yaow Iopev (viil. 1), wdvra eorww (x. 23). The direc-
tions about Spiritual Gifts and the Collection for the Saints may
have been prompted by information which the Apostle received
by word of mouth. What is said about Apollos (xvi. 12) must
have come from Apollos himself; but the Corinthians may have
asked for his return to them.

According to the arrangement adopted, the Epistle has four
main divisions, without counting either the Introduction or the
Conclusion.

Epistolary Introduction, i. 1-9.
A. The Apostolic Salutation, i. 1-3.
B. Preamble of Thanksgiving and Hope, i. 4—9.

I Urgent Matters for Blame, i, 10-vi. 20.
A. The Dissensions (Sxiopara), i. To~iv. 21.
The Facts, i. 10-17.
The False Wisdom and the True, i. 18iii. 4.
The False Wisdom, i. 18-ii. 5.
The True Wisdom, ii. 6-iii. 4.
The True Wisdom described, ii. 6-13.
The Spiritual and the animal Characters,
il. 14~ili. 4. .
The True Conception of the Christian Pastorate,
ili. 5-iv. 21.
General Definition, iii. 5—9.
The Builders, iii. 10-15
The Temple, iii. 16, 17.
Warning against a mere ‘human’ Estimate
of the Pastoral Office, iii. 18-iv. s,
Personal Application ; Conclusion of the sub-
ject of the Dissensions, iv. 6~-21.

B. Absence of Moral Discipline ; the Case of Incest,
V. 1-13.
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Iopistle (xvi. 5-8) are quite irreconcilable with its having been
written during this short visit. It must therefore belong to some
part of St Paul’s unbroken residence at Ephesus for three years
(Acts xx. 18, 7ov wdvra ypdvov: 31, Tpieriav vixra xal Huépav),
which falls within the middle or Aegean period of his ministry.
The first, or Antiochean period extends from Acts xi. 25—
xviii. 23, when Antioch finally ceases to be his headquarters.
The Aegean period ends with his last journey to Jerusalem
and arrest there (xxi. 15). This begins the third period, that of
the Imprisonments, which carries us to the close of the Acts.
Our Epistle accordingly falls within the limits of Acts xix. 21-
xx. 1. We have to consider the probable date of the events there
described, and the relation to them of the data of our Epistle.

The present writer discussed these questions fully in Hastings,
DB. art. ¢ Corinthians,” without the advantage of having seen the
art, ‘Chronology,’ by Mr. C. H. Turner, in the same volume,
or Harnack’s Chronologie d. Altckristlicken Literatur, which
appeared very shortly after. The artt. ¢ Felix,’ ¢ Festus,” were
written immediately upon the appearance of Harnack’s volume,
that on ‘Aretas’ previously. This chapter does not aim at
being a full dissertation on the chronology of the period. For
this, reference must be made to all the above articles; Mr.
Turner’s discussion is monumental, and placed the entire
question on a new and possibly final basis.

The general scheme of dates for St Paul’s life as covered by
the Acts lies between two points which can be approximately
determined, namely, his escape from Damascus under Aretas
(Acts ix. 25; 2 Cor. xi. 32, 33) not long (fpuépas Twds, Acts ix. 19)
after his conversion, and the arrival of Festus as procurator of
Judaea (Acts xxiv. 27) in succession to Felix. The latter date
fixes the beginning of the Swerila Ay of Acts xxviii. 30; the close
of the latter, again, gives the interval available, before the
Apostle’s martyrdom shortly after the fire of Rome (64 A.D.),
for the events presupposed in the Epistles to Timothy and
Titus. '

Aretas to the Apostolic Council.

The importance of the Aretas date, which Harnack fails to
deal with satisfactorily, is that Damascus is shown by its coins
to have been under the Empire as late as 34 A.D., and that it
is practically certain that it remained so till the death of Tiberius,
March 37 A.Dp. This latter year, then, is the earliest possible
date for St Paul’s escape, and his conversion must be placed at
earliest in 35 or 36.

From this date we reckon that of the first visit of St Paul
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(as a Christian) to Jerusalem, three years after his conversion
(Gal. i. 18), z.e. in 37-38, and of the Apostolic Council (Acts xv. ;
Gal. ii. ; the evidence for the identity of reference in these two
chapters is decisive), fourteen years from the conversion
(Gal. ii. 1). (The possibility that the fourteen years are
reckoned from the first visit must be recognized, but the
probability is, as Turner shows, the other way; and the
addition of three years to our reckoning will involve insuper-
able difficulty in the later chronology.) This carries us to 49,
whether we add 14 to 35, or—as usual in antiquity, reckoning
both years in—13 to 36. This result—49 A.D. for the Apostolic
Council—agrees with the other data. The pause in the Acts
(xii. 24, the imperfects summing up the character of the period),
after the death of Agrippa 1., which took place in 44 (see Turner,
p. 416b), covers the return of Barnabas and Saul from their
visit to Jerusalem to relieve the sufferers from the famine., This
famine cannot be placed earlier than 46 A.p. (Turner); supposing
this to have been the year of the visit of Barnabas and Saul
to Jerusalem, their departure (Acts xiii. 3) on the missionary
journey to Cyprus, etc., cannot have taken place till after the
winter 46—47 ; the whole journey must have lasted quite eighteen
months. We thus get the autumn of 48 for the return to
Antioch (xiv. 26); and the xpdvov odx SAiyov (9. 28) spent there
carries us over the winter, giving a date in the first half of 49,
probably the feast of Pentecost (May 24), for the meeting with
the assembled Apostles at Jerusalem. This date, therefore,
appears to satisfy all the conditions.

Apostolic Council to the end of Residence at Ephesus.

Assuming its validity, the sequence of the narrative in the
Acts permits us to place the departure of St Paul from Antioch
over Mount Taurus ‘after some days’ (Acts xv. 36—41) in
September 49, his arrival at Philippi in the summer, and at
Corinth in the autumn, of 50. The eighteen months (xviii. 11)
of his stay there would end about the Passover (April 2—9) of
52. By Pentecost he is at Jerusalem, and by midsummer at
Antioch. Here, then, closes the Antiochene period (44-52) of
his ministry. Antioch is no longer a suitable headquarters,
Corinth, Philippi, Ephesus claim him, and he transfers his field
of work to the region of the Aegean. His final visit to Antioch
appears to be not long (xviii. 23, xpdvov Twd): if he left it about
August, his journey to Ephesus, unmarked by any recorded
episode, would be over before midwinter, say by December 52.
The 7pievia (see above) of his residence there cannot, then,
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have ended before 55; the ‘three months’ of xix. 8 and the
‘two years’ of . 10 carry us to about March of that year: the
remainder of the rpterfa (which may not have been quite
complete) is occupied by the episodes of the sons of Sceva, the
mission of Timothy and Erastus (xix. 22), and the riot in the
theatre. Whether this permits St Paul to leave Ephesus for
Corinth soon after Pentecost 55 (1 Cor. xvi. 8), or compels us
to allow till Pentecost 56, cannot be decided until we have
considered the second main date, namely, that of the procurator-
ship of Festus.

From Festus back to r Corinthians.

That Felix became procurator of Judaea in 52 A.D. may be
taken as fairly established (Hastings, DB. artt. ‘ Felix,’ and ‘Chron-
ology,’ p. 418). The arrival of Festus is placed by Eusebius in
his Chronicle in the year Sept. 56-Sept. 57; that of Albinus, his
successor, in 61-62. The latter date is probably correct. But
the crowded incidents set down by Josephus to the reign of
Felix, coupled with the paucity of events ascribed by him to that
of Festus, suggest that Felix’s tenure of office was long compared
with that of Festus (the woAl& & of Acts xxiv. 10 cannot be
confidently pressed in confirmation of this). We cannot, more-
over, be sure that Eusebius was guided by more than conjecture
as to the date of Felix’s recall. His brother Pallas, whose
influence with Nero (according to Josephus) averted his con-
demnation, was removed from office in 55, certainly before
Felix’s recall ; but the circumstances of his retirement favour
the supposition that he retained influence with the Emperor for
some time afterwards. It is not improbable, therefore, that
Felix was recalled in 57-58. St Paul’s arrest, two years before
the recall of Felix (Acts xxiv. 27), would then fall in the year
Sept. 55-Sept. 56, f.e. at Pentecost (Acts xx. 16) 56 (for the details
see Turner in Hastings, DAB. art. ‘Chronology,’ pp. 418, 419).

We have, then, for the events of Acts xix. 21—xxiv. 27, the
interval from about March 55 to Pentecost (?) 58, or till Pente-
cost 56 for the remainder of St Paul’s stay at Ephesus, the
journey from Ephesus to Corinth, the three months spent there,
the journey to Philippi, the voyage thence to Troas, Tyre, and
Caesarea, and arrival at Jerusalem. This absolutely precludes
any extension of St Paul's stay at Ephesus until 56. The
Pentecost of 1 Cor. xvi. 8 must be that of 55, unless indeed we
can bring down the recall of Felix till 58-59, which though by
no means impossible, has the balance of probability against it.
Still more considerable is the balance of likelihood against 60 or
even 61 as the date for Felix’s recall, and 58 or 59 for St Paul’s
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attest. The former date, 58, must be given up, and St. Paul's
arrest dated at latest in 57, more probably in 56.

Resultant Scheme.

Accordingly from Aretas to Festus, that is from St Paul’s
escape from Damascus to the end of his imprisonment at
Caesarea, we have at most 22 years (37-59), more probably
only 21. It is evident that the time allowed above for the
successive events of the Antiochene and Aegean periods of his
ministry, which has throughout been taken at a reasonable
minimum, completely fills the chronological framework supplied
by the prior dates. The narrative of St Paul’s ministry in the
Acts, in other words, is continuously consecutive. While giving
fuller detail to some parts of the story than to others, it leaves
no space of time unaccounted for; the limits of date at either
end forbid the supposition of any such unrecorded period.
Unless we are—contrary to all the indications of this part of the
book—to ignore the Acts as an untrustworthy source, we have in
the Acts and Epistles combined a coherent and chronologically
tenable scheme of the main events in St Paul’s life for these
vitally important 21 years. It must be added that the minor
points of contact with the general chronology,—the proconsul-
ships of Sergius Paulus and of Gallio, the expulsion of the Jews
from Rome by Claudius, the marriage of Drusilla to Felix,—fit
without difficulty into the scheme, and that no ascertainable date
refuses to do so. For these points, omitted here in order to
emphasize the fundamental data, the reader must consult Mr.
Turner’s article and the other authorities referred to below.

We may therefore safely date our Epistle towards the close
of St Paul’s residence at Ephesus, and in the earlier months of
the year 55.

Bearing of St Pauls movements on the question of Date.

The date of the previous letter referred to in v. 9 can only
be matter of inference. Seeing that the Apostle corrects a
possible mistake as to its meaning, it was probably of somewhat
recent date. There is every antecedent likelihood that letters
passed not infrequently between the Apostle at Ephesus and his
converts across the Aegean (see Hastings, DB. artt. ‘1 Cor-
nthians,” § 6, and ‘2 Corinthians,”§ 4 g). But the language of
our Epistle is difficult, or impossible, to reconcile with the
supposition that the Apostle’s Ephesian sojourn had been broken
Into by a visit to Corinth. “There is not a single trace” of it

c
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(Weizsicker, Apost. Zeitalter, pp. 277, 300). The case for such
a visit is entirely based on supposed references to it in 2 Cor.;
these references at any rate show that this visit, if paid at any
time, was of a painful character (& Avmy, 2 Cor. ii. 1). If, then,
such a visit had been paid before 1 Corinthians was written, to
what was this Mimy due? Not to the oxiopara, of which St Paul
knew only from Chloe’s people (i. 11). Not to the mopveia, nor to
the disorders at the Lord’s Supper, of which, he expressly tells us,
he knew by report only (v. 1, xi. 18). Not to the litigiousness, nor
to the denials of the Resurrection, of both of which he speaks
with indignant surprise. If a distressing visit had preceded our
Epistle, the painful occasion of it was dead and buried when St
Paul wrote, and St Paul’s references to it (clearly as a recent
sore) in 2 Corinthians become inexplicable. Certainly when our
Epistle was written a painful visit (& pdB8y, iv. 21) was before
the Apostle’s mind as a possible necessity. But there is no
wdAw, no hint that there had already been a passage of the kind.
On the contrary, some gainsayers were sceptical as to his coming
at all; there is, in fact, nothing to set against the clear inference
from 1 Cor. ii. 1 sqq., that St Paul’s first stay at Corinth had so
far been his one visit there. So far, in fact, as our Epistle is
concerned, the idea of a previous second visit is uncalled for, to
say the very least. If 2 Corinthians necessitates the assumption
of such a visit,* it must be inserted before that Epistle and after
our present letter. But the question whether such necessity
exists depends on the possibility of reconciling the visit with the
data as a whole. (On this aspect of the matter the present writer
would refer to Hastings, DA. vol. i. pp. 492-5, § 4, 5.) The
most ingenious method of saving the painful’ visit has a direct
bearing on the date of our Epistle. Recognizing the conclusive
force of the objections to placing the visit before our letter,
Dr J. H. Kennedy (Z%e Second and Third Epistles to the
Corinthians, Methuen, 19o0o) places this Epistle before the
Pentecost of the year previous to St Paul’s departure from
Ephesus, distinguishes Timothy’s mission to Corinth (1 Cor.
iv. 17, xvi. 10) from his (later) mission with Erastus ‘to Mace-
donia’ (Acts xix. 22), makes our Epistle the prelude to the
painful visit (xvi. 5), and breaks up the Second Epistle so as to
obtain a scheme into which that visit will fit. 1 Corinthians would
then be dated (in accordance with the chronology adopted above)
before Pentecost 54.

But, interesting and ingenious as is Dr. Kennedy’s discussion,
the close correspondence of ch. xvi. 3~6 with the facts of Acts
xx. 1~-3—the journey through Macedonia to Corinth, the winter
spent there, the start for Jerusalem with the brethren—makes

* See the previous section, pp. xxi-xxiv.
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the divorce of the two passages very harsh and improbable. In
our Epistle the plan actually followed is already planned; its
abandonment and resumption follow rapidly, as described in
2 Corinthians, and it seems impossible to doubt that our Epistle
was written with the immediate prospect (not of the painful visit
but) of the visit actually recorded in Acts xx. 3 ; f.e. in the spring

of 55.

The following table gives the schemes adopted by Harmack
in his Chronologie (supra), Turner (DB. as above); Ramsay,
St Paul the Traveller and Expositor, 1896, p. 336, A fixed
date, etc.; Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, pp. 216-233; Wieseler,
Clronologie d. Apost. Zeitalters (Eng. tr.); Lewin, Fasti Sacrt.
See also Blass, Adcta Apostolorum, 1895, pp. 21-24 ; Kennedy
(as above). See also Engy. Brit, 11th ed., 1L pp. 891 f., vIL
p. I5L

=4 . 2 -

5 & & 2

e = g |3 B |3
The Crucifixion . . |29 or 30 29 30 30 33

Conversion of St Paul . 30 35 or 36 32 34 40 37
First visit to Jerusalem 33 38
Second visit to Jeru-

salem . . . 46 45 45 45 44
First missionary

journey .| 45 47 [460ra7| 48 |45-57| 45
Third visit to Jeru-

salem ; the Apostolic

Council . . . 47 49 50 5I 50 49
Second missionary

journey . <. 47 49 50 51 50 49
Corinth reached late in 48 50 5I 52 52 52
Epistles to the Thessa-

lonians . . . | 48-50 | 50-52 | 5I-53 |52-53}52-53| 52
Fourth visit to Jeru-

salem . . . 50 52 53 54 | 54 | 53
Return to Antioch . 50 52 53 54 54 53
Third missionary

journey . e 50 52 53 54 54 54
In Ephesus; 1 Corin-

thians ., .| 50-53 | 52-55 | 53-56 |54-57|54-57|54-57
In Macedonia ; 2 Corin-

thians . . . 53 55 56 57 57 57
In Corinth ; Epistle to

Romans . 53, 54 | 55, 56 | 56, 57 |57,58|57, 5857, 58

Fifth visit to ]erus.ale m ';
arrest . . . 54 56 57 58 58 58
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§ V. DOCTRINE.

The First Epistle to the Corinthians is not, like that to the
Romans, a doctrinal treatise; nor is it, like Galatians, the docu-
ment of a crisis involving far-reaching doctrinal consequences. It
deals with the practical questions affecting the life of a Church
founded by the writer : one great doctrinal issue, arising out of
circumstances at Corinth (xv. r2), is directly treated ; but doctrine
is, generally speaking, implied or referred to rather than enforced.
Yet, none the less, the doctrinal importance and instructiveness
of the letter can hardly be overrated. In its alternations of light
and shadow it vividly reproduces the life of a typical Gentile-
Christian community, seething with the interaction of the new
life and the inherited character, with the beginnings of that age-
long warfare of man’s higher and lower self which forms the
under-current of Christian history in all ages.

The Apostle recalls to first principles every matter which
engages his attention; at every point his convictions, as one
who had learned from Christ Himself, are brought to bear upon
the question before him, though it may be one of minor detail.
At the least touch the latent forces of fundamental Faith break
out into action.

First of all, we must take note of the Apostle's relation to
Ckhrist. He is ‘a called Apostle of Jesus Christ’ (i. 1), and
asserts this claim in the face of those who call it in question
(ix. 3). He rests it, firstly, on having ‘seen Jesus our Lord’ (ix. 1),
clearly at his Conversion ; secondly, on the fruits of his Apostle-
ship, which the Corinthians, whom he had begotten in the Lord
(ili. 6 sqq., iv. 15, see notes on these passages), should be the
last to question (ix. 2). This constituted his answer to critics
(ix. 3). As far, then, as authority was concerned, he claimed to
have it directly from Christ, without human source or channel
(as in Gal i. 1, 12). But this did not imply independence of
the tradition common to the Apostles in regard to the facts of
the Lord’s life, death, and Resurrection. In regard to the Institu-
tion of the Lord’s Supper (see below), the words wapérafov dmwo Tod
Kvplov have been taken as asserting the contrary. But they do
not necessarily, nor in the view of the present writer probably,
imply more than that the Lord was the source (dwd) of the
wapddogts. The circumstantial details here, as in the case of the
appearances after the Resurrection, would most naturally come
through those who had witnessed them (xv. 1—10), in common
with whom St Paul handed on what had been handed on to him.
So again in dealing with marriage, he is careful to distinguish
between the reported teaching of the Lord and what he gives as
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his own judgment, founded, it is true, upon fidelity to the Spirit
of Christ (vii. 10, 12, 25, 40).

The passages in question have an important bearing upon
St Paul’s knowledge in detail of the earthly life, ministry, and
words of Christ. It is not uncommonly inferred from his nearly
exclusive insistence upon the incarnation, passion, death and
Resurrection of our Lord that he either knew or cared to know
nothing of the historical Jesus (2 Cor. v. 16; 1 Cor. ii. 2).* But
the appeal of ch. vii. 10, 25 is a warning that the inference from
silence is precarious here. The pre-existence of Christ is clearly
taught in xv. 45-48.1 That St Paul taught pre-existence only—
as distinct from the Divinity of Christ (His pre-existence in ke
Unity of the Godhead),—was the view of Baur, followed in sub-
stance by Pfleiderer (Paulinism, Eng. tr. i. 139 sqq.), Schmiedel,
in Joc., and many others. It is bound up with the old Tiibingen
theory which restricts the Pauline Aomologumena to 1 and 2 Cor-
inthians, Romans, and Galatians. If we are allowed to combine
the thoughts of Phil. ii. 5 sqq., and Col. i. 1§-18, ii. g, with 1 Cor.
xv., it becomes impossible to do justice to the whole thought of
St Paul by the conception of an dvfpwmos &€ otpavot (xv. 47), pre-
existent ¢z the Divine Idea only. The fundamental position of
Christ “‘and that crucified’ (ii. 2; cf. iii. 10, 11) in the Apostle’s
preaching is only intelligible in connexion with His cosmic
function as Mediator (viii. 6, 8 ob r& wdvra) which again stands
closely related with the thought expanded in Col. i. 15f. Ina
word, it is now admitted that, according to St Paul, Christ, as
the Mediator between God and man, stood at the centre of the
Gospel. Whether this equally applies to the teaching of Christ
Himself, as recorded in the Gospels, or whether, on the contrary,
the teaching of Christ is reducible to the two heads of the
Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of Man, without any
proclamation of Himself as the Mediator of the former, as
Harnack in Das Wesen des Christentums and other recent writers
have contended, is a question worthy of most careful inquiry,
but not in this place.j It belongs to the study of the history
and doctrine of the Gospels.

* That this is an erroneous inference is shown by Fletcher, 7%e Conversion
of St Paul, pp. 55-57 ; by Cohu, Sz Paul in the Light of Modern Research,
pp. 110-116; by Jilicher, Paulus u, Jesus, pp. 54-56.

+ See also what is implied in ‘the rock was Christ’; note on x. 4 : and
Swete, The Ascended Christ, pp. 61, 111, 157.

I That there is no such essential difference between the teaching of Christ
and the teaching of St Paul as Wrede (Pau/us, 1905) has contended, is urged
by Kolbing (Die geistige Einwirkung der Person Jesu auf Paulus, 1g06) and
A. Meyer ( Wer hat das Christentum begriindet, Jesus oder Paulus, 1907), no
less than by more conservative scholars. See A. E. Garvie, 7he Christian
Certainty, pp. 399f.
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The Epistle contains not only the clearly-cut doctrines of the
death of Christ for our sins and of His Resurrection from the dead
on the Third Day, but the equally clear assertion that these
doctrines were not only the elements of St Paul’s own teaching,
but were taught by him in common with the older Apostles
(xv. 1-11). The doctrine which is mainly in question here is
that of the Resurrection of the dead, of which the fifteenth
chapter of the Epistle is the classical exposition. St Paul is
meeting the denial by some (rwés) of the Corinthians that there
is a resurrection of the dead. The persons in question, who
were most probably the representatives, not of Sadducaism, but
of vague Greek opinion influenced perhaps by popular Epicurean
ideas, did not deny the Resurrection of Jesus Christ. Their
assent to it must, however, have become otiose. To the Re-
surrection of Christ, then, St Paul appeals in refutation of the
opinion he has to combat. After reminding them that they had
learned from him, as a fundamental truth, the fact of the
Resurrection of Christ from the dead, attested by many appear-
ances to the Apostles, and by the appearance to himself at his
conversion, he proceeds to establish the link between this
primary truth and that of the Resurrection of the dead in Christ.
The relation between the two is that of antecedent and con-
sequent,—of cause and effect. If the consequent is denied the
antecedent is overthrown (zz. 12-19), and with it the whole
foundation of the Christian hope of eternal life. But Christ has
risen, and mankind has in Him a new source of life, as in Adam
it had its source of death. The consummation of life in Christ
is then traced out in bold, mysterious touches (. 23—28). First
Christ Himself ; then, at the Parousia, those that are Christ’s ;
then the End. The End embraces the redelivery by Him of the
Kingdom to His Father: the Kingdom is mediatorial and has for
its purpose the subjugation of the enemies, death last of them all.
All things, other than God, are to be subjected to the Son;
when this is accomplished, the redelivery,—the subjection of the
Son Himself,—takes effect, ‘ that God may be all in all.’

~ On this climax of the history of the Universe, it must suffice
to point out that St Paul clearly does not mean that the personal
being of the Son will have an end; but that the Kingdom of
Christ, so far as it can be distinguished from the Kingdom of
God, will then be merged in the latter. St Paul here gathers up
the threads of all previous eschatological thought; the Messiah,
the enemies, the warfare of Life and Death, the return of Christ
to earth, and the final destiny of the saints. It is important to
notice that he contemplates no earthly reign of the Christ after
His Return. The quickening of the saints ‘at His Coming’
immediately ushers in ‘the End,’ the redelivery, the close of the



INTRODUCTION XXXVii

Mediatorial Kingdom. This is in harmony with the earlier
teaching of the Apostle in 1 and 2 Thessalonians, and there is
nothing in any of his Epistles out of harmony with it. But the
thought of the early Return of Christ (2. 51) is already less pro-
minent. The ‘time is short’ (vii. 29), but instead of ‘we that are
alive,” it is now ‘we shall not all sleep.”’ This is borne out by
2 Cor. v. 3, where the possibility that the great change will find us
in the body (0¥ yupvel) is still contemplated, but only as a possi-
bility. The remainder (vz. 35 sqq.) of the chapter brings out
St Paul’s characteristic doctrine of the Resurrection body. This
is in direct contrast with the crude conceptions current among
the Pharisees, according to which the bodies of the saints were
thought of as passing underground from their graves to the place
of resurrection, and there rising in the same condition in which
death found them.

St Paul, on the other hand, contrasts the mortal (¢baprdv) or
animal (Yuxwdv) body with the risen or spiritual body. The
former is émiyeiov, xoixdv, and ‘cannot inherit the kingdom of
God.’ It will be the same individual body (jpas, vi. 14; see
Rom. viii. 12), but yet not the same; it will be quickened,
changed (». 51), will put on incorruption, immortality ; it (the
same body) is ‘sown’ as an earthly body, but will be raised a
spiritual body.

This change is in virtue of our membership of Christ, and is
the working-out of the same Divine power, first exerted in the
raising of Christ Himself, and finally extended to all His
members (cf. Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. vi. 14; Rom. viil. 19, 21, 23).
It follows that the Apostle conceived of the risen Body of
Christ Himself as ‘a spiritual body’; not that He brought His
human body from heaven, but that His heavenly personality
(xv. 47) at last, through His Resurrection, the work of the
Father's Power (Rom. vi. 4), constituted Him, as the ‘last
Adam,’ ‘ quickening spirit” (xv. 45), and the source of quickening
to all His members. His body is now, therefore, a glorious
body (Phil. iii. 21), and the incorruption which His members
inherit is the direct effect of their union with the Body of Christ
(xv. 48 sq.).

The whole horizon of this passage is limited, therefore, to
the resurrection of the just. It is the xexoupnuévor (a term ex-
clusively reserved for the dead in Christ) that are in view through-
out: the whole argument turns upon the quickening, in Christ
(xv. 22, 23), of those who belong to Him.  As to the resurrection
of the wicked, which St Paul certainly believed (ix. 24, 27;
Rom. xiv. 10, 12; cf. Acts xxiv. 15), deep silence reigns in the
whole of ch. xv.

The Resurrection of Christ, then, occupies the central place
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in St Paul’s doctrine of the Christian Life, both here and here-
after, just as the doctrine of His Death for our sins is the founda-
tion of our whole relation to God as reconciled sinners. The
Resurrection not only supplies the indispensable proof of the
real significance of the Cross; it is the source of our life as
members of Christ, and the guarantee of our hope in Him.

Of the Person of Christ, our Epistle implies much more than
it expressly lays down. Christ was the whole of his Gospel
(ii. 2); He is ‘the Lord’ (¢f. Rom. x. 13), ‘through whom are
all things, and we through Him’ (vili. 6); He satisfies all the
needs of man, mental, moral, and religious (i. 30), and union
with Him is the sphere of the whole life and work (xv. 58) of
the Christian, of his social relations (vii. 22, 39), and of the
activities of the Christian Church (v. 4, xii. 5, 12) as a body.

The doctrine of grace, so prominent in other Epistles of this
group, is for the most part felt rather than expressly handled in
our Epistle. The passing reference in xv. 56 (% 8¢ Sfvaus s
dpaprios 6 vépos) may be compared with that in ix. 2o, 21, where
he explains that the Christian, though not w6 wdpov, is not
dvopos @eod but &vopos Xpiorod (for which see Rom. viii. 2). It
may be noted that a passage in this Epistle (iv. 7, 7{ 3¢ &xets & oix
iefes) turned the entire course of Augustine’s thought upon
the efficacy of Divine grace, with momentous consequences to
the Church (Aug. de div. quaest. ad Stmplic. . ; cf. Retract. 11 i. 1 ;
de don. Persev. 52).

On the Christian Life, our Epistle is an inexhaustible mine of
suggestion.* With regard to personal life, it may be noted that
the ascetic instinct which has ever tended to assert itself in the
Christian Church finds its first utterance here (vii. 1, 25, 40,
6é\w, vouilw 6t xaddy, etc.), as representing the Apostle’s own
mind, but coupled with solemn and lofty insistence (odx éyo
dAA& 6 xvpeos) on the obligations of married life. His ‘ascetic’
counsels rest on the simple ground of the higher expediency.
This latter principle (76 oVpgopov) is the keynote of the Ethics
of our Epistle. The ‘world’ (vii. 31),—all, that is, which fills
human life, its joys, sorrows, interests, ties, possessions, op-
portunities,—is to the Christian but means to a supreme end, in
which the highest good of the individual converges with the
highest good of his neighbour and of all (x. z4§. Free in his
sole responsibility to God (ili. 21, ii. 15, x. 23), the Spiritual
Man limits his own freedom (vi. 12, ix. 19), in order to the
building up of others and the discipline of self (ix. 24-27). The
supreme good, to which all else is subordinated, is ¢ partaking of
the Gospel’ (ix. 23), 7.e. of the benefit the Gospel declares, namely,

* See A. B. D. Alexander, The Ethics of St Paul, esp. pL. 115-125, 231.
237-256, 293297 ; Stalker, 7% EM;': of Jesus, pp. 175, 351.
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the unspeakable blessedness which God has granted to them
that love Him (ii. 9, 12),-—begun in grace (i. 4) here, consum-
mated in glory (il. 7, xv. 43) hereafter. To analyse this
conception further would carry us beyond the horizon of this
Epistle (cf. Rom. iii. 23, viii. 18, etc. etc.) ; but it may be noted that
there is a close correlation between the glory of God (x. 31) as
the objective standard of action, and the glory of God in sharing
which our chief happiness is finally to consist; also that the
summum bonum, thus conceived, is no object of merely self-
regarding desire: to desire it is to desire that all for whom
Christ died may be led to its attainment. This principle of the
“higher expediency” determines the treatment of the ethical
problems which occur in the Epistle: the treatment of the
body, matrimony, the eating of eidwAdéfvre ;—and again, the use
and abuse of spiritual gifts. But in its application to the latter;
it is, as it were, transformed to its highest personal embodiment
in the passion of Christian Love. The higher expediency lays
down the duty of subordinating self to others, the lower self to
the higher, things temporal to things eternal. Love is the inward
state (correlative with Faith) in which this subordination has
become an imperative instinct, raising the whole life to victory
over the world. Such is the positive side of St Paul’s Ethics,
according to which an act may be ‘lawful,’ while yet the Christian
will choose in preference what is ‘expedient’ (vi. 12, x. 23 ; cf.
ix. 24-27), gaining, at the cost of forbearance, spiritual freedom
for himself, and the good of others. Such are the Ethics of
‘grace’ as distinct from ‘law’ (Rom. vi. 14). But many Chris-
tians are under law (iii. 1 sqq.) rather than under grace: they
need stern warning against sin, and of such warnings the Epistle is
full (vi. g, 10, Viii. 12, X. 12-14, Xi. 27, XV. 34, Xvi. 22). The charter
of Christian liberty (ii. 15) is for the spiritual person: emancipa-
tion from the law (xv. 56 ; cf. Rom. vii. 24-viii. 2) comes, not
by indulgence (vi. 12), but by self-conquest (ix. 21, 26 sq.).

Not less instructive is our Epistle as to the Collective Work of
the Church. No other book of the N.T., in fact, reflects so
richly the life of the Christian body as it then was, and the
principles which guided it (see Weizsiicker, Apost. Zeitalter, pp.
575-605). We note especially the development of discipline, of
organization, and of worship.

As to Discipline, the classical passage is v. 1 sqq.; here
St Paul describes, not what had been done by the community,
but what they ought to have done in dealing with a flagrant case
of immorality. The congregation are met together; the Apostle
himself, in spirit, is in their midst; the power of the Lord Jesus
is present. In the name of the Lord Jesus they expel the
offender, ‘ delivering him to Satan for the destruction of his flesh,
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that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord’ Here we
have the beginning of ecclesiastical censures, to be inflicted by the
community as a whole. The physical suffering entailed (cf. ch.
xi. 30; Acts v. 1 s5qq.) is assumed to be terrible (6Aefipos), but
is inherently temporal and remedial. The community would
naturally have the power, upon repentance shown, to restore the
culprit to fellowship (2 Cor. ii. 6, 10, although the case there in
question is probably a different one). Such an assembly as St
Paul here conceives would @ fortiori be competent to dispose of
any matters of personal rights or wrongs which might arise among
members (vi. 1, 2, 5, v. 12), without recourse to heathen
magistrates (ddwot, vi. 1); for St Paul, who regards submission
to the magistrate in regard to the criminal law as a duty (Rom.
xiii. 1 sqq.), dissuades Christians from invoking the heathen
courts to settle quarrels, which are, moreover, wholly out of
place among brethren,

The Organization of the Corinthian Church is evidently still
at an early stage. There is no mention of bishops, presbyters,
or deacons: next after Apostles, prophets and teachers are
named, in remarkable agreement with the reference in Acts xiii.
1. Moreover, if we compare the list in 1 Cor. xii. 28 sqq. with
those of Rom. xii. 6-8 and of Eph. iv. 11, the coincidence is too
close to be accidental. The following table gives the three lists
in synoptic form :—

1. dwdororot (Cor., Eph.).

3. mpogyrar (Cor., Eph. ; mpodyreia, Rom.).
[edayyelioral (Eph.)
moyuéves (Eph.).
Suaxovia (Rom.).]

3. 8ddaxaro (1 Cor., Eph.); 8ddokwv (Rom.). Then follow
mepakerdv (Rom.), Swdpes, ldpara, and dvridjufas (1 Cor.),
peradidois (Rom.); xuBeprjoeas (1 Cor.), mpowordperos (Rom.),
éxedv (Rom.), yévy yAwoaav (1 Cor.).

There is clearly no systematic order throughout, nor can we
take the lists as statistical. The variations are due to the un-
studied spontaneity with which in each passage the enumeration
is made. All the more significant is it, therefore, that ¢ prophets’
(after ¢ Apostles’ in our Epistle and Ephesians) take the highest
rank in- all three lists, while ‘teachers,” who rank very high in
all three lists, are the only other term common to all. In our list
(ch. xii.) the three ‘orders’ of Apostles, prophets, teachers, are the
only ones expressly ranked as ‘first, second, third.” Whether
¢ Apostles’ include, as in Rom. xvi. 7 and perhaps Gal. i. 19, an
indefinite number, or are confined to the Twelve and (ch. ix. 1)
St Paul himself, our Epistle does not clearly indicate (not even
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in ch. xv. 7). The office of prophet is not strictly limited to a
class, but potentially belongs to all (ch. xiv. 30-32). That
presbyters, here as elsewhere (Phil. i. 1; Acts xiv. 23, xx. 17,
etc.), had been appointed by the Apostle, would be antecedently
likely, but there is no reference to any such permanent officers
in this, nor in the second, Epistle, not even in places where (as
in v. 15qq., vi. 18qq., xiv. 32 sq.) the context would suggest the
mention of responsible officers. The low place in the list
occupied by administrative gifts (xvBeprijoets, cf. mpotordpevos
in Rom.) seems to imply that administrative offices are still
voluntarily undertaken ; so in xvi. 15 the household of Stephanas
have a claim to deference (cf. 1 Thess. v. 12), but on the ground
of their woluntary devotion to the Swxovia (&rafav éavrovs).
The work begun by St Paul at Corinth was carried on by
successors (Apollos alone is named, iii. 6), who ‘water’ where
he had ‘planted,’ ‘build upon’ the Stone which he had ‘laid’:
they are mawdaywyol, while he remains the one ¢Father’ in
Christ. The Epistle, however, refers to them only in passing,
and in no way defines their status. Probably they are to be
classed with the prophets and teachers of ch. xii. 28 (cf. Acts
xiil. 1). Church organization, like public worship, was possibly
reserved for further regulation (xi. 34).

Public Worship is the subject of a long section of the Epistle,
in which the veiling of women, the Eucharist, and the use and
abuse of “spiritual gifts are the topics in turn immediately dealt
with (xi. 2—xiv.). The assembly for worship is the ékxAyoia
(xi. 18), a term in which the O.T. idea of the ‘congregation,’
and the Greek democratic idea of the mass-meeting of the
citizens, find a point of convergence. At some éxxAnoiar out-
siders (i8u@ras, probably unbaptized persons, corresponding to
the ¢devout Greeks’ at a synagogue) might be present (xiv. 16, 23),
or even heathens pure and simple (dmo7oi); yet this would be
not at the xupiaxdv Setrvov, but at a more mixed assembly (SAy,
xiv. 23). That the assemblies eis 70 ¢payelv (xi. 33) were distinct
and periodical was apparently the case in Pliny’s time (see
Weizsicker, Apost. Zeitalter, 5681.). The * Amen’ was in use as
the response to prayer or praise (xiv. 16). It would be hasty
to conclude from xi. 2 sqq. that women might, without St Paul’s
disapproval, under certain conditions, pray or prophesy in
public: they very likely had done so at Corinth, but St Paul,
while for the present concentrating his censure upon their doing
so with unveiled head, had in reserve the total prohibition
which he later on lays down (xiv. 34). Otherwise, the liberty of
prophesying belonged to all; the utterance was to be tested
(xiv. 29), but the test was the character of the utterance itself
(xii. 15sq.) rather than the stafis of the speaker. Prayer and
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praise, & yAdooy (see Hastings, DB. art. ‘Tongues’), was a
marked feature of public worship at Corinth, but St Paul insists
on its inferiority to prophecy. Sunday is mentioned as the
day against which alms were to be set apart; we may infer from
this that it was the usual day for the principal éxxAneia (see
above). The purpose of this assembly was to break the bread,
and drink the cup, of the Lord.

In xi. 1734 we have the Jlocus classicus for the Eucharist of
the Apostolic age. It has been argued that we have here
a stage in the development of the sacred Rite anterior to, and
differing materially from, what is described by Justin, Ago/. i.§ 56 ;
the difference consisting in the previous consecration of the
elements, in Justin’s account, by the mpoeardys, and reception by
the communicants at his hands. At Corinth, on the other hand,
(vv. 21, 33) an abuse existed in that ‘each taketh before other
his own supper,’ so that the meal lost its character as ‘a Lord’s
Supper.’ If the ‘consecration’ (so it is argued) were already
at this time an essential part of the service, the abuse in question
could not have occurred ; or at any rate St Paul’s remedy would
have been ‘wait for the consecration’ and not ‘wait for one
another’ (. 33). But, in the line of development, the Corinthian
Eucharist comes between the original institution, as described
by St Paul and by the Evangelists, and the Eucharist of Justin.*
In all the N.T. accounts of the Institution, the acts and words
of Christ, and His delivery of the bread and cup after consecra-
tion to those present, are recorded, and form the central point.
The argument under notice assumes that this central feature
has disappeared at the second, or Corinthian, stage of develop-
ment, to reappear in the third, namely Justin’s. This assumption
is incredible. In carrying out the command roiro woweire, ‘do
this,” we cannot believe that at Corinth, or anywhere else, what
Christ was recorded to have done was just the feature to be
omitted.

Quod in caena Christus gessit
Faciendum hoc expressit

is an accurate expression of the characteristic which from the first
differentiated the Common Meal into the Christian edxapioria
The words ‘do this’ were certainly part of the ‘ tradition’ handed
on by St Paul at Corinth (see below); and had it been ZJf
undone, the Apostle would not have failed to notice it. Further,
the argument for the absence, at Corinth, of the acts of consecra-
tion, assumes erroneously that ‘the Lord’s Supper’ in 9. 20 “can
be no other than the bread and the cup of the Lord in ». 27”

* See A. W. F. Blunt, ZThe Apologies of Justin Martyr, 1911, pp. xxxix-
xliv, g8-101.
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(Beet, ¢ Joc). This assumption is a reaction from the ana-
chronism of introducing the ¢ Agape’ of later times in explanation
of this passage. (The name Agape, see Dict. of Chr. Antig. s.v.,
is occasionally used for the Eucharist, but more properly for the
Common Meal from which the Eucharist had been wholly
separated.) The Lord’s Supper (so named only here in N.T.)
is not the Eucharist proper, still less the Agape, ut the entire
re-enactment of the Last Supper, with the Eucharistic acts occurring
in the course of it, as they do in the paschal meal recorded in
the Synoptic Gospels.* In the early Church the name ¢ Lord’s
Supper’ was not the earliest, nor the commonest, name for the
Eucharist, It was primarily (though not quite exclusively)
applied to the annual re-enactment of the Last Supper which
survived after the Agape had first been separated from the
Eucharist and then had gradually dropped out of use (Dict. of
Chr. Antig. art. * Lord’s Supper’). In any case ¢ the Lord’s Supper’
at Corinth would be already in progress when the Eucharistic
Bread and Cup were blessed. St Paul’s censure (ékaeros yip
mwpolapSdver, 9. 21), and his remedy (éxdéxeafe, 9. 33), relate to
- the supper which was over before (perd 76 deurvijoar, ©. 25) the
blessing of the Cup, and was doubtless (see note on xi. 23, 27)
well advanced when the Eucharistic Bread was broken: what
he blames and what he enjoins are alike compatible with the
supposition that the procedure of the Last Supper was closely
adhered to at Corinth. Whose duty it was to ‘preside’ (as did
the head of the family at the Passover, our Lord at the Last
Supper, and the mpoesrds in Justin’s time) we do not know, but
it may be taken as certain that some one did so. In 2. 34, E{
mis mewd k.1.A.,, we notice the first step towards the segregation
of the Eucharistic acts proper from the joint meal in which they
were still, as it were, embedded. The Supper, if the direction of
9. 34 was observed, would cease to have its original character of a
meal to satisfy hunger (still traceable in Did. x. 1, pera 76 éumAno-
f7var); it dropped out of use in connexion with the Eucharist,
except in so far as it left traces in the ritual. As a separate,
non-Eucharistic sacred meal (Diet. of Chr. Antig. art. ¢ Agape’) it
survived for a time. This separation of the Eucharist from the
Supper, of which we here trace the origin only, was a step towards
the shifting of the former, later than any N.T. evidence, to the
“ante-lucan ” hour which had become usual in Pliny’s time.

The question of St Paul’s relation to the Eucharistic
Institution, which only indirectly touches the doctrine of this
Epistle, must be briefly noticed here. In their account of the

* Dr. E. Baumgartner contends that in 1 Cor. we have a description of

the Agape alone, without the Eucharist (Euckaristic und Agape im Urchris-
lentum, 1909). But see Cohu, St Paul, pp. 303 f.
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Last Supper the two first Gospels stand by themselves over
against St Luke and St Paul in mentioning no command to
repeat our Lord’s action. St Luke’s account, again, in the
Western text (which is more trustworthy in its omissions than
in its other variations), records simply the blessing frs# of the
Cup, then of the Bread, with no command to repeat the action :
what follows (Luke xxii. 19, 20, 76 dmép dudv . . . Exxuvdpevov) is
(if with WH. we adopt the Western Text) an importation from
1 Cor. xi. 24, 25. St Paul then, as compared with the Gospel
record, stands alone in recording our Saviour's command to ‘do
this in remembrance of Me.” Whence did he receive it? His
answer is that he ‘received’ (the whole account) ‘from the
Lord’ (v. 23). This may mean ‘by direct revelation,’ or may
(as certainly in xv. 3) mean ‘received,’ as he handed it on,
orally, the Lord being here mentioned as the ultimate (éxd)
authority for the Rite. It has been argued, on the assumption
that St Paul claims direct revelation to himself as the authority
for the Christian Eucharist, that this claim is the sole source of
any idea that the Last Supper (or rather the Eucharistic action)
was ordered to be repeated, that St Paul first caused it to be so
celebrated, and that the authority of the Institution hangs upon
a vision or revelation claimed by St Paul. Further, it is sug-
gested that the vision in question was largely coloured by the
mysteries celebrated at Eleusis, near Athens and not far from
Corinth (so P. Gardner, Zhe Origin of the Lord's Supper,
1903).

The narrative of the Institution in the two first Gospels,
though they record no express command to repeat it, renders
the last-named suggestion somewhat gratuitous. Our Lord was
keeping an annual feast, and His disciples certainly at that time
expected to keep it in future: in view of this fact, of the refer-
ences in the Acts of the Apostles (ii. 42, xx. 7) to the repetition
of the Supper, and of its thoroughly Hebraic and Palestinian
antecedents (cf. Bickell, Messe und Pascha; Anrich, Antike
Mysterienwesen, p. 127), it is much more probable that St Paul
is here the representative of a common tradition than the author
of an institution traceable to himself alone. The whole tone of
the passage, in which their ‘coming together to eat’ is not
inculcated but taken for granted, supports this view against any
hypothesis of a practice initiated by the Apostle himself. See
also Andersen, D. Abendmak! in d. ersten 2 _Jakrkund. 1906).

The doctrine of the Eucharist presupposed in our Epistle is
simple, but, so far as it ‘goes, very definite. The Bread and the
Cup are a partaking (xowwvie) of the Lord’s Body and Blood
(x. 16, xi. 27); and to eat ‘or’ (z. 27; ‘and, 2. 29) drink
unworthily, ‘not discerning the Body’ (z. 29), is to ‘eat and
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drink judgment’ to oneself. The Body is clearly the body, not
merely of the Church, but ‘of the Lord’; the latter words,
added in later copies, are a correct gloss. The interpretation of
our Lord’s words here implied takes us at any rate beyond any
¢Zwinglian’ view of sacramental reception. The reception is,
moreover, in commemoration (dvdpynots) of the Lord, and is a
proclaiming (xarayyéAhew) of the Lord’s Death ¢till He come.
We see in these words and in ch. x. 15-18 the relation of the
Eucharist to sacrificial conceptions. To St Paul, the Death of
Christ (ch. v. 4, énjfy) is the Christian sacrifice. To it the
Eucharist is primarily and directly related. In ch. x. St. Paul
(in order to drive home his warning against joining in any
ceremontal eating of eldwAdfvra) insists, with appeal to Jewish and
to Christian rites, that to partake of what is sacrificed is to
become a party to the sacrificial act (and so to enter upon that
fellowship of the worshipper with the deity which sacrifice aims
at establishing or maintaining). It follows, then, that St Paul
thinks of the Eucharist as the act by which Christians, collectively
and individually, make (as it were) the Sacrifice of the Cross
their own act, ‘appropriate’ it, maintain and deepen their
fellowship with God through Christ. The Christian Passover,
once for all slain (v. 7), is eaten at every Eucharist. This is
an essential agreement with the statements, closely identical in
substance, by which Chrysostom (Hom. in Hebr. xvii.) and
Augustine (¢ Fawust. xx. 18) independently justify the term
‘sacrifice’ as applied to the Eucharist.

Baptism is frequently referred to in our Epistle (i. 13-16, x.
2, xii, 13; cf. vi. 11), but the doctrinal reference in each case
is indirect. The dwelovoaofe of vi. 11 (‘ye washed them away
from yourselves’) must be compared with Acts ii. 38, xxii. 16,
and Rom. vi. 3, 4. There can be little doubt that the reference
of vi. 11 at least includes baptism ; comparing then the é& 7d
mvedpare there with xil. 13, & &l mvedpar, we see how closely
associated was baptism with the Holy Spirit as its sphere and its
underlying power (Tit. iii. 5). It must not be forgotten that St
Paul’s readers had been baptized as adults. This fact, and the
sharp contrast between the old heathen life and the new life
entered upon at baptism, brought out very strongly the signific-
ance of the Rite.

The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, as regards the Personality of
the Spirit, comes out in xii. 11, kafws BevAerar ; while inch. ii. 11,
where the relation of the Spirit to God is seen to be not less
intimate than that of man’s spirit to man, we have the Dipinity
of the Spirit unmistakably taught. The Spirit is “the self-
conscious life ” of God,—but not an impersonal function of God.
The gift of the Spirit, accordingly, constitutes the man, in whom
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the Spirit dwells, a Temple of God (ili. 16). There is the
indwelling of the Spirit, common to all members of Christ, the
instrument of the sanctification which is to be attained by all ;
and there is also the special energy of the Spirit, different in
different persons, which equips them for some special service as
members of the one body (xii.). So St Paul himself, “incident-
ally and with great reserve,” claims the guidance of the Spirit of
God for Himself (vii. 40). The inspiration of the prophet is not
such as to supersede self-control (xiv. 32), as it did in the super-
ficially similar phenomena of heathen ecstasy (xii. 2, 3). (See
on this subject Swete, Z%e Holy Spirit in the New ZTestament,
pp. 176-192.)

§ VI. CHARACTERISTICS, STYLE, AND LANGUAGE.

The general characteristics of St Paul’s style, especially in his
letters of the Aegean period, are of course markedly present in
this Epistle. But it lacks the systematic sequence of marshalled
argument so conspicuous in the Epistle to the Romans; it is
more personal than that Epistle, while yet the feeling is not so
high-wrought as it is in Galatians and in the Second Epistle. But
warmth of affection, as well as warmth of remonstrance and
censure, characterize the Epistle throughout. The two Epistles -
to the Corinthians and that to the Galatians stand, in respect of
direct personal appeal, in a class by themselves among St
Paul’s Epistles. Philippians is equally personal, but there
everything speaks of mutual confidence and sympathy, unclouded
by any reproach or suspicion. The three Epistles to the
Corinthians and the Galatians are not less sympathetic, but the
sympathy is combined with anxious solicitude, and alternates
with indignant remonstrance. The earlier letters to the
Thessalonians, again, presuppose an altogether simpler relation
between the Apostle and his converts : his solicitude for them is
directed to the inevitable and human perils—instability, over-
wrought expectation of the last things, moral weakness—incident
to sincere but very recent converts from heathenism.

In our Epistle and its two companions the personal situation is
more complicated and precarious : a definite disturbing cause is at
work ; the Apostle himself is challenged and is on the defensive ;
the personal question has far-reaching correlatives, which touch
the foundations of the Gospel.

In our Epistle these phenomena are less acutely present than
in the other two. The doctrinal issue, which in Galatians stirs
the Apostle to the depths, is felt rather than apparent (xv. 56,
vii. 18, 19); the personal question is more prominent (iv. 3, ix.
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2, 3, etc.), but less so than in Galatians, far less so than in the
Second Epistle.

In our Epistle the Apostle, in asserting and defending his
Apostolic status and mission, never for a moment vacates his
position of unquestionable authority, nor betrays a doubt as to
his readers’ acceptance of it.

One great general characteristic of our Epistle is the firmness
of touch with which St Paul handles the varied matters that come
before him, carrying back each question, as it comes up for
treatment, to large first principles. The petty oxiopara at
Corinth are viewed in the light of the essential character of
the Gospel and of the Gospel ministry, the moral disorders in the
light of membership of Christ who has bought us all for Himself,
the question of marriage, or meats offered to idols, or the
exercise of spiritual gifts, from the point of view of *the higher
expediency,” that is to say, of the subordination of the temporal
to the eternal. And where a commandment of the Lord is on
record, whether in the sphere of morality (vil.) or of positive
ordinance (xi.), its authority claims unquestioning obedience.

In discussing spiritual gifts, the instinct of *“the higher
expediency ” is sublimated into the principle, or rather passion,
of Christian charity or love, and its exposition rises to a height
of inspired eloquence which would alone suffice to give our
Epistle a place of pre-eminence among the Epistles of the New
Testament. Side by side with this marvellous passage we must
place the rising tide of climax upon climax in ch. xv. The
first climax is the emphatic close in ¢. 11 of the fundamental
assertions which go before. Then, after the sombre earnestness
of vv. 12—20, the Resurrection and its sequel are enforced in a
passage of growing intensity culminating in the close of 2. 28.
Then a lull (v. 29—34), and in 2. 35 we begin the final ascent,
which reaches its height in 2. g5, the full close’ of o. 56-58
forming a peroration of restful confidence.

In these passages there is no sign of rhetorical artifice, but
the glow of ardent conviction, gaining the very summit of effect,
because effect is the last thing thought of. ¢Sincerity’ of style,
the note of Pauline utterance, is as conspicuous in these towering
heights as in his simplest salutations, his most matter-of-fact
directions on practical subjects. For the rest, this Epistle
exhibits all the characteristics of St Paul’s style, especially as we
have it in the four letters of the Aegean period of his ministry,
his period of intensest controversy. Equipped with a language
hardly adequate to the rich variety and subtlety of his thought
or to the intensity of his feeling, he is ever struggling to express
more than he actually says ; the logical sequence is broken by
the intrusion of new ideas, feeling supersedes grammar and

d
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forbids the completion of a clause (e.g. ix. 15). The scope of
the Epistle, practical direction rather than theological argument,
explains the absence of the characteristic &pa odv so common in
Romans ; generally, in fact, the argument here is less abstruse,
and is comparatively easy to follow (see below). But it is not
always in the form that we should expect in a modern writer.
In x. 30, for example, he asks, ¢ Why do I incur blame for that for
which I give thanks?’—meaning, ¢ Why give thanks for what
involves me in blame ?—just as in Rom. vii. 16, where he means
that ¢if 7 kate what I do, 1 (by hating it) assent to the law,’ he
similarly inverts the ideas, saying, ‘If 7 do what I kate, etc.
At times, again, he assumes a connexion of ideas obvious perhaps
to his readers, but no longer so to the modern reader, as in xi. 10
(8 Tols dyyéhovs). The same consideration to some extent
applies to his enigmatic reference (xv. 29) to the practice of
¢ baptizing for the dead.” It may be added that the mention of
such a practice with no word of blame does not, in view of St
Paul’s style, justify the inference that he sanctioned or approved
it. Heis so engrossed in his immediate point—that the Resurrec-
tion is presupposed by the whole life of the Christian community,
that he does not turn aside to parry any wrong inference that
might be drawn from his words. Similarly, in viii. 10 he insists on
the bad example to the weak of taking part in a sacrificial feast,
as if the action were in itself indifferent, whereas we learn later
on (x. 14 and following) that the act is ger se idolatrous. Or
again, in xi. 5, from the prohibition againsta woman prophesying
unveiled, it has been inferred that she might do so if properly
veiled, whereas in xiv. 34 we find this entirely disallowed. It is,
in fact, St Paul's manner to hold a prohibition as it were in
reserve, producing it when the occasion demands it.

The language of this Epistle, as of St Paul generally, is the
Greek of a Hellenist Jew ; not necessarily of one who thought
in Hebrew but spoke in Greek, but rather of a Jew of the Dis-
persion, accustomed to use the Greek of the Jewish community
of his native city, and conversant with the Old Testament
Scriptures in their Greek version. His studies under Gamaliel
had doubtless been wholly Hebraic, and he could speak fluently
in the Aramaic dialect of Palestine (Acts xxii.). But once only,
in this Epistle at least, does he certainly go behind the LXX
to the Hebrew (iii. 19). His language is not ‘literary’ Greek;
he shows little sign of knowledge of Greek authors, except in
current quotations [the language of Rom. ii. 14, 15 has close
points of contact with Aristotle, gained perhaps indirectly
through the Greek schools of Tarsus]; even the quotation
(xv. 33) from Menander’s Z%ais is without the elision necessary
to scansion. We miss the subtle play of mood, versatile com-
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mand of particles, and artistic structure of periods, that char-
acterize classical Greek (see Weiss, /ntrod. to N.T. § 16. 7).

The extent to which St Paul’s thought has been influenced
by Greek thought has been sometimes exaggerated. But the
influence of Hellenism in shaping the forms in which he ex-
pressed his thought can be clearly traced in some cases. We
can see that he becomes gradually familiar with certain pks/o-
sopkical terms. None of the following are found in the Epistles
to the Thessalonians: ydous, godla, oiveors, oweldnas, oxipa,
all of which are found in 1 Corinthians and later Epistles. The
following also are not found in the Epistles to the Thessalonians,
but are found in one or more of the Epistles which are later
than 1 Corinthians: alofnous, Sidvoia, Oedrys, popd, Speéis.
Perhaps dxpagia and ubmys ought to be added to the first
group, and d«xpamijs to the second. In his essay on “St Paul
and Seneca,” Lightfoot has shown what parallels there are
between expressions in the Pauline Epistles and expressions
which were in use among the Stoics. The meaning may be
very different, but there is a similarity which is perhaps not
wholly accidental in the wording (see notes on iii. 21, iv. 8, vi. ¥,
19, vil. 20, 31, 33, 35, Viil. 4, ix. 25, xil. 14, xiii. 4).

We may perhaps assign the argumentative form, into which
so much of St Paul’s language is thrown, to the influence of
Hellenism. In this he is very different from other N.T. writers
who did not come so decidedly under Greek influence. Every
one who has tried knows how difficult it is to make an analysis
of the Epistles of St James and of St John. Perhaps no one
has succeeded in making an analysis of either which convinced
other students that the supposed sequence of thought was
really in the writer's mind. But there is little difference of
opinion as to the analysis of St Paul’s Epistles. And not only
is the sequence of thought in most cases clear, but the separate
arguments which constitute the sequence are clear also. They
may not always seem to be convincing, but they can be put
into logical shape, with premiss and conclusion. Such a
method of teaching is much more Western than Oriental, much
more Greek than Jewish,

Te following és a list of words peculiar to 1 Corinthians
in N.7.%

dyapos, Vi, 8, 11, 32, 34; ¥ dyevys, 1. 28; * dddmavos, iv. 18;
* d8Aws, ix. 26; alnype, xiil. 12; dkaraxdAvmros, xi. 5, 13;
” - .
dkwy, iX. 17; * dueraxivyros, xv. 58; dvdfws, vi. z; dvaflws,
t An asterisk indicates that the word is not found in the LXX.
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xi. 27; &vdpilopar, xvi. 13; 3, Gvridmpes, xii. 28; ¥ a-n-e)\wﬁepos,
vil. 22; *a-lrepw-lra(r‘rws, vii. 35; awoSeLfLs, ii. 4; apxl.‘rex'ruw,
iii. 10; dorarée, iv. 11; doxmpovéw, Vil 36, xiil. §5; doxquev,
xii. 23 ; dropos, xv. 52; v)\os, xiv. 7; ¥ Axaons‘, xvi. 175 dypuxos,
xiv. 7; Bpoxos, vii. 35, yewp'yLov, iii. 9; *yyumredo, iv. 11;
w.lpea-u, xil. 4, 5, ;5 P ¥ Sueppvevrifs, xiv. 28; Bibmep, viil. 13,
X 14; SOvMyw'yem, ix. 27 ; 8pdooopay, iii. 19 ; 8vcr4>17;uw, iv. 135
éyxpareiopar, vu 9%, ix. 25; eLSw)\uw, viii. 103 exw;gbw, Xv. 34;
&krpopa, xv. 8; * &vépynpa, xil. 6, 10; * vkomyj, ix. 12 ; évrpom),
Vi. 5, XV. 34; efal.pw, V. 13; eop-ra{w, v. 8; ; £1rL0ava'rLos‘, iv. 9;
émbupnris, X. 6; émomdopes, Vil 18; épppia, xii. 10, Xiv. 26 ;

?*epp.nvwmq, xiv. 28; crepoy)two-o-os, xiv, 21; * vaapespos‘, v11
35 €lonpos, Xiv. 9; mrxnp.oo-um, xii. 23; Hfos, xv. 33 Nxée,
xiil. 1; * Oppopaxéw, xv. 32; lapa, xii. 9, 28, 30; Lepoev'ros‘,
x. 28; Ka)ta;n], ifi, 12; xa‘raxa)\mr‘rop.al., ix. 6, 7; xataoTpGVVUpAL,
X 5; xaraxpaop.a.a., vil. 31, ix. 18; ?*x'qp.ow, ix. 9; *Kop.aw, xi.
14, 15; x6uy, Xi. I5; vaepmo-Ls, xii. 28; xipfador, xm 1;
* Aoyta, XVi. 1, 2; Aoidopos, V. 11, Vi, 10; Av(ns, vii. 27, pdx-
eAdov, X. 25; p.e0vo-os, V. 11, Vi IO, pifriye, Vi 3; pwpla, i. 18,
21, 23, ii. 14, iii. 19; wy,xv 31; vnma(;w, xiv. 20} *o)toﬂparmq,
x. 10; SMda, xv. 33; * dogppors, xii. 17; waLCw, X. 7; mapa-
pvlia, xiv. 3 ; mapedpedew (ix. 13); 1ra.p0809, xvi. 7; ;) * wilds, il 4;
1rcpl.xa0app.a, iv. 13; 1repu[n”,w., iv. 135 * reprepedopar, xii. 4;
mrd, xv. 39; ¥ mukredo, 1x 27; ; pum), Xv. 52 ; opdpopov, Vii. 35,
X 33; ovpcuvos, Vii. 55 (rvvvap.'q, vii. 6; *o-w(;m-m-p;s, i 20;
ovpepilopas, ix. 13 rdype, xv. 23 ; ¥ Tumkds, X 11; * dmépaxpos,
vu 36; ¢|.Mvel.xos, Xi. 16 ; ¢pify, Xiv. 20 ; xoixds, XV. 47, 48, 49;
* xpnoresopa, Xiii. 4 ; *wcr-n-epu xv. 8.

None of these words (nearly 100 in all) occur anywhere else
in N.-T. Buta few of them are doubtful, owing to uncertainty
of text; and a few of them occur in quotations, and therefore
are no evidence of St Paul’s vocabulary, e.g. 7fos, suikia, Spdo-
agopar, éfalpo.

The number of words which are found in this Epistle anc
elsewhere in N.T., but not in any of the other Pauline Epistles,
is still larger; and the extent of these two lists warns us to be
cautious when we use vocabulary as an argument with regard
to authorship. Statistics with regard to 1 Corinthians are all
the more valuable, both because of the length of the Epistle,
and also because the authorship is certain on quite other grounds.
Putting the two lists together, we have nearly 220 words in
1 Corinthians, which are not found in any other of the Pauline
Epistles. A fact of that kind puts us on our guard against
giving great weight to the argument that Ephesians, or Colossians,

+ It is assumed here that the Pastoral Epistles (but not the Epistle to the
Hebrews) were written by St Paul.
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or the Pastoral Epistles, cannot have been written by the Apostle,
because of the large number of words in each of them which do
not occur in any otber letter written by him. There are far
more important tests.t

Words peculiar to 1 Corinthians in the Pauline Epistles.

dyvooia, xv. 34; a‘yopaZw, vi. 20, vii. 23, 30; d&qkos, xiv. 8;
dlvpos, v. 7, 8; a.xpa.m.a, v11 5; a.)\a)\a{w, xiii. 1; ap.cpql.vos, vii.
32; a.[urc)\mv, X 7; avaxpww, ten tlmes, avap.mms, xi. 24, 25;
a1ro¢€pm, xvi. 3; ap‘yvav, iil, 12; apo‘rpLaw, ix. 10; apraf, v. 1o,
11, Vi. 10; dppworos, xi. LH aoTiip, XV. 41; dﬂp.os, iv. 10,
xii. 23 ; av)\cop.al, Xiv. 7; adpov, Xv. 32 ; yopifo, vii. 38; Scmvew,
xi. 25; Setmvov, xi. 20, 21; duupéo, xii. 12; SLSa.x-ros, il 13;
Sieppnvedo, xii. 30, xiv. §, 13, 27; 8w8€xa, xv. §; é&do, X. 13;
etdwldburos, viil. 1, 4, 7, 1o, X. 19; eixoar, X. 8; &Baois, X. 13;
émepdlw, X. 9 ; éheewds, xv. 19; &wopos, ix. 21 ; &oxos, xi. 27 ;
&earv, vi. 12, xil 4; &ovawdlo, vi. 12, vii. 4; érdve, xv. 16
cmﬁa)\lw, vil, 35 H cmxﬂp.al., lx. 16; &rom'pov, xiii. 12; edyens,
i 26; * evxatpcw, xvi, 12 evo'x-r”:.wv, vu. 35 xil. 24 ; Odmro, xv. 4;
9ea‘rpov, iv. 9; Gbw, v 7 X 20; chov, ix. 133 Ix00s, xv. 39,
xauu, xiil. 35 xafa.muw, iii. 15; KaTaKGL[I.al., vili. 10; xarapéve,
xvi. 6; xbeapa, x1v. 7 ;5 xibapifo, x1v. 73 wavvevw, XV. 30; KAdw,
X. 16, xl. 24; xoxxos, xv. 37; kopévvupat, iv. 8; x-n’ivos, XV. 39;
xvpl.axos, xi. 20; palvouar, Xiv. 23; y.az\axos, vi. 9; ;mvvw, x. 28;
potxds, Vvi. 9; podivw, viii. 75 p.vas, iv. 15, Xiv. 19; vikos,
Xv. 54, 55 57; SUP"'OI"‘“: xi. 5, 6; 8)‘“’9: v. I, Vi 7, xv. 29;
ooam, xl. 25, 26 ; odal, ix. 16; ov8e1ro-re, xiil. 8; S¢pedos, xv. . 32;
mapdyw, Vil. 31; 7rapo$vvo,u¢u, xiil. §; 1ra¢rxa, v. 7; 1r€v‘ra.xomot,
XV. 6; revmxoo‘n), xvi. 8; repL,Bo)\atov, xi. 15; 1rcp¢n€1]p.¢, xii. 23;
1r)»ﬂo*ros*, xiv. 27; H TVW[.L(ITLK(DS, ii. 13, 14; 1ro¢/.l.aww, ix. 7; 1rot.p,v17,
ix. 7; wékepos, xiv. 8; 1rop.a, X. 4; wopvevw, v1 18, x. 8; wopwvy,
vi. 15, 16; womjplov, elght times ; 'n'pocxvyew, xiv. 25; 1rpo¢1rr€uw,
eleven tlmes, Tokén, X. 25; pa.,BSos, iv. 21; o'az\m.{w, XV. 52;
gl XV. 41; ¢r‘ra8wv, ix. 24; av,u.ﬂaww, X II; cwdyo, V. 4 ;
o-waSov, iv. 4; cuvépyopar, seven times ; o-uveros, i 19; o-uw;@ua,
viii. 7, xi. 16; o-vvareMw, vii. 29; *oxw-p.a, L I0, x1. 18, xii. 25 ;
axo)»a{w, vil. §; mjpnos, vil. 19; 7iuos, iil. 12 ; Tolvuy, ix. 26;
vrnpérys, iv. 1; *vvrwma{w, ix. 27; ¢purede, iil. 6, 7, 8, ix. 7;
xa)»xos‘, xiil. 1; xdpros, ili. 12; Yevdoudprus, xv. 1 55 lﬁvxu(os,
1. 14, XV. 44, 46.

There are a few words which are common to this Epistle
and one or more of the Pastoral Epistles, but are found nowhere

t As Schmiedel says about 1 Thessalonians: Begnsigs man sick nicht mit

mechanisckem Ziklen, alphabetischem Aufreiken und dem fasté werthlosen
Achten auf die dxal Aeydueva.
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else in N.T. These are, dfovacia, xv. §3, 54 ; dhodw, ix. 9, 10
(in a quotation); ékxaflaipw, v. 7; ¥ cvvBagikebw, iv. 8 ; drepox,
ii. 1. ‘There are a good many more which are common to this
Epistle and one or more of the Pastoral Epistles, and which
are found elsewhere in N.T., although not in other Epistles of
St Paul. But these are of less importance, although all links
between the Pastoral Epistles and the unquestionably genuine
Epistles are of value.

Phrases peculiar to 1 Corinthians in N. T,

7 codia Tob xdopovy, i. 20, iii. 18.

ol dpxovres Tob aldvos TovTov, li. 6, 8.

mpo Tév aldvw, ii. 7.

70 wvebpa Tob Kéopov, ii. 12.

@eob gurepyol, iii. 9.

Tobro 8¢ ¢, Vil 29, xv. 50; cf. x. I5, 19.
"Ingoiv Tov kipiov Hudv ébpaka, ix. 1; cf. John xx. 25.
70 mworiptov TS €bAoyias, X. 16.

womjpiov Kupiov, x. 21.

xuptakdv detrvoy, xi. 20,

els Ty éuav dvdpynow, Xi. 24, 25 ? Luke xxii. 19.
70 momiptov Tob kuplov, Xi. 27.

€l TixoL, Xiv. 10, XV. 37; cf. Tuxdv, xvi. 6.

70 wA€loToV, Xiv. 27.

& drdpw, &v purf) dpBaipod, xv. 52.

Mapav d6d, xvi. 22.

Quotations from the O.T.

The essay on the subject in Sanday and Headlam, Romans,
pp. 302-307, should be consulted ; also Swete, [nfroduction to
the O.T. in Greek, pp. 381-405. The number of quotations in
1 Corinthians is about thirty, and none of the Epistles has so
many, excepting Romans and Hebrews; and none quotes from
so many different books, excepting Romans. In 1 Corinthians,
eleven different books are quoted; Isaiah about eight times,
Psalms four or five times, Deuteronomy four times, Genesis four,
Exodus two or three, Numbers once or twice, Zechariah once or
twice ; Job, Jeremiah, Hosea, Malachi, once each. In several
cases the quotation resembles more than one passage in the
O.T., and we cannot be sure which passage the Apostle has in
his mind. In other cases there is a conflation of two passages,
both of which are clearly in his mind. Consequently, exact
numbers cannot always be given. All the quotations are short,
and it is probable that all of them were made from memory.
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There are no long citations, such as we have in Hebrews, which
no doubt were in most cases copied.

If, with Swete, we may count as direct quotations those
which (though not announced by a formula, such as xafbs
yéypamrar) appear from the context to be intended as quotations,
or agree verbatim with some context in the O.T., then at least
half the quotations in 1 Corinthians are direct.* They are—

i. 19 = Isa. xxix, 14 x. 7 = Exod. xxxii. 6

i, 31 = Jer. ix. 24 x, 26 = Ps. xxiv. 1
(1 Sam. ii. 10)

ii. 9 = Isa. Ixiv. 4(?) xiv. 21 = Isa. xxviii. 11f.
ii. 16 = Isa. xl, 13 xv. 27 = Ps. viil. 6, 7
iii. 19 = Job v. 13 xv. 32 = Isa, xxii, 13
iiil. 20 = Ps. xciv, 11 xv. 45 = Gen, ii. 7
vi, 16 = Gen. ii. 24 xv. 54 = Isa. xxv. 8
ix, 9 = Deut. xxv. 4 xv. 55 = Hos. xiil. 14

Out of these thirty quotations from the O.T., about twenty-
five are in exact or substantial agreement with the LXX, and this
is in accordance with evidence derived from the other Epistles.
Sometimes the variations from the LXX bring the citation closer
to the Hebrew, as if the Apostle were consciously or uncon-
sciously guided by the Hebrew in diverging from the LXX, e.g.
in xv. 54=1Isa. xxv. 8. Sometimes he seems to make changes
in order to produce a wording more suitable for his argument,
e.g. in iil. 20=Ps, xciv. 11, where he substitutes cogdv for
dvbpomwy, or in i. 1g9=1Isa. xxix. 14, where he substitutes
dfemjow for kpvw (cf. Ps. xxxiii. 10).

The quotations which are in agreement with the LXX are
these—

vi. 16 = Gen. ii. 24 X. 21 = Mal. i. 7, 12
ix. 9 = Deut. xxv. 4 x. 26 = Ps. xxiv. 1
x. 7 = Exod. xxxii. 6 xv. 32 = Isa. xxii. 13
x, 20 = Deut. xxxii. 17 xv. 45 = Gen. ii. 7.

In the following instances there is substantial agreement with
the LXX, the difference in some cases being slight :—

i. 19 = Isa. xxix. 14 x. 22 = Deut. xxxil. 21
i, 31 = Jer. ix. 24 xi, 7 = Gen. v. 1
ii, 16 = Isa. xl. 13 xi. 25 = Exod. xxiv. 8
Zech. ix. 11
iii. 20 = Ps. xciv. 11 xiii, 5 = Zech, viii. 17
v. 7 = Exod. xii. 21 xv. 25 = Ps.cx. 1
v. 13 = Deut. xvii. 7, xxi. 21, xv. 27 = Ps. viii. 6
xxii, 24
X, § = Num. xiv. 16 xv, 47 = Gen. ii. 7
x. 6 = Num. xi. 34, 4 xv. 55 = Hos. xiil. 14

* The large number of direct quotations shows that it is not correct to say
that, in teaching at Corinth, the Apostle left the O.T. foundation of the
Gospel more or less in the background : see esp. xv. 3, 4, v. 7.
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Perhaps under the same head should be placed—
ii. 9 = Isa. Ixiv. 4, Ixv. 17; and xiv. 21 = Isa. xxviii. 11

But in both of these there is divergence from both the Hebrew
and the LXX.

In a few cases he seems to show a preference for the Hebrew,
or possibly for some version not known to us.

i. 20 = Isa. xix. I1f., xxxiii. 18 xiv. 25 = Isa. xlv. 14
iii. 19 = Job v. 13 zv. 54 = Isa, xxv. 8

In xv. 57, 76 8¢ GeG ydpis 79 Sdéyri fuiv T6 vixos resembles
2 Macc. x. 38, ebAdyow v Kupiw 74 16 vikos atrots 8iddvre, but this
is probably an accidental coincidence.

§ VII. THE TEXT OF THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE
CORINTHIANS.

The problem of textual criticism—the historical problem of
establishing, as nearly as possible, the earliest ascertainable
form of the text—exists for all N.T. books under very
similar conditions. The great wealth of material, the early
divergence of readings which can be more or less grouped into
classes constituting types of text, and then the practical super-
session of divergent types by an eclectic text which became
dominant and which is represented in the greater number of
later MSS.,—these are the general phenomena. But the different
collections of N.T. books—the Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epistles,
Pauline Epistles, Apocalypse—have each of them special histories
and their textual phenomena special features. Qur Epistle shares
the special phenomena of the Pauline collection, and in this
collection it has some distinctive features of its own.

. GENERAL FEATURES.

During the first century or so after they were written,
the books of the N.T. were copied with more freedom
and less exactness than was afterwards the case. With the
exception of some readings, probably editorial in character,
distinctive of the ‘Syrian’ text (practically the Zextus Receptus),
nearly all the various readings in the N.T. originated in this
early period. In a very few cases, readings, which cannot have
been original, are traceable to so early a date, antecedent to all
ascertainable divergence of texts, that the original readings dis-
placed by them have not survived. These are the cases of
“ primitive corruption,” where conjecture is needed to restore
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the original text. These cases are rare in the entire N.T., and
very rare in the Pauline Epistles. In our Epistle there is only
one probable example, namely, xii. 2 &re, where woré, not
preserved in any document, was very likely written by St. Paul
(see note fn loc.).

WESTERN TEXT.

Apart from such rare cases, the early freedom of copying has
bequeathed to us a congeries of readings amongst which we
distinguish a large class which, while probably (and in many
cases certainly) not original, yet remount to an antiquity higher
than that of any extant version, and which are as a whole
common to the Greek text embodied in many early MSS., and
to the early versions, especially the Old Latin. To these
readings the collective term ¢ Western’ is applied. It is probably
a misnomer, but is too firmly rooted in current use to be con-
veniently discarded. This class of readings, or type of text, is
the centre of many interesting problems, especially as regards
the Lucan books.

ALEXANDRIAN READINGS.

There is also a body of readings not assignable to this type
but nevertheless of very early origin; these readings are of a
kind apparently due to editorial revision rather than to tran-
scriptional licence, while yet they are not, on transcriptional
grounds, likely to belong to the original text. These readings,
mainly preserved in texts of Egyptian provenance, have been
referred by Westcott and Hort to the textual labours of the
Alexandrians. This limited group, although its substantive
existence has been questioned (e.&. by Salmon), is due probably
to a true factor in the history of the text.

THE PAULINE EPISTLES.
(1) Syrian Readings.

In the Pauline Epistles, the first task of criticism is to
distinguish readings which, whether adopted or not in the
‘Syrian’ or ‘received’ text, are in their origin pre-Syrian. Such
readings will be preserved in one or more of the great uncials
N AB C DG, of the important cursives 17, 67¥%, in the older
witnesses for the Old Latin text, in one of the Egyptian Versions,
or by certain* quotation in some Christian writer before

* Quotations in patristic texts are liable, both in MS. transmission and in
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250 A.D. The chances of a genuine pre-Syrian reading, not
preserved in any of the above sources, lingering in any later MSS,
or authorities, is so slight as to be negligible,

RESIDUAL EARLY TEXT.

Having eliminated distinctively ‘Syrian’ readings, we are
still confronted with great diversity of text, and with the task of
classifying the material. We have to identify readings distinc-
tively ¢ Western,” and to segregate from the residue such readings
as may prove assignable to Alexandrian recension ; the ultimate
residuary readings, or ‘ neutral’ text, will, with very rare excep-
tions, represent the earliest form of the text that can by any
historical process be ascertained. This, the most important
problem, is also the most difficult, as we are dealing with a
period (before 250 A.p.) anterior to the date of any existing
document. The question is,—In what extant authorities do we
find a text approximately free from traces of the causes of varia-
tion noted above: early liberties with the text in copying, and
Alexandrian attempts at its restoration ?

Briefly, we need in the Pauline Epistles, for readings inde-
pendent of the ¢ Western’ text, the support of 8 or B. Readings
confined to DEF G, the Old Latin, or patristic quotations
(apart from Alexandria), are probably ‘Western.” The dis-
tinctively Alexandrian readings will be attested by 8 A C P, some
cursives, Alexandrian Fathers, and Egyptian Versions. But
these authorities do not zgse facto prove the Alexandrian character
of a reading, which is matter for delicate and discriminating
determination. It must be added that the readings classed as
Alexandrian are neither many nor, as a rule, important. The
purely Alexandrian type of text is an entity small in bulk, as
compared with the ¢ Western.’

As a result of the above lines of inquiry, we find that in the
Pauline Epistles, as elsewhere, B is the most constant single
representative of the ¢ Neutral’ type of text; but it has, in these
Epistles only, an occasional tendency to incorporate ¢ Western’
readings, akin to those of G. &, on the other hand, which in the
N.T. generally bears more traces than B of mixture of (pre-
Syrian) texts, is freer from such traces in the Pauline Epistles
than elsewhere. Of other MSS. of the Pauline Epistles, neutral
readings are most abundant in ACP 17, and in the second
hand of 67. See E. A, Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism,

pp. 431

print, to assimilation to the received text ; we must rely only on critically
sdited patristic texts.
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AUTHORITIES FOR THIS EPISTLE.

The First Epistle to the Corinthians is preserved in the

following main documents :—

aw » %

=}

2 R

Greek Uncial MSS.

(Fourth century.) The Sinaitic MS., now at St Petersburg,
the only MS. containing the whole N.T.

(Fifth century.) The Codex Alexandrinus; now at the
British Museum.

(Fourth century.) The Vatican MS.

(Fifth century.) The Codex Ephraem, a Palimpsest ; now
at Paris. Lacks vil. 18 & dxpofvorin—ix. 6 70d my)
&pydleofai: xili. 8 mavoovrar—xv. 40 dANG érepa.

(Sixth century.) Codex Claromontanus; now at Paris. A
Graeco-Latin MS. xiv. 13 80 6 AaAdv—22 onpelov éoriv
is supplied by a later but ancient hand. Many subse-
quent hands (sixth to ninth centuries) have corrected
the MS. (see Gregory, Prolegomena, pp. 418—422).

(Ninth century.) At St Petersburg. A copy of D, and
unimportant.

(Late ninth century.) Codex Augiensis (from Reichenau),
now at Trin, Coll. Cambr. Probably a copy of G; in
any case, secondary to G, from which it very rarely
varies (see Gregory, p. 429).

(Seventh century.) C01sl i.; at Paris. A MS. of Gen.-
Kings, containing N.T. passages added by the scribes as
marginal notes, including 1 Cor. vii. 39, xi. 29.

(Late ninth century.) The Codex Bornerianus; at Dresden.
Interlined with the Latin (in minuscules). Lacks 1 Cor.
iii. 8-16, vi. 7-14 (as F).

(Sixth century.) Coisl. zo2. At Paris (the part containing
X. 22—29, xi. 9—16). An important witness, but unhappily
seldom available. The MS. is scattered in seven different
libraries, having been employed for bindings.

(Fifth century.) Codex Muralti vi, At St Petersburg.
Contains xv. §3 Tovro—xvi. 9 dvéw.

(Nmth century. ) Codex S. Synod. xcviii, Lacks'i. 1-vi. 13
Tadmyy kal: viil. 7 Twes Se-viil. 11 dwéfaver.

(Ninth century.) Codex Angelicus. At Rome.

(Ninth century.) Harl. 5913%; at the British Museum.
Contains xv. 52 galrice to the end of xvi. The MS.
also contains fragments of 2 Corinthians and (in some
leaves now at Hamburg) of Hebrews.
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P (Ninth century.) Porfirianus Chiovensis. A palimpsest
acquired in the East by Porphyrius Bishop of Kiew.
Lacks vii. 15 Upds 6 @eds—17 mepumdrer: Xii. 23 Tob
adparos—xiil. § ob Aoyl—: xiv. 23 3 dmoroi—39 T Aedéy pi).
A good type of text in St Paul’s Epistles.

@ (Fifth century.) [Papyrus] Porfirianus Chiovensis. Contains
i. 17 oyov wa py—owlyryr (20); vi. 13 71 0 Peos—15 par
[a viwv pedn]X[pioroly, vi. 16-18 (fragmentary), vii. 3~14
(fragmentary). The only papyrus uncial MS. of the N.T.

¥ (Eighth or ninth century.) Codex Athous Laurae, 172
(or B 52).

S (Same date.) Codex Athous Laurae. Contains i. 1~v. 8,
xiii. 8 elre 8¢ mpop—xvi. 24.

3 (Fifth century.) Vatic. Gr. z061. Contains iv. 4-vi. 16,
xii. 23-xiv. 21, xv. 3~xvi. 1. A palimpsest, from Rossano,
perhaps originally from Constantinople. Its readings are
not yet available.

It will be seen that X A BL ¥ contain the whole Epistle,
C D F G K P nearly the whole, while F*HI?M QS 3 contain
but small portions. The oldest MSS. are & B of the fourth century,
A C I12Q2of the fifth, and D H of the sixth. Marks of punctua-
tion are very few in NA BC D H ; they are more frequent in G.
(On the punctuation see Scrivener (ed. 4), vol. i. p. 48 ; Gregory,
vol. iii. pp. 111-115.)

Cursive MSS.

The Epistles of St Paul are to be found in some 480 cursives,

of which we mention only one or two as of special interest.

17. (Ev. 33, Act 13. Ninth century.) At Paris (Nat. Gr. 14).
See Westcott and Hort., /utrod. § 211, 212.

37 (Ev. 69, Act 31, Apoc. 14. Fifteenth century.) The well-
known Leicester codex. Contains a good text.

47. Bodleian. Roe 16. (Eleventh century.)

6. (Act 66, Apoc. 34. Eleventh century.) At Vienna. The
marginal corrections (67**) embody very early readings,

akin to those of M (supra). See Westcott and Hort,
Introd. § 212.

Versions.

The OLD LATIN of this Epistle is transmitted in the Graeco-
Latin uncials D E F G, the Latin of which is cited as defg.
d has a text independent of D, but in places adapted to it;
e approximates more to the Vulgate ; g is a Vulgate text exceps
in Romans and 1 Corinthians, where it is based on the Old Latin,



INTRODUCTION lix

f a Vulgate text with Old Latin admixture. The Greek text of
each of these MSS. has to some extent influenced the Latin.

The Epistle is also contained in

x (Ninth century.) Bodleian; Laud. Lat. 108, E. 67, a thrice-
corrected text, having much in common with d.
m (Ninth century.) At Rome; the Speculum pseudo-Augustin-
fanum.
r (Sixth century.) The Freisingen MS., now at Munich.

The two last named contain fragments only.

On the Vulgate, Egyptian (Bohairic or Coptic and Thebaic
or Sahidic),* Syriac, Armenian, and Gothic, reference may be
made to Sanday and Headlam, Reomans, p. 1xvi sq. As to the
Syriac, it should be noted that the later (or Harclean) Syriac
has some more ancient readings (Westcott and Hort, /ntrod.
p- 156 sq.); we have not, for St Paul's Epistles, any Syriac
version older than the Peshito. Also, the high antiquity
formerly claimed for the Peshito was founded mainly upon the
quotations from it in St Ephraem ; but these now prove to be
untrustworthy, being due to assimilation in the printed text
of this Father.

ILLUSTRATIVE READINGS.

We will now consider some readings (taken at hazard except
as regards their generally interesting character), which will illus-
trate the mutual relations of the documents for the text of this
Epistle. We omit all reference to E and F, as being secondary
(as mentioned above) to D and G respectively.

It must be remembered that the documents, while furnishing
merely the external credentials of a reading, have already been
subjected to a classification on the basis of innumerable readings
as to which no serious doubt exists ; the combination of external
evidence as to antiquity with ‘internal’ evidence (i.c. considera-
tions of transcriptional probability, and of latent—as opposed to
superficial—inferiority) has reached a result in which modern
critical editors are as a rule agreed. Those MSS. or groups of
MSS., which are most frequently ranged in support of the un-
doubtedly right readings, are naturally deserving of special con-
sideration where the reading is prima facie less certain.t

Such a group is NB. These two fourth-century MSS,,
although in part written by one hand, are copied from quite

* On the so-called Bashmuric version and its kindred, see Scrivener,
Introd. (ed. 4), vol. ii. pp. 101-106, 140.

T The readings discussed below are treated independently of the notes on
the tls;everal passages ; in a few cases the view taken differs from that expressed
in the notes.
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distinct originals. The text of X has clearly been affected by
influences foreign to anything in the ancestry of B. The text
of their common ancestor must have been of the very highest
antiquity, and the test of many indisputable passages shows also
that its antiquity must have been antiquity of type, not of date
only. Apart from the small classes of ‘primitive corruptions’
and of ‘ Western non-interpolations,’ the combinations & B can
only be set aside on the most cogent grounds; our Epistle
contains few, if any, passages where such grounds can be
shown.

Typical Syrian Readings.

In such passages as (1) vi. zo, where C®* D*K L P, Syrr.,
Chrys. add the words which follow dudv, we have a typical
‘Syrian’ reading, and the shorter text is supported by 8 B in
common with the vast preponderance of MSS. and versions.
A similar example is (2) the inversion of ®ess and Kdpios, in
vil. 17, in K L, the later Syriac, and later Greek Fathers. This
was probably due to the desire to place ®eds first in order, over-
looking the decisive fact that xéxAnxer calls for ®eds rather than
6 Kipuos (2. 15 and elsewhere). In (3) iii. 4 cepxxoi, (4) viii. 2
eidévac for dyvwxévar, Eyvoxe for &pe, the case is the same,—& B,
with an ample host of allies, ranged against a text which gained
later currency but which lacks early attestation.

Typical Western Readings.

The case is somewhat different in the next instances to be
mentioned, where the reading unsupported by & B has some
early currency, mainly ¢ Western’ in character. Such cases are
(5) iii. 1 capxivois, 8 ABC D* 19, 67*¥ Clem. Orig., where
D*G L P, Clem. Orig. (in other places) read oapkicois. Here
the latter reading may be classed as ¢ Western’; but P, which
supports it, joins the great uncials in (6) . 3 in support of
oapxixol against D* and G, which have oapxivo. The latter
reading is purely ‘ Western’; P elsewhere (see below) frequently
represents a non-Western text.

Affinities of P,

An example of this is (7) viii. 7 where we have X ABP 17,
67*¥, and the Egyptian and Aethiopic Versions supporting ovvy-
Oela against the ‘Western and Syrian’ cwedijoer. The same
holds good of (8) xii. 2 re (see note there). Another passage
where P joins & B (and 17) against a Western reading (adopted
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in the Syrian text) is (9) ix. 2 pov 7s, where DGKL (and
Latin MSS., apostolatus mei) have rijs éuiis (A omits this
verse).

One more interesting example of this class of variants is the
ternary variation in vii. 29, which it is worth while to set out in
full—

(10) vil. 29 &eriv T loumrdv, N ABD** P 17 Copt. Syr. Arm,,
Eus. (in one place) Ephr. Bas. Euthal. (D omits
4,
70 Aoumov éoriv, D¢ K L, Eus. (another place) Chrys.
éoriv houmov éorlv, G 67*¥%, d e f g m Vulg,, Orig. Tert.
Hieron. Aug.

The attestation of the first reading clearly outweighs that of
either of the other two. The second is clearly a ‘Syrian’
reading, the third as clearly ‘Western’ D here preserving
the non-Western reading, and P once more siding, against the
Western reading, with 8 B. This, however, is not always the
case. In (11) xvi. 23 the omission of Xpigrod, 8 B 17, f, some
MSS. of Vulg. Goth., Thdt., is probably right, though 8 AC D
G KLMP, eg, some MSS, of Vulg, the versions generally, and
most patristic quotations, follow the tendency to insert it (so far
more natural than its omission, if found). But the insertion (in
view of the combination 8¢ A CL P, Euthal.) may be °Alex-
andrian’ rather than ‘ Western.’

Possible Alexandrian Readings.

So far our instances (with the possible exception of the last)
have been cases of the excellence of the text supported by the
combination & B.

We will next consider some few possible examples of ¢ Alex-
andrian’ editing.

(12) iv. 6 (add after yéypamwrar) ppoveiv, 8 C D¢ L P Syrr. Copt.
Arm. Goth., Greek Fathers, Euthal.
om. 8A BD¥*G, Latin MSS. and Vulg, Orig,
Latin Fathers.

This is certainly an addition not ‘ Western,” but pre-Syrian.
It corresponds with the character assigned by WH. to the
Alexandrian touches.

(13) ix. 9 xppdoes, B* D* G, Chrys. Thdt.
dypdoeas, XABCD? >4 3 KL P al. omn,, Orig.
Chrys. Euthal.
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This is the first example we have taken of B differing from ¥,
and prima facie this might seem a clear case of the slight
‘ Western’ element present in B, in St Paul’s Epistles. But the
Alexandrian witnesses are ranged on the side opposed to B, and
we must remember that ¢ipdoes is in the LXX source of the
quotation, and the assimilation of the text to its original would
be more natural, as a correction, than the introduction of a
variant. (The versions of course are neutral here.)

(14) xv. 51 mwdvres pév, RAC2D*G KL P, f g Vulg. Copt. Syr.”®
Ephr. (?) Greek Fathers, Euthal.
(om. pév) B C* D*, d e Arm. Aeth. Syr.™ Greek MSS.
known to Jerome.

The pé, if (as probable) not genuine, illustrates once more
the significance of the combination 8 AL P, Euthal,; it has
the character of an Alexandrian touch. But it seems to have
been read by both Ephraem in the East and Tertullian in the
West.

(15)x 9  Xpuwrdv, D GKL, Vulg. Syr.rerett Copt, Marcion
Iren. Chrys., etc.
Kipiov, & B C P 17, etc., Syr.P* =€ Copt.™* Arm. Aeth.,
Dam., etc.
@eov, A, Euthal,

There is no question but that Xpwrdv is of inferior and
Western attestation. @edv looks like, and may possibly be, an
Alexandrian correction (assimilation to Ps. lxxvii. 18, LXX).

(16) ix. 15 oddels, ®* B D* 17, d e Sah. Basm., and early Latin
Fathers.
obdlfels i, A.
7is, G. 26.
va 75, *CDPC K LP, f Vulg,, many Greek and
Latin Fathers.

(All MSS. except K read xevdoe here, the later cursives only
reading xevioy with most late Greek Fathers.)

The reading Iva 75, adopted by the Syrian text, is apparently
pre-Syrian in origin ; it lacks the full Alexandrian attestation, but
on the other hand it bears every mark of an editorial touch, If
pre-Syrian, it is Alexandrian rather than Western.

(17) xi. 24 xAdpevov, 8°C2D"° GK L P, d e g Syr., Euthal. Greek
Fathers (6pvrrdp. D¥).
om. 8* A B C 17, 67**, Ath, Cyr. Fulg. (expressly).
tradetur, f Vulg., Cypr.
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Here P sides with the Western witnesses in what is clearly a
* Western’ interpolation (cf. Gal. i. 18, ii. 14 mwérpos).

The two last cases are on opposite sides of the border line
which distinguishes readings of the Alexandrian type from other
inferior, but pre-Syrian, readings.

Western Element tn B.

We will next give an example or two of the ‘Western’
element in B (see above on ix. g)—

(18)ii. 1 pvorjpov, 8* A C Copt. (Boh.), Amb. Aug. Ambrst.,
etc

p.a.pﬂs',uov, 8B D G L P, Latin and other verss., Cyr.-
Alex.

This is a doubtful case, as the readings hang somewhat evenly
in the balance, and the attestation of papr. is perhaps not ex-
clusively Western. But if WH. are right in preferring pvor.,
B may here betray Western admixture. The reading is one of
the least certain in this Epistle.

(x9) xi. 19 (post &va) xai, B D 37 71, d e Vulg. Sah., Ambrst.
(om. xal) RACD*"*GKLP f g Syr. Copt. Arm.,
Orig. Epiph. Euthal. Chrys., etc.

Tertullian, Cyprian, and Jerome apparently are to be counted
on the side of omission, as well as G. But the reading of B,
which is of little intrinsic probability, is clearly ‘ Western’ in its
other attestation.

(20) xv. 14 (after mioms) pdv, RAD**GKLP, defg Vulg.
verss.
ypdv, B D¥ 17 67%¥%, Sah. Basm. Goth.

The bulk of the Western authorities are here against B ; the
latter probably preserves a very ancient, but not original, reading,
possibly an early itacism (see below on xv. 49).

(21) In xiv. 38 the reading of B dyvoelrw, supported by the
correctors of R A D, and by K L, Syr. Arm. Aeth., Orig.
against R¥ A¥* D* G¥, Basm. and the Latin Versions, with
Orig. in one place, is no doubt correct, as also in xv. 51
where o has been transferred to stand after the second
wmdrres in R C G 17. B here has the support of P as well
as K L and Greek MSS. known to Jerome.

In (22) x. 20, omission of & &y, B has Western support only;
but the case is probably one of * Western non-interpolation.’
e
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Stngular Readings of D.

There remain to be noticed a few singular or sub-singular
readings of B which may not impossibly be right in some cases.

(23) xiil. 4 (after {yAot) 4 dyamj NACDGKL, degm Syr,
Orig. Cyr. Cypr.
om. B 17, etc.,, f Vulg. Copt. Arm. By no means
improbable.

(24) vili. 8 mwepiogevopefa, B, Orig. (all the rest—opev). But for
the quotation in Orig., which shows the reading te be
very ancient, we might have set it down to the scribe
of B. The same is true of

(25) xiii. § 7 p) éavrijs B, Clem . The rest, including
Clem.™ ™ have ra éavryjs. The latter is probably right,
but the reference in Clempaed. shows that the variant is
of high antiquity.

(26) xv. 49 Ppopéoopev, B 46, Arm. Aeth., Thdt. and a few Fathers.
The weight of evidence, and transcriptional probability, is
here wholly on the side of & and all other MSS. against B.

The above examples (13, 14, 18—26) show that where R and
B are ranged against one another it is necessary to deal with
each case on its evidential merits, but that B is rarely to be set
aside without hesitation.

Combined Witness of R B in disputed Readings.

We will lastly take some passages where N and B are again
at one, and probably right, though they are less clear than those
mentioned at the outset.

(27) xiii. 3 xavyjowpat, 8 AB 17, Boh., Ephr. Hieron. (and
Greek MSS. known to him).
xavbjoopar, CK, defgm Vulg. verss., Orig. Ephr.
Meth. Chrys., etc.
xavbjoouas, D G L, Bas. Euthal. Cyr. Max.

The latter reading is Western in its attestation, while xavy.
has the important indirect (but quite clear) support of Clem.-
Rom. 55, a witness of exceptional antiquity. Transcriptional
probability is, moreover, on the side of xavxjowpar.

{28) vii. 34 (before pepépiora) kar, RABD*P 17, 69, Vulg,
Syr.r** Copt., Euthal and Early Fathers.

om. D°GKL, degm, Chrys. Thdt. Dam. Amb,
Ambrst. Hlerqn.
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There can be no doubt that this omission is ¢ Western® and
‘Syrian.’

(29) vii. 34 (after pepép.) kal, * ABD* GK L P,d eg Vulg., Meth.
us., etc.
om. D';', some copies of Vulg., Latin Fathers.

The omission is here purely Western and of limited range.

(30) vii. 34 (after yuwf) % dyapos, ® A B (C is lacking) P 17, Vulg.
Copt., Euthal. Hieron. (and Gk. MSS. known to).
om. DGKL, defgm fuld. Syr. Arm. Aeth., Meth.

This omission again is clearly ¢ Western.’

(31) vil. 34 (after mepfévos) ) dyapos, N ADGKL, defg fuld
Syr. Arm. Aeth,, Bas. Latin Fathers.
om. BP, several mss. Vulg. Copt. Basm., Eus.
Hieron. (with reasons).

Reviewing as a whole the evidence (28-31) bearing upon this
verse, the xal both before and after pepépiorar must be admitted
as thoroughly attested. The omission of % dyapos after % ywvij is
inferior in attestation to its presence (additionally attested by & A)
in both places. This latter reading, again, is clearly not original,
but conflate; its support by & A, Euthal. may point to an
Alexandrian origin.  Jerome, on the evidence before him,
believed the reading % y. % dy. xal % wapf. to be what St Paul
actually wrote—aposiolica veritas. Moreover, the apparent diffi-
culty of this reading explains the early transference of % dyapos
from after ywi} to follow wapfévos. [The ‘unmarried woman’ is
generic, including widows; the virgin (under control) is the
special case whose treatment is in question.] Mepépiorar, both
in number and in sense, fits ill with what follows it. The
question of punctuation, as to which the MSS. give no help,
must follow that of text. The crucial points, on which & B are
agreed, are the xal in both places and the genuineness of 4 d&y.
after % yuri.

Our last example shall be the dusv, xvi. 24.

(32) xvi. 24 dpjv, R ACD K LP, de vg™™ verss., Chrys. Thdt.
Dam.
om. BM 17, fgr fuld. tol., Euthal. Ambrst.
G has yevebipro: yevediro (sic).

The MSS. support dusv conclusively at the end of Galatians,
Rom. xvi. 27, and at the end of Jude. Elsewhere, in view of the
strong liturgical instinct to add it where possible, the witness of
even a few MSS. is enough to displace it. The other leading
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uncials, in varying combinations, add it at the end of most of the
Epistles, and some MSS. in every case. It is noteworthy that
(except in Galatians, Romans, Jude) B, wherever it is available,
is the one constant witness against this interpolation. The one
exception to this in the whole N.T. is at the close of St Luke’s
Gospel, where the dufv must be a very early addition.

Our Epistle, to judge by the external evidence, was in wide
circulation long before the ¢ Apostolus” was circulated as a
collection of letters; certainly we have earlier and wider traces of
its use than we have of that of the companion Epistle. It must
accordingly have been copied many times before it was included
in a comprehensive roll or codex. The wonder is that the text
has suffered so little in transmission ; one possibility of primitive
corruption (xii. 2) is, for an Epistle of this length, slight indeed.

§ VIII. COMMENTARIES.

These are very numerous, and a long list will be found in
Meyer. See also the Bibliography in the znd ed. of Smith’s
Dictionary of the Bible, i. pp. 656, 658 ; Hastings, DB. i. p. 491,
ili. p. 731; Ency. Bibl. i. 9go7. In the selection given below, an
asterisk indicates that the work is in some way important, a dagger,
that valuable information respecting the commentator is to be
found in Sanday and Headlam on ZKomans in this series, pp.
xcviii.~cix.

Patristic and Scholastic: Greek.

*t Origen (d. 253). Some fragments have come down to
us in Cramer’s Cafena, vol. v. (Oxf. 1844), in the Philocalia
(J- Arm. Robinson, Camb. 1893); additional fragments of great
interest are given in the new and valuable recension by Claude
Jenkins in the Journal of Theological Studies, January, April,
July, and October 1908 ; and C. H. Turner comments on these,
January 1909.

*t Chrysostom (d. 407). The Homilies on 1 and 2 Corin-
thians are considered the best examples of his teaching.} They
show admirable judgment, but sometimes two or more interpreta-
tions are welded together in a rhetorical comment. He generally
illuminates what he touches.

*} Theodoret (d. 457). Migne, AP.G. Ixxxii. He follows
Chrysostom closely, but is sometimes more definite and pointed.

*{ Theophylact (d. after 1118). Migne, 2.G. cxxv. He follows

+ They have been translated in the Oxford Library of the Fathers,
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the Greek Fathers and is better than nearly all Latin com-
mentators of that date.

Oecumenius (Bp. of Tricca, end of tenth century). Migne,
P.G. cxviil,, cxix. The relation of his excerpts to those of Theo-
phylact is greatly in need of further examination.

Patristic and Scholastic : Latin.

t+ Ambrosiaster or Pseudo-Ambrosius. He is the unknown
author of the earliest commentary on all the Pauline Epistles
that has come down to us. He is now commonly identified
either with Decimius Hilarianus Hilarius, governor of Africa in
377, praetorian prefect in Italy in 396, or with the Ursinian
Isaac, a convert from Judaism (C. H. Turner, Journal of Theo-
logical Studies, April 1906). His importance lies in the Latin
text used by him, which “ must be at least as old as 370 . . . it
is at least coeval with our oldest complete manuscripts of the
Greek Bible, and thus presupposes a Greek text anterior to
them.” Ambrosiaster’s text of the Pauline Epistles is ¢ equivalent
to a complete fourth century pre-Vulgate Latin codex of these
epistles ” (Souter, 4 Study of Ambrosiaster, p. 196).

t Pelagius. Migne, P.L. xxx. Probably written before 410.

Pseudo-Primasius.  Migne, FA.L. lxviii. A revision of
Pelagius made by a pupil or pupils of Cassiodorus.

Bede (d. 735). Mainly a catena from Augustine.

* Atto Vercellensis. Migne, P.L. cxxxiv. Bishop of Vercelli
in Piedmont in the tenth century. Depends on his predecessors,
but thinks for himself.

* Herveius Burgidolensis (d. 1149). Migne, 2. L. clxxxi. A
Benedictine of Bourg-Dieu or Bourg-Deols in Berry. One of
the best of mediaeval commentators for strength and sobriety.
He and Atto often agree, and neither seems to be much used by
modern writers.

Peter Lombard (d. 1160).

t Thomas Aquinas (d. 1274).

Modern Latin.

Faber Stapulensis, Paris, 1512.

Cajetan, Venice, 1531.

t Erasmus, Desiderius (d. 1536).

*t Calvin, John. Quite the strongest of the Reformers as 2
commentator, clear-headed and scholarly, but too fond of finding
arguments against Rome. His work on the Pauline Epistles
ranges from 1539 to 1551,

T Beza, Theodore (d. 1605), Paris, 1594.
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Cornelius a Lapide, Antwerp, 1614. Roman (Jesuit).

* Estius, Douay, 1614. Roman (sober and valuable).

t Grotius, Amsterdam, 1644-1646.

*{ Bengel, Tiibingen, 1742 ; 3rd ed. London, 1862. Fore
most in Scriptural insight and pithy expression.

*#} Wetstein, Amsterdam, 1751, 1752. Rich in illustration.

English,

+ H. Hammond, London, 1653, *“ The father of English
commentators.” ¢ Historical.’

t John Locke, London, 1705-1707. *Historical.’

Edward Burton, Oxford, 1831.

T. W. Peile, Rivingtons, 1853.

C. Hodge, New York, 1857. Calvinist.

t C. Wordsworth, Rivingtons, 4th ed. 1866.

* F. W. Robertson, Smith & Elder, s5th ed. 186%.

*t H. Alford, Rivingtons, 6th ed. 1871.

P. J. Gloag, Edinburgh, 1874.

* A. P. Stanley, Murray, 4th ed. 1896. Picturesque and
suggestive, but not so strong in scholarship.

T. T. Shore in Ellicott's Commentary, n.d.

J. J. Lias in the Caméridge Greek Testament, 1879.

* T. S. Evans in the Speaker’s Commentary, 1881. Rich in
exact scholarship and original thought, but sometimes eccentric
in results.

D. Brown in Sckaff’s Commentary, 1882.

F. W. Farrar in the Pulpit Commentary, 1883.

*$ J. A. Beet, Hodder, 2nd ed. 1884. Wesleyan.

* T. C. Edwards, Hamilton Adams, 1885. Very helpful.

* C. J. Ellicott, Longmans, 1887. Minute and strong in
grammatical exegesis. Perhaps the best English Commentary on
the Greek text (but misses Evans’ best points).

W. Kay (posthumous), 1887. Scholarly, but slight.

Marcus Dods in the Expositor's Bible.

* J. B. Lightfoot (posthumous), Notes on i.-vii. 189s.
Important.

* G. G. Findlay in the Expositor’s Greek Testament, Hodder,
1goo. Thorough grasp of Pauline thought.

* J. Massie in the Century Bible, n.d.

W. M. Ramsay, Historical Commentary in the Zxpositor, 6th
series.

New Translations into English.

The Twentieth Century New ZTestament, Part Il., Marshall,
1900,
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R. F. Weymouth, ke N.T. in Modern Speech, Clarke, 2nd
ed. 1903.

A. S. Way, The Letters of St Paul, Macmillan, 2nd ed. 19o6.

* W. G Rutherford (posthumous), Z%essalonians and Cor-
inthians, Macmillan, 1908,

German.

Billroth, 1833 ; Eng. tr., Edinburgh, 1837.

Riickert, Leipzig, 1836.

Olshausen, 1840 ; Eng. tr., Edinburgh, 1855.

J. E. Osiander, Stuttgart, 1849.

*1 De Wette, Leipzig, 3rd ed. 1855.

G. H. A. Ewald, Goéttingen, 1857.

Neander, Berlin, 1859.

* Heinrici, Das Erste Sendschreiben, etc., 1880.

*t Meyer, 5th ed. 1870; Eng. tr, Edinburgh, 1877. Re-
edited by B. Weiss, and again by * Heinrici, 1896 and 1goo;
again by J. Weiss, 1910.

Maier, Freiburg, 1857. Roman.

Kling, in Lange’s Bibelwerk, 1861 ; Eng. tr, Edinburgh,
1869.

Schnedermann, in Strack and Zoéckler, 1887.

H. Lang, in Schmidt & Holzendorff ; Eng. tr., London, 1883.
Thin,

* Schmiedel, Freiburg, i. B., 1892. Condensed, exact, and
exacting.

* B. Weiss, Leipzig, 2nd ed. 1902, Brief, but helpful. Eng.
tr., New York and London, 1906 ; less useful than the original.
Also his * Textkritik d. paul. Briefe (xiv. 3 of Zexte und Unter-
suchungen), 1896.

* P. Bachmann, in Zahn's Kommentar, Leipzig, 1910.

Also Schifer, 1903; Bousset, 1906; Lietzmann, 19o07%;
Schilatter, 1908.

French.

E. Reuss, Paris, 1874-80.
*t F. Godet, Paris, 1886 ; Eng. tr., Edinburgh, 1888, Strong
in exegesis, but weak in criticism.

General,

The literature on the life and writings of St Paul is enormous,
and is increasing rapidly. Some of the works which are helpful
and are very accessible are mentioned here.
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Conybeare and Howson, Life and Epistles of St Pavl.

Farrar, Life and Work of St. Paul.

Lewin, Life and Epistles of St Paul; Fast{ Sacri.

R. ). Knowling, Zhe Witness of the Epistles, 1892; The
Testimony of St Paul to Christ, 1905.

J. B. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays.

Hort, Judaistic Ckristianity; The Christian Ecclesia.

H. St J. Thackeray, The Relation of St Paul to Contemporary
Jewish Thought, 1900,

Ramsay, S? Paul the Traveller, 1902 ; Pauline and other
Studies, 1906.

Ropes, The Apostolic Age, 1906.

Weinel, St Paul, the Man and kis Work, Eng. tr. 1906.

Pfleiderer, Paulinism, Eng. tr. 1877.

Du Bose, Z%e Gospel according to St Paul, 1907.

W. E. Chadwick, 7%e Pastoral Teacking of St Paul, 1907.

A. T. Robertson, Epocks in the Life of St Paul, 1909.

Cohu, S¢ Paul in the Light of Modern Research, 1911.

Baur, Paulus (ed. 2), 1866 (still worth consulting in spite of
views now obsolete).

Holsten, Das Evangelium des Paulus, 1880 ; Einleitung in
die Korintherbriefe, 1901.

Ribiger, Kristische Untersuchungen tiber 1 and 2 Kor., 1886.

Weizsicker, dpost. Zeitalter, 1886.

Holtzmann, Einleitung in das N.T., 1892.

Jilicher, Einleitung in das N.T., 1894 ; Eng. tr. 1904.

Krenkel, Beitrige 3. Aufhellung d. Geschichte und d. Briefe d.
Apostels Paulus, 1895.

Zahn, Einleitung in das N.T., Eng. tr. 1909.

Hastings, DA., articles ,* Baptism’; ¢ Lord’s Supper’; ¢ Paul
the Apostle’; ‘Resurrection’; ‘Tongues, Gift of’; ‘Greek
Patristic Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles’ (vol. v.).

Ency. Bibl, articles, ‘ Baptism ’; Eucharist ’ ; ¢ Spiritual Gifts.’

Ency. Brit. (11th ed, Dec. 1910), articles, ‘Apologetics’
(p. 193), ‘Apostle,” *Atonement’ (pp. 875f.), ‘Baptism’ (pp.
3681f.), ‘ Christianity’ (pp. 284 1.), Church History’ (pp. 334f.),
¢ Corinthians,’” ¢ Eschatology’ (pp. 762 f.), ¢ Eucharist.’

The apocryphal letters between St Paul and the Corinthians
have been edited by Harnack in his Geschickte d. altchrist.
Litteratur, 1897, and also in Lietzmann’s excellent Maverials for
the use of Theological Lecturers and Students, 1905. See also
Moffatt, Jntr. to the Lit. of the N.T. (pp. 1291.).



THE FIRST
EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS

—_———

I. 1-8. THE APOSTOLIO SALUTATION.

Paul, a divinely chosen Apostle, and Sosthenes our
brother, give Christian greeting to the Corinthian Church,
itself also divinely called.

1Paul, an Apostle called by divine summons equally with
the Twelve, and Sosthenes whom ye know, 2give greeting to
the body of Corinthian Christians, who have been consecrated
to God in Christ, called out of the mass of mankind into the
inner society of the Church to which so many other Christian
worshippers belong. 8 May the free and unmerited favour of
God, and the peace which comes from reconciliation with Him,
be yours! May God Himself, our Heavenly Father, and the
Lord Jesus Messiah, grant them to you!

The Salutation is in the usual three parts: the sender (. 1),
the addressees (v. 2), and the greeting (z. 3).

1. x\ytés. Elsewhere only Rom. i. 1. As all are called to
be dyior, so Paul is called to be an Apostle: see on 2. 2, and note
the same parallelism, Rom. i. 1, 6. In O.T. the idea of «Afjois
is often connected with prophets.*

814 Oeljpatos @eoll. As in 2z Cor., Eph, Col, 2z Tim.; ex-
panded, with emphasis on his divine call to the exclusion of any
human source or channel, in Gal. i. 1. Swa ipsius voluntate
nunguam P. factus esset aposiolus (Beng). [Per quod tangit
etiam illos, guos neque Christus miserat, neque per voluntatem Dei

* Cf. Isa. vi. 8, 9; Jer. i. 4, 5. See W. E. Chadwick, The Pastoral
Teacking of St Paul, p. 76.

) §
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praedicaban! (Herveius Burgidolensis), viz., the self-constituted
teachers, the false apostles. i

Xwodéms. He was not necessarily the amanuensis, for Tertius
(Rom. xvi. 22) does not appear in the Salutation. In Gal. i 1,
a number of unnamed persons are associated with the Apostle.
Nor need this Sosthenes be the Corinthian Jew (Acts xviii. 17)
who was the chief of the synagogue (superseding Crispus the
convert?) and perhaps leader of the complaint before Gallio.*
If the two are identical, S. himself had (1) subsequently become
a Christian, (2) migrated from Corinth to Ephesus.

6 &8eAdds. A Christian: xvi. 12; 2 Cor. i. 1; Col. i. 1
Philem. 1; Rom. xvi. 23; Heb. xiii. 23. The article implies
that he was well known to some Corinthians. Deissmann (Bfble
Studies, pp. 87, 142) has shown that ddeAdol was used of
members of religious bodies long before Christians adopted it
in this sense. It is remarkable that Apollos is not named as
joining in sending the letter (xvi. 12).

A D E omit kAgrés. Xpiorod 'Inood (BD EF G 17, Am.) is to be pre-
ferred to’Incob Xp. (X A L. P, Syrr. Copt. Arm. Aeth.): see note on Rom.
i. 1. Contrast 2o, 1, 2, 4 with 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, where Kpios is added.

2. 7jj éxxMole 100 Beod. The genitive is possessive: x. 32,
xi. 16, 22,xv. 9; 2 Cor. i. 1; Gal.i. 13; etc. Cf. Deut. xviii. 16,
xxiil. 1; etc. As Chrysostom remarks, the expression is at once
a protest against party-spirit; ‘the Church of God,’ not of any
one individual.

7fj ooy, See Acts xiii. 1.

fiywaopévors & Xp. 'l.  The plural in apposition to the col-
lective singular throws a passing emphasis upon the individual
responsibility of those who had been consecrated in baptism
(vi. 11) as members of Christ. The perfect participle indicates
a fixed state.

xMyTots dylois. Called by God (Gal. i. 6; Rom. viii. 30,
ix. 24 ; etc.) to the Christian society through the preaching of
the Gospel (Rom. x. 14; 2 Thess. ii. 14). See note on Rom.,
i. 7 and separate note on dyw:; also Chadwick, Pastoral
Teaching, pp. 96, 98. The active xa)eilv is never used of the
human instrument, but only of God or Christ. Admonet Cor-
inthios majestatis {psorum (Beng.).

odv wiow. This is generally connected simply with 5
dxxhnolg, as if St Paul were addressing the Corinthian Church
along with all other Christians. But this little suits the in-

* Chrysostom identifies Sosthenes with Crispus, and assumes that he was
beaten for having become a Christian. Both conjectures are very improbable.
That he headed the deputation to Gallio is very probable, and that he is the
Corinthian Jew is also very probable,
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dividual character of this Epistle, which (mnuch more than
Romans, for example) deals with the special circumstances of
one particular Church. It is therefore better, with Heinrici,
to connect the words with kAgrols dylois (contrast 2 Cor. i. 1),
Euthymius Zigabenus takes it so. St Paul is not making his
Epistle ¢Catholic,’ nor is he “greeting the whole Church in
Spirit,” but he is commending to the Corinthians the fact that
their call is not for themselves alone, but into the unity of the
Christian brotherhood, a thought specially necessary for them.
See xiv. 36. Throughout the Epistle it is the Corinthians alone
that are addressed, not all Christendom.

tols ¢mxalovpdvors. This goes back to Joel ii. 32, and
involves the thought of faith, the common bond of all. See
Rom. x. 12, 13. Here, as there, St Paul significantly brings in
the worship of Christ under the O.T. formula for worship ad-
dressed to the Lorp God of Israel. To be a believer is to
worship Christ.

& mavri Téme. Cf. 2 Cor. 1. 1b; but it is hardly possible to
read into the present expression the limitation to Achaia. This
consideration confirms the view taken above of the force of aiw
w&au k7., in spite of the parallels given by Lightfoot of Clem.
ad Cor. 65, and the Ep. of the Church of Smyrna on the death
of Polycarp, xai wdoais Tais kard wdvra Téwov Tis dylas xal xafo-
Auwcijs éxxAyaias wapokians. Cf. z Cor. ii. 14; 1 Thess. i. 8.

adrdr xai fpdv. Connected either with rére or with
Kvplov. The latter (AV., RV.) would be by way of epanor-
thosis; ‘our Lord’—rather ‘theirs and ours.” In itself pudv is
general enough to need no such epanorthosis: but the thought
of the claim (2. 13) of some, to possess Christ for themselves
alone, might explain this addition. The connexion with 7ére
(Vulg. in omni loco ipsorum et nostro) is somewhat pointless, in
spite of the various attempts to supply a point by referring it
either to Achaia and Corinth, or to Ephesus and Corinth, or to
Corinth and the whole world, or to the Petrine and the Pauline
Churches, etc. etc. He may mean that the home of his con-
verts is his home ; cf. Rom. xvi. 13.

BD*EF G place 77 ofiop év Koplvfy after iryiasuévois év Xp. "Inoob.
RAD?2LP, Vulg. Syrr. Copt. Arm. Aeth, place it before. A omits
Xpiorof. NVA*DPEL P, Arm. Aeth. insert re after adrdy, probably for
the sake of smoothness. Such insertions are frequent both in MSS. and
versions.

8. xdpis Opuiv xal elpfirm. This is St Paul's usual greeting,
the Greek xaipew combined with the Hebrew Skalom, and both
with a deepened meaning. In 1 and 2 Tim,, and in 2 John 3,
é\eos is added after xdpis. St James has the laconic and
secular xaipew (cf. Acts xv. 23). St Jude has feos Spv xai
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eipyy kal dydmn. In 1 and 2 Pet. we have xdpis Jpiv kai
elpyvm, as here. The fact that ‘grace and peace’ or ‘grace,
mercy, and peace’ is found in St Paul, St Peter, and St John,
is some evidence “that we have here the earliest Christian
password or symébolum. Grace is the source, peace the con-
summation ” (Edwards). The favour of God leads naturally to
peace of mind. Enmity to God has ceased, and reconciliation has
followed. Quae gratia a non offenso? Quae pax a non rebellato?
asks Tertullian (4Adv. Marc. v. 5). See on Rom. i. 5 and 7.
In Dan. iii. 31 [98] we have as a salutation, elpjim Sulv wAnfur-
Ociy. See J. A. Robinson, Ephesians, pp. 221-226. In 2z Macc.
i. 1 we have xailpev . . . eipyyv dyabyy, and in the Apoc. of
Baruch Ixxviii. 2, “ mercy and peace.” Such greetings are not
primarily Christian.

I 4-9. PREAMBLE OF THANKSGIVING AND HOPE.

I thank God continually for your present spiritual con-
dition. Chyist will strengthen you to the end according to
Divine assurance,

4] never cease thanking God, because of the favours which
He bestowed upon you through your union with Christ Jesus,
B whereby as immanent in Him ye received riches of every kind,
in every form of inspired utterance and every form of spiritual
illumination, for the giving and receiving of instruction. 8These
gifts ye received in exact proportion to the completeness with
which our testimony to the Messiah was brought home to your
hearts and firmly established there; 7so that (as we may hope
from this guarantee) there is not a single gift of grace in which
you find yourselves to be behind other Churches, while you are
loyally and patiently waiting for the hour when our Lord Jesus
Christ shall be revealed. ®And this hour you need not dread,
for our Lord Himself, who has done so much for you hitherto,
will also unto the very end keep you secure against such accusa-
tions as would be fatal in the Day of our Lord Jesus Christ.
?This is a sure and certain hope: for it was God, who cannot
prove false, who Himself called you into fellowship with His Son
and in His Son, Jesus Christ our Lord ; and God will assuredly
do His part to make this calling effective.

This Thanksgiving is a conciliatory prelude to the whole
Epistle, not directed to a section only (2. 12), nor ironical (1),
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nor studiously indefinite (Hofm.), but a measured and earnest
encomium of their general state of grace (Acts xviii. 10), with
special stress on their intellectual gifts, and preparing the way for
candid dealing with their inconsistencies.

4. edxapoTd. Sosthenes seems to be at once forgotten ; this
important letter is the Apostle’s own, and his alone: contrast
ebxapiorovpey, 1 Thess. i. 2 ; dowep odv warip éml viols ebyaporel
o1 v tywlveow, Tov alrov Tpdmov 87 v BAémy Sddoxaros Tovs
dxpoatas whovrotvras Adyw coplas, ebxapiorel wdvTore Tept ailrdv
(Orig.). With this Thanksgiving compare that in 2 Macc. ix. 20
(AV.). See also Deissmann, Light from the Anc. East, p. 168.
St Paul’s edxopioré is uttered in full earnest: there is no irony, as
some think. In the sense of thanksgiving, the verb belongs to
Hellenistic rather than to class. Grk. (Lightfoot on 1 Thess. 1. 2):
wdvrore as in 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. 1. 3.

T xdpeme 7. ©. 1. Bobeloyy. Special gifts of grace are viewed as
incidental to, or presupposing, a state of grace, Ze., the state of
one living under the influence of, and governed by, the redemp-
tion and reconciliation of man effected by Jesus Christ; more
briefly, ‘the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ’ (2 Cor. viii. ¢ ; cf.
vmd xdpw, Rom. vi. 14). The aorists (Sofeloy . . . émhovriobyre

. éBefBardfn) sum up their History as a Christian community
from their baptism to the time of his writing.

1§ Oeid pov (R1A CD E F G L P, Latt, Syr. Copt. Arm.); N* B, Aeth.
omit pov. A* and some other authorities omit rof Oeoff after xdpere.

5. on év wavrl. Cf. 2 Cor. viil, 7, dorep & mavri wepioaevere
wlorer kai Adyy xal yvdoe. The two passages, though doubtless
addressed to different situations, bring out strikingly by their
common points the stronger side of Corinthian Christianity,
Aéyos and yvdots, both true gifts of the Spirit (xii. 8), although
each has its abuse or caricature (i. 17-iv. 20 and viii. 1f.).*
Adyos is the gift of speech, not chiefly, nor specially, as manifested
in the Tongues (which are quite distinct in xii. 8 f.), but closely
related to the teacher's work. It was the gift of Apollos
(Acts xviii. 24). The Adyos codlas is the gift of the Spirit, while
codia Adyov—cultivating expression at the expense of matter
(2. 17)—1s the gift of the mere rhetorician, courting the applause
(vanum et inane aodds!) of the ordinary Greek audience. St
Paul, according to his chief opponent at Corinth, was wanting
in this gift (z Cor. x. 10, & Adyos éfovlernuévos) : Ais oratorical
power was founded in deep conviction (2. 18, ii. 4, iv. 20).

. " St Paul does not hesitate to treat yvdous as a divine gift (xii. 8, xiii, 2,
xiv. 6), and this use is very rare in N.T., except in his Epistles and in 2 Pet.
When St John wrote, the word had worse associations. This is the earliest
use of it in N.T. In the Sapiential Books of O.T. it is very frequent.
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St Paul “loses sight for a moment of the irregularities which
had disfigured the Church at Corinth, while he remembers the
spiritual blessings which they had enjoyed. After all deductions
made for these irregularities, the Christian community at Corinth
must have presented as a whole a marvellous contrast to their
heathen fellow-citizens,—a contrast which might fairly be re-
presented as one of light and darkness” (Lightfoot). This
Epistle contains no indication of the disloyalty to the Apostle
which we trace in 2 Cor.,, especially in x.—xiil.

ndoy yvdoe. See 2 Cor. xi. 6, where St Paul claims for
himself eminence in the true yvéous, and also 1 Cor. viii. 1 f.

8. xafds. It introduces, not a mere parallel or illustration,
but rather an explanation of what precedes: ‘inasmuch as’; z. 7;
John xiii. 34, xvii. 2. But 1 Thess. i. 5 (quoted by Lightfoot)
is less strong.

3 paprépiov Tod Xp. *The witness borne [by our preaching]
to Christ’; genitivus objects. Cf. xv. 15. Origen takes it of the
witness borne by the Scriptures to Christ, and also of the witness
borne 4y Christ, who is the dpxipaprvs through His death.

¢BeBaidfn. Either (1) was established durably (Befaidoe,
2. 8) in or among you (Meyer); or (2) was verified and estab-
lished by its influence on your character (2 Cor. iii. 2); or
(3) was brought home to your deepest conviction as true by the
witness of the Spirit (ii. 4).*¥ This last is the best sense.

B* F G, Arm. have rol Oeob for 7ol Xpiorod.

7. Sove Spds pi) borepetodar.  With the infin., dore points to
a contemplated result ; with the indic., to the result as a fact
(2 Cor. v. 16; Gal. ii. 13). What follows, then, is a statement
of what was # be looked for in the Corinthians as the effect of
the grace (2. 4) of God given to them in Christ; and there was
evidently much in their spiritual condition which corresponded
to this (xi. 2; Acts xviil. 10).

darepeiclar.  * Feel yourselves inferior’; middle, as in xii. 24.
The active or passive is more suitable for expressing the bare
fact (2 Cor. xi. 5), or physical want (2 Cor. xi. 9; Phil. iv. 12);
while the middle, more passive than the active and more active
than the passive, is applicable to persons rather than things,
and to feelings rather than to external facts. The prodigal
began to realize his state of want (Yorepeiofar, Luke xv. 14), while
the young questioner appealed to an external standard (r{ &
vorepd ; Matt. xix. 20).

xepiopars. Cf. Rom. i. 11, where it is in context with
orpixfivas, as here with Befawwbivar  Philo uses the word

* Deissmann (Bible Studies, p. 104 £.) thinks that the meaning of ‘‘a legal
guarantee,” which Se¢Salwots has in papyri, lies at the basis of the expression.
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of divine gifts (De alleg. leg. iii. 24), and in N.T., excepting
1 Pet. iv. 10, it is peculiar to Paul. It is used by him (1) of
God’s gift of salvation through Christ, Rom. v. 15, vi. 23;
(2) of any special grace or mercy, vii. 7; 2 Cor. i. 11; and
(3) of special equipments or miraculous gifts, as that of healing,
xil. 9; cf. xii. 4; Rom. xii. 6. Here it is by no means to be
restricted to (3), but includes (2), for the immediate context,
especially ». 8, dwells on gifts flowing from a state of grace.

dmexdexopévous. As in Rom. viii. 1g9. For the sense cf.
Col iii. 3f.; 1 Pet. i. 7; 1 John iii. 2, 3; and see Mapav 464,
xvi. 22, In this reference, of waiting for the Advent, the word
is always used of faithful Christians (Gal. v. 5; Phil iii. 20;
Heb. ix. 28).* Chkaracter Christiani veri vel falsi revelationem
Christi vel expectare vel horrere (Beng.).

dmokdhvjv. See Rom. viii. 19; 1 Pet. i, 13. Quite need-
lessly, Michelsen suspects the verse of being a gloss.

8. 8s xal BeBawdoer. Origen asks, 7is BeBawol; and answers,
Xptards 'Inoos. The 3s refers to ot Kuplov 7ju. 'L Xp.; cer-
tainly not, as Beng. and others, to ®eds in z. 4. This remote
reference is not made probable by the words év T +uépe 7. K.
. 'L Xp. instead of simply & 14 7ju. adrod. We have Christ’s
name ten times in the first ten verses, and the solemn repetition
of the sacred name, instead of the simple pronoun, is quite in
St Paul's manner; v. 3, 4; 2 Cor. i. 5; 2 Tim. i. 18. Cf. Gen.
xix. 24, which is sometimes wrongly interpreted as implying a
distinction of Persons. The xal points to correspondence ‘on
His part,’ answering to éBeBatdfy, drexdexopévovs, in vw. 6, 7.

BeBatdoe. Cf. 2 Cor. i 21, and, for the thought, Rom.
xvi. 25; 1 Thess. ill. 13, v. 24. If they fail, it will not be His
fault.

éws Téhous. The sense is intenser than in 2 Cor i 13;
cf. els éxelvyy Ty uépav (2 Tim. i 12). Mortis dies est uni-
cuique dies adventus Domins (Herv.).t

dreyxMjtous. Unimpeachable,’ for none will have the right
to impeach (Rom. viii. 33; Col i 22, 28). The word implies,
not actual freedom from sins, but yet a state of spiritual renewal
(ii. 12f.; Phil. i. 10; 2 Cor. v. 17; Rom. viii. 1). This pro-
leptic construction of the accusative is found in 1 Thess. iii. 13,
v. 23 ; Phil. iii. 21. Connect év 7] 7juépg with dveyxdifrovs.

* ¢ As though that were the highest gift of all; as if that attitude of ex-

pectation were the highest posture that can be attained here by the Christian ”
(F. W. Robertson).

t The doctrine of the approach of the end is constantly in the Apostle’s
thoughts : iii. 13, iv. 5, vi. 2, 3, vii. 29, xi. 26, xv. §1, xvi, 22. We have &ws
Té\ovs in 2 Cor. i. 13 with the same meaning as here, and in 1 Thess. ii. 16
the more common eis réhos with a different meaning. See Abbott, /okannine
Grammar, 2322.
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év 17 huépg (R ABCL P, Syrr. Copt. Arm, Aeth.) rather than év 73
mapovolg (D EF G, Ambrst.), B omits Xpigrob.

9. The confident hope expressed in 9. 8 rests upon the faith-
fulness of God (x. 13; 1 Thess. v. 24; Rom. viii. 30; Phil. i. 6)
who had been the agent, as well as the source, of their call.
With & o cf. Heb. ii. 10, and also é£ adrod xai 8 adrod xai eis
abrdv Td wdvra, Rom. xi. 36. A«d with genitive can be applied
either to Christ or to the Father,* but & od would not be applied
by St Paul to Christ. “ Wherever God the Father and Christ
are mentioned together, origination is ascribed to the Father
and mediation to Christ” (Lightfoot, who refers especially to
viii. 6). By St Paul, as by St John (vi. 44), the calling is specific-
ally ascribed to the Father.

eis xowawriav. This fellowship (Rom. viii. 17; Phil. iii. 10f.)
exists now and extends to eternity: it is effected by and in the
Spirit (Rom. viii. 9 f); hence xowwvia (r08) mvedparos (2 Cor.
xiil. 13; Phil.il. 1).  Vocati estés in societatem non modo apostolorum
vel angelorum, sed etiam Filii ¢jus J. C. Domini nostri (Herv.).
The genitive Tob viob is objective, and “the xowwriz Tod viod
adrod is co-extensive with the Baciheia Tod @eod” (Lightfoot).

D* F G (not d fg) have ¢’ of instead of 3¢ of.

After this preamble, in which the true keynote of St Paul’s
feeling towards his Corinthian readers is once for all struck,
he goes on at once to the main matters of censure, arising, not
from their letter to him (vii. 1), but from what he has heard
from other sources. In the preamble we have to notice the
solemn impression which is made by the frequent repetition
of ¢ Christ Jesus’ or *our Lord Jesus Christ.” Only once (2. 5)
have we adrds instead of the Name. And in the beginning of
the next section the Apostle repeats the full title once more, as
if he could not repeat it too often (Bachmann).

L 10-VI. 20. URGENT MATTERS FOR CENSURE
L 10-IV. 21. THE DISSENSIONS (Xx{opara).
10-17. Do be united. I have been informed that there

are contentions among you productive of party spirit. It
was against this very thing that I so rarely baptized.

10 But I entreat you, Brothers, by the dear name of our Lord
Jesus Christ, into fellowship with whom you were called by
* See Basil, De Spiritu, v. 10.
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God Himself, do be unanimous in professing your beliefs, and
do not be split up into parties. Let complete unity be restored
both in your ways of thinking and in your ultimate convictions,
so that all have one creed. I do not say this without good
reason: for it is quite clear to me, from what I was told by
members of Chloe’s household, that there are contentions and
wranglings among you. 2 What I mean is this; that there is
hardly one among you who has not got some party-cry of his
own; such as, “I for my part stand by Paul,” “ And I for my
part stand by Kephas,” “ And I stand by Apollos,” * And I stand
by Christ.” 18 Do you really think chat Christ has been given to
any party as its separate share? Was it Paul who was crucified
for you? Or was it to allegiance to Paul that you pledged
yourselves when you were baptized? 4Seeing that you thus
misuse my name, I thank God that not one of you was baptized
by me, excepting Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue, and my
personal friend Gaius. So that God has prevented any one
from saying that it was to allegiance to me that you were pledged
in baptism. 1%Yes, I did baptize the household of Stephanas,
my first converts in Achaia. Besides these, to the best of my
knowledge, I baptized no one. 7 For Christ did not make me
His Apostle to baptize, but to proclaim His Glad-tidings :—and
1 did this with no studied rhetoric, so that the Cross of Christ
might prevail by its own inherent power.

In these verses (10-17) we have the facts of the case. The
Apostle begins with an exhortation to avoid dissensions (2. 10),
then proceeds to describe (11, 12) and to show the impropriety
of (13-17) their actual dissensions. Quorum prius salutem narra-
verat, postmodum vulnera patefecsit (Herv.).

10. wapakahd 84 ‘But (in contrast to what I wish to think,
and do think, of you) I earnestly beg’ Ilapaxaleiv, like
wapacréopat (Acts xxv. 11), suggests an aim at czanging the mind,
whether from sorrow to joy (consolation), or severity to mercy
(entreaty), or wrong desire to right (admonition or exhortation).
The last is the sense here. The word is used more than a
hundred times in N.T.

dBehdol. Used in affectionate earnestness, especially when
something painful has to be said (vii. zg, x. 1, xiv. 20, etc.). It
probably implies personal acquaintance with many of those who

are thus addressed: hence its absence from Ephesians and
Colossians.
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81d 700 dvdparos. We should have expected the accusative,
‘for the sake of the Name.’ The genitive makes the Name the
instrument of the appeal (Rom. xii. 1, xv. 30; 2z Cor. x. 1):
cf. & dvépary, 2 Thes. iii. 6. It is not an adjuration, but is
similar to 8& 7. xuplov 'Inood (1 Thess. iv. 2). This appeal to the
one Name is an indirect condemnation of the various party-
names.

tva. This defines the purport rather than the purpose of
the command or request, as in Matt. iv. 3, eiwov iva of Alfor ofror
dprot yévavras

13 adrd Méynre. The expression is taken from Greek political
life, meaning ‘be at peace’ or (as here) ¢ make up differences.’
So Arist. Pol. I11. iii. 3, Bowwroi 8¢ xal Meyapiis 10 afrd Aéyovres
novxaforv, and other examples given by Lightfoot ad loc. Cf. 1o
adrd ppovetv (Rom. xv. 15; Phil. ii. 2), and see Deissmann, Bible
Studies, p. 256. The wdvres comes last with emphasis. St Paul
is urging, not unison, but harmony. For his knowledge of Greek
writers see xv. 34 ; Rom. ii. 14 ; Acts xvii. 28.

ph - ‘That there may not be,’ as there actually are: he
does not say yévyrat.

oxlopara, Not ‘schisms,” but ‘dissensions’ (John vii. 43,
ix. 16), ‘clefts,” ‘splits’; the opposite of 75 aird Aéyyre wdvres.

xampriopévor. The word is suggestive of fitting together
what is broken or rent (Matt. iv. 21). It is used in surgery for
setting a joint (Galen), and in Greek politics for composing
Jactions (Hdt. v. 28). See reff. in Lightfoot on 1 Thess. iii. Io.
Cf. 2z Cor. xiii. 11; Gal. vi. 1; Heb. xiii. 21 : apte ef congruenter
tnier se compingere (Calv.).

vot . . . yrdpp. Nobs is ‘temper’ or ‘frame of mind,’
which is changed in perdvowa and is £indly in edvowa, while yvduy
is ‘judgment’ on this or that point. He is urging them to give
up, not erroneous beliefs, but party-spirit.

11. &mAdby. Not ¢ was reported,” but ‘ was made (only too)
evident.” The verb implies that he was unable to doubt the
unwelcome statement. In papyri it is used of official evidence.
For &8eA¢pol see on v. 10.

dmd tdv XAéns. This probably means ‘by slaves belonging
to Chloe’s household.” She may have been an Ephesian lady
with some Christian slaves who had visited Corinth. Had they
belonged to Corinth, to mention them as St Paul’s informants
might have made mischief (Heinrici). The name Chloe was
an epithet of Demeter, and probably (like Phoebe, Hermes,
Nereus, Rom. xvi. 1, 14, 15) she was of the freedman class
(see Lightfoot, ad loc.). She is mentioned as a person known
to the Corinthians. There is no reason to suppose that she
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was herself a Christian, or that the persons named in xvi. 17
were members of her household. Evidence is wanting.

Zpdes. More unseemly than oxiopara, although not neces-
sarily so serious. Nevertheless, not oxlopara, unless crystallized
into aipéoes, but &ides, are named as ‘works of the flesh’
in Gal v. 19, 20, or in the catalogues of vices, Rom. i. 29-31 ;
2 Cor. xii. 20; 1 Tim. vi. 4. The divisions became noisy.

12. Mye 3¢ Ttolito. ‘Now I mean this’: but perhaps the
force of the 8¢ is best given by having no conjunction in
English; ‘I mean this.” The 7odro refers to what follows, as
in vii. 29, Xv. 50, whereas in vii. 35 it refers to what precedes,
like admy in ix. 3.

&agros. This must not be pressed, any more than in
xiv. 26, to mean that there were no exceptions. No doubt
there were Corinthians who joined none of the four parties.
It is to be remembered that all these party watchwords are on
one level, and all are in the same category of blame., Cham-
pionship for any one leader against another leader was wrong.
St Paul has no partiality for those who claim himself, nor any
respect for those who claim Christ, as their special leader.
Indeed, he seems to condemn these two classes with special
severity. The former exalt Paul too highly, the latter bring
Christ too low: but all four are alike wrong. That, if such
a spirit showed itself in Corinth at all, Paul, the planter, builder,
and father of the community, would have a following, would
be inevitable. And Apollos had watered (Acts xviii. 27, 28),
and had tutored Paul’s children in Christ. His brilliancy and
Alexandrian modes of thought and expression readily lent
themselves to any tendency to form a party, who would exalt
these gifts at the expense of Paul’s studied plainness. “The
difference between Apollos and St Paul seems to be not so
much a difference of views as in the mode of stating those
views: the eloquence of St Paul was rough and burning; that
of Apollos was more refined and polished” (F. W. Robertson).*

Knéa. Excepting Gal. ii. 7, 8, St Paul always speaks of
Kneds, never of Hérpos. He was unquestionably friendly to
St Paul (Gal. ii. 7-9; and 7v. 11-14 reveal no difference of
doctrine between them). But among the Jewish or ‘devout
Greek’ converts at Corinth there might well be some who
would willingly defer to any who professed, with however little
authority (Acts xv. 24), to speak in the name of the leader of
the Twelve. “His conduct at Antioch had given them all
the handle that they needed to pit Peter against Paul” (A. T.

* It is a skilful stroke that the offender’s own words are quoted, and each

appearsas bearing witness against himself. What each glories in becomes
his own condemnation ; éx T05 o7éuarés gov.
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Robertson, Epocks in the Life of Paul, p. 187). There is no
evidence, not even in ix. 5, that Peter had ever visited Corinth.
It is remarkable that, even among Jewish Christians, the Greek
‘ Peter’ seems to bave driven the original ‘ Kephas’ (John i. 43)
out of use.

Xpworob. The ¢ Christ’ party may be explained in the light
of 2 Cor. x. 7, 10, 11, and possibly xi. 4, 23 (compare xi. 4 with
Gal. i. 6), where there seems to be a reference to a prominent
opponent of St Paul, whose activity belongs to the situation
which is distinctive of 2 Cor. From these passages we gather
that, when 2 Cor. was written, there was a section at Corinth,
following a leader who was, at least for a time, in actual
rebellion against St Paul. This section claimed, in contrast
to him, to belong to Christ, which was virtually a claim that
Christ belonged to them and not to him; and this claim seems
to have been connected with a criterion of genuine Apostleship,
namely, to have known Christ in the flesh, f.e. during His life
on earth. Doubtless the situation in z Cor. goes beyond that
which is presupposed in this Epistle. But éya 8¢ Xpirrod here
must not be divorced from the clearer indications there. Those
who used the watchword ‘of Christ’ were probably more
advanced Judaizers than those who used the name of Kephas,
to whom they stood related, as did the anti-Pauline Palestinian
party (Acts xxi. 20, 21) to Kephas himself. The parties’ at
Corinth, therefore, are the local results of streams of influence
which show themselves at work elsewhere in the N.T. We
may distinguish them respectively as St Paul and his Gospel,
Hellenistic intellectualism (Apollos), conciliatory conservatism,
or ‘the Gospel of the circumcision’ (Kephas), and ‘zealots for
the Law,’ hostile to the Apostleship of St Paul. These last
were the exclusive party.® See Deissmann, ZLight from the
Ane. East, p. 382.

We need not, therefore, consider seriously such considera-
tions as that éyd 8¢. Xpiorot was the cry of al/ three parties
(Ribiger, misinterpreting peuépiorar); or that St Paul approves
this cry (Chrysostom, appealing to iii. 22, 23); or that it is
St Paul's own reply to the others; or that it represents a
‘James’ party (in which case, why is James not mentioned?);
or that it marks those who carried protest against party so far
as to form a party on that basis. Iniii. 23 St Paul says Speis
8t Xpwrrob most truly and from his heart; that is true of all:

* The conjecture that the original reading was éyd 3¢ Kplomou is not very
intelligent. Could Crispus have been made the rival of Paul, Apollos, and
Peter? Could Clement of Rome have failed to mention the Crispus party,
if there had been one? He mentions the other three. And see wv. 13
and 14. .
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what he censures here is its exclusive appropriation by some.
To say, with special emphasis, ‘7 am of Christ,’ is virtually
to say that Christ is mine and not yours.

In Acts xviii. 24 and xix. 1, N, Copt. have ¢ Apelles,’ while D in
xviii. 24 has ¢ Apollonius.” The reading ¢ Apelles’ seems to be Egyptian,
and goes back to Origen, who asks whether Apollos can be the same as
the Apelles of Rom. xvi. 10,

For a history of the controversies about the four parties, see Bachmann,
pp. 58-63.

18. pepépworar. The clauses are all interrogative, and are
meant for the refutation of all. ‘Does Christ belong to a
section? Is Paul your saviour? Was it in his name that you
were admitted into the Church?’ The probable meaning of
pepéporar is “has been apportioned,’ fe. given to some one
as his separate share (vii. 17 ; Rom. xii. 3; Heb. vii. 2). This
suggestion has been brilliantly supported by Evans. To say,
‘Is Christ divided?’ implying a negaffve answer, gives very
little point. Lightfoot suggests that an affirmative answer is
implied ; ¢ Christ has been and is divided only 20 truly’ But
this impairs the spring and homogeneity of the three questions,
giving the first an affirmative, and the other two a negative
answer. It amounts to making the first clause a plain state-
ment; ‘In that case the Body of Christ has been divided.’
Drividitur corpus, cum membra dissentiunt (Primasius). Si mem-
bra divisa sunt, et totum corpus (Atto Vercellensis). This mean-
ing is hardly so good as the other.

) Nadhes doravpdbn x.7.A. To say éyd IlavAov would imply
this, To be a slave is dAMov elvai, another person’s property
(Arist. Pol. 1.). A Christian belongs to Christ (iii. 23), and he
therefore may call himself SoiAos Inocov Xpiorod, as St Paul
often does (Rom. i. 1, etc.): but he may not be the 8ovAos of
any human leader (vil. 23; cf. iii. 21; 2 Cor. xi. 2z0). St Paul
shows his characteristic tact in taking himself, rather than
Apollos or Kephas, to illustrate the Corinthian error. Cf.
ix. 8, g, xii. 29, 0.

eis 1 Svopa. He takes the strongest of the three expressions :
the els (Matt, xxviii. 19; Acts viii. 16, xix. 5) is stronger than
dri (Acts ii. 38, 2.2) or év (Acts x. 48). ‘Jnto the name’
implies entrance into fellowship and allegiance, such as exists
between the Redeemer and the redeemed. Cf. the figure in
x. 2, and see note there. St Paul deeply resents modes of
expression which seem to make him the rival of Christ. Non
vult a sponsa amari pro sponso (Herv.). At the Crucifixion we
were bought by Christ; in baptism we accepted Him as Lord
and Master: crux et baptismus nos Christo asserit (Beng.).
“The guilt of these partizans did not lie in holding views
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differing from each other: it was not so much in saying ‘this
is the truth,’ as it was in saying ‘this is mos the truth.” The
guilt of schism is when each party, instead of expressing fully
his own truth, attacks others, and denies that others are in
the Truth at all” (F. W. Robertson). See Deissmann, Bible
Studies, pp. 146, 196 ; Light from the Anc. East, p. 123.

It is difficult to decide between imép dudv (RACD?EFGLP, pro
vodis Vulg.) and wepl dudv (B D*). The former would be more likely to
be substituted for the latter, as most usual, than vice zersa. But wepl is
quite in place, in view of its sacrificial associations. See note on Rom.
viii. 3.

14. edxapioTd. A quasi-ironical turn; ‘What difficulties I
have unconsciously escaped.’

Kpiomov. One of the first converts (Acts xviii. 8).* Ruler

of the synagogue.
. Taiov. Probably the host of St Paul ‘and of the whole
‘Church’ at Corinth (Rom. xvi. 23), but probably not the
hospitable Gaius of 3 John 5, 6. This common Roman prae-
nomen belongs probably to five distinct persons in the N.T.
The Greek preserves the correct Latin form, which is sometimes
written Caius, because the same character originally stood in
Latin for both G and C. Crispus, ‘curly,’ is a cognomen.

After ebyaprrd, NACDETFGLP, Vulg. add ¢ Oep, while A 17,
Syrr. Copt. Arm. add 7¢ ©ep mov—a very natural gloss. NR*B 67,
Chrys. omit.

15. va pf ms elmy. The va points to the zemdency of
such an action on the Apostle’s part among those who had
proved themselves capable of such low views: compare iva
in Rom. xi. 11; John ix. 2. Their making such a statement
was ‘““a result viewed as possible by St Paul” (Evans, who calls
this use of Iva “subjectively ecbatic”). Thus the sense comes
very near to that of dore with the infinitive (z. 7). In N.T,,
iva never introduces a result as an objective fact, but its strictly
final or telic force shows signs of giving way (2. 10),—a first
step towards its vague use in mod. Grk. as a mere sign of
the infinitive. Those who strive to preserve its strictly telic
sense in passages like this (as Winer, Meyer, and others) have
recourse to the so-called Hebraic teleological instinct of refer-
ring everything, however mechanically, to over-ruling Providence.
In vii. 29, if ‘the time is cut short,” this was done with the

® ¢« Most of the names of Corinthian Christians indicate either a Roman
or a servile origin (e.g. Gaius, Crispus, Fortunatus, Achaicus, xvi. 17;
Tertius, Rom. xvi. 22 ; Quartus, Rom. xvi. 23 ; Justus, Acts xviii. 7)” (Zncy.
Bibl. 898). It was because of the importance of such converts that the
Apostle baptized Crispus and Gaius himself. We do not know whether Gaius

was Jew or Gentile; but the opposi‘tion of the Jews in Corinth to St Paul
was so bitter that probably most of his first converts were heathen.
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providential intention ‘that those who have wives should be
as those who have none’: and in John ix. 2 the sense would
be that ¢if this man sinned or his parents,’ the reason was that
Providence purposed that he should be born blind. While
refusing to follow such artificial paradoxes of exegesis, we
may fully admit that Providentia Dei regnat saepe in rebus
quarum valio postea cognoscitur.

éBawrlghnre (R ABC* Vulg. Copt. Arm.) rather than éBdwrica
(CDEFGLP). RV. corrects AV,

16. éBdmrioa B¢ xal. A correction which came into his
mind as he dictated :—on reflexion, he can remember no other
case. Possibly his amanuensis reminded him of Stephanas.

Irepavd. The name is a syncopated form, like Apollos,
Demas, Lucas, Hermas, etc. It would seem that Stephanas
was an earlier convert even than Crispus (xvi. 15). ‘Achaia’
technically included Athens, and Stephanas may himself have
been converted there with the &epor of Acts xvii. 34; but his
household clearly belongs to Corinth, and they, not the head
only, are the ‘first-fruits of Achaila,” which may therefore be
used in a narrower sense,

Aowmér. The neut. sing. acc. (of respect) used adverbially ;
guod superest (Vulg. caeterum): v6 Aowwdv is slightly stronger.
See Lightfoot on Phil. iii. 1 and on 1 Thess. iv. 1. Cf. iv. 2
2 Cor. xiii. 15. St Paul forestalls possible objection.

17. ob ydp dméoreléy pe. This verse marks the transition to
the discussion of principle which lies at the root of these oxio-
para, viz, the false idea of cogia entertained by the Corinthians,
The Apostle did not as a rule baptize by his own hand, but by
tmypérai. Perhaps other Apostles did the same (Acts x. 48).
See John iv. 1, 2 for our Lord’s practice. Baptizing required no
special, persenal gifts, as preaching did. Baptism is not dis-
paraged by this; but baptism presupposes that the great charge,)
to preach the Gospel,* has been fulfilled; Matt. xxviii. 19;
Luke xxiv. 47 ; [Mark] xvi. 15: and, with special reference to St
Paul, ix. 16, 17 ; Acts ix. 15, 20, xxil. 15, 21, xxvi. 16. ‘Améo-
rethev = *sent as His dwéarodos.’

oix év godie Néyou. See note on 7. 5. Preaching was St
Paul’s great work, but his aim was not that of the professional
rhetorician. Here he rejects the standard by which an age of
thetoric judged a speaker. The Corinthians were judging by

* The translation of efayyeNlfecfar varies even in RV.; here, ‘preach
the gospel’; Acts xiii. 32, xiv. 15, ‘bring good tidings’; Acts xv. 35, Gal.
L 16, 23, “preach’; 1 Pet. i. 25, * preach good tidings.’

The old explanation, that missionary preaching requires a special gift,
whereas baptizing can be performed by any one, is probably right.
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externals. The fault would conspicuously apply, no doubt, to
those who ‘ran after’ Apollos. But the indictment is not
limited to that party. All alike were externalists, lacking a
sense for depth in simplicity, and thus easily falling a prey to
superficialities both in the matter and in the manner of teaching.
L'tvangile west pas une sagesse, Cest un salut (Godet).

va pdy kevwdfj. To clothe the Gospel in cogia Aéyov was to
impair its substance: xevoiw, cf. ix. 15; Rom. iv. 14; 2 Cor. ix.
3, and els xevdy, Gal. ii. 2; Phil. ii. 16. In this he glances at the
Apollos party.

I 18-III. 4. THE FALSE WISDOM AND THE TRUE.
(i) I. 18-II. 5. The False Wisdom.

18-81. The message of the Cross is foolishness to the
wonder-seeking Jew and to the wisdom-seeking Greek : but
0 us, who have tried it, it is God's power and God's wisdom.
Consider your own case, how God has chosen the simple and
weak in preference to the wise and strong, that all glorying
might be in Him alone.

18 To those who are on the broad way that leadeth to destruc-
tion, the message of the Cross of course is foolishness; but to
those who are in the way of salvation, as we feel that we are, it
manifests the power of God. ' For it stands written in Scripture,
I will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and the discernment of
the discerning I will set at nought. 2 What, in God’s sight, is
the Greek philosopher? What, in God’s sight, is the Jewish
Rabbi? What, be he Jew or Gentile, is the skilful disputer of
this evil age? Did not God make foolish and futile the profane
wisdom of the non-Christian world? % For when, in the provi-
dence of God, the world, in spite of all its boasted intellect and
philosophy, failed to attain to a real knowledge of God, it was
God’s good pleasure, by means of the proclaimed Glad-tidings,
which the world regarded as foolishness, to save those who have
faith in Him. 8 The truth of this is evident. Jews have no
real knowledge of the God whom they worship, for they are
always asking for miracles ; nor Greeks either, for they ask for a
philosophy of religion : 2Bbut we proclaim a Messiah who has
been crucified, to Jews a revolting idea, and to Greeks an absurd
one. *But to those who really accept God’s call, both Jews
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and Greeks, this crucified Messiah is the supreme manifestation
of God’s power and God's wisdom. % For what the Greek
regards as the unwisdom of God is wiser than mankind, and
what the Jew regards as the impotency of God is stronger than
mankind.

% For consider, Brothers, the circumstances of your own call.
Very few of you were wise, as men count wisdom, very few were
of great influence, very few were of high birth, 27 Quite the
contrary. It was the unwisdom of the world which God specially
selected, in order to put the wise people to shame by succeeding
where they had failed ; and it was the uninfluential agencies of
the world which God specially selected, in order to put its
strength to shame, by triumphing where that strength had been
vanquished ; #and it was the low-born and despised agencies
which God specially selected, yes, actual nonentities, in order to
bring to nought things that are real enough. % He thus secured
that no human being should have anything to boast of before
God. % But as regards you, on the other hand, it is by His will
and bounty that ye have your being by adoption in Christ Jesus,
who became for us wisdom manifested from God,—wisdom which
stands for both righteousness and sanctification, yes, and redemp-
tion as well. 81 God did all this, in order that each might take
as his guiding principle what stands written in Scripture, He that
glorieth, let him glory in the Lord.

The Gospel in its essence makes no appeal to appreciation
based on mere externalism. Divine Wisdom is not to be gauged
by human cleverness (18-25). The history and composition of
the Corinthian Church is a refutation of human pretensions by
Divine Power (26-29), which, in the Person of Christ, satisfies
the deeper needs and capacities of man (30, 31).

18. & Néyos. In contrast, not to Adyos oodlas (2. 5, ii. 6),
but to copia Adyov (v. 17); the preaching of a crucified
Saviour.

The AV. spoils the contrast by rendering ‘the wisdom of
words’ and ‘the preacking of the Cross.’ The use of codia in
these two chapters should be compared with the dycwor
mvevpa in the Book of Wisdom (i. 5, ix. 17), wvedpa codias
(vii. 7), etc. St Paul had possibly read the book. We have in
Wisdom the opposition between the cépa and the mvedua or
Yuxi or godin (1. 4, ii. 3, ix. 15).

70 oravpol. “This expression shows clearly the stress

2
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which St Paullaid on the death of Christ, not merely as a great
moral spectacle, and so the crowning point of a life of self-
renunciation, but as in itself the ordained instrument of salvation”
(Lightfoot). Cf. Ign. Epk. 18,

Tois pév dmolhupévors.  © For them who are perishing’ (dativus
commodz), not ‘In the opinion of those who are perishing’
(Chrys.). Compare carefully 2 Cor. ii. 16, iv. 3; 2 Thess. ii. 10.
The verb (John iii. 16) is St Paul’s standing expression for the
destiny of the wicked (xv. 18). The force of the present tense
is ‘axiomatic,’ of that which is certain, whether past, present, or
future: amd oD Télovs Tds karyyopias mifels (Theodoret). The
idea of predestination to destruction is quite remote from this
context: St Paul simply assigns those who reject and those who
receive ‘the Word of the Cross’ to the two classes corresponding
to the issues of faith and unbelief; and he does not define
¢perishing.” Tt is rash to say that he means annihilation ; still
more rash to say that he means endless torment. Eternal loss
or exclusion may be meant. 7

popla. See on . 21 and 2 Cor. iv. 3.

7ois 8¢ owlopévois. It is not quite adequate to render this
‘to those who are in course of being saved.’ Salvation is the
certain result (xv. 2) of a certain relation to God, which relation
is a thing of the present. This relation had a beginning (Rom.
vili. 24), is a fact now (Eph. ii. 5, 8), and characterizes our
present state (Acts ii. 47); but its inalienable confirmation
belongs to the final adoption or dmoAdrpwois (Rom. viii. 23 ; cf.
Eph. iv. 30). Meanwhile there is great need for watchful
steadfastness, lest, by falling away, we lose our filial relation to
God. Consider x. 12, ix. 27; Gal. v. 4; Matt. xxiv. 13.

dutv. “As we have good cause to know.” The addition of
the pronoun throws a touch of personal warmth into this side
of the statement: ‘you and I can witness to that.’ ¥

Sdvaps Geod éoriv. See Rom. i. 16. Not merely ‘a demon-
stration of God’s power,’ nor ‘a power of God, but ‘God’s
power” The contrast between Sdvams (not cogia) ®eot and
pwpia belongs to the very core of St Paul’s teaching (ii. 4 ; cf. iv.
20). Wisdom can carry conviction, but to save,—to give illumina-
tion, penitence, sanctification, love, peace, and hope to a human
soul,—needs power, and divine power.

10. yéypamrar ydp. Proof of what is stated in 2. 18, Ze. as
regards the failure of worldly cleverness in dealing with the things
of God. By yéypamrras, used absolutely, St Paul always means

* Both Irenaeus (L. iii. 5) and Marcion (Tert, Marc. v. 5) omit the #uiy,
and Marcion seems to have read dYrauts xal cogla Ocob éorlv. To omit the
fuiv is to omit a characteristic touch ; and to insert xal cogpia rather spoils
the point.
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the O.T. Scriptures; o. 31, ii. 9, iil. 19, X. 7, xv. 45; Rom. i
17, ii. 24, iil. 4, 10, etc.

amo\d T codlav. From Isa. xxix. 14 (LXX), substituting
dferijoo for kpijo, in accordance with St Paul’s usual freedom
of citation.* The Prophet, referring to the failure of worldly
statesmanship in Judah in face of the judgment of the Assyrian
invasion, states a principle which the Apostle seizes and applies.
Possibly dfemjow comes from Ps. xxxiii. 1o.

ovveow. Worldly common sense (Matt. xi. 25). It has its
place in the mind that is informed by the Spirit of God (Col. i. g),
and the absence of it is a calamity (Rom. i. 21, 31). On o¥veos
and cogia see Arist. Eth. Nic. V1. vii. 10.

é0emjow, The verb is post-classical, frequent in Polybius
and LXX. Its etymological sense is not ‘destroy,’ but ‘set
aside’ or ‘set at nought,’ and this meaning satisfies the present
passage and the use in N.T. generally.

20. wob godpds; A very free citation from the general sense
of Isa. xxxiii. 18 (cf. xix. 12): St Paul adapts the wording to his
immediate purpose. The original passage refers to the time
following on the disappearance of the Assyrian conqueror, with
his staff of clerks, accountants, and takers of inventories, who
registered the details of the spoil of a captured city. On the
tablet of Shalmaneser in the Assyrian Gallery of the British
Museum there is a surprisingly exact picture of the scene described
by Isaiah. The marvellous disappearance of the invading host
was to Isaiah a signal vindication of Jehovah’s power and care,
and also a refutation, not so much of the conqueror’s ‘scribes,’
as of the worldly counsellors at Jerusalem, who had first thought
to meet the invader by an alliance with Egypt, or other
methods of statecraft, and had then relapsed into demoralized
despair. St Paul’'s use of the passage, therefore, although very
free, is not alien to its historical setting. See further on ii. g
respecting examples. of free quotation. For mod; see xv. 55;
Rom. iii. 27. The question is asked in a triumphant tone.t

The ¢ wise’ is a category more suitable to the Gentile (2. 22),
the ‘scribe’ to the Jew, while the ‘disputer’ no doubt suits
Greeks, but suits Jews equally well (Acts vi. 9, ix. 29, xxviii. 29).
This allotment of the terms is adopted by Clement of Alexandria
and by Theodoret, and is more probable than that of Meyer and

* He quotes from Isa. xxix. in Col. ii. 22 and Rom. ix. 20. Our Lord
quotes from it Matt. xi. §, xv. §f.
€ may have in his mind Isa. xix. 12, moi elow viv ol cogol gov ; and
Isa. xxxiii. 18, woi elotw of ypaupariol; mwob elow ol guuBovhetorres; No-
where else in N.T., outside Gospels and Acts, does ~ypapparets occur.
Bachmann shows that there is a paraliel between the situation in Isaiah and
the situation here ; but 706 aldvos Tovrov goes beyond the former.
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Ellicott, which makes cogds generic, while ypappareds is applied
to the Jew, and ow{yrymjs to the Greek. But it is unlikely
that St Paul is here making an exact classification, or means any
one of the terms to be applied to Jew or Gentile exclusively.

oulymmis. A dwaf Aeyduevoy, excepting Ign. Eph. 18, from
this passage.

1ol aidvos Todrov. This is certainly applicable to Jews (see on
ii. 8), but not to them exclusively (Gal. i. 4; Rom. xii. 2). The
phrase is rabbinical, denoting the time before the Messianic age
or ‘age to come’ (Luke xviii. 30, xx. 35). Z%is aldv, the state of
things now present, including the ethical and social conditions
which are as yet unchanged by the coming of Christ, is fleeting
(vii. 31), and is saturated with low motives and irreligion (ii. 6 ;
2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. ii. 2). As aldv, “by metonymy of the
container for the contained,” denotes the things existing in time,
in short the world, é alov odros may be rendered ‘this world’;
hujus saeculi quod totum est extra sphaeram verbi crucis (Beng.).
See Grimm-Thayer s.9. alov, and the references at the end of the
article; also Trench, Syn. §lix. The genitive belongs to all
three nouns.

olxt &pdpavey ;  Nonne stultam fecit (Vulg.), infatuavit (Tertull.
and Beza). Cf. Rom. i. 22, 23, and Isa. xix. 11, xliv. 25, 33.
The passage in Romans is an expansion of the thought here.
God not only showed the futility of the world’s wisdom, but
frustrated it by leaving it to work out its own results, and still
more by the power of the Cross, effecting what human wisdom
could not do,—not even under the Law (Rom. viii. 3).

706 xéopou. Practically synonymous with 703 aidvos rovrov
(ii. 12, iii. 18, 19): but we do not find 6 xéopos & puéAw, for
xdopos is simply the existing universe, and is not always referred
to with censure (v. 10; John iii. 16).%

After xbopov, NC*D*EFGL, Vulg. Syr. Copt. add rotrov.

R*ABC*D*P 17, Orig. omit. It is doubtless an insertion from the
previous clause. .

8l éwedh) ydp. Introduces, as the main thought, God’s
refutation of the world’s wisdom by means of what the world
holds to be folly, viz. the word of the Cross, thus explaining
(ydp) what was stated in o. 19, zo. But this main thought
presupposes (éreds) the selfstultification of the world’s wisdom
in the providence of God. .

& 1§ copia 1ol Oeol. This is taken by Chrysostom and
others (e.g. Edwards, Ellicott) as God’s wisdom displayed in His

* St Paul uses xéopos nearly fifty times, and very often in 1 and 2 Cor.
With him the use c_>f the word in an ethical sense, of what in the main is evil,
is not rare (ii. 12, iii. 19, v. 10, xi. 32), See Hobhouse, Bampton Lectures,

pp. 352 £
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works (Rom. i. 20; Acts xiv. 17), by which (& quasi-instrumental)
the world ought to have attained to a knowledge of Him. But
this sense of codla would be harsh and abrupt; and the order of
the words is against this interpretation, as is also the context
(éndpavev, eddoxnaev & @eds). ‘The wisdom of God’ is here
God’s wise dealing with mankind in the history of religion,
especially in permitting them to be ignorant (Acts xvii. 30;
Rom. xi. 32 ; cf. Actsxiv. 16; Rom. i. 24). So Alford, Findlay,
Evans, Lightfoot.

olx &yvw. This applies to Jew as well as to Greek, although
not in the same manner and degree. ‘The Pharisee, no less
than the Greek philosopher, had a go¢ia of his own, which stood
between his heart and the knowledge of God” (Lightfoot). See
Rom. x. 2. The world’s wisdom failed, the Divine ‘foolishness’
succeeded.

ebdéxnaev. Connects directly with ydp. The word belongs
to late Greek : Rom. xv. 26 ; Gal. i. 15; Col. i. 19.

3ud Tijs poplas Tob knplypares. Cf. Isa. xxviii. g-13. Kijpvypa
(Matt. xil. 41) differs from «ijpvéis as the aorist does from the
present or imperfect : it denotes the action, not in process, but
completed, or viewed as a whole. It denotes, not ‘the thing
preached’ (RV. marg.), but ‘the proclamation’ itself (ii. 4 ;
2 Tim. iv. 17); and here it stands practically for ‘the word of
the Cross’ (9. 18), or the Gospel, but with a slight emphasis
upon the presentation. Kypleoev, which in earlier Greek meant
‘to herald,” passes into its N.T. and Christian use by the fact
that the ¢ Good-tidings’ proclaimed by Christ and His Apostles
was the germ of all Christian teaching (Matt. iii. 1, iv. 17).
‘The foolishness of preaching’ is a bold oxymoron (cf. 2. 25),
presupposing and interpreting ». 18. In N.T., pwpla is peculiar
to 1 Cor. (18, 23, il. 14, iii. 19).

Tods moredorras. With emphasis at the end of the sentence,
solving the paradox of God’s will to work salvation for man
through ‘foolishness.. The habit of faith (pres. part.), and not
cleverness, is the power by which salvation is appropriated (Rom.
i. 17, iii. 25). He does not say rods wmioreisavras, which might
mean that to have once believed was enough.

22. &wed). This looks forward to 2. 23, to which ». 22is a
kind of protasis: ‘Since—while Jews and Gentiles alike demand
something which suits their unsympathetic limitations—we, on
the other hand, preach,’ etc. The two verses explain, with refer-
ence to the psychology of the religious world at that time, what
has been said generally in 2. 18, 21. The repeated «af brackets
(Rom. iii. g) the typical Greek with the typical Jew, as the lead-
Ing examples, in the world in which St Paul's readers lived, of



22 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [I. 22, 23

the droX\Juevor, the xdopos and its wisdom. In a similar way
the opposed sects of Epicureans and Stoics are bracketed by St
Luke (Acts xvii.) as belonging, for his purpose, to one category.
By the absence of the article (not ‘#ke Jews,” ‘the Greeks,’ as
in AV.) the terms connote characteristic attributes rather than
denote the individuals. There were many exceptions, as the
N.T. shows.

onpeia airofowr. Matt. xii. 38, xvi. 4; John iv. 48. The
Jewish mind was matter-of-fact and crudely concrete. * Hebrew
idiom makes everything as concrete as possible ” (R. H. Kennett).
There were certain wonders specified as to be worked by the
Messiah when He came, and these they ‘asked for’ importun-
ately and precisely. The Greek restlessly felt after something
which could dazzle his ingenious speculative turn, and he passed
by anything which failed to satisfy intellectual curiosity (Acts
xvil. 18, 21, 32).* Lightfoot points to the difference between
the arguments used by Justin in his Apologies addressed to
Gentiles, and those used by him in his controversy with Trypho
the Jew.t See Deissmann, Light from the Anc. East, p. 393.

The AV. has ‘ require 2 sign.” L, Arm. have enueior. Beyond question
onueta (R A B C D, etc.) must be read : “ask for signs’ is right. B. Weiss
prefers onuetor.t

23. Xpwotdv éotavpwpévor. ‘A crucified Messiah’ (il 2;
Gal. iii. 1). ‘We preach a Christ crucified’ (RV. marg.), the
very point at which the argument with a Jew encountered a wall
of prejudice (Acts xxvi. 23, € wafnrés 6 Xpords. Cf. Gal. ii. 21,
v. 11). The Jews demanded a victorious Christ, heralded by
anpeia, who would restore the glories of the kingdom of David
and Solomon. To the Jew the Cross was the sufficient and
decisive refutation (Matt. xxvil. 42; cf. Luke xxiv. 21) of the
claim that Jesus was the Christ. To the first preachers of Christ,
the Cross was the atonement for sin (xv. 3, 11). On this subject
the Jew had to unlearn before he could learn; and so also, in
a different way, had the Greek. Both had to learn the divine
character of humility. Christ was not preached as a conqueror
to please the one, nor as a philosopher to please the other: He
was preached as the crucified Nazarene.

&veory 82 poplar. The heathen, prepared to weigh the ¢ pros
and cons’ of a new system, lacked the presuppositions which
might have prepared the Jew for simple faith in the Christ. To
him, the Gospel presented no prima facie case; it was unmean-

* Graios, qui vera requsrunt (Lucr. i. 641).

+ See also Biblical Essays, pp. 150f., and Edwards ad loc.

1 Yet he interprets it in a plural sense. Eichhorn more consistently inter-
prets it of a worldly Messiah, Mosheim of & miraculous deliverance of Jesus
from crucifizion.
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ing, not even plausible: he was not, like the Jew, bent on
righteousness (Rom. ix, 30-x. 3). Compare Cicero’s horror of
crucifixion (Pro Rabir. 5), Lucian’s reference to our Saviour
(De mort. Peregr. 13) as 1ov dvecxolomopévor ékelvov codiamiv,
and the well-known caricature, found on the Palatine, of a slave
bowing down to a crucified figure with an ass’s head, inscribed
Alefapevos Geov oeferar.

A few authorities (C® D3, Clem-Alex.) Liave “EXAno¢ instead of &veowr.
Orig. seems to have both readings.

24. adrols corresponds to Hulv in 7. 18, as Tots kAyTOls tO Tols
colopévors: ‘to the actual believers’ in contrast to other Jews
and Gentiles. The pronoun is an appeal to personal experience,
as against objections aé exira.

Xpwtédv. This implies the repetition of éeravpepérov. It is
in the Cross that God’s power (Rom i. 16) and wisdom (2. 30,
below) come into operation for the salvation of man. God’s
power and wisdom show themselves in a way which is not in
accordance with men’s a préiori standards: they altogether tran-
scend such standards.

Whether St Paul is here touching directly the line of thought
which is expressed in the prologue to the Fourth Gospel is very
doubtful. He may be said to do so indirectly, in so far as the
doctrine of the work of Christ involves that of His Person (Col.
i. 1720, ii. g).*

25. 10 pwpdy Tod Geol. Either, ‘a foolish thing on God’s
part’ (such as a crucified Messiah), or, better, ¢ the foolishness of
God’ (AV.), in a somewhat rhetorical sense, not to be pressed.
God’s wisdom, at its lowest, is wiser than men, and God’s power,
at its weakest, is stronger than men. It is quite possible to
treat the construction as a condensed comparison; ‘than men’s
wisdom,’ ‘than men’s power’ (Matt, v. 20; John v. 36). So
Lightfoot, Conybeare and Howson, etc. /nfirmitas Christi
magna victoria est (Primasius).  Victus vicit mortem, quam nullus
gigas evasit (Herv.). Mortem, guam reges, gigantes, et principes
Superare non poterant, ipse moriendo vicit (Atto).

Throughout the above passage (17-25) we may note the
close sequence of explanatory conjunctions, ydp (18, 19, 21),
éredy (22), d7¢ (25). Without pretending to seize every nuance

. * ¢¢This means that Christ stands for God’s wisdom upon earth, and exer-
cises God’s power among men. Such a view implies a very close relation
with the head. But it should also be noted that this is still connected in
St Paul’s mind with the Mission that has been laid upon Jesus, rather than
l:;garded as the outcome of His essential nature ” (Durell, 7% Self-Revelation
9of our Lord, p. 150). On the order of the words Bengel remarks that we
recognize God’s power before we recognize His wisdom.
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of transition, or to call the Apostle to stringent account for every
conjunction that he uses, the connexion of the successive clauses
may be made fairly plain by following it in the order of thought.
The ydp and é, going from effect to cause, present the sequence
in reverse order. In following the order of thought, however, we
must not forget that proof is sometimes from broad principles,
sometimes from particular facts. The order works out somewhat
as follows :—

The Divine Power and Wisdom, at their seeming lowest, are
far above man’s highest (25); for this reason (22-24) our Gospel
—a poor thing in the eyes of men, is, to those who know it, the
Power and Wisdom of God. This exemplifies (21) the truth
underlying the history of the world, that man’s wisdom is con-
victed of failuse by the simplicity of the truth as declared by
God. This is how God, now as of old, turns to folly the wisdom
of the wise (19, 20), a principle which explains the opposite look
which the *word of the Cross’ has to the dwoAMjpevor and the
owlépevor (18): and that is why (17) my mission is to preach
oik é&v oodig Adyou.

As a chain of explanatory statements, the argument might
have gone straight from 2. 18 to 9. 22 ; but St Paul would not
omit a twofold appeal, most characteristic of his mind, to Scrip-
ture (19, 20), and to the religious history of mankind (z1), the
latter being exhibited as a verification of the other.

Texts vary considerably as to the position of éorly in the first clause of

2. 25, and also in the second clause. In the second, N* B 17 omit éorip,
and it is probably an interpolation from the first.

26. B\éwere ydp. An unanswerable argumentum ad hominem,
clinching the result of the above passage, especially the compre-
hensive principle of ». 25. The verb is imperative (RV.), not
indicative (AV.), and governs ™ k\jow directly. It is needless
subtlety to make r. «\. an accusative of respect, ¢ Behold—with
reference to your call—how that not many,’ etc.

T khfjow dpdv.  ‘Summon before your mind’s eye what took
place then; note the ranks from which one by one you were
summoned into the society of God’s people ; very few come from
the educated, influential, or well-connected class.’ With xAfjous
compare xAyrol, pv. 2, 24 it refers, not so much to the external
call, or even to the internal call of God, as to the conversion
which presupposes the latter: wdvrov dvpdmor kexAqpévov of
Smaxodoar BovAnféres kAnrot dvopdabyoar (Clem. Alex, Strom. 1.
p- 314). See on vii. 20, and Westcott on Eph. i. 18,
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48eApoi. As in 2. 10, the affectionate address softens what
might give pain.

ot ob woAhof. A substantival clause, in apposition to xAfjow
as the part to the whole: they are to ‘behold their calling,’
specially noting these facts which characterized it. From ‘not
many ' we may assume that in each case there were some: but
X. § warns us against interpreting od woM\o{ as meaning more
than ‘very few.’

xard odpra. This applies to dvvarol and edyeveis as well as to
gopol. Each of the three terms is capable of a higher sense,
as ebyevets in Acts xvii. 11; each may be taken either (1) as a
predicate, ‘not many of the called were wise,’ etc.; or (2) as
belonging to the subject, the predicate being understood, ‘not
many wise kad part therein’ ; or (3) like (2), but with a different
predicate, ‘not many wise were called’ (AV., RV.). The last is
best.

Some of the converts were persons of culture and position ;
Dionysius at Athens (Acts xvii. 34), Erastus at Corinth (Rom.
xvi. 23), the ladies at Thessalonica and Beroea (Acts xvii. 4, 12).
But the names known to us (xvi. 17; Rom. xvi.) are mostly
suggestive of slaves or freedmen. Lightfoot refers to Just. 4pol.
it. 9; Orig. Cels. ii. 79.%

87. 14 pwpd. Cf. Matt. xi. 25. The gender lends force to the
paradox : Tovs aoeovs leads us to expect Tovs izxvpovs, x.7.A., but
the contrast of genders is not kept up in the other cases.

éehéfato. The verb is the correlative of xAjois (26), but
here, as in many other places, it brings in the idea of choice for
a particular end. Thus, of the choosing of Matthias, of Stephen,
of St Paul as a oxedos éxdoyfs, of St Peter to admit the first
Gentiles (Acts xv. 7). The emphatic threefold eréfaro & @eds
prepares the way for 9. 31. See iv. 7 and Eph. ii. 8. The
Church, like the Apostle (2 Cor. xii. 10), was strong in weak-
ness.

28. éfovdeompéva. See on vi. 4; also 2 Cor. x. 10. ‘Ayens
here only.

xal 1d f:?; dvra. ‘Yea things that are not.’ The omission of
the xal ("* AC* D* F G 17) gives force to the (then) *studi-

* A century later it was a common reproach that Christianity was a
religion of the vulgar, and Apologists were content to imitate St Paul and
glory in the fact, rather than deny it. But the charge became steadily less
and less true. In Pliny’s famous letter to Trajan, he speaks of muiti omnis
ordinis being Christians. See Harnack, Mission and Expansion of Christi-
anily, bk. iv. ch. 2; Lightfoot, Clement, 1. p. 30. Celsus, who urges this
refproach, would not have written a serious treatise a.gainst the faith, if people
of culture and position were not beginning to adopt it. See Glover, Confics
of Religions in the Roman Empire, ch, 9.
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ously unconnected” and hyperbolical r& py évra: but the xal
(N8B C3* D2 E L P, Vulg. Syrr. Copt. Arm. Aeth.) is quite in St
Paul’s style. The pf does not mean * supposed not to exist,’ but
‘non-existent,” pi} with participles being much more common
than ov.

katapyfey. The verb means ¢ to reduce a person or thing to
ineffectiveness,’ ‘to render workless or inoperative,” and so ‘to
bring to nought.” It is thus a stronger word than xarawyivy,
and is substituted for it to match the antithesis between évra
and p3 dvra. It is very frequent in this group of the Pauline
Epistles. Elsewhere it is rare (2 Thess. ii. 8; 2 Tim. i. 10;
Luke xiii. 7; Heb. ii. 14); only four times in LXX, and very rare
in Greek authors. Cf. xevwf3, . 17, and kevdoe, ix. 15.

Instead of 74 dyev} Tob kbopov, Marcion (Tert. Marc. v. §, inhonesta et
minima) seems to have read rd dyevij kal 74 éNdxwra.

20. dwws p) kavxfontar wédoa odpé. For the construction see
Rom. iii. 20; Acts x. 14. The negative coheres with the verb,
not with wdoa: in xv. 39 (od wioe odpf) the negative coheres
with wdoa. Tdce odpf is a well.known Hebraism (Acts ii. 17),
meaning here the human race apart from the Spint; ‘that all
mankind should abstain from glorying before God.” *

&vdmor 106 Oeod. Another Hebraic phrase. Non coram illo
sed in tllo gloriari possumus (Beng.).

‘In His presence’ (AV.) comes from the false reading évdmiar adrol

(C, Vulg. Syrr.). The true reading (NABC*D EF G L P, Copt. Aeth)
is a forcible contrast to xdca odpk.

80. & adtol 3¢ Opels éoré.  ‘ But ye (in emphatic contrast) are
His children’ (another contrast). This is their true dignity, and
the 8¢ shows how different their case is from that of those just
mentioned. The wise, the strong, the well-born, etc. may boast
of what seems to distinguish them from others, uf it is the
Christian who really has solid ground for glorying. Some would
translate ¢ But it proceeds from Him that ye are in Christ Jesus,’
f.e. ‘your being Christians is His doing.’ ~ But in that case dpeis
éore (note the accentuation) is hard to explain: the pronoun is
superfluous: we should expect simply & Xpwrd "Ingod éore.
Moreover, the sense given to & abrod is hard to justify. Itis
far more probable that we ought to read dueis éoré (WH., Light-
foot, Ellicott) and not Sueis éore (T.R.). The meaning will then
be, ‘But from Him ye have your being in Christ Jesus.’ The

" Renan (S. Paul, p. 233) gives xavydouas as an instance of the way in
which a word gets a hold on the Apostle’s mind so that he keeps on repeating
it : wr mot Pobséde ; il le raméne dans une page & fout propos ; not for want
of vocabulary, but because he cares so much more about his meaning than his
style (. 17).  Cf. o. 31, iik. 21, iv. 7, v. 6, ix. 15, 16, xv. 3L
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addition of & Xp. 'I. shows that more is meant than being His
offspring in the sense of Acts xvii. 28. By adoption in Christ
you are among things that really exist, although you may be
counted as nonentities : in this there is room for glorying’ (iv. 7;
Eph. ii. 8£.). This is the interpretation of the Greek Fathers,
probably from a sense of the idiom, and not from bias of any
kind.*

8s éyerify. This shows what the previous words involve.
Not ‘who is made’ (AV.), nor ¢ who was made’ (RV.), but ¢‘who
became’ by His coming into the world and by what He accom-
plished for us. He showed the highest that God could show to
man (2. 18, ii. 7), and opened the way to the knowledge of God
through reconciliation with Him.

aodia fpiv. This is the central idea, in contrast with the
false oogpla In the context, and it is expanded in the terms which
follow. For the dative see zv. 18, 24.

émd @eob. The words justify é£ adrod and qualify éyenrby . . .
Huiv, not codla only. The éwd points to the source of wi/timate
derivation. See Lightfoot on 1 Thess. ii, 6.

Bikatoodrm Te xkail . . . dwohdrpuats. The terms, linked into
one group by the conjunctions, are in apposition to co¢éa and
define if (RV. marg.): the four terms are not co-ordinate (AV.,
RV.).t Lightfoot suggests, on not very convincing grounds,
that 7e xal serve to connect specially Suxacoodvy and dywaouds,
leaving dmoAbrpwats *rather by itself.” The close connexion
between dix. and dy. is, of course, evident (Rom. vi. 19), 8.
being used by St Paul of the moral state founded upon and flow-
ing from, faith in Christ (Rom. x. 4, 10, vi. 13; Gal. v. 5; Phil
iil. 9), and dy. being used of the same state viewed as progress
towards perfect holiness (#. z; 1 Thess. iv. 3-7). By ‘righteous-
ness’ he does not mean ‘justification’: that is presupposed and
included. ‘Righteousness’ is the character of the justified man
in its practical working. This good life of the pardoned sinner
is to be distinguished from (2) God’s righteousness (Rom. iii. 26,
by which we explain Rom. i. 17), and from () Righteousness in
the abstract sense of a right relation between persons (Acts x. 35,
xxiv. 25).

xai dwohdrpwors. Placed last for emphasis, as being the
foundation of all else that we have in Christ (Rom. v. g, 10,
vili 32; cf. iii. 24). Others explain the order by reference to
the thought of fina/ or completed redemption (Luke xxi. 28 ; Eph.

* See Deissmann, Dic neulesiamentliche Formel ‘‘in Christo Jesu.”
g:ryso’s’tom remarks how St Paul keeps ‘‘nailing them to the Name of

rist.

t It was probably in order to co-ordinate all four that L, Vulg. Syrr. Copt
Arm. have Huiv before cogla,
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i 14,iv. 30). Redemptio primum Christi donum est quod inchoatur
in nobis, et ultimum perficitur (Calv.). The former is better, but
it does not exclude the latter.

81. va kabbs yéypawrar. Cf. ii. 9. We have here a case
either of broken construction, a direct being substituted for a
dependent clause (ix. 15), or of ellipse, a verb like yénrac being
understood (iv. 6, xi. 24 ; 2z Thess. ii. 3; Gal. i. 20, etc.).

3 kavxdperos. A free quotation, combining the LXX of Jer.
ix. 23, 24 with 1 Sam. ii. 10, which resembles it. Jer. ix. 23, 24
runs, piy kavxdobe & copos & 1 codla abrod xai uy xavydobw 6
loxvpos &v 1) loyde adrod kai i) kavydobu & wAoloios & 7§ Tholre
abrod, AN’ §} & Totrg kavxdalw 6 kavxdpevos, ouvely kai
ywookew St éyd eipe Kipios 8 woudv eos. In 1 Sam. ii. 10 we
have Swarés and dwdue for ioxvpds and loxde with the ending,
ywdoxew Tov Kdpiov xal woely xpipa kal dikatoodvyy & péow s
vis. The occurrence of ‘the wise’ and ‘the strong’ and ‘the
rich’ (as in 2. 26 here) makes the quotation very apt.

Clement of Rome (Cor. 13) quotes the same passage, but
ends thus; &N 4 & xavyduevos & Kvplyp kavydobo Tob éxlyretv
abrov xal wowely kpipa xai Sikatoodvy, thus approximating to
St Paul’s quotation. Probably he quotes the LXX and un-
consciously assimilates his quotation to St Paul’s. Lightfoot
suggests that both the Apostle and Clement may have had a
Greek version of 1 Sam. which differed from the LXX. For a
false ‘glorying in God’ see Rom. ii. 17, and for a true glorying,
Ecclus. xxxix. 8, 1. zo0.

Bachmann remarks that this is one of the remarkable quota-
tions in which, by a free development of O.T. ideas and expres-
sions, Christ takes the place of Jehovah ; and he quotes as other
instances in Paul, ii. 16, x. 22; 2 Cor. x. 17; Phil ii. 11; Rom,
x. 13. Hort’s remarks on 1 Pet. ii. 3, where 6 Kiptos in Ps. xxxiv.
8 is transferred by the Apostle to Christ, will fit this and other
passages. “It would be rash, however, to conclude that he meant
to identify Jehovah with Christ. No such identification can be
clearly made out in the N.T. St Peter is not here making a
formal quotation, but merely borrowing O.T. language, and
applying it in his own manner. His use, though different from
that of the Psalm, is not at variance with it, for it is through the
xpnorérys of the Son that the ypyorérys of the Father is clearly
made known to Christians.” The Father is glorified in the Son
(John xiv. 13), and therefore language about glorifying the Father
may, without irreverence, be transferred to the Son; but the
transfer to Christ would have been irreverent if St Paul had not
believed that Jesus was what He claimed to be.

Deissmann (New Light on the N.T., p. 7) remarks that the
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testimony of St Paul at the close of this chapter, “as to the
origin of his congregations in the lower class of the great towns,
is one of the most important historical witnesses to Primitive
Christianity,” See also, Light from the Anc. East, pp. 7, 14,
60, 14a.

II. 1-8. The False Wisdom (continued).

So I came to you andpreacked, not a beautiful philosophy,
but a crucified Christ. I was a feeble, timid speaker; and
it was not my eloquence, but the power of God, that converted
you,

1And (in accordance with this principle of glory only in the
Lord) when I first came to Corinth, Brothers, it was as quite an
ordinary person (so far as any pre-eminence in speech or wisdom
is concerned) that I proclaimed to you the testimony of God’s
love for you. 3For I did not care to know, still less to preach,
anything whatever beyond Jesus Christ; and what I preached
about Him was that He was crucified. 2 And, as I say, it was
in weakness and timidity and painful nervousness that I paid my
visit to you: *and my speech to you and my message to you
were not conveyed ‘in the persuasive words which earthly
wisdom adopts. No, their cogency came from God’s Spirit and
God’s power ; 3for God intended that your faith should rest on
His power, and not on the wisdom of man.

L xdyéd. ‘And I, accordingly’ The xa{ emphasizes the
Apostle’s consistency with the principles and facts laid down in
i. 18-31, especially in 27-31. His first preaching at Corinth
eschewed the false sogia, and conformed to the essential character
of the Gospel. The negative side comes first (zv. 1, 2).

éN8dv. At the time of his first visit (Acts xviii. 1f). We
have an analogous reference, 1 Thess. i s, ii. 1.

88ehdoi. The rebuke latent in this reminder, and the affec-
tionate memories of his first ministry to souls at Corinth (iv. 15),
combine to explain this address (i. 10, 26).

fi\6ov. The repetition, éxGov wpos vuds . . . fAbov, instead of
fMov mpos Bpds, is not a case of broken construction, still less
a Hebraism. Tt gives solemn clearness and directness to St
Paul’s appeal to their beginnings as a Christian body.

xad’ dmepoxsdv. Most commentators connect the words with
katayyé\\wv rather than §Afov. Compare xara xpdros (Acts xix.
20), xaf dmepfoliiy (1 Cor. xii. 31). Elsewhere in N.T. Swepoxi
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occurs only 1 Tim. ii. 2 ; cf. dmepéxew, Rom. xiii. 1, etc. *Pre-
eminence’ is an exact equivalent.

Aéyou % oodias. Seeoni. 5, 17. )

xatayyé\wv. The tense marks, not the purpose of the visit,
for which the future would be suitable, but the way in which the
visit was occupied. The aorists sum it up as a whole. Lightfoot
suggests that dyyéAew after verbs of mission or arrival (Acts xv.
27) is commonly in the present participle, as meaning ‘to éear,
rather than to deliver, tidings.” But this does not always suit
xerayyéAew in N.T.; see xi. 26; Acts iv. 2; Rom. i. 8; Phil. i. 17;
and dyyé\lew, uncompounded, occurs only John xx. 18, with
drayy. as 0.k

paprépiov. ‘He spoke in plain and simple language, as be-
came a witness’ (Lightfoot), Zestimonium simpliciter dicendum
est: nec eloguentia nec sublilitate ingents opus est, quae testem sus-
pectum potius reddit (Wetstein). Cf. xv. 15; 2 Thess. i. 10;
1 Tim, 1. 6; 2 Tim. i. 8. The first reference is decisive as to
the meaning here.

700 ©eol. genitivus obfecti as in i. 6. The testimony is the
message of God’s love to mankind declared in the saving work
of Christ (Rom. v. 8; John iii. 16); it is therefore a papripior
1. @cov as well as a papr. 7. Xporod. There is, of course, a
witness from God (1 John v. g), but the present connexion is
with the Apostolic message about God and His Christ.

papripor (R BD E F G L P, Vulg. Sah. Aeth. Arm. AV, RV. marg.)
s probably to be preferred to wvordpior (8* AC, Copt. RV.). WH.
prefer the latter; but it may owe its origin to z. 7. On the other hand,
papr, may come from i. 6.

2. ol yap &pwa T eldévar. ‘Not only did I not speak of,
but I had no thought for, anything else.’ Cf. Acts xviil. 5, owvei-
xe€ro 7@ Adyp, ‘he became engrossed in the word.” For xpivew
of a personal resolve see vii. 37; Rom. xiv. 13; 2 Cor. ii. 1.
Does the od connect directly with &pwa or with 7t eidévar, as
in AV., RV.? The latter is attractive on account of its incisive-
ness ; ‘I deliberately refused to know anything’ But it assumes
that odx &pwa=Ixpwa ob, on the familiar analogy of of ¢yul
Apparently there is no authority for this use of odx &kpwa.: odx €,
as Lightfoot points out, is not strictly analogous. Accordingly,
we must preserve the connexion suitable to the order of the
words ; ‘I did not think fit to know anything’ He did not
regard it as his business to know more. Ellicott remarks that
“the meaning is practically the same”: but we must not give to
a satisfactory meaning the support of unsatisfactory grammar,

7. eidévar. Not quite in the sense of éppoxérar 7 (viil. 2),
‘to know something,’ as Evans here. In that case el psj would
mean ‘but only.” But n simply means ‘anything’ whatever.
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’Inooiv Xpiorér. As in i 1; contrasti. 23. In the Epistles
of this date, Xpiworés still designates primarily the Office; ‘Jesus,
the Anointed One, and that (not as King in His glory, but)—
crucified.’

kal ToiTov éotavpwpévor. The force of xai rotrov is definitely
to specify the point on which, in preaching Jesus Christ, stress
was laid (6 Adyos 7. orovpod, i. 18), the effect being that of a
climax. The Apostle regards the Person and Work of Jesus
the Messiah as comprising in essence the whole Gospel, and
the Crucifixion, which with him involves the Resurrection, as
the turning-point of any preaching of his work, This most vital
point must not be forgotten when considering 2. 6 f. below.

¢ eldévar (BCP 17) is to be preferred to eldéyar 7t (NAD3FGL).
DAL ins. 7ol before elsévat 7.

8. xéyd. He now gives the positive side—in what fashion he
did come (3—5). Asin v. 1, the éyé is emphatic; but here the
emphasis is one of contrast. ‘Although I was the vehicle of
God’s power (i. 18, ii. 4, 5), I not only eschewed all affectation
of cleverness or grandiloquence, but I went to the opposite
extreme of diffidence and nervous self-effacement. Others in my
place might bave been bolder, but I personally was as I say.’
Or else we may take 2. 3 as beginning again at the same point
as 2. 1; as if the Apostle had been interrupted after dictating
7. 2, and had then begun afresh. Lightfoot regards «xdyd as
simply an emphatic repetition, citing Juvenal i. 15, 16, Ef nos
ergo manum ferulae subduximus, et nos Consilium dedimus
Sullae.

év dobevelq. Cf. 2 Cor. xi. 29, xil. 10. The sense is general,
but may include his unimpressive presence (2 Cor. x. 10) and
shyness in venturing unaccompanied into strange surroundings
(cf. Acts xvii. 15, xviil. 5), coupled with anxiety as to the tidings
which Timothy and Silvanus might bring (cf. 2 Cor. ii. 13).
There was also the thought of the appalling wickedness of
Corinth, of his poor success at Athens, and of the deadly hostility
of the Jews to the infant Church of Thessalonica (Acts xvii. s,
13). Possibly the malady which had led to his first preaching
in Galatia (Gal. iv. 13) was upon him once more. If this was
epilepsy, or malarial fever (Ramsay), it might well be the recurrent
trouble which he calls a ‘thorn for the flesh’ (2 Cor. xii. 7).

év $p6Bo xai év Tpépp oM. We have ¢pdfos and Tpdpos com-
bined in 2z Cor. vii. 15; Phil. ii. 12; Eph. vi. 5. The physical
manifestation of distress is a climax. St Paul rarely broke new
ground without companions, and to face new hearers required
an effort for which he had to brace himself. But it was not the
Gospel which he had to preach that made him tremble: he was
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‘ not ashamed’ of that (Rom. i. 16). Nor was it fear of personal
danger. It was rather “a trembling anxiety to perform a duty.”
In Eph. vi. 5, slaves are told to obey their masters perd ¢péfBov «.
Tpdpov, which means with that conscientious anxiety that is
opposed to dpfarpodovria (Conybeare and Howson).* No
other N.T. writer has this combination of ¢4Bos and 7pdpuos.
Some MSS. omit the second &.

éyerdpny wpds dpds. These words are probably to be taken
together, exactly as in xvi. 10; ‘I was with you” The sense of
becoming in the verb, and of movement in the preposition, is
attenuated. ¢ My oisif to you was in weakness,’ preserves both
the shade of meaning and the force of the tense. Cf. 2 John 12;
1 Thess. ii. 7, 10.

4. xai & Ndyos pov. See on i. 5, 17. Various explanations
have been given of the difference between Adyos and xijpvypa,
and it is clear that to make the former ‘private conversation,’
and the latter ¢ public preaching,’ is not satisfactory. Nor is the
one the delivery of the message and the other the substance of
it: see oni. 21. More probably, 6 Aéyos looks back to i. 18,
and means the Gospel which the Apostle preached, while
xjpvype is the act of proclamation, viewed, not as a process
(«ijpvtss), but as a whole. Cf. 2 Tim. iv. 17.

odx év mlots oodias Aéyots. The singular word més or
wrefds, which is found nowhere else, is the equivalent of the
classical mfavds, which Josephus (A4nf. viL ix. 1) uses of the
plausible words of the lying prophet of 1 Kings xiii. The only
exact parallel to mifds or wefds from weifo is $dés or pedds from
¢eidopar, and in both cases the spelling with a diphthong seems
to be incorrect (WH. App. p. 153). The rarity of the word has
produced confusion in the text. Some cursives and Latin
witnesses support a reading which is found in Origen and in
Eus. Pracp. Evang. i. 3., év mefoi [dvfpumivys] coplas Aéywv, in
persuasione sapientiae [humanae) verbi, or sermones for sermonis ;
where weufot is the dat. of mafd.  From this, & mefol sodlas
has been conjectured as the original reading; but the evidence
of 8 A B CD EL P for é& mifois or weflots is decisive ; + and while
codlas Aéyors almost certainly is genuine, dvBpumivys almost
certainly is not, except as interpretation.

The meaning is that the false oodla, the cleverness of the
rhetorician, which the Apostle is disclaiming and combating

* Three times in Acts (xviii. 9, xxiii. 11, xxvii. 24) St Paul receives en-
couragement from the Lord. There was something in his temperament which
needed this. In Corinth the vision assured him that his work was approved
and would succeed. He not only m:ight work, he must do so (ix. 16).

It is remarkable that the word has not been adopted by ecclesiastical
writers, :
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throughout this passage, was specially directed to the art of
persuasion: cf. mifavoroyia (Col. ii. 4).

dwodelter. Not elsewhere in N.T. It has two very different
meanings: (1) ‘display’ or ‘showing off’ (cf. iv. 9 and Luke
i. 80), and (2) ‘demonstration’ in the sense of ‘stringent proof.’
The latter is the meaning here. Aristotle distinguishes it from
ovMoywopds.  The latter proves that a certain conclusion follows
from given premises, which may or may not be true. In dnd-
Seifis the premises are known to be true, and therefore the
conclusion is not only logical, but certainly true. In ZEzk. Nie.
I iii. 4 we are told that to demand rigid demonstrations (dmo-
Seies) from a rhetorician is as unreasonable as to allow a
mathematician to deal in mere plausibilities. Cf. Plato Pkaed.
77 C, Theaet. 162 E.* St Paul is not dealing with scientific
certainty: but he claims that the certitude of religious truth
to the believer in the Gospel is as complete and as ‘ objective’
—equal in degree, though different in kind—as the certitude of
scientific truth to the scientific mind. Mere human oodia may
dazzle and overwhelm and seem to be unanswerable, but assensum
constringit non res ; it does not penetrate to those depths of the
soul which are the seat of the decisions of a lifetime. The
Stoics used arodeafes in this sense.

wvedpatos kai duvdpews. See on i 18. The demonstration
is that which is wrought by God’s power, especially His power
to save man and give a new direction to his life, As it is all
from God, why make a party-hero of the human instrument?
Some Greek Fathers suppose that miracle-working power is
meant, which is an idea remote from the context. Origen
refers wmvedparos to the O.T. prophecies, and dvvduews to the
N.T. miracles, thus approximating to the merely philosophic
sense of dmddefis. And if dwwdpews means God’s power, mver-
patos will mean His Spirit, the Holy Spirit. The article is
omitted as in #. 13 (cf. Gal. v. 16 and Phil. ii. 1 with 2 Cor.
xiii. 13). See Ellicott ad /oc. The genitives are either sub-
jective, ‘demonstration proceeding from and wrought by the
Spirit and power of God,’ or qualifying, ‘demonstration con-
sisting in the spirit and power of God,” as distinct from per-
suasion produced by mere cleverness, The sense of mvedparos
is well given by Theophylact: dppjre Ton Tpéme miorw évemola
Tols dxoovow. For the general sense see 1 Thess. i. 5 and
. 13; ‘our Gospel came not in word only, but also in power
and in the Holy Spirit’; and ‘ye accepted it not as the word
of men, but, as it is in truth, the word of God, which also

* In papyri, dwédeifis is used of official evidence or proof. Bachmann

q;l)otes; dwédefr Bods Tob éwloTacBau lepariki ypdupara (Tebt. Pap. ii. 291,
41).
3
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worketh in you that believe.” St Paul’s appeal is to the strong
conviction and deep practical power of the Gospel. Not that
strong conviction is incompatible with error: there is such
a thing as &épyea whdas, causing men to believe what is false
(2 Thess, ii. 11); but the false godila engenders no depth of
conviction. Lightfoot quotes Longinus, who describes St Paul
as wpbrov . . . wpoiorduevov S8oyparos dvarodelxTov — meaning
philosophic proof, whereas St Paul is asserting a proof different
in kind. “It was moral, not verbal [nor scientific] demonstra-
tion at which he aimed.” This epistle is proof of that.

drbpurivrns (REACLP, Copt. AV.) before sopias is rejected by all

editors,

8. wa This expresses, either the purpose of God, in so
ordering the Apostle’s preaching (Theodoret), or that of the
Apostle himself. The latter suits the &pwe of 2. 2; but the
former best matches the thought of . 4, and may be preferred
(Meyer, Ellicott). The verse is co-ordinate with i. 31, but
rises to a higher plane, for mioris is more intimately Christian
than the xavymois of the O.T. quotation.

ph 1] & oodia évfpdmwv. The preposition marks the medium
or sphere in which faith has its root: cf. é& rodre moTeloper
(John xvi. 30). We often express the same idea by ‘depend
on’ rather than by ‘rooted in’; ‘that your faith may not
depend upon wisdom of men, but upon power of God.” What
depends upon a clever argument is at the mercy of a cleverer
argument. Faith, which is at its root personal trust, springs
from the vital contact of human personality with divine. Its
affirmations are no mere abstract statements, but comprise the
experience of personal deliverance ; olda yip ¢ werioreuka (2 Tim.
i. 12). Here the negative statement is emphasized.

(ii.) IT. 6-III. 4. The True Wisdom.
1. 6-13. ZThe True Wisdom described.

To mature Christians we Apostles preack the Divine
Wisdom, which God has revealed to us by His Spirit.

6Not that as preachers of the Gospel we ignore wisdom :
when we are among those whose faith is ripe, we impart it
But it is not a wisdom that is possessed by this age; no,
nor yet by the leaders of this age, whose influence is destined
soon to decline. 7On the contrary, what we impart is the
Wisdom of God, a mystery hitherto kept secret, which God
ordained from before all time for our eternal salvation. 8Of
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this wisdom no one of the leaders of this age has ever acquired
knowledge, for if any had done so, they would never have
crucified the Lord whose essential attribute is glory. 9But,
so far from any of them knowing this wisdom, what stands
written in Scripture is exactly true about them, Things
which eye saw not, and ear heard not, and which entered
not into the heart of man,—whatsoever things God prepared
for them that love Him. !°But to us, who are preachers of
His Gospel, God has unveiled these mysteries through the
operation of His Spirit; for His Spirit can explore all things,
even the deep mysteries of the Divine Nature and Will. 11We
can understand this a little from our own experience. What
human being knows the inmost thoughts of a man, except
the man’s own spirit within him? Just so no one has attained
to knowledge of the inmost thoughts of God, except God’s own
Spirit. 2Yet what we received was not the spirit which
animates and guides the non-Christian world, but its opposite,
the Spirit which proceeds from God, given to us that we may
appreciate the benefits lavished upon us by God. 13 And what
He has revealed to us we teach, not in choice words taught
by the rhetoric of the schools, but in words taught by the
Spirit, matching spiritual truth with spiritual language.

8. Zopiar 8¢ Nahotiper. The germ of the following passage is
in i. 24, 3o: Christ crucified is to the xAyrol the wisdom of
God. This is the guiding thought to be borne in mind in
discussing St Paul’s conception of the true wisdom.* There
are two points respecting Aadoduev. Firstly, St Paul includes
others with himself, not only his immediate fellow workers,
but the Apostolic body as a whole (xv. 11). Secondly, the
verb means simply ‘utter’: it must not be pressed to denote
a kind of utterance distinct from Adyos and «ijpvypa (2. 4),
such as private conversation.

&v rots rekelos. It is just possible that there is here an
allusion to the technical language of mystical initiation; but,
if so, it is quite subordinate. By ré\etor St Paul means the
mature or full-grown Christians, as contrasted with wjrwo (iii. 1).$
The word is used again xiv. 20; Phil. iii. 15; Eph. iv. 13.
Those who had attained to the fulness of Christian experience

* See ch. x. in Chadwick, Pastoral Teaching, pPp- 356 f., and note the
emphatic position of sogiar.

1 This sense is frequent in papyri and elsewhere. ‘Initiated’ would be
TereNesuévon,
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would know that his teaching was really philosophy of the
highest kind. The é& means, not merely ‘in the opinion of;’
but literally ‘among,’ 7z consessu ; ‘in such a circle’ the Apostle
utters true wisdom.

It is quite clear that St Paul distinguishes two classes of
hearers, and that both of them are distinct from the droAAipevo
of i. 18, or the Jews and Greeks of i. 22, 23. On the one
hand, there are the ré\etor, whom he calls lower down wvevpa-
Twcol (. 13-iii. 1); on the other hand, there is the anomalous
class of odpxwoy, who are babes in Christ. Ideally, all Chris
tians, as such, are wvevparwcol (xii. 3r; Gal iii. 2, 5; Rom.
viil. 9, 15, 26). But practically, many Christians need to be
treated as (s, iil. 1), and to all intents are, odpxwor, vifmeor,
Yuxweol (2. 14), even oapxixol (iii. 3). The work of the Apostle
has as its aim the raising of all such imperfect Christians to
the normal and ideal standard; va wapasricoper mdvra dvlpw-
wov Tékeov &v Xpiord (Col. 1. 28, where see Lightfoot). St Paul’s
thought, therefore, seems to be radically different from that
which is ascribed to Pythagoras, who is said to have divided
his disciples into Té\ewo and wjmo. It is certainly different
from that of the Gnostics, who erected a strong barrier between
the initiated (ré\ewor) and the average Christians (Juxeol).
There are clear traces of this Gnostic distinction between
esoteric and exoteric Christians in the school of Alexandria
(Eus. A.E. v. xi.), and a residual distinction survives in the
ecclesiastical instinct of later times (Ritschl, Fides Implicita).
The vital difference is this: St Paul, with all true teachers,
recognizes the principle of gradations. He does not expect
the beginner at once to equal the Christian of ripe experience;
nor does he expect the Gospel to level all the innumerable
diversities of mental and moral capacity (viii. 7, xii. 12-27;
Rom. xiv.). But, although gradations of classes among Christians
must be allowed, there must be no differences of caste. The
‘wisdom’ is open -to all; and all, in their several ways, are
capable of it, and are to be trained to receive it. So far as
the Church, in any region or in any age, is content to leave
any class in permanent nonage, reserving spiritual understanding
for any caste, learned, or official, or other,—so far the Apostolic
charge has been left unfulfilled and the Apostolic ideal has
been abandoned.

The 8¢ is explanatory and corrective; ‘Now by wisdom I
mean, not,’ etc,

tol aldvos Todrou. See on i. zo.

olde 7dv dpxdrror. It is quite evident from #. 8 that the
dpxovres are those who took part in the Crucifixion of the Lord
of Glory. They, therefore, primarily include the rulers of the
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Jews. Peter says, kal viv, d8eXol, olda 81i katd dyvotav émpdfare,
domep kai oi Gpxovres tpdv (Acts iii. 17); and if St Luke is
responsible for the form in which this speech is reported, the
words may be regarded as the earliest commentary on our
passage. But Pilate also was a party to the crime: and ‘the
rulers of this dispensation’ includes all, as well ecclesiastical
as civil.

Some Fathers and early writers, from Marcion (Tert. Marc.
v. 6) downwards, understand the dpxovres 1ol aiivos TovrTov to
mean demons: cf. koopokpdropas Tov okdrovs Tob aldvos Tovrow
(Eph. vi. 12). Perhaps this idea exists already in Ignatius;
afev Tov dpyovra [r. aibwos] Tovrov . . . 6 fdvaros Tob Kuplov.
See Thackeray, Tke Relation of St Paul to Contemporary Jewisk
Thought, pp. 156f, 230n. But this interpretation is wholly
incompatible with ». 8, as also is the very perverse suggestion
of Schmiedel that St Paul refers to Angels, whose rule over
certain departments in God’s government of the world belongs
only to this dispensation, and ceases with it (karapyovpévev),
and who are unable to see into the mysteries of redemption
(Gal. iit. 19; 1 Pet. i. 12). See Abbott, Trke Son of Man, p. 5.

Tdv katapyoupévwr. See on i. 28. The force of the present
tense is ‘axiomatic.” These rulers and their function belong to
the sphere of wpdoxaipa (vii. 31 ; 2 Cor. iv. 18), and are destined
to vanish in the dawn of the Kingdom of God. So far as the
Kingdom is come, they are gone. Vet they have their place
and function in relation to the world in which we have our
present station and duties (vii. 2o, 24, 31), until all ¢ pass away into
nothingness.’

7. &\\& haholper. The verb is repeated for emphasis with
the fully adversative é\Ad (Rom. viii. 15; Phil. iv. 17); ‘But
what we do utter is,” etc.

©cod gopiar. The @eov 1s very emphatic, as the context
demands, and nearly.every uncial has the words in this order.
To read ooglav ®eot (L) mars the sense.

& puompiv. We may connect this with Aalobper, to charac-
terize the manner of communication, as we say, ‘to speak iz a
whisper,” or to characterize its effect—* while declaring a mystery.’
Or we may connect with cogiav: and this is better, in spite of
the absence of mjy before év pvorpiw (see Lightfoot on 1 Thess.
L 1). The ‘wisdom’ is é& pvornpiw, because it has been for
so long a secret, although now made known to all who can
receive it, the dycot (Col. i. 26) and «Ayrof,

Assuming that papripiov is the right reading in v. 1, we
have here almost the earliest use of pvorjpiov in N.T. (2 Thess.
1. 7 1s the earliest). See J. A. Robinson, Ephesians, pp. 234240,
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for a full discussion of the use of the word in N.T., also Westcott,
Ephesians, pp. 180-182.

v dmoxexpuppévnv. For the sense see Eph. iii. 5; Col.i. 26;
Rom. xvi. 25. The words are explanatory of é& pvorygplp. The
wisdom of God had been hidden even from prophets and
saints (Luke x. 24), until the fulness of time: now it is made
manifest. But it remains hidden from those who are not pre-
pared to receive it; e.g. from Jews (2 Cor. iii. 14) and the
aroAlpevor generally (2 Cor. iv. 3—6). This contrast is followed
up in gv. 8-16.

fiv mpodpoev & ©eds. To be taken directly with the words
that follow, without supplying dwoxaAvar or any similar link.
The “wisdom’ is ¢ Christ crucified’ (i. 18—24), fore-ordained by
God (Acts iv. 28; Eph. iii. 11) for the salvation of men. It was
no afterthought or change of plan, as Theodoret remarks, but was
fore-ordained dvwfer xai é€ dpxis.

elg Séfav Apdv. Our efernal glory, or complete salvation
(2 Cor.iv. 17; Rom. viii. 18, 21, etc.). From meaning ¢ opinion,’
and hence ¢ public repute,’ ‘ praise,’ or ‘ honour,” 8sfa acquires in
many passages the peculiarly Biblical sense of ¢splendour,’
‘brightness,” ‘glory.” This ‘ glory’ is used sometimes of physical
splendour, sometimes of special ¢ excellence ’ and ‘ pre-eminency’;
or again of ‘majesty,’ denoting the unique glory of God, the
sum-total either of His incommunicable attributes, or of those
which belong to Christ. In reference to Christ, the glory may
be either that of His pre-incarnate existence in the Godhead,
or of His exaltation through Death and Resurrection, at God’s
right hand.

It is on this sense of the word that is based its eschatological
sense, denoting the final state of the redeemed. Excepting
Heb. ii. 1o and 1 Pet. v. 1, this eschatological sense is almost
peculiar to St Paul and is characteristic of him (xv. 43; 1 Thess.
i, 12; 2 Thess. ii. 14; Rom. v. z; Phil. iii. 21, etc.). This
state of the redeemed, closely corresponding to ‘the Kingdom
of God,’ is called ‘the glory of God,’ because as God’s adopted
sons they share in the glory of the exalted Christ, which consists
in fellowship with God. This ‘glory’ may be said to be enjoyed
in this life in so far as we are partakers of the Spirit who is the
‘earnest’ (4ppafdv) of our full inheritance (z Cor. i. 22, v. 5;
Eph. i 14; cf. Rom. viii. 23). But the eschatological sense is
primary and determinant in the class of passages to which the
present text belongs, and this fact is of importance.

What is the wisdom of which the Apostle is speaking? Does
he mean a special and esoteric doctrine reserved for a select
body of the initiated (rékeior)? Or does he mean the Gospel,
‘the word of the Cross,” as it is apprehended, not by babes in
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Christ, but by Christians of full growth? Some weighty con-
siderations suggest the former view, which is adopted by Clement,
Origen, Meyer, and others ; especially the clear distinction made
in iii. 1, 2 between the ydAa and the Bpdua, coupled with the
right meaning of & in . 6. On the other hand, the frequent
assertions (i. 18, 24, 30) that Christ crucified is the Power and
Wisdom of God, coupled with the fact that this Wisdom was
‘fore-ordained for our salvation’ (see also odgar in i 21), seem
to demand the equation of the wisdom uttered by the Apostle
with the pwpla Tob kypvyparos, and the equation of @eod codlav
in ii. 7 with @eod gogiar in i. 24 (cf. i. 30). These considera-
tions seem to be decisive, With Heinrici, Edwards, and others,
we conclude that St Paul’s ‘wisdom’ is the Gospel, simply.
With this Chrysostom agrees; gogiay Aéyer 76 xijpvypa xkai Tov
Tpéwov Tijs gwTypias, T0 81k ToV oTavpol cuwlivar Telelovs 8 Tovs
TWETIGTEVKOTAS.

But the ydAa and the Bpdpa of iil. 2, and the distinction
between réietor and wijwor év Xpiord, must be satisfied. The
Té\ewoc are able to follow the ‘unsearchable riches of Christ’ and
* manifold wisdom of God’ (Eph. iii. 8, 10) into regions of
spiritual insight, and into questions of practical import, to which
vimot cannot at present rise, But they may rise, and with
proper nurture and experience will rise. There is no bar to
their progress.

The ‘wisdom of God,’ therefore, comprises primarily Christ
and Him crucified ; the preparation for Christ as regards Jew and
Gentile ; the great mystery of the call of the Gentiles and the ap-
parent rejection of the Jews; the justification of man and the
principles of the Christian life ; and (the thought dominant in the
immediate context) the consummation of Christ’s work in the 8¢¢a
#udv. The Epistle to the Romans, which is an unfolding of the
thought of 1 Cor. i. 24-31, is St Paul’s completest utterance of this
wisdom. It is Bpdpa, while our Epistle is occupied with things
answering to ydAa, although we see how the latter naturally leads
on into the range of deeper problems (xiii, xv.). But there is
no thought here, or in Romans, or anywhere in St Paul’s writings,
of a disciplina arcani or body of esoteric doctrine. The Bpiua
is meant for all, and all are expected to grow into fitness for it
(see Lightfoot on Col. i. 26 f.) ; and the form of the Gospel (ii. 2)
contains the whole of it in germ.

_ 8. fvoiBeis. .. &ruxer. The fv must refer to cogiay, ¢ which
wisdom none of the rulers of this world hath discerned.’

€i ydp. Parenthetical confirmation of the previous statement.

‘ Had they discerned, as they did not, they would not have cruci-

fied, as they did.” It is manifest from this that the dpxovres are



40 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [IL 8,9

neither demons nor angels, but the rulers who took part in
crucifying the Christ. .

70y Kbprov Tis Bofds. Cf. Jas. ii. 1; Eph. i. 17; Acts vii. 2;
also Ps, xxiv. 7; Heb. ix. 5. The genitive is qualifying, but the
attributive force is strongly emphatic, bringing out the contrast
between the indignity of the Cross (Heb. xii. 2) and the majesty
of the Victim (Luke xxii. 69, xxiii. 43).*

9. &\\d. “On the contrary (so far from any, even among the
great ones of this world, knowing this wisdom, the event was)
just as it stands written.” There is no difficulty in understanding
yéyovey, or some such word, with kafds yéyparrar. But the con-
struction can be explained otherwise, and perhaps better. See
below, and on i. 1g.

& d¢pOakpds odk eldev. The relative is co-ordinate with #» in
v. 8, refers to ogogla, and therefore is indirectly governed by
Aadoduer in 2. 7 (so Heinrici, Meyer, Schmiedel). It might (so
Evans) be governed by dmexdAvyer, if we read 9uiv 6¢ and take
2. 10 as an apodosis. But this is awkward, especially as & does
not precede xafos yéyparrar. The only grammatical irregularity
which it is necessary to acknowledge is that & serves first as an
accusative governed by eldev and #jxovoev, then as nominative to
dvéBy, and once more in apposition to dea (or d) in the accus-
ative. Such an anacoluthon is not at all violent.

émt xapdiav . . . obk &véBn. Cf. Acts vii. 23; Isa. Ixv. 17;
Jer. iii. 16, etc. ‘Heart’ in the Bible includes the mind, as
here, Rom. i. 21, x. 6, etc.

d0a. In richness and scale they exceed sense and thought
(John xiv. 2).

froipacer. Here only does St Paul use the verb of God.
When 1t is so used, it refers to the blessings of fnal glory, with
(Luke ii. 31) or without (Matt. xx. 23, xxv. 34; Mark x. 40; Heb.
xi. 16) inciuding present grace; or else to the miseries of final
punishment (Matt. xxv. 41). See note on 86fe, v. 7. The ana-
logy of N.T. language, and the dominant thought of the context
here, compel us to find the primary reference in the consumma-
tion of final blessedness. See Aug. De catech. rud. 27 ; Const.
Apost. VIL xxxii. 2; with Irenaeus, Cyprian, Clement of Alex-
andria and Origen. This does not exclude, but rather carries
with it, the thought of ‘present insight into Divine things’
(Edwards). See on 7. 10, and last note on 2. 7.

* Crux servorum supplicium. Eo Dominum gloriae affecerunt (Beng.).
“The levity of philosophers in rejecting the cross was only surpassed by
the stupidity of politicians in inflicting it > (Findlay). The placing of 7. «. 7.
86¢ns between ok dv and the verb throws emphasis on the words ; ¢ they would
never have crucified ¢he Lord of Glory’: cf. Leb. iv. 8, viii. 7 (Al:bot, Jokan-
nine Gr., 2566).
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T0ls dyamdow adrédv. See Rom. viii. 28-30. Clement of
Rome (Cor. 34), in quoting this passage, restores rots dwopévovorw
from Isa. Ixiv. 4 in place of rois dyardow. This seems to show
that he regards the xafds yéyparrar as introducing a quotation
from Isaiah.

We ought possibly to read 8doa #rolpasey with A B C, Clem-Rom.
But & #rolpager is strongly supported (X D E F G L P, Clem-Alex. Orig.
Polyc-Mart.). Vulg, has guse with defgr.

The much debated question of the source of St Paul’s quota-
tion must be solved within the limits imposed by his use of kafms
yéyparrar. See on i. 19 and 31. The Apostle unquestionably
intends to quote Canonical Scripture. Either, then, he actually
does so, or he unintentionally (Meyer) slips into a citation from
some other source. The only passages of the O.T. which come
into consideration are three from Isaiah, (1) lxiv. 4, dmd Tod
aldvos obk frovoapmev ovde of Spblarpol uiv eldov Pedy
wAnv gob xai Ta épya oob, & moujoes Tois Vmopévovaw Exeov (Heb.
‘ From éternity they have not heard, they have not hearkened,
neither hath eye seen, a God save Thee, who shall do gloriously
for him that awaiteth Him’). (2) Ixv. 17, xal ob py émérfy
abrov émi ™y kap8iav (observe the context). Also (3) lii. 15,
as quoted Rom. xv. 21, a passage very slightly to the purpose.
The first of these three passages is the one that is nearest to the
present quotation. Its general sense is, ‘ The only living God,
who, from the beginning of the world, has proved Himself to be
such by helping all who trust in His mercy, is Jehovah’; and it
must be admitted that, although germane, it is not very close to
St Paul’s meaning here. But we must remember that St Paul
quotes with great freedom, often compounding different passages
and altering words to suit his purpose. Consider the quotations
in i. 19, 20, 31, and in Rom. ix. 27, 29, and especially in Rom.
ix. 33, x. 6, 8, 15. Freedom of quotation is a vera causa; and
if there are degrees of freedom, an extreme point will be found
somewhere. With the possible exception of the doubtful case
in Eph. v. 14, it is probable that we reach an extreme point here.
This view is confirmed by the fact that Clement of Rome, in the
earliest extant quotation from our present passage, goes back to
the LXX of Isa. Ixiv. 4, which is evidence that he regarded that
to be the source of St Paul's quotation. At the very least, it
proves that Clement felt that there was resemblance between
1 Cor. ii. 9 and Isa. Ixiv. 4.

Of other solutions, the most popular has been that of Origen
(fn Mazt. xxvii. ) ; in nullo regulari libro hoc positum invenitur,
nisi in Secretis Eliae Prophetae. Qrigen was followed by others,
but was warmly contradicted by Jerome (in Zsai. Ixiv. 4 : see also
Prol. in Gen. ix. and Ep. lvii. [ci.] 7), who nevertheless allows
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that the passage occurs not only in the Apocalypse of Elias, but
also in the Ascension of Esaias. This, however, by no means
proves that the Apostle quotes from either book ; for the writers
of those books may both of them be quoting from him. Indeed,
it is fairly certain that this is true of the Apocalypse of Elias;
unless we reject the testimony of Epiphanius (Haer. xlii.), who
says that this Apocalypse also contains the passage in Eph. v. 14,
which (if St Paul quotes it without adaptation) is certainly from
a Christian source. And there is no good reason for doubting
the statement of Epiphanius. The Apocalypse of Elias, if it
existed at all before St Paul’s time, would be sure to be edited
by Christian copyists, who, as in the case of many other apoca-
lyptic writings, inserted quotations from N.T. books, especially
from passages like the present one. The Ascension of Esaias,
as quoted by Epiphanius (Ixvii. 3), was certainly Christianized,
for it contained allusions to the Holy Trinity. It is probably
identical with the Ascension and Vision of Isaiah, published by
Laurence in an Ethiopic, and by Gieseler in a Latin, version.
The latter (xi. 34) contains our passage, and was doubtless the
one known to Jerome; the Ethiopic, though Christian, does not
contain it. See Tisserant, Ascension d’Isaie, p. 211.

On the whole, therefore, we have decisive ground for regard-
ing our passage as the source whence these Christian or Chris-
tianized apocrypha derived their quotation, and not vice persa.
Still more strongly does this hold good of the paradox of *over-
sanguine liturgiologists” (Lightfoot), who would see in our
passage a quotation from the Liturgy of St James, a document
of the Gentile Church of Aelia far later than Hadrian, and full
of quotations from the N.T.*

Resch, also over-sanguine, claims the passage for his col-
lection of Agrapia, or lost Sayings of our Lord, but on no
grounds which call for discussion here.

Without, therefore, denying that St Paul, like other N.T.
writers, might quote a non-canonical book, we conclude with
Clement of Rome and Jerome, that he meant to quote, and
actually does quote—very freely and with reminiscence of Ixv. 17
—from Isa. Ixiv. 4. He may, as Origen saw, be quoting from
a lost Greek version which was textually nearer to our passage
than the Septuagint is, but such an hypothesis is at best only a
guess, and, in view of St Paul’s habitual freedom, it is not a very
helpful guess.

The above view, which is substantially that of the majority of
modern commentators, including Ellicott, Edwards, and Lightfoot

* Lightfoot, S. Clement of Rome, 1. };\? 389f., 11. pp. 106 f. ; Hammond,

C

{1turgies Eastern and Western, p. x. ither Origen nor Jerome know of
any liturgical source.
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(to whose note this discussion has special obligations) is rejected
by Meyer-Heinr., Schmiedel, and some others, who think that St
Paul, perhaps per incuriam, quotes one of the apocryphal writings
referred to above. It has been shown already that this hypo-
thesis is untenable. For further discussion, see Lightfoot,
S. Clement of Rome, 1. p. 390, and on Clem. Rom. Cor. 34;
Resch, Agrapka, pp. 102, 154, 281 ; Thackeray, St Paul and
Contemporary Jewisk Thought, pp. 240f. On the seemingly
hostile reference of Hegesippus to this verse, see Lightfoot’s
last note 1 loc.

These two verses (g, 10) give a far higher idea of the future
revelation than is found in Jewish apocalyptic writings, which
deal rather with marvels than with the unveiling of spiritual
truth. See Hastings, DB. iv. pp. 186, 187; Schiirer, /. P, 1L
iii. pp. 129-132; Ency. Bib. i, 210,

10. #piv ydp. Reason why we can utter things hidden from
eye, ear, and mind of man: ‘Because to #s God, through the
Spirit, unveiled them,’ or, ‘For to us they were revealed by God
through the Spirit.” The suiv follows hard upon and interprets
Tols dyardow abréy, just as fuilv on Tots cwlopévos (i. 18): cf.
Hptv in i. 30 and fpudv in ii. 7. The Huiv is in emphatic contrast
to ‘the rulers of this world’ who do not know (. 8). God
reveals His glory, through His Spirit, to those for whom it is
prepared. See note on 2. 7; also Eph. &. 14, 17; 2 Cor. i. 22.

If 8¢ be read instead of ydp, we must either adopt the awkward
construction of & d¢pfaruds x.7.A. advocated by Evans and rejected
above, or else, with Ellicott, make 8¢ introduce a second and
supplementary contrast (co-ordinate with, but more general than,
that introduced by &Md in 2. ¢) to the ignorance of the
dpxovres in 2. 8. On the whole, the “latent inferiority ” of the
reading 8¢ is fairly clear.

émexdhuyev. The aorist points to a definite time when the
revelation took place, viz. to the entry of the Gospel into the
world.* Compare the aorists in Col. i. 26 ; Eph. iil. s,

70 yop nwvebpa. Explanatory of 8 7ob mvedparos. The owld-
uevo, and the dyandvres Tov @edv possess the Spirit, who has, and
gives access to, the secrets of God.

épavvg. The Alexandrian form of épewvd (T.R.). The word
does not here mean ‘searcheth in order to know,’ any more than
it means this when it is said that God searches the heart of man
(Rom. viii. 27; Rev. ii. 23; Ps. cxxxix. 1). It expresses “the

* Is it true that “‘revelation is distinguished from ordinary spiritual in-
fAuences by its suddenness”?  May there not be a gradual unveiling? Revela-

tion implies that, without special aid from God, the truth in question would

not have been discovered. Human ability and research would not have
sufficed.
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activity of divine knowledge ” (Edwards) ; or rather, it expresses
the activity of the Spirit in throwing His light upon the deep
things of God, for those in whom He dwells. Serutatur omnia,
non gquia nescit, ut inveniat, sed quia nikil relinquit quod nescial
(Atto). For the form see Gregory, Prolegomena to Tisch.,
p- 81.

1& Bdby. Cf. 'Q Bdfos mhovtov xai gopias xai yvdorews eod
(Rom. xi. 33), and contrast ra Baféa Tod Sarava, és Aéyovow (Rev.
il. 24).*

i ydp (B and several cursives, Sah. Copt., Clem-Alex, Bas,) seems to
be preferable to #uv 3¢ (NACDEF G L P, Vulg., Syrr. Arm. Aeth,,
Orig.), but the external evidence for the latter is very strong. Certainl
drexdAvyer 8 Ocbs (RABCDEFGP, Vulg, Copt. Arm. Aeth.) is

preferable to 6 O¢ds dm. (L, Sah. Orig.). After wredparos, *DEFGL,
Vulg. Syrr. Sah. Arm, Aeth., AV. add adref. R* A BC, Copt. RV. omit,

11. 7is yap oidev dvlpdmwwyv. This verse, taken as a whole,
confirms the second clause of #. 10, and thereby further explains
the words 8w Tod mvedparos. The words dvfpdrwy and dvbpdmov,
repeated, are emphatic, the argument being a minori ad majus.
Even a human being has within him secrets of his own, which
no human being whatever can penetrate, but only his own spirit.
How much more is this true of God! The language here
recalls Prov. xx. 27, ¢pds Kvplov mvoy) dvfpdmwv, 8s épavvd Tapetn
xotdlas. Cf. Jer. xvii. 9, 10. The question does not mean that
nothing about God can be known ; it means that what is known
is known through His Spirit (2. 10).

13 100 dvfpdmou. The personal memories, reflexions, motives,
etc., of any individual human being; all the thoughts of which
he is conscious (iv. 4).

76 nveipa 1o dvp. 70 & ad7g. The word wvebpa is here used,
asinv. 5, vii. 34; 2 Cor. vii. 1; 1 Thess. v. 23, in the purely
psychological sense, to denote an element in the natural con-
stitution of every human being. This sense, if we carefully
separate all passages where it may stand for the spirit of man as
touched by the Spirit of God, is not very frequent in Paul. See
below on 2. 14 for the relation of wvelpa to Y.

olrws kai k... It is here that the whole weight of the state-
ment lies.

&yvuxev. This seems to be purposely substituted for the
weaker and more general olSev. For the contrast between the
two see 2 Cor. v. 16; 1 John ii. 29. “The &vorer seems to
place 7d 7o ®eov a degree more out of reach than ol8ev does &
70V dvfpdmov ” (Lightfoot, whose note, with its illustrations from
1 John, should be consulted). This passage is a locus classicus

* Clem. Rom. (Cor. 40) has wpodihww olv Huiv vrwr TovTwr, xau éyxexv
pbres els & Bdly Tis Oelas yrioews.
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for the Divinity, as Rom. viii. 26, 27 is for the Personality, of the
Holy Spirit.

e ph. ‘But only, as in Gal i 7, and (probably) i. 19;
cf. ii. 16.

16 mvelpa 100 Oeol. St Paul does not add 76 év adrg, which
would have suggested a closer analogy between the relation of
man’s spirit to man and that of God’s Spirit to God than the
argument requires, and than the Apostle would hold to exist.

A 17, Ath. Cyr-Alex. omit dvfpdrwr. F G omit the second roif dvfpu-
mov. F G have &ww, while L has older, for &yvoxer (RABCDEP,
Vulg. cognovit),

12. fipets 3¢ See on fpiv in 2. 10: ‘we Christians.’

o 7& wrebpa Tod xéopov . . . d&ANd. An interjected negative
clause, added to give more force to the positive statement that
follows, as in Rom. viii. 15. What does St Paul mean by ‘the
spirit of the world’?

(1) Meyer, Evans, Edwards, and others understand it of
Satan, or the spirit of Satan, the xdoumos being “a system of
organized evil, with its own principles and its own laws ” (Evans):
see Eph. ii. 2, vi. 11; John xii. 31; 1 John iv. 3, v. 19; and
possibly 2 Cor. iv. 4. But this goes beyond the requirements of
the passage : indeed, it seems to go beyond the analogy of N.T.
language, in which xdopos has not per s¢ a bad sense. Nor is
‘the wisdom of the world’ Satanical. It is human, not divine ;
but it is evil only in so far as ‘the flesh’ is sinful: 7.e. it is not
inherently evil, but only when ruled by sin, instead of being
subjected to the Spirit. See Gifford’s discussion of the subject
in his Comm. on Romans, viii. 15.

(2) Heinrici, Lightfoot, and others understand of the temper
of the world, “the spirit of human wisdom, of the world as
alienated from God”: nom sumus instituts sapientia munds (Est.).
On this view it is practically identical with the dvfpwrim godia
of . 13, and homogeneous with the ¢pdvypua s capxds of Rom.
viii. 6, 7: indeed, it may be said to be identical with it in
substance, though not in aspect. In both places in this verse,
therefore, mvetpa would be impersonal, and a/most attributive, as
in Rom. viil. 15; but there the absence of the article makes a
difference. Compare the wvetpa Irepov § odx éxdfBere in 2 Cor.
xi. 4. On the whole, this second explanation of ‘the spirit of
the world’ seems to be the better.

é\dBopev. Like dmexdAlvyev (7. 10), this aorist refers to a
definite time when the gift was received. “ St Paul regards the
gift as ideally summed up when he and they were ideally included
in the Christian Church, though it is true that the Spirit is
received constantly ” (Lightfoot), Cf. xii. 13.



46 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [IL 12,13

™ wvebpa 10 & Tod Ocod. The gift rather than the Person of
the Spirit, although here, as not infrequently in Paul, the dis-
tinction between the Personal Spirit of God (z. 11), dwelling in
man (Rom. viii. 11), and the spirit (in the sense of the higher
element of man’s nature), inhabited and quickened by the Holy
Spirit, is subtle and difficult to fix with accuracy. The Person is
in the gift, and the activity of the recipient is the work of the
Divine Indweller.

Iva eiddpev. This is the result to which ow. 10-12 lead up.
The words reproduce, under a different aspect, the thought in
Huly drexdAvper § @eos, and give the foundation for 2. 13, & xai
Aadobuev,

Td . . . xapwbévra Aplv. The same blessings appear suc-
cessively as d6fav Guiv (v. 4), Soa droipacer k... (2. 9), and &
xopobévra (v. 12). The last perhaps includes “a little more of
present reference ” (Ellicott). The connexion of thought in the
passage may be shown by treating . 11 and 12 as expanding
the thought of #. 10 into a kind of syllogism ;—major premiss,
None knows the things of God, but only the Spirit of God;
minor premiss, We received the Spirit which is of God; con-
clusion, So that we know what i1s given us by God. The
possession of the gift of the Spirit of God is a sort of middle
term which enables the Apostle to claim the power to know, and
to utter, the deep things of God.

After rod kéopov, D E F G, Vulg. Copt. Arm. addrofrov. R ABCLP,
Syrr. Aeth, omit.

18. & xai hadoidper. This is the dominant verb of the whole
passage (vv. 6, 7: see notes on %, v. 8, & and éoe, 2. 9). The
xa{ emphasizes the justification, furnished by the preceding
verses, for the claim made; ¢ Which are the very things that we
do utter.” The present passage is the personal application of
the foregoing, as vv. 15 are of i. 18-31.

Si8axtols dvBpwmivys godlas. ‘Taught by man’s wisdom.’
We have similar genitives in John vi. 45, 8:8axrol ®eof, and in
Matt. xxv. 34, ebhoyguévor tod warpds. In class. Grk. the con-
struction is found only in poets ; xelvys 8idaxtd (Soph. Elect. 343),
Sudaxrals dvbpomov dperals (Pind. O ix. 152). Cf. i 17.

Bidaxtois wredpatos. See on 9. 4, where, as here and 1 Thess.
i. 5, wvebpa has no article. The Apostle is not claiming verbal
inspiration ; but verda rem sequuntur (Wetstein). Cf. Luke xxi.
15; Jer.i.9. Sapientia est scaturigo sermonum (Beng.). Bentley,
Kuenen, etc. conjecture é&v ddiddxrois mvedparos.

TVEURATIKOLS TYEUpATIR auvkpivorres. Two questions arise
here, on the answer to which the interpretation of the words
depends,—the gender of wvevuarixois, and the meaning of gwv-
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xpivew. The latter is used by St Paul only here and 2 Cor. x. 12,
where it means ‘to compare.” This is a late use, frequent from
Aristotle onwards, but out of place here, although adopted in
both AV. and RV. text. Its classical meaning is ‘to join
fitly, ¢ compound,’ ‘combine’ (RV, marg.). In the LXX it has
the meaning ‘to interpret, but only in the case of dreams
(Gen. xl. 8, 16, 22, xli. 12, 15; Judg. vii. 15; Dan. v. 12,
vil. 15, 16). We have, therefore, the following possibilities to
consider :—

(1) Taking mvevparikois as neuter ;—either,

(2) Combining spiritual things (the words) with spiritual
things (the subject matter); or,

(8) Interpreting (explaining) spiritual things by spiritual
things.

This (8) may be understood in a variety of ways ;—
Interpreting O.T. types by N.T. doctrines.
Interpreting spiritual truths by spiritual language.
Interpreting spiritual truths by spiritual faculties.

Of these three, the first is very improbable; the third is
substantially the explanation adopted by Luther; wnd rickten
geistliche Sachen geistlich.

(2) Taking mvevparixois as masculine ;—either,

(y) Suiting (matching) spiritual matter to spiritual
hearers ; or,
(3) Interpreting spiritual truths to spiritual hearers.

In favour of taking wvevparixois as neuter may be urged the
superior epigrammatic point of keeping the same gender for both
terms, and the naturalness of wvevparikots being brought into
close relation with the ow- in guvkpivovres. These considera-
tions are of weight, and the resultant sense is good and relevant,
whether we adopt (a) or the third form of (8). As Theodore
of Mopsuestia puts it, 8i& T&v Tob wvedparos dmodeifewv Ty Tod
mvedparos Sidaokarlay maropeda.

On the other hand, in favour of taking wvevparicols as mascu-
line, there is its markedly emphatic position, as if to prepare the
way for the contrast with yvywds which immediately follows, and
which now becomes the Apostle’s main thought. This considera-
tion perhaps turns the scale in favour of taking mvevparwois as
‘spiritual persoms.’” Of the two explanations under this head, one
would unhesitatingly prefer (3), were not the use of qwwkplvew in
the sense of ‘interpret’ confined elsewhere to the case of dreams.
This objection is not fatal, but it is enough to leave us in doubt
whether St Paul had this meaning in his mind. The other
alternative (y) has the advantage of being a little less remote
from the Apostle’s only other use of the word. In either case,
taking av. as masculine, we have the Apostle coming back “full
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circle” to the thought of 2. 6, & 7ois relelos, which now receives
its necessary justification.

Before concluding the discussion of the true wisdom, the
Apostle glances at those who are, and those who are not, fitted
to receive it.

After wvetuaros, D E L P, Aeth, AV, add 4ylov. RNABCD*FG 17,
Vulg. RV. omit.

II. 14-IIL. 4. THE SPIRITUAL AND THE ANIMAL
OHARACTERS.

Only the spiritual man can receive the true wisdom.
You Corinthians cannot receive it, for your dissensions show
that you are not spiritual.

14 Now the man whose interests are purely material has no
mind to receive what the Spirit of God has to impart to him: it
is all foolishness to him, and he is incapable of understanding it,
because it requires a spiritual eye to see its true value. 1% But
the spiritual man sees the true value of everything, yet his own
true value is seen by no one who is not spiritual like himself.
18 For what human being ever knew the thoughts of the Lord
God, so as to be able to instruct and guide Him ? But those of
us who are spiritual do share the thoughts of Christ.

iii. * And I, Brothers, acting on this principle, have not been
able to treat you as spiritual persons, but as mere creatures of
flesh and blood, as still only babes in the Christian course.
27 gave you quite elementary teaching, and not the more solid
truths of the Gospel, for these ye were not yet strong enough
to digest. 3So far from being so then, not even now are ye
strong enough, for ye are still mere beginners. For so long as
jealousy and contention prevail among you, are you not mere
tyros, behaving no better than the mass of mankind? 4For
when one cries, I for my part stand by Paul, and another, I by
Apollos, are you anything better than men who are still
uninfluenced by the Spirit of God?

14. yuyikds 3¢ dvdpwmos. This is in sharpest contrast to
mvevparicoss (. 13), for Yuxds means ‘animal’ (animalis homo,
Vulg.) in the etymological sense, and nearly so in the ordinary
sense: See Xv. 44, 46 ; Jas. ili. 15; Jude 19 (Yvxikol wvedpa oix
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Ixovres).* The term is not necessarily based upon a supposed
“trichotomous’ psychology, as inferred by Apollinaris and others
from 76 mvedpa xai 7 Yuxy kai 70 adua in Thess. v. 23 (see
Lightfoot’s note). It is .based rathe_r upon th§ conception of
Yuxi as the mere correlative of organic life. Aristotle defines it
as wpory &Tedéxea adparos puowkol Spyavikod. In man, this
comprises zvetpa in the merely psychological sense (note on
. 11), but not necessarily in the sense referred to above (note
on v. 12). See, however, v. 5; Phil. i. 27; Eph. vi. 17; Col.
iii. 23; 1 Pet. iv. 6. In Luke i. 46, Yvx and mvebua seem to be
synonymous. The ywyxij ranges with vobs (Rom. vii. 23, 35;
Col. ii. 18), in one sense contrasted with odp§, but like odpf in
its inability to rise to practical godliness, unless aided by the
avedpa. We may say that yux) is the ‘energy’ or correlative
of odpé.

Although, therefore, yuxi is not used in N.T. in a bad sense,
to distinguish the animal from the spiritual principle in the
human soul, yet yruxwds is used of a man whose motives do not
rise above the level of merely human needs and aspirations.
The yfuxwds is the ‘unrenewed’ man, the ‘natural’ man
(AV,, RV.), as distinct from the man who is actuated by the
Spirit. The word is thus practically another name for the
aapkixds (iil. 1, 3). See J. A. F. Gregg on Wisd. ix. 15.

o 8éyerar. Not ‘is incapable of receiving,” but ‘does not
accept,’ z.e. he rejects, refuses. Aéxeofar="*to accept,”  to take
willingly’ (2 Cor. viii. 17; 1 Thess. 1. 6, etc.).

dm wreuparikds dvakpiverar. The nature of the process is
beyond him; it requires characteristics which he does not
possess. The verb is used frequently by St Paul in this
Epistle, but not elsewhere. It is one of the 103 N.T. words
which are found only in Paul and Luke (Hawkins, Hor. Syn.
p. 190). Here it means ‘judge of,’ ‘sift,’ as in Acts xvii. 11 of
the liberal-minded Beroeans, who sifted the Scriptures, to get at
the truth : Dan. Sus. 13, 48, 51.

15. & 8¢ mvevparxkés. The man in whom wvetpa has its
rightful predominance, which it gains by being informed by, and
united with, the Spirit of God, and in no other way. Man as
man is a spiritual being, but only some men are actually
spiritual ; just as man is a rational being, but only some men are
actually rational. Natural capacity and actual realization are
not the same thing.

dvakpives pev wdvra. ¢ He judges of everything,” ‘sifts every-

* Cf. Juvenal (xv. 147f.), Mundi Principio tndulsit communis conditor
tllis Tantum animas, nobis animum quogue. ~See Chadwick, Pastoral Teack-
ing, p. 153.

4
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thing,’ 1 Thess. v. 21 ; Phil. i. 10; contrast Rom. ii. 18. The
whole Epistle exemplifies this principle in St Paul’s person (vii. 25,
Vil 1, x. 14, xi. 1, etc.).  Aristotle, in defining virtue, comes back
to the judgment formed by the mature character: &s v 6 Ppbvipos
oploetev (Eth. Nic. 1. vi. 15). ‘Judgeth’ (AV., RV.) does not
quite give the meaning of what is expressed here : ‘examines’ is
nearer to it.

adrds 3¢ & oidevds dvaxpiverar. This perhaps means ¢ by no
non-spiritual person’ (cf. 1 John iv. 1). It does not mean that
the spiritual man is above criticism (iv. 3, 4, xiv. 32; Rom.
xiv. 4). St Paul is not asserting the principle of Protagoras,
that the individual judgment is for each man the criterion of
truth ; wdvrov pérpov dvfpumos, 7av p&v dvtwv bs dori TV B¢ wy)
dvrov bs otk éori. He is asserting, with Bishop Butler, the
supremacy of conscience, and the right and duty of personal
judgment. But it is the spiritual man who has this vantage-
ground. The text has been perverted in more than one
direction; on the one hand, as an excuse for the licence of
persons whose conduct has stamped them as unspiritual, e.g. the
Anabaptists of Miinster; on the other, as a ground for the
irresponsibility of ecclesiastical despotism in the medieval
Papacy, e.g. by Boniface vii. in the Bull Unam sanctam, and by
Cornelius & Lapide on this passage. The principle laid down by
St Paul gives no support to either anarchy or tyranny; it is the
very basis of lawful authority, both civit and religious; all the
more so, because it supplies the principle of authority with the
necessary corrective.

dvaxplverar. ‘Is judged of,’ fsubjected to examination.’
See on iv. 3, 4, 5, ix. 3, x. 25, 27; also on Luke xxiii. 14. ‘Avd-
kpiois (Acts xxv. 26) was a legal term at Athens tor a preliminary
investigation, preparatory to the actual xpiows, which for St
Paul would bhave its analogue in ‘the day’ (iv. 5). Lightfoot
gives examples of the way in which the Apostle delights to
accumulate compounds of kplvw (iv. 3, vi. 1-6, xi. 29g-32; 2 Cor.
x. 12; Rom. ii. 1). By playing on words he sometimes
illuminates great truths or important personal experiences.

N* omits the whole of this verse. A CD*F G omit uév after dvaxpivet.
wmdvra (R BD?EF G L) is to be preferred to 74 wdvra (A C D* P),

18. is ydp &vw. Proof of what has just been claimed for
the mvevpariccs: he has direct converse with a source of light
which is not to be superseded by any merely external norm.
The quotation (rés . . . abrév) is fiom the LXX of Isa. xl. 13,
adapted by the omission of the middle clause, xai s adro?
ovvfBovdos éyévero; This clause is retained in Rom. xi. 34, while
3 owfiBdoe adrdv is omitted. The aorist (éyvw) belongs to
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the quotation, and must not be pressed as having any special
force here; ‘hath known’ (AV., RV.). On the other hand, the
immediate transition from vodv Kupiov to votv Xpiorot as equivalent
is full of deep significance. Cf. Wisd. ix. 13; Ecclus. i. 6;
Job xxxvi. 22, 23, 26; and see on Rom. x. 12, 13.

voiv Kuplov. The volv (LXX) corresponds to the Hebrew
for mvebuo 1n the original. In God, vods and wvebua are identical
(see, as to man, on . 14), but not in aspect, vods being suitable
to denote the Divine knowledge or counsel, wvedua the Divine
action, either in creation or in grace.

8s ouvPipdoe adrdv. The relative refers to ovvBovlos in Isa.
xl. 13. As St Paul omits the clause containing aivBov)os, the
s is left without any proper construction. But it finds a kind
of antecedent in 7fs; ‘Who hath known . . . that he should
instruct’ (RV.). SwBifd{ew occurs several times in N.T. in its
classical meanings of ‘join together,’ ‘ conclude,’ ¢ prove’; but in
Biblical Greek, though not in classical, it has also the meaning
of ‘instruct” Thus in Acts xix. 33, where the true reading
(XA BE) seems to be oweBiBacar "Aréfardpov, Alexander is
¢primed’ with a defence of the Jews, for which he cannot get a
hearing. This meaning of ‘instruct’ is frequent in LXX. In
class. Grk. we should have é&S:Bdlew.

fpeis 8¢ volv Xpuotol Exopev. We have this by the agency of
the Spirit of God ; and the mind of the Spirit of God is known
" to the Searcher of hearts (Rom viii. 27). The mind of Christ
is the correlative of His Spirit, which is the Spirit of God (Rom.
viii. 9; Gal iv. 6), and this mind belongs to those who are His by
virtue of their vital union with Him (Gal. ii. 2o, 21, iii. 27; Phil
i. 8; Rom. xiil. 14). The thought is that of z. 12 in another
form: see also vii. 40; and 2 Cor. xiil. 3, Tob é éuoi Aalotwros
Xpiworob. The emphatic 7pels (see on i. 18, 23, 30, ii. 10, 12)
serves to associate all mvevparikol with the Apostle, and also all
his readers, so far as they are, as they ought to be, among of
cwlopevor (1. 18),

We ought probably to prefer Xpiorol (X A C DS E L P, Vulg. Syrr. Copt.
Arm., Orig.) to Kuplov (BD*F G, Aug. Ambrst.). Xpiorod would be
likely to be altered to conform with the previous Kupfou.

II1. 1-4. In following to its application his contrast between
the spiritual and the animal character, the Apostle is led back to
his main subject, the oxiopara. These dissensions show which
type of character predominates among his readers. The passage
corresponds to ii. 13 (see note there), and forms its negative
counterpart, prepared for by the contrast (ii. 13-16) between the
spiritual and the animal man.
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Kéyd, d3ehdol. See on i. 10 and ii. 1.

&s mveupatwois.  Ideally, all Christians are mvevparixol (xii. 3,
13; Gal. iv. 3—7): but by no means all the Corinthians were such
in fact* Along with the heathen, they are in the category of
Yruxwol Or aapxixol, but they are not on a level with the heathen.
They are babes in character, but ¢ babes ## Ckrist’; and, apart
from the special matters for blame, there are many healthy
features in their condition (i. 4—9, xi. 2).

A\N’ &s oapxivets. The word is chosen deliberately, and it
expresses a shade of meaning different from capxixds, placing the
state of the Corinthians under a distinct aspect. The termination
-wos denotes a material relation, while -wos denotes an etiical or
dynamic relation, to the idea involved in the root. In 2 Cor
iii. 3 the tables are made of stone, the hearts are made of flesh
(see note on dvfpdmwos, iv. 3). Accordingly, capkivos means ¢ of
flesh and blood,’ what a man cannot help being, but a state to
be subordinated to the higher law of the Spirit, and enriched and
elevated by it. We are all oapxivor ({& & dapxi, Gal. ii. 20), but
we are not to live xara odpka (xv. 50; Rom. viii. 12 ; 2 Cor.
x. 2, 3). The state of the wijmios is not culpable 7 dself, but it
becomes culpable if unduly prolonged (xiii. 11, xiv. 20).

There are two other views respecting gapxivos which may be
mentioned, but seem to be alien to the sense. Meyer holds that
the word means ‘wholly of flesh,” without any influence of the
spirit (John iii. 6). In the oapxwds, although the flesh still has
the upper hand, yet there is some counteracting influence of the
spirit. This view makes the state of the capxikds an advance
upon that of the gapxivos, and is really an inversion of the true
sense. Evans regards gapkivos as a term free from any reproach.
It is *“the first moral state after conversion, in a figure borrowed
from an infant, which to outward view is little more than a living
lump of dimpled flesh, with few signs of intelligence.” This is
an exaggeration of the true sense. Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1L ix. 2.

sapivors (R ABC* D* 17) is the original reading, of which capxixofs ,
(D®EF G L P) is obviously a correction.

2. ydha dpds émwérioa, od Bpadpa. Cf. Heb. v. 12, where orepea
1pogr} takes the place of Bpiue. The verb governs both sub-
stantives by a very natural zeugma: it takes a double accusative,
and the passive has the accusative of the thing (xii. 13). The yda
is described 1i. 2, the Bpdpa, il. 6-13, and the distinction corre-
sponds to the method necessarily adopted by every skilful teacher.
The wise teacher proves himself to be such by his ability to
impart, in the most elementary grade, what is really fundamental

* Cf. yevdpeba wvevparikol, 7ev5.'me'0a vads Téhewos 7 Oew (Ep. of Barn,
iv. 11), a possible reminiscence of this and 2. 16.
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and educative—what is simple, and yet gives insight into the full
instruction that is to follow. The ‘milk,/’ or 6 s dpxis .1—0‘3
Xpiorod Adyos (Heb. vi. 1), would be more practical than doctrinal
(as ii. 2), and would tell of ‘temperance and righteousness and
judgment to come’ before communicating the fgundatlon-grutbs
as to the person and work of Christ. Christ Himself begins in
this way ; ¢ Thou knowest the commandments’; ‘Repent ye, for
the kingdom of God is at hand’ The metaphor was current
among the Rabbis, and occurs in Philo (see Lightfoot’s note).
The aorist éwdriwoa refers to a definite period, evidently that
which began with the #Afov of ii. 1, viz. the eighteen months of
Acts xviii. 11.

odmw yip ¢ddvacle. ‘For ye had not yet the power’ The
verb is used absolutely, as in x. 13.* This use is not rare in
LXX, and is found in Plato, Xenophon, etc. The tense indi-
cates a process. This process was one of growth, but the growth
was too slow.

DEFGL, Arm. Acth. AV. insert xal before oo Bpdua. NABCP,
Vulg. Copt. RV. omit,

8. &N\’ odd¢ ér viv BdvacBe. The new verse (but hardly a
new paragraph) should begin here (WH.). B omits &, but the
omission may be accidental. It adds force to the rebuke, but
for that reason might have been inserted. The external evidence
justifies its retention. The dAAd has its strongest ‘ascensive’
force; ‘Nay, but not yet even now have ye the power’ (vi. 8;
2 Cor. i. 9; Gal. ii. 3). The impression made by this passage,
especially when combined with 2. 6, 10, ii. 1, and dxoverar in
v. I, is that St Paul had as yet paid only one visit to Corinth.
The dpre in xvi. 7 does not necessarily suggest a hasty visit
already paid. The second visit of a painful character, which
seems to be implied in 2 Cor. xiii., may have been paid after this
letter was written. Those who think it was paid defore this letter,
explain the silence about it throughout this letter by supposing
that it was not only painful, but very short.

8mou ydp &v dpiv. The adverb of place acquires the force of
a conditional particle in classical authors as here: cf. Clem.
Rom. Cor. 43. In Tudor English, ‘ where’ is sometimes used for
‘whereas” But here the notion of place, corresponding to &
dpiv, is not quite lost; ‘seeing that envy and strife find place
among you.” Cf. & in Gal. iii. 28.

Lilos xai &pis.  Strife is the outward result of envious feeling :
Gal v. 20; Clem. Rom. Cor. 3. There is place in Christian
ethics for honourable emulation (Gal. iv. 18), but {Hres without

_* Irenaeus (1v. xxxviil. 2) has o082 vdp $8%vacfe Baordfer (from John
xvi. 12), and his translator has nondum enim poteralis escam percipere.
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qualification, though ranked high by Aristotle * (R#ket. ii. 11),
is placed by the Apostle among ‘ works of the flesh.” Lightfoot
gives other instances of differences in estimation between heathen
and Christian ethics.

odyl capxixol éote; See above on capkivoy, and cf. ix. 11
Rom. xv. 27. Here, as in 2 Cor. i. 12, cepxixol means ‘con-
formable to and governed by the flesh,” actuated by low motives,
above which they ought by this time to have risen.

katd dvBpwmov wepimoteire. Walk on a merely human level’
(xv. 32; Gal i 11, iii. 15; Rom. iil. 5): contrast xara ®edv
(2 Cor. vii. g—11; Rom. viii. 27). This level cannot be dis-
tinguished from that of the Yuvywkds dvfpwmos (ii. 14). Iepirarely,
of manner of life, is frequent in Paul and 2 and 3 John, while
other writers more often have dvasrpépew and éveorpodri: cf.
dpBodomotv (Gal. ii. 14), wopedeabar (Luke i. 6, viii. 14) and see
vil. 17.  Cf. In. xii. 35.

D* F G have capkivo for gapxixol. D EF GL, Syrr. AV. add «xal
Sixooraciat after s, N ABCP, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. RV. omit.
See Iren. IV, xxxviii. 2.

4. 3rav yop MNéyn is.  ‘ For whenever one saith’: each such
utterance is one more verification (ydp) of the indictment.¥ Cf.
the construction in xv. 27.

éyb pév . . . &repos 8¢ The pév and the 8¢ correspond logi-
cally, although not grammatically. St Paul mentions only himself
and Apollos by name (cf. iv. 6), because he can less invidiously
use these names as the point of departure for the coming analysis
of the conception of the Christian Pastorate (iii. 5-iv. 5).

odx dvfpwmel éote; ‘Are ye not mere human creatures?’
They did not rise above a purely human level. The expression
is the negative equivalent of gaprixef in the parallel clause,—
negative, because implying the lack, not only of spirituality, but
even of manliness. The lack of spirituality is implied in the
whole context, the lack of manliness in the word itself, which
classical writers contrast with dvjp. In xvi. 13 this contrast is
implied in dvdpilecfe. See Ps. xlix. 2 and Isa. ii. ¢ for a similar
contrast in Hebrew. The Corinthians were d&vfpemor in failing to
rise to the higher range of motives; and they were oapxixol in

* He contrasts it with envy, which is always bad and springs from a mean
character ; whereas the man who is moved by emulation is conscious of being
capable of higher things. Wetstein distinguishes thus; {fhos cogeratione,
Epis verdis, dixooraclas opere,

+ Abbott renders, ‘In the very moment of saying’; by uttering a party-
cry he stamps himself as carnal ; so also in xiv. 26 (Jokan. Gr. 2§34). There
is here nothing inconsistent with i. §-7. There he thanks God for the gifts
with which He had enriched the Corinthians. Here he blames them for the
poor results.
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allowing themselves to be swayed by the lower range, a range
which they ought (ér¢ ydp) to have left behind as a relic of
heathenism (vi. 11, Xii. 2).

«Tn all periods of great social activity, when society becomes
observant of its own progress, there is a tendency to exalt the
persons and means by which it progresses. Hence, in turn,
kings, statesmen, parliaments, and then education, science,
machinery and the press, have had their hero-worship. Here,
at Corinth, was a new phase, ‘minister-worship” No marvel,
in an age when the mere political progress of the Race was felt
to be inferior to the spiritual salvation of the Individual, and to
the purification of the Society, that ministers, the particular
organs by which this was carried on, should assume in men’s
eyes peculiar importance, and the special gifts of Paul or Apollos
be extravagantly honoured. No marvel either, that round the
more prominent of these, partizans should gather” (F. W.
Robertson).  Origen says that, if the partizans of Paul or
Apollos are mere dvfpwmor, then, if you are a partizan of some
vastly inferior person, 8jlov 87 odxére odde dvfpwmos el, dAAG kai
xetpov § dvfpomos. You may perhaps be addressed as yevijpara
éxdviv, if you have such base preferences. Bachmann remarks
that, although the present generation has centuries of Christian
experience behind it, it can often be as capricious, one-sided,
wrong-headed, and petty as any Corinthians in its judgments on
its spiritual teachers and their utterances.

We should read odx (R* A B C 17) rather than the more emphatic, and
in this Epistle specially common oixi{ (D E F G L P), which is genuine in
. 3,1. 20, v, 12, Vi, 7, etc. And weshould read dvfpwrot (R* ABCDEFG
17, Vulg. Copt. Aeth. RV.) rather than gapxicol (N3 LP, Syrr. AV.).
dvfpdsmivo (iv. 3, x. 13} is pure conjecture,

We now reach another main section of this sub-division
(i. 10~iv. 21) of the First Part (i. 10-vi. 20) of the Epistle,
St Paul has hitherto (i. 17-iii. 4) been dealing with the false and
the true conception of codia, in relation to Christian Teaching.
He now passes to the Teacher.

III. 5-1IV. 21. THE TRUE CONCEPTION OF THE
CHRISTIAN PASTORATE,

(i.) General Definition (iii. 5-9).
(ii.) The Builders (iil. 10-135).
(iii.) The Temple (iii. 16, 17).
(iv.) Warning against a  mere human’ estimate of the Pastoral
Office (iii. 18-iv, 5).
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Personal Application of the foregoing, and Conclusion of the
subject of the Dissensions (iv. 6-21).

III. 5-9. General Definition of the Christian Pastorate.

Teachers are mere instruments in the hands of God, who
alone produces the good resulls.

5What is there really in either Apollos or me? We are not
heads of parties, and we are not the authors or the objects of
your faith. We are just servants, through whose instrumentality
you received the faith, according to the grace which the Lord
gave to each of you. ¢8It was my work to plant the faith in you,
Apollos nourished it; but it was God who, all the time, was
causing it to grow. 7So then, neither the planter counts for
anything at all, nor the nourisher, but only He who caused it to
grow, viz. God. ®Now the planter and the nourisher are in one
class, equals in aim and spirit ; and yet each will receive his own
special wage according to his own special responsibility and toil.
9 God is the other class; for it is God who allows us a share in
His work ; it is God’s field (as we have seen) that ye are; it is
God’s building (as we shall now see) that ye are.

The Apostle has shown that the dissensions are rooted, firstly,
in a misconception of the Gospel message, akin, in most cases,
to that of the Greeks, who seek wisdom in the low sense of clever-
ness, and akin, in other cases, to that of the Jews, who are
ever secking for a sign. He goes on to trace the dissensions
to a second cause, viz. a perverted view of the office and function
of the Christian ministry. First, however, he lays down the true
character of that ministry.

5. i odv &oriv; A question, Socratic in form, leading up
naturally to a definition, and thus checking shallow conceit
(2. 18, iv. 6) by probing the idea underlying its glib use of words.
‘What #s Apollos? Ze. What is his essential office and function?
How is he to be ‘accounted of’? (iv. 1). The two names are
mentioned three times, and each time the order is changed,
perhaps intentionally, to lead up to & eiow (z. 8). The ofw
follows naturally upon the mention of Apollos in ». 4, but
marks also a transition to a question raised by the whole matter
under discussion,—a new question, and a question of the first

rank.
Sudxovor. The word is used here in its primary and general
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sense of ‘servant’* It connotes acfrve service (see note on
Smqpérys in iv. 1) and is probably from a root akin to dwbkw (cf.
‘pursuivant’). See Hort, Ckristian Ecclesia, pp. 202 f.

8 &v émoredoare. Per quos, non in quos (Beng.). The aorist
points back to the time of their conversion (cf. xv. z; Rom. xiii.
11), but it sums up their whole career as Christians.

kal éxdote ds & Kupios &wker. As in vii. 17; Rom. xii. 3.
The construction is condensed for &aoros ds 6 K. Buwxey adrg.
It may be understood either of the measure of faith given by the
Lord to each believer, or of the measure of success granted by Him
to each dudrovos. Rom. xii. 3 favours the former, but perhaps
& @eos yiaver favours the latter. We have &aoros five times in
vo. §-13. God deals separately with each individual soul: cf.
iv. 5, vil. 17, 20, 24, xil. 7, 11. And whatever success there is
to receive a reward (2. 8) is really His ; Deus coronat dona sua,
non merita nostra (Augustine). It is clear from the frequent
mention of @eds in what follows that § Kvpios means God, and it
seems to be in marked antithesis to duixovor.

We should read 7i in both places (R* A B 17, Vulg. d e fg Aeth. RV.),
rather than 7is (CD EF G L P, Syrr. Copt. Arm. AV.}. D?L, Syrr. Arm.
Aeth. place ITafhos first and "AwoM\ds second, an obvious correction, to
agree with 2. 4and 6. DEF G L, Vulg. Arm. Copt. omit ésrw after

7. 8¢, D3L P, Syrr. AV. insert dAX' # before didkors. X ABCD*EFG,
Vulg. Copt. Arm. RV. omit.

8. éyb é¢urtevoa x.1T.\ St Paul expands the previous state-
ment. Faith, whether initial or progressive, is the work of God
alone, although He uses men as His instruments. Note
the significant change from aorists to imperfect. The aorists
sum up, as wholes, the initial work of Paul (Acts xviii. 1-18) and
the fosterinz ministry of Apollos (Acts xviii. 24—xix. 1): the
imperfect indicates what was going on throughout; God was all
along causing the increase (Acts xiv. 27, xvi. 14).} Sine koc
incremento granum a primo sationis momento esset tnstar lapilli :
ex incremento statim fides germinat (Beng.). See Chadwick,
Pastoral Teacking, p. 183.

7. éotw 1i. ‘Is something,’ es? aliguid, Vulg. (cf. Acts v. 36 ;
Gal.iL 6, vi. 3); so Evans; guiddam, atyue adeo, quia solus, omnia
(Beng.). Or, éoriv v, ‘is anything’ (AV., RV.).

Nos mercenarii sumus, alienis ferramentis operamur, nihil
debetur nobis, nisi merces laboris nostri, quia de accepto talento
operamur (Primasius).

* ‘ There i§ no evidence that at this time Staxorla or Staxoveiv had an
excluswe!y official sense ” (Westcott on Eph, iv, 12); cf. Heb. vi. 10
t+ Latin and English Versions ignore the change of tense ; and the difference

between human activities, which come and go, and divine action, which goes
on for ever, is lost,
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d\\’ § adfdvwr ©ebs. The strongly adversative dAAd implies
the opposite of what has just been stated ; ‘but God who giveth
the increase #s everything. See on vii. 19, and cf. Gal. vi. 135.
To refer éméricev and 6 mori{wv to Baptism, as some of the
Fathers do, is to exhibit a strange misappreciation of the con-
text. See Lightfoot’s note. ®eds is placed last with emphasis ;
‘but the giver of the increase—God.’

8.& eiow. Are in one category, as fellow-workers; conse-
quently it is monstrous to set them against one another as rivals.
As contrasted with God, they are all of one value, just nothing.
But that does not mean that each, when compared with the other,
is exactly equat in His sight. The other side of the truth is
introduced with &.

&xaoros 8¢. ¢ Yet each has his own responsibility and work,
and each shall receive his proper reward.’” The repeated {3iov
marks the separate responsibility, correcting a possible misappre-
hension of the meaning of & : congruens iteratio, antitheton ad
‘unum’ (Beng.). The latter point is drawn out more fully in
vo. 1of.

9. ©coll ydp. The ydp refers to the first half, not the second,
of v. 8. The workers are in one category, because they are ®eod
auvepyoi. The verse contains the dominant thought of the whole
passage, gathering up the gist of #zv. 5—7. Hence the emphatic
threefold ®@eod. The Gospel is the power of God (i. 18), and
those who are entrusted with it are to be thought of, not as rival
members of a rhetorical profession, but as bearers of a divine
message charged with divine power.

©eoi guvepyoi. This remarkable expression occurs nowhere else:
the nearest to it is 2 Cor. vi. 1; the true text of 1 Thess. iii. 2
is probably 8.dxovov, not cvvepydr.* It is not quite clear what
it means., Either, ‘fellow-workers with one another in God’s
service’; or, ‘fellow-workers with God.” Evans decides for the
former, because “the logic of the sentence loudly demands it.”
So also Heinrici and others. But although God does all, yet
human instrumentality in a sense co-operates (§oa ¢roinoer & Beds
per abrdv, Acts xiv. 27), and St Paul admits this aspect of the
matter in % xdpis Tod @eod odv éuof, xv. 10, and in cwvepyodvres,
2 Cor. vi. 1. This seems to turn the scale in favour of the more
simple and natural translation, ‘fellow-workers with God.’t
Compare rods cvvepyods pov év Xpiord "Inood (Rom. xvi. 3), which

* In LXX ovrepyéds is very rare; 2 Mac. viil. 7, xiv. §, of favourable
opportunities.

+ Dei enim sumus adjutores (Nulg.); Blenim Dei sumus administri(Beza);
Denn wir sind Gottes Mitarbeiter (Luth.). In such constructions, suvacy-
pdAwrbs uov, gvvdovhow abrob, curéxdnuos Hudy, the ovr- commonly refers to the
person in the genitive : but see ix. 23.
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appears to show how St Paul would have expressed the former
meaning, had he meant it.

©eol yedpyloy, Oeol oikodops. The one metaphor has been
employed in vo. 6-8, the other is to be developed in 72. 10f.
St Paul uses three metaphors to express the respective relations
of himself and of other teachers to the Corinthian Church. He
is planter (6), founder (10), and father (iv. 15). Apollos and the
rest are waterers, after-builders, and tutors. The metaphor of -
building is a favourite one with the Apostle. On the different
meanings of oikodopj, which correspond fairly closely to the
different meanings of ‘building,’ see J. A. Robinson, Epkesians,
pp. 70, 164 : it occurs often in the Pauline Epistles, especially in
the sense of ‘edification,” a sense which Lightfoot traces to the
Apostle’s metaphor of the building of the Church. Here it is
fairly certain that yedpytov does not mean the ‘tilled land’ (RV.
marg.), but the ‘husbandry’ (AV., RV.) or ‘tillage’ (AV. marg.)
that results in tilled land, and that therefore oixodous} does not
mean the edifice, but the building-process which results in an
edifice. The word yedpywov is rather frequent in Proverbs;
elsewhere in LXX it is rare, and it is found nowhere else in N.T.
In the Greek addition to what is said about the ant (Prov. vi. 7)
we are told that it is without its knowing anything of tillage
(éxelvg yewpylov py vmdpxovros) that it provides its food in
summer. Again, in the Greek addition to the aphorisms on a
foolish man (Prov. ix, 12), we are told that he wanders from the
tracks of his own husbandry (robs déovas 10D lov yewpyiov merAd-
vyrar).  In Ecclus. xxvil. 6 it is said that the “cultivation of a
tree’ (yewpytov {vAov) is shown by its fruit. The meaning here,
therefore, is that the Corinthians exhibit God’s operations in
spiritual husbandry and spiritual architecture; Des agricultura
estis, Dei aedificatio estis (Vulg.).* Tt is chiefly in 1 and 2 Cor,,
Rom., and Eph. that the metaphor of building is found. See
also Acts ix. 31, xx. 32; Jude 20; 1 Pet. ii. 5, with Hort’s note
on the last passage. In Jer. xviii. g, xxiv. 6, and Ezek. xxxvi. 9,
1o we have the metaphors of building and planting combined.

III. 10-15. The Builders.

1 have laid the only possible foundation. Let those who
build on it remember that their work will be severely tested
at the Last Day.

19 As to the grace which God gave me to found Churches, I
have, with the aims of an expert master-builder, laid a foundation
* Augustine (De cat, »ud. 21) rightly omits the first es¢is.
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for the edifice ; it is for some one else to build uponit. But,
whoever he may be, let him be careful as to the materials with
which he builds thereon. i For, as regards the foundation, there
is no room for question: no one can lay any other beside the
one which is already laid, which of course is Jesus Christ.
12 But those who build upon this foundation may use either
good or bad material ; they may use gold, silver, and sumptuous
stones, or they may use wood, hay, and straw. But each
builder’s good or bad work is certain to be made manifest in the
end. For the Day of Judgment will disclose it, because that
Day is revealed in fire; and the fire is the thing that will as-
suredly test each builder's work and will show of what character
it is, 1If any man’s work—the superstructure which he has
erected—shall stand the ordeal, he will receive a reward. 181If
any man's work shall be burnt to the ground, he will lose it,
though he himself shall be saved from destruction, but like one
who has passed through fire.

St Paul follows up the building-metaphor, first (2. 10) dis-
tinguishing his part from that of others, and then (11-135) dwell-
ing on the responsibility of those who build after him.

10. Kara Ty xdpw x.m.\. The necessary prelude to a refer-
ence to his own distinctive work (cf. vii. 25). The ‘grace’is
not that of Apostleship in general, but that specially granted to
St Paul, which led him to the particular work of founding new
Churches, and not building on another man’s foundation (Rom.
Xv. 19, 20).

&s copds dpxiréxtor. The same expression is found in LXX
of Isa. iil. 3, and odgos is frequent of the skilled workmen who
erected and adorned the Tabernacle (Exod. xxxv. fo, 25, xxxvi.
1, 4, 8). It means peritus. Aristotle (Etk. Nic. vi. vil. 1) says
that the first notion of cogia is, that, when applied to each
particular art, it is skill; Phidias is a skilled sculptor.* See
Lightfoot ad loc. 'Apywrécrwy occurs nowhere else in N.T.

Oepéhioy nra. The aorist, like épirevoa (v. 6), refers to the
time of his visit (§Afov, 1i. 1): Beuéhiov is an adjective (sc. Aifov),
but becomes a neuter substantive in late Greek. In the plural

* This use of gogbs is more common in poets than in prose writers,
When gopés became usual of philosophical wisdom, dewés took its place in
the sense of skilful. Herodotus (v. xxiii. 3) uses both words of the clever
and shrewd Histiaeus. Plato (Politicus 259) defines the dpxirécrwy, as
distinct from an épyasrixés, as one who contributes knowledge, but not
manual labour. Tertullian (4dw. Marc. v. 6) interprets it here as depalator
disciplinae divinae, one who stakes out the boundaries.
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we may have either gender; of feuéhior (Heb. xi. 1o, Rev. xxi.
14, 19), or 7a fepéhia (Acts xvi. 26 and often in LXX). No
architect can build without some foundation, and no expert will
build without a su» foundation. Cf. Eph. ii. zo.

d\\os 8¢. The reference is not specially to Apollos: ‘The
superstructure I leave to others’ But they all must build,
according to the rule that follows, #koughtfully, not according to
individual caprice.

wids éwowcoBopel. Refers specially, although not exclusively,
to the choice of materials (zv. 12, 13). The edifice, throughout,
is the Church, not the fabric of doctrine ; but éroixoopety refers
to the teaching—both form and substance—which forms the
Church, or rather forms the character of its members (Gal. iv. 19).

&nia (N* ABC* 17) is to be preferred to réfexa (N*C*DE) or
refnxa (L P). D omits the second 3¢, There is no need to conjecture
éxwowxodbuy for the second éwoixodouet (all MSS). In vii. 32 the balance
of evidence is strongly in favour of #&s dpéoy.

11. Oepéhwor ydp. A cautionary premiss to 2. 12, which con-
tinues the thought of the previous clause: ‘Let each man look
to it how he builds upon this foundation, because, although (I
grant, nay, I insist) none can lay any foundation wapd vov xeipevov,
yet the superstructure is a matter of separate and grave responsi-
bility.! @epéiiov stands first for emphasis. There can be but
one fundamental Gospel (Gal. i. 6, 7), the foundation lies there,
and the site is already occupied. By whom is the foundation
laid? Obviously (2. 10), by St Paul, when he preached Christ
at Corinth (ii. 2). This is the Aésforical reference of the words;
but behind the laying of the stone at Corinth, or wherever else
the Church may be founded, there is the eternal laying of the
foundation-stone by God, the ¢ only wise’ architect of the Church.
See Evans.

Compare the use of xeyuéry of the city that is already there, and Ti6éacey
of the lamp which has to be placed (Matt. v. 14, 15).

os dorw ‘lnoods Xpiords. Both name and title are in place,
and neither of them alone would have seemed quite satisfying:
see on ii. 2. He is the foundation of all Christian life, faith,
and hope.* In Eph. ii. zo He is the chief corner-stone,
dxpoywyiatos, the basis of unity: cf. Acts iv. 11. It is only by
admitting some inconsistency of language that the truth can be
at all adequately expressed. There is inconsistency even if we
leave Eph. ii. 20 out of account. He has just said that he laid
the foundation in a skilful way. Now he says that it was lying
there ready for him, and that no other foundation is possible.
Each statement, in its own proper sense, is true; and we need

* See Lock, St Paul, the Master-Buslder, pp. 691,
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both in order to get near to the truth. As in Gal. i 8, mapd
means ‘ besides,” not ¢ contrary to,’” ¢ at variance with.’

"Inoods Xprorés (R A B L P Sah. Copt. Arm. Aeth.) rather than Xpiorés
"Inoobs (C3 D E, Vulg.). Several cursives have 'Inoobs ¢ Xp.

12. & 3 ms xrN  The various kinds of superstructure
represent various degrees of inferiority in the ministry of the
¢ after-builders,’ 7.e. according as they make, or fail to make, a
lasting contribution to the structure. With regard to the whole
passage, three things are to be noted :

(1) The metaphor is not to be pressed too rigidly by seeking
to identify each term with some detail in the building. This
Grotius does in the following way: proponit ergo nobis domum
cujus parietes sunt ex marmore, columnae partim ex auro partim
ex argento, trabes ex ligno, fastigium vero ex stramine et culmo ;
all which is very frigid.* The materials are enumerated with
a rapid and vivid asyndeton, which drives each point sharply
and firmly home.

(2) The “wood, hay, stubble’ do not represent teaching that
is intentionally disloyal or false (adrds 8¢ cwfioerar), but such
as is merely inferior.

(3) The imagery alternates between the suggestion of teaching
as moulding persons, and the suggestion of persons as moulded
by teaching (Evans), so that it is irrelevant to ask whether the
materials enumerated are to be understood of the fruits of
doctrine, such as different moral gualkties (Theodoret), or of
worthy and unworthy C/ristians. The two meanings run into
one another, for the qualities must be exhibited in the lives of
persons. We have a similar combination of two lines of thought
in the interpretation of the parable of the Sower. There the
seed is said to be sown, and the soil is said to be sown, and in
the interpretation these two meanings are mingled. Yet the
interpretation is clear enough.

xpuolov, dpydpov. As distinct from xpveds and dpyvpos,
which indicate the metals in any condition, these diminutives
are commonly used of gold and silver made into something, such
as money or utensils ; as when by ‘gold’ we mean gold coins,
or by ‘silver’ mean silver coins or plate (Acts iii. 6, xx. 33).
But this is not a fixed rule. See Matt. xxiii. 16 and Gen. ii. 11.

AOous Tiplovs. Either ‘costly stones,” such as marble or
granite, suitable for building, or ‘precious stones,” suitable for
ornamentation. Isa. liv. 11, 12 and Rev. xxi. 18, 19, combined

* It is perhaps worse than [rigid. Obviously, it would be unskilful to
use both sets of material in the same building ; Origen regards £fAa as worse
than xbpros, and xépros than xaXdun, which can hardly be right. See Chase,
Chrysostom, pp. 186, 187. )
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with the immediate context (‘gold and silver’), point to the
latter meaning. It is internal decoration that is indicated.
xépror, xakdpnv.  Either of these might mean straw or dried
grass for mixing with clay, as in Exod. v. 12, kakduny eis dxvpa,
‘stubble instead of straw’; and either might mean material for
thatching. Romuleoque recens horrebat regia culmo (Virg. Aen.
viii. 654). Luther’s contemptuous expression respecting the
Epistle of St James as a ‘right strawy epistle’ was made in
allusion to this passage. Nowhere else in N.T. does kaAduy
occur.
After éml 7. fepéhiov, R3C3D E L P, Vulg. AV. add rofrov. N*A BC*,
Sah. Aeth. RV, omit. We ought probably to read xpvslor (] B) and
dpyvprov (R B C) rather than xpveév and dpywpor (AD ELP). B, Aeth.
insert xal after ypuoior.

18. éxdorov 16 &pyov. These words sum up the alternatives,
standing in apposition to the substantival clause, e 8¢ s . . .
xaldpyv. Individual responsibility is again insisted upon: we
have é&aoros four times in zo. 8-13.

% yap fipépe Smidoer. ‘The Day’ (as in 1 Thess. v. 4;
Rom. xiii. 12; Heb. x. 25), without the addition of Kupiov
(1 Thess. v. 2) or of xploews (Matt. xii. 36) or of éxeivy (2 Thess.
i 10; 2 Tim. i. 12, 18, iv. 8), means the Day of Judgment.
This is clear from iv. 3, 5, ubi ex intervallo, ut solet, clarius
loguitur (Beng.). The expression ¢ Day of the Lord’ comes from
the O.T. (Isa. i1. 12 ; Jer. xlvi. 10; Ezek. vii. 10, etc.), and perhaps
its original meaning was simply a definite period of time. But
with this was often associated the idea of day as opposed to
night: ‘the Day’ would be a time of light, when what had
hitherto been hidden or unknown would be revealed. So here.
And here the fire which illuminates is also a fire which Jurns,
and thus Zes#s the solidity of that which it touches. What is
sound survives, what is worthless is consumed.

év wupl dwoxahumrera. The nominative is neither 76 &yov
nor 6 Kipuos, but % fuépa. *The Day’ is (to be) revealed in
fire (2 Thess. i. 7, 8, il. 8; Dan. vii. 9f.; Mal. iv. 1). This is
a common use of the present tense, to indicate that a coming
event is so certain that it may be spoken of as already here.
The predicted revelation is sure to take place. See on dwoxa-
Avrrerar in Luke xvii. 30, Lightfoot on 1 Thess. v. 2, and Hort
on 1 Pet. 1. 7, 13.

St Paul is not intending to describe the details of Christ’s
Second Coming, but is figuratively stating, what he states without
figure in iv. 5, that at that crisis the real worth of each man’s
work will be searchingly tested. This test he figures as the
fire of the Second Advent, wrapping the whole building round,
and reducing all its worthless material to ashes. The fire,
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therefore, is regarded more as a testing than as an illuminating
agent, as fenfatio tribulationis (August. Enckir. 68), which by its
destructive power makes manifest the enduring power of all
that it touches. There is no thought in the passage of a penal,
or disciplinary, or purgative purpose; nor again is there the
remotest reference to the state of the soul between death and
judgment. Hic locus ignem purgatorium non modo non fovet
sed plane extinguit, nam in novissimo demum die ignis probabit.
. . . Ergo ignis purgatorius non praecedit (Beng.). The é& sug-
gests that fire is the element in which the revelation takes place.
At the Parousia Christ is to appear & mupl proyds (2 Thess. i. 8)
or & ¢proyl mupos (Is. Ixvi. 15). In the Apocalypse of Baruch
(xlviii, 39) we have, “A fire will consume their thoughts, and
in flame will the meditations of their reins be #77ed; for the
Judge will come and will not tarry.” But elsewhere in that
book (xliv. 15, lix. 2, etc.) the fire is to consume the wicked,
a thought of which there is no trace here. There are no wicked,
but only unskilful builders; all build, although some build
unwisely, upon Christ.

xal &dorov. Stll under the dre. It is better to regard 7o
&yov as the acc. governed by Soxipdoe, with adird as pleonastic,
than as the nom. to éorw. A pleonastic pronoun is found with
good authority in Matt. ix. 27; Luke xvii. 7; and elsewhere:
but the readings are sometimes uncertain. To take adre with
wip, ‘the fire itself,’ has not much point. In all three verses
(13, 14, 15), 70 éyov refers, not to a man’s personal character,
good or bad, but simply to his work as a builder (12).

RDEL, Vulg. Sah. Copt. Arm. Aeth. omit aéré, but we ought
probably to read it with A B C P 17 and other cursives.

14. pevel. It is doubtful, and not very important, whether
we should accent this word as a future, to agree with xaraxajoerat
and other verbs which are future, or péve, as a present, which
harmonizes better with the idea of permanence: cf. péver in
xiil, 13.

prodév. Compare . 8 and Matt. xx. 8: in ix. 17, 18 the
reference is quite different. The nature of the reward is not
stated, but it is certainly not eternal salvation, which may be
won by those whose work perishes (z. 15). Something corre-
sponding to the ‘ten cities’ and ‘five cities’ in the parable may
be meant ; opportunities of higher service.

15. xaraxefoerar. This later form is found as a »./. (AL) in
2 Pet. iii. 10, where it is probably a correction of the puzzling
elpebioeras (RBK P). In Rev. xviii. 8 the more classical «ara-
xavbioerar is found. The burning of Corinth by Mummius may
have suggested this metaphor,
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Inmwbioerar. It does not much matter whether we regard
this as indefinite, ¢ He shall suffer loss’ (AV., RV.), detrimentum
patietur (Nlg.), damnum faciet (Beza), or understand tov piofdv
from 2. 14, ‘ He shall be mulcted of the expected reward.’” In
Exod. xxi. 22 we have ém{yjuiov {yuiwbijocera. The airds is in
favour of the latter.

adrds 8¢ owbioerar. The adréds is in contrast to the wodds:
the reward will be lost, but the worker himself will be saved.
If {qpuwbioerar is regarded as indefinite, then airds may be in
contrast to the &yov: the man’s bad work will perish, but that
does not involve his perdition. The cwbijoerar can hardly refer
to anything else than eternal salvation, which he has not for-
feited by his bad workmanship: he has built on the true
foundation, Salvation is not the uofds, and so it may be
gained when all mo66s is lost. But it may also be lost as
well as the muofds. The Apostle does not mean that every
teacher who takes Christ as the basis of his teaching will neces-
sarily be saved: his meaning is that a very faulty teacher may
be saved, and ‘will be saved, if at all, so as through fire.’ 'See
Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xxi. 21, 26.

ofirws 8¢ &s 81 wupds. ¢ But only as one passing through fire
is saved’: a quasi-proverbial expression, indicative of a narrow
escape from a great peril, as ‘a firebrand pluckt out of the fire’
(Amosiv. 11 ; Zech.iii. 2). Itis used here with special reference
to the fire which tests the whole work (. 13). The 8 is local
rather than instrumental. The fire is so rapid in its effects
that the workman has to rush #4rougk it to reach safety: cf. &’
t8aros (1 Pet. iii. 20), and 8ujAfouer 8i& wupds kai Tdaros (Ps.
Ixvi. 12). To explain cwbijoerar 8id mupds as meaning shall be
kept alive in the midst of hellfire’ is untenable translation and
monstrous exegesis. Such a sense is quite inadmissible for
cwbijoeras and incompatible with ofrws ds, Moreover, the fire
in 2. 13 is the fire alluded to, and that fire cannot be Gehenna.
Atto of Vercelli thinks that this passage is one of the ¢things
hard to be understood * alluded to in 2 Pet. iii. 16. Augustine
(Enchir. 68) says that the Christian who cares for the things of
the Lord’ (vii. 32) is the man who builds with gold, silver, and
precious stones,” while he who ‘cares for the things of the world,
how he may please his wife’ (vii. 33), builds with ‘wood, hay,
stubble.’

III. 16-17. The Temple.
St Paul now passes away from the builders to the Temple.
The section is linked with z2. 10-15 both by the opening words,
which imply some connexion, and by the word vads, which is

5



66 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS ([IIL 18

doubtless suggested by the ‘building’ of zw. ¢f (cf Eph
ii. 20-22). On the other hand, it is quite certain that there is
a change of subject : adrds cwbjoerar (2. 15) and pbepel TovTov 6
@eds are contradictory propositions, and they cannot be made
to apply to the same person, for ¢feiperv cannot be attenuated
to an equivalent for {mpiodv (2. 15).

The subject of the oxiopare still occupies the Apostle’s mind,
and he seems to be thinking of their ultimate tendency. By
giving rein to the flesh (z. 3) they tend to banish the Holy
Spirit, and so to destroy the Temple constituted by His presence.

16. Odx oldate; Frequent in this Epistle, and twice in
Romans; also Jas. iv. 4. As in v. 6, vi. 16, 19, the question
implies a rebuke. The Corinthians are so carnal that they
have never grasped, or have failed to retain, so fundamental a
doctrine as that of the indwelling of the Spirit.*

vads Beoli éore. Not ‘a temple of God,” but ¢ God’s Temple.’
There is but one Temple, embodied equally truly in the whole
Church, in the local Church, and in the individual Christian;
the local Church is meant here. As a metaphor for the Divine
indwelling, the vads, which contained the Holy of Holies, is more
suitable than iepdv, which included the whole of the sacred en-
closure (vi. 19; 2 Cor. vi. 16; Eph. ii. zr). To converts from
heathenism the vads might suggest the ce//a in which the image
of the god was placed. It is one of the paradoxes of the Christian
Church that there is only one vads @eov and yet each Christian
is a vads: simul omnes unum templum et singula templa sumus,
quia non est Deus in omnibus quam in singulis major (Herv.),
Nads is from valew, ‘to dwell.’

kai 7d wvebpa. The xai is epexegetic. Both Gentile and Jew
might speak of their vads @eo?, but, while the pagan temple was
mhabited by an émage of a god, and the Jewish by a symbol of
the Divine Presence (Shekinah), the Christian temple is inhabited
by the Spirit of God Himself.

&v Spiv olkel. ‘In you hath His dwelling-place.” In Luke
xi. 51 we have olkos, where, in the parallel passage in Matt.
xiil. 35, we have vads. Tdre olv pdhiora éodpefo vads Peod, dav
Xwprrikods éavrods kataokevdowpuey 7of Ilvesparos Tob @eod (Orig.).

*® On the very insufficient ground that Kephas is not mentioned in z2. 5
and 6, but is mentioned in v, 22, Zahn regards 7. 16-20 as directed against
the Kephas party. He says that St Paul knows more than he writes about
this faction, and fears more than he knows (/ntrod. fo N. 7. i. pp. 288 f.).

See on 2. 1 for the resemblance to Ep. of Barn. iv. 11. Ignatius (£ph.
15) has wdrra oy woidper, ds alTol év Nuiv xarokoivTos, va Guev avTol vaol
xal alrds év Huiv Ocbs.
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It is not easy to decide between év Julv olket (B P 17) and olxei év tuiv
(RACDEFGL, Vulg.). The former is more forcible, placing the
¢ permanent dwelling’ last, with emphasis,

17. €€ s ... dleiper . . . pOepel. The AV. greatly mars the
effect by translating the verb first ‘defile’ and then ‘destroy.’
The same verb is purposely used to show the just working of the
lex talionds in this case: one destruction is requited by another
destruction. The destroyers of the Temple are those who banish
the Spirit, an issue to which the dissensions were at least tending.
Here the reference is to unchristian faction, which destroyed, by
dividing, the unity of the Church: a building shattered mnto
separate parts is a ruin. In vi. 19 the thought is of uncleanness
in the strict sense. But all sin is a defiling of the Temple and is
destructive of its consecrated state.* We have a similar play on
words to express a similar resemblance between sin and its
punishment in Rom. i. 28 ; xafds odx éBoxipacar Tév @eov Exew
& émiyvdoe, Tapéukev abrovs 6 eds eis dddkipov voiv. And there
is a still closer parallel in Rev. xi. 18 ; Siadpfeipar Tods Sradhfeipov-
Tas Ty yijv. Neither ¢pfelpewv nor dagpfeiperv are commonly used
of God’s judgments, for which the more usual verb is dmoAAvew
or droAvvas: but both here and in Rev. xi. 18 ¢felpewv or dia-
dleipav is preferred, because of its double meaning, corrupt’
and ‘destroy.” The sinner destroys by corrupting what is holy
and good, and for this God destroys him. We have ¢feipewv in
the sense of corrupt, xv. 33; 2 Cor. xi. 3; Rev. xix. 2.

$Bepel ToiiTov 6 Beds. The Vulgate, like the AV, ignores the
telling repetition of the same verb: si guis autem templum Dei
violaverit, disperdet illum Deus. Tertullian (Adv. Marc. v. 6)
preserves it: si templum Dei quis vitiaverit, vitiabitur, utique a
Deo templi ; and more literally (De Pudic. 16, 18) vitiabit illum
Deus. But neither ¢fepei here, nor éhefpos in 1 Thess. v. 3, nor
8\efpov aidviov in 2 Thess. i. g, must be pressed to mean anni-
hilation (see on v. 5). Nor, on the other hand, must it be
watered down to mean mere physical punishment (cf. xi. 30).
The exact meaning is nowhere revealed in Scripture ; but terrible
ruin and eternal loss of some kind seems to be meant. See
Beet’s careful examination of these and kindred words, Z%e Last
Things, pp. 122 f.

&yds dorwv. It is ‘holy,” and therefore not to be tampered
with without grave danger. Both the Tabernacle and the
Temple are frequently called dytos, and in the instinct of archaic
religion in the O.T. the idea of danger was included in that of

* This is a third case, quite different from the two cases in zv. 14, I5.
A good superstructure wins a reward for the builder. A bad superstructure
perishes but the builder is rescued. But he who, instead of adding to the
edifice, ruins what has been built, will himself meet with ruin,
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‘holiness.” See Gray on Num. iv. 5, 15, 19, 20, and Kirk-
patrick on 1 Sam. vi. 20 and 2 Sam. vi. 7; and cf. Lev. x. 6,
Xvi. 2, 13.

olrwvés dore dpets. It has been doubted whether vads or dyios
is the antecedent of oirwes, but the former is probably right :
‘which temple ye are’ (AV., RV.).* The relative is attracted
into the plural of Suels. Edwards quotes, tov obpavdy, obs &3
mwélovs kahotow (Plato, Crat. 405). The meaning seems to be,
‘The temple of God is holy ; ye are the temple of God ; therefore
ye must guard against what violates your consecration.’ As
distinct from the simple relative, oirives commonly carries with
it the idea of category, of belonging to a class; ‘and this is what
ye are,’ ‘and such are ye’: cf. Gal. v. 19, where the construction
is parallel.

$Bepei (N ABC, defg Vulg.) rather than ¢felpee (DEFGL P, Am.)
where the difference between Greek and Latin in bilingual MSS. is remark-
able: see oniv. 2. Tolrov (N B C L P) rather than airév (AD EF G).

III 18-IV. 5. Warning against & mere ‘ Human’ Estimate
of the Pastoral Office.

Let no one profane God's Temple by taking on himself
to set up party teackers in it. Regard us teachers as simply
Christ's stewards.

8] am not raising baseless alarms; the danger of a false
estimate of oneself is grave. It may easily happen that a man
imagines that he is wise in his intercourse with you, with the
wisdom of the non-Christian world. Let him become simple
enough to accept Christ crucified, which is the way to become
really wise. 1°For this world’s wisdom is foolishness in God’s
sight, as it stands written in Scripture, Who taketh the wise in
their own craftiness; %and in another passage, The Lord
knoweth the thoughts of the wise that they are vain. #If this
is 8o, it is quite wrong for any one to plume himself on the men
whom he sets up as leaders. For yours is no party-heritage ;
it is universal. % Paul, Apollos, Kephas, the world, life, death,
whatever is, and whatever is to be, all of it belongs to you;
Bbut you—you belong to no human leader; you belong to
Christ, and Christ to God. Between you and God there is no
human leader.

* We find the same thought, on a lower level, even in such a writer as
Ovid (Epp. ex Ponlo, 1L i. 34) ; quae templum pectore semper habet,
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IV. ! The right way of regarding Apollos, myself, and other
teachers, is that we are officers under Christ, commissioned to
dispense the truths which His Father has revealed to us in Him,
just as stewards dispense their masters’ goods. 2 Here, further-
more, you must notice that all stewards are required to prove
their fidelity. 3But, as regards myself, it is a matter of small
moment that my fidelity should be scrutinized and judged by you
or by any human court. Yet that does not mean that I constitute
myself as my own judge. My judgments on myself would be
inconclusive. For it may be the case that I have no conscious-
ness of wrong-doing, and yet that this does not prove that I am
guiltless. My conscience may be at fault. The only competent
judge of my fidelity is the Lord Christ. ®That being so, cease
to anticipate His decision with your own premature judgments.
Wait for the Coming of the Judge. It is He who will both
illumine the facts that are now hidden in darkness, and also
make manifest the real motives of human conduct: and then
whatever praise is due will come to each faithful steward direct
from God. That will be absolutely final.

- The Apostle sums up his ‘ case’ against the oxiouara, com-
bining the results of his exposure of the false ¢ wisdom,’ with its
correlative conceit, and of his exposition of the Pastoral Office
(18-23). He concludes by a warning against their readiness to
form judgments, from a mundane standpoint, upon those whose
function makes them amenable only to the judgment of the Day
of the Lord.

18. Mndels éavrdy &famardrw. A solemn rebuke, similar to
that of uw wAavacfe in vi. 9, xv. 33, and Gal vi. 7, and even
more emphatic than that which is implied in od«x otdare (2. 16).
He intimates that the danger of sacrilege and of its heavy penalty
(vv. 16, 17) is not so remote as some of the Corinthians may
think. Shallow ‘conceit may lead to disloyal tampering with the
people of Christ. That there is a sacrilegious tendency in faction
is illustrated by Gal v. 7-12, vi. 12, 13; 2 Cor. xi. 3, 4, 13-15,
20; and the situation alluded to in Galatians may have been in
the Apostle’s mind when he wrote the words that are before us
—words which have a double connexion, viz, with 2. 16, 17,
and with the following section. St Paul is fond of compounds
with é: v. 7, 13, vi. 14, xv. 34.

€l 115 Boxel oodds elvar. Not, ‘seemeth to be wise’ (AV.),
videtur sapiens esse (Vulg.); but, ‘thinketh that he is wise’ (RV.),



70 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [IIL 18, 19

sibi videtur esse sapiens (Beza). He considers himself an acute
man of the world, quite able to decide for himself whether Paul,
or Apollos, or Kephas is the right person to follow in matters of
religion. We have the Same use of doket in viil. 2, x. 12, xiv. 37.
Excepting Jas. i. 26, el 7is doxel is peculiar to Paul; and there
the AV. makes the same mistake as here, in translatmg seem’
instead of ‘think.” Here efa-lra.‘ra.rw, and there drardv, may be
regarded as decisive. It is the man’s se/f-deceit that is criticized
in both cases: his estimate is all wrong. See J. B. Mayor on
Jas. 1. 26. It is perhaps not acmdemal that the Apostle says e
Tis . . . & Ypiv, and not €l 7is Spdv. The warning suggests that
the self-styled cogés is among them, but not that he is one of
themselves: the wrong-headed teacher has come from elsewhere.

& Spiv & 73 aidn Todrg. We might put a comma after év
Yutv, for the two expressions are in contrast; ‘in your circle,’
which has the heavenly wisdom and ought to be quite different
from what is ‘in this world’ and has only mundane wisdom.
The latter is out of place in a Christian society (i. 2o, 22, ii. 6, 8).
Epictetus (Enckir. 18) warns us against thinking ourselves wise
when ozers think us to be such; pndéy Bovhov Soxelv émloracfar
kv 86¢ys iow elval Tis, dmioTer oeavtd.

Cyprian (7est. iii. 69, De bono patient. 2) takes év T¢ aldwt ToUTY with
pwpds yevéabw 2 mundo huic stultus fiat. So also does Origen (Cels. i. 13 ;
Philpc. 18); and also Luther: der werde ¢in Narr in dieser Welt. ‘This
makes good sense; ‘If any man thinks himself wise in relation to you
Christians, let him become a fool in relation to this world’: but it is not
the right sense. It is cogés, not uwpés, that is qualified by év 7¢ aidwe 7.
‘If any man thmks himself wise in Jour circle—I mean, of course, with thrs
world’s wisdom.” From év July, ‘in a Christian Church, it might have
been supposed that he meant the true wisdom, and he adds & 7. al. 7. to
avoid misunderstanding.

puwpds yevéoBw, ‘Let him drop his false wisdom,’ the conceit
that he has about himself: i. 18-20, 23, ii. 14.

e yémTtal gopds. So as to be brought ‘unto all riches of
the full assurance of - understanding, unto full knowledge of the
mystery of God, even Christ’ (Col. ii. 3).*

19. He explains the paradox of the last verse by stating the
principle already established, i. 21, ii. 6.

wapd 14 Oed. ¢ Before God as judge; Rom. ii. 13, xii. 16;
Acts xxvi 8, Although pwpds is common in N.T. and LXX,
pwpla occurs, in N.T., only in these three chapters; and, in
LXX, only in Ecclus. xx. 31, xli. 15.

& Spaoadpevos x.rN. From Job v. 13; a quotation inde-
pendent of the LXX, and perhaps somewhat nearer to the

* Cf. Odal ol gurerol éavrois Kol évimiov éavrdv émiorhuoves: Barnabas
(iv. 11) quotes these words as 'ypa.qbﬁ.l
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original Hebrew. Job is quoted rarely in N.T., and chiefly
by St Paul; and both here and in Rom. xi. 35, and in no other
quotation, he varies considerably from the LXX. Like 6 woidv
in Heb. 1. %, 6 8pagaoduevos here is left without any verb. It
expresses the strong grasp or ‘grip’ which God has upon the
slippery cleverness of the wicked: cf. Ecclus. xxvi. 7, where it is
said of an evil wife, & kpardv alrijs ds 6 Spacaduevos aropmiov:
and Ecclus. xxxiv. (xxxi.) 2, the man who has his mind upon
dreams is &s dpagaduevos axids. The words in Ps. ii. 12 which
are mistranslated ‘Kiss the Son’ are rendered in the LXX,
Spdéacle maideias, ‘Lay hold on instruction.” The verb occurs
nowhere else in N.T., and in the LXX of Job v. 13 we have 6
karadapBdvor.

mavoupyig. ‘Versatile cleverness,” ‘readiness for anything’ in
order to gain one’s own ends. ‘Craftiness,’ like astutia (Vuig.),
emphasizes the cunning which =wavovpyla often implies. The
LXX has é& ¢povijge, a word which commonly has a good
meaning, while ravovpyla almost always has a bad one, although
not always in the LXX, eg Prov. 1. 4, viii. 5. The adjective
mavodpyos is more often used in a better sense, and in the LXX
is used with ¢pdvipos to translate the same Hebrew word.
Perhaps ‘cleverness’ would be better here than °craftiness’
(AV., RV.). See notes on Luke xx. 23; Eph. iv. 14.

20. Kdpros ywidoker. From Ps. xciv. 11, and another instance
(i. 20) of St Paul’s freedom in quoting: the LXX, following the
Hebrew, has dvfpdrwr, where he (to make the citation more in
point) has godpdv. But the Psalm contrasts the designs of men
with the designs of God, and therefore the idea of cogds is in the
context.

Suadoyropods. In the LXX the word is used of the thoughts
of God (Ps. xl. 6, xcii. 5). When used of men, the word often,
but not always, has a bad sense, as here, especially of questioning
or opposing the ways of God (Ps. lvi. 5; Luke v. 22, vi. 8 ; Rom.
i. 21; Jas. ii. 4).

21. dore pndeis kavxdobow. Conclusion from v9. 18-20. The
connexion presupposes an affinity between conceit in one’s own
wisdom and a readiness to make over much of a human leader.
The latter implies much confidence in one’s own estimate of the
leader. Consequently, the spirit of party has in it a subtle
element of shallow arrogance. We have Gore, ‘so then,” with
an imperative, iv. 5, x. 12, xi. 33, Xiv. 39, xv. §8. OQutside this
argumentative and practical Epistle the combination is not very
common ; very rare, except in Paul. It seems to involve an
abrupt change from the oratio obligua to the oratio recta. It
marks the transition from explanation to exhortation.
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&v dvfpdmas.  To ‘glory in men’ is the opposite of ‘glorying
in the Lord” (i. 31). The Apostle is referring to their wrong-
headed estimation of himself, Apolios, and others (as in iv. 6),
not to party-leaders boasting of their large following. Leaders
might glory in the patience and faith of their disciples (z Thess.
i. 4), but not in that as any credit to the leaders themselves.
All partizan laudation is wrong.

wévra ydp Opdv éoriv. ‘You say, I belong to Paul, or, 1
belong to Apollos. So far from that being true, it is Paul and
Apollos who belong to you, for a// things belong to you.’
Instead of contenting himself with saying ‘We are yours,’ he
]asserts that and a very great deal more; not merely wdvres, “all
servants of God,’ but wdvra, ‘all God’s creatures,’ belong to them.
Yet his aim is, not merely to proclaim how wide their heritage is,
but to show them that they have got the facts by the wrong end.
They want to make him a chieftain; he is really their servant.
| The Church is not the property of Apostles; Apostles are
ministers of the Church. Quia omnia wvestra sunt, nolite in
singulis  gloriari; nolite speciales wvobis magistros defendere,
quoniam omnibus utimini (Atto). Omnia propler sanclos creata
sunt, languam nihil habentes et omnia po<sidentes (Primasius).

The thought is profound and far-reaching. The believer in
God through Christ is a member of Christ and shares in His
universal lordship, all things being subservient to the Kingdom
of God, and therefore to his eternal welfare (vii. 31 ; Rom. viil.
28; John xvi. 33; 1 John v. 4, 5), as means to an end. The
Christian loses this birthright by treating the world or its
interests as ends in themselves, Ze. by becoming enslaved to
persons (vil. 23; 2 Cor. xi. 20) or things (vi. 12; Phil iii. 19).
Without God, we should be the sport of circumstances, and  the
world’ would crush us, if not in ‘life,” at least in “‘death.” As it
is, all these things alike ‘are ours’ We meet them as members
of Christ, rooted in God’s love (Rom. viii. 37). The Corinthians,
by boasting in men, were forgetting, and thereby imperilling,
their prerogative in Christ. There is perhaps a touch of Stoic
language in these verses; see on iv. 8. Origen points out that
the Greeks had a saying, Ildvra To? godod doriy, but St Paul was
the first to say, Odvra Tob dyiov éoriv.

23, ¢lre . . . elre . . . efre. The enumeration, rising in a
climax, is characteristic of St Paul (Rom. viii. 38): the wdyra is
first expanded and then repeated. We might have expected a
third triplet, pas, present, and future; but the past is not ours
in the sense in which the present and future are. We had no
part in shaping it, and cannot change it. In the first triplet, he
places himself first, Ze. at the bottom of the climax.
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eite kéopos. The transition from Kephas to the xdéopos is, as
Bengel remarks, rather repentinus saltus, and made, he thmks,

with a touch of impatience, lest the enumeration should become
too extended. But perhaps alliteration has something to do
with it. This Bengel spoils, by substituting ‘ Peter’ for ‘ Kephas.’
The ‘world’ is here used in a neutral sense, without ethical
significance, the world we live in, the physical universe.

€lre Lot €lre Odvaros. If xdopos is the physical universe, it is
probable that {wj and fdvares mean physical life and death. They
sum up all that man instinctively clings to or instinctively dreads.
From life and death in this general sense we pass easily to éveo-
rora. It is by life in the world that eternal life can be won, and
death is the portal to eternal life. In Rom. viii. 38 death is
mentioned before life, and éveor@ra and péidovra do not close
the series.

€ite éveatdta elre pé\ovra. These also ought probably to be
confined in meaning to the things of this life. They include the
whole of existing circumstances and all that lies before us to the
moment of death. All these things ‘are yours,’ i.e. work together
for your good. It is possible that példovre includes the life
beyond the grave ; but the series, as a whole, reads more con-
sistently, if each member of it is regarded as referring to human
experience in this world.

For dudv, duels, B and one or two cursives read Hudy, Hueis. After
budv, D?E L, fg Vulg. Syrr. Copt. Arm. add éoriv.

23, opeis 3¢ Xpuorod. These words complete the rebuke of
those who said that they belonged to Paul, etc. They belonged
to no one but Christ, and they all alike belonged to Him.
While all things were theirs, they were not their own (vi. 20,
vii. 23), and none of them had any greater share in Christ than
the rest (i. 13). Christians, with all their immense privileges, are °
not the ultimate owners of anything, There is only one real
Owner, God. On the analogy between Xpiorod here and
Kaloapos = * belonging to the Emperor ” in papyri see Deissmann,
Light from the Anc. East, p. 382. Cf. xv. 23; Gal. iii. 29,
V. 24.

Xpiords 3¢ Oeoi. Not quite the same in meaning as Luke
ix. 20, xxiii. 35; Acts iii. 18; Rev. xii. 10. In all those passages
we have 6 Xpwrros Tob @eod or atrol. Here Xpuwrrds is more of a
proper name. The thought of the Christian’s lordship over the
world has all its meaning in that of his being a son of God
through Christ (Rom. viii. 16, 17). This passage is one of the
few in which St Paul expresses his conception of the relation of
Chrlst to God (see on ii. 16). Christ, although & popepii ®eod
tmdpxev (Phil. ii. 6, where see nghtfoot and Vincent), is so
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derivatively (Col. i. 15, where see Lightfoot and Abbott): His
glory in His risen and exalted state is given by God (Phil. ii. ¢ ;
cf. Rom. vi, 10), and in the end is to be merged in God (see on
xv. 28). Theodoret says here, oy &s rriopa @cod, dGAN' @s vids
tob @eov. There is no need to suppose, with some of the
Fathers and later writers, that St Paul is here speaking of our
Lord’s human nature exclusively ; there is no thought of separat-
ing the two natures; he is speaking of ‘Christ, the Divine
Mediator in His relation to His Father and to His ‘many
brethren.” See many admirable remarks in Sanday, Ancient and
Modern Christologies, on the doctrine of Two Natures in Christ,
Pp- 37, 50, 52, 90, 165, and especially p. 173 ; see also Edwards’
and Stanley’s notes ad Joc.

IV. 1. Odrws fpéshoyléobu. The thought of iii. 5 is resumed,
and the reproof of the tendency to ‘glory in men’ is completed
by a positive direction as to the right attitude towards the pastors
of the Church. The Corinthians must regard them ¢ ministros
Christiy, non ut aequales Christo (Primasius). The ofrws probably
refers to what follows, as in iii. 15, ix, 26. The 7jpds certainly
refers to all who are charged with the ministry of the New
Testament or Covenant (2 Cor. iii. 6). But we get good sense
if we make ofrws refer to what precedes; ‘ Remembering that
we and everything else are yours, as you are Christ’s, let a man
take account of us as men who are ministers of Christ.” This
throws a certain amount of emphasis on #uds, the emphasis being
removed from oVrws: but fuds may receive emphasis, for it is
the attitude of the Corinthians towards the Apostle and other
teachers that is in question.

dvfpomos. Almost equivalent to s (xi. 28), but a gravior
dicendi formula. This use is rare in class. Grk.

dwnpéras. Substituted for dudxovor in iil. §. The word origin-
ally denoted those who row (épéooew) in the lower tier of a
trireme, and then came to mean those who do anything under
another, and hence simply ‘underlings.’* In the Church, St
Luke (i.2) applies it to any service of the word ; later it was used
almost technically of sub-deacons. See on Luke iv. 20, and
Suicer, s.v. St Paul uses the word nowhere else.

olxovépous. The olxovdpos (olkos and véuewv) was the respons-
ible head of the establishment, assigning to each slave his duties
and entrusted with the administration of the stores. He was a -
slave in relation to his master (Luke xii. 42), but the &rfrporos or
overseer (Matt. xx. 8) in relation to the workmen (see on Luke

* St Paul is probably not thinking of the derivation; ¢ Christ is the pilot ;
we are rowers under Him.” By Xpwrol he may mean ‘not of any earthly
waster.’
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xii. 42 and xvi. 1; in the latter place, the oikovopos seems to be a
freeman). God is the Master (iii. 23) of the Christian household
(1 Tim. iil. 15), and the stores entrusted to His stewards are the
‘mysteries of God. These mysteries are the truths which the
stewards are commissioned to teach (see on ii. 7). Between the
Master and the stewards stands the Son (xv. z5; Heb. iii. 6),
whose underlings the stewards are. See on oikovopiav in Eph.
i. 10 and Col. i. 25.

2. &%e. ‘Here,’ ic. ‘on earth and in human life,” or perhaps
‘in these circumstances.’” See on i. 16 for Aourdy.

tnreirar x.T.\. The AV. cannot be improved upon; ‘It is
required in stewards that a man be found faithful.” See on i. 10
for this use of {va: the attempts to maintain its full ‘telic’ force
here are too clumsy to deserve discussion: see further on v. 2,
and compare elpefyj in 1 Pet. i. 7.

mords. Cf. Luke xii. 42, xvi. 10; Num. xii. 7; 1 Sam. xxii.
14: the meaning is ‘trustworthy’” To be an oikovduos is not
enough.* .

&% (R ABCD*FGP 17, e Vulg.) rather than 8 8 (D*EL). In
Luke xvi. 25 there is a similar corruption in some texts. {yrefrac (B L,
defg Vulg. Copt. Syrr.) rather than {9reire (NACD P and F G -nre).
Here, as in ¢fepet (iii. 17), d e f g support the better reading against DE F G.
Lachmann takes &d¢ at the end of 2. 1,—an improbable arrangement.

8. &poi 8¢ The ¢ implies contrast to something understood,
such as ‘I do not claim to be irresponsible; inquiry will have to
be made as to whether I am faithful; but (3é) the authority to
which I bow is not yours, nor that of any human tribunal, but
God’s.’ :

els éndytordy domv. ‘It amounts to very little,” *it counts for
a very small matter’ Cf. els oddev loywofijvar (Acts xix. 27).
He does not say that it counts for nothing. “I have often
wondered how it is that every man sets less value on his own
opinion of himself than on the opinion of others. So much
more respect have we to what our neighbours think of us than to
what we think of ourselves” (M. Aurelius, xii. 4).

va dvaxpi0d. ‘To be judged of,” or ‘to be put on my trial,’
or ‘to pass your tribunal’ (see on ii. 14, 15). The verb is
neutral, and suggests neither a favourable nor an unfavourable
verdict. The dominant thought here, as in ii. 14, 15, is the
competency of the tribunal. The clause is almost equivalent to
a simple infinitive, the fva defining the purport of a possible
volition, whether of, for, or against what is named. He does

* Chadwick, 7%e Pastoral Teaching of St Paul, p. 164f. He does not

say ‘be judged trustworthy,’ but ¢ be found actually to be so.” In 1 Pet. iv. 10
every Christian is a steward,
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not mean that the Corinthians had thought of formally trying
him, but that he cares little for what public opinion may decide
about him.

) om> &vbpwmims fpépas. The phrase is in contrast to %
wpépa (ili. 13), which means the Day of the Lord, the Lord's
Judgment-Day. Zhat is the tribunal which the Apostle recog-
nizes ; a Auman tribunal he does not care to satisfy. He may
have had in his mind the use of a word equivalent to ‘day’ in
the sense of a ‘court,’ which is found in Hebrew and in other
languages.* ‘Daysman’ in Job ix. 33 means ‘arbitrator’ or
‘umpire’: compare diem dicere alicui. From dies comes dieta =
‘diet’; and hence, in German, Zag=°‘diet, as in Reickstag,
Landtag. ‘Man’s judgment’ (AV., RV,) gives the sense suffi-
ciently. Jerome is probably wrong in suggesting that the
expression is a ‘Cilicism,’ one of St Paul’s provincialisms.
Humanus dies dicitur in guo judicant homines, quia erit et dies
Domini, in quo judicabit et Dominus (Herv.). Atto says much
the same.

AN’ o8¢ épaurdv dvaxpive. ‘Nay, even my own verdict
upon my conduct, with the knowledge which I have of its
motives, is but a human judgment, incompetent definitely to
condemn (1 John iii. 20), and still more incompetent to acquit.”
“We cannot fail to mark the contrast between this avowal of
inability to judge oneself and the claim made in ch. ii. on
behalf of the spiritual man, who judges all things. Selfknow-
ledge is more difficult than revealed truth” (Edwards): Ps.
xix. 12.

4. oidév ydp &pavtd oldvoda. ‘For (supposing that) I know
nothing against myself,” ‘Suppose that I am not conscious of
any wrong-doing on my part’ The Apostle is not stating a fact,
but an hypothesis; he was conscious of many faults; yet, even
if he were not aware of any, that would not acquit him. No-
where else in N.T. is the verb used in #kis sense (see Acts v. z,
xil. 12z, Xiv. 6): it means to ‘share knowledge,’ and here to
‘know about oneself’ what is unknown to others. It expresses
conscience in the recording sense. As conscience can condemn

more surely than it can acquit, the word, when used absolutely,
has more frequently a bad sense, and hence comes to mean to
‘be conscious of guilt’: ni/ conscire sibi, nulla pallescere culpa

* Aesch. i Cles. p. §87; Els 7pla pépn Buaipeirar 4 fpépa, Srav elolpy
ypaph wapavbuwy els 7O dikagrhpiov, where 4 Huépa means the time of the
trial,

+ We might have expected &N’ o008¢ abrds éuavrdv dvaxplvw, but the
meaning is clear. He does not base his refusal to pass judgment on himself -
on the difficulty of being impartial. Such a judgment, however impartial and
just, could not be final, and therefore would be futile,
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(Hor. Ep. 1. 1. 61) illustrates the same kind of meaning in the
Latin equivalent. See on # xaf, Rom. ii. 15. The archaic ‘I
know nothing &4y myself’ (AV.) has caused the words to be
seriously misunderstood. In sixteenth-century English ‘by’
might mean ‘against,” and means ‘against’ here. Latimer says,
“Sometimes I say more &y him than I am able to prove ; this is
slandering” (i. 518). Jonson, in the Silent Woman, “An
intelligent woman, if she know &4y herself the least defect, will
be most curious to hide it” (iv. 1), which is close to the use
here. T. L. O. Davies (Bible Words, p. 81) gives these and
other examples. ¥

4N’ odx év todTw. ‘ Nevertheless, not hereby,’ ‘But yet not
in this fact,” “not therefore.” This é& rovry is frequent in St John,
especially in the First Epistle and in connexion with ywdokew
(John xiii. 35; 1 Johnii 3, s, iii. 16, 19, 24, iv. 2, 13, v. 2), but
also with other verbs (John xv. 8, xvi. 30). The odx is placed
away from its verb with special emphasis ; sed non in hoc (Vulg.),
non per koc (Beza). Without difference of meaning, Ignatius
(Rom. 5) has dAX’ o 7 ap & Tobro Sedikalvpar.

Bedikaiwpar. ‘Am I acquitted’ The word is used in a
general sense, not in its technical theological sense. To intro-
duce the latter here (Meyer, Beet, etc.) is to miss the drift of the
passage, which deals, not with the question as to how man
1s justified in God’s sight, but with the question as to who is
competent fo stt in judgmen? on a man’s work or life. St Paul is
not dealing with the question of his own personal ¢justification
by faith,” as though he said ‘I am justified not by this, but in
some other way’: he is saying in the first person, what would
apply equally to any one else, that an unaccusing conscience does
not per se mean absence of guilt.

6 8¢ dvaxplvav pe Kiépids éorwv. ‘But he that judgeth me is
the Lord,’ 7.e. Christ, as the next verse shows. The 8¢ goes back
to odd¢ duavrdv dvaxplve, what intervenes being a parenthesis ;
‘not I myself, but our Lord, is the judge.’

5. dore. With the imperative (see on iii. 21), ‘So then.’

p 7 kpivere. ¢Cease to pass any judgment,’ or ‘Make a
practice of passing no judgment’ (pres. imper.). The 7¢ is a
cognate accusative, such as we have in John vii. 24, ¢As far as
I am concerned, you may judge as you please, it is indifferent
to me; but, as Christians, you should beware of passing any
judgment on any one, until the Judge of all has made all things
clear. All anticipation is vain.’

7wpd karpol. ‘Before the fitting time,” or ‘the appointed

. " The use is perhaps not yet extinct in Yorkshire. ‘I know nothing &y
him ”’ might still be heard for *‘ I know nothing against him.”
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time,” when of dywou 7ov kdopov kpwodow (vi. 2). Kawpds has
no exact equivalent in English, French, or German. Cf. Matt.
viil. 29.

Zus &v &\0y. The addition or omission of dv after &vs in the
N.T. is somewhat irregular, and this fact precludes any sure
generalization as to particular shades of meaning. In later
Greek the force of &v is weakened, and therefore the difference
between its presence and absence is lessened. Here, not the
coming, but the time of it, is doubtful; ‘till the Advent, when-
ever that may be.” See Milligan on 2 Thess. ii. 7, where there
is no dv, and Edwards here. In Rev. ii. 25, dxpt od v 7w, it is
doubtful whether %fw is fut. indic. or aor. subj. At the Day of
Judgment they will take part in judging (vi. 2, 3), with all the
facts before them.

8s xal puticer. ‘Who shall both throw light upon,” ¢shall
illumine,’ Jucem inferet in (Beng.). But the difference between
*bringing light to’ and ‘ bringing to light’ is not great. The xai
is probably ‘both,’ not ‘also’; but if ‘also,’ the meéaning is, * will
come to judge and also will illumine,’ which is less probable.
®orifw points to the source of the revelation.

T8 xputrd 7ol oxdrous. Abscondita tencbrarum (Vulg.); occulta
lenebrarum = yes lenebris occultatas (Beza). The genitive may be
possessive or characterizing, ‘the hidden things which darkness
holds,” or ¢the hidden things whose nature is dark.’” The point
is, not that what will be revealed is morally bad, although that
may be suggested, but that hitherto they have been quite secret,
hidden, it may be, from the person’s own conscience.

kol ¢avepioer. Two things are necessary for an unerring
judgment of human actions,—a complete knowledge of the facts,
and full insight into the motives. These the Lord will apply
when He comes; and to attempt to judge men without these
indispensable qualifications is futile arrogance. ®Pavepdw points
to the resuit of the revelation.

kai T6Te & Emavos. ‘ And #Zen, and not till then, #2¢ measure of
praise that is due will come to each from God.’ ‘He will have
Ais praise’ (RV.), what rightly belongs to him, which may be
little or none, and will be very different from the praise of
partizans here. We have the same thought in 2 Cor. x. 18;
Rom. ii. 29 ; and Clem. Rom. reproduces it, Cor. 30. Compare
peadds, iii. 14, and & wofés, Rom. iv. 4, and see Hort on 1 Pet.
L7, P 43

&wd 100 Oeol. At the end, with emphasis ; the award is final,
as &wd intimates ; there is no further court of appeal: and it is
from God that Christ has authority to judge the world (John
v.27). Cf. 2 Esdr. xvi. 62-65. With éxdore compare the fivefold
agros in iil. 5-13.



IV. 8-21] APPLICATION OF FOREGOING PASSAGE 79

D EF G, Aug. omit the 85 before kai. D omits the 7ol before ©eob.
The conjecture of dwé for dwé before 7ol Oeol has no probability of being
right. Christ is the dpiopévos Imd 7ol Ocod kpuris (Acts x. 42): cf. uéMhe
kplvew T olkcovudvyy év avdpl @ Sproev (Acts xvii, 31) ¢ so that the judg-
ments pronounced by Christ are dad Tofi Oeoll.

IV. 6-21, Personal Application of the foregoing Passage
(IIXI. 5-IV. B8), and Close of the Subject of the Dis-
sensions.

My aim tn all this is to correct party-spirit and conceit.
Do compare your self-glorification with the humiliations of
your teachers. This admonition comes from a father whom
you ought to imitate. I really am coming to you. Is it to
be in severity or in gentleness ?

6 These comments I have modified in form, so as to apply to
myself and Apollos, without including others, for you certainly
have made party-leaders of him and me. And I have done this
for your sakes, not ours, in order that by us as examples you
may learn the meaning of the words, Go not beyond what s
written ; in short, to keep any one of you from speaking boast-
fully in favour of the one teacher to the disparagement of the
other. 7For, my friend, who gives you the right to prefer one
man to another and proclaim Paul and Apollos as leaders?
And what ability do you possess that was not given to you by
God? You must allow that you had it as a gift from Him.
Then why do you boast as if you had the credit of acquiring it?
8 No doubt you Corinthians are already in perfect felicity ; already
you are quite rich; without waiting for us poor teachers, you
have come to your kingdom! And I would to God that you
had come to the Kingdom, that we also might be there with you !
But we are far from that happy condition. For it seems to me
that God has exhibited us His Apostles last of all, as men
doomed to death are the last spectacle in a triumphal procession :
for a spectacle we are become to the universe, to the whole
amphitheatre of angels and men. ¢ We poor simpletons go on
with the foolishness of preaching Christ, while you in your
relation to Him are men of sagacity. We feel our weakness;
you are so strong as to stand alone. You have the glory, and
we the contempt. 1Up to this very moment we go hungry,
thirsty, and scantily clothed ; we get plenty of hard blows and
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have no proper home; Zand we have to work hard with our
hands to earn our daily bread. Men revile us, and we bless
them ; they persecute us, and we are patient; they slander us,
and we merely deprecate. 13We have been treated as the scum
of the earth, the refuse of society, and are treated so still.

¥ T am not writing in this tone to put you to shame: you are
my dearly loved children, and I am showing you where you are
wrong. 18 For you may have any number of instructors in Christ,
yet you have not more than one father: for in Christ Jesus it was
I, and no one else, who begat you through the Glad-tidings
which I brought you. 181 have, therefore, the right to beseech
you to follow my steps. 17 And because I wish you to follow my
example, I have sent Timothy to you; for he also is a child of
mine, dearly loved as you are, loyal and trusty in the Lord, and
he will bring back to your remembrance the simple and lowly
ways which I have as a Christian teacher, not only at Corinth,
but everywhere and in every Church. 18Some of you boastfully
declared that my sending Timothy meant that I did not dare to
come myself; so they would do as they pleased. ¥But I do
mean to come, and that soon, to you, if the Lord pleases; and
I will then take cognizance, not of what these inflated boasters
say, but of what they can do. Have they any spiritual power ?
¥ For the Kingdom of God is not a thing of words, but of
spiritual power. 3 Which is it to be then? Am I to come to
you rod in hand, or in love and a spirit of gentleness?

After a brief, plain statement of his purpose (6, 7) in the
preceding exposition of the Pastoral Office, the Apostle severely
rebukes the inflated glorying of his readers (8-13), and then, in
a more tender strain (14-16), but still not without sternness
(17~21), explains the mission of Timothy, the precursor of his
own intended visit.

8. Taira 86 ‘Now these things,’ viz. the whole of the
remarks from iii, § onwards, the 8¢ introducing the conclusion
and application of the whole.

48eldol. Asini. 1o, iil. 1.

pereoxnpdnoa. ¢ I put differently,’ ¢ transferred by a figure ’;
lit. ‘altered the arrangement’ (oxfua). The Apostle means
that he used the names of Apollos and himself to illustrate a
principle which might, but for reasons of tact, have been more
obviously illustrated by other names. In LXX the verb is
found once (4 Mac. ix. 22), in N.T. in Paul only; of false
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apostles fashioning themselves into Apostles of Christ, like
Satan fashioning himself into an angel of light (2 Cor. xi. 13-15) ;
and of the glorious change of our body of humiliation (Phil.
iii. 21). The meaning here is different from both these, and the
difference of meaning in the three passages turns upon the
implied sense of oxjua in each case. See Lightfoot ad Jor. and
also on Phil. ii. 7 and iii. 21; Trench, Sy~. § Lxx. ; Hastings,
DB. 1. p. 7. In the present passage there seems to be a
reference to the rkeforical sense of aoxijpe (=figura) to denote a
peiled allusion. The meaning here will be, ‘I have transferred
these warnings to myself and Apollos for the purpose of a
covert allusion, and that for your sakes, that in our persons you
may get instruction.’” The ueracxmuariouds, therefore, consists
in putting forward the names of those not really responsible for
the ordoes instead of the names of others who were more to
blame.*

&v fpiv pdbnre. May learn in us as an object-lesson,’ ¢ in our
case may learn.” They could read between the lines.

76 pfy wép & yéyparrai. The article, as often, has almost the
eflect of inverted commas; ‘the principle’ or ‘the lesson’—
“Never go beyond,” etc. The maxim is given in an elliptical
form without any verb, as in ne sutor ultra crepidam: cf. v. 1,
xi. 24; 2 Pet. ii. 22. Here, as elsewhere, some texts insert a
verb in order to smooth the ellipse. By & yéypamrras the Apostle
means passages of Scripture such as those which he has quoted,
i. 19, 31,iil. 19, 20. It is possible that there was a maxim of
this kind current among the Jews, like undév dyavr among the
Greeks. It is strange that any one should suppose that
& yéypamwrar can refer to what St Paul himself has written or
intends to write, or to the commands of our Lord.t It was
perhaps a Rabbinical maxim.,

tva ph wr.\.  This second e introduces the consequence
expected from pdfnre, and so the ultimate purpose of pere
oxnpudrioe, viz. to avoid all sectarian divisions. The proposal to
take fva in the local sense of ¢where,” ‘in which case,” ‘wobes,
may be safely dismissed. Even in class. Grk. this sense of &va
is chiefly poetical, and it is quite out of keeping with N.T.
usage and with the context here. It is less easy to be certain
whether ¢uotoiofe is the present indicative, which would be very
irregular after v, or an irregularly contracted subjunctive.
Gal. iv. 17 is the only certain instance in N.T. of Wa with the

* That there was no jealousy or rivalry between St Paul and Apollos is
clear from iii. 6, 8-10, xvi. 12. It is possible that it was the factious conduct
of his partizans that drove Apollos from Corinth (Renan, S. Paz/, p. 375).

. t'l‘ Rudolf Steck would refer this to Rom, xii. 3; an extraordinary con-
jecture.

6
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present indicative; but some of the best editors admit it in
John xvii. 3; Tit. ii. 4; 1 John v. 20. The double iva is Pauline ;
Gal. iii. 14, iv. 5.

The sense is an expansion of ‘glorying in men’ (iii. 21):
party-spirit, essentially egoist, cries up one leader at the expense
of another leader. Some take &ds and érépov, not as leaders, but
as members, of the respective parties. This is not the probable
meaning. To cry up a favourite leader of your own choosing is
to betray an inflated self-conceit. See on v. 18. With els fmép
700 &vds may be contrasted oixodopeire els Tov &va (1 Thess. v. 11),
where the opposite cause and effect are indicated, the union,
which results from mutual edification. Here iwép means ‘on
behalf of ’ or ‘in favour of.” We have a similar use of ¥mép and
kard in Rom. viii. 31. See Blass, § 45. 2.

For é Aulv, D 17, Copt. read év fuly. Vmép & (N ABC P 17)is to be
preferred to dmép 8 (DEF GL). After yéypamras, XN3DSL P, Syrr.
Copt. Arm. AV, insert ¢poreiv to avoid the ellipse: R* ABD*EFG,
Vulg. RV. omit. Some editors propose to omit 76 w3 imép & yéyparrat as
a marginal gloss. The sentence is intelligible without these words, but a
gloss would have taken some other form. The ¢povely may come from
Rom. xii. 3.

7. 7is ydp oe Bioxpiver ; The ydp introduces a reason why
su<h conceit is out of place; ‘For who sees anything special in
you?’ The verb has a variety of meanings (see Acts xv. g and
on ouvkpivew in ii. 13), and these meanings are linked by the
idea of ‘separate’ in one sense or another: here it means to
distinguish favourably from others. ¢Who gives you the right to
exalt one and depress another? No one has given you such a
right: then do you claim it is an inherent right?’ 7%, gui
amplius te accepisse gloriaris, quis te ab eco gui minus accepit
separavit, nisi is qui tibi dedit quod alteri non dedit? (Atto).

i 8¢ &yets 8 oix \aBes. The 8¢ adds another home-thrust,
another searching question. ‘Let us grant that you have some
superiority. Is it jnherent? You know that you have nothing
but what you have received. Your good things were all of them
given to you.’ Origen suggests that the question may mean,
‘Why do you pretend to have a gift which you have not received
from God?’ But he prefers the usual interpretation. The
question is a favourite one with Cyril of Alexandria, who quotes
it nine times in his commentary on St John.

el 8¢ xai @\afes. ‘But if thou didst receive it.” The xai
throws an emphasis on &aBes, and el xal represents the insist-
ence on what is fact (2 Cor. iv. 3, v. 16, xii. 11), while xai e
represents an assumed possibility ; but it is not certain that this
distinction always holds good in Paul.

It has been urged that the usual interpretation of é\afes as
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‘received from God, the Giver of all good gifts’ is not suitable
to the context; and that the Apostle means that such Christian
wisdom as the Corinthians possessed was not. their own making,
but came to them through ministry of their teachers. But, after
iii. 57, 21 (cf. xii. 6, xv. 10), St Paul would not be likely to make
any such claim. The main point is, ‘ whatever superiority you
may have is not your own product, it was a gift’; and St Paul
was much more likely to mean that it was God’s gift, than any-
thing derived from himself and Apollos.

The question which he asks strikes deeper than the immediate
purpose of this passage. It is memorable in the history of
theology for the revolution which it brought about in the
doctrine of Grace. In a.D. 396, in the first work which he
wrote as a bishop, Augustine tells us: “To solve this question
we laboured hard in the cause of the freedom of man’s will, but
the Grace of God won the day,” and he adds that this text was
decisive (Retract. 1. i. 1; see also De divers. quaest. ad Simplici-
anum, i.). Ten years before the challenge of Pelagius, the study
of St Paul’s writings, and especially of this verse and of Rom.
ix. 16, had crystallized in his mind the distinctively Augustinian
doctrines of man’s total depravity, of irresistible grace, and of
absolute predestination.

The fundamental thought here is that the teachers, about
whom the Corinthians ‘gloried,” were but ministers of what was
the gift of God. The boasting temper implied forgetfulness of
this fact. It treated the teachers as exhibitors of rhetorical skill,
and as ministering to the Zasfe of a critical audience, which was
entitled to class the teachers according to the preferences of this
or that hearer. "EAafes here coincides with émworeioare in iii. 5.

8. The Apostle now directly attacks the self-esteem of his
readers in a tone of grave irony. ‘ You may well sit in judgment
upon us, from your position of advanced perfection, whence you
can watch us struggling painfully to the heights which you have
already scaled’ Haec verba per ironiam dicta sunt: non enim
sunt affirmantis, sed indignantis, et commoti animi. Illos quippe
regnare, saturalos et divites faclos, in quibus superius diversa vitia
et plures errores redarguit (Atto). It spoils the irony of the
assumed concession to take the three clauses which follow as
questions (WH.). That the three argumentative questions
should be followed by three satirical affirmations is full of point.
gix consecutive questions would be wearisome and somewhat

at.

131 xexopeopévor Eaté, B0 émhoutioare, xwpls fpdy EBaciledoare.
The RV. might have given each of the three clauses a note
of exclamation. Some give one to the last, and it covers the
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other two. It is evident that the three verbs form a climax, and
the last gives the key to the allusion. These highly blessed
Corinthians are already in the Kingdom of God, enjoying its
banquets, its treasures, and its thrones. The verbs stand for
the satisfaction of all desires in the Messianic Kingdom
(Luke xxii. 29, 30; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Tim. ii. 12). Theattitude
of the mepvoiwpévor amounted to a claim to be already in
possession of all that this Kingdom was to bring. They have
got a private millennium of their own. Like the %8y in the two
first clauses, ywpis Hpdv is emphatic. *Without us, who taught
you all that you know of the Gospel, and who are still labouring
to enter the Kingdom, you are as Kings in the Kingdom.’
¢Without us’ does not mean * without our aid,” but ¢ without our
company.” The contrast is between the fancied beatitude of the
Corinthians and the actual condition of the Apostles. The
Corinthians pose as perfected saints ; their teachers are still very
far indeed from perfection.*

In whovreiv and Bacilederv we have a coincidence with the
language of the Stoics, as in iii. 21. ‘There wdvra $pdv éoriv has
parallels in Zeno and Seneca; emittere kanc dei wocem, Haec
omnia mea sunt (De Benef. vil. ii. 3). But, whether or no
St Paul is consciously using Stoic expressions, there is no
resemblance in meaning. The thought of victory over the
world by incorporation into Christ is far removed from that of
independence of the world through personal airdpkeia. Here
again we have the difference between the true and the false
godia. .
kal OPehév ye éBaocihedoare. In this late Greek this un-
augmented second aorist has become a mere particle, an
exclamation to express a wish as to what might have happened,
but has not, or what might happen, but is not expected. Hence
it is followed by the indicative without dv. In LXX it is often
followed by the aorist, as here, especially in the phrase éderov
dmefdvopev. In 2 Cor. xi. 1 and Gal. v. 12, as here, the wish
has a touch of irony. The yé emphasizes the wish; ¢ As far as
my feelings are concerned, would that your imaginary royalty
were real, for then our hard lot would be at an end.’

tva . . . ouBaciefowper. In ironical contrast to xwpis
npav. ‘You seem to have arrived at the goal far in front of us

* Chrysostom points out that ‘piety is insatiable.” A Christian can
never be satisfied with his condition ; aa.m‘ly for those who were as yet scarcely
beginners to suppose that they had reached the end, was childish.
Bachmann quotes the well-known Logion preserved by Clement of
Alexandria (704 ed. Potter, and found in a somewhat different form in
Oxyrhynchus papyri; of xatoerar 8 {nriv tws 8v elpy, ebpdw 8¢ fapficerar,
BauBnlels 8¢ Bagheloer, Pagihevoas 8¢ éwavamaverar.  See Deissmann, Light,
p. xiii.
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poor teachers indeed I wish that it were so, so that we might hope
to follow and share your triumph.’ The only other place in
N.T. in which ovwBacredew occurs is 2 Tim. ii. 12, where it is
used of reigning with Christ.

9. Soxd ydp, 6 Ocos . . . dndBafer. ‘For it seems to me,
God has set forth us, the Apostles, as last.” There is a great
pageant in which the Apostles form the ignominious finale, con-
sisting of doomed men, who will have to fight in the arena till
they are killed. St Paul is thinking chiefly of himself; but, to
avoid the appearance of egoism, he associates himself with other
Apostles. Perhaps dré8ecfev is usedin a technical sense ; * placed
upon the scene,’ ‘made a show of,” ‘exhibited’; or, possibly,
‘nominated,” ‘proclaimed,’ as if being doomed men was an
office or distinction: cf. édéovro dmodeifal Twa airév Bacréa
(Joseph. Ans. vi iii. 3). This latter meaning increases the
irony of the passage. In z Thess. ii. 4, amoexwivra seems to
be used in this sense.

@s émbavatiovs. The adjective occurs nowhere else in N.T. ;
but in LXX of Bel and the Dragon 31 it is used of the con-
demned conspirators who were thrown to the lions, two at a time,
daily ; 76v émfaverivv cdpara 80o. Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(4.R. vii. 35), about B.c. 8, uses it of those who were thrown
from the Tarpeian rock. Tertullian (De Pudic. 14) translates it
here, weluti bestiarios, which is giving it too limited a meaning.
Cf. édppopdymoa, xv. 32. Spectandos proposuit, ut morti addictos
(Beza).*

dr. Oarpov éyerifypev. ‘Seeing that we are become a
spectacle’ ; explaining ‘ exhibited (or ‘ nominated ’) us as doomed
men.’ Here @éarpov=0éapa: the place of seeing easily comes
to be substituted for what is seen there, and also for of featal, as
we say ‘the house’ for the audience or spectators. Cf. featpild-
pevoy, spectaculum facti (Vulg. both there and here), Heb. x. 33.

. 1§ kéopw. ‘ The intelligent universe,’ which is immediately
specified by the two anarthrous substantives which follow:
angels and men make up the xéopos to which the Apostles are
a spectacle. See on xifi. 1. It is perhaps true to say that,
wherever angels are mentioned in N.T., good angels are always
meant, unless something is added in the context to intimate the
contrary, as in Matt. xxv. 41; 2z Cor. xii. 7; Rev. xii. 7, g, etc.
Godet remarks here that of course Jes mawwvais ne sont pas exclus,
and this is also the opinion of Augustine and Herveius.

* The Epistle contains a number of illustrations taken from heathen life ;
here and vii. 31, the theatre ; the idol-feasts, viii. 10, x. 20; racing and
boxing in the games, with a crown as a prize, ix. 24~27 ; the syssitia, x. 27 ;
the fighting with wild beasts, xv. 32.
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Strangely enough, Atto supposes that St Paul means evil angels
only. The Apostle thinks of the dyyelot as wondering spectators
of the vicissitudes of the Church militant here on earth (cf.
Eph. iii. 19; 1 Pet. i. 12). Origen thinks of them as drawn to
the strange sight of a man still clothed in flesh wrestling with
principalities and powers, etc.

After Joxd ydp, N*B* D EL P add 8r.: ®* AB*CD* F G omit.

10. Apels pwpol . . . dpels B¢ dpdnpor. Est increpatio cum
ironia (Herv.). The three antitheses refer respectively to teaching,
demeanour, and worldly position. The Apostles were ‘fools on
account of Christ’ (2 Cor. iv. 11; Phil iii. 7), because it was
owing to their preaching Christ that the world regarded them as
crazy (i. 23; Acts xxvi. 24). The Corinthians were ‘wise in
Christ,’ because they maintained that as Christians they had
great powers of discernment and possessed the true wisdom ; 8ud
in servos, & in consortes convenit (Beng.): tadra Aéyov elpovicds
wpoérperey adrovs yevéolar Ppovipovs &v Xpiord (Orig.). Cf. x. 135.

Opels &vdofor, Apels 8¢ dnipor.  The order is here inverted, not
merely to avoid monotony, but in order to append to Jjueis
dryo the clauses which expand it. Chiasmus is common in
these Epistles (iii. 17, viii. 13, xiii. 2 ; 2 Cor. iv. 3, vi. 8, ix. 6,
X. 12, etc.). "Evdofos is one of the 103 words which are found
only in Paul and Luke in N.T. (Hawkins, Hor. Syn. p. 191).

11. dxpt miis dpm pas. Their drula is without respite, and
is unbroken, up to the moment of writing. This is empbhatically
restated at the end of v. 13: privation, humiliation, and utter
contempt is their continual lot.

yupriredoper.  ‘ We are scantily clothed’; év yixe kai yoprvo-
77 (2 Cor. xi. 27). The word generally means * to go light-armed’
(Plut.,, Dio. Cass.); it occurs nowhere else in N.T. or LXX,
Cf. Jas. ii. 15, where yuuvds means ‘scantily clad.’

xohadilépela. ‘We are buffeted,’ ‘are struck with the fist.’
The verb is late, and probably colloquial (z Pet. ii. 20; Mark
xiv, 6§ ; Matt. xxvi. 67). The substantive xé\ados is said to be
Doric = Attic xév8uhos. The verb is possibly chosen rather than
dépew (ix. 26; 2 Cor. xi. 20), or rdmrrew (Acts xxiii. 2), or mwwmid-
Lew (ix. 26, 27), or xovdvhilew (Amos ii. 7; Mal. iii. 5), to mark
the treatment of a slave : velut servi; adeo non regnamus (Beng.).
Seneca, in the last section of the Apocolocyntosis, says that
Caesar successfully claimed a man as his slave after producing
witnesses who had seen the man beaten by Caesar flagrss, ferulis,
colaphis. 1In 2 Cor. xii. 7 the verb is used of the dyyelos Sarava,
‘buffeting’ the Apostle.

dotatodpev. ‘Are homeless,’ ‘have not where to lay our
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head’ (Matt. viii. 20; Luke ix. §8). The verb occurs nowhere
else in N.T. or LXX, but is used by Aquila for doreyos in Isa,
lviii. 7. It certainly does not mean instadiles sumus (Vulg.), but
nusquam habenus sedem (Primasius). The Apostles fugabantur
ab infidelibus de loco in locum (Atto); éhavvépefa ydp (Chrys.).
Their life had no repose ; they were vagrants, and were stigmatized
as such.

yupviredouev is accepted by all editors, L alone reading yuuryredouer,
Gregory, Prolegomena to Tisch., p. 81.

12. xkomdper dpy. 7. idlas yxepolv. Again and again he
mentions this (ix. 6; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 1 Thess. 1i. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 8 ;
cf. Acts xviii. 3, xx. 34). See Knowling on Acts xvili. 3, Deiss-
mann, Light, p. 317, and Ramsay, S¢ Pau/, pp. 34-36. He had
worked for his own living when he was at Corinth, and he was
doing this at Ephesus at the time of writing. He must maintain
his independence. Gravifer peccal, et libertatem arguendi amittit,
qui ab eo aliquid accipit, qui propterea tribuit ne redarguat (Atto).
The plural may be rhetorical, but it probably includes other
teachers who did the like. Greeks despised manual labour;
St Paul glories in it.

Nowdopospevor edhoyoiper, diwkdperor dvexdpeda. He is perhaps
not definitely alluding to the Lord’s commands (Matt. v. 44;
Luke vi. 27), but he is under their influence. Here again, Greek
prejudice would be against him. In the preliminary induction
which Aristotle (4nal. Post. 11. xii. 21) makes for the definition
of peyadojuyia, he asks what it is that such peyaddguyor as
Achilles, Ajax, and Alcibiades have in common, and answers, 76
py dvéxeaBour 5Bpildpevor, In his full description (Etk. Ni. 1v.
iii. 17, 30), of the high-minded man, he says that he wdumray
S\ywpijoe the contempt of others, and that he is not pryoixaxos;
but this is because he is conscious that he never deserves ill, and
because he does not care to bear anything, good or ill (and least
of all ill), long in mind. Just as the Greek would think that the
Apostle’s working with his own hands stamped him as Bdvavoos,
so he would regard his manner of receiving abuse and injury as
fatal to his being accounted peyalddyuyos; he must be an abject
person.

18. Buopnpodpevor. In 1 Mac. vii. 41 the verb is used of the
insults of Rabshakeh as the envoy of Sennacherib, but it is not
found elsewhere in N.T.

wapakahobper. ‘We deprecate,’ obsecramus (Vulg). The
verb is very frequent in N.T., with many shades of meaning,
radiating from the idea of ‘calling to one’s side’ in order to
speak privately, to gain support. Hence such meanings a
‘exhort. ‘entreat,’ ‘instruct,’ ‘comfort.’” ‘Exhort’ is certainly
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not the meaning here, as if insulting language was requited with
a sermon ; yet Origen and Basil seem to take it so. To give the
soft answer that turns away wrath (Prov. xv. 1) may be right, but
it is not a common meaning of wepaxeXetv. Tyndale and other
early versions have ‘ we pray,” which again is not the meaning, if
¢pray’ means ‘pray to God.” *

@s wepicabdppara. The uncompounded «kdfappa is more
common in both the senses which the two forms of the word
have in common. These are (1) ‘sweepings,’ rubbish, and, (2)
as in Prov. xxi. 18, ‘scapegoats,’ f.e. victims, péacula, lustramina,
used as expiationss pretium, to avert the wrath of the gods. At
Athens, in times of plague or similar visitations, certain outcasts
were flung into the sea with the formula, wepiyympa Hudv yévou
(Suidas), to expiate the pollution of the community. These were
worthless persons, and hence the close connexion between the
two meanings. Demosthenes, in the De Corona, addresses
Aeschines, & xdfappa, as a term of the deepest insult. It is not
quite certain which of the two meanings is right here ; nor does
the coupling with wepiymua settle the matter, for that word also
is used in two similar senses. Godet distinguishes the two words
by saying that wepwafdpuara are the dust that is swept up from
a floor and wepiympa the dirt that is rubbed or scraped off an
object. Neither word occurs elsewhere in N.T. On the whole,
it is probable that neither word has here the meaning of ¢scape-
goat’ or ‘ransom’ (dmodirpuots): and in Tobit v. 18 wepiympa
is probably ‘refuse’ (AV., RV.). See Lightfoot on wepiympua
(Ign. Eph. 8), and Heinichen on Eus. A.Z. viI. xxii. 7, Melet.
xv. p. 710, who shows that in the third century weplymud oov
had become a term of formal compliment, ‘your humble and
devoted servant.” See Ep. Barn. 4, 6.

7ol xéapou . . . wirrwv. Whatever the meaning of the two
words, these genitives give them the widest sweep, and wdvrwv is
neuter (AV,, RV.), unless the meaning of ‘scapegoat’ is given
to wepiympa.t .

Svopnuoduevo. (N* AC P 17) mather than Blas¢nuotueroec (NRBDEF
GL). The internal evidence turns the scale. It is more probable that

the unusual Susg. would be changed to the common BAas¢. than wvice
versa.

14. Oix évrpémwy dpds. The severity of tone ends as abruptly
as it began (v. 8). Aspera blandis mitigat, ut salutaris medicus.

* Plato (Crito 49) puts into the mouth of Socrates; ** We ought not to
retaliate or render evil for evil to any one, whatever evil we may have suffered
from him. . . . Warding off evil by evil is never right.” But returning good
for evil goes far beyond that.

+ Tertullian and the Vulgate transliterate, perigsema; Beza has sordes,
Luther Fzgopfer ( Auswurf).
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These sudden changes of tone are much more common in Paul
than in other N.T. writers. The section that follows (14-21),
with its mingled tenderness and sternness—both alike truly
paternal, forms a worthy colophon to the whole discussion of the
oxiopara. The root-meaning of é&vrpémew is perhaps ‘to turn in,’
and so to make a person ‘hang his head,’ as a sign, either of
reverence (Matt, xxi. 37; Luke xviii. 2, 4; Heb. xii. 9) or of
shame, as here (cf. &rpomy, vi. 5, xv. 34). In these senses it is
frequent in late writers, in LXX, and in Paul. The participle
expresses the spirit in which the Apostle writes ; ‘not as shaming
you,’ ‘not as making you abashed’ What he had written might
well * make them hang their heads,’ but to effect that was not his
purpose in writing; he wrote to bring home to their hearts a
solemn fatherly warning.

vouferdv. The duty of a parent, as appears from Eph. vi. 4.%
Excepting in a speech of St Paul (Acts xx. 31), vovferelv and
vovleoia. do not occur in N.T. outside the Epistles of St Paul,
and they cover all four groups. Novfereiv, ‘to put in mind,’ has
always a touch of sternness, if not of blame; ‘to admonish,” or
‘warn.” We have vovferely Tois kaxds mpdooovras (Aesch. Pr.
264), and vovferelv kovdidois (Aristoph. Vesp. 254). Plato
(Gorg. 479a) combines it with xoAdlew. See Abbott on Eph.
vi. 4 and Col. i. 28.

vovferdy (R A CP 17, RV.) rather than rovferd (BD EF G L, Vulg.

AV.); but the evidence is not decisive. Lachm. and Treg. prefer
rovlerd.

15. éav ydp. The reason for his taking on himself this duty ;
*If, as time goes on, ye should have in turn an indefinite number
of tutors in Christ, yet ye wil/ never kave kad but one father.’
The conditional clause, with a pres. subjunct. and dv, in the
protasis implies futurity as regards the apodosis. As there is but
one planting and one laying of the foundation-stone (iii. 6, 10),
so the child can have but one father.

madaywyods . - . & Xpword. The words are closely con-
nected. Without & Xptord to qualify it, madaywyoids would have
been too abrupt, if not too disparaging. There is no hint that
they have already had too many. The wadaywyds (Gal. iii. 24)
was not a teacher, but the trusty slave who acted as tutor or
guardian and escorted them to and from school, and in general
took care of those whom the father had degotten.t He might be

* Cf. Tovrovs s warp vovlerdv édoxiuacas (Wisd. xi. 10), and vovferdoe
dlxaiov Gs vldv dyamrfoews (Pss. Sol. xiii. 8). Excepting Timothy (». 17;
2 Tim. i. 2), St Paul nowhere else callsany one réxvov dyarnrév. Spiritualis
paternitas singularem nmecessitudinem et affectionem conjunctam habet, prae
omni alia propinguitate (Beng.).

t See Ramsay, Galatians, p. 383 ; Smith, Dict. of Ant. ii. p. 307. The
same usage is found in papyri.
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more capable, and even more affectionate, than the father, but
he could never become father. The frequent & Xpiorg gives
“the ideal sphere of action ” (Ellicott).*

&AN’ ob mollols marépas. ¢Still (viii. 7) not many fathers.’
The verb to be understood must be future, for the possibility of
pvpiot madaywyoi is future : ‘however many these may be, yet ye
will not have (or, have had) many fathers.’

& ydp Xpuord ‘L. The whole process, first and last, is &
Xpord.t That was the sphere, while the Gospel was the means
(8:x Tod edayy.). The two pronouns, éyw duds, are in emphatic
proximity; ‘whoever may have been the parent of other Churches,
it was I who in Christ begat you.” The thought is that of éya
épvrevoa (iil. 6) and of Gepéhov yka (iii. 10), while the madaywyol
are those who water the plant, or build the superstructure.

16. wapaxakd odv. ‘ Therefore, as having the right to do so,
I call upon my children to take after their father.” 87 £/ estis,
debitum konorem debetis impendere patri, ef imilatores exislere
(Atto). Cf. 1 Thess. i. 6, 7, ii. 7, 11.

pepyrai pov yivesBe. ¢ Show yourselves imitators of me’; by
your conduct prove your parentage.” Here and xi. 1 (see note
there), ‘imitators’ rather than ‘followers’ (AV.). The context
shows the special points of assimilation, viz. humility and self-
sacrifice (0. 10-13). In Phil iii. 17 we have cwupynjs. The
charge is not given in a spirit of self-confidence. He has received
the charge to lead them, and he is bound to set an example for
them to follow, but he takes no credit for the pattern (xi. 1).

17. Aw toiito. ‘Because I desire you to prove imitators ot
me, I sent Timothy, a real son of mine in the Lord, to allay the
contrary spirit among you.’ Timothy had probably already left
Ephesus (Acts xix. 22), but was at work in Macedonia, and
would arrive at Corinth later than this letter (Hastings, D2. 1.
p. 483). It is not stated in Acts that Corinth was Timothy’s
ultimate destination, but we are told that the Corinthian Erastus
(Rom. xvi. 23) was his companion on the mission. It is not
clear whether émeua is the ordinary aorist, ‘I sent’ or ‘have
sent,’ or the epistolary aorist, ‘I send.’ Deissmann, Lig#, p. 157.

véxvor, ‘Child’ in the same sense as éyévwyoa (7. 15). St
Paul had converted him (Acts xvi. 1), on his visit to Lystra
(Acts xiv. 7; cf. 1 Tim. i. 2, 18; 2 Tim. i. 2). This dyamyréw
xai morov Tékvov was fittingly sent to remind children who were
equally beloved, but were not equally faithful, of their duties
towards the Apostle who was the parent of both. The first

* Findlay quotes Sanhedrin, f. xix 2; * Whoever teaches the son of his

friend the Law, it is as if he had begotten him,”
+ See Deissmann, Die neutestamentliche Formel ““in Christo Jesu.”
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os gives the relation of Timothy to the Apostle, the second his
relation to the Corinthians; 6 d8eAgpds (2 Cor. i. 1) gives his
relation to all Christians. His sparing this beloved child was
proof of his love for them ; 1 Thess. il 1, 2.

dvaprioer. Aijfyy 8¢ adrdv 6 Ndyos xaryyopel (Orig.). They
had forgotten much of what St Paul had taught them in person:
€l katéyere (xv. 2).

tds 630Us pov. The real Apostle had been superseded in
their imagination by an imaginary Paul, the leader of a party.
His ¢ways’ are indicated i 17, ii. 1~5, iv. 11-13, ix. 15, 22, 27.

kafbs worraxed dv wdoy &. ‘Exactly as everywhere in every
Church.” There is a general consistency in the Apostle’s
teaching, and Timothy will not impose any special demands
upon the Corinthians, but will only bring them into line with
what St Paul teaches everywhere. This is one of several passages
which remind the Corinthians that they are only members of a
much greater whole (see on i 2). They are not the whole
Church, and they are not the most perfect members. On the
other hand, no more is required of them than is required of
other Christians.

After e Tobro, RAP 17 add adré: R* BCD E F G L omit. puov rékvor
(NABCP 17) rather than réxwor pov (DEF GL). After & Xporeg,
D*F G add *Inoofi: ABD?ELP omit.

18. ‘Qs ph épyopérov 3é pou. Some of them boastfully gave
out; ‘Timothy Is coming in his place; Paul himself will not
come.” The 8¢ marks the contrast between this false report and
the true purpose of Timothy’s mission.

dpuarilnody rwes.  Vitium Corinthiis frequens, inflatio (Beng.);
2. 6, 19, v. 2, viii. .¥ The tense is the natural one to use, for
St Paul is speaking of definite facts that had been reported to
him. He cannot use the present tense, for he is ignorant of the
state of things at the time of writing. But by using the aorist he
does not imply that the evil is a thing of the past, and therefore
‘are puffed up’ (AV., RV.), inflati sunt (Vulg.), may be justified.
There is nothing to show whether he knew who the rwes were
(cf. xv. 12; Gal. 1. 7). Origen suggests that & fecméoros Iladlos
does not mention any one, because he foresaw that the offenders
would repent, and there was therefore no need to expose
them. They are probably connected with the more definite
and acrimonious opponents of 2 Cor. x. 1, 7, 10, xi. 4, where
a leader, who is not in view in this Epistle, has come on the
scene.

19. é\evoopar B¢ Taxéws. He intends remaining at Ephesus

* The verb is peculiar to Paul in N.T., and (excepting Col. ii. 18) is
peculiar to this Epistle,
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till Pentecost (xvi. 8). His plans, and changes of plan, and the
charges made against him about his proposed visit, are discussed
in 2 Cor. 1. 15, 16, 23.

4dv § Kipios OeMiop. A solemn touch ; cf. xvi. 7; Jas. iv. 15.
It is impossible, and not very important, to decide whether &
Kvpios means our Lord or the Father. Qur Lord has just been
mentioned; on the other hand, in connexion with féiew or
férqua, God is commonly meant. We have a similar doubt
1 Thess. iii. 2.

yvdoopar ob 7. Adyor . . . éANd 7. Sdvapw. ¢ Their words I
shall ignore ; they proceed from persons whose heads are turned
with conceit ; but their power I shall put to the proof’ This,
as Godet remarks, is the language of a judge who is about to
conduct a trial. ‘The power’ certainly does not mean that of
working miracles (Chrys.) ; but rather that of winning men over
to a Christian life. In ii. 4, 5 we had the antithesis between
Adyos and 8dvaus in a different form.

For &y wepuowwpévwy, L has Tév meguoibpevor : some cursives and

Origen support the reading, but no editors adopt it. Before these words
F inserts adrdw.

20, 1) Baoi\eia 7. Oecod. This expression has three meanings
in the Pauline Epistles: (1) the future Kingdom of God, when
God is ‘all in all’ (xv. 28); akin to this (2) the mediatorial
reign of Christ, which is the Kingdom of God in process of
development ; and so, as here (and see Rom. xiv. 17), we have
(3) the inward reality which underlies the extemal life, activities,
and institutions of the Church, in and through which the
Kingdom of Christ is realizing itself. In the externals of Church
life, ‘word’ counts for something, but ‘power’ alone is of
account in the sight of God.* By ‘power’ is meant spiritual
power: see on ii. 5.

21 & pdBSe. Exactly as in r Sam. xvii. 43, ob &xy & due
& pdBSy xal Mbois; and 2 Sam. vii. 14, Néyfw abrov & fafbe
xai év d¢ats: where the é& means ‘accompanied by’ or ‘pro-
vided with. Cf. Heb. ix. 25, & alpare d\orpl. ‘To lift up
his hand with a sling-stone,’ émdpar xetpa & Ay opevddims
(Ecclus. xlvii. 5). Abbott (Jokan. Gr. 2332) gives examples
from papyri. The idea of environment easily passes into that
of equipment. Cf. Stat. Tkeb. iv. 221, Gravi metuendus in hasta ;
and Ennius, lwvesque sequuntur in kasta. The rod is that of
spiritual rebuke and discipline; cf. ob ¢eloopar (2 Cor. xiii. 3).
It is strange that any one should contend, even for controversial
purposes, such as defence of the temporal power, that a literal

* See Regnum Dei, the Bampton Lectures for 1901, pp. 47-61, in which
St Paul’s views of the Kingdom are examined in detail,
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rod is meant. But cf. Tarquini, Juris eccles. inst. p. 41, 19th ed.
An allusion to the lictor’s rod is not likely.*

&0w. Deliberative subjunctive; ‘Am I to come?’ It is
possible to make the verb dependent upon @éAere, but 1t is more
forcible to keep it independent (AV., RV.). Cf émpévoper 4
dpaprig ; (Rom. vi. 1).

év dydmy. The preposition here is inevitably év, and it was
probably the antithesis with év &ydwy that led to the expression
év pdB8y here, just as the bear-skin led to Virgil's Horridus in
jaculis, the rest of the line being ez pelle Libystidis ursae (Aen.
v. 37

nZtép.a'ri te wpalmros. [Either ‘the Spirit of meekness,’ ‘.e.
the Holy Spirit, manifested in one of His special gifts or fruits
(Gal. v. 23), or ‘a spirit of meekness,’ é.. a disposition of that
character (cf. 2 Cor iv. 13). The latter would be inspired by
the Holy Spirit (Rom. viii. §). The absence of the article is
in favour of the latter here. Contrast 10 wmveipa Tis dAnfeias
(John xiv. 17, xvi. 13) with mvelpa cogpias (Eph. i. 17), and see
] A. Roblnson, Epkesians, pp. 38, 39, and the note on mveipa
dywotvys (Rom. i 4). Had the Apostle meant the Holy Spirit,
he would probably have written & 1 wv. Tijs wp. By mpadrys is
meant the opposite of ‘harshness’ or ‘rudeness.”” Trench, Syn.
§ xlii., xliii., xcii. ; Westcott on Eph. iv. 2.

wpabraros (A B C 17) rather than mpabryros (RDEFGP). In Gal
v. 23, R joins ABC in favour of mpabrys. In Eph. iv. 2, X B C 17 sup-
port wpabdrys, in 2 Cor. x. 1, NBF G P 17 do so, in Col. iii. 12, RABCP
17. Lachmann, followmg Oecumemus and Calvin, makes iv. 21 the

begmmn% of a new paragraph: it is a sharp, decisive dismissal of the
subject of the oxlouara.

V. 1-18. ABSENCE OF MORAL DISCIPLINE.

There is a case of gross immorality among you, and
your attitude towards it is distressing. Have no fellow-
ship with suck offenders. '

1Tt is actually notorious among you that there is a case of
unchastity of a revolting character, a character so revolting as
not to occur even among the heathen, that a man should have
his step-mother as his concubine. % And you, with this monstrous
crime among you, have gone on in your inflated self-complacency,
when you ought rather to have been overwhelmed with grief,

* This has been suggested by Dr. E, Hicks, Roman Law in the N.T.
p- 182, But the rod as a metaphor for cnrrectxon is common enough (Job
ix. 34, xxi, 9; Ds. lxxxix. 32; Isa. x, §, etc.).
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that it should have become necessary that the person who was
guilty of this dreadful offence should be removed from your
midst. 8 As for my view of it, there must be no uncertainty.
Although absent in body yet present in spirit, I have already
pronounced the sentence, which I should have pronounced had
I been present, on the man who has perpetrated this enormity.
4In the Name of our Lord Jesus, when you are all assembled
in solemn congregation and my spirit is with you armed with
the effectual power of our Lord Jesus, I have given sentence
that such an offender is to be handed over to Satan for the
destruction by suffering of the flesh in which he has sinned, so
that his spirit may be saved in the Day of the Lord. ¢ Your
glorying is not at all to your credit. Do you really not know
that a very little leaven affects the whole lump of dough? 7 You
must entirely cleanse away the old leaven, if you are to be (as,
of course, as Christians you are) as free from leaven as a new
lump of dough. You are bound to make this new start for
many reasons; and above all, because Christ, our spotless
Paschal Lamb, has been sacrificed, and therefore everything
which corrupts must be put away. 8 Consequently we should
keep our feast, not with leaven from our old lives, nor yet
with leaven of vice and wickedness, but with bread free from
all leaven, the bread of unsullied innocence and truth.

°1 said to you in my letter that you were not to keep
company with fornicators. 1°I did not exactly mean that you
were to shun all the fornicators of the non-Christian world, any
more than all the cheats, or extortioners, or idolaters. That
would mean that you would have to go out of the world
altogether. 1 What I meant was, that you were not to keep
company with any one who bears the sacred name of Christian
and yet is given to fornication, or cheating, or idolatry, or
abusive language, or hard drinking, or extortion ;—with such a
man you must not even share a meal. 20f course I did not
refer to those who are not Christians ; for what right have I to
sit in judgment on them? I confine my judgments to those
who are in the Church. ¥ Do not you do the same? Those
who are outside it we leave to God’s judgment. Only one
practical conclusion is possible. Remove the wicked person
from among you.

The Apostle now comes to the second count of his indict-
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ment. It is not merely that a particularly flagrant case of
immorality has occurred. That this should happen at all is
bad enough. But what makes it far worse is the way in which
it is taken by the community. Their morbid and frivolous
self-conceit is untroubled. They have shown no sign of proper
feeling : still less have they dealt with the case, as they ought
to have done, by prompt expulsion (zo. 1-5). In view of the
infectiousness of such evil, they ought to eliminate it, as leaven
from a Jewish house at the Passover (6, 7); for the life of the
Christian community is a spiritual Passover (8). His previous
warning has been misunderstood. It means that for grave and
scandalous sins a Christian must be made to suffer by isolation ;
and this, in the case in question, must be drastically enforced
(9-13)-

The passage is linked to the section dealing with the oxlopara
by the spiritual disorder (76 ¢uotwbijvar) which, according to
St Paul’s diagnosis, lies at the root of both evils, Inordinate
attention to external differences, and indifference to vital
questions of morality, are both of them the outcome of self-
satisfied frivolity. But the passage is more obviously linked
with ch. vi,, and especially with the subject of mopvela which
occupies its last portion (vi. 12-20).

This indictment, following upon iv. 21 without any con-
necting particle, bursts upon the readers like a thunder-clap.

1. "Ohws. Not ‘commonly’ (AV.), but ‘actually’ (RV.).
The word means ‘altogether,” ‘most assuredly,” ‘incontrovert-
ibly’; or, with a negative, ‘at all.” Such a thing ought not to
be heard of at all (exactly as in vi. 7; cf. xv. 29), and it is
matter of common tatk : dAws nulla debebat im wobis audiri scor-
tatio ; at anditur élws (Beng.).

éxolerar év dplv. The é Juiv grammatically localizes the
report, but in effect it localizes the offence: it was among them
that the rumour was circulating, because in their midst the sin
was found: ‘unchastity is reported [as existing] among you.’
The report may have reached the Apostle through the same
channel as that which brought information about the factions
(i. 11), or through Stephanas (xvi. 17). The weight of the
Apostle’s censure falls, not upon the talk about the crime

within the community, but upon its occurrenee, and the failure
to deal with it.

woprela. Illicit sexual intercourse in general. In Rev. xix. 2,
as In class. Grk., it means prostitution: in Matt. v. 32, xix. g
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it is equivalent to pouyela, from which it is distinguished Matt,
xv. 19 and Mark vii. 21: cf. Hos. iii. 3; Ecclus. xxiii. 23, where
we have év woprelg Euoryeify.

kai Towadm). ‘And of so monstrous a character as does not
exist even among the heathen.” The odd¢ intensifies & rois
éveow, and dxoveras is not to be understood: ‘is not so much
as named among the Gentiles’ (AV.) is wrong, based on a
wrong reading. Cf. novum crimen et ante hunc diem inauditum
(Cic. Pro Lig. i. 1); and scelus incredibile et practer kanc unam in
hac vita inauditum (In Clyent. 6), of Sassia’s marriage with her
son-in-law, Melinus. * ‘

dore yuvaixd Twa Tob watpds &xeww. The placing of Twa
between ywvaika and marpds throws emphasis on to these two
words (Blass, G». § 8o, 2). Chrysostom suggests that St Paul
uses yvvaixka Tov rarpds rather than uyrpudy in order to emphasize
the enormity. More probably, he chooses the language of
Lev. xviii. 8. The Talmud prescribes stoning for this crime.
Cf. Amos ii. 7; Lev. xviii. 8. The woman was clearly not the
mother of the offender, and probably (although the use of
wopveia rather than poixela does not prove this) she was not, at
the time, the wife of the offender’s father. She may have been
divorced, for divorce was very common, or her husband may
have been dead. There is little doubt that 2 Cor. vii 12
refers to a different matter, and that 6 d8wxfels there is not the
offender’s father, but Timothy or the Apostle himself. As
St Paul here censures the male offender only, the woman was
probably a heathen, upon whom he pronounces no judgment
(. 12). The é&ew implies a permanent union of some kind,
but perhaps not a formal marriage: cf. John iv. 18. Origen
speaks of it as a marriage (ydpos), and &w is used of marriage in
vil. 2 ; Matt. xiv. 4, etc. In the lowest classes of Roman society
the Zga/ line between marriage and concubinage was not sharply
defined.

After &vesw, R3L P, Syrr. AV, add érvoudferar: N*ABCDEFG
17, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. omit.

2. xai dpets. The pronoun is emphatic; ‘you, among whom
this enormity has taken place and is notorious, you are puffed
up.’ He does not mean that they were puffed up decause of this
outrage, as if it were a fine assertion of Christian freedom, but
in spite of it. It ought to have humbled them to the dust, and
yet they still retained their selfsatisfied complacency. WH.,
Tisch., Treg. and RV. marg. make this verse interrogative ; * Are
ye puffed up? Did ye not rather mourn?’ But the words are

* There is also the case of Callias, who married his wife’s mother.

Andocides (B.C. 400), in his speech on the mysteries, asks whether among
the Greeks such a thing had ever been done before.
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more impressive as the statement of an amazing and shocking
fact: ody{ is not always interrogative (x. 29; Luke xii. §r, xiii,
3, 5, xvi. 30; John ix. 9, xiil. 10, rr). Their morbid self-
importance, which made them so intolerant of petty wrongs
(vi. 7), made them very tolerant of deep disgrace.

érevbioare. ¢ Mourned,’ as if for one who was dead.

tva apffl. The iva indicates, not the purpose of the mourning,
but the reswlt of it, contemplated as its normal effect (see on i. 15).
A proper Christian instinct would have led them to have expelled
the guilty person in irrepressible horror at his conduct.

é 10 &pyov volto wpdas. Qui hoc facinus patravit (Beza).
The language is purposely vague, but the context suggests a bad
meaning: mpdfas (not movjoas) indicates a moral point of view.
The attitude of the Corinthian Christians towards such conduct
is probably to be accounted for by traditional Corinthian laxity.*
It is said that the Rabbis evaded the Mosaic prohibitions of
such unions (Lev. xx. r1; Deut. xxii. 30) in the case of prose-
lytes. A proselyte made an entirely new start in life and cut
off all his former relationships ; therefore incest, in his case, was
impossible, for he had no relations, near or distant. It is not
likely that this evasion of the Mosaic Law, if already in exist-
ence, was known to the Corinthians and had influenced them.

L has é£apbi for &0 (R ABCDEFGP); and BDEF G LP have
wovjoas for wpdéas (R A C 17, and other cursives). It is not easy to decide
in this latter case, and editors are divided. Compare 2 Cor. xii. 21 ; Rom.
i, 32, ii. 1-3.

8. é&yb pév ydp. ¢ For 7’ with much emphasis on the pronoun,
which is in contrast to the preceding duets: ‘my feelings about
it are very different from yours. The ydp introduces the justifi-
cation of iva dpff, showing what expulsion involves. St Paul
does not mean that, as the Corinthians have not excommunicated
the offender, he must inflict a graver penalty: this would be
punishing the offender for what was the fault of his fellows. He
is explaining what he has just said about their failing to remove
the man. No défollows the uév: the contrast which uéy marks is
with what goes before (z. z), not with anything that is to follow.
The correlation of uév . . . 8¢ is much less common in N.T.
than in class. Grk. In some books uév does not occur, and in
several cases it has no 8¢ as here: r Thess. ii. 18; Rom. vii. 12,
X. 1, etc. See Blass, G7. § 77. 12.

dwdy 1@ odpan. ‘Although absent in the body.’ Again a
contrast: ‘you, who are on the spot, do nothing ; I, who am far
away, and might excuse myself on that account, take very serious
action.” Origen compares Elisha (2 Kings v. 26).

. " What Augustine says of Carthage was still more true of Corinth;
cercumstrepebat me undigue sartago flagitiosorum amorum (Conf. iii. 1).

7
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1§ wvedpan. < His own spirit,’ as in 2. 4: cf. 2. 5 and ii. 11,
In Col. ii. 5 we have a similar utterance, but there odpf takes
the place of oéua. It is the highest constituent element in
man’s nature, and his point of contact with the Spirit of God.

7% xékpika &s wapoy Tdv kTN Eitker, ‘have already, as if
I were present, judged the man’; o7, ‘have already, as if I were
present, decided with regard to the man’; or, ‘have already
come to a decision, as if I were present: with regard to the
man,’ etc. In the last case, which is perhaps the best, mov. ..

karepyaoduevov is governed by mapadofvar and is repeated in Tov
TolovTOV.

Before dwdv, DEEFGL, AV. insert @s: X ABCD* P 17, Vulg.
Copt. Aeth. RV. omit. :

4. & 1% Svépare .\ Here we have choice of four con-
structions,  Either, take év 1@ dvdpar. with owaxférrov and oiv
1 duvdper with wapadotva, o7 both with owaxfévrwv, or both
with mapadotvar, 07 év 7@ dvop. with wapadotvar and odv 4§ Swv.
with owaxférrev. If the order of the words is regarded as
decisive, the first of these will seem to be most natural, and
it yields good sense. Lightfoot adopts it. The Greek com-
mentators mostly prefer the second construction, but neither it
nor the third is as probable as the first and the fourth. It is
not likely that either owaxfévrwv or wapadodvas is meant to have
both qualifications, while the other has none. The fourth con-
structicn is the best of the four. The solemn opening, év 7¢
Svépare Tod Kuplov Inood, placed first with emphasis, belongs to
the main verb, the verb which introduces the sentence that is
pronounced upon the offender, while aiv 7 Svvdpe 7. K. fjuév I,
supplies a coefficient that is essential to the competency of the
tribunal. The opening words prepare us for a sentence of grave
import, but we are kept in suspense as to what the sentence will
be, until the conditions which are to give it validity are described.
Graviter suspensa’ manet et vibrat oratio (Beng.).. We translate,
therefore ; ¢ With regard to the man who has thus perpetrated
the deed, In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ—you being
assembled and my spirit with the power of our Lord Jesus Christ
—to deliver such an one to Satan.” The 7ov 7owbrov is not
rendered superfluous by the preceding tov . . . xarepyaoduevor :

it intimates that the Apostle is prepared to deal in a similar way
with any similar offender.

* Evans thinks that s mapd» does not mean ‘ as if I were present in the
body,’ but ‘as being really present in the spirit.” His spirit had at times
exceptional power of insight into the state of a church at a distance : eix s
dwborohos GAN s wpogrirys elwev (Orig.).
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After dvéuare 7. Kvplov, BD E F G L P have 7ud», and it is probably
genuine, but R A and other witnesses omit, and it might easily be inserted
from the next clause. P and some other witnesses omit the second fudv.
After first 'Inoo, RDSEF G L P, Vulg, Syrr, add Xpwroi: A BD*, Am.
omit. After second 'Inoof, D F L add Xpioret: 8 A BD* P, Vulg. omit,
AV, inserts ¢ Christ’ in both places; RV, omits in both.

8. mapadoivar 7. 7. 7@ Xatavd. This means solemn expulsion
from the Church and relegation of the culprit to the region
outside the commonwealth and covenant (Eph. ii. r1, 12),
where Satan holds sway. We have the same expression 1 Tim.
i. 20. It describes a severer aspect of the punishment which
is termed alpew éx péoov (9. 2) and éfalpev éf dpav (9. 13).
Satan is the dpxwv Tod kdapov rodrov (John xii. 31, xvi. 11), and
the offender is sent back to his domain ; «# gus auctor fuerat ad
vitium. nequitiae, ipse flagellum fieret disciplinae (Herv.). St Paul
calls Satan ‘the god of this age’ (2 Cor. iv. 4), an expression
which occurs nowhere else ; and a Christian, who through his own
wickedness forfeits the security of being a member of Christ in
His Church, becomes, like the heathen, exposed to the malignity
of Satan (1 John v. 19) to an extent that Christians cannot be.

€is S\ebpov Tis oapxds. There is no need to choose between
the two interpretations which have been put upon this expres-
sion, for they are not mutually exclusive and both are true.
The sinner was handed over to Satan for the ‘mortification of
the flesh,’ 7.e. to destroy his sinful lusts; 70 Ppdvyua Tijs capkds
is Origen’s interpretation. This meaning is right, for the punish-
ment was inflicted with a remedial purpose, both in this case
and in that of 1 Tim. i. 20: and the interpretation is in harmony
with the frequent Pauline sense of odpf (Rom. viii. 13 and Col.
iii. 5), as distinct from odpa. But so strong a word as JAefpos
implies more than this. ¢ Unto destruction of the flesh’ includes
physical suffering, such as follows spiritual judgment on sin
(xi. 30; Acts v. 1f, xiii. 11).* The Apostle calls his own
‘thorn for the flesh’ an dyyeXos Saravd (2 Cor, xii. 7; cf. Luke
xiii. 16). We have the same idea in Job, where Jehovah says to
Satan, 'I8ov mapadidwpui oou airdv (il. 6). And in the book of
Jubilees (x. 2) demons first lead astray, and then blind and kill,
the grandchildren of Noah. Afterwards Noah is taught by
angels how to. rescue his offspring from the demons. See
Thackeray, St Paul and Contemporary Jewisk Thought, p. 171.
Here the punishment is for the good, not only of the community,
but also of the offender, upon whom the suffering inflicted by
Satan would have a healing effect.

o 18 mvedpa. The purpose of the suffering is not mere

* Renan, Godet, and Goudge regard the expression as meaning sentence

of death by a wasting sickness. Expulsion is not mentioned here ; hence the
sharp command in v, 13.
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destruction; it is remedial, va cuff Cf. al':ﬂ‘)g gabjoera
(ili. 15). Here 76 mvedua, as the seat of personality, 1s suggested
by the context instead of airds.* As in 2 Cor. vii. 1, 76 wvedpa
is used in contrast to % odp, and as the chief and distinctive
factor in the constitution of man, but as not per se distinctive of
a state of grace. Strong measures may be needed in order to
secure its salvation. See Abbott, Z%e Son of Man, pp. 482, 791.

& vfj Ypépe 7. Kupiov. i. 8; 2 Cor. i. 14; 1 Thess. v. 2, etc.

It is sometimes assumed that, while the Corinthian Church
was competent, by itself, to expe/ an offender (2. 2), it was by
virtue of the extraordinary power given to St Paul as an Apostle
that the delivery to Satan was inflicted. There is nothing in the
passage to prove this; and the ydp in . 3 rather points the other
way. Why should St Paul inflict a more severe punishment
than that which the Corinthian Church ought to have inflicted ? t

It is still more often assumed that the sequel of this case is
referred to in 2 Cor. ii. 5-11, vii. 12. It is inferred from these
passages that the Corinthian Church held a meeting such as
the Apostle prescribes in this chapter, and by a majority (2 Cor.
ii. 6) passed the sentence of expulsion, whereupon the offender
was led to repentance; and that the Corinthians then awaited
the Apostle’s permission to remit the sentence, which permission
he gives (2 Cor. ii. 10). This view, however, is founded on two
assumptions, one of which is open to serious question, and the
other to question which is so serious as to be almost fatal. The
view assumes that 2 Cor. i.-ix. was written soon after 1 Cor.,
which is very doubtful. It also assumes that 2 Cor. iiL §-11
and vii, 12 refer to this case of incest, which is very difficult to
believe. 2 Cor. vil. 12 certainly refers to the same case as
2 Cor. ii. §-11, and the language in vii. 12 is so utterly unsuit-
able to the case of incest that it is scarcely credible that it can
refer to it. See Hastings, DB. 1. p. 493, 1. p. 711, and Iv.
p. 768 ; G. H. Rendall, The Epistles to the Corinthians, pp. 63,
71; Goudge, p. 41; Plummer on 2 Cor. vii. 12,

F has adrév for Tov Towobrov, After Tod Kuplov, R L add 'Incod, D adds
"Inool Xpiwrod, A F M add Hudv 'Incol Xpiwrob : B has simply rof Kuplov,
which may be the original reading, but 700 Kvplov'Inood is not improbable ;
so AV., RV., WH. marg,

* dxd 7ol Kpelrrovos dvoudaas dhov Tob dvfpdwov cwrnplay (Orig.). There
was no need to add the Yux# and the gdpa, The penalty is for the good of
the community as well as of the offender. A shepherd, says Origen, must
drive out a tainted sheep that would infect the flock.

t The resemblance of this passage to various forms of magic spells and
curses is sometimes pointed out, The fundamental difference is this, that all
such spells and curses aim at_serious evil to the persons against whom they
are directed. The Apostle aims at the rescue of the offender from perdition.
Mareover, he desires to rescue the Corinthian Church from grave peril.
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6. 04 kaldv 16 kadxnpe Gpdv. ‘Not seemly is your boast’:
it is ill-timed, and it is discreditable to all who share in it.*
Where a revolting crime is bringing disgrace and peril to the
community, there can be no place for boasting. St Paul does
not mean that the suéject of their glorying, the thing they glory
in (eg. their enlightenment, or their liberty) is not good; but
that in such distressing circumstances overt glorying is very
unsuitable. As Evans elaborately points out, xavynypa is not
materies gloriandi, but gloriatio (Beza, Beng.), or (more accur-
ately) gloriatio facta, boasting uttered.t So also in 2 Cor.
v. 13,

pixpd Lopn. The puxpd comes first with emphasis, and hence
implies an argument @ fortiori: if even a /ittle leaven is so
powerful, if even one unsatisfactory feature may have a septic
influence in a community, how much more must a scandal of
this magnitude infect the whole life of the Church. The simile
of leaven is frequent in the N.T. See Gal. v. 9. Here the
stress of the argument lies less in the evil example of the offender
than in the fact that toleration of this conduct implies con-
currence (Rom. i. 32) and debases the standard of moral
judgment and instinct. To be indifferent to grave misbehaviour
is to become partly responsible for it. A subtle atmosphere,
in which evil readily springs up and is diffused, is the result
The leaven that was infecting the Corinthian Church was a
vitiated public opinion. Cf. 2 Thess. iii. 6; also the charge of
Germanicus to his soldiers as to their treatment of insubordinate
comrades : discedite a contactu, ac dividite turbidos (Tac. Ann.
i 43)

Both here and in Gal. v. 9 we find the reading dohoi for {vuel in D
with corrumpit in Vulg. and other Latin texts.

7. éxxobdpote Ty . Lépyv. A sharp, summary appeals ‘Rid
yourselves of these infected and infectious remains of your
unconverted past,’ even as a Jewish household, in preparation
for the Passover, purges the house of all leaven (Exod. xii. 15f.,
xiii. 7). This was understood as a symbol of moral purification,
and the search for leaven as symbolizing infectious evil was
scrupulously minute, £.g. with candles to look into corners and
mouse-holes for crumbs of leavened bread. Zeph. i. 12 was
supposed to imply this. The penalty for eating leavened bread

* Some Latin texts omit the negative, making the statement sarcastic
(Lucif. Ambrst. and MSS. known to Augustine). The of may easily have
been lost owing to the preceding Kupiov or Xpiorob.

t If he had meant materies gloriands, he would Erobably have said that

they had none, odx Exere xatynpa. Like odx émawd (xi. 17, 22), ob xakdw
is a reproachful litotes.
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during the feast was scourging. On compounds with é see on
iii. 18, and cf. 2 Tim, ii. 21.

Hv molawdr Lépnr. It was their acquiescing in the scandal
which revealed the presence of a remnant of heathen corrup-
tion. The summons to thoroughly purge away all sinful taints
cuts deep into the corporate and individual conscience. Each
knows the plaguespot in himself. The verb occurs again
2 Tim. ii. 21, and nowhere else in N.T.; also Deut. xxvi. 13.
With welawdv here cf. ralaids dvfpwmos, Rom. vi. 6 ; Eph. iv. 22
Col. iii. 9. Ignatius (Magn. 10) says, vmépfeafe olv Ty Kkaxyy
Lopny iy rakawwleioay xal évofigacav. By the evil leaven which
has become stale and sour he means Judaism. Note the odv.

tva fire véov ¢ipapa. ‘That you may be a new lump of
dough,’ 7.e. may make a new start in sanctification free from
old and evil influence.* Cf. olvov véov (Matt. ix. 17), and see
Trench, Syn. § 6o. There is only one ¢ipaua, only one body
of Christians, just as there is only one loaf (x. 17). See on
Luke xii, 1 for the evil associations connected with leaven:
yéyovev éx @plopas abry kal ¢beiper 70 Pvpapa (Plutarch). See
Hastings, DA. 111. p. go.

xafds éore dlupor. This is the proper, the ideal condition
of all Christians. ‘Ye are unleavened, having been baptized
and made a xawy rrices in Christ (2 Cor. v. 17; Eph. iv. 24;
Col. iii. 10), and are becoming in fact what you are in principle
and by profession’ (vi. 11). St Paul habitually idealizes,
speaking to Christians as if they were Christians in the fullest
sense, thus exemplifying Kant’s maxim that you should treat a
man as if he were what you would wish him to be.

It is utterly wrong to take d{vuo: literally; ‘ye are without
leaven,” because (it is assumed) they were at that moment
keeping the Passover. (1) In the literal sense, dlvpos is used
of things, not of persons. (2) The Corinthian Church consisted
almost entirely of Gentile Christians. (3) The remark would
have no point in this context. But the imagery in this passage
suggests, though it does not prove, that St Paul was writing
at or near the Passover season (cf. xvi. 8). See Deissmann,
Light, p. 333. .

xal ydp 70 wdoxa Apdv é760n. Directly, this is the reason
for the preceding statement; ‘You are d{upor, purified from the
leaven of your old self, by virtue of the death of your Saviour.’
Indirectly and more broadly, this is a reason for the practical
summons at the beginning of the verse: ‘It is high time for

* The Vulgate has the curious rendering, w? sitis nova conspersio. This
rare substantive is found, with the same unexpected meaning, twice in
Tertullian (Marcion. iv. 24, Valent. 31), in the sense of a lump of dough,
and once in Irenaeus (V. xiv. 2), probably as a translation of ¢vpaua.
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you to purge out the old leaven; for the Lamb is already slain
and your house is not yet fully cleansed: you are late!’ See
Deut. xvi. 6 ; Mark xiv. 12; Luke xxii. 7.* The 7juév serves to
link the Christian antitype to the Jewish type.

Xpworés. ‘Even Christ’; last for emphasis, like & xpivov
(Rom. ii. 1) and 6 marpidpyns (Heb. vii. 4). The force of the
Apostle’s appeal is in any case obvious, but it gains somewhat
in point if we suppose him to have in mind the tradition which
is embodied in the Fourth Gospel, that Christ was crucified on
the 14th Nisan, the day appointed for the slaying of the paschal
lamb. We may say that the Pauline tradition, like the Johannine,
makes the Death of Christ, rather than the Last Supper, the
antitype of the Passover, but we can hardly claim St Paul as
a definite witness for the 14th Nisan.t On this difficult subject
see Sanday, Outlines of the Life of Christ, p. 146 ; Hastings, DB.
L p. 411, DCG. 1. 5; and the literature there quoted.

Nor, again, can this passage be claimed as evidence for the
Christian observance of Easter, although such observance would
probably be coeval with that of the Lord’s Day. As in Mark
xiv. 12 ; Luke xxii. 7, 11; John xviii. 28, wdoxa is here used of
the paschal lamb, not, as commonly, of the paschal supper or
of the paschal octave.

éxxaddpare without connecting particle (%* ABD E F G, Vulg. Copt.
RV.) rather than éxxafdpare ofv (N° C L P, Aeth. AV.). On still stronger

evidence, ¥mep Sudv must be omitted after 78 wdoxa Yudv. Cursives have
€060y for érvfy. Did Ignatius (see above) have ofw in his text?

8. Gore. With cohortative subjunctive as with imperative,
see on iii. 21.

éoprdlwper. “Our passover-feast is not for a week, but for
a life-time” (Godet), 87t mds 6 xpdvos éoprijs éore Katpds Tois
Xpioriavois (Chrys.). The verb occurs nowhere else in N.T., but
is frequent in LXX. ’Inoods 6 Xpiords éorwv % véa {ipn (Orig.).

év Lpy.  See on iv. 21 for this use of e

kokias kai wommpias. Trench, Syn § 11, makes kaxia the
vicious principle, morqpla its outward exercise. It is doubtful
whether this is correct. In LXX both words are used indiffer-
ently to translate the same Hebrew words, which shows that to
Hellenists they conveyed ideas not widely distinct. In the
Vulgate both malitia and nequitia are used to translate both
words, malitia being used most often for kaxia, and negustia for
mownpla, for which #niyustas also is used. ‘Malice’ may trans-

* In Mark xiv. 12 the AV, has ° £/ the Passover,” with ‘sacrifice’ in
the margin ; in Luke xxii. 7, ‘kill,” without any alternative ; here *sacrifice,’
with ‘slay’ i the margin : the R.V. has “sacrifice’ in all three places.

T On the general relation between the two traditions see J. Kaftan,
Jesus u, Paulus, pp. 59-69.
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late xaxla in most places in the N.T., but not in Matt. vi. 34,
where Vulg. has malitia (1), nor in Acts viii. 22, where it has
nequitia. It is noteworthy that prawvifas is not used for either
word. Luke xi. 39 shows that rovyple may mean thoughts or
purposes of wickedness; cf. Mark vii. 22. The genitives are
genitives of apposition.

dldpors. Perhaps ‘unleavened bread’ (AV., RV.) is right,
with reference to the unleavened cakes eaten at the Passover;
érrd fuépas dlvpa Beosbe (Exod. xii. 15). But d{vpa is very
indefinite ; ‘unleavened elements.’ Origen refers this to i. 2.

eilxpias. The word is a ¢rux as regards etymology, but
it seems to mean ‘transparency,’ ‘limpid purity,’ and hence
‘ingenuousness.’

d\nbeias. In its wider sense, ‘rectitude,’ ‘integrity’; cf.
xiii. 6; Eph. v. 9; John iii. 21.*

dopratwpey (R BCF G L, de Vulg.) rather than éoprdfouer (AD E P).

For mornplas F has woprelas.

9. "Eypaa Gpuiv év T émotolj. Pursuing the main purpose
of the passage, viz. to rebuke their indifference respecting moral
scandal, the Apostle corrects a possible misapprehension of his
former directions ; or at any rate he shows how what he said
before would apply in cases more likely to occur than the one
which has just been discussed. ‘I wrote to you in my letter,’
in the letter which was well known to the Corinthians, a letter
earlier than our 1 Corinthians and now lost. It is true that
éypapa might be an ‘epistolary aorist’ (Gal. vi. 11 ; 1 John ii. 14)
referring to the letter then being written. But é 7jj €émorody
(cf. 2 Cor. vii. 8) must refer to another letter. Rom. xvi. 2z;
Col. iv. 16; 1 Thess. v. 27 are all retrospective, being parts of
a postscript. In #&is letter he has not given any direction
about not keeping company with fornicators; for a summons
to expel a member who has contracted an incestuous union
cannot be regarded as a charge not to associate with fornicators.
It is evident that here, as in 2z Cor. x. ¢f., he is making reference
to an earlier letter which has not been preserved. So also Atto;
non in hac epistola sed altera: and Herveius ; in alia_jam epistola.
Some think that 2 Cor. vi. 14-vii. 1 may be part of the letter
in question. See notes there and Introduction to z Corinthians
in the Cambridge Greek Testament. Stanley gives two spurious

* It is possible that these two words are meant to prepare for what
follows. Perhaps the Apostle saw that there had been some shuffling and
evasion about the injunction in the former letter. They said that they did
not understand it, and made that an excuse for ignoring it. How St Paul
heard of the misinterpretation of his earlier letter we are not told. Zahn
suggests the Corinthians’ letter, of which he finds traces even before vii, 1
(Introd, to N.T. p. 261).
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letters, one from, the other to, St Paul, which are not of much
interest, but which have imposed upon the Armenian Church
(Appendix, p. 591 £.).*

ph cuvavapiywobar.  Lit. ‘not to mix yourselves up together
with’: ne commisceamini (Vulg.). This expressive combination
of two prepositions with the verb occurs again in a similar con-
nexion 2 Thess. iii. 14; also in the A text of Hos. vii. 8. Cf.
2 Thess. iii. 6.

10. o6 mdvrws. ‘Not altogether, ‘not absolutely,” ‘not in
all circumstances.’” It limits the prohibition of intercourse with
fornicators, which does not apply in the case of fornicators who
are outside the Christian community. The Apostle is not
repeating the prohibition in another form, which would have
required pi, as before. The ob=*‘not, I mean,’ or ‘I do not
mean.’ The meaning is quite clear.

100 kéopou Toutov.  ‘ Of the non-Christian world.’

§ Ttots mheovéxtars. ‘Or’ here is equivalent to our ‘any
more than.’

rols wheovékrars xai dpwafw. These form a single class,
coupled by the single article and the «af, and separated from
each of the other classes by 4. This class is that of the
absolutely selfish, who covet and sometimes seize more than
their just share of things, They exhibit that amor sui which is
the note of ‘this world,” and which usurps the place of amor
Dei, until wheovefia becomes a form of idolatry (Eph. v. 5).

eidwhohdtpars. In the literal sense; x. 14; 1 John v. 21.
This is the first appearance of the word (Rev. xxi. 8, xxii. 15),
which may have been coined by St Paul. In Eph. v. 5 it is used
in a figurative sense of a worshipper of Mammon. The triplet
of vices here consists of those which characterize non-Christian
civilization ; lax morality, greed, and superstition. The last, in
some form or other, is the inevitable substitute for spiritual
religion.

émel dpeikete dpa. ‘Since in that case you would have to’;
cf. vii. 14. 'Emel implies a protasis, which is suPpressed by an
easy ellipse; ‘since, were it not so, then,’ etc. “Apa introduces
a subjective sequence, while odv introduces an objective one.
Q¢ellere is in an apodosis, where the idiomatic imperfect marks

* There is little doubt that a number of the Apostle’s letters have perished,
especially those which he wrote in the early part of his career, when his
authority was less clearly established, and the value of his words less under-
stood ; 2 Thess. ii. 2, ili. 17. See Renan, S. Paul, p. 234.

Ramsay points out the resemblance between this passage (9-13) and
2 Thessalonians, which guards against misconception of his teaching that
nad arisen owing to the strong emphasis which he had laid on the coming of
the Kingdom (Pauline Studies, p. 36).
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the consequence of a state of things that is supposed not to exist ;
and the dv which is usual in such an apodosis is commonly
omitted with such verbs as d¢eldere, e, kaldv Gy, etc.

éx 1ol xéopou efehdelv. This for most people is impossible;
but at Corinth in St Paul’s day it was well for Christians to see
as little of the heathen world as was possible. In x. 27 he does
not forbid the presence of Christians at private entertainments
given by heathen, but he implies that they ought not to wish to
go to them.

o) mdvrws (R* ABCD*EFG 17, Vulg.) rather than xal of wdrrws
RED?L P, Arm. Aeth.), The ‘yet’ in AV. seems to represent xal. xai
dpwatw (N* A B C D* F G P 17, Aeth) rather than 9 dpratw (NN D*E L,
Vulg. Syrr. Copt. Arm.), an alteration to conform to # on each side. AV,
has ‘or,” RV. ‘and.” &geirere (R AB*CDEF GL 17, Latt.) rather than
épelhere (B3 P, Chrys. Thdrt.), another mistaken correction, the force of
the imperfect not being seen.

11. viv 8¢ &ypapa. ‘But, as it is, I wrote’ (RV. marg.), not
¢ But now I write’ (RV.). The latter is grammatically possible
and makes good sense, but it is unlikely that &ypaya is in 2. 9
historical, of an earlier letter, and here epistolary, of the present
letter. The viv is logical, not temporal, ‘now you see,’ ‘now
you understand’ that the earlier letter meant something different.
Had the Apostle meant the viv to be temporal and the verb to
refer to the present letter, he would have written ypdgw, as in
iv. 14. He has stated what the earlier letter did not mean (od
wdvras), and he now very naturally states what it did mean.*

év . . . §. The form of protasis covers all cases that may
come to light: see on iv. 15. Almost all editors prefer §j to %
before wdpvos.

dvopalépevos. ‘ Any who bears the name of a brother,
though he has forfeited the right to it. He is called a brother,
but he really is a mdpvos or, etc. Some early interpreters take
dvopalopevos with what follows; °©if any brother be called a
whoremonger,” or ‘be a notorious whoremonger’ The Ilatter
would require évopacrds, and we should have adeAgpds mis rather
than 7is 40eAdpds. Evidently ddeAgpés and dvopalduevos are to be
taken together. He is called a Christian, and he really is a
disgrace to the name ; that is a reason for shunning him. But if
he is a Christian and is called some bad name, that is not a
reason for shunning him : the bad name may be a slander.

wheordns. There is no good ground for supposing that,
either here, or in 9. 10, or anywhere else, mAeovéxtys means
‘sensual’ (see on Eph. iv. 19). The desire which it implies is
the desire for possessions, greed, grasping after what does not
belong to one.

* Abbott, Jokan. Gr. 2691, gives other examples.
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eldwlodrpns. Stanley would give this word also the meaning
of “sensual.’ But there is no improbability in Corinthian converts
being tainted with idolatry. Origen says that in his time the
plea that idolatry was a matter of indifference was common
among Christians serving in the army. Modern experience
teaches that it is very difficult to extinguish idolatrous practices
among converts, and Chrysostom may be right in suggesting
that the Apostle inserts ‘idolater’ in his list as a preparation for
what he is about to say on the subject (viii. 10, x. 7, 14£). The
Corinthians were evidently very lax.

hoiBopos. Origen notes with what very evil people the AofSo-
pos is classed : #fAikots xaxols Tov Aoldopov awwnpibuyoer. The
word occurs vi. 10, and in LXX in Proverbs and Ecclus., but
nowhere else. Chrysostom (on vi. 10) says that many in his day
blamed the Apostle for putting Aoidopo. and péfvoor into such
company. Matt. v. 21, 22; 1 Pet. iii. 9.

pébucos. Rom. xiii. 13. In Attic writers applied to women,
men being called pefvoricol, mapowixoi, or wapoivior. Cf. Spyy
peydAn yuvy) pébvoos (Ecclus. xxvi. 8) ; but elsewhere in LXX it is
used of men (Ecclus. xix. 1; Prov. xxiii. 21, xxvi. 9). It some-
times means °‘intoxicated’ rather than ‘given to drink.” The
pébvaos and the Mofdopos are additions to the first list.

pnd¢ ouveodier. An emphatic intimation of what he means
by py owavepiyvvefar. Cf. Luke xv. 2; Gal ii. 12. The
Apostle is not thinking of Holy Communion, in which case the
pndé would be quite out of place: he is thinking of social meals ;
‘ Do not invite him to your house or accept his invitations.” Bat,
as Theodoret points out, a prohibition of this kind would lead to
the exclusion of the offender from the Lord’s Table. Great
caution is required in applying the Apostle’s prohibition to
modern circumstances, which are commonly not parallel. The
object here, as in 2 John 10, is twofold : to prevent the spread of
evil, and to bring offenders to see the error of their ways. In
any case, what St Paul adds in giving a similar injunction must
not be forgotten; xal py &s éxOpdv yyelofe, dAAG vovlereite &s
d8edgpdy (2 Thess. iii. 15). Clement of Rome (Cor. 14) says of
the ringleaders of the schism, ypnorevodpefa adrols xard Ty
ebomhayyviav kal ylvkirqra Tob woujoavros Huds, perhaps in
reference to Matt, v. 45, 48.

viv (NMABD!E F GL P) rather than suwl (X*CD* D*: the more
emphatic form might seem to be more suitable. Vulg. Syrr, Copt. Aeth.
Gﬂc;fh. support § against # before wépros. For undé, A has p# and F has
wire.

.12 7l ydp po. Tods &w xpivew; ‘For what business of mine
is it to judge those that are outside?’ Quid enim miki (Vulg.);
Ad guid mikhi (Tert.); Quid mea interest (Beza). Gives the
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reason why they ought never to have supposed that he ordered
them to shun the company of heathen who were fornicators: the
meaning given in 2. 11 is the only possible meaning. The phrase
tovs &w (1 Thess. iv. 12; Col. iv. §) is of Jewish origin. Jews
applied it to Gentiles; our Lord applies it to Jews who are not
His disciples (Mark iv. 11); St Paul applies it to non-Christians,
whether Jews or Gentiles. In 1 Tim. iii. 7, where he speaks of
non-Christians judging Christians, he uses oi éwfev. The
expression states a fact, without any insinuation of censure.
How could they suppose that he claimed jurisdiction over heathen
and placed a stigma upon them for heathen behaviour ? Epictetus
(Enchir. 47) tells those who are continent not to be severe upon
those who are not, or to claim any superiority.

obxi Tols €ow dpels kpivere ; Tovs &ow and Vpets are in emphatic
juxtaposition: ‘Is it not those that are within that you judge?
They are your sphere of jurisdiction’ The present tense is
‘axiomatic,” stating what is normal. The proposal to put a
colon at odxf and make xpivere an imperative (‘No; judge ye
those who are within’) is unintelligent. Ody{ is not an answer to
7{; and the sentence 1s much less telling as a command than as
a question. Ofx{ is one of the words which are far more common
in Paul and Luke than elsewhere in N.T.

18. & ©¢ds kpiver. The verb is certainly to be accented as a
present: it states the normal attribute of God. And the sentence
is probably categorical ; ‘ But them that are without God judgeth.’
This is more forcible than to bring it under the interrogative
odx(; ‘Is it not the case that you judge those who are within,
while God judges those who are without?’ But WH. and
Bachmann adopt the latter.

édparte Tov wormpdr. A quotation from Deut. xvii. 7, bringing
to a sharp practical conclusion the discussion about the treat-
ment of wopvela, and at the same time giving a final rebuke to
them for their indifference about the case of incest. The offender
must be at once expelled. Origen adds that we must not be
content with expelling the evil man from our society ; we must
take care to expel the evil one (vov movypdv) from our hearts. Note
the double é¢: the riddance must be complete. See on iii. 18.

Vulg. Arm. Copt. Aeth. take xpive: as a future. étdpare (R ABC D*

F G P, Vulg.) rather than xal éfapeire (D¥E L), or xal éfdpare (17). The
verb occurs nowhere else in N.T., but is very frequent in LXX,

VI. 1-11. LITIGATION BEFORE HEATHEN COURTS.

The Apostle passes on to a third matter for censure, and in
discussing it he first treats of the evil and its evil occasion (1-8),
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and then, in preparation for what is to follow, points out that
all unrighteousness is a survival from a bad past which the
Corinthians ought to have left behind them (9~11).

1-8. The Evil and its Evil Occasion.

How can you dare to go to law with one another in
keathen caurts? If there must be suits, let Christian judge
Christian.

1'The subject of judging brings me to another matter. Is it
possible that, when one of you has a dispute with a fellow-
Christian, he takes upon himself to bring the dispute before a
heathen tribunal, instead of bringing it before believers. 2Or is
it that you do not know that, at the Last Day, believers will sit
with Christ to judge the world? And if the world is to be judged
hereafter at your bar, are you incompetent to serve in the pettiest
tribunals? 3 Do not you know that we are to sit in judgment
on angels? After that, one need hardly mention things of daily
life. 4If, then, you have questions of daily life to be decided,
do you really take heathens, who are of no account to those who
are in the Church, and set them to judge you? 51t is to move
you to shame that I am speaking like this. Have things come
to such a pass that, among the whole of you, there is not a single
person who is competent to arbitrate between one Christian and
another, but that, on the contrary, Christian goes to law with
Christian, and that too before unbelievers? 7Nay, at the very
outset, there is a terrible defect in your Christianity that you
have lawsuits at all with one another. Why not rather accept
injury? Why not rather submit to being deprived? But, so
far from enduring wrong, what you do is this; you wrong and
deprive other people, and those people your fellow-Christians.

The subject of going to law before heathen tribunals is linked
to the subject discussed in the previous chapter by the reference
to the question of judgment (v. 12, 13).* The moral sense of a
Christian community, which ought to make itself felt in judging
offenders within its own circle, ought still more to suffice for

* There may be another link. In v. 10, 11 St Paul twice brackets the
wbpros with the wheovéxrys, and he now passes from the one to the other. It

was desére to have more than one had a right to (rheovetla) which led to this
litigation in heathen courts. See on Eph. iv. 19.
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settling disputes among its members, without recourse to heathen
courts, whose judges stand presumably on a lower ethical level
than Christians. But there is no real argumentative connexion
with the preceding section. The Apostle has finished two points
in his indictment, and he now passes on to another.

The Apostle’s principles with regard to secular and heathen
magistrates are perfectly consistent. In Rom. xiii. he inculcates
the attitude of a good citizen, which is not only obedience to law,
but the recognition of the magistrate as God’s minister. This
carries with it submission to the law as administered by the
courts, and acceptance of the authority of the courts in criminal
cases. St Paul had had experience of the protection of Roman
Justice (Acts xviii. 12 f,, xxv. 16), and he himself appealed to
Caesar. But to fnwoke the courts to decide disputes detzveen
Christians was quite another matter ; and he lays it down here
that to do so is a confession of the failure of that justice which
ought to reign in the Christian Society. ‘Obey the criminal
courts, but do not go out of your way to invoke the civil courts,’
is a fair, if rough, summary of his teaching. :

1 Tolpg ms dpdr. We know nothing of the facts, but it is
clear from g. 8 that the Apostle has no merely isolated case in
view: To\pd grandt verbo notatur laesa majestas Christianorum
(Beng.); Rom. xv. 18. The word is an argument in itself;
‘How can you dare, endure, bring yourself to?’

wmpaypa. In the forensic sense; ‘a cause for trial’ ‘a case,’
Joseph. 4ns. x1v. x. 7.

v &repor. Not ‘another’ (AV.), but his neighbour’ (RV.),
‘his fellow’ (x. 24, xiv. 17; Rom. ii. 1 ; Gal, vi. 4).

xpivegdar. Middle ; ‘go to law,” ‘seek for judgment.’ Cf.
kpfirar (Matt. v. g40; Eccles. vi. 10). The question comes
with increased force after v. 12, 13. ‘It is no business of ours
to judge the heathen: and are we to ask them to judge us?’

&wl Tdv 8dikwy. ¢ Before the unrighteous.’* The term is
not meant to imply that there was small chance of getting justice
in a heathen court; St Paul’s own experience had taught him
otherwise. The term reflects, not on Roman tribunals, but on
the pagan world to which they belonged. He perhaps chose the
word rather than éwlorwv, in order to suggest the paradox of
seeking justice among the unjust. The Rabbis taught that Jews
must not carry their cases before Gentiles, and we may be sure

* Augustine (De doct, Christ. iv, 18) seems to have read Umd 7. 45. He

has, judicari ab iniguis et nom apud sanctos. Vulg. has apud with both
words, as also has Augustine, Enchir, ad Laurent. 78,
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that it was in the Greek majority at Corinth, and not in the
Jewish minority, that this evil prevailed.* Greeks were fond of
litigation, ¢ehodixol (Arist. Rket. 11. xxiii. 23), and as there were
no Christian courts they must enter heathen tribunals if they
wanted to go to law. See Edwards. For éxi see 2 Cor. vii. 14;
Mark xiii. 9 ; Acts xxv. 9.

kai odxi ém Tdv dyiwr. He does not mean that Christian
courts ought to be instituted, but that Christian disputants should
submit to Christian arbitration.

8. % ok oidate. Such conduct was incompatible with prin-
ciples which ought to be familiar to them. He first asks, ‘ How
can you be so presumptuous?’ Then, on the supposition
that this is not the cause of their error, he asks, ‘How can
you be so ignorant?’ The % introduces an alternative explana-
tion. The formula oix ofdare occurs five times in this chapter
(2, 3, 9, 16, 19 ; cf. z Cor. xiii. 5, etc.).

ot dytoL Tov kéopov kpivoior. Here, no doubt, the verb should
be accented as a future; contrast v. 13. It is in the Messianic
Kingdom that the saints will share in Christ’s reign over the
created universe. ¢Judge’ does not here mean ‘condemn,’ and
‘the world’ does not mean ‘the evil world.” It is only from the
context, as in Acts xiil. 27, that xplvew sometimes becomes
equivalent to karaxpivew, and 6 xdapos frequently is used without
any idea of moral, 7.e. immoral quality; cf. iii. 2z. Indeed, it is
not clear that xpwobow here means ‘will pronounce judgment
upon’; it is perhaps used in the Hebraic sense of ‘ruling.” So
also in Matt. xix. 28. This sense is frequent in Judges (iii. 10,
X. 2, 3, xil. 9, 11, 13, 14, etc.). Wisd. iil. 8 is parallel; ¢ They
shall judge the nations and have dominion over the peoples’;
also Ecclus, iv. 15. St Paul may have known the Book of
Wisdom. Cf. the Book of Enoch (cviii. 12), “I will bring forth
clad in shining light those who have loved My holy Name, and
I will seat each on the throne of his honour.” The saints are to
share in the final perfection of the Messianic reign of Christ.
They themselves are to appear before the Judge (Rom. xiv. 10;
2 Tim. iv. 1) and are then to share His glory (iv. 8; Rom. viii. 17 ;
Dan. vii. 22; Rev. il. 26, 27, iii. 21, xx. 4). The Apostle’s
eschatology (xv. z1-24) supplies him with the thought of these
verses. He is certainly not thinking of the time when carthly
tribunals will be filled with Christian judges.t

kai el év Opiv kpiverar & k. The xaf adds a further question,

* To bring a lawsuit before a court of idolaters was regarded as bias-
phemy against the Law. .
Polycarp quotes the question, ‘ Know we not that the saints shall judge
the world ?” as the doctrine of Paul (P4, 11).
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and presses home the bearing of the preceding question. The
év Suiv is less easy to explain; ‘among you,’ ‘in your court,” ‘in
your jurisdiction,” may be the meaning. Or we may fall back
on the instrumental use of év. Like xpivere in V. 12, xpivera:
expresses what is normal. ‘The heathen are to be judged by
you ; they are in your jurisdiction. How incongruous that you
should ask to be judged by them !’

dvdéiol dore kpirmplwv @ayxiotwr. * Are ye unworthy of the
smallest tribunals?’ So in RV. marg. Cf. Jas. ii. 6; Judg.
v. 10; Dan. vii. 10, 26; Susann. 49: also py épxéofw émi
kpurjpiov é0vidy (Apost. Const. ii. 45). In papyri, ol éml Tdv
kpurnplwv means those who preside in tribunals. The meaning
‘case’ or ‘cause’ is insufficiently supported. ‘Avdfios is found
nowhere else in N.T.

D3EL, AV, omit # before odx ofdare,

8. The thought of 2. 2 is repeated and expanded. To say
that Christians will judge angels restates ‘will judge the world’
in an extreme form, for the sake of sharpening the contrast.
"Ayyehoc are the highest order of beings under God, yet they are
creatures and are part of the xdopos. But the members of
Christ are to be crowned with glory and honour (Ps. viii. 6), and
are to share in His regal exaltation, which exceeds any angelic
dignity. He ‘judges,’ 7e rules over, angels, and the saints
share in that rule. The words may mean that the saints are to
be His assessors in the Day of Judgment, that angels will then
be judged, and that the saints will take part in sentencing them.
If so, this must refer to fallen angels, for it is difficult to believe
that St Paul held that all angels, good and bad, will be judged
hereafter. But he gives no epithet to angels here, because it is
not needed for his argument ; indeed, to have said ¢ fallen angels,’
or ‘evil angels,” would rather have marred his argument. As
Evans rightly insists, it is the exa/fed nature of angels that is the
Apostle’s point. ¢ You are to judge the world. Nay, you are to
judge, not only men, but angels. Are you unable to settle petty
disputes among yourselves?’ St Paul’s purpose is to emphasize
the augustness of the ‘judging’ to which members of Christ are
called.* To press the statement in such a way as to raise the
question of the exact nature, scope, or details, of the judgment
of angels, is to go altogether beyond the Apostle’s purpose.
Thackeray (St Paul and Contemporary Jewish Thought, pp. 152f£.)
has shown from Jude 6, Wisd. iii. 8, and Enoch xiii.—xvi. that

* Godet remarks that Paw/ ne veut pas désigner tels ou tels anges ; il veut
réveiller dans Déglise le sentiment de sa compltence et de sa dignité, en lui
ragpelant que des élres d'une nature aussi dlevée sevont un jour soumis a sa
furisdiction. See also Milligan on 1 Thess, iii. 13, and Findlay here.
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there is nothing in this unique statement to which a Jew of that
day would not have subscribed. See Abbott, 7%e Son of Man,
. 213,

P ’J.'I;?let Bwrikd. The ye strengthens the force of the i,
which is that of a condensed question; ‘need I so much as
mention?’ Nedum quae ad hujus vitae usum pertinent (Beza):
quanto magis saecularia. The clause may be regarded as part
of the preceding question (WH.), or as a separate question
(AV., RV.), or as an appended remark, ‘to say nothing at all of
things of this life’ (Ellicott). The adjective occurs Luke xxi. 34,
but is not found in LXX, nor earlier than Aristotle. Following
the well-known difference in N.T. between Bios and {wij (see on
Luke viii. 43), Buwricd means questions relating to our life on
earth on its merely human side, or to the resources of life, such
as food, clothing, property, etc. Philo (V72 Mos. iil. 18), mpos
tas Puwricas-xpelas vryperetv.  See Trench, Syz. § xxvii. ; Cremer,
Lex. p. 272 ; Lightfoot on Ign. Rom. vii. 3.

Mojreye is written by different editors as one word, or as two (ufre ve),
or as three. Tregelles is perhaps alone in writing u# ¢ ye.

4. Bwrka kpupa.  ‘ Tribunals dealing with worldly
matters.” The adj. is repeated with emphasis, which is increased
by its being placed first. That is the surprising thing, that
Christians should have Busrikd that require litigation.

pév obv. ‘Nay but, or ‘Nay rather” The force of the
words is either to emphasize the cumulative scandal of having
such cases at all and of bringing them éxi tév ddixev, or (if
xafilere is imperative) to advise an alternative course to that
described in v. 2.

év Ixnmre. This form of protasis (cf.iv. 15) requires a future
or its equivalent in the apodosis. Here we have an equivalent,
whether we take xafifere as imperative or interrogative. ‘If you
must have such things as courts to deal with these petty matters,
then set,’ etc.; or ‘do you set?’—*Is that your way of dealing
with the matter ?’ It is intolerably forced to put a comma after
xpurpea, make it an accus. pendens, and take eav Exyre with Tovs
éfovfernpévous.

tods Efoubempérous év 1§ éxkhnoila. If kablere is imperative,
then these words mean “those in the Church who are held of no
account,’ s.e. the least esteemed of the Christians. The Apostle
sarcastically tells them that, so far from there being any excuse
for resorting to heathen tribunals, any selection of the simplest
among themselves would be competent to settle their disputes
about trifles. Let the insignificant decide what is insignificant.

If kafilere is indicative and the sentence interrogative, then
these words mean, ‘those who, in the Church, are held of no

8
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account,’ viz. the &3wot of . 1. The meaning is the same if the
sentence is categorical.

Both constructions are possible, and both make good sense.
Alford, Edwards, Ellicott, Evans, and Lightfoot give strong
reasons for preferring the imperative, as AV. In this they
follow a strong body of authorities ; the Vulgate, Peshito, Coptic,
and Armenian, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Augustine, Beza, Calvin,
Estius, Bengel, and Wetstein. To mention only one of the
arguments used ;—it does seem improbable that St Paul would
call heathen magistrates ‘those who,.in the Church, are held ot
no account.” He has, it is true, spoken of the heathen in
general (not the magistrates in particular) as dduwcot : but here he
is speaking of those who preside in the heathen tribunals. And
if he wanted to speak disparagingly of them, is ‘those whom
Christians despise’ a likely phrase for him to use? The Vulgate
renders, confemptibiles qui sunt in ecclesia, illos constituste ad
judicandum ; but the Greek means contemplos rather than
contemptibiles. Augustine also has contemptibiles, but he renders
Tovrovs xalilere, hos collocate.*

Nevertheless, Tischendorf, WH. and the Revisers support a
considerable number of commentators, from Luther to Schmiedel,
in punctuating the sentence as a question. It is urged that the
Apostle, after the reminder of 2. 2, 3, returns to the question of
2. 1; ‘Will they, by going outside their own body for justice,
confess themselves, the appointed judges of angels, to be unfit
to decide the pettiest arbitrations?’ t

We must be content to leave the question open. The
general sense is clear. The Corinthians were doing a shameful
thing in going to heathen civil courts to settle disputes between
Christians.

wpds évrpomy dpiv Aéyw. I say this to move you to shame’;
see on iv. 14. Asin xv. 34, the words refer to what precedes,
and they suit either of the interpretations given above, either the
sarcastic command -or the reproachful question; but they suit
the latter somewhat better. Only here, and xv. 34 does
evrpomj occur in N.T., but it is not rare in the Psalms.

B. olrws obx &n kTN  ‘Is there such a total lack among you
of any wise person’ that you are thus obliged to go outside?

* It is evident that xaf{{ere is a word which is more suitable for constitut-
ing simple Christians as arbitrators than for adopting heathen magistrates,
already appointed, as judges of Christians.

+ There is yet another way, suggested by J. C. K. Hofmann and
accepted by Findlay ; ‘ Well then, as for secular tribunals—if you have men
that are made of no account in the Church, set these on the bench !’ The
punctuation does not seem to be very probable.

With the use of TofTous here we may compare rodrous in xvi. 3 and
rovrov in 2 Thess, iil. 14. .
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Or, ‘So is there not found among you one wise person?’ The
odrws refers to the condition of things in the Corinthian Church:
Chrys., Tocadry owdvis dvdpiv ouverdv map’ duiv; it is now
commonly admitted that & ‘“is not a contraction from &eore, but
the preposition & or évl, strengthened by a vigorous accent, like
Im, wdpa, and used with an ellipse of the substantive verb”
(Lightfoot on Gal. iii. 28; J. B. Mayor on Jas. i. 17): translate,
therefore, ‘is not found.’

Suakptvar dvd péoor Tol dBeNpol adrol. A highly condensed
sentence ; ‘to decide between his fellow-Christian’ meaning ‘to
act as arbitrator between one fellow-Christian and another.” * We
want dva péoov d8edgod kai Tod 4. adrod, like dva péoov épob xai
oob (Gen. xxiii. 15). J. H. Moulton (Gr. p. 99) suspects a
corruption in the text, but dictation may account for the ab-
breviation: Tov d3eAdpdv adrod is the simplest conjecture. The
compound preposition dva péoov is frequent in papyri. As the
Lord had directed (Matt. xviii. 17), the aggrieved brother ought
to “tell it to the Church.”*

Both here and in xv. 34 there is difference of reading between Adyw and
AaA&. Here Méyw (XD E F GL P) is to be preferred to AaA& (B, with C
doubtful). &:¢ (X BCL P) rather than éorwv (DEFG). oddels copés
(R B C 17, Copt.) rather than o08¢ els cogpds (F G P) or cogds 00dé els (D* L)
or copés without o0d¢ els or oddels (D* E, Aeth.). For 7ol ddehgpod some
editors conjecture Tév diehgiv.

8. dA\\d 4dehdds k7. We have the same doubt as that
respecting pijriye Buworikd (v. 3). This verse may be a con-
tinuation of the preceding question (WH., RV.), or a separate
question (AV.), or an appended statement (Ellicott). In the
last case, éAAd is ‘ Nay,’ ‘On the contrary.’

xai Tobro. This is the climax. That there should be dis-
putes about Bwrixd is bad; that Christian should go to law
with Christian is worse ; that Christians should do this before
unbelievers is worst of all. It is a scandal before the heathen
world. Cf. xai tovro (Rom. xiii. 11; 3 John 5) and the more
classical xai radra (Heb. xi. 12), of which Wetstein gives
numerous examples.

7. #id%n pév olv. ‘Nay, verily there is at once,’ ‘there is to
begin with, without going any further’: uév odv, separate, as in
9. 4, and with no 8¢ to answer to the ué.

S\ws. ¢ Altogether,’ 7.e. no matter what the tribunal may be:
or ‘generally, ‘under any circumstances,” Ze¢. no matter what
the result may be.

firmpa. ‘A falling short’ of spiritual attainment, or of

* Cicer(_) (f_hi Fam. ix. 25) writes to Papirius Paetus, No/i pati litigare
[ratres, et judiciis turpibus conflictars,
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Christian blessings, ‘a defect’ (RV.), or possibly ‘a defeat.’
They have been worsted in the spiritual fight. Origen here
contrasts #frraofac with vikdv.* Cf. Isa. xxxi. 8, of 8¢ veavioxot
éoovrar els yreque.  In Rom. xi. 12 the meaning seems to be
‘defeat’ (see note there), and these are the only passages in the
Bible in which the word occurs. See Field, Otium Norvic.
iii. 97. :

xpipara. Elsewhere in N.T. the word means ‘decrees’ or
‘judgments,” but here it is almost equivalent to xpirjpia (v. 4):
‘ matters for judgment,” ‘ lawsuits.’

pe6® éaurdr. Literally, ‘with your own selves”’ It is pos-
sible that this use of uef éavrdv for per’ dAAgAwv is deliberate,
in order to show that in bringing a suit against a fellow-Christian
they were bringing a suit against themselves, so close was the
relationship. The solidarity of the Church made such conduct
suicidal. But the substitution occurs where no such idea can be
understood (Mark xvi. 3).

There are passages in M. Aurelius which are very much in
harmony with these verses. He argues that men are kinsmen,
and that all wrong-doing is the result of ignorance. Those who
know better must be patient with those who know not what
they do in being insolent and malicious. ‘“But I, who have
seen the nature of the good that it is beautiful, and of the bad
that it is base (aloxpov), and the nature of him that does the
wrong, that it is akin to me, not so much by community of
blood and seed as by community of intelligence and divine
endowment,—I can neither be injured by any of them, for no
one can fix on me what is base; nor can I be angry with one
who is my kinsman, nor feel hatred against him” (ii. 1). “On
every occasion a man should say, This comes from God: this
is from one of the same tribe and family and society, but from
one who does not know what befits his nature. But I know;
therefore I treat him according to the natural law of fellowship
with kindness and justice” (ili. 1r). *With what are you so
displeased? with the badness of men? Consider the decision,
that rational beings exist for one another, and that to be patient
is a part of righteousness, and that men do wrong against their
will” (iv. 3).

dBixeiole, dwoorepeicle. ‘Endure wrong,’ ‘endure depriva-
tion.” The verbs are middle, not passive.

* He says that the man who accepts injury without retaliating vevixnxer,
while the man who brings an action against a fellow-Christian #rrérac. He
is worsted, has lost his cause, by the very fact of entering a law-court. Simil-
arly, Clem. Alex. Strom. vii. 14, which is a commentary on this section ;
“To say then that the wronged man goes to law before the wrongdoers is

nothing else than to say t.ha..t he d_esire_s to retaliate and wishes to do wrong
to the second in return, which is likewise to do wrong also himself.”
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#3n uév obv (NABCD?!ELP, Aeth.); omit odv (R*D* 17, Vulg.
Copt. Arm.). The odw is probably genuine. A omits fAws. The é¥ before
Yuiv has very little authority ; est &7 vobis (Vulg.).

8. &\\& dpeis. ‘Whereas yo», on the contrary.” The em-
phatic pronoun contrasts their conduct with what is fitting.
¢ Not content with refusing to endure wrong (and as Christians
you ought to be ready to endure it), you yourselves infict it,
and that on fellow-Christians’ ;—a climax of unchristian con-
duct. Matt. v. 39—41 teaches far otherwise; and the substance
of the Sermon on the Mount would be known to them. The
sentence is not part of the preceding question.*

D transposes ddikeire and dwoorepeire. For rofiro, L, Arm., Chrys.,
Thdrt. have rafira, perhaps to cover the two verbs,

9-11. Unrighteousness in all its forms is a survival from
a bad past, which the Corinthians ought to have left
behind them.

Evil-doers, suck as some of you were, cannot enter the
Kingdom.

9]s this wilfulness on your part, or is it that you do not
know that wrong-doers will have no share in the Kingdom?
Do not be led astray by false teachers. No fornicator, idolater,
adulterer, sensualist, sodomite, 1°thief, cheat, drunkard, reviler,
or extortioner will have any share in God’s Kingdom. ! And
of such vile sort some of you once were. But you washed your
pollutions away, you were made holy, you were made righteous,
by sharing in the Name of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the
gift of the Spirit of God.

These three verses conclude the subject of #o. 1-8 by an
appeal to wider principles, and thus prepare the way for the
fourth matter of censure (12-20). The connexion with vp. 1-8
is definite, although not close. The Corinthians have shown
themselves d8icor, in the narrower sense of ‘unjust’ by their
conduct to one another (ddwxeire, ». 8). They need, however,
to be reminded that ddwcéa in any sense (see note below) excludes
a man from the heritage of God’s Kingdom. The Apostle goes
on to specify several forms of ddwia which they ought to have
abandoned, and finally returns to the subject of mopveia.

* It is remarkable that in six verses we have four cases in which there is
doubt wheth;r the sentence is interrogative or not; zv. 3, 4, 6, 8. In this
last case the interrogative is very improbable. See also on v, 13.
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9. % obx olBare. See vv. 2 and 19. There is an alternative
implied. ¢[Is it from a reckless determination to do as they
please regardless of the consequences,] or is it from real ignor-
ance of the consequences?’ In either case their error is disas-
trous.

d8uor. The word is suggested by the previous &wkeire, and
this should be marked in translation ; ‘ye do wrong’. .. ¢ wrong-
doers shall not inherit” No English version preserves the
connexion ; nor does the Vulgate, injuriam facitis . . . iniqut.:
but Beza does so, infuriam facitis . . . injustos. Now the word
takes a wider meaning ; it is wrongdoing of any kind, and not
the special kind of being unjust in matters of personal rights,
that is meant; and here the Apostle passes to’a more compre-
hensive survey of the spiritual state of his readers, and also to
a sterner tone: els dwedipy rataxAelee Ty mapaiveow (Chrys.).
The evil that he has now to deal with is the danger of Gen#'l
licentiousness.

©col Bagihelav. When St Paul uses the shorter form, ‘ God’s
Kingdom’ (z. 10, xv. 50; Gal. v. 21), instead of the more usual
7 Bas. 7ob @. (iv. 20; Rom. xiv, 17; 2 Thess. i 5; cf. Eph. v. 5),
he elsewhere writes Sas. @eod. Here @eob is placed first, in order
to bring d8wot and @eod into emphatic contrast by juxtaposition :
‘wrong-doers’ are manifestly out of place in ¢ God's Kingdom.'
Cf. mpbowmov @eds dvfpdmov ob Aapfdver (Gal. ii. 6). ¢To inherit
the Kingdom of God’ is a Jewish thought, in allusion to the
promise given to Abraham ; but St Paul, in accordance with his
doctrine of grace, enlarges and spiritualizes the idea of inherit-
ance. He reminds the Corinthians that, although all Christians
are heirs, yet heirs may be disinherited. They may disqualify
themselves. In iv. 20, the Kingdom is regarded as present.
Here and xv. 50 it is regarded as future. It is both: see
J. Kaftan, Jesus u. Paulus, p. 24; Dalman, Words, p. 125;
Abbott, Tke Son of Man, p. 576.

M%) whaviiole. See on Luke xxi. 8. The verb is passive,
‘Do not be led astray,’ and implies fundamental error.¥ The
revisers sometimes correct the ‘deceived’ of AV. to ‘led astray,’
but here and xv. 33 they retain ‘deceived.’ The charge is a
sharper repetition of % odx oldare. Some Jews held that the
belief in one God sufficed without holiness of life. Judaizers
may have been teaching in Corinth that faith sufficed.t

* Origen illustrates thus; “‘Let no one lead you astray with persuasive
w!ordg, saying that God is merciful, kind, and loving, and ready to forgive
sins.

+ Duchesne thinks that there is nothing in 1 or 2 Corinthians *‘ to lead to
the conclusion that the Apostle’s rivals had introduced Judaizing tendencies

in Corinth ” (Zarly Hist. of the Chr. Church, p. 23). That can hardly be
maintained respecting 2 Corinthians, and is very disputable about this Epistle.
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The order of the ten kinds of offenders is unstudied. He
enumerates sins which were prevalent at Corinth just as they
occur to him. Of the first five, three (and perhaps four) deal
with sinners against purity, while the fifth, ‘idolaters,” were
frequently sinners of the same kind. Of the last five, three are
sinners against personal property or rights, such as are censured
in 2. 8. All of them are in apposition to dduwcot, an apposition
which would seem quite natural to Greeks, who were accustomed
to regard diuxatogvvy as the sum-total of virtues (Arist. £tk Nic.
v. i. 15), and therefore ddixia as the sum-total of vices (#64d. § 19:
see on Luke xiii. 27). Several of these forms of evil are dealt
with in this Epistle (o. 13-18, v. 1, 11, viil. 10, x. I4, etc.):
cf. Rom. i. 27 and iii. 13; Gal. v. 19, 20; 1 Tim. i. 10.*

For B¢od Basikelav, L, d e f Vulg. have the more usual Bas. Geol. D*
has o03¢ throughout zv. 9, 10. ol uéfuvoar (R A CP 17) rather than ofré
pé6. (BDPEL). LP insert o0 before xAnpovoprisovoww at the end of
v. 10,

11. kol Todrd Twes fire.  f And such dreadful things as these
some of you were” While the neuter indicates a horror of what
has been mentioned, the rwes and the tense lighten the sad
statement. Not all of them, not even many, but only some,
are said to have been guilty; and it is all a thing of the past
Zf. fre in Rom. vi. 17.

d\\d. The threefold ‘ But’ emphasizes strongly the contrast
between their present state and their past, and the consequent
demand which their changed moral condition makes upon them.

dwelodoacfe. Neither ¢ ye are washed’ (AV.), nor ‘ye were
washed’ (RV.), nor ‘ye washed yourselves’ (RV. marg.), but
‘ye washed them away from you,’ ‘ye washed away your sins’;
exactly as in Acts xxil. 16, the only other place in N.T. in which
the compound verb occurs ; dvacras Bdrricar xai dwdlovoar Tis
dpaprias gov. Their seeking baptism was their own act, and
they entered the water as voluntary agents, just as St Paul
did. Cf 2 Tim. ii. 21,

fyudobyre, Bikardbyre. The repetitions of the aorist show
that these verbs refer to the same event as dwelovoacfe. The

* There is a manifest reproduction of v2. g, 10 in Ign. EpA. 16; also in
Ep. of Polycarp, 5. On the general sense of the two verses see Sanday on
St Paul’s Equivalent for the Kingdom of Heaven, /7'S. July 1900, pp. 481 f.

Aristot, (Etk. Nic. VI iv. 4) says that people are called palaxo!l in
reference to the same things as they are called dxéhaoror, viz. mepl Tas
gwpatikas drohatoess : Plato (Rep. vill. §56 B) wpds #8ovds Te xal Avmas.
Origen here gives the word a darker meaning, See Deissmann, Light, p. 150.
He gives a striking illustration of the list of vices here and elsewhere, derived
from counters in an ancient game. Each counter had the name of a vice or a
virtue on it ; and in the specimens in museums the vices greatly preponderate
(pp- 320f.). : |
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crisis, of which their baptism was the concrete embodiment,
had marked their transition from the rule of self to the service
of God (consecration), and from the condition of guilty sinners
to that of pardoned children of God (justification). Neither of
the verbs here is to be taken in the technical theological sense
which each of them sometimes bears : cf. dytwot (i. 2) and 7ylaora
(vit. 14). Here édixardfnyre forms a kind of climax, completing
the contrast with ddwcoc (2. 9). The new life is viewed here as
implicit in the first decisive turn to Christ, which again was
inseparably connected with their baptism. Cf. Rom. vi. 4.

év 19 dvépam 7. k.l Xp.  As in Acts ii. 38, x. 48; cf. els 70
v., Acts viii. 16, xix. 5. Matt. xxviii. 19 is the only passage in
which the Trinitarian form is found. See Hastings, DA. 1.
p. 241f. This passage is remarkable as being an approach
to the Trinitarian form, for é&v 76 Ilvejpar. is coupled with ‘in
the Name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and rod ®cot is added ; so
that God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the Spirit are all
mentioned. But it is doubtful whether this verse can be taken
as evidence of a baptismal formula. Godet certainly goes too
far in claiming it as implying the use of the threefold Name (see
on Matt. xxviil. 19). But it is right to take & 7§ dvdpare k7. A
with all three verbs. Cf. “saved in His Name” (Enoch, xlviii. ¥).

BCP 17, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. insert #Hudv after 700 Kuplov:
N ADELomit. It is not easy to decide. ¥ BCD* EP, Vulg. Copt.
Arm. Aeth. insert Xpisrol after 'Ingof: AD?L omit. The word is pro-
bably genuine. In both cases the evidence of C is not clear: there is
space for the word, but it is not legible.

VI. 12-20. THE SUBJECT OF FORNICATION IN THE
LIGHT OF FIRST PRINCIPLES.

Christian freedom is not licentiousness. Our bodies were
not made for unchastity. The body is a temple of the
Spirit.

12 Perhaps I may have said to you at some time ; In all things
I can do as I like. Very possibly. But not all things that I
may do do me good. In all things I can do as I like, but I
shall never allow anything to do as it likes with me. 181 am
not going to let myself be the slave of appetite. It is true that
the stomach and food were made for one another. Yet they
were not made to last for ever: the God who made them will
put an end to both. But it is not true that the body was made
for fornication. The body is there to serve the Lord, and the
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Lord is there to have the body for His service: Yand as God
raised Him from the dead, so will He also raise us up by His own
power. 18 Is it that you do not know that your bodies are members
of Christ? Shall I then take away from Christ members which
are His and make them members of a harlot? Away with so
dreadful a thought! 8Qr is it that you do not know that the
union of a man with his harlot makes the two to be one body?
I am not exaggerating ; for the Scripture says, The two shall
become one flesh. 17 But the union of a man with the Lord
makes the two to be one spirit. ¥ Do not stop to parley with
fornication: turn and fly. In the case of no other sin is such
grievous injury done to the body as in this case: the fornicator
sins against his own body. 1° Does that statement surprise you?
Do you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit,
who makes His home in you, being sent for that very purpose
from God? And, what is more, you are not your own property,
but God’s. He paid a high price for you. Surely you are
bound to use to His glory the body which He has bought.

12-20. St Paul now passes to a fourth matter for censure.
He has already taken occasion, in connexion with a specially
flagrant case of wopvela, to blame the lack of moral discipline
in the community. He now takes up the subject of wopreia
generally, dealing with it in the light of first principles. The
sin was prevalent at Corinth (2. 9, vii. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 21), and
was virtually condoned by public opinion in Greece and in
Rome. Moreover, the Apostle’s own teaching as to Christian
liberty (Rom. v. zo, vi. 14) had been perverted and caricatured,
not only by opponents (Rom. iii. 8), but also by some ‘emanci-
pated’ Christians at Corinth itself. The latter had made it an
excuse for licence. He proceeds now to show the real meaning
and scope of Christian liberty, and in so doing sets forth the
Christian doctrine of the body as destined for eternal union
with. Christ.

12, wdvra pou &eorv. These are St Paul's own words (see
on x. 23). They may have been current among the Corinthians
as a trite maxim. If so, the Apostle here adopts them as his
own, adding the considerations which limit their scope. More
probably they were words he had used, which were well known
as his, and which had been misused by persons whom he now
proceeds to warn. Of course, mdvra is not absolute in extent:
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no sane person would maintain that it was meant to cover such
things as wopveia and justify wavovpyla. It covers, however, a very
great deal, viz. the whole of that wide range of things which are
not wrong ger se. But within this wide range of things which
are indifferent, and therefore permissible, there are many things
which become wrong, and therefore not permissible, in view of
principles which are now to be explained.

pou eearwv. Saepe Paulus prima persona singulari eloguitur,
quae vim habent gnomes; in hac praesertim epistola, v. 15, vil. 7,
viii. 13, x. 23, 29, 30, xiv. 11 (Beng.). The saying applies to
all Christians. On its import see J. Kaftan, Jesus w. Paulus,
PP 5%, 52.

&N\’ of wdvra oupdéper. Liberty is limited by the law of the
higher expediency, #.e. by reference to the moral or religious life
of all those who are concerned, viz. the agent and those whom
his conduct may influence. In this first point the Apostle is
possibly thinking chiefly of the people influenced.* We have no
longer any right to do what in itself is innocent, when our doing
it will have a bad effect on others. Qur liberty is abused when
our use of it causes grave scandal.

ofx éyd éfovoracbioopmar dwé Twos. This is the second point ;
really included in the higher law of expediency, but requiring to
be stated separately, in order to show that the agent, quite apart
from those whom his conduct may influence, has to be con-
sidered. What effect will his action have upon himself? We
have no longer any right to do what in itself is innocent, when
experience has proved that our doing it has a bad effect on our-
selves. Qur liberty is abused when our use of it weakens our
character and lessens our power of self-control. St Paul says
that, for his part, he ‘will #of be brought under the power of
anything.” The otk is emphatic, and the éyd slightly so, but
very slightly : the éyd is rendered almost necessary by the pre-
ceding po. We must beware of using liberty in such a way as
to Jose it, e.g. in becoming slaves to a habit respecting things
which in themselves are lawful. The 7rwos is neuter, being one
of the rdvre.

The verb éfovoidlew is chosen because of its close connexion
with &eor through éfovaia: it is frequent in LXX, especially in
Ecclesiastes ; in N.T., vii. 4 and Luke xxii. 25.+ This play on
words cannot be reproduced exactly in English; perhaps I can
make free with all things, but I shall mo let anything make free

* In x. 23f., where St Paul again twice quotes his own wdvra pot Eeoriv,
he is certainly thinking chiefly of the people influenced.

+ Nowhere else does the passive occur. But in late Greek the rule that
only verbs which have an accusative can be used in the passive is not observed.
See Lightfoot on doypuarifesde (Col. ii. 20).
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with me’ may serve to show the kind of thought: miki res mon
me rebus submitiere conor.

These two verses (12, 13) are a kind of preface to the subject
of wopveia, to show that it is not one of those things which may
or may not be lawful according to circumstances. It is in all
circumstances wholly outside the scope of Christian liberty, how-
ever that liberty may be defined. ¢While many things are lawful,
and become wrong only if indulged (like the appetite for food)
to an extent that is harmful to ourselves or to others, fornication
is not a legitimate use of the body, but a gross abuse of it, being
destructive of the purpose for which the body really exists.’

13. t& Bpdpara . . . Tois Bpdpacw. It is quite possible that
some of the Corinthians confused what the Apostle here so
clearly distinguishes, the appetite for food and the craving for
sensual indulgence. “We have traces of this gross moral con-
fusion in the Apostolic Letter (Acts xv. 23~29), where things
wholly diverse are combined, as directions about meats to be
avoided and a prohibition of fornication” (Lightfoot). The
Apostles, who framed these regulations, did not regard them as
on the same plane, but the heathen, for whom they were framed,
did. St Paul makes the distinction luminously clear. Not only
are meats made for the belly, but the belly, which is essential to
physical existence, is made for meats, and cannot exist without
them. There is absolute correlation between the two, as long as
earthly life lasts : but no longer, for both of them will eventually
be done away. When the ocdpa ceases to be fvywér and becomes
wvevparikor (XV. 44), neither the Bpdpara nor the xodia will have
any further function, and therefore ‘God will bring to nought’
both of them.

75 8¢ gbpa ob vf moprela. No such relation exists between
the odpa and wopreia as between the xola and Bpdpara. The
supposed parallel breaks down in two essential particulars.
(1) The obpa was not made for mopvela, but for the Lord, in
order to be a member of Christ, who lived and died to redeem
it. (2) The obpa is not, like the xothia, to be brought to nought,
but to be transformed and glorified (Phil. iii. 21). *‘The ‘body’
is contrasted with ‘flesh and blood’ (xv. 37, 50), and the xoAia
belongs to the latter, and has only a temporal purpose, whereas
the ‘body’ has an eternal purpose. So far, therefore, from
wopveia standing to the body in the same relation as meats to the
belly, it fatally conflicts with the body’s essential destiny, which
is membership with Christ.

It is possible that in selecting the relation between appetite
and food as a contrast to mopvela St Paul is indirectly discourag-
ing Judaistic distinctions of meats, or ascetic prohibitions of flesh
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and wine. No kind of food is forbidden to the Christian. But
even if there had been no Judaizers at work in Corinth, and no
tendency towards asceticism, he would probably have selected
the relation between Bpdpara and kohia for his purpose. The
argument is still used, “If I may gratify one bodily appetite,
why may I not gratify another? Naturalia non sunt turpia.
Omnia munda mundis.”

kal & Kdpios 7§ odpame. A startling assertion of perfect corre-
lation : guanta dignatio/ (Beng.). The Son of God, ‘sent in the
likeness of sinful flesh,’ has His purpose and destiny, viz. to
dwell in and glorify the body (Rom. viii. 23) which is united
with Him through the Spirit (z. 17); and it is lawful to say that
He is for it as well as it for Him.

14. § 8¢ @eds. 'This is parallel to é 8t ®@eds in v. 13, and puts
the contrast between the two cases in a very marked way. In
the case of the xorla, and the Bpdpara to which it is related,
God will reduce both of them to nothingness. In the case of
the odpa, and the Kipios to which it is related, God has raised
the Kvpeos, and will raise up the odua of every one who is a

- member of Him. The contrast between the two cases is com-
plete. On the other hand, the close relationship between the
Lord and all true Christians is shown by the doubled conjunc-
tion; xai 7ov Kdpov . . . xai %pds. See Sanday (Zke Life of
Christ in Recent Research, p. 132) on the view that it was St Paul
who deified Christ.

The change from the simple (3yepev) to the compound verb
(é¢eyepet) has perhaps little meaning. In late Greek, compounds
do not always have any additional force, and the difference is
not greater than that between ‘raise’ and ‘raise up.’” The com-
pound may be used to mark the future raising as not less sure
than the one which is past, and it is well to mark the difference,
as RV. does. AV., with ‘raise up’ for both, ignores the change,
as does Vulg., suscitavit . . . suscitabit, and Iren. int. (v. vi. 2).
The compound occurs- only here and Rom. ix. 17 in N.T.; in
LXX it is very frequent. See on éfamwardre, iii. 18.

83 Tis Suvdpews adrod. This may qualify both verbs, but is
more appropriate to éfeyepel. There was need to remind the
Corinthians of God’s power, in order to confirm their belief in
their own future resurrection (xv. 12); but no one who believed
that Christ had been raised needed to be reminded of that: cf.
Matt. xxii. 29. It is worth observing that St Paul does not take
any account of ‘the quick’ who will not need to be raised.
Contrast xv. 51; 1 Thess. iv. 15f.; Rom. viil. 11.

éteyepet (R CDP EK L, Vulg. Syrr. Copt. Aeth.) is probably to be pre-
ferred to éteyelpec (A D*® Q, de suscital), or to éffyetpey (B, Am, suscitavit).
éteyepet (P) may be regarded as supporting either of the first two, of which
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éEeyelpes may be safely set aside. It is possible that B has preserved the
original reading, for no intelligent copyist would alter é£eyepei into éEfyerper,
but an unintelligent one might assimilate the second verb to the first. 1If
ébhryewper is regarded as original it may be explained as referring to spiritual
resurrection to newness of life, or possibly as referring to our resurrection as
comprised potentially in that of Christ : ¢ God both raised the Lord and (by so
doing) raised up us.” But it isunlikely that the Apostle would have obscured
the certainty of the future resurrection of the body by using language which
would have encouraged Hymenzus and Philetus (2 Tim. ii. 17, :ﬁ). Qui
dominum suscitavit, et nos suscitabit (Text, Mare. v. 7).

18. oix oidare k..\. He presses home the principle that ¢ the
body is for the Lord.” By virtue of that principle every Christian,
and every one of his members, is a member of Christ. The
higher heathen view was that man’s body is in common with the
brutes, t6 edpa xowdv mpdés Ta {da, and only his reason and
intelligence in common with the gods (Epict. Dissers. 1. iii. 1);
but the Christian view is 76 ocdpa pélos Tod Xpiorod.*  Epictetus
speaks of both God and gods, and in popular language calls God
¢Zeus.’ In this chapter he speaks of God as the father of men
and gods ; but, at the best, he falls far short of Christian Theism.
The Christian view, which first appears here, is developed in
another connexion in xii. and in Rom. xii. See also Eph. iv. 13,
16, v. 30.

dpas ofv. The AV. misses a point in translating, ‘Shall I
then zake the members of Christ?’ The RV. has, ‘Shall I then
take away the members of Christ?’ Alpew is not simply, ‘to
take,” which is AapBdvew, but either ‘to take up,’ ‘raise’ (Acts
xxvil. 17), or ‘to take away’ (v. z; Eph. iv. 31; Col. ii. 14; and
nowhere else in Paul). The verb is very common in Gospels
and Acts; elsewhere rare in N.T. The Apostle assumes that
union with a harlot, unlike union with a lawful wife, robs Christ
of members which belong to Him. Union with Christ attaches
to our body through the spirit (2. 17), and sin is apostasy from
the spiritual union with Christ. This is true of all sin, but
mopvela is a peculiarly direct blow at the principle 76 odpa 7@
Kuply. Quantum jflagitium est, corpus nostrum a sacra illa con-
junctione abreptum ad res Christo indignas transferri (Calv.). As
Augustine remarks (De Crp. Dei xxi. 25), “they cannot be at
once the members of Christ and the members of a harlot.”

moujow. It is impossible and unimportant to decide whether
moujow is deliberative subjunctive (‘ Am I to take away . . . and
make ?’) or future indicative (‘Shall I take away?’ etc.). The two
aorists would mark two aspects, simultaneous in effect, of one and
the same act. But the future harmonizes better with p3 yévorro.
AV, RV, Alford, Edwards, Ellicott, B. Weiss prefer the future.

* Origen says, ué\n rére ylverar Xpiorod, bre wdvra xard T adrod Ayor
wwobuer,
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pY) yévorro, Like odk ofSare, this expression of strong dissent
is frequent in this group of the Pauline Epistles (Romans, ten
times; Galatians, twice; and here). Elsewhere in N.T., Luke
xx. 16. It is rare in LXX, and never stands as an independent
sentence : Gen. xliv. 4, 17; Josh. xxii. 29, xxiv. 16; 1 Kings xx.
[xxi.] 3. It is one of several translations of the same Hebrew,
another of which is {Aews (1 Chron. xi. 19 ; 2 Sam. xx. 20; Matt.
xvi. 22). Neither p3) yévorro nor ilews is confined to Jewish and
Christian writings: the former is frequent in Arrian, the latter is
found in inscriptions. In Hom. O/. vii. 316 we have py roiro
didov Ad matpi yévorro, of detaining Ulysses against his wish.
Cf. D1 meliora. Here it expresses horror.

After & sdpara there is the common confusion between Sudy (N® BC D
EFGKLP, Latt.) and fudv (X* A). &pa (Pand a few cursives) or 9 3pa
(F G) cannot be regarded as more probable than dpas (X ABCDE, etc.);
yet Baljon adopts it: dpas has much force, not only in marking the grievous
wrong done to Christ, but also in showing the voluntary, and even deliberate,
character of the act.

16. §§ olx oldare. Again (v. 2) we have this reproachful
question. The Apostle proceeds to corroborate the wovjow
mépvys pély of . 15.

6 koA\épevos. The word may come from mpogkoAldcfar in
Gen. ii. 24, as in Eph. v. 31, or possibly from Ecclus. xix. 2, é
koA opevos wépvars ToApunpérepos dorar.  Both the simple and the
compound verb are frequent in LXX ; in N.T. the compound is
very rare. In both, only the passive, with reflective sense, is
found. In N.T. the usual construction is the simple dat., as
here. In LXX the constr. varies greatly, and there (2 Kings
xvili. 6; cf. Ecclus. ii. 3) we have koAAdofa. 7@ Kvplg, as here, to
express loyal and permanent adherence, resulting in complete
spiritual union. This is placed in marked contrast to the
temporary physical union which is so monstrous. The verb is
frequent in Ep. Barnabas (ix. 9, x. 11, Xix. 2, 6, Xx. 2).

éoovrar ydp, dnoiv, oi 8do els 0. p. The subject to be under-
stood with ¢noiv must always depend upon the context. The
word may introduce the objection of an opponent (2 Cor. x. 10).
In Heb. viii. 5§ we must understand ‘God.’ Here we may do
the same, or (what amounts to the same) supply % ypag . The
elry in xv. 27, and the Aéye in 2 Cor. vi. 2, and Gal. iii. 16, and
Eph. iv. 8, are similar. In each case there is divine authority
for the statement. The quotation is direct from the LXX,
which has o 8Jo, as in Matt. xix. 5; Mark x. 8; Eph. v. 31,
although it is not in the original. For elva: els = yiveofar there
is perhaps no exact parallel in N.T., although the expression is
frequent ; xiv. 22 ; 2 Cor. vi. 18; Eph. i 12; Heb. i. s, viii. 10;
etc. In most of these cases eis may mean ‘to serve as”’ Itis
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manifest that here no distinction is to be drawn between o&pa
and odpé.

18. pedyere Ty woprelav. ‘Do not stop to dispute about it:
make a practice (pres. imperat.) of flying at once.’ So also of
idolatry, which was so closely allied with impurity, x. 14. The
asyndeton marks the urgency. Cf. 1 Thess. iv. 3.

miv épdpmpa kv \.  The difficulty of this passage lies in the
distinction drawn between éxros T. odparos, the predicate of
‘every sin that a man doeth,’ and eis 7. {8tov odpa, as marking the
distinctive sin of the fornicator. Commentators differ greatly
as to the explanation of éxros 1. odparos, which is the specially
difficult expression. But the general meaning of oz. 13b-18 is
plain. The body has an eternal destiny, ro cdua 7¢ Kupig,
Fornication takes the body away from the Lord and robs it of its
glorious future, of which the presence of the Spirit is the present
guarantee (cf. Rom. viii. 9—11). In 2. 18 we have the sharply
cut practical issue, ‘Flee fornication.’ Clearly the words that
follow are meant to strengthen the severdfas cum fastidio of the
abrupt imperative: they are not an anticlimax. Any exegesis
which fails to satisfy this elementary requirement may be set
aside; and for this reason the explanations of Evans, Meyer,
and Heinrici may be passed over.

It is obvious that éx7és and eis are related as opposites. The
meaning of either will help to determine the meaning of the
other; and the meaning of els 7. Biov odua ducprdve is fairly
certain, For dpaprdvew els, by the common usage of secular and
Biblical Greek, means ‘to sin agasnst’ It cannot mean °sin 77,
or ‘sin &y means of,) or ‘imvolve in sin’ What then does ‘to
sin against one’s own body’ mean? The axiom, 76 odpa 7o
Kuply, xai 8 Kvpos 7§ odpart, answers this question. To sin
against one’s own body is to defraud it of its part in Christ, to cut
it off from its eternal destiny. This is what fornication does in a
unique degree.* While fornication is eis 76 iSwov 0., other sins
are extos 7ob 0. The one phrase is the opposite of the other.
What St Paul asserts of fornication he denies of every other
sin.

In what sense does he deny of all other sins that they are sins
against a man’s own body? If pressed and made absolute, the
denial becomes a paradox. He has just told us (vv. 9, 10) that

* Alford puts a similar view somewhat differently. The Apostle’s
assertion “‘is séréctly true, Drunkenness and gluttony are sins done ## and &y
the body, and are sins &y abuse of the body, but they are introduced from with-
out, sinful in their ¢ffect, which effect it is each man’s duty to foresee and avoid,
But fornication is the alienating that body whick is the Lord’s, and making

# a harlof’s body ; it is not an ¢ffect on their body from participation of things
without, but a contradiction of the trutk of the body, wrought within itself.”
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pY) yévorro.  Like ol olSare, this expression of strong dissent
is frequent in this group of the Pauline Epistles (Romans, ten
times ; Galatians, twice; and here). Elsewhere in N.T., Luke
xx. 16. It is rare in LXX, and never stands as an independent
sentence: Gen. xliv. 7, 17; Josh. xxii. 29, xxiv. 16 ; 1 Kings xx.
[xxi.] 3. It is one of several translations of the same Hebrew,
another of which is fews (1 Chron. xi. 19; 2 Sam. xx. z0; Matt.
xvi. 22). Neither ui) yévorro nor idews is confined to Jewish and
Christian writings : the former is frequent in Arrian, the latter is
found in inscriptions. In Hom. O/. vii. 316 we have uy Tovro
pidov Ad marpi yévouro, of detaining Ulysses against his wish.
Cf. Di meliora. Here it expresses horror.

After & oduara there is the common confusion between sudy (R®* B C D
EFGXKLP, Latt.) and Hudv (X* A). &pa (P and a few cursives) or % dpa
(F G) cannot be regarded as more probable than &pas (X A BC D E, etc.);
yet Baljon adopts it : dpas has much force, not only in marking the grievous
wrong done to Christ, but also in showing the voluntary, and even deliberate,
character of the act.

16. % olx oldare. Again (. 2) we have this reproachful
question. The Apostle proceeds to corroborate the woujow
wopyys pély of . 15.

& koN\Gpevos. The word may come from mpooxoArdsfac in
Gen. ii. 24, as in Eph. v. 31, or possibly from Ecclus. xix. 2, &
xoAAdpuevos wopvars ToAunpétepos dorar.  Both the simple and the
compound verb are frequent in LXX ; in N.T. the compound is
very rare. In both, only the passive, with reflective sense, is
found. In N.T. the usual construction is the simple dat., as
here. In LXX the constr. varies greatly, and there (2 Kings
xviil. 6 ; cf. Ecclus. ii. 3) we have xoAAdofar 76 Kuplo, as here, to
express loyal and permanent adherence, resulting in complete
spiritual union. This is placed in marked contrast to the
temporary physical union which is so monstrous. The verb is
frequent in Ep. Barnabas (ix. 9, x. 11, xix. 2, 6, xx. 2).

éoovrar ydp, dnoiv, ol Bio eis o. p. The subject to be under-
stood with ¢noiv must always depend upon the context. The
word may introduce the objection of an opponent (2 Cor. x. 10).
In Heb. viii. § we must understand ‘God.’ Here we may do
the same, or (what amounts to the same) supply 4 ypags. The
ety in xv. 27, and the Aéye in 2 Cor. vi. 2, and Gal. iii. 16, and
Eph. iv. 8, are similar. In each case there is divine authority
for the statement. The quotation is direct from the LXX,
which has of &, as in Matt. xix. 5; Mark x. 8; Eph. v. 31,
although it is not in the original. For elvac els=yiverfar there
is perhaps no exact parallel in. N.T., although the expression is
frequent ; xiv. 22; 2 Cor. vi. 18; Eph. i. 12; Heb. i. s, viii. 10;
etc. In most of these cases els may mean ‘to serve as.” Itis
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manifest that here no distinction is to be drawn between odpa
and odpf.

18. ¢edyere Ty wopvelay. ‘Do not stop to dispute about it:
make a practice (pres. imperat.) of flying at once.” So also of
idolatry, which was so closely allied with impurity, x. 14. The
asyndeton marks the urgency. Cf. 1 Thess. iv. 3.

iy dpdpmpa x7.\.  The difficulty of this passage lies in the
distinction drawn between eéxros 7. oduaros, the predicate of
‘every sin that a man doeth,’ and eis 7. iiov odpa, as marking the
distinctive sin of the fornicator. Commentators differ greatly
as to the explanation of éxros 1. oduaros, which is the specially
difficult expression. But the general meaning of vo. 13b-18 is
plain. The body has an eternal destiny, 70 cdpa 7¢ Kuploy.
Fornication takes the body away from the Lord and robs it of its
glorious future, of which the presence of the Spirit is the present
guarantee (cf. Rom. viii. 9-11). In 2. 18 we have the sharply
cut practical issue, ‘Flee fornication.’ Clearly the words that
follow are meant to strengthen the severifas cum fastidio of the
abrupt imperative: they are not an anticlimax. Any exegesis
which fails to satisfy this elementary requirement may be set
aside; and for this reason the explanations of Evans, Meyer,
and Heinrici may be passed over.

It is obvious that éx7ds and eis are related as opposites. The
meaning of either will help to determine the meaning of the
other; and the meaning of els 7. @Biov obpa dpaprdve is fairly
certain. For dpaprdvew eis, by the common usage of secular and
Biblical Greek, means ‘to sin agarnsz’ It cannot mean ‘sin ¢7,’
or ‘sin &y means of,) or ‘inyolve in sin’ What then does ‘to
sin against one’s own body’ mean? The axiom, 6 odpa 7o
Kuply, xal 6 Kipios 7§ odpars, answers this question. To sin
against one’s own body is to defraud it of its part in Christ, to cut
it off from its eternal destiny. This is what fornication does in a
unique degree.* While fornication is els 76 diwov 0., other sins
are exrds Tov 0. The one phrase is the opposite of the other.
What St Paul asserts of fornication he denies of every other
sin.

In what sense does he deny of all other sins that they are sins
against a man’s own body? If pressed and made absolute, the
denial becomes a paradox. He has just told us (vv. 9, 10) that

* Alford puts a similar view somewhat differently. The Apostle’s
assertion ‘‘is s¢rictly true. Drunkenness and gluttony are sins done s and &y
the body, and are sins &y abuse of the body, but they are introduced from with-
owt, sinful in their effect, which effect it is each man’s duty to foresee and avoid,
But fornication is the alienating that body whick is the Lord’s, and making

it @ harlot’s body ; it is not an gffect on their body from participation of things
without, but a contradiction of the truth of the body, wrought within itself.”
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there are many sins which exclude their doer from the Kingdom,
and which therefore deprive the body of its future life in Christ.
Obviously, he is here speaking relatively, and by way of com-
parison. Al other sins are ékros Tob ., in the sense that they
do not, as directly as fornication does, alienate the body from
Christ, its Life and its Goal.

This explanation gains in clearness if we compare the words
of our Lord (Matt. xii. 31), wdoa dpapria xai BAacdnuie dpebri
ceras Tols dvfpamors® 1) 8¢ Tov lvedparos Bracdyuia odxk dpebicerar,
x.r.A. There too the language may be comparative. We know
abundantly from Scripture that there is forgiveness for every
sin, if rightly sought. In the first clause the Saviour does not
proclaim an absolute indiscriminate amnesty for every other sin:
any sin, unrepented and unabsolved, is an aldviov dudprypa
(Mark iii. 29). Neither clause is to be pressed beyond its purpose
to an absolute sense. But sin against the Spirit is so incom-
parably less pardonable than any other, that, by comparison with
it, they may be regarded as venial. He who sins against the
Spirit is erecting a barrier, insuperable to a unique degree, against
his own forgiveness. In like manner, the words éxrds tob o.
éor are not absolutely nor unconditionally predicated of ‘every
sin which a man doeth’:* they merely assert that other sins
“stop short of the baleful import of sensual sin” with its direct
onslaught on the dominant principle, 16 o@pa ¢ Kvplw. Cf.
Hos. vi. 6, ¢TI will have mercy, and not sacrifice,” which does not
mean that sacrifice is forbidden, but that mercy is greatly
superior. Luke Xx. 20, xiv. 12, 13, xxiil. 28 are similar. Cf. ix.
10, X. 24, 33

19. % ok ofdare. ‘Or, if you cannot see that unchastity is a
sin against your own body, are you ignorant that the body of
each of you is a sanctuary (John ii. 21) of the Holy Spirit (Rom.
viii. 11} 2 Cor.vi. 16 ; 2 Tim. i. 14)?’ What in iil. 16 he stated
of the Christian community as a whole, he here states of every
member of it. In each case he appeals to facts which ought to
be well known, as in 2v. 2, 3, 9, 15, 16, V. 6, ix. 13, 24; Rom.
vi. 19, xi. 2. Excepting Jas. iv. 4, the expression is peculiar to
these Epistles. Note the emphatic position of dyfov: ‘it is a Spirit
that is Aoly that is in you. In the temple of Aphrodite at
Corinth, mopvela was regarded as comsecration: the Corinthians
are here told that it is a monstrous desecration (Findlay).
Epictetus (D#s. il. 8) says, * Wretch, you are carrying God with
you, and you know it not. Do you think I mean some god of
silver or gold? You carry Him within yourself, and perceive not
that you are polluting Him by impure thoughts and dirty deeds.”

* On éd» in relative sentences see Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 201 f,
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o0 Zyere dmd ©. The relative is attracted out of its own case,
as often. Not content with emphasizing ‘holy,’” he gives further
emphasis to the preceding plea by pointing out that the in-
dwelling Spirit is a gift direct from God Himself. Such a Spirit
cannot dwell in a polluted sanctuary. Zp. of Barnabas iv. 11,
vi. 15.

For 78 ddpua, AL 17, Copt. Arm. have 74 odpara, and Vulg. has
membra.

kal ook doré davtdr- ‘I spoke of your body ; but in truth the
body is not your own to do as you please with it, any more than
the Spirit is your own. You have no right of property in either
case. Indeed, your whole personality is not your own property,
for God bought you with the life-blood of His Son.” Acts xx. 28 ;
Rom. xiv. 8. Epictetus again has a remarkable parallel; “If
you were a statue of Phidias, you would think both of yourself
and of the artist, and you would try to do nothing unworthy of
him who made you, or of yourself. But now, because Zeus has
made you, for this reason you do not care how you shall appear.
And yet, is the artist in the one case like the artist in the other?
or the work in the one case like the other?” See Long’s
translation and notes, i. pp. 156, 157, 288.

20, fyopdobnre yop mpfis. This ¢ buying with a price,” which
causes a change of ownership, is a different metaphor from
‘paying a ransom’ (Avdrpov, dvridvrpov: Mirpuots, dmovrpwats),
which causes freedom. There is no need to state the price;
odx dpyvple § xpvoly, dAA& iy aipar (1 Pet. i. 19, where see
Hort). The Vulgate has pretio only in vii. 23, but here has
pretio magno, and the epithet weakens the effect. And there is
no person from whom we are ‘bought’ (Abbott, Z%e Son of
Man, p. 702).

Botdoate ) 7. ©. & 1. odpoar dp. As in 2. 18, we have a
sharp practical injunction which carries us a great deal further,
and this same injuncfion is given in still more comprehensive
terms to close the question about partaking of idol-meats (x. 31).
Habitually to keep the body free from unchastity is imperative ;
but we must do more than that. Seeing that we belong, not to
ourselves, but to God, we must use the body, in which He has
placed His Spirit, to His glory. This verse goes far beyond the
negative injunction in ». 18, and hence the & enforcing the
imperative, as in Acts xili. 2; Luke ii. 15; Judith xiii. 11,
"Avoifare, dvolfare 8 iy widyv: Hom. Od. xx. 18, Térhabs 8,
xpadiy. The ¢Therefore’ of AV. and RV. is not quite right;
‘therefore’ would be oy, as in x. 31: ‘Be sure to glorify, ‘7
urge you to glorify ’ is the force of the particle used here.

9
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N, deCopt. omit 34 Vulg., Tert. Cypr. Lucif. Ambrst. have
glorificate (or clarificate) et portate (or tollite) deum (or dominum) in corpore
vestro,  Lightfoot suggests that poréate (or Zollite) may have arisen from a
reading dpaye (Matt. vii. 20, xvii. 26 ; Acts xvii. 27 ?) which was confused
with dpare. Marcion read dofdoare &pare Tov Beby, which may be mere
dittography, or from 4pa 3é=4pa 84 (Nestle, p. 307). Methodius read 2pd
e dotdgare, omitting 6. Chrys. seems to have read Sofdoare 3% &pa rov
BOeby,

The addition xal év r¢ wvespare Sudv drwd éorw T0% Beod (C* D? D3
KLP, Syrr. AV.)is rejected by all editors. The words are wanting in
all the best witnesses and are not required for the argument. The Apostle
is concerned with the sanctity of the body : the spint is beside the mark.
Lightfoot thinks that this may possibly be a liturgical insertion, like that
of the doxology to the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. vi. 13) and the baptismal
formula (Acts viii. 37). But the words do not occur in any liturgy that is
known to us, and the addition may be due to a wish to make the conclusion
less abrupt and more complete.

VII. 1-40. MARRIAGE AND ITS PROBLEMS.

We here begin the second main division of the Epistle, if the
Introduction (i. 1-g) is not counted. The Apostle, in a pre-
amble (1-7), points out that marriage is a contract, and the
normal relations must be maintained, unless both parties agree
to suspend them. Ideally, celibacy may be better, but that is not
for every one. Then (8-40) he gives advice to different classes.
Superius (v., Vi.) locutus fuerat de tllicitis ; nunc vero (vil.) loguitur
de leitis (Atto).

VIIL. 1-7. Qelibacy is Good, but Marriage is Natural.

As you ask me, I prefer my own unmarried condition ;
but for most of you it is safer to marry,and let husband and
wife observe conjugal duty to one anotker.

1But now, as to the questions raised in your letter to me.
Continence, as you suggest, is doubtless an excellent thing,
3 But this ideal state is not for every one, and, as temptation is
inevitable, and abounds at Corinth, the right remedy is that
each man should have a wife of his own, and each woman a
husband of her own. 8And the marriage should be complete,
each side always rendering to the other what is due. 4 A married
woman cannot do as she likes respecting her own person; it is
her husband’s. And in the same manner his rights are limited
by hers. ®Abandon the attempt to combine celibacy with
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matrimony. When both agree to it, continence for a limited
time may be a good thing, if you have the intention of devoting
yourselves the better to prayer, and then coming together again.
If the time is not limited, you will be giving Satan a permanent
opportunity of using your incontinence to your ruin. ¢But [
give this advice rather by way of permission and indulgence
than of injunction and command. 7Still, my own personal
preference would be that all men should remain unmarried, as I
do myself. But people differ, and God’s gifts differ, and each
must act as God’s gift directs him.

It is clear from the words with which this section opens that
the discussion of the questions which were raised in the letter
sent by the Corinthians begins here. In the remaining chapters
(vii.—xvi.) we cannot always be sure whether he is referring to
their letter or writing independently of it: but in the first six
chapters there are no answers to questions asked by them.
With regard to the questions discussed here, it is likely enough
that every one of them had been asked in the letter. The
Apostle does not write a tract on marriage ; it would, no doubt,
have been different if he had done so. He takes, without much
logical arrangement, and perhaps just in the order in which they
had been put to him, certain points which, as we can see, might
easily have caused practical difficulty in such a Church as that
of Corinth.* In so licentious a city some may easily have
urged that the only safe thing to do was to abstain from the
company of women altogether, yvwaiwods uy dwrecfar, like those
condemned in 1 Tim. iv. 3. Or they may have maintained that
at any rate second marriages were wrong, and that separation
from a heathen partner was necessary. Qur Lord’s words
(Matt. xix. 11, 12), if they were known to the Corinthians, might
easily give rise to the belief that marriage was to be discouraged.
Quite certainly, some forms of heathen philosophy taught this,
and asceticism was in the air before the Gospel was preached.
In any case, it is unlikely that disparagement of marriage was a
special tenet of any one of the four parties at Corinth. No one
has conjectured this of the Apollos party: but for different
and very unconvincing reasons different commentators have
attributed this tenet to one or other of the three parties. Still,

* On Nietzsche’s attack on St Paul, as a man of vicious life, sce Weinel,
S¢ Paul, pp. 85-93.
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some persons at Corinth %ad raised the question, “Is marriage
to be allowed?” They had nof raised the question, “Is
marriage to be obligatory?” See Journ. of Th. St., July 1901,
pp. 527-538.

1. Nept 8¢ &v éypddare. An elliptical expression (such as is
common enough) for mepi Tovrwy, &, Or wepl TovTwy, mepl dv:
cf. Luke ix. 36; John vii. 31. Bachmann quotes from papyri,
mepi v Eypayas, peljoe por.  Note that there is no poe after
éypayas, and there is probably no po: here: 8B C 17, Am. RV.
omit. The &8¢ is perhaps merely transitional; but it may
intimate that the subject now to be discussed is in opposition
to the one which has just been dismissed. He is passing from
what is always wrong to what is generally lawful. It is putting
too much meaning into the plural verb to say that we may infer
from it that the letter was written in the name of the whole
Church. It is probable that it was so written; but even if it
came from only a few of the members, the Apostle would have
to use the plural. There is nothing to show that the words
which follow are a quotation from the letter, but they express
what seems to have been the tone of it. Having in the two
previous chapters warned the Corinthians against the danger of
Gentile licentiousness, he here makes a stand against a spirit of
Gentile asceticism.

kahdv dvlpdmw yuvaixds pd dwreclar. ‘For a man,’ he does
not say ‘for a husband’ (dvg:)[). A single life is not wrong; on
the contrary, it is laudable, xaAdv. This he repeats 2. 8 and
26; cf. v. 6, ix. 15; Gal. iv. 18. He is not dissuading from
marriage or full married life ; he is contending that celibacy may
be good.* For those who can bear it, it may be a bracing

discipline (ix. 24, 27): but not all can bear it. For drrecfa: see
Gen. xx. 6 ; Prov. vi. 29 ; and cf. virgo intacta.

2. 8.88¢ rag moprelas. The plural (Matt. xv. 19 ; Mark vii. 21)
refers to the notoriously frequent cases at Corinth. Atto
paraphrases ‘ Negue enim ita volo prokibere licita, ut per illicita
errenty and adds, Nota quia non dicitur, propter propaginem
filiorum, sed propter fornicationem. To Christians who believed
that the end of the world was very near, the necessity of pre-

* Orthodox Jews were opposed to celibacy, regarding marriage as a duty ;
but there were some who agreed with St Paul. ¢ Why should I marry?”
asked Rabbi ben Azai: ‘‘Tam in love with the law. Let others see to the
prolongation of the human race” (Renan, p. 397). The second half of
Ps. cxx. 7 gives the common view.
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serving the human race from extinction would not have seemed
a very strong argument. . o .

This passage is sometimes criticized as a very low view of
marriage. But the Apostle is not discussing the characteristics
of the ideal married life ; he is answering questions put to him
by Christians who had to live in such a city as Corinth. Ina
society so full of temptations, he advises marriage, not as the
lesser of two evils, but as a necessary safeguard against evil. So
far from marriage being wrong, as some Corinthians were
thinking, it was for very many peoplea duty. The man who wrote
Eph. v. 22, 23, 32, 33 had no low view of marriage.

&xaoros . . . édom. This forbids polygamy, which was
advocated by some Jewish teachers.

v &avtod yuvaixae . .. Tor Wiov &dpa. The Apostle seems
always to use éavrod, éavrdv, or airod (Eph. v. 28, 31, 33) of a
man’s relation to his wife, but 8ws (xiv. 35; Eph. v. 22; Tit.
ii. 5) of a woman’s to her husband (1 Thess. iv. 4 is doubtful).
Does this show that he regarded the husband as the owner and
the wife as being owned? Rom. xiv. 4 somewhat encourages
this. But the difference between éavrot and iios was becoming
blurred : see J. H. Moulton, G7. 1 pp. 87f.; Deissmann, Bible
Studies, pp. 122 f. A few texts omit xai ékdory k1. A

&xérw. ‘Have, not ‘keep,’ as is clear from the use of
dvfpdmre and not dvdpi in 9. 1, where we should have had s
ywaicés and not yvvawds, if married people were under con-
sideration. In zv. 12, 13, éxet cannot mean ‘keeps,’ and éxéro
does not mean that married people are to continue to live
together, but that unmarried people are to marry. The im-
perative is hortatory, not merely permissive.

8. 1fi ywrawxi & dmip. Here he is speaking of married
persons, and therefore ywawi has the article, and we have dwip
and not dv@pwros.

™y dpedv. Not found in LXX, but frequent in papyri in
the common sense of debt (Matt, xviii. 32; Rom. xiii. 7). See

Deissmann, Brble Studies, p. 221.
‘ dwodiddrw. Present imperative: the mutual recognition of
conjugal rights is the normal condition, and it is not the con-
ferring of a favour (8:86rw), but the payment of a debt (dwodiddrw).
Cf. the change from Sotvar (the questioners’ view) to dmddore
(Christ’s correction) in Matt. xxii. 17, 21.

riw $pedipr RABCDEF G P Q 17, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth.) is to
be preferred to rhy SpeAnuéryy elvorar (KL, Syrr.), or 1. é¢. rudw (Chrys.),
or 7. é¢. -rw.'hxf xal edvotar (40), which may have been euphemisms adopted
in public reading.  Or they may be ascetic periphrases to obscure the plain
meanmg of r. épehv. Ci. Rom. xiii, 7.

A, Copt. Arm. omit 3¢ before xal,
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4. 4 yoi. It is probably not in order to mark the equality
of the sexes that the order is changed: the wife is here men-
tioned first because she has just been mentioned in the previous
verse. Equality between the sexes is indicated by using the
same expression respecting both, thus correcting Jewish and
Gentile ideas about women.

tol idlov odparos olx éfousidler. The words involve, as
Bengel points out, elegans paradoxon. How can it be one’s
own if one cannot do as one likes with it? See on vi. 12.
But in wedlock separate ownership of the person ceases. Neither
party can say to the other, ‘Is it not lawful for me (éeoriv pot)
to do what I will with mine own?’ (Matt. xx. 15). By pointing
out that the aim is to be, not self-gratification, but the fulfilment
of a duty which each owes to the other, St Paul partly anti-
cipates the criticism mentioned above. He raises the matter
from the physical level to the moral.

5. pi) dmoorepeire. After what has been stated it is evident
that refusal amounts to fraud, a withholding what is owed. The
pres. imperat. may mean that some of the Corinthians, in mis-
taken zeal, had been doing this; ‘cease to defraud’ Three
conditions are required for lawful abstention: it must be by
mutual consent, for a good object, and temporary. It is
analogous to fasting. Even so, the advice is given very tentat-
ively, el wjre dv. Temporary abstention for a spiritual purpose
is advised in O.T. ; Eccles. iii. 5; Joel ii. 16 ; Zech. xii. 12-14:*
but it is an exception for certain circumstances, not a rule for
all circumstances: #//ud sane sciendum quia mundac et sanctae
sunt nuptiae, quoniam Dei jussu celebrantur (Atto). For émi 1o
adrd cf. xi. 20, xiv. 23 ; Luke xvii. 35; Acts i. 15, ii. 1, 44, 47,
iv. 26 ; for dxpdoia, Matt. xxiii. 25. Here 8id v dxp. is probably
to be taken as co-ordinate with the clause Iva py) wep., and as
giving a second aspect of the reason for limiting the time of
abstention. Aristotle made dxpagia a frequent term in Greek
philosophy; in the Bible it is very rare. Calvin uses this
verse as an argument against monasticism: ftemere factunt
qui in perpetuum renuntiant. To vow perpetual celibacy,
without certainty of having received the necessary xdpiopa, is
to court disaster. Forcing it on the clergy prevents good
men from taking Orders and causes weak men to break their
vOow. \

* gxondfew is very rare in LXX (Ps. xlv. 10), and is nowhere used in
this semse ; but in class. Grk. it is frequent in the sense of being ¢ disengaged
for,’ or ¢ devoted to,’.a pursuit or a person. We find a similar idea Exod.
xix. 1§; I Sam. xxi. §; 2 Sam. xi. 4. Cf. Tibullus 1. iii. 25. See also
1 Pet. iii. 7, iv. 7. Zdu¢wros occurs nowhere else in N, T,
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The v after & phre (or el p# 7¢) is omitted in B and bracketed by WH.
Before rf wposevyd, KL, Syrr. Goth. Thdrt. insert 7§ syorely xai: a
manifest interpolation similar to xal vnorelg in Mark ix. 29, and yyoretwr
xal in Acts x. 30. In all three places ascetic ideas seem to have influenced
copyists, but the evidence differs in the three cases. In Mark ix. 29 the
words in question are omitted in X BK, a very strong combination. In
Acts x. 30 the words are wanting in ¥ A BC, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth., a
much stronger combination. Here the evidence against 4 ». xal is over-
whelming ; RABC*D*EF G 17, Latt. Copt. Aeth. The case of Matt.
xvii. 21 is not parallel to these three. The whole verse is an interpolation
from Mark ix. 29 after that passage had already been corrupted by the
addition of xaf vnorela. The practice of fasting has sufficient sanction in
the N.T. (Matt. iv. 2, vi. 16-18, ix. 15; Mark ii. 20; Luke v. 35; Acts
xiii. 2, 3, xiv. 23), without introducing it into places where it was not
mentioned by the original writers, who, moreover, would not have placed
it on the same level with prayer. Fasting is an occasional discipline,
prayer an abiding necessity, in the spiritual life. Stanley attributes the
readings oxord{nre (KL) for gxohdonre (R A B C D, etc.), and cwépxesfe
or ovwépxnote (KLP) for #re (R A B C D, etc.) to ascetic influence : oxord-
¢nre would refer to general habit, ordinary and not extraordinary prayer,
and #re refers to what is usual, not exceptional. In commenting on these
words, Origen makes a remark which is of no small liturgical interest. He
quotes the case of Ahimelech, who was willing to let David have some of
the shew-bread, el wepuhaypéva T& maddpid éorv dmwd ywawss (LXX of
1 Sam, xxi. 4). He assumes otx olov 8¢ dwd d\horplas yuvaikds dAX dmwd
~yaperis, and continues, elra lva uév dprovs wpobéoews NdBy 7is, xabapds elvar
dpelhet dxd ywvaxbs: Tva O¢ Tods uelfovas Ths mpofécews NdSy &provs, é &
Sy éxkéxAnTac 70 Bvopa 700 Oeod xkal 7ol Xpiorol xal 700
‘Avyiov Iretparos, o0 wolg wMov dpelher Tis elvar kcfapdrepos, Wva
d\n0Gs els cwrnplay NdBy Tods &provs xal uh els kplpya. From this it is
evident that *“invocation of the name of God and of Christ and of the Holy
Spirit” over the elements was regarded by Origen as the essential part
of their consecration.

This passage is one of the few in N.T. which touch on the private
devotions of Christians in the Apostolic age. See Bigg on 1 Pet. iii. 7,
iv. 7.

8. toiTo Bt Néyw. It is not clear how much the rofro covers;
probably the whole of v2. 1-5. The least probable suggestion
1s that it refers solely to the resumption of married life, xai
wd\ev kT

ouwyvdpnr. ¢ Concession,’ or ‘indulgence,’ or ‘allowance.’*
The word occurs nowhere else in N.T. and is very rare in
LXX.

ol kar émrayfy. ‘Not by way of command’ (2 Cor.
viii. 8).

* ¢ By permission’ (AV.) is ambiguous ; it might mean, ‘I am permitted
by God to say as much as this.’ It was translated vensa in some Old Latin
texts, and this rendering, understood (by Augustine) as meaning ¢ pardon,’
led to far-reaching error. It means ® By way of concession’: he is telling
people that they may marry, not that they must do so: ex concessione non ex
imperio (Beza). There is similar uncertainty as to the scope of the 7ofro in
xi. 17, and the afry in ix. 3. In 1 Tim. i. I, a7’ émerayd is used in a
different sense : “in obedience to the command.’
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7. 80\w 5¢ wdrras. This is in harmony with the kalov &vfpure
from which he started. Surroundings so licentious as the
Apostle had at Ephesus and Corinth might well inspire him
with a longing for universal celibacy. For a similar wish about
his own condition being that of others see Acts xxvi. 29 (éwolos
xal éyd elpe): in both places we have the comparative use of
xa, as again in #. 8 and x. 6.

d\\d. He admits that his own personal feeling is not
decisive ; indeed, is not in accordance with conditions of society
which have their source in God. Here xdpiopa (see oni. 7)is
used in the sense of a special gift of God, a special grace to an
individual. Origen points out that if celibacy is a xdpiopa, so
also is marriage, and those who forbid marriage forbid what has
been given by God.

6 pév odrws. ‘One in this direction and one in that” The
recognition that opposite courses may each of them be right
for different individuals is more fully drawn out Rom. xiv. 1-12:
and see Rom. xii. 6; 1 Pet. iv. 10. We have ovrws . . . ovrws,
Judg. xviii. 4 ; 2 Sam. xi. 25, xvil. 15: it is not classical.

We perhaps understand the Apostle’s wish better if we assume
that it refers, not so much to the fact of remaining unmarried,
as to the possession of the gift of continence, without which
it was disastrous to remain unmarried. God had given him
this gift, and he wishes that all men had it: but it does not
follow that every man who has this gift is bound to a life of
celibacy. In the Apostle’s day (v. 26) the xdpiopa of continency
was specially valuable. Cf. Matt. xix. 11,

We must read 8w 3¢ (R* ACD*F G 17, Am. Copt., Orig.) rather
than 0w ydp (BD?K L P, Syrr. Arm. Aeth.). The 8¢ marks a slight
opposition to the concession just mentioned. That concession is not his
own ideal ; ‘I rather wish that all men were as I myself also am.” Failure
to see this has caused the substitution of ydp for &,

K L, Arm. have xdpiopua before éxei: &xer xdpiopa is doubiless right :
5o also 6 uéw . . . 0 8¢ (R* ABCDF P) rather than 8 udv . . , s &
(N3 K L).

VII. 8-40. Advice to Different Classes.

To the unmarried or widowed, to the married where
botle parties are Christians, to the married where one of the
two Is a keathen, I would advise, as a rule, that you should
remain as you are, orv as you were when you became Chris-
tians. The same principle would apply to circumcision, and
also to slavery; but am opportunity for emancipation may
be accepted.
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8To the unmarried and to widows I affirm it to be an
excellent thing for them, if they should continue to remain
single, as I also remain. ?If, however, they have not the
special gift of self-control, let them marry; for it is better to
marry than to be on fire. 19 But to those who have married as
Christians I give a charge—and it is really not my charge, but
Christ's—that a wife is not to seek divorce from her husband.
11 But if unhappily she does do this, she must remain single, or
else be reconciled to her husband. In like manner a man is not
to divorce his wife.

12 To those whose cases are not covered by these directions
I have this to say; and I say it as my own advice, not as
Christ’'s command: if any member of the Church has a wife
who is not a believer, and she consents to live with him, let
him not divorce her ; 18 and if a wife has a husband who is not
a believer, and he consents to live with her, let her not divorce
her husband. ! And for this reason: the consecration of the
believing partner is not cancelled by union with an unbeliever.
On the contrary, the unbelieving partner is sanctified through
union with a believer. If this were not so, the children would
be left in heathen uncleanness; whereas in fact, as the offspring
of a Christian parent, they are holy. 1% But if, on the other
hand, the unbelieving partner insists on a separation, separation
let there be. No servile bondage to a heathen yoke deprives
a Christian man or woman of freedom in such cases. There
need be no scruples, no prolonged conflict with the unbeliever
who demands separation: it is in peace of mind that we have
been placed by our calling as Christians. 16 For how can you
tell, O wife, whether, by keeping your heathen husband against
his wish, you will be able to convert him? Or how can you
tell, O husband, whether you will be able to convert your
reluctant wife?

17 Still, the general principle is this: In each case let people
be content with the lot which God assigned them, and with
the condition in which God’s call has come to them, and let
them continue in that course so far as may be., This is the
rule that I am laying down in all the Churches.

18 This principle holds good with regard to circumcision.
Were you already circumcised at the time of your call? Do
not attempt to efface the circumcision. Or have you been
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called in uncircumcision? Do not seek to be circumcised.
19 Neither the one nor the other is of any consequence. What
really matters is keeping God’s commandments, and that is
vital. % Each one of you, I say, should be content to remain
in the condition in which God called him. %! And this applies
to slavery also. Were you a slave when you were called? Do
not be distressed at it; yet, if you can become free, make use
of the opportunity.

28] say that you need not be distressed at being a slave
when you became a Christian: every such slave is the Lord’s
freed man. And the converse is true: he who was free when
he was called is Christ’s slave. % You were bought with the
price of His blood, and to Him, whether you are bond or free,
you belong. Cease to regard yourselves as belonging to men
in the sense in which you belong to Him, 21 repeat, Brothers,
the general rule. In that state in which each man was called,
let him be content to remain, remembering God’s presence and
His protecting care.

8. Tois dydpois xal tals xfpas. This includes bachelors,
widowers, and widows, but not unmarried girls, whose case is
discussed later (25-38), and who would not have much voice
in deciding the point in question. The conjecture of rois xijpots
for rais xjpats is worth considering. A word not found else-
where in N.T. might be changed to one that is common. ¢Even
as I’ is more in place, if men only are addressed. *Ayapos
occurs 29. 11, 32, 34, and nowhere else in N.T.

xakév. As in . 1, this introduces the Apostle’s own ideal,
as illustrated by his own life. As rois dyduots covers both single
men and widowers, this passage does not tell us whether St Paul
had ever been married. The very early interpretation of yviote
advlvye (Phil. iv. 3) as meaning the Apostle’s wife (Clem. Alex.
Strom. m1. vi. p. 535, ed. Potter) may safely be set aside, for
this passage shows that, if he ever had been married, his wife
died before he wrote to the Philippians. And if he had been
married then, would he not have written yvyoia in addressing
his wife. The argument that, as a member of the Sanhedrin
(Acts xxvi. 10), he must have been a married man and a father,
is not strong. This rule (Sank. fo. 36b), as a security for
clemency, may be of later date, and xarjveyxa yijpor may be a
figurative expression for approving of the sentence. The proba-
bility is that St Paul was never married (Tertull. De Monogam.
8; Ad Uxor. ii. 1). In all his writings, as also in Acts, there
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is no trace of wife or child.* The «al in ds «xdyd, as in a5 xai
épavréy (v. 7), is the comparative use of xai. He compares his
own case with that of those whom he desires to keep unmarried,
and emphasizes it. The aorist (uefvwow) suggests a life-long and
final decision.

9. i 5¢ olix ¢yxpatedorrar. ‘But if they have not power over
themselves’ (midd.). It is doubtful whether the negative coalesces
with the verb so as to express only one idea. In N.T. we more
often have e ob for ‘if not’ than el ps, which means ‘unless.’
“Where a fact has sharply to be brought out and sharply to be
negatived, there el od seems to be not only permissible, but
logically correct” (Ellicott). See Burton, Moods and Zenses,
& 242, 261, 469 ; and compare Rom. viil. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 10,
14, etc.

What is meant by this failure to have power over themselves
is partly explained by mupoiebar (present tense in both verbs).
A prolonged and painful struggle seems to be intended, a con-
dition quite fatal to spiritual peace and growth: cf. ix. 25; Gen.
xliii. 30; 1 Sam. xiii, 12. Elsewhere we have mvpotiefac of burn-
ing with grief and indignation (z Cor. xi. 29).t The advice
given here is similar to that given in 2. 5, 8i& T dxpaciav Suav,
and to the younger widows in 1 Tim. v. 11-13.

xpetrror (R BD E) is here the better reading, xpetocor in xi. 17, where
see note. It is not easy to decide between ~yauety (R* A C* 17) and
yapioar (RRBC?*D EF, etc.). Editors are divided. Perhaps yapfoar was
changed to yaueir to conform to wupofsfar. But the change of tense is
intelligible ; ¢ better to marry once for all than to go on being on fire.” In
this Epistle, as elsewhere in N.T., the later form of the aor. (éyduysa) is
more common (vv. 33, 34) than the earlier (§ynua); in 2. 28 both forms
occur.

10. 7ois 8¢ yeyapnkdow wapayyé\hw. He passes from those
to whom it is still open to marry or not to marry. ‘But to those
who have already married (since they became Christians) I give
command.” To render, ‘I pass on the order’ from Christ to you,
is giving too much force to the preposition. Christ does not
‘pass on’ the order. The meaning is, ‘I give the order; no,

* See Max Krenkel, Britrige sur Aufhellung dev Geschichte und der
Briefe des Apostels Paulus, pp. 26-46, a careful examination of the question,
War Paulus jemals verheivatet? Baring Gould thinks that St Paul may have
married Lydia (Acts xvi. 14, 40), and that it was she who supplied him with
money (Acts xxiv. 26, xxviii. 30). This is not probable.

. 1 Eph. vi. 16, it is used of the flaming darts of the evil one; Rev. i. 15,
iii, 18, of what has been refined by fire. It is frequent in the latter sense in
LXX, and in 2 Macc., with 7ofs fuuois added, of anger. Some understand
it here as meaning * unsatisfied affection’ rather than dxpacia. In ix. 25 we

have éykparevesfac again, but nowhere else in N.T. See Hos. vii. 4 and
Cheyne’s note,
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not I, Christ gives it.” In class. Grk. rapayyé\w is used of the
military word of command: see xi. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 11; often
in 2 Thess., 1 Tim., Luke, and Acts. When the Apostle gives
directions on his own authority (2. 12), he says ‘speak,’ not
‘command.’

olx &yd, A& & Kdpros. Christ Himself had decided against
divorce (Mark x. g; Luke xvi. 18), and His Apostle repeats His
teaching : see also Mal. ii. 16. St Paul is distinguishing between
his own inspired utterances (7. 40) and the express commands
of Christ, not between his own private views and his inspired
utterances. And there is no need to assume (as perhaps in
1 Thess. iv. 15) that he had received a direct revelation on the
subject. Christ’s decision was well known. See Dobschiitz,
Probleme des Ap. Zeitalters, Leipzig, 1904, p. 109; Fletcher,
The Conuversion of St Paul, Bell, 1910, p. 57.

yuraixa &wd &v8pds. The fact that he begins with the unusual
case of a wife divorcing her husband indicates that such a thing
had actually occurred or was mentioned in their letter as likely
to occur. Women may have raised the question.

xwpirfivar (R BC KL P) is certainly to be preferred to xwplfesfac
(ADEFG): patristic evidence is divided.

11. &iv 3¢ xal xwpiobfi. ‘But if (in spite of Christ’s com-
mand) she even goes so far as to separate herself,’ she is not to
marry any other man. The divorce is her act, not her husband’s.
¢ Christianity had powerfully stirred the feminine mind at Corinth
(xi. 5, xiv. 34). In some cases ascetic aversion caused the wish
to separate ” (Findlay). With the xa{ compare el 8¢ «af in iv. 7.
Christ had forbidden marriage with a divorced wife (Luke xvi.
18), and His Apostle here takes the same ground. If the wife
who has separated from her husband finds that, after all, she
cannot live a single life, the only course open to her is to be
reconciled to the husband whom she has injured. For the con-
struction (xaralA. ¢. dat.) see Rom. v. 10. Like el 8 6 dmioros
(2. 15) and AN’ € kal Svvacar (v. 21), this éav 8¢ xai x.T.A. is a
parenthesis to provide for an exceptional case. He then con-
tinues the Lord’s command, that ‘a husband is not to put away
(ddptévar = karadiew) his wife’* St Paul, like our Lord, forbids
divorce absolutely : woprela in the wife is not mentioned here as
creating an exception; and it is possible that this exception

* The change from xwpirfivac of the wife to dgeévar of the husband is
intelligible. The home is his : she can leave it, but he sends her away from
it. In LXX, xwpiofipas is frequent of separation in place. In papyri it is
used of divorce ; édv 3¢ xwplfwrrar dw’ dAAHAwr : sO also xwpioubs. Polybius
(XxX11. xii. 6) has xexwptapévn dxd 7o dvdpss. See Deissmann, Bible Studzes,
p- 247. Ino. 13, dgiévac is used of the wife, perhaps in order to make an
exact parallel with v, 12,
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(Matt. v. 32, xix. 9 ; see Allen and Plummer ad /oc.) was unknown
to the Apostle, because it had not been made by Christ.

12. vois B¢ Nowmots. Having spoken of those converts who
were still unmarried, and of those who had married since their
conversion, he now treats of those who belonged to neither class.
There were some who had married before their conversion and
now had a heathen wife or a heathen husband. Were they to
continue to live with their heathen partners? Ves, if the heathen
partner consents to the arrangement. St Paul elsewhere uses ot
Mool of a remainder which is wholly or largely heathen (Eph.
il. 3; 1 Thess. iv. 13, v. 6).

Myw éyd, odx & Kupos. This is the right order (f ABCP
17), not éym Aéyw (D EF G). He means that he is not now
repeating the teaching of Christ, who is not likely to have said
anything on the subject. He does not mean that he is speaking
now, not with Apostolic authority, but as a private individual,
All his directions are given with the inspiration and power of an
Apostle, and he speaks with confidence and sureness. He applies
Christ’s ruling as far as it will reach in the case of a mixed union.
The Christian party must certainly not dissolve the marriage, if
the heathen party does not desire to do so.

yuvaika éxes &morov. Here éxet must mean ‘has,’ not ‘ keeps,’
‘retains,” and this shows the meaning of éxére in 9. 2. It is the
case of a Christian with a heathen wife whom he married when
he himself was an unbeliever.

auvevdoxet. ¢ Agrees in being content’ The compound verb
(Rom. i. 32) indicates mutual consent, implying that more than
one person is satisfied (Acts xxii. zo0); often with a dative of the
thing in which agreement is found (Luke xi. 48; Acts viil. 1;
2 Mac. xi. 24).

ph édtérw adriy. AV. has ‘let him not put her away’ here,
and ‘let her not leave him’ in 2. 13: RV. has ‘leave’ in both
places. Perhaps ¢put away’ would be better in both, as St Paul
is speaking of divorce. Asin 7. 11, ddtévar=dmorvew, which in
class. Grk. would be dwoméumewv. Vulg. has dimittat throughout.

13. xal odros. The pronoun shows that a¥ry, and not aimj,
is the right accentuation in v. 12. Here some inferior texts read
avrds instead of obros, and adrdv instead of rov dvdpa. The latter
term has point, because it was a strong measure for a wife to try
to divorce her husband. But the Apostle puts both sexes on
a level by using d¢iérw, which is more commonly used of the
husband, of both.

. 14 fylaoraw. This refers to the baptismal consecration (i. 2,
vi. 11), in which the unbelieving husband shares through union
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with a Christian wife. The purity of the believing partner over-
powers (v@) the impurity of the unbelieving one (Chrys.), so
that the union is pure and lawful; there is no profanation of
matrimony. The principle els odpxa plav holds good in mixed
marriages (vi. 16), but not to the detriment of the believing
partner ; as an unlawful union desecrates, so a lawful union con-
secrates: pluris enim est pietas unius ad confugium sanctificandum,
quam alterius ad inguinandum (Calv.). But he goes beyond
what is written when he adds, interea nikil prodest haec sancti-
ficatio conjugi infideli,* Note the év in both cases ; the Christian
partner is the sphere in which the sanctification takes place, and
the heathen partner may be influenced by that sphere. There
is no such intolerable difference of spliere as to necessitate dis-
solution of the marriage.

émel dpa.  ‘Since it would then follow,’ ze. if it was the im-
purity of the heathen partner which prevailed on the analogy of
Hag. ii. 11-13; there it is uncleanness that is communicated,
while consecration is not communicated. The Apostle argues
back from the children to the parents. The child of a parent
who is dyiws must #so facto be dyios: that he assumes as axio-
matic. He is not assuming that the child of a Christian parent
would be baptized ; that would spoil rather than help his argu-
ment, for it would imply that the child was not dyos till it was
baptized. The verse throws no light on the question of infant
baptism. He argues from the fact that the Corinthians must
admit that a Christian’s child is ‘holy” Consequently, it was
born in wedlock that is ‘holy.” Consequently, such wedlock
need not be dissolved. But he is not approving such wedlock.
Marriages with heathen are wrong (2 Cor. vi. 14). But, where
they have come into existence through the conversion of one
partner in a heathen marriage, the Christian partner is not to
seek divorce.

DEF, Latt. add rj mwory after ywvawi, N ABC KL P omit, d3eh¢g
(N*ABCD*EFGP 17, Copt. RV.) is to be preferred to dvdpl (X8 D?
KL, Vulg. Syrr. Arm. Aeth. AV.), an unintelligent gloss by one who did
not see the point of ddeh¢¢ and wanted to make the usual balance to the
preceding ywaul. Vulg., Iren, Tert. add 7§ wwry to dwdpl, making it
equivalent to ddehgyp. For »iv 8¢, D E F G have vuri, which at the begin-
ning of a clause is always in N.T. followed by 8¢,

With the argumentative use of éwel, ‘since, if that were so,” cf. xv. 29

and see note on Rom, iii. 6. In v. 10, 11 we have a similar éxel followed
by »iw, as here. See Burton, Moods and Tenses, §§ 229, 230.

* As Evans says, ‘‘He stands upon the sacred threshold of the Church :
his surroundings are hallowed. United to a saintly consort, he is in daily
contact with saintly conduct : holy association may become holy assimilation,
and the sanctity which ever environs may at last penetrate, But the man’s
conversion is not a condition necessary to the sanctity of the subsisting con-
jugal union,” Origen compares such a union to a mixture of wine and water.
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15. € 8¢ 6 dmortos xwpiletw. ‘But if it is the unbeliever
that is for separating.” The emphasis is on é dmoros, and the
present tense indicates the heathen partner’s state of mind.
What follows shows that é dmoroes covers both sexes, and in such
cases the Apostle has no injunction to give to the unbeliever.
‘For what have I to do with judging them that are without’?
(v. 12); so the responsibility rests with them, and they may do
as they please, ywpléofw. If, therefore, the heathen partner
seeks divorce, the Christian partner may consent. The Christian
partner is under no slavish obligation to refuse to be set free.
Just to this extent the law against divorce has its limits.
Marriages between Jews ought not to be dissolved, and
marriages between Christians ought not to be dissolved ; but
heathen marriages stand on a different basis. These ought to
be respected as long as possible, even when one of the parties
becomes a Christian. But if the one who remains a heathen
demands divorce, the Christian is not bound to oppose divorce.
In such matters the Christian od 8edovAwrat, has not lost all
freedom of action ; independence still survives.

We cannot safely argue with Luther that ot 8edovAwra: implies
that the Christian partner, when divorced by the heathen partner,
may marry again. And Luther would have it that this implies that
the Christian partner, when divorced by “a false Christian,” may
marry again. Who is to decide whether the Christian is false ”
or not? And the principle, which is far older than Luther, that
“reverence for the marriage-tie is not due to one who has no
reverence for the Author of the marriage-tie” will carry one to
disastrous conclusions. Basil (letter to Amphilochius, Canonica
Prima, Ep. clxxxviii. 9) does not write with precision. All that
ob dedovdwras clearly means is that he or she need not feel so
bound by Christ’s prohibition of divorce as to be afraid to depart
when the heathen partner insists on separation,

év 8¢ elpry xéxhqrer Opéis. ‘It is in an atmosphere of peace
that God has called you” This is ambiguous. To what is the
‘peace’ opposed? If to dondage, which seems natural, then the
meaning will be that to feel bound to remain with a heathen
partner, who objects to your remaining, would violate the peace
in which you were called to be a Christian. If ‘peace’ is op-
posed to separation, then the meaning will be that you ought to
do your utmost to avoid divorce. The former is probably right :
cf. Col iii. 15. Heathen animus against Christianity would
greatly increase the difficulty of insisting upon living with a
heathen who was anxious for a divorce. In such a state of
things Christian peace would be impossible, With év elpvy
compare év dywaopd, 1 Thess. iv. 7. The 8¢ supplies the posifive
complement to the ncgative od dedovAwra.
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Editors are much divided as to whether Juds (N* A.C K, Copt.) or
fuds (R BD E F, Latt, Syrr. AV, RV.) is the better reading.

16. i ydp oldos, yorar. As in 2. 15, the case of the heathen
husband desiring to divorce his Christian wife is uppermost,
although the other case is also considered. And this verse is
as ambiguous as the concluding part of z. 15. Either, ‘Do not
contend against divorce on the ground that, if you remain, you
may convert your heathen partner; for how do you know that
you will do that?’ Or (going back to uy déiérw in 13, 14, and
treating 15 as a rare exception to the almost universal rule),
¢ Avoid divorce, for it is possible—you never know—that you
will convert your heathen partner’ This latter interpretation
involves the rendering, ‘ How knowest thou whether thou wilt
notsave?’ See the LXX of Esth. iv. 14; Joel ii. 14; Jon.iii. 9;
2 Sam. xii. 2z2. On the ground that these four passages express
a hope rather than a doubt, Lightfoot prefers the interpretation
that the chance of saving the unbelieving partner is * worth any
temporal inconvenience.” So also Findlay. But the other
interpretation is probably right. The sequence of thought is
then quite clear. ‘If the unbeliever demands divorce, grant
it: you are not bound to refuse. If you refuse, you will have
no peace. The chance of converting your heathen spouse is too
small a compensation for a strained and disturbed life, in which
Christian serenity will be impossible’ To call the latter
“temporal inconvenience” is a serious understatement. See
Stanley. For odlew see Rom. xi. 14; 1 Tim. iv. 16; and for
the history of the idea, Hastings, DB. 1v. pp. 360f.; DCG. .
p. 556. The e wi (2. 17) is almost decisive for this view.

17. This verse may be taken either as a summing up of
what has just been stated, or as a fresh starting-point for what
is to follow (18-24). It states the general principle which de-
termines these questions about marriage, and this is afterwards
illustrated by the cases of circumcision and slavery. Conversion
to Christianity must make a radical change in the moral and
spiritual life, but it need not make any radical change in our
external life, and it is best to abide in the condition in which
the call came to us. Therefore the Christian partner must not
do anything to bring about a dissolution of marriage, any more
than the Christian slave must claim emancipation. But if the
heathen party insists on dissolution, or grants emancipation, then
the Christian may accept freedom from such galling ties.*

* There is no good reason for suspecting with Baljon that zv. 17-22 are
an interpolation, or with Clemen that they come from some other Pauline
Epistle. Beza proposed to place them after ». 40. Equally needlessly,
Holsten suspects that 2. 14 is an interpolation.
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Bl p)) éxdoty bs pepépkev & Kipios, ékaator k.7.h.  ‘Only as
our Lord has appointed to each, as God has called each, so
let him walk.” In both clauses ‘each’ is emphatic; and while
the assignment of circumstances to each individual is attributed
to Christ, the call to become a believer comes from the Father,
as in Rom. viii. 28. The el wj (introducing an exception or
correction) defines and limits the somewhat vague ‘is not under
bondage in such cases.” There remains some obligation, viz.
not to seek a rupture. One is not in all cases free to depart,
simply because one cannot be compelled to stay. But nothing
is here said against the improvement of one’s circumstances after
embracing Christianity. What is laid down is that, unless one’s
external condition of life is a sinful one, no violent change in it
should be made, simply because one has become a Christian.
One should continue in the same course (repirareirw), glorifying
God by a good use of one’s opportunities; sfatus, in guo vocatio
quemgue offendit, instar vocationis est (Beng). This general
principle seems to the Apostle so important that he states that
he has established it in all the Churches under his care, and then
goes on to illustrate it by two frequent examples of its application.
On wépurarely and dvaorpédperv of daily conduct, see Hort on
1 Pet. i. 15 and Lukyn Williams on Gal. i. 13. See on iii. 3.

The verse reads better as a fresh starting-point (WH., Way,
Weymouth, B. Weiss) than as a summary of what precedes
(Alford, Ellicott). But even if the latter arrangement be
adopted, there is no close connexion between 2. 16 and 17.
Some join €l ui} with el iy ywaika odoes, ¢ whether thou shalt
save thy wife, whether not’ But that would require 4 od, as in
Matt. xxii. 17. Others understand ywpi{era: after el uz, ¢ If he
does not depart’; others again understand odoes, ¢ If thou
shalt not save her’ This makes very bad sense, and would
almost certainly require e 8¢ w:). Theodoret runs the two
verses into one sentence, ‘ How knowest thou . . . except in
so far as our Lord has apportioned to each?’ This is very
awkward, and gives no good sense. ‘Only’ or ‘Save only’is
the best translation of e pj. It introduces a caution with regard
to what precedes, and this forms a preface to what follows. St
Paul is opposing the restless spirit and desire for further change
which the Gospel had excited in some converts.

_xal obres. .. Siardooopar. As in xi. 34; Tit. i §; Acts
Xx1v. 23, we have the middle ; in ix. 14, xvi. 1 he uses the active.
This is evidently spoken with Apostolic authority, and it indi-
cates that the restlessness and craving for change, against which
he here contends, was common among Christians. He lets the
Corinthians know that they receive no exceptional treatment,
either in the way of regulations or privileges. This checks

10
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rebelliousness on the one hand and conceit on the other.
Odiosum fuisset Corinthiis arctiore vinculo quam alios constringi
(Calv.). Cf. iv. 17.

Ought we to read peuéptker (R* B) or éuépser (R3A C D, etc.}?  Aor.
might be changed to perf. to harmonize with xékAyxer, and perf. (being less
common) might be changed to aor, The perf. is preferable. Certainly
d Kipos ... 6 Oebs RABCDEF) is to be preferred to é Oeés . .. &
Kuptos (KL). Elsewhere it is God who calls (1 Thess. iv. 7; Rom.
iv. 17, viii. 30; 2 Tim. i. 9), while the Lord distributes the gifts (xii. §;
Eph. iv. 11). D*F, Latt. substitute 8tddoxw for Sardooonar.

18. Nepiretpnpévos s éxMidy. The sentence is probably
interrogative (AV., RV.), not hypothetical (Tyndale). The sense
is much the same. A man who was circumcised before con-
version is not to efface the signs of his Judaism. Jews did this
sometimes to avoid being known as Jews in gymnastic exercises
in the palaestra (1 Macc. i. 15; Joseph. Az xiL v. 1).* And
an uncircumcised Gentile is not to seek circumcision; Gal.
v. 2, 3; Acts xv. 1, 5, 19, 24, 28. St Paul, while proclaiming
Gentile liberty, acts as a Jew to Jews (ix. 20). See Dobschiitz,
LProbleme, p. 84.

kéehpral Tis (RABP), 1is xéhprac (DF G), ms éxhpfp (EK L)

kéxAqrac Tis is doubtless right; the perf. may indicate that these cases
were generally earlier, Jews converted before Gentiles.

19. ¥ wepiTopd) 00dév éoTiv, kal 4y drpoPuotia 0d8év €éoTwv. The
Apostle repeats this in two somewhat different forms in Gal. v. 6
and vi. 15; é yap Xpuord ‘Ingod odre mepirops] T loxver odre
dxpofBvaria, dAAa wiloTis 8¢ dydmys évepyovpérn, and odre yap
wepropsy v €otiv ovte drpofuvarie, dAA& xawy sriows. Having
previously proclaimed the folly of adopting circumcision, when
the freedom of the Gospel was open to them, as he has just
done here in simpler terms (u% repireuvéofo), he points out that
the difference between circumcision and uncircumcision is a
matter of small moment. Those who have it need not be
ashamed of it, and those who have it not certainly need not
seek it. “The peculiar excellence of the maxim is its declara-
tion that those who maintain the absolute necessity of rejecting
forms are as much opposed to the freedom of the Gospel as
thoseé who maintain the absolute necessity of retaining them ”
(Stanley).

Photius, G. Syncellus, and others say that the maxim is a
quotation from an Apocalypse of Moses. It is extremely un-
likely that such a principle would be contained in any Jewish
book earlier than St Paul.  Such a book, however, might after-

* St Paul’s prohibition must be understood in a wider sense. A Jew,

when he becomes a Christian, is not ostentatiously to drop al) Tewish customs
and modes of life. The verb occurs nowhere else in N.T.
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wards be interpolated by a Christian with these words of the
Apostle. See Lightfoot on Gal. vi. 15; Weinel, S/ Paul, p. 56 ;
and consider the Apostle’s action in circumcising Timothy and
not circumcising Titus.

4\\& Tpnaws 7.\ ‘But keeping of the commandments of
God s everything’ As in iii. 7 and x. 24, the strongly advers-
ative dAAd implies that the opposite of the previous negative is
understood. In Gal. v. 6 and vi. 15 the dAAd introduces two
different things (see above), both of them different from this.
Of all three of them we may say, /7 4is stat totus Christianismus
(Beng).* Tpnots évrohdv occurs Ecclus, xxxii. 23, myp. vépov,
Wisd. vi. 18: mpetv 7as évrodds, Matt. xix. 17; 1 Tim. vi. 14;
1 John ii. 3, where see Westcott. On ér. ®eco? see Deissmann,
Light, p. 381.

20. Repetition of the principle laid down; ‘In the secular
surroundings of the calling in which he is called, in these let him
abide’; and év rairy emphasizes the charge to make no change
of condition.t In N.T., kAjjoesis almost exclusively Pauline, and
it means either the act of calling (Phil. iii. 14) or the circum-
stances in which the calling took place ( i. 26 and here): it does
not mean ‘vocation.’” Lightfoot quotes Epictetus (i. 29 § 46),
pdprvs 9mo Tod @eod xexAqpévos, and (§ 49) Tatre péAleas paprv-
petv xal karawrxivew Ty kAfjow fv kékAnkev [6 @eds].

21. Boihos éxMibys; ‘Wast thou a slave when thou wast
called? Do not mind that’ A slave can be a good Christian
(Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii. 22; Tit. ii. g). Thackeray quotes the
iambic line in Philo, Quod omn. prob. liber 7, 8ovhos mépukas; od
péreori oou Aéyov. Here again, the clause might be either inter-
rogative or hypothetical.

4M’ el xat . . . p@Nov xpfioar. ¢ But still, if thou canst also
become free, rather make use of it than not’ The xa{ affects
Stvagar, not €l : ‘if thou art also able to become free as well as
to remain a slave’; if the one course is as possible as the other;
then what? It is remarkable that the Apostle’s advice is inter-
preted in opposite ways. He says, ‘Rather make use of it.’
Make use of what? Surely, ¢ Sivacfar é\elfepos yevéohou, the
possibility of becoming free. This was the last thing mentioned ;
and ‘make use of’ suits a new condition better than the old
condition of slavery. Still more decidedly does the aorist (xpfjoas,

* Stanley has an interesting, but rather fanciful note, connecting this
passage with the Father, Gal. v. 6 with the Son, and Gal. vi. 15 with the
Ho?' Spirit.

. T Manufacturers of idols who became Christians claimed this principle as
justifying their continuing to earn a living in this way., *“Can’t you starve?”
says Tertullian ; fides famem non timet (De Idol. 5, 12).
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not xpd) imply a new condition. The advice, thus interpreted,
is thoroughly in keeping with the Apostle’s tenderness of heart
and robustness of judgment. ‘Do not be miserable because you
are a slave ; yet, if you can just as easily be set free, take advan-
tage of it rather than not” He regarded marriage as a hindrance
to the perfection of the Christian life (vw. 32—-35). Was not
slavery, with its hideous temptations, a far greater hindrance ? *

Nevertheless, various commentators, ancient and modern,
insist on going back to 8othos for the dat. to be supplied with
xpioa and understand 17 8ovAeip. Ulere servitute quasi re bona
et utii: servitus enim valet ad humilitatem servandam et ad
patientiam exercendam (Herv.) It is urged that in this way
the Apostle remains consistent with his rule, ¢ Abide in the
calling in which thou wast called’ But 4AX" el xal... xpoa
is a parenthetic mitigation given in passing; like eav 8¢ kai .
xateMayjre in v, 11, it mentions a possible exception. The
meaning will then be, ‘Slavery is not intolerable for a Christian,
but an opportunity for emancipation need not be refused.’
The Clristian slave is not to rebel against a heathen master,
any more than a Christian wife against a heathen husband; but
if the heathen is ready to grant freedom, the Christian slave,
like the Christian wife, may take it without scruple. For this
view, which is that of Luther, Erasmus, Calvin, and Beza, see
Evans, Lightfoot, and Goudge; for the other, which is that of
Bengel, Meyer, De Wette, and Edwards, see Alford, Ellicott
and Schmiedel ; but Schmiedel admits that ypfioa, if Tf SovAelg
is to be understood, kat allerdings etwas Seltsames.

22. & ydp év kupiw xhnfeis Bolhos. ‘For he who, while in
slavery, was called to be in the Lord is the Lord’s freedman.’
Or we may take 6 with 8o%Aos, ‘ For the slave who was called in
the Lord’; but the next clause is against this. A slave ‘called
in the Lord’ is in relation to Christ a freedman: dmeledfepos,
like Zidertus, is a relative term, used c. gem. of the emancipator.
Although in his secular condition he remains a slave, in his
spiritual condition he has been set free: he is kAyros dywos (i. 1),
and is free from the bondage of sin (Rom. vi. 6). There is no
hint here that his master, if he were a Christian, would be sure
to set him free ; and even Philem. 21 does not imply that. See
Harnack, Mission and Expansion, 1. pp. 167f.; Deissmann,
Light, pp. 323, 326—333, 382, 392.

* Bachmann admits that the Apostle’s recommending people to disregard
an opportunity of being freed from slavery sweifellos etwas Uberraschendes hat.

1? E: ordinary language, drehedfepos Kuplov would mean that he had been
the Lord’s slave and that the Lord had manumitted him. He had been in
slavery and the Lord had freed him from it, and this justifies the expression.
The Lord was his wposrdrys,
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‘In like manner, he that was called being free is Christ’s
slave’; or, ‘the free man by being called is Christ’s slave,’
he can no longer do as he likes to his own hurt; he is
bound to obey his new spiritual Master and Lord. Such a
bondservant of Christ was the Apostle himself, and he gloried
in the fact (Rom. i. 1; Phil. i. 1; Tit. i. 1). Nowhere else in
the Bible is dweleifepos found.

KL, Copt. Aeth. Arm. add xaf after duolws: DEF G add 8¢ xal:
R ABP 17, Vulg. omit. «xal or 3¢ xal is usual after duolws, and hence the
insertion ; but here neither is required.

28. mpfjs fiyopdebnre. This recalls vi. 20 and applies it to
both classes. The social slave, who has been set free by Christ,
and the social freeman, who has become enslaved to Christ, have
alike been bought by God, and are now His property. In one
sense Christ’s death was an act of emanicipation, it set free
from the thraldom of sin; in another sense it was a change of
ownership.* It is a mistake to suppose that the words are
addressed only to those who are socially free, charging them not
to lose their freedom. Such a charge would be superfluous.
Moreover, the change from the singular to the plural intimates
that both classes are now exhorted. See below.

In commenting on this verse, Origen lets us know that he
was not the first to comment on this Epistle. He speaks of
what of Aowmoi éppnvevral say on the subject. See on ix. 2o.

ph yiveole Bobhot drdpdwwr. ‘Do not become, do not show
yourselves to be, bondservants of men.” The words are obscure.
It is very improbable that the prohibition is addressed to those
who are free, and that it forbids them to sell themselves into
slavery. Such a prohibition could not be needed. Moreover,
the change from the 2znd pers. sing. to the znd pers. plur. shows
that he is now addressing all his converts. Origen strangely
interprets the slavery as meaning marriage, in which neither
partner rod lov oduaros éfovaidle, and from which both partners
should seek freedom éx ovpduvov. The bondage must mean
‘some condition of life which is likely to violate God’s rights of
ownership’ (Lev. xxv. 42, 55). The interpretation, ‘Do not
become enslaved to any pary-leader,’ is remote from the context.
More probably, ‘Do not let social relations or public opinion or
evil advisers interfere with the absolute service which is due to
Him who bought you with His Son’s blood.’

* ¢ Inthe time of St Paul, ‘ Lord’ was throughout the whole Eastern world
a universally understood religious conception. The Apostle’s confession of
his Master as ‘our Lord Jesus Christ,’ with the complementary idea that
Christians were dearly bought ‘slaves,’ was at once intelligible in all the
fulness of its meaning to every one in the Greek Orient” (Deissmann, New
Light on the N.T., p. 79). See Lietzmann, Greek Pagyri, p. 4.
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24. The general principle is stated once more with the
addition of wapd @ep. This may mean ‘in the presence of God,’
or ‘in God’s household,” or ‘on God’s side.” The last agrees
well with pevérw, and makes a good antithesis to dvfpdmwv: ‘let
your attachments be heavenwards, not earthwards.’ With that
proviso, all secular conditions, whether of family life, or caste, or
service, are capable of being made the expression of a Christian
character. Deissmann, Zight, p. 330.

VIL 25-40. Respecting unmarried women, the transitory
and trying character of the present world is against a change
of condition. The unmarried state leaves people move free
Jor God’s service.

25 With regard to unmarried daughters, I have no charge
from the Lord to pass on to you; but I offer my opinion as that
of a man who through the Lord’s mercy is not unworthy of your
confidence, and who perhaps knows Christ’s mind, although he
cannot quote any words of His. 20 Well then, I think that
owing to the distressful times that are upon us, it is an excellent
thing for people to remain as they are. %' Are you united to a
wife? Do not seek to be freed from the tie. Are you at
present free from this tie? Do not seek to be bound by it.
But if you do marry, you have committed no sin; #and if a
maiden marries, she has committed no sin. Yet people who
make these ties are sure to have increased affliction in the affairs
of this life. But I, as your adviser, would spare you this, if I
could. 2 This, however, I do affirm, Brothers. The time
allowed before the Advent is now very narrow. This means that
henceforth those who have wives should serve as strictly as those
who have none, 8 that those who weep should live as though no
sorrow disturbed them, those who are enjoying life as not
absorbed in their enjoyment, those who buy as not taking full
possession, 1and those who use this world as not eager to use
it to the full: for transitory indeed is the outward fashion of
this world. % Yet I want you to be free from the anxieties
which the world produces. When a man is unmarried, he is
anxious about our Lord’s interests, studying how he may please
our Lord ; 38 but when once he is married, he is anxious about
worldly interests, studying how he may please his wife. 34 Parted
also by a similar division of interests are the married and the
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unmarried woman (?). For the unmarried woman is anxious
about our Lord’s interests, striving hard to be holy both in body
and in spirit ; but when once she is married, she is anxious about
worldly interests, studying how she may please her husband.
8 Now I am saying all this simply for your own spiritual profit.
I have no wish to throw a halter over you and check Christian
liberty. On the contrary, I want you to choose what is seemly,
and, like Mary, to wait upon our Lord without Martha’s
distractions.

8 That is my opinion ; but there are limitations. If a father
think that the way in which he is acting towards his unmarried
daughter is not seemly, because she has long since reached a
marriageable age and ought now to marry without delay, seeing
that her nature seems to require it,—he must do as he thinks
best. There is nothing sinful in it; let the marriage take place.
87 But when a father has settled convictions that a single life is
best for his daughter, and has no need to surrender these, but
has full right to carry out his own wishes, and has decided in his
own mind to do so,—he will act rightly if he keeps his daughter
free. %8It comes to this, therefore, that both of them act rightly.
The father who gives his child in marriage does well, and he who
does not do so will be found to have done still better.

89 A wife is bound as long as her husband lives ; but if he is
dead, she is free to marry any one she pleases, provided it be in
holy matrimony with a Christian. #But a widow is a happier
woman if she abides as she is to the end, according to my
judgment. And I believe that I, no less than others, can claim
to have the guidance of God’s Spirit.

5. Mept 8¢ Tdv wapbévwv. It is clear from the use of
wapbévos in vo. 28, 34, 36, 37, 38, that the word here applies to
women only; contrast Rev. xiv. 4. On this subject no tradi-
tional teaching of Christ had reached the Apostle (. 10); he
could not frame a judgment partly based upon His teaching
(. 12); nor did he feel justified in giving an independent
Apostolic decision (2. 17), for the responsibility of deciding must
rest with the father. He is willing, however, to state his own
opinion; and he intimates that his wonderful conversion and
call are strong evidence that the opinion of one who has been so
divinely favoured is worthy of trust. As in 1 Pet. ii. 10 (see
Hort), #Aeguévos is used “in reference to the signal mercy of the
gift of the Gospel ”; and this in his case included the call to be



I52 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [VII. 25, 20

an Apostle. We have a similar use of fAeffnpuer in 2 Cor. iv. 1,
and of yAejfyy in 1 Tim. i. 13, 16. Here mords, ‘trustworthy,’
is used as in iv. 2 and 1 Tim. i. 12; cf. % paprvpia Kupiov miory
(Ps. xix. 8); not as in 2 Cor. vi. 15 and 1 Tim. iv. 10.

We have the same contrast between émrayy and yvdun in
2 Cor. viii. 8, 10. Here the Vulgate has praeceptum and con-
stlium to distinguish the words, which led to the later distinction
between ‘precepts’ and  counsels of perfection’ (Stanley).

26. vopilw olv. ‘I think therefore” He does not mean that
he is not sure: what is stated in 2. 25 shows that odv introduces
a decided conviction; and perhaps the use of Vwdpyew rather
than elva: shows that the conviction is of long standing. He holds
that this is a sound axiom to start from ; it is good in principle.

8.4 ™y dreordoar drvdyknr. These words are an important
qualification. The Apostle’s opinion is determined by ‘the
present necessity,” ‘the straitness now upon us’ (Heb. ix. 9g),
owing to the disturbances and dangers which he saw ; and also
by the Advent which he believed to be very near (xvi. 22),
although not yet present (2 Thess. ii. 2). We cannot assume
that his opinion would have been the same in a more peaceful
period, and after experience had proved that the Advent might
be long delayed. For dvdyxy of external distress see Luke xxi. 23,
where the meaning is very similar to the meaning here; 2 Cor.
vi. 4, xii. 10; 1 Thess. iii. 7; Ps. Sol. v. 8; Zestament of Joseph
. 4. Thackeray (St Paul and Jewish Thought, pp. 105f.)
thinks that this passage may reflect Jewish beliefs in the * Woes
of the Messiah,” the birth-pangs which were to precede His
Advent (2 Esdr. v. 1-12, vi. 18-24, ix. 1-9; Jubilees xxiii. 11-25;
Assump. of Moses x. 3~6; Apoc. of Baruck xxvii. 1 f., where see
Charles, xlviii. 31-39, Ixx. 3-10). Lightfoot (on Gal. i 4)
contends that évesriioar means ¢ present ’ rather than ‘imminent,’
but the difference is not great. A trouble which is believed to
be near and certain is already a present distress.

37 xakdv dvBpiwy 10 olrws elvar. ¢ That it is good, I say, for
a person so to be.’” The construction of the verse is not regular,
but quite intelligible: & is ‘that, not because, and the
second xaAdv picks up and continues the first. But doubt
arises as to the meaning of 76 odrws elvar. ¢ To be thus’ is vague,
and ‘thus’ may have three meanings: (1) ‘as he is,’ 7.e. he is to
remain without change of condition; (2) ¢ as I am,” or as ai
wapfévor are, i.e. unmarried ; (3) ‘as I now tell you,’ referring to
what follows. The first is probably right; it is a repetition of
the principle already given in ¢. 24, of which principle ¢, 27 is an
illustration. The odrws in . 40 and Rom. ix. 20 is similar.
There is not much difference in effect between (1) and (3)
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Origen prefers (2), and points out that this is the fourth time
(vo. 1, 8, 26 bis) that the Apostle has used xaldv of celibacy,
whereas all that he says of marriage is that it is not sin.

27. 3éeoar yuvawxi; Like 2. 18 and 21, this may be either
interrogative or hypothetical. The perfect indicates the settled
condition of the marriage-tie, and yvrawi means ‘wife,) not
‘woman’: betrothal to an unmarried woman is not included.
There could be no doubt about this case. The Lord had
prohibited divorce ; therefore pwy {fre Adow, ‘never at any time
(pres. imperat.) seek freedom.” The advice is permanent. No-
where else in N.T. does Aows occur. In LXX it is used only
of the solving of hard sayings (Eccles. viii, r; Dan, xii. 8;
Wisd. viii. 8). See Milligan, G'reek Papyri, p. 106.

Mvoa éwd y. Here again the perfect means, ¢ Art thou in
a state of freedom from matrimonial ties?’ It does not mean
¢Hast thou been freed from a wife by death or divorce?’ The
verb is chosen because of the preceding Adew, and bachelors as
well as widowers are addressed. Here it cannot be assumed
that such men are not to marry, because they were unmarried
when they were called to be Christians. The Lord had not
said this. But in rhe existing circumstances His Apostle advises
this. In neither clause need we translate uy &fre ¢ Cease to
seek.” We do not know that any Corinthian Christians had
been trying to be divorced from their wives, though probably
some were trying to be married.

28, &iv 8¢ xoi yapfons. He at once hastens to assure those
who have already done what he now advises them not to do, that
they have done nothing wrong: ‘But if it be that thou do
marry.’ The «af, as in . 11, intensifies the verb; if it has
already gone as far as that. See Evans on this aorist.

The “and’ in ‘but and if’ (AV., RV.} is not a translation of the xal,
but an archaic reduplication of the ‘if.” Perhaps ‘and if’ is a corruption
of ‘aryn if,’ for ‘an’=*if,’ as in the saying ‘If #5 and ams were pots and

ns.
B In this verse we have both the later (yau#ayps) and the classical (yfup)
form of the aorist. But some texts (KL, Chrys.) have altered yaudops to
vhups, while D EF G have MBys ywaika, Vulg. acceperis uxorem. In
ix. 21, 22 we have both xepdar& and xepdriow.

oiy fipapres. The thought goes on to the marriage as a fact ;
‘there was no sin in that.” This sounds incongruous in English,
and we must say ‘thou hast not sinned.’ Origen remarks that
Paul does not say é&iv yamjeys, kaldy.

% maplévos. If thearticle is genuine, itis generic: a reference
to some particular case at Corinth is not likely.

ONiyir B¢ ) capxi ouawy of 1. ‘But affliction for the flesh
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will be the lot of those who act thus. Quum diceret, habituros
tribulationem carnis, vel in carne, significat, sollicitudines et
angustias, quibus confuges implicantur, ex negoliis terrenis pro-
venive. Caro igitur hic pro komine externo capitur (Calv.). This
would be specially true in the persecutions which were to
precede the Advent. As Bacon says, “He that hath wife and
children hath given hostages to fortune ” ; and * children sweeten
labours, but they make misfortunes more bitter.” Origen makes
OAiyns refer specially to the wife, quoting Gen. iii. 16. The
dative may be locative; ‘in the flesh’ (AV., RV.); #ribulationem
carnts (Vulg.); pressuram carnis (Tert); afflictionem in carne
(Beza). Cf. axéhoy T4 aapxi, ¢ thorn for the flesh’ (2 Cor. xii. 7).
&y® 8¢ pdv peiBopar. ‘But I for my part spare you’: this
is his aim as their spiritual adviser. The emphatic éys makes
‘I won’t pain you by saying more’ an improbable interpretation.
In what way does he spare them ? Nolo wos illam tribulationem
sentive (Herv.). Ideo quia, secundum indulgentiam conjugia non
omnino prokibeo (Primasius). Atto admits both reasons, but the
former is probably right, and it almost excludes the latter. He
aims at keeping them from affliction by persuading them not to
marry. Cf. 2 Cor i. 23, xii. 6, xiii. 2.
yaphoys (R B P [yapshoy A] 17) rather than y#uys (K L, Orig. Chrys.) to
agree with the following yhun, or AdBys ywaixa (DF, Latt. acceperis
uxorem), Tert. duxeris uxorem. It is less easy to decide whether # before

wapfévos should be inserted (X AD EKLP) or omitted (BF G). D*F
insert év before 1 capxl.

29. Toiro 8¢ . ‘ But thisI do declare.’ The change from
Aéyw (2. 6, i. 12, V1. 5) to ¢yui should be marked in translation,
whether the change has significance or not; but even the RV.
fails to do this. The change probably gives special seriousness
to the assertion. ‘But, though I counsel none to change their
state, I do counsel all to change their attitude towards all
earthly things” We have the same expression, introducing a
solemn warning, xv. 50; cf. x. 15, 19 : nowhere else in N.T. or
LXX does the 1st pers. sing. occur. The roro does not refer to
what precedes ; he is not repeating what he has just said. He is
reminding them of a grave fact, which has to be considered in
connexion with marriage, and indeed with the whole of life. He
has been insisting on the dvdyxy already present: he now insists
on the (supposed) shortness of the interval before the Advent.
Both facts confirm the advice which he gives.

& xaipds cuvearalpdvos dorwv. The allotted time has become
short,’ lit. ‘has been drawn together so as to be small in
amount’ As in Rom. xiii. 11, 6 xatpds is used almost as a
technical term for the period before the Advent (Westcott on
Heb. ix. 9). Hort (on 1 Pet. i. 11) thinks that it was owing
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probably to its use in Daniel (ix. 27, etc.) that in our Lord’s time
it was specially used with reference to national religious expecta-
tions. But St Paul by no means always uses it in this special
eschatological sense, although he commonly uses it of ‘a fixed
and limited time’ or ‘a fitting period,” while xpdvos is time
generally, and is unlimited. That he still believed that the Second
Coming was near is evident from x. 11, xv. 51; but a little later
his view seems to be changing (Sanday and Headlam, Romans,
p. 379; Sanday, Life of Christ in Recent Research, p. 113).
Calvin and others explain the words here of the shortness of
human life ; ‘you are sure to die before long.” This makes good
sense, but probably not the right sense.

Some texts (D E F G) ins. §7¢ before é xaipds : the best omit. A more
important point is the punctuation of what follows. Should a stop,
comma, or colon be placed after éoriv, and 70 Noiwéy be taken with Iva
x.7.A. ?  Or should it be placed after 78 Aouwdr, and 76 hocwéy be taken with
what precedes? Editors are divided ; but the former is better for two
reasons. In the Pauline Epp. 76 Aotwréy commonly leads (Phil. iii. 1, iv. 8 ;
2 Thess. iii. 1), as also does Aotwdy (2 Cor, xiii. 11; I Thess. iv. 1; 2 Tim.
iv, 8). And 70 Aouwdy is weak after ovvesr. doTw, ¢is straitened as to its
residue.’

75 hovmrdy Tva xal oi &. y. ¢ So that, henceforward those also
who have wives may be as though they had none’ St Paul
rather frequently puts words in front of iva for emphasis ; 2z Cor.
ii. 4; Gal. ii. 10; Rom. vii. 13; Col. iv. 16. It is quite clear
that, if the conditions of the time are such that those who have
wives ought to be as if they had none, then it is foolish to
marry ; for as soon as one had taken a wife one would have to
behave as if one had not got one, 7e. one would undertake a
great responsibility, and then have the responsibility of trying to
be free from it. Far better, in such circumstances, never to under-
take it. In 2 Esdr. xvi. 40—48 there is a good deal that resembles
this passage; but 2 Esdr. xv, xvi. are an addition made by a
Christian about A.D. 265, and the writer very likely had this
passage in his mind when he wrote.

The force of the xal is not quite certain. He has been
saying that in such times the unmarried state is best, and then
goes on to say that not only the married, but also all bound in
any earthly circumstances, should practise ‘detachment’; then
the xal would mean ‘both’ (AV. RV.). Even when three or
four things are strung together in Greek, the first may have «af as
well as the rest. In Acta Pauli et Theclae (p. 42, ed. Tisch.)
we have paxdpior of &yovres ywaikas bs un éxovres, omi atrol
dyyedot Oeot yevijgovras.

The meaning of the illustrations is fairly clear. Married men
are apt to become absorbed in domestic cares, mourners in their
sorrow, buyers in the preservation of what they have bought. A
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Christian, with dangers all round him and the Advent close at
hand, ought not to be engrossed in any of his surroundings,
knowing how temporary they are. He should learn how to sit
loose to all earthly ties.

80. s pi karéxortes. ° As not entering upon full ownership,’
or ‘ keeping fast hold upon’ (xi. z, xv. 2 ; 2 Cor. vi. 10; 1 Thess.
v. 21, where see Milligan, p. 155). Earthly goods are a trust,
not a possession.

8l. &s pY) kataxpopevor. ‘As not using it to the utmost’;
lit. “using it down to the ground,’ and so, ‘using it completely
up.’ We are not to try to get all we can out of externals. The
rendering ‘abusing’ or ‘misusing’ is not the right idea.* Here
andinix. 18 only: in Ep. Jer. 28 of the idolatrous priests ‘ using
up for their own profit’ the sacrificial offerings. The man who
remembers that he is only a sojourner in the world is likely to
remember also that worldly possessions are not everything, and
that worldly surroundings cannot be made permanent. Lightfoot
quotes from Seneca (Zp. Mor. Ixxiv. 18), “Let us use them, let
us not boast of them: and let us use them sparingly, as a loan
deposited with us, which will soon depart.”

wapdye. yap 7 oxfipa 1. k. 7. ¢ For transitory is the fashion of
this world.” There is no need to take the ydp back to 6 xaipos
ovvearalpévos éoriv. Indeed, this does not make very good
sense. The ydp explains the reason for the preceding counsels,
especially the last one. Té oxfjpa 7. x. is not a mere periphrasis
for & xdopos: the phrase expresses ‘the outward appearance,’
all that can be apprehended by the senses. This may change,
and does change, season by season, although the world itself
abides. Praceterit figura mundi, non natura, ut in aliam speciem
mundus vertatur (Herv.).t Cf. 2 Esdr. iv. 26 ; and see Deiss-
mann, Ligk?, p. 281; Resch, Agrapka, p. 274.

Because xpdgfat commonly has the dative (2 Cor. i. 17, iii. 12) some
texts have corrected 7dv xéouov (the reading of X* ABD* F G 17) to ¢

xéopyp. Even in class. Grk., xaraxpiofac often has the accusative : in ix.
18 it has the dative.

83. apepiprovs. ‘Free from anxieties,” such as ‘choke the
word’ (Mark iv. 19) and distract from the thought of ¢ that Day’
(Luke xxi. 34). Without carefulness’ (AV.) is not the meaning :
cf. Matt. xxviii. 14; Wisd. vi. 15, vii. 23. “Carefulness’ formerly

* The Vulgate has fanguam non utantur, which seems to imply different
Greek : Beza, wt non abutentes, which is right, for abuts often means ‘to use
up.’ “Misusing’ would be mapaxpduever. In Philo (De Josepho xxiv.) we
have xp& pi) wapaxpwuevos.

+ Excepting Phil. ii. 8, oxfiua occurs nowhere else in N.T., and, excepting
Isa. iii. 17, nowhere in LXX. The destruction of the material universe is
not a Pauline idea.
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meant ‘anxiety’ (Ps. cxxvii. 3). Bacon couples it with ‘trouble
of mind,’ and Latimer calls it ‘wicked’ (Wright, Bible Word-
Book, p. 111). In papyri the wish that a person duépipvos yévy is
common. The Apostle goes on to give examples, and to show by
his wording that there is a right kind of pépipva as well as a wrong.
nwds péoy 1@ Kuply. The thought of pleasing Christ and
God is frequent in the Pauline Epp. (Rom. viii. 8; 1 Thess. ii.
15, iv. 1; Col i. 10; 2 Cor. v. 9). See onx. 33. Through-
out zv. 32-34 dpéoy (RABDETFG) is certainly the right
reading, not épéocee K L P). See Matt. vi. 24 and 2 Tim. ii. 4.

33. 8¢ yapfoas. The aorist points to the time when the
change of interest took place: ‘once a man is married.’
Epictetus (Znchir. 18) holds that the care of external things (ra
éxrds) is fatal to devotion to one’s higher nature: a man is sure
(wdoa dvdyxn) to neglect the one in caring for the other.

After 79 4ywawé there is much doubt as to punctuation and reading.
Does «kal peuépiorar belong to z. 33 or w. 34?7 The Vulg. takes it with
v. 33, et divisus est, ‘and he is 2 divided man,’ ‘he is no longer single-
hearted.” This spoils the balance of #@s dp. 7.x. and wds ép. v . More-
over, it is a weak addition to the latter. The arrangement in AV, and
RV. seems better. Some texts (D8 E F G K L) omit the «al before peué-
pwrat, and with that omission pepépirrar must belong to what follows : but
this al is probably genuine (R A BD* P 17, Vulg. Syrr. Arm, Aeth.). So
also the kal after pep. (‘R ABD?*F G KL P, Vulg. Aeth.). The ition
of % dyapos is uncertain. Should it be inserted after % w4 only (BP
Vulg.), or after % wapfévos only (DEF GK L Syrr. Arm ), or in both
places (R A F2 17, Aeth.)? This third reading cannot be right, and the
evidence for 9 &yapos after 7 yvvd is thereby weakened. If, however, %
&yapos be read after % 4w only, then xal uepépiorar must be taken with
2. 33. The alternative readings therefore are: rg yvvawxl xal pepépirrar,
xal 9 yurd) 9 &yapos xal 4 wapfévos pepiuvg 7. 7. k. (Lach. Treg. WH.) and :
79 ywvakl, kal pepéporac kal 4 yuvh kal 4 wapbévos, h &yapos pepipvd T.7.K.
(Tisch. Alf. Rev. ElL). Lightfoot (writing before the appearance of WH.)
says: “‘I venture to prefer this latter reading, though supported chiefly
by Western authorities, from internal evidence; for the sentences then
become exactly parallel. There is just the same distinction between the
married woman and the virgin as between the married and the unmarried
man, The other view throws sense and parallelism into confusion, for
xal penépiotae is not wanted with ». 33, which is complete in itself, It also
necessitates the awkward phrase % ywh xal 4 wapbévos pepiuvg. The
reading 4 ywh % dyapos xal 4 maplévos % &yauos illustrates the habitual
practice of scribes to insert as much as possible, and may be neglected.”
Heinrici proposed a second pepépiorac: vp ywwaikl xal pepépiorar, pepé-
poTas kal 4 yovh. % &yapos xal 4 wapbévos uepiuvg, k.7 A, This is pure con-
jecture ; but it restores the balance of clauses and accounts for the double
xal. Findlay thinks it ‘ tempting.” Bachmann tabulates the confusing
evidence. See Resch, Agrapha, pp. 8, 183.

On the other hand, see Im.rmf § ““Text.” The question of reading
must precede and determine that of punctuation, The MS. evidence for
xal before pepépiorar is overwhelming ; that for 4 dyauos immediately after
yvr] scarcely less so. The sense given to peuépiorar in AV, is “ill attested
snd improbable ” (WH. ) and would require a plural verb,
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34. iva of Gyla. Bengel remarks that dyle here means more
than it does in . 14: what is set apart from the world for God
ought to conform to the purity of God and not to the defilements
of the world: Trench, Sy». § 88; Cremer, pp. 598 f. See 1 Tim.
v. 5, and the art. Hei/igung in Herzog (Hauck). Stanley quotes
Queen Elizabeth, who said that England was her husband.

35. mpds Td Spdv abrdv olpdopor. His aim is not to glorify
his ministry as Apostle of the Gentiles (Rom. xi. 13), but to keep
them free from cares (z. 32). Cf. x. 33, the only other place in
N.T. in which ovudopos occurs. The reading ovugépov is pro-
bably wrong, as in x. 33.

Bpdxov Spiv &mBdAw. ‘Cast a snare upon you’ (AV., RV.)
gives a wrong idea: Bpdxos is a halter or lasso, not a trap (here
only, in N.T.). He has no wish to curtail their freedom, as one
throws a rope over an animal that is loose, or a person that is to
be arrested : accesserat lictor injiciebatgue lagueum (Livy i. 26).
Cf. Philem. 14; Prov. vi. 5. ZLagueo trakuntur invit{ (Beng.).

&\A& mpds 1 x.r A “On the contrary, with a view to’: what
follows is an expansion of duepiuvovs: cf. Rom. xiii. 13.

edmdpedpor. Cf. mapedpevorres in ix. 13, and ¢ Give me wisdom,
that sitteth by Thy throne,” Ty 7év odv Opdvwy wdpedpov (Wisd.
ix. 4). The word occurs nowhere else in N.T. or LXX. Com-
bined with drepiomdoros it suggests the contrast between Mary
sitting at the Lord’s feet and Martha distracted by much serving,
wepteamaro wepi woAliy Suakoviav (Luke x. 40). Cf. e drepio-
magror yévevrar Tijs ovjs ebepyeaias, ‘that they might never be
distracted from Thy goodness’ (Wisd. xvi. 11); and see Ecclus.
xl. 1, 2. The reading evmpdoedpov has hardly any authority.*

86. The verse indicates that the Corinthians had asked him
about the duty of a father with a daughter of age to marry. The
question is what he ought to do, not what she ought to do: his
wishes, not hers, are paramount. This is in accordance with the
ideas of that age, and the Apostle does not condemn them.

There is no need to place a comma after voui{e.: her being
of full age is what suggested to the father (who may have been
warned also by friends) that he is not behaving becomingly
towards his child in not furthering her marriage. Apparently
voplle, like vouilw in v. 26, is used, not of a hesitating opinion
but of a settled conviction; and verbally doxyvovelv looks back

* See the remarkable parallel in Epictetus (Dis. iii. 22 ; Long’s transla-
tion, Bell, 1903, 11. p. 87): *‘ But in the present state of things, which is like
that of an army placed in battle order, is it not fit that the philosopher should
without any distraction (dzeplomacror) be employed only on the ministration
(Staxovlg) of God, not tied down to the common duties of mankird, nor
entangled in the ordinary relations of life?”
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to eloynuov in ». 35; but perhaps only verbally, because the
spheres are so very different. ‘Past the flower of her age’ is
perhaps too strong for imépaxpos (Vulg. superadulta): Luther is
right ; wes! sie eben wohl mannbar ist, and in Corinth there was
danger that a girl, who was old enough to marry and anxious to
marry, might go disastrously astray if marriage was refused. In
Ecclus. xlii. 9 the father is anxious ev vesrqre airijs pij more
mapaxpdoy. Plato (Rep. 460 E) speaks of pérpios xpdvos apijs
as being 2o for a woman and 30 for a man. “Aeyjpovey
occurs here and xiii. § in N.T., and drépaxpos nowhere else in
the Bible.

ofrws dpeiher yivesbar. That he had better let her marry,
not simply propler voluntatem puellae (Primasius), but because of
the possible consequences of refusing. ‘Let him do what he
will’ does not mean that it is a matter of indifference whether
he allows the marriage or not, and that he can please himself; it
means that he is free to do what his conviction (vop{e) has led
him to wish. It is wholly improbable that 7:s, edrot and és (2. 37)
refer to the suitor, the prospective bridegroom. The Corinthians
would not have asked about him. It is the father’s or guardian’s
duty that is the question. Still more improbable is the conjecture
that the Apostle is referring to a kind of spiritual betrothal
between unmarried persons. It is supposed that Christian
spinsters with ascetic tendencies, in order to avoid ordinary
marriage, each placed themselves formally under the protection
of a man, who was in some sense responsible for the woman.
She might or might not share the same house, but she was
pledged to share his spiritual life. And the meaning of v. 36
would then be that the man who has formed a connexion of this
kind may, without sin, turn it into an ordinary marriage. In this
way the plural yopeirooar is free from all difficulty. But, quite
independently of the improbability that St. Paul would sanction
so perilous an arrangement, there is the obstacle of yapl{wy in
. 38, which everywhere in N.T. (Matt. xxii. 30, xxiv. 38; Mark
xii, 25 ; Luke xvii. 27, Xx. 35) means ‘gfve in marriage” (in LXX
it does not occur). In spite of this, some make it mean ‘marry’;
while others accept the absurdity that the man who has formed a
special union with a woman may give her in marriage to another
man. The yauilwv is decisive: the Apostle is speaking of a
father or guardian disposing of an unmarried daughter or ward.

yopeitwoar. The plural is elliptic, but quite intelligible;
‘Let the daughter and her suitor marry.’ Cf. pefvwow, 1 Tim.
ii. 135.

To avoid the awkwardness, D* F G, Arm., Aug. read yauelrw, while

def Vulg.,, Ambrst. have non peccat si nubat, ‘he sinneth not if she
marry.’
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87. b5 8¢ domKev . . . &Bpalos. It is assumed that a father
would originally be of the Apostle’s opinion, that & iy éveord-
oav dvdyxyy, it is better for a daughter to remain single; and the
case is now stated of a father who is able to abide by that con-
viction, because his daughter’s circumstances do not compel him
to change it. There is in her condition no dpefdet yiverfar, no
dvdyxy to determine the father to act against his general principle.
In N.T., &paios is peculiar to Paul (xv. 58; Col. i. 23); in LXX
it does not occur, but is frequent in Symm. Cf. 1 Tim. iii. 135.

ékovaiay 8¢ €xew wepl Tod idlov 6. ‘He can do as he likes
about his personal wishes’ (éeorw, Vi. 12, X. 23), cum virgo non
adversaretur sed assentiretur huic paternac voluntati (Herv.).
The repetition of ws respecting his will and heart, and the
change to éavrov respecting his daughter, seem to mark the
predominance of the father in the matter. Similarly, in 2. 2 we
have ™ éavrod yuvaika, and in . 4 7Tov dlov oduares. With
xékpwev compare xéxpica in v. 3, and with the emphatic rodro
preparing for what is to follow, compare 1 Thess. iv. 3.

mpeiv. ‘To keep her as she i1s,” ‘guard her in a state of
singleness,’ not ‘to keep her for himself’ On wovjre see 2. 38.

é3patos comes last in its clause with emphasis (R A B D E P), not im-
mediately after &rryker (K L): F G, de Aeth. Arm. omit édpatos. K L
omit airol before édpatos. After xéxpixer, év 1. ldlg k. (R ABP)is to be
preferred to év . x. adrol (D EF G K L). r00 before rypeivy (DEF GK L)
should be omitted (X A B P 17, ed).

88. kai & yapilwy . . . kal ¢ p). This probably means ¢ Both
he who does and he who does not’: they both act well. Or,
¢« It is equally true that A. acts well, and that B. will act better.’
By a dexterous turn, which perhaps is also humorous, the Apostle
gives the preference to the one who does not give his daughter
in marriage. The change from wowel to moujoe is also effective :
the one ‘does well,” the other ‘will be found to do better,’” for
experience will confirm his decision. This xalds and xpetoaov
may be said to sum up the results of the whole chapter.

yaullwr (NABDE 17) rather than éxyaulfwr (KL P). mw éavroi
wapfévor (R AP) is perhaps preferable to 7. w. éavroi (BD E, Vulg.
vivginem suam) : KL, AV. omit the words. xaAds moaet (RADEKLP,
Vulg.) rather than x. wovdsec (B); and «pelooov mofoee (X A B 17, Copt.)
rather than xp. xotet (DEF GKL P, Vulg.). Copyists thought that both
verbs must be in the same tense ; some changed wouwel to woifoer, and others
wofoet to wouel, as in AV,

89. A few words are added about the remarriage of widows.
As their case is covered by ov. 8 and 34 we may suppose that
the Corinthians had asked about the matter. In Rom. vii. 1-6
the principle stated here is used again metaphorically to illustrate
the transition from law to grace: €’ doov xpdvor appears in both
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passages. Romans was written soon after 1 Corinthians. There
we have edv 8¢ dwofdvy 6 amijp: for koyunfij see on xi. 3o0.*

pévov &v Kuply. ¢Only as a member of Christ,” which implies
that she marries a Christian.t To marry a heathen, especially in
Corinth, would make loyalty to Christ very difficult: cf. 2. 12,
ix. 1, 2, xi. 11, xv. 58, xvi. 19. For the ellipse of the verb after
povov see Lightfoot on Gal. ii. 10 and v. 13.

Rom. vii. 2 has influenced the text here. N¥®D?*EF G L P ins. vbup
after 8éderar, but X* A B D* 17, Am. Copt. Aeth. Arm, omit. For xotunéf,
A, Orig. Bas. have dwofdry.

40, poxapwtépa. In the same sense as paxdpiov pdldov,
Acts xx. 35. She will have more real happiness if she does not
marry again. There is no inconsistency between this and 1 Tim.
v. 14. The ‘younger widows’ come under the rule given in
2. 9.

oftws. JIn statu quo, as in 2 Pet. iii. 4, wdvra ovrws Suapéver
Here the word refers to the condition which she entered when
her husband died. This confirms the interpretation of ovrws in
2. 26. In both cases the person had better make no change.

ketd T éuiv yvdpyy. The éuijyv is emphatic, and implies
that there are other opinions.

Boxd 8¢ xdyd. Nom dubietatem significat (Primasius) any more
than voutlw (v. 26). ‘And I also think,’ not ‘I think that I also’
(RV.). Other people may believe that their views are inspired,
but the Apostle ventures also to believe that he is guided in his
judgment by God’s Spirit. It seems to be clear from this that
some of those who differed from him appealed to their spiritual
illumination. See Goudge, p. 68 ; Stanley, pp. 117 f. ; Dobschiitz,

p- 64.

On the authority of B 17, Aeth. and some other witnesses, WH. read
ydp in preference to 8 (RAD EF G KL P, Latt. Copt.), placing & in
the margin. A few texts have no conjunction.

F G and some Latin texts {Aabeo or habeam) have Exw for Exew.

Alford remarks on ch. vii., ““In hardly any portion of the Epistles has
the hand of correctors and interpolators of the text been busier than here.
The absence of all ascetic tendency from the Apostle’s adyice, on the point
where asceticism was busiest and most mischievous, was too strong a testi-
mony against it to be left in its original clearness.”

Sacpe apostoli in epistolis de conjugio agunt: unus Pawlus,
Semel, nec sua sponte, sed interrogatus, coelibatum suadet, idque
lenissime (Beng.). These words are an excellent summary of the

* Hermas seems to have vw. 39, 40, and 28 in his mind in Mand. 1v. iv. 1.

t Hamack"disputes this (Mission and Expansion, i. p. 81). Tertullian
(Ad Uzorem, ii. 1, 2) implies that marriages between Christians and heathen
did take place. See Cyprian (7est. iii. 62); matrimonium cum gentilibus
non jungendum. :

1I
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teaching in this chapter as to the comparative value of marriage
and celibacy : the preference given to celibacy is tentative and
exceptional, to meet exceptional conditions. “No condemnation
of marriage, no exclusion of the married from the highest bless-
ings of the Christian life, finds a place in the N.T.” (Swete on
Rev. xiv. 4, which he says “ must be taken metaphorically, as the
symbolical character of the Book suggests.”) See also Goudge,
pp- 63-65.

VIII. 1-XI. 1. FOOD OFFERED TO IDOLS.
VIII 11.3. General Principles.

An idol represents nothing whick really exists. Conse-
quently, eating what is offered to suck a nonentity is a matter
of indifference : yet, in tenderness to the scruples of the weak,
we ought to abstain from eating.

1Now, as to the subject of food that has been offered in
sacrifice to idols, we are quite aware (as you say) that we all have
knowledge ; we all are acquainted with the facts and understand
them. But do not let us forget that knowledge may breed conceit,
while it is love that builds up character. 2If any one imagines
that he has acquired knowledge, he may be sure that he has
not yet attained to the knowledge to which he ought to have
attained. 3But if any one has acquired love of God, this is
the man who is known by God, and God’s recognition of him
will not breed conceit. 4Let us return then from these thoughts
to the subject of eating the flesh of animals that have been sacri-
ficed to idols. About that we are quite aware that there is no
such thing in the world as the being that an idol stands for, and
that there is no God but one. ®For even if so-called gods do
really exist,—if you like, in heaven, or, if you like, on earth;
and, in fact, there are many such gods and many such lords,—
6 nevertheless, for us there is but one God, who is the Source of
all things and our Final End, and but one Lord, Jesus Christ,
through whom the whole universe was made and through whom
we were made anew. 78till, as I have intimated, we do not find
in all men the knowledge to which you appeal. On the contrary,
some of you, through being accustomed all their lives to look
upon an idol as real, partake of sacrificed meat as if it were a
real sacrifice to a god, and their conscience, being too weak to
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guide them aright, is defiled with the consciousness of having
done something which they feel to be wrong. ®But surely it is
not food that will affect our relation to God: if we do not eat,
we are none the worse in His sight, and if we do eat, we are
none the better. ? Always take care, however, that this freedom
of yours to do as you like about eating or not eating does not
become an obstacle to the well-being of the weak. 19 For if any
such person sees you, who have the necessary knowledge, not
only eating this meat, but sitting and eating it in the court of the
idol, will not the very fact of his weakness cause his conscience
to be hardened—hardened into letting him eat what he still
believes to be a sacrifice to an idol? ! This must be wrong;
for it means bringing ruin to the weak man through your know-
ledge—ruin to the brother for whom Christ died. 12 But in thus
sinning against your brethren, and in fact giving their conscience
a blow which it is too weak to stand, ye are sinning against
Christ. 18 Therefore, if what I eat puts a stumbling-block in my
brother’s way, I will never eat meat again, so long as the world
lasts, rather than put a stumbling-block in my brother’s way.

1. RNepi 8¢ 1év eldwhobirwy. St Paul is probably following the
order of the Corinthians’ questions, but the connexion between
this subject and the advisability of marriage (vii. 2—s, 9, 36) is
close. Impurity and the worship of idols were closely allied
(Rew. ii. 14, 20), especially at Corinth, and either evil might lead
to the other (see Gray on Num. xxv. 1, 2). By 7d eldwAdfvra is
meant the flesh that was left over from heathen sacrifices. This
was éither eaten sacrificially, or taken home for private meals,
or sold in the markets (4 Macc. v. 2 ; Acts xv. 29, xxi. 25; Rev.
il. 14, 20). In x. 28 we have ilepéfvrov, which, like fedfvrov, gives
the heathen point of view.*

olbapev. See Rom. ii. 2, iii. 19, and Evans on 1 Cor. viii. 1,
additional note, p. 299. The expression is frequent in Paul.

wévres yviow Exoper. Perhaps a quotation, made with gentle
irony, from the Corinthians’ letter. See Moffatt, Zs#. of N.T,
p. 112.  They had claimed enlightenment—so dear to Greeks—
on this subject of the true nature of idol-worship. They knew
now that there were no gods ; the worship of them was a nullity.
The Apostle does not dispute that, but enlightenment is not
everything : and in the gift which is better than enlightenment
the Corinthians are lacking. Some commentators take wdvres
to mean all Christians, which has point. It can hardly mean

* In Aristoph. Auves 1265, mortals are forbidden to send lepbOuror xawvby
to the gods through the air which belongs to the birds.
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the Apostle and all who are similarly illuminated : he is urging
that knowledge is not the prerogative of a privileged few.

1) yvdois puaiol. Enlightenment is not merely insufficient for

solving these questions; unless it is accompanied by love, it is
likely to generate pride. While love builds up, mere knowledge
puffs up. Thus in Col. ii. 18 (the only place outside 1 Cor. in
which the verb occurs) we have, eixij puvooduevos iwd Tod vods
s cgapxés. The Apostle once more glances at the inflated
self-complacency which was so common at Corinth (iv. 6, 18,
1g, v. 2). ‘Puffed up’ is just what dydmy is not (xiii. 4). Cf.
Tupdopas, 1 Tim, iii. 6, vi. 4 ; 2 Tim. iil. 4. Est genus scientiae, guo
homines tumescunt ; gquae quia charitate non est condita, ideo inflat.
Llle qui putat se scive, propierea quia intelligit omnia licita, et non
inguinare quod in nos intrat (Matt. xv. 11, 20), dum ad scandalum
Jratris licita sumit, nondum cognovit quemadmodum oporteal eum
scire (Atto). Loving consideration for the weakness of others
buttresses them, and strengthens the whole edifice of the
Church (Rom. xiv. 15). Ramsay, Pictures of the Apostolic Church,
p. 257.
1 8¢ dydmy oixodopei. For the first time in this letter St Paul
uses this verb: but oixedop} occurs iii. g and érowodopety iii. 10.
The earliest use of it in his writings is 1 Thess. v. 11, where he
charges the Thessalonians to ‘build up each the other,’ and it
becomes one of his favourite metaphors, especially in this Epistle
(2. 10, X. 23, Xiv. 4, 17), with oixoopy still more frequent. It is
possible that our Lord’s use of the metaphor of building up His
Church (Matt. xvi. 18) may have suggested it to the Apostle ; but
it is a natural metaphor for any one to use. We find it in Acts
ix. 31, xx. 32; 1 Pet. ii. 5; Jude 20; cf. Acts iv. 11. It is used
of building up individuals, building up a society, and building
up individuals to form a society (Hort on 1 Pet. ii. 5).* The
metaphor is elaborately worked out Eph. ii. 20, 21; cf. 1 Cor.
iii. 10~14. Jeremiah was set apart from his birth avowoBouely
xal xavadurelay (Jer. i. 1o; cf. xviii. g, xxiv. 6; Ecclus. xlix. 7).
In the hymn in praise of dydmry (xiii.) this characteristic is not
mentioned. Cf. Aristotle (£74 Nic. 1. iil. 6), 6 Téhos éoriv o
yoois dAA& mpdfis: (1L ii. 1) 4 mapoloa mpayparela ob fewpias
&exd dorw . . . AN I dyafoi yevdpefa: also X. ix. 1. See
Butler’s “Thirdly” in the Sermon on the Ignorance of Man.
On é&ydmy see Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 198f.; Light,
p. 18.

* In Spencer and other contemporary and earlier writers, *edify’ and
f edification’ are used in their original sense of constructing buildings. See
Kitchin on Faery Queene, 1. i. 34, and Wright, Bible Word-Book, p. 219,
It is found as late as 1670, ¢ the re-edifying Layton Church ” (Izaac Walton,
Life of G. Herbert, sub fin.),
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The punctuation of Griesbach, Bengel, etc., of8auer- hc,_‘Now about
things offered we know ; because we all have knowledge,’ is intolerably
harsh. It would be almost impossible in 2. 4, and of8auer &re in the two
places are evidently parallel. Lachmann conjectured that the original
reading was oldauev 87¢ o0 wdvres .7\ See Alford.

St Bernard (/n Cantica, xxxvi. 3} quotes Persius (i. 27), Scire tuum
nikil est, nisi te scive koc sciat alter, in commenting on this passage, and re-
marks : Sunt gui scire volunt, ut sciantur ipsi ; et turpis vanitas est. Et
sunt qui scive volunt, ut scientiam suam vendanl ; et turpis quaestus est,
Sed sunt quogue qui scire volunt ut aedificent ; et charitas est.

2. €l ns Boxel. ‘If any one fancies (existimat, Vulg. ; sibi
videtur, Beza) that he knows anything.” The Corinthians fancied
that they knew ; éyvexévar (perf.) that they had acquired know-
ledge, and that the knowledge was complete. If they had had
more real knowledge they would have been less confident. It
is the man of superficial knowledge that is ready to solve all
questions ; and this readiness is evidence of want of real know-
ledge, for it shows that he does not know how ignorant he is.
Cf. iil. 18, xi. 16; 1 Tim. i. 4. In odmw there is no reference
to a future life.

8. el 8¢ Tis dyan§. This is the sure test, love; and love of
the highest of all objects, which is the highest form of love,—
the love of Love Itself. This is a very different thing from
thinking that one knows something.

obtos #yvwortar ow adrol. The sentence is ambiguous in
grammar, for either pronoun may refer to the man, and either
to God ; but there is no reasonable doubt that ores is the man,
who is recognized and acknowledged by God as His. In a
special sense, ‘The Lord knoweth them that are His’ (2 Tim.
il. 195 Ps.i. 6; Nahum i. 7; Jer. i. 5; Isa. xlix. 1). To Moses
He said, ‘I know thee by name,’ Oldd oe wopa wdvras (Exod.
xxxiil. 12, 17). It is in this sense that the man who loves God
is known by God. We might have expected the Apostle to say,
either, ‘He who knows God is known by Him’ (Gal. iv. g), or
‘He who loves God is loved by Him’ (1 John iv. 19): but the
combination of the two verbs is more telling, and more to his
purpose. One who in this special sense is known by God may
safely be assumed to possess what may rightly be called yvaots
and not something which merely generates pride. He has the
highest recognition of all in being known by God, and is not
eager to show off in order to gain the recognition of men. J//e
veram habet scientiam qui Deum diligit; et qui diligit Deum,
[ratris, ut suam, diligit salvationem (Atto). Consequently, the
man who loves God is the one who can rightly solve the question
about food offered to idols. What effect will his partaking of
it have on his fellow-Christian’s progress in holiness ?
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4. Nepi Tis Ppdoews odv. After these preliminary considera-
tions (vo. 1-3), which indicate the direction in which a solution
of the question is likely to be found, he returns with a resump-
tive obv (Gal. iii. 5) to the question mentioned in v. 1, and states
it more definitely. We now learn that it was respecting the
lawfulness of eating what had been offered to idols that the
Corinthians wanted to have his decision. It was a question of
very frequent occurrence. In private sacrifices certain portions
of the animal were the perquisite of the priests, but nearly all
the rest might be taken away by the offerer, to be eaten at home
or sold. In public sacrifices made by the state the skins and
carcases, which at Athens sometimes amounted to hundreds,
were an important source of revenue and patronage, the skins
being sold for the state (6 8epparindv), and the flesh being
distributed to magistrates and others, who would sell what they
did not need for home consumption. Smith, Dict. of Grk. and
Rom. Ant. 1. p. 585. In the markets and in private houses
eidwAdfvra were constantly to be found.

oldapev. Here again he seems to be quoting from the
Corinthian letter ; ‘What you say about the nullity of idols is
quite true, but it does not settle the matter.” Cf. 1 Tim. i. 8.

8n o0dév elBwhor . . . 31 oideis @eds. These two clauses
are parallel, and they should be translated in a similar way;
and, as oddels cannot be the predicate, oddév is not the predicate,
although most versions take it so (guia nikil est idolum in mundo,
Vulg.; dass ein Gotse nickls in der Welt sef, Luth.). Either,
‘that there is no idol in the world, and that there is no God
but one,’ or ‘that nothing in the world is an idol, and that no
being is God except one,’ is probably right, and the former is
far better: cf. Mark x. 18; Luke xviii. 19. An idol professes
to be an image of a god, not of the only God, and such a thing
does not, and cannot, exist, for you cannot represent what has
no existence. If there is no Zeus, an eldwlov of Zeus is an
impossibility. It represents ‘a no-god’ (see Driver on Deut.
xxxil. 17, 21), and the maker of it érhacer adré ydvevpa, dav-
raciav Yevdn (Hab. ii. 18). This is what is meant by “they ate
the sacrifices of the dead’ (Ps. cvi. 28; cf. cxv. 4-8, cxxxv.
15-18), deaf and dumb idols (xii. 2) in contrast to the living
God. They are called vexpol, Wisd. xiii. 10, xv. 17. Jews
regarded them as ‘nothing’ (aven), mere ‘lies’ (elilim),

With & xdopw here compare Rom. v. 13. In the ordered
universe there can be only one God, viz.,, the God who
made it.

D?E 17, Vulg. read wepl 5¢ 7ijs Spidoews without ody. D* has wepl 8¢

rijs yrdoews, and P 121, Tepi 7Hs ypuoews odv.  After ovdels Oebs, NS K L,
Syrr. add Erepos, as in AV, None of these readings is likely to be right.
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5. xai yap elwep x.v.\. ‘For even granted that there are so-
called gods, whether in heaven or upon earth, just as there are
gods many and lords many.’ Here cinep eloiv and domep eloiy
are correlative, and elodv must be taken in the same sense in
both clauses. If both refer to what really exists, the meaning
will be, ‘If you like to say that, because there are super-
natural beings in abundance, as we all believe, therefore the
so-called gods of the heathen really exist, nevertheless for us
Christians there is only one God.’* If both refer to heathen
superstition, the meaning will be, ‘ Granted that there are so-
called gods, as there are—plenty of them ; still for us,’ etc. He
seems to mean that % #he worshippers the idol ¢ an object
of adoration; so that, while actually they worship a nonentity,
ethically they are worshippers of dawdvia (x. 20). Jehovah is
God of gods and Lord of lords (Deut. x. 17; Ps. cxxxvi. 2, 3),
and therefore the second eloév probably refers to actual existence.
Moreover, St Paul, while denying that the heathen gods existed
(see Lightfoot on Gal. iv. 8), yet held that heathen sacrifices
were offered to beings that do exist (x. 19-21); there were
supernatural powers behind the idols, although not the gods
which the idols represented. It is perhaps too much to say
that eirep, which in N.T. is peculiar to St Paul (2 Thess. i. 6;
Rom. iii. 30, viil. 9, 17), is used of what the writer holds to
be true or probable, yet it certainly does not imply that the
hypothesis is improbable: ‘granted that’is the meaning. See
Sanday and Headlam, p. 96 ; Thackeray, p. 144. ¢ Whether in
heaven or on earth’ gives the two main divisions of the xdouos
in 0. 4. Dicuntur dii in caelo, ut sol, luna et varia sidera, in
terra, imago Jovis, Mercurii atque Herculis (Atto). More pro-
bably the latter are the heavenly, while the earthly are the
nymphs, fauns, etc. See Stanley’s notes on this verse.

8. &N’ fjpiv els Oeds & wamip. ¢ Nevertheless (whatever may
be the truth about these), for us believers (emphatically) there is
one God, the Father, from whom come all things, while we tend
towards Him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all
things, we also through Him.t There are two parallel triplets ;
Oeol moMol, els ®eds, 10 mdvra : xipor wolhoi, els Kvpios, Ta
wdyra. The one God is compared on the one side with many
gods, on the other with the sum total of the universe: so also
the one Lord. The comparison results in opposition in the one
case, in harmony in the other. The woA)o{ are intolerable rivals

* Quocunque te flexeris, ibi illum videbis occurrentem tibi ; nikil ab illo
vacat, opus suum ipse implet (Seneca, De Benef. iv. 8; compare M, Aurelius,
xii. 28 ; Xen. Mem. 1v. iii. 13). There is a close parallel in I Tim. ii. 5.

.t With etwep . . . dANd hiere compare édv . . . d\Adiniv. 15. The context
implies ‘ only one God.” See Deissmann, New Light on the N.T. p. 81,
i P
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to the els @eds and els Kdpios : Ta wdvra are welcome creatures.
The #pues, like the previous fuiv, means ‘we Christians.’ Bruta
animalia et infideles homines in lerram curvantur el lerrena quae-
runt ;* nos vero per fidem et desiderium lendimus in eum a quo
descendimus (Herv.). God is the central Fount and the central
Goal: all beings proceed from the former; only believers
consciously work towards the latter. See Resch, Agrapia,
. 129,

P In the case of Jesus Christ we have the same preposition
(8ud ¢. gen.) with both ra wdvra and 7juels.t But 8 ob does
not refer to the same fact as 8’ atrod. The former points to
the Son’s work in creation, the latter to His work in the new
creation of mankind. ‘If any man is in Christ there is a new
creation’ (2 Cor. v. 17; see Lightfoot on Gal. vi. 15). “This
verse contains the earliest statement in the N.T. as to the work
of our Lord in creation, This is stated more fully in Col. i
16-18. ‘There, as here, the work of our Lord in creation and
His work for the Church are spoken of together” (Goudge).
Per quem creati sumus ut essemus, per ipsum recreali sumus ut
unum Deum intelligeremus, atque idolum nihil esse recognos-
ceremus (Atto). The statement is clear evidence of the Apostle’s
belief in the pre-existence of Christ; see on x. 4, where we have
similar evidence. Schmiedel remarks that Paul nowhere else
ascribes to Christ a share in the work of creation; but, as he
frequently teaches the pre-existence, it is not going much further
to ascribe to Him this work. Wace & Schaff, Nicene Library,
IV. Athanasius, p. 1xxi. n.; Sanday, Life of Christ in Recent
Research, p. 131; J. Kaftan, Jesus u. Paulus, p. 64; Weinel,
St Paul, p. 45.

B, Fay. omit &A\X' before #uv. R* omits Gefs. B, Aeth. have &’ ov
for &¢ of.

7. ANN odx & wéow 1) yvdows. ‘But not in all people is
there the knowledge’ which is necessary for eating idol-meats
without harm. They do not know the principle on which the
more enlightened do this, Non omnes sciunt quod propter con-
temptum hoc faciatis, sed pulant vos propter vemerationem hoc
Jacere (Primasius) ; and they know that any veneration of an
idol must be wrong. There is perhaps a difference intended

* But the unbelieving heathen must not be wholly excluded from the els
atrév. While the Jew was being drawn by a specia.(y revelation through the
Prophets towards God, the Gentile was groping his way in a general revelation
through the order of Nature towards Him, till the course of both was com-
pleted by the revelation in Christ (Gwatkin, Zarly Churck History, p. 15).

+ The AV. is very inaccurate, translating els ‘in’ instead of *unto,’ and
8ud ¢ by’ instead of ‘through.” B."W. Bacon regards zv. 6 and 8 as quotations
from the Corinthians’ letter.
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between having knowledge (». 1) and its being ¢z them as an
effective and illuminating principle.

mves 8¢ Tf) oumbeln éws dpm 1ol eldwhov. To take éws dpre
with éofiovowy, ‘continue the practice of eating such food even
until now,’” simplifies the translation, but it is not correct: j o.
&ws dpre 7. €ld. is all one expression, in which &ws dpre (iv. 13,
xv. 6) qualifies 7 o. It is the force of habit which lasts even
until now. They have been so accustomed to regard an idol
as a reality, as representing a god that exists, that even now,
in spite of their conversion, they cannot get rid of the feeling
that, by eating food which has been offered to an idol, they
are taking part in the worship of heathen gods; they cannot
eat é wigreos (Rom. xiv. 23). Consequently, when the example
of other Christians encourages them to eat meat of this kind,
they do what they feel to be wrong. ‘But some, through the
force of habit which still clings to them respecting the idol, eat
the meat as being an idol sacrifice’” Missionaries at the present
day have similar experiences. A belief in witchcraft long con-
tinues to lurk in otherwise well-instructed Christians, and
(against their reason and their conscience) they allow them-
selves to be influenced by it. Note the emphasis on 7 cwwyfelg
&ws dprt, and compare the datives in Gal. vi. 12 and Rom. xi. 31.

xal 1} ouveidyois adrdv dofevs odoa podverar. ‘And so their
conscience, being weak, is defiled’ It is defiled, not by the
partaking of polluted food, for food cannot pollute (Mark vii.
18, 19; Luke xi. 41), but by the doing of something which the
unenlightened conscience does not allow. Cf. 2 Cor.vii. 1. An
uninstructed conscience may condemn what is not wrong, or allow
what is ; but even in such cases it ought to be obeyed. See notes
on Rom. xiv. 23. It is not quite clear what is meant by dsfenjs.
It may mean ‘too weak to resist the temptation of following
the example of others,’ or ‘weak through being unilluminated.”*
In either case it is defiled by a consciousness of guilt. The
man feels that he is doing what is wrong; and, until he knows
the real merits of the case, he is doing what is wrong, For
ownbela see xi. 16; John xviii. 39; 4 Mac. ii. 12 (6 yip vépos
xal s Pidov cuwnbelas deomdle, Sur wovypias adrovs éfedéyyv),
vi. 13, xiii. 22, 27 ; and for cweldyous see notes on Rom. ii. 15
and Westcott on Heb. ix. 9, p. 293: oweldyois is rare in LXX,
frequent in the Pauline Epistles and Hebrews. See Hastings,

* Perhaps xi. 30 indicates that dofevfs here means ‘unhealthy,” ¢ morbid,’
and so ‘incapable of healthy action’: cf. Luke x. 9; Acts v. 15. Words
signifying weakness of body easily become used of mental and moral weak-
ness. A healthy conscience would not be uneasy about eating such food,
and eating would then cause no defilement. In Ecclus. xxi. 28 the slanderer

#ohvvec iy davrod Yuxdv : in blackening his neighbour’s character he violates
and blackens his own conscience.
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DB. 1. pp. 468f. The ‘weakness’ consists in giving moral
value to things that are morally indifferent. That must lessen
the power of conscience.

ovwnbelg (R* ABP 17, Copt. Aeth.) is to be preferred to owedioe
ﬁN’DEFGL, Vulg. Arm.), and &ws &pr¢ should precede 700 eldwhov
RXBDEFG, Latt.), not follow it (ALP). “With conscience of the
idol’ (AV.) is hardly intelligible, and ¢ with consciousness of the idol’ is
not much better. If oureidfoer be adopted, we must expand the meaning ;
¢ with the scruple of conscience which they feel about the idol’ (Evans).

8. Bpdpa B¢ Hpds of wapacmioe 1§ Oed. ‘Commend’ (AV.,
RV.) is perhaps a trifle too definite for waplomue: ‘present’ is
accurate, meaning ‘present for approbation or condemnation.’
In this passage the Apostle probably had approbation chiefly
in his mind, but in what follows both alternatives are given.
Food will not bring us into any relation, good or bad, with God :
it will have no effect on the estimate which He will form respect-
ing us, or on the judgment which He will pronounce upon us.
It is not one of the things which we shall have to answer for
(Rom. xiv, 17). It is the clean heart, and not clean food, that will
matter ; and the weak brother confounds the two. The question
of tense (see small print below) is important. The future can
hardly refer to anything but the Day of Judgment. For the
verb cf. Rom. vi. 13, xiv. 10; 2 Cor. iv. 14. The translation
‘commend’ obscures the reference to a judgment to come:
‘will not affect our standing before God’ is right.

oire &dv pYy $dywper, dorepodpefo. ‘If we abstain from
eating we are not prejudiced (in God’s sight), and if we eat
we have no advantage.’ We lose nothing by refraining from
using our liberty in this matter, and we gain nothing by
exercising it. Others explain dorepouefa of being inferior to
the man who does not abstain, and mwepecoesopuer of being
superior to the man who does abstain. This explanation is
somewhat superficial and loses all connexion with the preceding
sentence. Almost certainly 7§ ®eg is to be understood in both
clauses. See Alexarider, T#%e Ethics of St Paul, p. 239.

For #uds the evidence is overwhelming, but X* 17, 37 read duds. The
two words are often confused in MSS. wapascrioer (X A B 17, Copt.) is
to be preferred to waplornot (N3 D E L P, Latt.). The ydp after the first
oftre (D E F G L P, Vulg-Clem.) should be omitted (X A B 17, Am. Copt.
Arm. Aeth.). And probably ofre édv uh ¢., Uo7, should precede ofire éav
¢., wep. (A* B, Am, Copt. Arm.) rather than vice versa (X D F L P, Syrr.).
The interchange of the verbs, édv ph ¢., mep., obre ddv ¢., dor. (A 17;,
is not likely to be right, although adopted by Lachm. The interchange
of the clauses was a natural correction, in order to put the positive before
the negative hyppthesis. The Apostle Futs the negative first, because that
is the course which he recommends ; ‘If we do not eat, although we may,
we are in no worse posilion before God.” The form meporedoneda
(B, Orig.), adopted by the Revisers, is probably a mechanical assimilation
to Jorepovpeda. )
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9. BAémere 8¢ pv) wus ¥ ébovola Opdv. ‘Take heed, however,
lest this liberty of yours prove a stumbling-block to the weak.’
It is lawful for those whose consciences are enlightened to do
as they like about it (éfovaiav as in vii. 37, ix. 4, and as eorwv
in vi. 12); their eating will not do t4em any harm. But it may
do harm to others, and thus may bring the eaters into a worse
position before God. See notes on Rom. xiv. 13, 20: excepting
the quotation in 1 Pet. ii. 8, mpéoxopua in N.T. is confined to
this passage and Romans; in LXX it is not rare. It is that
against which the man with weak sight stumbles; it is no
obstacle to the man who sees his way; but the weak-sighted
must be considered.*

dobevésw (RABD EF, etc.), as in 2. 7; dofevovoww (L, Chrys. Thdrt.)
perhaps from ». 11. P has fudv.

10. év eldwhiw katakeipevor. In order to show how the
offendiculum (Vulg.) arises, he takes an extreme case. A Cor-
inthian, in a spirit of bravado, to show his superior enlightenment
and the wide scope of his Christian freedom, not only partakes
of idol-meats, but does so at a sacrificial banquet within the
precincts of the idol-temple. This was ger se idolatrous; but
St Paul holds the more severe condemnation in reserve: see on
x. 14f.+ The 7ov éxovra yvdow may mean either that this is the
man’s own belief about himself, or that it is the weak brother’s
opinion of him. EidAwov, vocabulum aptum ad deterrendum
(Beng.), is not classical : in LXX it occurs 1 Esdr. ii. 10; Bel 11
1 Mac. i 47 (9.2 €ldwla), x. 83; and in 1 Sam. xxxi. 10 we have
the analogous ’Aarapreiov, like "AmoMhwveior, Hocedwveior, etc.t
Such words are frequent in papyri.

“4ofevods Svtos. ‘Seeing that he is weak.’ It is just because
he is feeble in insight and character that this following of a
questionable example ‘builds up’ his conscience in a disastrous

* ¢¢The stronger one can, for the sake of the weaker, refrain from using
this liberty ; but the weaker cannot, on account of his conscience, follow the
example of the stronger ” (B. Weiss).

t Grenfell and Hunt (Oxyrhynchus Papyri, 1. p. 177) give an invitation
to sup at the kAyy of the Lord Serapis in the Serapeium. There is another
invitation to a meal in honour of Serapis in a private house. See Bach-
mann, p. 307 ; also Deissmann, Ligk¢, p. 355.

I It is possible that St Paul used the unusual word eld@Aiov, because he
was unwilling to put words with such sacred associations as lepdv or vads to
any such use (Edwards). But eldwhov (v. 4) suggests elddhiov, and no other
word would have expressed the meaning so clearly. It is also possible that
olxodounfhoerar (a strange word in this connexion) is a sarcastic quotation
of a Corinthian expression. Perhaps they talked of ‘edifying’ the weak
brethren by showing them to what lengths they could go. This was
‘“ educating their consciences,” but it was a rusnosa aedificatio (Calv.). The
best MSS. have eldwhiy, not eldwhely: compare ddveov, Matt. xviii. 27. In
Luke x. 34, marddxior is well altested.
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way. His conscience is not sufficiently instructed to tell him
that he may eat without scruple, and yet he eats. Doing
violence to scruples is no true edification: it is rather a pulling
down of bulwarks. Tertullian seems to have had this passage
in his mind when he says of those who are seduced into heresy ;
Solent guidem isti infirmiores aedificari in ruinam (De Praescr.
Haer, 3). Atto paraphrases; provocabitur manducare idolothyta,
non tamen ea fide qua tu. 1t is ruinosa aedificatio, quae in sana
doctrina fundata non est (Calv.),

The oé before 7dv ¥ovra is omitted by BF G, Vulg. Some editors
bracket it, but it is well attested (RADELP, Syrr. Copt. Arm).
odomoinfroerar is an insipid conjecture for olxodoundfceras, which is
deliberately chosen with gentle irony, and needs no mending.

11. dwé\\utar ydp & dofevdv & 7. 0. yv. ‘For it is destruc-
tion that he who is weak finds in thy knowledge.” Ruin, and
not building up, is what he is getting by following the example
of one who is better instructed than himself. There is the
tragedy of it; that the illumination of one Corinthian is pre-
cisely the field in which another Corinthian takes the road to
ruin. And the tragedy reaches a climax in the fact that the
one who is led astray is the brother in Christ of him who leads
him astray, and is one whom Christ died to save from ruin.
The last clause could hardly be more forcible in its appeal;
every word tells; ‘the brother, not a mere stranger; ‘for the
sake of whom,” precisely to rescue him from destruction;
‘Christ,’ no less than He; ‘died,’ no less than that: cf. Rom.
xiv. 15. T eris occasio mortis ejus propter quem Christus, ut
redimeret, mortuus est (Herv.). See Matt. xviii. 6.

dwok, ydp (R*B 17, Copt. Goth.) is to be preferred to xal dwoX.
(N°D*, de)or dmo. ofv (AP 39). And ral dwokefras, though well sup-
ported (D®E F G L, Vulg. Syrr. Arm. Aeth.), looks like a correction to
assimilate the tense with olkodounf%serar and carry on the question through
v. 11. The question ends at éoblew, and what follows is explanation,
The emphatic position of dwéA\\vrar, and also the tense, have force; it
is nl(() less than destruction that results, and the destruction is already at
work,

12. olrws 8¢ é&paprdvovres els Tods 5. ‘But by sinning
against your brothers in such a way as this’: o¥rws is emphatic,
This verse confirms the view that eis . 3. chpa dpapr. (vi. 18)
must mean ‘sins agasnst his own body.’

xai témrovres. ¢ And by inflicting blows upon their conscience
in its weakness.” The xa{ makes the duaprdvovres more definite,
by showing the kind of injury. The force of the present
participles should be noted : the wounding is a continued pro-
cess, and so also is the weakliness ; not dofevy}, but dofevoioar.
Nowhere else in N.T. is v{mre used in a metaphorical sense :
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elsewhere only in the Synoptists and Acts. But this sense occurs
in LXX (1 Sam. i. 8; Prov. xxvi. 2z ; Dan. xi. 20). ‘Wounding’
and ‘weakening’ are in emphatic contrast: what requires the
tenderest handling is brutally treated, so that its sensibility is
numbed. The wounding is not the shock which the weak
Christian receives at seeing a fellow-Christian eating idol-meats
in an idol-court, but the inducement to do the like, although he
believes it to be wrong. His conscience is lamed by being
crushed. This is the third metaphor used respecting the weak
conscience ; it is soiled (z. 7), made to stumble (z. 9), wounded
(v. 12). The order of the words is a climax; ‘inflicting blows,
not on the back, but on the conscience, and on the conscience
when it is in a weakly state.’

eis Xprordv &p.  Like ofrws and rirrovres, els Xp. is emphatic
by position: ©it is against Christ that ye are sinning.’ St Paul
may have known the parable of the Sheep and the Goats
(Matt. xxv. 40, 45), but Christ Himself had taught him that an
injury to the brethren was an injury to Himself (Acts ix. 4, 5).

13. Suiéwep. ‘For this very reason,’ f.e. to avoid sinning
against Christ ; the wép strengthens the 8.4 : here and x. 14 only,
in N.-T. See z Mac. v. 2o, vi. 27.

i Bpipa xr.\.  ‘If food causes my brother to stumble, I will
certainly never eat flesh again for evermore, that I may not make
my brother to stumble.’ The declaration is conditional. If the
Apostle knows of definite cases in which his eating food will lead
to others being encouraged to violate the dictates of conscience,
then certainly he will never eat meat so long as there is real
danger of this (x. 28, 29). But if he knows of no such danger,
he will use his Christian freedom and eat without scruple
(x. 25-27). He does not, of course, mean that the whole practice
of Christians is to be regulated with a view to the possible
scrupulousness of the narrow-minded. That would be to sacrifice
our divinely given liberty (2 Cor. iii. 17) to the ignorant pre-
judices of bigots, The circumstances of this or that Christian
may be such that it is his duty to abstain from intoxicants,
although he is never tempted to drink to excess ; but Christians
in general are bound by no such rule, and it would be tyranny
to try to impose such a rule.

The change from Bpdpa to kpéa is natural enough. If such
a thing as food (which is always a matter of indifference)
causes . . . I will never again eat flesh (which is in question
here),’ etc. Note how he harps on dSeAgds.

In dealing with both the question of fornication and that of
eating idol-meats, the Apostle brings the solution ultimately from
our relation to Christ. Fornication is taking from Christ what
is His property and giving it to a harlot. Reckless eating of idol-
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meats is an injury inflicted on Christ. In neither case does he
appeal to the decree of the Apostles at the conference in Jerusalem
(Acts xv. 20, 29). The principles to which he appeals were far
more cogent, especially for Greeks.* Compare carefully Rom,
xiv. 14, 17, 21,

In his recent (1908) paper on the Apostolic Decree (Acts xv. 20-29),
Dr. Sanday says ; ** The decree was only addressed in the first instance to a
limited area : and I can well believe that it soon fell into comparative disuse
even within that area. It is true that, as we read it in the Acts, the decree
has the appearance of a very authoritative document. Something of this
appearance may be due to a mistaken estimate on the part of St Luke him-
self. But, even so, we are apt to read into it more than it really means.
For the moment the decree had a real significance: it meant a united
Christendom, instead of a disunited. Many an official document has had
a temporary success of this kind, which the course of events has soon
caused to become a dead letter. That was really the fate of the decree.
The tide of events ebbed away from it, and it was left on the beach
stranded and lifeless—Tlifeless at least for the larger half of the Church, for
that Gentile Church which soon began to advance by leaps and bounds.”

¢ As to any further difficulty from St Paul’s treatment of meats offered
in sacrifice to idols, I confess that I think little of it. He could upon
occasion become a Jew to the Jews. But the decree, we may be sure,
made no impression upon his mind. It ‘“contributed nothing” to his
Gospel. It was no outcome of his religious principles. It was just a
practical concordat, valid in certain specified regions and under certain
definite conditions. But when he was altogether outside these, among his
own converts, he dealt with them by his own methods, and without any
thought of the authorities at Jerusalem,”

The inference, from St Paul’s silence, that Acts xv. belongs to a period
later than this Epistle, is quite untenable.

IX. 1-27. THE GREAT PRINCIPLE OF FORBEARANOE.

I kave not asked you to forego move vights than I forego
myself.  For the sake of others I surrender, not only what
any Christian may claim, but what I can claim as an
Apostle.

1Can it be denied that I am a free agent, that I have the
authority and independence of an Apostle? I have seen our
Lord face to face and He made me His Apostle, and you who
were won over to Him through me are a standing proof of my
Apostleship. 3It may be possible for other Christians to
question whether I am an Apostle or not, but you at least
cannot do so, for your very existence as a Christian Church is
the seal which authenticates my Apostleship. 8 There you have
my answer to those who challenge my claim.

* See Gwatkin, Zarly Church History, i. 57, 63,
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4 Surely we are free to do as we think best about eating and
drinking at the cost of the Churches, ®to do as we think best
about taking with us on our journey a Christian sister as a wife,
as also the rest of the Apostles do, and the brethren of the
Lord, and Peter. 8Or is it only I and Barnabas that are not
free to do as we think best about working no longer for a living ?
7 No soldier on service finds his own outfit and rations. If you
plant a vineyard, you expect to partake of the produce, and if
you tend cattle, you expect to get a share of the milk.

81 am not saying all this merely from a worldly point of
view. ?The Divine Law assumes just the same principle. In
the Law of Moses it stands written, Thou shalt not muzzle the
ox while it is treading out the grain. Do you think that it was
merely out of consideration for the oxen that God caused that to
be written? 19 Surely He was looking beyond them, and it is
really for us preachers that He says this. No doubt it was in
our interest that this law was enacted ; because thus the
principle is laid down that the plougher ought not to plough, and
the thresher ought not to thresh, without a good prospect of
sharing in the profit. ! Well then, if it is we who in your
hearts sowed the seeds of spiritual life, is it a very outrageous
thing that we out of your purses shall reap some worldly benefit ?
12 If others get their share of this right of maintenance from you,
have not we who taught you first a still better right? Neverthe-
less, we did not avail ourselves of this right. On the contrary,
we put up with every kind of privation, rather than cause the
spread of the Glad-tidings of Christ to be in any way hampered.
130Of course you know that those who are engaged in the
temple-services are maintained out of the temple-funds; those
who serve at the altar share the sacrifices with the altar. 14 On
the same principle the Lord directed that those who proclaim the
Glad-tidings should out of this work get enough to live on.
16 But I have availed myself of none of these pleas.

Now do not think that I write all this in order that the
maintenance due to preachers should henceforth be granted in
my case. Indeed not; for it would be better for me by far to
die than submit to that: no one shall make void my glorying in
taking nothing for my work. 11t is quite true that I do preach
the Glad-tidings ; but there is no glorying about that: it is a
duty which I must perform,—must, because it will be the worse



176 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS [IX. 1-27

for me if I do not perform it. 17 If I did this spontaneously, 1
should have my pay: but seeing that I do it because I must, it
is a stewardship which has been entrusted to me. 18 What pay
then do I get? Why, the pleasure of being a preacher who gives
the Glad-tidings free of charge, so as not to use to the full a
preacher’s right to maintenance.

19S50 far from claiming my full rights, I submit to great
curtailments. For, free and independent though I am from all
men, yet I made myself all men’s slave, in order that I might
win more of them. 20 Thus to the Jews I became as a Jew, that
I might win Jews. That means that to those under the Mosaic
Law I became like one of themselves (although, of course, I am
nothing of the kind), that I might win those under the Law.
21 To the Gentiles who are free from the Law I became like one
of them (although, of course, I am not free from God’s law; on
the contrary, I am under Christ’s law), that I might win those
who are free from the Law. 22 To the men of tender scruples
I became like one of them, that I might win such people as
these. In short, to all kinds of men I have assumed all kinds of
characters, in order at all costs to save some, 32 But all this
variety I practise for one and the same reason, that I may not
keep the Gospel to myself but share its blessings with others.

#You know that the competitors in a race all run, but only
one gets the prize. % You must run like him, so as to secure it.
Now, every one that competes in the games is in all directions
temperate. They verily aim at winning a perishable crown, but
we one that is imperishable. 26T accordingly so run as being in
no doubt about my aim ; I so fight as not wasting blows on the
air. % Far from it; I direct heavy blows against my body, and
force it to be my slave, lest my preaching to others should end
in my own rejection.

It is a mistake to regard this chapter as an independent
section in defence of the writer’s claim to be an Apostle. It is
part of the discussion of the question as to eating food that has
been offered to idols, in the midst of which it is inserted.
Christians may eat such food, without fear of pollution; but in
doing so they may harm other Christians : therefore, where there
is risk of harming others, they should forbear. To show that
this forbearance ought not to seem hard, he points out that his
habitual forbearance is greater than that which he would
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occasionally claim from them. As in vi. 1, he begins with
animated questions. The conjecture that ix. 1-x. 22 is part of
the letter mentioned in v. ¢ is not probable.

1. Oix eipl @\evbepos ; ol eipi dméorohos ; This is the order of
the questions in the best texts (see below). ‘Have I not the
freedom of a Christian? Have I not the rights of an Apostle ?’
Logically, this is the better order; but even if it were not, the
evidence for it is too strong to be set aside on such grounds. It
is the thought that he forbears to claim, not only what any
Christian may claim, but also the exceptional claims of an
Apostle, that makes him digress on an explanation of what an
Apostle may claim. In 2. 19 he glances back at his general
independence. Cf. Gal. ii. 4, 5.

olxi Il 7. K. "fpdv é&Spaxa; This question and the next
vindicate the claim made in the second question. He is
certainly an Apostle, for he has the essential qualification of
having seen the Risen Lord (Acts i. 22, ii. 32, iil. 15,iv. 33, etc.),
and his preaching has had the power of an Apostle(z Cor. 1ii. 1f.,
xil. 12). The reference is to the Lord’s appearance to him on
the way to Damascus,—d&¢0y xdpol (xv. 8); an appearance
which he regarded as similar in kind to the appearances to the
Eleven on the Easter Day and afterwards. Whether he is also
referring to the experiences mentioned in Acts xviii. 9, xxii. 17,
and 2 Cor. xii. 2—4 is uncertain. It is a mistake to say that we
are not told that he saw the Lord who spoke to him on the
way to Damascus. This is expressly stated, Acts ix. 17 (d¢0efs),
27 (Bev), xxii. 14 (iev).* Note that in this important question
we have the stronger form of the negative, which is specially
frequent in this argumentative Epistle (i. 2o, iii. 3, v. 12, vi. 7,
viil. 10, X. 16, 18). In the N.T. Epistles it is almost confined
to this group of the Pauline Epistles.

Nowhere else does St Paul use the expression ‘I have seen
Jesus the Lord,’ and he seldom uses the name ‘Jesus’ without
¢ Christ’ either before or after. See notes on Rom. i. 1, pp. 3f.
When he does use the name ¢ Jesus’ he commonly refers to our
Lord’s life on earth, especially in connexion with His Death or
Resurrection (1 Thess. i. 10, iv. 14; 2 Cor iv. 10-14). In
Rom. iv. 24 we have ‘Jesus our Lord,’ as here, and in both
cases the reference is to the risen Jesus. The use of ¢Jesus’
without ¢Christ’ is very rare in the later Epistles: once in
Philippians (ii. 10), once in Ephesians (iv. 21), and not at all
in Colossians or the Pastoral Epistles. See J. A. Robinson,
Epkesians, pp. 23, 107 ; Milligan, Thessalonians, p. 135 ; Selbie,

* See Weinel, St Paul, pp. 791.; A. T. Robertson, Epocks in the Life of
St Pawl, pp. 39 f., a valuable chapter.
12
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Aspects of Christ, pp. 71f., a careful discussion of the question
whether it is possible to separate the Christ of St Paul from
the Jesus of history. See also the lectures of Dr. Moffatt and
Dr. Milligan in Religion and the Modern World, Hodder, 1909,
pp- 205-253. The Christ who appeared to Saul on the road
to Damascus declared Himself to be the historic Jesus whom
Saul was persecuting, and he thus not merely saw Jesus our
Lord, but received a ‘voice from His mouth’ (Acts xxii. 14).
That rested on his own testimony ; but the fact of his conversion
and the work that he had done since that day was known to all
(iv. 15; 2 Cor. xii. 12).

70 épyor pov. The founding of the Corinthian Church was
a work worthy of an Apostle: ab effectu jam secundo loco probat
suum Apostolatum (Calv.). Edwards quotes meum opus es (Seneca,
Ep. 34). Lest he should seem to be claiming what he disclaims
in iii. 5-7, he adds ‘in the Lord’: only in that power could such
a work have been accomplished (iii. 9, iv. 15).

The order of the first two questions adopted above (é\edfepos before
dwéorohos) is that of N AB P, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth., Orig. Tert. The
other is that of D E F G K L, Goth., which with P, Arm. insert Xpio7é»
either before or after "Ingofr. N8 A B, Am. and other versions omit Xpioré».

2. el d\ots odx eipi &wéorodos. The emphatic dueis of the
previous clause leads to an argumentum ad hominem. The
Corinthians are the very last people who could reasonably
question his claim to be an Apostle: at any rate to them he
must be one* ‘For my certificate of Apostleship are ye’
(2 Cor. iii. 2). They themselves are a certificate of the fact, a
certificate the validity of which lies in the same sphere as the
success of his work; it is ‘in the Lord.’ Authentication is the
idea which is specially indicated by the figurative o¢payis. No-
where in N.T. does o¢payis seem to be used, as often in later
writings, with reference to baptism. See notes on Rom. iv. 11,
p. 107; Lightfoot, Egp. of Clem. ii. p. 226; Hastings, DB.
Art. ‘Seal’ Preachers who were not Apostles might convert
many, but the remarkable spiritual gifts which Corinthians
possessed were a guarantee that one who was more than a mere
preacher had been sent to them. Pawlus a fructu colligit se
divinitus missum esse (Calv.). The dM\os may allude to the
Galatians.

* dA\d ye occurs nowhere else in N.T., except Luke xxiv. 21, where see
footnote, p. §53. He could not prove to any one that he had seen the Lord ;
but Corinthians at any rate had no need of such evidence to convince them
that he was an Apostle. He seems to be glancing at the rival teachers who
questioned his claim to the title. See Dobschiitz, Probleme des Ap. Zeitalters,
p. 105 ; Fletcher, 7he Conversion of St Paul, pp. 631. ; Ramsay, Pictures of
the Apostolic Age, pp. 10