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PREFATORY NOTE.

WHE translation of the present volume has been executed
by Mr. Bannerman with great care and scholarly
Qa8 accuracy; and I canmot but specially acknowledge
my obligations to him for the pains which he has bestowed
upon the work. Having taken charge of it in its passage
through the press, I am, of course, responsible for the form in
which it appears; but under the circumstances my revision has
addressed itself mainly to such modifications as seemed needful
or desirable in the interest of securing throughout the series that
uniformity of rendering, which from the nature of the work is
peculiarly important, but which translators acting independently
of each other could hardly be expected to attain.

The explanations given in previously issued volumes of the
series apply to the present, and need not be here repeated. DBut
I may be allowed perhaps to express my belief that, as the
Epistles to the Corinthians are peculiarly fitted, alike by the
presence of elements of deep historical and personal interest, and
by the comparative absence of doctrinal discussions, to illustrate
the application of the principles and methods of pure exegesis, this
portion of Dr. Meyer's Commentary—confessedly one of its best
sections—will be found to furnish an invaluable discipline of
initiation into exegetical study.

W.T. D

Grascow COLLEGE, May 1877. .



PREFACE.

‘, FTER having been mainly occupied of late years with
the hlStOl‘lC'll books of the New Testament, I have
now to turn to the Epistles of Paul, and to devote
renewed labour to their exposition. In the present
sadly distracted age of the church I feel the deep gravity
and responsibility of the task which I have to face all the
more strongly, because I cannot but bear in mind that among
all the sacred writings it was those very Epistles of Paul which
were pre-eminently to the Reformers the conquering sword of the
Spirit, and which exercised the most powerful influence in mould-
ing the doctrinal system of our church. The characters of Taul
and Luther form a historical parallel, to which nothing similar can
be found in the whole series of God’s chosen instruments for the
furtherance of evangelical truth. We possess the divine light
which Paul bore through the world, and in whose radiance the
Reformers did their work; the whole Scripture, with all its
treasures, becomes day by day more richly opened up to us by the
labours of science ; but everywhere, from the extreme right to
the extreme left, there is party-strife ; and, amid the knowledge
that puffeth up, the unity of the Spirit is broken, faith languishes,
and love grows cold. It is, in truth, as though we were giving all
diligence to afford the confirmation of increasing experience to the
malicious assertion of the Romanists, that Protestantism is already
in full course of decomposition.

Our wounds will not be healed, but only deepened and
widened, by arrogant boasting about our Confessions, which are
after all but the works of men. Much less will the end be
attained by a wanton attenuating, explaining away, or setting
aside of the positive teachings of the N. T., and of the miraculous
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facts in the history of redemption; for these have subdued the
world, and must continue to subdue it. Only in that which is
and remains the “ norma normans” for all faith and all teaching,
and for the Confessions themselves,—only in the living word of
revelation resides the God-given power to heal, which will pro-
mote the restoration to health, and the union, of the body of the
church with surer and more lasting effect, just in proportion as the
word is more clearly and fully understood and nore truly and
energetically appropriated, and as, through such understanding
and appropriation of it, the supremacy of the word and of its
high moral forces becomes more absolute and all-controlling. To
this sacred supremacy the church herself with her doctrine must
bow as well as the individual. For in laying down lier principle
of appeal to Scripture, the church assumed not only the possibility
and allowableness, but also the necessity of a further development
and—where need should be shown—rectification of her doctrine
in accordance with Scripture. In this way the Confession points to
an authority transcending its own ; and the church, built as she is
immoveably upon the everlasting Rock, has placed herself under
the law of growth, tlereby giving augury of a future, which,
according to the apostle’s promise (Eph. iv. 13 ff.), despite all the
sorrows of the present, will not fail to be realized. To aid in
preparing for this bright future, is what all exposition of Scripture
should recognise as its appointed tagk, being mindful at the same
time that the steps in the development of the divine kingdom
are centuries, and that the ways of Him who rules over it are
not our ways. If, therefore, a thorough and conscientious search-
ing of the Scriptures should arrive, as regards this or that point
of doctrine, at results which are at variance with confessional
definitions, its duty, at the bidding of the exegetical conscience, is
not in an un-Lutheran and unprincipled fashion to disguise such
results or to cloak them with a misty phraseology, but, trusting
to the sifting and conquering power of divine truth, openly and
honestly to hand them over to the judgment of science and the
church. To science and the church, I repeat; for it is one of the
follies of the day to seek to set these at variance—to impose limits
upon the former which are opposed to its essential nature, and to
set aside its voice and relegate it to silence under an imaginary
belief that a service is thereby rendered to the church. Such a
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piece of folly is unevangelical, and fit only for the Tridentinum
and the Syllabus of the Bishop of Rome.

Now, if nothing save the pure word of God may or ought to
prepare the way towards a Dbetter future for the church, then all
expounders of that word have but one common aim placed before
them,—namely, just to ascertain its pure contents, without addi-
tion or subtraction and witl a renouncing of all invention of our
own, with simplicity, truth, and clearness, without being prejudiced
by, and independent of, dogmatic & priori postulates, with philo-
logical precision, and in strict objectivity as historical fact. Any-
thing more thaun this they ought not as expositors to attempt ; but
in this—and it is much—it is required of them that they be found
faithful. The plan of procedure adopted may vary; one may
prefer the glossematic, another the inductive, method. T attach
but little weight to this question of ‘miethod in itself, although I
cannot ignore the fact, attested by various works appearing at the
present day in the region of Old and New Testament exegesis,
that the inductive mode runs more risk of giving to subjective
exegesis a free play which should be rigorously denied to it. One
is very apt, under the influence of this method, to give something
more or less, or other than, the pure contents of the sacred text.
The ingenuity, which in this way has ampler room for manipulating
the premisses—how often with the aid of refining sophistry —and
thinks itself justified in so doing, always miscarries in spite of all
its plausibility and confidence, when it gives to the world exposi-
tions that offend against grammar and linguistic usage, or against
the general and special connection, or against both. Often in
such cases the doubtful recommendation of novelty ! is purchased
only by strange strainings of the text and other violent expedients,

! A great many entirely novel expositions of individual passages make their ap-
pearance now-a-days, of which I apprehend that hardly a single one will on trial
prove itself correct. Not that I am unduly attached to the traditions of exegesis ;
but long experience and observation in this field of scientific inquiry have taught
me that—after there have been expended upon the N. T., in far greater measure even
than upon the O. T., the labours of the learning, the acuteness, the mastery of
Secripture, and the pious insight of cighteen centuries—new interpretations, undis-
ccrned hitherto by the minds most conversant with such studies, are destined as a
rule speedily to perish and be deservedly forgotten. I am distrustful of such exe-
getical discoveries ; and those of the present day are not of a kind to lessen my
distrust. Apart from these there remain difficulty and reward enough for the
labours of exegesis.
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while clearness has not unfrequently to be sought for beneath the
cloak of a laboriously involved phraseology, which itself in its
turn seems to require a commentary.

In preparing this fifth edition, which was preceded by the
fourth in 1861, I have not neglected to give due attention to
what has since been done for the criticism and exposition of the
apostolic Epistle! While thus engaged, I have very frequently, to
my regret, found myself unable to agree with von Hofmann’s work,
Die heilige Schrift neven Testaments zusammenhangend untersucht.?
I have nowhere sought this antagonism, but it was as little my
duty to evade or conceal it. Our exegetical natures are very
differently constituted ; our paths diverge widely from each other,
and the means which we have at our disposal, and which we deem
it right to employ, are dissimilar. Possibly out of this very an-
tagonism some advantage may accrue to the understanding of the
New Testament.

1 Klspper's Exeg. - kritische Untersuchungen iiber den zweiten. Korintherbrief,
Gotting. 1869, with the accompanying dissertation on the *¢ Christ-party,” appeared
too late to be taken into consideration along with the other literature of the subject.
But the dissertation in question belongs for the most part to the sphere of the
second Epistle. It is from the second Epistle that it draws, more thoroughly and
consistently than is done by Beyschlag, the characteristics of the Christ-party, com-
bining thesc in such a way as to represent it as in fundamental opposition to the
apostle’s views and teaching with respect to Christology and Soteriology. I cannot,
however, but continue to regard the process, which takes the traits for the delineation
of the *“ Christ-party ” from the second Epistle, as an unwarraniable one.—It was
likewise impossible to include in my examination the just published book of Richard
Schmidt, die Paulinische Christologie in ihrem Zusammenhange mit der Heilslehre
des Apostels, Gotting. 1870,

2 This work is, for the sake of brevity, referred to merely by ‘“ Hofmann,” other
works of the author being more precisely designated by their title.

HANNOVER, 30tk November 1869.
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THE

FIRST EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE CORINTHIANS.

INTRODUCTION.

SEC. 1.—THE CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY AT CORINTIL.

N Corinth (bimarts Corinthus), which, after its destruc-
& tion by Mummius (146 B.c.), had been rebuilt by
&_‘f Julius Ceesar, made a Roman colony (Pausan, ii. 1. 2),

and under the fostering care of the first emperors
had been speedily restored to its ancient (see Hom. 77 ii. 570,
and especially Pindar, Ol xiii.) glory and voluptuous luxury (hence
the expressions kopewidleafat, kopiwbiaatis, and Kopwbia rdpn ;
see also Dissen, ad Pind. Fragm. p. 640 f.; Ast, ad Plat. Rep.
p- 404 D),—in that great “EX\ados dorpov (Jacobs, ad Anthol.
VL p. 223), that rich commercial city, the seat of the Roman
proconsulate, of the Isthmian games, of the fine arts, and of the
learning of the Sophists, but also of the most shameless worship
of Aphrodite carried on by a thousand consecrated courtesans,—
the world-conquering faith of Christ had been planted by Pawl
limself (iii. 6). He came thither on his second missionary jour-
ney from Athens, and spent upwards of a year and a half there
(see on Acts xviil, 1-17). He lodged with his fellow-craftsman
Aquila, who was converted by him here (see on Acts xviii. 1, 2),
and subsequently with the proselyte Justus (Acts xviii. 2-7),
after his friends Silas and Timotheus had arrived (Acts xviii. 5),
and Jewish opposition had caused him to separate from the
synagogue and turn to the Gentiles (Acts xviii. 6 ff). This had
the wholesome result of rendering the church, from the very

1 COR. 1. A
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2 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

first, a mized (though with a majority of Gentile Christians,
-Acts- xil. 2) and a wvery numerous one (Acts xviii. 4, 8, 10), the
most important in Greece, the mother-church of the province
(i. 2), although only a few of the upper and more cultivated

classes (1 Cor. i. 26 ff) embraced the faith (such as, on the
Jewish side, the president of the synagogue, Crispus; see Acts
xviil, 8; 1 Cor. i. 14),—a natural effect, not so much of the
simplicity of Paul's preaching® (for Apollos also failed to win
over the higher classes), as of the intrinsic character of the
gospel itself (i. 22, 28), which, with its preaching of the cross,
did not suit the pretensions of the presumed higher culture
among Jews and Gentiles, especially of their fancied philosophy
and of their moral laxity.?

Some considerable time after the total failure of a public
accusation brought by the Jews against Paul before the mild
proconsul Gallio (see on Acts xviii. 12—-17), the apostle departed
from Corinth with Aquila and Priscilla (whom he left in
Ephesus), and proceeded to Jerusalem, and thence through
Galatia and Phrygia (Acts xviii. 18-23). While he, however,
was traversing these countries, Apollos—an eloquent and fervid
Jew of Alexandria, who, hitherto merely a disciple of John the

! Riickert, following Neander (comp. also Osiander, p. 6), thinks that the failure
of the apostle’s attempt at Athens to gain entrance for evangelical truth by associat-
ing it with Hellenic forms (Acts xvii.), had led him to the resolution of giving up
every such attempt, and of proelaiming the gospel among the Greeks also in its entire
simplicity. But the faet is, that in Athens Paul was in the quite peculiar position of
having to speak in presence of philosophers by profession, and, in the first instance,
to them exelusively. In Corinth, on the other hand, in the house of the proselyte
Justus, it was at all events 2 very mixed audicnec (made up also of Jews and Gentiles,
comp. Acts xviii. 8) that he had before him, onc entirely different from those Stoics
and Epicureans who laid hold of him in the &ysps at Athens. The Athenian address
is therefore to be regarded as an exception from hisusual mode of teaching, demanded
by the special cirecumstances of the case. These circumstances, however, did not
exist at Corinth, and accordingly he had no occasion there to teach in any other way
than his ordinary one. DBefore his mixed audience in Corinth (and he could not
regulate his course by the possible presence of individual philosophers among
them) his preaching, simple, but full of power and fervour, was thoroughly fitted to
make converts in numbers, as the result proved. And if these were for the most
part from the humbler ranks, Paul was the last man to be led by that circumstance
to adopt a higher tone ; for he knew from long experience among what classes in
society Christianity was wont cverywhere to strike its first and firmest roots.

? Comp. generally, Semisch, Paulus in Corinth, in the Jahrd. fiir Deutsche
TLheol. 1867, p. 193 fT. )
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Baptist, had completed his Christian training with Aquila and
Priscilla at Ephesus (Acts xviii. 24 ff, and the commentary
thereon)—betook himself to Corinth (Acts xix. 1), where he, as a
Pauline Christian, preaclied no other than Pauline Christianity
(1 Cor. iil. 6), yet presented it in a different form, deviating with
the art of his Alexandrian eloquence and with his employment
of Alexandrian (Philonian) speculation, from the simple manner
of the apostle (i. 17, ii.), probably also entering further than
Paul had done (iii. 1) into several of the higher doctrines of
Christianity, Now, it is easy to understand how this difference,
although certainly not based upon any divergence in doctrine
(iii. 5 £, iv. 6, xvi. 12), nevertheless, from the variety of indi-
vidual tendencies among the Corinthians, and from the personal
respect and love with which men clung to the old or the new
teachier respectively, came to have the hurtful result that some,
amidst mutual jealousy, assigned the higher place to the former
and some to the latter, and that it gradually became a point of
partisanship with them to call themselves adherents of Paul or
of Apollos (i. 12),—which was not carried out without engender-
ing pride and irritation, to the prejudice of the two teachers in
question.

But the matter did not end with this division into two parties.
There arrived at Corinth—taking advantage, perhaps, of the
very time of Apollos’ return to Ephesus — Judaizing teachers,
Petrine Christians of anti-Pauline leanings, provided with letters
of recommendation (2 Cor. iii. 1), pelhaps from Peter himself
among others, labouring to lower the authority of Paul (ix. 2),
into whose field of work they intruded, and to exalt the authority
of Peter (2 Cor. xi. 5). They seem, indeed, not to have come
forward with any opposition to Paul's doctrine, for otherwise
the apostle would, as in his Epistle to the Galatians, have
controverted their doctrinal errors; in particular, they did not
insist upon circumecision. DBut it was natural that, with their
Judaizing tendencies generally, with their legal prejudice regard-
ing the use of meats, with their stringency as to the moral law, and
with their exaltation of Peter at the expense of Paul, they should
find acceptance with the Jewish-Christian part of the community,
since they were not slack in vainglorious assertion of the national
privileges (2 Cor. v. 12, xi. 22, xii, 11), and that against the very
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man from whom the hereditary pride of the Jews had everywhere
suffered blows which it felt most keenly. Equally natural was
it that their appearance and operations should not induce a union
between the two sections that professed Pauline Christianity,—
the adherents of Paul and of Apollos,—seeing that they had to
wage war only against Pawl/, and not against Apollos, in so far,
namely, as apostolic authority was claimed for the former only,
and not for the latter. The declared adherents, whom they met
with, named as their head Pefer, who, for that matter, had never
himself been in Corinth; for the statement of Dionysius of
Corinth in Euseb. il. 25, is either to be referred to a much later
period (Ewald, Gesch. der apost. Zeit. p. 609, 3d ed.), or, as is
most probable, to be regarded simply as an erroneous inference
drawn from 1 Cor. i. 12. See Pott, Proleg. p. 20 f.; Baur
in the Tabing. Zeitschr. 1831, 4, p. 152 ff.

The addition of a third party to the two already existing
aroused a deeper feeling of the need for wholly disregarding
that which had brought about and kept up all this division into
parties,—the authority of men,—and for returning to Him alone
who is the Master of all, namely, to Christ.!

“ We belong to Christ” became accordingly the watchword,
unhappily, however, not of all, nor yet in its right sense and
application, but, on the contrary, of a section only; and these
followed out their idea,~—which was in itself right, but which
should have been combined with the recognition of the human
instruments of Christ (Paul, etc.),—not in the way of them-
selves keeping clear of schismatic proceedings and acknow-
ledging all as, like themselves, disciples of Christ, but in such a
manner that in their professed sanctity and lofty abstinence from
partisanship they became themselves a party (i. 12), and instead
of including the whole community—without prejudice to the
estimation due to such servants of Christ as Paul and others—
in their idea, they shut out from it the Pauline, Apollonian, and
Petrine sections. The Christian community at Corinth, then,
was in this state of jfourfold division when Paul wrote to them
our first Epistle; yet it is to be assumed, from xi. 18, xiv. 23,

! Augustine aptly says, De verb. Dom., Serm. 13 : ‘ Volentes homines aedificari

super homines, dicebant : Ego quidem sum Pauli, ete. Et alii, qui nolebant acdi-
ficari super Petrum, sed super petram : Ego autem sum Christi.”
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that the evil had not reached such a height of schism that the
church no longer assembled at one place (in opposition to Vitringa,
Michaelis, Eichhorn, Ewald, and others ; see on i. 2).

‘What further knowledge we have regarding the condition of
the church at that time, especially as to the moral and eccle-
siastical evils that prevailed, is derived from the contents of the
Epistle itself. See § 2. '

ReMARK 1. For views differing from the above representation of
the parties at Corinth, see on i. 12. To the more recent literature
of the subject, besides the works on Introduction, belong the fol-
lowing : Neander, KI. Schrift. p. 68 ff,, and Gesch. d. Pﬂanzu'ng, etc,,
L p 360 ff,, 4th ed Baur in the Z%ib. Zeitschr. 1831, p. 61 ff
1836, 4,p. 1 ff., and in his Parlus, 1. p. 290 ff,, 2d ed.; Scharling, De
Paulo apost. ¢jusque adversariis, Kopenh. 1836 ; Jaeger, Erki. d. Bricfe
P. nach Kor. aus d. Gesichisp. d. vier Parth., Tib. 1838 ; Schenkel,
De eccles. Cor. primaeva factionibus turbata, Basil. 1838 ; Goldhorn
in Ilgen’s Zeitschr. f. Nistor. Theol. 1840, 2, p. 121 ff. ; Dihne, d.
Christus-parthes in d. apost. Kirche z. Kor., Halle 1842 (previously
in the Journ. f. Pred. 1841) ; Kniewel, Ecclesiac Cor. vetustiss. dis-
sensiones et turbac, Gedan. 1841 ; Becker, d. Partheiungen tn d. Gem.
2. Kor., Altona 1842 ; Ribiger, krit. Untersuchungen b, d. Inhalt
d. beid. Br. an d. Kor., Bresl. 1847 ; Lutterbeck, neutest. Lelrbegr.
IL p. 45 ff.; Beyschlag in the Stud. w. Krit. 1865, p. 217 ff.; Hil-
genfeld in his Zeutschr. 1865, p. 241 ff ; Holtzmann in Herzog's
Ency ykl. XIX. p. 730 ff.; comp. also Ewald Gesch. d. apost. Zeit.
p. 505 ff., 3d ed. Amonﬂ the latest commentarles see especially
those of Osiander, Stuttv. 1847, Introd. § 4; Ewald, p. 102 {.;
Hofmann, 1864.

REMARK 2.—Care should be taken not to push the conception of
this division into parties too far. As it had only recently arisen,
it had not yet made itself felt to such an extent as to induce the
church in their letter to Paul (see § 2) to write specifically about
it (see i. 11). Nor can the dissensions have been of long continu-
ance ; at least in Clem. 1 Cor. 47, they appear as something long
past and gone, with which Clement compares later quarrels as
something worse.

REMARK 3.—Only the first part of our Epistle, down to iv. 21,
relates to the topic of the parties as such. Hence it is a very
hazardous course, and one that requires great caution, to refer
the further points discussed by Paul to the different parties re-
spectively, and to characterize these accordingly, as Jaeger and
Ribiger more especially, but also Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ewald
Bey schlag, and others have done to an extent which cannot be
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made good on historical grounds. It is purely and grossly arbi-
trary to trace all the evils combated in both Epistles to the
cxistence of the party divisions, and to depict these, and more
particularly the Christine section, accordingly. The latter is not
once mentioned by Clement,—a circumstance which does not tell
in favour of the hypothesis that lays so much mischief to its
charge.

SEC. 2—0CCASION, OBJECT, AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.

Before the date of our first Epistle there had been a letter—
not now extant'—sent from the apostle to the Corinthians
(1 Cor. v. 9); but when he wrote it, the party-divisions were
not yet known to the apostle. He received tidings regarding
them from “those of the household of Chloe” (i. 11), and on this
account commissioned Timothy to visit Corinth (iv. 17), although
our Epistle was to anticipate his arrival there (xvi. 10), since he
had first to journey through Macedonia with Erastus (Acts
xix. 22). That Apollos also (1 Cor. xvi. 12) had brought Paul
information about the divisions is—judging from i 11—not to
be assumed ; on the contrary, it seems probable that they had
not perceptibly developed themselves so long as Apollos himself
remained in Corinth. Next to the vexatious party-divisions,
however, what gave occasion for the apostle’s letter was the un-
chastity in the church, already spoken of by him in the lost
Epistle, and which had now manifested itself ever in a case of
incest (v. 1 ff.). Besides this and other evils that called for his

1The two quite short Epistles extant in Armenian, from the Corinthians to
Paul and from Paul to the Corinthians, are wretched apoeryphal productions (first
published by Phil. Masson in Joh. Masson, Histoire erit. de la républ. des lettres,
vol. X., 1714 ; then by David Wilkins, 1715; by Whiston, 1727, and his sons,
1736 ; by Carpzov, Lips. 1776 ; and in Armenian and English by Aucher, Armenian
Grammar, etc., Venet. 1819 ; see also Fabric. Cod. Apocr. 111. p. 667 fi.). Rinck,
indeed, has recently (in opposition to the earlier defence by Whiston, see the ob-
jections urged by Carpzov) sought to maintain the genuineness of both Epistles
(das Sendschr. d. Kor. an d. Apost. Paul. u. das dritte Sendschr. Pauli an die
Kor. in Armen. Uebersetzung, new verdeutscht, etc., Heidelb. 1823), and that on the
footing of holding the apostle’s letter not to be the one mentioned in v. 9, but
a later third Epistle. But against this utterly fruitless attempt, see Ullmann, diber
den durch Rinck bekannt gemachten dritten Bricf an d. Kor. und das kurze Send-
schreiben der Kor. in the Heidelb. Jahrb. 1823 ; Bengel, Archiv. 1825, p. 287 il
Regarding the date of the composition of the lost Epistle, see Wieseler, Chrono-
logie des apost; Zeitalt. p. 818.
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intervention, there was quite a special and direct occasion for
his writing in a letter of the church (vii. 1), brought to Paul by
deputies from Corinth (xvi. 17), and containing various questions
(such as with respect to celibacy, vii. 1 ff,, and the eating of
ilesh offered in sacrifice, viii. 1 ff.), which demanded an answer
from him,! so that he made the messengers—Stephanas, Tortu-
natus, and Achaicus—on their return the bearers of his own
Epistle in reply (xvi 12, 17).

In accordance with these circumstances giving occasion to the
letter, it was the aim of Paul, first, to counteract the party-
divisions and uphold his apostolic authority; secondly, to remove
the unchastity which had gained ground; thirdly, to give in-
struction upon the points regarding which queries had been put
to him; and finally, to communicate various other instructions,
which, in view of the state of things among the Corinthians
which had come to his knowledge, and partly also in view of the
express contents of their letter, seemed to him necessary and
useful, such as with respect to disorder in the public assemblies,
with respect to gifts of the Spirit, with respect to the resurrection,
and with respect to a collection that was to be set on foot.”

The confents of the Epistle are accordingly very diversified.
After salutation and exordium (i. 1-9), the first main section
enlarges upon and against the party-divisions, with a detailed
justification of the apostle’s mode of teaching (i 10-iv. 21).
Then Paul writes regarding the unchastity in the church (v.),
and regarding the bad habit of having their disputes decided
before heathen tribunals, thereafter once more warning them
against impurity (vi.). Next he replies to the questions about
marriage which had been sent to him (vii), and to the inquiry
regarding meat used in sacrifice (viil.-xi. 1), making in connection
with his instructions as to the latter point a digression regarding
the unselfish way in which he lad discharged his apostolic office

1 That this letter from the church was marked by a tone of confidence and pride
of knowledge (Holmann), cannot, with any certainty, be inferred from our Epistle,
the many humbling rebukes in which bear upon the evils themselves, not upon that
letter and its character.

2 Observe that, in conmection with these different topies, Paul never makes the
teachers as such responsible, or gives dircctions to them,—a proof that he was far
from cherishing the idea of a divinely instituted order of teachers. Comp. Hofling,
Grundsitze d. Kirchenverf. p. 279 f., ed. 3.
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(ix). Then follow censure and admonition as to disorders in
the assemblies of the church, partly with reference to the head-
covering of the women, partly in regard of the love-feasts (xi.);
then the detailed sections respecting spiritual gifts (xii.—xiv.),
with the magnificent eulogy on love (xiii.), and respecting the
resurrection of the dead (xv.). Lastly: injunctions about the
collection for Jerusalem, miscellaneous remarks, and greetings
(xvi).

It is manifest from the salutation, when rightly understood,
that the Epistle was destined for the whole church at Corinth,
without excepting any party whatsoever, but including the rest
of the Christians of Achaia.

SEC. 3.—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION—GENUINENESS OF
THE EPISTLE.

From xvi. 8, 19 it is certain that Paul wrote in Ephesus
and that towards the end of his stay in that place, which did not
last quite three years (see on Acts xix. 10), after he had de-
spatched (Acts xix. 22; 1 Cor. iv. 17) Timothy and Erastus to
Macedonia (the former to Corinth as well), and had already
resolved to journey through Macedonia and Achaia to Jerusalem
(Acts xix. 21; 1 Cor. xvi. 3 ff), The ¢ime at which he wrote
may be gathered from xvi. 8 (some time before Pentecost) and
v. 6—8, from which latter passage it may be with reason inferred
that, when Paul was writing, the feast of the Passover was nigh
at hand. Consequently : a little before Easter in the year 58 (see
Introd. to Aects, § 4).

Remark 1. The statement in the common subscription #ypden
&ad @niamwy 1s an old (already in Syr.) and widespread error, arising
from xvi. 5. In reply to the quite untenable grounds urged by
Kohler (dbfassungszeit der epistol. Schriften, p. 71 ft.), who accepts
it, and puts the date of composition after the (erroneously assumed)
liberation from imprisonment at Rome, see Anger, femp. ral.
p- 53 ff. Comp. Riickert, p. 12 ff; Wurm in the Tib. Zeitschir.

1 Mill and Haenlein strangely took it to mean : not iz, but near Ephesus, because
Paul, in xvi. 8, did not write &3¢ in place of i» 'Ep. ! Bottger also (Beitrdge zur hist.
krit. Eiul. in die Paul. Br., Gotting. 1837, II1. p. 30) avails himself of this circum-
stance in support of his hypothesis, that the Epistle was written in Southern Achaia.
See, against this, Riickert, Magaz. f. Exeg. 1. p. 132 ff.
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1838, I p. 63 ff. The correct subscription is found in B**, Copt.
Chrys. Euthal. Theodoret, al. : apis Kop. a éypdpn dmd  Epidov.

REMARK 2. The decision of the question, whether Paul, previous
to the writing of our two Epistles, had been only once, or whether
he had been fwice, in Corinth (so rightly Bleek in the Stud. w.
Krit. 1830, p. 614 ff, and in his Introduction ; Schrader, I. p. 95 ff. ;
Neander, Billroth, Riickert, Anger, Credner,Schott, Wurm, Olshausen,
Wieseler, Reuss, Ewald, and many others, following Chrysostom,
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Baronius, ¢f al.), as also whether we
must assume a second visit befween our first and second Epistles,
depends on 2 Cor. ii. 1, xil. 14, 21, xiii. 1, 2. See the particulars
in the Introd. to 2 Cor. § 2.

As to the genuineness, there is no room for doubt in view of the
external evidences (Polyc. ad Philipp. 11 ; Ignat. ad Eph. 2 ; Clem.
Rom. ad Cor. i. 47, 49, Epist. ad Diogn. 12—Justin M. ¢. Tryph.
pp- 253, 258, 338, Apol. 1. p. 29 are uncertain—Iren. Haer. iii.
11. 9, iv. 27. 3; Athenag. de resurr. p. 61, ed. Colon.; Clem. Al
paedag. p. 96, ed. Sylb.; Canon Murator.; Tertull. de praescrip.
33, al), and from the whole character of the Epistle (see espe-
cially Paley, Horae Paulinac), which, with all the variety of its
subject-matter, bears the most definite impress of the peculiar
spirit and tact of Paul, and displays the full power, art, and
subtlety of his eloquence. DBruno Bauer alone in his wanton
fashion has sought to dispute it (Kritik der Paulin. Bricfe, 1T,
Berl. 1851).
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Iadhov wpos Kopwbiovs émioctos mpdry.

The simplest and probably oldest superscription is that of A B
C DN, min.: «pds Kopnbiovs mpdirn,

CHAPTER 1.

Ver. 1. xarig] is wanting, indeed, in A D E, Clar. Germ. Cyr.
(suspected by Mill and Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by
Riickert), but was easily overlooked by those to whom the fact
was known and familiar, that Paul in the beginning of his Epistles
almost invariably styles himself d=éor. I X. dic: 9eh. @05 without
axrig; see 2 Cor. i. 1; Eph. i. 1; Col. i. 1; 2 Tim. i. 1. Comp.
also Gal.i. 1; 1 Tim. i. 1; Tit. i. 1; only in Rom. i. 1 we find xa4-
ric. — Instead of 'Inood Xpiowob, read, on preponderant evidence, with
Lachm. and Tisch., Xprered "Inoot. — Ver. 2. 7 olon & Kop.] is placed
by B D* E F G, It. after 'Inoov; so Lachm. and Tisch. No doubt
rightly, since the common arrangement of the words is plainly
open to the suspicion of tramsposition on grounds of grammar,
whereas there is no reason why, if it stood so originally, it should
have undergone alteration. The hypothesis of Fritzsche, de con-
Jormat. N. T. Lachm. 1841, p. 44, that 4yixsu. & X. 'L had been left
out, and then reinserted in the wrong place, is an arbitrary one,
considering the weight of evidence on Lachmann’s side, and seeing
that the right place for the reinsertion would have been so un-
mistakeable. — =¢ x«i/] Lachm.: zai, according to B D G 8. But
how easily =« might be dropped without its being noticed ! —
Ver. 14. Riickert has wouv after ©:, in accordance with A, 17, 57,
al., and several vss. and Fathers. An addition from ver. 4. —
— Ver. 15. {Bazmiow] A B C* N, min. and several vss. and Fathers
have Busristyrs; so Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Rightly; the im-
mediate context in vv. 14, 16 led to the introduclion of the active
at a very early date (Syr. Tert.). — Ver. 20. woirov after xéouou is
wanting in very important witnesses. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch.
and Riickert. A mechanical addition from the foregoing. —
Ver. 22, onusinv] onusiw, adopted by Griesh. Lachm. Riick. Tisch.
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Scholz, is so decisively attested by ABCD E F G &, min. and
many vss. and Fathers, that we must regard the singular as intro-
duced through the recollection of Matt. xii. 38 f,, xvi. 4, al. The
reading ém{#rovew in A points in the same direction. Sce the
detailed justification of the plur. in Reiche, Commeniar. crit. 1.
p. 121 ff. — Ver. 23. #eer] Elz.: "Exrqa, against decisive evidence.
Noted on margin, and then adopted in accordance with what goes
before and follows. — Ver. 28. Before r& u% tvre Elz. has xaif,
against preponderant testimony. Suspected by Griesh.; deleted
by Lachm. Scholz, Riick. and Tisch. Mechanical connection. —
Ver. 29. rob ©¢03] So Griesb. and all later editors, following decisive
evidence. Adrol in Elz. is an over-hasty correction, due to a failure
to recognise the design of the repetition of 7. @3 — Ver. 30. sopicc
#un] Approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. Riick. and
Tisch. Elz. and Scholz, however, have #u# sopiz. For the former
order are A C D E &, min. Vulg. ms. It. Harl** Or. Eus. al,
further, B, which has . #zév, and F G, which have 5 oopiz 7ud.
"Hyiv was put first, in order to join sogie closely to dad ©:0i; while
others marked the conception of the frue¢ wisdom by the article
(F G).

Vv. 1-3. Apostolic address and greeting.

Ver. 1. K\yros dmoor. See on Rom. i. 1. A polemical refer-
ence (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many others, including Flatt,
Riickert, Olshausen, Osiander), which would be foreign to the win-
ning tone of the whole exordium, would have been quite other-
wise expressed by one so decided as Paul (comp. Gal. i. 1).
— 8t BeM. Oecod] That his position as an apostle called by
Christ was brought about by the will of God, was a truth so
vividly and firmly implanted in his consciousness, that he
commonly includes an expression of it in the beginning of his
Epistles. See 2 Cor. 1. 1; Gal. i. 1; Eph, i. 1; Col. i. 1;
1 Tim. i. 1; 2 Tim. i. 1. “Sua ipsius voluntate P. nunquam
factus esset apostolus,” Bengel. Regarding &id, see on ver. 9 and
Gal. i. 1. — kai Jwabévps] Modern interpreters reckon him the
amanuensis of the Epistle (see xvi. 21). But the mere amanu-
ensis as such has no share in the Epistle itself, which must, how-
ever, be the case with one who holds a place in the introductory
salutation. Since, moreover, in 1 and 2 Thess. we find ¢zo others
besides Paul named with him in the superscription (who therefore
could hardly both be mentioned as amanuenses), and even an
indefinite number of “brethren” in the Epistle to the Galatians,



12 TAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.,

whereas in that to the Romans the amanuensis—who is known
from xvi. 22—does not appear as included in the superscription,
we must rather suppose that Pawl made his Epistle run not only
in his own name, but also (although, of course, in a subordinate
sense) in the name of Sosthenes, so that the Corinthians were to
regard the letter of the apostle as at the same time a letter of
Sosthenes, who thereby signified his desire to impress upon them
the same doctrines, admonitions, etc. This presupposes that
Paul had previously considered and discussed with this friend of
his the contents of the letter to be issued. Comp. on Phil. i. 1.
Sosthenes himself accordingly appears as a teacher then pre-
sent with the apostle and enjoying his confidence, but known to,
and respected among, the Corinthians. There remains, indeed,
the possibility that he may have also written the Epistle, but only
in so far as we are in wutter ignorance of who the amanuensis was
at all. Had Timothy not already started on his journey (iv. 17,
xvi. 10), he would have had a place along with, or instead of,
Sosthenes in the salutation of the Epistle; comp. 2 Cor. i. 1. —
Theodoret and most commentators, including Flatt, Billroth,
Ewald, Maier, Hofmann, identify Sosthenes with the person so
named in Acts xviii. 17 ; but this is rightly denied by Michaelis,
Pott, Riickert, and de Wette. See on Acts, le. Without due
ground, Riickert concludes that he was a young man trained up
by Paul—a view least of all to be deduced from the assumption
that Lie was the amanuensis of the letter. The very absence of
any definite information whatever as to Sosthenes shows how
utterly arbitrary is the remark of Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Grotius, and Estius, that it was a great proof of modesty in the
apostle to name him along with himself.— o @8ehgpos] denotes
nothing more special than Christian brotherhood (so also 2 Cor.
i.1; Col. i 1, al), not fellowship in the office of teacher. The
particulars of the position of Sosthenes were well known to the
readers.

Ver. 2. T éxxh. 7. Ocod] Ocob is genitive of the owner. Comp.
mm SD[), Num. xvi. 3, xx. 4. The expression is with Paul the
standing theocratic designation of the Christian community, in
which the theocratic idea of the Old Testament 57p presents itself
as realized ; it is the m\jpwots of this Snp.  Comp. x. 32, xi. 16,
22,xv. 9; 2 Cor. i. 1; Gal i. 13, al. — Ayiacp. év X. 1] adds
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at once a distinctive definition of quality to 7. éwxh. 7. Ocod
(see the critical remarks), and thereupon follows the local specifi-
cation of 7. éexh. 7. Ocod.  “ To the church of God, men sanctificd
in Christ Jesus, which ts in Corinth.” How common it is to find
a participle in the plural standing in an attributive relation to
a collective singular, may be seen in Kiihner, II. p. 43 ; Pflugk,
ad Eur. Hee. 39. Th obon év Kop., however, is purposely placed
after yiacp. w7\, because the thought is, that the church of
God addressed does in itself and as such (not as Corinthiawn)
consist of those sanctified in Christ. The dywaouds is to be con-
ceived as consccration to God in the Christian church (see above,
7. éexh. 7. Oeod). Comp. on Rom. i. 7. This belonging to God
as His own has its causal ground not out of, but in Christ—
namely, in His redemptive work, of which the Christians have
become, and continue to be, partakers ( perfect) by means of
justifying faith (Eph. i. 4 ff.; Heb. x. 10). Comp. Phil. L 1.
"Ey X.’I. gives to the #yiaop. its distinctively Christian character.
— kApTots dylois] added, in order to a properly exhaustive
description of that experienced benefit of God's grace of which
the readers, as Christians, were assumed to be conscious; the
new element introduced here lies in «Antots. The call to the
Messianic kingdom (conceived as issued ¢ffectually, comp. on Rom.
viil. 28, and see Lamping, Pauli de proedestin. decrete, Leovard.
1858, p. 32 f) is, according to the constant conception of the
N. T. (Rom. i 6; Gal i. 6 not excepted), given by God (ver. 9,
Rom. viii. 30, ix. 24, al.; Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 281) through the
preachers of the gospel (Rom. x. 14; 2 Thess. ii. 14); see Weiss,
bibl. Theol. p. 386 f.—olv wdor «7X] does mnot belong to
&kAnTols dryloss, so that the readers were to be made sensible of
the greatness of the fellowship in which they, as called saints, stood
(Grotius, Bengel, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Billroth, Riickert,
Olshausen, de Wette, Neander, Becker, Hofmann). But it belongs,
as necessarily follows from 2 Cor. i. 1, to the superscription as
part of it (on oy, comp. Phil. i. 1); yet neither so as to mark
the Epistle as a catholic one (Theodoret, Estius, Calovius, Cornelius
a Lapide, and others; comp. Schrader); nor so that Paul shall
be held, while greeting the Corinthians, as greeting in spirit also
the wniversal church (Osiander, comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Erasmus, Billroth, Heydenreich, and others); nor yet so that by
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the émuwa. 7. 8v. 7. Kvp, were meant the separatists,in contrast to
those disposed to adhere to the church (Vitringa, Michaelis), or
as if ovv mdor kTN, were meant to comprchend all Corinthian
Christians without distinction (Eichhorn, Einleit. 111 1, p. 110,
Pott); but so that the sense is in substance just that expressed in
2 Cor. i. 1: adv 7ols aylos waaot Tois olow év 6Ay 71 "Axaia. Sce
below on alrdv Te kai fudv. The Epistle is primarily addressed
to the Christians in Corinth; not, however, to them merely, but
at the same time also to the other Achacan Christians, and the latter
are denoted by wdoe...juwr. A comma is to be put after
aylows. — 7ols émual. 7. 8v. 7. Kup.] confessional designation of
the Christians, Rom. x. 12 f.; Actsii. 21. Respecting the N. T.
idea of the <nwocation of Christ, which is not to be held as
absolute, but as rclative worship (of Him as the Mediator and
Lord over all, but under God, Phil. ii. 10 f.), see on Rom. x. 12.
— abTdv Te kal Hudv] is joined with 7ot Kuplov by Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Photius, Theophylact, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Erasmus
Schmid, Valckenaer, and others, including Billroth, Olshausen,
Liicke (de invocat. Chr., Gotting. 1843), Wieseler (Chronol. des
apost. Zeitalt. p. 324), in such a way as to make it an epanor-
thosis or (see Wieseler) epexegesis of the foregoing su@v. But
apart from the fact that this fudv in the habitually nsed Kipios
Huov embraces all Christians, and consequently adrdv Te xai judy
(jpdv being referred to Paul and Sosthenes) would express some-
thing quite self-evident, and that, too, without any special signifi-
cance of bearing! the position of the words is decisive against
this view, and in favour of attaching them to mwavri Témwep, to
which they necessarily belong as a more precise definition.
Comp. Vulg.: “In omni loco ipsorum ct snostro” 1f, namely,
ovv waoe . . . nuov must denote the Achaean Christians out of
Corinth (see above), then wavri Téme reguires a limitation to the
geographical district which is intended. Now, this limitation is
not already laid down by év Kopivfy (Liicke, Wieseler), since it
was precisely in the superscription that the need of definiteness in
designating the readers was obvious, but it is expressly given by

1 It is supposed to convey a polemical reference to the party - divisions. See
Wieseler, I.c. This can only be the case if zérav applies to the Corinthians. But in
fact, according to the view of Liicke and Wieseler (see below), it cannot do so, but
must apply to the other Achaeans,
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abtdy Te xal Hudv, in such a way, namely, that avréy refers to
the Corinthians, who, however, are indicated not by udy, but by
avtdy, because from the point where the widening of the address
(ovv mdoe k.T\) comes in, the Corinthians appear as third parties.
Accordingly the Epistle is addressed : To the Corinthian Chris-
tians, and to all who, in cvery place that belongs to them (the
Corinthians) and to us as well (Paul and Sosthenes), call upon the
aame of Christ. Every place in the province, namely, where
Christians lived or a church existed (as eg. in Cenchree, Rom.
xvi. 1), was a place which belonged to the Corinthians, a Témos
avTdy, in so far as the church at Corinth was the mother-church
of the Christian body in Achaia; but each such place belonged
also to Paul (and Sosthenes), in so far as he was the founder and
apostolic head of Christianity in Corinth and all Achaia. It is
quite in accordance with the ingenious subtlety of the apostle to
give the designation of the provincials in such a form, as to make
his own authority felt over against the prerogative of those living in
the capital (adrdv). As in Rom. xvi. 13 adrod xal éuod delicately
expresses the community of love (comp. also 1 Cor. xvi. 18;
Philem. 11; Soph. El. 417 f.: marpos Tob cod Te xapob), so
Liere alrdv Te xal Hudv the community of right. The objection
that the sense in which they belonged to the Corinthians was
different from that in which they belonged to Paul and Sosthenes
(de Wette), fails to appreciate the point of the words. The
offence which Hofm. takes at the reading e xa¢ (as though it must
be equivalent to eire) arises from a misunderstanding ; it is the
usual co-ordinating 7e xaf, which here has not even the appearance
(Hartung, Partik. I. p. 100) of standing in place of eifre. Comp.,
on the contrary, Hartung, p. 101; Baeuml, Partik. p. 225.
Olserve, besides, that Te xa gives more rhetorical emphasis to the
association of the two genitives than the simple «af; see Dissen,
ad Dem. de cor. p. 165. Rabiger, krit. Unters. p. 62 f, has
assented to our view.! Comp. also Maier. Those who join alv
mace k... to KAyTols dy. (see above) usually take avTdy Te xai
Hu. as an analysis of the idea mavr(: in every place, where they
and where we (Paul and Sosthenes) are, Le. clsewhere and here n
Ephesus, See Calovius, Riickert, de Wette, Osiander. But how

1 Also Burger in his (popular) Auslegung, Erl. 1859, and Holtzmann, Judenthum
u. Christenth. p. 749.
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meaningless this more precise explanation of wavr{ would be! In
fact, it would be absurd ; for, since the subject is all (waoe x.1.)\.),
in which the 7uels are thus already included, an analysis of it into
avrol (which the wdvres are surely already) and sucis is utterly
illogical. This applies also in opposition to Becker, by whom the
Tomos fudv is held to be Corinth, and to refer to the strangers who
come to Corinth. Others have, following Ambrosiaster, referred
abrav to the heathen lands, and fudv to Judaea (Erasmus, Semler,
Bolten; similarly Schrader). Contrary to the text, as is also
Wetstein’s opinion : “ P. suum locum vocat, ubi ipse per praedica-
tionem evangelii ecclesiam fundaverat. Tacite se atque Sosthenem
. .. opponit peregrino falso doctori, qui in locum non suum irrep-
serat.” Others refer év wavti . . . judv to the different meeting-
places of the parties (Vitringa, Mosheim, Eichhorn, Krause, Pott,
Ewald), so that the Tomos fjudy would be the house of Justus
(Acts xviil. 7), or, generally, the place where the church had
statedly assembled at first under Paul (Ewald); and the Tom
avr@y the meeting-house of the Petrine party, perhaps the Jewish
synagogue (Pott), or, in general, the other places of assembly of
the new sections (Ewald). But the presupposition that the
church was broken up into parties locally separated from each
other (see, on the contrary, xiv. 23, xi. 17 ff) has not a single
passage in the Epistle to justify it. Bottger, Le. p. 25, holds,
strangely, that adrdv applies to the Corinthian Christians, and
nuay to those of Lower Achaie (among whom Paul is supposed to
have written ; see Introd. § 3); and Ziegler, that adrdv applies
to those in Corinth, fjudy to those staying with Paul in Ephesus,
Stephanas, Fortunatus, Achaicus (xvi. 17), and others. Hofmann
propounds the peculiar view that xai 7Audv betokens that
Paul was at home, and felt himself fo be so, wherever Christ was
invoked. As if the reader would have been capable of deducing
any such ubiquity of spiritual domicile from the simple pronoun,
and that, too, in the very address of the Epistle, without the
slightest hint from the connection.
Ver. 3. See on Rom. i 7.!

! See also the elaborate dissertation on the apost. benedictory greeting by Otto in
the Jakrb. fiir D. Theol. 1867, p. 678 ff. The origin of that greeting, liowever, is
hardly to be traced back, as the author holds, to the Aaronic blessing, Num. vi. 25 f.
Otherwise it would always be tripartite, and, in particular, would not omit the
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Vv. 4-9. Conciliatory preamble, by no means without real
praise (Hofmann), assuredly not ironical (Semler, comp. Mosheim),
which would be unwise and wrong; and not addressed merely to
the party of Paul and that of Apollos (Flatt), which is at variance
with ver. 2; but, as is alone in accordance with the character of
Paul and with the words themselves, directed to the church as a
whole under a persuasion of the truth of its contents,—bringing
forward first of all with true affection what was laudable, so far as
it existed, and lovingly leaving out of view for a time what was
blameworthy, but withal soberly keeping within the bounds of
truth and tracing all up to God.

Vv. 4, 5. Mov] as in Rom. i. 8.— wdvrore] always, to be
measured not strictly by the literal import of the word, but
by the fervour of his constant love. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 2 f ;
2 Thess. i. 3. — ém{] ground of the thanks, Phil. i. 5 ; Polyb. xviii.
26. 4 ; Valck. 2n loc. The grace of God, which had been bestowed
on them, is described more precisely in ver. 5 according to its
effects. — év X. ’I] ie. in your fellowship with Christ. By this
is denoted the specifically Christian nature of the gift, in so far,
namely, as it is not attained apart from Christ, but—otherwise it
were a worldly gift—has n Christ, as the life-element of those
who are its subjects, the distinctive sphere of its manifestation.
Just in the same way ver. 5.— &7¢] that you, namely, ete.,
epexegesis of émi 7j xdp. £.7\.— év mwavri] without limitation :
in all, in every point; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 18 ; Eph.
ii. 4; Jas. ii. 6. To this Paul forthwith, and again with év
(comp. 2 Cor. vi. 4), adds the more precise definition chosen in
reference to the state of things at Corinth : év wavti Aéye «. wdan
yvisaer: in all discourse and all knowledge—that is to say, so that
no kind of Christian aptitude of speech, or of Christian intelli-
gence, is wanting among you, but both—the former outwardly
communicative aptitude, in virtue of which a man is Swwaros
yvéow efevreiv (Clem, Cor. 1. 48); and the latter, the inward
endowment—are to be found with you richly in every formn. This
characteristic ixtos. Now, the only Epistles in which it certainly oceurs as tripar-
tite, and with #xeos, are the (post-Pauline) ones, 1 and 2 Tim. and 2 John 3 ; also
Jude 2 (but with a peculiar variation)., It was only at a later date that the Aaronic
blessing passed over into Christian liturgic use (Constitt, ap. ii. 57. 13); but a frec

reminiscence of that blessing may already be contained in the greetings of those late
Epistles,

1 COR. 1, B
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view, according to which Adyos is sermo, occurs in substance in
the Greek commentators, in Calovius, Riickert, Neander, Hofmann,
and many others, and is confirmed beyond a doubt by 2 Cor.
viil. 7, xi. 6. As to the different kinds of Christian utterance,
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 8. Aoyos is not therefore to be understood,
with Billroth, de Wette, and Maier, of the doctrine preached to
the Corinthians. Beza, Grotius, and others take Adyos to be
specially the donwm linguarum, and yviows the donum prophetiae,
which, however, is not conveyed either in the words themselves
or in the connection, and is, moreover, at variance with the sub-
ordinate importance attached to the yAwoaais Aaeiw (chap. xiv.).
Lastly, as to the running together of the two: év wdop gvdoe
Tod Aoyov (Schulz, Morus, Rosenmiiller), the very repetition of
the wdon, and the difference in point of idea between the two
words, should have dissuaded its supporters from such a view;
for Aoy. and qrdo. can as little be synonyms (Clericus, Pott) as
7327 and Ny, Clement also, 1 Cor. 1, praises the former condition
of the church with respect to Tjv Té\elav kai dopari yrvdaiv.

Ver. 6. Kafws] According as, introduces the relation of that
happy condition of things (év mavri émhovricOnte . . . yvdaer) to
its cause. See on Jobn xiii. 34, xvii. 2; 1 Cor. v. 7; Eph. i. 4;
Pril. i. 7; Matt. vi. 12.— 76 paptiprov 7ot X.] characteristic
designation of the Gospel, the publishers of which bear witness of
Christ. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 8; Aects i. 8, iii. 15, al.; 2 Thess. i. 10;
1 Peter v. 1. Comp. papr. Tov Ocod, ii. 1.— éBeBawdln] is
rendered by most: 4s confirmed, has been accredited (Mark xvi.
20; Rom. xv. 8; Heb. ii. 3, al); comp. also Riickert: “evinced
as true by its effect on you;” and Ewald: “guarantced among
you by signs of the power of the Holy Spirit.” So too, in
substance, Hofmann. It is more in keeping, however, with the
logical relation of xafws k.7 to the foregoing, as well as with
the BeBawdaer of ver. 8 (comp. 2 Cor.i. 21; Col. ii. 7), to explain
it of the gospel becoming firmly established in their souls (by stedfast
faith), so that the opposite is expressed by the Johannine Tov Adyov
obx &yere pévovra év vuiv (John v. 38). Comp. Billroth and
de Wette. — év duiv] in animis vestris.

1 ¢ Non de confirmatione externa verbi, quae fit per miracula, sed de confirmatione

interna, quac fit per testimonium Sp. 8t.,” Calovius. Chrysostom understood it of
both ; Theodoret, Theophylact, and otlers, of the miracles only.
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Ver. 7. Result of 70 papr. 7. X. éBeB. év ulv, consequently
parallel to év mavri émhout. év alr¢. The negative expression
pn votepeicfar év is conceived quite after the analogy of the
positive mhovrid. év (see on ver. 5), so that év denotes that, in
which one is behind (defectively constituted). Hence: so that ye
i no gift of grace are behind (v.e. less rich than other churches).
Comp. Plat. Pol. vi. p. 484 D: und év arhe undevi péper aperiis
vornpotvras. Ecclus. li. 24. The sense would be different, if the
words were undevds yapioparos (so that no gift of grace is lacking
to you). See Rom. iii. 2% Luke xxii. 35; John ii, 3. Rulnk.
ad T%m. p. 51. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 237 ; ad Soph. Aj. 782.
Xdpiopa is here to be taken (with Calvin and others, including
Rosenmiiller, Pott, de Wette, Maier) in the wider sense of the
spiritual blessings of Christianity generally, in so far as believers
are made partakers of them by the divine grace through the wredua
aycov (Rom. i. 11; 1 Cor. vii. 7); not, with most of the older
expositors, as well as Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, Hofmann, in
the narrower sense of the extraordinary gifts (chap. xii. ff). The
proof of this is, first, that the immediately following dmex8eyop.
k.7 X, makes the w1 dorepeiofar év pndevi yapiopar, appear as an
ethical endowment; second, that the significant retrospective
reference of the dveyxAsjTous in ver. 8 does not suit the yapiopara
in the narrower sense, but does suit all the more strikingly the
moral character of the Christian gifts of the Spirit in general.
The form of expression in the singular here stands as little in the
way of this view (in opposition to Hofmann) as at Rom. i 11,
and is, in fact, necessitated by the negative form of the discourse.
Rickert, indeed, objects: “that Paul could not at all mean here
those purely moral blessings, seeing that the Corinthians did not
possess them.” The apostle, however, is not speaking of every
individual, but of the church taken as a whole (comp. already
Chrysostom and Theophylact) ; and, moreover, expresses lLimself
with much caution in a mnegative way, so that he only needs to
answer for the presence of a sufficienter praeditum csse to stand com-
parison with other churches. — dmexdeyop. x.7\.] is a significant
accompanying definition to what has gone before : as persons, who
are not in any wise afraid of the revelation of Christ (1 Pet. 1. 7;
Col. iii. 3 f) and wish it away, but who arec waiting for it.
This waiting and that afflux of grace stand in a mutual relation
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of action and reaction. Dengel says rightly: “ Character Chris-
tiani veri vel falsi, revelationem Christi vel expectare vel horrere.”
The fact that there were among the Corinthians deniers of the
resurrection (and consequently of the Parousia in its full idea)—
which, we may add, might naturally enough cause this hope to
become all the more vividly prominent in the case of the rest—
does not take away from the truth of the words, which hold good
of the church a potiori. Just as little can they (contrary to the
winning tone of the whole preamble) have it as their design to
ferrify with the thought of the day of judgment (Chrysostom),
or to censure the doubters (Grotius, Riickert), or even to make
ironical reference to the fancied perfection of the Corinthians
(Mosheim). The participial clause, which needed neither @s nor
the article, is not merely a temporal definition—consequently “ for
the time” of the waiting (Hofmann)—any more than at Tit. ii. 13 ;
Rom. viil. 23 ; Jude 21.— awex8] denotes the perscvering ex-
pectation. See on Rom. viii. 19 ; Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opusc.
p- 150 fff. The word does not indicate the element of longing
(de Wette). See Rom. viii. 25; 1 Pet. iii. 20. For the subject-
matter, comp. Phil. iii. 20 ; Tit.1i. 13 ; 2 Tim. iv. 8; Luke xii. 36.

Ver. 8. “Os] refers to 'Incod X, not, as Flatt, Pott, Billroth,
Schrader, Olshausen, de Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Hofmann, with
the majority of interpreters, assume, to the far-distant Oeds, ver. 4,
—a view to which we are not compelled either by the ’'Iye.
Xptorod which follows (see below), or by ver. 9, seeing that the
working of the exalted Christ is in fact subordinated to the will
of God (ili. 23, xi. 3; Rom. viii. 34, al.). Comp. Winer, p. 149
[E.T.196]. The apostle, however, is so full of Christ, as he addresses
himself to his Epistle, that throughout the preamble he names Him
in almost every verse, sometimes even twice. Comp. Rom.i. 1-7.
— «ai] also, denotes that which corresponds to the amexdéyeafar
x.7\., what Christ will do. — BeBaiwaet] ornpifer, Rom. xvi. 25 ;
1 Thess. 1ii. 13 ; 2 Cor. i. 21. The future stands here not optatively
(Pott), but as expressive of a confident /Ziope in the gracious work-
ing of Christ.! — &ws Té\ous] applies not to the end of life (Calovius,

! Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and others, find in this expression an
indirect censure; as a hint that they werc sarsvigevor and tyxinuas viv Sxorcimevor
A view the more inappropriate, when we consider how natural and familiar to the
apostle was the thought expressed with respect to all his churches.
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Tlatt, and others), but, as the foregoing 7. amoxdh. &7\ and the
following év 7§ spepa k.1 clearly show, to the end of the pre-
Messianic period of the world’s history (the alwv odTos, see on
Matt. xiii. 32), which is to be ushered in by the now nearly
approaching (vii. 29, xv. 51) Parousia. Comp. x. 11; 2 Cor. i.
13. It is the cwwréheia voi aldvos, Matt. xiii. 39 f, xxiv. 3,
xxviil, 20; comp. Heb. ix. 26.— dveyxMjrovs x.7.N.] result of
the strengthening: so that yc shall be free from reproach in the day,
etc. Comp. 1 Thess. iil. 13. See respecting this proleptic usage
generally, on Matt. xii. 13 ; Phil. iii. 21, and Jacob, Quaest. ¢pic.
ii. 4, p. 136 f. Stallb. ad Plat. Rep. p. 560 D.— 700 Kvpiov
x7N] The repetition of the noun instead of the mere pronoun
is common in the classics also (Ellendt, ad Arrian. Exp. Al. 1. 55 ;
Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 6. 1), and elsewhere in the N. T. (Winer,
{c.and p. 136 [E. T. 180]). Here (asat 2 Cor.i 5; Eph. i. 13;
Col. 1, 13 f, al) it has solemn emphasis. Comp. ver. 21. — It is
to be noted, moreover, that the blamelessness in the day of Christ
(comp. Rom. viii. 33) is conditioned (2 Tim. iv. 7) by per-
severance in the faith (through which justification is appropriated),
and consequently rests on the imputation of faith (Rom. iv. 4f);
but is nevertheless, in virtue of the moral character and power
of faith, as also in virtue of sanctification through the Spirit, of a
thoroughly moral nature (Rom. vi. 1 ff, viii. 1 ff)), so that the
dvéyk\nros at the Parousia appears not, indeed, as dvapdpryTos,
but as xawny krioes év Xpiord (2 Cor. v.17), who, being divinely
restored (Eph. ii. 10; Col. iii. 10) and progressively sanctified
(1 Thess. v. 23), has worked out his own salvation (Phil ii. 12)
in the consecration of the moral power of the new spiritual life
{Rom. viii. 2 £ ; Phil i. 10 f.), and now receives the BpaBeiov of
his calling (Phil. iii. 14), the arépavos of the Sicatoatvn (2 Tim.
iv. 8), in the 8ofa of everlasting life.

Ver. 9. Ground of this confident hope. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 13;
1 Thess. v. 24; 2 Thess. iii. 3; Phil. i. 6; Rom. xi. 29, Were
the BeBaiwais on the part of Christ (ver. 8) not to take place,
the divine call to the xowwvia Tob viod adrot would remain with-
out effect, which would not be compatible with the fuithfulness
of God, from whom the call comes, and who, by His calling, gives
pledge to us of eternal salvation (Rom. viii. 30).—Riickert finds in
8¢ o, because God Himself is the caller, a veritable misuse of
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the preposition; and others, as Beza and Rosenmiiller, explain it
without ceremony by ¢’ of, which D* I' G in fact read. But
Paul is thinking here in a popular way of the call as mediated
through God. 1t is true, of course, that God is the cause princi-
palis, but the mediating agency is also God's, é£ od xal & ob Ta
wdvra (Rom. xi. 36); hence both modes of representation may
occur, and &ed may be used as well as dmd, wherever the context
does not make it of importance to have a definite designation of
the primary cause as such. Comp. Gal. i. 1 ; Plat. Symp. p. 186 E,
Pol. ii. p. 379 E.  Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1. p. 15 ; Bernhardy, p. 235 f.
—The rowwvia 700 viod alrod is the fellowship with the Son of
God (genitive, as in 2 Cor. xi. 13; Phil. ii. 1; 2 Pet. i. 4), 7.c. the
having part in the filial relation of Christ, which, however, is not
to be understood of the temporal relation of sonship, Gal. iii. 26 £.
(vowwviay qap viod THv vioOeoiav éxdhese, Theodoret), nor of
ethical fellowship (Grotins, Hofmann, and many others), but, in
accordance with the idea of the xaielv which always refers to the
Messianic kingdom, of fellowsiip of the glory of the Son of God in
the eternol Messianic life!—a fellowship which will be the glorious
completion of the state of viofeaia (Gal. iv. 7). It is the 8ofa Téw
téxvwy Tob Ocod (Rom. viii. 21), when they shall be cuyxhypovduor
to0 Xpiorod, alppopdor of His image, cvpBacihelovtes and auv-
SofaclOivres, Rom. viii. 17; comp. vv. 23, 29; 2 Thess. ii. 14;
Col. iii. 4; Phil. iii. 20f.; 1 Cor. xv. 48 f.; 2 Tim. ii. 12.

Ver. 10-iv. 21. First section of the Epistle: respecting the
parties, with a defence of the apostie’s way of teaching.

Vv. 10-16. Exhortation to unity (ver. 10), statement of the
character of their party-division (vv. 11, 12), and kow wrong it
was (vv. 13-16).

Ver. 10. * Exhortation, however, lest ye miss this end of your
calling, exhortation 1 give to you,” etc. — adepoi] winning and
tender form of address, often introduced by Paul just at the
point where he has a serious word to speak. Ver. 11, vii. 29,
x. 1, xiv. 20, al. — 8w Tod dvopaTos x.TN] by means of the name,
etc., while I point you to the name of Christ, which, in. truth,
constitutes the one confession of all His disciples, and thereby set
before you the motive to follow my exhortation. Comp. Rom.
xii. 1, xv. 30; 2 Cor. x. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 12. 'Were the meaning

1 Comp. Weiss, biblische Theol, p. 310.
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¢z mandato Christt (Heumann, Semler, Ernesti, and Rosenmiiller),
it would be expressed by év 7 dvop. (v. 4; 2 Thess. iii. 6, al.).
— Wa] design, and in this form of conception, contents of the mwapa-
ra\d, as in xvi, 12,15 ; 2 Cor. viil. 6,ix. 5; 2 Thess.ii. 17, and
often in the Symnoptic Gospels.— 76 adro Néynre] agreement of
confessional utterance, as opposed to the party-confessions of faith,
at variance with each other, ver. 12. Luther renders it appro-
priately : “ einerlei Rede fithret.” The consensus animorum is only
expressed in the sequel (e 8¢ xarnpriop. k.7M); in the first
instance it is the outstanding manifestation of the evil that Paul
has in view. This in opposition to Erasmus, Grotius, Estius,
1Wolf, and many others, including Heydenreich and Billroth, who
explain the phrase of this inward agreement, which Paul would
have known well how to express by 76 adto ¢ppoveiy (Rom. xv. 5 ;
Phil. ii. 2; 2 Cor. xiii. 11), or in some similar correct way, and
which, even in such passages as Thuc. v. 31. 5, Polyb. ii. 62, is not
cxpressed, but presupposed. More expressive still is Polyb. v.104. 1 :
Myew & kal Talro, to speak one and the same thing. — xai un 7 év
Up. oxiopara] the same thought in prohibitive form (comp. Rom.
-xii. 14, al.), but designating the evil forbidden morc generally,
according to its category. — ijre 8¢ k.T.N.] 8¢, but rather, but on the
contrary (see Hartung, Partikell. T p. 171 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 360 ;
Baeuml. Partik. p. 95), introduces what ought to be the case
instead of the forbidden wxal uy xTA. — rkatnpTicuévol] fully
adjusted, established in the 1ight frame (Vulg. perfecti; Theophyl.
Té\etor). Comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Gal. vi. 1 ; Heb. xiii. T1; 1 Pet.
v. 10; Luke vi. 40. When there are divisions in a society, the
kardprioes is wanting (2 Cor. xiil. 9; comp. xartapriauss, Eph.
iv. 12); hence Greek writers also use xartaprifew in speaking of
the establishment of right relations by the removal of disunion (as
here), sedition, or the like, Herod. v. 28. 106 ; Dion. Hal. Antt.
iii. 10. 'Whether any figurative reference, however, of xarnpr.
to the original seuse of oyiocuara, fissurae, be intended (to make
whole and good again what was broken or rent, comp. Matt. iv. 21 ;
Mark i. 19; Esdr.iv. 12, 13,16 ; Herod.v. 106), as Bos, Elsner,
Valckenaer, Pott, Heydenreich, and others think, and as Luther,
Calvin (*“apte cohaereatis”), and Beza (“coagmentati”) express
by their renderings, may be doubted, because Paul does not more
precisely and definitely indicate such a conception; while, on
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the other hand, it was exceedingly common to use oyiocua abso-
lutely, and without special thought of its original material refer-
ence (Matt. ix, 16), to denote dissidium (John vii. 43, ix. 16,
x. 19; 1 Cor. xi. 18, and even xii. 25). — év 76 adrd vor r.T.\.]
the sphere, in which they were to be xarnpr. Comp. Heb. xiii. 21.
Nobs and yvduy differ as wnderstanding and opinion. Through
the fact, namely, that Christians in Corinth thought differently
(voss) on important matters, and in consequence of this difference
of thinking, formed in a partisan spirit different opinions and judg-
ments (yvoun), and fought for these against each other, the 7o
avTo Méyew was wanting and oyicuaTa prevailed. In opposition
to this, the Corinthians were to agree together in Christian think-
ing! and judging; the right state of things was to establish itself
among them in opovoelv and opoyvwpovety (Thuc. ii. 97; Dem.
281. 21; Polyb. xxviii. 6. 2). In épides, ver. 11, we have the
manifestation of the opposite of both of these, of Christian same-
ness of thought and opinion. That sameness, therefore, does
not preclude the friendly discussion of points of difference in
thought and judgment, with a view to mutual better under-
standing and the.promotion of harmony, but it doubtless does
preclude party-differences and hostility. ’AppiaByrovae pév yap
kal O ebvowav of dihov Tols Ppios, épilovar 8é oi Siapopoi Te
xal éyOpol dAijhows, Plat. Prot. p. 337 B. Many other inter-
preters take yvdun as referring to the practical disposition (to
love) ; whereas vods denotes the theorctical understanding. See
Chirysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact, who says: érav yap T
abmyy wioTw Exwpey, uy cvvartoueba 8¢ Katd TV dyaTiy, Ta pév
atta vooduev, Siiordueba 8¢ rata THv yvounv. But this sepa-
ration between theory and practice is quite arbitrary ; and ywoun
never means in the N. T. “ disposition,” but always (even in Rev.
xvil. 13, 17) scntentia, judicium. Comp. the classical s adris
yrouns elvas, to have one and the same view, Thuec. i 113, iii. 70.
Eur. Hee. 127: éx wids yvouns, Dem. 147, 1: & wids yrduns
ylveaOas, Isocr. Paneg. 38 : v abryy éyew yvduny, Plat. Ale. 2,
p- 139 A, The converse : éyévovro Siya ai yvduar, Herod. vi. 109.

Ver. 11. Motive for the foregoing exhortation. — Jmd Tdv
XXons] comp. Rom. xvi. 10; Winer, p. 179 [E. T. 238]. What

Y The sense of * disposition” is wrongly attributed to voos (Riickert, Neander,
Maier), This is not the case even in Rom. i. 28, xii. 2; Epb. iv. 17 ; see in loc.
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persons belonging to Chloe are meant, was as well known to the
readers as it is unknown to us. Grotius and Valckenaer under-
stood “mortuac Chloes liberos;” others generally, “those of her
household ;" others, again, “slaves,” as undoubtedly such genitives
are sometimes to be explained by Soihos (Schaef. ad Bos. Ell. p.
117 £); comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 60 A.  Chloe herself is commonly
held to be a Corinthian Christian, members of whose household
had come to Ephesus. It seems, however, more in accordance with
apostolic discretion to suppose (with Michaelis) that she was an
Ephesian well known to the Corinthians, members of whose
household had been in Corinth and returned thence.—The name
(familiar as a surname of Demeter) occurs also elsewhere; Hor.
Od.i. 23,iii. 9. 6; Long. Past. 7. We may add that Bengel
remarks well on édnhafn (comp. Col. i. 8): “exemplum delationis
bonae nec sine causd celandae.” It was in fact the fulfilment of
a duty of love.

Ver. 12. Now what I mean (by this &piles év Juiv elae) is this
(which follows), that, etc. Regarding the explicative Aéyw, com-
mon also in Greek writers, comp. Gal. iii. 17 ; Rom. xv. 8. Calvin
and Beza understand it, making TefTe retrospective: I say this,
because, ete.  But, not to speak of the less suitable meaning thus
attained, TodTo in all parallel passages points invariably forward
(Gal. iii, 17 ; Eph. iv. 17; 1 Cor. vii. 29, xv. 50), except when,
as in vil. 35, Col. ii. 4, a clause expressive of design follows.—
éxaoros] Kach of you speaks in one of the forms following.
Comp. xiv. 26. Clrysostom says aptly : od yap uépos, dA\a 7o
way émevéueto Tijs éxxhnoias 1) ¢pbopa. — Nothing is to be sup-
plied with the genitive ITadAov x.7.\., for eival Tivos means o belong
to any one, addictum esse. See Seidl. ad Eur. El. 1098 ; Ast,
Lex. Plat. I p. 621 ; Winer, p. 184 [E. T. 243 {]. — Kn¢a] The
Jewish name (X2'3) is so usual with Paul (iii. 22, ix. 5, xv. 5, and
see the critical remarks on Gal. 1. 18) that it is only in Gal. ii. 7, 8
that we find ITérpos employed by him; hence the less may we
regard Kn¢a here as taken directly from the lips of the Jewish
Petrine party (Estius).—The order of the four nawmes is Zistorical,
following that in which the parties successively arose.— For
a connected review of them and the relative literature, see Introd.
§ 1. The following remarks may be added from the exegetical
standpoint: (1) The Xpioroi and ver. 14 {f. invalidate at once the
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theory held by the Fathers (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius,
Theophylact, and others, see Ribiger, krit. Unters. p. 9) and
many of the older commentators, including Michaelis, and based
principally on iv. 6, that the three first names were fictitious
merely, and used in order to avoid bringing forward by name
the real heads of the parties. (2) There can be no reduction of
the number of the parties below jfour, although many attempts
have been made to bring together not only the partisans of Paul
and of Apollos (as having but a formal difference), but also the
Petrine and the Christine parties (J. E. Chr. Schmidt, Bibl. f. Krit.
u. Exeg. I. p. 91 ; Baur in the T%ib. Zeitschr. 1831, 4, p. 61 ff, and
in his Paulus, I. p. 291 ff,, ed. 2; also Billroth, Lechler, and
others); or else—which, however, is merely a drawing of them
together in form—to reduce the four to two main parties, the
apostolic and the Christine (Neander, Jaeger, and Schenkel);
or, lastly, by exegetical expedients (Ribiger), either to get rid of
the Christ-party altogether (see below), or at least to take them
out of the list of parties by assuming that they were approved
of by the apostle (Schott, with older interpreters). Paul, in fact,
sets forth quite uniformly four definite diversities of confession
standing in contrast, and then shows in ver. 13 how sad and how
preposterous this state of division was.—In the face of this mani-
fest mode of reckoning and disposing of the parties by the apostle
himself in this passage, several theories, respecting more particu-
larly (3) the Clirist-party, must be dismissed as untenable. Among
these is (a) the view repeatedly brought forward from the days
of Chrysostom :* “ Mentionem eorum propterea fecit una cum illis,
quod, cujusnam generis essent dissidia inter Cor. excitata, perspicue
cxplicare non poterat, nisi ita, ut diceret, alios hunec, alios illum
praeferre doctorem, aliis (recte quidem, 1 Cor. iii. 23) se Christi
sectatores simpliciter appellantibus” (Schott, Isag. 233). With
respect to this, it is to be observed that iii. 28 implies not the
justification of those Aéyovres: éyw 8¢ Xpiorod, but the truth of
the idea,’ from the abuse of which that fourth party arose which

1 He, however, holds that Paul added ““tya 3t Xporos"” xai ofxodey (i€, &@' tavrop,
as Theophylact has it), BovAsutvar BrpiTpor 73 iyxAnpa womcas xai Jsifzs olre xai wiv
Xpiorov ¢is pipos dobivra O, £l xal uh obrws imolovy wovro ixcivas. Comp, also Theodoret,
who lays stress on the special wisdom of this procedure.

2 The rightness of the confession : iyd 3 Xposos, considered in and by itself,
explaing also why Clement, 1 Cor, 47, mentions only tho other three parties and



CHAP. I. 12, 27

in the passage before us appears under a precisely similar con-
demnation to that of the other three. (b) The theory invented
by Baur' in behalf of the antagonism between Paulinism and
Petrinism (comp. also Lechler, p. 386): that the same party
called themselves both 7ods Kne¢d, because Peter had the
primacy among the apostles of the Jews, and also Tovs Xpiorol,
because they held direct connection with Christ to be the main
mark of true apostleship, and therefore counted Paul far behind
the other apostles ;2 that the Christ-party, in fact, were the most
thoroughgoing disciples of Peter (comp. Billroth and Credner,
Einl. see. 132 ; also Reuss, and especially Holsten, z Ev. d. Paul.
w. Petr. p. 25 £). (¢) The opinion of Becker, that the Christine
party were Jewish-Christians, who had attached themselves to the
followers of Peter that had come from a distance to Corinth, but,
as having been converted by Paul and Apollos, liad called them-
selves not after Peter, but after Christ. (d) Ribiger's view,
according to which the Christ-party is purely a creation of the
exegetes, éyw 8¢ Xpiorol being the utterance common to the three
partics ; so that all, indeed, professed allegiance to Christ, but the
strife between them consisted in this, “that they made participa-
tion in Christ dependent on different teachers, each holding that
they, inasmuch as they belonged to a particular teacher, had the
real and true Christ,—a better Christ than the others” This ex-
planation, if we judge in accordance with the preceding elements in
ver. 12, is an exegetical impossibility. It has been already well

not the Christ-party as well. He is speaking against the attachment to human party-
leaders. He might indeed, in some way suitable to the connection of his exhorta-
tion, have brought in the Christine party (which he doubtless would have done, if
they had been as bad as they have been made out to be of late), but there was no
necessity for his doing so. Hence it is unwarrantable to infer (with Ribiger) the
non-cexistence of a special Christine party from its non-mention. Origen also does not
quote the iy& 3 Xpiwrov with the rest of the passage in one instance, although he
does in another.

1 See Beyschlag, p. 225 fl.—Hilgenleld (see his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 241) calls Baur's
dissertation of 1831, *‘ the ancestral stronghold of our whole criticism.” If so, itisa
ruin, like so many other ancestral strongholds. It could not so much as stand firm
against the simple words iy 3 Xpiwrod, into which Baur put a meaning as if Paul
had written : iyd 3t rev dmosriiwv Xpioxos, The confession iyd 3i Xpiorob necess
sarily transcends all apostolic anthority, and excludes it.

# Comp. Hilgenfeld, who holds that they were immediate disciples of Christ, who
sought to establish the exclusive authority of the original apostles, denying to Paul
the Xpioroi slvas, See also Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 165 f.
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said by Calovius: “Et illi, qui a Christo Christianos se dicebant,
quatenus ab aliis sese per schisma separabont, illo nomine sibi solum
appropriate, schismatis rei erant.” Since they are ranked, just as
the others, under the category of the ayiouara and épides (vv. 10,
11), and their fault is set before them as before the others, ver.
13, by pepép. 0 Xpiards, we cannot even characterize them, with
Eichhorn, as neutrals.—To name Christ as their Head was so ex-
tremely natural for a party who, as contrasted with the others,
wished to keep themselves free from all authority of human
teachers (see Introd. § 1; also Riickert, Bleek, Einl., Hofm. 16 £,
that there is no need whatever for any attempt at a different ex-
planation ; such as Eichhorn’s imagination, that they rested upon
the sayings of Jesus in the Protevangelium ; or the view of Grotius,
Witsius, Wetstein, and Ziegler, that they had heard Christ them-
selves,' or at least their founder had (if the former, how dispropor-
tionately small must their number needs have been! and if the
latter, they would surely have named themselves after their founder,
since Peter, too, was a personal disciple of Christ). Equally unde-
serving of acceptance is Storr’s view (Opusc. II. p. 252 ff.), adopted
by Rosenmiiller, Krause, Hug, Heydenreich, and Flatt (comp. also
Bertholdt, Einl. VI, p. 3319), that they had called themselves 7o
XpioTod, as followers of James the brother of Christ. This is an
empty conjecture, not to be supported by ix. 5, xv. 9; and it
has, besides, especially this against it, that the followers of the
venerated James would have had no ground, as distinguished from
the other parties, for not calling themselves of 7ot ’IaxdSov or
ol Tob adehgpod Tob Kupiov, and that James also would have been
mentioned with the rest in iii. 22, as well as in Clem. 1 Cor. 47, if
the Christ-party had not referred themselves directly to Christ.—
This claim, moreover, of a direct relation to Christ as regards His
exclusive authority, found its sufficient ground and justification
in the general acquaintance with the doctrine and work of Christ,
which was owing to the living presence of the gospel tidings in
the churches. There is no evidence in the Epistles themselves of

V This view is taken up again by Thiersch, d. Kirche im apost. Zeitalter, p. 143 fl.
He regards the Christ-party as personal disciples of Christ, who had come to Corinth
from Jerusalem and probably also from Rome, with Pharisaic views, proud of their
Hebrew descent and of their having knowa Christ in the flesh, disputing the apostle-
ship of Paul, etc.
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any other and peculiar connection with the Lord being laid claim
to by the Christ-party. This holds especially of Schenkel's
view, that the Christ-party, consisting of Jewish-Christians from
Asia Minor with theosophic training, had asserted a supernatural
connection with Christ through wvisions and revelations, their
spiritual condition consequently having its analogues at a later
date in Cerinthus, Marcion, the Montanists, and the like ; and that
this party bad its continuation in those who opposed the preshy-
ters in Clement’'s Epistle. Schenkel’s theory (defended also by
Grimm in the Zit. Bl zur ally. Kirchenzeit. 1851, No. 82) bases
itself especially on the passages ix. 1; 2 Cor. x. 7, xii. 1. To
explain these, however, there is no need to suppose any allusion
to theosophic opponents, or any reference to the Christ-party at
all, since Paul—more especially if they had been a party standing
in such (fanatical) antagonism 4n point of principle to himself—
would have combated them directly and in detail, and that in
the section of the Epistle which deals expressly with the party-
divisions (down to iv. 21)! And to connect them with the
opponents of the presbyters in Clement is all the more arbitrary,
because that writer, while finding a parallel to the factions which
he blames in the parties of Paul, Apollos, and Peter, makes no
reference whatsoever to the Christ-party,—a silence which is
eloquent enough to make us hesitate in ascribing to them any
such extreme and dangerous character as some have lately im-
puted to them, and to incline us rather to the view of their
fundamental principle being one in itself sound, but perverted in
its application by party-spirit. In addition to de Wette, Lutter-
beck, and Maier, Goldhorn and Dihne agree in substance with
Schenkel, seeking amidst differences in detail to prove the exist-
ence of Jewish-Alexandrian philosophy in the Christ-party ; just
as Kniewel (comp. Grimm) regards them as forerunmers of the
Gnostics. According to Ewald, they are the adherents of some
unknown teacher of Esscne views, who, “founding, doubtless, on
some special evangelic writing, and in accordance therewith exalt-
ing the example of Christ personally above all else, disapproved
of marriage;” they were, in truth, the first Christian monks and

! The force of thisargument is doubtless evaded by the assumption, that the leaders

of the party had probably not developed their hurtful influence until after the
arrival in Corinth of our first Epistle. DBut this is simply an unwarranted evasion.
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Jesuits! But it is very doubtful whether the rejection of mar-
riage in chap. vii. should be traced precisely to the Christ-party ;
and, apart from this, there is not in the Epistles to the Corin-
thians a single vestige of the phenomena of Essene Christianity,
or in particular of Essene asceticism, as at Rome and Colossae ;
while, on the other hand, the rejection of marriage does not
appear among the Romans and Colossians who held Essene views.
Comp. on vil. 1.—Tastly, after this examination of the different
views entertained regarding the Christ-party, the question whether
they were Jewish (as commonly held) or Gentile Christians answers
itself to this effect, that {hey were composed of both elements, as also
were the adherents of Paul and of Apollos. For we have not the
slightest ground for assuming that, when the division in the church
arose upon matters turning on the respect due to individual men,
it was either Jewish Christians alone, or Gentile Christians alone,
who gave themselves to the idea of renouncing the acknowledg-
ment of any human teacher, and seeking instead to be Tob
XpioTod. This holds good in particular against Neander, who
makes the Christ-party to be Gentile Christians, of a certain
philosophic culture and of rationalistic tendency, to whom Christ
appeared as a second, perhaps greater, Socrates, but who could
uot bring themselves to accept the doctrine of Christ in the form
given to it by the apostles, and sought rather by philosophic
criticism, which they exercised also on the doctrine of the resur-
rection (chap. xv.), to separate, possibly with the help of a collec-
tion of the sayings of the Lord, the pure teaching of Christ from
the mass of received material. In how totally different a way
must Paul have come forward against any such syncretistic
rationalism ! See, besides, in reply to this, Beyschlag, p. 220 ff.
Altogether, there were but few men of philosophic training who
had come over to Christianity at Corinth (ver. 26); and those
who had at least a philosophic tendency found the food for which
they sought with Apollos. And it is a groundless assumption to
maintain that what Paul says against worldly wisdom (chap. i. 2)

1 According to Ewald's Qesch. d. apost. Zeit. p. 506 f., ed. 3, they readily allowed
themselves to be carried away by the zeal for the law of their Pharisaic brethren, and
became a support for their position. Those of the Christ-party with Pharisaic ten-
dencies were joined, too, by some who boasted that they had once known Christ

Himself familiarly, nay, that they had seen Him when risen from the dead, so that
they laid claim to apostolic estimation.
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is spoken with a polemic reference to the Christ-party (this in
opposition to Schenkel, Jaeger, Goldhorn, Diihne, Kniewel, and
others); see, on the contrary, chap. iii, and iv. 6. In like
manner, too, it is arbitrary, and in any case unsafe to-proceed,
from the point at which Paul passes from discussing the state
of division in the church to speak of other existing evils (from
chap. v. onwards), to apportion the latter among the several
parties, and by this method, as well as by means of expressions
and details from the second Epistle, to depict the character more
especially of the Christ-party, whom Jaeger' makes in this
manner to appear in the most damaging light, while Osiander?
treats them prejudicially in another way, finding in them the
originators of sectarian Ebionitism. Beyschlag, too, in his inves-
tigation, proceeds by the same uncertain path, putting together
the characteristics of the Christ-party especially from the second
Epistle. According to him they were Judaists, although free
from Judaistic errors in doctrine, who depreciated the apostle
Paul, but prided themselves on their Hebrew origin, their labours
and sufferings for Christ, their more precise historical acquaint-
ance with and information regarding Christ, whom they had
known personally, as also on their visions and revelations of
Him. In connection with this view, Beyschlag is forced to
assume that it was only in the interval between the first and
second Epistle that the Christ-party had developed such keen and
personal antagonism to the apostle,—an assumption made also by
Hilgenfeld. If, notwithstanding this development of hostility,
they are to be taken as Judaists free from Judaistic anti-Pauline
doctrine, we stand confronted by a complete anomaly in the history
of the antagonism between the Judaistic and the Pauline currents
in the apostolic church, so far as that is known to us from other
quarters. And it seems the less possible to explain this anomaly
by the supposition of a cunning reticence on the part of the per-

1 He depicts them as wealthy Jewish Christians, familiar with Greek science, who
professed attachment to the spirit of Christianity alone, but concealed under this
mask lawlessness and immorality, and were deniers of the resurrection.

2 Originating, according to him, from the Petrine party, they had, while holding
fast to the idea of Christ being the Supreme teacher, fallen into a one-sided way
of considering only His appearance as a man on earth, and more especially His
teaching, and of allowing the theocratic aspect of the Lord’s lile and work to pass
more out of sight.
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sons in question, the more we see how bitter and passionate their
opposition to Paul must have been, and the more we find it
difficult—considering their cunning—to perceive why they should
not have contented themselves with making common cause with the
Petrine party, instead of forming a distinet faction of their own.
Ver. 13. Mepépiorar 0 Xpiorés] affirmative (with Lachmann
and Kniewel; so Twés as early as Theodoret), not interrogatory
(as commonly taken), setting forth the tragical result of the afore-
said state of party-division, ver. 12, and that with arresting
emphasis from the absence of any connective particle : Christ is
divided ! d.e. in place of being whole and undivided, the One
common Christ of all, He is broken up into different party-Christs !
Such, that is to say, is the actual appearance of things when, of
several parties mutually exclusive of one another, each seems to
have its own separate Christ? The reproach here conveyed suits
the Christ-party also (against Rébiger), just as forming a party,
but not them alone (Hofmann). The inéerrogatory rendering, com-
mon since Chrysostom : Js Christ divided ? taken as a question of
surprise, has nothing against it linguistically (see esp. Valckenaer,
IL. p. 71 £)), but it is liable to the objection that it is only with
the following p+ that the text gives us to recognise the beginning
of the interrogative address. Had Paul intended peuép. 0 X. as a
question, it would have been most natural for him in the flow of
his discourse to carry on the same form of interrogation, and say :
3 IHadhos éor. Um. dp.  The text, I may add, gives no warrant for
interpreting XpioTos of the corpus Chr. mysticum, ie. the church
(Estius, Olshausen, and others ; 7wés in Theodoret), or even of the
doctrina Chr., which is not varia ef multiplex (Grotius, Mosheim,
Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller). — w5 ITatXos wxr\.] Paul surely
was not, ete.  From this point on to ver. 16 the incongruous nature
of the first party-confession of fuith is specially exposed. Bengel
aptly remarks: “ Crux et baptismus nos Christo asserit; relata:
redimere, se addicere.” The two questions correspond to the mutual
connection between belicving and being baptized. — Umép] on behalf
1 The conception is not that Christ is broken up into parts or fragments, so that the
one party should possess this, the other that, part (see Baur, de Wette, Riickert, Calvin,
etc., with Chrysostom and Theophylact); for each party gave itself out as the possessor
of the whole Christ, not simply of a part, He standing to it in the relation of its Lord

and Head. To this conception corresponds, too, the iya 3t Xpioros, instead of which it
would not have been necessary that it should run, izez § Xpirris, as Hofimann objects.
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of, in the sense of atonement.! Comp. on Gal. i. 4; Eph. v. 2.
—els 70 Gvopa] in reference to the name, as the name of him who
is to be henceforth the object of the faith and confession of the
individual baptized. Comp. on Matt. xxviil. 19 and Rom. vi. 3.
—There was no need of a single word more regarding the jfirst
of these two questions ; the answer to it was so self-evident. But
as to the sccond, the apostle has some remarks to make, vv. 14-16.

Vv. 14, 15. God be thanked, that I baptized only a very
few among you! Accordingly no room has been left for the
reproach being brought against me, as it might otherwise have
been, that I had baptized into my own name! ¢ Providentia
divina regnat saepe in rebus, quarum ratio postea cognoscitur”
(Bengel). Riickert finds fault with the wecakness of this proof,
since it was surely the same thing whether Paul had baptized
personally or through his assistants, But unjustly. For, since
Paul was not generally in the habit of baptizing in person, had
he himself baptized many in Corinth, this might undoubtedly
have been made use of afterwards by perverse minds for the pos-
sible slander that there was a specialty in the case, that he had
baptized with his own hand in Corinth, because he did it into Ais
own name—a purpose for which, of course, he could not have
employed others. Hofmann suggests wrongly : they might have
interpreted it, as though he had wished to place the persons con-
cerned “ i a peculiar relation” to himself. This imported inde-
finiteness is against the definite sense of the words. Just as he
lad said before, that it was not /e who had been crucified for
them in place of Christ, so he says further, that they had not
been baptized into Ais name instead of the name of Christ. But
the two points just show how wholly absurd the confession éyw
wév elpe ITavMov is, because it would have such absurd premisses.
— Kpiomov] See Acts xviii. 8. — I'aiov] See on Rom. xvi. 23. —
#a pn] is never elsewhere, and is not here, to be taken as: so that
not, but it denotes the design, arranged in the divine providential
leading, of the o0déva Ju. éBdmTica (comp. ver. 17; 2 Cor. 1. 9, al.).

1 Lachm. reads =i pav, instead of éwip suav, following only B D* ; too weakly
attested, and deserving of rejection also on this ground, that Paul always uses saip
(cven in 1 Thess. v. 10) where the death of Christ is placed in relation to per-
sons, for whom He died. Comp. on xv. 3, which is the only certain passagein Paul's
writings where éxip occurs with an abstract term. See also Wieseler on Gal. i 4.

1 COR. I. c
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Ver. 16. Another Corinthian family baptized by him occurs to
his mind. He adds it conscientiously, and then cuts off any
possibility of his being reproached with untruthful omission by
Novmov ovk olda 7M. Regarding Stephanas, we know nothing
save from xvi. 15, 17.—Adowmév is the simple ceterum, otherwise,
besides that. Comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11 ; 1 Thess. iv. 1 ; frequent in
Greek writers also after Polybius.

Vv. 17-31. Paul justifics the simplicity of his way of tcaching
by the contents of the gospel. 'This, like all that follows on to
iv. 21, is directed primarily against the pride of wisdom displayed
by the party which certainly threatened most danger in the cir-
cumstances of the Corinthian church,—the party, namely, of
Apollos (not that of Christ) ; see iii. 4, iv. 6. As to the Petrine
and the Christine-party, there is no special entering into details;
it is only in passing that the judgment is extended so as to
include them also (see iii. 22).

Ver. 17. Rapid and skilful fransition (comp. Rom. 1. 16) fo this
(00 yap ... edaryy.),! and theme of the section (oVx év codla ... Xpio-
7ob). — 0¥ «yap x.7\.] In the assured consciousness that the design
of his apostolic mission was feaching, Paul recognised that baptizing,
as an external office and one that required no special gift, should
as a rule be left to others, the apostolic dmnpérar (Acts xiii. 5), in
order to avoid, for his own part, being drawn away from follow-
ing out that higher aim, which was his specific calling. A very
needful and salutary division of duties, considering the multitude
of those converted by him! Peter, too, acted in the same way (Aects
X. 48), and perhaps all the apostles. Nor was this contrary to
Christ’s command in Matt. xxviii. 19, seeing that, according to
it also (comp. Luke xxiv. 47; Mark xvi. 15), teaching was the
main business of the apostolic office, while the baptismal com-
mand was equally fulfilled by baptism performed by means of;
others authorized by the apostles?— od ... dAN] is not here,

1 Suggested mnaturally by what had been said in vv. 14, 16, and without any
ironical side-glance at those who had prided themselves on their daptizers (Calovius);
in particular, not levelled at Loastings on this ground on the part of Jewish-Chris-
tians who had been baptized by Peter (Hofmann); nor yet agninst feachers “qui
praetextu ceremoniae gloriolam venantur ” (Calvin and Osiander). Such polemical
references are dragged in without warrant in the text.

% According to Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 369, baptism was performed on the
others by those three, who themselves had been first Dbaptized by Paul, and who
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any more than elsewhere, to be taken as equivalent to non fam . . .
quam (Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Estius, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt,
Pott, and others; comp. also Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 785), but
absolutely (see Winer, p. 461 ff. [E. T. 621 ff.]; Klotz, ad Devar.
p- 9 £); and the absoluteness of the negation is not at all to be
set down to the account of the strong rhetorical colouring (Riickert,
comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 306 [E. T. 356]). o baptize was
really not the purpose for which Christ sent Paul, but Zo preach
(Acts ix. 15, 20, xxii. 15, xxvi. 16—-18); in saying which it is
not implied that he was not authorized to administer baptism (els
pev ydp To petlov dmeaTaln, awo 8¢ Tob kal TO ElaTTov évepyely
odx éxwnifn, Theophylact), but sent in order to baptize he was
not. Comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact.— oix év
ooig Aoyov] does not belong to dméor. (Storr, Flatt), which
would be an involved construction, but links itself closely to
ebaryyerleabar, as telling in what element that does not take
place. The negation is oljective, attaching to the object (Kiihner,
II. § 714. 1; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 257 ff.), negativing actually
the év gopia; hence not wif. That godpla Adyov is not the same
as Noyos adgos, N. oecopiopévos (Erasmus, Grotius, and many
others, including Flatt and Pott), but emphasizes copia as the
main conception, may be seen in Winer, p. 221 f. [E. T. 296 f]:
to preach without wisdom of speceh, without the discourse having
a philosophic character,—as desired by the Hellenic taste. We
are not to apply this, however, to the philosophic contents of the
teaching (Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and others), but to the form,
which consists in the clothing of the doctrine in philosophic garb,
in speculative skill, argumentative reasoning, illustration, elabora-
tion of the matter, and the like, together with the effect which this,
from the nature of the case, may have upon the doctrine itself.
" For it followed as a matter of course from Paul's being sent by
Christ, that he was not to preach a doctrine of this world’s wisdom
(as did Plato, Aristotle, the Sophists, etc.); what he had to do
was to deliver the substance of the edayyehifegfar—which is in
truth given for all cases alike—vwithout casting it in any philo-

hiad become overseers. Against this view it may be at once urged, that if Le had
regarded the baptism of those three in that light, Stephanas would not have
occurred to him only by way of afterthought. DBesides, there must have been
baptized converts there before a presbytery could be erected. Comp. Acts xiv. 23.



36 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTIITANS.

sophic mould ; his specch was not to be v goia, lest its substance
should lose its essential character. This substance was the crucified
Christ, about whom he had to preach, not in the style and
mode of presentation used by the wisdom of this world,—not in
such a way that his preaching would have been the setting forth
of a Christian philosophy of religion, Even the dialectic element
in Paul’s discourses widely differs from anything of this sort. —
tva py) kevwbi k7] aim of the edayy. odx év cod. N.: in order
that the cross of Christ might not be cmptied (comp. Rom. iv. 14)
of its essence divinely cffectual for salvation (Rom. i. 16). The
eross of Christ—that Christ was crucified (and thereby won salva-
tion for us),—this fact alone was the pure main substasce (“nucleus
et medulla,” Calovius) of the apostolic preaching, and as such has
the essential quality of proving itself in all believers the saving
power of God, and of thereby, in the way of inward living experi-
ence, bringing to nought all human wisdom (vv. 18, 19 ff.).
Now, had the cross of Christ been preached év codia Adyou, it
would have been emptied of its divine and essential power to
bless, since it would then have made common cause with man’s
wisdom, and therefore, instead of overthrowing the latter, would
have exalted it and made it come, totally alien in pature as it
was, in place of itself. Bengel says well : “Sermo autem crucis
il heterogencwm admittit.” — With marked emphasis, 6 oravpos
10D XpioTod is put last.

Ver. 18. Establishment of the foregoing fa u7 ... XpioTod.
Were, namely, the doctrine of the cross, although folly to the un-
believing, not a power of God to believers, it would be impossible
to speak of a Wa puy xevwbi of its substance, the cross of Christ,
as the aim of the edayy. odx év o. A.— The éor{ with the
dative expresses the actual relation in which the Aéyos stands to
both ; it is for them in fuct (not, as might be thought, simply in
their judgment) the one and the other.— 7oZs damoAuu.] to those
who are incurring (eternal) amoireta. Comp. 2 Cor i, 15,
iv. 3; 2 Thess. ii. 10. The present participle! betokens either
the certainty of the future destruction (Bernhardy, p. 371), or
it brings the being lost before us as a development which is

1 Bengel's ingenious exposition : ‘qui evangelium audire coepit, nec ut perditus
nec ut salvus habetur, sed est quasi in bivio, et nunc aut perit aut salvatur,” is
wrecked on the word v, which the audire coepit does not suit.
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already taking place in them ; just as Tois cwlou., thosc who arc
being saved wnto Messianic bliss. From xv. 2, Rom. v. 9, 10,
viii, 24, al., also Eph. ii. 5-8, the former mode of conceiving it
seems to be the correct one; comp. ii. 6. Paul designates in this
way the believers and unbelievers, amé Tob Té\ovs Tds wpoon-
opias Tibels, Theodoret. He has certainly (Riickert) conceived
of both classes as predestinated (ver. 24; Rom. viii. 29, ix. 11,
19, 22 f.; Eph. 1. 4 £; 2 Thess. ii. 13, al); but this point re-
mains here out of view.— pwpia] This doctrine is to them (to
their conscious experience) an absurdity (uwpia Te xai ahoyla,
Plat. Epin. p. 983 E; Dem. 397, pen.). Why? see ver. 22.
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 3. Billroth’s answer is un-Pauline. — #juiy]
is not put last out of modesty (Billroth), but because the em-
phasis of the contrast lies on the idea of 7ois cwlop. Comp.
Lur. Phocniss. 1738. Pors.: é\alvew Tov qépovra u' éx mdrpas.
— 8Uvauss Oeod] Comp. on Rom. i. 16. That doctrine is to them
(to their conscious experience) God's power, inasmuch, that is to
say, as God works mightily in them through the saving tidings
of the Crucified. The contrast is stronger than if it were aogia
Ocod, and is also logically correct ; for Siwauis @ecod necessarily
presupposes the opposite of pwpia, because the power of God
Lrings about enlightenment, repentance, sanctification, love, peace,
Lope, ete. Comp. Ignat. ad Eph. 18, where it is said of the
cross, that it is to us cwrpla «. {wy alovios.

Ver. 19. Establishment from Scripture of the foregoing Tois
8¢ cwlop. k.7 : for were the word of the cross not God's power
for the cwlouevor, God could not say of it in the Scriptures:
“1 will destroy,” etc.—In the passage, Isa. xxix. 14 (a free quota-
tion from the LXX.,, the difference between which and the original
Hebrew is unessential), Paul, in accordance with the typical signi-
ficance attendant on the historical sense,' recognises a prediction of
the powerful working of the doctrine of the cross as that through
which God would bring to nought and do away with the wisdom
of man, 7.c. empty it of its estimation. The justification of this

! According to which the reference is not generally to the final catastrophe of the
present state of things in Isracl before the dawn of the Messianic period (Hofmann),
but, as the context shows, to the penal judgments under Sennacherid, in which the
wisdom of the rulers and false prophets of Israel was to be confounded and left
belpless.
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way of viewing it lay in the Messianic character of O. T. pro-
phecy in general, by virtue of which the historical sense does not
exhaust the design of the utterances, but leaves open higher
references to the further development of the theocratic relations,
and especially to the Messianic era, which references are to
manifest themselves Aistorically by the corresponding facts of
later date, and so De recognised from the standpoint of their
historical fulfilment. See more in detail, on Matt. i. 22 f. Christ
Himself confirms the Messianic reference of the prophetic utter-
ance, Matt. xv. 8.—Regarding the distinction between co¢ia and
avveais (intelligence), see on Col. i, 9.

Ver. 20. What this passage of Scripture promises, has occurred :
Where is o wisc man, ete. The force of these triumphant ques-
tions (comp. xv. 55, and see on Rom. iii. 27) is: clean gone are
all sages, scribes, and disputers of this world-period (they can no
more hold their ground, no longer assert themselves, have, as it
were, vanished) ; God has made the world's wisdom to be manifest
Jolly ! As the passages, Isa. xix. 12, xxxiii. 18, were perhaps
before the apostle’s mind, the form of expression used rests pro-
bably on them. Comp. Rom. iii. 27, where éfexeicfn is the
answer to the woli; according to classical usage, Valckenaer, ad
Eur. Phoen. 1662. FEwald holds ver. 20 to be a citation from a
lost book; but we are not necessarily shut up to this conclusion
by the ypappareds, although the term does not occur elsewhere in
Paul’s writings, for this exclamation might easily have been sug-
gested to him by the ypapparicol of Isa. xxxiil. 18.  The three
substantives cannot well be taken as alluding to the synagogal
phrases 980 bon and {17 (Lightfoot, Vitringa), since Paul was not
writing to a purely Jewish-Christian community. Attempts to
explain the distinction between them have been made in a variety
of ways. But it is to be noted that in what immediately follows
T9v codiav represents all the three ideas put together; that ypau-
patevs, again, is always (excepting Acts xix. 35) used in the N. T.
(even in Matt. xiii. 52, xxiii. 34, where the idea is only raised
to the Christian sphere) of scribes in the Jewish sense; that the
agvlpmitys (Ignat. ad Eph. 18), which is not found in the
Greek writers or in the LXX., is most surely interpreted dis-
putant, in accordance with the use of sv{nréw (Mark viii. 11,
ix. 14; Luke xxiv. 15; Acts vi. 9, ix. 29, «l) and gvlyrnois
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(Acts xv. 2, 7, xxviil. 29); and further, that disputing was
cspecially in vogue among the Sophists (of olduevor wdvt elSévay,
Xen. Mem. i 4. 1). And on these grounds we conclude ¢hat
codos 1s to be taken of human wisdom in general, as then pursucd
on the Jewish side by the scribes, and on the Hellenic side by the
sophistical disputers, so that, in this view, ypauu. and ovlyr, are
subordinated to the general oogos in respect to matters of Jewish
and Hellenic pursuit. Many exegetes (Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Oecumenius, and others, including Storr, Rosen-
miiller, Flatt, Billroth) depart from the view now stated in this
respect, that they would limit godds to the Zeathen philosophers,!
which, however, is precluded by the coplay embracing all the
three elements (comp. also ver. 21). This holds at the same time
against Riickert, who finds here only the three most outstanding
features in the intellectual character of the Hellenes: cleverness,
erudition, and argumentativeness. But ver. 22 shows that Paul
is not shutting out the Jewish element; just as lis Jewish-
Christian readers could see in qpaupu. nothing else than a name
for the cogol of their people. Schrader, with older expositors
(see below), understands by ouvlyr. an inguirer, and in a perfectly
arbitrary way makes it refer partly to the pupils of the great
training-schools of Alexandria, Athens, Jerusalem, etec.; partly to
the disciples of the apostles and of Jesus Himself. But ouvinr.
could only denote a jfellow-inguirer (comp. ovinrety in Plat. Men.
p. 90 B, Crat. p. 384 C; Diog. L. ii. 22), which would be
without pertinence here ; while, on the other hand, according to
our view, the gUv finds its reference in the notion of disputare.
— 7ol aldv. TodTov] attaches to all the three subjects : who belong
to the pre-Messianic period of the world (“quod totum est extra
sphaeram verbi crucis,” Bengel), and are not, like the Christians,
set apart by God from the viX 7o aidves TolTov to be
members of the Messianic kingdom, in virtue whereof they
already, ideally comsidered, belong to the coming aiwwy. Comp.
ver. 27; Gal. i. 4; Col. i. 13; Phil. iii. 20 ; Rom. xii, 2. Luther
and many others take 7od aldv. 7. as referring simply to cvlnr. ;
but wrongly, for it gives an essential characteristic of the fivst two
subjects as well. Of those who think thus, some keep the true

! In consequence of this, sv{nrnric hasbeen regarded as comprising the Jewish and
heathen dialecticians. See especially Theodoret.
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meaning of alov odros (as Riickert and Billroth); others render:
indagator rerum mnaturae, physical philosopher (Erasmus, Beza,
Drusius, Cornelins a Lapide, Justiniani, Grotius, Clericus, and
Valckenaer), which is quite contrary to the invariable sense of
alwv obT. — éuwpavev] emphatically put first: made foolish, i.c.
from the context, not: He has made it into incapacity of knowledge
(Hofmann), which would come in the end to the notion of cal-
lousness, but: He has shown 4t practically to be folly, “ insaniens
sapientia” (Hor. Od. 1. 34. 2), godia doodos (Clem. Protr. V.
p. 56 A), by bringing about, namely, the salvation of believers
just through that which to the wise men of this world seemed
foolishness, the preaching of the cross. See ver. 21. The more
foolish, therefore, this preaching is in their eyes and according to
their judgment, the more they themselves are exhibited as fools
(as pwpboogor, Lucian, Alex. 40), and put to shame (ver. 27), since
the xnpuvypua, held by them to be foolish, is that which brings salva-
tion, not indeed to them, but to those who believe ; moia yap codia,
drav 7o xepdhatoy TdY dyabdy py edpioxn; Chrysostom. Comp.
Isa. xliv. 25, where pwpaivewv is to be taken in precisely the
same way as here. — 7ot xdopov] .c. of profane non-Christian
humanity, the two halves of which are the Jews and the heathen,
vv. 22-24.

Ver. 21. More detailed explanation as to this éudpaver 6 Oeos
x.7.\., specifying the why in the protasis and the Zow in the apo-
dosis: sitnce (see Hartung, Partikell. 11, p. 259), that is to say, tn the
wisdom of God the world knew not God through wisdom, it pleascd
God to save believers through the foolishness of preaching. The wisdom
of God was set before the eyes of the world, even of the heathen
part of it, in the works of creation (Rom.1i. 19 f.; comp. also Acts
xvil. 26 f, xiv. 15 ff); to the Jews it was presented, besides, in
the revelation of the O. T. In this His manifested wisdom God
might and should have been known by men; but they did not
know Him therein (év 75 co¢. 7. Ocod odx éyvw o xoop. T. Ocdv),
—did not attain by the means which they employed, by their
wisdom, namely (8ia T7is ooglas), to this knowledge ; whereupon
God adopted the plan of saving (in the Messianic sense) believers
through the opposite of wisdom, namely, through the foolishness
of the gospel. — év 75} oodia 7. Oeod] is put first emphatically,
because the whole stress of the antithesis in both protasis and
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apodosis is meant to fall on the notions of wisdom and jfolly.
By év Paul marks out the sphere, in which the negative fact
of the odx &yvw (“in media luce,” Calvin) took place; 7od Ocod
again is genitive subjecti, denoting, however, not the wisdom
shown by God in Chwist (Zachariae, Heydenreich, and Maier), nor
Christ Himself even (Schrader and older expositors adduced by
Estius), both of which would be quite unsuitable to the apodosis,
but the wisdom of God manifested b¢fore Christianity in nature
and Scripture! Riickert is wrong in holding that év 7. oo. 7.
Ocob is: “in virtue of the wisdom of God, t.e. under its guidance
and arrangement, the world knew mot God through its own
wisdom.” Certainly Paul would not be inade by this interpre-
tation to say anything which would in itself be at variance with
his view of the divine relationship to the matter; for with him
the two factors of human action, the divine causality and the
human self-determination, are so associated, that he may bring
now the one and now the other into the foreground (comp. on
Rom. ix.); but against it may be urged, partly the position of
the words év ... @eof, which on Riickert’s view would lose their
weight and convey a thought here unessential, and partly the
significant relation between the protasis and apodosis, according
to which the measure taken by God (eddoxnoev x.T.\.) appears as
called forth by men’s lack of knowledge, and hence the odx éyvw
would in such a passage be most unsuitably referred to the
appointment of God, so as to excuse what is declared in Rom. i.
20 to be inexcusable. — odx &yve] Seeing that the Jews also
are included, and that anything which would contradict Rom.
1. 19-21 is out of the question, this must apply to the ¢ruc
knowledge of God, which was not attained, and which, if the
xéopos had reached it, would have caused the preaching of the
cross to appear other than foolishness; comp. ii. 14. — 8ud Tis
gog.] applies to the heatlien world-wisdom and the Jewish school-
wisdom, since it is the mcans of knowledge employed without
result (observe that by the ok the whole from éyvw to Oeov in-
clusive is mnegatived) by the wdéopos for the knowing God. The
prepositional relation cannot differ from that of the correlative

! Not simply in the natural revelation (Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and

many others, including Hofmann). For ver. 22 proves that the Jews, too, are in.
cluded with the rest in the notion of the xéreos.
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Sid 7. pwplas which follows. Hence Theophylact interprets
wrongly : Sia Tijs €v elyhwTTia fewpovpévns codlas éumodifopevor.
So, too, Billroth : “ their own wisdom was the cause of their not
knowing.” — évboknaev o ©.] placuit Deo, He pleased, it was His
will, as Rom. xv. 26 ; Gal. i. 15 Col. i. 19; 1 Thess. ii. 8. See
Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL p. 370.— &ia Tijs pwplas Tod xnpivyu., 1.c.
by means of the foolishness which formed the substance of the preach-
ing (of the gospel). That is the doctrine of the cross, ver. 18, which,
as compared with the wisdom employed by the «#éouos as a means
of knowledge, is a foolish doctrine, but in the counsel and work
of God the means of salvation, namely, for the miaTedorras, which
word, as solving the riddle of the divinely applied pwpia, stands
emphatically at the end. For to the conscious experience of
belicvers that resultless wisdom of the world is now jfoolishness,
and the foolishness of the w7pwyua the divine saving wisdom. —
Notice, in conclusion, how the whole verse is a compact and stately
co-ordination and dovetailing of correlative clauses. Remark, in
particular, the repetition of copiz and Oeds, “ quasi aliquod telum
saepius perveniat in eandem partem corporis,” Auct. ad Herenn.
iv. 28.

Ver. 22 f! Protasis (éme:d) and apodosis (fueis 8é) parallel to
the protasis and apodosis in ver. 21 : since as well Jews desire a
sign as Hellencs seek after wisdom, we, on the other hand, preach,
ete. It is to be observed how exactly the several members of the
sentence correspond to what was said in ver. 21; for 'Tovdaio:
k. "EN\yves is just the notion of the xoopos broken up; onueia
airotior and codlav {nr. is the practical manifestation of the olx
éyvo . . . Tov Oeov; and lastly, fuels 8¢ anplocoper x.T.\. contains
the actual way in which the eddoxnaer ¢ @eds x.T.A. was carried
into effect. And to this carrying into effect belongs in substance
*Tovdalows pev ordvéalov k.. down to coplav, ver. 24,—a con-
sideration which disposes of the logical difficulty raised by Hof-
mann as to the causal relation of protasis and apodosis. — The
correlation #ai . . . «xaf includes not only the two subjects 'Iovdaios
and "EX\nves, but the two whole afirmations; as well the one
thing, that the Jews demand a sign, as the other, that the Gentiles

1 Ver, 22 f. is the programme of the history of the development of Christianity in

its conflict with the perverse fundamental tendencics of the world's sensualism and
spiritualism ; ver, 24, the programme of its triumph over both.
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desire philosophy, takes place. — 7juets 8¢] This &, on the contrary,
on the other hand, is the common classical 8¢ of the apodosis
(Acts xi. 17), which sets it in an antithetic relation correspond-
ing to the protasis. See Hartung, Partidkell. I p. 184 f.; Baeum-
lein, Partik. p. 92 f.; Bornem. Act. ap. I. p.77. Examples
of this usage after éme/ and éwedy may be seen in Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 371 f.  The parallel relation, which the eye at once
detects, between ver. 21 and ver. 22 (and in which a rhetorical
emphasis is given by the repetition of the éweidn used by Paul
only in xiv, 16, xv. 21; Phil. ii. 26, besides this passage), is
opposed not merely to Billroth and Maier's interpretation, which
makes émedy . . . {prodaw introduce a second protasis after eddox.
6 Oeos, but also to Hofmann’s, that vv. 22—24 are meant to ex-
plain the emphasis laid on Tods mioTedovTas; as likewise to the
view of Riickert and de Wette, that there is here added an ex-
planation of the 8w Tis pwplas x.7\., in connection with which
Riickert arbitrarily imagines a wév supplied after 'Toudaios. —
"Tovdato: and "EM\npres without the article, since the statement
is regarding what such as are Jews, etc., are wont, as a rule, to
desire. — anueta] Their desire is, that He on whom they are to
believe should manifest Himself by miraculous signs, which would
demonstrate His Messiahship (Matt. xvi. 4). They demand these,
therefore, as a ground of faith ; comp. John iv. 48. That we are
not to understand here miracles of the apostles (Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Qecumenius, Theophylact, Bengel, and others) is clear,
both from the nature of the antithesis, and from the consideration
that, in point of fact, the apostles did actually perform onueia
(Rom. xv. 18f.; 2 Cor. xii. 12). What the Jews desired in
place of these were miraculous signs by which the crucified, but,
according to the apostles’ teaching, risen and cxalted, Jesus, should
evince His being the Messiah, seeing that the miracles of His
carthly life had for them lost all probative power through His
crucifixion (Matt. xxvii. 41 f, 63 ). Comp. Reiche, Comment.
crit. I p. 123 f:  To take, with Hofmann, the onuela ait. gene-
rally, as a universal Jewish characteristic, of the tendency to crave
acts of power that should strike the senses and exclude the possi-
bility of doubt, is less suitable to the definife reference of the
context to Christ, in whom they were refusing to believe. Were
the reading onueior (see the critical remarks) to be adopted, we
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should have to understand it of some miracle specifically accredit-
ing the Messiahship ; not, with Schulz, Valckenaer, Eichhorn, and
Pott, of the illustrious person of an carthly ruler. Any such
personal reference would need to be suggested by the connection,
as in Luke ii. 34; but this is not at all the case in view of the
parallel codiav, nor is it so even by X, ésravp. in ver. 23. See
on the latter verse. — aitodo:] is the demand actually uttered
(that there be giwen); Cnrobor the seeking after and desiring,
anquirere (correlative: evpiokew). — XpioTov éoravp.] Christ as
eructfied (ii. 2; Gal. iii. 1), and therefore neither as onme who
exhibits miraculous signs, nor as the originator of a mew philo-
sophy, such, possibly, as Socrates or Pythagoras. — exdvSator] in
apposition to X. éoravp. As crucified, He is to them an occasion
for unbelief and rejection. Gal. v. 11. For His being put to
a shameful death conflicts with the demand to have a Messiah
glorified by miracles. — pwpiav] because philosophy is what they
desire as a guide to salvation; therefore to believe in Christ (not
as one of the wise of this world, but) as crucified, is to them a
Jolly, an absurdity ; whereby, indeed, their own cogia becomes
pwpia mapa 7. Oed, iii. 19.

Ver. 24. Along with Xpiorév, which is triumphantly repeated,
we are mentally to supply smplogopev: but to the called them-
selves . . . we preach Christ as God's power and God’s wisdom—i.c.
our preaching of Christ as crucified makes such an impression
upon them,! that they come to know in their experience the
manifestation and the whole work of Christ as that whereby God
powerfully works out salvation and reveals His counsel full of
wisdom ; comp. ver. 30. Hofmann’s construction, making Xp:ioréy
to be in apposition to Xpiorov éoTavp., would be logically correct
only on one of two suppositions: either if in ver. 23 there stood
mercly éoravpopévoy without Xpiarov (“ a crucificd one . . . who
is to them CLrist”); or if, in ver. 24, some more precise defi-
nition, such as 8vTws or dAnfds, were given along with XpioTov.
— ab7ois] is not the 74s pointing back to Tods mioTedovras, so that
Tois xhnTois would be in apposition to it (Hofmann); for in that

1 For the preaching is not twofold, but one and the same, only spoken of in its
respective relations to the two opposite classes of men. Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 16. That is
the crisis, which the gospel brings about, and its influence on the called is to malke
them free (John viii. 33, 36; Rom. vi. 22).
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case, notwithstanding the harsh and distant retrospective reference,
avtols would in fact be entirely superfluous; but the words adrols
8¢ Tols mAyrois—the adrois being emphatically put first (2 Cor.
xi. 14; Heb. ix. 23, al, and very often in Greck writers)—go
together as closely connected, and mean simply : <psis autem vocatis
(Vulg), to the called for their part, so far as they are concerned,
so that adrois denotes the called themsclves (Herm. ad Viger. p.
733), in contrast to these round about them still remaining in
unbelief (Iovdaiois . . . pwpiav). Instead of T. #Ayrols, we might
have had 7ois mioTedovow (ver. 21); but how natural it was that
the @coi SUvapw x.T.A., which was present to the apostle’s mind,
should have led to his designating the subjects of his statement
according to the divine qualification which applied to them. Comp.
ver. 26. As to k\yTds, see on ver. 2! That Paul did not write
nuiv, is to be accounted for on the ground of its being unsuitable
to the wnpioo., which is to be here again understood ; not, as
Riickert thinks, because it seemed to him too hard to oppose
Ap. to’Iovd. and éfveor. — Ocod 8tv. k. 6. dod.] To all the wkrnTol
Christ is botk. DBut the words are formally parallel to the two
former demands in ver. 22 ; hence 8dvauw is put jirst. Respecting
oogiav, comp. on ver. 30.

Ver. 25. Confirmation of the @ecof 80v. £. Ocoi go. by a general
proposition, the first half of which corresponds to the @eod coplav,
and the second to the @eol Slvauw. — 16 pwpdv Tob Ocod] the
Joolish thing which comes from God? ie. what God works and
orders, and which appears to men absurd. Comp. 76 cwrrpiov
7. Ocod, Luke ii. 30. — 7év dvfpwmwr] We are not to amplify
this, with the majority of interpreters (including Beza, Grotius,
Valckenaer, Zachariae, Flatt, Pott, Heydenreich, and de Wette),

! Comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. L. p. 314 (ed. Paris. 1641): advrwy dvfpdmar xexrnpivay
of bwaxoboas BovAnbivric xAntel wropdolnoay. These also are the swlipevos, ver. 18 ; the
opposite is the zaoadduevor

% This, according to the well-known use in Greek of the neuter with the genitive
(Poppo, ad Thue. VI. p. 168 ; Kiihner, II. p. 122), might also be taken as abstract :
the joolishness of God—the weakness of God. So 75 gwpéiv, Eur. Hipp, 966. DBut
Paul liad the concrete conception in his mind ; otherwise he would most naturally
have used the abstract pwpia employed just before. The meaning of the concrete
expression, however, is not: God Himself, in so far as He is foolish (Hofmann) ;
passages such as 2 Cor. iv. 17, Rom. i. 19, ii. 4, viii. 3, are no proof of this. — As
to the different accentuations of pawpis and wapes, see Lipsins, grammat. Unters.
P- 25; Gottling, Accentl. p. 304,
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into ToU copod Tdv avbpwm., after a well-known abbreviated
mode of comparison (see on Matt. v. 20; John v. 36), which
Estius rightly censures here as coactum (comp. Winer, p. 230
[E. T. 307]), because we should have to supply with 7é&v avfp.
not the last named attribute, but its opposite ; the true rendering,
in fact, is just the simple ore : wiser than men; men possess less
wisdom than is contained in the foolish thing of God. — 70 dafevés
To0 Ocov] whatever in God’s appointments is, to human estima-
tion, powerless and resultless. The concrete instance which Paul
has in view when employing the general terms 76 pwpov and 76
dcfevés Tov Oeob, is the death of Christ on the cross, through
which God has fulfilled the counsel of His eternal wisdom, wrought
out with power the redemption of the world, laid the foundations
of everlasting bliss, and overcome all powers -antagonistic to
Himself.

Ver. 26. Confirmation of this general proposition from the
experience of the readers. The element of proof lies in the
contrast, ver. 27 f For if the matter were not as stated in ver.
25, then God would not have chosen the foolish of the world to
put to shame its wise ones. By so doing He has, indeed, set
before your eyes the practical experimental proof, that the pwpov
ToU Oecob transcends men in wisdom. Otherwise He would have
acted in the reverse way, and have sought out for Himself the
awise of the world, in order, through their wisdom, to help that
which now appears as the pwpov 1. @eod to victory over the
Joolishness of the world. This holds, too, as against de Wette,
who (comp. also Hofmann) makes ydp refer to the whole series
of thoughts, vv. 19-25, notwithstanding that the expressions here
used attach themselves so distinctly to ver. 25.— BA\émere]
imperative.  As such it has with logical correctness its hortatory
emphasis;! but not so, if we take it as indicative (Valla, Erasmus,
Castalio, Beza, Vatablus, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, and Schrader).-—
v k\fjow Judv] is not to be taken arbitrarily, with Beza, Estius,
Mosheim, Semler, Rosenmiiller, and Pott, pro concreto, for vuas
Tods wAyTols, but as: yowr calling (to salvation through the
Messiah); see, what was the nature of it as regards the persons
whom God, the caller, had chosen (ver. 27 ff). Krause and

! The ydpis not against our taking it asimperative ; Greek writers, too, use it with
that mood, as e.g. Soph. Phil. 1043 : Zgers yép adrin.
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Olshausen run counter to the specific Christian sense of the word,
and even to the general linguistic usage (see on vii. 20), when
they make it mean, like the German word “ Beruf” [calling], the
vitae genus, the outward circumstances. — é7¢] equivalent to els
éxetvo, ote, 1 so far, namcly, as. Plat. Prof. p. 330 E, Crat.
p- 384 C, al. Jobn ii. 18,ix. 17, xi. 51; 2 Cor. i. 18, xi. 10;
Mark =xvi. 14 ; TFritzsche, ad Matth. p. 248 f —ob0 woM\ol
godoi «. ¢.] that not many (among you) are wise in the eyes of men,
etc. It is enough to supply the simple elo?, making od oA,
ie. but few, the subject, and co¢. the predicate; and there is no
need for introducing an éx\jfncav (so commonly), according to
which o 7. o. together would be the subject. Kata odpxa, speci-
fying the kind and manner of the codla, marks it out as purely
human, and distinguishes it from the Christian wisdom which
proceeds from the Holy Spirit. For adpf comprises the simply
human element in man as opposed to the divine principle.
Comp. gopla gaprixy), 2 Cor. i. 12; codla Yvyuey, Jas. iil. 15;
and see on Rom. iv. 1; John iii, 6. Estius aptly remarks:
“ Significari vult sapientiam, quae studio humano absque doctrina
Spir. sancti potest acquiri.” In substance, the godia 7o xéopov,
ver. 20, and the o. Tod aidvos TobTou, ii. 6, are the same. —
duvarol] We are not to supply xard odpra here again; for that
was essentially requisite only with godoi, and Paul otherwise
would have coupled it with the third word (comp. ver. 20). That
maghty men of this world are meant, is sclf-evident. — edryevets] of
high descent. Comp. Luke xix. 12; frequent in the classics.—
Riickert objects that Paul, instead of proving the phenomenon
reccrded in ver. 26 to have proceeded from the divine wisdom,
uses it as an argument for ver. 25, and so reasons in a circle.
But this is without foundation. For that the phenomenon in
question was a work of the divine wisdom, was to the Christian
consciousness (and Paul was, of course, writing to Christians, who
looked at it in the same light with himself) a thing ascertained
and scttled, which could be employed therefore dircetly to establish
ver. 25 in conformity with experience.

Vv. 27,28, Expanded (see Tod xoopov and wéca adp, ver. 29)
statement of the opposite: No; the foolish things of the world were
what God chose out for Himself, ete. The calling, ver. 26, was in
truth just the result and the proof of the clection. Comp. 1 Thess.
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i. 4f; 2 Thess. ii. 13 f; Rom. viii. 30, ix. 23 f. — 7a pwpa Tod
roopov) the jfoolish clements of the world (mankind), z.c. those to
whom earthly wisdom was a quite foreign thing, so that they were
the simple among men. Comp. Matt. xi. 25. Many exegetes
(including Theodoret, Luther, Grotius, Estius, Rosenmiiller, Flatt,
and Billroth) take the genitive as: according to the judgment of
the world. Against this may be urged, partly, the very fact that
when God chose to Himself the persons referred to, they too had
not yet the higher wisdom, and consequently were not unwise
merely in the cyes of the world; and partly, as deciding the point,
the following dcf. and avyer, for they were, it is plain, really
(and not merely in the eyes of the world) weak and of mean
origin. — The ncuters (comp. on the plural, Gal. iil. 22) indicate
the category generally, it being evident from the context that
what is meant is the persons included under that category. See
generally, Winer, p. 167 [E. T. 222], and the same usage among
classical writers in Blomfield, ad Aesch. Pers. Gloss. 101. — tva
7. 0. Kataioy.] design. The nothingness and worthlessness of
their wisdom were, to their shame, to be brought practically to
light (by God’s choosing not them, but the unwise, for honour),
no matter whether they themselves were conscious of this putting
of them to shame or not.— The thrice-repeated éEéN. ¢ Oedcs,
beside the three contrasts of gogoi, Suvatoi, and edryeveis (ver.
26), carries with it a triumphant emphasis. —7a uy &vra] The
contrast to edyevels is brought out by three steps forming a
climax. This third phrase is the strongest of all, and sums up
powerfully the two foregoing ones by way of apposition (hence
without wxai): the non-existent, i.c. what was as utterly worth
nothing as if it had not existed at all (Winer, p. 451 [E. T. 608]).
Comp. Eur. Hec. 284 : fjy wor', A\ viv odk elp’ ér.  Dem. 248.
25; Plat. Crit. p. 50 B; and Stallbaum thereon. The subjective
negation p7 is quite according to rule (Baeumlein, Partik. p.
296), since the participle with the article expresses a generic
notion ; and there is no need of importing the idea of an wntrue
although actual existence (Hofmann). We are not therefore to
supply T to Ta dvra (as if undév elvar had been used before), but
to explain it: the existent, what through repute, fortune, ete., is
regarded as that which is (vat éfoxnv). Comp. Pflugk, ad Hee. lc. :
“ ipsum verbum elvac eam vim habet, ut significet iz aliguo numero
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esse, rebus sccundis flovere” — warnpy.] Not kataioy. again, because
the notions w3y elvar and elvar required a stronger word to corre-
spond to them ; one which would convey the idea of bringing to
nought (Le. making worthless, Rom. iii, 31).

Ver. 29. Final aim, to which is subordinated the mediate aim
expressed by the thrice-repeated fva x.7.\. — émwws uy ravy. wica
adpf] Hebraistic way of saying: that no man may boast himself.
Its explanation lies in the fact that the negation belongs to the
verb, not to waca o. (Wi?-’,‘-'52;1): that cvery man may abstain from
Loasting himsclf. Comp. Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 Cor. I1. p. 241
Regarding oapf as a designation of man in his weakness and
imperfection as contrasted with God, see on Acts iii. 17. — évam.
7. @eod] Rom. iii. 20; Luke xvi. 15, al. No one is to come forth
before God and boast, I am wise, etc.; on this account God has,
by choosing the unwise, etc.,, brought to nought the wisdom and
loftiness of men, so that the ground for the assertion of luman
excellences before God has been cut away.

Ver. 30 f. In contrast (8¢) to the émws uy xavy. 7. o. évwmioy
7. @col, we have now the true relation to God and the true and
right xavyaofa: arising out of it: But truly it is God's work, that
ye are Christians and so partakers of the greatest divine blessings,
that none of yow should in any way boast himsclf save only in God.
Comp. Eph. ii. 8 f. — é§ adrov] has the principal emphasis: From
no other than God is derived the fact that yow arc in Christ (as
the element of your life). ’Ef denotes the causal origination.
Comp. Eph. ii. 8: odx é¢ Judv, Ocod 10 ddpov, also in profane
writers: éc Oedv, éc diss (Valckenaer, ad Herod. ii. 13); and
generally, Winer, p. 345 [E. T. 460]. While Hofmann here, too,
as in ver. 28, introduces into elva: the notion of the #rue existence,
which they have from God “ in virtue of their being included in
Christ,” others again, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theo-
phylact, take é£ adrot 8¢ Juels éote by itself in such a way as to
make it express sonship with God (comp. Ellendt, Zex. Soph. 1. p.
553), and regard év as conveying the more precise definition of
the mode whereby this sonship is attained: waides abrod éove,
8ua Tob XpiaTod ToiTo yevduevor, Chrysostom ; comp. Calvin, Beza,
Grotius, Flatt, Billroth, Riickert, Ewald, and others. But wrongly;
for the conception éx Oeod elvar in the supposed sense is Jokannine,
but is not in accordance with the Pauline mode of expression (not

1 COR. L D
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even in Gal. iv. 4); and elvar év Xpiord was a conception so
habitually in use (Rom. xvi. 7, 11; 2 Cor. v. 17; Gal.i. 22, al.),
that it must have occurred of itself here also to the reader;
besides, the amo Ocot which follows answers to the é£ adrob.
This applies, too, against Osiander, who, after é€ adrod, mentally
supplies yeyerpuévor: “ being born of God, ye are members of
Christ.” — Uuels] with emphasis: ye for your part, ye the chosen
out of the world. — &5 éyerjflp . . . dmoAiTpwaois] brings home
to the heart the high value of that God-derived eiva: év Xpiord :
who has become to us from God wisdom, rightcousness and holiness,
and redemption. Eyeniflp is simply a later (Doric) jform for
éyévero (Thow. Mag. p. 189 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 108 f.), not,
as Riickert makes it (comp. Luther: “ gemacht ist™), a true passive
in sense; comp. Acts iv. 4; Col iv. 11; 1 Thess. ii. 14 (Eph.
iii. 7, Lachm.). Christ became to us wisdom, etec., inasmuch as
His manifestation and His whole saving work have procured for
believers these blessings; namely, first of all,—what was of
primary importance in the connection of ver. 19 ff.,—wisdom, for
to believers is revealed the counsel of God, in whom are all
treasures of wisdom and knowledge (see ii. 7 ff; Col. ii. 3);
righteousness, for by means of faith we are through the Lord’s
atoning death constituted righteous before God (Rom. iii. 24 f,
al.; see on Rom. i, 17); holiness (see on Rom. vi 19, 22), for
in those who are justified by faith Christ works continually by
His Spirit the new holy life (Rom. viii. 1-11); 2edemption, for
Christ has delivered believers, through His blood paid as their
ransom (Rom. iii. 24, vi. 20, vii. 23), from the wrath of God,
to which they were subject before the entrance of faith (see on
Eph. i. 7,ii. 3). The order in which these predicates stand is not
illogieal ; for after the first ntellectual benefit (codia) which we
have received in Christ, marked out too from the rest by the
position of the word, Paul brings forward the ethical blessedness
of the Christian, and that in the first place positively as Suxatootuy
and dyiacuds, but then also—as though in triumph that there
was now nothing more to fear from God—negatively as amord-
Tpwoes, in which is quenched all the wrath of God against
Jormer sin (instead of which with the Christian there are now
righteousness and holiness). Hence in explaining dmoAdTp. we
should not (with Chrysostom) abide by the general dmiAhafev
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Jubs amo wdvrwy Tév rkardy, which is already contained in what
goes before ; nor again should we, with Grotius, Calovius, Riickert,
Osiander, Neander, and others (comp. also Schmid, bibl. Theol. I1.
p- 325; and Lipsius, Paulin. Rechifcrtigungsichre, p. 8), make it
the final redemption from death and all cvils, such as is the
object of énmis, the redemption perfecting itself beyond our earthly
life (Hofmann), or the definitive acquittal at the last judgment
(Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 327). In the passages alleged to support
the interpretation in question, this sense is given solely by the
accessory defining phrases—namely, in Eph. i. 14 by 7#s mepe-
wovjoews, in iv. 30 by nuépav, and in Rom. viii. 23 by Tod
ocouaros. Riickert (comp. Neander) is further of opinion that
Sikatogvvy x.TN. is merely cxplunatory of how far Christ is to us
copia, namely, as Sicatoavwvy, dyiaguds, and amoriTp., and that
these three refer to the three essential things in the Christian
life, faith, love, and hope: the 7é binding together the last three
words and separating them from the first. But (1) the 7é links
closely together only &ikatoo. and dytaop., and does not include
amo\. ; much less does it separate the three last predicates from
gopia ;' on the contrary, ve xal embraces Six. and ay., as it were,
in one, so that then dwoAdrpwars comes to be added with the ad-
junctive xal as a separate element, and consequently there results
the following division: («) wisdom, (b) righteousness and holiness,
and () redemption. See as to this use of 7e xal . . . xai, Hartung,
Partikell. I, p. 102 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 878 {.; Baeum-
lein, Partik. p. 224 £ (2) Paul would, on this theory, have left
his readers without the slightest hint of the subordinate relation
of the three last predicates to the first, although he could so
easily have indicated it by a @s or a participle. (3) According to
the correct interpretation, dmoAirp. is not something yet futurc, but
something which has alrcady taken place in the death of Christ.
Bos (Obs. Afisc. p. 1 ff), Alethius, Clericus, Nosselt (Opusc. I1. p.
127 ff.), Valckenaer, and Krause interpret in a still more involved
way, holding that only the words from 8s to @eod apply to Christ,
and these are to be put in a parenthesis; while Suxatootvy w7
are abstracte pro concretis (2 Cor. v. 21), and belong to Juels

1 With sopiz the +¢ has nothing whatever to do. Hofmann makes it serve as a

link of connection to sepiz. In that case, Paul must have written: coiz =¢ xai
dixasor, %, &y. x. dToA,
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éare: “ Ejus beneficio vos estis in Christo Jesu 8watoovvn w7\
Valckenaer. How ambiguous and unsuitable would such a state-
ment as ds éyev. gopla x.7.\. be for a mere parenthetical notice ! —
awo Ocod] on God's part, by God as the author of the fact.
Comp. Herod. vi. 125: dmo 8¢ 'Arpaiwvos . . . éyévovTo xai
kdpta Aawmpol. See generally, Ellendt, Lca. Soph. I. p. 194;
Winer, p. 348 [E. T. 464]; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 280 [E. T.
325]. That it belongs to éyevnfn, and not to ocogia, is proved
by the #uiv which stands between. The latter, however, is not
to be understood, with Riickert, as though it ran % fuerépa codpia
(“what to the Hellene his gogia is, or is merely assumed to be,
namely, the ground of confidence,—tia¢ Christ is to us”), else Paul
must have written : 8 juiv éyerifn 7 copla with the article, and
have placed 7uiv first with the emphasis of contrast.—Observe
further, that Paul has said duels with his eye still, as in ver. 26,
upon the church to which his readers belonged ; but now, in
adducing the blessings found in Christ, he extends the range of
his view to all Christians ; and hence, instead of the individualizing
Upeis, we have the 7july including himself and others.

Ver. 31. The fact that God is the author of your connection
with Christ, and thereby of the blessings you receive as Chris-
tians (ver. 30), should, according to the divine purpose (iva),
determine you to comply with that word of Scripture which calls
for the true lowly rxavydobfac: he that boasteth himsclf, let him
boast himself in the Lord, praise his own privileges only as God’s
work, boast himself only as the object of His grace.—That the
Kipios is not Christ (Riickert) but God, and not Christ and God
(Hofmann), is proved by the emphatic éf adrod, ver. 30, and
évom. 1. Ocod, ver. 29. Comp. on 2 Cor. x. 17.—The apostle
‘quotes Jer. ix. 24, abbreviating quite freely, after the LXX. The
construetion, however, is anacoluthic; for Paul purposely retains
the scriptural saying unaltered in its strong imperative form, and
leaves it to the reader to supply the change from the imperative
to the subjunctive, which the syntax, properly speaking, would
require. Comp. on Rom. xv. 3.
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CHAPTER IL

VER. 1. popripoy] A C 8*, min. Syr. Copt. and some Fathers: uvo-
+#piov.  Approved by Griesb. and Ewald, adopted also by Riickert.
A gloss written on the margin from ver. 7. Had gepripov crept in
from i, 6, the witnesses wlhich have it would read also 7ot Xpiorod
instead of 7. @cof ; but this occurs only in very few, some of which,
besides, have pueripior. — Ver. 2. 7 cidives] Elz. cob eidévar 1. -But
705 is wanting in decisive witnesses; that = should be put first
is rendered certain by B C, min. Bas. Cyr. Isid. Chrys. Hil. Victorin.
Aug, also D E (which have =7 év iuh e/dtves); and the external
attestation must decide here. — Ver. 3. x«i éy@] Lachm. and Riickert
read xé¢yw, with A B C N, min. Or. Bas. a/. Taken from ver. 1. —
Ver. 4. After @etoiz Llz. has dvlpwmivgs, against preponderating
evidence. Addition from vv.5 and 13. Inreply to Heydenreich’s
unfounded defence of the word, see Reiche, Comment. crit. I. p. 134.
—The readings which alter wertorz (zeidoi: 1, 18, 48, al. Or. Eus. al.;
afuwi;, Macar,), and those which either leave out Adyors (F G, 74,
al. Erp. Boern. Ambrosiast. Sedul.) or alter it (Aéywv: Syr. Armen.
Or. twice over, and several others : Aéyou), are old shifts resorted to
on failure to understand =edois, as also the short reading év medo™
oopizs must be so accounted. See the exegetical remarks, and
Reiche, p. 133.— Ver. 7. The order of the words @b copiay (Elz.
and Matth. invert it) is decisively attested, as also the order in ver.
10: daexad. ¢ @eds.— Ver. 9. In place of the second &, Lachm. and
Tisch. have 6oz, with A B C and some Xathers!® Rightly; & is a
mechanical repetition from what goes before.— Ver. 10. Instead of
o¢ Tisch. reads ydp, supported only by B, min. Copt. Sahid. Clem.—
«iroi] is wanting in A B C N, Copt. Clem. Bas. Cyr. Tt is deleted
by Lachm. and Riickert. DBut considering the independent ro yap
aveipe which follows, it would have been more natural to omit
wdrod or to add &yiv (so Didym.) than to insert aisot.— Ver. 11.
tyvwxev 1s, in accordance with the vast preponderance of evidence,
approved by Griesh. and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riickert.
Elz,, however, Matth. and Scholz, have ofév.  Repetition of the pre-

! Clement, too, Cor. 1. 34, has ére, which certainly was not first imported from his
quotation into that of the apostle (Hofmann). A converse proceeding on the part of
the transcribers might rather seem more natural.
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ceding ofdev, done mechanically or by way of gloss. In favour of
fyvaxer there is also the reading #yw in F G, 23, and Fathers.—
Ver. 13. mubuucos] Elz. adds dyiov, against decisive evidence to the
contrary. A superfluous and weakening definition. — Ver. 15. The
wév after dvexp. in Llz. and Scholz (deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and
Riick.) is wanting in A C D* I¥ G, 17, and many vss. and Fathers.
It has arisen from the 8¢ which follows. In &* the whole verse is
omitted through Homoioteleuton. &** has pév. — ré wdvra] so also
Riick. and Tisch.; Lachm. brackets =¢; Elz. and Scholz have simply
wdvra,  But =4 is attested by A C D, min. Ir. ms. Or. Nyss. Chrys.;
wavre is an old correction of the text, with the view of bringing in
the masculine to correspond with the oléaés which comes after;
hence, too, Didym. and Theodoret have advras. — Ver. 16. Xpioro5]
Lachm. has Kupiov, with B D* F G, Theophyl. Ambrosiast. Aug.
Sedul. Mechanical repetition of the preceding Kup/ov. Had Kupiou
been the original reading and explained by a gloss, the substitute
for it would have been not Xpiwsrod, but ©:03, seeing that every mar-
ginal annotator must have been aware from Isa. x1. 13 that the
preceding Kugiov referred to God.

Vv. 1-5. Application of the foregoing section (i. 17-31) to the
manner tn which Paul had come forward as a teacher in Corinth.

Ver. 1. Kdyd] I too, as is the duty, in accordance with the
previous explanation (i. 17—31), of every preacher of the gospel.
The construction is such, that xaf vmepoynv ..\ belongs to
xatayy., as indicating the mode adopted in the xatayyéMhew: I
too, when I came to youw, brethren, came proclatming to youw, not upon
the footing of a pre-emincnce of specch (eloquence) or wisdom (philo-
sophy), the tcstimony of God. Against connecting the words in
this way (which is done also by Castalio, Bengel, and others,
Pott, Heydenreich, Schrader, de Wette, Osiander, Ewald), it is
objected that énfwv oy gives an intolerable tautology. DBut
this is of no weight (see the passages in Bernhardy, p. 475;
Bornemann, ad Cyrop. v. 3. 2; Sauppe, ad Anab. iv. 2. 21;
comp. on Acts vil. 34), and would, besides, apply to the construec-
tion i\ov 0¥ . . . copias, katayyé\wy (Luther, Erasmus, Calvin,
Grotius, and others, including Flatt, Riickert, Hofmann) ; further,
it is more natural and more in accordance with the sense to
think in connection with a8’ Umwepoymvr x7\ of the manner
of the preaching than of the manner of the coming. For that
reason, too, fAfov is Dot placed after codias. The preposition
kata, again, to express mode (Winer, p. 375 [E. T. 501]), is quite
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according to rule; comp. xad’ dmepBoriy, kata kpdros, and ‘the
like. — As to dmepoyr, eminentia, comp. 1 Tim. ii. 2; Plat. Legg.
iv. p. 711 D; Def. 416; Arist. Pol. iv. 9. 5. Also xardv
imepoyn, 2 Mace. xiil. 6.— kaTayyéMwv] Paul might have
used the future, but the present participle places the thing more
vividly before us as already begun with the #Afov. So especially
often dyyédewv (Valck. ad Phoen. 1082); eg. Xen. Hell. 1i. 1. 29 :
& Tas 'AOjvas émievoey, dyyéAhovoa Ta yeyovata, Plat. Phaed.
p- 116 C, and Stallbaum <n loc. See, in general, Winer, p.
320f [E. T. 429 f]; Dissen, ad Pindar. Ol vii. 14.— 70
paptvp. Tob Oeob] in substance not different from 7. papr. T.
XpioTov, i. 6; 2 Tim. i. 8. For the preachers of the gospel give
testimony of God, as to what He has done, namely, in Christ for
the salvation of men. Comp. xv. 15. In accordance with i. 6,
the genitive is not, with Calvin, Bengel, Osiander, and Hofmann,
to be taken subjectively, as in 1 John v. 9 1.

Ver. 2. For I did not resolve (did not set it before me as part of
my undertaking) fo know anything among you except Jesus Christ,
and that the crucified, i.c. to mix up other kinds of knowledge
with the proclamation of Jesus Christ, etc! Had Paul not dis-
dained this and not put aside all other knowledge, his xaray-
véXhew would not have remained free from dmepoyn Adyou 4
godias. The ordinary reference of the negation to 7¢: I resolved
to know nothing, etc, is in arbitrary opposition to the words
(so, however, Pott, Flatt, Riickert, Osiander, Ewald). In é&xpwa
Calvin and Grotius find too much, since the text does not give
it: magnum duzi; Hofmann again, too little, with Luther and
others: I judged, was of opinion; for Paul could indeed discard
and negative in his own case the undertaking to know something,
but not the judgment that he did know something. His self-
determination was, not to be directed to know, etc. Comp. vii
37; 2 Cor. ii. 1; Rom. xiv. 13 ; Kpivai 7¢ rai wpoBéafar, Polyb.
ii. 6. 7; Wisd. viii. 9; 1 Mace. xi. 33; 2 Mace. vi. 14,al. He
might have acted otherwise, had he proposed to himself to do so.
— 7l eldévar] mpos dvribiacTonyy Tis Ewlev elpnTar codlas ob
vap \ov cuMNoyicuods TAékwy, ob8e coplouaTa, old EAlo T

! Causaubon remarks well, that 'Ins. X. refers to tho person, and x. roir. irravp.

to the officium, and ‘“in his duobus totum versatur evangelium.” But the strong
empliasis on the latter point arises from looking back to i. 17-24.
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Méywv Dpiv, 9 ot 6 Xpiotos éotavpwlfn, Chrysostom. DBut the
giving up of everything else is far more powerfully expressed by
etdévar (comp. Arrian, Epict. ii. 1) than if Paul had said Aéyew
or Aaietv. He was not disposed, when among the Corinthians,
to be conscious of anything else but Christ. The notion of pcr-
misston (Rickert), which might be conveyed in the relation of the
infinitive to the verb (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 753 ; Kiihner, ad
Xen. Mem. i1, 2. 1; Anab. v. 7. 34), would here only weaken
the force of the statement. Were 7Tod eldévar 7¢ the correct
reading (but see the critical remarks), the right rendering of the
genitive would not be: so that (Billroth), but: I made no resolu-
tion, in order to know anything. Comp. on Acts xxvii. 1.—«.
TobT. éoTavp.] notwithstanding the offence therein implied for Jew
and Gentile, i. 18, 23. Comp. Gal. vi. 14.

Vv. 8, 4. After the probative sentence, ver. 2, Paul takes up
again the connection of ver. 1, and that with the simple «a(: And
I for my part (with others it may have been different!) fell into
weakness and into much fear and trembling among yow (mwpos Up. ;
see on John i. 1). — ylyveafas év, to fall into a state, etc. (and to be
in it) ; so Thuc.i. 78. 1; Plato, Prot. p. 314 C; Dem. p. 179, uit.
Comp. Luke xxii. 44 ; 1 Mace. 1. 27; 2 Mace. vii. 9 ; Hist. Sus. §.
‘We might also join 7pos duds to éyevouny, not, indeed, in the way
in which Hofmann interprets it, as if for éyevdunv there stood #uny
(Mark xiv. 49), but in the sense: [ arrived among you (2 John
12, and see generally, Fritzsche, Ind. ad Lucian. Dial. Deor. p. 85 ;
Nigelsbach on the Ildad, p. 295, ed. 3); ver. 4, however, shows
that what is here spoken of is not again (ver. 1) the coming
thither, but the state when there. — The three phrases, aaf., ¢pofSos,
and Tpduos, depict the decp bashfulness with which Paul was in
Corinth, through his humble sense of the disproportion between his
own powers and the great enterprise to which his conscientious-
ness kept him bound. In facing it he felt himself very weak, and
was in fear and ¢rembling. As for want of natural strength of
will and determination, of which Hofmann speaks, there were no
signs of anything of the kind in Paul, even judging from his expe-
rience at Athens; and no such weakness betrays itself in Acts xviii.
4-11. The connection forbids us from thinking, with Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius,
and others, of the sufferings and persecutions (asf.), and of the
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apprehension of dangers, which he had to undergo in Covinth;
for the text hints nothing of persecutions and dangers, and these
would not necessarily furnish the motive for simplicity in preach-
ing (vv. 1, 4 1), nay, might even excite to the greater rhetorical
exertion, The weakness, etc., was of a deep ethical nature, being
based on the entire renunciation of human wisdom and strength
(ver. 5). Other exegetes wrongly understand dofevela even of
bodily weakness, either generally sickliness (Riickert), or more
especially weakness in the chest and wvoice (Storr, comp. Rosen-
miiller). — ¢oBos x. Tpduos] always denote with Paul (comp. also
Ps. il. 11) the deeply vivid and keen apprehension of humility,
lest it should be unable to meet the emergency concerned. See
2 Cor. vii. 15; Phil. ii. 12; Eph. vi. 5.— 0 Adyos pov . 7.
knpuypd, pov] are indeed emphatically separated from each other
by the repetition of the wov; but it is an arbitrary distinction
to make the former of the two refer to the jform, the latter to
the contents (Heydenreich), or the former to the private, the latter
to the publica institutio (so Riickert and the majority of com-
mentators). The former is the more general expression, the
latter the particular: ay speech generally (comp. 2 Cor. x. 10), and
especially my public preaching. — ove év meflois cod. Ndyous] se.
v, non versabatur in, did not move n the clement of persuasive
words of wisdom, such words as are philosophically arranged and
thereby fitted to persuade. ITe:fos is found nowhere else in the
whole range of extant Greck literature, mifavés being the word
in use (Xen. Cyr. vi. 4. 5; Thuc.iv. 21; Dem. 928, 14 ; Josephus,
Antt. viii. 9 ; and the passages from Plato in Ast, Lez. IIL p. 102.
Meineke, Menand. p. 222). ITefos, however, is formed from
meldw by correct analogy as ¢eSos from ¢eldouar, etc. Comp.
Salmasius, de ling. Hellenist. p. 86 ; Reiche, Comment. erit. 1. p.
136 f It was in all likelihood an adjective belonging only to the
colloquial language of common life. XKypke, indeed (Obss. II. p.
193), would find some trace of it in Plato, Gorg. p. 493 A; but
what we have there is a play on the words 76 mibavév and mibos,
& cask, which has no connection whatever with 7efos. Pasor
and Schrader make metfols to be the dative plural of wefo, suada,
and what follows to be in apposition to it: in persvasions, in
words of wisdom. DBut the plural of 7e:fd also has no existence ;
and how abrupt such an apposition would be, as well as wholly at
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variance: with the parallel in ver. 13! The following are simply
conjectures (comp. the critical remarks) : Beza and Erasmus Schmid
(after Eusebius), év metfol codlas Aoywv; Grotius, év migTols
k..M ; Valckenaer, Klose, and Kiihn (Commentat. ad 1 Cor. ii.
1-5, Lips. 1784), év mibavois or welbavois st (comp. also
Alberti, Schediasm. p. 105) ; Alberti, év meifovs (suadac) o. Adyous,
or (so, too, Semler, Flatt, Rinck, Fritzsche in the Hall. Lit. Zeit.
1840, Nt. 100) év mecfoi codias (without Adyors). — év dmodeiket
mvebpatos k. Suvduews] Without there being any necessity for
explaining the two genitives by a & 8ua dvoiv as equivalent to
mvevuaTos Suvatod (so still Pott, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Maier,
with older expositors), the meaning may, according to our inter-
pretation of dmodeifis and to our taking the genitives in an
objective or subjective sense, be either: so that I evinced Spirit
and power (so Vatablus and others, with Pott and Billroth);
or: so that Spirit and power madc themsclves known through me
(Calvin: “in Pauli ministerio ... quasi nuda Dei manus se
proferebat”) ; or: so that Spirit and power gave the proof (Rickert,
de Wette, Osiander, Neander, and Maier, following older com-
mentators). The latter is most in keeping with the purposely-
chosen expression dmwodefis (found here only in the N. T.; Dem.
326. 4; Plato, Phaed. p. 77 C, Theact. p. 162 E, and often;
3 Mace. iv. 20), and with the significant relation to otk év mefots
o. Aoyois.  Paul means the Holy Spirit (ver. 10 ff) and the divine
power communicating itself therein, ver. 5 (Rom. i 16; 2 Cor.
iv. 7; 1 Thess. i. 5), which wrought through his preaching upon
the minds of men, persunading them of its truth,—the #esti-
montum Spiritus Sancti internum! At variance with the text
is the view of several of the older expositors (following Origen,
contra Celsum, 1. p. 5), who refer mweduaros to the oracles of the
0. T, and Svwdp. to the miracles of the apostle; as well as the
view of Grotius, that the former applies to the prophecies, and the
latter to the cures, by means of which Paul had given the dmobecfis.

Ver. 5. Aim of the divine leading, the organ of which the

1 Theophylact is right in supposing as regards wvedpacs; @ ajgive vl apime wictiy
tvemolss wois axovoves. He makes dvvdptws, however, apply to the miracles, as does
Theodoret also, who takes the two clements together, and explains the clause of the
lavparovpyin Tob wvedpares. So, too, in substance, Chrysostom, according to whom
it is by wvsdpares that the miracles are made to appear as ¢rue miracles.
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apostle knew himself to be, in what is set forth in ver. 4: in
order that your faith (in Christ) may be dased, have its causal
ground (comp. Bernhardy, p. 210), not on man’s wisdom, but on
God's power (which has brought conviction to you through my
speech and preaching). That {a introduces not %is own (Hof-
mann), but the divine purpose, is clear from év dmodeifer k.7 \., in
which Paul has stated how God had wrought through him. Comp.
e in i. 31.

Vv. 6-16. Wisdom, howcver, we deliver among the perfect ; but
it s a higher wisdom revealed to ws by the Spirit, which thercfore
only those filled with the Spirit, and not the sensuous, apprehend.
— Paul having, in i. 17-31, justified the simple and non-philo-
soplical method of proclaiming the gospel from the nature of its
contents, and having now, in ii. 1-5, applied this to himself and
his own preaching among the Corinthians, there might be attri-
buted to him the view that what the preachers of the gospel set
forth was no gogia at all—a supposition which, in writing to
the Corinthians above all, he could not safely leave uncontradicted.
He now shows, accordingly, that among ripened Christians there is
certainly a co¢ia delivered, but not a philosophy in the common,
worldly sense, etc.

Ver. 6. Wisdom, nevertheless (unphilosophical as my discourse
among you was), we deliver among the perfect. — hahobuer] we
speak it out, hold it not back. That the plural does not refer to
Paul alone (so usually), but to the apostolic teachers in general, is
clear from the xai éyo in iii. 1, which introduces the particular
application of the plural statement here. — év 1neans nothing
else than in, surrounded by, amonyg, coram ; Nalew év corresponds
to the AaXety with the dative iniii. 1. We must therefore
reject not only the rendering for the perfect (Flatt, with older
expositors), which is in itself linguistically untenable (for even in
such passages as those cited by Bernhardy, p. 212, the local
force of év should be retained), but also the explanation: accord-
g to the judgment of the perfeet (Grotius, Tittmann, de Spir.
Dei mysterior. div. interprete, Lips. 1814, in the Syn. V. T. p.
285), which would have to be referred, with Billroth, to the con-
ception of among, since the corresponding usage of év éuoi, év ool
in the sense, according to my or thy vicw, applies exclusively to
these particular phrases (Bernhardy, p. 211). — The Té\etot (comp.
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cn Eph. iv. 13), who stand in contrast to the vymior év Xpiore,
are thosc who have penetrated beyond the position of beginners in
Chwristian saving knowledge to the higher sphere of thorough and
comprehensive insight. * The cogia, which is delivered to these, is
the Christian analogue to philosophy in the ordinary sense of the
word, the higher religious wisdom of Christianity, the presentation
of which (xii. 8) is not yet appropriate for the beginners in the
faith (iii. 1, 2). The form of this instruction was that of spiritual
discourse (ver. 13) framed under the influence of the holy
mrvebpa, but independent of the teachings of philosophic rhetoric ;
and its matier was the future relations of the Messianic kingdom
(vv. 9, 12) in their connection with the divine counsel of re-
demption and its fulfilment in Christ, the pvergpa 7is Bao:-
Aelas Tov odpavdy (Matt. xiii. 11),—that, which no eye hath
seen, etc, Comp. Bab. Sanhedr. f xcix. 1: “ Quod ad mundum
futurum: oculus non vidit, O Deus, praeter te.” The definitions
now given' respecting the copia @coi are the only omes that
neither go beyond the text, nor are in the least degree arbitrary,
while they comprehend also the doctrine of the xrioiws as regards
its Messianic final destination, Rom. viii,—that highest analogue
to the philosophy of nature. It may be gathered, however, with
certainty from iii. 1, 2, that we are not to think here of any

1 Comp. Riickert, who, as respects the matter, is of opinion that it includes the
higher views regarding the divine plan of the world in relation to the development
of the kingdom of God, and especially to the providential government of the Jewish
people ; regarding the import of the divine ordinances and appointments before Christ,
for example, of the law in reference to the highest end contemplated—the kingdom
of God ; regarding the way and manner in which the death and resurrection of Christ
bear upon the salvation of the world ; as well as regarding the changes yet in the
womb of the future, and, in particular, the events which are linked with the second
coming of the Lord. Similarly, and still more in detail, Estius. According to de
Wette, portions of this wisdom are to be found in the Epistle to the Romans, in the
discussions on justification, on the contrast between Christ and Adam, and on pre-
destination ; in the Epistles to the Lphesians and Colvssians, in the indications
there given as to the divine plan of redemption and the person of Christ; in our
Epistle, chap. xv.; views of the same kind in Heb. vii.-x., comp. iv. 111l
Osiander makes this sopia to consist in the decper dogmatic development of the
gospel as regards its historical foundations and iis cternal consequences reaching on
to the consummation of the kingdom of God. Comp. Ewald, p. 139, according to
whoin its contents turn upon the gospel as the centre and cardinal peint of all divine-
human history, and for that very reason touch all the problems both of history as
a whole, and of the creation. Hofmann rightly includes also the final glory of
believers. : : '
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discipline arcani. "With the main point in our view as a whole,
—namely, that codia denotes that higher religious wisdom, and
Téhetor those already trained in Christian knowledge, grown up,
as it were, to manhood, — Erasmus, Castalio, Estius, Bengel,
Semler, Stolz, as well as Pott, Usteri, Schrader, Riickert, de
Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Neander, Maier, Hofmann, accord. Chry-
sostom, liowever, Theophylact, Theodoret, Luther, Calvin, Beza,
Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and others, including Tittmann, Flatt, Bill-
roth, and Olshausen, understand by the 7éhecoe the Christians
generally, or the fruc Christians, to whom the apostle's doctrine
(copilav Néyer T6 Kkijpuypa xal Tov Tpomov THs cwTnplas, To S
oTavpol cwbijvar, Tekelovs 8¢ Tols memioTevkoras, Chrysostom),
appeared as wisdom, not as folly. ¢ Ea dicimus quae plena esse
sapientiae judicabunt veri ac probi Christiani,” Grotius. But iii. 2
is decisive against this view ; for there yala denotes the instruc-
tion of beginners as distinguished from the codia (Bpdua). Comp.
the appropriate remarks of Castalio on this passage. — coiav 8¢
o0 1. al@v. T.] wisdom, however, which does not belong to this age
(8, as in Rom. iil. 22, ix, 30; Gal ii. 2; Phil. ii. 8), which is
not, like the Jewish and Hellenic philosophy, the product and
intellectual property of the pre-Messianic age. Comp. i. 20.

~

Aldvos TovTou coplav dvoudle Ty Ew, ds mpookatpoy Kal TH
aldve TovTe cuyrkaTalvouévny, Theophylact. — 008é] also (in par-
ticular) not. — T@v dpy. 7. aidv 7.] These are the rulers generally
(comp. Acts xiil.-27), the dominant powers (proceres) of the pre-
Messianic time among Jews and Gentiles. But to say that Paul’s
meaning is that he does not teach politics (Grotius), is to limit
his words in a way foreign to the connection ; he affirms generally
that the codia in question is a wisdom to which holders of tem-
poral power are strangers. Comp. ver. 8. It is a mistake to
explain the &py. 7. aidv. 7. as referring either to influential
philosophers and men of learning® (Theodoret, Theophylact, and
others, including Pott; comp. Neander: “the intellectual rulers
of the ancient world”), or to the demons, connecting it with
2 Cor. iv. 4, John xii. 31 (Marcion, Origen, some writers referred
to by Chrysostom and Theophylact, also Ambrosiaster, Estius,

! These are not even included (in opposition to Chrysostom and others, including

Osiander), although the Zpxovre; may have accepted their wisdom, played the part of
patrons to them, ete.
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Bertholdt), both of these interpretations being incompatible with
the words, and forbidden by ver. 8; or lastly, to the Jewish
archontes alone (Cameron, Hammond, Vorstius, Lightfoot, Locke,
Stolz, Rosenmiiller), which is contrary to the general character
of the expression, and not required by ver. 8 (see on ver. 8). —
T@v katapy.] which are done away with, ie. cease to subsist
(i 28, xv. 24; 2 Thess. ii 8; 2 Tim. i. 10; Heb. ii. 14),
namely, when Christ returning establishes His kingdom. Comp.
Rev. xvi—xix. This reference is implied in the context by the
emphatic repetition of Tod ai@dvos Toirov. The expedient of
explaining it into : “ Whose power and influence are broken and
brought to nought by the gospel,” Billroth (comp. Flatt and
Riickert), rationalizes the apostle’s conception, and does not even
accord with history. — The present participle, as in i. 18. Comp.
2 Cor. iii. 7.

Ver. 7. Ocod coplav] God's philosophy, of which God is the
possessor, who has made it known to those who proclaim it,
ver. 10. This @eod is with great emphasis prefixed ; the repeti-
tion of Aahoduev, too, carries with it a certain solemnity, comp.
Rom. viii. 15; Phil. iv. 17. — év pvernpip] does not belong to
v amoxekp. (with which it was connected expressly as early as
Theodoret ; comp. Grotius: “ quae diu in arcano recondita fuit”),
but to Aakovuer (Erasmus, Estius, Riickert, Schrader, de Wette,
Osiander, Hofmann), not, however, in the sense: “ secrelo et apud
pauciores” (Estius, Cornelius a Lapide), since there is no mention
of a disciplina arcani (see on ver. 6), but rather: by means of a
secret, i.e. by our delivering what has been secret (a doctrine hidden
from the human understanding, and revealed to us by God, see on
Rom. xi. 25). To this is to be referred also the rendering of
Riickert and Neander: as a mystery. Most interpreters, however,
join év pvornpipy with cogiav, sc. odoav: God's secret wisdom
(unknown but for revelation). So also Pott, Heydenreich, Billroth,
Tittmann, Usteri, Ewald. But the article, although after the
anarthrous codiav not in itself absolutely necessary, would be
omitted here at the expense of clearness. Paul would have
expressed himself with ambiguity, while he might easily have
avoided it by Tyv év pvoTpip. On the other hand, if he joined
év pvor, to Aalobpev, he could not, seeing that he wished to
prefix Aai. for the sake of emphasis, write otherwise.— T
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dmoxexp.] as respects its mature, by virtue of which it not only
had been hidden from all preceding generations, but remained
unknown apart from divine revelation. Comp. vv. 9, 10; Rom.
xvi. 25. The word, which in itself might be dispensed with,
is added in order to introduce the following statement with com-
pleteness and solemnity. — #v mpowp. & Oeos k.7.\.] There is no
ground here for supplying (with the majority of expositors, in-
cluding Pott and Heydenreich) dmoxaimrew, yvwploar, or the like,
or (with Olshausen) a dative of the person; or yet for assuming,
as do Billroth and Riickert, that Paul meant by #jv the object of
the wisdom, the salvation obtained through Christ. For mpodp.
has its complete and logically correct reference in els Sofav 7pu.
(comp. Eph. i. 5), so that the thought is: “ o which wisdom God
has, before the beginning of the ages of this world (in eternity),
given the predestination that by it we should attain to glory.” This
els 8of. nu. corresponds significantly to the dv xarapy. of ver. 6,
and denotes the Messianic glory of the Christians which is to
begin with the Parousia (Rom. viii. 17, 29 f.; 1 Thess. ii. 12).
That wisdom of God is destined in the eternal divine plan of
salvation not to become (Hofmann) this glory, but to establish
and to realize it. This destination it attains in virtue of the
faith of the subjects (i. 21); but the reference to the spiritual
glorification on earth is not even to be assumed as included with
the other (in opposition to de Wette, Osiander, Neander, and
many older expositors), as also the correlative T7s 8o€ns in ver. 8
applies purely to the Aeavenly glory. DBengel says well: “olim
revelandam, tum cum principes mundi destruentur.” It reveals
itself then as the wisdom that makes blessed, having atfained in
the 8¢fa of believers the end designed for it by God before the
beginning of the world.

Ver. 8. "Hy] Parallel with the preceding #», and referring to
OQcot gopiav (Calvin, Grotius, and most commentators, including
Flatt, Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Hofmann), not to 8o& nAudv
(Tertullian, contra Marc. v. 6, Camerarius, Pott, Billroth, Maier) ;
for the essential point in the whole context is the non-recognition
of that wisdom.) — ei yap &yvwoav k.7.\.] parenthetical proof from

! The simple uniform continuation of the discourse by #» has a solemn emphasis

here, as in Acts iv. 10, and especially often in the Epistle to the Ephesians. All the
less reason is there for taking it, with Hofinann, as equivalent in this verse to rav-
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Jact for what has been just asserted ; for the ¢AAd in ver. 9
refers to fjv odleis . . . éyvwrer. The crucifizion of Christ, seeing
that it was effected by Jewish and heathen rulers together, is
here considered as the act of the apy. 7. aidv. collectively. — Tov
Kipioy tiis 8ofns] Christ is the Lord, and, inasmuch as His
qualitative characteristic condition is that of the divine glory in
heaven, from which He came and to which He has returned (John
xvil. 5; Luke xxiv. 26 ; Phil. iil. 20 f; Col. ili. 1-4, al.), the
Lord of glory. Comp. Jas. ii. 1. In a precisely analogous way
God is called, in Eph. i 17, o mwaryp Tfs 8ofnps. Comp. Acts
vii. 2; Ps. xxiv. 7; Heb. ix. 5. In all these passages the ex-
pression of the adjectival notion by the genitive has rhetorical
emphasis. Comp. Hermann, ad Viger. p. 887. This designation
of Christ, however, is purposely chosen by way of antithesis to
éaraipwaay; for ¢ oTavpos ddofias elvar Soxel, Chrysostom. Had
the dpyovres known that codia Ocod, then they would also have
known Christ as what He is, the Kdpios 7ijs 8ofns, and would
have received and honoured instead of shamefully crucifying Him.
But what was fo them wisdom was simply nothing more than
selfish worldly prudence and spiritual foolishness; in accordance
with it- Annas and Caiaphas, Pilate and Herod, acted. Comp.,
generally, Luke xxiii. 34 ; Acts iii. 17.

Ver. 9. "AN\d] but, antithesis to v oldels T@v dpyovTev 7. al.
7. &yvwrer,—The passage of Scripture, which Paul now adduces,
is to be translated : “ What an eye hath not seen, nor an ear heard,
and (what) hath not risen into the heart of a man, (namely:) all
that God hath prepared for them that love Him.” 1In the connection
of our passage these words are still dependent upon Aaloduev.
Paul, that is to say, instead of affirming something further of the
wisdom stself, and so continuing with another #» (which none of
the rulers have kuown, but which), describes now the mysterious
contents of this wisdom, and expresses himself accordingly in the
neuter form (by &), to which he was induced in the flow of his
discourse by the similar form of the language of Scripture which
floated before his mind. The construction therefore is not anaco-

o (Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 243 [E. T. 282]), and as introducing 2 new principal
sentence. The asyndetic siwmilar co-ordination of several relative clauses is, from
Homer onward (see Ameis on the Odyss. xxiil. 299, append.), a very common usage
in the classies also.
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luthic (Riickert hesitatingly ; de Wette and Osiander, both of whom
lold that it loses itself in the conception of the mysteries referred
to); meither is it to Dbe supplemented by eéyove (Theophylact,
Grotius). The connection with ver. 10, adopted by Lachmann (in
his ed. min), and in my first and second editions, and again
resorted to by Hofmann: what no eye has seen, ete., God, on the
other hand (8¢, see on i. 23), has revealed to wus, etc., is not suffi-
ciently simple, mars the symmetry of the discourse, and is finally
set aside by the consideration that, since the quotation manifestly
does not go beyond dyawdsw aitov, xabos yéypamwrar logically
would need to stand, not before, but aficr &, because in reality
this &, and not the xafos éypamrar, would introduce the object
of dmexd\wfrev. — xabos yéyp.] Chrysostom and Theophylact are
in doubt as to what passage is meant, whether a lost prophecy
(so Theodoret), or Isa. lii. 15. Origen, again, and other Fathers
(Fabricius, ad Cod. Apocr. N. T. p. 342 ; Pseudepigr. N. T. L p.
1072 ; Liicke, Einleit. 2. Offend. 1. p. 235), with whom Schrader
and Ewald agree, assume, amidst vehement opposition on the part
of Jerome, that the citation is from the Revclation of Elias, in which
Zacharias of Chrysopolis avers (Harmonia Evang. p. 343) that he
himself had actually read the words. Grotius regards them as
“¢ scriptis Rabbinorum, qui ea habuerunt ex traditione vetere.”
Most interpreters, however, including Osiander and Hofmann,
agree with Jerome (on Isa. Ixiv. and ad Pammach. epist. ci.) in
finding here a free quotation from Isa. Ixiv. 4 (some holding that
there is, besides, a reference to lii. 15, Ixv. 17); see especially
Surenhusius, karai). p. 526 ff, also Riggenbach in the Stud. u. Krit.
1855, p. 596 f. But the difference in sense—not to be got over
by forced and artificial interpretation of the passage in Isaiah (see
especially Hofmann)—and the dissimilarity in expression are too
great, hardly presenting even faint resemblances; which is never
elsewhere the case with Paul, however freely he may make his
quotations. There seems, therefore, to remain no other escape
from the difficulty than to give credit to the assertion—however
much repugnance may have been shown to it in a dogmatic
interest from Jerome downwards—made by Origen and others,
that the words were from the Apocalypsis Eliae. So, too, Bleek
in the Stud. w. Krit. 1853, p. 330. But since it is only passages
from the canonical Scriptures that are ever cited by Paul with
1 GOR. L E
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kafds wyéyp., we must at the same time assume that he infended
to do so here also, but by some confusion of memory took the
apocryphal saying for a canonical passage possibly from the pro-
phecies, to which the passages of kindred sound in Isaiah might
easily give occasion. Comp. also Weiss, biblische Theol. p. 298.
— & opfarucs odk eide x.t\] For similar designations in the
classics and Rabbins of what cannot be apprehended by the senses
or intelleet, see Wetstein and Lightfoot, Horae, p. 162. Comp.
Empedocles in Plutarch, Afor. p. 17 E: ob7 émbepxra 7d8
dvdpdow, ol émaxovoTa, olre vow wepAqmrd. With respect to
avaf. émi rapd., 25 Oy n?y, to rise up to the heart, that is, become a
consciously apprehended object of feeling and thought, so that the
thing enters as a conception into the sphere of activity of the
inner life, comp. on Acts vii. 23.— 7ols dyam. adriv] ze. in the
apostle’s view : for the true Christians! See on Rom. viii. 28.
What God has prepared for them is the salvation of the Messi-
anic kingdom. Comp. Matt. xxv. 34. Constitt. Apost. vii. 32. 2:
ol 8¢ dikaiol mopevaovTar els Loy aldviov khnpovopodvTes
éxetva, & oplapos odx €lde K.T. .

Ver. 10. Having thus set forth the hitherto Aidden character of
the divine co¢ia, Paul now turns to its unveiling, as a result of
which it was that that Aaloduev of ver. 6 f. took place. In doing
this he puts #uév emphatically first in the deep consciousness of
the distinction implied in so signal a mark of divine favour.
The object of dmwexah. is the immediately preceding & srolnacev
kTN — npv] plural, as Naloduev in ver. 6, and therefore neither
to be referred to the apostle alone (Rosenmiiller, Riickert, and
others), nor to all Christians (Billroth, etc.). — & Tod mvedp.
adtot] The Holy Spirit, proceeding forth from God as the per-
sonal principle of Christian enlightenment, of every Christian
endowment, and of the Christian life, 2s the medium, in His being
communicated to men (ver. 12), of the divine revelation; He is
the bearer of it; Eph.i 17,1iii. 3, 5; 1 Cor. xii. 11, xiv. 6, al. —
7o yap mwvetpa x.TN.] Herewith begins the adducing of proof

1 Clement, ad Cor. 1. 34, in quoting this same passage (with his usual formula for
scriptural quotations, Aéyes y2p), has here =ois dmouivovow abadv, Temembering perhaps
Isa. Ixiv. 4 in the LXX. Clement also, there can be no doubt, held the passage to
be canonical, which is explained, however, by the fact of his being acquainted with
our Epistle. The Constitt. apost. too, vii. 32. 2, have 7oy &yaxiov airiv. The
so-called second Epistle of Clement, chap. xi,, has the passage only as far as d+ifn.
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for that #julv 8¢ amewdluvyrer k7M. which continues on to ver.
12, to this effect, namely: For the Spirit is familiar with the
mysteries of God, becavse He alone stands tn that unique relation as
respects knowledge to GQod, which corresponds to the relation of the
human spirit to man (vv. 10, 11); but what we have received s
no other than this Spirit of God, in order that we might know the
salvation of God (ver. 12), so that no doubt remains that we have
actually the amoxdhuvyrs in question through the Spirit. That
T0 wvedua means not the hwman spirit, but the Holy Spirit, is
certain from what goes before and from vv. 11, 12.— épevva)]
rightly interpreted by Chrysostom : odx dyvoias, dAN dkpiBois
yaoews évratfa o épevwiv évdewkticor. Comp. Ps. exxxix. 1;
Rom. viii. 27; Rev. ii. 23. The word expresses the activity
of this knowledge. But Paul was not thinking of “ God’s know-
ing Himself in man” (Billroth, comp. Baur), or of any other
such Hegelian views as they would impute to him.— wdyra]
all things, without limitation. Comp. Wisd. vii. 23; Ds.
cxxxiX. 7.—7d Bdfy Tod Oeot] Comp. Judith viii. 14: Bafos
kapdias avfpdmov; see on Rom. xi. 33, also Plato, Theaet. p.
183 E. The expression: “depths of God,” denotes the whole rich
cxhaustless fulness which is hidden in God,—all, therefore, that
goes to make up His being, His attributes, His thoughts, plans,
decrees, etc. These last (see vv. 9, 12), the Baf/Bovrov (Aeschy-
lus, Pers. 143) of the Godhead, are ¢ncluded ; but we are not to
suppose that they alome are meant. The opposite is 7a Babéa
Tob Jarava, Rev. ii. 24. The depths of God, unsearchable by
the cognitive power of created spirits (comp. Rom. xi. 33), are
penetrated by the cognitive activity of His own immanent prin-
ciple of life and manifestation, so that this, z.c. the Holy Spirit,
is the power [Potenz] of the divine self-knowledge. God is the
subject knowing and the object known in the intrinsic divine
activity of the Spirit, who is the substratum of the absolute self-
consciousness of the Godhead, in like manner as the human spirit
is the substratum of the human Zgo.

Ver. 11 assigns the reason for the xai Ta Bdfy Tod Ocob just
mentioned, and that in such a way as to represent the searching
of these Bdfy as exclusively pertaining to the Spirit of God, accord-
ing to the analogy of the relation between the spirit of man and
man himself. — dvfpwmwv] should neither, with Grotius, be held



68 PAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS,

superfluons nor, with Tittmann, be suspected (it is wanting in
A, Or. 1, Athan. Cyr. Vigil. taps.); on the contrary, it is designed
to carry special emphasis, like Tod avfpwmov afterwards (which
is wanting in F G, and some Fathers), hence also the position
chosen for it: dvfpowmwy Ta Tod avlpwmov: no man knows what
is man’s, save the spirit of the man which is in him.! Comp.
Prov. xx. 27. Were what is peculiar to him not known to the -
spirit itself of the man (who is made the object of contemplation),
in that case no man would have this knowledge of the man; it
would not come within the region of hAuman knowing at all. The
man’s own spirit knows it, but no other man—We are not, with
many expositors, including Pott and Flatt, to add Babn by way
of supplement to Ta Tod avfp. or to Ta Tod Oeod. This would be
a purely arbitrary limitation of the universal statement, to which
Ta Babn, as a qualitative expression, is subordinated. What are
meant are the relations in general of God and of man, more espe-
cially, from the context, the ¢aner ones. The illustration adduced
by Grotius serves to bring out the sense more clearly: “ Prin-
cipum abditos sensus quis novit nisi ipse principis animus?’ —
éyvwre] eognite habet.  See Bernhardy, p. 378. For the rest, this
oUdels éyvwre is, as a matter of course, said not as in distinction
from the Son (Luke x. 22), but from the creatures.

ReMARK.—The comparison in ver. 11 ought not to be pressed
beyond the point compared. We are neither, therefore, to under-
stand it so that the Spirit of God appears as the soul of the divine
substauce (Hallet; see, on the other hand, Heilmann, Opusc. 1L.),
nor as if He were not distinct from God (see, on the contrary, ver.
10), but simply so that the Spirit of God, the ground of the divine
personal life, appears in His relation to God as the principle of
the divine self-knowledge, in the same way as the principle of the
human self-knowledge is the sv<ize of the man, which constitutes
his personal life. Hence God is known only by His Spirit, as the
mau is only by his spirit, as the vehicle of his own self-conscious-
ness, not by another man, With = #veiiue =60 ©c03, Paul does not
again join 3 & ebr@, because the man’s spirit indeed is shut up 7n
the man, but not so the Divine Spirit 1n God ; the latter, on the
contrary, goes forth also from Him, is communicated, and is 3
~uEbpee 70 Ex Tob ©sol. See ver. 12,

1 The =5 iv «d+& is an argumeniative definition.—In the man the subject knowing
is the Ego of the personal self-consciousness, hence =5 #vebua, not 4 Yux4. Comp.
Delitzsch, biblische Psychologie, 1. 198 ; Krumm, de notionib. psychol. Paul. p. 16 {,
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Ver. 12. 4€] leading on to the second half of the demonstra-
tion which began with 7o yap mvedua in ver. 10 (see on ver. 10).
— queis] as fuiv in ver. 10. — 7o wvebua Tob koopov] ie. the
sptrit which unbelieving mankind has, This spirit is the diabolic
mrvebpa, that is, the spirit proceceding forth from the devil, under
whose power the xdouos lies, and whose sphere of action it is.
See 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. vi, 11,12, il 2. Comp. John xii. 31;
1 John iv. 3,v. 19. Had we received ¢iis spirit,—and here
Paul glances back at the dpyovres Tob aldvos Tovrov in vv. 6, 8,
— then assuredly the knowledge of the blessings of eternity
would have remained closed for us, and (see ver. 13) instead of
utterances taught by the Spirit we should use the language of
the human wisdom of the schools. It is indeed the 7wedua Tis
mAdvys as contrasted with the mvebua Tis argfelas, 1 John iv. 6.
Most commentators take 70 wredua in the sense of mode of thought
and view, so that the meaning would be: “Non sumus instituti
sapientia mundana et saeculari,” Estius. So Theophylact, and
after him Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and many others, including Morus,
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Heydenreich, de Wette, Maier, and similarly
Pott. But, according to ver. 10, 1o mvedua must denote, in keep-
ing with the context, the objective spirit opposed to the Spirit of
God; and that is, according to the decided dualistic view of the
apostle (comp. esp. Eph. ii. 2), the diabolic wvetpa, which has
blinded the understanding of the unbelievers, 2 Cor. iv. 4. Bill-
roth’s explanation : that it is the non-absolute spirit, the finite, in
so far as it persists for itself and does not resolve itself into the
divine, is a modern un-Pauline importation ; and this holds, too,
of Hofmann’s exposition: that it is the spirit, in virtue of which
the world is conscious of itself, knowing itself, however, only in
that way in which alone its sinful estrangement from God leaves
it possible for it to do so, not in God, namely, but out of God.
If that is not to be taken as the diabolic spirit, then the conception
is simply an un-Pauline fabrication, artificially worded so as to
explain away the diabolic character. Lastly, Riickert’s view, that
Paul meant: “we have received our wvedua not from the world,
but from God,” cannot even be reconciled with the words of
the passage.— 70 éx 7. Ocoil] The éx is employed by Paul here
not in order to avoid the appearance of making this mvevua the
principle that determines the action of God (so Kling in the
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Stud. u. Krit. 1839, p. 435), which were a needless precaution,
but because this form of expression has a significant adaptation to
the iva eidbuev w.r\.; there can be no doubt about this knowing,
if it proceeds from the Spirit which is from God (which has
gone forth upon believers; comp. ver. 11, 70 év adr@), John xv.
26. — ta elddpev x.r.\] the divine purpose in imparting the
Spirit which proceeded forth from God. This clause, expressive
of design, containing the object of the dmexdivrer in ver. 10,
completely winds up the adducing of proof for the #Huiv 8¢
dmexdXk. o ©. &g T. mv. abr. — T4 Uwd T. Oeod yap. Huiv] are the
blessings of the Messianic kingdom, the possession of which is
bestowed by divine grace om the Christians (uiv), not, indeed,
before the Parousia as an actual possession, but as an ideal
one to be certainly entered upon hereafter (Rom, viii. 24, 30;
Col. iii. 3, 4); comp. Rom. vi 23; Eph. il 8, 9. That to take
it ideally in this way is correct (in opposition to Hofmann), is
clear from the consideration that Td yapioc@évra must be identical
with & fjroluacer ¢ @eos k.7 in ver. 9, and with the Sofa 7.
in ver. 7.

Ver. 13. Having thus in vv. 10-12 given the proof of that
Huiv 8¢ amexd\. k.1, the apostle goes on now to the manncr in
which the things revealed were proclaimed, passing, therefore, from
the eibévar Td yap. to the Aaielv of them. The manner, nega-
tive and positive, of this Aaheiv (comp. ver. 4) he links to what
has gone before simply by the relative: whick (namely, 7a .. .
xapiol. nu.) we also (in accordance with the fact of our having
received the Spirit, ver. 12) uiter not in words leurned of human
wisdom (dialectics, rhetoric, etc.), but in those learned of the Spirit.
The genitives: dvfpwm. gop. and mwvedparos, are dependent on
Sibaxrois (John vi. 45). See Winer, pp. 182, 178 [E. T. 242,
2367 Pfiugk, ad Eur. Hec. 1135. Comp. Pindar, Ol ix. 153:
morhol 8¢ 8iarTals dvBpdmwy dperals khéos dpovoay éNéabai dvev
8¢ feov k.7, comp. Nem. iii. 71. Sophocles, El. 336: Tdua
vovberpara xelvns &daxtd. It is true that the genitives might
also e dependent upon Acyows (Fritzsche, Diss. I1. in 2 Cor. p.
27); but the context, having 8:daxrois wveduaros, is against this.
To take &ibaxtois (with Ewald) as meaning, according to the
common classical usage, learnable, quac doceri possunt (see espe-
cially Demosth, 1413, 24 ; Plato, Prot. p. 319 B: od Si8axtov
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elvar und I’ dvBpdrwy TapacrevacTov dvBpdmots), does not agree
so well with vv. 4 and 15.—The suggestio verborum, here asserted,
is reduced to its right measure by 8t¢8axTols; for that word
excludes all idea of anything mechanical, and implies the living
self-appropriation of that mode of expression which was specifi-
cally suitable both to the divine inspiration and to its contents
(“ verba rem sequuntur,” Wetstein),—an appropriation capable
of bLeing connected in very different forms with different given
individualities (Peter, Paul, Apollos, James, etc.), and of present-
ing itself in each case with a corresponding variety.—mvevpua-
Tikols Trevpatikd auykpivovres] connecting ' spiritual things with
spiritual, not uniting things wnlike tn nature, which would be
the case, were we to give forth what was revealed by the Holy
Sptrit in the speech of human, wisdom, in philosophic discourse,
but joining to the matters revealed by the Spirit (wvevpari-
xots) the speech also taught by the Spirit (wvevparicd),—things
consequently of like nature,  spiritualibus spiritualia compon-
entes” (Castalio), So in substance also Erasmus, Beza, Calvin,
Balduin, Wolf, Baumgarten, Kling in the Stud. und Krit. 1839,
p- 437, de Wette, Osiander, Maier, etc., and rightly, since this sense
suits the connection singularly well, and does not in any degree
clash with the classical use of cuykpiverw (Valckenaer, p. 134 £.;
Porson, ad Med. 136). Plato has it frequently in this meaning,
and in contrast to Swaxplverv. See Ast, Ler. Plat. IIL p. 290 f.
Other commentators, while also taking wvevpar. as neufer, make
ouykplvew, explicare, namely, either : explaining the N. T. doctrine
Jrom the types of the 0. T. (Chrysostom and his successors?), or:
“ exponentes ea, quae prophetae Spiritu Dei acti dixere, per ea,
quae Christus suo Spiritu nobis aperuit” (Grotius, Krebs), or:
“ spiritualibus verbis spiritualia interpretantes ” (Elsner, Mosheim,
Dolten, Neander). But the first two of these renderings are
against the context, and all the three are against the wsus
loquends ; for cvyxpivew is never absolutely inferpretart, either in

! Not proving, as Theodore of Mopsuestia takes it: iz <dv o0 wvidparos dxodeition
Ty TOU wysbpaTos Idacxadiay wioToduida,

% So, too, Theodoret : ¥xouev yap vis weraiis dalixns Thv paprupizy, xai 3 ixehng
THy xZivnp PeBaiopty BVURETIXN Yip XEXEIN . . o x&] iz TOV TOTwY dsikvupey TRV LAs.
duav. Several of the older interpreters follow the Greeks in substance, including
Calovius, who, on the ground of this passage, declares himsell against the explana-
tion of Seripture from profane writers !
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profane Greek (in which, among later writers, as also in 2 Cor. x.
12, Wisd. vii. 29, xv. 18, 1 Mace. x. 71, it very often means to
compare ; comp. Vulgate : comparantes, and see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p. 278) or in the LXX. With the latter it is indeed the common
word for the inferpretation of dreams (np, see Gen. x1. §, 16, 22,
xli. 12, 15; Dan. v. 12); but in such cases (comp. the passages
from Philo, where 8iaxplveww occurs, in Loesner, p. 273) we
have to trace it back to the literal signification of judging,
namely, as to what was to be indicated by the vision in the dream
(comp. kpivew 70 Tnpatvéuevoy T@Y Sverpdtwy in Josephus, Antl.
il. 2. 2, also the ’Oveipoxpiricd of Artemidorus). The meaning,
to judge, however, although instances of it may be established in
Greek writers also (Anthol. vii. 132; Polybius, xiv. 3. 7, xii
10. 1; Lucian. Solocc. 5), would be unsuitable here, for this
reason, that the phrase myevparticols mvevuarica, both being
taken as neuter, manifestly, according to the context, expresses
the relation of matter and form, not the judging of the one
wrvevpatwcéy by the other (Ewald), notwithstanding that Luther,
too, adopts a similar interpretation: “and judge spiritual things
spiritually”  Lastly, it is incorrect to take mvevparixois as
masculine, and render : explaining things revealed by the Spirit
o those who are led by the Spirit (the same as Telelos in ver.
6; comp. Gal. vi. 1). This is the view of Pelagius, Sedulius,
Theophylact (suggested only), Thomas, Istius, Clericus, Bengel,
Rosenmiiller, Pott, Heydenreich, Flatt, Billroth, Riickert. To
the same class belongs the exposition of Hofmann, according to
whom what is meant is the solution of the problem as to how
the world beyond and hereafier reveals and foreshows itself in
what God's grace has already bestowed upon us (ver. 12) in a
predictive sign as it were,—a solution which has spiritual things
for its object, and takes place for those who are spiritual. But
the text does not contain either a contrast between the world here
and that hereafter, or a problematic relation of the one to the
other; the contrast is introduced into té yapicfévra in ver. 12,

1 Hence, in Dan. v. 16 (in the history of the mysterious writing on the wall,
which had to be judged of with respect to its meaning): Jévara: xpinera cvyxsiva,
thou canst pronounce utterances of judgment, Comp. the phrase, recurring more
than once in that same story of Bclshazzar, in Dan. v. : vy edyxpers yrawpilem, or:
dvagyir2uy : to make known or declare the judgment (as to what that marvellous
writing might signify).
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and the problem and its predictive sign are imported into oury-
kplvovres.!  Again, it is by no means required by the connection
with ver. 14 ff. that we should take mvevuatirois as masculine ;
for ver. 14 begins a new part of the discourse, so that Yruyiros
dvBpwmos only finds its personal contrast in o 8¢ mwvevparicés
in ver. 15. Tittmann’s explanation (Synon. p. 290 f, and comp.
Baur) comes back to the sense: conveying (confercnies) spiritual
things to spiritual persons, without linguistic precedent for it.
— Note the weighty collocation : wveduaros, wvevparicois, mvev-
paTid.

Ver. 14. To receive such teaching, however, in which wvevparicd
are united with srvevpaticois, every one has not the capacity; a
psychical man apprehends not that which is of the Spirit of God,
ete. — yruyikds avfpwmros is the opposite of the mwvevparicds who
has received the Holy Spirit (vv. 12 £, 15); he is therefore one
mvebua (the Holy Spirit) py éywy (Jude 19). Such a man—
who is not essentially different from the capriros (see on iii. 1),
but the mental side of whose nature is here brought forward
by the word Yrvyixés—is not enlightened and sanctified by the
Spirit of God, but is governed by the vy, the principle of life
for the adpf, so that the sphere in which he works and strives is
not that of the divine truth and the divine {wsf, but the purely
human activity of the understanding, and, as regards practical
things, the interests of the life of sense, the émifunlar Yuyikai,
4 Macc. i 32, the émibupiar dvbpomwr, not the Oéapua Oecod,
1 Pet. iv. 2. Comp. generally, Weiss, biblische Theol. p. 270 f.

The higher principle of life, the human wvedua,’® which he has,

1 Hofmann expounds as if Paul had written in ver. 12f.: =& #3x vov ows = O.
xepicbivra nulv, enpeia Svra Tav piddivrwy, & xai cvyxplvopty . . . mvvuaTixe
avvparing Aerovvrss. Comp, on the latter expression, Maximus Tyrius, xxii. 4:
cuviTE CUVETes AEywy.

2 The distinction between ypuys and =veipa, as that which separates from each other
the agencies of the lower and the higher life, answers certainly to the Platonic three-
fold division of man’s nature into body, soul, and spirit (see, especially, Olshausen,
de naturae humanae trichotomia N. T. scriptoribus recepta, in his Opuse. Berol.
1834, p. 143 fI. ; and, on the other side, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 391 ff.). Not,
however, as if Paul had borrowed this trichotomy (see, especially, 1 Thess. v. 23 ;
comp. also Heb. iv. 12) from the Platonic philosophy, but this Platonic type of anthro-
pology, current also with Philo and the Rabbinical writers, had, like the phrase s {rw
and ¢ iw &vdpwmos (sce on Eph. iii. 16), become popular (comp. Josephus, Anté. 1. 1. 2,
according to which God breathed rvevpz and Yvysv into man when first formed), and
subsisted alongside of the twofold conception and the corresponding mode of expression



74 PAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

is not laid hold of and quickened by the Holy Spirit ; the regene-
ration by the Holy Spirit, who operates upon the human spirit
and thereby brings about the renewal of the man (comp. John
iii. 6), has not yet taken place with him ; hence the psychical man
15 really the natural man, 7.c. not yet enlightened and sanctified
by the Spirit of God, not yet born again! although, at the same
time, ruyikos means not naturalis (ie. ¢uoikos in contrast to
8ibaxtas, Texvuros, and the like ; comp. Polyb. vi. 4. 7: ¢uowds
ral akatackebws), but animalis (Vulgate). Comp. Yruyuen codia
as contrasted with that dvwfev xarepyopévn, Jas. iii. 15. Many
have taken up the idea in a one-sided way, either in a merely
indcllectual reference (Tov povois Tols oikelots dprovuevov Aoyiouols,
Theodoret ; see also Chrysostom, Theophylact, Beza, Grotius,
Heydenreich, Pott ; comp. too, Wieseler on Gal. p. 451), or in a
merely efhical one (a man obedient to sensual desires; so, and in
some cases, with an exaggerated stress on the sinfulness involved,
it is interpreted by Erasmus, Vitringa, Limborch, Clericus, Rosen-
miiller, Valekenaer, Krause, and others). The two elements cannot
be separated from each other without quite an arbitrary act of
division. — o 8éyerar] The question whether this means: ke s
unsuseeptible of t, does not understand (Vulgate, Castalio, Beza,

(v. 3£, vii. 34 ; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Rom. viii. 10 f., al.). Comp. Liinemann on1 Thess.
v. 23. Luther, as early as 1521, has some excellent remarks on the trichotomy
(printed also in Delitzsch’s bibl. Psychol. p. 392 f.). He likens the arvwizz to the
Sanctum sanctorum, the Juy to the Sanctum, and the souaz to the A¢rium. Against
Hofmann's arbitrary explaining away of a real threefold division (in his Schrift-
beweis, 1. p. 297 £.), see Krumm, de notionibus psychol. Pauli, p. 1 ff. ; Delitzsch,
loc. cit. p. 87 fl. ; Ernesti, Ursprung d. Sitnde, 1I. p. 76 . We may add, that
Hofmann is wrong in saying, with respect to this passage, that it has nothing what-
ever to do with the question about the dichotomy or trichotomy. It has to do with
it, inasmuch as in virtue of the contrast between Juxixés and zvivparixiss, the Juxs
cannot be the seat and sphere of operation of the Divine Spirit, which is to be found
rather in the human avivuez, and consequently must be conceived as specifically dis-
tinet from the latter.

1 Luther's gloss is : * The natural man is as he is apart from grace, albeit decked
out as bravely as may be with all the reason, skill, sense, and faculty in the world.”
Comp. Calovius, who insists with justice against Grotius, that Joux:xés and caprini;
differ only ‘‘ratione formalis significationis.” Paul might have used szpxixis
here too (see on iii. 1) ; but Yuyixss naturally suggested itself to him as corrclative
to dixsobas ; for the Jux4 cannot be the receptaculum of that which is of the Spirit
of God. According to Ewald, the word points to the Greek philosophers, being
a gentle way of designating them. But the cxpression is quite general; and how
casy it would have been for Paul to let it be definitely known that the reference was
to the philosophers (by sopés =7 ziopsv, for example, or in some other way) !
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Piscator, Grotius, Riickert, ¢f al.); or: he docs not aceept, respuit
(Peschito, Erasmus, and others, including Tittmann, Flatt, Billroth,
de Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier), falls to be decided in favour of
the latter view by the standing use of 8éyeofas in the N. T. when
referring to doctrine. See Luke viii. 13 ; Acts viii. 14, xi. 1, xvii.
11; 1 Thess. i. 6, 1i. 13. Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 17.
— 7a 7ob wv.] what comes from the Spirtt. This applies both
to the matter and form of the teaching. See ver. 13. — pwpia
yap . . . yvaval] ground of this o0 Séyerar wr\.: It is folly to
him, 4.e. (as i 18) it stands to him in the practical relation of
being something absurd, and ke 7s not tn a position to discern it.
The latter clause is mot covered by the former (Hofmann), but
appends to the relation of the object to the subject the corre-
sponding relation of the subject to the object.—The statement of
the reason for both of these connected clausesis: o7 wvevpaTieds
avaxpiverar : because they (ta Tod mvedp.) arc judged of after a
spiritual fashion (iv. 3, xiv. 24), e because the investigative
(dve) judgment of them (the searching into and estimating their
nature and meaning) is a task which, by reason of the nature of
the subject-matter to be dealt with, can be performed in accord-
ance with its own essential character in no other way than by
means of a proving and judging empowered and gwided by the Holy
Spirit (a power which is wanting to the Yrvyixos). ITvevpaticas,
that is to say, refers not to the Auman spirit, but to the Holy
Spirit (see ver. 13) who fills the human spirit, and by the hallow-
ing influence of divine enlightenment and power capacitates it for
the avaxpivew of the doctrines of teachers filled with the Spirit
who address it, so that this dvarxpilvewr is an activity which pro-
ceeds in @ mode empowered and guided by the Spirit. We may
add that avaxpiv. does not mean: must be judged of (Luther and
many others, among whom are Tittmann, Flatt, and Pott), but
it expresses the characteristic relation, which takes place; they are
subject to spiritual judgment. That is an aziom. But this very
sort of dvdkpioss is what is lacking in the +ruyxds.

Ver. 15. He who is spiritual, on the other hand, judges all things,
but is for his own part (adrés) judged by no one; so lofty is lis
position, high above all the yruyixois, to whom he is a riddle, not
to be read by their unenlightened powers of judging, to which ra

(= (=14
700 Tvebpartos are folly | — ¢ wvevparikds] he who stands under
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the influence of the Holy Spirit, enlightened and led by Him.
Comp. on mvevpaTicds in ver. 14, — ta wdvra] (see the critical
remarks ) receives from the context no further limitation than
that of the article, which is not unsuitable (Hofmann), but denotes
the totality of what presents itself to his judging, so that it does not
apply merely to Ta Tob mvedparos (Ewald : “ all the deepest and
most salutary divine truths ), the dvaxpivew of which, on the part
of the mvevpatikds, is a matter of course, but means all objects
that come within the sphere of his judgment. To everything that
comes before him he can assign the right estimate in virtue of his
power of judgment, enlightened and upheld by the Holy Spirit.
He has the true critical eye of the Soxipdfev (1 Thess. v. 21)
for all that offers itself to him to be judged. How often has
Paul himself displayed this dvdepiois mvevpaTicy, and that, too,
in matters not connected with doctrine, under situations the most
varied ! ¢g. in his wise availing himself of circumstances when
persecuted and put on trial, during his last voyage, ete.; in his
decisions concerning matrimonial questions, contendings at law,
slavery, collections, and the like, in regard to which he manages
with consummate tact, and with the most wonderful clearness,
precision, and impartiality, to subject everything to the standard
of a higher spiritual point of view ; in his estimate of the different
persons with whom he comes into contact ; in the mode in which
he adapts himself to given relations: in his sublime judgments,
such as iil. 22; in his powerful self-witness, 2 Cor. vi. 4 ff ;
in his noble independence from earthly things, 1 Cor. vii. 29 ff. ;
Phil. iv. 11 ff. — O7' o¥devds] namely, who is not also mwev-
paticos. This follows necessarily from the foregoing ¢ mvevpar.
dvaxpiver & wdvra. Comp. too, 1 John iv. 1. The standpoint

1 In connection with the reading #dvrz, those who take it as masculine explain
the clause very variously ; either : ** Quando audit alium loquentem vel docentem,
illico dignoscere potest et dijudicare, utrum sit ex Deo necne” (Bos, Alberti) ; or :
¢ Ego quidem ... quemlibet profanum ... dijudicare adeoque a rvevparixels s.
vere collustratis dignoscere possum ” (Pott) ; or : *“ Convineere quemlibet profanum
crroris potest " (Nosselt, Rosenmiiller). Were the reading genuine, and =évrz mas-
culine, it is only the first of these renderings that would be admissible ; for, accord-
ing to ver. 14, &vzxp. cannot mean erroris convincere (against Nosselt), and to restrict
wéyra to the profane would be cntirely unwarranted by the context, as is plain
from svivparixis dvaxpiveras in ver. 14 (against Nosselt and Pott). At the same time,
it would also be arbitrary in adopting the first view to refer it only to the logui
or docere, and not also to deeds and other expressions of the lile.
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of the psychical man is too low, and his mode of thought too
foreign in its presuppositions and principles, for him to be able
to understand and judge of the pneumatic. In like manner, the
blind (see as early as Chrysostom and Theophylact) cannot judge
of the painter, nor the deaf of the musician—How Roman
Catholic writers have sought to render ver. 15, standing opposed
as it does to the authority claimed by the church, serviceable to
their own side, may be seep, ¢g., in Cornelius a Lapide: “ Sin
autem nova oriatur quaestio in fide aut moribus, eaque obscura
et dubia, eadem prudentia dictat homini spirituali. .. ejusdem
Spiritus judicio recurrendum esse ad superiores, ad doctores, ad
ecclesiom Romanam quast matricem,” ete.

Ver. 16. Proof for the airos 8¢ m olbevds dvaxpwerar. * For
in order to judge of the mvevpatikds, one would need to have known
the mind of Christ, which we wvevparicol are in possession of—rio be
able to act the part of teacher to Christ” The form of this proof is
an imperfect syllogism, the last proposition in which, as being
self-evident, is not expressed.! The major proposition is clothed
in the words of Isa. x1. 13 (substantially after the LXX.), comp.
Rom. xi. 34. There, indeed, Kiptos applies to God ; but Paul,
appropriating the words freely for the expression of his own
thought, applies it here to Christ (against Calvin, Grotius, and
most older interpreters, also Flatt, Osiander, Ewald, Hofmann), as
the minor proposition sjueis 8¢ x.7.\. proves—The vods Kuplov is
the understanding of the Lord, embracing His thoughts, judg-
ments, measures, plans, etc., the zofs being the faculty where
these originate and are elaborated.  The conception is not
identical with that of the mwvedua XpioTod (against Billroth,
Neander, and many others), which rather, when imparted to
man, makes his vols the vols Xpiorod, not being stself the vods
X., but that which constitutes its substratum. — bs ocvpB:B. adrov]
qui instructurus sit ewm, ie. in order (after thus coming to
know him) ¢o instruct Him. See on this use of 45, Matthiae, 11
p- 1068 ; Kiihner, IL p. 529 ff. Regarding cupBiBdlew, which
is frequent in the LXX. in the sense of instrucre, docere, but does

1 Fully expressed, it would run thus : No one can know the mind of Christ so as
to instruct Him : but we, we mwwvparinel, are they who have the mind of Christ ;
therefore we are they also whom no one can know so as to instruct them, that is, just
they who ' oidivis dvaxpivereras, ver. 15.
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not occur with that meaning in Greek writers, see Schleusner,
Thes. V. p. 154, This b guuB. adrov is not “rather super-
Jluously ” taken in along with the rest of the quotation (Riickert),
but is included as essential to the proof of the im’ od8evos dvaxpi-
verat, since the forming @ judgment assumes the capacity to
anstruct (act as master). This, then, is what he who would judge
the mrvevpaTicol must be capable of doing with respect to Christ,
since these have the mind of Christ. Chrysostom says well : ds
ovuPiBdoer adtov, ody damhds wpogéfnkev, aAAa wpos & elmev
%8, 8Ti TOV TvevpaTikov ollels dvaxpiver e yap eidévar ovlels
Svvatas Tov Oeod (rather Christ's) Tov vody, moANG paAhov Sibdo-
kew kal Swopfoicfar—To refer adroy, with Nésselt (Opusc. II.
p- 137 £), to the mvevuarikss (so, too, Rosenmiiller and Tittmann,
lc. p. 294), is an involved construction rendered necessary only
by failure to catch the simple course of proof. — qucts 8¢ voiv X.
&y.] the minor proposition, with the emphasis on 7juels, and the
explanatory Xpiorob in place of Kuplov. Paul includes himself
along with the rest among the wvevuaticol. These are the pos-
sessors (éxopev) of the mind of Christ. For, since they have the
Spirit of Christ (Rom. viii. 9, 16), and since Christ is in them
(Rom. viii. 10 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 5), their vols, too, can be no mental
faculty different in kind from the volis Xpio7o, but must, on the
contrary, be as ideally one with it, as it is true that Christ Him-
self lives in them (Gal. ii. 20), and the heart of Christ beats
in them (Phil. i. 8), and He speaks in them (2 Cor. xiii. 3).
Comp. respecting this indwelling of Christ in His believers, the
idea in Gal. iii. 27 ; Rom. xiii. 14. 09 yap II\aTwvos, ovdé ITvfa-
wyopov, says Chrysastom, &AN 6 XpioTos Ta éavrod 7§ fuerépa
évéfnre Suavolg. Many commentators (not recognising the process
of proof) have interpreted é&youev as perspectam habemus (see
Tittmann, lL¢), as eg. Rosenmiiller and Flatt: “We know the
meaning of the doctrine of Christ;” or Grotius: “ Novimus Dei
consilia, quae Christo fuere revelata.”
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CHAPTER IIIL

VER. L #e? 0] ABCDETF G ¥ min. Clem. Or. Chrys.
Damasc. read zdy@, which Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Riickert, Tisch.
have adopted, and justly, considering the decisive testimony in its
favour. — capxinois] Griesb. Lachm. Riickert, Tisch. read vapxivors,
with A B C* D* §, 67** 71, Clem. Or. Nyss. To be preferred on
like grounds as in Rom. vii. 14. Here the interchange was espe-
cially aided by ver. 3, where, according to the preponderance of
evidence, supxsz. is the true reading; for the fact that D* F G, Or.
Nyss. have sdpxw. in ver. 3 also, is simply to be set down as
the result of mechanical repetition from ver. 1, the difference in
the sense not being recognised.! — Ver, 2. oi8¢] Elz. has obre, in
opposition to all the uncials and most Fathers. The former is
necessary here (Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 157), but had ore very often
substituted for it by the transcribers. —#r] is wanting in B;
bracketed by Lachm. But how easily it might fall aside after
old¢ through similarity in sound, or on the ground that it might be
dispensed with when v followed!—Ver. 3. x#«i diyosrasics] omitted
in A B C N, some min. and several vss. and Fathers. Deleted by
Lachm. Riickert, and Tisch. Were it genuine, why should it have
been left out ? An addition by way of gloss (even in texts used by
Irenaeus and Cyprian) from Gal. v, 20. — Ver. 4. ésfpwro] adopted
also by Lachm. Riickert, and Tisch., followed by Ewald, according
to almost all the uncials and several vss. and Fathers. The Recepta

! Fritzsche, indced (ad Rom. II. p. 46, and de conform. N. T. Lachm. p. 49),
holds that the form edpxios in this passage, Rom. vii. 14, and Heb. vii. 16, is an
oflspring of the transeribers. But it was preciscly the other form sapxixés, so well
known and familiar to them, which thrust itself upon the copyists for involuntary
or even deliberate adoption. Reiche, in his Comment. crit. 1. p. 138, has made
the most elaborate defence of the Recepta, and attempted to weaken the force of the
evidence on the other side. See the same author, too, on Heb. vii. 16. The most
decisive argument from the external evidence against the Recepta is, that precisely
the weightiest Codices A B C R, are equally unanimous in reading sdpxves in ver. 1,
and sapxixol in ver. 3 ; and we cannot at all see why the hand of an emendator should
have inserted the more classical word only in ver. 1, while leaving the unclassie
vaprixoi in ver. 3, Besides, we have capxivass in 2 Cor. iii. 3, entirely without any
various reading sazpxixais, from which we may conclude that the distinction in mean-
ing between the two words was well known to the transcribers.
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oupzinoi, although still defended by TFritzsche and Reiche, is so de-
cidedly condemned by the critical evidence (among the uncials they
have only L and &**), that it must be regarded as derived from
ver. 3.  Oby/, too, has flowed from the same source, instead of which,
obx is to be restored, with Lachm. Rickert, and Tisch., in accordance
with A B C &* 17, Dam. — Ver. 5. 7is] Lachm. and Riickert read =/,
with A B 8, min. Vulg. It. Aeth. and Latin Fathers. The personal
names very naturally suggested the masculine to transcribers.—The
order Tabhoc . . . Amoardg (in Elz. and Scholz) arose from ver. 4 ;
compare i. 12.— Before dicxovos, Elz. and Tisch. have &ax 4, which,
however, from the decisive weight of testimony against it, must be
regarded as an addition to denote the sense: nil nisi. — Ver. 12.
roirov] is wanting in A B C* &*, Sahid. Ambr. Deleted by Lachm.
and Riickert. The omission, however, was easily occasioned by
Homototeleuton, and was aided by the fact that the word could be
dispensed with. — Ver, 13. b aip] Lachm. Riickert, and Tisch. read
o =vp abré, with A B C, min. Salud. and several Fathers. Rightly ;
the eirs not being in any way essential was easily disregarded. —
Ver. 17. rovrov] Lachm. and Riickert have abdséy, which Griesb. too
recommended, with A D E F G, min. Syr. Arr. Aeth. Arm.
Syr. p. (on the margin) Vulg. and It. (¢/fum), and Latin Fathers.
But, after ¢/ 715 in the protasis, airév offered itself in the apodosis
as the more common. — Ver. 22. éoriv] has preponderant evidence
against it. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. Riickert, and
Tisch. A repetition from ver. 21.

Vv. 1-4. Application of the forcgoing section (4. 6-16) fo the
Apostie’s relation to the Corinthians.

- Ver. 1. Kayd)] I also. This also of comparison has its inner
ground in the reproach alluded to, that he ought to have taught in
a higher strain, and so ought to have delivered to the Corinthians
that ©cod codiav spoken of in ver. 6 £ Even as no other could
have done this, so I also could nof. There is no reason, therefore,
for holding, with de Wette (comp. Billroth), that xai Juiy would
have been a more stringent way of putting it.—ax\’ ds gaprivoss]
namely, Zad I fo spealk to you. See Kiihner, IT. p. 604. Kriiger
on Thuc. i. 142. 4, and on Xen. Anab. vii. 2. 28. This brevity
of expression is zeugmatic. Sdprwos (see the critical remarks)
is: fleshy (2 Cor. iil. 3), not equivalent to capkixss, fleshly. See
on Rom. vii. 14. Winer, p. 93 [E. T. 122], and Fritzsche, ad Rom.
IL p. 46. Here, as in Rom. Zc. and Heb. vii. 16 (see Delitzsch
tn loc.), the expression is specially chosen in order to denote more
strongly the unspiritual nature: as to fleshy persons, as to those
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who have as yet experienced so little of the influence of the Holy
Spirit, that the odpf—ie. the nature of the natural man, which
is opposed since the fall to the Spirit of God, and which, as the
seat of the sin-principle and of lust, gives rise to the incapacity
to recognise the sway of the Divine Spirit (comp. ii. 14), and to
follow the drawing of the vofs towards the divine will (Rom. vii.
18, 25), by virtue of the Divine Spirit (see on Rom. iv. 1,vi. 19,
vii. 14, viii. 5 ff.)—seemed to make up their whole being. They
were still in too great a measure only “flesh born of the flesh”
(John iii. 6), and still lay too much, especially in an intellectual
relation, under the dofeveia Tijs capxos (Rom. vi. 19), although
they might also be in part ¢uotodpevor Omo Tob voos Tijs capkos
atr@v (Col. ii. 18),—so that Paul, in order strongly to express their
condition at that time, could call them fleshy. By odpxivos, there-
fore, he indicates the unspiritual nature of the Corinthians,—z.c.
a nature ruled by the limitations and impulses of the oapf, not
yet changed by the Holy Spirit,—the nature which they still
had when at the stage of their first noviciate in the Christian
life. At a later date (see ver. 3) they appear as still at least
capricol (guiding themselves according to the odpf, and dis-
obedient to the mvedua); for although, in connection with
continued Christian instruction, they had become more effectually
partakers also of the influence of the Divine Spirit, nevertheless,—
as their sectarian tendencies (see ver. 3) gave proof,—they had not
so followed this divine principle as to prevent the sensuous nature
opposed to it (the odpf) from getting the upper hand with them
in a moral and intellectual respect, so that they were consequently
still kara cdpra and év capxi (Rom. viil. 5, 8), Ta 7is capros
ppovoivres (Rom. viil. 5), kara odpra kavyouevor (2 Cor. xi. 18),
év codia capreyy (2 Cor. i. 12),etc. It is therefore with true
and delicate acumen that Paul uses in ver. 1 and ver. 3 these two
different expressions each in its proper place, upbraiding his
readers, not indeed by the former, but certainly by the latter,
with their unspiritual condition.! The ethical notions conveyed

! According to Hofmann,—who, for the rest, defines the two notions with substantial
corrcetness,—the distinction between edprivos and saprixss answers to that between
tivai iv sapxi and xara sdpxa, Rom. viii. 5, 8. But the latter two phrases differ fromn

cach other, not in their real meaning, but only in the form of representation.—

Holsten, too, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 397 f., has in substance hit the true distine.
tion between sdprives and caprixis,

1 COR. L F
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by the two terms are mnot the sume, but of the same kind ;
hence érs in ver. 3 is logically correct (against the objection of
de Wette and Reiche).

The difference between caprixds (also adprwos) and Yruyexas is
simply this: Yrvyiwds is one who has not the Holy Spirit, and
stands wholly outside of the sphere of His influence; whether it
be that he has never yet received Him and is therefore still in
the natural state without Christ (lomo nafuralis, as in ii. 14), or
that he has been forsaken again by the Spirit (as in Jude 19).
Sapkikos, on the other hand, may not merely be predicated of
the +ruyucds, who is indeed necessarily aapriros, but also (comp.
Hofmann) of one who has, it is true, received the Holy Spirit
and experiences His influence, but is not led by His enlightening
and sanctifying efficacy in such a measure as to have overcome
the power of sin (Gal. v. 17) which dwells in the cdpé and sets
itself against the Spirit; but, on the contrary, instead of being
mvevuaTikos and, in consequence, living év wvedpare and being
disposed xatd wvedua, he is still év capxf, and still thinks, judges,
is minded and acts xard odpxa! The Yruyixos is accordingly as
such also caprikds, but every capwirds is not as such still or
once more a +ruyixos, not yet having the Spirit, or having lost
Him again. The cxpositors commonly do nmot enter upon any
distinction between adprivos and caprurss, either (so the majority)
reading capkixols in ver. 1 also, or (Riickert, Pott) arbitrarily
giving out that the two words are alike in meaning. The dis-
tinction between them and +uyuxss also is passed over in utter
silence by many (such as Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Billroth), while
others, in an arbitrary way, make odpriwos and capkik. sometimes
to be milder than +rvywcos (Bengel, Riickert, holding that in
capr. there is more of the weakness, in 4rvy. more of the oppo-
sition to what is higher), sometimes to be stronger (Osiander;
while Theophylact holds the former to be mapa ¢ioww, the latter
katd ¢bow, and the pneumatic Jmép ¢low), or sometimes, lastly,
refer the latter to the lower infelligence, and the former to the

1 Ewald says truly, that the strict distinction between spiritual and fleshly came
in first with Christianity itself. But so, too, the sharply-defined notion of the
Yuymis could only be brought out by the contrast of Christianity, because it is the
opposite of the mveopzsixis, and cannot therefore occupy a middle place between the
two former notions.
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lower moral condition as given up to the desires (Locke, Wolf,
and others). — os vpmiots év Xpiorg] statement justifying the
foregoing @s capk. by setting forth the character of their Chris-
tian condition as it had been at that time to which odx 58uwifny
w7\ looks back. The phrase denotes those who, in their relation
to Christ (in Christianity), are still children under age, 4.e. mere
beginners. The opposite is Téxetor év X., Col. i. 28. See, regard-
ing the analogous use in Rabbinical writers of Mpwn (sugentes),
Schoettgen <n loc.; Wetstein on 1 Pet. il. 2; Lightfoot, Hor. p.
162 ; and for that of owwp, Wetstein on Matt. x. 42, DBefore
baptism a man is yet without connection with Christ, but through
baptism he enters into this fellowship, and is now, in the first
instance, a vijmeos év XpioTd, 1.0. an infans as yet in relation to
Christianity, who as such receives the elementary instruction suit-
able for him (the ydAa of ver. 2). The edayyerileafat, on the
other hand, which leads on to baptism, is preparatory, giving rise
to faith, and forming the medium through which their calling
takes place ; and accordingly it has not yet to do with wijmio év
Xpitote. The inference is a mistaken one, therefore (on the part
of Riickert), that Paul has in mind here a sccond residence in
Corinth not recorded in the Acts. Xis readers could not under-
stand this passage, any more than ii. 1, otherwise than of the
apostle’s jirst arrival, of the time, consequently, in which he
founded the Corinthian church, when he instructed those who
gave ear to his edayyerilecfar in the elements of Christianity. —
By év Xpiorg is expressed the specific field to which the notion
of vymioTys is confined ; viewed apart from Christ, he, who as a
new convert is yet a wijmios, may be an adult, or an old man.
-Comp. on Col. i. 28.°

Ver. 2. Keeping to the same figure (comp. Heb. v. 12 ; Philo,
de agric. p. 301), he designates as yaha: Tjv elocaywywny xal
amhovoTépar Tod edayyehiov Sibackahiav (Basil. Hom. 1. p. 403,
ed. Paris. 1638), see Heb.v. 12, vi. 1 f, and as Bpdua : the further
and higher instruction, the co¢ia, which, as distinguished from
the yv@aw v éx rarnyroecws (Clemens Alexandrinus), is taught
among the 7é\etor (ii. 6 ff). Comp. Suicer, Thes. I. p. 721, 717.
Wetstein <n loc. — As regards the zeugma (comp. Homer, JZ. viii.
546, Odysscy, xx. 312; Hesiod. Theog. 640), see Bremi, ad
Lys. Exe. IIL. p. 437f.; Winer, p. 578 [E. T. 777]; Kiihner,
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ad Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 8; also Niigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 179,
ed. 3. — é8tvacte] Ye were not yet strong and vigorous. What
weakness i3 meant, the context shows: in the figure, that of the
body ; in its application, that of the mind and spirit. Comp.
regarding this absolute use of 8Yvapar, Suvarés x.7.1. (which makes
any supplementing of it by écfiew Bpdpua and the like quite
superfluous), Dem. 484, 25, 1187, 8; Aesch. p. 40. 39; Plato,
Men. p. 77 B, Prot. p. 326 C; Xen. 4nab. iv. 5. 11, vii. 6. 37;
1 Mace. v. 41 ; Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 267 ff. — aAN od8¢ é1e
viv 80v.] GAN’ 008¢, yea, not cven.  See Fritzsche, ad Marve. p. 157.
Herm. ad EBurip. Suppl. 121, Add. 975. That Paul, notwith-
standing of this remark, does give a section of the higher wisdom
in chap. xv.,, is to be explained from the apologetic destination of
that chapter (xv. 12), which did not allew him to treat the subject
in an elementary style. There is no self-contradiction here, but
an exception demanded by the circumstances. For the profound
development of the doctrine of the resurrection in chap. xv. be-
longed really to the Spdua (comp. 1i. 9), and rises high above that
elementary teaching concerning the resurrection, with which every
Jew was acquainted, and which Paul himself so often gave with-
out thereby speaking év Teheloss, whence also it is rightly placed
in Heb. vi. 1 among the first rudiments of Christian doctrine,

Ver. 3. Sapxikol] see on ver. 1.— &mwov] equivalent seem-
ingly to gquandoguidem (see Vigerus, ed. Herm. 431); but the
conditioning state of things is locally conceived. Comp. Heb. ix.
16, x. 18; 4 Macc. ii. 14, vi. 34, xiv. 11 ; Plato, Z%m. p. 86 E;
the passages from Xenophon cited by Sturz. IIL p. 307 ; Herod.
i, 68; Thue. viil. 27. 2, viii. 96. 1; Isocrates, Pancg. 186. —
tinos] Jealousy. — kata avlp.] after the fashion of men. Comp.
on Rom. iii. 5; often, too, in classical writers, c.g. xat’ dvfp.
¢poveiv (Soph. 4j. 747, 764). The contrast here is to the mode
of life conformed to the Divine Spirit ; hence not different from
xat& cdpka in Rom. viii. 4. — Respecting the relation to each other
of the three words {ijA., ép., Sexoor., see Theophylact: mwaryp yap
6 Lihos Tijs Epidos, alirn 8¢ Tds SiyooTacias yevwd. — On obyd,
comp. Bengel: “ nam Spiritus non fert studium partinm human-
arum.” On the contrary, {flos xTX. are ranked expressly
among the &ya Tis capros, Gal. v. 20.

Ver. 4. I'ap] explanatory by exhibiting the state of conten-
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tion n concreto.— &vfp.] with a pregnant emphasis: are ye not
men ¢ e according to the context: are ye mot persons, who are
absorbed in the unspiritnal natural ways of men—in whose
thoughts and strivings the divine element of life is awanting ?
Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 26 : dvfpwmos elpe (I am a weak, fallible
man), What determines the shade of meaning in such cases is
not anything in the word itself, but the connection. Comp. 1 Pet.
iv. 2. The specific reference here has its basis in the pre-
ceding «ara dvlpomov mepimateire, hence there is no ground for
rejecting the reading avfpwmoe, with Fritzsche (de conform. N. T.
Lachm. p. 48), as a lectio tnsulse (comp. also Reiche), or for mis-
interpreting it, with Hofmann, into * that they are surely men at
all events and nothing less” This latter rendering brings in the
idea, quite foreign to this passage, of the dignity of man, and
that in such a way as if the interrogative apodosis were advcrsa-
tive (AN olx or ov pévror). — It may be added that Paul names
only the two parties: éyw ... Ilavlov and éywm ’AmoAld, not
giving an imperfect ecnumeration for the sake of the perasynua-
Teouos which follows (iv. 6—so, arbitrarily, de Wette and others),
but because in this section of the Epistle he has to do just with
the antagonism of the Apollos-party to himself and to those who,
against his will, called themselves after him; hence also he
makes the peracynuatiouds, in iv. 6, with reference to himself
and Apollos alone.— éyw pév] This wév does not stand in a
logical relation to the following 8.  An inexactitude arising
from the lively way in which thought follows thought, just as in
classical writers too, from a like reason, there is often a want of
exactly adjusted correspondence between uév and 8¢ (Breitenbach,
ad Xen. Hier. i. 9; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 168 f.).

Vv. 5-15. Discussion of the position occupied by the two
teachers: The two have no independent mertt whatsoever (vv, 5-7);
cach will recewve his reward according to his own work (vv. 8, 9);
and, more especially, a definitive recompense in the future, according
lo the quality of his work, awails the teacher who carries on the
building upon the foundation already laid (vv. 10-15). The aim
of this discussion is stated in iv. 6.

Ver. 5. Ovv] Now, igitur, introduces the question as an in-
ference from the state of party-division just referred to, so that
the latter is seen to be the presnpposition on which the question
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proceeds. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 719 : “ Such being the state
of things, I am forced to propound the question,” ete. Riickert
thinks that Paul makes his readers ask: But now, if Paul and
Apollos are not our heads, what are they then? Paul, however,
is in the habit of indicating counter-questions expressly as such
(xv.35; Rom.ix. 19,al.). — 7{] more significant than =i ; comp.
ver. 7. The question is, what, as respects their position, are they ?
Comp. Plato, Rep. p. 332 E, 341 D. — 8idwovor] They are servants,
and therefore not fitted and destined to be heads of parties; @\\os
éoTiv 6 Seamorns, fuels éxeivov Sobhor, Theodoret. — & dw] “ per
quos, non in quos,” Bengel. Comp. John i. 7. They are but
causae ministeriales in the hand of God. —- émioreda.] as in xv. 2,
11; Rom. xiii. 11.)—«xal] and that. xai ... &wxev is not to be
joined with ver. 6 (Mosheim, Markland, ad Zys. XIIL p. 560 f),
seeing that in ver. 7 no regard is paid to this «at ... &wrer. —
éxdore ds] the emphasis is on éxdor., as in vil. 17 and Rom.
xii. 3. — o Kvptos] correlative to the &idxovoe, is here God, not Christ
(Theophylact; also Riickert, who appeals to Eph. iv. 7, 11),
as what follows—in particular vv. 9, 10—proves. Comp. 2 Cor.
vi. 4. — Asrespects the aAN’ 7 of the Textus receptus : nisi (which
makes the question continue to the end of the verse; comp.
Ecclus. xxii. 12), see on Luke xii. 51; 2 Cor. i. 13.

Vv. 6, 7. Statement of the difference in the Siaxovia of the
two, and of the success of the ministry of both as dependent upon
God, so that no one at all had any independent standing, but
only God. Therewith Paul proceeds to point out the tmpropricty
of the party-relation which men had taken up towards the two
teachers. — édirevaa x.7. 1] We are not to suppose the object left
indefinite (de Wette) ; on the contrary, it emerges out of 8/ dw
émworeloate, ver. 5, namely : the faith of the Corinthian com-
munity. This is conceived of as a ¢ree (comp. Plato, Phacdr.
p- 276 E) which was planted by Paul, inasmuch as he first
brought the Corinthians to believe and founded the church; but
watered® by Apollos, inasmuch as he had subsequently exerted

L Ye have become believers, which is to be understood here in a relative sense, both
as respected the beginning and the furtherance of faith. See ver. 6. The becoming
a believer comprehends different stages of development. Comp. John ii. 11, xi. 15.

? Augustine, Ep. 48, and several of the Fathers make ixéricer refer in a totally
inappropriate way to baptism.
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himself in the way of confirming and developing the faith of the
church, and for the increase of its numbers; and lastly, blessed
with growth by God, inasmuch as it was under His influence (r7js
vap adrod xdpitos 10 katépfwpa, Theodoret) that the work of both
had success and prospered. This making it to grow is the effect of
grace, without which the “ granum a primo sationis momento esset
instar lapilli,” Bengel. Comp. Acts xvi. 14, xiv. 27; 1 Cor. xv.
10. — éo7i 7¢] may be taken to mean: is anything of importance,
anything worth spealking of (Acts v. 36; Gal. ii. 6, vi. 3. Plato,
Phacdr. p. 242 E, Gorg. p. 472 A, Symp. p. 173 B; Xen. Mem.
ii. 1. 12). Tt is more in accordance, however, with the decided
tone of hostility to all human estimation which marks the whole
context to take T in quite a general sense (comp. x. 19), so that
of both in and by themselves (in comparison with God) it is
said : they are nothing. — dAN’ o avf. Oecos] sc. T wdvra éote
(1 Cor. xv. 28; Col. iii. 11), which, according to the apostle’s
intention, is to be drawn from what has been already said. An
abbreviated form of the contrast, with which comp. vii. 19, and
see generally Kithner, IT. p. 604 ; Stallbaum, ad Rep. p. 366 D,
561 B. Theophylact says well: &iddfas, 67 Oeg 8t pove
wpocéxew, xai els abrov dvarifévar wdvta Ta cupPalvovra
aryabd.

Vv. 8, 9. The planter, on the other hand, and the watercr are
one : each of them, however (and lere we pass on to the new point
of the recompense of the teachers), will recetve his own reward, etc.
— & elow] the onme is not something other than the other,
generically as respects a relation defined in the text (xi. 5;
John x. 30, xvii. 11, 21), here: in so far as both are of one
and the same official character, namely, as workers in the service
of God. Theodoret: xata Tyv Vmovpyiav.— &kactos 8¢ xk.T.\.]
mpos ryap To Toi Ocoi Epryov TapaBatiouevor €v elcw: émel wovwY
évexev (ic. in respect of the pains and labour expended) odx
elgiv, d\\& €ékacTos k.., Chrysostom. — {Siov] both times with
emphasis. Bengel puts it happily : “ congruens iteratio ; antitheton
ad unum.” The Mjrerar, however, refers to the recompense at
the last judgment, ver. 13 ff. — Ver. 9 gives now the proof, not
for both halves of ver. 8, of which the first has been already dis-
posed of in the preceding statement (in opposition to Hofmann), but
for the new thought &€kacros. .. xémov introduced by & The



88 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIAXS.

emphasis of proof lies wholly on the word thrice put foremost,
Ocol. For since it is God whose helpers we are (“eximium
elogium ministerii,” Calvin), God whose tillage-field, God whose
building ye are : therefore it cannot be otherwise than that that

ékaogTos . . . kémwoy must hold good, and none lack his reward
according to his labour (* secundum laborem, non propter laborem,”
Calovius). — @eod ouvvepyoi] for we, your teachers, labour with

God, the supreme Lord and Fosterer of the church, at one work,
which is simply the furtherance of the church. The explanation :
workers who work with each other for God’s cause (Estius by
way of suggestion, Bengel, Flatt, Heydenreich, Olshausen), is lin-
guistically erroneous (see 1 Thess. iii. 2 ; Rom. xvi. 3, 9, 21 ; Phil.
ii. 25, iv. 3; 2 Cor. i. 24; 2 Mace. xiv. 5 ; Plato, Def. p. 414 A
Dem. 68. 27, 884. 2; Plut. Per. 31; Bernhardy, p. 171;
Kiihner, II. p. 172), and fails to appreciate that lofty conception
of a dodhos Oeod. — Ocod yedpy. and Oeob olx. set before us the
Corinthian church, in so far as it is the object of the ministerial
service of Christian teachers, under the twofold image of a field
JSor tillage (yedpry., Strabo, xiv. p. 671 ; Theag. in Schol. on Pind.
Nem. iil. 21; Prov. xxiv. 30, xxxi. 16), which belongs to God
and is cultivated, and as a building belonging to God (Eph.
ii, 21), which is being carried up to completion.

Ver. 10. The former of these images (yewpy.) has been the
underlying thought in what has hitherto been said (vv. 6-8);
the second and new figure (oix0d.) is now retained in what follows
up to ver. 15, the course of thought being this, that Paul, first of
all, states the difference between his own work and that of others
at this building, and then passes on to the responsibility which he
who would build after him takes upon himself. — The yapis is not
the apostolic office, with which Paul was graced (Rom. xii. 3, xv. 15 ;
Gal. i. 15, al), for it was not exclusively an apostle who was
required for the founder of a church (Rome, Colossae), but the
special endowment of grace, which he had received from God to fit
him for his calling ; and he was conscious in himself that he was
qualified and destined just for the right laying of the foundation,
Rom. xv. 20.— The significant weight of the words xata .
800. pov is to express humility in making the utterance which
follows. Comp. Chrysostom and Theophylact. — s codos apyer.]
proceeding as such an one would, going to work in this capacity.
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To it belongs the right laying of the foundation in strict accord-
ance with the design of the building, the reverse of which would be
the part of an wunskilful architect. Without a foundation no man
builds ; without a proper foundation no cogos, i.c. no one who
understands the art (Ex. xxxv. 10). Comp. Plato, Pril. p. 17 C,
de virt. p. 376 A; Pind. Pyth. iii. 115, v. 115; Soph. 4nt. 362.
But Paul by the grace of God was a goos dpyrrérTwr. — What
he understands by such a foundation, he himself tells us in
ver. 11, namely, Jesus Christ, without whom (both in an objective
sense: without whose appearing and work, and in a subjective :
without appropriating whom in conscious faith; see ver. 11) a
Christian society could not come into existence at all. This
foundation Paul had laid, inasmuch as he Zad made Christ to be
posscssed by the conscious faith of the Corinthian church. Comp.
on Eph. ii. 20. — feuérior] The masculine 6 feuéhios (see ver. 11 ;
hence wrongly held by Ewald to be meuter here), attributed by
the old grammarians to the xowr (see Wetstein on ver. 11), is
commonly found only in the plural, and that as early as Thuec.
i. 93. 1. In the singular, 2 Tim. ii. 19 ; Rev. xxi. 19; Machon
in Athen. viii. p. 346 A; 3 Esdr. vi. 20. — &\\os 8¢ émaixod.]
By this is meant not merely Apollos, but any later teacher of the
Corinthians whatever (comp. éao7os): “ Not my task, however,
but that of another, is the building up, the carrying on the build-
ing.” — wéds] ie. here: with what materials! See vv. 12, 13.
Without figurative language: “ Let cach take heed what sort of
doctrine (as regards substance and form) ke applies, in order to
advance and develope more fully the church, founded wpon Jesus
Christ, in its saving knowledge and frame of life” See on ver, 12.
The figure is not changed, as has been often thought (“ Ante fideles
dixerat aedificium Dei, nunc aedificium vocat ea, quae in ecclesia
Christiana a doctoribus docentur,” Grotius; comp. Rosenmiiller) ;
but the oixoBour is, as before, the church, which, being founded
upon Christ (see above), is further built up, <.c. developed in the
Christian faith and life (which may take place in a right or a
wrong way, see vv. 12, 13), by the teachings of the later teachers.

! According to de Wette, the force of the ads consists primarily in this, that they
simply carry on the building, and do not alter the foundation (which was probably
done Ly the apponents of the apostle). But the carrying on of the building, so fur
as that is concerned, is presupposed in xwg izaixodouti,
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In like manner is a house built up by the different building-
materials upon the foundation laid for it. ,

Ver. 11. I'dp] justifies the foregoing warning, in so far as it
is given exclusively to the wupbuilder: for with the layer of the
foundation it is quite different, ke cannot otherwise than, ete.; but
as regards the wpbuilder, the case is, as ver. 12 ff. sets forth.
‘We are not to bring in any intermediate thought to explain the
‘oydp, either with Billroth : “ each, however, must bethink himself
of carrying on the building;” or, with Hofmann, that in the case
of all others the question simply concerns a right building up.
Rather we are to note that ver. 11 stands only in a preparatory
relation to ver. 12, in which the varying wés of the émorkodoueiv
is exhibited. — 8Yvarar] can, not may (Grotius, Glass, and others,
including Storr, Rosenmiiller, Pott, Billroth) ; for it is the Christian
church that is spoken of, whose structure is incapadle of having
another foundation. — mapad Tov xeiuevov] ie. different from that,
which lics already there. Respecting mapd after &\los in this
sense, see Kriiger, ad Dion. p. 9 ; Stallbaum, ad Phileb. p. 51 ;
Ast, Lex. Plat. II1. p. 28.  The foundation already lying there,
however, is not that which Paul had laid (so most interpreters,
resting on ver. 10; including de Wette, Neander, Maier, Hofmann);
for his affirmation is wniversal, and if no one can lay another
foundation than that which lies already there, Paul, of course,
could not do so either, and therefore the xelpevos must have been
in its place before the apostle himself laid his foundation. Hence
the reluevos Oepéhios is that laid by God (so, rightly, Riickert and
Olshausen), namely, Jesus Christ Himself, the fundamentum essen-
tiale, He whom God sent, delivered up to death, raised again, and
exalted, thereby making Him to be for us wisdom, righteousness,
etec. (1. 30), or, according to a kindred figure, the corner-stone
(Eph. ii. 20 ; Matt. xxi. 42; Actsiv.10f.; 1 Pet. ii. 6). Comp.
1 Tim. iii. 16. This is the objective foundation, which lies there
for the whole of Christendom. But this foundation s laid
(ver. 10) by the founder of a church, inasmuch as he malkes
Christ to be appropriated by believers, to be the contents of their
conscious faith, and thereby establishes them in the character of
a Christian church ; that is the doctrinal laying of the foundation
(fundamentum dogmaticum). — Observe further, that Paul says
purposely 'Incods Xpiords, so as emphatically to designate the
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personal, historically manifested Christ. This & éorv *Inoods
Xpuarés is the sum of the fundamental Christian confession of
faith, John xvii. 3 ; Phil. ii. 11; Actsiv. 10 ff
Ver. 12, 4é] continues the subject by contrasting the position

of im who builds up with that of him who lays the foundation
(ver. 11). It is a mistake, therefore, to put ver. 11 in parenthesis
(Pott, Heydenreich, comp. Billroth). — In connection with this
carrying on of the figure, it is to be noted—(1) that Paul is not
speaking of several buildings,! as though the feuéhios were that not
of a house, but of a ¢ity (Billroth); against which ver. 16 (see
n loc.) is decisive, as is, further, the consideration that the idea
of Cluist's being the foundation of a city of God is foreign to the
N.T. (2) The figure must not be drawn out beyond what the
words convey (as Grotius, eg., does: “ Proponit ergo nobis
domum, cujus parietes sint ex marmore, columnae partim ex auro
partim ex argento, trabes ex ligno, fastigium vero ex stramine et
culmo”). It sets before us, on the contrary, & building rearing
atself upon the foundation laid by the master-builder, for the ercc-
tion of which the different workmen bring their several contributions
of building materials, from the most precious and lasting down to
the most mean and worthless. The various specimens of building
materials, set side by side in vivid asyndeton (Kriiger and
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 4. 28 ; Winer, p. 484 [E. T. 653]),
denote the various matters of doctrine propounded by teachers and
bronght into connection with faith in Christ, in order to develope
and complete the Christian training of the church? These are
either, like gold, silver, and costly stones (marble and the like),
of high value and imperishable duration, or else, like timber, hay,
stubble (kaAdu7, not equivalent to xdhauos, a reed ; see Wetstein
and Schleusner, Thes.), of little worth and perishable® so that
they—instead of, like the former, abiding at the Parousia in
their eternal truth—come to nought, i.c. are shown not to belong
to the ever-enduring dMjfeia, and form no part of the perfect
knowledge (xiii. 12) which shall then emerge. So, in substance

1 8o also Wetstein : * Duo sunt aedificie, domus regia et casa rustici quae distin.
guuntur.’

2 Luther's gloss is appropriate : ** This is said of preaching and teaching, Ly which
faith is either strengthened or weakened.”

3 Compare Midr. Tillin, 119. 51, of false teachers : ** Sicut focnum non durat, ita
nec verba eorum stabunt in saeculum,”
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(explaining it of the different doctrines), Clemens Alexandrinus,
Ambrosiaster, Sedulius, Lyra, Thomas, Cajetanus, Erasmus, Luther,
Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Justiniani, Grotius, Iistius, Calovius,
Lightfoot, Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Ilatt, Heydenreich, Neander, de
Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Majer. Comp. Theodoret: Twwés mepi
SoyudTwv Tadra eipiicbar 76 dmooTohg ¢paciv. Two things,
however, are to be observed in connection with this interpreta-
tion—(1) that the several materials are not meant to point to
specific dogmas that could be named, although we cannot fail to
perceive, generally speaking, the graduated diversity of the con-
stituent elements of the two classes; (2) that the second class
embraces in it no absolutely anti-Christian doctrines! To deny
the first of these positions would but give rise to arbitrary defini-
tions without warrant in the text; to deny the second would
run counter to the fact that the building was upon the foundation,
and to the apostle’s affirmation, avros &¢ cwbijcerar, ver. 15.
Billroth makes the strange objection to this interpretation as a
whole, that ypveor r.7)\. cannot apply to the contents of the
teaching, because Paul calls the latter the foundation. DBut that
is in fact Christ, and not the further doctrinal teaching. In reply
to the invalid objections urged by Hollmann (dnimadverss. ad
cap. iii. et xiii. Ep. Pauli prim. ad Cor., Lips. 1819) see Heyden-
reich and Riickert. Our exposition is, in fact, a neecssity, because
it alone keeps the whole figure in harmony with dtself throughout.
For if the foundation, which is laid, be the contents of the first

! Estius characterizes the second class well as ‘“ doctrina minus sincera minusque
solida, veluti si sit humanis ac philosophicis aut etiam Judaicis opinionibus admixta
plus satis, si curiosa magis quam utilis,” etc. Comp. the Paraphr. of Erasmus, who
refers specially to the ‘‘humanas constitutiunculas de cultu, de victu, de frigidis cere-
moniis.” They are, generally, all doctrinal developments, speculations, etc., which,
although built into the fabric of doctrine in time, will not approve themselves at the
final consunmation on the day of the Lord, nor be taken in as elements in the perfect
knowledge, but will then—instead of standing out under the test of that great
catastrophe which shall end the history of all things, like the doctrines compared to
gold, etc.—be shown to be no part of divine and saving truth, and so will fall away.
Such materials, in greater or less degree, every Church will find in the system of
doctrine built up for it by human hands. To learn more and more to recognise
these, and to separate them from the rest in accordance with Secripture, is the task
of that onward development, against which no church ought to close itself up till
the day of the final crisis,—least of all the evangelical Lutheran church with its
central principle regarding Scripture, a principle which determines and regulates
its stedfastly Protestant character.



CHAP. III. 12, 93

preaching of the gospel, namely, Clhrist, then the material
wherewith the building is carried on must be the contents of the
Surther instruction given. It is out of keeping, therefore, to
explain it, with Origen, Augustine, Jerome, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Photius, and more recently, Billroth, “ of the fruits
called forth 4n the church by the exercise among them of the
office of teaching” (Billroth), of the morality or immorality of the
hearers (Theodoret: gold, etc., denotes 7a eidy Tis aperis; wood,
etc., 7a évavria Tijs dperiis, ols niTpémiaTar Tis yebvvns T wip);
or, again, of the worthy or unworthy members of the church them-
selves, who would be moulded by the teachers (Schott in Rohr's
Magaz. fir christl. Pred. VIIL 1, p. 8 f, with Pelagius, Bengel,
Hollmann, Pott). So, too, Hofmann <n loc., and previously in his
Schriftbeweis, 11. 2, p. 124.  Both of these interpretations have,
besides, this further consideration against them, that they do not
harmonize in meaning with the figure of the watering formerly
employed, whereas our exposition does. Moreover, if the épryoy,
which shall be burned up (ver. 15), be the relative portion of the
church, it would not accord therewith that the teacher con-
cerned, who has been the cause of this destruction, is, notwith-
standing, to obtain salvation ; this would be at variance with the
N. T. severity against all causing of offence, and with the respon-
sibility of the teachers. Riickert gives up the attempt at a
definite interpretation, contenting himself with the general truth:
Upon the manner and way, in which the office of teaching s
discharged, does it depend whether the teacher shall have reward or
loss ; he who builds on in right fashion upon a good foundation
(? rather: uporn the foundation) has reward thercfrom ; he who would
add what is unswitable and unenduring, only harm and loss. But
by this there is simply nothing explained; Paul assuredly did
not mean anything so vague as this by his sharply outlined
figure ; he must have had before his mind, wherein consisted the
right carrying on of the building, and what were additions
unsuitable and doomed to perish. Olshausen (comp. also Schrader)
understands the passage not of the efficiency of the teachers, but
of the (right or misdirected) individual activity of sanctification
on the part of each belicver in genmeral. Wrongly so; because,
just as in ver. 6 ff. the planter and waterer, so here the founder
and upbuilder must be teachers, and because the building is the
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church (ver. 9), which 4s being budlt (vv. 9, 10). And this con-
ception of the church as a building with a personal foundation
(Christ), and consisting of persons (comp. 2 Tim. ii. 20 ; 1 Pet.
ii. 4 f), remains quite unimpaired with our exegesis also
(against Hofmann's objection). XFor the further building upon
the personal foundation laid, partly with gold, etc., partly with
wood, etc., is just the labour of teaching, through which the
development and enlargement of the church, which is made up of
persons, receive a character varying in value. The émoixodopetv
takes place on the persons through doctrines, which are the build-
ing materials.

Ver. 13. Apodosis : So will what each has donc on the building
(70 &pyov) not remain hidden (dpavepov yerjs.). Then the ground
of this assurance is assigned : 7 yap 7fuépa Sn\doe, sc. ékdoTov T0
épyov, The day 1s kat' éfoxr, the day of the Parousia (comp. Heb.
X. 24), which is obvious from what follows on to ver. 15. So,
rightly, Tertullian, contra Mare. iv. 2 ; Origen, Cyprian, Ep. iv. 2;
Lactantius, Inst. vii. 21 ; Hilarius, Ambrosiaster, Sedulius, Chry-
sostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, the Roman Catholics (some of
whom, however, in the interests of purgatory, make it out to be
the day of deatl), Bengel, and others, including Pott, Heydenreich,
Billroth, Schott, Schrader, Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette, Osiander,
Ewald, Hofmann. It is un-Pauline, and also against the context
(for wood, etc., does not apply to the doctrines of the Judaizers
alone), to interpret the phrase, with Hammond, Lightfoot, Gusset,
Schoettgen, of the destruction of Jerusalem, which should reveal
the nullity of the Jewish doctrines. The following expositions
are alien to the succeeding context : of teme in general (comp. dics
docebit : ypovos Sikaiov dvdpa Selkvvow pévos, Sophocles, Ocd.
Rez, 608 ; Stob. Ecl. 1. p. 234,—so Grotius, Wolf, Wetstein,
Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and others); or of the &me of clear
knowledge of the gospel (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Vorstius!); or of
the dies ¢ribulationis (Augustine, Calovius, and others). — &7¢ éy
wupl dmoxal.] We are neither to rcad here §re® instead of &7

! Were this so, the text would need to contain an antithetic designation of the
present time as night. And in that case, too, it would surely be the clear day of the
Parousia which would be meant, as in Rom, xiii, 12.

2 Asregards the fact of the two words being often put the one for the other by
trauscribers, see Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. p. 491 ; Kuhner, ad Xen. 4nabd. i. 4. 2.
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(Bos, Alberti), nor does the latter stand for the former (Pott), but
it has a causative force: because it is revealed <n fire—the day,
namely (Estius, Pott, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette,
Ewald, Hofmann), not 76 é&pyov, as Luther and the majority of
interpreters (among them Heydenreich, Flatt, Schott, Neander)
hold, following Ambrosiaster and Oecumenius; for this would
yield a tautology with what comes next. Bengel, joined by
Osiander, imagines as the subject of the verb 6 Kdpeos, which can
be evolved from 7 %uépa only by a very arbitrary process, since
the whole context never speaks of Christ Himself. — év arup(]
ie. cncompassed with jire (see Bernhardy, p. 209 ; Matthiae,
p- 1340), so that fire is the element in which the revelation of
that day takes place. For Christ, when His Parousia draws
nigh, is to appear coming from heaven év mupl dproyos (2 Thess.
i 8; comp. Dan. vii. 9, 10; Mal iv. 1), 4e. swrrounded by
flaming fire (which is not to be explained away, as is often done :
amid lightnings ; rather comp. Ex. iii. 2 ff, xix. 18). This fire,
however, is not, as Chrysostom would have it, that of Gehenna
(Matt. vi. 22, 29, al.); for it is in it that Christ appears, and it
seizes upon every épyov, even the golden, etc., and proves each,
leaving the one unharmed, but consuming the other. The correct
supplying of 7 fuépa with dmoxa). supersedes at once the older
Roman Catholic interpretation about purgatory (against which
see, besides, Scaliger and Calovius), as the correct view of %
Nuépa sets aside the explanations of the wrath of God against the
Jews (Lightfoot), of the Holy Spirit, who tries “quae doctrina sit
instar auri et quae instar stipulae” (Calvin), of the fire of ¢rial
and persecution (Rosenmiiller, Flatt, following Augustine, de civ.
Dei, xxi. 26, Erasmus, and many old commentators; comp. Isa.
xlviii, 10 ; 1 Pet. i. 7, iv. 12 ; Ecclus. ii. 5), and of a progressive
process of purifying the mind of the charch (Neander). The idea
rather is: “The decision on the day of the Parousia will show
how each has worked as a teacher; if any one has taught what is
excellent and imperishable, that, as belonging to the divine dAs-
beia, will stand this decision and survive; if any one has taught
what is worthless and perishable, that will by the decision of that
day cease to bhave any standing, fall away, and come to nought”
(comp. on ver. 12). This idea Paul, in accordance with his figure
of a building, clothes in this form: “ At the Parousia the fire, in
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which it reveals'itself, will seize upon the building; and then
through this fiery ordeal those parts of the fabric which are of gold,
silver, and precious stones will pass unharmed ; but those consisting
of wood, hay, and stubble will be burnt up.” — dmorarimrerar)
The result of this act of revelation is the dqidoer already spoken
of. The present marks the event as beyond doubt ; the sentence is
an axiom. — xal éxdotov k7T\.] Dot to be connected with o7e
(Riickert), but with the clause in the future, 5 yap fu. dnidoer.
Is &oyov in the nominative (Theophylact, Oecumenius, and many
others) or accusative (Billroth, Schott, de Wette, Osiander, Ewald) ?
The former is more in harmony with the sense of the passage, for
so om. éore is made to appear not as merely inserted, but in its
befitting emphasis. For the form of the statement advances
from the general to the particular: the day will show 1,
namely, what each has wrought ; and (now follows the definite
specification of the quality) what is the character of the work
of each,—the fire itself will test. — 76 wip avTd)] ignis ipse (see the
critical remarks), 7.c. the fire (in which the amoxahres of the day
takes place) by ifs own proper working, without intervention from
any other quarter. Respecting the position of aidTo after wip, see
Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 5. 1. Were we to take it as the
object of Soxtpdoet, pointing back to the preceding statement
(Hofmann), it would be superfluous in itself, and less in keeping
with the terse, succinet mode of expression of this whole passage.
— Soktpdae] “ probabit, non : purgabit. Hic locus ignem pur-
gatorium non modo non fovet, sed plane extinguit,” Bengel.

Vv. 14, 15. Manner and result of this Sowipdoer. — pevet)
will remain unharmed ; not uéver (Text. recept.) for rararanoerar,
in ver. 15, corresponds to it. — pia@ov Ar.] namely, for his work
at the building (without figure : fcacher’s recompensc), from God, at
whose olxoSop he has laboured. Riickert holds that Paul steps
decidedly out of his figure here; for the builder is not paid only
after his work has stood the test of fire uninjured. But the build-
ing s still being worked at until the Parousia, so that before that
event no recompense can be given. The fire of the Parousia seizes
upon the building still in process of being completed, and now Ze
alone receives recompense whose work, which has been carried on
hitherto, shows itself proof against the fire.—As regards the form
katakayjoerar, shall be burned down (comp. 2 Pet. iii. 10), instead
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of the Attic xatakavdnoerar, see Thom. M. p. 511. — {npuewbs)-
cerai] sc. Tov puabov, i frustrabitur praemio. Comp. on nue-
otabfal T, to suffer loss of anything, Matt. xvi. 26 ; Luke ix. 25 ;
PhLil. iii. 8. See also Valckenaer, ad Herod. vii. 39. The thought
is: He will, as a punishment, not receive the recompense which
he would otherwise have received as a teacher. We are not to
think of deposition from officc (Grotius), seeing that it is the time
of the Parousia that is spoken of To take the ¢nu., with the
Vulgate, ¢t al. : without object, so that the sense would be: “ e
shall have loss from t” (Hofmann), gives too indefinite a con-
ception, and one which would require first of all to have its
meaning defined more precisely from the antithesis of wuiod.
Mjretar. — adros 8¢ cwbijocerar, oltw 8¢ ds Sua mupds] In order
not to be misunderstood, as if by his ¢{nuiwbicerar he were deny-
ing to such teachers share in the future Messianic salvation at all,
whereas he is only refusing to assign to them the higher rank
of blessedness, blessedness as teachers, Paul adds: Yet hc himself
shall be saved, but so as through fire. Adros refers to the Tov
peaBov, which is to be supplied as the object of ¢pu. : although he
will lose his recompense, yet he himself, etc. Riickert is wrong
in thinking that the builder is now regarded as the inhabitant of
the house. Paul does not handle his figure in this confused way,
but has before his mind the builder as still busied in the house
with the work which he has been carrying on: all at once the
fire seizes the house; he flees and yet finds safety, but not
otherwise than as a man is saved through and from the midst of
fire. Such an escape is wont to be coupled with fear and pain-
Jful ingury ; hence the ¢dex of this figurative representation is:
He Tamself, however, shall obtain the Messianic cwrnpla, yet still
only in such o way that the catastrophe of the Parousia will be
Jraught with the highest anxicty for him, and will not elapse without
senstbly impairing his inheritanee of blessing. He shall obtain the
cwtnpla, but only a lower grade of it, so that he will belong
to those whom Jesus calls “ ¢the last” (Matt. xx. 16 ; Markx. 31).

! For he has after all held to the foundation. The Messianic salvation is the
gift ¢f grace to those who believe in Christ as such ; while the teacher’s blessed-
ness, as piwodos (which the general cwenpiz in and by itself is not), must be somo
specially high grade of blessing in the Messiah’s kingdom. Comp. Dan. xii. 3;
Matt. xix. 28.

1 COR. L G
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The main point in this interpretation, namely, that cw8ye. refers
to the Messianic cwrnpla, is accepted by most expositors; but
several, such as Rosenmiiller and Flatt, take the future as indi-
cating the possibility (a view which the very fact of the two pre-
ceding futures should have sufficed to preclude), and Grotius®
has foisted in a problematical sense into the word (equally against
the definitely assertive sense of those futures): “ In summo erit
salutis suae periculo. Etsi eam adipiscetur (quod boni ominis
causa sperare mavult apostolus) non fiet id sine gravi moestitia
ac dolore.” It is a common mistake to understand ws & upos
in the sense of a proverd (by a hair’s-breadth, see Grotius and
Wetstein n loc.; Valckenaer, p. 157 ; and comp. Amos iv. 11 ;
Zech. iii. 2; Jude 23), because the passage, looking back to
ver. 13, really scts before us a conflagration (ws, as in John i. 14).
It may be added that there is no ground for bringing into the
conception the fire of the wrath of God (Hofmann), since, according
to the text, it is the sclfsame fire which seizes upon the work of
the one and of the other, in the one case, however, proving it to
be abiding, and in the other consuming it. Bengel illustrates
the matter well by the instance of a shipwrecked man: “ut
mercator naufragus amissa merce et lucro servatur per undas.”
Other commentators, again (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact),
understand it to mean: He shall be preserved, but so only as one
s preserved through the five of hell, that is to say, eternally tor-
mented therein. So too of late, in substance, Maier. But the
interpretation is decidedly erroneous; first, because, according to
ver, 13, wip cannot be allowed to have any reference to the fire of
hell ; secondly, because owleaBaz, which is the standing expression
for being saved with the salvation of the Messiah, can least of all
be used to denote anything else in a picture representing the
decision of the Parousia.? This last consideration tells also against
Schott’s explanation (l¢. p. 17): “ He himsclf shall indced not be
wtterly destroyed on that account; he remains, but it is as onc who
has passed through flaming fire (seriously tnjurcd),” by which is

1 So before him Theodore of DMopsuestia : 2aa& xoi &y cdlnras did e iréipay
eiviey edluy abriv duvapivar.

2 Hence, also, it will not do to refer zd=ss, with Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 144 f., to the
8:pzéhins, which will remain safe, but covered over with refuse, ashes, and the like,
which he holds to be indicated by &; diz wvpss.
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denoted the divine award of punishment which awaits such a
teacher at the day of judgment. It may also be urged against
the view in question, that the sentence of punishment, since it
dooms to the firc, cannot be depicted in the figure as a having
passed through the fire.

Vv. 16-23. Warning address to the rcaders, comprising—(1)
preparatory statement reminding them of the guilt of sectarian
conduct as a destroying of the temple of God, vv. 16, 17,—
verses which Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others quite mis-
takenly refer to the incestuous person; then (2) exhortation to
put a stop to this conduct at its source by renouncing their
fancied wisdom, vv. 18-28, and to give up what formed the most
prominent feature of their sectarianism,—the parading of human
authorities, which was, in truth, utterly opposed to the Christian
standpoint.

Vv. 16, 17. Odx oidare é7¢ x.7.N] could be regarded as said
in proof of ver. 15 (Billroth), only if Chrysostom’s interpretation
of cwbicerar . . . mupds, or Schott’s modification of it (see on
ver. 15), were correct.! Since this, however, is not the case, and
since the notion of cwfnoerar, although limited by ofirw 8¢ ws dia
mrupos, cannot for a moment be even relatively included under
the ¢Bepei ToiTov 6 Oeds of ver. 17, because the ¢fopd is the
very opposite of the cwrnpla (Gal vi. 8), this mode of bringing
out the connection must be given up. Were we to assume with
other expositors that Paul passes on here from the teachers who
build upon the foundation to such as are anti-Christian, “ qui
fundamentum evertunt et aedificium destruunt” (Estius and
others, including Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pott, Hofmann),
we should in that case feel the want at once of some express
indication of the destroying of the foundation,—which, for that
matter, did not take place in Corinth,—and also, and more espe-
cially, of some indication of the relation of antithesis subsisting
between this passage and what has gone before. The apostle
would have needed at least, in order to be understood, to have
proceeded immediately after ver. 15 somewhat in this way : e &¢
Tis ¢pleiper kTN Noj; in ver. 16 we have a new part of the

! This holds, too, against Ewald’s way of apprehending the connection here:

Are any surprised that the lot of such a teacher should be so hard a one? Let then
consider how sacred is the field in which he works.
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argument begun ; and it comes in all the more powerfully without
link of connection with the foregoing. Hitherto, that is to say,
Paul has been presenting to his readers—that he may make them
see the wrong character of their proud partisan-conduct (iv. 6)
—the relation of the teachers to the church as an oixoSoun ©cod.
But he has not yet set before their minds what sort of an oixo8.
Oecob they are, namely, the temple of God (hence vaos is emphatic).
This he does now, in order to make them feel yet more deeply
the criminality of their sectarian arrogance, when, after ending
the foregoing discussion about the teachers, he starts afresh: s
it unknown to you' what is the nature of this building of God,
that ye are God’s temple ? etc. The question is one of amazement
(for the state of division among the Corinthians seemed to imply
such ignorance, comp. v. 6,vi. 15 f, ix. 13, 24); and it contains,
along with the next closely connected verse, the sudden, startling
preface—arresting the mind of the readers with its holy solemnity
—to the exhortation which is to follow, ver. 18 ff. — vaos Oeod]
not: atemple of God, but the temple of God. For Paul’s thought
is not (as Theodoret and others hold) that there are several
temples of God (which would be quite alien to the time-hallowed
idea of the one national temple, which the apostle must have had,
sce Philo, de monarch. 2, p. 634), but that each Christian com-
munity is in a spiritual way, sensu mystico, the temple of Jehoval,
the realized idea of that temple, its &Anfwov. There are not,
therefore, several temples, but several churches, each one of which
is the same true spiritual temple of God. Comp. Eph. ii. 21;
Ignatius, ad Eph. 9; 1 Pet. ii. 5; Barnab. 4; also regarding
Christian persons individually, as in vi. 19, see Ignatius, ad
Pril. 7. This accordingly is different from the heathen concep-
tion of pious men being iemples (in the plural). Valer. Max. iv.
7.1, al, in Elsner and Wetstein. — «xai 76 mvedua] appends in
how far (xaf being the explicative and) they are vass Oeod. God,
as He dwelt in the actual temple by the ny»ow.(Buxtorf, Lex.
Talm. p. 2394), dwells in the ideal temple of the Clristian church
by the gracious presence, working and ruling in it, of H7s Spire,
in whom God communicates Himself ; for the Spirit dwells and

1 This lively interrogative turn of the discourse, frequent though it is in this

Epistle, occurs only twice in the rest of Paul’s writings, namely, in Rom. vi. 16,
xi, 2.
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rules in the hearts of believers (Rom. viii. 9, 11 ; 2 Tim. i. 14).
But we are not on this ground to make év Julv refer to the
individuals (Riickert and many others); for the community as
such (ver. 17) is the ¢emple (2 Cor. vi. 16 f.; Eph. ii. 21 f;
Ezek. xxxvii. 27). — Naés did not need the article, which comes
in only retrospectively in ver. 17, just because there is but one
vads Oeob in existence. Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 16 ; Eph. ii. 21 ; Wisd.
iii. 14 ; 2 Macc. xiv. 35 ; Ecclus. li. 44.

Ver. 17. EV 75 . . . dyws éorw] This is spoken of the rcal
temple ; the application to the church as the ¢deal one is not
made until the ofTwés éore Upels which follows. It is an antici-
pation of the course of the argument to understand, as here
already meant, the latter New ZTestament place of the divine
presence (Hofinann). — Every Levitical defilement was considered
a destroying of the temple, as was every injury to the buildings,
and even every act of carelessness in the watching and super-
intendence of it. See Maimonides, dec domo electa, i. 10, vil. 7.
Deyling, Obss. II. p. 505 ff. — ¢fepet] placed immediately after
¢Oeipec at the head of the apodosis, to express with emphasis the
adequacy of the recompense. See Kiihner, IL p. 626. What
¢lepet denotes is the temporal destruction, the punishment of
death which God will bring upon the destroyer of His temple, as
in the LXX. ¢feipo is often used of God as inflicting such
destruction. Comp. Gen. vi. 13 ; Micah ii. 10; 1 Kingsii. 27, al.
— dyios] as the dwelling of God, sacred therefore from all injury,
and not to be destroyed without incwring heavy divine penalty.
— olrwés éore Vuels] of which character (namely, dyiot) are ye.
In this we have the minor proposition of the syllogism contained
in vv. 16 and 17: Him who destroys God’s temple God will
destroy, because the temple is holy; but ye also are holy, as
being the spiritual temple; consequently, he who destroys you
will be destroyed of God. Paul leaves it to his readers them-
sclves to infer, for their own behoof, that in this reasoning of
Lis he means by the destruction of the (ideal) temple the dete-
rioration of the church on the part of the sectarians, and by the
penal destruction which awaits them, their dmaotewa at the Messianic
judgment (the pfopd of Gal. vi. 8). It is a mistake (with most
commentators, including Luther) to regard oiTwes as put for of (see
the passages where this scems to be the case in Struve, Quaest.
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Herod. 1. p. 2 ff), and to make it refer to vaos Tod Ocoli: which
temple ye are.  That would rather yield the inappropriate (see
on ver. 16) plural sense: cujusmodi templa vos estis. See Porson
and Schaefer, ad Eurip. Or. 908. Matthiae, p. 9717.

Ver. 18. Mndels éavr. éfaw.] Emphatic warning, setting the
following exhortation, as directed against an existing evil which
arose out of self-deception, in that point of view; comp. vi. 9, xv.
33; Gal vi. 7. Those who were proud of their wisdom did not
discern that they were destroying the temple of God with their
sectarian proceedings. Theophylact remarks well upon éfamar. :
vopilwy, 8re &NNws &yer TO mpaypa Kal oly @s elmov. — Soxei]
belicves, 1s of opinion, not appears (Vulgate, Erasmus); for it
was the former that was objectionable and dangerous. Comp.
vili. 2, xiv. 37; Gal. vi. 3.— gogos elvac . .. TovTe] év Duiv
belongs to cogos elvai, and év T aidve ToiTew defines the dddos
elva: év Duly more precisely, to wit, according to his non-Christian
standing and condition (comp. ver. 19): If any onc is persuaded
that he is wise among you in this age, ie. if one clavms for himself
a being wise in your community, which belongs to the sphere of
this pre-Messianic period. To the alwv ofros, despite of all its
philosophy and other wisdom falsely so called (i. 20, ii. 6), the
true wisdom, which is only in Christ (Col. ii. 3), is in fact a
thing foreign and far off; this alww is a sphere essentially alien to
the true state of being wise in the church; in it a man may have
the Aoyos gopias (Col. ii. 23), but not the reality. We must
not therefore, in defiance of its place in the sentence, link év 7 al.
7. merely to cépos (Erasmus, Grotius, Riickert, and many others),
in doing which év is often taken as equivalent to #ard. Origen,
Cyprian, Chrysostom, Luther, Castalio, Mosheim, Rosenmiiller, and
others, join it to what follows, rendering either generally to this
effect: “is a vulgo hominum pro stulto haberi non recuset;”
or with a more exact development of the meaning, as Hofmann :
whoever thinks himself to be wise in the church, “ he, just on that
account, is not wise, but has yet to become so, and must to this
end become a fool in this present age of the world, because his
wisdom is a wisdom of this world, and as such is foolishness in
the eyes of God.” But the emphasis does not lie upon the
contrast between év duiv and év T aldve T., but upon gégos and
pwpds, as is plain from the fact that in the clause expressive of
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the aim we have the simple odgos alone without év Huiv. It
may be seen, too, from ver. 19 (co¢. 7ol xéopov) that Paul had
included év 7. ai. 7. in the protasis. — pwpos yevéoBw] t.c. let him
rid hamself of his fancied wisdom, and become (by returning to the
pure and simple gospel unalloyed by any sort of philosophy or
speculation) suck a oie as now in relation to that illusory wisdom
is a fool. — godpos] with emphasis: truly wise. See Col ii. 2, 3.
The path of the Christian sapere aude proceeds from becoming a
fool to wisdom, as from becoming blind to seeing (John ix. 39).

Ver. 19. Giving the ground of the pwpos yevéofw demanded
in order to the yiesfar aodoy. — 7ol kéapov Tobrov] t.e. such as
is peculiar to the pre-Messianic world (humanity), like the
Hellenic sophistry, rhetoric, ete.; comp. i. 21, ii. 6.— mapa T.
Ocg] judice Deo; Rom. ii. 13 ; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 493]. How
truly that wisdom was its own very opposite, and how utterly to
be given up !—wéyp. ydp] Job v. 13, not according to the LXX,
but expressing the sense of the Hebrew with quite as great
fidelity. The passage, however, serves as proof, not for the
warning and admonition in ver. 18 (Hofmann),—to take it thus
would be arbitrarily to reach back over what immediately precedes
the ydp,—Dbut, as ver. 20 also confirms, for the statement just
made, 7 yap copia k7. If, namely, God did not count that
wisdom to be folly, then He could not be spoken of as He who
taketh the wise in their craftiness, i.c. who brings it to pass that
the wise, while they cunningly pursue their designs, do not
attain them, but rather their craftiness turns to their own
destruction. Thus the hand of God comes in upon their doings
and fakes them in their craftiness, whereby He just practically
proclaims His judgment regarding their wisdom, that it is foolish-
ness.  As respects mavovpyia, comp. the Hellenic distinction
between it and the true wisdom in Plato, Menex. p. 247 A:
wiogd Te emaTnun ywplopévn Sikatoovvns xal Tis dAM)S dpetis
mavovpyia, oU copla, palverar. — 6 Spacadu. is not “ ex Hebr. pro
finito dpagoerar” (Pott, following Beza), but the quotation, being
taken out of its connection, does not form a complete sentence.
Comp. Heb. i. 8; Winer, p. 330 [E. T. 443]; Buttmann, newut.
Gr. p. 250 [E. T. 291]. — On 8pdogecfar with the accusative
(commonly with the genitive), comp. Herod. iii. 13, LXX. Lev.
v. 12, Num. v. 26.
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Ver. 20. ITdaw] as in Rom. xv. 10; Matt. iv. 7. The
passage quoted is Ps. xciv. 11, and the only variation from the
Hebrew and the LXX. is in putting copdv instead of avfpomawy,
and that purposely, but with no violence to the connection of
the original (the reference being to men of pretended wisdom).
— pdratod] cmpty, thoughts (for Paul, at all events, had Siatoy.
not go¢. in view) which are without true substance. Comp. Plato,
Soph. p. 231 B: mepl ™y pdratov Sofocopiav.

Ver. 21. “f2ore] Hence, that is to say, because this world’s
wisdom, this source of your xkavydofas év dvfpomois (see ver. 18),
is nothing but folly before God, vv. 19, 20. According to
Hofmann, @ore draws its inference from the whole section,
vv. 10-20. But undels xavydobw x.r\. manifestly corresponds
to the warning undeis éavr. éfam. xr\. in ver. 18, from the dis-
cussion of which (ver. 19 f) there is now deduced the parallel
warning beginning with dore (ver. 21); and this again is finally
confirmed by a sublime representation of the position held by a
Christian (ver. 22 f.). — év dvfpdmoais] “id pertinet ad extenuan-
dum,” Bengel ; the opposite of év Kuvplw, i. 31. Human teachers
are meant, upon whom the different parties prided themselves
against cach other (ver. 5,i. 12). Comp.iv. 6. Billroth renders
wrongly : on account of men, whom he has subjected to himself and
Sformed into a sect. Eire Ilathos . . . Kngds in ver. 22 is decisive
against this; for how strangely forced it is to make u»ndeis refer
to the teachers, and dudv to the church ! — The <mperative after
dore (comp. iv. 5, x. 12; Phil. ii. 12) is not gorerned by that word,
but the dependent statement beginning with dore changes to the
dircet. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 852; Bremi, ad Dem. Phil.
IIL p. 276 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 776.— mwdvra yap Judv éoTw]
with the emphasis on 7dvra : nothing excepted, all belongs to you
as your property ; so that to boast yourselves of men, consequently,
who as party leaders are to be your property to the exclusion of
others, is something quite foreign to your high position as Chris-
tians. Observe that we are not to explain as if it ran: Jpov ydp
7dvra éorw (“illa vestra sunt, non vos dlorum,” Bengel) ; but that
the apostle has in view some form of party-confession, as, for
example, “ Paul is mine,” or “ Cephas is my man,” and the like.
It was thus that some boasted themselves of individual person-
ages as their property, in opposition to the wrdvra du. é. It
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may be added that what is conveyed in this wdvra dudv éoTw is
not “ the miraculous nature of the love, which is shed abroad in
the hearts of believers by the Spirit, in virtue of which the man
cmbraces the whole world, and enjoys as his own possession
whatever in it is beautiful and glorious” (wdvra?), as is the
view of Olshausen; but rather, in accordance with the diverse
character of the objects thereafter enumerated, the twofold idea,
that all things are destined in reality to serve the best interests
of the Clristians (comp. Rom. viii. 28 ff), and consequently
to be in an ethical sense their possession,! and that the actual
xAypovopla Tob xéopov (Rom. iv. 13 f)) is allotted to them in the
Messianic kingdom. Comp. 4 Esdr. ix, 14. The saying of the
philosophers : “ Omnia sapientis esse” (see Wetstein), is a lower
and imperfect analogue of this Christian idea.

Ver. 22. Detailed explication of the wavra ; then an emphatic
repetition of the great thought wdvra du., in order to link to it
ver. 23. — Iladhos . . . Kn¢.] for they are designed to labour for
the furtherance of the Christian weal. Paul does not write éyd ;
as forming the subject-matter of a partisan confession, he appears
to himself as a third person; comp. ver. 5. — woopuos] generally ;
for the world, although as yet only in an ideal sense, is by
destination your possession, inasmuch as, in the coming aidv,
it is to be subjected to believers by virtue of the participation
which they shall then obtain in the kingly office of Christ (Rom.
iv. 13, viil. 17; 1 Cor. vi. 2. Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12). More
specific verbal explanations of wdopos, as it occurs in this full
triumphant outpouring—such as reliqui omnes homines (Rosen-
miiller and others), the wnbelicving world (comp. also Hofmann),
and so forth—are totally unwarranted by the connection. Bengel
says aptly : “ Repentinus hic a Petro ad totum mundum saltus
orationem facit amplam cum quadam quasi impatientia enumer-
andi cetera.” The eye of the apostle thus rises at ouce from the
concrete and empirical to the most general whole, in point of mattcr
(roopos), condition (§am, fBavaros), time (éveaTdTa, péNhovra). —
Ewm . .. Bavatos] comp. Rom. viii. 38. We are not to refer this,
with Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Grotius, to the teachers: “si
vitam doctoribus protrahit Deus,” and “si ob evangel. mortem

! Hence Luther in his gloss rightly infers: ¢ Therefore no man hath power to
male laws over Christians to bind their consciences.”
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obeunt” (Grotius, comp. too, Michaelis), nor to transform it with
Pott into: things ZLving and lifeless,; nor even is the limitation
of it to the readers themsclves (“live ye or die, it is to you for
the best,” Flatt) in any way suggested Dby the text through the
analogy of the other points. Both should rather be left with-
out any special reference, life and death being viewed gencrally
as relations occurring in the world. Both of them are, like all
else, destined to serve for your good in respect of your attain-
ment of salvation. Comp. Phil. i. 21; Rom. xiv. 71f.; 1 Cor.
xv. 19 ff. Theodoret : xal airos 8¢ o BOavaros Tijs Uuerépas
&vener ddereias émnuéxbn Th Ploel — elte évesTaTa, €lTe péA-
Movra] Similarly, we are not to restrict things existing (what we
find to have already entered on a state of subsistence; see
on Gal i. 4) and things to come to the fortuncs of the rcaders
(Flatt and many others), but to leave them without more precise
definition.

Ver. 23. In ver. 22 Paul had stated the active relation of the
Christians as regards ownership, all being made to serve them-——a
relation which, by its universality, must preclude all boasting of
human authorities. He now adds to this their passive relation
as regards ownership also, which is equally adverse to the same
hurtful tendency, namely : but ye belong to Christ,—so that in this
respect, too, the xavydofar év avfpwmows of ver. 21 cannot but
be unseemly. Riickert would make wdvra yap Dudv éote w1
in ver. 22 the protasis and said by way of concession, so that
the leading thought would lie in ver. 23: “ All indeed is yours;
but ye belong to Christ.” We are, he holds, to supply wér after
mavta. But, even apart from this erroneous addition, there may
be urged against his view, partly the fact that an independent
emphasis is laid upon the thought wavra udv, as is clear at a
glance both from its explication in detail and from the repetition
of the phrase; and partly the internal state of the case, that
what Riickert takes as a concession really contains a very per-
tinent and solid argument against the xavy. év dvfpwmors. —
Xpiaros 8¢ Ocoi] and Christ, again, belongs to God, is subordinated
to God, stands in His service. For vepary) Xpiarod ¢ Oeos, xi. 3.
Comp. Luke ix. 20. The strict monotheism of the N. T. (see on
lom, ix. 5), and the relation of Christ as the Son to the Father,
necessarily give the idea of the subordination of Christ under
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GQod! As His equality with God and His divine glory before the
incarnation (Phil. ii. 6), although essential, were still derived (eixwv
7. Ocod, mpwToToK0s Tdans krivews, Col. i. 15), so also the divine
glory, which He has obtained by His exaltation after His obedience
rendered to God even unto the death of the cross, is again a
glory bestowed upon Him (Phil. ii. 9),and His dominion is destined
to be given back to God (1 Cor. xv. 28). Since, however, this
relation of dependence, affirmed by Xpioros 8¢ Oeod (comp. on
Eph. i. 17), by no means expresses the conception of Arianism,
but leaves untouched the essential equality of Christ with God
(Theodoret aptly remarks: Xpioros yap Oeod ody ds kTicpa
Ocod, GAN' s vios Tob Oeol), it was all the more a mistake to
assume (so Calvin, Estius, Calovius, and many others, including
Flatt and Olshausen) that the statement here refers only to thc
hwman nature. It is precisely on the divine side of His being
that Christ is, according to Paul (Rom. i. 4), the Son of God, and
therefore as wévvmua qvigwv . .. &s adrov aitiov éywy kata TO
marépa elvar (Chrysostom), not subordinate to Him simply in
respect of His manhood. But for what reason does Paul add
here at all this Xpearos 8¢ Oeob, seeing it was not needed for the
establishment of the prohibition of the xavydsfac év avbpemos?
We answer: Had he ended with duets 6¢ Xpiorod, he would then,
in appearance, have conceded the claim of the Christ-party, who
did not boast themselves év dvfpdrmoes (and hence were not touched
by ver. 22), but held to Christ ; and this, in point of fact, is what
Pott and Schott make out that the apostle here does. DBut this
was not his intention ; for the confession of the Christ-party was
not, indeed, Ebionitic,—as if the X. 6¢ @eol were aimed against
this (Osiander),—Dbut, although right enough in 4dea, yet practically
objectionable on the ground of the schismatic misuse made of it.
He rises, therefore, to the highest absolute jurisdiction, that to
which even Christ is subject, in order in this passage, where he
rejects the three parties who supported themselves on lhuman
authorities, to make the Christ-party, too, feel their error: Christ,
again, is—not the head of a party, as many among you would
make Him, but—abclonging to God, and consequently exalted in
the highest possible degree above all drawing in of His name

! See also Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 120ff. Gess, v. d. Person Chr. p. 157 il
Ernesti, Ursprung der Siinde, 1. p, 1941,  Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 306,
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into party-contentions. In this way, with no little delicacy, Paul
sets the relation of the fourth Corinthian party also—of which
ver. 22 did not allow the mention—in the light of the true
Christian perspective ; to do which by no means lay too far from
the path of lis exhortation (Hofmann), but was very naturally
suggested by the concrete circumstances which he could not but
have in his eye.

ReMARK.—The reference in ver. 22 f. to the party of Peter and of
Chaist is to be regarded as simply by the way. The whole section
from i. 13 to iv. 21 is directed against the antagonism between the
Pauline and the Apollonian parties (comp. on ver. 4); but the idea
advra Swav éorw, which Paul holds up to these two, very naturally
leads him to make all the parties sensible of their fault as well,
although to enter jurther upon the Petrine and the Christ-party did
not lie in the line of his purpose. The theory, so much in favour
of late, which refers the polemic, beginning with i. 17, to the Christ-
party (Jaeger, Schenkel, Goldhorn, Kniewel, etc.), has led to acts
of great arbitrariness, as is most conspicuous in the case of Kniewel,
who divides chap. iii. among all the four parties, giving vv. 3-10
to that of Paul and that of Apollos, vv. 12-17 to that of Peter,
and ver. 18 f. to that of Christ; while in the contrasts of ver. 22
(e¥re xdswos . . . pérrowra) he finds the Christ-parly’s doctrine of the
harmony of all contrasts accomplished in Christ as the world-soul.
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CHAPTER IV.

VER. 2. & #] Lachm, Riick. Tisch. read dde, with A B CD*F G N,
min. Syr. Erp. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. Jerome, Aug. Ambr. Pelag.
Sedul. Bede. This vastly preponderating testimony in favour
of dd, and its infrequency with Paul (only again in Col. iv. 9),
make the Recepta seem the result of change or error on the part
of transcribers. — {yrerer] A C D E F G 8, min. have Inreire.
Recommended by Griesb. But B L and all the vss. and Fathers
are against it. A copyist’s error. — Ver. 6. Instead of 6, A BC N,
31, Syr. p. Copt. Athan. Cyril have &; which is recommended by
Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riickert. The Latin
authorities have supra quam, which leaves their reading doubtful.
The preceding reira naturally suggested & — gporeiv] is wanting in
ADBD*E*F G & 46, Vulg. It. and Latin Fathers. Rightly
deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riickert.! A supplementary addition,
in place of which Athanasius has pusiisdar. — Ver. 9. éri after
ydp has preponderant evidence against it, and should be deleted,
as is done by Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Superfluous addition. —
Ver. 13. Bracp.] A C r*, 17 46, Clem. Origen (twice), Euseb. Cyril,
Damasc. have dusp. Approved by Griesb., accepted by Riick.
and Tisch. Rightly; the more familiar (for the verb dusp. occurs
nowhere else in the N. T, comp. 2 Cor. vi. 8), and at the same
time stronger word was inserted. — Ver. 14. vovferd] A C 8, min.
Theophylact have wulerdv. An assimilation to the foregoing par-
ticiple.

Vv. 1-5. The right point of view from which to regard Christian
teachers (vv. 1, 2); Paul, nevertheless, for his own part, does not
gwe heed to human judgment, nay, he does not cven judge him-
self, but his judge is Christ (vv. 3, 4).  Therefore his readers

! $poveiv has been defended again by Reiche in his Commentar. crit. 1. p. 146 fI.
He urges that the omission is not attested by the Greek Fathers, and, out of all the
versions, only by the Latin ones, and that the word isindispensable. But the latter
is not the case ; and the former consideration cannot turn the scale against the de-
cisive weight of the chief codices, amorg which only C—and even that not certainly
—has gpoviin,
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should give up their passing of judgments till the decision of the
Parousia (ver. 5).

Ver. 1. Otrws] is commonly taken as preparatory, emphatically
paving the way for the ws Umnp. which follows. Comp. iii. 15,
ix. 26; 2 Cor. ix. 5; Eph. v. 33, al.,, and often in Greek writers.
The wavy. év avbp. before repudiated arose, namely, out of a
false mode of regarding the matter; Paul now states the true
mode. Since, however, there is no antithetic particle added here,
and since the following epithets: dmnp. XpioTod and oixov.
Oeod sound significantly like the dueis 8¢ XpioTod, Xpioros ¢
Ocod which immediately precede them, oitws is rather to be
regarded as the sic retrospective (in this way, in such fashion),
and @ again as stating the objective quality, in which the fuels
have a claim to the ofrws 7uds Aoyl &vBp. which is enjoined.
Accordingly, we should explain as follows: Under this point of view,
as indicated already in ver. 22 f. (namely, that all is yours; but
that ye are Christ’s ; and that Christ, again, is God’s), let men form
their judgment of wus, as of those who are servants of Christ and
stewards of divine mystcries. Let us but be judged of as servants
of Christ, etc., according to the standard of that lofty Christian
mode of view (ofTws), and low conclusively shut out from this
sphere of vision will be the partisan xavydcfa. év avBpamows!
Men will be lifted high above that.— 7juds] 7.c. myself and such
as I, by which other apostles also and apostolic teachers (like
Apollos) are meant. In view of iii. 22, no narrower limitation
is allowable. — dvfpwmos] not a Hebraism (Y'Y, one; so most
interpreters, among whom Luther, Grotius, and others explain it
wrongly cvery one), but in accordance with a pure Greck use of
the word in the sense of the indefinite one or @ man (Plato, Profag.
p- 355 A, Gorg. p. 500 C, al). So also in xi. 28; Gal. vi. 1.
Bengel’s “ homo quivis nostris similis” is an importation. — dmrp.
X. « olxov. pvar. Oeot] They are servants of Christ, and, as
such, are at the same time stewards of God (the supreme ruler,
iii. 23, the Father and Head of the theocracy, the oixos Oeod,
1 Tim. iii. 15), inasmuch as they are entrusted with His scerefs,
1.e. entrusted and commissioned to communicate by the preaching
of the gospel the divine decrees for the redemption of men and
their receiving Messianic blessings (see on Rom. xi. 25, xvi. 25;
Eph. i, 9; Matt. xiii. 11),—decrees in themselves unknown to



CHAP. 1IV. 2. 111

men, but fulfilled in Christ, and unveiled by means of revelation.
They are to do this just as the steward of a household (see on
Luke xvi. 1) has to administer his master’s goods. Comp. as
regards this idea, ix. 17; 1 Tim. i 4; Titus i. 7; 1 Det. iv. 10.
There is no reference whatever here to the sacraments, which
Olshansen and Osiander again desire to include. See i.17. The
whole notion of a sacrament, as such, was generalized at a later
date from the actions to which men restricted it, sometimes in
a wider, sometimes in a narrower sense.— Observe, moreover :
between the Father, the Muster of the house, and the olxovouor
there stands the Son, and He has from the Father the power
of disposal (comp. on John viii. 35f.; 1 Cor. xv. 25 ff.), so that
the oikovopos are His servants. Paul uses vwnpérns only in this
passage ; but there is no ground for importing any special design
into the word (such as that it is Aumbler than Sidxoves). Comp.
on Eph. iii. 7.

Ver. 2. If we read &de (see the critical remarks), we must
understand the verse thus: Such being the state of the case, it s,
Jor the rest, required of the stcwards, etc., so that Nowwéy (i 16)
would express something which, in connection with the relation-
ship designed in ver. 1, remained now alone to be mentioned as
pertaining thereto, while &8¢! again, quite in accordance with the
old classical usage (see Lehrs, Arist. p. 84 ff.), would convey the
notion of sic¢, ie. “cum co statu res nostrac sint” (Elendt, Lex.
Soph. II. p. 991). We might paraphrase, therefore, as follows:
“ Such being the nature of our position as servants, the demand
to be made upon the stewards of houscholds?® of course takes cffect.”
If we abide by the Recepta, & 8¢ Novrov must be rendered: But
as to what remains, te. but as respects what else there is which
has its place in connection -with the relationship of service
spoken of in ver. 1, this is the demand, etc.; comp. on Rom.
vi. 10. It is a perversion of the passage to make it refer, as
Billroth does, to the preceding depreciation of the supposed merits

! The word would be singularly superfluous, and would drag behind in the most
awkward way, were we, with Lachmann, to treat it as belonging to ver. 1, and to
separate it by a point from Aswrdv.

2 This & 7ois sixovépz. is not *“ uncalled for and supe:fluous’ after &3¢ (as Hofmann
objects) ; for Paul had, in ver. 1, described the official service of the teachers by fwo
designations, but now desires to attach what more he has to say in ver. 2 specially
to the second of these designations, and lence he has again to bring in the oixovigoas,
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of the teachers: “but what still remains for them is, that they
can at least strive for the praise of faithfulness” The rest of the
verse says mnothing at all about a being able to strive; for
{nretTar év means nothing else but: ¢ 4s sought at their hand
(requiritur), Le. demanded of them. See Wetstein. Hofinann’s
interpretation, too, is an impossible one. He makes o 8¢ Aocmov
down to elpedii to be the protasis; épol 8¢ x.7.\., and that running
on as far as «¥pios éomw in ver. 4, to be the apodosis: As respects
that, however, which . . . is further required, namely, that one be
found faithful, it is to me, etc. This interpretation gives us, instead
of the simple, clearly progressive sentences of the apostle, a long,
obscurely and clumsily involved period, against which on linguistic
grounds there are the two considerations—(1) that 8 & Noumwov
tyreirar would presuppose some demand already conveyed in ver 1,
to which a new one was now added ; and (2) that the 8¢ of the
apodosis in ver. 3 would require to find its antithetic reference
in the alleged protasis in ver. 2 (comp. Acts xi. 17 ; Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 92 £.), namely, to this effect : to me, on the contrary, not
concerned about this required faithfulness, ¢¢ is, etc. Now the
first is not the case, and the second would be absurd. Neither
the one difficulty nor the other is removed by the arbitrarily
inserted thoughts, which Hofmann seeks to read between the
lines.! — a] is sought with the design, that there be found. Hence
the object of the sceking is conveyed in the form expressive of design.
That elpiorecbar is not equivalent to elvar (Wolff, Flatt, Pott,
and others) is plain here, especially from the correlation in which
it stands to {nreirar. — 7Tis] ie. any one of them. See Matthiae,
p- 1079 ; Nigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 299, ed. 3. — mioTos]
Luke xii. 42, xvi. 10 ff.; Matt. xxv. 21 ff.; Eph. vi. 21, al
The summing up of the duties of spiritual service.

Ver. 3. I, for my part, however, feel myself in no way made
dependent on your judgment by this {nreitar k.7.N. — els éNdyo-
Tov éoTw] els, in the sense of giving the result: ¢t comes to some-
thing utterly <nsignificant, evinces itself as in the highest degree
unimportant. Comp. Pindar, O 1.122: é yapw Té\Aerar, Plato,

1 Tn Aarray he finds : *“ Besides this, that the stewards act in accordance with their
name.” By the antithetic iuoi 3¢, again, Paul means: ‘“in contrast to those who
conduet themselves as though he must consider it of importance to him.” By
interpolations of this sort, everything may be moulded into what shape one will.
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Ale. I p. 126 A ; Buttmann, neutest. Gramm. p. 131 [E. T. 150].
— va] does not stand for érav (Pott), nor does it take the place
of the construction with the infinitive (so most interpreters); but
the conception of design, which is essential to iva, is in the mind of
the writer, and has given birth to the expression. The thought is:
I have an exceedingly slight interest in the design of receiving your
judgment. — dvaxpifd] “ fidelisne sim nec ne,” Bengel. — # Umo
avlp. qu.] or by a human day at all. The day, i.c. the dayof judgment,
on which a human sentence is to go forth npon me, is personified.
It forms a contrast with the 7uépa Kvpiov, which Paul proceeds
hereafter, not indeed to name, but to describe, see ver. 5. — @A\’
0U8€] yea, not even, as in iil. 2. — éuavror] Billroth and Riickert
think that the contrast between the persons properly demanded
altos éuavur. here, which, however, has been overlooked by Paul.
But the active expression éuavrov dvaxpive is surely the complete
contrast to the passive U’ V. @vaxp.; hence adrés might, indeed,
have been added to strengthen the statement, but there was no
necessity for its being so. — The dvaxpivew in the whole verse is
neither to be understood solely of unfavourable, nor solely of
favourable judging, but of any sort of judgment regarding one's
worth in general. See vv. 4, 5.

Ver. 4. Parenthetical statement of the ground of TPaul's not
even judging himself (o06év ... Oebir.), and then the antithesis
(8é: but indeed) to the above o8¢ éuavt. dvaxpivw. — yap] The
element of proof lies neither in the first clause alone (Hofmann),
nor in the second clause alone, so that the first would be merely
concessive (Baumgarten, Winer, Billroth, Riickert, who supplies
wév here again, de Wette, Osiander), but in the antithetic relation
of both clauscs, wherein aA\d has the force of a¢, not of * sondern ;"
I judge not my own self, because I am couscious to myself of
nothing, but am not thercby justified, i.e. because my pure (official,
see ver. 2) self-consciousness (comp. Acts xxiii. 1, xxiv. 16; 2 Cor.
1. 12) s still not the ground on which my justification rests. As
regards the expression, comp. Plato, Apol. p. 21 B: obire uéya odre
ouucpoy Elvorda éuavrd gopos dv, Rep. p. 331 A; and Horace,
Ep.i. 1. 61 : “nil conscire sibi, nulla pallescere culpa ;” Job xxvil. 6.
—oUk év TouTe Sedik.] is ordinarily understood wrongly : “ I do not
on that account look wpon myself as guiltless” TFor the words ove
€v 7olTp, negativing justification by a good conscience, make it

1 COR. L H
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clear that 8edix. expresses the customary conception of being
Justified by faith (see on Rom.i 17 ; so rightly, Calovius, Billroth,
Yiickert), since, on the view just referred to, we must have had
év Toite o} The ol is as little in its wrong place here as in
xv. 51. Note that the 8eSivaiwpar is to the apostle an un-
doubted certain fact ;® hence we may mnot explain it, with
Hofmann : Not thereby am I pronounced righteous as respects
faithfulness in the fulfilment of my office, but only if (2) the Lord
shall charge me with no neglect of duty. That would plainly
make the dedikaiwpar problematic. — Kipios] Christ, ver. 5.

Ver. 3. Therefore judge nothing before the time, namely, with respect
to me; not as Billroth thinks : one sect regarding another, which is
inadmissible in view of the preceding avaxp. ue and of the whole
passage, vv. 3, 4, which all applies to Paul. The process of thought
from ver. 3 onwards is, namely, this: “ Formy part, you may judyc
me if you will, I make very little of that; but (ver. 4) sceing that
I do not even judge myself, but that he that judgeth me s Christ, T
therefore counsel you (ver. 5) not to pass a judgment upon me pre-
maturely.” — wpo rkawpod] ie. before it is the right time, Matt.
viii, 29 ; Ecclus. xxx. 24, 1i. 30; Lucian, Jov. Trag. 47. How
long such judging would continue to be mpo raipod, we learn
only from what comes after; hence we must not by anti-
cipation assign to rawpds the specific sense of tempus reditus
Christi. — 7] .. wplow Twd, John vii. 24. — kpivere] describes
the passing of the judgment, the consequence of the dvaxp., in
a manner accordant with the looking forward to the Messianic

1 Paul’s thought has run thus :—‘*Were I justified by my conscience free of reproach,
then I should be entitled to pass judgment on myself, namely, just in accordance
with the standard of the said conscience. But seeing that I am not justified by this
conscience (but by Christ), it cannot even serve me as a standard for self-judgment,
and I must refrain therefrom, and leave the judgment regarding me to Christ.”
This applies also against de Wette, who holds our exposition to be contrary to the
context, because what follows is not ¢ 3t Sixasv, but & 3¢ &vaxpivwr. Dloreover, the
further imputation of moral desert is certainly not done away with by justification,
but it remains in force until the judgment. Asdixaiwgua;, however, does not refer to
the being found righteous at the day of judgment (against Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl.
D- 48), but, as the perfect shows, to the righteousness obtained by faith, which to the
consciousness of the apostle was at all times a present blessing. — Observe further,
how alien to Paul was the conception that the conscience is the expression of the
real divine life in the man. Comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 141.

2 So precisely Ignatius, ad Rom. 5: dax’ od wapa 7ovro ddixaiwpas. The certitudo
gratiae is expressed but as nct based upon the conscience void of reproach.
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Judgment. Luther, Raphel, and Wolf render: alium alii prac-
Jerte; but this runs counter to the context, for it must be
analogous to the general dvaxp. — €ws av €\fp o «.] Epexegesis
of mpo xatpod: judge not before the time (judge not, I say), until
the Lord shall have come. Then only is it a xalpioy xpivew, be-
cause then only can the judgment be pronounced rightly according
to the Lord’s decision. The dv marks out the coming as in so
Jar problematical (depending upon circumstances ; see Hartung,
Partikell. p. 291), inasmuch as it was not, indeed, doubted, and
yet at the same time not dependent upon subjective determina-
tion, but an object of expectant faith in the unknown future.
Comp. Matt. xvi. 28; Mark ix. 1; Luke ix. 27, xiii. 35; Rev.
il. 25. — s xa(] xai is the also customary with the relative, the
effect of which is to bring into prominence some element in
keeping with what has gone before (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 152
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 243 [E. T. 283]). In His function
as Judge, in which He is to come, He will do this also, He
will light up, ¢.c. make manifest, what is hidden in the dark-
ness. Respecting ¢wricer, comp. Ecclus. xxiv. 32; 2 Tim. i. 10;
Plut. Mor. p. 931 C, and the passages in Wetstein. What with-
draws itself from the light as its opposite (Hofmann, who takes
kai . .. xal as meaning as well, as also) is included here, but not
that alone. Compare rather the general statement in Luke
viii, 17. — xai cavep. 7. Bovh. TOY xapb.] a special element
selected from the foregoing general affirmation. The significant
bearing of what Paul here affirms of Christ at His coming is the
application which the readers were to make of it to himself and
the other teachers; it was to be understood, namely, that their
true character also would only then become manifest, .. be laid
open as an object of knowledge, but now was not yet submitted
to judgment. — xai Téte . .. Oecol] so that ye can only then pass
judgment on your teachers with sure (divine) warrant for what
ye do. The chief emphasis is upon the dmé 7. Oeod, which is
for that reason put at the end (Kiihner, IL. p. 625), and next to
it upon what is placed first, o &mawos. This does not mean
pracmium (so Flatt, with older expositors, citing wrongly in sup-
port of it such passages as Rom. ii 29, xiii. 3; 1 Pet. i. 7, ii. 14
Wisd. xv. 19 ; Polybius, ii. 58. 11), nor is it a vox media (as,
following Casaubon, ad Epict. 67, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, Pott, and
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others assume wholly without proof); but it denotes simply
the praise, the commendation. The apparent incongruity with
éxdaTe is obviated by the article: the praise that appertains to
him (Bernhardy, p. 315) shall be given to each,—so that Paul
here puts entirely out of sight those who deserve no praise at all.
And rightly so. For his readers were to apply this to Aém and
Apollos ; hence, as Calvin justly remarks: “haec vox ex bonac
conseientiae fiducia nascitur.” See ver. 4. Theophylact’'s view,
although adopted by many, is an arbitrary one: “ unde et con-
trarium datur intelligi, sed mavult eddnueiv,” Grotius (so also
Bengel, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen). — dmo 7. @eod] not from
men, as ye now place and praise the one above the other, but on
the part of God ; for Christ the Judge is God's vicegerent and
representative, John v. 27 ff.; Acts x. 42, xvii. 31; Rom.
ii. 16, al.

Vv. 6-13. Now, what I have hitherto given utterance to in a
manner applicoble to myself and Apollos, has for its object to wean
you from party-pride (ver. 6). Rebuke of this pride (vv. 7-13).

Ver. 6. 4¢] pursuing the subject ; the apostle turns now to the
final remonstrances and rcbukes which he has to give in reference
to the party-division among them; in doing so, he addresses his
readers generally (uot the teachers) as adehpoi with a winning
warmth of feeling, as in i. 11.— radra] from iii. 5 onwards,
where he brings in himself and Apollos specially and by name,
assigning to both their true position and its limits to be ob-
served by them with all humility, and then appending to this
the further instructions which he gives up to iv. 5. Tavra is
not to be made to refer back to i. 12, where Paul and Apollos are
not named alone (so Baur, following older expositors). — pereoynp.
els éuavr. k. Amoae] I have changed the form of it into myself
and Apollos, ie. 1 have, instead of directing my discourse to
others, upon whom it might properly have been moulded, written
in such fashion in an altered form, that what has been said
applies now fo myself and Apollos. It is on account of the con-
trast with others which floats before the apostle’s mind, that he
writes not simply els éué, but els éuavrov; eis, again, denotes
the reference of this change of form to the parties concerned.
Respecting peracynuartibew, to transform, comp. 2 Cor. xi. 14,
Phil iii. 21 ; Symm. 1 Sam. xxviii. 8; 4 Mace. ix. 21 ; Plato,
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Legg. x. p. 903 E, 906 C (pina peTeaynuatiouévor) ; Lucian,
Imag. 9, Hale. 5 ; Heliodorus, ii. p. 93. The oyfua, to which
the word here refers, is the form in which the foregoing state-
ments have been presented, which has been other than the con-
crete state of the case at Corinth would properly have involved ;
for he has so moulded it as to make that bear upon himself and
Apollos, which more properly should have applied to others.
Now, who are those others? Not the order of teachers generally
(Calovius, Billroth, de Wette, Neander, ¢¢ al., also my own former
view), for in that case we should have no change of form,
but only a specializing ; but rather: the <nstigators of parties
in Corinth, with their self-exaltation and jealousy, as is clear
from the following clause stating the design in view, and from
ver. 7ff. It was they who split up the church and infected it
with their own evil qualities. But from Pawul and Apollos the
readers were to learn to give up all such conduct,—from #hosc
very men, who had respectively founded and built up the church,
but who by these partisans had been stamped with the character
of heads of sects and so misused, to the grievous hurt of the
Christian community. Baur’s explanation is contrary to the
notion of pereaynu., but in favour of his own theory about the
Christ-party : what has been said of me and Apollos holds also of
the other parties; this not applying, however, to rovs Toi XpiaoTod,
who are to be regarded as forming a peculiar party by themselves.
Lastly, it is also a mistake (see Introd. § 1) to interpret it with
Chrysostom, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, and
others : “I have put our names as ficfitious in place of those of the
actual leaders of parties ;”! or to hold, with Pareus and Mosheim,
that peracy. refers to the homely figures which Paul has used of
himself and Apollos (gardeners, husbandmen, builders, house-
stewards), from which the readers were to learn hwmility. These
figures were surely lofty enough, since they represented the
teachers as Ocod guvepyovs! Moreover, the figures in themselves
plainly could not teach the Corinthians humility ; the lesson must
lie in the intrinsic tenor of the ideas conveyed. — ’AmwoAA@] the

1 Michaelis: *‘ I know quite well that no sect among you calls itself after myself
or Apollos . . . ; the true names I rather refrain from giving, in order to avoid
oflence,” etc. But, as Calovius justly observes, the wiracyruzsions; is here not
‘¢ per fictionis, sed per figurationis modum.”
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same form of the accusative as in Acts xix. 1. A B n* have
"AmoMdv.  See regarding both forms, Buttmann's ausf. Gr.
I p. 207£; Kiihner, § 124, ed. 2. — &8’ dpas] not in any way
for our own sakes.— iva év 7ulv x.TA] more precise expla-
nation of the & Juds (“ instructionis vestrae causa,” Estius): <n
order that ye might learn on us (Winer, p. 361 [E. T. 483]),
that is to say, by having us before you as an example of shunning
undue self-exaltation, in accordance with what I have stated
regarding our official position, duty, responsibility, etc. — 7o 3y
Umeép o yéyp.] The elliptical : “ not above what is written,” is made
to rank as a substantive by the 76 (Matthiae, § 280); for
¢poveiv is spurious (see the critical remarks). The suppression
of the verb after us in lively discourse is common in the classics.
See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 153 ; Kihner, IL. p. 607 ; Klotz,
ad Devar. p. 607. The short, terse py Imép & yéyp. may have
been an old and familiar saying of the Rabbins (Ewald); only
Paul never quotes such elsewhere. — & «éyp. is by Luther and
most expositors (including Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Heydenreich,
Pott, Billroth, Neander) made to refer to what Paul has written
in the preceding section. But Grotius hits the truth in the matter
when he says: wéypamwrar in his libris semper ad libros V. T.
refertur. Only Grotius should not have referred it to a single
passage (Deut. xvii. 20 ; comp. also Olshausen) which the readers
could not be expected to divine. It denotes generally the rule
written tn the O. T., which is not to be transgressed; and this
means here, according to the context, the rule of humility and
modesty, within the bounds of which a man will not be vainly
puffed up, nor will presume to claim anything that lies beyond
the limits of the ethical canon of the Scriptures. Comp. Riickert,
Reiche, Ewald. And Paul could the more readily express himself
in this general way, inasmuch as all the quotations hitherto made
by him from the O.T. (i. 19, 31, iii. 19) exhorted to humility.
It is against the context to suppose, with Cajetanus and Beza,
that the reference is to the dogmatic standard of the O. T., which
was not to be transcended by pretended wisdom. Chrysostom,
Theodoret, and Theophylact went so far as to refer it to sayings
of Christ (such as Mark x. 44; Matt. vii. 1; Theodoret even
adds to these 1 Cor. vii. 24), which neither Paul nor his readers
could think of in connection with the habitually used wéyp.—



CHAP. 1IV. 6. 119

Without having the slightest support in the use and wont
of the language (for in passages like Pindar, Nem. vi. 13, Eur.
Ton. 446 [455], ypdderw has just the ordinary force of to write),
and wholly in the face of the N. T. usage of yéypamra:, Hofmann
Dbrings in here the general notion of the definite measure which is
aseribed, adjudged to each by God (Rom. xii. 3). Nor is any
countenance lent to this interpretation by wypdppa in Thue. v.
29. 4; for that means a written clause (see Kriiger). What
Paul means is the objective sacred rule of the Scriptures, the pre-
sumptuous disregard of which was the source of the mischief at
Corinth ; “ wlcus aperit,” Beza.— fva pn els dmép x.7.\.] For one
another against the other, is a telling description of the partisan
procedure ! The members of a party plumed themselves to such
an extent on their own advantages, that one did so in behalf
of the other (Ymép, comp. 2 Cor. ix. 2), seeking thereby mutually
among themselves to maintain and exalt their own reputation
(els Umép ToD évos), and that with hostile tendency towards the
third person, who belonged to another party (kara Tov érépov).
Olshausen understands ¢mép Tod évos of their outbidding cach
other in pretensions, which, however, would require the accusative
with ¢mép; and Winer, p. 358 [E. T. 478], renders: “so that ke
deems himself exalted above the other ;7 against which—apart from
the fact that omép with the genitive does not occur in this sense
in the N. T. (see, moreover, Matthiae, p. 1360)—the immediate
context is conclusive, according to which it is he only who is
despised by the ¢uaioduevos, who can be the érepos (the different
one); and just as els stands in antithetic correlation with Tod
érépov, so Umép also does with xe7a; comp. Rom. viii. 31 ; Mark
ix. 40. The ordinary interpretation is: “ On account of the
teacher, whom he has ehosen to be his head,” Riickert ; comp. Reiche,
Ewald, Hofmann. But like €ls, so 0mép 7oi évds also must refer
to the collective subject of ¢uaioficfe, and consequently both of
them together convey the same sense as Umep dAMjAwy, only in a
more concrete way. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 11 ; Susann. 52 ; Ecclus.
xlii. 24 f.; 1 Mace. xiil. 28 ; often, too, in Greek writers.—
The ¢uoiolocbar of a els vmép 7Tob évos takes place wara Tod
érépov in the jealous wranglings of mutually opposing parties
reciprocally, so that each has always full room for the xara
Tob érépov (against Hofmann’s objection). — duoiofiocfe] the
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present indicative after {va occurs only here and in Gal. iv. 17.
The instances of it, wont to be adduced from classical writers, have
been long since given up. See Hermann, ad ¥Viger. p. 8511
Schoeider, ad Xen. Ath. 1. 11. The passages, again, in Kypke
and Valckenaer, where fva is found with the past indicative, were
wholly inapplicable here. Comp. on Gal. iv. 17, note ; Stallbaum,
ad Plat. Symp. p. 181 E.  On these grounds Billroth and Riickert
assume that Paul had meant to form the subjunctive, but had
formed it wrongly; so too, before them, Bengel characterized the
form as a “singularis ratio contractionis ;” and Reiche also, in his
Comment. crit. 1. p. 152, satisfies himself with the notion of an
erroneously formed contraction. As if we were warranted in taking
for granted that the most fluent in language of the apostles could
not be safely trusted with forming the mood of a verb in oo ! Winer
finds here an improper usage of the later Greek.! But, apart from
the absence of all proof for this usage in the apostolic age (it can
only be proved in much later writings, as also in modern Greek;
see Winer, p. 272 [E. T. 362]), had Paul adopted it, he would
have brought it in oftener, and not have written correctly in
every other case;? least of all, too, would he have put the indica-
tive here, when he had just used the correct subjunctive imme-
diately before it (udfnre). Fritzsche (ad Maith. p. 836) took
{va as ubi, and explained : “ ubs (i.e. qua conditione, quando demisse
de vobis statuere nostro exemplo didiceritis) minime alter in
alterius detrimentum extollitur.” At a later date (in Fritzschiorum
opusc. p. 186 ff.) he wished to resort to emendation, namely : va
"y juiv pdfnre 76 piy vmép 8 yéypamrar ppovely, Eva py Hwép Tod
évos pvoiodablar katd Tod éTépov (so, too, very nearly Theo-
doret). Buf although it might easily enough have happened that

! So, too, Wieseler on Gal. p. 378 ; Hofmann on Gal. p. 138. Barmab. 7: =z . ..
3, is an earlier example than any adduced by Winer and Wieseler. But how easily
3¢ might have been written here by mistake for 3%, which is so similar in sound!
(comp. Dressel, p. 17). Should 3, however, be the original reading, then iz may
just as well be ubt, as in our passage. The readings &3ert and geriyers in Ignatius,
ad Eph. 4, are dubious (Dressel, p. 124). — Buttmann’s conjecture (neut. Gr.
P. 202 [E. T. 235)), that the contracted presents, on account of the final syllable
having the circumflex, represent the futures, is totally destitute of proof.

2 1 Thess. iv. 13 included (against Tischendorf). —In Col. iv. 17, wanpei; is sub-
junctive. — As respects Lachmann's erroneous reading, 2 Pet. i. 10, Wieseler, p. 379,
is right. —In Johkn =xvii. 3, Gal vi. 12, Tit. ii. 4, Rom. xiii. 17, the indicative
readings are to be rejected (in opposition to Tischendorf).
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{va pij should be written by mistake in place of éva p, the con-
sequence of that mistake would in that case necessarily have been
the alteration of ¢uvoiodocfar! not into ¢uvoioiate, but into
¢uaidale, and the subjunctive, not the indicative, must there-
fore have had the preponderance of critical evidence in its
favour (but it is found, in point of fact, only in 44, Chrys. ms.).
The only explanation of i{va which is in accordance with the
laws of the language, and therefore the only admissible one, is
that given by Fritzsche, ad Matth. lc.; Wa cannot be the par-
ticle of design, because it is followed by the indicative; it must,
on the contrary, be the local particle, where, and that in the
sense of whereby, under whick relation, so that it expresses the
position of the case (Homer, Od. vi. 27 ; Plato, Gorg. p. 484 E;
Sophocles, Oed. Col. 627, 1239 ; Eur. Hee. ii. 102,711, Andoc. vi.
9, al.; also Schaefer, ad Soph. 0. C. 621 ; and Baeumlein, Partik.
p- 143£). 'What Paul says then is this: in order that ye may
learn the ne ultra quod scriptum est, whereby (i.e. in the observance
of which rule) ye then (puvotodabe is the future realized as present)
do not puff up yourselves, ete. Suitable though it would be, and
in accordance with the apostle’s style (Rom. vii. 13 ; Gal. iii. 14,
iv. 5; 2 Cor. ix. 3), that a second telic {va should follow upon the
first, still the linguistic impossibility here must turn the scale
against it. To put down the indicative to the account of the
transcribers, has against it the almost unanimous agreement of the
critical evidence in excluding the subjunctive (which would be
inexplicable, on the supposition of the indicative not being the
original). Again, to trace it back to the origin of the Epistle by
assuming that Paul made a slip in dictating, or his amanuensis
in taking down his words, is all the more unwarranted, seeing
that the self-same phenomenon recurs in Gal. iv. 17, while the
clause here, as it stands, admits of a rendering which gives a
good sense and is grammatically correct. — The subjective form
of the negation ps, in the relative clause, has arisen from the
destgn cherished by Paul, and floating before his mind. Comp.
eg. Sophocles, Track. 797 : pébes évratd dmov e pwi Tis Syretar
Bporaw; and see Baeumlein, ut supra, p. 290 ; Winer, p. 447
[E. T. 603].

¥ The N, too, has pusiovelar.  But how often does that codex interchange as and ¢!
Immediately before it has y1yparse instead of y1ypzxsas
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Ver. 7. The words va p9 ... érépov are now justified by
two considerations—(1) No one maketh thee to differ; it is a
difference of thine own making, which thou settest between thee
and others. (2) What thow possessest thow hast not from thyself,
and it is absurd to boast thyself of it as though it were thine own work.
Hofmann holds that Paul in his first proposition glances at his own
difference from others, and in his second at the gifts of Apollos ;
but this is neither indicated in the text, nor would it accord with
the fact that he and Apollos are to be examples of Zumility to
the readers, but not examples to Awmble them—namely, by high
position and gifts. — o€] applies to each individual of the pre-
ceding duels, not therefore simply to the sectarian teachers (Pott,
following Chrysostom and several of the old expositors).— The
literal sense of Siaxpiver is to be retained. The Vulgate rightly
renders: “ Quis enim te discernit 2” Comp. Acts xv. 9 ; Homer,
Od. iv. 179 ; Plato, Soph. p. 253 E, Charm. p. 171 C. This of
course refers, in point of faet, to supposed pre-eminence; but Paul
will not describe it as pre-eminence (contrary to the common render-
ing : Who maketh thee to differ for the better ). — 7i 8¢ &yets x.T\.]
&, like that which follows, heaps question on question. See
Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 169. To what Paul is pointing in the
general : “ But what possessest thow,” etc., their own conscience told
his readers, and it is clear also from the next question, tiat, namely,
of which they boasted, their Christian insight, wisdom, eloguence, and
the like. He certainly did not think of himself and the other
teachers as the source (éxaBes) of the gifts (Semler, Heydenreich,
Pott), which would be quite contrary to his humble piety, but:
oldév olrobev &yets, AAAa mapa Tod Beod AaBdv, Chrysostom.
Comp. iii. 5, xii. 6, xv. 10. — el 8¢ ral éN.] again, cven if thow
hast recetved, even if thou hast been endowed with gifts, which I
will by no means deny. E! xaiis not meant to represent the
possession of them as problematical (Riickert), but is concessive.
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 3. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 832 ; comp.
Hartung, I p. 140 f.; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519 f. — 7{ kavydoa:
x7\] obdels ém’ aMhotpiars mapaxatabijrais peyappovel, émway-
pumvel 8¢ TavTats, iva PurdEy T Sedwrott, Theodoret.

Ver. 8. The discourse, already in ver. 7 roused to a lively
pitch, becomes mow bitterly ironical, heaping stroke on stroke,
even as the proud Corinthians, with their partisan conduct,
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needed a vovfeaia (ver. 14) to teach them humility. The
transition, too, from the individualizing singular to the plural
corresponds to the rising emotion. The <¢nterrogative way of
taking the passage (Baumgarten) weakens it without reason ; for
the disapproval of such bitter derision (Stolz, Riickert) is, in the
first place, over-hasty, since Paul could not but know best how
lie had to chastise the Corinthians; and, in the second, it fails
to recognise the fact, that e, just in consequence of the purity
of lhis conscience, could give rein to the indignant temper amply
warranted in him by the actual position of things, without justi-
fying the suspicion of self-seeking and thirst for power (this in
opposition to Riickert). — In xexop. éoré, émhovr., and éBach., we
have a vehement climax : Already sated are ye, already become rich
are ye; without owr help ye have attained to dominion! The sar-
castic force of this address, which shows the repulsive shape in
which the inflated character and demeanour of the Corinthians
presented itself, is intensified by the emphatically prefixed %8 . . .
#8n and ywpls qudv: “ alrcady ye have, what was only expected
in the coming alwy, fulness of satisfaction and of enrichment in
Messianic blessings ; without our help (mine and that of Apollos,
ver. 6) are ye arrived at the highest stage of Messianic power and
glory, at the Bacthela!” You have already reached such a pitch
of Christian perfection, are become without us such mightily
exalted and dominant personages, that there is presented in you
an anticipation of the future Messianic satisfaction, of the Mes-
sianic fulness of possession and dominion. Ordinarily, xexop.
and émhovr. (comp. Rev. iii. 17) have been taken as referring
specially to Christian knowledge and other endowments (comp. i. 5),
and éBacih. either as referring likewise to knowledge, the highest
degree of it being meant (Vater, Heydenreich), or to high prosperity
and repute in general (Calvin, Justiniani, Lightfoot, Wetstein,
Flatt, Pott), or to the quiet security in which kings live (Grotius),
or to the “ dominium et jus statuwendi de rebus Christianis”
(Seraler), or to the domination of the ome sect over the other
(Estius), or of the teacher over his party (Billroth is unde-
cided between these two views). But all these interpretations
fail to do justice to the sarcastic method of expression, although
they 4n part correctly enough describe the state of the case, which
is here ironically presented. The right view may be seen in Hof-
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mann also. In connection with the éBac . left without being more
precisely defined, nothing came so naturally and at once to the
Christian consciousness as the thought of the Messianic Bagikela
And how well this idea corresponds to the wish which follows !
If, however, ¢Bac. applies to the Messianic ruling (see on iii. 22;
Usteri, Lehrbegriff, p. 370), and consequently to the ocuvuBag:-
Aedew of 2 Tim. ii. 12, comp. Rom. viii. 17, then in that case
xexop. and émhovT. also, to preserve the symmetry of this ironical
picture, must be understood in the sense of the Messianic con-
summation of all things, and must denote the being full and rich
xat éfoxiiv (namely, in the blessings of the Messianic salvation),
which for the Christian consciousness did not need to be par-
ticularly specified. Comp. Matt. v. 6; 2 Cor. viii. 9. The
perfect brings before us the state, the aorists the fact of having
centered upon the possession. See Kithner, ad Xen. 2fem. 1. 1. 18.
As to %8n, v.e. now already, see on John iv. 35. — ywpls Hudv]
without whose work, in fact, you would not be Christians at
all | — xai §peroy ye x.T\] and (the thought suddenly striking
his mind) would that ye had indeed attained to dominion! In
the later Greek writers &¢pedov is used as a particle, and joined
with the indicative, 2 Cor. xi. 1; Gal v. 12. See Matthiae,
p. 1162. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 185 [E. T. 214 f]. T¢
strengthens the force of égpehov ; see Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 372 f.;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 551 The thought is: “ Apart {rom this,
that ye have without us become rulers, would that ye had at
least (yé) become such !” Comp. Klotz, ad Devar. p. 281 f. — {va
x. nuets vpv ovpBac.] Ye would doubtless in that case, Paul
deems, suffer us also to have some share (beside you) in your
government ! The subjunctive is quite according to rule (in
opposition to Riickert), seeing that éBaciA. denotes something
completed from the speaker's present point of view (have become
sulers), and seeing that the design appears as one still subsisting
in the present. See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 617f.; Stallbaum, ad
Plat. Crit. p. 43 B.— Observe, we may add, how the sarcastic
climax ends at last with xai &perdv ye w7 in a way fitted fo
put the readers deeply to shame. Comp. Chrysostom.

Ver. 9. I'ap] giving the ground of the foregoing wish: For the

?} So rightly also Schrader, Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Neander, Hof-
mann, Comp. Olshausen (who, however, gives a rationalizing view of the ruling).
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position of us apostles is to my mind such, that to us the cvpPBac.
would even be a thing very desirable ! It is precisely the reverse
of that !—In 8Soxd we have a palpable point in the state-
ment. Comp. on vii. 40. Without 7 following, see in Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. v. 7. 13. — 7jpas Tovs am.] does not refer simply
to Paul (Calvin and others, including Schrader and Olshausen),
which is forbidden by 7ovs dar., but to the apostles gencrally. The
designation Tods dmost. is added by way of contrast to their
position, in which they, instead of being at all privileged as
apostles, were &ryator. Observe further, how in this passage, on
to ver. 13, Paul paints his picture of the apostles in colours
drawn from his own personal experience. — éaydrous] Predicate :
as homanes infimae sortis. Comp. Mark ix. 35 ; Alciphr. iii. 43
Dio Cassius, xlii. 5; Dem. 346, pen. It is joined with awoor.
by Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, and others, including Semler and
Pott: “ Deus nos, qui postremi apostoli facti fuimus, tamquam
émibav. oculis alior. sistit” (Pott). But in that case we should
require to have Tovs dm. Tovs éoy., or at least Tods éoy. dr., because
éoy. would necessarily be the emphatic word ; and at anyrate, looked
at generally, this would give us an inappropriate and unhistori-
cal contrast between the experiences of the later apostles and those
of the first. — dmwedesfev] not : fecit, reddidit, but: He has set us
Jorth, presented us as last, causcd us to appcar as such before the
eyes of the world (see the following féatpor x.7A). Comp.
2 Thess. ii. 4 ; Plat. Conv. p. 179 C; Dem. 687. 11; Xen. Occ.
v. 10 ; Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phacd. p. 72 C.— ds émifavar.]
as men condemned to death, so that we appear as such. How
true in view of their constant exposure to deadly perils! Comp.
xv. 30 f.; 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff. Tertullian’s rendering (de pudic.
14): “ veluti bestiarios,” although adopted by DBeza, Calvin,
Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Michaelis, Schrader, and others, is
an arbitrary limitation of the meaning. The correct explanation
is given by Chrysostom and Theophylact. Comp. Dion. Hal. vii.
35.— 671 Béatpov éyev. r.T.\] serves to make good the statement
from ok to émibav. ; hence it is a mistake to write 4, T, and
connect it with féaTp., as Hofmann conjectures should be done
(“ which spectacle we have in truth become to the world ”). The
meaning is: seetng that we have become a spectacle, ete.  OéaTpoy
is here like 0éa or Béapna, as Aesch. Dial. Socr. 1ii. 20 ; Ach. Tat.
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I p. 55. Comp. fearpilecfai, Heb. x. 33; éxbearpileafar, Polyb.
i, 91. 10, v. 15. 2. — kal ayy. «. avfp.] specializes the 7¢
koope : to the whole world, both angels and men. The inhabitants
of heaven and of earth gaze upon our hardships and persecu-
tions as on a spectacle. — The word &yyehot in the N. T., standing
absolutcly, is never used of the good and bad angels taken to-
gether (this against Zeger, Bengel, Olshausen, al), nor of the
bad alone (this against Vatablus, Estius, Calovius, Wolf, and
others, including Flatt and Neander), but always only of the
angels xat éfoyry, i.c. of ‘the good angels (comp. on Rom. viii.
38). Where it refers to the bad angels, it always has some addi-
tion defining it so (Matt. xxv. 41 ; 2 Cor. xii. 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4;
Jude 6). Hahn’s objection is a trifling one (ZTheol. d. N. T. I
P- 261): that the angclic world gemerally is meant; comp. also
Hofmann. Yes, but the evil angels are no longer therein ; see on
Eph. ii. 2. Some have thought that we must bring in the bad
angels, because féatpov involves the idea: a subject of mirth and
mockery.  But this is purely arbitrary. The particular interest
felt by the spectators in the drama of the apostolic fortunes
might be very various, and even opposite in its nature ; it is not
here taken into consideration at all. Theodoret says well: waow
els Oewplay mpokevTar T4 fHuétepas dyyehor wév yap TN HueTépay
avdplav Gavudlovar, Tév 8¢ dvfpomov of péy édnjdovrac Tois Mue-
Tépots mabijpacy, oi 8¢ cuvakyolot puév, émauivar 8¢ odk loylovarw.
The way in which the angels come in here, therefore, must not be
regarded as simply proverbial and figurative (Baur).

Ver. 10. What very different sort of people ¢ are from us/
— pwpoi Sta X.] for, because we concern ourselves about nothing
else save Christ the crucified, are bent on knowing Him only,
and on having nothing to do with the world’s wisdom (comp.
ii. 2), we are foolish, weak-minded men, for Christ’s sake, Comp.
i 18, 25. — ¢povepor év X.] wise men are ye in your connection
with Christ, sagacious, enlightened Christians! Observe, that
Paul could not write again 8wz X. ; the Christian pseudo-wisdom
had other motives. The nature of the irony, “plena aculeis”
(Calvir), with which he scourges the worldly state of things at
Corinth, does not allow us to supply anything else here but éopuév
and éoTé. — dobfeveis] weak and powerless. For in trembling and
humility they came forward, making little of human agency,
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trusting for all success to the simple word of Christ. Ye, on
the contrary, are ioyuvpoi, men of power, able to take up an impos-
ing attitude and to carry through great things. Comp. ii. 3 ;
2 Cor. xiii, 2 ff, x. 10, By an arbitrary limitation, Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Grotius, and Estius refer aof. to their sufferings :
“ Quin multa mala patimur, nec resistimus quod est infirmi-
tatis,” and ‘oy.: “ Mala, si qua occurrunt, facile repellitis,”
Lstius. — &vdokor] celcbrated, highly honoured personages; driuos:
unhonoured, despised, Matt. xiii. 57; Hom. I/. i. 516 ; Plato,
Legg. vi. p. 774 B, Euthyd. p. 281 C.— In the last clause
the first person is the subject of the sarcastic antithesis, be-
cause Paul means now to speak at more length regarding the
apostles,

Vv. 11-13. Down to the present hour this despised condition
of ours continues uninterruptedly, manifesting itself also (xa()
in all manner of privations, sufferings, and humiliations. — The
assuraption that we are not to understand this dyp: s dp7e
dpas, as also éws dpre in ver. 131 in a strictly literal semse, is
rash, seeing that, even apart from the fact that we have no other
means of knowing the precise position of Paul at that time
(comp. 2 Cor. xi. 27), he is speaking here not of himself alone,
but of the position of the apostles in general. — eyupvnredouev]
1.e. we lack necessary raiment. Comp. on wyuuvés in Matt. xxv.
36 ; Jas.ii. 15 ; and Theile in loc. The werh, as used both in
this sense and of being lightly armed, belongs to the later Greek.
The form quuwiredopev (Lachmann and Tischendorf), although
vouched for by a majority of the codd., is nothing but an ancient
clerical error; see Fritzsche, de conform. Lachm. p. 21.— xo\-
adel] quite literally: we are beaten with fists. Comp. Matt.
xxvi, 67 ; 1 Pet. ii. 20; 2 Cor. xii. 7. A concrete representa-
tion of rude maltreatment in general. — doTarobuer] we are
unsettled, have no abiding dwelling-place, Rufinus, Zp. 20. Theo-
phylact: éawouela, ¢edyouev. — xomiduer x.1\N.] we toil hard,
working with our own hands. Comp. as regards Paul, ix. 6 ff.;
2 Cor. xi. 7 ff. ; 1 Thess. ii. 9 ff.; 2 Thess. iii. 8 ; Acts xx. 34 ; and
who is in a position to deny that others of the apostles too acted

! The two expressions are synonymous ; hence, too, this passage is a proof that

the distinction between Zxp: and iy, maintained by Tittmann, Synon. p. 33 fI., is
erroneous, See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308 fI.
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in the same way? Paul includes this among the elements
of their despised condition, which he adduces; and he had a
right to do so, for it was such in the eyes of the world, which
could not and would not recognise and honour so noble a self-
denial. — Xoibop. edAoy. x.7.\.] The picture of the ignominious
condition of the apostles is continued, and its effect leightened
by the contrast of their demeanour. We are so utterly empty
and void of all lLionour with others, that as respects those who
revile (insult, see Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 294), persecute,
and slander us (Svognu. see the critical remarks, and comp.
1 Macc. vi. 41; Aesch. 4g. 1078; Soph. El 1182; Eur.
Heracl. 600), we do not in any wise defend ourselves or seek
vengeance against them (as men do who have honour to vindicate
and maintain); but, on the contrary, wish good to our revilers,
remain quiet and patient towards our persecutors, and give beseech-
ing words to our slanderers! Whether Paul says this in remem-
brance of the words of Jesus in Matt. v. 44, Luke vi. 27 £, which
became known to him by tradition (Riickert and others), is very
dubious, considering the difference of expression; but the disposi-
tion required by Jesus lived in him. — &s wepiwabdppara «.7.\.]
Delineation, as a whole, of the condition hitherto—from ver. 11
onwards—sketched in single traits: We have become as out-sweepings
of the world, 7.e. our experience has become such, as though we
were the most utterly worthless of existing things, like dirt which
men have swept off from the face of the world. The xéouos is
the world of men (Rom. iii. 6, v. 12), corresponding to the wdvTwv
which follows. ITepwedfappa (from mepikabaipw, to cleanse
round about, on every side) means gquisquiliae, what one re-
moves by cleansing, both in a literal sense and figuratively, like
our offscourings, scum (Arrian. Diss. Epict. iil. 22. 78). The
simple xafappa is more common ; and it especially is often found
in this figurative sense in Demosthenes and later writers (see
Wetstein, Loesner, Obss. p. 276 f.; comp. also Kiihner, II. p. 26).
With this rendering Erasmus, H. Stephanus, Beza, Estius, and

! Nagarxarovpmer : being slandered, we entreat, See regarding aapaxza., to entreat,
Bleek on Heb. 11. 1, p. 454ff. Theophylact puts it happily : mpzeripers Adyeis xai
padrexrixors 2uupoptédz. Comp. Acts xvi. 39. Grotius explains it : Deum pro ipsis
precamur. But Deum and pro ipsis are unwarrantably inserted on the ground of

Matt. v. 10, 44. Compare rather 2 Bacc. xiii. 23: sods 'livdazios; 7apix drsowr, he
gave good words to the Jews.
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others, including Riickert, de Wette, Ewald, Maier, Neander,
Hofmann, are content, folowing Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecu-
menius. Kabappara, however, is likewise used to denote those
who, in times of plague and other public calamities, were offered
up to expiate the wrath of the gods (see Schol. ad Arist. Plut.
454 ; Bos, Ezercitatt. p. 125 ff.; Munth. Obss. ¢ Diod. p. 321 f.),
and in Prov. xxi. 18, mwepixabappa corresponds to the Hebrew
93, while wepircabapuds, too, in Plato, Legg. vii. p. 815 C, means
lustratio, and mepixabapriipiov in Hesychius (sud voce fedpara), a
sacrifice for purification; and, on these grounds, Luther and many
others (among them Pott, Olshausen, Osiander) assume that Paul
refers here to that Greek sacrificial custom (see especially Photius,
Quacst. Amphil. 155), and means by wepiedf. cxpiatory sacrifices,
—the idea of “ rcprobate, utterly worthless men” being at the same
time essentially involved, inasmuch as such men were taken for
sacrifices of that nature (see Bos and Grotius). According to this
view, the sense would be: “contemnimur ut homines, qui ad
iram Deorum ab omnibus hominibus avertendam sacrificio offer-
untur,” Pott ; and Olshausen asserts, in spite of the as, that Paul
ascribes a certain power even to his sufferings. Now the current
and constant word for the capiatory offering is xabappa (not
mrepiwabappa) ;! but, even supposing that Paul had conceived mepe-
xaBdppavra as piacula, he would in that case have again used the
plral srepiyrjpara in the next clause, for wepidnua is synony-
mous with mwepiedfapua, and each individual would be a piaculum.
If, on the other hand, he conceived mepicaldappara as offscourings,
castings away, he could very suitably interchange this phrase
afterwards with the collective singular (rubbish). — wdvrwy mepir.]
The refuse of all. The emphasis lies on wavrwv, and @s is to
be supplied again before it. IIepAfrnua (what is removed by
wiping) being substantially the same in meaning with mepe-
xabappa (see Photius, s.v., Tob. v. 18, and Fritzsche in loc.), has
been as variously interpreted by the commentators. — éws &pre]
belongs to éyevrif., and repeats with emphatic force at the close
of the description the selfsame thought with which it had began
in ver. 11. — The torrent is at an end ; now again we have the
gentle stream of fatherly kindness, which, however, in ver. 18

! Hence Valckenaer holds the reading of G, min., dowspsi xaldpuara, to be the true
one, because Paul *‘ ritus Graecos noverat et lingnam,”

1 COR. L. I
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once more swells into sternness and threatening. Observe how
Paul at this point abandons the comprehensive plural form (ueis),
in order now at the close of the section to make his readers feel
again, in the most impressive way, that personal relation of his to
them, which he, as being the founder of the church, was entitled
in truth to urge on their attention, despite of all the party-strife
which had crept in.

Vv. 14-21. Receive this censure (from ver. 7 onwards) not as
meant to put yow ulterly to shame, but as an admonition from your
spiritual father, whom ye ought to copy (vv. 14-16), for which
cause I have also sent Timothy to yow (ver. 17). But I—this by
way of warning to those who are puffed up !—hope soon to come to
you myself ; am I to come to punish, or in gentleness (vv. 18-21)?

Ver. 14. Ok évrpémwr] The common interpretation is the
correct one: not putting you to shame, not in such a way as to
shame you, write I this (vv. 8-13). The participle, however, is
not the same as an nfinitive, but the meaning is: I shame gou
not by what I am mow writing to you. See Heind. ad Phaed. p.
249{.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 495 D; Matthiae, p. 1289.
Riickert prefers keeping to the general sense of Awmbling, moving
greatly ; but why should we, when we have in 2 Thess. iii
14, Titus ii. 8, 1 Cor. vi. 5, xv. 34, the perfectly distinctive
Pauline notion of the word? Comp. also Diog. L. ii. 29 ; Ael
V. H.iii. 17. And just because Paul feels the shaming element
in his rebuke for the Corinthians, does he point out, so as to
further the moral effect of his bitter words, what according to his
idea his rebuke essentially is, not a putting to shame, but a
fatherly admonition. Bengel says well: “ Exquisita émifepamreia
. . . Saepe quendam quasi leporem apostolus salva gravitate
apostolica adhibet.” — vovfer@] The kindly intention of the ad-
monition is not conveyed in the word by itself (see on Eph. vi. 4,
and comp. eg. Plato, Pol. viil. p. 560 A: vovferolvtwr Te kal
kawbovrov, Legg. ix. p. 879D ; Dem., 798. 19,al), but in the
context. Comp. Acts xx. 31. Plato, Buthyd. p. 284 E: vovberad
o’ ératpov. The construction is varied so as to give us not the
participle again, but the indicative (as the opposite of évrpémrwy
ypddw, taken together), whereby the antithesis is made independent
and so more emphatic. See Hermann, ad Hymn. Hom. p. 125.
Kiihner, IT. p. 423,
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Ver. 15 justifies the s véxva pov dyam. vovberd.— For
suppose ye have ten thousand tutors in Christ. On wuplovs,' com-
pare Matt. xviii. 24 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 19.—Respecting the pacdagoy:
among the Greeks and Romans (comp. 28, 2 Chron. xxvii. 32
2 Kings x. 1, 5; Esth. ii. 7; Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. VI. p. 272),
who, for the most part slaves, had it in charge to educate and give
constant attendance upon boys till they came of age, see Wetstein
and Hermann, Privatalterth. § 34. 15 ff. The name is here given
Sfiguratively to the later workers in the church, the mori{ovres (iii.
6-8), the émrotxodouodvres (iii. 10 ff.), in respect of their carrying
on its further Christian development, after Paul (its father) had
founded it, had given to it Christian life, had begotten it
spiritually. Since the essential nature of the delineation here
allowed of no other word alongside of matépas except maiday.,
and since, moreover, Apollos also was reckoned among the 7atda-
ydyass, we are not warranted in finding here expressed the idea
of imperious and arrogant leadership on the part of the heads
of partics (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Pott, Heydenreich,
de Wette, Osiander). Compare, too, Erasmus: “ paedagogus
saevit pro imperio.” It is not even the #nferior love of the later
teachers (Chrysostom, Theophylact) that Paul wishes to make his
readers sensible of, but only his rights as a father, which can be in no
way impaired by all who subsequently entered the same field. ~—
aNN’ ob . mar.] sc. éxere. The aAAd after a hypothetical protasis
is the at of emphatic contrast, on the other hand (Nigelsbach on the
Iliad, p. 43, ed. 3; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 11; Klotz, ad Devar.
p. 93), and that, too, without a restrictive ¢, in the sense of at
certe; see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 43. —év yap Xpiote
kTN de for in the Lfe-fellowship of Jesus Christ no other than
I mysclf has begotten you, through the gospel. Just as év Xpiore, in
the first half of the verse, conveys the specific distinction of the
Tawdaryaryovs Eyeww ; so here, and that with the emphatic addition
of "Ingod, it conveys that of the moral generation, which has taken
place, not out of Christ, but in Him as the element of its being;
and 8wz Tod edayyel. (comp. 1 Pet. i, 23) is the means whereby
this establishment of their existence in the Christian sphere of

! The distinction drawn by the old grammarians between wépis (2 numeral proper)

and gupies (an indefinitely large number) is without foundation. See Buttmaun,
ausfiihrl. Sprackl. 1. p. 284; Ellendt, Lex Sopk. 1I. p. 144,
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life has been brought about. In both these respects it differs from
physical generation. The antithetic emphasis of the éyw forbids
us to refer év X.’I. to the person of the apostle: “in my fellow-
ship with Christ, ie. as His apostle” (de Wette, comp. Grotius,
Calovius, Flatt, al). — éyévrnoa] Comp. ver. 17; Philem. 10;
Gal. iv. 19. Sanhedr. f. 19. 2: “ Quicunque filium socii sui
docet legem, ad eum secriptura refert, tanquam si eum genuisset.”
Ver. 16. Odv] since I am your father. — pipu. p. yiv.] become
imitators of me. Paul does not add any more precise definition
as to the matter (“in cura tutandae in ecclesia tum wnitatis tum
sanctitatis,” Grotius thinks, but without warrant in the context);
but the conneetion of the passage, after vv. 6-13, leaves no room
for doubt that he has in view the discarding of conceit and
self-seeking, and the putting on of humility and self-denial. — As
regards the phrase wep. wiv, comp. xi. 1; 1 Thess. i. 6, ii. 14;
Eph. v. 1; Phil iii. 17; and as regards the idea, Xen. Afem. i 6.
3: of &ubdokalor Tols pabnras piunTas éavtdy dmodeiviovoy.
Ver. 17. 4dia todro] namely, in order to further among you this
state of things meant by pep. p. vyiv. Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Piscator, Riickert, Maier, make it refer to ver. 15: “on this
ground, becanse I am your father” But that would convert
ver. 16, quite arbitrarily, into a strange parenthetical interpolation.
— &repra p. Tip] See Introd. § 2. He bad already started
upon his journey, but was not to arrive until after this Epistle had
reached Corinth, xvi. 10 ; hence he must not be regarded as the
bearer of it (Bleek). — réxvov pov] comp. 1 Tim.i. 2,18; 2 Tim.
i. 2. The father sends to his children (ver. 14 £) their brother,
specially dear and faithful to himself, in whom, therefore, they too
may have full trust. From the quite definite reference of 7éxva in
ver. 14, comp. ver. 15, we are warranted in assuming with con-
fidence that Timothy Lad been converted by Paul; his conversion,
since in all likelihood he was from Lystra (see on Acts xvi. 1),
being probably comprised in the statement in Aects xiv. 6, 7; for
in Acts xvi 1 he is already a Christian. — év Kup{p] specifies the
characteristic relation in which Timothy is his beloved and
faithful child (comp. Eph. vi. 21); for apart from the fellow-
ship in faith and life with Christ, there is no relationship of
father and son subsisting between Paul and Timothy at all. The
expression is therefore not essentially different from év wigTe,



CIHAP. 1V. 18. 133

1 Tim. i. 2. Comp. i. 3. — dvapwijae:] for the Corinthians seemed
to have forgotten it.!— 7as 08ods pov Tas év X.] i.c. the paths, which
I tread in Christ (as my sphere of activity), i.c. tn the service of
Christ. The aim in view (Sia TotTo) is to lead them to imitate
the apostle by reminding them of the whole way and manner, in
which he conducted himself in his calling alike personally and
relattvely ; for must not the recalling of that conduct vindicate his
character, so much misunderstood and depreciated in Corinth,
and place it in such a light as would show it to be worthy of
imitation ? more especially in respect of his self-denial and
humility, so far removed from the arrogance and self-seeking of
the Corinthians. — xafas] is commonly taken as defining more
precisely what bas been already stated in a general way, as @s
does in Rom. xi. 2, Luke xxiv. 20, Thue. i, 1, and frequently
elsewhere. See Bornemann in Zae. p. 141. But xafws means
stewt (Vulgate), like the classical xafle or xafdmep: cven as, in
such fashion as® We must therefore abide by the meaning of
the word, and interpret: he will recall to your memories my
official conduct in such fushion, as I teach in all places ; i.e. he will
represent it to you not otherwise than as it is everywhere exem-
plified in me by my capacity as a teacher, not otherwise therefore
than in correspondence with the invariable method in which I
discharge the vocation of my life, not otherwise, in short, than as
it actually is everywhere. In this way xafws refers not to the
contents of d:ddaxw, nor to the mode of preaching (neither of
which would stand in a relation of practical significance to wep.
p. i), but to the peculiarity of character as a whole, which
distinguished Paul in his work as a teacher. — wavr. év . éxxl.]
This emphatic statement, with its double description, gives
additional weight to the example to be imitated. Comp. Acts
xvil. 30, xxi. 28.

Ver. 18. As though now I were not coming to you, some are
puffed wp. It is likely that these boasters, who belonged more
probably to the Apollonians than to the Christ-party (ver. 19 £),

1 That Paul does not use 3:3<Eu, to avoid giving offence, because Timothy was still
young (Chrysostom, Theophylact), is an imagination pure and simple. Theodoret
says aptly: Adény 3 abriv 6 Aiyos xarnyopi abrizmras yap iytyivucay a5 ETorToMixTs
aptras,

Pz "B‘illroth renders it rightly : eodem modo, quo, but inserts quite unwarrantably
an ipse after the quo,
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believed and affirmed that the apostle had not the courage to
appear again in Corinth (2 Cor.x. 1); and it is to prevent their
being strengthened in their delusion by the mission of Timothy
that Paul now adds these remarks, vv. 18-20. Hence we are
not to make the new section begin here (Tertullian and Theo-
doret referred édvo. Twes even to the incestuous person, v. 1, and
Theophylact makes it include a reference to him); on the con-
trary, it breaks upon us suddenly, like a thunderstorm, in v. 1.
— Upon & as the fourth word in a sentence, see Winer, p. 519
[E. T. 699] — ws, as, denotes: on the assumption that; see
Matthiae, p. 1320. It introduces the ground of the épvoidf. from
the point of view of those that were puffed up. Comp. Kiihner,
II. p. 374; Lobeck, ad Soph. Aj. 281. — épxop.] not for érev-
copévov (Flatt), but indicative of the subsisting relation. “ Paul
is not coming” was their conception, and this made them bold and
boastful ; dphapylas yap 70 Eyxdnua Th épmuia Tob Sibackalov
els dmovoav xeypiiocfar, Chrysostom, — Tevés] as in xv. 12,

Ver. 19. EXevoopar 6€] the contrast emphatically put first:
come, however, I will. — rayéws] Comp. Phil. ii. 24; 2 Tim. iv. 9.
As to how long he thought of still remaining in Ephesus, see
xvi. 8. — ¢ Kijpios] to be understood not of Christ, but of God.
See the critical remarks on Rom. xv. 32, Comp. Rom. i. 10;
Jas. iv. 15. — qvdoopar] what and how the boasters spcak (rov
Adyov), Paul will, on his approaching visit, leave wholly without
notice ; but as regards the amount of energy put forth by them
in producing results for the kingdom of God, of that he will
take knowledge.— vy Sivap.] namely, their power of working for
the advancement of the BagiA. 7. Ocod, ver. 20, To explain it
as referring to the power of miracles (Chrysostom, Theophylact ;
not Grotius), or to the power of their virtues (Theodoret, Pelagius,
Justin), is contrary to the context. Comp. what Paul says of
himself in 1 Thess. i. 5. This practically effective might, which
has for its primary condition the true power of the Spirit (of
which de Wette understands it; we may recall Paul himself,
Luther, etc.), was what the boasters scemed to have, but they let
the matter rest at words, which were altogether lacking in the
strength to effect anything. How wholly otherwise it was with
Paul himself! Comp. ii. 4; 2 Cor. vi. 7.

Ver. 20. Justification of the quédgouar od Tov Aoyov w.TA.
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by an axiom,—év Ay and év Suvduer describe wherein the
Bacinela has its causal basis; it has the condition of its existence
not in speech, but in power (see on ver. 19). Comp. on ii. 5.
The Bacireia Tob Ocol, again, is not here, as it never is elsewhere
(see on Matt. iii. 2, vi. 10), and in particular never in Paul’s
writings (neither in this passage nor in Rom. xiv. 7; Col. i. 13,
iv. 11; see on these verses), the church, or the kingdom of
God in the ethical sense (Neander: “ the fellowship of the divine
iife, which is brought about by fellowship with the Redeemer”),
but the Messianic kingdom, in which, at its expected (speedy)
manifestation, those only can become members who are truly
believing and truly sanctified (Col. iii. 3 f.; Phil. iv. 18-21;
Eph. v. 5, al). But faith and holy living are not established by
high-soaring speech (not by T év 7Tois Aéyors davrdouara, Plat.
Soph. p. 234 E), but by &fwams, which is able effectively to
procure gain for the kingdom (Col. i. 28 f.; 1 Thess.i. 5; 1 Cor.
ix. 19ff; 2 Cor. x. 41£).

Ver. 21. As the conclusion of the entire section, we have here
another warning useful for the readers as a whole, indicating to
them the practical application which they generally were to make
of the assurance of his speedy coming. Lachmann, followed by
Hofmann (after Oecumenius, Cajetanus, Beza, Calvin), begins the
new section with ver. 21. But this appears hardly admissible,
since chap. v. 1 commences without any connective particle (such
as dA\Nd, or &, or ydp),! and since, too, in v. 1 ff. there is no
further reference to the speedy arrival of the apostle. — 7¢] in the
sense of marepov. Comp. Plato, Phil. p. 52 D, and Stallbaum <n
loc. He fears the first, and wishes the second. “ Una quidem
charitas est, sed diversa in diversis operatur,” Augustine. — éy
pdB8w] with a rod; but this is no Hebraism, for év denotes
in pure Greek the being provided with. Heb. ix. 25; 1 John
v. 6. See Matthiae, p. 1340 ; Buttmann, neut. Go. p. 284 [E. T.
330]. Comp. Ecclus. xlvii. 4: év Mifp, armed with a stone.
Lucian, D. M. xxiil. 3: xabucduevos év 7§ paBdp. The meaning
of the figurative phrase, borrowed as it is from the relation of
father, is: év kohdoer, év Tipwpla, Chrysostom. — éNbw] am I fo

1 For to regard v. 1 as an answer which Paul gives ¢o himself unto his own ques-

tion, as Hofmann does, is a forced device, which, in view of =/ ¢iaery alone, is not
even logically practicable,
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come? See Winer, p. 268 [E. T. 356]. Chrysostom puts
it happily: év Juiv 0 wpdyua reiTai.— mvedpari Te wpaoT.]
not: with “a gentle spirit” (Luther, and most interpreters),
so that mwvedua would be the subjective principle which should
dispose the inner life to this quality; but: with the Spirit
of gentleness, so that mvedua is to be understood, with Chrysos-
tom and Theophylact, of the Holy Spirit; and mpaor. denotes
that specific effect of this mvedua (Gal. v. 22) which from
the context is brought peculiarly into view. So in all the
passages of the N.T. where mvedua, meaning the Holy Spirit,
is joined with the genitive of an abstract noun; and in each
of these cases the connection has indicated which effect of the
Spirit was to be named. Hence He is called mvedpa tijs arnfeias
(John xv. 26, xvi. 13; 1 John iv. 6), viofesias (Rom. viii. 15),
s mioTews (2 Cor. iv. 13), copias (Eph. i. 17), Svvdpews .7
(2 Tim. i. 7), just according as the onme or other effect of His
working is exhibited by the context as characteristic of Him.
Respecting the present passage, comp. vi. 1. It is to be observed,
moreover, that the apostolic 70d of discipline too is wielded in
the power of the Holy Spirit, so that the selfsame Spirit works
as a Spirit of gentleness and of corrective severity: éori yap
mvedpa wpaoTyTos Kai wyedua avornporyres, Chrysostom. Comp.
on Luke ix, 55. — Instead of the form wpadrns, Lachmann and
Tischendorf have, in every passage in which it occurs in Paul’s
writings, the later wpairns (except that in Gal. vi. 1 Lachmann
retains wpaorys ; see regarding both, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 403 f.).
The change is justified by weighty testimony, especially that of
A B C (although they are not unanimous in the case of all the
passages). In the other places in which it is found, Jas. i. 21,
iii. 13, 1 Det. iii. 15, wpatirys is undoubtedly the true reading. .
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CHAPTER V.

VER. 1. After #weenv Elz. has dvoud{eras, which is defended by
Matthael and Reiche, but in the face of quite decisive evidence.
Supplied, perhaps from Eph. v. 3. Equally decisive is the evi-
dence against éZapé7, ver. 2 (Elz.). From ver. 13. — Ver. 2. morjoug]
Riick. and Tisch. read spdfas, which Griesb., too, recommended,
with A C &, min. Or. ? Manes (in Epiph.), Epiph. Bas. The ex-
ternal evidence is pretty evenly balanced. But at all events the
phrase woeiv pyov was very familiar to the transeribers from the
N. T.; hence wpdfas should have the preference. — Ver. 3. dmdiv]
Elz. Scholz Tisch. have wg ., against A B C D* 8, min. and several
vss. and Fathers. Accordmo to the analogy of the d¢ aapuv which
follows, a5 (as embracing the whole dmdy . .. mvedp.) was first of all
written on the margin, and then taken into the text.— Ver. 4.
"Inoob alone (without Xprerod) is the reading in both cases of A B D,
Aeth. Clar. Lucif, and, as regards the second, of several other vss.
and TFathers. So also Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Rightly; the
solemn character of the address gave occasion to the addition of
Xpiorot, — Ver. 5. rol Kupiov 'Insot] So also 8. Riickert reads rod
Kup. suav 1. Xpioroi, with evidence of considerable weight in favour
of it, but probably taken from i. 8. Lachm. brackets suav’IL X.;
for B, Or. (thrice) Tert. (twice) Epiph. Aug. (once) Hilar. Pacian,
have simply roi Kupiov. So Tisch. But since 'Insob occurs in all
the other witnesses except those few, and since their discrepancies
concern only uav and Xproroi, the Rec. 7o Kupiov *Inoot should be re-
tained ; for 'Inset might very easily be overlooked, especially where
four words, one after another, end in 0T.—Ver. 6. uuor] The various
readings &oroi (D*, Bas. Hesych., recommended by Griesb.) and
peipes (Lat. in Cerular, ; corrumpit: Vulg, Clar, and Latin Fathers)
are interpretations. — Ver. 7. After Zxxwfdp. Elz. has oly, against a
great preponderance of evidence. A connective addition, as are
also xai before o0 in ver. 10, and xaf before £ap. in ver. 13. After
nwawv Elz, and Scholz read imip 4udv, contrary to decisive testimony.
An inappropriate (for the apostle is speaking only of the death of
Christ in dtself, see Reiche, Comm. erit. L. p. 161 ff.) dogmatic gloss.
— Ver. 10. # ép.] zai dpw. is the reading of almost all the uncials
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and Clar. Boern. (so Lachm. Riick. and Tisch.) ; # was mechanically
taken up from the context. — Ver. 11. Instead of 7 before =épv.
Elz. has 7, contrary to Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Vulg. Ir. Tert. Chrys.
and many other Fathers, also some min. The % which occurs in
B** D &, came in mechanically from the succeeding context. —
Ver. 12. x«/] is wanting in A B C F G &, min. and several vss. and
Fathers (suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Riick.); the
authorities which omit it are so decisive, that it must be regarded
as an addition in favour of the apostolic power of discipline as
respects those that are within. — Ver. 13. #upeire] éEdpare, approved
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Riick. and Tisch., has perfectly con-
clusive evidence in its favour. The former reading has arisen from
Deut. xxiv. 7, a passage which has also given origin to the weakly-
attested x«f before éap. in Elz.

Vv. 1-8. Reproof and apostolical judgment respecting an in-
cestuous person in the church.

Ver. 1. The censure of the party-divisions is concluded.
‘Without note of transition, but after the closing words of iv. 21
with all the more telling force, the discourse falls with severity
at once upon another deep-seated evil in the church. — Aws]
means simply in general, in universum, as in vi. 7, xv. 29, Matt.
v. 34, and in Greek writers; it belongs to dxoberas, so that to
the general expression dhws dxoverar mopy. there corresponds the
particular kal TotavTn opv., sc. dxoverar. The latter, however, is
something worse than the former, hence the wai is tniensive
(Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 134 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 147): One
hears generally (speaking broadly) of fornication among you, and
even of such fornication one hears among you, as @s not found
among the heathen themselves. To render it certainly (so as to
indicate that it is no dubius rumor, sed res manifesta ; so Calvin,
Beza, Piscator, Estius, Elsner, Calovius, Wolf, al.) or universally
(Schrader, Ewald) is against the meaning of the word, which
may, indeed, signify prorsus or omnino (Vulgate), but neither
abigue nor certainly. Riickert thinks that it assigns the ground by
means of o generalization for the thought which is to be supplied
after iv. 21 : I fear that I shall have to use severity; and that
Paul would more fittingly have written fody. This is arbitrary,
and even in point of logic doubly incorrect, because 6Aws here
introduces the report of a quite special offence, and therefore
cannot assign a ground by generalization; and because, if the
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restrictive yoby would have been better in this passage, Paul in
using the generalizing 8Aws must have expressed himself /logically.
— év Duiv] not: as occurring among you (comp. Ewald), for it is
a defining statement which belongs to dxoderar; but: one hears
talk among you of jfornication, one comes to hear of it in your
community. Paul expresses the state of things as it was perhaps
made known to him by Chloe’s people (i. 11) or others who
came from Corinth, and spoke to him in some such way as this:
In the Corinthian church one learns the existence of jfornication,
etc.; such things as these one is forced to hear of there!— év
Tols €0v.] el dmwo ToV é0mrdv ovediler Tols mioTols, Chrysostom.
Regarding the prohibition among the Jews: Lev. xviii. 8 ; Deut.
xxii. 30; Philo, de spec. leg. p. 301; Michaelis, Mos. R. II p.
206 ; Saalschiitz, Mos. B. p. 766 f. The 4nstances of such incest
among the Greeks and Romans (see Maji Obss. I. p. 184) were
exceptions contrary to law (see Elsner, p. 90 ; Wetstein and Pott
in loc.), and abhorred (Wetstein, l.c.). — qyuvalra 7od waTpds] ..
I NN, stepmother, Lev. xviii. 8, and the Rabbinical authorities in
Lightfoot, p. 166. It was, no doubt, in view of the prohibition
announced in Lev. xviil. 8 that Paul chose this form of expression
(instead of the Greek designation untpuid), daTe wOANG yale-
wwrepoy wAfEar, Chrysostom. The departure from the usual
arrangement of the words, too, yvvaikd Twa Tob waTpos, puts an
emphasis of ignominy upon «quvaira. — éyev] Many expositors,
such as Calvin, Riickert, Neander, leave it undecided whether this
refers to having her in marriage (Vorstius, Michaelis, Billroth on
2 Cor. vil 12, Maier) or in concubinage (Grotius, Calovius, Estius,
Cornelius a Lapide, Pott, Olshausen, Osiander, Ewald, Hofmann).
But in favour of the former there is, first of all, the fact that &yw
is never used in the N. T. in such a sense as that of the well-
known éyw Aafda (Diog. Laert. ii. 75; Athen. xxii. p. 544 D), or
“ quis hert Chrysidem habuit 2" (Terent. Andr. i. 1. 58), but always
of possession i marriage! (Matt. xiv. 4, xxii. 28 ; Mark vi. 18;
1 Cor. vil. 2, 29. Comp. 1 Macc. xi. 9; Hom. Od. iv. 569;
Herod. iii. 31; Thue. ii. 29. 1; Xen. Cyr. i 5. 4; Gregor. Cor.
931, ed. Schaef.; Maetzn. ad Lycurg. p. 121); but further, and

! Even in John iv. 18, where, however, the word must be kept in the peculiar

significant mode of expression which belongs to the passage, as applied to an irregular,
not real or legal marriage.
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more especially, the use of the past tenses wowvjoas, ver. 2, and
ratepyacdpuevor, ver. 3, to designate the matter, which convey not
the conception of illicit intercourse, but that of an incestuous
marriage having actually taken place. Paul ranks this case under
the head of woprveia (see on Matt. v. 32); because, in the first
place, he needed this general notion in order to describe the state
of licentiousness subsisting at Corinth generally, and now further
intends to designate definitely by . Toiadrn mopy. xT. the
particular occurrence which is included under this general
category. Matt. v. 32, xix. 9, should have sufficed to keep
Hofmann from asserting that wopveia proves the case not to have
been one of adultery. The objection, again, that Paul does
not insist upon a divorce, is of no weight; for he does insist
upon excommunication, and, after that had taken place, the
criminal marriage—if the offender were not thereby sufficiently
humbled to dissolve the connection of his own accord—would no
longer concern the Christians (see vv. 12, 13). Another objec-
tion: How could the magistrates have tolerated such a marriage ?
is obviated, partly by the consideration that in that large and
morally corrupt city the magisterial eye was doubtless blind
enough, especially on the point of the ropwbidbesfar (see
Introd. § 1); and partly by remembering the possibility that the
offender, whether previously a Jew or—which is more likely—a
heathen, having turned Christian, might put forward in his own
defence before the tolerant magistracy the Rabbinical axiom that
the becoming a proselyte, as a new birth, did away with the
restrictions of forbidden degrees (Maimonides, Jebhamoth, f. 982 ;
Michaelis, Einl. § 178, p. 1221; Liibkert in the Stud. . Krit.
1835, p. 698 f). Whether or not he belonged to one of the four
parties (as, for example, to that of Apollos), we need not attempt
to decide. See remark at the end of this chapter. — As to the
wife of the incestuous person, nothing can be affirmed with
certainty, and with probability only this, that she was not a
Christian, else Paul would have censured her conduct also. Her
Jormer husband was still alive (so that she must have been
divorced from or have deserted him), and was probably 2 Chris-
tian ; 2 Cor. vil 12.

Ver. 2. A question suddenly introduced with and, laying bare
tlie incongruity of this state of things with the attitude previously
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noticed (see Hartung, Partikell. 1. p. 146 f). — Iuels emphatic:
Ye, the people among whom so disgraceful a thing can occur;
for xowdy mdvter TO Eykhnpa eéyove, Chrysostom. — medua.
éo7é] What is meant is the spiritual self-conceit already censured
(iv. 6 ff,, 18) regarding the lofty degree of Christian wisdom
and perfection in general, which they supposed themselves to have
reached ; not pride in the incestuous person himself, who is con-
ceived to have been a highly -esteemed teacher (Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Grotius). — émevfio.] are fallen into distress (peni-
tential mourning), for by reason of the fellowship between
Christians (comp. xii. 26) &e wevbijoar, Sté7e €ls T0 Kowwov THs
éxknaias 1) SiaBoly mpoexwpnaev, Theophylact, comp. Chrysostom.
— Wa apbj k7 \] The design which, according to the apostle’s
view, the émevf. ought to have had, and the attainment of
which would have been its result, had it taken place: in order
that he might be removed, ete. It intensifies and completes the
contrast with their conceited self-assurance, and leads appro-
priately to the introduction of Ais own judicial scntence, which
comes in, ver. 3, with éyw pév yap x7X.; all the less, therefore,
is Wa apffi x.TA. to be regarded as forming such a judicial
utterance (Pott, Hofmann) standing forth with imperative inde-
pendence : Away with him, ete. (see on 2 Cor. viii. 7). That
does not come in until ver. 13.— épyov] facinus, the nature
of which is shown by the context. See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I.
p. 671.

Ver. 3. "Eyo pév ydp] introduces the independent resolution
already arrived at by himself, and therewith the justification of
the &a apbp ; for ke, Paul, for his paert, has resolved already to
wnflict a yet heavier punishment wpon him. Comp. also Winer,
p- 422 [E. T. 568]; the contents of vv. 3—5 correspond to the
{va apfh in its connection with «xal . . . émevfijo. The pév
solitarium must be taken as meaning: I af least. See Hermann,
ad Viger. p. 841f; Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 159; Hartung,
Partilell. I1.. p. 413. — 7@ mvedpari] Comp. ver. 4: Tob éuod
mvedparos, hence not to be understood, as Chrysostom and others
hold,! of the Holy Spirit, against which 7§ gdpare also militates,
comp. vii. 34 ; Rom. viii. 10; Col. ii. 5. — #8n xéxp. &5 mapov]
have made up my mind already, as though I were present (per-

1 So, too, Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul, u. Petr. p. 385.
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sonally superintending your community)! — Tor olr@ ToiTo
xarepy.] belongs to wdpad. T Zar., ver. 5, so that, after the
intermediate statements which follow, the object of the sentence
is taken up again by Tov Totodrov in ver. 5 (hunc talem inquam),
comp. 2 Cor. xii. 2. See Matthiae, p. 1045; Schaefer, Melet,
p. 84. Bengel says happily: “ Graviter suspcnsa manet et vibrat
oratio usque ad ver. 5.” Not so happy is Hofmann's view, that
Tov . . . katepy. belongs to xéxpica as an accusative of the object,
whereupon wapaSodvar x.T\. is then set down to a mixing up
of two constructions, this being coupled with an inappropriate
comparison of Mark xiv. 64. — olUrw] after such fashion, in such
e way. The way and manner thereby referred to as aggravating
the offence were known to the readers, but are unknown to us.
Respecting ol7ew in a bad sense, see on John xviii. 22, and Bremi,
ad Dem. Phil. 1. p. 120. Pott and Olshausen explain it wrongly :
“licet Christianus sit,” which is not implied in the text, and would
state nothing special, for it was a matter of course that the person
in question was not a non-Christian. — «atepy.] has perpetrated,
more emphatic than woujoas, ver. 2. See on Rom. i. 27.

Ver. 4. Four different ways of dividing the verse are possible :
either év 7 dvop. belongs to cwwayf. and olv 4 dwv. to mapa-
doliva: (Beza, Justiniani, Calovius, Heydenreich, Billroth, Olshausen,
Ewald, Hofmann), or both belong to ouvayf. (Chrysostom, Theo-
doret, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, Riickert), or both belong to
srapadotvar (Mosheim, Pott, Flatt, Schrader, comp. also Osiander) ;
or év 7. dvép. belongs to wapadoivai, and v T. Svrdp. to the par-
ticipial clause. Against the second and third of these views, there
is the fact that the symmetry of the address would be needlessly
destroyed by bringing in the authority of Christ twice over in the
one division, and not at all in the other; against the first, again,
there is this, that év 7¢ dvop. x.T.\, as a solemn formula of apostolic
enactment (2 Thess. iii. 6 ; Acts iii. 6, xvi. 18), links itself more
suitably to the sense with wapadoivar x.7\. than with cuvvayf.
k.7 (to the latter of which Matt. xviii 20, els 70 v, might

1 Were the &s belore &xdy the genuine reading,—and Hofmann persists in retaining
it as such, notwithstanding that cod. N, too, has added its weight to the side of the
overwhelming contrary testimony,—this ¢ might be very simply distinguished from
that which stands before zzpsy in this way, that the first &s would mean as, and the
second as if
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seem to offer not exactly a parallel, but still a similar representa-
tion). There remains therefore, as worthy of preference, the fourth
method of connecting the words (Luther, Castalio, Estius, Bengel,
Maier, al.; Neander with hesitation). Against this, Hofmann
objects that év T¢ dvduare k... ought not to have come in until
after the participial clause; but quite under a misapprehension,
for it is plainly of set purpose, and with all reason and pro-
priety, that the apostolic sentence bears, so to speak, on its very
front the seal of his high and plenary authority. — ovvayGév-
Tov . .. 'Incod] after ye are assembled, and my spirit (note the
emphatic 7. éuod), with the power of Jesus (“ qui nostram senten-
tiam sua potentia veddet efficacem,” Erasmus, Paraphr.). The
substance of the thought, namely, which this whole statement sets
Dbefore us with concrete vividness and solemnity, is the following : I
have already resolved that ye hold an assembly of the church, in whick
ye shall consider me as present furnished with the power of Christ,
and in this assembly shall declare :  Paul, in the name of Christ,
with whose power he is here spiritually in the midst of us, hereby
delivers over the incestuous man unto Satan” Ppilkns peoTov
cuvekpotnae dikaatipiov, Theodoret. — adw] denotes in ¢fficient con-
nection therewith, that is to say, the spirit of the apostle is present
in the assembly, not in virtue of his own independent power
(comp. Acts iii. 12), but clothed with the authority of Christ,
Winer, p. 366 [E. T. 458]. Thus the power of Christ is not
conceived as the third party in the assembly,—a view in behalf
of which Matt. xviii. 20, xxviii. 20 are cited; so Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others, in-
cluding Riickert and Maier.! For Paul bore this power in himself,
being as an apostle its official possessor and organ, and could not
therefore imagine himself meeting with other persons and with it
in the third place, but: as being present in immancnt union with
1t as Christ's apostle at the eventual act of judgment. It was
just as the depositary of this power that he could give over the

1 Chrysostom and Theophylact, however, leave the choice open between the two
renderings : # o7 6 Xpiowos divaTas Toiabrny dpiv xdpw Sovvas, dore Sbvaclas 7o diafors
wapadidovas, § d71 xai abris ped’ Suiv xat abroi Qipes vhv Yigor. According
to Theodoret, Christ is viewed as the presiding authority. Had the apostle, how-
over, represented Christ to himself as forming the third in their meeting, he would

hardly have used so abstract an expression (Juréue), but would have written at least
oy 7¢ wvispars vov Kupiov, Comp. Acts xv. 28,
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sinner to Satan in the name of the Lord, and be assured that the
sentence would take effect. According to Hofmann, by oidv .
Suv. kv A Paul means only to express this, that he would rely
upon the aid of the power of Christ. Comp. the classic odw
Ocols, deorum ope (Reisig, Enarr. p. Ixiv.; Kiihner, ad Xcn. Anab.
iii. 2. 8). But the thought thus yielded, after the év 7@ ovduare
xr . which has gone before it, would be far too weak.

Ver. 5. Tov TocodTov] the so-constituted, comprises in one word
the whole abhorrent character! of the man. Note the similar
expression in 2 Cor. ii. 7. — mapadodvar 74 Jaravd] is—although
the phrase may not occur in Jewish formulae of excommunication
(Lightfoot, Horae, p. 167 1f, but see Pfaff, Orig. jur. ecccles. p.
72 ff.)—the characteristic designation of the Righer Christian
grade of excommunieation, with which there was essentially joined
the ordaining in the power of the apostolic office (not simply the
presupposition, as Billroth's rationalizing interpretation has it), that
Satan should plague the person delivered over to him with corporeal
inflictions. Therein consisted the difference between this peculiar
species of the DI which had passed over from the synagogue to
the church, and the simple alpew éx péoov, ver. 2, comp. ver. 13.
The latter could be performed by the church itself, whereas the
mapadoivar T¢ 3at. appears in this passage, as in 1 Tim. i. 20, to
be reserved for the plenary authority of an apostle. It pertained to
the apostolic éfovaia, 2 Cor. xiil. 10. Comp. the analogous penal
power in the cases of Ananias and Elymas, Acts v. 1 ff, xiii. 9 ff.
The simple exclusion belonged to the church independently, ver. 2 ;
and the apostle calls upon them in ver. 13 to exercise this right
of theirs. To himself, again, in the power of Christ, belonged the
title and the power to inflict the infensified penalty of excom-
munication, the delivery to Satan, of which, accordingly, he does
not say that the church ought to execute it, but that ke has
already resolved, etc. Observe, too, that wapadotvas is active; he
does not say mapaboffvar, but ke himself will do it. There is no
reason to doubt the fact of this power being the prerogative of
the apostleship, as the higher authority vested with power to
punish ? (Lipsius, Rechifertigungsl. p. 181, Hofmann); comp. also

! Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I1. p. 843.
2 Even if 1 Tim. is not an apostolic Epistle, 1 Tim. i. 20 is at all events written in
the belief that the delivery to Satan was effected not by the church, but by the apostle.
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Ritschl, althath. Kirche, p. 373. As regards the special assump-
tion, again, that the thought would be complete in itself without
7¢ Saravd (Hofmann), 1 Tim. i 20 should have been enough,
even taken singly, to preclude it; for, judging from that passage,
one might rather say that els S\efpov 7. capxos was obvious
of itself. The delivery over to Satan can only be viewed as an
cxpress and declaratory act of relegation from Clristian fellow-
ship into the power of the dpywv Tod xdaguov; not as if Satan
were but he, “ through whom the evil-doer should come fo experi-
ence what was destined for him” (Hofmann), which would not
imply an exclusion from the church at all. Many other expositors,
following Chrysostom and appealing to the case of Job, find
here only the handing over to Satan jfor bodily chastisement,! and
not along with that the excommunication (Lightfoot, Bochart, Wolf,
al.). But this is against the connection, according to which (see
vv. 2, 13) the mapab. 7¢ Jarava cannot belong to a different
category from the alpew éx wéoov. At the same time it is not
quite identical with it not simply a deseription of the excom-
munication (Calvin, Beza, and others, including Semler, Stolz,
Schrader, Maier), seeing that the bodily result is indicated by efs
8\ebp. 7. capk. as essential and as explaining itself to the reader
without further interpretation. — els 8\efp. 7. cape.] is that which
is to be effected by Satan on the man delivered over to him: jfor
bchoof of destruction of the flesh, t.e. in order that (ke movnpe %)
véoe érépa, Chrysostom) his sinful fleshly nature, which is turned
to account by the indwelling power of sin as the work-place of
his desires and lusts, might be emptied of its energy of sinful life
by the pains of bodily sickness, and might in so far perish and
come to nought? It is not his cdua that is to die, but his adpé

1 So also Grotius, who, moreover,—and in this Billroth follows him,—rationalizes
wapadovras into precari Deum, ut eum tradat.

* So, too, Theophylact on 1 Tim. lLc. Comp. Balsamon, ad Can. vii. Basil.
- 938, where it is said that we term subjects of Satan : of ywpliuevas das o5 xovavies
7&v miery, similarly Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cram. Cat. p. 92, who explains it
of the excommunication (the result of which is the dominion of Satan; and Paul gives
the name here from thatresult, in order the more to overawe), and then $refpor sapxis :
T xaTi Tiv wapivra Biov e Ths psTepchsias covTpifiiy, Comp. Anibrosiaster, Augus-
tine, contr. Parm. iii. 2; Pelagius, Anselm.

3 The expression : éxp. 7. sapx,, is too strong and characteristic to allow of its being
understood merely of the pains qf repentance breaking the sinful impulses. The
repentance, too, was, in fact, just as likely to have remained lacking as to have

1 COR. L K
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(Rom. viii. 13 ; Col. iii. 5). The reason why the word odpf is here
purposely selected, and not the ethically indifferent cdpa, was cor-
rectly discerned by so early an expositor as Chrysostom, although
many more recent interpreters, such as Riickert, have failed to
perceive it. Hofmann also takes, in substance, the right view,
Schriftbewets, I. p. 462. To make, however, as he does (p. 105),
the 6Aefp. 7. oapk. the same as diadbeiperar o éw Hudv drfpwmos,
2 Cor. iv. 1§, accords neither with the real meaning nor with the
ethical relations of the case. As regards the two telic statements :
els d\ebp. 7. 0. and Wa 70 wvedua x.7.\. (which last expresses the
Jinal design of the whole measure of the mapadodvar x.7.\.), observe
that it is with an anti-Christian purpose that Satan smites the
man delivered over to him with bodily misery, but that against
his own will this purpose of his is made to serve God's aim of
salvation. — (va 76 wvebpa x.TN.] in order that his spirit, the
underlying element of the higher moral life, of the true {wy, may
be saved (with the Messianic salvation) on the day of the (approach-
ing) Parousia. That the oc@ua, again,—in which the gdpf has lost
its life, so that it is no longer the odua Tis oapros, Col. ii. 11,—
should then be glorified, was a thing which did not need to be
expressly stated to the Christian eschatological consciousness.
Sce so early an expositor as Chrysostom. Calovius puts it well :
“ Non ergo dividit hominem apostolus, quasi eum partim interire,
partim servari velit. Nam nec corpus interire potest sine divulsione
ab anima, nec anima servari absque corporis salute” Now this
Messianic salvation was to Paul's mind not merely a possidle thing
(Olshausen), but he expected it as a result, which, in virtue of the
saving power of Christ, could not fail to ensue after the slaying
of the sinful impulses by the 8Aefpos Tijs capxos in the case of
the man led by this punishment to conviction of sin and true
penitence. The wapadoivar 7§ Sar. was therefore a pacdagogic
penal arrangement, a “ medicinale remedium” (Calovius), as is
shown by the whole scope of this passage and 1 Tim. i. 20 (not

sct in, had it not been for these bodily pains intervening after the delivery over to
Satan as a means of humiliation and discipline (comp. vz =aidtwdiors, 1 Tim. i. 20,
and Huther on that verse). Thereby the whole mortification of the old man was to
be brought about, inasmuch as the s4/E constitutes the moral essence of the old man
in virtue of the power of sin which dwells in it (Rom. vii. 18), and which guides and
governs him. The ¢dpE is to perish, in order that the Jixn of ixcfpes @ivwies may not
DLe inflicted at the day of judgment (2 Thess. i. 9; comp. 1 Tim. vi. 9).
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by the term mapadodvar itself, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, and
Theophylact maintain, on the ground of Paul’s not having written
ékdolvar),—a measure, in connection with which the mwvedua
remained out of Satan’s power and accessible to the gracious
influences of Christ, inasmuch as it retained the vital principle
of faith, which was to develope its supremacy just in propor-
tion as the odpf was destroyed. This may suffice to set aside
Riickert’s censure of the apostle’s proceeding, on the ground that
the punishment might easily Liave led to the utter destruction of
the sinner, and, moreover, that Paul acted “<¢mprudently” (comp.
Baur, I p. 335 £, 2d ed.), since he could not have compelled the
Corinthians to obey him in the matter. He does not, in fact,
actually ordain® the wapadoivar 7% Sar., but says merely that he,
for his part, has already resolved on this, confining himself, there-
fore, certainly (against Lipsius and Hofmann) to the threat?® in
the meantime ; and what he desires for the present is just the
simple alpew éx péoov (comp. ver. 13), which also was done by
the majority, as we learn from 2 Cor. ii. 6, and that with the
best results! Comp. Bengel on ver. 3. Upon the whole, too, we
may believe that Paul knew his own powers of apostolic discipline,
and may trust him to have been satisfied that, to try milder
measures first (the omission of whi¢h Riickert blames as arising
from passion), would not with the person concerned have had the
effect aimed at.

Ver. 6. In face of the necessity for such measures as these
— how odious appears that of which ye make boast !  Rather
ought ye to consider that a little leaven, ete., and (ver. 7) sweep out
the old leaven ! Kabynua is not the same as xadynois, but:
materies gloriands (see on Rom. iv. 2); and what is meant by it
is not the incestuous person (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Grotius)
as a man of high repute for wisdom in Corinth, but the condition
of the Corinthians as a Christian church, inasmuch as they boasted
themselves of this so confidently, while morally it was foul enough

! Baur, however, is of opinion (Paulus, 1. p. 334) that as it never did come in the
instance before us to the working of an actual apostolic miracle, so neither did such
a thing ever take place in any other case. See, on the other hand, Rom. xv. 19;
2 Cor. xii. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 10, 29 f.

2 Hence, too, the idea that the readers were to let him know of the day fixed for
the meeting in question (Hofmann), is not conveyed in the passage, and is, indeed,
quite alien to its scope.
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and full of shameful abuses! aloypov w\éos, Eur. Hel 135. —
otk oldate k.1.\.] Basis of the admonition which follows in ver. 7.
The meaning of the proverbial saying (comp. Gal. v. 9, and on
the figure of the leaven, which is very frequently used elsewhere,
and that in different senses, Matt. xiii. 33 ; Luke xiii. 21 ; Matt.
xvi. 6; Mark viil. 15; Luke xii. 1) is ordinarily defined to be
this: that a corrupt man corrupts the whole church., But ver. 8
proves that Paul was thinking not of persons, but of abstract
qualities in connection with &un and &vpa. The meaning,
therefore, must be : Know ye not that one scandal in the chwrch
robs the whole church of its moral and Christian character 2 Comp.
also Hofmann. In virtue of their relation as members of a
common society, all become chargeable with guilt by the tolera-
tion among them of a single scandalous offence, and their dywérys
is gone!

Ver. 7. 'Exkafdpate Ty ma. {Ju.] From what has been
already said, the meaning apart from the figure cannot, it is plain,
be : Exclude from your communion the incestuous person (Chry-
sostom, Theophylact, Cornelius a Lapide, Zeger, Estius, Michaelis)
and other notorious offenders (Rosenmiiller), but: Empty your
cliurch of the sinful habits, which still remain among you from
your pre-Christian condition (as a residuum of the unregenerate
makatos dvBpwmos, Rom. vi. 6 ; Eph. iv. 22; Col. iii. 9). Comp.
Theodoret, Calvin, de Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier, Neander,
Hofmann. Flatt, Pott, and Riickert join the two ideas together ;
but this is unwarranted and against the unity of sense of the
passage. Respecting Tyv walatdy, comp. Ignatius, Magnes. 10:
W kakny {uny Ty rakawwbelcay kal évoficacay. — The expres-
sion éxxabfdp. (comp. Plato, Euth. p. 3 A; LXX. Deut. xxvi. 13)
is sclected in view of the custom, based on Ex. xii. 15 ff, xiii. 7,
and very strictly observed among the Jews, of removing all
leaven from the houses on the day before the Passover (see as to
this, Schoettgen, Hor. p. 598; Lund, Jud. Heiligth., ed. Wolf,
p. 1111 £), which was meant to be a sign of the moral purifica-
tion of the house (Ewald, Altcrth. p. 475 £). — véov ¢ipapal a
Jresh Encaded mass, ie. figure apart: a morally ncw church, freshly
restored after the separation from it of all immoral ferment-
ing elements, its members being véoe dvfpwmor through Christ
(Col. iii. 9, 10). As respects the difference between véos and
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kawds, see on Col. iii. 10. — xabws éore dfvpor] in accordance
with your unleavened character, ic. in keeping with the ethical
nature of the position of a Christian, which, as such, is separated
from sin. For this &fuporv elvar is the essential characteristic
an the Christian,—who is, it is taken for granted, reconciled to
God, born again, spiritually dead and risen again with Christ
(Rom. vi. 21f), and who as a new x7iows of God (2 Cor. v. 17 ;
Eph. iv. 24 ; Col. iii. 10) in the xawérys wveduaTos (Rom. vii. 6)
is free from the law of sin and death (Rom. viii. 2), and con-
stantly developing the powers of a divine life towards perfect
holiness (vi. 11; 2 Cor. vi 14 ff.), being alive unto God as His
child in whom Christ lives (Gal. ii. 19, 20)—and sin in such
an one (the being leavened) is abnormal. Hence Christians are—
according to this higher mode of regarding the position of a
Christian—é&&upor.  There is as little warrant for rendering éoré
here by esse debetis (Flatt, Pott, Billroth, following Chrysostom,
Theophylact, al) as in Luke ix. 55. Rosenmiiller holds that
dlup. has here its proper meaning: as ye now “wiwitis festos
dies azymorum.” But &fvpos, in fact, does not mean qui abstinet
Jermento (as Grotius would make out, likening it to é&oeros,
dowvos), but non fermentatus (comp. Nisw). Plato, T%m. p. 74 D ;
Athen. iii. p. 109 B; Gen. xix. 3; Ezek xxix. 2, al. Moreover,
Paul could not address these words in that proper meaning ¢o the
church as a whole, even if the Jewish-Christians among them still
kept the Jewish Passover. — kal yap 70 wdoxa x.7\] The
motive for éxxafdpare x.r\. The emphasis is on 70 waoya,}
and xai yap does not mean simply for, etentm, but for also
(Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 137f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p.
467 B), the “also” introducing the objective relation of things
corresponding to the exhortation which had just been given.
The paschal lamb slain, and the leaven not purged out—what a
contradiction that is! Paul designates Christ as the Christians’
paschal lamb which had been slain (Deut. xvi. 6 ; Mark xiv. 12
Luke xxii. 7), because He is the antitype of the Passover lamb
under the law, inasmuch, namely, as His blood was shed, not
by any means merely “as the beginning of redemption whieh

1 Theodoret renders wrongly, for it is against the order of the words (as if it were
xal yap hpay v, )1 Exgopey xad Apeis duvev Thy Smip hpdy issovpyizy xaradibdptver; cOmD,
Luther and Neander. Erasmus translates correctly : ** Nam ef pascha nostrum.”
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made it possible” (Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, II. 1, p. 323), but,
according to the whole N. T., as the atonement for believers End
that, too, on the very same d’ly (the day before the feast of the
Passover, see on John xviii. 28) on which, from the earliest times,
the blood of the paschal lambs had been shed as an expntxou
for each family (see Ewald, Alterth. p. 466 f.; Keil, §lxx\1 11).
Comp. also John xix. 36. In connection w1th this verse it has
been justly remarked (comp. on John xviii. 28, and Liicke in the
Gott. gel. Anz. 1834, p. 2020), that Paul could not with propriety
have given this title to Christ, if he had followed the Synoptical
account of the day of Jesus’ death. Comp. Introd. to Jokn, § 2.
In point of fact, had he followed the tradition of the Synoptists,
that death-day, as being the 15th Nisan, would, by the mode of
conception necessarily arising from his Jewish nationality, have
hindered his calling Christ antitypically the slain Paschal lamb.
Tor a Passover lamb slain on the’first day of the feast would
have been, to a Jewish mind moulded according to the ancient
and venerated appointment of t & divine law, a “ contradictio in
adjecto ;"' even supposing t _t? the point of the comparison
—which, in accordance with the invariable Pauline mode of
regarding the death of Jesus (comp. also on John i. 29), must of
necessity be His being slain as a iacTijpiov, Rom. iii. 25—were
the new divine polity of the holy people, to which the death of
Jesus stands, it is said, just in the same relation as the slaying
of the paschal lamb in Egypt to the deliverance of Israel out of
Egypt (as Hofmann objects). Wieseler, in his chronol. Synopse,
P. 374 f (comp. also his Beitr. z. Wiirdigung d. Ev. p. 266), urges
as an argument on the other side, that in x, 16, 70 womjpov Tijs
eUhoyias, as a technical phrase for the cup in the Lord’s Supper,
shows that this cup was identified with that of the Passover.
Assuredly ! ‘but it shows also, in necessary connection therewith,
that Christ slain on the 14th Nisan was the Paschal Zamb of

! This passage, too, therefore goes to establish the position that Jokn's narrative,
and not the Synoptic, is the historically correct one as regards the day of the death
of Jesus. Observe how the Rabbinical tradition also agrees with this. See Gemara
Bab. in Sanhedr. vi. 2: ‘“Traditio est, vespera Paschatis suspensum fuisse Jesum.’
It is well known that the 14th Nisan (the Preparation-day) was called NDB 2%y,
vespera Paschatis. The fabulous circumstances linked with the death of Jesus itself
in the passage of the Talmud referred to, do not affect the simple statement as to the
time when it took place,
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believers. The Supper, therefore, which brought them into fellow-
ship with the body and blood of Christ, could not but present
itself to the Christian consciousness as the paschal wmeal, corre-
sponding to the eating of the paschal lamb, and so, too, the cup
in the Supper as the antitype of the paschal cup. Consequently
chap. x. 16, taken in connection with the passage before us, speaks
for and not against the account in Johmn. It is, however, from
the view held by the primitive church respecting the Supper as
the autitype of the paschal meal, that the origin of the Synoptical
tradition is to be historically understood. See on John xviii. 28.

Ver. 8. The paschal lamb having been slain, there follows the
Lecping of the feast, and that not with leaven, but with what is un-
leavened. Since, then, Christ has been slain as the Christian’s
paschal lamb, they too must keep their feast in an ethical sense,
that is to say, by leading a holy life, without sinful admixture,
with pure and true Christian virtue. Hence the admonition :
let us thergfore keep feast, etc. The éopmj implied in éoprdl.
is, it is true, the feast of the Passover, but in such a sense
that the keeping of the Passover is meant to be a figurative
representation of the character of the whole of a Christian’s
walk ond conversation, because this is to be without moral
leaven, etc.  Comp. Philo, dc congr. er. qu. gr. p. 447 D.
It may be added, that Theodore of Mopsuestia says aptly : ds
vdp mapwy, olTw wpds Tods mapévras Novwov Sahéyerar, — év
tiup mwal.] Precisely as in ver. 7; not as a designation of
the incestuous person (Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Heydenreich),
which would, besides, have required the article. ’Evp is used in
the sense of provided with. Comp. on iv. 21.— undé é&v Louy
xak. k. wov.] singles out something special from the general py
ev & mak.: and in particular not with the leaven of maliciousness
and wickedness (see on Rom. i. 29). The genitives are genitives
appositionis. The apostle must have had ground enough in the
condition of the church, even apart from the case of the incestuous
man, for laying such peculiar stress in the way of warning upon
nequitia and malitia. — aldpois] from &lvua, what s unleavened,
t.e. M3 (Ex. xii. 15, 18). There is nothing (such as &prois) that
needs to be supplied. — ElAicpw. and arpf. differ from each
other only in degree; the former is moral purity (xaaporys
Siavolas xal aduNdTys olBév Eyovoar cuveoriacuévoy ral Umoudo,
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Theophylact on 2 Cor. 1. 12); the latter, moral ¢ruth, the essence of
actual moral goodness. See on John iii, 21 ; Eph. v. 9 ; Phil. iv. 8.

REMARR.—This whole allegory, vv. 6-8, would have been un-
natural on Paul’'s part, had he been writing this Epistle, which
was written before Pentecost (xvi. 8), after Easter, and so between
that feast and Pentecost,—extremely natural, on the other hand, if
the Jewish Passover was then in immediate prospect. Were that
the case, this very allegory, whick s taken up by him in no other
place, would offer itself to him unsought, so that the peculiar stamp
of his discourse would be accounted for as bearing the impress of
the festal thoughts awakened within him by the approach of the
Passover. The passage before us, therefore, compared with xvi. 8,
is rightly regarded by Bengel and most of the succeeding com-
mentators (comp. especially Wieseler, Chronologie d. Apost. Zeitalt.
p. 327 ff)) as giving evidence of the fact that Paul was now writing
shortly before Easter. The few expositors who oppose this view
(Henke on Paley’s Hor. Poul. p. 413 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. III.
p- 138; de Wette, Curtius, de Zemp. quo prior P. ad Tim., ete.
p- 43; Schrader, II. p. 132 ; Hofmann) have only this in their
favour, that a demonstrative proof is of course impossible. But it
is a misunderstanding of the passage to find in 1t an admonition
to celebrate properly the approaching feast of Easter (see especially
Heydenreich). Considering the figurative nature of the expression
(see on ver. 8), we must not try to draw any inferences from
this passage as to the question whether or how Christians kept the
feast of Easter in those days (against Weitzel, Passalf. p. 183 f. ;
Lecliler, p. 350). Theophylact says well: deixwow or1 w&s 6 xpévos
gopsiic fami nouupds Tois Xpioriavols Sic TRy UmepBoAny Tav dodivrwy adrois
Gyaliv &g TodTo ydp 6 vids ol Osol dvbpumos yéyove xal ivhdn, T o
toprdZew worjcp.  Comp. Hilgenfeld, Paschastreit, p. 173 {.

Vv. 9-13. Citation and fuller explanation of a passage of the
Jormer letter which had been misinterpreted in Corinth by his male-
volent adversaries. The new section begins without a connective
particle, like vi. 1, v. 1.

Ver. 9. Sequcnce of thought: What T have written to you thus
far concerning the exclusion of the incestuous person, and con-
cerning the purging out of the leaven, leads me now to speak of
the passage in my former letter which has been misunderstood
among you, etc. — €v 1 émaTorF] i n the letter which I wrote
fo you, and so : ¢ my letter, by which Paul means the letter to the
Corinthians, composed before the present one and in the posses-
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sion of his readers, but not in ours. So rightly Ambrosiaster, and
after him Calvin, Beza, Estius, Clarius, Zeger, Grotius, Calovius,
Bengel, Wetstein, Mosheim, Semler, and many others, including
most modern interpreters. Chrysostom, again, Theodoret, Theo-
phylact, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Fabricius, Wolf, Glass,
Baumgarten, Bolten, Stosch (de epp. ap. non deperd. 1753, p. 75 ff)),
and Miiller (de ¢rib. Pouli itinerib. Corinth. suscept. de epistolisque
ad eosd. non deperdit., Basil. 1831), understand it of the prescnt
Epistle, either supposing that a reference is intended to vv. 2 and
6, or even making éyp. apply to ver. 11. This method of inter-
pretation arises for the most part from dogmatic prejudices,!
and has against it the following considerations: first, the parallel
passage in 2 Cor. vii. 8 ; sccondly, that év 75 ém would in that
case be singularly superfluous; thirdly, the fact that uy guvvavap.
mopy. occurs neither in ver. 2 mnor ver. 6; and finally, that no
occasion at all had been given in the preceding statements for
any such misapprehension as is here corrected. Lange, in his
Apostol. Zeitalter, I. p. 205, pronounces in a peculiarly positive
way that the hypothesis of a lost Epistle is a “ fiction ;” Paul
means the present letter, but distinguishes it as a letter from the
cestatic act which he had just performed through the medium of
this letter, namely, the transference of himself in spirit into the
midst of the church ; what he wishes to declare is the permanent
epistolary significance of that act. But this itself is quite an
empty ¢ fiction,” since there is not a trace of an ecstasy here,
since Paul would, on this theory, have taken the very vaguest
way possible of expressing his supposed meaning, and since the
parallel statement in 2 Cor. vii. 8 is decisively against any such
arbitrary fancies. It may be added that, when Riickert holds that
the article here, and the absence of any defining adjective, prove
the lost Epistle to have been the only one which Paul had then
already sent to Corinth, this, on a comparison with 2 Cor. vii. 8,
appears to be an over-hasty conclusion, although, so far as the

1 Grotius aptly remarks: ‘‘Satis Deo debemus, quod tot (epistolae) servatae
sunt, ad quas si et singulorum vita et regimen ecclesiae dirigatur, bene erit.” Comp.
Calvin. Calovius, in order to defend the integrity of the canon against the Roman
Catholics, insists upon the distinetion—which itself owes its origin to a dogmatic
retrospective inference—between canon particularis and universalis, temporalis and
perpetvus.  Divine Providence, he holds, did not design the lost Epistle ad usum
canonicum perpetuum of the whole church, and therefore allowed it to perish.
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fact itself is concerned, it may be regarded as correct, seeing
that we have no hint of any other lost letter having also preceded
our first Epistle. — cqvvavauryv.] to miz oneself wp with, have inter-
course with, 2 Thess. ili. 14 ; Athen. vi. p. 256 A; Lucian. Cont.
xv. Comp. the affirmative oréArecfar dmo, 2 Thess. iii. 6. —
wopvos, in the N. T. and in Ecclus. xxiii. 16, signifies fornicator.!
See also Lennep. Phalar. ep. xi. p. 60. 2.

Ver. 10. More precise negative explanation of the rule laid
down in the said letter, uy ovvavau. wopy., which had been mis-
interpreted among the Corinthians (as Paul gathered probably from
their letter to him) into a prohibition of association with forni-
cators among those who were not Christians; perhaps from a
disposition to connive at the offenders within the bosom of the
church itself. — o wdvrws Tols mwopv. 7. «. 7.] is dependent on
py ovvavauwyy. ; it stands in a relation of opposition to the pre-
ceding mdopvors, and explains what that méprors did not mean.
“1 wrote to you to refrain from intercourse with fornicators, (ie.)
not absolutely® with the fornicators of this world” An entire
cessation of intercourse with wépvow in that sense of the word, it
would, of course, be impossible to establish, seeing that you car-
not go out of the world; but what I meant was Christians given
to fornication, ver. 11. Comp. Plato, Pol. v. p. 454 C : ol mavtws
v abtiy k. Ty érépay piow érilépeda, AN’ éxeivo TO €lbos povor
«7.\. The od instead of w7 is correct enough (in opposition to
Riickert), because ov wdvrws 7. wopy. 7. k. T. conveys something
which is objectively denied, a definition of the notion of wopvocs,
which does not occur. Comp. Buttmann, ncut. Gr.p. 334 [E. T.389].
The conception is a different one, ¢.g., in Plato, Pol.iv.p. 419 A : éav
7is o€ ¢ff py wdvv T eddaluovas mowelv TobTovs. Commentators
often supply éypayra after o¥; so, among the rest, Olshausen ; not
(wrote I, meant I'): with the fornicators of this world in general.
But what an arbitrary separation this is of the mutually connected
words o0 mdvtws! And the interpretation in question has this,
too, against it, that 7. xéowov 7. does not refer to the world in

' In the classics, mosily of unnatural vice (with males). Becker, Charides, 1.
p. 346 ft.; Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxix. 22.

2 The phrase wdvey advrw;, which is common with Greek writers (Lobeck, Parrl.
. 57), would have been still stronger if used in place of wévrws, altogether, absolutely.
See generally on ix. 22,
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aeneral, but to those who were non-Clristians (see below), so that
the “ in general ” would be logically incorrect. Riickert takes ov
mavrws as an intensified negative like that in Rom. iii. 9 (comp.
Luther), and supplies éypayra after it : “ By no means did I wrile ;
%.¢., the import of my prohibition was by no means, {0 %ave no
intercourse with the fornicators of this world.” DBut so understood,
the words would lend countenance to intercourse with fornicators
not Christian, which cannot be Paul's meaning. His intention
is merely to set aside the misinterpretation which lhad been put
upon his words, as if he had meant thereby to enforce an absolute
cessation of intercourse with unchaste men outside the Christian
society. Lastly, Billroth is wrong in rendering, after Chrysostom
and Theophylact (T6 mavTws @5 émt @uoloynuévov Tébeuce mpdry-
patos) : “ not, of course, with the fornicators of thisworld.” In that
case, we should have had at least wdvTws o7, for the sense would
be, as Theophylact himself states: xai mdvrws ob Tois woprois 7.
koopov cuvavauiyyvobar ékdlvoa, TovréoTs Tols TAY "EMjver.—
10D Koouov TovTov] who belong to this (ante-Messianic) world, not,
like the Christians, to the Messiah’s kingdom as its future
members ; hence it is the d\\opioe Tijs mioTews (Theodoret) who
are here denoted, whose opposite is the dSergds in ver. 11.
To understand it of mankind <n general, Christians and non-
Christians together (Pott, Hofmann, al), is, seeing that TodTov is
joined with it, contrary to the apostle’s mode of using language
(Gal. iv. 3; Col. ii. 8 ; Eph. il 2; 1 Cor.iii. 19, vii. 31; 2 Cor.
iv. 4), and contrary also to the context (vv. 11, 12). After-
wards, when Paul is thinking of the world of men 7n general,
he purposely omits the 7Todtov.—34) 7ois wheovéxtars «.T\.]
We may suppose that Paul, in the passage of his former letter
now alluded to, had warned them not merely against wépvos,
but also against those guilty of the other kinds of vice indi-
cated here, and yet more specifically in ver. 11. Hence : “with
the jfornicators of this world, or—not to overlook the others,
with whom also I forbade you to hold intercourse—awith those
greedy of gain, and violently grasping at 4t” These two, con-
nected with each other as general and particular by xaf (see the
critical remarks), are conceived of as belonging fogether to one
category. It is otherwise in ver. 11, where each of these sins is
viewed by itself. Asto apm., the essential characteristic of which
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is wiolence, comp. Luke xviii. 11; Soph. Phil. 640 : kréjrar Te
xapmdoar Bia. — T. koopov 7. is to be understood again after &prr.
and e8w\. See ver. 11.— émel o¢eiere x.TN.] for so (were
you absolutely and entirely to break off from the heathen fornica-
tors, etc.) you must needs go out of the world (érépav olxovpuévny
o¢eirete {nriicar, Theophylact), since nowhere could you be per-
fectly relieved from casual contact with such non-Christians. I
should thus have demanded what was impossible. As regards the
direct d¢peirete, comp. vii. 14 ; Rom. iii. 6, xi. 6, 22. It is at-
tested by B, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. In place of it, Lachmann,
Tischendorf, Riickert, and Hofmann read wdeirere, which has,
indeed, the preponderance of evidence in its favour, but must be
considered as an emendation. The strangeness of the conclusion
is not conveyed by the &pa (Hofmann, following the mistake of
Hartung), but by the case itself assumed, in which the &pa merely
introduces what was indubitably involved in the supposed protasis
(comp. Baeumlein, Partik. p. 19 ff). See against Hartung,
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 214.

Ver. 11. Nuwwi 8¢] But thus (see on Rom. iii. 21), in reality as
contrasted with the aforesaid misconstruction, I did write to you.
Herewith Paul now introduces the ¢rue¢ meaning of the passage
from his letter quoted above, ver. 9. Other expositors make vuwi
8¢ refer to time: but at present (Cajetanus, Morus, Pott, Heyden-
reich). But the whole context is against this; according to it,
Paul’s design is simply to define more precisely the purport of
that phrase in his former letters: “ uy ouvavapiywwoba: wépvois.”
He has done this only negatively in ver. 10, but goes on now to
do it positively in ver. 11. Further, were a contrast drawn be-
tween the present and the former letter, the present ypado would
have been more natural and more distinct than the epistolary
aorist (see on Gal. vi. 11); nay, to obviate the misunderstanding,
it would have been a thing of necessity, iv. 14. — d8eA¢pos dvopa-
op.] the most important element in the more definite explanation?
which Paul is giving of his misunderstood prohibition: berng

1 This more detailed definition, therefore, cannot have been given expressly in
the lost Epistle, but must have been taken for granted as self-evident. Otherwise
they could not have so misinterpreted the swvavapiy. xépvess as they had actually
done. For there is no indication in the text that the misinterpretation was a wilful
and malicious one, arizing out of xaxia », wevnpiz, ver, 8 (Hofinann).
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called o brother, i.c. bearing the name of Christian. Comp. dvopa
éxew, Rev. iil. 1.  Estius, following Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and
Oecumenius, joins ovopal. with what comes after, in the sense of :
1if a brother is @ notorious fornicator, having the name of being such.
But évopdlecfar means always simply to be called, without any
such pregnancy of significance either in a good or bad sense (even
in Eph. i. 21, v. 3; Rom. xv. 20). Had Paul wished to express
the meaning of: bearing the charocter and repute of « jforni-
cator, he must have used the phrase ovoudlecfar elvar mwopvos
(Plato, Pol. iv. p. 428 E; Prot. p. 311 E). Besides, it is un-
likely that he should have expressly limited the prohibition to
nolorious fornicators alone, and thereby weakened its moral force.
— MoiBopos] as in vi. 10; comp. on iv. 12. — eldwlordrpns]
Estius observes well that this applies to the Christian, who “sive
ex animo, seu metu, seu placendi voluntate, seu quavis alia ratione
inductus, infidelium sacris se admiscet, ut vel idolum colat, opere
saltem externo, vel de idolothytis edat.” Comp. vi 9, viii. 10,
x. 7, xiv. 1; John v. 21; and Diisterdieck 4n loc. Among the
frivolous Corinthians, such reversions to the old habits and fellow-
ship might not be uncommon. — péfusos] used by old writers
only of the female sex; but of the male also in later Greek, after
Menander.. See Wetstein ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 151 f.; Meineke,
Menander, p. 27.— There are no traces discernible of a logical
order in the series of vices here enumerated beyond this, that the
three which are of specifically Aeathen character are put first, and
then three others follow, which destroy the peace of the church-
life. — 7¢ 7. undé cuvecd.] parallel, though by way of climax, to
the un cvvavap.; hence not anacoluthic in point of construction.
As regards the meaning, again, we must not limit it to the dgapae
(Vorstius, Mosheim, Stolz, Heydenreich), which would suit neither
the quite general phrase cuwvesf. (comp. xi. 20) nor the intensi-
fying pndé. It means: with onc so constituted (comp. ver. 5) not
cven to have fellowship at table (neither to ask him to your talle,
nor sit- with him at his). Comp. Luke xv. 2; Gal. ii. 12, This
implies of course of itself, that they ought also to have no fellow-
ship at the Agapac with such persons. Ei 8¢ xowijs Tpodiis Tois
TowoUTors ol Bel Kowwvely, fmov ye puoTiehs Te kal Jelas, Theodoret.
Respecting the distinction between the w3 ocvvavauiyr. and excom-
munication, see 2 Thess. iii. 15.
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Ver. 12 f. The reason-for his having spoken in reference to the
Christians, and not those without the Christian pale: for ¢ does
not at all concern me to be passing disciplinary judgments upon the
latter.— 7t ydp poi] for what concern is <t of mine? ete. See
Wetstein on the passage, and Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 598. The
emphasis falls so entirely upon 7¢ and Tovs éw, that we have not
éuof, which is not needed even if the reading xai (cven, besides)
7. éo be adopted. — Tods éfw] was with the Jews the standing
name (ow'n) for the heathen (see Lightfoot, Hor, ad Mare.
iv. 11; Schoettgen on this verse ; Kypke, II. p. 198); and so, in
like manner, with the Christians it was the standing appellation
for all who were non-Christians, as being outside the fellowship
of the true people of God (Col. iv. 5; 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Tim.
iii. 7). — odyl Tods €ow Uuels xpivere;] By this question Paul
appeals, in justification of what he las just said: “what does it
concern me,” ete., fo the excrcise of judicial functions by his readers
themselves in the administration of church discipline, in so far,
that is to say, as that discipline bore upon their fellow-Christians,
and not upon those outside of the Christian society. Riickert
thinks that Paul means to say: Judying 4s not my matter at all
(seeing that the members of the church were judged by their
fellow-members themselves; while those without, again, God would
hereafter judge). But judging was doubtless his matter (see vv.
4-6,vv. 11, 13), only not respecting those éfw. 'What he means is
rather this: “ To judge those who are not Christians is no concern
of mine, any more than you take in hand to judge any others
except your fellow-belicvers.” *“ Ex eo, quod in ecclesia fieri solet,
interpretari debuistis monitum meum, ver. 9 ; cives judicatis, non
alienos,” Bengel. The simple «pivere is altered in meaning by
Billroth: s 4t not enough that ye? ete., as well as by Castalio,
Grotius, al.: judicare debetis (we find this interpretation as early
as Theophylact). The Corinthians actually judged, every time that
they passed a sentence of ecclesiastical discipline. Lastly, it is a
mistake to render, as is done by Twés in Theophylact, Knatch-
bull, Hammond, Michaelis, Semler, Iosenmiiller, Flatt, Heyden-
reich: No; judge ye your fellow-Christians! Obyi is not a
suitable answer to 7/, and would, besides, require arid after it
(Rom. iii. 27 ; Lukei. 60, xil. 51, xiii. 3, 5, xvi. 30),and that with
a clause forming a logically correct antithesis to the question put.
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Ver. 13. Dut of those that are without God is judge,—~not T and
not you. This statement appears more weighty and striking when
taken as a sentence by itself, than as a continuation of the ques-
tion (and still in dependence upon oly{; so Lachmann, Riickert,
Olshausen, Hofmann). The accentuation xpewet—although pre-
ferred by Luther, Grotius, Estius, Wetstein, Bengel, Valckenaer,
al., Lachmann, Scholz, Riickert, Olshausen, Tischendorf, Ewald,
Hofmann (in accordance with Arm., Copt., Vulgate, Chrysostom,
al.)—is to be rejected, because it is clear from the context, that so
far from there being any necessity for the reference to the last
judgment which would give occasion for the futurc (Rom. iii. 6,
ii. 16), on the contrary the present xpive: (Erasmus, Castalio,
Beza, Calvin, al., Pott, de Wette) corresponds in much the most
natural way to the preceding xpiverv and xpivere. According to
this view, then, the future judgment is neither exclusively
pointed to by xpivet, nor is it thereby excluded; but the judg-
ment of those who are non-Christians is described generally as
a matter for God, whenever and however it may take place. —
Paul has now ended his more definite explanation and correction
as regards that inisunderstood statement in his letter, ver. 9.
But for the Corinthians what more direct inference could be
drawn from this explanation, than the duty of expelling the
offender already spoken of, whom they should indeed have ex-
cluded before (ver. 2)? Hence the apostle adds, without further
preface (mote, too, the aorist), the brief categorical command:
ékdapare x.7A. This injunction corresponds so exactly to the
LXX. version of Deut. xxiv. 7, that it must be set down as
simply arbitrary to deny that the form of expression here was
purposely selected from remembrance of that passage. Mwaoaixny
Té0eixe papruplav, Oelp véue BeBawdoas Tov Aéyov, Theodoret.
Hofmann conjectures that Paul wrote xai éEapet e, and that this
meant : “ and no less will He (God) also take away the wicked onc
(those who are wicked in general) from the midst of you ;” but
this is neither critically established—since the Recepta xai éEapetre
is on critical grounds to be utterly rejected—nor grammatically
admissible, for the assumed use of xai ... 7é is foreign both to
Attic prose and to the N. T.;! nor, finally, is it in accordance

! The apparent proof-passages from Greek writers are cither founded on corrupt
readings or are deprived of their force when correctly explained, See especially
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with the context, for Tov movnpdv manifestly refers to the specific
malefactor of ver. 2, and to his exclusion from the church;
comp. Augustine: “7ov movnpév, quod est Aunc malignum.” —
Uudy abrdv] is more expressive than the simple Judv: out of your
own midst, in which you have hitherto tolerated him. Bengel’s
comment hits the mark: “antitheton externos.”

REMARK.—Paul has ended what he had to say against the party-
divisions in chap.iv. That the evils censured in chap. v. (and v1.)
had any connection in point of principle with the party-divisions,
is a view which finds no trace of support in the apostle’s way
of speaking of them. Hence, too, it is impossible to prove that
the persons at whom Paul's censures were levelled belonged to
any one special party, and if so, to which. In particular, we must
refrain from attempting to refer the wopisiz in question, and its
odious manifestation, to one definite party, and to the principles
held by it, whether to the Pauline section (Neander), or the
Christ - party (Olshausen, Jaeger, Kniewel), or the Apollonians
(Ribiger). This much only may be regarded as certain, that the
misuse of Christian freedom, so far as that in principle lay at the
root of the mischief (vi. 12), cannot be charged upon the Pctrine

party.

Bornemann, ad Anab. i. 8. 3; Kiihner, ad Aemor. iv. 2. 28 ; Hartung, Partikell.
I. p. 113 ff. ; also Kriiger on Thue. i. 9. 8. The atque etiem would have been
rendered by xai. .. 3, With respect to the occurrence of xzi =¢ and xai... =,
without a corresponding xai after it, in Homer, Herodotus, etc., see Nigelsbach on
the Iliad, p. 176f., ed. 3; and on the whole subject, comp, Matthiae, § 626, .
1504 f.
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CHAPTER VI

VER. 2. #] is wanting in Elz, but has decisive evidence in its
favour. — Ver. 5. Aéyw] Lachm. has 2«A&, on the authority of B
alone., In the absence of internal grounds for decision, this is
too weakly attested, far weaker than in xv. 34, — #u] so Griesb.
Lachm. Scholz, Riick. Tisch., following B C L ¥, min. Chrys.
Theodoret, al. How easily the familiar ésrwv (so Elz.) would creep
in ! — oopis obdt efs] Lachm. and Riick. read obéeis sopés, with B C &,
min. Copt. Damase. D* E, Clar. Germ. Acth. Athan. have simply
ocopés; F and G have odét eig sopés. In A, the whole passage vv. 3-6
is wanting (from the similarity of the two last syllables iorwv in vv. 2
and 6). From this it appears that the evidence for «éeis sopds cer-
tainly preponderates, against which, however, there must be set
the difticulty of seeing why this reading should have undergone
alteration. 'Were copis oid: ef;, on the other hand, the original
reading (D*** L, most of the min. Vulg., both Syr. Ar, p. and the
majority of the Fathers), we have in the first place a very natural
explanation of the omission of olé: efs (which Griesb. approves of),
inasmuch as copyists went right on from sp0= to 0%, and the two
other variations would then arise from dissimilar critical restora-
tions of the text.— Ver. 7. Elz. has é& iui, against decisive evi-
dence. An interpretation. — Ver. 8. xa) rair«] Lachm. Riick. and
Tisch. have xal roiro, following A B C D E &, min. vss. and Fathers.
Rightly; the plural crept in, because #wo things were mentioned
(&diz. and a=oor.). — Ver. 9. There is conclusive evidence for reading
©¢e5 Bue. in place of Bus. ©:w5. In ver. 10, again, this order is too
weakly attested to be received.— Ver, 10. The o before xxzp. is
wanting in A B C D E &, min. Copt. Ignat. Method. Athan. Clrys.
al. Deleted by Lachm. and Riick. with justice; for while the
preceding ©:00 might in itself just as easily lead to the omission as
(by repetition of the last syllable) to the insertion of the o3, the
latter- was favoured by ver. 9.— Ver. 14. 7pis] Elz. has iué,
against decisive testimony (perhaps from Rom. viii. 11). — éZeyepef]
Lachm. and Ewald read #eysipa, with A D* B and 67** have
éEpyepe.  The Recepta should be adhered to, with Tisch., following
CD*** E K L &, min. Vulg., both Syr. Copt. Aeth. Arr. and many
Fathers. The connection makes the future necessary as the cor-

1 COR. L L
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relative of xarapynes in ver. 13, and the evidence in its favour is
preponderant, in view of the divided state of the codd. for the
other readings. As to é£4yerpe and éEeyeiper, the former looks like a
mechanical repetition of the preceding tense, and the latter a slip of
the pen. — 7 odx (not the simple odx) has decisive evidence on its
side. — Ver. 19. r5 siiua] Matth. and Tisch. read ¢ owpere upon
insufficient evidence, part of which is in favour of the plural in
ver. 20 also. The alteration to the plural was naturally suggested
by the connection. — Ver. 20. zal & ¢ avebpar budy, drvd éort wob
@b is deleted by all modern editors (except Matth.) since Mill
and Griesb., following A B C* D* E F G ¥, min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg.
It. Method. Didym. Cyr. Maxim. Damasc. Tert. Cypr. Ir. Am-
brosiast. and all the Latin Fathers. An ascetic addition, although
a very old one (occurring even in the Syriae), which got into all
the wider circulation because a church-lesson begins with doZdoere.
Comp. Reiche, Comm. crit. 1. p. 165 ff.

Vv. 1-11. The readers are not to go to law before the heathen
(vv. 1-6) ; and gencrally, they arc, instead of contending with one
another, rather to suffer wrong than to do it, bearing in mind that
the unrightcous shall not become partakers in the Messianic kingdom
(vv. 7-10), and that they, as Christians, have become puve, holy,
and righteous (ver. 11).

Ver. 1. A new section, not connected with what has gone
before. TPaul starts at once with a question of lively surprise :
Dare! any one, etc., and so plunges 1n mediam rem.?  The connec-
tions of thought, which some have traced out, are arbitrary inven-
tions. This applies not only to Baur's view (in the theol.
Johrb. 1852, p. 10 f),—that it was the damage done to the Chris-
tian cause tn public opvnion, both by the immorality discussed in
chap. v. and by the lawsuits carried on before the heathen, that

1 Bengel says aptly : ““grandi verbo motatur laesa majestas Christianorum.”
Schrader imports an éronical meaning into the word, which is irrelevant. The
right interpretation is given by Chrysostom : siruns ioes 76 wpZyua xai wapavouizs.
See as to roauzy, sustinere, non erubescere, Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phil. p. 13D ; Jacobs,
ad Athen. addit. p. 309. Comp. the proverbial phrase x@» roazar.

2 Itis out of the harmony with the fervid tone of the whole passage, in which
question is heaped on question, to understand ver. 1 as affirmative (against Lach-
mann), Leastof all can we agree with Hofmann in taking the words down to d3ixwr
affirmatively, and then regarding x. alxi iw. 7. &yiwr as a query which strikes in
there : for imi . ddixwy, xai o0yi i. 7. &¥., is plainly just the ordinary antithesis of
assertion and negation joined together by xzi 5. To make Hofmann’s rendering

Jogically tenable, it would be needful that Paul should, instead of x. efxi, have
written : xal #i olx/, and why not before the saints 1
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led the apostle thus to pass from the one subject to the other,
—but also to the connection which Hofmann seeks to establish
between this passage and the censure pronounced upon the nsuf-
Jicient judicial action taken by the church with its members after
the occurrence of the case already adverted to. The judicial
proceedings now referred to are plainly of quite another kind, not
in the way of discipline, but of private lawsuits ; and, moreover, as
to former judicial action of the church, not merely was it ¢nsufi-
cient, but nothing of the sort had taken place at all with respect to
the mopvos. Paul does not employ so much as a 8, or an d\Aa,
or any other form of connection, but goes on with epistolary free-
dom, leaping, as it were, from one point of censure to another.—
7is] any onc whatever. The quite general treatment of the subject
which follows shows that no specific individual (Semler) is meant,
although it must be left undetermined whether some specially
striking case, possibly that of a rich and powerful man (Ewald),
may not have given occasion for the apostle’s sending these
admonitions. — arpdypua] lawsuit, mattcr of dispute. Comp. Xen.
Aem. i, 9. 1; Demosth. 1120. 26 ; Josephus, A=tt. xiv. 10. 7,
— kpiveatac] go to low, litigare ; see on Rom. iil. 4 ; Wetstein, ad
Maith. v. 40. — émrt Tdv adirwv] before (Winer, p. 351 [E. T. 469))
the unrighteous ; a specially significant designation of the heathen
(see on Gal. ii. 5), as contrasted with the Clristians, who are
dyeor (see on 1. 2). Chrysostom puts it well: odx eimers émi Tav
amicTteov (as in ver. 6, where the opposite of ddeAgos was re-
quired), aAN’ éwl Tdv ddikwy, NéEw Oeis fis pdhioTa ypelay elyer
els THv mwpokewuévny Umifeqw, Pore amotpéfrar kal dmwayayeiv.
There is indeed a contradictio in adjecto in the xpivecOar émri 7.
@dixwv! For the Rabbinical prohibitions of going to law before
the heathen, see Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 472 ff.
(c.g9. Tanchuma, f. 92. 2 : “ Statutum est, ad quod omnes Israclitae
obligantur, eum, qui litem cum alio habet, non debere eam tractare
coram gentibus”). The tribunal intended by Paul is not merely
that of arbitration, which had passed over from Judaism (see
Michaelis, Einl. IT. p. 1221 {.; comp. Lightfoot, Hor. on ver. 4;
Vitringa, de Synag. p. 816 ff.) to Christianity, but his meaning
is: instead of carrying on lawsuits against each other before
the heathen, they were to adjust their disputes before Christians,
which could of course be done only in the way of arbitra-
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tion? (comp. ver. 5); according to this, therefore, different forms
of the kpiveafas are present to the apostle’s mind in speaking of
the judgment émi 7. 6. and éwi 7. dv.; in the former case, that by
legal process; in the latter, that by arbitration through means of
Stavtyrai. — Theodoret remarks justly (on ver. 6), that the pro-
hibition of the xpivegfar émi 7dv ddikwy is not at variance with
Rom xiii. 1 ff: o0 wyap dvretelveww xelever Tols dpyovoiw, arla
705 NOuknuévors vowoberel un rexpiabas Tols dpyovar. To vyap
alpeigBas ¥ adieioclar 7 mapa Tois opomiaTols Soxipudleotar Tijs
avTdy €fnpTaTo yrous.

Ver. 2. "H ov«x oldate x.7.\.] unveils the entire preposterousness
of the course with which his readers were reproached in the
indignant question of ver. 1: “Dare any of you do that,—
or know ye not 2" ete.  Only on the ground of this not knowing
could you betake yourselves to such unworthy xpiveafar! 30
Towvy 6 ué\\wv Kpivew éxelvous TOTE, wds U éreivwy dvéyp
kpivesBas viv ; Chrysostom. — 7ov kéopov rpwodat] at the last
judgment, namely, sitting along with Christ as judges over all who
are not Christians (xoopos). Comp. as early a passage as Wisd.
iii. 8. We have here the same conception >—only generalized
with respect to the subjects of judgment—as in Matt. xix. 28;
Luke xxii. 30. It stands in essential and logical connection with
the participation in the glory of Christ (iv. 8 ; Rom. viii. 17;
2 Tim. ii. 11 f.), which Christians are to attain after the Parousia,
and after they themselves have been judged (Rom. xiv. 10;
2 Cor. v. 10; 2 Tim. iv. 1). We must not, however, refer this
(with Hofmann) to the period of the reign of Christ and His
people predicted in Rev. xx. 4 (when the xdouos, too, shall
be subjected to their judicial authority), especially seeing that
Chiliasm is a specifically Apocalyptic and not a Pauline con-
ception ; comp. on xv. 24. Chrysostom again, Theodore of Mop-
suestia, Theophylact, Schol. ap. Maith., Erasmus, and others, explain
it of an dndirect, not literal judging, namely, either by the faith
and life of Christians placing the guilt of the xoopuos in a clearer
light in the day of judgment (Matt. xii. 41), or by their approv-

1 Hence this passage does not at all run counter to the injunction to obey magis.
‘trates. . Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 417.
" % Observe that this view nccessarily presupposes the resurrection of unbelievers
also (Acts xvii. 81). Comip. on xv, 24,
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ing of the judicial sentence of Christ (Estius, Maier). DBut this
(although assumed by Billroth as the 4dcal truth which underlay
the words of the apostle, unconsciously to himself) is an alteration
of the sense which runs counter to the context; for the whole
argument a majort ad minus is destroyed, if wpwobar is to be
understood in a one-sided way as equivalent to xaraxp., and if no
proper and personal act of judgment is designed.! It is a mistake
also to hold, with Lightfoot, Vitringa, Baumgarten, Bolten, that
Paul means quod Christiant futuri sint magistratus (Lightfoot),
which is at variance with ver. 3, and with the conception of
the speedily approaching Parousia.  Mosheim, Ernesti, Nosselt,
Rosenmiiller, and Stolz turn the “ shall judge” into “ can judge,”
comparing ii. 15, 16. DBut this, too, is to alter the notion of
kpiverw in a way contrary to-the text (judge of); and the can,
since it would have an emphasis of special significance here, and
would denote “ be in a position to,” would require to be expressly
inserted. Comp. rather the prophetic basis of the thought in
Dan. vil. 22. —«al e év {uiv x7\] The quick striking in of
the xal in the very front of the question is as in ver. 2; see
also Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 123.— € év dp. kp. 0 kéou.] repeats
with emphasis, and with an individualizing force (duiv), the
contents of the truth already stated and established to the
believing consciousness (hence the present xpivera:). The év
vutv, here emphatically put first, does not mean, as Chrysostom
and Theophylact think? in gour instance, excmplo wvestro (see
above), but among you, i.e.2n consessu vestro (see Kypke, IL p. 199),
so that the essential meaning is not different from coram (Ast, ad
PLlat. Leg. p. 33. 285); comp. év Sukactais, Thuc. i. 53. 1, év
vopobérars kTN See, too, the passages in Wetstein. The év
therefore by no means stands for dmé (Raphel, Flatt, al.), although
we may gather from the context that the duels are themselves
the parties judging (vv. 2, 4). Nor has it the force of through
(Grotius, Billroth, «l.), in support of which it is a mistake to
appeal to Acts xvii. 31, where, owing to the connection, év stands
in a wholly different relation from what it denotes here. Here the

1 Hence, too, it is unsuitable to transform the concrete meaning of this question
into a general participation in the reign of Christ (Flatt, Heydenreich).

# Comp. too, van Hengel, ad Rom. ii. 27 : ““vita vestra cum vita eorum com-
paranda.”
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word év is selected in view of the following xpirijpia, the Chris-
tians, who are in future to judge, being conceived of, in order to
the more vivid representation of the idea, as a judicial assembly.
— avdf. éote kpit. éhay.] kpiripiov does not mean maticr of dis-
pute, case at law, as most expositors (even Pott, Flatt, Riickert,
de Wette, Osiander, Maier, Ewald) wish to take it, with no evidence
at all from the usage of the language in their favour, but place
of judgment (tridbunal, scat of justice, Jas, ii. 6; Plato, Legy.
vi. p. 767 B; Susanna, 49), or judicial ¢rial which is leld
(judicium). Comp. the precept : un épyéofw émi rpirrpioy é0uirdy,
Constitt. ap. ii. 45. Precisely so with 8ikacmijpiov. The latter
sense, judietal trial (Lucian, bis accus. 25; Polybius, ix. 33. 12,
xvi. 27. 2; Judg. v. 10; Dan. vii. 10, 26), is the true one
here, as is evident from ver. 4. * We render therefore: Are
ye unworthy to hold very trivial trials? <e. trials in which judg-
ment is to be given upon very insignificant matters (in comparison
with the lofty and important functions which are to devolve upon
you when the future judgment shall be held). The Vulgate trans-
lates freely but correctly as to the sense: “indigni estis, qui de
minimis judicetis 2" According to Chrysostom and Theoplylact,
others understand here the Zcathen courts of justice, either agfir-
matively (so, as it appears, Chrysostomn and Theophylact them-
selves; so, too, Valckenaer, al.) or nterrogatively (Billroth) : and
that it 1is wmworthy of you to be judged before courts of so low a
Iind ?  Similarly, Olshausen. But ver. 4 is decisive against this;
for we have there the very same thing which in ver. 2 is expressed
by xpirnp. éhay:, described as BuwTika kpirijpia.

Vv. 3, 4. Climactic parallels to ver. 2, ver. 3 corresponding
to the first half of the preceding verse, and ver. 4 to the second;
hence ver. 4 also should be taken as a guestion. — ayyéhovs]
angels, and that—since no defining epithet is added—in the good
sense, not as Chrysostomn, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact,
Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, Bengel, and most commentators male
it, demons (Jude 6; 2 Pet. ii. 4), nor good and bad angels (so
Cornelius a Lapide, al.; also, as it would appear, Hofmann).
Other expositors, such as Grotius, Billroth, Riickert, de Wette,
leave the point undecided. But comp. on iv. 9. That angcls
themselves shall come within the sphere of the judicial activity of
glorified believers, is stated here as a proposition established to the
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believing consciousness of the readers,—a proposition, the ground
for which is to be found in the fact that in Christ, whose glorified
saints will reign with Him, is given the absolute truth and the
absolute right, and, consequently, the highest judicial court of
resort, even as regards the world of angels, from the jurisdiction
of which not even the loftiest of created beings can e excepted.
There is nothing of a more detailed nature on this subject in
the N. T.; but comp. in general, Heb. i. 14, according to which
their service must be one for which they are to render an
account ; and Gal i. 8, according to which, in a certain supposed
case, they would incur an avdfepa! All modes of explaining
away the simple meaning of the words are just as inadmissible
as in ver. 2; as, for example, Chrysostomn : 8tav yap ai dowpator
Svvdpers abrar EnaTTov Nudy elpebdotw Eyovsar TAY odpra TeEpL-
BeBryuévay, yalemwTépay Swoovar Sixny; Krasmus: *vestra
pietas illorum impietatem, vestra innocentia illorum impuritatem
condemnabit ;” Calovius: the judicium is approbativum, making
manifest, that is to say, before the whole world the victory of
the saints already in this life over the devil; Lightfoot: what is
meant is, that the influence of the kingdom of Satan is to be
destroyed by Christianity ; while Ngsselt, Ernesti, and Stolz make
it ability to judge, if an angel were to preach a false gospel (Gal.
1. 8). — wiTeye BiwTikd] is not to be included in the question, so
that we should have to put only a comma after wpwwobuev (as
Tischendoif does). For Buwtixa, things which belong to the neces-
sities of this [life, dispuics as to the meuwm and tuum (comp.
Polybius, xiii. 1. 3: 7év Biwtikwv cuvalhaypdtov), will not be
among the subjects of the jfuture judgment, to which xpwobuev
refers. 'We must retain, therefore, the mark of interrogation after
xpwobuev (Lachmann), and put a full stop after Buwr., so that urreye
BuwT. may be seen to be the condensed conclusio: to say nothing
then of private disputes! ie. How jfar less can it be doublful
that we have to judge Biwrwed! Comp. Dem. OL i (ii.) 28, and
Bremi in loc. p. 159. See generally as to urjruye (found only here
in the N. T.), nedum sc. dicam ; Herm. ad Viger. p. 803 ; Schaefer,

1 Observe also the different classes of angels referred to in Rom. viii. 38 ; Eph.
i. 21; Col. i. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 32. We cannot conceive these distinctions in rank to
exist without ethical grounds. Morcover, the angels are not to be regarded a3
absolutely good, Mark x, 18, Comp. on Col. i. 20,
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Appar. ad Dem. 1. p. 265; Iartung, Partikell. 1L p. 154 f.
Regarding the relation of Buwtikos to the later Greek, see Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 355.—The antithesis of dyyéhovs and BuwTied turns
on this, that the former belong to the higher superterrestrial sphere
of life (dbs dv éxelvwv od xara Tov Biov TobTov SvTwy, Theodore of
Mopsuestia). The dyyé\. without the article is qualitative.

Ver. 4. BuoTirca pév odv x1\] takes up Buwr. at once again
with emphasis. Comp. Herod. vii. 104: 7a dv éxelvos avayy
Gvdryer 6¢ TavTo del—The sentence may be understood as a
question (of astonishment), so de Wette, Tischendorf, Ewald, «l.;
or as a reproachful statement, so Lachmann. The former, if 7.
ékovf. be correctly explained, corresponds best with the whole
structure of this animated address (see on ver. 3). Mév odv is
the simple accordingly, thus! Kpimipia are here also not law-
suits, but judicia, as in ver. 2. The meaning therefore is: If ye
then have courts of trial as to private maticrs, 1.e. if ye are in
such circumstances as to have to hold courts of that kind. Comp.
Dem. 1153. 4: éyovrov Tas dixas, qui lites habent administrandas.
Hofmann’s rendering is a most involved one, making Buwt. kpet.
predicate to Tovs éfovl. év 7. éxxh., and éav éy. a parcnthetical
clause, to which we are to supply as its object éfovfevnuévovs.’ —
xafitere] do ye—instead of taking some from among yourselves for
this purpose—set those down, ete.? namely, upon the judgment-
seat as judges, which follows from xpimjpia. Comp. Plato, Legy.
ix. p. 873 E; Dem. 997. 23 ; Polyb. ix. 33. 12. It is the indi-
cative, and the éfovfevnp. év 7. éxw. are the heathen. So in sub-
stance Valla, Faber, Castalio, Luther, Calovius, Wolf, al., including
Pott, Flatt, Heydenreich, Schrader, Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette,
Ewald, Maier, Neander, Weiss; Osiander is undecided. To this
it is objected that xafif. does not suit heathen magistrates,
and that év 7. éxxA. indicates the éfovf. as members of the
church (see especially Kypke, II. p. 201). But neither objec-
tion is valid; for the term xafifere is purposely selccted as
significant of the strange audacity shown in making the matter
in dispute dependent on the decision of a heathen court, and that

1 Introducing the more detailed development of the thought to which expression
had been given already. See Baeumlein, Partik. p. 181.

2 How meaningless this would be! Moreover, see below. Comp. also Laurent.
neutest, Stud. p. 127.
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in special keeping with the contrast (rods é£ovd.), while the text
does not give Tovs év 77 éxkh. Moreover, by 7. éfovf., Paul
does not mean to describe the contempt for the heathen as
justifiable (Hofmann’s objection), but simply as existing, as a fact,
however, the universal existence of which made the absurdity
of the procedure here censured very palpable. Other interpreters
make xalif. imperative, and the éfovl. members of the church
held in small account: take (rather) minimos de piorum plcbe
as arbiters, So the Vulgate, Peschito, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Calvin, Grotius, Estius,
Bengel, Wetstein, Hofmann, al. But not to speak of the rather
generally supplied from imagination, nor of the fact that to
designate those less capable of judging as 7. éfovf. év 7. éxxM.
would be far from wise, and likely to lend countenance to the
specially Corinthian conceit of knowledge—if this were the
true sense, Paul would have had to lay stress upon the church-
membership of the despised persons, and must have written at
least Tods éfovl. Tols év T. éxxh. For of éforf. év T. éxrh. are
those who are despised in the church, which leaves it altogether to
the context to decide whether they themselves belong to the
church or not. Now, that the latter is the case here is shown
by vv. 1, 2, and especially by ver. 5: ovx & év ulv. Arrange-
ments of words like Tovs éfovf. év Tf éxwh. for ToUs év T. éxw\.
€€ovl. are common enough in classical writers also. See Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. iv. 2. 18. — TodTous] with an emphasis of disdain.
See Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. lil. f,, 225 ; Kriiger, Anab.i. 6. 9;
Ellendt, Lex Soph. I1. p. 460.

Ver. 5. ITpos évrp. Jptv Méyw] is to be referred, as is doue by
Lachmann, Tischendorf, Neander, and Hofmann, to ver. 4, comp.
xv. 34 (it is commonly referred to what comes after), so that the
following question wnfolds the humiliating consideration involved
in ver. 4. The address thus acquires more point and impressive-
ness. — ofrws] belongs not to Aéyw (Hofmann), but to otk &
x.7\., and sums up the state of things: sic dgitur, rebus ita com-
paratis, since you Tovs éfovlernuévovs xabilere. See Bornemann
in Rosenmiiller’s Repert. II. p. 245 ff.; Hermann, ad Viger. p.
933. C. Fr. Hermann, ad Lucian. de hist. conser. p. 161. It
is otherwise understood by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, al.,
including Flatt, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, Ewald, who make
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it: so much, so completely is theve lacking, etc. But it is only
the definition of mode, not of degree, that will suit the absolute
negation of this clause, intensified as it is by ovéé¢ efs. — Regard-
ing ém, see on Gal. iii. 28. The ocogds carries point against the
Corinthian self-conceit. — o08¢ els] ne wnus quidem. “ Quod est
vehementius,” as Erasinus well puts it, “cum sitis tum multi.”
See on John i. 3, and Kriiger, Anabd. iil. 1. 3 ; Bornemann and
Poppo, ad Cyrop. ii. 1. 21. Comp. non wllus (Kihner, ad Cic.
Tusc. i. 39. 94) nemo unus (Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 137).
Frequent in Isocr., see Bremi, I. Exc. iii. — &5 Suwijoerar] purely
future in force: who (as cases shall occur) will be able. — Sia-
xpivar] to judge, as arbitrator. — dva péoov 7. d8. adrod] between
(LXX. Gen. xvi. 5; Ex. xi. 7; Ezek xxii. 26 ; Isa 1lvil. 11;
Matt. xiii. 25; Theoer. xxii. 21; Strabo, xi. 5. 1, p. 503;
Polyb. x. 48. 1, v. 55. 7) his (Christian) drother. The expres-
sion, 7. a8ehpob, is meant to put to shame. The singular is used
for this reason, that ol ddehdob must mean the plaini{f who
brings on the lawsuit (not the defendant, as Ewald would have it),
between whom (and, as is obvious, the defendant) the arbitrator,
called into requisition by the bringing of the suit, pronounces
his decision. Were the plural employed, that would indicate the
two litigants generally, but not the party bringing on the suif
in particular, Hofmann, contrary to the plain meaning of the
words, understands the phrase of the self~decision of the individual
demanding or refusing, namely, as to the point where his right
ceased and his wrong began. In that case, Paul, if he wished
to be intelligible, would have required to say something like
this: Swuawpivar év éavrd mpos Tov ddendov avrod.  Moreover,
ovd¢ eis (or oddels, as Hofmann reads) would militate against this
view, seeing that it contains what would be, according to ver. 1,
a disproportionate accusation, if the meaning is not, “ not a single
man fitted to bc an arbitrator”” — The reading, 7. adehdob k. Tod
@deNgov avTod (Syr. Arr.), is an interpretation, although recom-
mended by Grotius and again by Laurent.

Ver. 6. Quick reply to the preceding question: No (see
Hartung, Partikell. I1. p. 37; Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 10 f)
brother goes to law with brother, and that (see on Rom. xiii. 11)
before wunbelievers! How then can there be such a wise man

1 To take the sentence as a reproachlul assertion (so Luther, Deza, Lachmann,
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among you? He would assuredly, by his intervention as
arbitrator, keep the matter from coming to a lawsuit, which,
as between Christian brethren, and that, too, before a heathen
court, is altogether unfitting and unworthy! Kpiverar in pre-
cisely the same sense as in ver. 1, kpivecfas émi Tédv a8ikwy.

Ver. 7. Mev obv] as in ver. 4; it now brings under special
consideration the foregoing d8er¢. pera db. xpiverar—namely, as
to what the real character of such a proceeding may be in itself
viewed generally (6Aws being taken as in v. 1), apart from the
special element unhappily added in Corinth, émi dmisTwr. The
pév corresponds as little (against Hofmann) to the aAia which
follows in ver. 8, as the uév in ver. 4 to the dA\\d in ver. 6.
The 487 is the logical alrcady (“already then, viewed generally”),
in reference to something special, by which the case is made yet
worse. Comp. Hartung, Partikell. I p. 240 f. — firrypal a defeat
(see on Rom. xi. 12), t.c. damage, loss, and that, according to the
context, not moral decay (so commonly), or hurt to the church
(Hofmann), or wmperfection (Billvoth, Riickert), or weakness
(Beza); but, it redounds to your coming short of the MMes-
siandc salvation (see ver. 9). — éavrav] like @AMjAwy, but
giving them to feel, more strongly than the latter would, the
impropricty which had a place in their own circle (Kiiliner,
ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20).— «pipara] as in Rom. v. 16, Wisd.
xii. 12, legal judgments, which they had respectively obtained
(éxere). — abikeiole . . . dmooTep.] middles: to allow wrong and
loss to be inflicted on themselves. Comp. Vulgate. See Bern-
hardy, p. 346 f As to the matter itself, see Matt. v. 39 1f;
example of Jesus, 1 Pet. ii. 23.

Ver. 8. The question beginning with &war{ in ver. 7 still
continues: Why do ye not rather allow yourselves to suffer
wrong, etc., and not, on your part, do wrong, ete.? This view,
instead of the ordinary one, which makes ver. 8 an independent
sentence like ver, 6, is necessary, because % o« oidare in ver. 9
has its logical reference in &tari. The reference, namely, is
this: “ There is no ground concetvable for your not)” ete. (Siari

. a8enepois), “ unless that ye kncw not,” ete. (4 odk oldate). — xai
TobTo d8ehdois] to whom nevertheless, as your brethren, the very

Osiander, Hofmanmn), makes the passage sterner and more telling than the commen
way of viewing it as a question, which is adopted also by Tischendorf aud Ewald.
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opposite was due from you! With respect to the climactic
k. TovTo, and that, see on Rom. xii. 11, and Baeumlein, Partik.
p. 147.

Ver. 9. "H odx oldate] See on ver. 8. To supply an unex-
pressed thought here (“Do not regard the matter lightly,”
Billroth ; “ This is a far greater frrnua,” Ruckert; that frryua
to the church “they could only fail to perceive, if they did not
know,” etc., Hofmann) is just as arbitrary as to do so in ver. 2.
— &dwcor] the general conception (under which the preceding
abwelv and dmoor. are included) : unrightcous, immoral. See the
enumeration which follows. — Ocot Bacir.] the Beot coming close
after &8ikot, and put first for emphasis (see the critical remarks).
As to the truth itself, that @diwcia excludes from the Messiah’s
kingdom, see on Gal. v. 21 ; and as regards what is implied in
the Messianic sAnpovouia, on Gal. iili. 18; Eph. i 11. — ug
wravéole] for that moral fundamental law was more easily, it is
plain, flung to the winds in frivolous Corinth than anywhere
else! Possibly, too, some might even say openly: ¢irdvfpwmos
&v o Oeds kai ayabos, olk émeLépyetar Tols mANuperpacy py 87
poPBnbduev! Chrysostom. Hence: be not mistaken (mhaviale,
passive, as also in xv. 38 ; Gal. vi. 7; Luke xxi. 8; Jas. i 16;
comp. the active form in 1 John iii. 7), followed by the emphatic
repetition of that fundamental law with a many-sided breaking
up of the notion &diwcor into particulars, not, however, arranged
systematically, or in couples, nor reducible, save by force, to any
logical scheme ;! in this enumeration, owing to the state of matters
in the place, the sins of sensuality are most amply specified. —
mopvor, fornicators in general ; mouyol, adulterers, Heb. xiii. 4. —
eldwho).] see on v. 11. — pahaxoi] c¢ffeminates, commonly under-
stood as qui mulichria patiuntur, but with no sufficient evidence
from the usage of the language (the passages in Wetstein and
Kypke, even Dion. Hal. vii. 2, do not prove the point); mcre-
over, such catamites (molles) were called wépvot or kivaibor. One
does not see, moreover, why precisely ¢44s sin should be mentioned
twice over in different aspects. Rather therefore: ¢ffeminate
luzurious livers. Comp. Aristotle, Eth. vii. 7: uaaxos xai Tpuddy,
Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 20, also pakakds, iii. 11. 10: Tpudy 8¢ kai par-
Oaxia, Plato, Rep. p. 590 B. — dpoevokoirac] sodomites, who

1 Comp. Ernesti, Ursprung der Siinde, II. p. 29 £
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defile themselves with men (1 Tim. i. 10; Eusebius, Pracp.
ceang. p. 276 D). Regarding the wide diffusion of this vice,
see the passages in Wetstein; comp. on Rom. i. 27, and Her-
mann, Privatalterth. § 29. 17 ff.

Ver. 11, How unworthy are such of your new Christian
relations ! — Tadra] of persons in a contemptuous sense: such
trash, such @ sct. See Bernhardy, p. 281. — mwés] more exact
definition of the subject of #re, namely, that all are not meant.
It is the well-known oyijua «ad' 6hov kai pépos (Kiihner, IT. p.
156). Comp. Grotius. Valckenaer says well: “vocula Tiwés
dictum paulo durius emollit.” Billroth is wrong in holding (as
Vorstius before him) that radrd 7wes belong to each other, and
are equivalent to 7Tocwodror. In that case Taird Twa would be
required, or Totoi Tives. See Ast, ad Plat. Legg. p. 71; Bornemann,
ad Xen. Cyr. ii. 1. 2 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 832. — awelovo.
x.7\] describes from step to step the new relations established
by their reception of Christianity. First of all: ye washed your-
selves clean, namely, by your immersion in the waters of baptism,
from the moral defilement of the guilt of your sins (you obtained,
through means of baptism, the forgiveness of your sins committed
before you became Christians). Comp. Acts xxii. 16, ii. 38;
Eph. v. 26 ; 1 Pet.iii. 21. Observe the use of the middle, arising
from the conception of their self-destination for baptism. Comp.
éBanticavto, Xx. 2. We must not take the middle here for the
passive, as most expositors do, following the Vulgate (so Flatt, Pott,
Billroth, Olshausen, Ewald), which in part arose—as in the case
of Olshausen—from dogmatical preconceptions; neither is it to
be understood, with Usteri (Zeirbegryff, p. 230) and Riickert
(comp. Loesner, p. 278), of moral purification by laying aside
everything sinful, of ke putting off the old man (comp. Rom. vi.
2 ff.), against which the same phrase in Acts xxii. 16, and the
analogous one, xafapicas, in Eph. v. 26, militate strongly.
This moral regeneration erists in connection with baptism (Tit.
iii. 5), but is not designated by dmwelole., although its subjective
conditions, perdvoa and wioTis, are presupposcd in the latter
expression. The producing of regemeration, which is by water
and Spirit, is implied in the 7jyiaa8nyre which follows: ye became
(from being unholy, as ye were before baptism) %oly, inasmuch,
namely, as by receiving the éwpea 700 drylov wvelpaTos (Acts ii. 38)
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ye were translated into that moral altitude and frame of life
which is Christian and consecrated to God (John iii. 5; Tit.
iii. 5; Eph. v. 25, ayidap). Riickert and Olshausen take it in
the theocratic sense: “yc became set apart, numbered among the
@ytor.”  Comp. Osiander, also Hofmann : “incorporated in the holy
church.” But the progression of thought here, which marks
its advance towards a climax by the repetition of the ai\d,
requires, not a threefold description of the transaction involved
in baptism (Calvin, Hofmann), but three different characteristic
points, dating their commencement from baptism, and forming,
as regards their substance, the new moral condition of life from
which these who have become Christians onght not again to fall
back. — éSuxarwbnre] ye were made righteous. This, however,
cannot mean the ¢mputative justification of Rom.iii. 21 (de Wette,
Osiander, Hofmann, with older commentators); because, in the
first place, this is already given in the dmwelovoasfe; and
secondly, because the e8ixatdfnre, if used in this sense, would
have needed not to follow the ayidofnre, but to precede it, as
in i. 30 ; for to suppose a descending climax (Calovius) is out of
the question, if only on account of the dmwelodo., which so mani-
festly indicates the beginning of the Christian state. What is
meant, and that by way of contrast to the notion of d8ikia which
prevails in ver. 9f, is the actual moral righteousness of life}
whiclh has been brought about as the result of the operation of the
Spirit which began with baptism, so that now there is seen in
the man the fulfilment of the moral demands or of the Swaiwua
Tob vépov (Rom. viil. 4), and he himself, being dead unto sin,
Sedicalorar dmd ThHs dpaprias (Rom. vi. 7), and édovhdbn 7§
Sikatoaivy (Rom. vi. 18), whose instruments his members have
now become in the xaworns of the spirit and life (Rom. vi. 13).
This Sixatwbivar does not stand related to the dyiacfivar in
any sort of tautological sense, but is the effect and outcome of it,
and in so far, certainly, is also the moral continuatio justificationis
(comp. Calovius), Rev. xxii. 11.— The thrice repeated ai\d lays a

1 There is therefore no warrant for adducing this passage, as is done on the Roman
Catholic side (even by Déllinger), in opposition to the distinction between justification
and sanctification. Justification is comprised already in Zaeacde. Comp. Weiss,
bibl. Theol. pp. 342, 345ff. Its subjective basis, howerver, is one with that of sancti-
fication, namely, faith.
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special emphasis upon each of the three points. Comp. Xenophon,
Anab.v. 8. 4 ; Aristophanes, Acharn. 402 1f.; 2 Cor.1i. 17, vii. 11 ;
Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 142 ;. Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp.
iv. 53; Buttmann, neut. Gramm.p. 341 [E. T. 398].—év 7 dvopare

. judv] is by most expositors made to refer to all the three
points. But since év 78 mvedpare k7. does not accord with
dmehove. (for the Spirit is only received after baptism, Acts ii, 38,
xix. 5, 6 ; Tit. iii. 5, 6 ; the case in Acts x. 47 is cxeeptional), it is
better, with Riickert, to connect év g3 dvopare . . . fudv simply with
édexarl., which best harmonizes also with the significant import-
ance of the édikatdnre as the crowning point of the whole trans-
formation wrought in the Christian. The name of the Lord Jesus,
1.c. what pronouncing the name “ Kdptos "Ingods” (xii. 3) affirms,—
this, as the contents of the faith and confession, is that in which
the becoming morally righteous had its causal basis (év), and
equally had it its ground in the Spirit of our God, since it was
He who established it by His sanctifying agency; through that
name its origin was subjectively conditioned, and through that
Spirit it was objectively realized. Were we, with Hofmann, to
bring év 7 évépars. . . Oeol judv into connection with the wdvra
poe éEeariw which follows, the latter would at once become limited
and defined in a way with which the antitheses AN x.7\. would
no longer in that case harmonize. For it is precisely in the
absoluteness of the mwdvra por éfeatw that these antitheses have
their ethical correctness and significance, as being the moral
limitation of that axiom, which therefore appears again abso-
lutely in x. 23. — Observe, further, how, notwithstanding of the
defective condition of the church in point of fact, the aorists
Hytdol. and éSikaidl. have their warrant as acfs of God, and in
accordance with the tdeal view of what is the specifically Christian
condition, however imperfectly as yet this may have been realized,
or whatever backsliding may have taken place. The idcal way
of speaking, too, corresponds to the design of the apostle, who is
seeking to make his readers feel the contradiction between their
conduct and the character which as Christians they assumed at
conversion ; o¢odpa évTpemTinds émijyaye Aéyor évwoioare
hikwv Upds éfeiheto kakdv 6 Oeos x.r\., Chrysostom. And
thereby he seeks morally to raise them.

Vv. 12-20. Correction of the misunderstanding of Christian




176 PAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

liberty, as though fornication, equally with the use of mcats, came
under the head of things allowable (vv. 12-17). _Admonitions
against fornication (vv. 18-20).

Vv. 12-14. Connection and sequence of thought. Jn this new
condition of life (ver. 11) all things are allowed to us, but they must be
Jor our good,—all things allowed, but we on owr part must remain free
(ver. 12). Among these allowed things is the use of food, as what
s in accordance with nature and appointed by God merely for a time
(ra Bpwpata .. . karapy., ver. 13). Wholly otherwise s it with the
use of the body for forwication ; that is anti-Christian (10 8¢ cdpa
... oduaTe, ver. 13), and contrary to the eternal destiny fized by
God for the body (ver. 14). — Not without reason did Paul, when
reckoning up the different forms of adixla in ver. 9, place mwopreia
first. Comp.v.1; 2 Cor. xii. 21. But Corinthian Epicureanism,
starting from the Hellenic mode of viewing this matter, which
was altogether very lax (Herm. Privatalterth., § 29. 13 ff),
easily found for itself even a certain justification of fornication,
namely, in the doctrine of Christian liberty in adiaphorss, the
maxim of which is: mavra poc &fecriv. Now we may infer from
the passage before us that this erroneous justification had actually
been brought forward, that more than one voluptuary in the
church had, as Paul was informed, actually declared that just as
satisfying the desire for food was an adiaphoron, so also was
satisfying the desire for sensual pleasure by fornication.” Comp.
Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, 1 and 3; Weiss, bl ZTheol.
p- 420 f. Olshausen, indeed, thinks that Paul would have
given an absolute command to exclude all such persons from the
church, and that therefore it is only the possibility of so gross
an abuse of Christian liberty that is implied here. But the
former is an arbitrary assumption! and the latter has these
two considerations against it—first, that in no other Epistle
does Paul touch on this possibility, although the opinion that
licentious intercourse was allowable was widely spread among the
Greeks and Romans; and secondly, that the statement of the

1 Olshaunsen reasons thus : Since in vi. 9 unnatural vices are named with the rest,
we should have to conclude that the =dvra gosr €errs was applied to these also
in Corinth ; now Paul would surcly never have suffered persons guilty of such
abominations to remain in the church., But in vv. 13ff. the apostle is speaking
.quite distinctly and constantly of the wepreia alone, not of unnatural sins,
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moral difference between the use of meats and whoredom is of
too special a kind to be naturally accounted for in the absence
of actual occasion. Neander, whose objections lose their force,
if we only do not go the length of assuming that this adia-
phoristic view of fornication had become universal in Corinth, or
had been formally published and propagated there as a doctrinal
tenet, is of opinion that Paul meant to begin here upon the
theme of meat offered to idols (comp. x. 23), but was led on
after the first half of ver. 13 to draw a contrast (perhaps in order
to guard against a misunderstanding of his words, perhaps also in
opposition to those who denied the resurrection) which conducted
him so far away from his theme, that it was only in chap. viii
that he made his way back to it again from another point. But
how arbitrary this is! And how entirely unexampled a thing,
that the apostle should so far forget himself, and write in a
manner so irregular and open to misconception! Chap. x. 23
lends no support to this exposition, for it is obvious that the same
maxim could be made to apply in very many different directions.
Riickert’s exegesis is only a little less violent; he supposes that,
in the question addressed to the apostle about the sacrificial meat,
the party eating it had adduced the wavra é€ecarivin their favour,
and that Paul had only ¢ransferred <t here in order to guard
against the abuse of it respecting fornication (in substance, there-
fore, coinciding with Olshausen). To the ordinary interpretation
Riickert objects, that the Corinthians in their letter would cer-
tainly not have described the mopreia as prevailing among them,
nor would they have undertaken the defence of it to the apostle
whom they knew so well. DBut this objection is unfounded ; for
from v. 1 we must assume that Paul had come to know of the
state of morals at Corinth through oral reports, and consequently
had not learned the abuse there made of the wdvra éfeoriv through
expressions in the Corinthian letfer (this against Hofmann also).
According to Ewald, there had been doubts and debates concerning
the obligation of the Jewish laws about food and marriage; Paul
therefore lays down in ver. 12 the principle which should decide
all such cases, and then at once, in ver. 13, disposes shortly of
the first point in dispute, in order, at a later stage (chap. viil~x.),
to speak of it more at length, and hastens on in ver. 13 ff. to the
second point. Against this we may urge, first, that the first point
1 COR. L M
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wag surely too ‘mporfant to be disposed of by so brief a hint as
that in ver. 13 ; secondly, that the two halves of ver. 13 stand
1n an antithetic relation to cach other, which gives the first half
merely the position of an auxiliary clause; thirdly, that chap.
viiL.—x. do not deal with the question of food in general, but with
that of eating sacrificial flesh in particular; and lastly, that ver.
13 ff. have likewise quite as their special subject that of fornica-
tion. — mdvra pot Eéfeorw] might be regarded as the objection of an
opponent (so Pott and Flatt, with older expositors) ; hence also it
is understood by Theodoret as a question. But this is unnecessary
(for surely it is, in point of fact,a Christian, and indeed a specially
Pauline principle), and arbitrary besides, since there is here no
Jormula of objection (such as épets ofw, or the like). Comp. on
ver. 13.— It would be self-evident to the reader that mwdvra
meant all that was tn dtself indifferent (whatever was not anti-
Christian). — poc] spoken in the character of a Christian in general.
Comp. ver. 15. Bengel says well: “ Saepe Paulus primd personi
singul. eloquitur, quae vim kabent gnomes” Comp. Gal. ii. 18.—
auudépet] Us profitable. This must not be arbitrarily restricted,
either in the way of taking it as equivalent to olxoSouet (Calvin,
al., also Billroth after x. 23), or by counfining it to one’s own
advantage (Grotius, Heumann, Schulz, Olshausen). What is
meant is moral profitableness gencrally in every respect, as condi-
tioned by the special circumstances of each case as it arises. So,
too, in x. 23. Theodore of Mopsuestia, it may be added, says
rightly : émwewdy yap ob wdvra cupdéper, Sijhov s ov mwace xpne-
Téov, AANNG Tols @delobar povois. — otk éyw] mot I for my part.
The subjection will not be on my side, but the things allowed
will be what is brought into subjection. This tacit contrast is
indicated both by the position of od«x éyd and by dmo Twos. The
common interpretation: “ego sub nullius redigar potestatem ”
(Vulgate), does not correspond to the order of the words. —éEov-
oiaz@.] purely future in force : skall beruled by anything whatever.
This result, that on my part moral freedom should be lost through
anything, will not ensue! Otherwise the thing would plainly be
not allowed. I shall preserve the power of moral self-determina-
tion, so as to do or leave undone, just according to the moral
relations constituted by the circumstances of the case, what in
itself would be allowed to me. Comp. the great thought in
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iii. 22, and Paul’s own example in Phil. iv. 11, 12. Were Twos
masculine (Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Vatablus, Ewald, al.), the mean-
ing would then be, that in things indifferent a man should not
yield himself to be tutored and dictated to by others (Ewald).
But, in point of fact, it is ncufer, being in contrast to the thrice
repeated and emphatic mdvra. — The paronomasie in éfeotw and
éfovo. was remarked by expositors as early as Chrysostom and
Theophylact. A4 4s dn my power, yet 1t is not I who will be
overpowered by anything. Regarding éfovordalew (which is not used
in this sense by Greck writers), comp. Eccles. vil. 19, viii. 8, x. 4 f.

Ver. 13. T5 xoihig) sc. éate, belong to, inasmuch, that is to
say, as they are destined to be received and digested by the belly
(the omodoyi} Tdv ovriwy, Photius in Oecumenius). Comp.
Matt. xv. 17. — 7ols Bpdpaciw] inasmuch as it is destined to
receive and digest the food. — This reciprocal destination according
to nature is the first element, which, in its relation to the second
half of the verse, is intended to call attention to the fact, that
the case of formication is totally different from that of the use
of food,—that the lattcr, being n accordance with its destina-
tion, belougs to the category of the adiaphora; while fornication,
on the other hand, which is anti-Christian, is contrary to the
relation of the body to Christ. The second element (which,
however, is very closely connected with the first), by which
this is made manifest, consists in what God will hereafter do on
the one hand with the xo:\ig and the Bpwuact, and on the other
hand (ver. 14) in respect of the body’s relation as pertaining
to Christ, which latter relation is imperishable, in contrast to
the perishable nature of the things first mentioned. —o &¢
Ocos . . . katapy.] i.e. God, however, will (at the Parousia) cause
such a change to take place in the Dbodily constitution of man
and in the world of sense generally, that neither the organs of
digestion as such, nor the meats as such, will then be existent.
To such passing away is this relation destined by God! With
respect to the glorifying of the body here indicated, comp. Matt
xxil. 30; 1 Cor. xv. 44, 51. Melanchthon aptly says: “ Cibi
et venter . .. sunt res periturae;. .. deo sunt adiaphora;” and
Bengel: “quae destruentur, per se liberum habent usum, Col. il
20 ff” Comp. Castalio, and among more modern expositors,
Schulz, Krause, Billroth, Riickert, Schrader, Olshausen, de Wette,
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Osiander, Ewald, Maier, Neander, Hofmann! DPott, Flatt, and
Heydenreich (and see still earlier writers in Wolf) approximate
to this view, but take Ta Bpwpara ... kaTapy. as words of an
opponent, the premisses of a conclusion as to the allowableness of
fornication, which conclusion is impugned by Paul in the 7o &¢
oopa koA which follows. Dut the apostle has not given the
slightest hint of this passage being a dialogue; moreover, had it
been so, he would have begun his reply in ver. 13 with &\a
again (as in ver. 12, according to this dialogistic view). Other
interpreters, following Chrysostom and Theophylact, make the
design of 0 6¢ Oeos x.T.\. to be a warning against excess. Comp.
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, al. But this, although in harmony
with the aA\d in ver. 12, would stand in no logical relation to
the o 8¢ @eos k.7 of ver. 14, and thereby the inner connection
of the whole address (sec above) would be broken up.— «xai
Tadryr kal tadra] Regarding the use of the double odros for
éretvos . . . obTos, which is not common, see Bernhardy, p. 277.
Comp. Josh. viii. 22; 1 Mace. vii. 46, ix. 17.—70 8¢ cdpal
Paul cannot name again here a single organ ; the whole body is the
organ of fleshly intercourse;* see ver. 16. — 74 wopveia] for for-
nication (conceived of as a personal power), for its disposal and
use. — 7 Kvpiw)] inasmuch as the body is a member of Christ.
See ver. 15. — 7@ owpare] inasmuch, namely, as Christ is
destined (has it as His function) to rule and use the body as His
member. “ Quanta dignatio!” Bengel. It is a mistake to make
the phrase refer to the raising up and glorifying of the body,
which it is the part of Clrist to effect (Ambrosiaster, Anselm,
Thomas, Grotius); for this would destroy the unity of mutual
reference in the two clauses (comp. above, 7@ Bpwpara «.7.\.], and,
besides, the resurrection is brought forward afterwards as some-
thing separate from the preceding, and that, too, as the work of
God (parallel to the o 8¢ @eds x.7\. in ver. 13).

! Several of them, however, fall into the mistake of making the date of the xzrapy.
to be at death, which xzi rzorz alone shows to be inadmissible.

z Neither our text nor Luke xx. 35 gives any support to the assminption that
those partaking in the resurrection will be without scxual distinction. The doing away
of the xariz refers simply to the cessation of the earthly process of nutrition ; it does
not affect the identity of the body, which Delitzsch (Psychol. p. 459), without warrant
from Scripture, pronounces to be independent of the external continuance of distinc-
tion between the sexes. Such assertions lead to fantastic theories daxip & yiypaaras.
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Ver. 14. This is parallel in contents and form to the sentence,
6 8¢ Oeos . .. karapyicer, in ver. 18: Now God has not only
raised up the Lord, but will raisc up us also by His power. The body,
consequently, has a destiny which stretches on into the future eternal
aloy ; how wholly different therefore from the xoi\la, that organ
of temporal nourishment, which will cease to be!— «ai Tév Kip.
Jjyeupe] necessary assurance of what follows. See Rom. viii. 11,
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 20; Col. . 18; 2 Cor. iv. 11, 14. — kal 7uds
éEeyepei '] The bodily change in the case of those still alive at the
time of the Parousia (xv. 51; 2 Cor. v. 2—4; 1 Thess. iv. 15 {f)
did not need to be specially mentioned, since Paul was not here
to enter into detail upon the doctrine of the resurrection. Comp.
on Rom. viii. 11. He therefore, in accordance with the 7év Kvp.
fyetpe, designates here the consummation of all things only «
potiori, namely, as a raising up, speaking at the same time in the
person of Christians generally (nuds), and leaving out of view in
this general expression his own personal hope that he might sur-
vive to the Parousia. — The interchange of #y. and éfey. (out of
the grave, comp. éfavdoTaats T@v vexpay, Phil. iii. 11) is accidental,
without any special design—in opposition to Bengel and Osiander’s
arbitrary opinion that the former word denoted the first-fruits,
and the latter the “masse dormientium.”*—ad7oi]—not adrod,
because uttered from the standpoint of the writer—applies to
God, not to Jesus (Theodoret); and &a 7is Svvdp. adr. should
be referred not to both the clauses in the sentence (Billroth), but,
as its position demands, to éEeyepel; for to the ground of faith
which the latter has in xai Tov Kupiov #yetpe, Paul now adds its
undoubted possibility (Matt. xxii. 29), perhaps glancing purposely
at the deniers of the resurrection, 75 aEwmiaria Tis Tob woiobvTos
taxdos Tovs dvTihéyovras émaTopibwy, Chrysostom.

Vv. 15-17. That fornication is not an indifferent thing like
the use of meats, but anti-Christian, Paul has already proved in

LIf iZeyeipes were the true reading (but see the critical remarks), the tense employed
would in that case bring before us as present what was certain in the future. 1f
i£4yepe were correct, we should have to interpret this according to the idea of the
resurrection of believers being implied in that of Christ, comp. Col. ii. 12.

* Against this view may be urged the consideration, in itself decisive, that in the
whole of chap. xv. iyeipw is the term constantly used both of Christ’s resurrection
and that of believers; whereas ifsyeipw occurs in all the N, T. only here and
Llom. ix. 17 (in the latter passage, however, not of the rising of the dead),
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vv. 13, 14, namely, from this, that the body belongs to Christ
and is destined by God to be raised up again. How deserving of
abhorrence fornication is on that account, he now brings home to
the mind of his readers in a striking and concrete way. The
immorality of fornication is certainly taken for granted in ver. 15 f,
yet not in sucl a manner as to make Paul guilty of a petitio prin-
cipis (Paur in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 538 f), but on the
ground of the proof of this immorality already given in vv. 13, 14.
In ver. 15 £ the apostle does not seek to prove it over again, but
to teach the Corinthians to ablor the sin. — ovx oidare x.7.1.] He
here takes up once more, and exhibits with greater fulness,
the thought in ver. 13, 76 odua 76 Kuvply, as the basis for the
following warning : dpas odv w1\ — uéin Xpiorod] Inasmuch,
that is to say, as Christ, as the Head of the Christian world,
stands to it in the closest and most inward fellowship of organic
life (see especially Eph. iv, 16), and forms, as it were, one moral
Person with it; the bodics of the individual believers, who in
fact belong to the Lord, and He to them for this world and that
which is to come (ver. 13 f), may be conceived as Christ's
members, just as from the same point of view the whole church
of Christ is His collective organ, His body (Rom. xii. 5 ; Eph.
i. 23; Col. 1. 18, ii. 19; 1 Cor. xii. 13, al.). — dpas] Shall I
then take away, take off, the members of Christ, and, etc. Billroth
sees in dpas simply minuteness of description, indicative of de-
liberation, as in Ap5. But this is to confound it with AaBdv. The
Vulgate renders rightly: tollens; Luke vi. 29, xi. 22; John
xi. 48 ; Plato, Pol. ix. p. 578 E, Tem. p. 76 B; Sophocles, Trach.
796 ; 1 Macc. viii. 18. What is depicted is daring misappro-
priation. The plural 7@ pénn denotes the category, for the matter
“non quanta sit numero, sed qualis genere sit, spectatur,” Reisig,
Conjee. vn Aristoph. p. 58. Since the Christian’s body is among
the members of Christ, the mopvevew is a deed whereby a man
takes away the members of Christ from Him whose property they
are, and makes them a harlot’s members. — morjow] future:
Shall this case occur with me? shall I degrade myself to this ? so
far forget myself ? Rliickert and Osiander hold that it is the aorist
subjunctive : should I, etc. (see Herm. ad Viger. p. 742). It is
impossible to decide the point.

Ver. 16. "H odx oidate] “ Or if this un ~érorro (conveying, as
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it does, 2 negative to that question) still appears to you to admit
of doubt, even after the statement of the nature of the case given
in ver. 15, then ye must be ignorant that” etc. This % odx
oi8ate cannot correspond with the odx oidate of ver. 15 (Hof-
mann: “either the one or the other they must be ignorant of,”
ete.), for 67¢ 0 koAAwp. k.7.\. manifestly refers to the conclusion
from the preceding expressed in dpas odv, and therefore is sub-
ordinated to the question answered shudderingly with ug yévoro.
In ver. 19, too, the 4 odx oiate refers to what has just before
been said. — koAAop.] who joins himself to (P27), indicating the
union in licentious intercourse. Comp. Ecclus. xix. 2; Gen. ii
24 ; Ezia iv. 20. — 75 wdpvp] the harlot with whom he deals
(article). — &v ocdua éoTw] is a single body ; previous to the xoX-
AdgBar he and the person concerned were fwo bodies, but he who
is joined to the harlot—an united subject—is one body. — écovras
vap x.7\) Gen. ii. 24 (quoted from the LXX.) speaks, indced, of
weddcd, not unwedded, intercourse ; but Theodoret rightly points
out the paritas rationis: & qap xai ToiTo xdkeivo ThH ¢ioer Tod
wpdypaTos. — ¢noiw] Who it is that says it, is self-evident, namely,
(Fod ; the utterances of the Scripture being His words, even when
they may be spoken through another, as Gen. ii. 24 was through
Adam. Comp. on Matt. xix. 5. Similarly Gal.iii. 16; Eph. iv. 8;
Heb. viii. 5; 1 Cor. xv. 27. “H ypad), which is what is usually
supplied here, would need to be suggested by the context, as
in Rom. xv. 10. Riickert arbitrarily prefers 7o wvedpa' — oi
800] the two tn question. The words are wanting in the Hebrew
text, but are always quoted with it in the N. T. (Matt. xix.
5; Mark x. 8; Eph. v. 31) after the LXX,, and also by the
Rabbins (e.g. Beresh. Rabb. 18) ; an addition of later date in the
interests of monogamy, which, although not expressly enjoined in
the law, came by degrees to prevail, in accordance with its
adumbration from the first in the history of the creation (Ewald,
Alierth. p. 2601). —els odpra piav] NN W;/-f? See on Matt.
xix. 5.

Ver. 17. Weighty contrast to o xoAXdu. 75 mwopvy & cadpd

! To take it impersonally : *¢ it is said,” as in 2 Cor. x. 10, according to the well-
known usage in the classics, wonld be without warrant from any other instanece of
Paul’s quotations from Scripture. Comp. Winer, Gr». p. 486 [L. T. 656]; Butt-
wmann, neut. Gr. p. 117 [E. T. 134).
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€ort, no longer dependent on &me. — rorNdofar 7o Kuple, an
expression of close attachment to Jehovah, which is very com-
mon in the O. T. (Jer. xiii. 11; Deut. x. 20, xi. 22; 2 Kings
xviii. 6; Eeclus. ii. 3, al.). It denotes here, inward wunion of
Uife with Christ, and is selected to be set against the xoAA. 77
wopry in ver. 16, inasmuch as in both cases an intima conjunctio
takes place, in the one fleshly, in the other spiritual. We are
not to assume that Paul was thinking here, as in Eph. v. 23 ff.
(comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2; Rom. v. 4), of the union with Christ as a
marriage (Piscator, Olshausen, comp. also Osiander); for in that
mystical marriage - union Christ is the Bridegroom, filling the
man’s place, and hence the contrast to xoA\. T4 woprp would be
an unsuitable one. Olshausen’s additional conjecture, that when
the apostle spoke of 7 wopvp there floated before his mind
a vision of the great whore who sitteth upon many waters
(Rev. xvii. 1), is an empty fancy. — év mrvedud éote] conceived of
as the analogue to & odpa. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 17. This is the
same Unio mystica which Jesus Himself so often demands in the
Gospel of John, and in which no ethical diversity exists between
the wvetua of the believing man and the mvedua of Christ which
fills it ; Christ lives in the believer, Gal. ii. 20, as the believer in
Christ, Gal iii. 27, Col. iii. 17, this being brought about by
Christ's communicating Himself to the human spirit through the
power of the Holy Spirit, Rom. viii. 9-11. Now, be it ob-
served how, by fleshly union with a harlot, this high and holy
unity is not simply put in hazard (Hofmann), but excluded alto-
gether as a moral vmpossibility! Comp. the idea of the impossi-
bility of serving two masters (Rom. vi. 16), of fellowship with
Christ and Belial, and the like. It is unpnecessary to say that
this has no application to union in marriage, seeing that it is
ordained of God, “ ob werbum, quo actus concubialis sanctificatur,”
Calovius. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 421.

Vv. 18-20. Direct prohibition of fornication, strengthened by
description of it as a sin against one’s own body, which is in
fact the temple of the Holy Spirit, etc.

Ver. 18. Pelryere v mopr.] Inferred from the foregoing verses
(13-17), but expressed in all the more lively way from not bein
linked to them by any connective particle. “Severitas cum
fastidio,” Bengel. — wdv dudpTnua x.7.\.] asyndetic corroboration
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of the preceding prohibition. Paul does not say anything here
incapable of being maintained in its full stringency of meaning
(Riickert, de Wette), nor is there any reason for taking mav, with
Michaelis, Flatt, Pott, and others, in a popular sense, as equivalent
to almost all (comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Melanchthon :
“ cura quodam candore accipiatur de iis, quae sacpius accidunt ) ;
but the truth of his words is based on the fact that every other
sinful act (audprnua), if it has to do at all with the body, works
upon it from without, and consequently holds a position in
reference to the body external to the same. The sinner malkes
that which is not of the body, but outside of it, as eg. food and
drink, to be the instrument of his immoral act, whereby the dudp-
Tnua, viewed in its relation to the body, comes to stand éxrds
Tob owuatos, and has there the sphere of its occwurence and con-
summation. This holds true even in the case of the suicide,
whose act is in fact a sinful use of external things, the instance of
a man’s voluntarily starving himself not excepted (against Hof-
Csun's objection), for this is accomplished by the abuse of absti-
aence from food (which is equally an external relationship), and
dhercfore éxros Tob ocwparos. How entirely different from the
case of all such other sinful acts stands the state of things with
unchasteness, where there is sin, not éxtos 7. cwuartos, but els 7o
{8iov cdpa! See below. In connection with this passage, expositors
indulge in many arbitrary and sometimes very odd interpretations®
and saving clauses. Among these must be reckoned the exposi-
tion of Calvin and others, by way of comparison : “ secundum plus
et minus.” Neander, too, imports a meaning which is not in the

! Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, al., single out as the characteristic point—
contrary to the literal tenor of the passage—the defilement of the whole body by
fornication, on which ground a bath is taken subsequently. This latter point
Theodoret also lays stress upon, explaining, however, the expression by the fact
that the man who commits other sins o roczicny alotnonw Aaufdvu Tis dpaprias,
while the profligate, on the other hand, :6fvs perz vav duapriav aisddvirar Tob xaxod
zal abré w0 cape lerirriras. Chrysostom’s interpretation of the whole body has
been taken up again by Baur (in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 540f.). The body in its
‘otality, he holds, is meant, inasmuch as it is one body with the harlot, and in
virtue of this unity the fornicator has the object of his sin not without himself, but
‘n himself, and sins against the body identified with his own self. But all thisis
not in the text, and no reader could read it into the text. Hofmann, too, imports
what i neither expressed in the words themselves nor suggested by the antithesis,

—tbe obscure notion, namely, that, as in the case of the glutton, after completing
the deed * the thing of his sin does not remain with him” (2)
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words, that fornication descerates the body in its very highest and
most enduring significance (namely, as the sum of the personality).
According to Chr. F. Fritzsche (Nova Opuse. p. 249 f.), what is
meant is that all other sins do not separate the body of the
Christian from the body of Christ, this taking place only through
fornication (ver. 15). But the general and local expression ékros
T. copaTos éotiw does not correspond with this special and ethical
reference, nor are we warranted in attributing to one of such
ethical strictness as the apostle the conception that no other sin
separates from the body of Christ, ver. 9 f; Rom. viii. 9, al. —
o éav kT N] which in any case whaterer (Ilermann, ad Viger.
p- 819) a man shall have committed. Respecting éav, instead
of d&v, after relatives, see Winer, p. 291 [E. T. 390]. — éxros
7. cwp. éotw] inasmuch as the sinful deed done has been one
brought about outside of the body.— els 7o (Swov odpa] For his
own bodily frame is the immediate object which he affects in @
sinful way, whose moral purity and honowr he hurts and wounds
by his action. Comp. on eis, Luke xv. 18. He dishonour
his own body, whicl is the organ and object of his sin. Comp.
Beza. The apostle says nothing at all here of the wealkening
¢ffect upon the body itself (Athanasius in Oecumenius, and others).

Ver. 19 justifies the auapraver in respect of the specific
description of it given by els 7o {dwov ocdua. “ Commits sin,” 1
say, against his own body; or, in case ye doubt that, and think
perhaps that it does not matter so much about the body, know
ye not that (1) your body (i.c. the body of each one among you,
see Bernhardy, p. 60) is the temple (not: a temple, see on iii. 16)
of the Holy Spirit which s n you (Rom. viii. 11); and that (2)
ye belong not to your own selves (see ver. 20)?  Fornication,
therefore, so far as it affects your own body, is a desecration of
what is holy, and a selfish rebellion against God your Lord.
— oD &yere 4md Oeod] gives edge to the proof! and leads on
to the second point (odx éaré éavrdy). OI is under attraction
from dy. 7v. (Winer, p. 154 [E. T. 203)]). — xai odx x.T).]
still dependent upon &r:, which is to be supplied again after

1 Chrysostom : xai 7dv Je3wzira Télriney, Sbakiv ws suob wauiv Tov dxpoawiy, xai Qofiir
zai ﬂ; peyiba Ta; 'xapaxa'ruﬂﬁxn: reai L] PiraTipiz Tob mzpaxwrah,u.‘nu. Further,
as to the idea of the body being the temple of the Holy Spirit, in opposition to the
abuse of it in debauchery, comp. Herm. Past. Sim. v. 7. ’
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ra{, not an independent statement (Hofmann, who takes the
xai as meaning also), which would ncedlessly interrupt the flow
of the animated address.

Ver. 20. For (proof of the odx éoré éavr.) ye were bought, i.c.
redecmed from the curse of the law, Gal. iii. 13 ; from the wrath
of God, Epl. ii. 3; from the bond of the guilt of sin, Rom. iii.
19-21; and acquired as God’s property (Eph. ii. 19, 1. 14), for
¢ price, which was paid to God for your reconciliation with Him,
namely, the blood of Christ, Matt. xxvi. 28; Rom. iii. 24f ;
2Cor.v. 18ff; Eph.i 7; 1Pet.i. 18£f; Rev. v. 9. We have
the same conception in Acts xx. 28, although there, as also in
1 Cor. vii. 23, and Tit. ii. 14, the church is represented as the
property of Christ,; but see John xvii. 9.-— rudjs] strengthens
the jyopacf. as the opposite of acquiring without an equivalent.
Comp. vil. 23. The common exposition (following the Vulgate) :
magno pretio, inserts without warrant what is not in the text
(so, too, Pott, Flatt, Riickert, Osiander, Olshausen, Ewald).!
Comp. Herod. vii. 119, and the passages in Wetstein; and sec
already Valla. — 8ofdoate 83 w.tN.] Do but glorify, ete. This
is the moral obligation arising out of the fwo things grasped
by faith as certainties, ver. 19. Regarding the &7 of urgency
with imperatives, see on Acts xiii. 2 — év 79 ocwop. Iu.] not
instrumental, nor as in Phil. i. 20 (comp. Rom. xii. 1), but so
cxpressed, because the exhortation proceeds upon the footing of
the whole tenor of ver. 19, in which the body is described as a
temple ; in your body, namely, practically by chastity, the opposite
of which would be an driudlew 7ov @edv (Rom. ii. 23) in His
own sanctuary !

! How Ligh a price it was (1 Pet. i. 19) would suggest itself readily Lo the readers,
but is not implied in the word itsclf.



188 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIAXS.

CHAPTER VIL

VER. 3. épeinsy] Elz. and Matt. read épeihopévny ebvorey, against deci-
sive evidence. Erroneous explanation.—Ver. 5. T7 vporeig xai after
oyondenre (ot oxohd{nrs, Elz.) is an inappropriate addition in the
ascetic interest ; and ouvépyesée, in place of 77, is a gloss. — Ver. 7.
yép] A CD* F G X* min. It. Copt. Goth. and several Fathers have
6. Approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riick.
The ydp was an incorrect gloss upon the é. — Instead of 8¢ ... &,
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following the majority of the
uncials, 6...6 Inver 10 again, Lachm. and Riick. put ywpi-
{esdes in place of ywpistives (with AD EF G); but, considering
the weight of authority on the other side, épitvas must dissuade
us from the change. — Ver. 13. olros] approved also by Griesb.,
adopted by Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. The evidence against ai=és
(Elz.) is conclusive. But this induces us to read airyin ver. 12
also (with Lachm. Tisch. and Riick.). — «iréy] Lachm. Tisch. and
Riick. have rov dvdpa, approved by Griesb. also, and on conclu-
sive grounds. Adsév has crept in from uniformity to ver. 12.
Had there been a gloss, we should have found a corresponding
variation of «br7v in ver. 12 as well. — Ver. 14. dvdp/] The uncials
from A to G, &%, Copt. Baschm. It. Jerome, and Augustine, read
¢deap@. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Riick. and
Tisch. ’Avdp/ is an explanatory addition. — Ver. 15. #ués] Tisch.
has tuée, but the evidence for it is weaker; and iuis would easily
come in from ver. 14. — Ver. 17. Kipros] Elz. and Matt. read oeée,
and, after zéxinzev: ¢ Kbpros. Against conclusive testimony; Kipiog
was glossed and dislodged by @4z, and then afterwards reinserted
in the wrong place. Hence in G, Boern. we have ¢ Kipios . . . ¢ Kiprog
¢ ©sé¢c. — Ver. 18. Instead of the second g éx2.48n, Lachm. Tisch.
and Riick. read zéxAerai =rg, with A B N, min., and additional support
from D* F and G, which have 7 z¢zA, The Recepta is a mechanical
repetition from the first clause of the verse. — Ver. 28. yauns] B
N have yaufors; and, since in A we have yupdeg,and in D EF G
AéfBne ywaine, which is plainly a gloss, the evidence preponderates
in favour of yap#ens (Lachm. Tisch.); y7uns arose out of what
follows, — Ver. 29.1 After ddsapoi Elz. has r, against A B K Ly,

? Respecting ver. 29, see Reiche, Comment. crit. 1. p. 1784,
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min. Baschm. Syr. p. Vulg. Eus. Method. Basil, Theodoret, Hierat.
al. An exegetical addition. — b Awwév éerw] A B 8, min. Copt. Syr.
p- Arm. Slav. Eus. Ephr. Basil, Cyr. have éozs =t Aoizév. Now, seeing
that D* has simply ésrs Aaiwév, and F G 67** Boern. Vulg. Method.
Tert. Jerome, Ambrosiast. al. have o7/, Noswév éazn, the reading of
A, etc., is best accredited. That in the Received text originated
in the wish to indicate the fact that b 2e:=dv was regarded as belong-
ing to what had gone before,—a connection which is expressly set
forth in several codd. vss. and Fathers (see Tisch. and Reiche).
As to whether a comma should be placed between ésriv and ro
»osséy, which is done by Lachm, Tisch. Riick. and Scholz, see the
exegetical remarks on the verse. — Ver. 31. 7§ xéouw sedrw] Lachm.
Tisch. and Riick. read rov xéowov, with A B &, also D* F G 17, which,
however, add redrov. The dative was a correction to bring it into
accordance with the common usage ; ruizos (rebrw) again an addition
from what follows. — Vv. 32-34.dpécer] Lachm. and Riick. have &péay,
with ABDETFG & 21 46, Eus. /. But it was very natural that,
in place of the future (K L, almost all the min. Clem. Or. Meth.
Ath. Epiph. and many others), the more usual subjunctive should
creep into the text. — Ver. 34.1 peuéprorar z.v.1.] Kai peuépiorar ocours
in A B D* & min. Syr. p. Copt. Vulg. Cyr. Jerome, and many
other Fathers, and is joined to what precedes it by most of the codd.
Copt. Vulg. Cyr. Jerome (who expressly states that this connection
is according to the original), Pel. Bede, al. On the other hand, it
is construed with what follows by Syr. Arr. Arm. It. Chrys. Theo-
doret, Basil, Oecum. Theophylact, Tert. Ambr. Aug. Sedul. and
Latin codices in Jerome. The x«i after ueuép., which is wanting in
Elz, is conclusively attested by A B D*** F G K L &, min. Aeth.
Vulg. It. Chrys. al.  Going on with the verse, we find # &yauos after
ywi in A B N, some min. Vulg. and several Fathers; while, on the
other hand, there is no 7 é&yuumes after mupfivos in Vulg. Jerome,
Aug. Euseb. al. We have the choice left us, therefore, between
the following two readings (and modes of conmnecting the words) :
(1) [rai] psuipiorar xai 5 yui xal 9 waplives 4 dyamoc mepywvd xT.\.,
aud (2) zal peuiporar.  Kai 0 yui 9 dyopes xai § mapdives 7 dyapos
wepiwv@e ze.h. The latter is adopted by Lachm. and Riick.; but
i1s not to be preferred, because it offers no difficulty whatever,
and, consequently, no occasion for any change. The former, on
the contrary (found in D*** F G K L, and many min. It. Slav.
Chrys. Theodoret, Dam.), presented a stone of stumbling in the
pepipioras, which was either not understood at all, or misunderstood.
Where not understood, it was left out altogether (so even Cyprian:
“uxori. Sic et mulier et virgo innupta cogitat,” etc.) ; where mis-
understood (that wepilsoles must mean curis distrahi, see Jerome,
! Respecting ver. 34, see Reiche, Comment. crit. 1. p. 1841T,



190 TAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO TIHE CORINTIHIANS.

ady. Jovin. i. 7), it was connected with the preceding clause by zai
(which appears, therefore, to be spurious). This made yws be
taken as mulier vidua (Aeth.); and hence # &yapmos was either
pushed forward (Vulg.), or clse left in connection with =apdives, and
the same word added to ywj as well (A B &, Lachm.). Scholz,
too, has the words as in ourreading, but spoils it Ly his quite wrong
and abrupt method of punctuation: <7 ywaxi® peuipiorasr. Kol 7
yui xei o woaplives 9 dyapos pepipvg xr.h. — Ver. 34. ré rod écpmov ]
omitted in B alone, which, however, is approved of by Buttmann
(Studien w. Krit. 1860, p. 370). — Ver. 37. idpaivg: év +5 xapdie]
Lachm. reads év 77 zapd. wdrol idpaivs, which has conclusive evidence
in its favour ; on the other hand, there is no sufficient ground for
omitting :3. (as Griesh. does) or wiroi (deleted by Tisch.). As
regards idpeios in particular, which is omitted only by F G, It. Aeth.,
it was very likely to be left out as being unessential, so far as the
sense was concerned, after farnzes. — abrod 7o5] is deleted by Lachm,
Riick. and Tisch. in accordance with A B ¥, In place of it, Tisch.,
following the same authorities, has év =7 i8ig zapdi. The evidence,
however, for «irei 7ob (the uncials D EF G KX L) is too weighty and
uniform, while o again was in appearance so cumbrous and super-
fluous, and such a natural occasion for writing /é/e instead of «dred
presented itself in the preceding #iov d¢Azu., that our conclusion is
to retain the Reeepta. — Instead of aoel; A B %6 17 37, Copt. have
wojoa (as also where it occurs for the second time in ver. 38),
which 1s adopted by Lachim. and Riick. (B 6 17 37 have =orfoe
also the first time in ver. 38.) Butin default of internal reasons for
a change, these witnesses, having no support from the Fathers, and
next to none {rom the vss., are too weak to warrant it, — Ver. 38.
6 éxyauilw] Lachm. and Riick. have & yepifwy civ mopbiver ixvrob.
Now it is true that yauifwv occurs in A B D E & 17 23 31 46,
Clem. Method. Basil,, and sy zepd. iavr. (Or 5 favr. wupd., so Rick.)
in much the same codices and Syr. Erp. Arm. Baschm. Aeth, Vulg.
Clar. Germ. Clem. Basil. a/. But the whole reading is manifestly
of the nature of a gloss, éxyauilw being explained sometimes by
yoapilwy Ty supd. teur., sometimes by the addition to it of v =epd.
twvr. The latter phrase crept into the text leside éxyow., the
tormer 4n place of it.— Instead of & 8¢ read zuié; so Griesh.
Lachm. Schulz, Riick. Tisch.,, upon conclusive evidence. The
antithesis gave rise to the ¢ di. — Ver. 39. After 8¢derar Elz has
viww, against A B D* I22 8** min. with many vss. and Fathers.
Taken from Rom. vii. 2, although Reiche doubts this. — éav 6¢]
Tisch. has v &8¢ za/, upon insuflicient evidence; the x«/ might

11t is defended also by Reiche and retained by Tisch. Elz. varies from it only
in omitting the xai after pepiperas, which was justly reinserted by Bengel.
? Fragment of a Codex of the 7th century. See Tisch. Aonun. sacr. ined. p. 460.
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casily come in through writing the next syllable twice over, or by
a clerical error such as xexapndn (so F G).

ConTENTS.—Instructions regarding marriage, matrimonial inter-
course, and divorce (vv. 1-17); then an excursus upon the theme
that the reception of Christianity ought not to alter the outward
relations of life (vv. 17-24); lastly, about virgins—as to how far
celibacy in general is advisable for both sexes (vv. 25-34), and
whether a father does better to let his daughter remain single, or
give her away in marriage (vv. 35-38). The same advice, to
remain unmarried, is given to widows (ver. 39 £). Comp. on this
chapter, Harless, dic Eheschcidungsfrage, 1861,

Ver. 1. 4¢€] leads over to the answering of questions put in
the letter from Corinth. — éypdyraré poc] Differences of opinion
must have prevailed respecting the points discussed in this
chapter, and these had been laid before the apostle by the
church. In particular, there must have been at Corinth
opponents of marriage. This is wrongly denied by Baur, who
imagines merely an attempt made among the Corinthians to
defend fornication from the analogy of marriage; of which there
is not a trace in the apostle’s words. Whether, now, the doubts
in question, more especially as to the lawfulness of marriage,!
were mixed up with the subsistence of the parties at Corinth, it is
impossible to malke out with any certainty, although in itself it
seems likely that a matter of opinion so important practically
would be turned, with other points, to account in the interest
of party. Grotius holds that those who raised such points of
debate were “sub Christianorum nomine philosophi verius quam
Christians” But such of the Greek philosopliers as advocated
views adverse to marriage did so upon the ground of the cases and
dangers connected with marriage (see Grotius #n loc.), not from
any doubt regarding its morality, as, according to vv. 28, 36, must
lLiave been the case among the Corinthians. Further, it is certain
that the adversaries of marriage could 7ot be of the Petrine party ;

1 If the opinion that fornication was lawful (vi. 12 ff.) arose at Corinth out of an
Ypicurean libertinism, the doubts regarding the lawfulness of marriage must have
{lowed from the opposite source, to wit, from the perverted moral extravagance ot
others, who, because of the intercourse of sex involved, counted marriage also an

impure thing, and would have the maxim : xzAdv évpdry yuvaixs; gn Exricdas, to be
of absolute and universal application.
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for Peter himself was married (Matt. viii. 14; 1 Cor. ix. 5), and
the Judaizing tendency, which cannot be proved to have had an
Essene-Ebionitic character in Corinth (Schwegler, I. p. 163 1),
could be nothing else but favourable to marriage (see Lightfoot,
Horae, p. 189).  Olshausen (comp. also Jaeger, Kniewel, Goldhorn,
Ewald) decides for the Christ-party, in whose idealistic tendency
he considers there were contained the germs both of moral indiffer-
ence and of false asceticism. But this party’s idealism in general
is a pure hypothesis, which is as little established by proof as their
Essenism in particular, to which Ewald traces back the rejection
of marriage among the Corinthians? In the last place, that it
was the followers of Paul (Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pott, Neander,
tiibiger, Osiander, Maier; Riickert refuses to give a decision),
who—in opposition, perhaps, to the Petrine party, and appealing
to the celibacy of Paul himself, he never baving been married
(see on ver. 8)—overvalued celibacy, and pronounced marriage
to stand lower in point of morality and holiness, is the most
likely view, for this reason, that the apostle’s sentiments upon
this point were in themselves, as we see from the chapter before
us, quite of a kind to be readily misunderstood or misinterpreted
by many of his disciples—more especially in partisan interests
—as being unfavourable to marriage? It merely required that
men should overlook or wish to overlook the conditional character
of the advantages which he ascribes to single life. The opponents
of marriage referred to in 1 Tim. iv. 3 were of a totally different
class. Those with whom we are now concerned did not forbid
marringe and so endanger Clristian liberty (otherwise TPaul
would have written regarding them in quite another tome), but

! One section of the Essenes even declared itself against celibacy, Josephus, Bell.
ii. 8. 13; Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 185.

2 According to Ewald (comp. too, his Gesch. der apost. Zeit. p. 503 {.), the Christ-
party appealed to the ezample of Christ in regard to this point especially. But had
that been the case, we should surely have found some traces of it in Paul's way of dis-
cussing the question, whereas, on the contrary, the reference which he deems it duc
to make is rather to Lis own example (ver. 7). Looking at the matter as a whole, it
is prima facie improbable that any one should have adduced the unwedded life of
Clrist as an argument against marriage—in the first place, because He, as the
incarnate Son of God, held too lolty a place in the believing consciousness to present
a standard for such earthly relationships ; and secondly, because He Himself in His
teaching had so strongly upheld the sanctity of marriage.

3 Just as they were often misinterpreted, as is well known, in after times in the
interests of the celibate system, of nunnerics and monasteries.



CHAP. VII 1. 193

simply undervalued it, placing it morally below celibacy, and
advising against it, hence, too, as respects married persons, favour-
ing a cessation from matrimonial intercourse and even divorce
(vv. 3 ff,, 10 ff). — xarov avfpdme] With respect to what you
have written to me (wepi «.7.\., absolute, as in xvi. 1, 12; Bern-
hardy, p. 261; Bremi, ad Demosth. Ol p. 194; Maetzner, ad
Antiph. p. 170), it is good jfor a man, etc., that is to say: it s
morally salutary® for an (unmarried) man not to touch a woman.
That, in a general theoretical point of view, is the prevailing
axiom, which T hereby enunciate as my decision; but in a prac-
tical point of view, seeing that few have the gift of continence,
the precept must come in: because of forhication, etc., ver. 2. In
Paul’s eyes, therefore, the quvaiwos py dmrrecbar is, indeed, some-
thing morally salutary in and by itself; but this affirmation, made
from a general point of view, finds its necessary limitation and
restriction in the actual facts of the case, so that just according
to circumstances marriage may be equally a duty. Hence the
kaXov x.T.\. is not appropriate for the defence of celibacy in
-general (“si bonwm est mulierem non tangere, malum ergo est
tangere,” Jerome, ad Jovin. 1. 4, and see especially Cornelius a
Lapide in loc.). — dmrecfa, like tangere in the sense of sexual
intercourse (Gen. xx. 16, xxi. 11 ; Prov. vi. 29). See Wetstein
and Kypke, II. p. 204 £ Marriage is the particular case coming
under this general yuvaixos dmrecfar, to be treated of in detail
hereafter.  Riickert, failing to recognise this progress in the
apostle’s argument (so, too, Kling in the Stud. w. Krit. 1839,
p. 444), holds that the reference is to sexual intercourse in mar-
riages already jformed (and that nothing is said of entering info
matrimonial connections). Did Paul, as Kling supposes, here
give it as his opinion that “ & chaste life, as of brother and sister,
was more consonant, on the part of married persons, with delicacy
of moral feeling” (xaAdv); this would be a sentimental error,
which ought not to be attributed to him, whether considered in
itself, or in view of his high appreciation of marriage as a union
of the sexes (2 Cor. xi. 2; Rom. vii. 4; Eph. v. 28 ff). — The

1 That we have in xexdy ».7.2. a moral axiom, a statement of what is ethically
salutary, not a mere utilitarian principle of practical prudence, is clear, especially
from the ecomparison in the last clause of ver. 9, and from vv. 32-34, where the
ethical benefit of it is explained,

1 COR, I. N
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axiom is enunciated without @ pév, because it is, in the first place,
concetved simply tn 1tself ; the limitation which follows is added
with 8¢ by way of antithesis. Comp. on Eph. v. 8, and Fritzsche,
ad Rom. II. p. 433. Precisely so, too, in ver. 8.

Ver. 2. In order, however, that offences in the way of fornication
(see on this plural of the abstract, Kiihner, II. p. 28 ; Maetzn. ad
Lycurg. p. 144 £) may be avoided in practice, the rule holds good :
Let every man have® a wife of his own (properly belonging to
himself in marriage), etc. On &id, comp. Winer, p. 372 [E. T.
497] Riickert, de Wette, and Maier are wrong in maintaining
that éyérw is permissive merely,—Riickert, indeed, making it so
only to the extent of a man’s refasning his wife. The latter is
disproved by vv. 9, 10, and the former by the fact that the im-
mediately following dmo8:807w in ver. 3 is not to be taken as
permissive, any more than the yauncdrweav which answers to
éxérw in ver. 9. It is opposed, further, by the consideration that
dua Tas mopvelas is a determining element of a moral kind, which
must therefore necessarily lead not to a mere permissibility,
but to a positive obligation (already noted by Erasmus). This
injunction, however, is a moral rule, to which exceptions may
occur from higher considerations in cases where no danger of for-
nication is apprehended and there is the “donum continentiae,”
as Paul himself had shown by his own example,—in which,
nevertheless, no support whatever is given to any sort of celibacy
enforced by law, a thing which, on the contrary, our text decidedly
discountenances.  Riickert thinks further that Paul exhibits
here a very poor opinion of marriage; and Baur (in the theol.
Jakhrb. 1852, p. 15 ff)) has more fully developed this idea so as to
assert that the apostle’s view of marriage is at variance with
the moral conception of it which now prevails? Comp. also
Rothe, Ethik, II1. p. 614. But can it be true, then, that ke, who
looked upon the union with Christ itself as the analogue of
wedded life, valued marriage only as a “ temperamentum con-
tinentiae”? No! what he does is this: out of all the different
grounds on which marriage rested in his mind, he selects just

1 This #xewv is nothing else but the simple habere (to possess); it does nmot mean
intercourse in marriage, which ought to be continued (Kling, Heydenreich, following
Cameron and Estius). Paul comes to that only in ver. 3.

2 Comp. in opposition to this, Ernesti, Ethik des Ap. Paulus, p. 115 I,
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that one which, in the first place, specially concerned his readers
(remember the ropwbialesfar), and in the second place, had
peculiar weight in connection with the nearness of the Parousia.
That approaching catastrophe might furnish him with sufficient
reasons for leaving unmentioned those higher ends of marriage
which reached forth into a more remote future, and confining him-
self to the immediate practical relations of the brief, momentous
present. See ver. 26 ff. Keeping in view the present dvdayxs,
the near approach of the Lord, and the necessity, therefore, of an
undivided surrender to Him, Paul had, wunder these given circum-
stances, recognised in the state of single life what in and by itself
was xalov dvlpdme, if only no fornmication and heal were con-
Joined therewith. It is from ¢his point of view, which was pre-
sented to him by the then existing condition of things (and hence
without at all contradicting Gen. ii. 18), that the apostle handles
the subject, discussing it accordingly in a special aspect and from
one particular side, while the wider and higher moral relations of
marriage lie beyond the limits of what he has now in hand. —
Observe, further, how sharply and decisively the expression in
ver. 2 (comp. Eph. v. 22, 25) excludes not only concubinage and
sexual intercourse apart from marriage generally, but also all
polygamy.

Vv. 3, 4. The oceasion for this injunction, which otherwise
might very well have been dispensed with, must have been given
by the statement in the letter from Corinth of scruples having
arisen on the point. See on ver. 1.— Tov odeiv] the due in
the matter (Rom. xiil. 7), 7.e. according to the context, as euphe-
mistically expressed, the debitum tori! See ver. 4. The word
does not occur at all in Greek writers; see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p- 90. Nor does it in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. — % quvy
70D i8iov odu. x.r.)\.] Explanatory of ver. 3. The wife has no
power over her own body, namely, as regards cohabitation, but the
husband has that power ; likewise (opolws) also, on the other hand,

! If we adopted the common reading =4y dpuiem. efvoar, we should not take it,
with Grotius, al., in the same sense as given above, but generally, with Calvin
and others, as benevolentiam. For the expression for that special idea is not «resa
(not even in Philo, de 4br. p. 384), but @ixirns (Homer), witis, cvvovsiz, The
author of the gloss, therefore, must either have misunderstood =3r é@siasy, or, under-

standing it rightly, have used a wrong expression to explain it. The reading égsiae-
airmy Tyeiy in Chrysostom points to the former alternative.
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the converse holds, so that “ neutri liceat alteri conjugale debitum
poscenti denegare,” Istius. Corresponding statements of the
Rabbins may be seen in Selden, uxor. Hebr. iii. 6. 7. — Bengel
says happily respecting {8iov, that it forms with odx éfovoidle an
clegans paradoxon.

Ver. 5. Withhold not yoursclves from cach other, unless it were
perhaps (nist forte, comp. 2 Cor. xiiil. 5 ; Luke ix. 13) that ye did
so as occasion emerged (av), by agreement for a time (supply dwroo-
Tepfite dAMA.; see on Luke ix. 13). The obvious meaning is
euphemistically expressed by dmooTep.; dyav Toivuy dppodiws
7010 Téfewkey émi TAV 0¥ cupdwres TNV éykpdTeiav aipovpévwy,
Theodoret. — iva oxohdonTe x.7.\] iva introduces the design of
the concession just made éx cuupdv. wpos raipdy: in order that
ye may have free leisure for prayer—may be able to give your-
selves to it without being drawn away and distracted by sensual
desire and the pleasures of sense. 'What Paul means is not the
ordinary praying of the Christian heart, which ought to ascend
adiareimrws (1 Thess. v. 17 ; Eph. vi. 18), but such extraordinary
exercises wn prayer as they might have determined specially to
devote themselves to for a longer period (a series of days). We
are not to assume that such domestic devotions, as the apostle here
plainly supposes to be engaged in by husband and wife in com-
mon, had been already then connected with Christian festivals ;
probably they were still entirely dependent upon the wants and
wishes of individuals. But the idea of cohabitation being ex-
cluded for a time by religious exercises, is found both among the
Jews (Ex. xix. 15; 1 Sam. xxi. 4) and the heathen. See Wetstein
and Dougt. Anal. IL p. 111f Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 673 :
Kaipos yap cuvovgias yuvaikds avTob, kai Kaipos éyxpaTeias els
mpocevyNY avTod. — xal wdiw 77e] still dependent on fva, indi-
cates oeuvws the being together again for matrimonial intercourse.
With respect to émi 70 avro,! comp. on Acts i. 15.— va uy
mewpdln xrA.] design of the xal wd\w ... Gte: in order that
Satan may not tempt you fo sin (to breach of the marriage-vow)
on account of your incontinency, because ye are incontinent; for
“ Satanas vitiorum scintillas excitat,” Grotius. ’'Axpacia, which
occurs again in the N. T. in its older form of axpdreia, Matt.
xxiil. 25, comes from dxpariis (kpateiv), and is the opposite of

! Erasmus remarks rightly : ¢“ut intelligas, eos ante fuisse separatos thalamis.”
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éykpdrea.  See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 524 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Rep. p. 461 B, Riickert conjectures that the word means: not
mangling in matrimonial intercourse (on account of your non-parti-
cipation theresn). 'This is quite against usage ; for d¢xpasia (with
the a long, from dxpatos), in the Ionic form axpnoin, means bad
mizture, as opposed to edxpacia. See Theophrastus, c. pl. iii. 2. 5 ;
Dio Cassius, 1xxvii. 22. Paul had reason enough to affirm incon-
tinency of the Corinthians generally, and to call their attention in
warning to this lack of moral strength, on which the devil would
base his attempts to find access to them with his temptations.
Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 11.

Ver. 6. Toiro] does not refer to what follows (J. Cappellus,
Rosenmiiller), which it does not suit; nor to ver. 2 (Beza, Grotius,
de Wette, Gratama, Baur, Hofmann); nor to all that has been
said from ver. 2 onwards (Bengel, Pott, Flatt, Billroth, Riickert,
Osiander), for vv. 2—4 contain precepts actually obligatory; nor
to x. wd\w émi 76 avTo fre (Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, Cornelius
a Lapide, al.), which is but a subordinate portion of the preceding
utterance. It is to this utterance: uy dmooTepeite . .. dxp. Dpdv,
which directly precedes the Todro, that it can alone be made to
refer without arbitrariness,—an utterance which might have the
appearance of an émeraryr, but is not intended to be such. What
Paul means is this: Although I say that ye should withhold
yourselves from each other by mutual agreement only perhaps
for the season of prayer, and then come together again, so as to
cscape the temptations of Satan; yet that is not to be under-
stood by way of command, as if you might not be abstinent at
other times or for a longer period éx cuugdrov, but by way of
indulgence (“secundum tndulgentiam,” Vulgate), so that thereby
concession s made to your lack of continency, it is allowed for.
Theophylact puts it well: ouyraraBaivwr 7§ dalevela Tudv,
and Erasmus: “consulo vestris periculis.” — cuvyyvoun occurs
here only in the N. T. (Ecclus., pref. i. and iii. 13), but very
often in Greek writers,—not, however, in the LXX. It means
invariably either forgiveness, or, as here, forbearance, indulgence,
yvoun kputikn Tob émiewcods 6pdi, Aristotle, Eth. vi. 11, Ham-
mond and Pott transgress the laws of the language by making it
the same as kata Ty éunw ywduny. So even Valckenaer; comp.
Calovius, Flatt, Heydenreich, al. Ewald, too, renders without
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any support from the usage of the language: “with the best
conseience.”

Ver. 7. I do not say by way of command that you should
withhold yourselves only for the time of prayer and then be
together again; but indced (6€) I wish that every one had the
gift of continency, as I myself, and so could restrain himself, not
merely at such isolated periods for some particular higher end;
still (and that justifies what I said: xard cvyywoun) this gift is
not vouchsafed to all. There is no more ground for supposing
that pév should be supplied (after Aéyw) in connection with this 8¢,
than there is in ver. 2 (against Riickert).— s xai éuavtov] as also I
myself, that is to say, endued with the donum continentiac, év éyxpa-
tela, Chrysostom. See what follows. He does not mean his state
of single life, but its charismatic basis. The «afis, as for instance
in Acts xxvi. 29, the quite commonly used «af of comparison. —
xapiopal o special endowment bestowed by divine grace, fitting him
for the purposes of the Lingdom of God. Comp. on xii. 1-4; Rom.
xii. 6. It is of course, and mecessarily (because communicated
through the Spirit), conceived as existing within the church. The
words mdvras avfpdmovs do not contradict this; for Paul could
most warrantably wish Zo all men that gracious gift, which he as
a Christian was conscious that he possessed, and as to which he
knew that even within the Christian pale it was vouchsafed to
one and withheld from another. — o uév oUrws x.7.\.]is not to be
understood as if the first ofrws meant the gift of continence, and
the second a man’s suitableness for wedded life (de Wette, with
older commentators, beginning with Theodoret and Theophylact),
but in a quite gencral sense: the onme lias his peculiar gift of
grace after this fashion, the other in that; the one so, the other
so. Under this general statement, the possession of continence,
or some other gracious endowment in its place, is ¢éncluded. As
to the double ofirws, comp. LXX. 2 Sam. xi. 25: woré pév ofrws
kai Toré oUtws katadayerar 1) poudaia, also Judg. xvii. 4;
2 Kingsv. 4 ; 2 Sam. xvii. 15. It is not so used in Greek writers.

Vv. 8, 9. Aéyw 6€] leads on from what is contained in ver. 7
(from the subjective wish of the apostle and its objective limita-
tion) to the »ules flowing therefrom, which he has now to enunciate.
Riickert holds that the transition here made by Paul is from the
married to the unmarried. Dut were that the case, Tols 8¢ dya-
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pots would require to stand first (comp. ver. 10); the emphasis
is on Aéyw. — Tois dyapors] what is meant is the whole category,
all without distinction, ineluding both sexes, not simply widowers
(Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Estius, al,, including Pott,
Heydenreich, Billroth, Ewald) ; for the phrase opposed to it, Tois
yeyaunkdoe, in ver. 10, embraces both sexes ; and hence dydp. can-
not apply to the wnmarried men alone (Riickert). The additional
clause, . Tais y7pats, by no means justifies a restrictive rendering ;
for in it the xa¢ does not mean also (Hofmann), but, as the con-
nective and, singles out specially from the general expression
something already included in it: and in particular the widows.
The idiom is an ordinary one both in classical and N. T. Greek
(Matt. viii. 33 ; Mark xvi. 7 ; and often elsewhere) ; see Fritzsche,
ad Mare. p. 11, 713. Comp. here Soph. 0. R. 1502: xépoouvs
dOapivar wdyapovs. It was a special wish of Paul’s, therefore,
that the widows should remain unwedded, doubtless in the interests
of the church (Rom. xvi. 1; 1 Tim. v. 9 ff.). — kaov (as in ver. 1)
avrots, sc. éare; comp. ver. 40. — éav pelvwaw k.7\] 1if they shall
have remained as I also (have remained), 7.c. unmarried. The opposite
of this is yaunoatwoay, ver. 9. The ds xdryd therefore receives
liere from the context a different meaning than in ver. 7. Luther,
Grotius, and others infer from this passage that Paul was a
widower ;! so, too, Ewald. But this conclusion rests upon the
assumption, which is linguistically inadmissible, that dyapuots
denotes widowers alone (7.c. yfjpor) ; and, moreover, would not be
a safe inference even were the assumption sound. Acts vii. 58,
moreover, is against this; for one could not place Paul’s marriage
after the stoning of Stephen.— odx éyparedovrar] to be closely
joined together: are <ncontinent. See Hartung, Partikell. 1L
p- 122 ; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 267 ; Ameis on Hom. Od. ii. 274.
The verb éyxpareleafac (Ecclus. xix. 6) is foreign to the older
Greek, although this precise phrase: odx éyxpar., is sanctioned by
Thomas, p. 30, and Phryn. p. 442. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. l.c. —
yaunoar.] Regarding the later form of the aorist éydunca, see
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 742. — mwvpotcfac] to be in a flame, of
veliement emotions (2 Cor. xi. 29 ; 2 Macc. iv. 38, x. 35, xiv. 45;

1 The prevalent and correct tradition of the ancient church was that Paul was
never married (Tertullian, Jerome, Chrysostom, al.), The contrary is stated in
Clem. Alex, (in Eus, H. E. iii. 30).
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of love, Anacreon, x. 13); it means here, “occulta flamma con-
cupiscentiae vastari,” Augustine, de sancta virginit. 34. Comp.
Suicer, Thes. IT. p. 895 ; from the Rabbins, the history of Amram
in Lightfoot, Horae, p. 190 ; from the classics, Jacobs, Del. Epigr.
v. 34. — kpeicoov] mnot because it is the least of two evils
(Riickert, Kling; comp. Estius), but because to marry is no sin
(vv. 28, 36), while to burn is sinful (Matt. v. 28).

Ver, 10. But to those who have married ; this is opposed to the
yaunosdrwoay, which referred to fufure marriages. Accordingly,
just as yapnodT. applied only to Christians of both sexes leading
a single life, so ryeyapnréae, too, refers exclusively to married
persons both of whom were Christians. It is perfectly correct,
therefore, to designate the married persons, where one party in the
union was not a Christian, by 7ols Aoemols, ver. 12; for, apart
from the cases discussed down to ver. 12, there are no others
remaining to be spoken of except those living in mixed marriage.
Riickert understands 7ois yeyapnkooe to mean specially the newly
married people; Paul, he holds, has a particular case in view,
in which a single man perhaps had married a widow, which
had been disapproved of by some; and, because the apostle
had given an opinion in ver. 8 unfavourable to such marriages,
he must now forbid the dissolution of a union of that sort when
once formed. But the fact of the dryduor and the widows
being coupled together in ver. 8 lends no support whatever to
this, for deyapocs applies to both sexes. Moreover, were the perfect
participle, which is the present of the completed action, meant
here to convey the mnotion of *newly married,” this would need
to be indicated either by some addition (such as vewo7i), or
undoubtedly at least by the context. The fact, again, that Paul
speaks first and chiefly of the wife (which Riickert explains on
the ground of zke wife having desired a separation), may very
reasonably be accounted for, without supposing any special design,
in this way, that the cases in which a wife separated herself
from her husband presented to the Christian consciousness the
most anomalous phenomenon in this sphere, and notwithstanding
might not unfrequently occur in the wanton city of Corinth even
within the Christian society.! This is quite sufficient, without

1 That we are to ascribe the tendency to such separation precisely to devout enthu-
siasm on the part of Corinthian wives leading them to shrink from matrimonial
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there being any meed for assuming that the apostle had been
questioned about some case of this kind (Hofmann), particularly
as the passage itself gives no sign of any such interrogation, but
simply disposes of the point in the evenly course of the dis-
cussion regarding marriage, and with a view to its completeness.
— od éyw, aAN’ ¢ Kipios] The negation is absolute. Paul knew
from the living voice of tradition what commands Christ had
given concerning divorce, Matt. v. 31 f, xix. 3-9 ; Mark x. 2-12;
Luke xvi. 18. Hence o Kdptos, sc. wapayyéahet, for the authority
of Christ lives on in His commands (against Baur, who infers
from the present, which is to be supplied here, that Paul means
the will of Christ made known to him by inspiration). It is
otherwise in 1 Thess. iv. 15. As regards the éyd, again, Paul
was conscious (ver. 40) that his individuality was under the
influence of the Holy Spirit. He distinguishes, therefore, here
and in vv. 12, 25, not between %is own and inspired commands,
but between those which proceeded from his own (God-inspired)
subjectivity and those which Christ Himsclf supplicd by His objective
word. Since, now, the mvetpa Oeot in no way differs from the
mvebpa Xpiorod (Rom. viii. 9-11), Kvpiov évroral (xiv. 37 accord-
ing to the Text. recept.) could be predicated of the former class
of precepts also, although neither in the same sense as of the
latter, in which Paul’s own subjectivity had no share whatever,
nor with the same force of absolute obligation; but, on the con-
trary, only in so far as the other party recognises them as évroras
Kuplov (xiv. 37). — pn xwpiobijvar] let her not be separated, which,
however, is not purely passive here (as in Polybius xxxii. 12. 7),
but means: let her not separate herself. Isae. viii, 36, p. 73. For
the rest, vv. 13, 15 prove that this phrase and p% d¢iévar in ver.
11 are not so different, that the former can be used only of the
wife and the latter only of the husband.

Ver. 11. From éav to xkaral). is a parenthesis pure and simple,

intercourse (de Wette, comp. Hofmann, p. 146), is a view which is inadmissible
for this reason, that Paul, having before him such a mere error of feeling and
judgment, would have made a disproportionate concession to it by saying wsrirw
dyapo;. The state of morals at Corinth is explanation enough, more especially in
connection with the easy and frivolous way in which divorces took place in Greek
social life gencrally (Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxx. 14-16), not merely by disc-
missal on the part of the husband (&wewizren), but also by desertion on the part
of the wife (27oasizin); comp. Bremi, ad Dem. L p. 92.
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disjoined from the rest of the sentence which continues with «ai
avdpa. But in case she should perhaps (éav 8é) even (xai, i.c. in
Juct, actually ; see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 1321) be scparated
(have separated herself); in this Paul is not granting something
in the way of exception, as though the preceding injunction were
not to be taken too strictly (which is set aside at once by oix
éyw, aAN o Kip., ver. 10), but he supposes a future case, which
will possibly arise notwithstanding the commandment of the
Lord’s just adduced. The éav xal therefore, with the &8¢ of
antithesis, introduces, as in ver. 28, an occurrence which will
possibly De realized in the experience of the future (Hermann, ad
Viger. p. 834 ; Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 367]). This in opposition
to Riickert, who maintains that the words refer to that specific
case (see on ver. 10), and mean: if, howcver, she should perhaps
have already separated herself before receiving this decision; and
likewise to Hofmann, who renders: if such a separation has
actually already taken place within the church, thereby pre-
supposing that such a thing will henceforth never take place
there again. — pevéTw dyapos] assumes that her marriage is not
to be looked upon as really dissolved; hence she would be guilty
of adultery should she contract another union. Comp. Matt.
xix. 9.—4)] or else; comp. on ix. 15. — kaTaX\ayijTw] passive,
leaving it undefined as to who was the active subject in the
case (see Buttmann, I. p. 368; Winer, p. 245 [E. T. 328]):
let her be rcconciled, be friendly again with ber husband. The
voluntary separation of the wife from her husband is, in fact,
just the cancelling of her peaceful relation to him, which is
to be restored again.— xal dvdpa quv. py dadiévar] and that a
husband put not away @ wife, send her from him, separate
himself from her. Comp. Herod. v. 29: dmévra Tailrny T
qyuvaika. The clause added by Christ (in accordance with
Schamai’s doctrine): mapextos Aoyov mwopverds, Matt. v. 32, xix. 9,
does not occur in Luke xvi. 18 or Mark x. 11. We are not
warranted in supposing that Paul was not aware of this
exception having been recognised by Christ, or that he had
perhaps never heard of it at all, for the simple reason, that the
validity of ¢his ground of divorce was self-evident. Comp. on
Matt. v. 32.

Ver. 12. The Aotmol are those who, before their conversion,
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had entered into marriage with a non-believer, so that one of the
two had become a Christian and the other not. See on ver. 10.
— oy 6 Kip.] For, as respected such marriages, Christ had given
no command. He had no occasion to do so. Observe how suit-
ably Paul refrains here from again using wepayyé\\eo. — cvvev-
doxet] approves with him (comp. on Rom. i. 32), joins in approving ;
for Paul takes for granted that the Christian partner on his side
approves the continuance of the union.! It is alien to the scope of
the passage to hold, with Billroth, that in cuwevd. is implied the
contempt of the heathen for the Christians. Regarding oixeiv pera,
fo dwell with, of living together in marriage, see Seidler, ad. Eur.
El 99: év yapois Levybeioay olkelv, comp. 212.— It may be
noted, moreover, that ver. 12 f. does not give permission to a
Christian to marry a non-believer. ¢ Non enim dixit : si quis duez?,
sed: si quis habet infidelem,” Pelagius. wepi T@dv wpo xmpiy-
patos cuvadpbévrwv édn, Theodoret.

Ver. 13. Kai olros] a common turn of expression (instead of
bs «.r.\.) in connection with xai. See on Luke x. 8 and Kiihner II.
p. 526. — pn adiérew 7. &vdpal let her not put away her husband, not
send him from her. To translate otherwise (let her not leave him)
is, in view of ver, 12, altogether arbitrary. The Vulgate renders
correctly: “non dimittet virnm.” The apparent unsuitableness
of the expression is happily explained by Bengel (on ver. 10):
“ Separatur pars ignobilior, mulier; dimittit mobilior, vir; inde
conversa ratione etiam mulier fidelis dicitur dimitfere, et vir
infidelis separari, vv. 13, 15" 1In the mized marriage Paul
regards the Christian partner, even when it is the wile, as the
one who, for the sake of Christianity, would have to send away
the non-believer, were this in accordance with Christian principles.
But these do not permit of it, and so the Christian wife is not
to send away the non-believing husband, if he is willing to dwell
with her; that would be on her part a presumptuous violation of
duty. Comp. Harless, Ehescheidungsfr. p. 85. This view of the
apostle’s has no connection with the right conceded even to wives
among the Greeks and Romans of divorcing themselves from their

! Henco the compound surewdoxsi is used rightly and of deliberate purpose in the
second part of the statement also, although there the husband is the subject, and
it ought not to be supplanted by the simple tidoxei, according to B (in opposition to
Buttmann in the Stud. w. Krit, 1860, p. 369).
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husbands (loose principles on this subject were held also among
the Rabbins; see Lightfoot, Hor. p. 191). But certainly Paul
did not regard the Christian partner in a mixed marriage as the
one who was fo rule in general (in opposition to Olshausen); the
head in every marriage, if it was to continue at all, was, in his
view, according to Gen. iii. 16, the Ausband. 1 Cor. xi. 3,
xiv. 34; Eph. v. 22; Col. iii. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 11 £

Ver. 14 For—this justifies the injunction given in vv. 12,
13—the unholiness of the non-belicving partner is taken away in
virtuc of his personal connection with the belicver ; he is sanetificd—
this sanctification having its causel dasis in the person of the
Christian consort with wliom he stands in married union, and the
possible stumbling-block of self-profanation through continuing
in such a marriage being thereby removed. Paul’s judgment,
therefore, is that the Christian dy:érys, the higher analogue of the
Jewish theocratic consecration to God, affects even the non-believing
partner in a marriage, and so passes over to him that he does not
remain a profane person, but through the intimate union of wedded
life becomes partaker (as if by a sacred contagion) of the higher
divinely consecrated character of his consort, who belongs to the
Israel of God, the holy ¢vpapa (Gal. vi. 16 ; Rom. xi. 16)> The
clause : émel dpa Ta Tékva x.T.\., shows that what the dmioTos is
here said to have entered upon is not the moral holiness of the
new birth (the subjective condition of which is nothing else but
faith), but the holy consecration of that bond of Christian fellow-
ship which forms the éxxAnoia Oeot, of which holiness, as arising
out of this fellowship, the non-believing husband, in virtue of
the inner union of life in which he stands to his Christian consort,
has become a partaker (not, of course, without receiving a blessing
morally also). The non-believer is, as it were, affiliated to the
holy order of Christians by his union of married life with a Chris-
tian person, and, so soon as his spouse is converted to Christ and
has thereby become holy, he too on his part participates in his

! Comp. on this verse, Otto against Abrenunciation, 1864.

* In a mixed marriage, thercfore, the Christian &yiérns forms, in relation to the
non-Christian unholiness, the preponderating clement, extending the eharacter of
sanctity even to what of itself would be profane ; as Chrysostom expresses it : wixa n
xabapiras vis ywasxds Ty éxalapeiav, Comp. the paraphrase of Erasmus: *Non
inficit deterioris impietas alterius pietatem, quin illud potius praeponderat quod melius
est et efficacius.”
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own person (not “simply in his married relationship,” to which
Hofmann, following older interpreters, unwarrantably restricts
the meaning of the text) in his consort's holiness, the benefit of
which he receives in virtue of his fellowship of life with her, so
that he is no longer axafapros as hitherto, but—although mediately
after the fashion described—a #yiaopévos. The manifold misin-
terpretations of the older commentators may be seen in Poole’s
Synopsis and Wolf’s Curae (eg. Calovius and others hold that
Wy. tefers to the wusus conjugalis as sanctified per preces fidelis
conjugis; Tertullian, Jerome, Theodoret, Castalio, Estius, al.,
think that it points to his being destined to be converted after-
wards, so that the meaning would be candidatus fidet est). Ob-
serve, moreover, in how totally different a way Paul regarded the
relation of the Christian who had connected himself with a harlot
(vi. 15). In that case the harlot is the preponderating element,
and the members of Christ become unholy, members of an harlot.
— With év 79 yuv. and év 76 dvd., comp. év ool mac Eywye
odlopat, Soph. Aj. 519 ; év ool éopev, Ocd. R. 314, and the like;
Ellendt, Lex Sopk. I p. 597. — émel dpa w..\.] because according
to that (if, namely, that %ylacTas did not lhold good ; comp. v. 10),
i.e. because otherwise your children are wnclean, profane. That
Christians’ children are not profane, outside of the theocratic com-
munity and the divine covenant, and belonging to the unholy
xoopos, but, on the contrary, holy, is the conceded point from which
Paul proves that the non-helieving husband is sanctified through
his believing wife; for just as in the children’s case, that which
makes them holy is simply the specific bond of union with Chris-
tians (their parents) ; so, too, in the case of the mixed marriage, the
same bond of union must have the same influence.!— Had the
baptism of Christian children been then in existence, Paul could

! The essence of this bond of union, as regards the children, does not lie in their
being born or begotten of Christian parents; for the children,.although holy for their
parents’ sakes, might be born or begotten before the father or mother had embraced
Christianity. Nor are we warranted in saying, with Hofmann, that the child, as the
aift of God, is holy for its relation to its parents, who, so far as that is concerned, do
not regard the sin with which it is born. That is arbitrarily to limit the apostle's
thought, and to read all the most essential points of it from between the lines.
On the contrary, the relationship which Paul here enunciates simply und without
any artificial saving clause is one which consists in the immediate close fellow-
ship of life, Ly virtue of which the consecration of Christian holiness attaching
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not have drawn this inference, because in that case the dyiorns
of such children would have had another basis.! That the passage
before us does not even contain an exegetical justification of
infant baptism, is shown in the remarks on Acts xvi. 15 (against
de Wette in the Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 669 ff, Neander, Olshausen,
Osiander, and older expositors). Neither is it the point of de-
parture, from which, almost of necessity, paedobaptism must have
developed itself (Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 423) ; such a point is rather
to be found in the gradual development of the doctrine of original
sin. — udv] should not be restricted, as is done by most ex-
positors, following Chrysostom (so recently, Pott, Flatt, Ewald,
Harless), to those involved in mized marriages ;* but, as Paul him-
self makes clear by changing the person, referred to the readers as
Christian in general® (de Wette, Schrader, Riickert, Olshausen,
Osiander, Neander, Maier, Hofmann ; Billroth is undecided), not,
however, to the exclusion of the children of a mixed marriage,
since it must be logically inferred that these, too, could not fail
to have from their Christian father or mother at least “ quandam
sanctitatis adsperginem ” (Anselm). In how far the offspring of
mixed marriages were counted holy by the Jews, may be seen in
Wetstein and Schoettgen in loc. — vbv 8] but so, as in ver. 11.
Ver. 15. Paul had before enjoined that the Christian partner
should not make a separation if the non-Christian consents to
remain. But what, if the non-Christian partner seeks separa-

to the parents passes over from them to their children also, to whom otherwise, as
being still @xirras, the predicate exdfzpra would rightly belong. Equally close and
cordial is the fellowship of life between husband and wife, while every other kind of
mutual connection is less intimate, and forms a more distant degree of vital union.
It is upon this paritas rationis that the validity of the argument depends.

! Comp. Jebamoth, f. 1xxviii. 1: “Si gravida fit proselyta, non opus est, ut bap-
tizetur infans quando natus fuerit ; baptismus enim matris ei cedit pro baptismo.”

?’Axdéapra is taken by many as equivalent to spurii. See Melanchthon in par-
ticular : *“ 8i non placeret consuetudo conjugalis, filii vestri essent spurii et eatenus
immundi, éxddaprs. At filii vestri non sunt spurii; ergo consuetudo conjugalis Deo
placet.” He interprets éxdéapro after 3y in Deut. xxiii.

3 Comp. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, II. p. 383, ed. 5. Our passage, however, ought not
to be adduced to prove the umiversal pollution of men by nature and birth, for
&xddzpre must denote, not moral, but theocratic uncleanness, like the xena of Acts
x. 28, This against Ernesti also, Ursprung der Siinde, II. p. 162f. The children
of Christians are, it is plain according to this verse, holy already (without baptism)
at a time of life at which it is as yet inconceivable that the uncleanness should
be removed through fellowship with the Redeemer by faith.
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tion? In that case they were to let such an ome go with-
out detention (ywpilécfw, permissive, see Winer, p. 291 [E. T.
390]); “suas sibi res habeat; frater sororve sit aequo animo,”
Bengel. And the reason for this was: “.A4 belicver in such
cireumstances 1s not enslaved, nay, surcly (8é after the negative
clause) it 1s in peace that God has called us,” so that this our calling
forbids such a living together as would be wapeaceful through
constraint. — o 8eSoU\.] is not enslaved, so, namely, as still to
remain bound in marriage to such a ywpilouevos.! The expres-
sion brings out the wnworthy character of such a relationship.
Comp. Gal iv. 3 ; Plato, Pol. ix. p. 589 E; Soph. Trach. 256;
4 Mace. iii. 3 f, xiii. 2. See, on the other hand, the simple
8é8eras in ver. 39. — év Tols TowoUTors] not, as Hofmann takes it :
“ In matters of the natural life,” to which marriage belongs, but
in accordance with the context: under such circumstances, i.e. in
such a position of things, where the non-believing consort separates
himself. Luthers renders well: “ in solchen Fillen” Comp. év
toiade, Soph. Ocd. Tyr. 892. év tobros, Plut. Glor. Ath. p.
350 A ; Phil. iv. 11 ; év ols, Antiph. i. 6, and Maetzner in loc.,
p- 131. Only a comma should be placed after ToiovTors. — év
elprivn] is not the same as eis elprvyr (Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Riickert,
following older expositors; comp. also Billroth), or {va duev év
elp. (de Wette, Osiander, Gratama, Maier); for that which is stated
is not fo what God has called us (see, on the other hand,
ver, 22; 1 Pet. v. 10), but <n what ethical form God's call has
taken place. He has so called ws, namely, to the Messiah’s
kingdom, that He therewith caused peace to be proclaimed to us
in respect of our relation to others (Eph. ii. 14 ff). Analogous to
this is the év in Eph. iv. 4; 1 Thess. iv. 7; comp. also on Gal.
i. 6. To understand, however, the eipyvn as referring to the
peace of the sonl with God (Harless, Hofmann) would be possible
only if 8eboUM. were to be referred to binding of the conscience.
And even in that case we should expect as correlative rather
év or ém éevbepla (Gal. v. 13).

! Weiss, in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1866, p. 267 (comp. his bibl. Theol. p. 423),
understands 3:dosa. of the burden of the conscience in view of Christ's command
respecting the indissolubleness of marriage. Precisely so Hofmann. But had Paul
meant this, he must have indicated it more particularly. According to the context,
ob 3s3o0a. is the opposite of the pi égiira in vv, 12, 13, dencting legal necessity, like
3diras in ver. 39
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REMARK.—Since descriion (ywpifsvar) appears here as an admis-
sible ground for divorce, this has been thought to conflict with Matt.
v. 32,xix. 9,and various explanations have been attempted (see Wolf
in loc). But the seeming contradiction vanishes, if we consider
ver. 12, according to which Jesus had given no judgment upon
mized marriages; Matt. v. 32, therefore, can only bind the believing
consort, in so far that he may not be the one who leaves. If, how-
ever, he is left by the non-believing partner, then, as this case does
not fall under the utterance of Christ, the marriage may be looked
upon as practically dissolved, and the believing partner is not
bound. But to apply, as is often done, the permissive ywpiféstw
also to such marriages as are Christian on both sides—the swpiZé-
wevog, that is to say, being an unchristianly-minded Christian
(Harless)—is exegetically inadmissible, seeing that the Aozoi who
are here spoken of (see ver. 12) coustitute the specific category of
mized marriages, in which, therefore, the one partner in each case
falls to be reckoned among rois é£w.  So also pref. to 4th ed. p. vii. f.
— Our text gives no express information upon the point, whether
Paul would allow the Christian partner in such a union to marry
again. TFor what ol dedoldwras negatives is not the constraint “wu¢
caelebs maneat” (Grotius, al.), but the necessity for the marriage
being continued.! It may be inferred, however, that as in Paul’s
view mixed marriages did not come under Christ’s prohibition of
divorce, so neither would he have applied the prohibition of remasr-
riage in Matt. v. 32 to the case of such unions. Olshausen is wrong
in holding a second marriage in such cases unlawful, on the ground
of its being, according to Matthew, l.c., a worysiw. Christ Himself
took no account of mixed marriages. Nor would ver. 11, which
does not refer to marriages of that kind, be at variance with the
remarriage of the believing partner (in oppositior to Weiss, bibl.
Theol. l.c.).

Ver. 16. Confirmation of the foregoing thought, that the Chris-
tian 7s not bownd in such cases, but, on the contrary, ought, in
accordance with his vocation, to live in peace; for neither does the
(Christian) wife know whether she, by continwing to live with her
(non-believing) husband, shall be the means of his conversion, nor
docs the (Christian) Ausband know, etc. This uncertainty cannot

} Photius, as cited by Oecumenius, says very justly: odx €xe &véyxay & oioris 5 %
migTy by Tois dTioTols TOaSTRY, sin @bTG twixtiTal iwi TOV FigTay' ixclpiv yip Tavri TpoTw,
awpis Aiyov wopreins obx Fisoriv &7 dANAAwy Tobs covaPlivras ywpolivar raibe 3, zr
v quviudory 10 dmioToy pipes TG WgTE cuvensiv, 3¢ ph Abav 76 qoveixisior &v 3 crasidln
kel Thy Abaw ixeives Toimy ob ideviwras & TioTis vis T wh Yupiodival,
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be the basis of any constraint to the hurt of their peace. Comp.
de Wette, Osiander, Neander, Ewald, Maier, Hofmann. Most
expositors, on the other hand, from Chrysostom downwards, take
el in the sense of e w7 (see also Tholuck, Bergpredig. p. 251 f.),
and hold that ver. 16 enunciates a new reason for not breaking
up the marriage, namely, the possibility of the conversion of the
non-believing husband. ’Avddefai ¢now émwi ypnorals éNmwiot Tov
wovor Eyews Tov Oeov Tijs mpobupias émikovpoy, Theodoret. That
is to say, they find in év &¢ elpyjvp w7\ the thought: yet the
Christian partner should do everything to maintain peace and bear
with the heathen consort,—and either link Zo ¢A7s the new reason
given in ver. 16 (Flatt, Riickert, Olshausen, following Calvin and
others), or else regard ver. 15 as a parcnthesis (Grotius, al.). But
the parenthetic setting aside of ver. 15 is as arbitrary as the turn
given to the idea of év 8¢ elpqvy x.7.\. is contrary to the context.
With respect again to taking el as equivalent to e uj, it is per-
fectly true that e, following upon the notion of uncertainty, may
answer in meaning to el wyf (Thue. ii. 53. 2 ; Kriiger, § Ixv. 1. 8 ;
Esth. iv. 14; 2 Sam. xil. 22 ; Joel ii. 14 ; Jonah iii. 9); but the
thought which would thus emerge does not suit the connection
here, because in it the point is the od SedovAwrar, to which the
proposed rendering of the e/ would run counter.! Moreover, this
use of el is foreign to the N. T., often though it occurs in the
classics (see especially Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 8, Anabd. iii.
2. 22). — 7{] precisely as the German: “was weisst du, ob,”
etc., so that in sense it is the same as: fow, in how far (Ellendt,
Lezx. Soph. IL. p. 823); it is not therefore the accusative of the
object. Comp. 7i oles, 7i Soxels, Xen. Hier. i. 15. Regarding
the future cocess, comp. Stallbaum, ad Gorg. p. 249 ; Klotz, ad
Devar. p. 508,

Ver. 17. E¢ pn] is meant, according to Grotius, to introduce an
exception from the 7i oidas: “ Illud quidem, quod dixi, non scis,
sed hoc dcbes seire ;7 or, more exactly, since e/ w5 is not the same
as aA\a (see on Gal. 1. 7) : Nothing but the duty dost thow know, ete.
Comp. my 3d edition. But this mode of joining on the verse
is very harsh and forced in itsclf, and is, besides, unsuitable for this
reason, that ver. 16 was only a subordinate thought, to which e u)

! A limitation of the ob 3edodawras, and that, too, of o quite general sort, comes in
only with the ¢/ &4 x.7., in ver. 17,

1 COR, L. 0
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«.7.\. as a newly introduced leading idea stands in no logical nexus.
The logical connection of el w1, nisi, etc., is, on the contrary, to
be sought in the leading thought of the foregoing passage, which
was oV Sedovhwrar k7. This of Sedovhwrar . . . Oeds was
enunciated without any limitation being put upon it hitherto. It
was further confirmed in ver. 16. Paul desires now, in order to
avert all frivolous and reckless procedure, to add to it the neces-
sary limitation in the shape of a general principle of a practical
kind, which should never be forgotten in connection with it! We
may paraphrase accordingly somewhat in this fashion: “ Z%e
belicver 4s not in bondage in this matter, having, on the contrary,
been called in peace, and not so much as knowing whether he shall save
his non-belicving consort ; he is not in bondage, only® he 1s not to use
this freedom in a light and regardless way, but to remember that it
is limited Dy the rule that cvery one ought to abide in a conscrrative
spirit by the position in which God has placed and called him, and
to conduct himself accordingly, instecad of possibly sccking to breal
it wp without any very pressing cause” Comp. as in substance
agreeing with this, Olshausen, de 'Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier.
Pott holds that ywpiferar should be supplied after el s ; but the
antithesis would require e/ 8¢ p#, and the rule which follows
would be very superfluous in a case where no separation had
taken place, more especially after ver. 12 f Vater and Riickert
supply ocdoes: “ But even if thou shouldst not, the general rule
applies in every case.” Were that correct, we should of necessity
find el 8¢ xai wj. Lastly, there is the view of those who would
join e ur to the preceding clause (7ivés in Theophylact, Knatchbull,
Homberg, Hammond, Olearius, Morus, and recently Hofmann): #f
thou shalt save thy wife, if (or) not?® Now this is not, indeed,
excluded by the u# (as Riickert thinks, who requires ov; but see

1 Paul had doubtless ground enough in the rich experience of his career for
giving this warning. How often in the cases of conversion to Christianity must
the deep inward change have had linked to it a yearning after some change of
outward relationships !—an offence against the practical rule : *‘ Qua positus fueris,
in statione mane” (Ovid, Fasti, ii. 674), which Paul here gives expression to in a
Christian form.

3 Respecting ¢/ w# in the sense of «asdv, see Poppo, ad Thuc. III. 1, p. 216 ; and
respecting the principal sentence annexed to it, Buttmann, neut. Gram. p. 308
[E. T. 359].

3 Hence the reading # w4 in more recent codd. Severianus in Oeccumenius,
Chrysostom, ms. Syr. p. on the margin,
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Hartung, Partikell. IL p. 123) ; still the addition would be quite
inappropriate to the sense of the two questions, for these convey
the idea : thou knowest not at all if, ete., with which the alternative
acene does not harmonize,—on which ground, too, Hofmann makes
ver. 16 to be the concluding confirmation of the whole admonition
beginning with Tols 8¢ Aocmels in ver. 12.  This, again, is impos-
sible, for this reason, that the first part of the counsel given to the
Nourrol has already received its confirmation in the «ydp of ver. 14,
and in accordance therewith the ydp of ver. 16 must now refer in
the way of confirmation only to the second part of the said counsel,
as contained in ver. 15. Hofmann’s interpretation is in the most
complicated opposition to the plan and development of the
apostle’s argument. Rinck, in his Zucubr. ¢rit, p. 142 f (and
so previously Theodoret), connects from e w9 on to Kipios
with the preceding passage : “mnescis enim, an salvum eum fac-
turus sis, nisi prout quemque Dominus adjuverit.” But éxdoTe
os éuép. 0. K. and &kacTor s xéxh. 0. O, are manifestly parallel,
and, as such, contain not a frigid repetition (Rinck), but an
earnest exhaustion of the thought. — éxdore @s] the same as @s
éx., but with emphasis on the éeaore. Comp. iii. 5, x. 16 ; Rom.
xil. 3. ds the Lord (God) hath apportioned to each (has bestowed
his outward lot), as (i.c. 5§ kMjoet, ver. 20) God hath called each (to
the Messial's kingdom), so let him walk, 4.c. according to the
standard of this outward position (without seeking, therefore,
to breal with it or step out from it, vv. 20, 24) let him regulate
his conduct, his course of life. ’Epuépioev, Las given his portion
(Polybius, xxxi. 18. 3, xi. 28. 9; Ecclus. xlv. 20; 2 Mace.
viil. 28; 4 Mace. xiii. 18), refers to the earthly relations of life,
according to which, ¢g.,, a man may be married to this person or
that (and it is to ¢hss relationship that the primary application is
to be made), may be circumcised or uncircumcised, a slave or
free,! etc. See ver. 18 ff. These relationships of life are here
regarded as a whole, out of which each individual has received

¥ The call of the individuals to salvation took placein these differently apportioned
positions and relationships in life. Hence the &5 ixiprsv takes precedence of the
@s xtxdncer.  Holmann is wrong in holding that the ds ixépirey might lie on this
side or on that of the calling, and might consist even in a change of the situation in
which they had been when called. This mistake should have been precluded even
by what follows, which always starts from those circumstances alone which subsisted
at-the time of the calling ; see vv. 18, 21, 24,
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his wépos from God (76 pepepiopévov, Lucian, D. D. xxiv. 1), in
accordance with the varying modes () of the divine apportion-
ment. Comp. the classical 4 efuapuévn, sors attribute. We
have neither to supply wepimrareiv (Hofmann), nor anything
else. TVhat the Lord has apportioned is just the uépes, which
each man has. Reiche, Comm. crit. 1. p. 175 ff, understands
ueplerv in the theocratic-Messianic sense, and makes ¢ Kvpios
refer to Christ : “in qua vitae externae sorte ac statu (ws, conf.
ver. 18) cuique Dominus beneficiorum suorum quast partcm
tribuit”  According to this, what would be meant would be the
pepis Tob kMjpov Tdv dyiwv (Col. i 12), which, however, refers
to the bliss of the future aidv, and would require, therefore, to be
understood here proleptically. But there are two consideratiors
which put a decided negative upon this view ; first, the reference
assumed for the absolute éuép. is not suggested by the context,
(see, on the contrary, ver. 18 ff); and, in the second place, logi-
cally the calling must go first, since before it there can be no
mention of the Messianic pepifewv (Rom. viii. 30,x.14; Col.i. 12).
This holds also against the essentially similar interpretation of
Harless, which co-ordinatcs éuép. with the calling. — réxhrer] a
completed transaction continuing to the present in its results,
hence the perfect; the aorist éuép., on the other hand, indicated
something merely which ¢ook place as an act of the past,’and this
act occurred before the wéxdgrev, at birth, or some other point in
life. — xai olrws x.7.\.] showing the importance of this rule, which
Paul is not by any means laying down simply with a view to the
special state of things at Cortnth, but, etc., fva 7@ Eyew xai aliovs
xowwvobs mwpoBupoTepor wept Ty Imarony Siatefdar, Theophylact.
—8wardac.] I ordain, appoint, xi. 34, xvi. 1. Observe the evidence
here of apostolic power over the church.

Ver. 18 ff. Further explanation of this injunction by way of
cxample, and not bearing simply on the case of Christians living
in mixed marriage.! — The protascs do not convey a gquestion
either here or in ver. 27, being in the rhetorically emphatic form
of the hypothetic indicative. See DBernhardy, p. 385. Comp.
Kiihner, IL p. 561. — p9 émiomdofo] ne sibi atirahat, sc. prae-
putium. A surgical operation frequent among the later Jews

1 Theodoret says well : fra gevitw; dad Tob wpoxsipiviv eis {ripe pscaPaives, xa
vislizay v& xaTdAAnla,
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(1 Mace. i. 15, and Grimm 4n loc; Josephus, Anit. xii. 5. 1),
described in detail by Celsus, vii. 25. 5, or otherwise performed, by
which a sort of foreskin was again drawn over the glans—resorted to
not only in cases of perversion to heathenism, but also from shame
or fear of heathen eyes, before which men sought to avoid appear-
ing (in baths, for example, or otherwise) as circumcised. With
Christians this might especially be occasioned by a shrinking from
the eyes of Gentile converts. See, besides Wetstein, Groddeck in
Schoettgen’s Horae, p. 1159 f. ; Lightfoot, p. 194 ; Liibkert in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1835, p. 657. Such persons were styled Dwn,
Sce Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 12'74. — év dxpof.] Comp. Rom. iv. 10.

Ver. 19. Comp. Rom. ii. 25 ff. ; Gal.v.6. From the Christian
point of view 4t matters nothing whether a man be circumcised or
not ; comp. viil. 8. — dAAa& Tpnats évToh. Ocod] but keeping of the
commands of God, sc. T& wdvra éoTe, as in iil. 7. According to
the Christian idea (Rom. xiii, 8), there is no difference between
this and the faith that worketh by love (Gal v. 6). Billroth is
wrong in taking it as : “ In themselves circumcision and uncircum-
cision are alike indifferent ; such things are of importance only in
so far as they are an observing of the commandments of God ;” for
1} axpof3. cannot be included with the other under vijp. évr. Ocod.

Ver. 20. An emphatic repetition of the rulc after giving the
illustration of it. Comp. ver. 24.—év 7§ whijoer 5 éxhfn]
Since Calvin, expositors have often understood «Afjais of the out-
ward position tn life, like our calling [Beruf ], and have supplied
év before 7 in accordance with the pure Attic idiom (Stallbaum,
ad Plat. Phaed. p. 76 D ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 32).  So,
recently, Riickert. DBut although «Aficis (Dionys. Hal, Anit.
iv. 18) does expressly correspond to the Latin classis, a division of
the burgesses, according to the true derivation of that technical term
from the Greek, yet even profane writers never use x¥\fjots in the
sense of avocation [Beruf] (rank, and the like) ; and in the whole
N. T. the Christian meaning of xaheiv and x\fjocs is that in which
they are invariably used, and so here also: in the calling (to the
Messianic kingdom) through which (% being the dat. instrum., as in
2 Tim. i. 9) ke was called. This may have been, that is to say,
a xMijous going forth from God to a circumcised man or an un-
circumcised, to a slave or a freeman, etc. If, now, the man, for
example, who was called in circumcision by a vocatio eircumeisi
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thereafter restores the foreskin, so as to give himself out for an
uncircumcised person, he does not abide in the calling through
which he was called. The right interpretation is already given by
Chrysostom and Theophylact (év ofw Biw xai év olp Tdypatt xal
moMTelpaTe Qv émioTevaey, év TouTe pevétw KAjo iy yap TV €0S
Ty wloTiy wpogaywyny ¢nor). Comp. ver. 17: @s wéxhniev
0 Oeés. The emphatic év Tady (vi. 4) points at the misdirected
yearning for anothcr state of matters through which another
#Afjous would present itself, as eg. through the émomacfar a
being called év dxpoBuatiy, etc.

Ver. 21. M1} aov peérw] let it give thee no concern, let it be
all the same to thee. Hom. /. ii. 338, x. 92; Plato, Phaed.
p- 95 B; Z4im. p. 24 B; Wisd. xii. 13 ; Mark iv. 38, al. What
it is that ought to give him no concern, is plain from the imme-
diate context, namely, Ais being called as a slave ; not, as Hofmann
would read into the text, his sceming fo be doomed to lifelong
slavery. — aAN’ €l kal w.7.\] but, even if thow art in circumstances
to become free, use it rather, namely, the having been called as a
slave ; make use rather (instead of becoming free) of thy *vocatio
servi” by remaining true to thy position as a slave. Comp.
ver. 20. So, in substance, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact.
Camerarius, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, and many of the older inter-
preters ; among more modern expositors, de Wette, Osiander,
Maier, Ewald, Baur (in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 26 ff), also
Vaihinger in Herzog's Encykl. XIV. p. 474 f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol.
p- 417 f. The aA\d is nothing else than the German sondern,
corresponding to the preceding wf cov peé\., and e xal is etsi
(Herm. ad Viger. p. 832; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 A;
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 151), so that it conveys the semse: even
although, if even; and in the conditional clause the emphasis is
made Dy «al to fall upon 8Yvacac. The Syriac, however (“elige
tibi potius quam ut servias”), and most modern commentators,
supply 75 é\evfepla after ypicar, with Luther, Erasmus, Castalio,
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, and many others (a
view mentioned, too, by Chrysostom). Paul's advice, they hold, s

! Who, however, expounds xjisfzs as meaning to let oneself be used, i.e. to be
dependent, without being able to establish any precedent for such a rendering.
Regarding xpicdas without a dative of the object, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep.
p..452 C, 489 B.
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rather to avail oneself of the opportunity of becoming jfree. DBut
this is grammatically incorrect, because it goes in the face of the
xai)! and contrary also to the connection, for Paul would thus be
contravening his own thrice-repeated injunction : let each man
remain, ete.  The ground specially founded on (in a very unher-
meneutical way) by Riickert, that the old interpretation is against
the spirit of the apostle, is untenable ; for the advice to use the
opportunities of obtaining freedom—an advice comparatively un-
important and paltry in view of the Parousia believed to be at
hand—Dby no means corresponds with the apostle’s lofty idea that
all are one in Christ (Gal. iii. 28; 1 Cor. xii. 13; Col. iii. 11);
that in Christ the slave is free and the freeman a slave (ver. 22);
as, indeed, ver. 22 can furnish a confirmation of ver. 21 only on
the ground of the old exposition, descending from Chrysostom, al.,
of uaM\ov ypijoar. It may be added, that that idea of true Chris-
tian equality carries in itself the germ of the abolition of slavery;
the latter is the ripe fruit of the former. The moral consciousness
of Christendom has not in this respect advanced beyond the stand-
point of Paul (Baur); it is but a further development of the
same principle which he enunciates, the future influence of which,
however, upon the removal of slavery the apostle himself was
not led to consider more closely from his expectation of the
nearness of that great change which was to bring in for all
believers the glorious liberty of the children of God. He left
slavery, therefore, unassailed, as he did civil relations in general,

1 What devices have been practised of late with this xz/! Billroth thinks that
it indicates an accessory thought: ¢ this, too, is not to be denied, that if thou
canst be free,” etc. Riickert thinks that it denotes a climax and properly (?)
belongs to taed. : ““but if thou mayest even be free,” etc. Olshausen holds that
spiritual frecdom is implied in xa2¢isfas, and that, starting from this idea, Paul goes
on: ‘“butif in addition to thy spiritual freedom thou canst obtain also bodily
liberty, avail thyself of it rather.” Even Neander substantially agrees with this.
But upon Billroth’s view xzi would require to come before ¢/; upon Riickert’s and
Olshausen’s, before ixedd.; and the turn given to the clause by the latter is but one
proof out of many that men may make anything out of everything, if they—uwill.
Hofmann considers that xai lays emphasis on the reality (comp. on ver. 11) as
contrasted with the mere wish, which wish, however, is ouly brought in by an
crroneous explanation of 7 ces psrire, He even maintains that, according to our
understanding of the verse, Paul must have written xzi «. I{e might have written
either, and would, had it been xezi ¢/, have meant even in the case that; but he
meant ¢ xei (if thou art even in a position to, etc.), and therefore wrote it and
nothing else. The latter is as little absurd as the former.
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not even asking, in his letter to Philemon, that Onesimus should
be set free, but introducing the idea of Christian love, unity, and
equality (xii. 13; Gal. iii. 28; Eph. vi. 8; Philem. 16; Col
iv. 1),—an idea, the consequence of which is necessarily the
cessation of slavery, although just as necessarily it was not natural
for the apostle, with his eye turned to the approaching Parousia,
to single out this consequence and apply it for an age of the world
which, in his view, was on the point of passing away. It may be
further noted that he does not forbid an exchange of slavery for
freedom, which was in itself allowable; but he dissuades from it
as a trifling way of dealing with the position in question, under
the circumstances of the time, when viewed from the height of
ihe Christian standpoint.

Ver. 22. For the converted slave is Christ's frcedman ; in like
manner, too (opolws kal introduces the precise reversal of relations
which here also takes place), the freeman who becomes a Christian
is the slave of Christ. That moral freedom (comp. John wviii
36) and this moral slavery are of course essentially identical
(Rom. vi. 16 ft.; Eph. vi. 6; Col iii. 24); but Paul grounds
here his admonition in ver. 21 by showing that the matter
may be looked at from a twofold point of wicw: the Christian
slave should recognise %s relation to Christ as that of an amexed-
Bepos Xpuarod,' and the freeman’s relation as that of a Sodlos
Xptarob. This will serve in his case this end, not by any means
(as Hofmann illogically inserts into the text, despite the péverr
again required in ver. 24) that he should count it unnecessary to
remain in the position of a slave? but, on the contrary, that he
should abide contentedly in his station without coveting after
freedom. — 0 év Kvpiw «\. 8odN.] the slave who 1is called in the
Lord, i.c. who has received the Christian calling. That is to say,
this «Afjoes has not taken place, as any other might, ou? of
Christ, but ¢n Him, as being the distinctive element in which it
has its specific character. The év Kvpiew, which might have been
understood of itself, is expressly added here, because it was meant

1 So that ““ «f sua Sobrov, &AX" § vavs tAesdipas,” Soph. Fragm. 677, Dindorf.

? Paulis, in fact, guarding by this grand utterance of his against all unjust con-
tempt for the condition of outward slavery,—a feeling which vanishes in the light
of Christianity side by side with all unjust estimation of the worth of mere outward
freedom.
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to be an emphatic correlate to the Kuplov which follows. It is
wholly foreign to the argument to imagine a contrast here with
the earthly master (Hofmann), as in Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii. 22, iv. 1.
— dmelevbepos with the genitive is not used here in the common
sense of lbertus alicujus, some one’s manumitted slave, for the
master hitherto had been sin or Satan (see on vi. 20); but simply
a frecdman belonging to Christ (comp. &Myroi "Inaot X., Rom. i. 6),
after Christ, namely, has set him free from the service of another
(comp. Ignatius, ad Rom. 4). This was self-evident to the con-
sciousness of the reader.

Ver. 23. For a pricc (see on vi. 20) were ye (my readers in
general) bought (namely, by Christ to be His slaves); become not
(therefore) servants of men ; .. do not make yourselves dependent
upon what men wish and demand of you, instead of allowing
your conduct to be moulded by Christ’s will and service. Paul
designs that this should be applied to the mistaken submission
shown on the part of the church to such as wished that men
should break up or alter their civil relationships and other existing
situations to please them, and in compliance with their solicita-
tions and deceptive suggestions. This more specific reference of
the warning, in itself conveyed in general terms, we may naturally
gather from ver. 24. Instigations and seductions of this kind,
arising partly, perhaps, from fanatical excitement, must plainly
liave occurred at Corinth in connection with circumstances of the
details of which we are ignorant; for otherwise the whole of
the minute instructions from ver. 17 to ver. 24 would lack any
concrete basis. The interpretation with which Chrysostom and
Theophylact content themselves is therefore much too vague:
that Paul is forbidding men-pleasing generally, and compliance
with immoral demands. So also Theodoret’s view, that he enjoins
u7 SovNompemes Exeww Ppovnua. Osiander and Neander's render-
ing is too general also (“every kind of wrong dependence”). It
is altogether alien to the context, vv. 17-24, to suppose that
davfporev tefers to Paul, Cephas, Apollos, ete. (Riickert), and
that the meaning is substantially the same as had been expressed
in iii. 21 by pndeis ravydobw év dvfpdmors (Hofmann). Equally
out of accordance with the subject in hand is Billroth’s exposition
(aiven before by Vatablus), that the apostle exhorts the slaves not
to do their service for the sake of men, but for the Lord's sake
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(Col. iii. 22). Heydenreich, on the other hand, holds (with
Menochius, Hammond, Knatchbull, Mosheim, Michaelis, Zacha-
riae) that he is admonishing the freemen not to sell themselves
into slavery. But, even putting out of account the second person
plural, which directs the words to the readers generally, were that
the meaning, Paul would undoubtedly have called attention to a
new illustration of his rule, as he does in vv. 18, 21. And how
unlikely a thing that men went into slavery in those days for the
sake of Christianity (for according to the connection it is ths
motive which must be presupposed, not : for gain's sake) !

Ver. 24. To conclude the whole digression, the weighty rule
is once more enunciated (év & x.7\.: In whatever relationship, in
whatever outward position, etc.), and now with the strengthening
clause apa Oed, which describes the év TovTe pévew according to
its moral and religious character ; that outward abiding is to be
of such a kind that therein the man shall abide inwardly with
God (the caller), which moral relation of fellowship is locally
represented in a concrete way by mapa (“a Deo non recedens,”
Estius). Comp. Theophylact,—who, however, makes out a special
reference to immoral obedience to masters,—Schrader, Riickert,
Neander, Osiander. De Wette limits the meaning to the relation
of a Christian slave, as in ver. 22, which, after the general ver.
23, is inadmissible. The common interpretation, “coram Dco”
(Calvin), “ Deo inspectante” (Grotius), which would imply: “per-
petuo memores, vos in ejus conspectu versari” (Beza, comp. de
Wette), would correspond to the current phrase évdmiov Toi Oeot.
Hofmann makes év ¢ and év Tovre refer to Clrist (comp. ver. 22);
the call took place in Christ to God, and therefore every one
is to have 7n Christ (on His mediatorial foundation) his abiding
with God. The perfect conformity of ver. 24 with ver. 20 ought,
had it stood alone, to have prevented this misinterpretation.
But besides, the call is given from God, not {o God, but to eternal
Messianic life (comp. on i. 9).

Ver. 25. 4¢€] indicating the transition to a new section in the
discussion on marriage. — wap@évov] wvirgins. We are not to
understand this (with Theodore of Mopsuestia, Bengel, Semler,
Zachariae, Schleusner, Schulz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pott, Olshausen,
Ewald) of the wnmarried of both sexcs, young men and maidens,
which is contrary to the ordinary usage of the language (see too,
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vv. 34, 36, 37); for in such passages as Rev. xiv. 4, Oecu-
menins, Quacst. Amphil. 188 ; Nonnus on John xix. 26 ; Fabricius,
Pscudepigr. V. T.I1. pp. 92, 98; also Arist. Eg. 1302, the word is
maidenly ; and that it ever with Greek writers meaxns a single man
in the proper sense, is at least very doubtful. — qveunv] view,
opinion. As regards yvou. 8idwpe (2 Cor. viii. 10), see the examples
in Kypke, IT. p. 205. — The sense most in accordance with the
context for maros is that of reliable, ie. trustworthy (1 Tim.iv. 9).
The more general faithful (in the service of Christ; so Billroth,
Riickert, Ewald) is less suitable; and least of all the simple
belicving, as Hofmann would have it. Paul’s being an &woypews
ovpBovdos (Theodoret) he ascribes to the mercy of Christ; for he
knows well in himself that that characteristic would not belong
to him without Christ'’s gracious call to the apostleship, and
without enlightenment and aid from Him. Comp. also ver. 40.
Hence ¢ (quippe) éhenuévos x.T.\.

Ver. 26. In carrying out his theme de wvirginibus, Paul pro-
ceeds as follows: first, in the passage extending to ver. 35 he
gives a general recommendation of single life fo both sczes, and only
then deals with the subject of virgins exclusively on to ver. 38.
— obv] thercfore, introduces now the qwoun in accordance with
what was said in ver. 25. — dvfpome)] refers, as the more detailed
remarks in ver. 27 ff. prove, not to virgins alone (Hofmann), as
applied to whom, besides, it would be an awkward expression,'
but means: @ person, including both sexes. It is otherwise in
ver. 1.— oitws] so, as he s, ie. unmarried, which follows from
7. mapbévwy, ver. 25. To be so Paul esteems salufary (xalov,
as in ver. 1), not absolutely and in itself, but because the Parousia
is near, and still nearer, therefore, must be the general calamities
which are to precede it, the dolores Messice, mtw ¥53n (see on Matt.
xxiv. 3). These form the nstant (iii. 23) distress, 7.c. a distress
which is impending and has already begun to set in. Comp. Matt.
xxiv. 19. The persecutions (Pott, Flatt, Hofmann, after older
expositors) are only a part of it. Matrimonial cares and sufferings,
again (Schulz, following Theophylact and others), are not meant
at all. See ver. 39 ff. — As little are we to understand * impend-
ing constraint through marriage” (Cropp in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche

! dvépures as a feminine usually answers in Greek writers, as is well known, to the
German colloquial phrase: “das Mensch.”
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Theol. 1866, p. 103), against which #Aiyrw alone, in ver. 28 and
ver. 31, testifies with sufficient clearness. Comp. rather 7
éveocrdon davdyxy, 3 Mace. i. 16, the distress having set in, and
see generally on Gal. i. 4. — The construction is anacoluthic, so
that Todro, which belongs to voulfw, prepares for the following
rakoy Umdpyety on to oirws efvar (comp. on Rom. ii. 3 and Kiihner,
§ 631. 2); but then 87¢ xaXov «.7.\., which states the contents of
the vouilw, instead of ending simply with dvfpdme 76 olTws
etvat, begins from the beginning again, and that with a &r¢, which
comes in in place of the construction with the infinitive (Kiihner,
§ 771. 5). A manifest confusion of expression, into which in
dictation Paul might be especially likely to fall by forgetting,
after the enunciation of the principal thought &id . évesr.
dvdyk., that he had already said xahov mdpyew. Hence, too, it
is more natural to connect Sid T. éveoT. dvaye. with what pre-
cedes it than hyperbatically with &7¢ &.m.A. (Ewald, Hofmann ).
Translate: My opinion, then, s this, that it <s good on account
of the impending distress—that it is good [I think] for a person to
be in such a position. Heydenreich holds wrongly—as the fact of
there being no adrais added is enough of itself to show—that
6 7 should be read, so that Paul would say that what is good for the
sman is good for them,namely, single life. De Wette takes Toi7o as
equivalent to mapBévov elvar, and then renders é7¢ by because: “ be-
cause it is in general good for a man to be unmarried.” > But this
“in general” is not in the text, and yet of necessity it would have
required to d¢ there, for without it the argument emerges as an
idem per idem ; and in truth, even were the “in general ” expressed,
the main statement would be an inappropriate one, since it
would contain nothing to establish the essential element &z 7.
évear. dvayrenv. The anacoluthon of the passage belongs to those
in which “ celeritate quadam abrepti novam enuntiationem in-
choamus priore nondum absoluta,” Bremi, ad Lys. Exc. V. p. 442.

Ver. 27. Lest the ywdun in ver. 26 should be misinterpreted as
favouring divorce, he now prefaces his further discussion of the

!} Ewald, moreover, takes =i sirws tivas to mean *‘ that it should be so,” referring to
the following rule didsras, x.7.2.

2 This rendering occurs in substance in Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin. Beza, too,
agrees with it in his explanation of =eFrs, but understands irs xardv =.7.A. as
resuniptive.
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subject with the rule, which is appropriate here only as a caveat:
let not the married desire to be loosed. The construction is as in
ver. 18.— ywvaw(] dativus communzonss, as in Rom. vii. 2, and
with Greek writers. It is plain, especially from vv. 29 and 34,
that 8¢d. yuv, does not mean betrothal (Ewald and Hofmann), but
that yur denotes a married wife. — NéAvoar] does not imply :
art thou separated from (Mosheim, Semler), but art thou free from,
unentangled with a wife, single (“ sive uxorem habueris, sive non,”
Estius; comp. so early an interpreter as Photius)? See ver. 28,
and comp. Xenophon, Cyr. 1. 1. 4, where AeAvofar dm’ dANjAwY
is equivalent to adTévoua elva.

Ver. 28. Ody 7jpapres] But should it be the case that thou
shalt have married, thow hast not sinned therein. Comp. Matthiae,
p- 1203 ; Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 172 [E. T. 199]. Hofmann is
wrong here also (comp. on ver. 11) in holding that éav &¢ wai
means: but if already actually, etc. — vyijun 1 maph.] Here as in
1 Tim. v. 11 the term yapueiv is applied, indeed, to the woman (see
on ver. 39), but without violation of rule, since it is not joined with
an accusative. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 424.— 14 capxi]

" not in the ethical sense, but (comp. Gal. iv. 13) for the material,
animal part of man’s nature. In troublous times the married
man is exposed to special anguish from sufferings of this kind
(hunger, nakedness, sickness, misusage, banishment, etc.. Whether
we have here a dative of appropriation (trouble for the flesh; see
on 1 Cor. xii. 7; Bernhardy, p. 88), or whether it belongs to the
verb, cannot well be determined. — éyw 8¢ Ju. ¢eldopar] but I,
for my part, deal tenderly towards you, in advising you rather to
remain unwedded ; for by this advice, if you will follow it, I spare
you from such Giyrs. -

Vv. 29-31. This, however, I say, ie. of what follows I assure
you. Comp. xv. 50. 4¢é leads over to something wherewith Paul
(“as it were prophesying,” Ewald) designs to scourc the more
acceptance for the counsel, which he has given with the view of
sparing his readers. Pott, Flatt, and others take ToiTo 8¢ ¢nuc
x7\. as a more precise explanation of @A . .. Towdror, and
then vv. 32-35 as a more precise explanation of éym 8¢ Ju. pelb.
Two things militate against this—first, the more emphatic import
of ¢nui (comp. also x. 15, 19; Ellendt, Lex. Sopk. 1L p. 906),
which is stronger than Aéyw; and secondly, the correct view
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of ouvesraip. (see below). TRiickert takes it: “ Happen, how-
ever, what may, marry ye or not, tiis remark I cannot suppress.”
But were that the meaning, ToiTo 8¢ ¢. would require to follow
at once after ody fpapre. — 6 rapés] the space of time,—subsisting
up to the Parousia,—not our carthly lifctime in general (Calvin,
Vorstius, Estius, al.); neither is it merely the time yet to elapse
ere that dvdyen arrives (Reiche), which would be more distinctly
indicated than by the simple ¢ «atpds; besides, the dvdyxn has
already begun to make itself felt, évearidoa, ver. 26. — guveo-
TaMpévos] is taken by most recent expositors (Schulz, osenmiiller,
Stolz, Pott, Heydenreich, Flatt, Riickert, Olshausen, Neander ; Bill-
roth is undecided) as meaning calamitosum. But without warrant
of usage ; for in passages such as 1 Mace. iii. 6 (comp. Polyb. v.
15. 8, xxiv. 5. 13; Plato, Lys. p. 210 E; Isocrates, p. 176 A;
Philo, Quod omn. prob. liber, p. 609), v. 3, 2 Macc. vi. 12,
3 Mace. v. 33, ovoTéAAw means to humble, to overthrow, which
does not suit with «acpos. The correct translation is that of the old
interpreters (so also de Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier, Hofmann,
Weiss) : compressed, i.e. brought within narrow limits (Plato, Legg.
iii. p. 691 E; Demosth. 309. 2; Lucian, Jear. 12; comp. ovo-
ToNj, abbreviation). The space of time remaining is only of
brief duration. In connection with this, 76 Aoemwor is generally
made to refer to what precedes (Peschito, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
Theophylact, Beza, Grotius, al., including Billroth, Olshausen, de
Wette, Osiander, Reiche, Ewald, Maier, Neander): the time is
henceforth (in posterum, see Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 777 ; Kiihner,
ad Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 5) cut shori,—a mode of connecting the
words, however, which makes 70 Aowwdr convey a superfluous
idea. Others hold that it refers to what follows (Tertullian,
Cyprian, Jerome, Vulgate, Erasmus, Calvin, al, including Hey-
denreich and Riickert), and that in the sense of “ ergo agendum,
quod sequitur,” Estius; comp. Luther: “ weiter ist das die
Meinung.” But how obscure the expression would thus be!
The telic sense of iva, too, would be deprived of its logical refer-
ence to what precedes. Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Hofmann,
adopting the reading which puts éori before 76 Aowwov (see the
critical remarks), place a comma after the verb: ouvesranrp.
éotiy, 70 Novrrov Wa kT, te. the time 1s shortened, tn order that
in future, etc. Comp. as regards this position for {va, on Eph.
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iii. 18 ; Gal.ii. 10; Rom. xi. 31. This is prefcrable, because 70
Moumrov is thus put emphatically forward in its essential and im-
portant meaning: in order that henceforward these relationships
may be dealt with in a wholly different way than hitherto. Comp.
upon the subject-matter, Matt. xxiv. 42 ff. — {va introduces the
design of guvesTahp, éote in the arrangements of God.! Beza, Bill-
roth, Schrader, Hofmann malke it refer to Tobro 8¢ ¢pnue. But we
may see from wapdyer ydp .7\ in ver. 31 that Paul was think-
ing of so great results as the aim, not of his assertion, but of
the thing asserted,—a view which agrees thoroughly with his
religious contemplation of the world, Rom. v. 20, vii. 13, viii. 17,
xi 31; 2 Cor. iv. 7, vil. 9, al. He looks upon everything as
fitted into the plan of moral redemption under the government
of God. — va kal of &. quv. xT\] The meaning is: In order
that cach may keep himself tnwardly independent of the relations
of his earthly life—that the husband should not by his married
state lose the moral freedom of his position of a Christian in
heart and life; that the sorrowful should not do so through his
tribulation, nor the joyful through his good fortune, nor the mer-
chantman through his gain, nor he who uses the world through
his use of it. 'We see the reverse of this independent attitude in
Luke xiv. 18—20. There the heart cleaves to temporal things
as its treasure, Matt. vi. 21. By giving {a its proper reference,
it is made clear that Paul neither designs to lay down rules here
(“ that the married ought to be as though unmarried,” etc., Riickert,
with many others), nor to depict the uncertainty of temporal posses-
sions (Grotius and Pott); which latter meaning is what Reiche
also brings out: “ quandoquidem propediem mutata rerum terres-
trium facie, laetitiae et tristitiae causis mox evanidis, tempus
deficict malis bonisve sensw percipiendis” — xai of Eyovres quv.]
ZLyen the married. This «al singles out the first point for special
emphasis, because it was the one on which the discussion chiefly
turned ; «a¢ in the instances which follow is the simple and. —
oi aryopal. és un ratey.] the buyers as not possessing (2 Cor. vi. 10),
that, namely, which they buy. — ds uy xarayp.] may mean, like
the Latin abuti, so far as the word in itself is concerned, either:

! There is therefore no ground here for beginning a new sentence with =3 Aeimér

e, and taking ¥vz in the imperative sense (comp. on v. 2), So Laurent, neut. Stud.
p. 130.
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as not abusing ¢ (Syriac, Tertullian, Theodoret, Theophylact,
Oecumenius, Luther, Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, al., including
Olshausen and Billroth, the latter of whom considers that Paul
gives us here the explanation of his foregoing paradox), or: as
not using ¢t (Vulgate, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, al., including Pott,
Riickert, de Wette, Osiander). Comp. ix. 18. So frequently in
Greek writers; see Krebs, p. 291 ; Loesner, p. 280 f The
latter of the two meanings should have the preference here from
the analogy of the preceding clauses. The compound verb—
which ought not to have the sense of at one’s own pleasure (Hof-
mann) imported into it—serves merely to give greater emphasis
to the idea; see Bremi, ad Isoer. Panegyr. § ix. p. 21 ; Herodian.
viii. 4. 22. Translate: Those who wuse this (pre-Messianic) world
as not making use of it. There is no reason either for taking
xatayp. in the sense of using up (Reiche, Ewald), because this
meaning, although in itself admissible on linguistic grounds
(Diog. Laert. v. 69; Lys. p. 153. 46; Isocr. p. 55 D), only
weakens the force of the antithesis in a way contrary to the rela-
tion subsisting between all the other antitheses. — ypficfas in the
sense of uf¢ with an accusative (see the critical remarks) occurs
here only in the N. T.;! in classic Greek not at all (in Xen. Ages.
xi. 11, the true reading is 76 peyalégpore), and seldom in later
Greek (Schaefer, ad Gregor. Cor. p. 691). See also Bornemann,
Acta apost. I. p. 222, Kataypfiofai, however, often occurs in
that sense with the accusative (Lucian, Prom. 4; Plut. Demetr.
23), and it may have Dbeen occasioned here by the writer's
thinking of the compound verb. Comp. Buttmann, neut. G7.
p- 157 f. [E. T. 181].

Vv. 31, 32. Lachmann places only a comma after Todrov, in
which he is followed by Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, and Maier.
From mapdrye on to etvas would thus form collectively a ground
for the preceding xai of ypwpevor w7\ This would be correct,
if the foregoing words conveyed an exhortation, or if fva in ver. 29
were dependent upon TofTo 8¢ ¢nue. Since, however, what is
conveyed in the preceding statement is the design of God, the full
stop after Tovrov should be retained ; the words from mapdaye: on
to Tovtov form thus a confirmatory addition to of ypwopuevor . . .
kataypdpevor, while Oéhw 8¢, again, marks the advance to some-

1 Hence Fritzsche (de conform. Lackm. p. 31) rejects it as an ewror of the copyists.
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thing new, to what Paul, in view of this passing away of the
Sashion of this world, now desires of his readers, namely, that they
should be auépepvor, t.e. without worldly cares (see vv. 33, 34). —
wapdryel] is passing away, in accordance with the xawpos cuveo-
Tahp. in ver, 29. To oxipa, habitus, ie. status externus. See
Wetstein. It is not the transitory character of earthly things in
general that is meant (so most of the older expositors and Billroth ;
comp. also Hofmann), but the expiry of the aiwv ovros, the end
of which is the world-embracing catastrophe of the Parousia, the
transformation of the form of this world, and therewith of its
whole temporal constitution, into the new heaven and the new
earth. Comp. 1 John ii. 17 ; Rev. xxi. 1; Rom. viii. 19 ff.;
2 DPet. iii. 10; Matt. v. 18. Grotius, Valckenaer, and Flatt are
wrong in holding that the meaning is: “ non manebunt, quae
nunc sunt, res tranquillae, sed mutabuntur in turbidas,” and that
the expression is taken from the language of the theatre (changing
the scene, Eurip. Jon. 166 ; Lucian, Herm. 86). Our rendering is
demanded by vv. 26, 29, and by the eschatological view of the
N. T. generally. — 0érw 8¢ x.7A.] Comp. éyd 8¢ u. peidopar in
ver. 28. — 7a 7ob Kvpiov (the cause of Christ) is more precisely
defined by what follows.— The readings dpéaes, how he shall
please, and @péan, how he may please (see Stallbaum, ad Sympos.
p. 216 C; Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 350), are equally suitable so far
as the sense is concerned.

Ver. 34. Taking the reading peuép. «. 7 yvvn x. 0 wapBévos (see
the critical remarks), we have: The wife, too, and the maiden are
divided,! i.c. they are severed from each other as regards their in-
terests, are separate in what they care for, personae, quae diversae
trahuntur. The way in which uepileafac isused (see Reiche, Com-
ment. crit. 1. p. 195) to denote division into different tendencies,
views, party-positions, is well known (Matt. xii. 25, 26 ; Mark iii.

! 1f we adopt Lachmann's reading (defended especially by Hammond among the
older expositors), which Ewald also follows (leaving out, howcver, the second #
&yapos), the meaning will be : The married man cares . . . how he may please his
wife, and is divided (inhis interest). And the unmarried wife (widowed or divorced)
and the unmarried maiden cares, etc. Hofmann, too, prefers this reading, taking
the =zi, which it has before # 4uvi, in the sense of also. The betrothed maiden,
in his opinion, is no longer Zyawo;. But in the whole context there is only the
simple distinction made between married and unmarried persons. Betrothed
maidens, too, belong to the latter class; comp. ver. 36 : yausirwoar.
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24-26 ; Polybius, viii. 23. 9 ; Herodian, iii. 10, 6, iv. 3. 3); but
the expression is selceted here in reference to the different kinds of
weptpvay.  Theophylact says well: od v abray &yovor ¢povriba,
dM\a pepepiopévar elol Tals amovdais, kai ) pév mwepl AANa omwov-
8alet, 1 6¢ mepi &A\a. Comp. Theodoret. The simple rendering :
“There is a difference” (Chrysostom, Luther, Grotius, Mosheim,
Zachariae, Heydenreich, and others), would still conduct one back
to the sense divisa est, but would give too general and meaningless
an idea.—Meuép. is in the singular, because it stands at the head
of the sentence, and 7 yvvy . 7 wapfévos embraces the female sex
as a whole made up of two halves. Comp. Kiihner, IL. p. 58 £.;
Bernhardy, p. 416 ; Buttmann, neut. G». p. 110 £ [E. T. 126].—
{va 7} ayia k7\] Comp, 2 Cor. vil. 1. This moral consecration
to God of her whole personality, which she strives after, is the
wds apécer T Kuplp cxplicated. One can hardly conceive that
Paul avoided the latter phrase on the ground of possible miscon-
struction (Hofmann). This, considering the sacredness of the
idea of dpéorew T Kupiw, would be a piece of prudery, which
is unlike him,

NoTe—There is no ground for inferring from vv. 32-34 that
Paul, himself unwedded, looked “ somewhat askance” upon mar-
riage (Riickert). To assume any such onesidedness of view on his
part would be a very hasty proceeding (see on ver. 2). On the
contrary, what we have lere is not his view of how, from the naturc
of the case, things must necessarily subsist,! but only his experience
of how in point of fact they usually did subsist. This experience
he (6 éyapos) had arrived. at, on the one hand, by consideration of
his own case and that of many other unmarried persons; and, on the
other, by observing the change of interests which was wont to set
in with those who mairied. We bhave here, therefore, a purely
empirical support for the preference of celibacy,—a preference, how-
ever, which with Paul is simply relative, depending upon the near-
ness of the Parousia and the end of the world, and also upon the
subjective gift of being holy in body and spirit (comp. Acts xiv. 4).
The expectation of these events being so near has remained un-
fulfilled, and thereby is invalidated the Pauline support which
has been often found in our text for celibacy, which, as a legal
requirement, is in principle thoroughly un-Pauline (comp. ver. 35).

1 Paul himself, it is plain, had intercourse with numbers of eminent servants and
handmaids of the Lord (Priscilla, ete.) who were married. Thisin opposition to
Cropp in the Jahrd, f. Deutsche Theol. 1866, p. 102,
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The apostle, moreover, is speaking generally, and not to one
special class among his readers.

Ver. 35. Toiro] refers to the recommendation of single life
contained in vv. 26-34. — mwpos 70 Uy adTdy cupd.] for your own
advantage. The genitive with ovudépor used as a substantive,
as in x. 33 ; see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 338 C.— oy iva
#.7\.] explaining more in detail, negatively and positively, the
wpos . . . ovpdépov. To cast o noose wupon onc is a figurative
expression, originally borrowed from the chase (less probably,
from warfare), for the idea of depriving of freedom (bringing under
binding and limiting relations). Comp. Prov. vii. 21, and see
Wetstein and Loesner ¢n loc. The sense of “giving occasion to
scruples ” (Billroth, comp. Bengel) does mnot correspond so well
with the figure and the connection. — &AA& mpos 7o ebay. «.7.\.]
Lut to promote the habit of comeliness and undevided waiting upon the
Lord (in faithfulness to Christ). For this habit prevailed chiefly,
according to the apostle’s experience, on the side of the dyapor;
see vv. 32—34, where, too, he makes it clear beyond doubt what
comeliness he means here—namely, such a manifestation of the
inner life in all outward embodiment, as corresponds with con-
secration to the Lord. It is not merely chastity in the narrower
sense that is intended, but all moral purity and consecration in
so far as these manifest themselves in demeanour, in speech,
gesture, bearing, etc., as the comely form of Christian life, as the
ethical “ decorum” of the Christian. Its sacred natwure and the
foul contrasts to it are set forth in Rom. xiii. 13, 14.—The dative
of appropriation, 7@ Kvplw and dmepio., are conjoined with the
evmdp., used as a substantive, to make up the wuity of the idea.—
ebmdpedpos does not occur elsewhere. Hesychius explains it by
ka\ds Tapapévov, — amepam.] “ absque distractione, t.c. dvev Tod
peptpvay Ta Tob kéopov,” Kypke, IL p. 207. Comp. TEPLoTac-
fa:, Luke x. 40. Regarding the connection of the word with
the later Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 415. Xenophon, Ages.
i. 4, has adaomdorws. The adverb attaches itself to elmdp.,
defining its meaning precisely. See on xii. 28,

Ver. 36. 4¢] introduces something opposed to the eliaynuov.
— doympoveiv] means dayrjpova elvar (COmp. eboynpovely = eboyrj-
pova elvay, Plat. Legg. v. p. 732 C), and may therefore be explained
either in the active sense (to act dishonowrably, conduct oneself in
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a dishonourable way, Plato, Pol. vi. p. 506 D, Theact. p. 165 B;
Xen. de re ¢q. xi. 6 ; Herodian, v. 8. 16 ; Lucian, de sacrif. 7),
or in the passive sense (fo have dishonour, Eur. Hec. 407 ;
Herodian, viii. 3. 21; Deut. xxv. 5 ; Ezek. xvi. 7). The former
of the two interpretations is the common and the correct one,
namely : if any one thinks that he is acting dishonourably towards
his virgin (daughter or ward), Z.c. if he thinks that he is bringing
disgrace upon her; which means, however, not the disgrace of old
maidenhood (see Soph. Ant. 810 ff, O. Rex. 1492 ff.; Eur. Hel
291; comp. Ecclus. xlii. 9; and Lennep, ad Phalar. p. 362),
but the dishonour of seduction, which the father or guardian fears
he may give occasion to by refusing permission to marry ; see the
following context (against Theodoret: o 8¢ 7oy dyaplav dxooulav
vmrorauBdvwy, Theophylact, al). Taking it in the passive sense,
we have : if any one thinks to have disgrace in vespect of his virgin
(from seduction, or her being left unwedded). So in substance
the Syriac (“despici”), Grotius, Mosheim, Zachariae, Heyden-
reich, Pott, Neander ; comp. Hofmann, who holds that what is
liere expressed is the matter of fact of its being the father's fault
that the daughter remains unmarried. But even apart from the
consideration that doynu. is most commonly found in the active
meaning (see also xiii. 5), there is this against the second rendei-
ing, that ém( with the accusative takes for granted that doyp-
povety implies activity, since it states the dircetion tn which it is
exerted (comp. doynuovely els Twa, Dion. Hal. ii. 26).—vouile]
“Si perspecto filiae suae ingenio judicet, coelibatui non esse
aptam,” Calvin. — éav 9 dmépaxp.] is the case, in connection with
which that € 8¢ 7is doynuovelw, k.7 is supposed: in case she
pass her time, pass the highest point of her youthful bloom. As
regards the aruy itself, see Plato, Rep. p. 460E: &p’ olv o
Evvdokel pérpios ypovos drpfls Ta elkoow &y yuvawkl, avdpl 8¢ Ta
tpeaxovra, and Stallbaum, ad hunc loc. ; other definitions of the age
may be seen in Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 145. Paul’s opinion is,
that before the drusj is reached the doynuoveiv . . . vouiler is not
likely to take place with the father or guardian of the girl; but,
judging from experience, he conceived that the maiden who
is dmwéparpos would be more ready to yield to a lover, if she is
not allowed to marry. Respecting the word Omépaxu., which is
not found in ancient Greek, see Eustath, 77 i p. 11, 31; Od.
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p- 1915, 29. The classical writers use instead of it the perfect
of mapaxpalew, as in Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 23; or the adjective
wapacpacTucy, as in Galen, VL. p. 312, 14. — kai olrws ddeiher
viveafai] depends on the el:' and if so (namely, that the virgin
marry), it must be. Thus there is added to the suljective con-
dition of things, expressed in & Tis d¢aynu. k.7, the correspond-
ing (not heterogeneous, as Hofmann objects) oljective condition
on the part of the maiden, whose natural temperament makes
marriage needful. It is quite akin to the German phrase: und
wen's wicht anders sein kann [and if it cannot be otherwise] ;
the expression has a somewhat euphemistic turn, as referring to
the daughter’s inclination to marriage, which determines the
opeiher.  According to Riickert, . ofr. é¢. ryiv. depends upon
éav: and she must remain so (ie. unwedded). But the indicative
odeiher is decisive against this rendering; and what an amount of
straining is needed to make ¢qiveafac equivalent to remain ! for
she 4s unwedded, and, if she so remains, cannot become s0. — & Oérer
moweitw] not : let him do what pleases him (so ordinarily ; but this
is contrary to the context; see what follows, and the preceding
ogeirer), but: let him do what he intends (to give his virgin in
marriage). Theodoret puts it well: 7o Soxolv mparTérew., —
yapelitwaav] namely, the virgin and he who wishes to have her. It
is arbitrary, considering the general form of the whole discussion
(ver. 25), to maintain, as Riickert does, that the plural refers to a
particular couple respecting whom the Corinthians had asked
a question. ‘Wolf, Heydenreich, and others adopt a needlessly
harsh assumption, that Paul passes here from the singular
to the plural (the virgins). Billroth again propounds the very
unlikely view that * ke youths” should be supplied here as the
subject, and admjv as the object.

Ver. 37. He who, on the other hand, stands stedfast in his heart,
is of a stedfast and unchangeable mind, firm in disposition and

1 Theophylact begins the apodosis with xai efrws: yevicdw, Pnoi, xai odrw. wds; 3
firu monirw, In that case x. olirws ép. /. would be quite superfluous, the xai
deprived of its reference, and iy duapr. would not suit the obligatory épeir.
Similarly Hofmann, who follows the same view, paraphrasing it thus : *“ This too (?)
is a necessity arising from the nature of the case, that he do what he will.” Laurent
also makes xai oirws 49. ¥iv. the apodosis, expounding it to mean: soit must be in this
case also. The clauses which follow he considers explanatory; and xai must go
back for its reference all the way to ver. 9 : not merely in the case of the wvposabar
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resolution, Comp. xv. 58; Col.i. 28, iv. 12, — p7 &wv dvdyrny]
without having constraint (objective mnecessity), as le, in ver.
36, whom the natural temperament of his virgin causes to
fear the daynuovelv before explained. — éfovoiay 8¢ &yer w.TA.]
contrasted with the w7 éx. dvdye. (8¢, but rather) as the correlative
positive state of free disposal in respect of what lLe himself
wills. Strictly speaking, therefore, we should have the participle
here, but instead, there is again a change in the construction.
Comp. on iv. 14; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 327 f. [E. T. 382]. —
TodTo] is not explained—though this is the common supposition—
by the infinitive which follows ; were that the case, we should have
70 Tnpeiv, or (as in Od. i. 82; 1 Thess. iv. 3 ; Jas. i. 27, al.) the
simple infin. (comp. the erifical remarks). But Paul leaves the
reader to gather from the conmection what is meant by TodTo
(namely, not giving the maiden in marriage). The design of this
TodTo réxpiker (conclusum habet) is then declared by Tod Typeiv :
in order to kecp (to preserve in her maidenly state) Zds own
maiden. And this is not a mere periphrasis for not giving in
marriage (as de Wette objects), but rather the design which the
father or guardian has in his Toiiro xéxpicev, by wirtue of his right
to dispose of his own child : observe the emphatic 79y éavTod
mapOévov. That the maiden’s will should be left entively out of
account by Paul, can surprise no one who is aware of the power
given to fathers among the Jews (comp. Ewald, Alterth. p. 267)
and Greeks (Herm. Privatalterth. § 30. 2 ff). — xalds mowt] in
the sense of action, morally right, the positive side of the ody
apaprdves of ver. 36, and in so far stronger here; hence, too, it
is represented in ver. 38 by xpeloogov 7owel in relation to the
xalds mocel, which is equivalent to ody duaprdvet.

Ver. 38. Result of vv. 36, 37, kai . .. xal, as well . . . as also.
Paul had thought of saying xaids moie? in the second clause alsc,
but thereupon strengthens his expression (kpetoaov) so as to corre-
spond with the relations of the two predicates, oy auapr. in
ver. 36, and xa\ds mouel in ver. 37. —o éxyap.] he who marries
her (his virgin, ver. 37) out (gives her out of his family in mar-
riage). This going “out” is not taken into account in the
second clause. — «petaoov] for see ver. 34. Regarding éxyap.,
comp. Matt, xxiv. 38 ; it is not preserved in Greek writers.

Vv. 39, 40. An appended rule respecting second marriage
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on the part of women, occasioned probably by questions from the
Corinthians. — 8é8erac] sc. 7¢ dvdpl; she may not separate her-
self from him and marry another. Comp. ver. 27; Rom, vii. 2.
— & Béner yaunbivar] to whom she desires to be married.  Comy.
Mark x. 12. Tauel pév yap o dwip, yauelrar 8¢ 1 qyvvij, Schol.
ad Eur. Med. 593. As regards the later form yaun@ivae, instead
of the Attic yauefivas, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. T42. — uévov év
Kupie] only in the Lord, not apart from Christ as the specifically
determining element of the new union; only in a Christian way,
ie. only to @ Christian, sc. let her be married! So among the
carly interpreters, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theo-
doret, Grotius (who puts it happily : intra ecclesiam), Estius, al.,
or also Olshausen and de Wette. This does not run counter
to ver. 12 ff, where, in fact, ¢hose mixed marriages are meant
which date from the pre-Christian period, and in which only one
spouse has become Christian. Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin,
Beza, Calovius, Wolf, and others, including Pott, Flatt, Heyden-
reich, Billroth, Riickert, Osiander, Neander, Maier, Ewald, all
understand the phrase to mean: in a Christian spirit, acting as a
Christian should, in the fear of the Lord, etc. (several of the above-
named interpreters, as Flatt, Riickert, Osiander, Neander, Maier,
include also the point that the liusband must be a Christian, or lay
the clief stress upon this, as Hofmann and Weiss). But what
we have here is plainly a limitation of the ¢ @érer so emphatic-
ally put first. Moreover, the wider and more general the meaning
ascribed to év Kuplp, the more inappropriate it seems in connection
with the foregoing definite rules, which all take for granted that
the action is Christian. — pakaptwT.] more blessed, 1.c. not merely
more spared from troubles (vv. 26, 28), but, in accordance
with the higher reference which pardp. invariably has in the N. T.,
enjoying the blessed relation, which arises out of withdrawal from
worldly cares and self-surrender to Christ. See vv. 32-34. As to
greater blessedness ¢n ficaven, which some have dragged in here in
the interests of celibacy (Ambrosiaster, Cornelius a Lapide, al., in-
cluding Hirscher, Moral, JIL p. 502),there is not a word of that in
the text, even if we should read éoras in place of éorlv. — kata 7.
éunv quauny] éuiy carries the emphasis of apostolic self-conscious-

! Paul’s view, therefore, is not in accordance with the legislative permission of
marriage between Christizns and Jews.
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ness. — 8ox® 8¢ xdyd x.7.1.] so that I therefore may expect you to
regard my opinion, not as a mere individual judgment, but as
arrived at under the influence of the Holy Spirit which is im-
parted (€yew) to me also, and hence as worthy to be received and
followed.—Respecting Soxd, mihi videor, the note of Estius may
suffice: “minus dicit, plus volens intelligi” Comp. iv. 9.—
xdyw] like other teachers who have reccived His gifts.—In the
two expressions coming together—of which Soxd has a touch of
irony (comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 230 f)—there is im-
plied a side-glance, but whether precisely to the Pefrine party
(Neander, Ribiger, al.) may be doubted. It is safer to say
generally: to opponents of his full standing as an apostle in
Corinth, Comp. Calvin.
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'CHAPTER VIIL

VER. 2. &) is wanting in A B ¥, min. several vss. and Fathers.
Deleted by Lachm. Riick. and Tisch., as Griesb., too, had recom-
mended. Added for the sake of connection, as was also ydp (after the
first ofre) in ver. 8, which is omitted likewise in A B 8 17, al. —
¢idévas] It is true that ABD E F G &, min. Clem. Nyss. Theodoret,
Damasc. have éyvwxévas (recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm.
ttick. and Tisch.); but what goes before it and what follows make
it clear that éyv. is a gloss. The reading efia, too, in 39, 91,109, tells
in favour of eidivar. — obdima obdtv ¥yvwxe] Lachm. and Riick. have
ob=w #yvw, which was recommended by Griesb. in accordance with
testimony of very considerable weight, in substance the same as
that in favour of éyvwxévar instead of eidivasr. But the peculiarity of
the emphatic Recepta does not show the hand of a gloss-writer.
What has taken place has rather been the reduction of the original
reading to the simple ofaw #yvm, at first, perhaps, by omitting the
super{luous oidéy, all the more readily that it was preceded by obéizw,
whereupon iyvwxe became transformed into #yvw, either from the next
word beginning with K, or by the influence of the inf. yvavas which
follows, while oldézw was displaced, as in many other cases (John
vii. 39 ; Luke xxiii. 53 ; Acts viil. 16), by the more familiar ojrw.
— Ver. 4. irepog] is wanting in ABD EF G &* min,, with several
vss. and Fathers. Condemned by Mill and Griesb., deleted by
Lachm. and Riick. But why should any one have added #repos?
That it should be omitted, on the other hand, was all the more
likely, because the word seemed superfluous, and might even appear
offensive (““ there is no other God but one” might by possibility
mean: “therets but one other God”). — Ver. 7. 3 ovverdzoes] Lachm.
and Riick. read 7 ovwnbeie, with A B 8, some min. Copt. Bashm,
Aeth. Syr. p. (on the margin) Damase. Approved also by Griesb.
and Rinck. 5 ovedioes, however, as the more difficult reading,
should be retained. See also Reiche, Comment. ¢rit. 1. p. 200 ff.
It was noted on the margin how the owweidnors voU eiduirov arose,
namely, by 7 ouvséeiq, and then this phrase easily crept into the
place of the original = ouwed.—It is preferable, however, to put
tws dpri before 7oi eidwrov (Lachm. Riick. Tisch.), with BDEF G &
31, 37, 116, and several vss. and Fathers ; in the Recepta we have
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transposition in the interest of the construction. — Ver. 8. zapisrya]
A B &, min. Copt. Bashm. Clem. Origen (twice), Athan. Cyr.
Damasc. have wapusrion, Recommended by Griesh., adopted by
Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Rightly; the presents which follow gave
rise to the same tense here. Swissyer, which has but weak support,
is a gloss—There is considerable evidence (especially A B N) in
favour of omitting the ydp, and putting the negative clause first in
what follows (Lachm. Tisch.). The transcriber would have a me-
chanical inclination to place the positive half of the statement first.
— Ver. 9. There is decisive evidence for reading dedsvéien instead of
the Recepta dodevovow. — Ver. 11. zai dmoreires] In place of xai, A has
odv after the verb (so Riick.), while B &* 17, Copt. Bashm. Goth.
Clem. have ydp, which is adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The last
of the three readings is the true one; ydp not being understood,
was explained in some cases by xwi, in others by olv. Instead of
amorefras, read with Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. éméanvrar, on the
authority of A B D* &, several min. Copt. Goth. Clem. Bas. Antioch.
Chrys. Theodoret, and Damase. The future arises from a mechanical
alteration of the text after oixodousd. — @derpéc] Lachm. Riick. and
Tisch. have ¢ &denpis after yvioes, which has conclusive evidence in
its favour. The Recepta originated in a mistaken attempt to help
out the construction. — é=7/] Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. read ¢y, which
is supported by decisive testimony.

CoNTENTS.—To eat flesh offered to idols is a thing morally
indifferent for all who understand rightly what an idol is
"(vv. 1-6). Still, {or the sake of those who are more weak, we
should refrain from so eating, if it is a stumbling-block to them
(vv. 7-13).

Ver. 1. 4é] marks the transition to a new subject, which the
queries from Corinth led the apostle to discuss.— mepi Tav
el8whof.] Since this is taken up again in ver. 4, it is clear that
vv. 1-3 cannot form an independent series of thoughts (Hofmann),
but that ver. 3 is the close of a logical parenthesis (not a gram-
matical one, because at what is its true beginning the construc-
tion undergoes no interruption). It is not to be made to begin at
é7e (for) wavres, as is done by Luther, Bos, Er. Sclunid, Raphel,
‘Wolf, Bengel, Valckenaer, and others, among whom are Olshausen
and Maier; for the fact that 7 sywdaws duoiol stands unconnected
with what precedes it, and the sense of &7¢ in ver, 4 (that), are
decisive against this. The true commencement is only at 7
yvaars ¢uoeol (so, with older commentators, Pott, Riickert, de
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Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Neander ; Billroth is undecided on the
point), so that the preceding qvdow éyoper has very naturally
given occasion to the warnings which Dbegin with 4 qvdaes
Puaiol. — eidwhéButa, things offered to dols, kpéa eldwhobura,
4 Macc. v. 1, are those parts of the animals offered in heathen
sacrifices, which remained over after the priests had received their
share, and which were either consumed in the temple or at home
in connection with sacrificial feasts (Dougt. Anal. I. p. 234 ff;
Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § xxviii. 22), or else (by poor or miserly
persons) sold in the flesh market. Comp. on Acts xv. 20.
The Christians might thus easily come to eat such meat, either
through being invited to a feast by heathen acquaintances (x. 27),
or, again, by buying it in the market (x. 25), and thereby offence
would be given to scrupulous consciences; while, on the other
hand, those of a freer spirit, and with more of Paul’s own mode of
thinking, might be apt to make light of the matter, and withal forget
how a Christian ought to spare the weak, To assign the strong
and the weak to one or other of the four parties respectively, is, to
say the least of it, a very uncertain process, whether we are disposed
to find the former in the Christ-party (Olshausen, Jaeger) or in the
Apollonians (Ribiger). As regards the weak, see ver, 7, and the
remark subjoined to it. — oi8aper] should not be joined directly
with mepi .7\, but the latter clause is to be taken as in vil 1:
Now, as respects meat offcred to idols, we know that, etc. Hofmann,
following Semler, but in the face of all the Versions and Fathers,
reads oi8a pév (I know, indeed, that), by which he gains nothing but
a pév solitartum, which would be all the more uncalled for, seeing
that the corresponding antithetic clause, where he ought to find
7) 8¢ yvdaus, follows immediately. There is still less reason here
for writing it as two words than in Rom. vii. 14, where it is, in
point of fact, succeeded by a 8. The subject of olBauev consists of
all those, besides the apostle himself, of whom the yvdow Eyouev

! Paul, however, makes no reference to the decree of the apostles either here or
clsewhere, which is in keeping with his consciousness of his own direct and inde-
pendent apostolic dignity. Comp. on Acts loc. cit., and on Gal., Introd. § 3. More-
over, this very chapter, along with chap. x., shows plainly that, in virtue of his
independent position as an apostle, he had early cnough shaken himself clear of all
applications of the temporary agreement come to at Jernsalem which might conflict,
upon points in themselves indifferent, with the principles elsewhere enunciated by
him, although coupling this wilh a wise forbearance towards those who were weak
in the faith,
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holds good, that is to say, of Pawl and the (as regards this
point) more enlightened Christians: I and those like myself in this.
Theophylact puts it rightly (comp. Chrysostom) : 7pos Tovs Tehelovs
Stakéyerar, dels Tovs aTeheaTépovs. Since oidaper and Eyopev
must have one and the same subject, Riickert is wrong in taking
the first indefinitely : ¢ 45 well known. Olshausen understands it of
all Christians, and seeks to remove the contradiction between that
and ver. 7 in this way : he distinguishes yvoois and 3 gvdas,
making the former to be a certain ground of knowledge in general ;
the latter, the speeific knowledge of how the form and the power of
idolatry stand rclated to cach other. But the yvdows in ver. 1,
although without the article, has been already defined very exactly
as regards its contents by repi 7. el6wh., and still more by ver. 4, so
that 7 yvdows in ver. 7 can mean nothing else but the yvdats
under discussion ; consequently the contradiction would remain.
De Wette’s exposition is better; he holds that in ver. 1 Paul is
speaking quite generally, and, as it were, theoretically (comp. also
Ewald), while in ver. 7 he refers specially to the Corinthians.
But such a theoretic generality would have needed to be expressed
by the first person alone without wavres, if the olx év wdow in
ver. 7 were to have any logical pertinence; while, on the other
hand, if we are to maintain that general meaning in ver. 1 as it
stands, we should have arbitrarily to insert into the wdvres there
the unexpressed idea, “ properly speaking, all Christians as such™
(Ewald), or to give to the &youer the sense of “should have”'
Others, following Er. Schmid (“ we at Corinth are all wise
cnough”), regard the Corinthians as the subject, and take (Nosselt,
Opuscula, I1. p. 152, Rosenmiiller, Pott, Heydenreich, Flatt) the
words mepl ... Eyouer, and then &1t oddév eibwlov in ver. 4 on to
ver. 6, as quotations from the Corinthian letter, the refutation of
which begins with ver. 7. But this is unnatural ; for in that case
Paul would have brought the passage 7 yvdais ¢uowl k.7.\, on to
ver. 3, into his refutation as well. TFurther, it is contrary to the
apostle’s habitual way of writing, for he always marks out the
words of an opponent as such by some formula; and lastly,
it is quite unnecessary, seeing that the supposed contradiction
between ver. 1 and ver. 7 vanishes on considering the change
of person (from the first in ver. 1 to the third in ver. 7). —
' So Elwert, Progr., Quaestiones ad philol, sacram. N. T., Tiibing. 1860, p. 17,
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yaaw] have knowledge; of what? is plain from the context,
namely, of the way in which flesh offered to idols should be ve-
garded. The contents of the statement are more fully expressed
in ver. 4.

Vv. 1-3. Now follows the caveat inserted parenthetically with
a viow to yvdaw Eyouev.— The article turns the abstract yvdois
into a noun appellative. — The knowledge (in and by itself, namely)
puffeth up (iv. 6, v. 2); but the love (to the brethren; comp. Rom.
xiv. 14, 15) edifieth (x. 23), furthers the progress of the church
(viewed as olxodoun Oecod, see iii. 9) towards Christian perfection.
It is, indeed, the necessary sjyepovixor to the effectively sympa-
thetic and humble application of the knowledge.  Comp. chap.
xiil, especially ver. 4, — Vv. 2 and 3 explain the preceding
statement, both from the wrong nature of the supposed know-
ledge and from the preciousness of love to God. — Since the
yvidaws in and by itself, divorced from love, is never a real
knowledge, but only such as a man fancies himself to have
(iii. 18), Paul characterizes here what he before designated by 7
yv@dais as a Soxelv eldévar Tv; and since the love to the brethren
does not essentially differ from the love to God, but is simply its
expression in the fellowship of believers, he now characterizes
the former as dyamdy Tov Oeov. One can hardly mistake the
impress of deep and pregnant meaning in this whole passage, so
like the manner of John, especially in his Epistles. — 7(] any-
thing whatever, any object of the wyvaais. Pott and Flatt inter-
pret: something wonderful ; but this does not correspond so well
with the sententious charvacter of the verse. — od8émw «.7.\.] he
knows nothing at all as yct in such a way as to bring it under
the name of knowledge, as that must by moral necessity be
constituted from the Christian standpoint. The conceit of know-
ledge is onesided, superficial, partial, false, unpractical, in its
character. In order to the wvovar xabis 8¢ we must of
necessity have love, which regulates the knowledge morally,
gives it proper depth, and makes it practically salutary. Comp.
xiil. 2. As regards the repetition of the negative (Luke xxiii. 53 ;
John xix. 41; Acts viii. 16), comp. Schémann, ad Is. p. 469 ;
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crat. p. 398 E).— Ver. 3. olros] with
emphasis: %e, to the exclusion of the other who prides himself
on his knowledge. — &yvworar U avroi] This is rationalized by
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Billroth in his usual fashion into: “ God recognises Himself in
him ;” but it means simply: this man 4s Znown by Hem. The
statement is a pregnant ome. Instead of making it logically
complete by saying: “it holds good of such a man not merely
that he Znows in the true sense, but also that he <s Enown of
God,” the apostle states simply the latter and greater truth, which
of itself implies the former. The &yvworar U aiTod shows the
importance and preciousness of the love spoken of, in accordance
with its holiness; for if God Anows a man, that implies a relation
between God and him of no indifferent or ineffective kind, but an
activity of God, which passes over to the man, so that he as the
object of the divine knowledge experiences also the efficacy of
the disposition in and with which God knows him, of His love,
gracious care, etc. The idea, therefore, is that of the effective
divine knowledge, which becomes part of the inner expericnce
of the man, and which is the causa salutis! so that God in
thus knowing the man calfries out that saving fellowship with
him, which was purposed in His own counsel, Ps. i. 6; Gal
iv. 9; 2 Tim. ii. 19. Comp. Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. p. 258 ff.
See also on xiii. 12. Other interpreters supply the thought
ut suwm discipulum (Erasmus) or infer filios (Calvin), and the
like. Comp. Usteri, Lehrbegriff, p. 283. DBut that is to insert a
meaning not in the text. Others, again, take it as approbatus est
(Piscator, Clericus, Gataker, Grotius, Wolf, Mosheim, Semler,
Morus, Vater, al., following Fathers in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 762).
But this is as much against linguistic usage (see on Rom. vii,
15) as Augustine’s edoctus est (so, too, Beza, Pareus, Er. Schmid,
and others, including Nosselt, Rosenmiiller, Heydenreich, Pott,
Flatt), so that the passive would correspond to a Hophal,
Olshausen’s mysterious fancy is contrary to the whole context,
which demands the simple conception of knowing; he finds in
ywookew (as in y7°, see on Matt. i. 25) the bridal (?) relation
of the soul to God.

Ver. 4. Ov] dgitur, takes up again the 1nterrupted statement
(ver. 1); comp. xi. 20, and see on Mark iii. 31, and Baeumlein,
Partik. p. 177. — 1is Bpode. . €i8.] more precise definition of the

1 Comp Constit, ap. v. 16. 3: u» 'ylyvuamv'- Ostv iz Tob xnp.uy,ua-n; TigTIORYTES
e'ym'-s auﬂv, REANSY b s'yvdrﬂnﬁs o' abras dic 'Inoab Tou rufrpa; X, A.u"pu'rw
Tay iAmilivray ix’ abcév,
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indefinite Tdv eldwhof., ver. 1. There is no reason any more
than formerly for writing ofdauer here as oidz uév with Hofmann.
— &71 obBév eldwh. év xoouw] that there is not an idol in the
world. Paul's meaning here is not: what the heathen adore as
cods is something absolutely without existence (see, on the
contrary, ver. 5 and x. 20); but: no heathen god exists as the
being which the heathen supposes him to be; and so there is no
adequate reality, corresponding to the heathen conception of a
god Jupiter, Apollo, ete. Most of the old interpreters, with the
Vulgate, Luther, and Beza (also more recently, Michaelis, Rosen-
miiller, Flatt, Heydenreich), took ovdév to mean nikil: “ that an
idol is a nonentity.” Comp. Jer. x. 3 ; Isa. xli. 24, al, Addit. to
Esth. iv. 8; Sanhedr. f. 63. 2: “ Noverant utique Israelitae, idolum
nihil esse.” Comp. also Joseph. Anir. viii. 13. 6. But this must
be held incorrect, seeing that év 7. kdoue does not harmonize with
it, and because of the parallel expression oddeis Oeds. — kal S7¢
ovdeis kT N.] and that there is no other God bdut one. The e p7
refers simply to oldels Oeds, not to érepos. See on Gal. i. 19.

Vv. 5, 6. Confirmatory elucidation of the preceding statement
87t ovdéy eldoNov . . . e w1 els.

Ver. 5. For (ydp) cven (xal) if really (eimep, see Hartung,
Partilell. 1. p. 343 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 202) there exist so-
called gods, whether in heaven or on earth. Heathenism con-
ceived heaven and earth to be filled with beings whom they
called gods (Jupiter, Apollo, and so forth; gods of the woods and
the rivers, etc.). Paul does not admit the existence of such
gods,' but merely supposes it, and that with xal eimep, d.c. even in
the casc that, if there be in reality, if after all, whereby of course
“in incerto relinquitur, utrum jure an injuria sumatur” (Her-
mann, ad Viger. p. 834), this, however, not being implied in
eimep by itself, but by the connection in which it stands here.
Comp. Rom, viii. 9, 17, etc.; and see Baeumlein, le. The sup-
posed case—the reality of which is still left to stand on its
own footing—is then established, so far as its possibility is con-
cerned, by domep k7M. : as there arc, indeed, gods many and lords
many. What is conceded here is the premiss from which that

1'We know from x. 20 that he did not allow that the gods as such existed at all,

but held those beings regarded as gods to be demons. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol.
P 279, s
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possibility may be drawn as a consequence. If there exist, that
is to say, a multitude of superhuman beings, who come under the
category of feo/ (in the wider sense) and «Upior, then we must
admit that it is possible that those whom the heathen call gods—
Jupiter, Apollo, and so on—have an actual existence.! The feoi
moAhoi and xUptor ToNhoi are, as the connection necessarily leads
us to understand, not human rulers, deified kings, and the like, but
the superhuman powers (angels), of whom it is said in Deut. x. 17:
€ \ s [3 \ ¢~ L3 \ ~ ~ \ s - A
o vap Kvpios o Ocos budv, olros Ocds Tdv Oedv kai Kipros Tdv
xvpiwy. Comp. Ps. exxxvi, 2, 3. Most commentators take elo?
as said e gentilium persuasione (so Pott, Flatt, Heydenreich, de
Wette, Ewald, Neander, Maier), which would give as the sense of
the whole : “f there be in reality so-called gods among the heathen,
as, tndeed, they speak of many gods and lords” (de Wette). But
this explanation runs counter to the fact that eio¢ is put first with
emphasis ; and the ¢ gentilium persuasione is neither expressed
nor hinted at in the text, but is a pure insertion of the com-
mentators, and that with the less warrant, seeing that it is the
emphatic 7uiv in the apodosis that first introduces a contrast
with others. This applies, too, against the arbitrary distinction
made by Billroth, who maintains that only the first ela¢ denotes
real existence (the Aeyou. feol being demons, x. 20), while with
the second we should supply: in the view of the heathen. Riickert
takes both the first and second elol in the right sense, but
makes elmep mean,—contrary to the rules of the language,—
although it must be conceded that (which is not its meaning even
in such passages as those given by Kiihner, IL. § 824, note 2),
and supposes that the apostle conceived the angels and demons
to be the realities answering to the Aeydu. feoi? — As regards
rai el, etiam, tum, si, which marks the contents of the conditional

! The meaning of the verse, therefore, freely rendered, would be: For even if we
suppose that the gods of the heathen mythology have a real existence, which is no
such absurd supposition, seeing that there is not merely One God and One Lord (in the
wider sense of these words), but gods many and lords many : still for us Clristians,
etc., ver. 6. Hofmann agrees substantially with our exposition of the passage. See
also his Schriftbew. I. p. 348.

2 There is no ground whatever for bringing in the demons here from x. 20 (this
in opposition to Olshausen and others). The second part of the verse, which
makes no further mention of Asyepivess dieiz, should have sufficed of itself to prevent

this ; still more the correlation in which the many gods and lords stand to the si;
@sis and tls Kopes in ver. 6. .
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clause as uncertain, comp. on Mark xiv. 29 ; and see Hermann, ad
17iger. p. 832 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 A. Tt is here the
“ ctiamsi de re in cogitatione posita,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 884,
Ixamples of rai vyap e, for even if, may be seen in Hartung,
Partikell. 1. p. 141.

Ver. 6. Apodosis: yet have we Christians but one God, the
Father, etc. Therefore: oidauer 67 obdév eldwhov xrA. The
éariv to be supplied after juiv is the simple verb substantive. —
dAN'] as in iv. 15. — Oeds o maTrip] might be taken together lere
as forming one conception, like Kvpios 6 Oeos (Fritzsche, ad Matt.
p- 168); it agrees better, however, with the els Kdpios 'I. X. which
follows, to understand o watrp as in apposition to Oeos and
defining it more precisely. By o warrp, and the relative defini-
tions of it which follow, the els ©Oeos has its specific character
assigned to it, and that in such a way as to malke the reader feel,
from the relation of the One God to the world, and from his own
relation to Him, how the Christian, despite that plurality of gods,
comes to rest in the thonght of the wumity of God, and how idols
are with him put out of account altogether. Comp. Hofmann,
Sehriftbew. I. p. 348. -— o watnp] in the Christian sense, according
to the idea of the wviofesia of Christians. Rom. viii. 15; Gal.
iii. 26. — ¢f o¥ 7a wdvra] as to primary origin. See on Rom.
XL 36. — kai rjuels els abrov] t.c. and we Christians ave destined
to scrve His purposes: He is our End. Here again, after the «as,
we have the deviation from the relative construction, common
with the apostle from his preference for direct address. Comp.
on vii. 13. Bernhardy, p. 304. It is arbitrary to take els in
such a narrow sense as is given to it by Piscator, Grotius, Rosen-
miiller, al.: for God’s honour ; but positively incorrect to take it
for év, with Beza, Calvin, and others; or for éf with Schulz,
Heydenreich, and Pott. Billroth interprets it in Hegelian fashion :
“ that man should be towards God, should return sn¢o Him as his
First Cause, not remain for Zimself.” This has only a seeming
likeness to Augustine’s “ Fecisti me ad te, et inquietum est cor
nostrum, donec requiescat in te,” Conf. i. 1. Olshausen, follow-
ing older expositors (Calovius, Estius, al.), finds the Trinity here
also (comp. on Rom. xi. 36), which is obviously wrong, were it
only for this reason, that we have neither one subject alone
named in this passage (as at least in Rom. loc. ¢it.), nor three, but,

1 COR I Q
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two! He holds, with Billroth (comp. also Neander), that the els
refers to the agency of the Holy Spirit in bringing all back to its
primary origin? — 8. od Ta mdvra] does not apply to the new
moral creation (Grotius, Stolz, Pott), and consequently cannot
include all that is involved in redemption and atonement (Baur,
neut. Theol. p. 193), which is clearly against the sense of the pre-
ceding Ta mwdvra; but it means that Jesus Christ, in His pre-
mundane existence, as the Son of God (not as the Ideal Man
or the like), as mpwrdéTokes mwdons xricews (in John's phrase, as
Adéeyos), was He through whom?® God brought about the crea-
tion of the world. See on Col. i. 15 ffi Comp. John i 3.
Usteri, Lehrbegriff, p. 315 ff.; Ribiger, Christol. Paul. p. 29 ff;
Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. § 85 Lechler, p. 51 f.; Weiss, bzbl
Theol. p. 318. Philo calls the Aoyos the &pyavov, 81, ol xareo-
xevdafn (6 xoouos). See de Cherub. I. p. 162. In Rom. xi. 36,
o¢ ob is said of God, and the reference is therefore of a different
kind than here. — xai 7jueis 8. avrod] is not to be referred to the
physical creation (Riickert); for the idea thus elicited would not
only be tame and obvious of itself, but also out of keeping with
what has previously been stated of God, the second clause in which,
x. nuels els avréy, adds a different, namely, an ethical relation.
The reference here is to the new creation of belicvers (Eph. ii. 10;
2 Cor. v. 17 ; Gal. vi. 15); this is effected by God through Christ,
who, as in the physical creation, is the causa medians. Just as
we Christians have but one God, the true Creator, whose designs
we serve; so, too, we have but one Lord, the true Mediator, to
whom all things owe their being, and we our Christian existence,
that which we are as Christians. This “one God and one Lord”
shuts out the whole heathen gods as such, so far as the Christian
consciousness is concerned.

! Hence we find, in some of the later codd. and Fathers, additional clauses
respecting the Spirit, namely, xal &v wvibpz dyion, v & T2 Févra x. nues v airg,
and : xai iv wviiua &y, 3 o] wdvre. DBut so early an expositor as Chrysostom remarks
expressly that the Spirit is nof mentioned here.

2 In order to bring out the ““all" (Rom. xi. 36), Olshausen affirms: ‘“Insomuch
as the church is destined to receive all men into it, and insomuch as it exerts a
reflex restorative influence even upon the x7isis (Rom. viii. 19 ff.), those who believe
are equivalent to things as a whole.” An instance—to be taken as a warning—of
exegetical subjectivity in the interest of dogmatic preconception.

3 Not £ o5, which holds only of the Father, although «/s & could be said of the
Son also (comp. Col. i. 16).
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Ver. 7. “We Lknow that there is no idol, ete.; however,
this qv@as that we speak of (i) is not in all; but doubtless (the
8¢ as in vil. 37, and very often—so ver. 9—after a negative
clause) there are many who,” ete. — 7§ cweijoe éws dpre Tod
el8dhov] in virtue of their conscience ¢l now regarding the idol, ie.
through this, that their moral consciousness is still burdened with
the conception of an actual existence of the heatlien gods as such.
The opposite of the guveldnois Tob elbwhov is: oldauev, 6Tt oddéy
eldwhov év roopq, ver. 4. Because those who are weak in the
faith have not risen to this conviction, but still remain under the
belief that the idols really exist, therefore they eat the meat
offered to idols as mcat offered to idols, i.e. their conception in
eating it is, not that it is the same as other meat, and conse-
quently to be partaken of without scruple and without receiving
any idolatrous defilement, but that it is really meat consecrated
to an idol which is assumed to exist, and hence that to eat
of it is sinful.— owvveldnois'] ‘means simply conscience (neither
Judicium, as many maintain, nor obscure conception, as Schulz
would have it ; Billroth's rendering is better, though still inexact:
“ conviction that there are eidwia;” so also Reiche, Maier), and
Tob edwhov is the object of the moral consciousness, the articlc
indicating the idol in a generic way. As to the gen. with cuvedd.,
comp. IHeb. x. 2; 1 Pet. ii. 19; so also frequently in Greek
writers. The context shows what the relation is as regards mean-
ing (here it is that which is inherent in the consciousness as
its contents). — &ws dp7e] marks off the time more sharply
than “always as yet” (Hofmann), which would be &7¢; it means,
“up to this very hour” (iv. 13, xv. 6, and in all other passages).
Taking the usual order of the words, it would most naturally
attach itself to éocfiovar; but since the place which on eritical
grounds must be assigned to it is before eldwrov (sce the critical
remarks), it must be joined to 75 owvebijoe. We might have
expected 75 éws dpTe cvveldijoer Tod eldwhov or TH cuveldijoer Tob
eldwhov ) €ws apte; even in Greek authors, however, one finds
adverbial attributives used in this loose adjectival way without

1 See generally, besides von Zezschwitz (Profangrieit. pp. 52 ff., 75), Kohler,
Schriftgemdéisse Lekre vom Gew., 1864 ; Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 133 (L ; Lindes, de
vi et ratione ewvedioctw; ex N. 7., Lund, 1866; R. Holmann, Lehre vom Gew.,
Leipz, 1866.
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any connecting article ; and Paul himself in other places employs
this mode of expression (see on xii. 28; 2 Cor. xi. 23; Phil
i 26; Gal i. 13). — It is an artificial construction, and without
sufficient ground, to supply a second cuvedijoer (without the
article) after 74 ouved, and connect €ws dpre Tob eldwhov with
this. — dofevis obga) because it s weak; for were it strong, it
would no longer have suffered itself to be morally bound by the
conception of idols, and hence would not have been defiled (made
conscious of guilt) by eating, because in that case the eating would
be éx mioTews (Rom. xiv. 23). MoAivew (comp. 2 Cor. vii. 1), of
ethical defilement; also in Ecclus. xxi. 28 ; Porphyr. de Abstin.
i. 42; Synesius, Ep. 5. Comp. Titus i. 15: ptaiverv. Observe
lere the two sides of the conscience: it was weak to begin with,
and afterwerds it is defiled as well.

NoTte.—The fws dpri, which points back to their state before con-
version, puts it beyond question that the weak brethren are not to
be conceived of as Jewish-Christians, but as Gentiles, whose con-
science was still burdened with the belief, brought with them from
the heathen period of their lives, that the idol was a divine reality.
They must have supposed the idols to be subordinate divine beings
(not demons, as Neander thought, which, according to x. 20, would
have been the correct conception), from whose worship they had
been brought to that of the one Supreme God; so that they could
not look upon the consumption of sacrificial flesh as a mere harm-
less eating of meat, but had their conscience always hampered
with the thought that by so eating they were brought into contact
with those idol-deities. Theophylact puts it rightly (comp. Chry-
sostom): Foav yép FoAhei £ eidwhoarpiug 77 wioTer wposeAdévres of Ews
dpri, TouTioTi nol pera TH wi0TElows, TG sibwhbbure fabiovary wg eidwrblura.
Theodoret says: oby # Bpicig pmohvver, adhAé 7 Oweidnaiz Tiv Teheioy ol
oclapivy yviaw, ire 8 v wAdy T@y eldwhay raTexopmiva, This in oppo-
sition to the common view, that the weak brethren are to be sought
among the Petrine party. Sclienkel even goes the length of ex-
plaining the name of that party from the abstinence of the mem-
bers from sacrificial flesh; therein they held strictly, he thinks, to
the Apostolic Council, whose decree had been arrived at specially
through the influence of Peter (?). The correct view, that the weak
brethren were Gentilc-Christians, is advocated also by Hofmann,
and finds expression in Lachmann’s reading of suvnfsic.

Ver. 8 f. This is not an objection urged by the Corinthians
in defence of their eating meat offered to idols, which is then
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followed, in ver. 9, by the apostle’s reply (Calvin, Pareus,
Mosheim, Zachariae, Pott, Heydenreich, Billroth); for here, too,
we have no formula to mark that an objection is being adduced,
and those who ate the sacrificial flesh would in their interest
have required to write: olre éav puy Ppdywpev, wepioaelouey, otite
éav pdywpev, VoTepolpefa. No, Paul is now going on (the ad-
vance beiug indicated by 8€) to show what regard should be paid
to those weaker brethren: “Now, food is not the determining ele-
ment i the Christica's relation to God; 1o abstain from it does no
harm, and to partake of it gives no advantage (see the critical
remarks). Therefore (ver. 9) ye ought not to make yoursclves a
cause of stumbling to the weak througl your liberty to cat sacrificial
Jlesh”  If food were not a thing indifferent,—if abstinence from it
brought loss, and partaking of it blessing with God,—then it would
be our duty not thus to adapt ourselves to the weak. — o0 wapa-
orioet] 1t will not (in any case which may arise ; futwrc) present
us to God ; mon exhibebit nos Deo, i.e. it will not affect the position
of our moral character in the judgment of God, either for the worse
or for the better. "We have thus a description of an adiaphoron
in its relation to God. Comp. Bengel, Osiander, Hofinann, Most
interpreters take the word in the sense of commendabit, or, keeping
by the Ree. maploor, commendat, as if it were cuwioTicer or
owisTtnae. This is untenable according to the rules of the
language ; and it is illogical besides, for both the cases which
follow ofire . . . otire are included under the collective conception,
oV mapact. 7. Oep! — VoTepoip.] do we come short, do we lack
anything in our relation to God. The opposite of this (comp.
Phil. iv. 12) is wepioa.: we have an overflowing abundance, some-
thing more than mere sufficiency in our relation to God ; TovréoTiv
eddoripolper mapd T Ocd ws dyabov T mouvjcavres kal péya,
Chrysostom. — BAémere 8] The &, now then, introduces what is
their positive duty, as contrasted with the foregoing negative
state of the case. — mposropua) stumbling, 4.c. occasion to act
contrary to conscience. Comp. Rom. xiv, 13,

Ver. 10. Tis] any such weak brother, namely. — 7ov &yovra

1 This holds also against the modification which Valckenaer, Riickert, and dc
Wette have made upon the ordinary view: *“does not bring us near to God,
docs not put us into a position to appear before Him.” Comp. Theophylact : oix
oixtioi 2pzs i €14,
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yvadow] quippe qui cognitionem habes, in significant apposition to
cé. It is just this, which the weaker believer knows respecting
the stronger, that leads him astray. — év eldwhelp xataxeipevov]
Their liberal-mindedness went, it seems, so far that they even
reclined at table in idol-femples with those who held the sacrificial
feasts there.. The absolute prohibition of this abuse of liberty
(which follows afterwards in x. 14-22) would not have come in
suitably here, where tle connection of itself naturally led the apostle
simply to point out in the way of warning the bearing of such
conduct upon the weak. — Instances of the use of eidwhelov—
which does not occur in profane writers—from the LXX. and
the Apocrypha, may be seen in Schleusner, Thes. II. p. 246.
See also Eustath. ad Od. vi. p. 263. 17. In the Fragm. Soph.
152 (Dind.), the true reading is édwAta. — oixodounbOicerar] is
neither a voz media (Clericus, Elsner, Wolf, al.), nor does it mean
smpelletur (Castalio, Kypke, Hermann, Stolz, al) or confirmabitur
(Syr.,, Grotius, Zachariae, Schulz, Billroth), but as always in the
N. T.: will be built up, advanced in o Christian frame of mind, so
as to eat (els 70 écf.). To be brought to eat sacrificial flesh while
one 1s weak (aafev. Svros, opposite of yvdow éyew), is, as Calvin
vightly expresses it, a rutnosa aedificatio, seeing that the founda-
tion which it ought to have, the wio7is, is wanting. We have
here, therefore, an ironically significant antiplrasis,; without the
&af. dvros it might be a case of a real oikodouetafar ; things being
as they are, however, it can be so only in appearance, and, in
reality, it is the very oppositc) Egregie acdificabitur!  The
hiypothesis (Storr, Opusc. I1. p. 275 f.; Rosenmiiller, Flatt, comp.
Neander), that Paul borrows the word from the letter of the Corin-
thians to him (in which they had said that by partaking of sacri-
ficial flesh people edify the weak), and gives it back to them in
an antiphrastic way, cannot be established, and is unnecessary.
Ver. 11. *AmorAvrae (“ terrificum verbum,” Clarius) ydp un-
folds the meaning of the antiphrastic element of the preceding
olkod., the vydp introducing the answcr (Hartung, I. p. 477;
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 240 ; Baeumlein, Part. p. 72), in which the
apostle’s irony loses itself in the deep earnestness which underlies

' Wetstein compares with this the passage in Nedarim, f. 40. 1: **Si dixerint
tibi juniores aedilica, et seniores demolire, andi seniores et non audi juniores, quis
acdilicatio juniorum est demolitio, et demolitio seniorum est aedifieatio.”
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it: he is in truth utterly ruined, ete. — dmor vrar is meant here,
as in Rom. xiv. 15, of destruction «ar éfoxiv, the efernal
damoreta to which a man becomes liable when he falls from the
life of faith into that of sin through violation of his conscience.
See on Rom. xiv. 15. Billroth, indeed, holds the ap here to be
quite inexplicable, unless we take dwoM\. simply in the sense of
1s led astray (but see the critical remarks); while Riickert declares
the wdp utterly useless. Nevertheless, dwoMvrar £.7.\. makes it
clear and unimistakeable how the case stands with the preceding
olkodounf., so that dp is logically correct. — év 7 of) yveooe]
belongs to dmoA.: by means of thy knowledge, so that it, through
the use thou hast made of it, has occasioned this destruction.
’Eni{ (see the critical remarks) would be : upon thy knowledge,
so that it was the ground of what took place. — o dderg. 8¢’ by
X. aw.] a weighty twofold motive for not bringing about such a
result. Comp. Rom. xiv. 15. The &/ ov X. aw. is frustrated
by the dmoAXh.! Comp. ver. 12. Bengel says well in reference
to & &v: “ut doceamur, quid nos fratrum causez debeamus.”
Respecting 8:d, comp. Rom. iv. 25.

Ver. 12. Oirw] When ye sin against the brethren in this way,
as described in vv. 10, 11. — ka( ] and especially. — Tdmrovres]in
substance the same thing as pohvvovres in ver. 7, only expressed by
a different metaplhor, which makes the cruelty of the procedure more
apparent. 'What befits a weak conscience is forbearance, not that
it should morally reccive blows, should be smitten through offence
done to it as with a wounding weapon (Hom. JZ. xix. 125 ; Herod.
iii. 64; Xen. Oyr. v. 4. 5; Prov. xxvi. 22), so that now, instead
of being but a weak, it becomes a bad conscience. — adTév] put
first because correlative to the els Xpeoréy which follows; in the
latter is finally concentrated the whole Zeinousnesss of the offence.

Ver. 13. Comp. Rom. xiv. 21. The classic Swomep, for that
nery reason (because the offence in question is such a heinous one),
meets us with certainty in the N. T only here and x. 14.—
Bpdua] any kind of food, indefinitely. Instead now of saying in the
apodosis: “ then I will never more eat of it,” etc., he names the
special Lind of food (xpéa) presenting itself in application to the
subject discussed, by abstaining from which, at any rate, the
use of saerificial flesh and the oxdvdarov thereby given would
be excluded. —od uy ¢dyw] “ Accommodat suae personac, ut



248 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTIIANS.

facilius persuadeat,” Piscator. The expression is not by way
of exhortation, but of assurance, “ then I will certainly not eat,” etc.
Tobro @s Sibdorahos dpigros 7o O éavrod mwabedew & Aéyer,
Chrysostom. — els 7. aidva] to all clernity, mevermore; hyper-
bolical mode of expressing the most thorough readiness. Comp.
as regards the idea, Rom. xiv. 21. — fva u9 «.7\.] For this is
what I should bring about, if he holds the flesh which I eat to be
sacrificial flesh (ver. 9). Observe the emphatic repetition of the
words, and the different order in which cxavéah. and 1. adeh. p.
are placed—That the maxim here enunciated cannot be an
universal rule in adiaphoris, has been pointed out already by
Frasmus. Comp. Gal. ii. 5 with 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff and Acts
xvi. 3. It does not hold, when the truth of the gospel comes
to be at stake. Comp. Gal. ii. 14.
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CHAPTER IX.

VER. 1. obx sipi énebdepos; odx eiui 27.] So A B 8, min,, and most of
the vss,, with Tertullian, Origen, Ambrosiast. Aug. Pelag. Cassio-
dorus, Bede, Griesb. Schulz, Lachm. Tisch. Elz. inverts the
order of the questions, and is defended by Pott, Rinck, Reiche,
Comm,. erit. L p. 206 ff, Hofmann. But 1t was very natural to
transfer obx e/l do. to the first place as the more ‘mportant point,
and the one first expounded in detail by the apostle himself (vv. 1-3).
—Ver. 2. r#¢ éufic] Lachm. Riick. Tisch. read wov ris, with B ¥,
17, 31, 46, Or. Rightly; the Reccple is a more precise defini-
tion of the meaning inserted in view of ver. 3. Had wmou crept in
from the 75 #pyov wov in ver, 1, it would have been put after dzosrorZe.
— Ver. 6. 5] is wanting, it is true, in A BD*F G N8, 17, 46,
Isidor., and is deleted consequently by Lachm. and Riick.; but the
omission was very naturally suggested by vv. 4, 5. — Ver. 7. ix
vt xwpmot| Lachm. Riick. Tisch. read riv xapmiv, \Vlth A BC*D*
I' G n* 17, 46, 137, Sahid. Boern. Tol. Flor. Harl. Vulg. ms. Bede.
The Rccepte is an alteration in accordance with what follows, made
without observing the difference in meaning.— Ver. 8. 3 odsi xa/
z.7.\] There is decisive testimony in favour of % xei ¢ viuos Taire 0d
Aéyes; approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Riick. Tisch. It
was altered because not understood. — Ver, 10. ¢7’ éAwids 705 meri-
sew] So Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Riick. Tisch, with A B C n*,
10, 17, 71, Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. Baschm. Arm. Or. Eus. Cyr
The Rccepta again (defended by Relche) is: rfg énmidos abrob meré-
wew i7 éamian  Since, however, this é7 ézidi is omitted also by
D* F G, 46, it has such a weight of evidence against it! that it must
be reJected at once; rii Enmidoc abrod weréyew, again, is so plain as
regards its meaning, that had it been the Ollf'ln'll reading it could
]mdly have given rise to any change. If, on the other hand, it
was not observed that we have to supply aroity after daowy, the &=
ENilr Tol preTEsem remained unintelligible, and <3¢ imidos alrol Was
put in as a gloss to obviate the difficulty ; then this mistaken gloss
in some cases displaced the original words, in others, got mized wup

! Reiche would attach this addition (which quite mars the sense in the Recepta)
to the next verse ; but there, too, especially as standing first, it would obtrude upon
the antithesis something quite foreign to it and unsuitable.
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with them (Elz.). — Ver. 11. #¢pisous] C D E F G L, min. Vulg. It.
Theodoret, have episwuer. So Lachm. on the margin, Tischendorf
is right in receiving it into the text; gramnmarians took offence at
the subjunctive after ef. — Ver. 13, There is decisive evidence for
reading wapedp. here with Lachm. Rick. Tisch. (approved also by
Griesb.), and in ver. 15 ob xéypnuas oddevi 7., with Griesb. Lachm.
Scholz, Riick. Tisch. — Ver. 15. i ris xevian] There is great
diversity here. B D* n* Sahid. Bashm. have obdeic xeviioer (S0
Lachm.). A has oddeis pa xeviiser (so Riick). F G, 26, give us rie
aeviaer, The Recepta, which is specially defended by Reiche, ive
vig xevdien, has only a partial support from C D*** E T K n**,
the majority of the min. and vss., Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc.
Theophyl. Oec., because most of these authorities are in favour
of xevdiees, which is adopted by Tisch. DBut the Received reading,
as well as the mig xeviees, seems to be an attempt to amend
the original —but not understood —text in B (which A only
intensifies), so that we ought to read: % =3 xalynuwd wmou oddeic
zevwoer.  See the exeget. remarks on the verse. — Ver. 16. zalyrua]
D EF Gu&*1It.: ydpc. Not strongly enough attested ; an old
gloss in accordauce with Luke vi, 32-34. Instead of yap after
ovai, Elz. has &, but against conclusive evidence. A false correc-
tion, There are decisive grounds for reading, with Lachm. and
Tisch., elayyeriswnas in place of the second ebuyyenifwpar; the
Recepta is a repetition from the first. — Ver. 18. Elz. and Scholz
liave rob Xpioroi after ebayyén, in opposition to decisive evi-
dence. — Ver. 20. pa &v abdrés Uad wimor] omitted in Elz, but
given by almost all the uncials and many vss. and Fathers.
Homoeoteleuton. — Ver. 21. The genitives @00 and Xpioros (Elz.
and Scholz have the datives) have decisive testimony in their favour,
as xepddvw 7ovs &v. also has (so Lachm. Rick. Tisch.); the Reeepta
zepd7ow cvépovg was formed upon the model of ver. 20. — Ver. 22, The
@¢ before ds6. is wanting in A B &*, Vulg. Clar. Germ. Or. Cypr.
Ambrosiast. Aug. Ambr. Bede. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It
was a mechanical addition on the plan of the preceding clauses.—
The article before zdwre (Elz. Scholz) is condemned by a great pre-
ponderance of authority. — Ver. 23. 7sivo] The most and best of the
uncials, with the majority of vss. and Fathers, have sdire ; recom-
mended by Griesb,, adopted by Lachm. Riick. Tisch. Toiro is a
gloss inserted to define the meaning more precisely ; for the same
reason Sahid. Arm. read ralra 8 wdira.— Ver. 27. brwmalu] So
Elz. Lachm. It has such a mass of weighty. testimony on its side
(A B C D* &, min. Or. Chrys. Theodoret, Theophyl. Oec.) that the
other readings, itmomdlw (' G K L min. Fathers) and imomiZw
(D*** E, min, Fathers), must be rejected even on the ground of
external evidence alone, all the more that the vss. castigo (Vulg.),
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subjicio, macero, afligo, domo, do not show clearly which reading
they follow. Notwithstanding, izomdafw has been defended of late,
especially by Matth. (“ midfew loco =ilen aliquos male habuit™),
Reiche, Hofm., and adopted by Tisch. It appears to have been
simply the production of ignorant and mechanical transcribers, who
were familiar with =¢fw or #ifw, but took offence at izw (with Q).

ConTENTS.—That principle of loving self-denial which Paul had
just laid down for himself ©n respect of the single point in question
(viii. 13), he now confirms by referring to his general demeanour, of
which that one resolve was merely a particular expression, and
shows, in a frank, deeply impressive, and striking elucidation,
how he, notwithstanding that he was free and an apostle (vv.
1-3), yet refrained from pressing his well-grounded right to have
himself (and a consort as well) supported by the churches (vv.
4-18), and adapted himself to the needs of all men (vv. 19-23).
His readers, therefore, should be like champions at the games in
striving for the everlasting crown, preparing themselves to this
end through the exercise of self-control, even as le too sought,
by self-renunciation, to become worthy of the prize (vv. 24-27).
Not until chap. x. does he come back from this digression to
the special topic (of the sacrificial flesh) with which it stands
connected. It is not of the nature of an apology as regards its
whole plan and design, but only incidentally so in some isolated
references (vv. 2, 3, 5, 12).

Ver. 1. The first two questions bring out the fact that he was
seemingly exalted far above any such consideration and renuncia-
tion on his own part as he had announced in viil. 13; the
third question corroborates the full purport of the second ; and
the fourth places him in probative relation to his readers, whom

Paul «ai adrovs els papTupiav rakei, Theodoret. — énedBepos] free,
dependent upon noman. Comp. ver. 19. — "Ingoiy . . . ébpara]

Observe the solemnity of the phrase; his readers Znew what was
implied in it on his lips. The reference here is not to his having
seen Christ ©n His earthly life, which would have had nothing to
do with his apostleship, and which, moreover, cannot be proved to
have taken place in the case of Paul at all,—certainly not from
2 Cor. v. 16,—Dbut to the sight of the glorified Jesus, which was first
vouchsafed near Damascus to call him to be an apostle (Acts ix. 17,
xxii. 14 f, xxvi. 16; 1 Cor. xv. 8), and was often repeated
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afterwards, -although in different forms (Acts xviii. 9, xxii. 17 f.;
2 Cor. xii. 1)1 It is an arbitrary thing to exclude those later ap-
pearances (Estius, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Osiander, Hofmanmn),
since they, too, were granted to the apostle as such, and in connec-
tion with his apostolic relation to Christ ; they could only serve to
confirm his position of equality in the apostleship, and in this
bearing were doubtless familiar to his readers from Paul's own
lips. — év Kuvpie] does not belong to &yov; just as little does it
to dueis (Pott), or to uets éore alone (Riickert), but is meant to
bring out the Christian character of the whole T0 &épyov p. Jueis
éote. For out of Christ, n whom (as the object of faith) the
Christian lives and moves, outside of this element of the new life
and standing, the Corinthians, who owed their Christian existence
to the apostle, were not his work. The rendering : by the help of
the Lord, is arbitrary, and does not suit the context. Some of
those . who adopt it understand Kdpios of God (Beza, Piscator,
Flatt, Riickert, al., following Chrysostoth and Theophylact).
Comp. iv. 15. .

Vv. 2, 3. Not a parenthesis, but a statement interposed in his
own defence, occasioned by o¥ 70 épyov x.T.\., and flowing from a
heart deeply moved. — @\hots] ©.e. in relation to others, who, not
belonging to your community, do not own my apostleship as valid
for them.? “We have no Apostle Paul,” say they ! Comp. as to

1 Baur takes advantage of this stress lzid on the fact of having seen Christ, to sup-
port his hypothesis as to the close connection of the Petrine and the Christ-party. See
against this Ribiger, p. 128 f. According to Schenkel, the allusion is to the visions
of the Christ-party (the existence of which he has first of all to assume). The true
view is, that Paul is here indicating how, in respect of this point also, he stands in
no whit behind the original apostles. 'Exedn mera cav dvédndir 7oi cwripss inAifz,
tlxgov 3t 3o¥av ol awicTorss wape wEc) weyicany as T4 Tob Kupiov deds sEiwpiver, xai roiro
aporrifeney, Theodoret.  And it is no lower thing to have seen Christ in His glory
than to have scen Him in His humiliation upon the earth. Comp. Calvin. As
against the interpretations which make this a visionary beholding of Christ (Baur,
Ilolstein, al.), see Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1864, p. 220 f. How very dis-
tinctly Paul himself describes, especially in Acts xxii. 14, a bodily appearance! See
also Gal. i. 1, comp. with ver. 15. Nothing contrary to this can be proved from
the words twpaxivas and épdnvas (xv. 8), since these do not determine the Lind of
sceing and appearing. Comp. e.g. the use of the latter term in Acts vil. 26 of a
bodily appearing.

2 It was unquestionably by stranger Petrine Christians that the anti-Pauline
influence had been exerted upon the Corinthian church. So much is clear, but
nothing more. Ribiger thinks that they were the instigators of the Petrine party in
Corinth. Schenlkel makes them of the Christ-party. Hofmann explains the expres-
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the relation of the dative, viii. 6. — obx eini] See Winer, p. 446
[E. T. 601]. — dA\dye] still at least. See Hermann, ad Viger.
p. 826. The e intensifies the dAAd of the apodosis (see on
iv. 15, viii. 6) : see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 24 f. It cannot be said
with any critical certainty that aAAdye ever occurs in the classics
undivided (without one or more words put between the two
particles). See Klotz, le. p. 15, and Heind. ad Plat. Phacd.
p- 86 E; Stallbaum, ad Rep. p. 331 B.—Taking the reading 75
vyap oppay. pov T. amoor. (see the critical remarks), the meaning
is: my scal of apostleship, with the emphasis on odpay. As to
the word itself, see Rom. iv. 11. Theodoret well remarks : amo-
Sefw yap Tdv amosTohkdy kaTopbwpdtwy THy Uuerépav Exw
petaBorjy.— év Kupip] as in ver. 1; it belongs to the whole
preceding clause: 7) oppayis 7. éu. am. Ju. éare.  For out of Christ
the Corinthians were no seal of Paul’s apostleship. See on ver. 1.
They were this seal to him, inasmuch as they had become Chris-
tians through his agency (in general, not through his miracles in
particular, as Flatt holds with older expositors). — 7 éun dmoAoy.
«.T.\.] statement of what the foregoing comes to, added without any
connective particle, and so all the more emphatic; not merely a
repetition of the last clause <n other words (Hofmann), which would
be an admissible interpretation only if amy éoTi were absent, or
if éoré occurred again, — 7Tols éué avaxp.] to those who institute an
inguiry regarding me (comp. Acts xix. 33; 2 Cor. xii 19), who
question my apostleship. Both dmoh. and dvaxp. are purposely-
chosen forensic expressions. Comp. as to the latter, Luke xxiii. 14;
Acts iv. 9, xii. 19, xxiv. 8, xxviil. 18. — alirg] #his, namely, this
fact, that you are the seal of mine amosTory. It does not refer to
what follows (Chrysostom, Ambrosiaster, Grotius, Calovius), for
ver. 4 continues the series of questions begun in ver. 1, and what
follows does not contain any further defence of his apostleship
(which, moreover, would be quite unsuitable here).—Observe, lastly,
the emphasis of éu7y and éué, expressive of a well-grounded sense
of his own position.

Ver. 4 f. Returning from the digression in vv. 2, 3, Paul

sion from the difference between the dxerrorn vis wepropn; and that «5s dxpopuvesias.
Bat that is going too far ; for all circumecised Christians were not anti-Pauline, and
the express contrast here is with the fuei;, among whom must be included the Jewish-
Christians who were in Corinth,
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begins a new series of questions, with the view of now making
good the prerogative arising out of his apostleship, which in
point of fact he declined to exercise.— un odx é€youev] ie. we
surely are not destitute of the right to lead, etc.? Comp. Rom.
x. 18; 1 Cor. xi. 22. The plural cannot be restricted in its
reference to Paul alone, seeing that it has just been preceded, and
is again followed in ver. 6, by the singular, but must imply that
the apostle is thinking both of himself and of whosoever else acts
in like manner. More particularly, ver. 6 shows that he has here
in his eye, not &is companions in labour generally (Hofmann), but
Barnabas in particular besides himself (for see the pévos in ver. 6),
and him only. It may be added, that Calovius is right in saying,
against the abuse of this passage in the interests of monasticism,
that Paul is not speaking here of what “semper et ubique vitari
oporteat sed de eo tantum quod Wn easw noxii scandali infir-
morum fratram vitandum est.” — ¢ayeiv k. miew] e at the
cost of the churches. To understand it of non-ohservance of the
Jewish laws about food (Hunnius, Heydenreich, Billroth, comp.
Olshausen), or of sacrificial flesh and wine (Schrader), is contrary
to the context. See ver. 6 ff. The right of eating and drinking,
in the sense in which the reader would naturally understand 7t
as an apostolic prerogative (Luke x. 7), required nothing to be
added to define it. The analogy of Matt. xi. 19 (Hofwann)
has no bearing on the clause before us, the point of view there
being that of asceticism.—The infinitives are exegetical, and need
no vob (Matt. ix. 6 ; Mark ii. 10, al.). — aSergiv yuv. wepiay.] to
lead about (along with me on my official journeys) a sister (a
female believer) as @ wife. The view taken by several of the
Fathers (see Aug. de op. Monach. iv. 5, Jerome, Twés in Theo-
doret, Theophylact ; comp. generally, Suicer, Thes. I. p. 810), that
a serviens matrona is meant (so also Krasmus, Cornelius a Lapide.
and Estius), is against the plain meaning of the words, without
shadow of historical support in tlie life of the apostle, supposes a
somewhat unseemly relation, and is contrary to the example of
Peter, Matt. viii. 14.! It has, however, been still defended of late
by Roman Catholic writers (Maier) on wholly insufficient grounds.

1 Valla perceived rightly ¢‘fuisse apostolos suas uzores comitatas,’” but thinks
that they were called sisters, ** quod tanquam non uxores jam crant.” An ‘‘elegans
argutia” (Calvin){
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On mepudryer, comp. Xen. Cyr. ii. 2. 28 ; it occurs oftener in the
middle, as Xen. Mem. i. 7. 2; Polyb. xx. 5. 8. — & xai of Noe.
aw.] It does not follow from this that all the other apostles were
married, but the majority of them must have been so, otherwise the
plirase, which must be meant to hold at least & potior:, would be
unsuitable. — «ai of adehdoi Tod Kvpiov] Now, the brethren of the
Lord are in Acts i. 14 expressly distinguished from the Twelve;
further, in Gal. i. 19, James, the Lord’s brother, is equally dis-
tinguished from those who were apostles in the narrower and
original sense (such as Peter) ; and further still, we have no trace
in any of the lists of the apostles (Matt. x. 2 f.; Mark iii. 16 f.;
Luke vi. 14 f) that there were “ brethren of the Lord ” among the
Twelve,—a supposition which would also be decidedly at variance
with John vii. 3; Mark iii. 21. The ader¢doi Toi Kupiov, there-
fore, should not be put on a level with Cephas (Hofmann), and
sought within the number of the Twelve, but are the actual brothers
of Jesus, not His Zalf-brothers merely (sons of Joseph by a former
marriage), but His uferine brothers, later-born sons of Joseph
and Mavy (Matt. i. 25 ; Luke ii. 7; Matt. xii. 46, xiii. 55), who
had become believers and entered upon apostolic work after the
resurrection of Jesus (xv. 7; Actsi. 14), and among whom James,
in particnlar, as president of the church in Jerusalem (Acts xv. 13,
xx1. 18), had obtained a high apostolic position (Gal. ii. 9). See
on Acts xii. 17; Gal. 1. 19. This view (which is held also by de
‘Wette, Billroth, Riickert, Osiander, Neander, and Ewald, among the
more recent expositors of the passage before us) runs counter to
what was formerly the common view, namely, that of Jerome,
which still prevails with Roman Catholics, and is supported by
Hengstenberg and others, that the phrase denotes the sons of
Christ's mother’s sister, so that James, the Lord’s brother, would be
identical with the son of Alphaeus (but see on John xix. 25),
and would bear the name of “brother of the Lord” (Mt in the
wider sense) as a title of lhonour from his near relationship to
Jesus. Comp. on Matt. xii. 46. In like manner Lange, in his
apost. Zeitalter, p. 189, understands the Alphacidac to be meant ;
they were, he holds, the adopted brothers of Jesus, Joseph having
adopted as his own the children of Alphaeus, who was his brofher,
after the latter’s death. All this is nothing but arbitrary imagina-
tion, resting simply upon the false assumption that Mary brought
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forth Jesus, not as her first-born (Matt. i. 25 ; Luke ii. 7), but as
her only child. Lange is wrong here in making the «ai a proof
that the brethren of the Lord were among the Twelve, and are
but singled out from their number in this verse for special men-
tion. What Paul says is rather: “as also the other apostles and
the brethren of the Lord;” and then, having set before us this
august circle formed by the Twelve and those brethren of the
Lord closely associated with them since the resurrection of Jesus
(Acts i. 14), in which, too, he himself, as an apostle, had an
equal place, he singles out in conclusion the most illustrious of
them 2ll, one who was looked upon as the head of the whole
circle (Gal. i. 18), by adding : “and, ie. and, to mention him in
particular by name, Cephas ;” so that it is only the last xaf, and
not the second as well (as Hofmann, too, maintains), that carries
the force of speeial distinction (Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 11); comp.
Mark xvi. 7.— The design of the whole question, uy odx €.
éfova. adeld. . ., has no bearing upon scruples (of the Christ-
party) as to marriage being allowed (Olshausen), but is closely
connected with the purport of the first question, as is plain from
wepiayew: “ Am [ denied, then, the right to live at the cost of the
churches, and to have, like the otherapostles, etc., a consort journey-
ing along with me from place to place ?” in which latter case a
similar support from the churches is, from the nature of the cir-
cumstances, and from the scope of the context (vv. 4, 6), mani-
festly assumed as a matter of course—DPeter’s wife is called by
tradition sometimes Concordia, sometimes Perpetua. See Grabe,
Spicil. Patr. 1. p. 330.

Ver. 6. "H] or, i.e. unless it were true that, etc. In that case,
indeed, the éfovaia, of which I spoke in vv. 4, 5, must of course
be wanting! We have therefore no third éfovaia introduced
liere (Pott, Riickert), but % conveys an argument, as it usually
does. — Bapvdfas] see on Acts iv. 36. He was formerly (see
on Acts xv. 38) Paul's companion in his missionary labours, and
as such held a high apostolic position (Gal. ii. 9). — 7od uy
épyal] Have we not the right Zo cease from working 2 Paul sup-
ported himself by tent-making (Acts xviii. 3); in what way
Barnabas did so,is unknown. Both of them, very probably, after
mutual consultation, had laid it down as a principle to maintain
themselves by their own independent labour, and acted upon this
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rule even when working separately, whereas the rest of the
apostolic teachers (see wovos) claimed support from the resources
of the churches. ’Epydlesfac is the word constantly used for
working, 2 Thess, iii. 8 ; Acts xviii. 3 ; Homer, J/. xviii. 469, Od.
xiv. 272 ; Xen, Cyr. 1. 6. 11, al.  The rendering : koc opcrands
{Vulgate and Latin Fathers), arises from a different reading (with-
out the un).

Ver. 7. Proof of this apostolic right Tod un épydlesfar from
three analogics in common life, by applying which to the preachers
of the gospel it is made manifest that these have the right Zo live
Jrom the gospel.  “ Pulchre confertur minister evangelii cum milite,
vinitore, pastore,” Bengel. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 3 ff. ; Matt. xx. 1;
John x. 12 ; Acts xx. 28 ; Eph. iv. 5. — 8lois 6yr.] 2. so that
he pays his own wages (Luke iii. 14; Rom. vi. 23).—The differ-
ence of construction in the two clauses with éofler (Tov rapmév,
see the critical remarks, and then ék), is to be regarded as simply
an accidental change in the form of conception, without diver-
sity in the substance of the thought. With ée (comp. Ecclus.
xi. 17; Tob. i. 10, al.) the expression is partitive ; in using the
accusative Paul has the fruit (the grapes) in a purely objective
way before lhis mind. See generally, Kiihner, IL p. 181. The
wages of shepherds in the East consists to this day in a share of
the milk. See Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. VI p. 97.

Ver. 8. Transition to the proof from Seripturc of the above
éfovaia. — It is not supposed surely that I speak this (namely,
what I say of that apostolic prerogative in applying to it the rule
of these ordinary analogies) after the manncr of a man (according
to mere human judgment, as a purely human rule, and not a
divinely given omne) ? or the low too, does it not say this? Is it
silent concerning this principle ? Does it contain no statement
of it ? — xara dvfp.] The opposite of this is katd Tov vopov Tod
Ocod. Comp. on Rom. iii. 5; Gal. iii. 15. Theodoret gives the
idea correctly : el & Twi avfpwmwos eivar TabTa Soxel Noyiouos,
akovétw Tob vopov Sappndny Siayopedortos. —ij] as in ver. 6.
“I should not speak this after man’s way of thinking, ¢f
were the case that the law contained nothing of it.”  This is
the affirmative sense of the interrogative phrase. — «at] oo ; the
law is conceived of as the higher authority coming in over .and
above the individual AaAd. — o] negatives the Aéyer; see the
"~ 1COR. L R
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critical remarks. Comp. ver. 7.— As to the difference to be
noticed between AaAd and Aéyw, see on Rom. iii. 19; John
viii, 43.

Ver. 9. I'ap] introduces the answer which s to prove that the
Tabra o¥ Aéyer does not hold good. — 7¢ Muwio. véue] carries a
certain solemnity, as coming after 6 vopos in ver 8. The quota-
tion is from Deut. xxv. 4, given exactly according to the LXX,
where it is forbidden to keep the ox that drew the thrashing
machine from eating by a muzzle (¢euss, knuss), which used to be
done among heathen nations (Varro, i. 25 ; Cato, de »e rust. 54).
See Michaelis, Mos. B. TII. § 130. The motive of the prohibition,
in accordance with that spirit of tenderness towards the lower
creation which breathes throughout the whole law (see Ewald,
Alterth. p. 222), was humanity to the helpful animals. See
Josephus, Aatt. iv. 8. 21 ; Philo, d¢ Carit. p. 711 F. The same
citation is made in 1 Tim. v. 18. Comp. also Constitt. Ap. ii. 25. 3.
— ¢upwoers] = kqueces, which B* D* F G, Tisch. actually
read, and which we should accept as genuine, since the former
might easily creep into the text from the LXX. Regarding
Kknpovy, to muzzle, comp. Xen. de re eg. v. 3; Poll. i. 202. As
to the future with the force of an imperative (thow wilt—that I
expect of thee—not muzzle an ox in the thrashing-floor), see on
Matt. i. 21. — Beginning with p9 7dv Bodw, there follows now
the enterpretation of this law, given in the form of a twofold
question which runs on to Aéyer, first of all, negatively : God does
not surely concern Himself about oxen ! To modify this negation
by an “only” (so Erasmus and many others, among whom is
Riickert: “ for nothing further than ) is unwarrantable, although
cven Tholuck’s view in its latest form still amounts to this (das 4.
T.7m N. T, ed 6, p. 40). What Paul means is, that this class
of creatures, the oxen, are no¢ the objects of the divine solicitude
1n that provision of the law ; what expresses the care to be taken
for the oxen, is said not for their sakes, but 8 juds. O «ap
Urrép T@v dNéywy 6 vépos, dAN' Umép T@v vodv k. Noyov éybvTwy,
Philo, de Sacrif. p. 2561. Manifestly in this way the apostle scts
aside! the actual historical sense of that prohibition (Josephus,

1 Not simply generalizes (Kling in the Stud. 4. Krit. 1839, p. 834f. ; comp.
Neander), nor *“ subordinates the one to the other " (Osiander), nor the like, which
run counter to the plain meaning of the words. Luther’s gloss, too, goes astray
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Antt. iv. 8. 21) in behalf of an allegorical sense,' which, from the
standpoint of a purely historic interpretation, is nothing but an
application made “a minori ad majus ” (comp. Bave Mczia, £ 88).
But this need not surprise us, considering the freedom used
in the typico-allegorical method of interpreting Scripture, which
regarded such an application as the rgfercrice of the utterance in
question designed by God, and which from tAis standpoint did
not take the historical sense into account along with the other at
all.  The interpreter, accordingly, who proceeds upon this method
with regard to any particular passage does not call in question its
historical meaning as such, considered in itself, but only (as was
self-evident to his readers) as regards the higher typical destina-
tion of the words, inasmuch as he goes to work not as a histori-
cal, but as a typico - allegorical expositor. It is in the typical
destination of the law in genecral (Col. ii. 17), whereby it
pointed men above and beyond itself, that such a mode of pro-
cedure finds its justification, and on this ground it has both its
Jreedom, according as each special case may require, and at the
same time its ethical limst, in the necessity of being in harmony
with what befitted God.

Ver. 10. Or—since that cannot be supposed—is ¢kis the true
state of the case, that He saith it altogether for our sakcs?—
mrdvtws] in the sense of in any case, wholly, absolutely, as in
v. 10, ix. 22; see the remarks there. Comp. Acts xviii. 21,
xxi. 22, xxviil. 4, also Rom. iii. 9.. The rendering: of course,
certainly, is equally admissible as in Luke iv. 23, but would suit
an affirmative staternent better. Theophylact says well (follow-
ing Chrysostom): @s émi oumoloyoupévov Téleicev, iva pg ouvyyw-
pron und otwdy dvteurely TG drpoats. — 8¢ fuds] cannot mean
men in general (so most expositors, Hofmann, too, concurring),
but must refer to the Cheristian feackers (Chrysostom, Theophylact,
Estius, Riickert, Neander, al.); this necessarily follows both from
the whole connection of the argument and from the #uels in
ver. 11, since it is an entirely arbitrary assumption to make the
latter word have a different subject from our Auds.— Néyer] sc.
0 Oeos supplied from the foregoing clause, not 7 pags (Ol-

with o naive simplicity of its own : ¢ God cares for all things ; but He does not care
that anything should be written for oxen, seeing that they cannot read "
* Comp. also WEISS, bibl, Theol. p. 296

P N EEN
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shausen). — yap] as in ver. 9.— éypddn] namely, the utterance
of the law cited in ver. 9.— &r:] cannot have an argumentative
force (Luther, Beza, Calvin, and others, among whom is Neander);
nor is it the simple that of quotation (Riickert, who indeed looks
upon what follows as cited from some apocryphal book, in which
Ewald concurs with him), so that éypdén would refer to the next
clause,—but it is explicative merely (Castalio, Pott, de Wette,
Osiander, al.,, comp. also Hofmann), setting forth the typico-alle-
gorical contents of these words of the law in so far as they were
written &' 7pds, that is, for the Christian teachers: namely, that
the plougher ©s bound to plough in hope, and the thrasher (is bound
to thrash) 4n hope of having his share. The dAodv and the dpo-
Tpidv is thus no other than the gospel teacher, as mnecessarily
follows from 8.’ sjuds; the passage of the law now under con-
sideration gives occasion to his being flguratively designated (see
as early expositors as Chrysostom and Theophylact) in accordance
with the idea of the yewpyiov Ocob (iii. 9), without, however, the
two words being intended to signify different departments of teach-
ing,—a notion which receives no countenance from the context.
It is teaching in general that is here represented by two analogous
figures. Figure apart, therefore, the meaning is: that the teacher,
namely, 1s bound® to exercise his office of teaching, in hope to have
profit therefrom.  ODSév odv Erepov T0 aTopa drfjuwtov bv Tod fwov
Tovrov Bod 4 67¢ Tods Sidackdhovs Tols Trovovvras Ol kai apoiBis
amohavew, Chirysostom. It is a mistake to apply the words, as
is commonly done, to the literal plougher and thrasher. Such a
maxim of ordinary life would, it is plain, be wholly foreign to the
typico-allegorical character of the argument, and generally to
the nature of the mystical interpretation of Scripture, which
Paul follows here; the result would be something unsuitably
trivial. Nor is it simply an application of the moral idew of
the precept to the spiritual work that the apostle would have his
readers make; there is not the slightest trace of this in his
words, but the material work serves directly as the foil to the
spiritual. Theophylact puts it rightly: ¢ 8i8daxaNos dpeike dpo-
Tpiav k. komidv ém’ ENTiSe aporf3is k. avTyobias. — ém’ E\mide] has

1 '0peires, debet (Vulgate). Hofmann goes against linguistic usage in twrning
it into the sense of being entitled, as if he read dixzié; ies, or something to that
effect.
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the chief emphasis, and belongs to ddeihes, being its conditioning
basis (as in Rom. iv. 18, viii. 21; Titus i. 2). TViat Lope the
plougher is to cherish, is self-evident, namely, to enjoy with others
the fruits of his ploughing ; the re¢fercnce of the figure is obvious
from the context.— 7o peréyew] to wit, of the grain thrashed.
As to the genitive, see Rom. v. 2, al.

Ver. 11, Application of ver. 10, and that in such a way as to
make the readers feel &1t weilova AapBdvovow 7 8tdsagw, Chry-
sostom ; an argument a majori ad minus. — nueis] does not
include Barnabas, who cannot be proved ever to have joined
company again with Paul after the separation recorded in Acts
xv. 39, and who certainly had no share in founding the church
at Corinth. The apostle means Aimself along with his com-
panions of that period, when by casting forth the seed of the
gospel he founded the church to which his readers belonged
(éomeipapey), Acts xviii. §5; 2 Cor. i. 19. — sjuets duiv] An cm-
phatic juxtaposition, the emphasis of which is further heightened
by the suels dudv which follows.— 7a wvevuatied] spiritual
things, Christian knowledge, faith, love, etc., inasmuch as these
are the blessings which, procceding from the Holy Spirit (Gal.
v. 22), become the portion of believers through the sower’s work
of preaching the gospel (Matt. xiii. 3 ff.). Contrasted with these
are Ta oapkixd, the things wbich have nothing to do with the
Holy Spirit, but belong to the lower sphere of man’s life, to his
sensuous, corporeal mature, such as food, clothing, money, etc.
Comp. as regards the antithesis, Rom. xv. 27. — péya] res magni
momenti, Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5. 52, Anab. vil. 7. 27. It means
here, from the connection: something disproportionatc. Comp.
2 Cor. xi. 15. — Oeplowuer] see the critical remarks. The sul-
Junctive after e “ respectum comprehendit experientiae” (Hermann,
de partic. av, p. 97) ; see regarding this idiom on Luke ix. 13,
and Hermann, ad Viger. p. 831 ; it occurs in Homer and the
Iyric poets, and, although no certain instance of it can be given
from the Attic prose writers, is frequent again in later Greek.

Ver. 12. Confirmation from the example of others. — @\hoc]
other teachers generally, who came into the church after the
apostle and his associates (comp. iii. 10), and who were still there.
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Pott, and others understand them to be
Jalse teachers, so as to obviate any appearance of collision between
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Paul and the apostles. But there was, in fact, no other apostle
whatever among the rest of the Corinthien teachers. — Tijs Judv
é€ova.] the authority over you,' %.c. according to the context: the
right to claim their support from you. ‘Pudv is thus the
genitivus objeets (as in ver. 6, comp. John xvil. 2; Matt. x. 1, al.),
not subjectt, as if it meant: “leave, which you give” (Schrader),
which does not correspond with the conception that Paul had of the
case in vv. 4-11. To understand the word in the sense of mcans
(Schulz, with Castalio, Salmeron, Zeltner, Ewald), d.e. resowrces,
which are at your command, may be justified by classical usage
(Plato, Legg. viii. p. 828 D ; Thue. i. 38. 3, vi. 31. 4), but not by
that of the N. T, and is excluded here by the scope of what
immediately follows.  Chrysostom, in accordance with his
assumption that false teachers are meant, makes the reference to
be to their ¢yrannical power over the Corinthians. Conjecturcs
(such as that of Olearius: #judw, which is actually the reading
of 2. 52, and to which Riickert and Neander too are inclined;
or that of Cappellus and Locke : odaias) are quite superfluous. —
The second dAAd is opposed to the odx ¢ypno. Comp. Hom. 1L
i. 26 f.; Plato, Sympos. p. 211 E, and often elsewhere.—pai\iov]
potius, we the founders of your church. — wdvra oréyoper] we
endure all things (see Wetstein and Kypke, IL. p. 213), should be
left indefinite : labours, privations and the like, arising from our not
using the right in question. Comp. xiil. 7. — Wa pg éyromr. x.T\]
For how easily, supposing the apostle’s labours had been less
independent, or that some suspicion of self-interest, ambition, or
greed of gain bad rested upon him and his companions, might
hindrances have been put in the way of the gospel as regards its
reception, effect, and diffusion! And how powerfully must that
sacred cause have been commended and furthered by such an
example of noble self-denial! Respecting éyxomsy, comp. Dion.
Hal. de comp. verd. p. 157. 15.

Vv. 13, 14. An additional proof of the above right on the
part of the teachers, drawn now from the sphere of the Israelitish
theocracy, namely, from the example of the priests and the cor-
responding command of Christ Himself. Then, in ver. 15, éyo
8¢ ... ToUTwy Tepeats the contrast to this, — The first of the two

1 Observe the emphasis conveyed by putting the cuav first: over you, who are
surely under obligation to me first of all, and not to them,
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parallel halves of ver. 13, which together describe the feparedew
(Luke i. 7), characterizes the priests generally : of Ta iepa épyal,
who do the holy things, ie. whose work is to perform divine
service ; the second clause again is more specific: “who are con-
stantly busied at the altar of sacrifice” (wpocedp. and mapedp., of
an official, and especially of a priestly, assidere, Diod. Sic. i. 40 ;
Josephus, cont. Ap. i. 7; Lucian, dsin. 5; Kypke, IL. p. 213).
As regards Ta iepd, vecs sacrae, 1.c. what belongs to the divine
cultus, comp. 3 Mace. iii. 21 (according to the true reading);
Demosth. 1300. 6; and often elsewhere in the classics. Zhey
cat from the sanctuary, inasmuch as they have their support from
what is brought into the temple (sacrifices, shewbread, first-fruits,
cte.); they have their share with the altar of sacrificc, inasmuch as
they talke to themselves their part of the offerings which belong
to the altar. See Num. xviii. 8 fff Beza puts it well : “altaris
csse socios in dividenda victima.” It is incorrect to explain the
first clause as referring to the Levites and the second to the priests
(so Chrysostom, Theophylact, Vitringa, Wolf), for the Levites
were not ta iepa épyalopevor, but only lepodovdos (3 Esdr. i. 3),
and therefore, in respect of their occupations, are no fitting
analogues to the preachers of the gospel; see rather Rom. xv. 16
Phil. ii. 17. On this ground we must refuse even to <nclude the
Levites here (against de Wette, Osiander, Maier, al.). Riickert
understands both clauses to refer to the Jewish and heathen cultus
and its ministers. But in the mind of the apostle, looking at
things from the theocratic point of view of his nation, the
tepov and the Ovoiact. are simply xar’ éfoyiv, those of Israel
(Rom. ix. 4); and how could he otherwise have said olrw xal
k.7, ver. 14, seeing that the leathen priestly institute was
by no means of divine appointment? For these reasons we
cannot even say, with Ewald, that the words refer primariy
indeed to Num. xviii, but are couched in such a general form as
to apply also to the priests in the heathen temples. The mention
of 7¢ BuvaiacTyp. is especially opposed to this interpretation, since

1 The paraphrastic description of the priests from their employments serves to
make the representation uniform with that in ver. 14. The double designation,
however, brings out the analogy with the Christian teachers in a more clear and
telling way for the purposes of the argument. The holy thing at which they labour

is the gospel (Rom. xv. 16), and the offering which they present is the faith of their
converts (Phil. ii. 17), ard, consequently, those converts themselves (Rom. Le.).
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for Paul there can be but the one altar; comp. x. 18. — oftw xai
o Kipios k.1 \.] so, t.c. in accordance with the relation of things
stated in ver. 13, hath the Lord also, etc. ‘O Kupios is Christ ;
the allusion is to such sayings of His as Matt. x. 10, Luke x. 8,
here referred to as handed down by living tradition. By the xal,
again, the command of Cheist is linked to the foregoing relations
under the O. T. economy, with which it corresponds (comp. Chry-
sostom). The order of the words is enough of itself to show that
the reference is not to God, for in that case we must have had:
oUTw kal Tois To ebayy. katayy. o Kipios 8iérafe. — For examples
of the idiom &ijy éx, see Kypke.

Ver. 15. "Eyew 8] Paul now reverts to the individual way of
expressing himself (ver. 3), effecting thereby a lively climaz in the
representation. From this point onward to the end of the chapter
we have a growing torrent of animated appeal; and in what the
apostle now says regarding his mode of acting, his desire is that
he alone should stand prominent, without concerning himself
about others, and how they might act and appear in these respects.
— ovéevi ToUTwy] none of these things; Oecumenius, Theophy-
lact, Estius, Riickert, al.,, make this refer to the grounds of the
éfovsia in question which have been hitherto adduced. But
there is no reason why we should not refer it simply to the
immediately preceding statement as to the ordinance of Christ
regarding the éx 7ol edayyediov &Gv. Of what belongs to that
ordinance (food, drink, money, clothing, etc., see Acts xx. 33)—
of none of these things (voV7wv) had Paul availed himself. How
common it is for Greek writers also to use rafira of a single
thing, when considered in its different component elements, may
be seen in Kithner, § 423, note; Staltbaum, ad Plat. Apol. Soc.
p- 19D. Hofmann holds that the “facts from the Rhistory of
redemption,” cited in vv. 13, 14, are meant. But odfev{ implies
that what is referred to is a muléztude of things, which is summed
up in TovTwy. — Observe the use of the perfect xéypnu. to de-
scribe a continuous course of action. It is different with éypnodpu.
in ver. 12. — A full stop should be put after Todrwr; for with
odr &ypayra 8¢ Tadra (all from ver. 4 to ver. 15) there begins a
new section in the apostle’s address. — va olrw x.T.\.] in order
that (for the future) the like (according to what I have written,
namely, that the preachers of the gospel should be supported by
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the churches) should be done in my case (comp. Luke xxiii. 31;
Matt, xvii. 12).—paXNov] potius, namely, than let myself be sup-
ported (not magis, Vulgate). — 4 70 xavynua pob olleis xevoaer]
(see the critical remarks) expresses what is to talke place, it the
amoBavely does not ensue. That is to say, the 7 cannot lere be
the than of comparison,' as it would be were we to adopt the
Reeepta, which in fact has just arisen from men failing rightly to
understand this #%. It means “aut,” or othcrwisc (comp. vil 11 ;
Acts xxiv. 20), equivalent to e/ 8¢ u#, and so specifying “what
will take place, 3f the thing before named docs not happen” (Baeum-
lein, Partik. p. 126), so that it is equivalent in sense to alioguin.
See Ast, Lex. Plat. 1I. p. 12 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i 4. 16;
Ellendt, Zex. Soph. I. p. 750 f.; Baeumlein, le. What Paul
says is: “ Rather ©s it good for me to die, 4.e. Tather is death bene-
ficial for me, or otherwise, if this dwofaveiv is not to ensue and
I therefore am to remain alive, no onc ¢s to make my glory void.
Comp. as to this asseveration, 2 Cor. xi. 10. — 70 ravynud pov
#.7.\.] 1. No man will ever bring me to give wp my principle
of preaching without receiving anything in return, so as to pro-
duce the result that I can no longer have ground for glorying
(kavynpa here too means materics gloriandi, as in v. 6 and
always). Lachmann’s conjecture (Stud. u Krit. 1830, p. 839,
and Pracf. p. xii.), which is adopted by Billroth: vy 70 xadynud
pov ovdeis revwoer (comp. Xv. 31), breaks up the passage un-
necessarily ; and the same meaning would be arrived at more

>

easily and simply, were we merely to write 5 with the circurmflex,
in the sense of sane, which is so common in the classics (Baeum-
lein, Partile. p. 119 £): in truth, no one will make my glory void.
But this use of % does not occur in the N. T. Riickert’s opinion
is, that what we find in the old Mss. gives no sense at all;? we

! My own former view (ed. 2) was to this effect, that instead of saying: ¢ Better
for me to die than to lake recompense,” Paul made an aposiopesis at #, breaking off
there to exclaim with triumphant certainty : My xeixnua no man will make void !
According to this, we should have to supply a dash after #, and take what follows
independently. I now regard this interpretation—although approved by Winer,
p- 532 [E. T. 715]—as too bold, being without analogy in the N. T., in which, as
with elassical writers, the suppression of the apodosis occurs only after conditional
clauses (comp. Rom. ix. 22 f.). Maier has followed this view ; as does Neander, on
the supposition that Lachmann's reading were to be adopted.

2 The readings of B D* N* and A give the above sense ; F G again, with their =i
zevaoa, in which it is simplest to take the s as an interrogative (comp. Boerner :
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cannot, tell what Paul actually wrote; but that the best [how
far 7] of what we have to choose from is the Reeepta. Ewald,
too, and Hofmann, follow the latter—It does not follow from
ver. 14 that by dmofaveiv we are to understand precisely death
by famine (so Billroth, with Theophylact, Erasmus, Piscator, al.);
but the thought is gemerally to this effect: so far from letting
myself be supported by the churches, I will rather be kept by
death from this disgrace, by which, while I live, I shall let no
one tob me of my glory. The idea is that of dwvri Tod v
dmofviiorew edxheds, Isocr. Ervag. 1. The apostle’s kadynua
would have been made empty (xevéoed), if he had been brought
to a course of action whereby that in which he gloried would
have appeared to be without reality. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 3. He
would thus have been shown to be keveavyzns (Homer, I7. viii.
230).

Ver. 16. Why Paul has every reason (ydp) to hold his xadynua
thus fast. For the preacking of the gospel, taken by itself, does not
put him in a position to boast himself. All the less, therefore, can
he afford to give up the only thing that does place him in such a
position, namely, his preaching without recompense. — dvayxy
ydp pou émik.] sc. ebaryyehileabfau, as is proved by what goes before.
Comp. Homer, II. vi. 458 : kpatepyy & émiweioer dvdyxn, and the
common phrase in the classics: dvaykny émibetvar. — oval ydp pot
éoriv] Comp. LXX. in Hos. ix. 12.  Woc betides him, 7.c. God’s
threatened judgment will fulfil itself upon him (in the coming
day of judgment), if he shall not have preached the gospel
(edayyericwpat, see the critical remarks); from this is evident
(ydp) how the avdyen arises, namely, that he must preach; he
cannot give it up, without incurring eternal destruction.

Ver. 17f. The sentence immediately preceding this verse, odai
ydp . . . edayy., was merely a thought interposed, a logical
parenthesis, to the contents of which Paul does not again refer
in what follows. In ver. 17 f., accordingly, with its dp, the
reference is not to this preceding sentence ovai «.T.\., so as to
establish it by way of dilemma (which was my former interpre-
tation), but to dvdykn por émikerrar, ver. 16 (comp. de Wette,
“¢ quis evacuat '), give the plain and good sense : for it is better for me to die (than

that such a thing should happen in my case); or who will bring my glory to
nought 7
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Osiander, Hofmann), and that indeed in so far as thesc latter
words were sct down fo confirm the previous assertion, éav edaryryehi-
fwpat, obk éai pou kadynpa. The correctnesss of this reference
of the odp which introduces ver. 17 £, is confirmed by the fact
that the leading conceptions in the argument of ver. 17 f., to wit,
éxov and drxwv, are correlative to the conception of dvayen in
ver. 16. The qdp in ver. 17 thus serves to justify the second
«dp in ver. 16, as we often find, both in Greek writers and in the
N. T., ydap repeated in such a significant correlation as we find here
(see Tritzsche, ad Rom.II.p. 110 f). In order to prove that he has
rightly established his previous statement éav . . . xadynpa by
adding dvdykn ydp pov émikerrar, the apostle argues, starting
now from the opposite of that dvdyws, and therefore ¢ contrario,
as follows: “ For supposing that I carry on my preaching (tobro
wpdaow) of free self-determination, then I have a reward, of whicl,
consequently, I can glory ; but if I do it not of my own frec will
(and this, in point of fact, was the case with the apostle), then ¢
18 a stewardship with which I am entrusted, which therefore (this
is the purport of the interrogatory clause which follows, és ot
x.T\.) involves no reward for me.” — From this simple course
of thought—in which the wiafov €yw refers to the certain pos-
session hereafter of the Messianic reward! and is conceived as
the more specially defined contents of the xadynua in ver. 16,
—it will be seen that the apodosis of the second half of ver.
17 is olxovoplav memiocTevupar, that these words, consequently,
should neither be put in a parenthesis-nor attached to the pro-
tasis (so Knatchbull, Semler, Hofmann—comp. also his Sekrifi-
bewets, II. 2, p. 332) by reading el 8¢ drwv oixov. memioTevuar
together, to which 7és odv #.7.. would then become the apodosis ;*
—=2a view under which the significant bearing of the purposely
chosen phrase olxov. wemioTevpar is entirely lost sight of.  Billroth,

1 0n pucdiv ixev, comp. Matt. vi. 1. It is the opposite of sdai pos toriv, and hence
pu0dis cannot mean the reward which lies in the very action itsell, namely, the self-
satisfaction to which it gives rise (Hofmann).

 Asregards the odv of the apodosis, see on Rom. ii. 17-24. Tt would have been
exceedingly uncalled for alter such a short and perfectly simple protasis as that in
the text. In Herodotus ix. 48, which Hofmann adduces (also Hartung, Partik. II,
P- 22), it is otherwise (of 3’ dv x.7.1.). Moreover, it is a special pcculmuty of Hero-
dotus to put oJv before the apodosis ; whereas, with Paul, it occurs only in Romans

loc. cit., where it comes in after an accumulated series of protases and, as an cpma-
lepsis, was quite appropriate.
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failing to recognise how essential el 8¢ &xwv, oix. wemwior. is to the
argument, makes it parenthetical, and understands dxwv (with
Bengel, Zachariae, and Schulz) as meaning non gratis, which is
contrary to the signification of the word. Many expositors
render éedv and dxwv by “with joy and gladness” and “with
seluctance” (so Calovius, Piscator, Estius, Kypke, Rosenmiiller,
Flatt, Pott, al. ; comp. also Ewald); but this runs counter to the
fact that, as Tés odv . . . mofos shows, the apostle’s own case is
not the first, but the last of the two cases supposed by him, and
that he found himself indeed in the official position of a preacher
without having chosen it of his own free will, — being rather
apprehended (Phil. ii. 12), and, through his call (Acts ix. 22, 26),
as it were constrained by Christ (éf dvaykns drwy, Plato,
Legg. v. 734 B),—Dbut, notwithstanding, pursued his work with
heart and hand. — oixovopiav mwemwiocr.] olkov. has significant
emphasis; as to the construction, comp. Rom. iii. 2; Gal. ii. 7.
If T preach dxwy, so Paul holds, then the apostleship, with
which I am put in trust, stands in the relation of the stcwardship
of a household (iv. 1); focr that, too, a man receives not from his
own free choice, but by the master’s will, which he has to obey;
and hence it follows (odw) that no reward awaits me (this being
the negative sense of 7és . . . wofés; comp. Matt. v. 46 ; Rom.
vi. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 32); for a steward—conceived of as a slave?!
—-can but do his duty (Luke xvii. 10), whereas one who works
of his own free will does more than he is bound to do, and so
labours in a sense worthy ‘of reward. The meanings which some
expositors find in oix. mem. are inserted by themselves; thus Pott
explains, “nihilosecius peragendum est,” comp. Schulz, Rosenmiiller,
Flatt, Schrader, Neander, and older interpreters; while Grotins
makes it, “ ratio mihi reddenda est impositi muneris.” The words
convey nothing more than just their simple literal meaning.
‘What, again, is inferred from them, Paul himself tells us by
beginning a new sentence with 7is odv.  To suppose a middle clause
omitted before this sentence (with Neander, who would insert,
“How am I now to prove that I do it of my own free will ?”)
is to make a purely arbitrary interruption in the passage.—
o wiclos] the befitting reward. Neither here nor in the first

1 This is not an arbitrary assumption (as Hofmann oljects), since it is well
enough known that the eixovéiuos were, as a rule, slaves.
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clause is utofos the same as wadynua (Pott, Riickert, Ewald, al.) ;
but it is viewed as standing in the relation of the inducing
causc to that éor{ por ralymua, supposing the latter to take
place. This also applies against Baur in the theol. Jalrb. 1852,
p. 541 ff, who, moreover, pronounces the apostle’s argument an
unsound one. The distinction which Paul here makes is, in his
opinion, at variance with the absolute ground of obligation in the
moral consciousness, and is either purely a piece of dialectics, or
has for its real basis the idea of the opera supererogationis. In
point of fact, neither the one nor the other is the case; but
Paul is speaking of the apostolic rcward hereafter, concerning
which he was persuaded that it was not to be procured for him
by his apostolic labour in itself, seeing that he had not, in truth,
come to the apostleship of his own free will; rather, in his case,
must the element of free self-determination come in in another
way, namely, by his labouring without receiving anything in
return. In so far, accordingly, he must do something more than
the other apostles in order that he might receive the reward.
He had recognised this to be his peculiar duty of love, incumbent
upon him also with a view to avert all ground of offence, but
not as implying surplus merit. The latter notion is discovered
in the text by Cornelius a Lapide and others.

Ver. 18. “Iva] is taken by Grotius as meaning <, by Luther
and most interpreters—among whom are Riickert, de Wette,
Osiander, Ewald—as used in place of the exegetical infinitive, so
that it gives the answer to the foregoing question! The first
of these renderings is linguistically incorrect; the second would
have to Dbe referred to the conception: “ I oughkt)” etc., but yet
does not suit the negation: “ I have therefore no reward,” which
had its animated expression in the question: 75 odw xTA. It is
much better to interpret iva edayy. x.T.\. as stating the aim, accord-
g to God's ordination, of this negative condition of things : in order
that I should preach without rccompense (which is the first thing
to give me a prospect of reward, as being something which lies

1 Wetstein, with whom Baur agrees, remarks: “‘argute dictum, nullum mercedem
accipere, haec mea merces est.”” But had Paul intended any such point, he must
have expressed it by Zuicfo; or dpiedi. He would possibly have written vz duiodos
xnpviw 74 svayy., or something similar, if he had put %z at all instcad of the
infinitive.
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beyond my official obligation). Hofmann’s view is, that Paul
asks, What reward (viz. none) could induce him to this, to make
the gospel message free of cost ? But plainly it was just his
supporting himself in the discharge of his vocation, which went
beyond the obligation of the olxovouia, and consequently made him
worthy of reward, which the work of the olwovouos, taken by
itself alone, did not do. Moreover, this interpretation of Hof-
mann’s would require an expression, not of the design (fva), but of
the inducing ground (such as &8’ 6v). The iva is used here, as so
often in the N. T., to indicate the divinc teleology (Winer, p. 427
[E. T. 573]).—edayyert. addm. Ojocw To edayy.] i.c. in order that
I, by my preaching, may make the gospel something not connceted
with any outlay (on the part of the receivers). As regards this
very common use of tiflpus, fucio, see Kypke and Loesner n loc.
Comp. also on Rom.iv. 17, and Hermann, ad Viger. p. 761.
There is no need of going out of the way to render it, with Beza :
sct forth, with Grotius: collocare, like Tifévar ydpw, or with Pott :
to sct before them (as spiritual food). "Iva, with the futwre indica-
tive, conveys the idea of continuance. See MMatthiae, p. 1186.
Among the older Greek writers dmws (also d¢pa) is ordinarily
used in this connection (Matthiae, le. ; Kihner, II. p. 490),
while this use of va is, to say the least, very doubtful (see against
Elmsley, ad Eur. Bacch. p. 164, Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. Col. 155 ;
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 629 £) in the N.T. again, and with later
authors it is certain (Winer, p. 271 [E. T. 361]; Buttmann,
neut. Gr. p. 202 [E. T. 234]). — eis 76 un xarayp.] aim of his
abddm. mbévar To ebayy.: in order not to make usc of. To under-
stand xatayp. as meaning ¢o misuse (comp. on vii. 31), would give
a sense much too weak for the connection (against Beza, Calovius,
and others, among whom is Ewald). The right rendering already
appears in the Greek Fathers.—év 7@ elayy.] e in docendo
cvangelio—The éfovoia pov is not exclusively that indicated in
ver. 4, but the apostolic prerogative generally, although in applica-
tion to this particular point.

Vv. 19-22. Confirmation of this els 76 u% «atayp. 7. €€ pov by
his practical procedure in other matters, which was such, that not
to renounce the use of that éfovoia would simply be to con-
tradict himself; it would be a gross inconsistency.—— éx mavrov)
Mase. It belonged to the apostolic éfevaia to put himself in
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bondage to no man, but to be independent of all (ver. 1; comp.
Gal. 1. 10); to hold and to make good this position of freedom
towards every ome, was a result flowing from, and a con-
stituent part of, his rights as an apostle (in opposition to Hof-
mann, who asserts that a position precisely the converse of
this was the only one logically tenable by the apostle).! Not-
withstanding, Paul had made himself a bondsman to all, accom-
modating himself to their necessities in ministrative self-denial.
It is only here that énedfepos occurs with éx; elsewhere (Rom.
vii. 3; comp. Rom. vi. 18, 22, viii. 2, 21) and in Greek writers
with dwo. — Tods mAelovas] 7.e. according to the context: the
areater part of the 7dvres, not : more than are converted by others
(Hofmann). Comp. x. 5. By acting otherwise he would have
won, it might be, only individuals here and there. — xepbicw]
namely, for Christ and His kingdom, by their conversion. Riickert
explains it as meaning: to carry off as an advantage for himself,
which Hofmann, too, includes. But the precise sense of the
phrase must be determined by the contezt, which speaks in reality
of the apostle’s official labours, so that in substance the meaning
is the same as that of cowocw in ver. 22. Comp. Matt. xviii,
15; 1 Pet. iii. 1. Regarding the form éxépdnca, see Lobeck,
ad Phryn. p. 740.

Ver. 20. Explanation in detail of the preceding verse (xal
epezegetical). — To the Jews Paul beeame as @ Jow, 1. in his rela-
tions to the Jews, whom he sought to convert, he behaved in Jewish
fashion, observing eg. Jewish customs (Acts xvi. 3, xxi. 26),
availing himself of Jewish methods of teaching, etc., in order to
win Jews. Jewish Christians are not included here (Vorstius,
Billroth); for these were, as such, already won and saved. —
Tois Do vopov] to those under the law; not really different from
Tois "Tovdaiows, save only that they arve designated here from their
characteristic religious position, into which Paul entered. The
universal nature of the expression is enough of itself to show that
Judaizing Christians cannot be intended ; nor proselyies—although

1 According to Hofmann, Paul establishes the negative question =fs olv pos toviv 4
wiodie by the sentence linked to it with yp, which states that, so far from receiving
reward, he had given up his freedom, etc., for the same end for which he refrained
from claiming support. This view is connected with his incorrect rendering of ver.
18, and falls with it.
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they are by no means to be excluded from either category,—
because they, too, would not have their specific characteristic
brought out by dmd vopov. The very same reason holds against
the supposition that the rigid Jews, the Pharisecs, are meant. The
first of these three views is taken by Theodoret, the second
by Theodore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, Mosheim, al. ; Theophylact
is undecided which of the two to prefer, comp. also Chrysostom ;
Lightfoot and Heydenreich adopt the third. — u» dv adros
Umd vopov] although I mysclf (for my own part) am no, etc, a
caveat very naturally arising from his consciousness of the high
value of his freedom as regards the law, Gal. ii. 19. There is
no proof of any apologetic design here (in reference to such as
might have said : Thou must do so and so, Riickert). FPaul did
not add any remark of this kind in connection with the preceding
clause, because in respect of mationality he actually was an
*Iovdaios. — Tovs Umro vop.] The article denotes the class of men
in question.

Ver. 21. Tois dvopois] t.e. to the heathen, Rom. ii. 12.  Comp.
Suicer, Thes. 1. p. 366. — ds dvopos] by holding intercourse with
them, giving up Jewish observances, teaching in Hellenic form
(as at Athens, Acts xvii.). Comp. Isidor. Pelus, ed. Paris. 1638,
p- 186.— un dv x.7\.] must similarly be regarded not exactly as
a defence of himself (Grotius, Riickert), but as arising very natu-
rally from the pious feeling of the apostle, who, with all the con-
sciousness of his freedom of position towards the Mosaic law, which
allowed him to be Tois avdpors &s dvopos, always recognised his
subjection to the divine vopos revealed in Christ. In spite,
therefore, of his thus condescending to the dvopors, he was by
no means one without legal obligation to God (no dvopos Oecod?),
but one—and this is precisely what brings out the absolute
character of the opposite—who stood within the sphere of legal
obligation to Christ. And Paul was conscious that he stood
thus in virtue of his faith in Christ, who lived in him (Gal. ii.
20), and in conformity with the gospel, which ruled him as the

1 Hofmann's conjecture, that Paul wrote @:z (following it, however, with Xpir=e?),
has virtually no critical foundation, and is wholly devoid of exegetical basis. Hof-
mann explains the passage as if he read ¥wepos Xpiorab odx &v &vopros ©:4, making
Paul say of *“his being shut up in the law of Christ, that it made him one who was
not without law in his relation to God.”
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vopos Tod mwvedpartos kai Tis ydpiros (Chrysostom), and was to
him accordingly the higher analogue of the venerated vouos (Rom.
iii. 27), which has its fulfilment in love (Rom. xiii. 10); comp.
Gal. vi. 2. The two genitives Oecov and XpioTov denote simply
an relation to, tn my position towards; they thus give to the two
notions dvouos and &vwouos their definite reference.

Ver. 22. The acfeveis are Christians weak as yet in discern-
ment and moral power (viii. 7 ff.; Rom. xiv. 1, xv. 1; Acts xx.
35; 1 Thess. v. 14). The terms xepdjow and cwow are uot
inconsistent with this view, for such weak believers would, by an
inconsiderate conduct towards them, be made to stumble, and
would fall into destruction (viii. 11 ; Rom. xiv. 15). To under-
stand the phrase as denoting non-Christians from their lack of the
higher powers of Christian life, especially of strength of conscience
(Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Hofmann), is against the formal use
of of daBeveis, and cannot be justified by Rom. v. 6. Comp. also
2 Cor. xi. 29.— s é&obfevys] “perinde quasi simili tenerer
imbecillitate,” Erasmus, Paraphr. — 7ots waae «.7.\.] to all (with
whom I had to do) I have become all, have suited myself to them
in all ways according to their circumstances. Comp. as regards
mdvra yiveaBas! the passages cited in Kypke, IT. p. 215 £, and
observe the perfect here at the close; comp. Col. i 15. — Paul
did not need to say to his readers that in this whole picture
of his ovykardBacis he is expressing no mere men-pleasing or
anti-Christian connivance at sin, but the practical wisdom of
the truest Christian love and self-denial in the exercise of his
apostolic functions ; hie trusts them to understand this from their
knowledge of his character. Comp. also Gal. i. 10, ii. 3-5.
This practical wisdom must be all the more regarded as a fruit
of caperience under the discipline of the Spirit, when we con-
sider how fiery and decided his matural temperament was. And
who can estimate Liow much he achieved by this method of work-
ing! Comp. Neander in opposition to Riickert’s unfavourable
judgment. Augustine puts it well: “non mentientis actus, sed
compaticntis affectus.” — wdvrws] tn any case (comp. on ver. 10,
and Plato, Phaedr. p. 266 D; 2 Mace. iii. 13; 3 Mace. 1. 15;
the reverse of oddauds, Plato, Soph. p. 240 E; comp. the frequent

1 Not tobe confounded with the expression wdira yivesdai =i, which means instar
omnbwmn fleri alicui, as in Xen. Eph. ii. 13 ; comp. Locella in loc., p. 200,
1'COR. L S
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phrase wavry mdvres, Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 78 D).
Should the apostle 4n cvery case, in which he adapted himself as
described in vv. 19-22, save some—that is, in the one case of
accommodation these, in the other ¢kose, but in all some,—there
would result the m\eloves of ver. 19, whom it was his design to
win as there summarily set forth. — c@ow] make them partakers
in the Messianic salvation, vii. 16, x. 33 ; Rom. ix. 27, al. Not
different in substance from «epdifocw, but stronger and more
specific, as was suitable in expressing the final result. Comp.
1 Tim. iv. 16.

Ver. 23. ITdvra 8¢ moud] quite general; now all that I do is
done for the gospel’s sake. — i{va ovyrow. adTot vev.] Epexegesis
of &wx 10 edayy.: in order that I may become a fellow-partaker
therein.  Comp. on cuyrow., Rom. xi. 17. Whoever is included
as belonging to those in whom the salvation proclaimed in the
gospel shall be fulfilled (at the day of judgment), enters along
with them when this fulfiliment is accomplished into the participa-
tion of the gospel, to wit, through sharing in the common fruition
of that which forms the real contents of the message of salvation.
Hence the meaning in substance is: in order fo become one of
those in whom the gospel will realize itself, through their attaining
the Messianic salvation. Note the hwmility of the expression;
he who laboured more than all others, has yet in view no higher
reward for himself than just the salvation common to all believers.
Flatt and Billroth make it: in order to take part n the spreading
of the gospel.  But the aim here stated corresponds to the BpaBSeiov
in ver. 24. The nward salvation of the moral life again (Semler
and Pott) is only the ethical path of development, whereby men
ultimately reach the cuvyxowwviz here intended. Comp. Phil.
iii. 10 ff.

Ver. 24 ff. Exhortation to his readers to follow his example,
clothed in figures borrowed from the relations of athletic competi-
tion among the Greeks (comp. Phil. iii. 12 ff). — Doubtless Paul,
writing to the Corinthians, was thinking of the Isthmian games,
which continued to be held even after the destruction of the city
by Mummius (Pausanias, ii. 2). There is no sufficient ground
for supposing the Olympic games to be meant, as those in which
the foot-race formed a peculiarly prominent feature (Spanheim,
Wolf, al.), for running was not excluded at the other places of com-
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petition ; and it is not necessary to assume that the apostle had
a knowledge enabling him to make nice distinctions between the
different kinds of contest at the different games.— 7o BpaBeiov]
Aéyerar 8¢ olitw To Subopevoy yépas T vikroavte dONTH, dmo pév
Tov Sidovrov adro BpaBevrdy BpaBeiov, dmo 6¢ Tdy dOrovvTwy
@0xov, Scholiast on Pindar, OL 1. 5.  S'Tépos & éaTi Tob drydvos
(the Isthmian) wérus (pinc), 170 8¢ dvéxalev céhwa (not ivy, but
parsley) xal adrod i o oTépavos, Scholiast on Pindar, Isthm.
Umofeais ; comp. Plutarch, gu. symp. v. 3, and see Boeckh and
Dissen, ad Pind. Ol xiil. 33; Hermann, gottesdicnstl. Altcrth.
§ 50. 27, ed. 2. In the application (iva katal.), we are to under-
stand the future Messianic salvation which all may reach. Comp.
1 Tim. vi. 12. — orw 7péyere, (va] should not be rendered, as it
is by most expositors, “ so »un, that,”—which the a, as a particle
expressive of design, makes inadmissible (comp. vv. 26, 27)—
but: in such way run (like the one referred to), <n order that.
This does away, too, with the awkwardness which would other-
wise be involved in eis with the plural xatardBnte. Paul
exhorts his readers to run in a way as worthy of the prize (so to
shape their inner and outer life), as the one who, by decision of
the judge, receives the crown for the foot-race, in order that they
may attain to it (i.e the crown of the Messianic salvation). There
is no need for the arbitrary insertion of the idea: “ as is nccessary,
in order that,” etc. (Hofmann).

Ver. 25. 4é] marks the transition to the course of conduct
observed by any competitor for a prize. — The emphasis is on
aras. It is from it that the conclusion is then drawn in ver. 26,
éyod Tolvy. — 0 dywritop.] used as a substantive. The statement
is as to what every compctitor does to prepare himself for his
struggle ; in all respects he is abstinent (éyxpar., see on Vil 9).
The word dywvilecfar denotes every kind of competition, and
includes therefore the more specific Tpéyewr (comp. Herod. v. 22 ;
Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 27: aywvilecfar orddiov). Regarding the
abstinence (especially from wine, sexual intercourse, and all heavy
food except a good flesh-diet), by which the competitors had
to prepare themselves for the struggle for ten months pre-
viously, see Intpp. ad Hor. 4«t. Poct. 412 ff. ; Valckenaer, p. 251 ;
Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. VI. p. 97 f; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth.
§ 50. 16 f.— wdvra] Accusative of more precise definition. See
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Lobeck, ad Aj. 1402. Comp. ix. 25.— éxeivos pév odv x.TA.]
il quidem igitur, to wit, the competitors proper. — ueis] e
Christians. The wdvra éyxpareveabar holds of both the dywyi-
Gopévor, only with the first it is in the sphere of the body; with
the second, in the moral domain. -That the Christians, as striving
in the moral field, actually wdvra éykparelovrar, is assumed by
Paul, speaking from his ideal point of view, as a thing of course.

Vv. 26, 27. So run I then, seeing that I, for my part, accord-
ing to ver, 25, am prepared by such abstinence to strive for the
tncorruptible crown, in such ¢ way as, etc. The apostle thus sets
his own ethical mode of striving (as a runner and combatant)
before his readers as a pattern. Respecting the following 7olvvy,
which Paul has only in this passage, comp. Luke xx. 25; Heb.
xiii. 13; Hartung, Partik. II. p. 349; DBaeumlein, Partil.
p- 251 f.— odx d&jAws] sc. Tpéxwr. The word means unap-
parent, not clear, reverse of wpodphos. It may either be applied
objectively to an action which is indistinct and not cognizable to
others (Luke xi. 44; 1 Cor. xiv. 8); or subjcetively, so that the
man who acts, hopes, etc., is Zimself not clear, but wuncertain and
Lesitating as to manner, aim, and result; comp. 2 Mace. vii. 34
3 Macc. iv. 4; Thue. i. 2. 1; Plato, Symp. p. 181 D; Soph.
Trach. 66'7; Dem. 416. 4; Polyb. xxx. 4. 17, viil. 3. 2, vi
56. 11, iii. 54. 5: adijhos émiBaais; also in Xenoph., Plutarch,
ete. So here; and hence we should render: not without e clearly
conscious assurance and certainty of running so as to rcach the
goal. Comp. Vulgate, “non in incertum;” Chrysostom : wpos
owomoy Twa [BMémewv, odx elxii xai pdaryr, Phil. i, 14, xaTd
oromoy Sudww émi 7o SpaBeiov, Bengel, “ Scio quod petam et
quomodo,” Melanchthon, “mnon coeco impetu sine cogitatione
finis.” Hofmann takes it otherwise: “in whose case it is quitc
apparent whither he would go,” thus bringing out the objective
sense ; comp. also Grotius. But this would convey too little, for
as a matter of course it must be plain in the case of every runner
in a race whither he would go. Homberg’s rendering is better:
“ut non in obscuro sim, sed potius inter reliquos emineam.”
Comp. Ewald: “not as in the dark, but as in the sight of all.”
Still this does not correspond so well with the parallel ds ol
dépa Sépwy, which implies the conception of the end in view.
Alex. Morus and Billroth (comp. Olshausen) understand it as
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meaning, not without definite aim (not simply for private cxercise).
Jut this runs counter to the whole context, in which Paul is set
forth as an actual runner in a racecourse, so that the negative thus
conveyed would be inappropriate. —odx dépa Seépwv] The boxer
ought to strike bis opponent, and not, missing him, to beat the
air, to deal strokes in air. Comp. the German phrase, “vn’s Blawue
Iinein”  See Eustath. ad 7. p. 663, 17, and the instances given
by Wetstein. Comp. Theophilus, ad Awutol. iii. 1. The context
(see above on @d7A.) forbids us to render, with Theodoret, Calovius,
Bengel, Zachariae, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, Hofmann, and
others: not in wmaginary combat merely, without a real anta-
gonist (owiapayia). Respecting the ovx in this passage, see
Winer, p. 452 [E. T. 609). — aAX’ dmwmdle xr.\] but I beat
my Dody blue,—alteration of the construction, in order to make the
thought stand out in a more independent way ; comp. on vii. 37.
The aA\d, however, can have the effect only of presenting what
is here stated as the opposite of aépa &épwy, not as that whereby
a man simply prepares himself for the contest (Hofmann, comp.
Dott). Paul regards his own body (the cdua tiic capkds, Col.
ii, 11, the seat of the nature opposed to God, of the law in his
members, comp. Rom. vi. 6, vii. 23) as the adversary (avrayw-
moiys), against whom he fights with an energetic and successful
vehemence, just as a boxer beats the face of his opponent black
and blue (respecting Umwmidlew, comp. on Luke xviii. 5, and Bos,
Lxerettt. p. 140 ff), so that those lusts (Gal. v. 17), which war
against the regenerate inner man, whose new principle of life is
the Holy Spirit, lose their power and are not fulfilled. It is in
substance the same thing as Tas wpdfets 100 odpatos Bavaroby
in Rom. viil. 13 ; comp. Col. iii, 5. The result of the Jrwmate
xT\. is, that the body becomes submissive to the moral will! yea,
the members become weapons of righteousness (Rom. vi. 13).
Hence Paul adds further: x OSovAaywyd, I make it a slave
(Diodorus, xii. 24; Theophrastus, Ep. 36; Theophyl. Simoc.
Ep. 4), which also “a pyctis desumptum est; nam qui vicerat,
victum trahebat adversarium quasi servum,” Grotius, Against
the abuse of this passage to favour ascetic scourgings of the body,
see Deyling, Obss. 1. p. 322 ff, ed. 3. — a\hots wnpdfas] aficr

! Comp. the weaker analogies in profane writers, as Xen. M. ii, 1. 28 ; Cicero,
OFf. i. 23. 79.
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having been a herald to others.  The apostle still keeps to the same
Jigure, comparing his preaching, in which he swmmoned and
exhorted men to the Christian life, to the office of the Zerald who
made known the laws of the games and called the champions to
the combat. Riickert, who (with Chrysostom, Grotius, al.) regards
xnp. as denoting preaching without reference to the work of a
herald, reminds us, in opposition to the above view (comp. de
Wette), that the herald certainly did not himself join in the combat.
But this objection does not hold, for with Puwl the case stood thus :
He, in point of fact, was a herald, who joined personally in the
contest ; and he had therefore to carry through his figure upon
this footing, even although he thereby departed from the actually
subsisting relations at the combats in the games.— doxiuos]
rejectancus, unapproved, t.e. however, not “ ne dignus quidem, qui
ad certamen omnino admittar ” (Pott),—for Paul is, from vv. 26, 27,
actually in the midst of the contest,—Dbut pracmio indignus,—puy
Tobs dANous To Oéov Sibdfas avTos Tol Téhous Ty dywvev wav-
TeAds Staudpre, Theodoret.
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CHAPTER X

VER. 1. ydp] Elz. has &, against decisive evidence. An alteration
arising from failure to understand the connection, — Ver. 2. i8ua-
riswvro] A CD EF G &, min. Dial. Bas. Cyr. al. have #Ba=rictncuy.
Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Riickert. It is,
however, an alteration to which copyists were induced by being
accustomed to the passive of Busr.; the middle is sufficiently
attested by B K L, Orig. Chrys. al. — Ver. 9. Kipv] So B C N,
min. and several vss. and Fathers. The readings @sv and Xpieriv
are interpretations, the first occurring in A, 2, Slav. ms. Bede, the
second adopted by Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. on the authority of
DEVFYG KL min vss. Fathers; defended also by Reiche.
Epiphanius avers Xpwrév to be a change made by Marcion. —
Vv. 9, 10. Elz. adds xai after xwdds; but this has too powerful
testimony against it to be admissible on the ground of ver. 8. It
is deleted by Lachm. Tisch. Riickert. — Ver. 9. d=dwrovro] Riickert,
following A (?) B N, reads d=wiAvwro, as he does also in ver. 10 on
the authority of A. Rightly in both cases; the change of tense
was overlooked. — Ver. 11. advra] is wanting after & in A B 17,
Sahid. and several Fathers. It comes beforeit in D EF G v, 3,
Aeth. and some Fathers. DBracketed by Lachm., deleted by Riick.
and Tisch.; an addition naturally suggested. — sizer] Lachim. and
Riick. read rummag, following A B C K &, min. Syr. p. (on the
margin), and many Fathers. Rightly; the Recepta, defended by
Yeiche, is a repetition from ver. 6. As connected with rumiie,
however, and resting on very much the same attestation (including
®), owéBamev should be adopted in place of suvéBumov, — xarsvrsosy]
Lachm. and Tisch. have xarsvrazer, on the authority of B D* E* I
G ¥, 39, 46, and some Fatliers. An instance of the frequent trans-
formation of the perfect into the aorist form, with which the
transcribers were more familiar.— Ver. 13. Elz. has tué&: after
obvacdes; but this is an addition opposed by decisive evidence.
— Ver. 19. Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. invert the order of the two
questions, following B C** D E 8**, min. Copt. Sahid. Aeth, Vulg.
Aug. Ambrosiast. Pel. Bede. Rightly. One of the two queries
came to be left out, owing to the similarity in sound (so still in A
C* and N*), and was afterwards restored where it seemed to stand
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most naturally (according to the order of origin and operation).
Reiche, nevertheless, in his Comamn. crit. I. p. 240 £, tries to defend
the Recepte (IX L, with most of the min, Syr. utr. Goth. and Greek
Fathers). — Ver, 20. & 0ber & #0vg] Lachm, Rick. and Tisch. read
é& 8bovaw, on very preponderant evidence (as also ddoven afterwards).
The missing subject r¢ #vn was joined on to dboven (so still in
A C 8), which thereupon drew after it the change to dber. — Ver. 23.
Elz. has uor after =dvre, against decisive evidence. Borrowed from
vi. 12. — Ver. 24. After iripov Elz. has €xaeros, in face of decisive
testimony. Supplied, perhaps, from remembrance of Phil. ii. 4. —
Ver. 27. &¢] is wanting in A B D* F G 8, and some min. Copt.
Vulg. Antioch. Chrys. Aug. Ambrosiast. Pel. «l. Lachm. and Riick.
are right in rejecting it as a mere connective addition. — Ver. 28.
ispidurov] approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Riick. Tisch.
Elz. and Scholz again have :idwiédoror, contrary to A B H N, Sahid.
and the indirect witnesses given by Tisch. The commoner word
(which is defended by Reiche) was first written on the margin, and
then taken into the text. — After cuwidnon Elz. has ot ydp Kupiou
7 ¥H % 10 wAdpwme absis. A repetition of the clause in ver. 26,
which crept from the margin into the text; it is condemned by de-
cisive testimony, as is also the & which Elz. puts after ¢/ in ver. 30.

CONTENTS on to xi. 1.—The warnings supplied by the history of
our fathers urge us to this self-conquest (vv. 1-11). Beware,
therefore, of a fall; the temptation has not yet gone beyond what
you are able to bear, and God's faithfulness will not suffer it to do
so in the future; flee, then, from idolatry (vv.12-14). This exhor-
tation is supported, as regards the eating of sacrificial meat, by the
analogies of the Lord’s Supper and the Jewish usages in partaking
of sacrifices (vv. 15-18). And therewith Paul returns from the
long digression, which las occupied him since ix. 1, to his main
subject, which he is mow in a position to wind up and dispose of
with all the more vigour and terseness (vv. 19-xi. 1).

Ver. 1. T'dp] Paul had already, in ix. 26 £, set hiinself hefore his
readers as an example of self-conquest ; he now justifies his special
enforcement of this duty by the warning example of the fathers.
II\élov adrovs Sedifacfar Bovanleis Tdv kara Tov 'Iopanh dva-
pipvioke, kal éoov dmjlaveav dyafdv kal Goais mwepiémesay
Tywwplats. kal kakel TUmovs ToUTwy ékeiva, Sibdokwy ws TA Suota
meloovTas THy duotav dmioriav kryoduevor, Theodoret. — od 9éhw
vp. ayr.] indicating something of importance. See on Rom.



xi. 25. — of waTépes np.] i.e. our forefathers at the time of the
exodus from Egypt. The apostle says 7@y, speaking, as in Rom.
iv. 1, from his national consciousness, which was shared in by his
Jewish readers, and well understood by his Gentile ones. The
idea of the spiritual fatherhood of all belicvers (Rom. iv. 11 ff,
de Wette, al.), or that of the O. T. ancestry of the N. T. church
(Hofmann), would suit only with Zoly ancestors as being the frue
Israel (comp. Rom. ix. 5 ff.; Gal. vi. 16), but does not harmonize
with the fact of the fathers Zere referred to being cited as warn-
ings.'— mrdvres] has strong emphasis! and is four times repeated,
the coming contrast of otk év Tois mAeloow, ver. 5, being already
before the apostle’s mind. 4 had the blessing of the divine
presence (Umo 7. ved. foav), all that of the passage through the
sea; all received the analogune of baptism, all that of eating, «ll
that of drinking at the Lord’s Supper; but with the majority God
was not well pleased. — dmo 7. wvep.] The well-known (m7iv)
pillar of cloud (Ex. xiii. 21 f), in which God's presence was,
is conceived as spreading its canmopy over (¥mo) the march of
the people that followed it. Comp. Ps. cv. 39; Wisd. x. 17,
xix. 7. — &ud 7fis far.] See Ex. xiv.

Ver. 2. The discourse flows on in uninterrupted stream,
beginning with the é7c in ver. 1, to the end of ver. 5; then
follows the application in ver. 6. — eis Tov Mwisfiy] 0 reference
to Moses, so that they thereby devoted themselves to Moses as
the deliverer and mediator whom God had sent them. Comp. on
Rom. vi. 3; Matt. xxviil. 19. — éBamricavro] they had themselves
baptized, had the same thing, that is to say, done to them in
reference to Moses as you had done to you in reference to Christ.
The middle, which is not put here for the passive,—comp., on the
contrary, what was said regarding dmwe\ove., vi. 11,—is purposely
chosen, as in Acts xxii. 16, to denote the receptive sense (see Kiihner,
IL p. 18; Valckenaer, p. 256 ; Winer, p. 239 [E. T. 319]); for
although éBarr., and the subsequent épavyov and émiov, do not
represent any apparent mcrit, yet they certainly assume the recep-
tion of those wonderful divine manifestations, which nevertheless
could not place the fathers, to whom such high privileges had been
vouchsafed, in a position of safety afterwards, etc. — év 75 ved.]
& is local, as in Bawrilew év Ubati, Matt. iii. 11, al., indicating

1 Grotius: *‘tam qui sospites fuere, quam qui perierunt.”
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the clement in which, by immersion and emergence, the baptism
was effected. Just as the convert was baptized @n water with
reference to Christ, so also that O. T. analogue of baptism, which
presents itself in the people of Israel at the passage of the Red
Sea with reference to Afoses, was effected in the cloud under
which they were, and in the sca through which they passed.
So far as the sacred cloud, familiar to the readers, is concerned,
there is no need for the assumption, based somewhat uncertainly
on Ps Ixviii. 9, of a “pluvia ex nube decidua” (Wolf, comp.
Pott); neither, again, is it enough to define the point of comparison
simply as Grotius does (comp. de Wette): “ Nubes impendebat
illorum capiti, sic et aqua iis, qui baptizantur; mare circumdabat
eorum latera, sic et aqua eos, qui baptizantur.” The cloud and the
sea, both being taken together as a type of the water of baptism,
must be regarded as similar in naturc. Comp. Pelagius: “Et
nubes proprium humorem portat;” so also Bengel: “ Nubes et
mare sunt naturae aqueae (quare etiam Paulus de columna ignis
silet).” Theodoret, on the other hand, with several more, among
whom are Schrader, Olshausen, and Maier, makes the cloud a
symbol of the Spirit (John iii. 5); but this would have against
it the fact, that the baptism in the cloud (answering, according to
this view, to the baptism of the Spirit) had preceded the baptism
in the sea (water-baptism); so that we should have an incon-
gruous representation of the baptism with water and the Holy
Ghost. The cloud and the sea do not represent the fwo elements
in baptism, the former the leavenly, and the latter the carthly
one ; but both together form the undivided type of baptism.
The type appropriated the subjects to Moses as his ; the antitype
appropriates them to Christ as His redeemed ones; and in both
instances this is done with a view to their salvation, as in the
one case from temporal bondage and ruin, so in the other from
that which is spiritual and eternal. We may add, that there is
room enough for the play of typico-allegorical interpretation, to
allow the circumstance to be kept out of account that the Israelites
went dry through the sea (Ex. xiv. 16 ff). The most arbi-
trary working out of the exposition of details may be seen in
Theodoret.

Vv. 3, 4. Just as all received the self-same type of baptism
(vv. 1, 2), so too all were partakers of one and the same analogue
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of the Christian ordinance of the Supper.!—76 ad76] so that each
one therefore stood on the very same level of apparent certainty
of not being cast off by God. — The Bpdua mvevparwcov is the
manne (Ex. xvi. 13 ff), inasmuch as it was not, like common
food, a product of nature, but came as bread from heaven (Ps.
Ixxviii. 24 f.; Wisd. xvi. 20; John vi. 31 {), the gift of God,
who by His Spirit wrought marvellously for His people. DBeing
vouchsafed by the ydpis mrevuarier of Jehovah, it was, although
material in itself, a ydpiopa mrevuaricéy, a food of supernatural,
divine, and spiritual origin. Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia :
myevpaticoy kakel kal 10 Bpdua kal TO wopa, ws Av Tob TreluaTos
dudpo Sid Tob Moicéws kata Thv dmwoppnTov adTod mwapagyovTos
Slvapw. obtw O0¢ ral mvevpaTikiy éxdhecev THY mwéTpav, @s v TH
duvduer Tob mrelupatos éxdodcay Ta Ubara. What the Rabbins
invented about the miraculous qualities of the manna may be
seen in von der Hardt, Ephem. phil. pp. 101, 104 ; Eisenmen-
ger's entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 876 f, I pp. 312, 467. Philo
explains it as referring to the Logos, Leg. alleg. ii. p. 82, Quod
deter. pot. insid. sol. p. 215. — mépa] Ex. xvii, 1-6; Num. xx.
2-11. Regarding the forms moua and wépua, see Lobeck, Paral.
p- 425 f. — émwov . . . XpioTos] a parenthetic explanation in detail
as to the quite peculiar and marvellous character of this moua.
The <mperfect does mnot, like the preceding aorist, state the
drinking absolutely as a historical fact, but is the descriptive
imperfect, depicting the proccss of the &miov according to the
peculiar circumstances in which it took place ; it thus has a modal
force, showing Aow things went on with the wavres . .. émwov, while
it was taking place. Dengel remarks rightly on the ydp: “ qualis
petra, talis aqua.” —éx mvevpar. droX. wérpas' % 8¢ wérpa Ay o X.]
Jrom a spiritual rock that jollowed them ; the Rock, however (which
we speak of here), was Christ. ITvevuarirciis has the emphasis; it
corresponds to the preceding mvevuatikov, and is explained more
specifically by % 8¢ . v 6 X. The relation denoted by daxoov-
Bovons, again, is assumed to be self-evident, and therefore no further

! Bengel well says: “‘Si plura essent N. T. sacramenta, ceteris quoque simile
quiddam posunisset Paulus.” At the same time, it should be observed that the
ecclesiastical notion of a sacrament does not appearin the N. T., but is an abstraction
from the common characteristics of the two ordinances in question. Both, however,

are equally essential and characteristic elements in the fellowship of the Christian
life. Comp. Baur, neut, Theol. p. 200 ; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 353.
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explanation is given of the word. The thoughts, to which Paul
here gives expression, are the following :—(1) To guard and help
the Israelites in their journey through the wilderness, Christ
accompanied them, namely, in His pre-existent divine nature,
and consequently as the Son of God (= the Aayos of John), who
afterwards appeared as man (comp. Wisd. x. 151{f). (2) The
sock, from which the water that they drank flowed, was not
an ordinary natural rock, but a mérpa mvevparic); not the
mere appearance or phantasm of a rock, but an actual one,
although of supernatural and heavenly origin, inasmuch as
it was the real sclf-revelation and manifestation of the Son of
God, who invisibly accompanied the host on its march; it was,
in other words, the wery Chaist from heaven, as being His own
substantial and efficient presentation of Himself to men (comp.
Targ. Isa. xvi. 1, and Philo’s view,-p. 1103 A, that the rock
was the codia). (3) Such being the state of the case as to the
rock, it must of uecessity be a rock that followed, that accom-
panied and went with the children of Israel in their way through
the desert; for Christ in His pre-existent condition, the heavenly
“ substratum,” so to speak, of this rock, went constantly with
them, so that everywhere in the wilderness His essential presence
could manifest itself in their actual experience through the rock
with its abundant water; and, in point of fact, did so manifest
itself again and again. In drinking from the rock, they had
their thirst quenched by Christ, who, making the rock His form
of manifestation, supplied the water from Himself, although this
marvellous speciality about the way in which their thirst was met
remained hidden from the Israelites. — Since the apostle’s words
thus clearly and completely explain themselves, we have no right
to ascribe to Paul, what was a later invention of the Rabbins, the
notion that the rock rolled along after the marching host (Bammid-
bar, R. S. 1; Onkelos on Num. xxi. 18-20; and see Wetstein
and Schottgen, also Lund, Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 251) ; such fictions
as these, when compared with what the apostle actually says, should
certainly be regarded as extravagant aftergrowths (in opposition
to Riickert and de Wette). It is just as unwarrantable, however,
to explain away, by any exegetical expedient, this rock which
followed them, and which was Christ. The attempts whieh have
been made with this view run directly counter to the plain
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meaning of the words; eg. the interpretation of Erasmus, Deza,
Calvin, Piscator, Drusius, Grotius, Lightfoot, Billroth, «f. (which
dates from Theodore of Mopsuestia), that the rock means here
what came from it, the water (1), which, they hold, followed the
people and prefigured Christ (#w). That #v denotes here
significabat  (so too Augustine, Vatablus, Salmasius, Bengel,
Loesner, al.), is a purely arbitrary assumption, seeing that Paul
neither says éari, nor timos 7w, or the like, nor even <ndicates
in any way in the context a typico-allegorical reference. This
applies also against what Ch. F. Fritzsche has in his Nove
opuse. p. 261 : “ The rock in the wilderness was a rock of bless-
ing, strength, and life-giving for the Jews, and thus it prefigures
Christ,” etc. Paul does not say anything of the sort; it is simply
his expositors who insert it on their own authority. Baur, too,
does violence to the apostle’s words (comp. his neut. Theol. p. 193),
by asserting that Paul speaks of Christ as the wvevu. mérpa only
in so far as he saw a fype which had reference to Christ in the rock
that followed the Israelites, according to the allegoric interpreta-
tion which he put upon it.! See, in opposition to this, Ribiger,
Christol. Poul. p. 31 f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 319. The
ordinary exposition comes nearer to the truth, but fails to reach
it in this respect, that it does not keep firm enough hold of the
statement, that “¢hat rock was Christ,” and so of its identity with
Him, but takes Christ to be the Rock only in an ideal and
figurative sense, regarding Him as different from the rock from
which the water flowed, but as the author of its supply. So, in
substance, Chrysostom,” Oecumenius, Theophylact, Melanchthon,
Cornelins a Lapide, and many others, among whom are Flatt,
Kling in the Stud. und Krit. 1839, p. 835; Osiander, Neander,
Hofmann.?

! Baur is wholly unwarranted in taking wvevmamixss, ver. 3 f., in the sense of
typical or allegorically significant. His appeal to Rev. xi. § and Barnab. 10 i¢
irrelevant.

2 ob yap n s witpas QSois w0 Ldwp APies Prriv of yip &y xal wpd TobTou &viBAvEv, ZAA
Eripe aus wirpe mvevpaTien ¥0 Tav cipydfevo, covrioTiv § Xpuoris & Tapsy abroeis waveayod
xai wdvre bavpaTovpyr.

3 Comp. his Schriftbcw. I. p. 171: *The rock from which the water flowed was a

natural one, and stood fast in its own place ; but the true Rock that really gave the
water was the 5{\'12}\ 2y (Isa. xxx. 29), was Jehoval, who went with Israel.” By

not calling the Rock God, but Christ, the apostle points forward, as it were (accord-
ing to Hofmaun), to the application which he is about to male of the words, namely,
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Ver. 5. Odx év 7ols mhelooww] not with the greater part of them.
A tragical litotes. Caleb and Joshua alone reached the land of pro-
mise.. Num. xiv. 30. — rareaTpwbdnoar] were struck down. Comp.
Num. xiv. 16, 29. Their dying in the wilderness (some by a
violent, some by a natural death) is here vividly portrayed, in
accordance with Num. xiv., as death by the hand of God (Herod.
viii, 53, ix. 76 ; Xen. Cyr. iii. 3. 64 ; Judith vii. 14 ; 2 Macc.
v. 26). Comp. also Heb. iii-17.

Ver. 6. The typical reference of what is adduced in vv. 1-5
to the Christians: Zhese things (while they so fell out) became
types of wus, t.c. historical transactions of the O. T., guided and
shaped by God, and designed by Him figuratively to represent
the corresponding relation and experience on the part of Christians.
See regarding TUmwos, on Rom. v. 14. — éyemjfnoav] The plural
is by attraction from the predicate Timor. See Kiihner, IT. p.
53 f.; Kriiger, § Ixiii. 6. Hofmann (comp. vi. 11) takes
the Israelites as the subject : *“ They became this as types of us,”
but the recurrence of the Taira in ver. 11 should have been
enough of itself to preclude such a view. — émibuunr. Kaxdv]
quite general in its reference: desirers (Herod. vii. 6 ; Dem. 661
ult., and often in Plato) of evil things (Rom. i. 30). To
restrict it to the “ Corinthios epulatores” (Grotius) is arbitrary ;
for it is equally so to confine the xafws xaweivor émef. which
follows solely (Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Neander), or par-
ticularly (Hofmann), to the desire of the Israelites for flesh (Num.
xi, 4), whereas in truth the words refer generally to the evil lusts
which they manifested so often and in so many ways upon their
journey, that particular desire not excluded.

to the cup which Christ gives usto drink. But Paul’s wordsare sosimple, clear, and
definite, that it is impossible to get off by any quid pro quo. For the rest, it is to
_be observed that in this passage, as in the previous one, where the crossing of the
sea is taken as a typical prefiguration of baptism, we have doubtless a Rab-
binical process of thought on the part of the apostle, which, as such, is not to be
measured by the taste of our day, so that this unvarnished exegetical conception of
it might be set down as something ‘absurd,” as is done by Hofmann. The Rab-
Dinical culture of his time, under which the apostle grew up, was not done away
with by the fact of his becoming the vessel of divine grace, revelation, and povwer.
Comp. Gal. iv. 22ff. Our passage has nothing whatever to do with Isa. xxx. 29,
where men go up into the temple to Jehovah, the Rock of Israel. It is of import-
ance, however, in connection with Paul’s doctrine regarding the pre-existence of
Christ and its accordance with the doctrine of the Logos.
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Ver. 7. There follows now upon this general warning the first
of four special ones against sins, to which the émBuucty rarxdv
might very easily lead. “ Eligit, quod maxime Corinthiis con-
aruebat,” Calvin. — un8é] also in particular do not. Comp.
Buttmann, ncut. G p. 314 [E. T. 366]. The repetitions of unéé
which follow, too, from ver. 8 to ver. 10 are also mnegatived, but
in continuance of the special prohibitions. — yivesfe] in the
second person, because of the special danger to which his readers,
Jrom their circumstances, were exposed. Comp. on ver. 10.
elbwhoraTpat] What Paul means is the indirect idolatry involved
in partaking of the heathen sacrificial feasts. Comp. on v. 11.
This is clear from the quotation which he goes on to make (¢aryeiv
k. miety). Comp. vv. 14, 20, 21. The passage cited is Ex.
xxxii. 6 according to the LXX.; it describes the sacrificial feast
after the sacrifice offered to the golden calf. The Twés adrdy,
four times repeated, certain of them, notwithstanding of there
being very many (although not all), brings out all the more
forcibly the offences over-against the greatness of the penal
judgments. Comp. on Rom. iii. 3.~— mailew] to be merry. This
comprised dancing, as we may gather from Ex. xxxii. 19, and
from ancient customs generally at sacrificial feasts; but to make
this the thing specially referred to here (Hom. Od. viii. 251
Hesiod, Scut. 277; Pindar, O/ xiii. 123) does not harmonize
with the more general meaning of P[‘!}‘? in the original text.
To understand the phrase as indicating wnchastity (Tertull. dec
Jojun. 6) is contrary to Ex. xxxii. 18, 19, and Philo, de zit.
Mos. 3, pp. 677D, 694 A,

Ver. 8. ’Eméprevoar] Num. xxv. 1 ff. — elkoot 7peis] According
to Num. xxv. 9, there were 24,000. So too Philo, de vit. Mos.
1,p. 694 A; de fortit. p. 742D ; and the Rabbins in Lightfoot,
Horae, p. 205 ; also Josephus, Antt. iv. 6. 12. A slip of memory
on the apostle’s part, as might easily take place, so that there is
no need of supposing a variation in the tradition (Bengel, Pott), or
an error in his copy of the LXX. (Ewald). Among the arbitrary
attempts at reconciliation which have been made are the follow-
ing: that Paul narrates only what happened on one day, Moses
what happened on two (Grotius) ; that Moses gives the maximum,
Paul the minimum (Calvin, Bengel); that 23,000 fell v¢ divina,
and 1000 gladio zclotarwm (Krebs, after Bernard and Havercamp
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on Josephus, loc. ¢it.) ; that Paul states merely what befell the tribe
of Simeon (Michaelis). Cajetanus and Surenhusius would have us
read elkoot Téooapes, as, in point of fact, is given in a few codd,,
but manifestly by way of correction. Osiander too leans to this;
comp. Valckenaer.

Ver. 9. *Exmetp.] Stronger than the simple verb (fo prove to the
Sull), Matt. iv. 7; Luke x. 25. Comp. the classic éwmeipdopac
(Herod. iii. 135; Plat. ¢p. 13, p. 362 E).  To try the Lord,! NB3
NN, means generally, to lct it come to the point whether He will
show Himself to be God; in this case: whether He will punish
(“ quousque itura sit ejus patientia,” Grotius). See in general,
Wetstein, ad Matt. iv. 7. What special kind of trying Paul
has here in view, appears from xafis «.7.h., where the refer-
ence is to the people after their deliverance losing heart over
the contrast between their position in the wilderness and the
pleasures of Egypt. See Num. xxi. 4-6. The readers therefore
could not fail to understand that what the apostle meant was
discontent on their part with their present Christian position, as
involving so much renunciation of sensual pleasures formerly
indulged in. How many, forgetting the blessings of their
spiritual deliverance, might look back with a discontented longing
to the licence of the past! It is a common opinion that Paul
designates their participation in the sacrificial feasts as a tempting
of God (comp. ver. 22, where, however, the connection is totally
different, and Tov «Uprov does not apply to God at all). So Billroth,
Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Maier ; but this is quite at variance
with the context, because not in keeping with the historical
events indicated Ly the xafods xai k.7, and familiar to the
readers. The context equally forbids the interpretations of Chry-
sostom and Theophylact : the craving for wonders ; Theodoret, the
speaking with tongucs; Grotius, the conduct of the schismatics;
and Michaelis, that of the anti- Pauline party. — émweipacav)
namely, alrov, not in an absolute sense (Winer, Reiche). — dmran-
Avvro] see the critical remarks. The dmperfeet lays the stress on
the continuous development of what occurred, and thus places it
in the foreground of the historic picture. See Kiihner, IL p. 74,

! The Kopios is God in Num. xxi. 4. Paul’s readers, whose familiarity with the
history in question is taken for granted, lad no reason to refer it to Clhrist as the
Aéyos doapros (from which comes the Recepla Xprsiv),
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As to dmo with dmdd, see Valckenaer, p. 261. Ellendt, Lea.
Soph. I1. p. 880.

Ver. 10. Nor murmur, etc.; expression of contumacious dis-
content (Matt. xx. 11; Phil. ii. 14), without right or reason.
Against whom ? is discovered from the narrative, to which Paul
here refers us. That this is to be found not in Num. xiv. (the
more common view), but in Num. xvi. 41, 49 (Calvin, de Wette,
Osiander, Neander, Maier, Ewald), is clear, in the first place,
because dmadAN. imo 7. 6Mobp. denotes a violené death, which does
not tally with Num. xiv.; and, in the sccond, because Tiwés adrav
cannot apply to the whole people (except Caleb and Joshua),
which it would have to do according to Num. xiv. If, how-
ever, what Paul has lere in view is the murmuring against Moscs
and Aaron after the death of Korah and his company (Num. xvi.
41, 49), then his prohibition must refer not to discontent against
God (which was, moreover, referred to already in ver. 9), but only to
murmuring against the divinely commissioned teachers (Paul, Apollos,
and others), who, in their position and authoritative exercise of
discipline, corresponded to the type of Moses and Aaron as the
theocratic leaders and teachers of the rebellious people. And it
is for this reason that he uses the sccond person here, although
the first both precedes and follows it. Amidst the self-conceit
and frivolity which were so rife at Corinth, and under the influ-
ences of the party-spirit that prevailed, there could not fail to be
perverse dispositions of the kind indicated, which would find
abundant expression. Comp. the evils prevalent in the same
community at a later date, against which Clement contends in
his epistle. — amdA\. Omo 7. 6hofp.] namely, the 14,700, whose
destruction (Num. xvi. 46 ff)) is ascribed to the plaguc (M2:%) of
God. Paul defines this more closely as wrought by the Destroyer
(Ilesychius, Avpewr), who is the executor of the divine plague,
just as in Ex. xii. 23 the MY executes the plague (AR) of God,
—this personal rendering of nnvm (according to others, pernicics),
which was the traditional one from the earliest times among Jews
and Christians alike, being followed by the apostle also. The 6\o-
Opevris (0 onobfpedwy, Ex. xii. 23 ; Heb. xi. 28; Wisd. xviii. 25.
Comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 16; Isa. xxxvil. 36; Job xxxiil. 22, al.;
Acts xii. 23) is the angel commissioned by God to carry out the
slaughter ; and he again is neither to be conceived of as an cvil angel

1 COR. L T
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(a conception still foreign to the old Hebrew theology in general ;
see also 1 Chron. xxi. 12; 2 Chron. xxxii. 21; 2 Macc. xv. 22,
23), nor rationalized into a pestilence. The Rabbinical doctrine
of the mmn 8o (see Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenth. 1. p. 854 1)
developed itself out of the Hebrew idea. —’OXofpedw, and the
words formed from it, belong to the Alexandrian Greek. See
Bleek on Heb. IL p. 809. But the reading orefp., although in
itself more correct, is very weakly attested here.

Ver. 11. Tadra] These facts, referred to in ver. 6 ff.—
Tumikds] i o typical fashion,'in such a way that, as they fell
out, a typical character, a predictive reference, impressed itself
upon them. Eisenmenger (IT. p. 1569f, 264, 801) gives passages
from the Rabbins in support of the principle of the interconnec-
tion of the whole theocratic history: “ Quicquid evenit patribus,
signum filiis,”—a principle generally correct according to the idea
of the feid poipa. It is only among the Fathers that we find
Tumikos and Tvmieds used anywhere else in this sense (it is other-
wise in Plutarch, for. p. 442 C). — ovvéBaiwov] brings out the
progressive development of the events; the aorist éypadn simply
states the fact. Comp. on ver. 4, and Matthiae, p. 1117. The &
contrasts éypadn wx.TA. with what precedes it, expressing “ quod
novum quid accedit, oppositionem quandam,” Hermann, ad Viger.
p- 845 : “that it was written, again, was for,” ete. — 7 pos vovfeaiay
Hudv] for our admonition (comp. on iv. 14). That is to say, when
we are tempted to the same sins, then should the thought of those
facts that happened Tumixws, warn us not to bring down upon
ourselves like judgments by like offences. As to the later form,
vovbeaia in place of vovbéryais and vovderia, see Lobeck, ad Phryn.
p. 512. — eis obs #.T.\.] is not opposed, as Hofmann would have
it, to the beginning of Israel’s history, to which the transactions
in question belong, which is neither conveyed by the text nor in
“itself historically correct (for the beginning of that history lies in
the days of the patriarchs); but it gives point to the warning by
reminding the readers how nigh at kand the day was of retributive
decision. Ta Té\y rov alwvwv is identical with 7 cuvrélea

' The Recepta sdreswould mean : These things happened to them as fypes ; comp.
ver. 6. Ilofmann takes raira 3t cizo as an independent clause. But what an arbi-
trary disruption of the sentence this would be! And how thoroughly self-evident
and void of significance the evsifamsy ixtivesc would in that case be!
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6y alovey, Heb. ix. 26, the concrete Ta Té\y (the ends) being
put here for the abstract cvvréleia (consummation). In other
words, upon the supposition of the Parousia being close at hand,
the last times of the world were now come; the aldves, which
had their commencement at its beginning, were now running out
their final course. The plural expression Ta Té\n, here used, corre-
gponds to the conception of a plurality of periods in the world’s
history, whose common consummation should carry with it the final
issues of them all' With the Parousia the aldves émepydpevos (see
on Eph. ii. 7) begin to run. What is implied by the plural is not
one thing running alongside of another, in particular, not the time
of Israel and the time of the Gentiles (Hofmann), but the suceession
of the world-periods, one coming after another. So always, where
aidves occurs in a temporal sense.— warijurnrer] They have
yeached to us, 1.c. have fallen upon our lifetime, and are now here.
The al@ves are conceived of .as stretching themselves out, as it
were, in space. Comp. xiv. 36.

Ver. 12. "2are] Whercfore, warned by these instances from
the O. T. — éordvar] whosoever thinks that he stands, ie. s firm
and sceure (Rom. v. 2, and comp.on 1 Cor. xv. 1) in the Christian
life, namely, in strength of faith, virtue, etc. Comp. Rom. xiv. 4.
— B\eméTw, py wéoy] points to the moral fall, whereby a man
comes to live and act in an unchristian way. The greater, in
any case, the self-confidence, the greater the danger of such a fall.
And how much must the moral illusions abroad at Corinth have
made this warning needful ! Others understand the continuance in,
or falling from, a state of grace to be meant (see Calvin, Bengel,
Osiander). But all the admonitions, from ver. 6 onwards (see,
too, ver. 14), have a direct reference to falling <nfo sins, the con-
sequence of which is a falling from grace so as to come under the
divine ¢py# (comp. Gal. v. 4).

Ver. 13. Encouragement to this Shemérw uy wéop. “ Your
temptations, as you know, have not hitherto gone beyond your
strength, neither will they, through the faithfulness of God, do so

1 Weiss, in his bibl. Theol. p. 301, gives a diflerent interpretation, making -2
sirn the goals. Each of the past iz, according to his view, served as a prepara-
tion for the time of full matuvity. But Paul always uses =ixes in the sense of end
(in 1 Tim, i. 5 it is otherwise); and this, too, is the most natural meaning here,

where he is speaking of the lapse of periods of time. The thought is the same
as in #Adpwpa vév zaipsv, Eph. 1. 9 £,
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in the future.” Riickert follows Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theo-
phylact, Grotius, Bengel, Zachariae, and others, in his interpreta-
tion: “You are not yet out of danger; the temptations which
have hitherto assailed you were only human ones, and you have
not withstood them over well (2); there may come others greater
and more grievous.” Similarly Olshausen, de Wette, Osiander,
Neander, Ewald ; so that, according to this view, Paul seeks first
of all to liumble, and then, from 7rig7és onwards, to encourage,—
o, connecting thought, however, being tnierpolated between the two
clauses (“ sed nunc major tentatio imminet,” Bengel). — weipac-
wés] The context makes no special mention of sufferings and
persecutions (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Camerarius, Grotius, Ewald,
al.), but of Zncitements to sin in general, as things which, if not
overcome, instead of being a discipline to the man exposed to
them, will bring about his mimrew ; but suffering is sncluded among
the rest in virtue of the moral dangers which it involves. Pott
restricts the reference too much (comp. also Hofmann) : “tentatio
quae per invitationem ad convivia illa vobis aceidit,” which is
inadmissible in view of the general terms employed in ver. 12;
the particular application follows only in ver. 14.— elAy¢er]
marks the continuance of the fact of its not having taken them.
It has not done so, and does not now. This use of AauBdvew,
in reference to fortunes, states, etc., which seize upon men, is very
common in the classics (Thuec. ii. 42; Pind. O i, 130; Xen.
Symp. 1. 15, and often in Homer). Comp. Luke v. 26, vii. 16;
Wisd. xi. 12; Bar. vi. 5.— dvfpdmwos] e wviribus humanis
accommodatus, oy Umép o SlvaTar &vfpwmos. See Pollux, iii. 131.
The fact that in the second clause of the verse this phrase has
vmrép & Sbvacle and Tob Sdvacbar Umeveyrelv corresponding to it,
militates against the rendering : “ nof of superhuman origin” (comp.
Plato, Ale.i. p. 103 A; Phacdr. p. 259D ; Rep.p. 497 C, 492 E),
i.e. either not from the devil (Melanchthon, Piscator, Vorstius, al.),
or not from God (Olshausen, who finds an allusion in the second
clause to the dolores Messiac). Comp. odx dvfpwmivy karia, Polyb.
i 6%7. 6, and the like; Plato, Prot. p. 344 C, Crat. p. 438 C; ovx
avBpomivys Suvduews, Thue. vi. 78. 2 ; Soa dvfpwmo. (sc. Stvavrad),
Plato, Rep. p. 467 C; peiov 4 kar’ dvBpwmov, Soph. Ocd. Col. 604.
Chrysostom : avfpdmivoes, TovtéaTe pikpos, Bpaxls, alupuerpos. —
matos] for if He allowed them to be tempted beyond their



CHAD. X. 14. 293

powers, He would then be wnfaithful to them as regards His
having called them to the Messianic salvation, which now, in the
case supposed, it would be impossible for them to reach. — &¢] in
the sense of &7¢ ofros, like the German “er der.” Comp. Bern-
hardy, p. 291. “Oarye would be still more emphatic. — b 8dvacbe]
what you are in a position to bear. The context shows the more
special meaning. Comp. on iii. 2. — d\N& wovjoer k.7.N.] but will
with the (then existing) temptation make also the issue, .. not
the one without the other. God is therefore conceived of here as
He who makes the temptation, 2.c. brings about the circumstances
and situations which give rise to it (comp. on Matt. vi. 13), but,
previously, as He who lefs men be tempted. The two things,
according to Paul’s view of the divine agency in the world, are in
substance the same; the God who allows the thing to be is He
also who brings it to pass. Hence the two modes of concep-
tion may be used interchangeably, as here, without contradiction.
Comp. on Rom. i. 24.— 7. &Baocw] the dssuc (egressum, Wisd.
i 17, viit. 9, xi. 16 ; Hom. Od. v. 410 ; Xen. 4nab. iv. 1. 20,
iv. 2. 1; Polyb. iv. 64. 5) from the temptation, so that one
escapes out of it morally free (comp. éx mwewpaauot pveabas, 2 Pet.
ii. 9); similarly Eur. Med. 279, écBaois drns.  Theophylact gives
the sense with substantial correctuness, Ty draNhayyy Tod mwepac-
pot; but it is unsuitable to make, as he does, the adv w7\, refer
to coincidence wn time (Gua TS émeNfely Vulv Tov Tetpacudy); so
also Hofmann. Bengel puts it well: “xai, ctiam, indivulso
nexu.” — 7od Sbvaclar Urmev.) does mot say wherein the issue
might consist (of being «ble to bear the temptation; comp.
Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 844), for the dbvaclar Omev. is no €xBacis
(the taking it so is illogical) ; but it is the genitive of design: in
order that you may be able to bear it (the temptation). Were it
not that God gave the éxBacis along with the weipaopuos, the
latter would be too heavy for you; you would not be able to
bear up under it, but would be crushed altogether. DBut that
is not His will. That Juds should be supplied to &dv. Umev., is
clear of itself from what precedes. See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem.
iii. 6. 10.

Ver. 14. diomep) for this wery reason (viii. 13), to wit, in
order that you may not withdraw from this saving guidance of
the faithful God, and deprive yourselves of it; idolatry would
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separate you from God. Comp. ver. 22.  And they would make
themselves indirectly guilty of idolatry by partaking of the sacri-
ficial feasts. See vv.'7, 20f  As respects ¢pedyew dmo, fugicndo
discedere a, see on Matt. iii. 7. Riickert would draw a distinction
here to the effect that, had the verb been joined with the accusa-
tive (vi. 18), it would have indicated that the readers were alrcady
tnvolved in idolatrous worship ; but this is untenable (2 Tim. ii. 22 ;
Wisd. i. 5; Plato, Zegg. 1. p. 636 E; Soph. Phil. 637, Ocd. R.
355), being a confusion of the phrase in question with gedyew
éx (Xen. Anabd. i. 2. 18; Tob. i. 18). The precise meaning here
must be sought in the context, which certainly gives us only the
idea of the danger being at hand (ver. 7).

Ver. 15 ff. Paul has just been forbidding his readers to parti-
cipate in the sacrificial feasts, on the ground of its being idolatry.
This he now explains by the analogy of the holy fellowship, into
which the Lord’s Supper (vv. 15-17), and participation in the
Israelitish sacrifices (ver. 18), respectively brought those who
partook of them. It does not follow from his second illustration
that the idols were gods, but that they were demons, with whom
his readers should have no fellowship ; one could not partake both
of Christ's table and of the table of demons (vv. 19-22). The
former excludes the latter.

Ver. 15. ‘f2s ¢povipors] 4.c. to those of whom I take for
granted that they are intelligent; s indicates the modc of con-
templation, the aspect under which he regards his readers in
saying to them, etc. Comp. iii. 1; 2 Cor. vi. 13, al. See
Bernhardy, p. 333. — Aéyo refers to xpivate Jp. & ¢. (comp.
vii. 12), and & ¢nue points to what follows in vv. 16-18. « ds
to intelligent men (who can judge aright), I say: judge ye what I
affirm.”  On the difference between Aéyw and ¢nui, comp. Rom.
iii. 8; Herod. iii. 35; Xen. Apol. 13, Anab. i 7. 18, vi. 6. 16,
ii. 1. 14; Elendt, Lex. Soph. IL. p. 906. —The emphasis is on
vpels ; your own judgment shall decide.

Ver. 16. To worijpeov] It is most natural to take this as in
the accusative, after the analogy of the second clause of the verse
(against Riickert). IRespecting the aftractio inverse, as in Matt.
xxi. 42, see Bornemann, Sciol. i Luc. p. 16 f.; Buttmann, ncut.
Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 288]; Kiihner, II. p. 512. This Greek fashion
of “trajection ” is of such common occurrence, that it is a piece
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of pure arbitrariness to infer, with Hofmann, from the accusative
here that the action of blessing and breaking, of which the elements
are the objects, makes them the wowwvia. — Paul names the cup
Jirst, not because at the sacrificial feasts men thought less about
food than about a pleasant meeting primarily for enjoying wine
(they came for eating and drinking), but because he means
to speak at more length about the bread, and in conmection
with it, especially to discuss the Israelitic partaking of the
sacrifices, as it suited his theme of the meat gffered to idols. For
this reason he begins here by disposing briefly of the point con-
cerning the cup. In chap. xi. he does otherwise, because not
regarding the matter there from this special point of view.— 7ijs
ebhoyias] genit. qualit., ie. the cup over which the blessing is spoken,
namely, when the wine contained in it is expressly consecrated
by prayer to the sacred use of the Lord’s Supper! It is a mis-
talke to understand Tiis edhoy. actively: thc cup which brings
blessing (Flatt, Olshausen, Kling), as the more detailed explana-
tions which follow are sufficient of themselves to prove. They
equally forbid the explanation of Schulz: #he cup of praisc?® (comp.
Kahnis, Lehre vom Abendm. p. 128), Neither should the phrase
be viewed as a termainus technicus borrowed from the Jewish
liturgy, and answering to the manan pia.  See on Matt. xxvi. 27,
and Riickert, Abendm. p. 219 f.— & edNoyoduer] an epexegesis
giving additional solemnity to the statement: which we bless,
consecrate with prayer, when we celebrate the Lord’s Supper.
Comp. Mark viil. 7; Luke ix. 16; 1 Sam. ix. 13. Ed)oy. in

! JPho had to officiate at this consecration? Every Christian man probably might
do so at that time, when the arrangements of church-life as regards public worship
were as yet so little reduced to fixed order. In Justin Martyr's time (4 pol. i. 65)
it fell to the wpoisrds, but so that the president is conccived as representing and
acting in fellowship with the congregation. Sce Ritschl, altkathol. K. p. 3651.
The plurals in the passage before us are the utterance of the Christian consciousncss
of fellowship, to which it makes no difference who, in each separate case, may be
the ministerial organ of the fellowship. Kahnis explains them from the amen of
the congregation (Justin, Joc. ¢it.) ; but that itself was primarily the time-hallowed
expression of that consciousness,

2 With excessive arbitrariness Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 225 £.)
insists on taking edioyix otherwise than edxoyovpeev ; the former, in the sense of an
ascription of praise, with God as its subject : the latter. in the sense of consecrating
the cup.  The consecration, according te him, makes the differcnce between it and
the Passover cup. Dut the said difference cowld not have been expressed by Paul
in a 1nore unsuitable or perplexing way than by repeating the same word.
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its literal sense must not be confounded with edyaptor. (Erasmus,
Zwingli, Melanchthon, Beza : “ quod cum gratiarum actione
sumimus ”), although the prayer was, in point of fact, a thanks-
giving prayer in accordance with Christ's example, xi. 24 f As
to the difference between the two words, comp. on xiv. 16. —
obyi xow. 7. aip. 7. X. éare] This is aptly explained by Grotius
(after Melanchthon and others) : “xowwviay vocat id, per quod fit
ipsa communio.” The cup, .. its contents as these are presented
and partaken of, is the medium of this fellowship; it is realized
in the partaking! Comp. i. 30; John xi. 25, xvii. 8; Rodatz
in Rudelbach’s Zeitschrift 1844, 1, p. 131 ; Fritzsche, ad Rom.
II. p. 31. The sense therefore is: Is not communion with the
blood of Christ cstablished through partaking of the cup 2* ’Eavi
never means anything else than est (never significat); it is the
copula of existcnee ; whether this, however, be actual or symbolical
(or allegorical) existence, the context alone must decide. Here
it must necessarily have the former sense (against Billroth), for
the mere significance of a participation would go no way towards
proving the proposition that eating meat offered to idols was
idolatry ; and as, therefore, in ver. 18 it is not the significance,
but the fact of the participation, that is expressed (comp. ver. 20),
so also must it of necessity be here. Wiat sort of e participation
it might be, was of no importance in the present connection, for
the apostle is dealing here simply with the xowwvia in itself, not
with its nature, which differed according to the different analogies
adduced (vv. 18, 20). It cannot therefore be gathered from this
passage whether he was thinking of some kind of »cal, possibly
even maicrial connection of those eating and drinking in the

! Hofmann too comes to this in substance after all, although he tries to escape
from it, taking xomaviz as ‘“ the matter of fact of a joint (?) participancy,” and
then opining that the apostle has in view an eating of the bread and drinking of the
wine, which by means of this corporeal process, and without its being possible to cat
and drink merely bread and wine, makes us joint-partakers of the body and blood
of Christ. In support of the meaning thus assigned to xenaviz, Hofmann appeals
inappropriately to i. 9; 2 Cor. xiii. 13; 1 Johni. 3. Joint participancy would be
quyxenwyiz ; COMP, svyxovwyés, ix. 23 ; Rom. xi. 17 ; Phil. i. 7.

2 It is plain from vv, 18, 20, 21, that zewaviz is here neither communication,
apportioning (Luthker, al., including Kling, Billroth), which it never means in the
N.T. (see on Rom. xv. 26), nor consortium, societas (Erasmus : *‘ quod pariter
sanguine Christi sumus redemti,” comp. Zwingli). See also Kalmis, Abendm.
p- 1321,
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Supper with the body and blood of Christ,! or, on the other hand,
of an Znward union realized in the belicving consciousness, con-
sisting therefore in the spiritual contact whereby the Dbeliever,
who partakes of the elements, is conscious to himself in so
partaking of being connected by saving appropriation with the
body and Dblood of reconciliation. But we see clearly from
xi. 24 f. that Paul could only mean the latter, since at the insti-
tution of the Supper the body of Clirist was not yet slain, and
His blood still flowed in His veins? See, besides, on Matt.
xxvi. 26. Again, if the glorificd state of His body, <.c. the
adua Tijs 0ofns adrop (Phil iii. 21), set in only with His ascen-
sion, and if, when He instituted the Supper, His body was still
but the c@ua Tis capros adrod, which soon after died upon the
cross for reconciliation (Col. 1. 22), while, nevertheless, the first
Lord’s Supper, dispensed by Jesus Himself, must have carried with
it the whole specific essence of the sacred ordinance—that essence
depending precisely upon the future crucifizion of the body and
outpouring of the blood,—then the apostle cannot have in view
the glorified® odpa and alpa as being given and partaken of
through the medium of the bread and wine. Otherwise, we should
have to attribute to Paul the extravagant conception,—which is,
however, equally out of harmony with the institution itself and
without shadow of warrant in the apostle’s words, nay, at variance
with what he says in xv. 50,—that, at the last Supper, Jesus had
His pneumatic body already at His disposal to dispense as He
would (Olshausen, Hofmann), or that a momentary glorification,
like that on the Mount, took place at the time of instituting the

1 For the rest, it is plain enough from the correlative saue that the ajuz 7. X.
denotes the blood—not, as D. Schulz still maintains, the bloody death—of Christ
(which, considered in itself, it might indecd symbolize, but could not be called.
Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1. p. 274 ; Kahnis, Abendm. p. 601£.).

2 When Rodatz objects that an ideal union with the actnal body slain and
Vlood shed is a logical contradiction, he overlooks the faet that the material
sphere is not beyond the reach of inward appropriation. Spiritual communion
may have reference to a material object, without excluding a symbolic process
in which “‘signatum non cum signo sed nobiscum unitur” (Vossius, de baptismo,
p. 11). Comp. Kahnis, Dogmat. I. 621: * Bread and wine form not a mere
symbol, but a sign, which is at the same time medium ;" see also III. p. 489.
The important alteration in the Latin Confess. 4ug. Art. X. of 1540, points in the
same direction.

3 Riickert also (Abendm. p. 224 ff.) holds that Paul conceived the body and blood
in the Supper as glorified,; that, in virtue of the consecration, the participant
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Supper, as Kahnis formerly held; but see now his Dogmat. I.
p- 622; and comp. also, on the other side, Ebrard, Dogma vom
hetlig. Abendm. I p. 109 f.  Either, therefore, the apostle regarded
the xowwvia of Christ's body and blood as being different before
His glorification from what it was afterwards, or it was in his
cyes, both before and after, the inward spiritual fellowship realized
by the inner man through the medium of the symbol partaken of, as
an appropriation of the work of atonement consummated through
means of His body and blood, and consequently as a real life-
fellowship, other than which, indeed, he could not conceive it as
realized when the Supper was instituted. Comp. Keim in the
Jalrd. fir Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 90 ; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 355.
Against this xowwvia subjectively realized in the devout feeling
of the believer, and objectively established by the divine insti-
tution of the ordinance itself, it is objected that the phrase,
“ fellowship of the body and blood,” expresses at any rate an
interpenetration of Christ's body and the bread (according to the
Lutheran synecdoche; comp. Kahnis’ former view in his Abendm.
p. 136, also Hofmann, p. 219). But this objection asserts too
much, and therefore proves nothing, seeing that the fellowship
with Christ's body and blood realized by means of the symbol
also corresponds to the notion of fellowship, and that all the
more, becaunse this eating and drinking of the elements essen-
tially is the specific medium of the deep, inward, real, and living
rowwvia ; hence, too, the “ calix commurionis” cannot be possibly
a figurate loquutio. This last point we maintain against Calvin,
who, while insisting that “ non tollatur figurae weritas” and also
that the thing itself is there, namely, that “ non minus sanguinis
communionem anima percipiat, quam ore vinum bibimus,” still

partakes of the glorified blood, ete. Riickert, of course, discards all questions as to
mode in connection with this view which he ascribes to the apostle, but which he
himself considers a baseless one (p. 242). His mistake lies in deducing too much
frowm wveopariziv, which is neither in ver. 3 nor anywhere clse in the N. T. the
opposite of material, but of natural (1 Pet. ii. 5 not excluded) ; and the zwdra to
which avevparixis refers is always (except Eph. vi. 13, where it is the diabolic spirit-
world that is spoken of) the Divine aveipe. In the case of gifts which are wvivparind,
it is this =vfua who is always the agent; so with the supply of manna and water in
the wilderness, and so, too, with the bread and wine received in the Lord’s Supper,
inasmuch as in this Bpsue and =ixa the communion of the body and blood of Clrist
is realized, which does not take place when bread and wine are partaken of in the
ordinary, natural wuy.



CHAP. X. 17. ~ 299

explaing away the xowwvia of the blood of Christ to the effect,
“ dwm simul ommes nos in corpus suum inserit, ut vivat in nobis
et nos in ipso.” — ov xAduer] There was no need to repeat here
that the bread, too, was hallowed by a prayer of thanksgiving,
after the cup had been already so carefully described as a cup
consecrated for the Supper. Instead of doing so, Paul enriches
his representation by mention of the other essential symbolic
action with the bread; comp. xi. 24. That the breaking of the
bread, however, was 4sclf the consceration (Riickert), the nar-
rative of the institution will not allow us to assume.— 7od
godpares 7. X.] in the strict, not in the figurative sense, as
Stroth, Rosenmiiller, Schulthess, and others: “declaramus nos
esse membra corporis Christi, 4.c. societatis Christianae,” comp.
also Baur, ncut. ZTheol. p. 201. This interpretation is at
variance with the first clause, for which the meaning of the
Supper as first instituted forbids such a figurative explanation
(in opposition to Zwingli'); nor can this be justified Ly
ver. 17 ; for

Ver. 17 confirms the statement that the bread is a communion
of the body of Christ. For it is one bread ; one body are we, the
many, Le. for through one bread being caten in the Supper, we Chris-
tians, although as individuals we are many, form together one (ethical)
body. This union into one body through participation in the one
bread could not take place unless this bread were xowwvia of the
body of Christ, which is just that which produces the one body—that
which constitutes the many into this unity. The proof advances
ab ¢ffectw (which participating in the one bread in and of tself
could not have) ad causam (which can only lie in this, that this

! Zwingli, in his Respon. ad Bugenh., explains it thus: ¢ Poculum gratiarum
actionis, quo gratias agimus, quid quaeso, aliud est quam nos épsi? Nos enim quid
aliud sumus pisi ipsa communio, ipse coetus et populus, consortium et sodalitas
sanguinis Christi? h. e. ille ipse populus, qui sangnine Christi ablutus est.” The
most thorongh historical development of Zwingli’s doctrine is that given by Dieck-
holf in his evang. Abendmaklislelire im Reformationszeitalter, 1. p. 428 ff.  Riiekert
remarks with justice that Zwingli has lere lost his footing on evangelical ground
altogether., But Calvin, too, has lost it, inasmuch as he makes everything turn
upon the spiritual reception of the glorified body, i.e. upon receiving the vivifying
power which flows from it, whereas the words of institution have to do simply
with that body, which was to be crucified for the atonement and with its fellowship.
As to Calvin's doctrine of the Supper, sce, besides Henry and Stihelin, Kahnis, II.
p. 404 ff,
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bread is the communion of Christ's body). The argument® does
not imply a logical conversion (as Rodatz objects); but either
the effect or the cause might be posited from the Christian
consclousness as premiss, according as the case required. See
a similar process of reasoning ab ¢ffectu ad couwsam in xii. 12.
Comp. also Luke vii. 47. According to this, 7¢ is just the since,
because (for), so common in argument, and there is no need
whatever to substitute ydp for it (Hofmann's objection); éa7i is
to be supplied after els &pros; and the two clauses are placed
side by side asyndetically so as to make the passage “ alacrior et
nervosior” (Dissen, ad Pind. Exc. I1. p. 276), and, in particular,
to bring out with more emphasis the idea of unity (els ... &)
(comp. Acts xxv. 12). The of yap wdvres k.7 A which follows
leaves us no room to doubt how the asyndeton should logically
be filled up (and thereforc also); for this last clause of the verse
excludes the possibility of our assuming a mere relation of com-
parison (as there is one bread, so are we one body; comp. Hey-
denreich, de Wette, Osiander, Neander, al.). The o yap mdvres,
too, forbids our supplying éouév after dpros (Zwingli, Piscator,
Mosheim, Stolz, Schrader, comp. Ewald) ; for these words indicate
the presence of another conception, inasmuch as, repeating the
idea conveyed in els dpros, they thereby show that that eis dpros
was said of Ziteral bread. This holds against Olshausen also, who
discovers here the church as being “ the bread of life for the world !”
Other expositors take §r¢ (comp. xii. 15 f.; Gal. iv. 6) as intro-
ducing a protasis, and & o, «.7.\. as being the apodosis: “ because
it s one bread, therefore are we, the many, one body” (Flatt,
Riickert, Kahnis, Maier, Hofmann, following the Vulgate, Castalio,
Calvin, Beza, Bengel, al?). In that case either we should have
a further exposition about the bread (Hofmann), no sign of which,
however, follows; or else this whole thought would be purely
parenthetical, a practical conclusion being drawn in passing from
what had just been stated. But how remote from the connec-
tion would such a side-thought be! And would not Paul have

1 Comp. Bengel : *“ Probat poculum et panem esse communionem. Nam panis per
se non f{acit, ut vescentes sint unum corpus, sed panis id facit quatenus est com-
munio,” ete.

2 Riickert, however, has since assented (Abendm. p. 229 fI.) to the modifications
proposed by Rodatz, of which mention is presently to be made.
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required to interpose an odv, or some such word, after the 47, in
order to avoid misunderstanding? Interpreters would not have
hetaken themselves to a device so foreign to the scope of the
passage, had they not too hastily assumed that ver. 17 con-
tained no explanation at all of what preceded it (Riickert).
Rodatz agrees with the rest in rendering: “ because there is one
bread, therefore are we, the many, one body,” but makes this not
a subordinate thought brought in by the way, but an essentially
new point in the argument; he does this, however, by supplying
after &v adpa, “ with Christ the Head” (comp. also van Hengel,
Annot. p. 167 £), and finding the progress of the thought in the
words supplied. But in this way the very point on which all
turned would be left to be filled in, which is quite unwarrantable ;
Paul would have needed to write év odpa adrod Tis xepaldis,
or something to that effect, in order to be understood. — ot
moAho!] correlative to the év odua (comp. v. 15, 19): the many,
who are fellow-participants in the Lord's Supper, the Christian
multitude. The very same, viewed, however, in the aspect of
their collective aggregate, not, as here, of their multitudinousness,
are of wdvres, the whole; comp. Rom. v. 15, 18, The wunity of
bread is not to be understood numcrically (Grotius, who, from
that point of view, lays stress upon its size), but qualitatively,
as one and the same bread of the Supper. The thought of the
bread having become a unity out of many separate grains of corn
is foreign to the connection, although insisted on by many exposi-
tors, such as Chrysostom, Augustine, Erasmus, Calovius, al. —
éx Tob €vos dpTov petéy. is interpreted by some as if there were
no ée: “since we are all partakers of one bread” (Luther). This
is contrary to the linguistic usage, for peréyew is joined with the
genitive (ver. 21, ix. 12) or accusative (Bernhardy, p. 149), but
never with ér; and the assumption that Paul, in using éx, was
thinking of the verb éoflew (xi. 28), is altogether arbitrary.
The linguistically correct rendering is: jfor we all have a share
Jrom the one bread, so that in analysing the passage we have to
supply, according to a well-known usage (Buttmann, ncus. Go.
p- 138 [E. T. 158]), the indefinite indication of a part, 7¢ or
Twos, before éx Tod évos dprov. Hofmann, too, gives the correct
partitive sense to the expression. The article before évds points
back to what has been already said.
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Ver. 18. Another! analogue to prove that participation in the
sacrificial feasts is idolatry. — xard odpra] without the link of
the article, because 'Iop. katd cdpka is regarded as a single idea.
Comp. on Rom. ix. 8. Israc aftcr a purey human sort means
the born Israclites, the Jews, as distinguished from the Iop. kata
wvebpa (Rom. ii. 28 f; Gal iv. 29; comp. Gal. vi. 16), which
the Christians are, in virtue of their fellowship of life with Christ
the promised omépua of Abraham. It was very natural for
the apostle to add xara odpka, seeing that he had just been
speaking of the sacred ordinance of the Christians. — As to the
Jewish sacrificial feasts, see Michaelis, Aos. R. II. pp. 282, 346 {,
IV. §189. — kowwvol 7ob fuoiact.] This is the theocratic bond
of participation, whereby the man stands bound to the sacrificial
altar, who eats of the sacrifice belonging to it as such. The
Israelite who refused to eat of the flesh of the sacrifice as such,
would thereby practically declare that he had nothing to do with
the altar, but stood aloof from the sphere of theocratic connection
with it. The man, on the other hand, who ate a portion of the
flesh offered upon the altar, gave proof of the religious relation
in which he stood to the altar itself. The question which may
be asked, Why did not Paul write Oeod instcad of OvotaoT. ? is
not to be answered by affirming that he could not ascribe the
kow. Tob Ocod elol to the 'Iop. k. odpra (Riickert, Abendm.
p- 217, and Neander; but could he not in truth, according to
Rom. ix 4 f, xi. 1, say this of the people of God ?), or by assert-
ing that he could not well have attributed so high an effect to
the sacrificial service (de Wette; but why should he not, seeing
he does not specify any particular Zind of fellowship with God ?).
DBut the true reply is this: the xowwvia @eod would have been
here much too vague and remote a conception ; for that fellowship
belonged to the Jew already in his national capacity as one of
the people of God generally, even apart from partaking of the
sacrifices. It was by the latter that he showed the narrower and
more specific relation of worship in which he stood to God,
namely, the peculiarly sacred xowewvia (Ex. xx. 21 ff) 70b fvoia-
ornplov. Hence the inappropriateness of the view taken by

! Whieh does not therefore by any means place the Lord’s Supper in the light of

a sacrificial feast (Olshausen, Harnack, Gemeindegottesd. p. 195 ; eomp. also Kahnis,
Abendm. p. 30). Sce against this view, Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL. 2, p. 232.
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Riickert and many others, that Paul leaves the inference open:
“ and hence, too, with God,” and of that of Rodatz that the
altar is put for the offering.

Vv. 19, 20. Dy these two analogues, vv. 16-18, the -apostle
has now justified his warning given above against the sacrificial
feasts as a warning against idolatry (ver. 14). DBut from the case
of the Jewish sacrificial eating last adduced, his readers might
easily draw the inference: “ You declare, then, the idolatrous
offerings and the idols to be what the heathen count them ?”
For whereas the apostle adduced the xowwvia of the Jewish
BuciacTijpiov, and that as an analogue of the heathen fvoiacTipia,
he secmed thereby to recognise the xowwvia of these too, and
consequently also the real divine existence of the idols thus
adored. He therefore himself puts the possible false inference in
the shape of a question (ver. 19), and then annuls it in ver. 20
by adducing the wholly different results to which ver. 18 in
reality gives rise. The inference, namely, is drawn only from
ver. 18, not from vv. 16-18 (de Wette, Osiander, Hofmann,
al.), as ver. 20 (Bdovow, correlative to the Buoiacrnplov of ver.
18) shows. — 7i oDy ¢mue ;] what do I maintain then ? namely, in
following up ver. 18. Upon this way of exciting attention by «
question, comp. Dissen, ad Demosth. de cor. p. 347. Kriiger,
Anab. i. 4. 14. — 1 éoTwv] s somcthing, ie. has reality, namely,
as eldwhoButov, so that it is really flesh which is consecrated to a
god, as the heathen think, and as eldwlov, so that it really is a
divine being answering to the conception which the heathen
have of it; as if, for instance, there were such a being as Jupiter
in existence, who actually possessed the attributes and so forth
ascribed to him by the heathen. To accent the words 70 &rrw
(Billroth, Tischendorf, comp. Ewald) would give the sense: that
any tdol-saerificc (and : any idol) cxists, in the capacity, that is to
say, of idol-sacrifice and of idol. Either rendering harmonizes
with viii. 4. In opposition to the latter of the two, it must not
be said, with Riickert, that éom¢ would need to come immediately
after 7, for the last place, too, is the seat of emphasis (Kiihner,
IL p. 625); nor yet, with de Wette, that the one half (eSwho-
Burov) is not so suitable, for the context surely makes it perfectly
plain that Paul is not speaking of absolute existence. But since
both renderings are equally good as regavds sense and expression,
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we can only decide between them on this ground, that with the
second the 7/ would be superfluous, whereas with the first—
which, following the Vulgate, is the common one—it has signifi-
cance, which should give it the preference. At the same time,
we must not insert any pregnancy of meaning like that in iii. 7
(of influence and effect) into the 7¢, as Hofmann does without war-
rant from the context; but it is the simple aliguid, the opposite of
the non-real, of the non-cns. — @AN'] refers to the negative sense
of the preceding question. Hence: “ No ; on the contrary, I main-
tain,” etc. See Hartung, Partikell. IL. p. 37 ; Baeumlein, p. 10 f. —
& @bovow] see the critical remarks. The subject is self-evident:
the sacrificers (the heathen, who sacrifice). Kithner, IL p. 35 f—
The assertion, again, that the heathen sacrifices are presented to
demons and not to a real God (Oeg), follows (odw, in ver. 19) from
the fellowship in which the Jew who ate of the sacrifices stood
to the altar on which they were offered ; inasmuch as confessedly
it was only the Jewish QuaiacTipiov with its sacrifice that belonged
to areal God, and consequently the heathen fvoiacTipia and their
offerings could not have reference to a God, but only to beings of
an opposite kind, z.c. demons. — 8atpoviois] does not mean <dols,
false or imaginary gods (Bos, Mosheim, Valckenaer, Zachariae,
Rosenmiiller, Heydenreich, Flatt, Pott, Neander), which is con-
trary to the unmiform usage of the LXX. and the N.T.! and
would, moreover, yield a thought quite out of keeping with the
context ; for it was the apostle’s aim to point to a connection with
an antichristian rcelity. The word means, as always in the
N.T., demons, diabolic spirits. That the heathen worships guoad
eventum (of course not quoad inientionem) were offered to devils,
was o view derived by all the later Jews with strict logical
consistency from the premisses of a pure monotheism and its
opposite.  See the LXX. rendering of Deut. xxxii. 17; DPs.
cvi. 37,—a reminiscence of which we have in Paul’s expression
here,—Ps. xcv. 5; Bar. iv. 7; Tob. iii. 8, vi 14, and the
Rabbinical writers quoted in Eisennenger's entdecki. Judenth. 1.
pp. 805 ff, 816 i So Paul, too, makes the real existences
answering to the heathen conceptions of the gods, to be demons,
which is essentially connected with the Christian idea that heathen-

1 Acts xvii. 18 is uttered by Greeks according to their sense of the word ; but in
Rev. ix. 20 we are to understand demons as meant.
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dom is the realm of the devil; for, according to this idea, the
various individual beings regarded by the heathen as gods can be
nothing else but diabolic spirits, who collectively make up the whole
imperial host of the &pywy Tod roopov TovTov (Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12),
who is himself the dpynyds.! Comp. Hahn, Theol. des N. Test. 1.
p. 366 f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 279. The ancient church, too,
followed Paul in remaining true to this idea. See Grotius on
this passage. Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 421 ff.  As to the consistency
of this view with that expressed in viii. 4, see the remarks
on the latter verse. Riickert therefore (with Grotius) is wrong
in altering the representation to this effect, that according to Paul
the demons had “given the heathen to belicve” that there were
gods to whom men should sacrifice, in order to obtain for them-
selves under their name divine worship and offerings, and that
in so far the sacrifices of the heathen were presented to demons.
The LXX. rendering of Deut. xxxii. 17 and Ps. xev. 5 should
of itself have been enough to prevent any such paraphrase of
the direct dative-relation.—od 0érw 8¢ x.TA.] that I, however,
do not wish, still dependent upon &, the reply to 7i odv ¢nue
being only thus completed. The rowwrvods points back to
rowoy, in ver. 18. The article in 7édv Sacu. denotes this class of
beings.

Ver. 21 gives the ground of the foregoing o0 férew 8¢ Vuds
&1\ — 00 Svvacfe] of moral impossibility., «Nihil convenit
inter Christum et impios daemones; utrisque serviri simul non
potest nisi cum insigni contumelia Christi,” Erasmus, Parapl.
Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 15. — morrpiov Kvpiov] o cup having reference to
the Lord, t.e. according to ver. 16 : a cup which brings info com-
munton with Christ. Its analogue is a worqpiov Satpoviwy ; the
latter was gquoad eventum, according to ver. 20, the cup out of
which men drank at the sacrificial feast, inasmuch as the whole
feast, and therefore also the wine used at it, even apart from the
libation (which Grotius, Munthe, Michaelis, de Wette, aud others
suppose to be meant), made the partakers to be xowwvods Tév

! Mosheim objects that if Paul held this belief, he must have pronounced the
sacrificial meat to be positively unclean. But it had surely received no character
indelebilis through its being set apart for the altar. If not partaken of in its quality
as sacrificial meat, it had lost its relation to the demons, and had become ordinary

meat, just as Jewish sacrificial flesh, too, retained the consccration of the altar only
for him who ate it as such. ,

1 COR. L U
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Sawpov. (ver. 20). — Tpamélns Kvpiov] refers to the whole xvpiarov
detmvov, xi. 20. Instances of peréyeww with Tpamélns, and like
expressions, may be seen in Loesner, Obss. p. 288.

Ver. 22. Or do we provoke the Lord to jealousy 2 to prove that He
will not suffer us to set Him on the same level with the demons?
The connection is this: “You cannot, ete., ver. 21, wunless it were
the case that we Christians were pcople whose business it is to
provoke Christ to jealousy” Hence the indicative, which should
not be taken as deliberative, with Luther and others, including
Pott, Flatt, and Riickert (orr would we defy the Lord ?), but: we
occupy oursclves thercwith, are engaged theretn.  Comp. Bern-
hardy, Syntax, p. 870. The phrase, 7ov Kdpror, however,
should not be referred to God on the ground of the allusion
undoubtedly made here to Deut. xxxii 21 (so commonly, as by
Ewald, Pott, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen), but (as by de Wette
and Hofmann), on account of ver. 21, to Christ.— 3 loyvp. £.1.\.]
we are not surely stronger than He? 7. we are not surely persons,
whom His strength, which He would put forth against us to
carry out the promptings of that jealousy,! cannot get the
better of ? Comp. Job xxxvii. 23. Chrysostom already correctly
notes the abductio ad absurdum, with which Paul winds up this
part of his polemic against the eating of sacrificial meat.

Ver. 23. In connection, however, with this matter also, as with
a former one, vi. 12, the principle of Christian Kberty in things
wndifferent admitted of application, and had no doubt been applied
in Corinth itself. ~Paul therefore now proceeds to treat the
subject from this purely ethical side, introducing the new section
without any connective particle (Buttmann, newt. Gram. p. 345
[E. T. 403]),and enunciating in the first place the aforesaid principle
itself, coupled, however, with its qualifying condition of love.

1 According to Hofmann, Paul means that strength, which men must suppose
themselves to possess if they are confident that they can take part with impunity in the
sacrificial feasts, whereas Christ can by no means endure the sight of such participa-
tion on their part without becoming jealous. But the idea, **with impunity,” would
be arbitrarily imported into the passage. The greater strength, upon this view of
it, would be in truth the capacity—not existing in Christ—to do what was morally
impossible (ver. 21). Had this, however, been the apostle’s meaning, he would have
needed, in order to be logical and intelligible, to reverse the order of his clauses, so
that irxupirepes should have its sense determined by ob 3dvasé: in ver. 21.  According

to the present order, the meaning of irxup. is determined by zzpalzrciues to be the
strength which could make head against that of the Z7res thus aroused.
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Thereafter in ver. 24 he lays down the general maxims arising
out of this qualification; and then in vv. 25 ff. the special rules
bearing upon the eating of meat offered in sacrifice. — oixoSopet]
promotes the Christian life of the brethren, viii. 1. Comp. on
Rom, xiv. 19. See the counterpart to this in Rom. xiv. 13,
15, 20.— As to cupdépes, see on vi. 12.

Ver. 24. Let no one be striving to satisfy his own inierest,
but, etc. Comp. ver. 33. We must not impair the ideal, to
which this rule gives absolute expression (otherwise in Phil.
ii. 4), by supplying wovor and «ai, as Grotius and others do.
See rather Rom. xv. 1f. Even the limitation to the question
in hand about sacrificial feasts (Pott), or to the adiaphora
in general (Billroth, de Wette, Osiander), is unwarranted ;
for the special duty of the olxoSoueiv is included under this
quite general rule, the application of which to the matter
in dispute is not to come till afterwards. — After 4AAd we are
mentally to supply ékacvos from the preceding undels. See
Bernhardy, p. 458 ; Stallbaum, ad Flat. Symp. p. 192 E,
Rep. p. 366 C; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 336 [E. T. 392].

Ver. 25. On pdaxeAhov, shambles, slaughter-house (Varro, de
ling. Lat. 4, p. 35; Dio Cass. Ixi. 18), see Kypke, II. p. 219.
Comp. Plut. Mor. 752 C: paxereia. It passed over into the
Rabbinical writings also; see Drus. in loc.— undév dvaxpiv.]
making no wnvestigation (Vulg. interrogantes; not: condemning, as
Grotius, Ewald, and others take it, contrary to tlie meaning of
the word), 7.e. instituting no inquiry about any of the pieces of
meat exposed for sale, as to whether it had been offered in
sacrifice or not. The weaker Christians, that is to say, were
afraid of the possibility (see on viii. 7) of their buying sacrificial
meat at the fleshmarket, because they had not yet risen to see
that the flesh of the victims when brought to the public mart
had lost its sacrificial character and had become ordinary meat.
They would probably, therefore, often enough make anxious
inquiries over their purchases whether this or that piece might
have been offered at the altar or not. The stronger believers did not
act in this way ; and Paul approves their conduct, and enjoins all
to do the same. — 8td Tyv ouveldnow] may be taken as referring
either (1) to undév dvaxpivovres as to the required mode of the
wav éoblicw: eat all without inguiry, in order that your conscience
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may not be {roubled, which would be the case if you were told: This
is meat offered to idols (so Erasmus, Rosenmiiller, Hofmann, and
others, following Chrysostom);* or (2) simply to dvaxpivovres:
without making any inquiry on grownds of conscience. So Castalio,
Calvin, Beza, a/.,, including Billroth and Twald (the latter, how-
ever, rendering : “ condemning nothing on account of conscience ”).
The second method of connection is preferable, both because it
gives the simplest and most direct sense for &wr 7. cuveld., and
also because of the 7od yap Kupiov x.7\. that follows,—words by
which Paul designs to show that, as regards such questions
about food, there is really no room for holding a court of con-
science to decide upon the lawfulness or unlawfulness of eating.
He means then that his readers should partake freely of all flesh
sold in the fleshmarket, without for conscience’ sake entering
into an inquiry whether any of it had or had not been sacrificial
flesh. The flesh offered for sale was to be flesh to them, and
nothing more; conscience had no call whatever to make any
inquiry in the matter; for the earth is the Lord’s, etc., ver. 26.
Other interpreters understand the conscience of others to be
meant: “No investigation should be made . . . lest, if it turned
out to be sacrificial flesh, the conscience of any one should be
rendered uneasy, or be defiled by participation in the food;” so
Riickert, and so in substance Vatablus, Bengel, Mosheim, and
others, including Flatt, Pott, Heydenreich, de Wette, Osiander,
Maier. Comp. viil. 7, 10. But it could occur to none of the
apostle’s readers to take Tyv ocuvel. as referring to anything but
their own individual conscience. It is otherwise in ver. 28,
where 8/ éxelvoy Tov uquic. prepares us for the transition to the
conscience of another person; while the odyi Tov éavrod in ver.
29 shows that in vv. 25 and 27 it was just the reader’s own
conscience that was meant.

Ver. 26 supplies the religious ground for the injunction just
given: unmdeév dvaxpivew Siua T. ovveldnow, expressed in the words
of Ps. xxiv. 1 (comp. Ps. 1. 12), which Paul here males his own.
If the earth and its fulness belong to God, how should it be
necessary before using somewhat of them for food to institute an
investigation on grounds of conscience, as if such gifts of God

! “Vitandum enim est offendiculum, si incidat, non accersendum,” Erasmus adds
in his Paraphrase with fine exegetical discernment.
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could be in themselves unholy, or involve sin in the use of them ?
Comp. 1 Tim. iv. 4. For the rest, the passage affords another
proof that the apostle had now in principle gone beyond the
standpoint of the decree of Acts xv. Comp. on viii. 1, remark.
— As to m\pwpa, id, quo res tmpletur, see Fritzsche, ad Rom.
II. p. 469 ff. Calvin had already put the point well: “ Terra
enim, si arboribus, herbis, animalibus et aliis rebus careret, esset
tanquam domus . . . vacua.”

Ver. 27. 4€] of continuation. In the matter of invitations
too the same principle holds good, only with the incidental limita-
tion adduced in ver. 28. Note the cmphasis conveyed by the
unusual place of the xakef, in contrast to the 70 év paxéAhgp
wolodu. which has been already spoken of. Attention is thus
called to the fact that a sccond and a new situation is now to be
discussed ; before, the reader was in the fleshmarket ; now, he is o
guest at @ feast. — It is plain, at the same time, from ver. 28, that
what is meant is not the invitation to festivals @n cxpress con-
nection with sacrifice, but to other heathen feasts, at which, however,
flesh offered to idols might occur; for in the case of a sacrificial
feast the fepoButéov éore was a matter of course.— xal Géhere
mop.] “Admonet tacite, melius forte facturos, si non eant, ire
tamen non prohibet,”. Grotius.

Ver. 28. "Edv 8 7is x1\] But showuld it so happen that some
one, etc. It is clear from this that the host (Grotius, Mosheim,
Semler) is not meant, otherwise 7is (ver. 27) would not be
repeated, and besides, 8¢’ éxeivov . . . cuveldnow would not suit;
but a fellow-guest, and that not a Acathen (Chrysostom, Theophy-
lact, Erasmus, al., including de Wette and Maicr, according to
whom the thing is done maliciously, or to put the Christian
to the test'), nor a heathen or Christian indifferently (Flatt),
nor a Jew (Wetstein), but a Christian fellow-guest (Osiander,
Neander, al.), who, being himself still under the influence of the
ideas about sacrificial flesh, warns his fellow - believer at the
table against defilement; and, moreover, a Gentile Christian (see
remark on viii. 7), who had somehow learned — perhaps only

1 Ewald, too, holds the =75 to be a heathen (*‘the host, as most interpreters take it,
or very possibly a companion at the table”), who gave the hint in a frank and
kindly way, as not cxpecting that a Christian would partake of meat of that
sort.
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since coming to the house—that the flesh from the altar was to
form part of the feast.! According to Reiche, in his Comment.
crit., we should not seek to define the =is more specially, but leave
it quite gencral. But this is at variance with the apodosis, which
takes for granted that, in the case supposed, eating of flesh would
involve a want of forbearance towards the pnvvoas, as was
obviously implied of necessity in the 8:c after what had already
been said in viii. 7-13. The 7f, therefore, must be one
whose conscience required to be spared, consequently neither a
heathen nor a Jew, but, in accordance with viii. 7 ff, only a
brother who was of weak conscience. This holds against Hof-
mann also, who assumes that the case supposed in ver. 28 might
occur just as well if the seller knew the buyer to be a Christian
as if the host or any of his family knew the guest as such. To
leave the 7is thus indefinite is, besides, the more clearly wrong,
seeing that the rule for buying meat had Deen finally disposed of
in vv. 25, 26, and cannot extend into ver. 28, because ver. 28
is included under the case of the ¢nwitation brought forward in
ver. 27, and this case again is very distinctly separated by the
very order of the words (see on ver. 27) from that of the purchase
in the market, ver. 25. — &8 éxelvov 7. uypio. k. 7. cwveld.] for
the sake of him who made <t known, and of conscience, 4.e. in order
to spare him and not to injure conscience. The (8id) Ty cuvel-
Snow is the refrain which serves to give the motive for the rules
laid down since ver. 25. To whose conscience this refrain points
here, Paul does not yet say (else he would have added adrod),
but utters again first of all this moral watchword without any
more precise definition, in order immediately thereafter in ver.
29 to express with the special emphasis of contrast the par-
ticular reference of its meaning designed Zere;® for in vv. 25,
27, the ovveidnois had a differcnt meaning. This «. 7. cuveibnow,
therefore (the wxai here being the simple and), carries with it
something to whet curiosity ; it stands forth in the first place as
a sort of riddle, so to speak, which is to find its solution in

1 De Wette's objection, that one of such tender conscience would hardly have
gone to a heathen festival at all, carries weight only on the supposition of a sacri-
JSicial feast being meant. .

3 Hence =. ous:id. should not be understood of conscience in abstracto (Hofmann :

‘“conscience as such, no matter whose,” although in the first place that of the
unvis.),
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ver. 29.— Regarding pmric., see on Luke xx. 37. If we
imagine the unmvic. to be a heathen, the k. 7. ovweld. lands us
in an insoluble difficulty. TFor either (1) we should, with Ewald,
suppose that this heathen’s view of the matter was, that the
Christian, being warned, would not eat, but, on the other hand,
if he did, would be still worse than a Jew, converting liberty into
licentiousness ; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr! But in that case how
very obscurely Paul would have expressed himself, especially
when in the whole context cuvveidnois means the Christian con-
setousness raising scruples for tself, and that in respect of what
was lawful or unlawful! Or (2) we should have, with de Wette,
to take Tyv ouveidnow as not the conscience of the umwve. at
all, but that of third persons (weak Christians), which, however,
ver. 29 forbids us to do, unless we are to regard Paul as writing
with excessive awkwardness. — lepofuror] used of sacrificial flesh
also in Plutarch, Mor. p. 729 C. The term is purposely chosen
here instead of eldwhofurov, as a more honourable expression,
because the words are spoken at table in the presence of heathen.
We may be sure that this delicate touch is due to no cor-
rector of the text (in opposition to de Wette and Reiche). As
to the usage of the word in Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p.
159.

Ver. 29 f Lest now any one should understand this last 8:a .
cuvelS. as meaning one’s own conscience, as in vv. 25, 27, and so
smasunderstand Paul with his high views of Christian freedom, he
adds here this emphatic explanation, and the reason on which it
rests (vati wdp ... ver. 30).— v éavrod] his own individual
conscience, his, namely, who was warned. — 7ob érépov] of the other
in the ease, points back to the 7oy pmvicavra, whose conscience,
too, is afterwards included under &\Ans cwvediiocws. — tvati yap
w.7.N.] For why is my lLiberty, ete., that is: for 4t is absurd that another
man’s conscienee should pronounce sentence (of condemnation) upon
my liberty (ny moral freedom from obligation as regards such
things, indifferent as they are in themselves). This is the rcason,
why Paul does not mean one’s own conscience when he says that

1 Similarly Hofmann also thinks of the ‘‘bad opinion of Christianity ” which
the wmis. first of all, but others as well, would have occasion to form, so that
the Christian’s liberty would be subject to the tribunal of the moral consciousness
of others.
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to spare conscience one should abstain from eating in the case
supposed (ver. 28), but the conscience of the other. One’s own
conscience, the distinctive moral element in one's own self-
consciousness, does not sneed such consideration; for it remains
unaffected by the judgment passed and slander uttered, seeing
that both are without foundation. The only motive for the
abstinence, therefore, is the sparing of the conscience of others,
not the danger to one’s own. Similarly Bengel ; comp. de Wette.
The ordinary interpretation—adopted by Heydenreich, Flatt,
Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, Neander, Maier, Ewald, Hofmann ;
Osiander is undecided —is that of Chrysostom, taking the
words as the reason for the rule in ver. 28, in the sense of:
“For why should I give occasion to others to pass judgment
upon me and to speak evil ?” or, “ There is no reason for letting
it come to such a pass, that a Christian’s liberty should be
subjected to that tribunal of the moral consciousness of others,”
Hofmann. DBut even apart from the fact that the text says
nothing about “giving occasion,” or “letting it come to such a
pass,” it is a very arbitrary proceeding to take a clause standing
in such a marked way in the course of the argument as cvveibnow

. . érépov, and to thrust it aside as something only incidentally
appended. The connection, too, of the conditional protasis with
the interrogative 7¢ in the apodosis in ver. 30, makes it clear
enough that Paul wishes to bring out the absurdity of the relation
between the two conceptions. Comp. Rom. iii. 7, al. Vatablus,
Schulz, and Pott find here and in ver. 30 the objection
of an opponent “ ad infirmitatem fratrum suorum se conformare
nolentis.” The ydp is not inconsistent with this (see Fritzsche,
ad Matth. p. 80'7), but the odw is (ver. 31). — Observe the differ-
ence between 7Tov érépov (alterius) and &ANys (alius, ie. alienac), by
which any other conscience whatever is meant. — ydpere] Dative
of the manner: gratcfully, with thanks. Comp. Eph, ii. 5, where,
however, the context shows that the meaning is by grace; see in
general, Bernhardy, p. 100f It refers to the grace at meat.
By understanding 1t as beneficio Dei (Beza, Grotius, Heydenreich,
Hofmann), we bring in Dez entirely without warrant, and overlook
the parallel evyapiord, the idea of which is the same with that
of ydpere. — The twice-used éyd is emphatic: I for my part. —
ueréyw] The object of the verb is self-evident: food and drink.
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Comp. Imep ob. — ebyapiord] “ Gratiarum actio cibum omnem
sanctificat, auctoritatem idolorum mnegat, Dei asserit; 1 Tim.
iv. 3f.; Rom. xiv. 6,” Bengel.

Vv. 31-33. The section treating expressly of the participation
in sacrifices has been brought to a close. There now follow,
introduced by ofv (which here marks the inference of the general
from the particular), some additional admonitions, in which are
expressed the leading moral rules jfor all right Christian conduct;
amo Tob mpoxewpévov émi 7o xabohucov €Eiyaye THv Tapaiveouy,
&va rdMoTov Bpov iy Sods, T6 Tov Oeov Sia wdvTwy Sofdaleabar,
Clirysostom. — éofleTe and wivere are to be understood in a per-
fectly general sense, although the subject which the apostle had
been handling hitherto naturally suggested the words. Riickert
is wrong in holding that it would be more correct if édv stood in
place of €. The e is here also “ particula plane logica, et quae
simpliciter ad cogitationem refertur,” Hermann, ad Viger. p. §34.
T, again, does not stand for the Attic orwodv (Riickert), but the
emphasis is on 7owelre: be it that ye eat, or drink, or do anything ;
so that the three cases are: cating, drinking, acting. — wdvra]
without any limitation whatever. “ Magnum axioma,” Bengel.
A Christian’s collective action should be directed harmoniously
towards the one end of redounding ¢o the glory of God ; for all
truly Christian conduct and work is a practical glorifying of God.
Comp. vi. 20; Eph.i. 12; Phil.i. 11; 1 Pet.iv.11; John xv. 8.
The opposite : Rom. ii. 23.

Ver. 32. ’Ampoarormor] become ingffensive (by constantly in-
creasing completeness of Christian virtue). See on Phil. i 10. —
xal "Tov. kai”EM\. kal 7. ékrh. Tob Oeod] ic. for non-Christians
and for Christians. The former are spoken of under two divisions.
It is a mistake to suppose, with Beza, that the reference is to
Jewish and Gentile Christians, which is at variance with xai 75
éexh. Tob Oecob, since the three repetitions of xai stand on the
same level. Hence also it will not do to lay all the emphasis, as
Billroth does, npon 75 éxxh. Tot Beod, although it is true that
it is designated in a significant way, as in xi. 22. The rule is
clearly quite 2 general one; and it places on the same level the
three classes with whom intercourse must be held without giving
any occasion for moral offence.

Ver. 33. Ildvra maow dpéoxw] See ix. 19 ff.  mavra, in cvery
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respect, ix. 25, dpéoww, am at the scrvice of. It denotes what takes
Place on fhe apostle’s side through his endeavour, namely, to be
the servant of all, and to be all things to all men (ix. 19 ff)); not
the result of his endeavour, as if he actually did please all (see
on Gal. i. 10); for mdow dpéorew Tov cupBoviedovta kai Ta Kowa
mpdtTovta advvatoy, Dem. 1481.4. Comp. Rom. xv. 2 ; 1 Thess.
il. 4. — 7dv moAA@V] of the many, the multitude, opposed to the
unity of his own single person. Comp. on ix. 19; Rom. v. 15;
and on the idea, Clement, ad Cor. I 48: {n7elv 70 rowwpelis
maaw, kal py TO €avrod.— a cwbdat] ultimate end, for the
sake of which he sought their good: that they might be sharers
in the Messtanie salvation. Comp. ix. 22. “ Ex eo dijudicandum
utile,” Bengel.
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CHAPTER XL

VER. 2. &8:apoi] is wanting in A B C &, min, Copt. Sahid. Aeth.
Arm, Athan. Cyr. Bas. Chrys. Deleted by Lachm. and Riickert.
A natural addition at the beginning of a new section. Comp. x. 1,
xii. 1, where not a single authority omits it. Had it been in the
original text here, there was no inducement to leave it out. It is
otherwise in xv. 31, Rom. xv. 15. — Ver. 5. éavriig] «irss (Lachm.)
occurs in A C D* ¥ G L N, min. Chrys. Theodoret, al. This is
such a preponderance of evidence against the Recepta (preferred by
Tisch. on the authority of B E K Or.), that we must suppose the
latter to be an exegetical change for the sake of clearness. — Ver. 7.
yoi] ABD*F GN, 73, 118, Dial. Isid. Theodoret read # i,
which is adopted by Lachm. Riick. Tisch. Rightly; the article was
omitted as in the verse before and after.— Ver. 11. Elz. has the
two clauses in inverted order (which Rinck defends), but there is
decisive evidence against it. To put the man first seemed more
natural. — Ver. 14. 4] is wanting in witnesses of decisive authority ;
deleted by Lach. Riick. Tisch. Added to mark the question. — «d77
7 pbais] A B C D H N, min. Damasc. have # plois adrs (so Lachm.
and Tisch); F G Arm. Tert. simply 4 etes. In the absence of
grounds of an internal kind, the weight of evidence on the side of
7 ¢. abrs should make it be preferred. — Ver. 17. wapayyérray. . .
ézaniy] Lachm, Riick. Tisch. read mapayyéirw . . . éwundy, on the
authority of A B C* T G min. Syr. utr. Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg.
Clar. Bérn. Ambrosiast. Aug. Pel. Bede. This is a preponderance
of evidence—all the more that D*, with its reading of mepayyéiria,
odx ézand, must here remain out of account. Then, too, ver. 2 com-
pared with ver. 22 made odx izwn& come most naturally to the
copyist; so that altogether we must give the preference to Lach-
mann’s reading, which is, besides, the more difficult of the two
(against Reiche, who defends the Recepta). — Ver. 21. aporauBiss]
A, 46, al. have =pordauS. So Riickert. But this is plainly an
alteration, because the apé, prae, was not understood. — Ver. 22.
¢émaniow] So also Lachm. on the margin (but with érani in the text)
and Tisch,, following A C D E X L &, all min,, several vss. Chrys.
Theodoret. The present crept in from its occurrence before and
after. — Ver. 24. After sfzc Elz. has AdBers, pdyere; but in the
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face of decisive evidence. Taken from Matt. xxvi. 26. — z2smevov]
omitted in A B C* &*, 17, 67**, Ath. Cyr. Fulg. In D* we have
fpusrépsvor 5 in Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. «l., did6uevor.  Justly suspected
by Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. Riick. Tisch. Mere supplements.
~— Ver. 26. The sodro which stands after sorzpiov in Elz. is con-
demned by decisive evidence. So, too, the soiroy, which Elz. has
after &prov In ver. 27, is a later addition.—Ver. 29. dvefins does not
occur in A B C n* 17, Sahid. Aeth.; nor does =i Kupiov (after
owpe) in these and some other witnesses. Lachm. and Tisch.
delete them both ; and both are glosses. What reason was there
for omitting them if in the original 2— Ver. 31. There is a great
preponderance of evidence in favour of é¢ instead of ydp. The
latter is an explanatory alteration.— Ver. 34. ¢] Elz. has ¢ a¢;
but there is conclusive evidence for rejecting it.

CoNTENTS.—(1) How requisite it is that women cover their
heads in the public assemblies for the worship of God,' vv. 2-16.
(2) Regarding the abuses of the Agapae, and the right way of
celebrating them, vv. 17-34.

Ver. 1 belongs still to the preceding section.—Become ¢mitators
of me. Become so, Paul writes, for there was as yet a sad lack
of practical evidence of this imitation; see also = 32 (comp.
Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4). — kayo] as I also have become an
wmitator, namely, of Christ.  Comp. on Matt. xv. 3. Christ as the
highest pattern of the spirit described in x. 33. Comp. Phil
ii. 4 ff.; Rom. xv. 3; Eph.v. 2; Matt. xx. 28.

Ver. 2. Conciliatory preamble to the sharp correction which
follows. — &¢] is simply the autem leading on to a new subject;
hence we are not to seek any set purpose in the similarity of sound
between piunral and pépvnobe. — mwdvra] because you are in all
respects mindful of me. Riickert’s explanation: “ you think on
cverything that comes from me” (xvi. 14), is needlessly far-fetched,
seeing that wéuvnuac with the accusative, very frequent in Greek
writers, does not occur in the N. T. and the absolute wdvra is
common enough (ix. 25, x. 32). — kai xabws xT\] and because
you hold fast the traditions in the way in which I delivered them to
you. This is the practical result of what was stated in the fore-

! Much fruitless trouble has been taken to connect even the non-veiling of the
women with the state of parties at Corinth. Now it has been the Pauline party
(Neander), now the Christ-party (Olshausen), and now the followers of Apollos
(Rabiger), who have been represented as the epponents of veiling,
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going clause. ITapaddoers might refer to doctrine as well as to
usages and discipline (comp. Gal. i. 14; Col. ii. §; 2 Thess.
ii. 15, iii. 6; Plato, Legg. vii. p. 803 A; Polyb. xi. 8. 2); but
the tenor of the following context shows that Paul means here
directions of the latter sort, which he had given to the Corinthians
orally (and also perhaps in his lost letter, v. 2). He had, at the
foundation of the church and afterwards, made various external
regulations, and rejoices that, on the whole, they had not set these
aside, but were kolding them jfast in accordance with his directions
(kaTéyere, comp. xv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21; Heb. iii. 6, x. 23). As
to the connection of mapédwxa . . . mapadigers, see Winer, p. 210
[E. T. 281].

Ver, 3. “ After this general acknowledgment, however, I have
still to bid you lay to heart the following particular point.” And
now, first of all, the principle of the succeeding admonition.
Respecting O0é\w . . . eldévar, comp. on x. 1 ; Col. ii. 1.— mravroés
avdp.] note the prominent position of the word, as also the article
before xed.: of every man the Head. That what is meant, how-
ever, is every Christian man, is self-evident from this first clause ;
consequently, Paul is not thinking of the general order of erca-
tion (Hofmann), according to which Christ is the head of all
things (Col. i. 16 £, ii. 10), but of the organization of Christian
fellowship, as it is based upon the work of redemption. Comp.
Epl. v. 21 {f. —— xedpals, from which we are not (with Hofmann)
to dissociate the conception of an organized whole (this would
suit in none of the passages where the word occurs, Col. ii. 10
included), designates in all the three cases here the wroximate,
wmmediate Head, which is to be specially noted in the second
instance, for Christ as head of the church (Col. i. 18; Eph.1. 22,
iv. 15) is also head of the woman (comp. Eph. v. 22f). The
relation indicated by «e¢. is that of organic subordination, even in
the last clause: He fo whom Christ 1is subordinate s God (comp.
ifl. 23, xv. 28, viii. 6; Col. i. 15; Rom. ix. 5; and see Kahnis,
Dogm. TIT. p. 208 f£.), where the dogmatic explanation resorted
to, that Christ in His Auman nature only is meant (Theodoret,
Estius, Calovius, al), is un-Pauline. Neither, again, is His volun-
tary subjection referred to (Billroth), but—which is exactly what
the argument demands, and what the two first clauses give us—
the oljective and, notwithstanding His essential equality with God
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(Phil. ii. 6), necessary subordination of the Son to the Father in the
divine economy of redemption.! Much polemic discussion as to the
misuse of this passage by the Arians and others may be found in
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact. — Gal. iii. 28, indeed,
shows that the distinction of the sexes is done away in Christ (in
the spiritual sphere of the Christian life); but this 7deal equality
of sex as little does away with the empirical subordination in
marriage as with differences of rank in other earthly relations, ¢..
of masters and servants. — xedp. 8¢ X. 0 Oeds] The gradation of
ranks rises up to the supreme Head over all, who is the Head of
the man also, mediately, through Christ. This makes it all the
more obvious that, on the one hand, the man who prays or speaks
as a prophet before God in the assembly ought not to have his
liead covered, see Ver. 7 ; but that, on the other hand, the relation
of the women under discussion is all the more widely to be dis-
tinguished from that of the men,

Ver. 4. First inference from the aforesaid gradation of rank. —
This inference is a plea of privilcge for the men, which was but
to prepare the way for the censure next to be passed upon the
women. Had Paul meant to correct the men because they had
prayed or preached as prophets at Corinth with their heads
covered (Chrysostom and many of the older commentators; see
against this view, Bengel, and especially Storr, Opusc. I1. p. 283),
he would have gone into the matter more in detail, as he does
in what follows respecting the women.— mpocevy.] of praying
aloud in the public assemblies. For that Paul is giving instrnc-
tions for the sphere of church-life, not for family worship (Hof-
mann), is quite clear from the mpodyredery added here and in
ver. 5, which does not suit the idea of the private devotions of a
husband and wife, like the oyoAdfew 7§ mwpooevyf in vii. 5, but
always means the public nse for general edification of the ydpioua
referred to, namely, that of apocalyptic utterance (Acts ii. 17 f,
xix. 6, xxi. 9; 1 Cor. xiii. and xiv.; Matt. vii. 22). Moreover,
vv. 5f and 10 presuppose publicity; as indeed & priori we

1 Melanchthon puts it well: ¢ Deus est caput Christi, non de essentia dicitur, sed
de ministeriis. Filius mediator accipit ministerium a consilio divinitatis, sicut saepe
inquit: Pater misit me. Fit hic mentio non arcanae essentiae, sed ministerii.” —
Even the cxalted and reigning Christ is engaged in this ministerium, and finally
delivers up the kingdom to the Father. See xv. 28,
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might assume that Paul would not have prescribed so carnestly
a specific costume for the head with a view only to the family
edification of a man and his wife, It was precisely in the neces-
sity of avoiding public occasion of offence that such precepts
could alone find ground enough to justify them; they were
not designed by the liberal-minded apostle to infringe upon the
freedom of a woman’s dress at Zome. How can any one believe
that he meant that when a wife desired, in the retirement of her
own house, to pray with her husband (and how often in «
moment might an occasion for doing so arise!), she must on no
account satisfy this religious eraving without first of all putting
on her wepiBorawov, and that, if she failed to do so, she stamped
herself as a harlot (ver. 5f)!— To take mpogevy. as equivalent
to yAwoaais Aalely (Baur) is not justified by xiv. 13, although
speaking with tongues may have occurred in connection with
public prayer by women. — mpo¢nt.] See on xii. 10. The force
of the participles is: Every man, when he prays or speaks as a
prophet, while he has, ete. — xata ked. éxywv] sc. Ti. See Fritzsche,
Conject. I. p. 36. DButtmann, ncut. Gr. p. 127 [E. T. 146].
Huving (something) down from the head, ie. with a head-covering.
The Jewish men prayed with the head covered, nay, even with a
veil (Tallith) before the face. See Lightfoot, Horae, p. 210f.
Michaelis, Anm. p. 244f Hellenic usage again required that
the head should be bare on sacred occasions (Grotius on ver. 2 ;

Hermann, gottesd. Alterth. § 36. 18 f), while the Romans
veiled themselves at sacrifices (Serv. ad Aen. ii. 407 ; Dougt.
Anal. IL p. 116). The Hcllenic usage had naturally become
the prevalent one in the Hellenic churches, and had also com-
mended itself to the discriminating eye of the apostle of the
Gentiles as so entirely in accordance with the divinely appointed
position of the man (ver. 3), that for the man to cover his head
seemed to him to cast dishonour on that position. — karaioy. v
xep. avrov] So, with the spiritus lenis, adrod should be written,
from the standpoint of the speaker, consequently without any
reflex reference (his own head), which the context does not
suggest. The emphasis of the predicate lies rather on wxarato-
xUvet, as also in ver. 5. Every man, when he prays, etc., dis-
honours his head. In what respect he does so, ver. 3 has already
clearly indicated, namely (and this meets Baw’s objection to the
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apostle’s argument, that the duty of being veiled should attach to
the man also from his dependence, ver. 3), inasmuch as he cannot
represent any submaission to human authority by a veil on his
head without thereby sacrificing its dignity. His head ought to
show to all (and its being uncovered is the sign of this) that no
man, but, on the contrary, Christ, and through Him God Himself,
is Head (Lord) of the man. We are to understand, therefore, Tyv
kepahyy avrod quite simply like xard rxedalsls, of the bodily
head (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Flatt, Ewald,
Neander) ; not, with Oecumenius, Theophylact (doubtful), Calvin,
Calovius, and others, including Heydenreich, Riickert, de Wette,
Osiander, Maier, Hofmann, of Christ, which is not required by
ver. 3, and is positively forbidden by vv. 5, 6, 14, which take
for granted also, as respects the man, the similar conception of
the xepals, namely, in the liferal sense. This holds also against
the double sense which Wolf, Billroth, and Olshausen assume the
passage to bear, understanding it to refer to the literal head and
to Christ as well.

Ver. 5. A second inference of an opposite kind from ver. 3,
namely, with respect to the women. — Prayer and prophetic
utterances in meetings on the part of the women are assumed
here as allowed. In xiv. 34, on the contrary, silence is imposed
upon them; comp. also 1 Tim. ii. 12, where they are forbidden
to teach. This seeming contradiction between the passages dis-
appears, however, if we take into account that in chap. xiv. it is
the public assembly of the congregation, the wholc éxxnoia, that
is spoken of (vv. 4, 5,12, 16, 19, 23, 26 f, 33). There is no
sign of such being the case in the passage before us. What the
apostle therefore has in his eye here, where he does not forbid
the mpocebyeabar 4 mpodnredew of the women, and at the same
time cannot mean family worship simply (see on ver. 4), must be
smaller meetings for devotion in the congregation, more limited
circles assembled for worship, such as fall under the category of «
charcl in the house (xvi. 19 ; Rom. xvi. 5 ; Col. iv. 15 ; Philem. 2).
Since the subject here discussed, as we may infer from its pecu-
liar character, must have been brought under the notice of the
apostle for his decision by the Corinthians themselves in their
letter, his readers would understand both what kind of meetings
were meant as those in which women might pray and speak as
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prophetesses, and also that the instruction now given was not
abrogated again by the * faceat maulier in ecclesin.” The latter
would, however, be the case, and the teaching of this passage
would be aimless and groundless, if Paul were here only postpon-
ing for a little the prohibition in xiv. 34, in order, first of all,
provisionally to censure and correct a mere external abuse in con-
nection with a thing which was yet to be treated as wholly un-
allowable (against my own former view). It is perfectly arbitrary
to say, with Grotius, that in xiv. 34 we must understand as an
exception to the rule: “nisi speciale Dei mandatum habeant.” —
arataxarimte] Polyb. xv. 27. 2. As to the dative, see Winer,
p. 203 [E. T. 271). — mv kea). adriis]—see the critical remarks
—1is, like 7. xe¢. avrod in ver. 4, to be understood of the literal
head. A woman when praying was to honour her head by having
a sign upon it of the authority of her husband, which was done by
laving it covered ; otherwise she dishonoured her head by dress-
ing not like a married wife, from whose head-dress one can see
that her husband is her head (lord), but like a loose woman, with
whose shorn head the wncovered one is on a par. — &v rydp éoe
x.7\] for she is nothing else, nothing better, than she who is
shorn. As the long tresses of the head were counted a womanly
adornment among Jews and Gentiles, so the hair shorn off was
a sign either of mourning (Deut. xxi. 12; Homer, Od. iv. 198,
xxiv. 46 ; Eurip. Or. 458 ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxxix. 28) or
of shamelessness (Elsner, Obss. p. 113), and was even the penalty
of an adulteress (Wetstein in loc). What Paul means to say
then is: a woman praying with uncovered head stands in the
eye of public opinion, guided as it is by appearances, on just
the same level with her who has the shorn hair of a courtesan.
— & k. 70 alro] emphatic: wnum idemgue. See instances in
Kypke, IL p. 220. The subject to this is wdga yvvy .7\, nOt
the appearing uncovered, so that strictly it ought to have been
70 étvpiicfar (Billroth). And the neuter is used, because the
subject is regarded as a general conception. Comp. iii. 8.
Respecting the dative, see Kiilner, IL p. 244 ; Kriiger, § xlviii.
14. 9. — The form fvpaw has less authority in Attic writers
than Evpéw. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 205.

REMARK.—The evil, which Paul here rebukes with such sharp-

ness and decision, must have broken out after the apostle had left
1 COR. L X
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Corinth ; had he been present, he would not have allowed it to
emerge. It arose probably from an unseemly extension of the
principle of Christian liberty, occasioned by the fact of women par-
taking in the special gifts of the Spirit, ver. 4, and doubtless under
the influence of the greater laxity of Hellenic ideas about female
dress. The letter from the Corinthians, when referring to the way
in which the apostle’s instructions were acted upon at Corinth
(ver. 2), must have contained an inquiry put to him upon this
particulgr point (comp. on ver. 5). The fact that Paul makes no
allusion to virgins here proves that they were not involved in the
wrong practice, although Tertullian (de virginib. veland.) unwar-
rantably applies our passage to them also.

Ver. 6 gives the ground of év éore k1A, ver. 5. That ground
is, that the step from not being covered to being shorn is only
what consistency demands, while the dishonour again implied in
being shorn requires that the woman should be covered; con-
sequently, to be uncovered lies by no means midway between
being shorn and being covered as a thing indifferent, but falls
under the same moral category as being shorn. For when a
woman puts on no covering, when she has once become so shame-
less, then she should have herself shorn too (in addition). A demand
for logical consistency (Winer, p. 292 [E. T. 391]) serving only to
make them feel the absurdity of this unseemly emancipation
from restraint in public prayer and speaking (for ver. 5 shows
that these rules cannot be general ones, against Hofmann). To
understand it simply as a permission, does not suit the conclusion;
comp. on the contrary xararadvnrécfw. — 70 relp. %) Evpdobar)
“ Plus est radi (fvp.) quam tonderi,” Grotius. Comp. Valckenaer.
Eup. means to shave, with the razor (évpév). The two words occur
together in Mic. i. 16, LXX. Note the absence of any repeti-
tion of the article in connection with the double description of
the one unseemly thing.

Vv. 7-9. T'dp]introduces the grounding of the xaraxatvrrécw,
consequently a sccond ground for the proposition under discussion
(the first being vv. 3—-6). The argument sets out again (comp.
ver. 3) ¢ contrario. — ok o¢peiher] does not mean: he is not
bound, which, as ver. 3 shows, would not be enough; but: Ae
ought not, etc., in contrast to the woman who ought (vv. 5, 10).
Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 14. — elxov «. 8ofa x.71\] The obligation to
pray, etc., with the head covered would be inconsistent with this
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high dignity, because to cover the head is a sign of submission
to human power, ver. 10. A man as such (dwjp) is the image of
God (Gen. i. 26 f.), inasmuch as he, being Adam’s representa-
tive, has dominion over the earth. Other elements of what
constitutes the image of God are not, according to the context,
taken into account here, nor are the ecclesiastical definitions
of it. He is also the glory of God, inasmuch as, being the image
of God, he, in his appearance as man, practically represents on
earth in a human way the majesty of God as a ruler. Riickert,
following older interpreters (given in Wolf), holds that &6fa is
meant liere as the rendering of M7, Gen. i. 26 ; as also the LXX,,
in Num. xii. 8, Ps. xvii. 15, translates 700 by dofa. But had
Paul wished to convey the meaning of mm a passage so import-
ant and so familiar as Gen. 1. 26 would certamly have suggested
to him the word used there by the LXX. opolwais. Adoa
corresponds simply to the Hebrew mia. — Paul describes only
the man as being the image and 8cfa of God; for he has in his
eye the relation of marriage, in which rule is conferred on the
man alone. The woman accordingly has, in harmony with the
whole connection of the passage, to appear simply as 86Ea av8pds,
inasmucl, namely, as her whole wedded dignity, the high posi-
tion of being spouse of the man, proceeds from the man and is
held in obedience to him; so that the woman does not carry
an independent glory of her own, an (8ia 8cfa, but the majesty of
the man reflects itself in lier, passing over to her mediately and,
as it were, by derivation. Grotius compares her happily to the
moon as “lumen minus sole.” This exposition of 86fa dvdpés is
the only one which suits the context, and corresponds in con-
ception to the preceding 86fa Oeoi, without at the same time
anticipating what is next said in vv. 8, 9. The conception of
the 86£a, which is @eod in case of the man and dv8pds in that of
the woman, is determined by the idea of the ordo conjugalis, not
by that of Aumanity (Hofmann) originally realized in the man
but passing thence into a derivative realization in the woman.
— Paul omits elxwr in the woman’s case, not because he refused
to recognise the divine image in her (except in an vmmediate sense),
but because he felt rightly that, in view of the distinction of sex,
the word would be unsuitable (comp. de Wette), and would also
convey too much, considering the subordinate position of the



324 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

woman in marriage. — Ver. 8. For there s not such a thing as
man from woman, etc., but the relation of the two as respects being
is the converse. — Ver. 9. The ~dp here is subordinate to that
in ver. 8: “for there was not created a man for the woman’s sake,
but conversely.” This is the concrete historical establishment,
from the narrative of their creation, of the relation between the
two sexes, which had been generally stated in ver. 8; in giving
it, Paul, with Gen. ii. 18 in his view, does not bring in éx again,
but &, which, however, considering how familiar the history
was, throws no doubt upon the genuineness of the ée. In xai
#ydp the xal (which has the force of even indeed, Hartung, I. p. 135)
belongs to odx éxricfy. The present genetic relation of the two
sexes, ver. 8, began as early as the creation of the first pair.

Ver. 10. dia Todro] namely, because the relation of the woman
to the man is such as has been indicated in vv. 7-9, — éfovoiay
éxew éml tis ked.] to have a power, ie. the sign of a power (to wit,
as the context shows, of her husband’s power, under which she
stands), upon her head ; by which the apostle means a covering
Jor the head}) So Chrysostom,” Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theo-
phylact, with the majority both of ancient and modern commen-
tators, including van Hengel, Annot. p. 175 ff.; Liicke in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1828, p. 571 f, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, de
Wette, Osiander, Ewald, Neander, Maier, Weiss, Vilmar in the Stud.
w. Krit. 1864, p. 465 f.; comp. Diisterdieck in the Stud. u. Krit.
1863, p. 707 ff. Just as in Diodor. Sic. i. 47, in the phrase
éyovaay Tpets Bagihelas éml Tis xed., the context shows beyond a
doubt that Bac. means symbols of one's own power (diadems), so
here the connection justifies the use of éfovoia to denote the sign
of another's power; the phrase thus simply having its proper
reference brought out, and by no means being twisted into an
opposite meaning, as Hofmann objects, Comp. also the ornaments
of the Egyptian priests, which, as being symbols of truth, bore
the name of d\jfeta, Diod. Sic. i. 48. 77; Ael. V. H. xiv. 34.
Schleusner explains éfovo. as a token of the honour (of the married

! Luther’s gloss is : ““ That is the veil or covering, by which one may see that she
is under her husband’s authority, Gen. iii. 16."”

? "Apa 73 xarimreofas Sworayis xal ifoveies. And on ver. 7 he says: As the man
ought to pray uncovered in token of his &px#, so for the woman it is 2 mark of pre-
sumption o un §xuy & evpPora Tig dwarayis.
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women over the single). But both the context (ver. 9) and
the literal meaning of éfovsia are against this. Bengel and
Schrader make it a sign of authority to speak in public. But the
whole connection points to the authority of the husband over the
wife. There is not a word in the whole passage about the potestas
orandi, etc,, nor of its being granted by the Ausband (Schrader).
Hagenbach’s view (Stud. w. Kril. 1828, p. 401) is also contrary
to the context, seeing that we have previously &ta Tov dvdpa; hLe
understands éfovaia as a mark of descent. Paul, he holds,
formed the word upon the analogy of wapovsia k.TA.,—a view
that does not even leave to the term its lexical meaning, which
was surely familiar enough to the apostle and his readers.
Other expositors make éfovaia dircctly to signify a vei! (Michaelis,
Schulz), to establish which they have appealed in the most
arbitrary way to the help of Hebrew words (Cappellus, Clericus,
IHammond, Semler, Ernesti). Hitzig again, in the theol. Jahrd.
1854, p. 129 ff,, gives out the term to be a Jewish-Greek one,
derived from €€ isov; because the veil had, he maintains, two
overhanging halves which balanced each other in front and
behind. But what is fatal to every attempt of this kind is
that éfovaia, power, is so very familiar a word, and suits per-
fectly well here in this its ordinary sense, while, as the name of
a veil, it would be entirely without trace and without analogy in
Greek. As for the derivation from é£ Isov, that is simply an
etymological impossibility. Other interpreters still assume that
éfovs. means here not a sign of power, but power itself. So, in
various preposterous ways, earlier commentators cited by Wolf;
and so more recently Xypke and Pott. The former puis a
comma after éfoveia, and explains the clause: * propterea mulier
potestati obnoxia est, ita ut velamen (comp. ver. 4) in capite
habeat.” But the sense of édelAew 7¢ would rather have required
Umraxony in place of éfovaiav. Pott again (in the Gotting. Weih-
nachtsprogr. 1831, p. 22 ff) renders it: “mulierem oportet
servare jus seu potestatem in caput suum, sc. eo, quod illud velo
obtegat.” Not inconsistent with linguistic usage (Rev. xi. 6,
xx. 6, xiv. 18; comp. Luke xix. 17), but all the more so with
the context, since what ver. 9 states is just that the woman has
a0 power at all over lerself, and jfor that very rcason ought to
wear a veil. Hofmann, too, rejects the symbolical explanation
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of éfovsia, and finds the metaphorical element simply in the
local import of the phrase émi xepariis (comparing it with such
passages as Acts xviii. 6, where, however, the idea is wholly
different in kind). He makes the thought to be: the woman
must have a power upon or over her head, because she must be
subject to such a power. In that case what would be meant
would be her lusband's power, which she must have over
her. But the question in hand was not at all about anything
so general and self-evident as that, but about the veiling, which
she was bound to observe. The conjectural interpretations
which have been attempted are so far-fetched as not to deserve
further mention. We may add that there is no evidence in
antiquity for the symbolism which Paul here connects with the
veiling of the women in assemblies (the hints which Baur founds
upon in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 571 ff,, are too remote). We
have the more reason, therefore, to agree with Liicke in ascribing
it to the ingenious apostle himself, however old the custom itself
—that married women should wear veils in public—was in
Hebrew usage (Ewald, Alterth. p. 269 f.).— 8ia Tovs dyyéhovs]
which Baur uncritically holds to be a gloss—a view to which
Neander also was inclined—is not a formula obsecrand: (Heyden-
reich, who, with Vorstius, Hammond, Bengel, and Zachariae,
strangely assumes a reference to Isa. vi. 2), but a clause adding
to the 4nner ground (8ia TodTo) an outword one: “for the sake
of the angels” in order to avoid exciting disapproval among them.
Tods dryryérovs aidéolnry, Chrysostom. Erasmus puts it well in
his Paraphrase: “ Quodsi mulier eo venit impudentiae, ut testes
hominum oculos non vereatur, saltem ob angelos testes, qui vestris
conventibus intersunt, caput operiat.” That tlie holy angels are
present at assemblies for worship, is an idea which Paul had
retained from Judaism (LXX. Ps. exxxviii 1; Tob. xii. 12f;
Buxtorf, Synag. 15, p. 306; Grotius i loc.; Eisenmenger,
entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 393), and made an element in his
Christian conception,! in accordance with the ministering destina-

1 Since the apostle is speaking of meetings for worship, it is unsuitable to make
the reference be to the angels as witnesses of the creation of the first pair; so van
Hengel, Annot. p. 181 f., following a Schol. in Matthiac. Any allusion to Gen. vi. 1-4
(suggested already by Tertullian, al. Comp. also Kurtz, d. Eken d. Sohne Gottes,

p- 177, and Hofmann) is wholly foreign to the passage. Hofmann imports into it
the idea: ¢‘that the spirits which have sway in the corporeal world might be
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tion ascribed to them in Heb. i. 14, but without any of the
Jewish elaborations. It must remain a very doubtful point
whether he had guardian angels (Acts xii. 15; Matt. xviii, 10)
specially in view (Jerome, August. de Zvin. xii. 7; Theodoret,
comp. Theophylact), seeing that he nowhere says anything definite
about them. Other expositors make the reference to be to the bad
angels, who would be incited to wantonness by the unveiled
women (Tert. c. Mare. v. 8 ; de virg. vel. 7, al.),! or might incite
the men to it (Schoettgen, Zeltner, Mosheim), or might do harm
to the uncovered women (Wetstein, Semler). Others, again,
understand it to mean pious men (Clem. Alex.), or the Christian
prophets (Beza), or those presiding in the congregation (Ambrosi-
aster), or those deputed to bring about betrothals (Lightfoot), or
unfriendly sptes (Heumann, Alethius, Schulz, Morus, Storr, Stolz,
Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Schrader)— all mere attempts at explana-
tion, which are sufficiently disposed of by the single fact that
dryyenor, when standing abdsolutely in the N. T., always denotes
good angels alone. See on iv. 9. The correct exposition is
given also by Diisterdieck, l.c, who shows well the fine trait of
apostolic mysticism in 8ta Tols dyyélous.

Ver. 11. Paul’s teaching from ver. 7 onward might possibly be
misinterpreted by the men, so as to lead them to despise the
women, and by the women so as to underrate their own posi-
tion. Hence the caveat which now follows (émdyer Tav Sidp-
fwow, Chrys.) against the possible dislocation of the Christian
relation of the two sexes: ncvertheless, meither s the woman
without the man, nor the man without the woman in Christ,
1.6. nevertheless there subsists such a relation between the two
in the sphere of the Christian life (év Kuplw), that neither does
the woman stand severed from the man, 7.c. independent of, and
withont bond of fellowship with, him, nor vicc versd. They are
united as Christian spouses (comp. ver. 3) in mutual dependence,

tempted fo enter into that relation to the woman which is assigned to her husband.”
Hilgenfeld too, in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 183, makes it refer to the story in the
Book of Enoch, 5f., about the transgression of the angels with the daughters of men.
What an importing of carnal lust! And were not the women whom the apostle
here warns in part matrons and grey-headed dames!

1 Test. X11I. Patr. p. 529 should not be adduced here (against Bretschneider). The
passage contains a warning against the vanity of head-ornament, the seduective
character of which is proved by an argument a majori ad minus.
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each belonging to the other and supplying what the other lacks;
neither of the parties being a separate independent person. The
év Kupip thus assigns to the relation lere expressed the distine-
tive sphere, in which it subsists. Out of Christ, in a profane
marriage of this world, the case would be different. Were we,
with Storr, Heydenreich, Riickert, Hofmann, to take év Kuvpiew as
predicative definition: “ neither does the woman stand in con-
nection with Christ without the man, nor wice versd,” this would
resolve itself either into the meaning given by Grotius: “Dominus
neque viros exclusis feminis, neque feminas exclusis viris
redemit ;” or into Hofmann’s interpretation, that in a Christian
marriage the relation to the Lord is a common one, shared in by
the two parties alike. But both of these ideas are far too obvious,
general, and commonplace to suit the context. Olshausen (comp.
Beza) renders it, “by the arrangement of God.” But év Kuple
is the statedly used term for Christ; the reference to the divine
arrangement comes in afterwards in ver. 12.

Ver. 12. For, were this not the case, the Christian system would
be clearly at variance with the divine arrangement tn nature. This
against Riickert, who accuses ver. 12 of lending no probative sup-
port to ver. 11.— 4 quvs éx Tod avdp.] sc. éore, namely, in respect
of origination at first. Comp. ver. 8.— o avip &d Ths yur.] in
respect of origination now. 'Ex denotes the direct origination in
the way known to all his readers from the history of woman’s
creation in Gen. ii. 21f; &d again the mediate origin by birth,
all men being yevvnroi yuvawdv, Matt. xi. 11; Gal. iv. 4. Paul
might have repeated the éx in the second clause also (Matt.i. 16 ;
Gal iv. 4), but he wished to mark the difference between the
first and the continued creation. And in order to bring out the
sacred character of the moral obligation involved in this genetic
relation of mutual dependence, he adds: 7a 8¢ wdvra éx T. Oeoli:
now all this, that we have been treating of (“ vir, mulier et alterius
utrius mutua ab altero dependentia,” Bengel), is from God, proceed-
ing from and ordered by Him. As regards this éx, comp. 2 Cor.
v. 18; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; Rom. xi. 36.

Vv. 13-15. By way of appendix to the discussion, the apostle
refers his readers—as regards especially the praying of the women,
which had given rise to debate—to the voice of nature herself. He
asks them: Is it seemly,—judge within yourselves concerning it,



CHAP. XI. 13—15. 329

—is it seemly that a woman should offer up prayers uncovered ?
Does not nature herself even (o08é) teach you the opposite ? — év
vuiy avrots] without any influence from without; comp. x. 15.—
7¢ O] superfluous in itself, but added for the sake of emphasis,
in order to impress upon them the more deeply the unseemliness
of the uncovered state in which the woman comes forward to deal
with the Most High in prayer. — Regarding the different construc-
tions with mpémov éori, see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 239 [E. T.
278]—The ¢dows is the natural relation of the judgment and
feeling to the matter in question,—the native, inborn sense and
perception of what is seemly. This instinctive consciousness of
propriety had been, as respected the point in hand, established
by custom and had decome ¢piois. Comp. Chrysostom. The mani-
fold discussions, to little purpose, by the old commentators regard-
ing the meaning of ¢vais, may be seen in Poole’s Synopsts, and in
Wolf. It is here, as often in Greek writers (comp. also Rom.
ii, 14), the contrast to education, law, art, and the like. It
cannot in this passage mean, as Hofmann would have it, the
arrangement of things in conformity with their creation—that is to
say, the arrangement of nature in the objective sense (so, frequently
in the classics), for the assertion that this teaches all that is
expressed by the é7¢ dvip .7\ would go much too far and be
unwarranted. Were we, again, to assume that 67 does not
depend at all on &:bdoxer, but gives the ground for the question,
so that 8:6doxec would require its contents to be supplied out of
the first half of the verse, how awkwardly would Paul have ex-
pressed himself, and how liable must he have been to misappre-
hension, in putting &7¢ instead of conveying his meaning with
clearness and precision by ydp! And even apart from this objec-
tion as to the form of expression, we cannot surely suppose that
the apostle would find in a fact of aesthetic custom (vv. 14, 15)
—that is to say, a something in its own nature accidental, and
subsisting as an actual fact only for the man accustomed to it—
the confirmation of what the order of things in conformity with their
creation teaches.— ad77] independently of all other instruction.
—Upon the matter itself (xounv 8¢ éxew kai elxouov elvar yvvat-
kdTepov éore, Bustath. ad I1. iii. p. 288), see Perizonius, ad Ael. V.
H. ix. 4; Wetstein in loc. In ancient times, among the Hellenes,
the luxuriant, carefully-tended hair of the head was the mark of
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a free man (see generally, Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxiii. 13 ff).
Comp. also 2 Sam. xiv. 25f In the church, both by councils
and popes, the xouorpodeiv was repeatedly and strictly forbidden
to the clergy.! See Decretal. 12b. iil. ¢it. 1. cap. 4. 5. 7. — 874 1) xopn
avti mepeB. 8é6.] Ground for long hair being an ornament to a
woman : becase it 45 given to her instead of a veil, to take its place,
to be, as it were, a natural veil. This again implies that to wear
a veil, as in the case in hand, is a decorous thing. For if the
xopun is an Lonour for a woman because it is giwen to her in place
of a wveil, then the veil dtself too must be an houour to her, and
to lay it aside in prayer a disgrace. “ Naturac debet respondere
voluntas,” Bengel. IleptfBolasov, something thrown round one, a
covertng in general (see the Lexicons, and Schleusner, Thes. IV.
p. 289), has here a special reference to the weil (xahimrpa,
kaxvppa) spoken of in the context.

Ver. 16. The apostle has done with the subject; but one word
more of warning now against all controversy about it. — Soxet]
Vulg.: “si quis autem wvidetur contentiosus esse.” This would
imply that sort of forbearing courtesy in the Soxei, according to
which one “wvider: aliguid esse, quam were esse dicere maluit,”
Fritzsche, ad Matth.p. 129. Comp. Frotscher, ed Xen. Hier. p. 92.
Sturz, Lex. Xen. 1. p. 757f So de Wette and Winer, p. 570
[E. T. 766]. But one can see no reason for Paul’'s choosing any
such special delicacy of phrase. If, again, we understand the
words to mean: if any one [likes fo be, or has pleasure in being,
contentious (Luther, Grotius, Riickert), that is to confound the
expression with the construction Soxel wor? The simplest ex-
planation, and, at the same time, quite literally faithful, is, as in
Matt. iii. 9, Phil. iii. 4: if any one s of opinion, if he thinks, or
is minded to be, etc.; but to import the notion of permission into
the infinitive here, in connection with this rendering (Billroth),
would be arbitrary, because without warrant from the text
(Kihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 1). — sjuels Totavryv £.7.\.] declara-

1If we are to look upon the tonsure, however, as a symbol of the spiritual life in
contradistinction to the vanities of this world (seec Walter, Kirchenr. § 212), then
this by no means corresponds to the view held by the apostle in our text. Long
lair on the head is a disgrace to a man in his eyes; because he regards it as a sign
of human subjection.

2 So, t00, Joxa war, lubel, volo. Sec Ast, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 251, Also 3oxrai o
See Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. p. 552.
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tive: Let him be fold that we, etc. Comp. Rom. xi. 18. See
Winer, p. 575 [E. T. 773]. — nueis] I and those who are like-
manded with me. — Totavryy aunif.] such a custom. Interpreters
refer this either to the censured practice of the women being
unveiled (Theodoret, Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, Michaelis, Semler,
Rosenmiiller, Heydenreich, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Ewald,
Neander, Maier, Hofmann), or to the custom of contention (Chry-
sostom, Ambrosiaster, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, Calovius, and
others, including Riickert and de Wette). The latter suits the
immediate context, and is required by 7ueis; hence we cannot,
with Theophylact and Osiander, leave it an open question which
of the two references should be preferred. The old¢ af éxxh. 7.
©cov is not against this view ; for what is asserted is not that all
individual members were free from the love of strife, but only
that the churches as a whole were so. These last are distinguished
by ov8é ai éxwh. T. Oeod from the individuals implied in Hueks.
Neither does the expression cuvwijfeia throw any difficulty in the
way of our interpretation; on the contrary, occurring as it does
in this short concluding sentence of deprecation, it lends to it a
certain pont against the readers, some of whom seem to have
allowed this vice of contentiousness to grow with them into a
habit; it was their miserable custom /— The abnormal position
of isolation, into which their controversial tendencies would
bring them, should surely suffice to prevent their indulging
them !

Ver. 17. Transition to the censure which follows. Now this
(what I have written up to this point about the veiling of the
women) I enjoin,! while I do not praise (i.e. while I join with my
injunction the censure), that ye, ete. The * litotes ” odx ématvdy
glances back upon ver. 2. Lachmann’s view, according to which
the new section begins at ver. 16, so that ¢\oveiwos would relate
to the oyiocpara in ver. 18, has this against it, that mapayyé\\w
always means praecipio in the N. T. (vii. 10; 1 Thess. iv. 11;
2 Thess. iii. 4, 6, 10, 12, al.), not I announce, and that no injunc-
tion is expressed in ver. 16. Moreover, we should desiderate

1 Hofmann irrelevantly objects to our making rovre refer to the preceding passage,
that Paul has previously enjoined nothing. Me has, in fact, very categorically en-
Jjoined that the women should be veiled (comp. esp. vv. 5, 6, 10), and not simply
expressed his opinion upon a custom that displeased him.
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some conclusion to the foregoing section, and, as such, con-
sidering especially that the matter in question was such a
purely external one, ver. 16 comes in with peculiar appropriate-
ness. Other expositors, such as Lyra, Erasmus, Piscator, Grotius,
Calovius, Hammond, Bengel, Riickert, also Ewald and Hofmann
(comp. his Sechriftbeweis, II. 2, p. 235 f), tefer TovTo, after
the example of the Greek Fathers, to what follows, inasmuch,
namely, as the exposition now to begin ends in a command, and
shows the reason why the church deserves no praise in this aspect
of its church-life. Paul has already in his mind, according to
these interpreters, the directions which he is about to give, but
lays a foundation for them first of all by censuring the disorders
which had crept in. Upon that view, however, the TolTo mapayy.
would come in much too soon; and we must suppose the apostle,
at the very beginning of an important section, so little master of
his own course of thought, as himself to throw his readers into
confusion by leaving them without anything at all answering to
the Tolro wapayy. — 87¢ odx €is T6 xpetrTov k.T.N.] does not give
the reason of his not praising, but—seeing there is no vuds with
émaw, as in ver. 2—states what it s that he cannot praise. Your
coming together is of such a kind that not the melius but the
pefus arises out of it as its result; that it becomes worse instead
of better with you (with your Christian condition). Theoplylact
and Billroth make 70 «peirt. and 7o fr7ov refer to the asscmblics
themselves : “ that you hold your assemblies in such a way that
they become worse instead of better.” A tame idea !

Vv. 18, 19. Ilpd7ov peév vydp] The second point is found by
most expositors in ver. 20 (so Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, de
Wette, Ewald, Maier, Winer, p. 536 [E. T. 721]). In that case
Paul first of all censures here generally the divisions which
appeared in their assemblies, and then in ver. 20 links on Dby
odv the abuse of the Lord’s Supper as a consequence of those
divisions. But this view has against it the fact that he follows
up ver. 18 neither by censure nor correction of what was amiss,
which he would not have omitted to do, considering the import-
ance of the matter in question, if he had regarded ver. 18 as
touching upon a distinet point from that in vv. 20, 21. More-
over, in ver. 22, émawécw vpds; év ToUTe odk émawd, which
has reference to the otk émawdv of ver. 17, proves that in
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his mind vv. 18-22 formed not two rebukes, but one. This
serves, too, by way of reply to Hofmann, who insists on taking
mpdTov, in spite of the uév that follows it, not as firsily, but as
before all things, above all. The true view, on the contrary, is
(comp. also Baur in the thceol. Jahrbiicher, 1852, p. 558 ; Ribiger,
p- 135; Osiander), that odv in ver. 20 does not introduce a
second point of reprehension, but takes up again the first point,
which had been begun in ver. 18 and interrupted by xal uépos
Tt T\ (see on viii. 4),—an interpretation which is strongly
supported by the repetition of the same words cuvepyou. Juww.
In using the term oyiouara,' Paul has already in his mind the
separations af the love-feasts (not the party-divisions of 1. 12,
Theodoret, and many others), but is kept for a time from explain-
ing himself more fully by the digression which follows, and does
so only in ver. 20. Still, however, the question remains: Where
1s the second pownt, which wpodTov leads us to cxpect ¢ It commences
in xii. 1. Paul censures two kinds of evils in connection with
their assemDblies—(1) the degeneration of the Agapae (vv.18—34),
and (2) the misapplication of the gifts of the Spirit (xii. 1 ff).
The mpdrov wév is left out of account while he pursues the first
point, and instead of following it up with an é&reta 3¢, after
completing his discussion, he passes on in xii. 1 with the con-
tinuative 8¢ to the second subject, making no further reference to
that mpdTov pév wydp in ver. 18. How common it is in classic
writers also to find the mpdrov followed by no émesta, or any-
thing of the kind, but another turn given to the sentence, may be
seen in Maetzner, ad Aniiph. p. 191; Bremi, ad Lys. I p. 31.
Comp. on Acts i. 1, and on Rom. i 8, iii. 2. — év éxal.] in @
church-mecting.  This is conceived of as a local spherc (comp.
Bengel: “ vergit ad significationem loci”), tn which the ouvvép-
xeobar takes place by the arrival of members; as we also say:
‘“in einer Gesellschaft zusammenkommen.” Comp. Winer, p. 386
[E. T. 515] Although the apostle might have written eis
éxxhoiay (Lucian, Jov. Trag. 6), yet we must neither take év
in the sense of eis (Vulgate, Riickert, Schrader), nor impute to
the word éxxh. the meaning: place of assembly (Grotius, Wolf,

1 Chrysostom well remarks: ob Aiyer® axodw pn xonwn tuis ovvdnmwiv, dxebw yap
rat diav pas tomidodas xai pn piré Tov wevitey &AX § pddiora xaviy %y abTdy

- v - . - . » -
zllfllIZI Tny le’vﬂlﬁi, ToUTe fléllxl 10\ TOV T ITRATIS Hvola, : Hﬂl‘ TOI;'TMI nv G:"TIOV-
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Heydenreich), nor understand it adverbially, as with abstract
terms: congregationally (Hofmann). — There should be no comma
after éxxh. ; for guvépy. x.7\. connects itself in meaning mnot
with axobw, but with oxlopara x.7.N. — dxodw] in the sense of
axnroa, denoting continuance. See Ast, ad Plat. Leg. p. 91.;
Bernhardy, p. 370 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 26. — pépos 7]
Jor a part, partly, Thue. i. 23. 3,1i. 64. 2,iv. 30. 1 ; Isocr. p. 426 D.
He cannot bring himself to believe @il that he has heard of the
divisions at their assemblies. A delicate way of showing the
better opinion that he still has of his readers, not a reference to
the uncertainty of the source whence the news reached him
(Hofmann). — 8et] according to God’s decree. It is the “ neces-
sitas consequentiae” (Melanchthon); for the {a which follows
indicates, according to the apostle’s teleological view (comp. Matt.
xviii. 7), the end ordained by God, namely, that the ¢ried, those
who have not suffered themselves to be carried away by party-
agitation, should become mantfest. — xal aipéaers] It cannot be
proved (although Riickert, Neander, Hofmann, and others hold)
that aipéoers is something worsc! than oxiouara (and that xal
must mean even), as Pelagius, Estius, and Calovius would take it ;
for ka{ may be simply also (among other evils also), and in Gal.
v. 20—where, moreover, ayiouara does not come in at all—DPaul
does not intend to construct an exact climax, but merely to /heap
together kindred things. Now, seeing that our Epistle says nothing
of absolute party-separations, but always shows us merely party-
divisions subsisting along with outward unity, one cannot well
make out wherein the worseness of the aipéoers consisted ; for to
hold, with Riickerf, that eiva: means to ensue, and points to the
Suture (as Hofmann too maintains), is a perfectly groundless
assumption. The aipéoeis were there, were not merely coming ;
it will not do to confound eivar with ryivesfar or éfeiv (Matt.
xviil. 7; Luke xvii. 1), a mistake into which J. Miller also
falls, l.e. 'We must therefore, with Chrysostom, Grotius, Olshausen,
al., regard aipéocers as another form of designation for the
same thing (the ayilopara). It does not mean heresies in the

! 8o also J. Miiller, v. d. Siinde, 1. p. 538, ed. 5, holds that sxiru. denotes the
inner disunion in the church, which shows itself in positive division and faction
(zipirus). Wetstein, on the contrary, considered ipsess a *‘ mollius vocabulum”
than oxicpa.
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sense of falsc doctrine (2 Pet. ii. 1), as Calvin, Calovius, and
others maintain ; neither does it refer simply to the separations
in keeping the Agapae (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact) ;
but—as is clear from the nature of the sentence as assigning a
more general reason for what had been said—to factious divisions
in the chwrch generally* (according as there existed tendencies and
views at variance with each other and destructive of harmony).
Comp. on Gal. v. 20.

Ver. 20. Odv] resuming after the parenthesis; see on ver. 18.
—émi 70 avTd] fo the same place. See on Acts 1. 15. — ovx éoTe
kvptax. Seimry, pary.] there does not take place an cating of a Lord’s
Supper, ie. one cannot eat 2 Lord’s Supper in that way; it
is morally impossible, since things go on in such fashion as
ver. 21 thereupon specifies by way of proof. We have here the
very common and familiar use of &r7¢ with the infinitive, in
the sense of: it is possible, one can, as in Heb. ix. 5. So eg. the
passages from Plato given by Ast, Lex. 1. p. 622 ; Hom. Il xxi.
193, al.; Thuec. viii. 53; Soph. Phil. 69; Aesch. Pers. 414;
Polyb. i. 12. 9, v. 98. 4. It occurs in the classics also for the
most part with the negative. See generally, Valckenaer on Eurip.
Hippol. 1326. Beza, Estius, Zachariae, de Wette, Ewald, Maijer,
Winer, «l., render it otherwise, as if there were a TotTo in the
text : this 7s not, etc. And even if there were such a Tov7o, it
would have nothing here to connect itself with. — xvpiaxov Seimrvov]
@ meal belonging fo the Lord, consecrated to Christ; comp. ver. 27,
x. 21. The name was given to the love-feasts (Agapae, Jude 12),
at which the Christians ate and drank together what they
severally brought with them, and with which was conjoined the
Lord’s Supper properly so called (x. 16, 21; comp. on Acts
1i. 42), so that the bread was distributed and partaken of during
the meal and the cup afier it, according to the precedent of the
original institution. Comp. Tertwllian, Apol. 30. Chrysostom,
indeed, and Pelagius held that the Lord’s Supper came first;
but this is contrary to the model of the first institution, came
into vogue only at a later date, and rests purely upon the ascetic
idea that it was unbefitting to take the Eucharist after other
food. To understand here, as Hofmann does, not the whole

! 1t is arbitrary to ascribe the disturbance about the Lord’s Supper to one special
party at Corinth, such as the Christ-party (Olshausen), or that of Apollos (Ribiger).
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[

meal, but mevely the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, which was
conjoined with it, is not in keeping with the phrase Setmvov, the
precise scope of which is determined by the meal so originally
instituted (John xiii. 2) to which it points.

Ver. 21. IporapBavet] takes beforchand his own meal (as con-
trasted with xupiak. Seimy., comp. Chrysostom: 7o yap xvpiaxcy
(SwwTikoy mowdaw). Instead of waiting (ver. 33) till-a general
distribution be made and others thus obtain a share (comp. Xen.
Aem. iii. 14. 1), and till by this means the meal assume the
form of a xvpiakov Setmvov, he seizes at once for himself alone
upon the portion which he brought with him, and holds there-
with his own private meal in place of the Lord’s Supper. The
expression is not “in the highest degree surprising,” as Riickert
calls it ; but it is very deseriptive of the existing state of matters.
Grotius (comp. de Wette) is wrong in supposing that the 2ich
ate first, and left what remained for the poorer members. This
runs counter to the &aoros, which must mean cvery one who
brought anything with him. Of course, when the rich acted in
the way here described, the poor also had to eat whatever they
might have brought with them by themselves; and if they had
nothing, then this abuse of the Lord’s Supper sent them empty
away, hungry and put to shame (vv. 22, 33). — év 16 ¢ayeiv]
not ad manducandum (Vulg), but in the eating, at the holding of
the meal. — mewa] because, that is to say, he had nothing, or but
little, to bring with him, so that he remained unsatisfied, receiving
nothing from the stores of the wealthier members. — pefver] s
drunken, not giving the exact opposite of 7rewd, but making the
picture all the fuller and more vivid, because wewd@ and pebve
lead the reader in both cases to imagine for himself the other
extreme corresponding to the one specified. We must not weaken
the natural forcc of wef., as Grotius does, to “plus satis bibit.”
See on John ii. 20. Paul paints the scene in strong colours;
but who would be warranted in saying that the reality fell at
all short of the description ?

Ver. 22. In a lively succession of questions the apostle shows
how unsuitable and unworthy this procedure of theirs was. —
pn vyap oiklas k.r\] edp has inferential force; see on Matt.
xxvii. 23; John ix. 30; Acts xix. 35; and Winer, p. 416 [E. T.
559]; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 3. 10: you surely are not with-
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out houses? The sense of astonishment (Hartung, Partikell. I.
p. 478) is conveyed by the question, not by the ydp. — 4 77
éxxlnaias . . . €yovras] a second counter question, which divides
itself into two parts:! or, again, is it the case with you that you
are persons whose business it is (1) generally fo despise the clurch
of God (which you show by your not counting its members
worthy to eat and drink on a common footing with you), and (2)
to cause the poor to be put to shame? The latter could not but feel
themselves slighted, if they were not thought worthy of baving
a share in what the wealthier had provided. The main emphasis
in the first clause is upon Tis éxxh. 7. Oeob (Oeod, “ dignilas
ccclesiae,” Bengel, comp. ver. 16); in the second, upon xaraioyv-
vere. — Respecting olx éyew, nol lo have, to be poor, see Wet-
stein on 2 Cor. viil. 13 ; comp. oi éyovres, divites, in Ast, ad Plat.
Legg. v. p. 172 ; Bornemann, ad Anabd. vi. 6. 38. Here, however,
we have p7 with the participle and article, because the class is
referred to (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 296). — 7i duiv elmw x.TA.]
what shall T say to you? Shall I give you praise? On this
point I praise not. If we keep ver. 17 in view, to connect
€v ToUTe With éwawd gives a more suitable emphasis for the
words than to link them with the preceding clause (Lachmann,
Hofrynn, with various codices and versions). On other points
he P already praised them, ver. 2. The apostle’s deliberative
anu ceremonious mode of expressing himself, and the result that
he arrives at, could not but make the readers themselves feel
how much they deserved the reverse of praise in this matter,
Ver. 23. Ground of the év Tolre olx émawd. For I, for my
3-472, have recewved the following instructions from Christ touching
ilvg, nstitution of the Lord's Supper? which I also delivered to you.
H »w should it be possible then that your disorder should meet with
pruise, so far as I am concerned, at variance as it is with the know-
ledge of the matter obtained by me from Christ and communicated
to you ? — dmo Tov Kvpiov] Had Paul written mwapa 7. «., this would
have denoted that he had received the instructions directly from

! The underlying dilemmatic conclusion is : Persons who act as you do have cither
no houses, etc., or they despise the church of God, ete. ; you have houses, therefore
you despise, etc.

* Not merely regarding its design and requirements (Weiss, bidl. Theol. p. 3531.) ;
for the special account of the institution itself, which follows, gocs beyond that.

1 COR. L. Y
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Christ (Gal. i. 12; 1 Thess. ii. 13,iv. 1; 2 Tim. iii. 14; Acts
x. 22; John vi. 45, viii. 40, x. 18); dwo 7. «., on the other hand,
means forth from the Lord, from the Lord's side as the source, so
that the preposition taken by itself leaves the question open
whether the relation referred to be an #ndirect (so generally,
including Gal. iii. 2; Col. iii. 24) or a direct one (as in Col. i. 7 ;
1 John i. 5; 3 John 7). And Hofmann does not go furthex
than this indefinite relation, holding the only idea expressed herc
to be that of origin from the Lord; comp. also his Schriftbew.
I1. 2, p. 211. But seeing that, if what Paul had in view had
been an ¢mmediate reception, it would have been natural for him,
and of some importance for his argument, to express this distinctly
by using mapd, while yet in point of fact he uses only dwe, we
are warranted in assuming that he means a reception, which issued
indeed from Christ as originator, but reached him only mediately
through another channel. This applies against Calovius, Bengel,
Flatt, and others, including Heydenreich, Olshausen, de Wette
(assuming a confirmation by special revelation of what he had
learned from report), Osiander, who all find here a direct com-
munrication from Christ. The argument of Schulz and de Wette,
however, against this latter view, on the ground of the word
mapéhaf. being in itself inappropriate, will not hold, esponnlly
when we view it as correlative to mapédwra ; comp. Xv. 3.

The question now remains: Does Paul, in asserting T mt
his account of the institution proceeded from the Lord, mean to
say simply that he received what follows by a tradition de-
scending from Christ,'! or by a revelation issuing from Chrlst?
The latter alternative, which Riickert also adopts (4 2
p- 194 £), is not to be rejected on the ground of the fc,. 1tnrr
narrative being something with which a.ll were familiar. Y lt;
is quite possible that it was wholly unknown to the aposce
at the time of lis conversion; and even apart from that, it was
so important for his apostolic vocation that he should have a
sure and accurate knowledge of these facts, and to receive it by
way of special revelation was so completely in harmony with
Paul's peculiar position as an apostle, since he had not personally
been a witness of the first Lord’s Supper, that there is nothing
to forbid our assuming that he received his account of the institu-

1 So Neander and Keim in the Jahrd. fiir Deutsch. Theol. 1859, p. 69.
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ion of this ordinance, like his gospel generally, in the way of
iuthentic revelation from Christ. As to the form of mediate com-
nunication through which Christ had caused these facts to reach
2aul, not appearing to him for this purpose Himself, we must
eave that point undecided, since very various kinds of media for
livine revelations are possible and are historically attested. It
nay have been by an utterance of the Spirit, by an angel appear-
ng to him, by seeing and hearing in an ecstatic state. Only the
:ontents of the revelation—from its essential connection with the
rospel, and, in fact, with its fundamental doctrine of the work of
econciliation — exclude, according to Gal. i, 1, 12, 15, the pos-
ibility of human intervention as regards the apostle in the
natter ; so that we should not be justified in supposing that the
evelation reached him through some man (such as Ananias)
.ommissioned to convey it to him by the Lord. As to the view
hat we have here a mere ¢{radition, on the other hand, recounted
yy Paul as originating with Christ, the apostle himself decides
igainst it both by his use of the singular (comp. xv. 3), and
Iso by the significant prominence given to the éyd, whereby he
juts forward with the whole strength of conscious apostolic
wthority the communication made to kimsclf, to him personally, by
he Lord, over-against the abuse, contrasting with it, of the Holy
jupper among the Corinthians. Had he meant simply to say : “I
tnow it through a tradition proceeding from Christ,” then his
& would have been on the same level with every other, and the
mphatic prominence which he gives to the éyw, as well as the sing.
rapéhaBov, would be quite unsuitable, because without any specific
ristorical basis; he would in that case have written: mapera-
Sopev ydp dmo Tob Kuplov. We have certainly therefore in this
yassage not merely the oldest account of the Lord’s Supper,
ut even “an authentic explanation given by the risen Christ
egarding His sacrament” (Olshausen); not one directly from
Iis lips indeed, but conveyed through some medium of revela-
ion, the precise form of which it is impossible for us now to
letermine, whercby we have a guarantee for the essential contents
f the narrative independently of the Gospels, although not
1ecessarily an absolute ultimate authority establishing the ldteral
orm of the words of 4nstitution (even in opposition to Matthew
wmd Mark), since a revelation of the history, nature, and meaning
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of the institution might be given even without any verbal
communication of the words spoken in connection with it.— &
xai wapéd.] which I (not only received, but) also delivered to
you. Conversely in xv. 3. Instances of waparauB. and mapa-
Sobvas, in the sense of discere and tradere, may be seen in Kypke.
— 67i] that, as in xv. 3, not jfor, as Luther and Hofmann render
it.  The latter translation would leave untold what Paul had
received and delivered, in spite of the importance of the matter
in question; and it derives no support from the repetition of the
subject, 0 Kipos, since that, with the addition of the sacred name
*Ingois, gives a solemn emphasis to the statement. It is the full
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, which they owe to him, that he is
now setting before his readers. — év 74 vukri 7§ mapediboro (im-
perfectum adumbrativum, see Kithner, IL p. 73): in the night
in which His betrayal was going on (hence not the aorist). It is
a deeply solemn and arresting thought, contrasted with the
frivolity displayed among the Corinthians at the Agapae. The
preposition is not repeated before the relative. Comp. Xen. Anab.
v. 7. 17, Mem. ii. 1. 32, with Kiihner thereon; Plato, Phaed.
p- 76 D, with Heindorf and Stallbaum ¢n loc. — &prov] bread (a
cake of bread), which lay on the table.

REMARE.—The agreement which prevails between Paul’s account
of the Supper and that of Luke, is not to be explained by a de-
pendence of Paul upon Luke (Grotius, comp. also Bezz), but con-
versely. See on Luke xxii. 20, remark.

Ver. 24. Toi7é pov éori 76 odpal This is my body (the body
of me). The emphasis lies not on the enclitic pov, but on 76
cdpua.  See, further, on Matt. xxvi. 26, and see Keim (in the
Jahrb. far Deutsch. Theol. 1859, p. 73), as against Strobel (in
Rudelbach’s Zeitschr. 1854, pp. 598, 602 ff), who would have
TobTo not to refer to the broken bread at all, but to point forward
to what is to be designated by the predicate. This TofiTo can mean
nothing else whatever but: this broken brcad here, which again
necessitates our taking éorl as the copula of the symbolic “ being.”—
Otherwise the identity of the subject and predicate here expressed
would be, alike for the speaker and the hearers, an impossible
conception ; the body of the Lord was still alive, and His death,
which answered to the breaking of the bread, was yet in the future.
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When we come, therefore, to define éor{ more precisely in con-
nection with that first celebration of the Supper, it is to be taken
as “Dleing” in the sense of proleptic symbolism; and thereby
the very possibility of the Lutheran synecdoche (upon which
even Mehring falls back, in the ZLuther. Zeitschrift, 1867, p. 82)
is done away. — 70 Umép Yudv] whduevov is spurious. We must
supply simply 8v: which is for your behoof, namely, by its being
broken (slain’). Christ's body was not, indeed, literally broken
(John xix. 33), but in His wviolent death our Lord sees that
accomplished in His body which He had just done with the
bread. This is the point of what He beholds in the broken
bread looked upon by Him with such direct creative vividness
of regard; but in truth the simple 70 Umép Uudv is more in
keeping with the decp emotion of the moment than any attempt
to expound in a more detailed way the symbolism which both
presents and enterprets itself in the breaking of bread ; and Matthew
and Mark have not even this “ for you.” — 7ToiTo moteire] to wit,
what T now do; not merely the drcaking of the bread joined
with a thanksgiving prayer, but also—as the action itself became
the silent commentary on this Toiro—the distribution and cating
of the bread ; comp. ver, 26. — els 7. éu. avdur.] in remembrance
of me, presupposes His absence in body for the future; see on
Luke xxii. 19. We may add that these words also do not
occur in Matthew and Mark, whose simple Toi7Té éore 7. cdud
pov carries with it a presumption of its being the original, un-
expanded by any later explanation or reflection. Generally speak-
ing, a like preference must be accorded to the narratives of the
Supper by Matthew and Mark (and between those two, again, to
that of Mark) over those of Paul and Luke.

! This more precise explanation of the absolute =5 d#ip fw., sc. &, is to be drawn
from the preceding #xAze: ; and hence the addition of xAduever is very correct in
point of interpretation. But the word was not spoken by Jesus, only the thought was
cexpressed in the action of breaking the bread. This silent language of lively depicting
suits well with the deep emotion of the moment ; and there is no ground either for
regarding the reading which admits xaduever as probable on internal evidence
(Kahnis, Dogmat. 1. p. 618), or for characterizing that which rejects it as *‘ vaga et
frigida” (Reiche, Comm. crit.) ; nor will it do to explain the omission of the word
by John xix. 36 f. (Hlofmann). As to Hofmann's making xAdu. refer only to the
violent bending and wrenching, as the term is used of men under torture (see
Wetstein) and by physicians, the very fact that the bread was droken should have
sufficed of iteelf to forbid the idca.
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Ver. 25. ‘Roair. k. 7. wor.] sc. ExaBe kai ebyapiomicas Edwrev
avTols (this last is to be taken from é&kAace), vv. 23, 24. — 70
morrip.] the cup which stood before Him. It was the cup which
closed the meal, although there is no ground to connect pera 76
Sevmry. here with 76 mworijp., as Pott does. — éoriv] in the position
which it has here, is decisive against our comnecting év 7o éug
atu. with 7 «. 8:af., as most interpreters do (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin,
and many others, including de Wette, Rodatz, Maier, Hofmann),
although Luther (in the gr. Bek.) rightly rejects that connection.
‘What Christ says is, that the cup is the new covenant tn virtue of His
blood, which, namely, is in the cup. For in the wine of the cup
the Lord sees nothing else than His blood which was about to be
shed. This vividly concrete, direct, but symbolical mode of view
at that solemn moment stands out in the sharpest contrast with
the strife of the churches on the subject (for the rest, see on
Luke xxii. 19 f). Christ's blood became, by its being poured
forth, the iAaa7ipior,! whereby the new covenant® was founded
(Rom. iii. 24 f., v. 3), the covenant of grace, in which were estab-
lished, on man’s side, faith in Christ,—not, as in the old covenant,
the fulfilling of the law,—and on God’s side forgiveness by the
way of grace, justification, sanctification, and bestowal of eternal
Messianic salvation. Comp. 2 Cor.iii. 6. And the Lord looks
upon the cup as this covenant, because He sees in the wine of
the cup His covenant-sealing blood. The cup therefore, in this
deeply vivid symbolism of view is, as that which contains the
covenant-blood, to Him the eovenant. — 7olito mwoteie] to be taken
so as to harmonize with ver. 24, Hofmann is wrong in thinking
that Paul lays such special emphasis on this statement of the pur-
pose of the Supper, because it appeared incompatible with the
Corinthian mode of observing it. The apostle has no intention
whatever here of laying emphasis either on one thing or another;

1 The atonement through the death of Jesus is at any rate the necessary premiss of
even the symbolical interpretation of the Lord’s Supper. With every attempt to
explain away the atoning death, the Supper becomes utterly unintelligible. Comp.
Ebrard, Dogma vom Abendm. 1L p. 752 fI.

2 The word covenant is unquestionably genuine, for it is common to all the nar-
ratives ; but the designation of the 3iadixn as xaws dates from Paul, being a later
more precise definition of the phrase. Kan#; in Matt, xxvi. 27 and Mark xiv. 24
is spurious. This applies also in opposition to Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1857,
p. 551,
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he wishes only to 7¢port, in their simple objectivity, the sacred words
in which the original institution was couched. What he desires
to lay stress upon as against the Corinthians, comes in afterwards
in ver. 26 ff. — dodkes dv w.] peculiar to this account of the
ordinance : as often as ever (quotiescungue, see Kiihner, II. p. 94 ;
comp. Bengel) yc drink it ; the context supplies TotTo 70 motrp.
as the object of wiv., without its having to be represented by a
pronoun (adré). See Kriiger, § 60. 7; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem.
i 3. 4. The will of Jesus, according to this, is that every fime,
when they drink the concluding cup at the meal of communion,
they should, in remembrance of Him, do with it as has now been
done. Hofmann would make the words mean: as often as ye arc
together at a WD, But how can that be conveyed by the simple
mivyre?  And it was certainly not a drinking meal, but a regular
detmrvov (ver. 25). — Note, further, as to the 4w, that it is placed
after oodwes, “ quia in hac voce maximum sententiae pondus posi-
tum est,” Kiithner, ad Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 16.

Ver. 26. Not still words of Christ (Ewald)! in citing which
Paul glides involuntarily into the form inte which they had by
this time become moulded in the church; for against this view
there is (1) the unsuitableness in itself of such a fioTepov mpoTepor
in the expression (especially after ver. 23); (2) the fact of the
words being linked to the preceding by odp, which is less in
keeping with the tone and direct form of the words of institu-
tion, but, on the other hand, naturally marks the apostle himself
again beginning to speak ; and (3) the fact that Luke has nothing
of a similar kind in his account of the Supper. The common
view is the right one, that Pau! proceeds here n Zis own
person.  But what he gives is neither a further reason assigned
for odx émawd in ver. 22 (so Hofmann, in connection with
his incorrect interpretation of &r¢ in ver. 23), nor is it an
experimental elucidation of the last words of ver. 25 (the
ordinary view), for the contents of ver. 26 stand rather in the
logical relation of consequence to the foregoing narrative of insti-
tution. No; ydp is to be taken here (comp. on ver. 22) in its
wnferential sense, and made to refer to the whole preceding
account of the origin of the Supper. We may paraphrase

1 In the Constiit. ap. too (viii. 12. 16) they are placed in Christ's mouth, but with
the change of rér ldvarer vév fuir xerayyirdiry, dxpic av (Ada,



344 PAUL’S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

thus: Such, then, being the facts of the original institution, it comes
to pass that as often as ye, etc. — Tov dpTov TobTor] the bread
prescribed according to this appointment of Christ; 76 morsjpiov :
the cup now spoken of, the eucharistic cup. — rkaTayyéAhete] ye
proclaim the Lord’s death, i.e ye declare solemnly in connection
with this ordinance, that Christ has died for you. This xaTaryyéx-
Aew cannot without arbitrariness be taken as merely a declaring
by action (so commonly); it can only be taken as actually oral.
How it took place, we do not know. The Peschito (the Vulgate
has annuntiabitis) rightly took xatayy. as indicative (so also
Theophylact, Beza, Bengel, de Wette, Osiander, Kahnis, Neander,
Maier, Riickert in his Abendm. p. 211, Hofmann), which Grotius
and others ought not to have changed into annuntiare debetis ;
for the proclamation in question was an essential thing which
took place at the Supper, and therefore an admonition to it would
have been inappropriate. Even in the case of unworthy participa-
tion the rxatayyédiew referred to was not omitted; the admoni-
tion, therefore, could only have respect to the worthiness of the
participation, with which that xatayyé\\ew was connected ; and,
in point of fact, such an admonition follows accordingly in ver. 27 f.
We must reject therefore the view commonly taken by other
interpreters (and necessarily adopted by Ewald in accordance with
his view of the verse as given above), namely, that xarayy. is
imperative.  See, besides, Rodatz in Liicke and Wieseler's Vicr-
teljahrschr. 1. 3, p. 351.— dypes ob éNOp] until He shall have
come; for the apostle was convinced that the Parousia was close
at hand, and therefore future generations could not have been
present to his mind in writing thus; but ‘o apply his words to
them is historically necessary and right. — dypts stands without

1 Karayytiaruy is always an actual proclamation, never a mere giving to be known
by deeds. Were the latter the meaning here, Paul would be using a poetical expres-
sion (something like évayyiaruy in Ps. xix. 1 f.), which would be not at all suitable
in view of the context. I regret that Hofmann has been so hasty in censuring
my assertion of the necessity of the above interpretation, as if it carried absurdity on
the face of it. We do not know in what forms a liturgical clement had already
developed itself in connection with a rite which had now been observed for some
quarter of 2 century. And have not the eucharistic liturgies up to this day, even
the oldest that we are acquainted with (in Daniel, Codex liturg.), as for instance
the * Liturgia Jacobi,” essential parts, which are 2 xarzyyiraur of the Lord’s
death? Comp. too the explicit confession prescribed at the Jewish feast of the
Passover, Ex. xii. 27, xiii. 8.
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&v (see instances in Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 151f), because the
arrival of the Parousia is conceived as absolutely certain, not
as conditioned by any contingencies which might possibly delay
it (Hermann, part. &y, p. 109 f£). In Gal iv. 19 also, Paul,
in the earnestness of his love, conceives the result as equally
certain (against Riickert’s objection). After the Parousia the
Lord Himself is again there. Theodoret: pera yap & tiv adrod
wapoveiay olkéTi ypela T@y cvpBihwr Tol cwpatos, avTod
pawvopévov Tod capatos diwa TobTo elmev dypis ob Gy ENfp.  To cat
with Him will then be a new thing (Matt. xxvi. 29); but until
then the proclamation here spoken of is not to be silenced. How
that thought was fitted to keep constantly before their minds the
solemn responsibility of an unworthy participation in the Supper
(see ver. 27)! 1In this way Paul links to the xarayyéahew of
the commuricants the fear and trembling of the Maran atha,
xvi, 22, .

Ver. 27. From that xarayyéAhew w1\ it follows how great
is the sin of participating wunworthily. This reference of the
dore is sufficiently pointed and appropriate not to reguire us
to go back further (to all that has been said from ver. 20
onwards), as Riickert would have us do.— 4 rivy] 7 does not
stand for xal (Pott and older expositors) ;' but the meaning is: a
man may partake of the one or the other unworthily, he is alike
cuilty ; neither in the case of the bread nor of the wine should
there be an unworthy participation. We must remember that
the two elements were not partaken of in immediate succession,
but the bread during the meal and the wine after it, so that the
case was quite a possible one that the bread might be partaken
of in'a worthy, and the cup in an unworthy frame of spirit, and
vice versdé. Comp. also Hofmann. The guilt, however, of the
one or the other unworthy participation was the same, and was
alike complete ; hence 4 is not repeated in the apodosis. Roman
Catholics (see Estius and Cornelius a Lapide) tind in this 7 a sup-
port for their “communio sub una.” See Calovius in opposition
to this. — 7ot Kuplov] as rvpiakov in ver. 20, x. 21. — dvafiws]

1 To this mistake, too, is to be traced the reading =/ (in A D, some min. vss. and
Fathers), which Fritzsche, ad Rom. 1I1. p. 191, and Riickert approve. It was sug-
gosted by ver. 26, and gained support from the xei which follows; but is not neces-
sary. for there is a change of conception.
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e an unworthy manner, i.e. in a way morvally out of kecping with
the nature (x. 16) and design of the ordinance (ver. 241f). Paul
does not define it more closely ; hence, and because an unworthy
participation may, in the concrete, occur in many different ways,
the widely differing definitions of interpreters,! which are, how-
ever, quite out of place here. For the apostle leaves it to his
readers to rank for themselves their particular way of com-
municating under the general avafiws, and not till ver. 29 does
he himself characterize the special form of unworthy participation
which prevailed among them by o yap éofiwp . wivwr. See on the
verse. — évoyos éorar k.7.\] &voxos with the dative and genitive
(see Matthiae, p. 850) expresses the liability of guilt (see Bleek
on Heb. ii. 15): he shall be—from the moment he does so
—under guilt to the body and blood of Christ, ie. crimint ¢t poenae
corporis et samguwinis Christi violati obnoxius erit (comp. Jas. ii.
10, and the classical &voyos wvopois, Plat. Legg. ix. p. 869 B E);
inasmuch, namely, as the proclamation of the Lord’s death at the
participation in the bread and the cup presupposes a moral
condition which must be in keeping with this most sacred act of
commemoration ; and if the condition of the communicant be of

1 Theophylact, following Chrysostom, makes it &s wepoparras Tobs wéivnras. Theo-
doret holds that Paul hits at those fond of power in Corinth, the incestuous person,
and those who ate the things offered to idols, and generally all who receive the
sacrament with bad conscience. Luther: ‘‘he is worthy who has faith in these
words, ‘broken for you, etc.””” Grotius: ‘“qui hoc actu curat, quae sua sunt, non
quae Domini.” Bengel: ‘“qui se non probant.” Flatt: not with thankful remem-
brance of the death of Jesus, not with reverence towards Him, not with love towards
others ; so also in substance Riickert in his Commentary, and—with more detail and
to some extent differently—in his work on the Lord’s Supper, p. 234. Billroth : with
offence to the brethren. Olshausen : what is primarily meant is want of love, a dis-
position to judge others, but with the underlying idea that it is impenitence that
makes an unworthy communicant. Kahnis: ¢ unbelief, which does not acknow-
ledge a higher intrinsic worth in the Lord’s Supper.” At all events, it is the lack of
a constantly present, lively, and active faith in the atonement brought about by
Christ's death, which is the source of the various states of moral unworthiness in
which men may partake of the Supper; as was the case also with the Corinthians
when they degraded it into an ordinary meal for eating and drinking (and Hof-
mann goes no further in his explanation of the évakiws). The more earnest and
powerful this faith is, the less ean that participation, by which we are conscious of
coming into communion with the body and blood of the Lord, and thereby com-
memorating Him, take place in a way morally unworthy. Bengel is right indeed in
saying : *‘ Alia est indignitas edentis, alia esus’’ (comp. Riickert, 4bendm. p. 253) ;
but the latter in its different moral forms is the necessary consequence of the
former.
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an opposite kind, then the holy body and blood, into communion
with which we enter through such participation, can only be
abused and profaned. Comp. ver. 29, un Saxplvov x.T.A.
The often repeated interpretation: “par facit, quasi Christum
trucidaret” (Grotius, following Chrysostom and Theophylact),
appears once more in Ewald; but it neither corresponds suffi-
ciently with the words themselves (for had Paul meant that, he
would have said distinetly and suitably : évoyos éoras Tod GaviTov
Tob Kup.), nor with the parallel thought in ver. 29. This holds,
too, against Ebrard’s view (Dogmae v. Abendm. I. p. 126); each
man by his sins has a share in causing the death of Jesus; if
now he communicates unworthily, not only do his other sins
remain unforgiven, but there is added this fresh guilt besides, of
having part in nailing Christ to the cross (which, with every
other sin, is forgiven to the man who communicates worthily).
But that would be surely no new guilt, but the continuance of the
old; and in this sense Kahnis explains it, Dogmat. 1. p. 620.
But to bring out this meaning, the apostle, if he was not to leave
his words open to misunderstanding (comp. John iii. 36, ix. 41),
must have written not évoy. €orar, but évoy. péver or pevei.
Olshausen again, with older expositors, thinks that our passage
implies 2 powerful argument against all Zwinglian theories of a
merely commemorative ordinance. This, however, is too hasty
and uncertain an inference; because the profanation of an acknow-
ledged symbol, especially if it be one recognised in the religious
consciousness of the church (suppose, ¢g., a crucifix), does injury
to the object itself represented by the symbol. Hofmann is not
justified in disputing this. Comp. Oecolampadius, Piscator, and
Scultetus, who adduce, as an analogous case, an injury done to
the king’s seal or picture.! Riickert, on the other hand, is wrong
in supposing that we have here a proof that the bread and wine

U Luther's objection to this in the Grosse Bekenniniss resolves itself, in truth,
into mere hairsplitting. The argument of the old systematic divines again is: The
object against which we sin must be present; we sin against the body and blood of
Christ ; therefore these must be present. This conclusion is incorrect, because the
major premiss is so. The presence of the object ‘“in quod delinquimus quodque
indigne tractamus’ (Quenstedt) is not always necessary, and need not be a real
presence. Thus a man sins against the body of Christ, even when he sins against
what is recognised as the sacred syméol of that body, and against the blood of Christ,
in like manner. Comp. also Neander.
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are only symbols! Tor, even granting that they are really the
body and blood of Christ, there was ground enough for the
apostle’s warning in the fact that his readers seemed to be
forgetting this relationship. Our conclusion therefore is, that
this passage in 4fself proves mneither the one theory nor the
other, as even Hofmann now acknowledges, although le goes
on to infer from ver. 29 that Christ’s real body and blood are
partaken of in the Sacrament. See, however, on ver. 29, and
comp. on x. 15 £, '

Ver. 28. 4¢é] carrying onward: “now, in order not to incur
this guilt, let a2 man examine himself, etc.;” let him search into
his frame of inind and moral condition (Tv Sidvoiav éavrob,
Theodore of Mopsuestia) to see whether he will not partake
unworthily ;* comp. Swzxplvew, ver. 31. — kal odTws] and so, after
he has examined himself, and n that case. See on Rom. xi.
26. Every reader, not addicted to hairsplitting, would under-
stand here of course that this did not apply to a case in which
the result of the self-examination was to make the man feel
himself unworthy. There was no need, therefore, for Flatt and
Riickert (following Lightfoot, Semler, Schulz) to take Soxiudl as
meaning to make qualified, which it never does, not even in Gal
vi. 4; 2 Cor. xiii. 5; 1 Thess. ii. 4. — évfpwmos] as iv. 1.

Ver. 29. Since avaflws is spurious (see the eritical remarks),
0 éoliwy k. wivwr might be understood absolutely: the eater and
drinker, who turns the Supper, as was actually done at Corinth,
vv. 22, 34, into a banquet and carousal. This was the view I
held myself formerly, taking w9 Siaxplowv in the sense: because
he does not, etc., as in Rom. iv. 19. But after ver. 28, whose
éoblew x. mwivew finds expression here again, it is simpler and
most in accordance with the text to render: “ He who eatls and
drinks (the bread and the cup), eats and drinks a judgment to
Limself, if he does mot, etc.” so that in this way ps Saxpivwv
x.7 . conditions the predicate, and is not a modal definition
of the subject. The apostle might have written simply «piua

¥ Otherwise in his treatise vom Abendm. p. 236, where, on the ground of x. 3f.,
x. 16, he does not doubt that what is meant is a direct offence committed against
the very things there present.

3 Confession is an institution of the church, meant to aid in carrying out this

rule of the apostle’s, in which the absolution gives assurance that one does mot eat
and drink unworthily. :
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vap éavrg éablice k. wive, pa Siakp. 7. o.; but the circumstantial
description of the subject of the sentence for the second time by
0 yap éoblwy k. wivey carries a certain solemnity with it, making
one feel the risk incurred by going on to eat and drink. — xpiua
éavre x.TA.] a concrete expression (comp. 2 Cor. ii. 16) of the
thought : ke draws down judicial sentence upon himself by his cat-
ing and drinking. The power to effect this turns on the &oyos
&oras k1., ver. 27 ; and therefore nothing is decided here against
the symbolical interpretation of the words of institution. That
the kpiua is a penal one, is implied in the context (Rom. ii 2,
iti. 8, xiil. 2; Gal. v. 10). The absence of the article, again,
denotes not eternal condemnation, but penal judgment in general
without any limiting definition. From vv. 30 and 31 we see
that Paul was thinking, in the first place, of temporal judgments as
the penalty of unworthy communicating, and that such judgments
appeared to him as chastisements employed by God to avert from
the offender eternal condemnation. With respect to the dativus
tncommods éavr, comp. Rom. xiil. 2. — uy Staxplvwv 7o adpal if
he does not form a judgment upon (so Suaxp., Vulgate, Chrysostom,
Theophylact, Bengel, de Wette, Weiss) the body, t.c. the body xat’
e€oxrjv, the sacred body, into communion with which he enters by
partaking of the Supper, and respecting which, therefore, he ought
to form a judgment of the most careful kind, such as may bring
him into full and deep consciousness of its sacredness and saving
significance (on &taxp., comp. xiv. 29; Matt. xvi. 3). Comp.
Chrysostom : un éferdfwy, un évwody, ds xpn, 10 péyebos Tdv
mporetuévoy, uy Noylopevos Tov Syxov Ths dwpeds. Usually (so
too Ewald, Kahnis, Hofmann) commentators have taken &iaxp.
in the sense of to distinguish (iv. 7), and have rendered accord-
ingly : 4f he (or, following the reading which puts drvafiws after
wivwy : because he) does mot distinguish the body of Christ from
common food! Hofmann, again, seeing that we have not 7o
Kupiov along with 76 gdua, holds it more correct to render: if ke
does not distinguish the body, which he who eats this bread partakes
of, from the mere bread dtself. Both these ways of explaining the
word, which come in substance to the same thing, proceed upon
the supposition cither that the body of Christ is that with which

! So Luther's gloss : who handles and deals with Christ’s body as if he cared no
more for it than for common food.
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we enter into fellowship by partaking of the symbol (which is the
true view), or that it is partaken of “in, with, and under” the
bread (Lutheran doctrine), or by means of the transubstantiation
of the bread (Roman Catholic doctrine). But in ver. 31, where
Stenpivoper is taken up again from our passage, the word means
to judge, not to distinguish, and we must therefore keep to that
meaning! here also.— It was needless to add «xai 7o aiua to 7o
odpa, because the ocdua is regarded as that which had suffered
death by the shedding of its blood; comp. ver. 26, also x. 17.
The twofoldness of the elements has its significance to thought
only in the equal symbolism of the two; apart from that sym-
bolism, reference to it would be inappropriate, since, objectively,
they cannot be separated.

Ver. 30. Proof of that #ptua éavrd . . . miver from the present
experience of the Corinthians themselves. — Paul knew that there
were at this time many cases of sickness, and not a few of death
(kotpdyTar), among them ; and he saw in this a divine chastise-
ment for their unworthy use of the Lord’s Supper. The explana-
tion which refers this to moral weakness and deadness (Valckenaer,
Morus, Krause, Eichhorn) is not to be rejected (as by Riickert)
on the ground that this moral sickness and deadness must have
been represented as the cause of the unworthy participation (for,
from the Pauline standpoint, they might quite as well be regarded
as its consequence, see Rom. i. 24 ff.). But it is to be set aside,
because such a sense must have been suggested by the confext,
whereas there is not the remotest hint of it, either by itself
or in connection with the physical interpretation (Olshausen).
— wotpdvrar] dormiunt, v.e. are dead. Comp., regarding this
euphemistic allusion, what is said on xv. 18. Elsewhere in the
N. T. we find the perfect or aorist. But comp. Lachmann’s read-
ing in 1 Thess. iv. 13.— It is impossible to establish a definite
distinction of idea between dofevels and dppworor. Grotius and
Bengel hold the latter to mean more than the former; Wetstein
and Tittmann again (Synon. p. 76) differ from them in this.
Both words denote want of strength from sickness.

Vv. 31, 32. If, on the other hand, we judged ourselves (submitted

' Which stands in significant correspondence with xpixze (comp. too, the oxy-

moron in ver. 31): a judgment . . . if he does not form a judgment. Hence therc
is the less warrant in the text for the meaning ¢ distinguish.”
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our own condition to moral criticism ; parallel to Soxipdtew éavror,
ver. 28), then should we not recewe any judgment (judgment of
condemnation, ver. 29); but when we do recetve a judgment (in
point of fact, by temporal sufferings), we are chastencd (punished
in a disciplinary way) by the Lord (by God), in order that we may
not be condemncd (namely, at the last judgment) with the world
(along with the anti-Christian part of mankind). Note the oxy-
moron : Suexp. kpiv. Kataxpif., answering significantly to the
mutual relation of xpiua and Siaxkpivey in ver. 29. In both pas-
sages we have the same sort of pointed alliteration, corresponding
to their internal conrection (which is plainly enough marked by
the 8 Tod7o, ver. 30, and &, ver. 31, although Hofmann denies
it). — As to the divine chastisement, which lies within the sphere
of the divine redemptive agency (Heb. xii. 6; Tit. il. 12; also
1 Tim. i. 20; 2 Tim. ii. 25), comp. J. Miiller, v. d. Sinde, I.
p- 339 f,ed. 5.— The use of the first person gives to the sen-
tence the gentler form of a general statement, not referring
merely to the state of things at Corinth, but of universal ap-
plication.

Ver. 33. Conclusion from this proposition, general in its tenor,
for the conduct of the readers at the love-feast, when they came
together to keep it (els 70 dayeiv, not belonging to aAN. évdéy.). —
adehdol pov] “ perterrefactos rursum hac blanda compellatione
solatur,” Grotius. — &N\, éxdéyeale] wait for one another (“in-
vicem exspectate,” Vulg,), xvi. 11, so that no one iSiwov Seimvov
wpohapfdver, This closing admonition corresponds to the cen-
sure, with which the section began in ver. 21, and there is there-
fore no need for departing from this rendering, which is adopted
by Luther, Erasmus, and the majority of commentators. Theo-
phylact: Sewxviwy, 87v kowd elor Ta éxeloe elopepdueva, rai Oet
dvapévew Ty kowny cuvéevow. Others translate: Reccive ye one
another, namely, convivio, as a contrast to despising the other guests,
and keeping them from sharing in what you yourselves have to
give.  So Pott, Riickert, Olshausen, Ewald, Hofmann, following
Mosheim, Michaelis, Morus, Schulz, Rosenmiiller. But in the
N. T. éxdéyecbfar (xvi. 11) means always caspectare (comp. Soph.
Phil. 123 ; Polyb. xx. 4. 5, iii. 45. 6 ; Apollod. i. 9. 27 ; also in
Plutarch, al.), although in classical writers, as well as in the LXX.
and Apocrypha, the meaning cxcipere is far more frequent. The
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latter sense Paul would have expressed by the simple 8éyeafa:,
or by mpoohapBavesfar (Rom. xiv. 1).

Ver. 34. To satisfy hunger, is a thing to be done at home.
The Agapae should not be used as meals for such material
purposes ; they have a higher significance. Comp. ver. 22.
Others take it: “If any one has such keen hunger that he
cannot wait for the distribution, let him rather take a previous
meal at home” (Billroth; comp. Erasmus, Paraplh.). But how
much of this is arbitrarily imported into the text !—ra 8¢ Aowrd]
What has not yet been regulated in this section, vv. 17-34.
The reference is to matters connected with the love-feasts; not
indeed of a doctrinal kind, but, as the word Siardocecfar is
enough of itself to show, pertaining to outward order and arrange-
ments, vii. 17, ix. 14, xvi. 1; Gal. iii. 19; Tit. i. 5. A passage
taken advantage of by Roman Catholics in support of their
doctrine of {radition. And, no doubt, it does serve to establish
in general the possibility of the existence of apostolic traditions;
but in each particular case in which such traditions are asserted,
the burden of bringing forward the proof lies always upon those
who make the assertion, and it can never be produced. — és &v]
whensocver I shall have come ; in the temporal sense = simulatque.
See on Phil. ii. 23, and Hartung, II. p. 289.



CIIAP. XIL 353

CHAPTER XIL

VER. 2. §r1 67¢] approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. (who
brackets érz, however), Scholz, Riick. Tisch. with ABCD EL N,
min. and several vss. and Fathers. The érs alone (Elz. with F G
min. Syr. Erp. Clar. Germ. Oec. Ambrosiast.), and the weakly
attested érc alone (which Billroth and Ewald prefer), are two
different attempts to help out the construction, whose difficulty
leads Reiche again to defend the Recepte. — Ver. 3. Instead of the
Recepta "Insotv and Kopiov "Insoty, which Reiche upholds, read "Incods
and.-Kopsog *Ineods, with Lachm. Riick. and Tisch., following A B C,
min. and several vss. and Fathers. The accusatives are the work of
copyists altering the oratio directe, which struck them as unusual.
— Ver. 9. In place of the second «irg, A B, min. Vulg. Clar. Germ.
and Latin Fathers read &vi. So, rightly, Lachm. Riick. Tiscl.; adre
has crept in after the preceding. — After sduares in ver. 12, Elz
has =i tvés, against greatly preponderating testimony. A gloss. —
Ver. 13. els #v mvebue] Many various readings ; the best accredited is
# mviipe (B C D*F G N, 17, 73, 80, with several vss. and Fathers).
So Lachm. Riick. Tisch. Reiche. The insertion of the /¢ arose
from comparing the clause with the first half of the verse. Then,
according as the words were understood to refer to the Supper or
not, arose the readings wéue (with or without «/s) instead of mveiua,
and ‘pwricdnuev (said of baptism, as the Greek Fathers were accus-
tomed to use it) instead of izor. — Ver. 31, #peizrove] A B C 8, min.
Syr. Aeth. Vulg. ms. Or. (twice) read usifowe. So Lachm. Riick.
Tisch. DBut while zpeirrove might easily appear a doubtful expres-
sion in itself, and even objectionable as implying the contrast of
“worse,” usifovee, on the other hand, was very naturally suggested
by xiii. 183, xiv. 5.

CONTENTS. — Concerning the Spirit’s gifts! The fundamental
characteristic of speaking in the Spirit is the confession of Jesus as
the Lord (ver. 3); but the especial utterances of the Spirit, which are

1 Baur, in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 646 f., holds that the abuse of the glosso-
lalia in Corinth, which has eertainly given occasion te this section of the Epistle,
had arisen in the party -interest of the Detrinc Christians in opposition to the

1 COR. L. Z
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given to individuals for the welfare of the community (vv. 7-10),
differ one from another (vv. 4-6). The Giver of all gifts, how-
ever, is one and the same Spirit; for Christians form an organic
whole, like the limbs of one body, so that none of them ought
either to judge himself in a depreciatory spirit (vv. 11-20), or io
ignore the need and worth of those with fewer or lower gifts
(vv. 21-30). Still there ought to be a striving after the more
excellent charismata; and Paul will show his readers the best
kind and mode of thus striving (ver. 31). — The peculiar difficulty
attaching to this whole section is very truly described by Chry-
sostom : Todro dmav TO xwpwv 0'¢08pa éoTiv doadés Ty &¢
uaaqbetav 17 TV wpafyy.éﬂoy aryyma Te kal ENNewYris Totel,
T@v ToTe pév cuuBawivrwy, viv 8¢ ob ywopévwy.

Ver. 1. 4€] leads over from the matter previously discussed to
another, in connection with which also abuses had crept into the
church (see on xi. 18)., We are warranted in assuming that the
discussion of such a subject, so comprehensive and entering so
much into details, was occasioned by questions put in the letter
from Corinth (vii. 1, viii. 1). — 7@v TvevpaTicdr] is to be taken
(with Chrysostom, Luther, and most expositors) as neuter, stating
the ¢theme in a quite general way: On the forms of action which
proceed from the Holy Spirtt and make manifest His agency in the
life of the church. The speaking with tongues is specially taken
up only in chap. xiv., so that it is a mistake to regard wrevuart. as
referring to this alone (Storr, Heydenreich, Billroth, Baur in the
Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 644, and Wieseler in the same, p. 711,
also Ewald). The mvevparicd are in their nature the same as
Pauline. The former, he maintains, had brought the A, rezx, to bear against
the latter, denying to Paul the apostolic character and consequently the possession
of the zvitue &yiv. But there is no trace of this whatever in the apostle’s treat-
ment of the subject; for the word thrown out at vii. 40, in connection with a
totally different occasion, has no bearing at all upon this question; and xiv. 6
and 18 take for granted that his readers admitted that Paul himself had the gift
of the glossolalia, and that in a high degree. Ribiger, too, agrees in substance
with Baur, assuming, as he does, an opposition between the Pauline mpopnridovses
and the Petrine yadeozis Aaroivrss, But there is not the slightest support in the
text either, in general, for connecting the subject in hand with the state of parties
at Corinth, or, in particular, for ascribing the glossolalia to any ome special party
(Dihne, e.g., regards it as a piece of Alexandrian fanaticism among the Christ-party).
Van Hengel's conjecture, also (Gave d. talen, p. 111 {.), that Apollos had brought

the glossolalza to Corinth, where it had been abused and had degenerated, lacks all
definite foundation.
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the yapiopara, ver. 4. Other interpreters make it masculine
(Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, Locke, Semler, Morus, Rosenmiiller,
Stolz, Heydenreich, Ewald, Hofmann, also David Schulz, d. Qeistes-
gaben der ersten Christen, p. 163 ; and Hilgenfeld, dic Glossolalic,
1850, p. 16): concerning the inspired, whether genuine or not;
Ewald renders: “concerning the men of the Spirit” (speakers
with tongues). But in xiv. 1 we have the theme recurring
as 7a mvevpatied. — o Géhw u. dyvoelv] I will mot leave
you in ignorance. Comp. X. 1; 1 Thess. iv. 13. Theodore
of Mopsuestia puts it aptly: 0éiw Juds xal Tédv mvevpaTiksr
xapiopdTwy eibévar Ty Tdfw, dote Bollopal Ti kai mepl TovTwWY
eletv.

Ver. 2. Reason (comp. on 3io, ver. 3) why he wishes to instruct
them concerning the mvevparicd. The pneumatic condition into
which they had entered as Christians was, of course, an entirely
new one to men who had been heathen, entirely without precedent
or analogy in the experiences of their former sad estate,—all the
more, therefore, requiring to be subjected to a trustworthy and
correct judgment. — The construction, when we adopt the reading
674, 67e, is simply this: the object-sentence begins indeed with 87,
but instead of ending with dmijyesfe, or repeating 7re before
amaryopu., runs off into the participle,—an anakoluthic use of the é7¢
not uncommon also in classic writers, after parenthetic clauses, even
when but short, have intervened. See Kriiger on Thuc, iv. 37 ;
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. 37 B; Heind. ad Plat. Gorg. p. 481 D.
Translate : Ye know that, at the time when ye were heathen, ye were
led away to the dumb idols, tn whatever way people led you. Butt-
mann (neut. Gr. p. 329 [E. T. 383]) holds that the sentence
after e €0vn 77e passes with ¢ into an indirect question. But
@s dv #ryeobe, from its position between mpos T. €. 7. d¢. and
dmaryop., can only be a parenthetic clause. In that case, too,
amary. would be cumbrous and dragging at the end of the verse;
it must convey a weighty closing thought, to which @s dv dyeafe
serves as modal definition. Hofmann, although not reading
ore, re, but simply ém. with Elz. (which in fact does away
of itszlf with all real difficulty), has twisted and obscured the
whole passage in a very unhappy way!—&7e €y ijre] A

! Hofmann insists, namely (lst), on reading o3z ¢ instead of ¢i3zre, and (2d) ¢
Eviyeede instead of ds av Ayseds, and (3d) on taking d7i 4vn nee as: because ye were
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reminder to his readers of their sad woté, to which Paul often
turns back their eyes from their happy vov (Eph. i. 2 f, 11, 13,
v. 8; Col. i. 21, iii. 7; Rom. xi. 30). — mwpsds 7a eldwAa] namely,
in order to worship them, sacrifice to them, invoke them, inquire
of them, and the like. — Ta ddwra] (Plat. Pol. I. p. 336 D, and
often elsewhere; Dem. 292. 6. 294. 19; 2 Mace. iii. 24) imn-
presses on the readers that idols, which were themselves dumd
(comp. Hab. ii. 18; 3 Mace. iv. 16), could produce no pneu-
matic speaking. Notice the emphatic repetition of the article. —
o av #yeabe] as ye were ot any tme led. Regarding this &v of
repetition, see Fritzsche, Conject. I. p. 35; Buttmann, newt. Gr.
p- 186f£ [E. T. 216]; comp. on Acts ii. 45. — dwayopevor]
becoming led away. The force of the dmo is not that of removal
from the normal condition of the natural knowledge of God (Rom.
i. 19 ff), an interpretation which would need to be suggested by
the context; but it serves wividly to set jorth the result. The
consequence of the dyecfa:, namely, was the dwdyesfas, the
being involuntarily drawn away from the surroundings in which
they were actually placed to the temples, statues, altars, ete. of
the idols. We may take it for certain, from Paul's views of
heathenism (x. 20 ; Eph. ii. 2), that he thought of Suéan as
the leading power. Hilgenfeld aptly compares the passage in
Athenagoras, Legat. pro Christ. p. 29, ed. Col.: oi pév wepl Ta
eidwha alrods é\kovres of Salpovés elow xX. The opposite is
nmvedpate dyeabas, Rom. viii. 14 ; Gal. v. 18 ; Matt. iv. 1. Others
make it: o sacerdotibus (Valckenaer, «l.), and the like. — We
may note further both that homoiotelcuta, such as oldate, i1 o7e
... 7Te, oceur even in the best writers, showing that the resemblances

heathen, and that as specifying the reason for what follows, in which, for the sake
of emphasis, 7pés . . . épuve is put before the 5. But lLow inwvolved tie whole
general structure of the sentence becomes in that way! How wholly uncalled for,
nevertheless, and inappropriate would be the investing of the quite superfluous
(quite superfluous, to wit, as specifying a reason) *‘ because ye were heathen,” with
all the emphasis of being put first in a hyperbaton which is, morcover, doubled !
And how strange the choice of the compound dviyzaée, since it does not (as Hofmann
supposes) convey the notion ol whither (which is expressed by =ps;), but that of
upward, as dvéyuv always means to lead up?! The +, too, after o2z, world not
be suitable even in a logical point of view (sce note on ver. 3).—Laurent, in his
neut. Stud. p. 132, agrees with Hofmann in so far that he also reads &5 driy:ode
instead of &5 2 #ysefs.  For the rest, he retains oi3z7¢, and neither reads 7 mor i,
3rs, but simply &r¢, which is supported by very slender-evidence.
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of sound were not offensive to them (Lobeck, ad Aj. 61, Paral.
p- 53 ff)), and also that the subject in hand is brought all the
more vividly and impressively home by the adnominatio, fjyecbe,
araryouevor (Bremi, ad Lys. 1. Exc. vi. p. 209).

Ver. 3. 4uo] therefore, because the e‘cpeuences of spmtmlly*
gifted men could not be known to you in your heathen state,'
and you have consequently all the more need of sound instruction.
on the subject, therefore I give you to know : the fundamental cha-
racteristic of speaking by the Spirit is, that Jesus is not exeerated,
but confessed as Lord. Paul expresses this in the two parallel
thoughts : that the former, the czceration, comes from the lips of
no inspired person ; and that the latter, the confession of the Lord,
can only be uttered by the power of the Holy Spirit. DBoth the
negative and the positive marks are thereby given; and it is
arbitrary to lay the whole stress, as Billroth and Riickert do,

! Similarly de Wette; comp. Bengel, and, yet earlier, Luther’s gloss. Osiander
drags in a contrast between the one Lord of the Christians and the many xupiov; of
heathenism. Moreover, widely differing statements as to the connection are to be
found among interpreters. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact trace it back
in a perfeetly arbitrary way to the contrast between the unconscious mania of heathen
inspiration and the conscious inspiration of Christians. Comp. Neander: *‘ because
it is now otherwise with you, and you have become free organs of the Holy Spirit.”
Kling (in the Stud. w. Kwrit. 1838, p. 436) makes it: ‘‘that you may not suffer
yourselves to be again carried away to blind worship of an unintelligible phenome-
non” (7). Theodoret holds that what is referred to is the contrast between the
dizpuvie of heathenism and the cvppaviz in Christianity. In like manner Ribiger :
‘‘because your heathen cultus did not rest upon a common Divine Spirit ruling in
you all, I make it known to you that there is such a principle in Christianity in the
#y:vpa Qv But in this way the essential point on which the question hinges is
only gained by abstraction out of what Paul actually says, and that in the interest of
the assumption that he designs to secure for the glossolalia the respect due to it as
against the opposition of the Pauline party. Iaul is here making known to his
readers the criterion of Christian inspiration as regards its confession, and that for
this reason (315), because they, as formerly serving dumb idols, had all the more need
of this yvwpilus., The words before us yield no more than this. Ewald also imports
too much into them : You will not surely wish back your former heatlien days;. . .
it is in the light of that old state of things that one first really comes rightly to
understand and feel the value of Christianity, and so forth. Hofmann shapes the
connection in accordance with his construction of the text in ver. 2: because Paul
does not wish to leave his readers in the dark mxspi r. svioparixey; and because, on
the other hand, he knows what their old life had becn as respects divine service,
therefore he gives them the following instructions. This is logically incorrect. For
the second clement in this case would not be one brought forward in addition to the
first (rf), but one already lying at the root of it; and Paul must therefore have
written, not <73 =s (as Hofmann reads), but «i3= ydp,
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upon the second half, and to regard the first as almost super-
fluous and a mere foil to the second. Paul must, moreover, .
have had his own special rcasons for placing such a general
guiding rule at the head of his whole discussion in answer to
the question, Who in general is to be held an inspired speaker?
Among all the different forms and even perversions of the gift of
speaking in the Spirit at Corinth, men may have been divided
upon the question, Who was properly to be regarded as speaking
by the Spirit, and who not ? and against all arbitrary, envious,
exclusive judgments on this point the apostle strikes all the more
powerfully, the more he brings out here the width of the specific
field of speaking in the Spirit, and the more simply and definitely he
lays down at the same time its characteristics. To find any special
reference here to the speaking with tongues—and in particular to
go so far in that direction as to assume (Hofmann, comp. his
Schriftbew. I. p. 309) that the first clause guards against anxiety in
presence of the yAwocats Aadeiv, and the second against under-
valuing the mpognredeiw—comes just to this, that Paul has expressed
himself in a highly unintelligible way, and arbitrarily anticipates
the elucidations in detail which follow. — év mvedpare @cob] so
that the Holy Spirit is the element which pervades his inner life,
and in which the Aa)eir takes place. Comp. on Rom. viii. 15;
Matt. xxii. 43. — Aaidv] uttering himsclf, spcaling; Néyer, on the
other hand, has reference to the object of the utterance. Comp.
on Rom. iii. 19; John viii. 43 ; Schulz, Geistesyaben, p. 94 ff. —
avafBepa "Incois] sc. éori, accursed (see on Rom. ix. 3; Gal. i. 8),
fallen into eternal perdition s Jesus ! This is the anti-Christian
(especially the Jewish) confession; the Christian is: Kdopios
"Ingobs, Jesus is Lord ! Comp. Phil ii. 11.  Why did Paul not
say Xpiworos? Because, from its original appellative meaning, it
would not have suited the first clause (avdf.); in the second,
again, its appellative meaning is contained in Kdpeos; and in both
it was essential to name the historical Person who was the
Messiah of the Clristians’ faith as exalted to be the givfpovos
of God. Tt is self-evident, we may add, that Paul regarded
the Kiptos *Incols as the constant watchword of the believing
heart, and the Zeynote of inspired speech. “ Paulus loquitur de
confessione perseveranti et in tota doctrina,” Melanchthon. —
Regarding the confession itself, comp. 1 John iv. 1 f., where the
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proposition is of substantially the same import, only still more
directly aimed against false teachers.

Ver. 4. Although the fundamental character of all inspired
speaking is not in any case different: there are, notwithstanding,
distributions of grace-gifts (“ divisiones gratiarum,” Vulg.), but
%5 the same Spirit (from whom they proceed). Comp. Heb. ii 4,
and Liinemann upon that passage. Xdpwpa,! a specifically N. T.
word, foreign to ordinary Greek, is used here in the narrower
sense (for in the wider sense, every manifestation. of divine
grace—in particular, every part of the Christian possession of
salvation, and every activity of the Christian life—is a ydpiopa).
It means any extraordinary faculty, which operated for the fur-
therance of the welfare of the Christian community, and which
was itself wrought by the grace of God, through the power of the
Holy Spirit, in special individuals, in accordance, respectively,
with the measure of their individual capacities, whether it were
that the Spirit infused entirely new powers, or stimulated tlose
already existing to higher power and activity, Rom. xii. 6 fff Re-
garding Suapeats, distribution, comp. ver. 11; Xen. Cyr. iv. 5. 55
Plat. Soph. p. 267 D, Phaedr. p. 266 B, Polit. p. 275 E; TPolyb.
ii. 43. 10; Ecclus. xiv. 15; Judith ix, 4. The charismatic
endowment is not something undivided; we do not find a unity
and equality among the gifted, but there are distributioncs donorum,
so that one has this peculiar yapioua, and the other that, dealt
out to him as his own appointed share. If we take Siacpéoes
to mean differences (Beza, and many others, including de Wette,
Ewald), this is equally lawful so far as linguistic usage goes (Plat.
Soph. p. 267 B, Prot. p. 358 A), but does not correspond to the
correlative purposely chosen by the apostle in ver. 11, Swazpotv.

Vv. 5, 6. Continuation of the representation of the difference
and yet relative unity of the xyaplopara, illustrated in two
characteristic forms of their action, in so far, namely, as they pre-
sent themselves practically as Siaxovias and as évepyrjpara. These
are not merely different names for the charismata (as the Greek
Fathers held), nor yet distinct species of them (Estius and others),
but different forms of expression in which they show themselves

! Comp. Krumm, De notionib. psychol. Paulin., Gissae 1858, p. 35 .  As regards
the difference between the general Christian xapisparez and the extraordinary, sec
Constitt. ap. viii. 1. 1 ff.
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and appear to the observer.— Adnd there are distributions of
services, but it is the same Lord (Christ as Lord of the church)
who is served thereby. To make the Siaxoviac refer to the specific
offices in the church, ver. 28 (Beza, Grotius, Estius, Olshausen, and
many others), is to narrow the meaning too much; for in accord-
ance with the first sentence, and in accordance generally with the
comprehensive scope of the whole three sentences, all charismata
must be meant, in so far, namely, as all, according to the rclation
of their exercise to Christ, manifest themselves as services rendered.—
“ And there are distributions of workings (deeds of power), but it s
the same God who works them all (évepyripara) tn all (in all who
are acting in the power of the Spirit).” ’Ewvepy. is as little to be
taken in a special sense here as Siax. in the previous sentence ; it
is neither to be referred to the working of miracles alone (so most
interpreters on the ground of ver. 10, where, however, it is joined
with Suvdp.). nor to the healings of the sick (so Olshausen, quite
arbitrarily). No, all charismata may manifest their operation
in deeds (comp. on évepyijpara, Polyb. ii. 42. 7, iv. 8. 7 ; Diod.
iv. 51}, whether these may be miraculous or not.

ReMARK.—The Divine Trinity is here indicated in an ascending
climaz (comp. on Eph. iv. 6), in such a way that we pass from the
Spirit, who bestows the gifts, to the Lord, who is served by means
of them and finally to God who, as the absolute First Cause and
Possessor of all Christian powers, works the entire sum of charis-
matic deeds in all who are gifted. This passage has always (from
Chrysostom and Theodoret onwards) been rightly adduced in
opposition to anti-Trinitarian error (comp. too Calovius against the
Socinians); but it is to be observed also here, that with all the
equality of nature and inseparable umity (2 Cor. xiii. 13) of the
Three, still no dogmatic canon can do away with the relation of
subordination which is also manifest. Comp. Gess, v. d. Person
Chaisti, p. 158 f.; Kahnis, Dogm. II1. p. 206 fl.

Ver. 7. 4é] leading on to the like destination of all the
gifts. The emphasis lies on wpos 70 cuudépor. This is the
aim, which is the same in the case of every one who receives a
gift.  To each one is the manifestation of the Spirit (his making
known the Holy Spirit to others by charismatic acts) given with
a view to benefit (in order to be of use, see xiv. 12). The geni-
tive is to be taken in this objecfive sense (with Billroth, Schulz,
Geistesg. p. 164, and Hofmann), because there exists no reason
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here for departing from the similar meaning of ¢avép. Tijs &rné.
in 2 Cor. iv. 2 ; and we have no other instance of the use of the
word except in the Fathers. Calvin, Riickert, de Wette, and
most expositors understand it subjectively : the self-revelation of the
Spirit. Even on the first interpretation there is not too much
concession to independent human activity (in opposition to de
Wette), as is plain from the very idea of the 8{8oTar.

Ver. 8ff. Now one man may receive one, and another another
endowment from the same Spirit. The following nine charismata,
enumerated in a preliminary way up to ver. 10 (besides which,
others are afterwards mentioned, ver. 28), are divided into three
classes, which cannot, however, correspond to the three Siatpéoets,
vv. 4—6, because there each sentence comprises all charismata.
The external division is distinctly marked by Paul himself in this
way, namely, that he notes the transition to a mew category by
érépe’ (while for subdivision -within the classes he uses &\\o),
thus: (1) ver. 8, by & uév; (2) ver. 9, by érépe 8é; (3) ver. 10,
by érépe &. The logical division again, although not rigidly
carried out, presents itself without constraint as follows :

I. Charismata which have reference to infellectual power:
1. Adyos godias.
2. Ndyos wyvdoews.

II. Charismata which depend upon special energy of faith :
1. The wloTis itself.
2. Its agency in deeds, namely,
a. lapava,
b. Suvdpuers.
3. Its agency in words, namely, the wpodnreia.
4. Its critical agency, the Sidrpiots mvevp.

ITI. Charismata which have reference to the yAdsoar :
1. Speaking with tongues.
2. Interpretation of tongues.?

! Whether after iépw, vv. 9 and 10, we read 3: or not (which Lachmann brackets
in ver. 9 and deletes in ver. 10) makes no difference at all as regards the marking of
the divisions (in opposition to Hofmann) ; the divisions mark themselves by the
way in which the izépw stands out from the many repetitions of &xxa. In several
cases the 3i too, after £xxw, is wanting in important witnesses.

¢ Other modes of division may be seen in Kling, Stud. u. Krit, 1839, p. 477 fF. ;-
Englmann, von d. Charismen, 1848, who, however, divides them into official and
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Ver. 8. "2 uév] This is followed by A\ & instead of ¢ &é
An unexact expression, as in ver. 28. Comp. Xen. 4nabd. iii.
1. 35; Hermes in Stob. Ecl. phys. 52, p. 1082.—\éyos codias]
Discourse of wisdom, discourse the contents of which are codia.
The distinction drawn by many (including Schulz, Neander, Bill-
roth, Olshausen, comp. also Froschammer, von d. Charismen,
1850, p. 28 {f) between this and Ndyos yradaews, according to
which the former is a more practical, the latter a more theoretical
method of teaching (Bengel, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt reverse
it, comp. Cornelius a Lapide), is an unlikely one, seeing that the
separation between theory and practice is not in keeping with the
nature of inspired discourse. The miore correct view is indicated
by ii. 6 f compared with xiii. 2; codia, namely, is the higher
Christian wisdom (see on ii. 6, comp. Eph. i. 17)in and by itself,
so that discourse, which enunciates its doctrines (mysteries), eluci-
dates, applies them, etc., is Adoyos godias. This, however, does
not yet imply the deep and thorough Lnowledge of these doctrines,
the speculative insight into, and apprehension and elaboration of,
their connection, of their grounds, of their deeper ideas, of their
proofs, of their ends, etc., and a discourse which treats of ¢hiese
matters is Aoyos yvooews! Accordingly the codia cannot cease at
the Parousia, but the yrdaus ceases, xiii. 8, because it belongs to the
category of imperfect temporal things. Others interpret otherwisec.
Chrysostom,” Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact are wrong in
holding that the possession or the want of the teaching faculty

non-official, which does not correspond with the conception and nature of the gifts ;
Krumm, lc., who bases his division on the categories #vivua, xapdia, vos ; de Wette
renounces any arrangement ; Ilofmann divides according to the categories of the
cognitive faculty (réy. co@. and Ady. yvaosws), of the volitional faculty (wiewis, iduara,
dwvdpuis), and of the power of the Holy Spirit (wpognreiz x.7.1.). Dengel puts it
aptly : *“&° tripw ivipw: huic, alteri, alteri,—genera tria.”—The distinction be-
tween 1I. and III. arises from the fact that the yAsssas were an entirely peculiar
xdpopua, in connection with which the agency of the roos was absent. In ver. 23
also the glossolalia is ranked in a class by itself.

1 According to Ewald, Adyss sopizs embraces more the intelligent explanation and
establishment of recognised truths, with a view to profit in life ; Adyos yvdeews, more
the treatment of obscurer and more hidden portions of knowledge. But ii. 6 fi.
shows that the latter also are included under the so@iz.

? Paul and John, he says, had the Aéyos osopias ; the Adyos yvdoews was possessed
by oi worroi Tov micray, yveeiv piv Sxovres, dddoxey 3t cbrws ob Swdmeva, In like
manner now Krumm asserts, ‘‘ yvdoews, proprietatem in argumentis, soias, in forma
positam esse.”
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makes the difference between copia and yvdaws. See, on the
contrary, xiii. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 6. Baur makes yvdoes refer to the
unfolding of the deeper meaning of Scripture chiefly through
allegorical exegesis, which is totally without proof. De Wette
gives no explanation: Osiander explains as we do. Hofmann
makes codia a property of the subject (see in opposition to this,
il. 6: oodlav Aahotuev), one, namely, which qualifies for right
judgment in general ; yv&ass, again, @ relation to an object, namely,
the thorough mastery of it in the particular instance in hand.
But in that case the yvdaes would only be the application of the
godia in concreto, and Paul would thus not be adducing two
xapicpata distinct in character from each other.—«xara 76 adro
wvebpa) according to the same Spirit. Comp. ver. 11, and the
classical xara Oedv, according to divine destination (Valckenaer,
ad Herod. iil. 153). The prepositions &wt, xard, €v, are not
equivalent in meaning (Riickert), but they so express the relation
of the Spirit to the divine bestowal (8idoras), according to the
different aspects of His participation therein, as to show that He
is medians, normans, or continens, with respect to the different
gifts in question.

Ver. 9. ‘ETépep] not &M\ again, because introducing another
class which differs in kind from the preceding one. Comp. on
Gal i. 6; 2 Cor. xi. 4; Matt. xvi. 14. — wiois] cannot be the
Jides salvifice in general, seeing that this is a possession common
to all and required of crery Christian, not a peculiar charisma of
certain individuals. Hence it has been understood by most com-
mentators, following the Fathers (sec in Suicer, Thes. IL p. 727),
to refer to the fides miraculose, Matt. xvii. 20. DBut this is clearly
too narrow a meaning, since not only the fauara and duvduers are
ranked under this head, but also the mpodyreia and the darpioers
mvevp. What is intended, thevefore, must be a kigh degrec of
Jaith in Christ produced by the Holy Spirit, a heroism of fuith,'
the effects of which manifested themselves in one in healings,
in another in wonders, in a third in prophecy (Rom. xii. 6), in a
fourth in discernment of spirits. —év 7@ alrg mwv.] in the same
Spirit, so that, contained in this Spirit, the ydpioua is given, and

1 ¢t Ardentissima et praesentissima apprehensio Dei in ipsius potissimum volun-
tate, ad effectus vel in naturac vel in gratiae regno singulariter conspicuos.”—
BENGEL.
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the Spirit thus includes in Himself the gift. — yapiowu. ldu.] gifts,
through means of which healings are effected. The instances in the
Acts of the Apostles show that this does not mean natural skill,
but cures wrought by spiritual power upon bodily maladies
(miraculous cures). Comp. Mark xvi. 18 ; Acts iv. 30. It does not,
however, exclude the application of natural means in connection
with the power that wrought the cure (Mark vii. 33, viii. 23 ;
John ix. 6, al. ; Jas. v. 14). The plural yapicuara points to the
different kinds of sickness, for the healing of which different gifts
were needful!

Ver. 10. ’Evepydpara Suvdp.] workings (ver. 6) which consist
in acts of power. It is a purely arbitrary assumption that by
this is meant merely the “ potestas punicndi sontes, qualis exercita
in Ananiam, ete.” (Grotius, following Chrysostom and Theophylact,
comp. also David Schulz). They are in general-—excluding,
however, the cures already assigned to a special gift—miraculous
works (comp. Acts iv. 30), which, as the effects of a will endowed
with miraculous power, may be very various according to the
different occasions which determined its action (2 Cor. xii. 12;
Heb. ii. 4; also Rom. xv. 19). Instances of raising the dead
belonged likewise to this division.” — mpodnreia] prophetic speech,
1.¢. address flowing from revelation and impulse of the Holy
Spirit, which, without being bound for that matter to a specific
office, suddenly (xiv. 30) unveils the depths of the human heart
(xiv. 25) and of the divine counsels (iii. 10; Eph. iii. 5), and
thereby works with peculiar power for the enlightenment, admo-
nition, and comforting of the faithful (xiv. 3), and so as to win
over the unbelieving (xiv. 24). As respects the substance of
what he utters, the prophet is distinguished from the speaker
with tongues by this, that the latter utters prayers only (see
below) ; and as respects form, by the fact that the prophet speaks
intelligibly, not in an ecstatic way, consequently not without the

1 As Baur rationalizes all these charismata : airris being, according to him, a
peculiarly strong faith in Divine Providence ; the xépopa izpirwv being the gift of
praying with special power and fervency for the sick, with more or less confident
promise of recovery, if it please God ; and the tvepysige. Suvdp. being proofs of extra-
ordinary mental fortitude and energy in the interests of Christianity.

2 But not instances of the casting out of demons (Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 410), which
are to be placed under the category of the iéuara (comp. Matt. xv. 28; Luke vi. 17,
ix. 42; Acts x. 38).
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exercise of reflective thought; he differs from the &iddoxatos
thus : ¢ wév mwpopnTedwy wdvra amo Tod wvevparos GOéyyerar 6 8¢
Si8dorwy éoTiv &mov kal €E oixeias Siavoias Sualéyerar, Chry-
sostom on ver. 28. Comp. generally on Acts xi. 27. Liicke,
Einl. in d. Offend. Jok. p. 29. Giider in Herzog's Encyklop. XII.
p. 210 f. — Suarpioess mvevp.] judgments of spirits, i.c. judgments
which avail, and that immediately on hearing the utterances, for
the preservation of the church from misleading influences, by
informing it from what spirits the utterances proceeded, and
by whom they were carried on in the different cases (hence
the plural Saxpioeis), whether consequently the Holy Spirit, or
the human spirit merely, or even demoniac spirits (1 Tim. iv. 1;
1 John iv. 1) were at work; xai yap woA\7) ToTE TGV Yrevdopo-
dnrdv fv Scaopa, Tob SiaBohov pihovelkoiyTos TapvmeTTical TH
d\nleia 70 +peddos, Chrysostom. Respecting Sudrpiots, comp. on
Rom. xiv. 1. — yévp yrwoodr] The gAdooais Aahelv in Corinth
was identical with that mentioned in Acts x. 46 and xix. G,
identical also with the speaking at Pentecost, Acts ii., according
to its historical substance (see on Acts, loc. cit.), although not
according to the form preserved by tradition in Luke’s account,
which had made it a speaking in foreign languages, and so a
miracle of a quite peculiar kind. Most commentators, indeed,
following Origen and the IFathers generally (with exceptions,
however, as early as Irenaeus and Tertullian), have taken qAdooas
in this passage also as meaning forcign languages (so Storr, Flatt,
Heydenreich, Schulthess, Schrader, Riickert, Ch. F. Fritzsche,
Maier), and that, too, in the view of the majority, wunacquirced
languages ;' only a few (among the most recent of whom are
Schulthess, de charismatidb. Sp. St., Lips. 1818, and Schrader, also
Ch. F. Fritzsche in his Nov. Opusc. p. 302 ff) regarding them as
acquired by learning® The former view is held also by Riickert

! So, too, Zinsler, de charism. sov yA. raasiv, Aug. Vind. 1847, —a Roman
Catholic prize-cssay which obtained the prize, but is destitute of all scientific worth.
Of a much more thorough description is another successful prize-essay (also Roman
Cathoiic), by Englmann, von den Charismen, etc., Mainz 1848, who explains it in
the same way of foreign languages ; as also Froschammer, Charismen, 1850 ; and
Maier, Die Glossolalic des apost. Zeitalt. 1855.

2 Ch. F. Fritzsche's view is: At Corinth, as in seaport towns generally, there were
labourers, fishers, ete., who, from their intercourse with foreign sailors, had become

so far acquainted with different languages as to be able to converse about matters of
ordinary life. Many of these people bad become Christians, and having now learned
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(““ the faculty, in isolated moments of high inspiration, of praising
God in languages which they had not previously learned”) and
Biumlein in the Stud. d. evangelischen Geistlichkeit TWairtemd. VI. 2,
1834, pp. 30-123; Osiander; Kling in the Stud. w. Krit. 1839,
p- 487 ff.; to some extent Olshausen and Bauer in the Stud. .
Krit. 1843, p. 658 ff.; 1844, p. 708 ff.  See, in opposition to it,
especially Bleek in the Stud. «. Krit. 1829, p. 17 f.; Bauer in the
Tiibing. Zeitschr. 1830, 2, p. 104 ff.; Schulz, Geistesgaben, p. 57 ff.;
Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 89 ff. ; van Hengel, de Gave der talen, Leiden
1864, p. 90 f. Even putting out of account the singular ex-
pression yAdaop Aaheiv, which is supposed to refer to a jforcign
language, and the psychological impossibility! of speaking
languages which had not been learned, the following considerations
tell decidedly against the view of foreign languages: (1) It would
make xiv. 2 untrue in all cases in which persons were found
among the audience who understood the languages spoken. (2)
In xiv. 10, 11 we have the ryévp Qwvov (languages) expressly
distinguished from the wyérn yAwosody (see unfounded objections
to this in Biumlein, p. 92, and in Hofmann), and the former
adduced as an analogue of the latter. (3) What is contrasted
with the glossolalie is not speaking in one’s native tongue, but
speaking with employment of the understanding (xiv. 15); and
the glossolalia itself is characterized as Aahelv mvedpare. (4) In
xiv. 6 there is contrasted with the yA@ao. Aaleiv the speaking éy
amokaliret, év yvoger w1\, which could all, of course, be done
in any language; hence the unintelligibleness of the glossolulia
is not to be sought in the idiom, but in the fact that what was
spoken contained neither damoxdAvyris nor qvdais, ete. (5) Upon
this theory, the case supposed in xiv, 28 could not have occurred

that it had been predicted by the prophets that in the Messianic times the Holy
Spirit would bring about a speaking concerning divine things in strange tongues
(Isa. xxviii, 11£. ; Joel iii.), they had accordingly applied this oracle to themselves,
“ quos pro sua, licet tenui, exterarnm linguarum peritia prae ceteris idoneos putassent,
quos Spiritus s. barbaris linguis de rebus divinis disserere juberet.” Since, however,
most of the Christians did not understand this speaking in strange tongues, there
had to be an interpretation into Greek, and the interpreters in their turn, not less
than the speakers, regarded their ability as flowing from the Holy Spirit. So it all
resolves itself into naive self-deception and imagination !

1 This is made only the more evident, if we suppose (comp. e.g. Kling) that one
speaking with tongues could perhaps even take elements from very differen? languages
and join them creatively together in a harmonious combination.

’
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at all, since every speaker would have been able also to interpret.
(6) In xiv. 18 Paul states that he himself possessed the glosso-
lalia in a high degree, but adds that he did not exercise it in the
church,—from which it would follow .that Paul was in the habit
of praying in private, before God, in foreign languages! (7) In
xiv. 9, & Ths yAwoons plainly means by the tongue, which,
however, would be a quite superfluous addition if the point were
not one concerning speaking with fongues (not with languages).
(8) Paul would have discussed the whole subject of the ydpioua
in question from quite another point of view, namely, according to
the presence or non-presence of those who understood foreign
languages. Billroth therefore is right in opposing, as we do, the
hypothesis of foreign languages; but he still holds fast the
signification language, and maintains that the glossolalic was “the
speaking of a mixed language, which comprised the elements or
rudiments of actual historic languages of the most widely different
kinds, and was the type of the universal character of Christianity.”
But to say nothing of the Quixotic arbitrariness of the conception
of such a medley, to say nothing also of the fact that the first
rudiments of languages must have been omly very imperfect,
unadapted for supersensuous themes, and wholly unsuitable as a
means of expression for ecstatic inspiration—this view is opposed
by almost all the considerations adduced against the hypothesis of
foreign languages applied with the requisite modifications, and
in addition by the phrase yAdgon Aaletv without the article; for
the mixed language would surely not have been indefinitely &
language, but the language xat éfoxrv, the primeval speech.
Rossteuscher, too (Gabe d. Sprachen im apost. Zettalter, 1850),
explains it as languages, and infers from xiii. 1 that the glossolalia
in 1 Cor. was the speaking in angelic languages (Acts ii. : in human
languages), the designation being formed with reference to the
characteristic of this mysterious language, that it betokened a
converse alone with God, such as the angels have. So also, in
substance, Thiersch, Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. p. 67 £ But this
whole conception is shown to be erroneous when we consider
that, if the specific characteristic of the phenomenon had been
its angelic nature, the latter would have found its expression in
the very mame of the thing, and would also have been made
mention of by  Paul in his certainly pretty minute discussion
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of the subject; whereas, on the contrary, in xiii. 1 a speaking
Tals yhbooats TGy dyyéhwv is only supposed as an imaginary
case to heighten the contrast. Generally, however, the explana-
tions which make it a speaking in a language or languages, are
incompatible with the whole account of it which follows, even if
we try to represent to ourselves the phenomenon and the desig-
nation as Hofmann does. According to him, the question is re-
garding languages spoken by the speaker only in virtue of his
being carried away by the Holy Spirit, the distinctions between
which, however, were not to be considered as differences between
the language of one nation and another, but arose out of this,
that the Holy Spirit gave impulse and power to the speaker to
make his language for himself for what he had to utter at that
very moment, so that the language moulded itself specially in the
mouth of each individual respectively for that which had to be
uttered. Those expositors who departed from the signification
language entered on the right path.! But that by itself was not
enough to bring them to what was positively the right meaning.
For Bleek in the Stud. w. K»it. 1829, pp. 3-79, 1830, p. 43 fI,
explains it as glosses, 1.e. antique, highly poetic words and formulae,
to some extent consisting of provincialisms. This view is equally
opposed by most of the considerations which tell against the
foreign languages, as well as by xiii. 1; and further, it has against
it the fact that oA. in the above sense is a terminus technicus
which occurs, indeed, after Aristotle, although for the most part
in grammarians, but which the New Testament writers probably
did not so much as know; and also the consideration that the
singular yAdooy Aalely, yYAocoay éyew, yAdaay mpoaetyesbar, as
well as the expression yAdooar dyyélwy, would be quite absurd.
See further, Baur, loc. cit. p. 85 ff. (who, however, in the Stud. «.
Krit. 1838, p. 618 ff,, has come over in substance to Bleek’s view) ;
Schulz, loc. cit. p. 20 ff, and in the Stud. w. Krit. 1839, p. 752 1L ;
Wieseler in the Stud. w. Kvit. 1838, p. 723 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Glosso-
lalie, 1850, p. 28 ff.  The result of all this is, that there is only
the signification fongue remaining for yA@ooa, so that yAwocars
Aa)eiy expresses an wuttering omeself with tongues. This is not,
Lowever, to be taken as justifying the extreme view of Bardili

' Luther too, up to 1528, had *‘tongues,” but from that date onwards has
‘““langunages.” In chap. xiv., however, he has still *‘ tongues” in 1545.
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(significatus primitiv. voels mwpodnt., ete., Gott. 1786) and Eichhorn
(Biblioth. 1. pp. 91 £, 77514 ; IL p. 7551f; IIL p. 322 ff),
according to which what is meant is a lsping of narticulate
tones ;* for such a strange form of expression for inspiration, for
which Paul would bardly have given thanks to God,—such a play
of spiritual utterance as would hardly have made any certain
charismatic exposition possible,—must have been clearly presented
by the text, in order, despite these considerations, to warrant its
assumption. Comp. on Acts ii. But the text characterizes the
speaking in tongues as utterance of prayer (xiv. 13—17) in which
the vobs falls into the background, and therefore unintelligible
without interpretation. There must thus, certainly, have been a
want of connection, since the reflective faculty was absent which
regulates and presents clearly the conceptions; there may even
have been inarticulateness in it, sometimes in a greater, sometimes
in a less degree; but must it on this account have been a mere
babbling ? May it not have been a speaking in ecstatic ejacula-
tions, abrupt ascriptions of praise to God, and other mysterious
outbursts in prayer of the highest strain of inspiration? Baur,
too, loc. cit.,, agrees in substance with this;* as also Steudel in the
Tib. Zeitschr. 1830, 2, p. 135 ff.; Neander ; Kuntze in the tZeol.
Mitarb. 1840, p. 119 £ ; Olshausen (who, however, takes yA. as
languages, and holds himself obliged, on the ground of Acts ii., to
include also the use of foreign languages); de Wette; Delitzsch,
Psychol. p. 362 1.; Zeller in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, 1, p. 43, and
Apostelgesch. p. 111. Comp. too, Ewald, Jahrb. III. p. 270 ff,
who, however, derives from the speaking with tongues the ¢8Ba
6 watip, which is in itself so intelligible, and which does not pre-

! Wieseler approached nearest to this view, understanding ““an ecstatic speaking
in unintelligible expressions, i.e. in soft, scarcely audible, inarticulate words, tones, and
sounds, in which inspired pious feeling found vent" (Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 738).
The same writer, however, has more recently (see Stud. . Krit. 1860, p. 1131f.)
modified his view to this extent, that he now explains the ecstatic sof¢ praying
as being only one speeial yives yAwssdy, no longer making it the universal form
of all speaking with tongues, and in othcr respects agreeing in substance with our
interpretation. But there is nothing in the whole section to lead to the idea of even
a soft kind of glossolalic ; on the contrary, the comparisons, in particular, with the
flute, lyre, trumpet, and cymbal, as well as with foreign languages, are decidedly
against this. A soft lisping might run along with it, but was assuredly no special
Yyives yAwoooy,

* Comp. also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 410.
1 COR L 2 A
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suppose any high inspiration, and the unutterable sighings, Rom.
viii. 26, which do not belong to the sphere of the Aaketv. Simi-
larly van Hengel, p. 105, who, again, conceives the original
glossolalia (“ open-hearted and loud speaking to the glorifying of God
in Christ” see on Acts ii.) to have become so degenerate and
abused by the Corinthians, that it was now “ a spiritiess counter-
Jeit, a product of pride and vanity,” and so no longer to the glory
of God in Christ,—an assumption which leaves it unexplained
why Paul should not have denounced an abuse of this kind in
the severest way, and how he could even place his own speaking
with tongues upon the same level with that of the Corinthians.
Hilgenfeld, who understands it to mean language of immediate
divine suggestion (“divine tongues, spirit-voices from a higher
world ”), is not disposed to keep distinct from each other the
two meanings of yAdagoa, tongue and language (so also Zeller,
Delitzsch, and others), although Paul himself keeps them distinet
in xiv. 10f Schulz limits the conception too narrowly to
ascriptions of praise to God,' since, in fact, xiv. 13—17 shows
that it included prayer, praise, and thanksgiving. @ We are
accordingly to understand by yAwooacs Aakely such an outburst of
prayer in petition, praise, and thanksgiving, as was so ecstatic that
wn connection with it the speaker's own conscious intellectual activity
was suspended, while the tongue did not serve as the instrument for
the utterance of self-active reflection, but, tndependently of i, was
involuntarily set in motion by the Holy Spirit, by whom the man in
Iis decpest nature was seized and borne away® As regards this

! The result of his investigation is presented by Schulz, p. 160, as follows: *‘ The
extraordinary excitement of mind, which at times possessed lelievers in Christ in
the primitive church at the thought of the salvation now manifested in Christ, of
the blessedness of God’s chosen children now realized after the fulfilment of his earlier
promises, and which, under certain circumstances, rose even to ecstasy, was itself
regarded as a special gracious gift of the Godhead, and since no nearer means of
explanation offered itself, as an immediate operation of the Holy Spirit. Every one
therefore willingly yielded himself to such an exaltation of spirit, and had no scruple
in giving vent to his joy of soul by joyous and jubilant tones, shouting aloud the
praises of God in song, partly in old and familiar strains, partly in newly formed
ones, without any concern for the fact that in this way he might easily fall into
boundless extravagances, impropricties, and troubles. This singing of praise to
God, arising in and from that condition of ecstasy,—these triumplhant, loud-sounding
strains of jubilation (not the condition of ecstasy itself), are in our judgment what
&g denoted by the formulas yrdoon and yrdoozis Aarsiv.”

2 In the ancient church we have, as analogies to the glossolalia, to some extent
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matter, it is conceivable—(1) that the abeyance of the vois
made this AaXeiv so disconnected and mysterious for hearers who
were bound to the conditions of the wobs, that it could not be
understood by them without épunvela. Incomprehensible sounds,
partly siching, partly jubilant cries, broken words, expressions
new in their form and connection, in which the deepest emotion
struggled to express itself, and in whatever other ways the tongue
might give utterance to the highest surgings and heavings of
the Spirit,—it remained unfruitful for others, if no interpreta-
tion was added, like a foreign langunage not understood. Equally
conceivable is it (2) that in such utterances of prayer, the tongue,
because speaking independently of the wois, apparently spoke of
atself}! although it was in reality the organ of the Holy Spirit.
It was not the 7 of the man that spoke, but the tongue,—so the
case scemed to be, and so arose its designation. But (3) because
that ecstatic kind of prayer showed itself under very different
characteristic modifications (which we doubtless, from want of
experience of them, are not in a position to establish), and the
same speaker with tongues must, according to the varying degrees,
impulses, and tendencies of his ecstasy, have expressed himself in
manifold ways which could be easily distinguished from each
other, so that he zppeared to speak with different tongues,
there arose both the plural expression yAwooars Aaieir and
the mode of view which led men to distinguish gévn yAwoodr.?
(Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 47311.) the Montanistic ecstasies (see Schwegler, Montanism.
p. 83 fl. ; Hilgenfeld, Glossolalie, p. 115 fI. ; comp. Liicke, Einl. in d. Apokal. 1.
p- 324, ed. 2); in modern times, the ecstatic discourses of the French and German
inspired ones (Goebel in the Zeitschr, f. histor. Theol. 1854, p. 287 fI.), aswell as the
Irvingite speaking with tongues (Holl, Bruchstiicke aus d. Leben Irv., St. Gallen
1839, evangel. Kirchenzeit. 1839, No. 54f.; 1839, No. 83f.; Reich in the Stud. u.
Krit, 1849, p. 195 fI.), and ecstatic incidents at Revivals and among the American
Methodists (Fabri, d. neuesten Erweckungen in America, ete., 1860); as likewise
glossolalic phenomena, whicl are narrated of clairvoyants (Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 364f.).
But carlier still we have another analoguc in Philo’s conception of the divinely
inspired speaking of the proplets; the prophet only seems to speak himself, xare-
xpnral 3t frepo; abrov weis Quynnpioss dpydvais, cripats xai yAdrTey wpis pAvwew Sy dy
éian (quis rer. div. haer. I. p. 510, Mang.).—Regarding the cssential difference of
somnambulist phenomena, which may be compared with the speaking with tongues,
see Delitzsch, Psychol. loc. cit. —Therc is not the remotest ground for thinking of
an ecclesiastical secret language (Redslob, Apokal. 1. 1859).

1 The tongue was not yadsea dairoes 76 Aeyioug, Plut. Mor. p. 90 B.

2 Baur, in the Stud. u. Krit, 1838, p. 628 ff., professes himself, so far as the
plural cxpression yAdesars Aeaiiy is concerned, an adherent of Bleek’s theory, which
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— épunmvela yAwoo.] Interpretation of tongues, ic. a making of
tongues intclligible in speaking, a presentation of the sense of what
they say.! The condition for this was the capacity of the wois,
produced by the Spirit, to receive what was prayed for in
glossolalia.  The man speaking with tongues might himself
(xiv. 5-13) have the ydpioua of the interpreter (comp. the
classical dmogjrns), but did not always bave it himself alone, as
Wieseler also now admits (Stud. . K#it. 1860, p. 117) in oppo-
sition to his own earlier view.

Ver. 11. Amid all this diversity, however, what unity of the
operative principle I-—évepyei] namely, as the divine power en-
dowing the different individuals differently. See what follows.
dudgpopor pév ol kpovvol, uia 8¢ mwavrws myyi), Theodoret. — idia]
seorsim, scverally. See Bernhardy, p. 185. Comp. Plato, Menex.
p- 249 B: amep ibla éxaote 8ia wiyverar. Pind. Nem. iil. 42;
and very often in classical writers. Elsewhere in the N. T.:
watr’ (8lav. — xabws PBodlerar] not: arbitrarily, but (comp. on
Matt. 1. 19): in accordance with the determination of His will,
which by no means precludes this divine self-determining action
of the Holy Spirit from proceeding in a manner corresponding

in other respects he impugns, with two limitations, however (see p. 636) : (1) that
we are not to connect with yAdsoses the eonception of a poetic, inspired mode of
speech ; and (2) that Bleek’s explanation is not to be applied to the passages in the
Acts. According to Baur, it is ‘“‘a speaking in strange, unusual phrases which
deviate from the prevailing usage of the language.” The pressure of the overpower-
ing feeling, which strove for expression, called to its aid these forms of speech,
which were partly borrowed from foreign languages, partly at least mot in use in
the ordinary language of common life.  These forms of speech were, according
to him, the yAaseas, and the yadesais Aureiv was an intensified yAdeoy 22x. But if
yAsoow, both in its singular and plural form, is to mean Zongue (see p. 622), then
yA@reas (the plural) cannot at the same time mean utferances of the tongue, pecu-
liarities of language (see p. 634 £.).—The different explanations of yévs yA. may be
easily known from the different vicws of the nature of the yzpwue in itself. Those
interpreters, e.g., who understand yaéroas of foreign languages, think of the variety
of languages (Chrysostom on ver. 1: ¢ uiv 75 Mepoay, 6 3t viv "Papaiws, § 3% 5 "Idoy,
6 % 77 trépa T coebry sbliws Lpliyyero yAdeon) ; Eichhorn : ““all sorts of unintel-
ligible tones ;" Schulz : ‘many various strains of divinely inspired songs of praise ;”
‘Wieseler (1838) : the inarticulate lisping itself, with and without its interpretation ;
Rossteuscher : ‘‘human and angelic languages,” xiii. 1; Hilgenfeld : different
kinds of divinely suggested speech ; Hofmann : all the different sorts of peculiar
forms of the language in the mouth of each individual.

! How the ancient interpreters conceived of this xépouz, may e seen, e.g., in Theo-
doret : vip gdp worrdxis Thv ‘EAAdde gAGTrar pivay sidos, tripov Thv Sxvédy xai Spaxiy
Siadspopivor, Thv ppnvsiav wpoaiips Tois &xovovas,
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to the natural and general Christian capacity, and to the peculiar
disposition and tendency of the minds, of men. Hence, on the
one hand, the possibility that, from the human side, particular
charismata may be obtained by cffort, ver. 31, xiv. 1; and also,
on the other hand, the duty of not estimating slightly the gifts
of others. Observe, further, in xafws Bovheras the personality of
the Spirit.

Ver. 12. Illustration of how one and the same Spirit works
all the charismata as He will; namely, just as the case stands
with the body, that its many members make up its unity, so also
does it stand in like manner with Christ, whose many members
likewise constitute the unity of His body. ‘O Xpioros is not
the Chaistian church, but Christ Himsclf, inasmuch, that is to say,
as He, as the Head of the church, has in its many members His
organic body,! which receives forth from Him, the Head, the whole
harmonious connection and efficiency of all its members and its
growth. Christ is not conceived as the Ego of the church as His
body (Hofmann), but as in all parallel expressions of the apostle
(see especially Eph. iv. 16, 25, v. 30; Rom. xii. 4 f, and above
on vi. 15), as the Head of the church, and the church as the body
of the Head. Ver. 21 does not run counter to this; see on that
passage. — The repetition of Tod owuares, which is superfluous
in itself, or might have been represented by avrod (comp. Lobeck,
ad 4j. p. 222, ed. 2; Kihner, ad Xen. 4nabd. i. 7. 11), serves
here emphatically to bring out the unity.

Ver. 13. Confirmation of this unity from the holy nward
relation which conditions it. For even by means of one Spirit
were we all baptized into one body—ri.c. for even by this, that we
received one and the same Holy Spirit at our baptism, were we
all to be bound together into one ethical body. Comp. Titus iii. 5.
—1In xaf, which belongs to év évi mv., is conveyed the indication
of the relation corresponding to what was spoken of in ver. 12;
éBamtich., again, is not to be taken fropically, as is done by
Reiche also (“ de Spiritu sancto largiter nobis collato ™), following
Venema, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Krause, Flatt, and admitting
only an allusion to baptism; but, as the word itself must have
suggested to the reader, of the actual baptism, only in such a way
that by év évi mveduare it was to be brought prominently before

! Comp. Ehrenfeuchter, prakt, Theol. I. p. 67 f. ; see also Constitt. ap. ii. 59. 1.
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the mind from its spiritual side, according to its materia coelestis, in
so far asit was a baptism of the Spirif. Comp. Hofmann also, now
in opposition to his own Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 28. This Bawricfivar
év &l mvedpar has token place els & adpa, in reference to one
body (Matt. xxviii. 19 ; Rom. vi. 3; 1 Cor. x. 2), z.c. it had as its
destination that we should all now make up one body. Regard-
ing elte 'Iovdaior x.T.\., comp. Gal. iii. 28; Col. iii. 11.— The
second hemistich does not begin already with elre *Tovdalor x.7.\.,
in which case «al before mavres would be only in the way (comp.
also iii. 22; Col. i. 106), but starts only from xai wavres, so that
the reception of the one Spirit at baptism is once again declared
with emphasis. The reference to baptisin was correctly made by
as early commentators as Chrysostom,! Oecumenius, Theophylact ;
in recent times, by Riickert, Baur, de Wette, Ewald, Maier, Hof-
mann: and we were all given to drink of one Spirit (comp. Ecclus.
xv. 3). To represent the communication of the Spirit which took
place at baptism as a giving to drink, followed naturally from the
conception of the pouring out of the Spirit? John vii. 37 ff;
Acts ii. 17 ; Rom. v. 5 ; and is here, after being already mentioned
with év évi mveduati, brought forward yet again independently
and with peculiar cmphasis as the inward correlate of the é&v
ocdpa. This kal 7. &v mv. émot. refers neither (Augustine, Luther,
Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Calovius, Osiander, Neander, Kahnis,
Kling, and many others) to the Lord’s Supper (most adopting
the reading eis €v mv., which would mean : 7n order to make wp one
Spirit), nor “to the further nowrishment and training in Chais-
tianity through the Divine Spirit, who constantly renews Him-
self in every Christian” (Billroth, Olshausen), in connection with
which the reference to the Lord’s Supper is not excluded. The
aorist is against both these interpretations, for its temporal sig-
nificance must be the same with that of éBawr., and against the
former of them is the reading & mvebua (without efs), by which
the reference to the Lord’s Supper (see, in opposition to this,
Theophylact) is debarred in this way, because the idea that we
drink the Holy Spirit in the Lord’s Supper is not biblical, not

1 He gives first the explanation referring it to the Lord’s Supper, but then goes
Ol 1 tuol 3¢ domer vov ixtivay Aiyew Tvedparos ony imiQoiTnaiv @iy aws Tov Lawriouasos xai
7pd wly puoTapiny iyyivouivay Ay,

2 Comp. also Isa. Xix. 10 : aumisuixtv Suds »lpes wviduari veqarfing,
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even underlying x. 3 ©.  See, besides, Weiss, &ibl. Theol. p. 355.
Riickert refers correctly «al... émor. to the reception of the
Spirit as an event happening once for all, but takes the relation
of the two clauses in such a way, that what Paul means to say is,
“+ve are not simply one body, but also one spirit.” In that case
lie would not have written év évi mredpar: in the first clause.
Ver. 14 ff. For the further illustration (ydp) of this unity, the
figure of the human body is again brought forward in order now
to carry it out more minutely, and to show by it in detail on to
ver. 26 how preposterous it is to be discontented with the gift
received, or to despise those differently gifted. On the whole
passage, comp. the speech of Menenius Agrippa in Livy, ii. 32,
also Seneca, de tre, ii. 31 ; Marc. Anton. ii. 1, vii. 13 ; Clem. Cor.
1. 37.— 871 otk elpi yeip] because I am not hand, I am not of the
body, do not belong to it.— o¥ srapa Toito x.7.\.] eannot, with
Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and most expositors, in-
cluding Griesbach, Scholz, Flatt, Schulz, de Wette, Ewald, Maier,
Neander, be taken as a guestion (which Billroth, Riickert, Hof-
mann, following Bengel and others, rightly reject), so that the
double negative should strengthen the denial: num ideo non cst
corporis? In this case, namely, o0 would only be the ordinary
interrogative, which presupposes an affirmative answer; but as
such it can by no means warrant or explain an intensifying
repetition. And an anadiplosis of the od (Klotz, ad Devar.
. 696 f; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 199 A) would be suit-
able in an earnest declaratory sentence, but not in such a
question as this. We must therefore delete the mark of inter-
rogation, as Lachmann also and Tischendorf have done, so as to
make o0 serve as a negative for the whole sentence, while the
succeeding odx applies simply to the éomw. We render con-
sequently, so is e not on that account (namely, because he asserts
1t in that discontented expression) no part of the body; that
peevish declaration does not do away with what he is, namely, a
member of the body. — Regarding mapd with the accusative in
the sense of : for the sake of, in virtue of, on account of, see Klausen,
ad Aesch. Chocph. 383 ; Kriiger on Thue. i. 141. 6; so often in
Demosthenes. By 7oiTo! cannot be meant: this, that i is not
the hand (Billroth and others), but only (comp. Hofmann), as the

! Comp. wapz rovre, 4 Mace. x. 19 ; we2p qaira zdvrz, Judith viii. 235,
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logical relation of the protasis and apodosis requives : this, that t
gives vent to such discontent about its position of not being the hand,
as if it could not regard itself in its capacity of foot as belonging
at all to the body. Erasmus in his Paraphrase happily describes
the temper of the member which spoke in this way as: « deplorans
sortem suam,” — It may be added, that as early an interpreter as
Chrysostom has appreciated the fact of Paul's placing together
foot and hand, eye and ear, as analogous members: émwedy ryap ot
T0ls opoSpa Umepéyovaiy, dANG Tois OMiyov dvafeBnriot pbovely
elwBapey. s ‘

Ver. 17 exposes the preposterous character of the preceding
language. — 6¢pfarpuos] sc. 7y, ver. 19. — Sadpnais] Plato, Phaed.
p- 111 B, the sense of smell.

Ver. 18. Nuwvi 8¢] but so, 4.c. but in this way, as the case really
stands, has God given to the members their place (éfero), etc. —
& ékactov alTdv] is in apposition to 7a wé\n, and defines it
more precisely. — nféanoer] To this simple will of God each
member has to submit itself The thought in xafos BovAerar,
ver. 11, is different.

Ver. 19 £ If, on the contrary, the whole of the members, which
make up the body, were one member,—if they, instead of their
variety, formed one undifferentiated member,—where were the
body ? In that case there would be no body existent, for its
essential nature is just the combination of different organs,—a
new abductio ad absurdum. — But so (as ver. 18) there are indecd
many members, but one body. The antitheses in vv. 18 and 20
manifest, in contradistinction to the perverseness of vain longing
after gifts not received, the necessity of the existing relation to
the organic and harmonious subsistence and life of the church.

Ver. 21. Hitherto, in vv. 15-20, this figure has been used
to rebuke those who were discontented with what they considered
their lesser gifts; we now come to those who were proud of
their higher gifts and contemptuous towards the less highly
gifted. — o0 &Uwatar] of the impossibility conditioned by the
indispensableness of the hand for the eye.— wdA\w] as in
Matt. iv. 7, v. 33, again,—since the case belongs to the same
category. Comp. on 2 Cor. x. 7; Rom. xv. 10. — 7 xedpars]] the
head, consequently the part of the body which stands highest,
compared with the feet, the members that stand lowest. -That
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Paul, in his specializing representation, has in view simply the
corporeal members as such, and therefore introduces the kead also
upon the scene with the rest, without in any way thereby touch-
ing upon the idea of Christ as the Head of the church (comp. on
ver. 12), is plain from the whole picture, which, in its concrete
details, is as far as possible from giving occasion to allegorical
interpretations of the several parts of the body.

Vv. 22, 23. No; the relationship of the members is, on the
contrary, of a different sort; those accounted weaker are necessary ;
likewise those held to be less honourable ave the more honourably
attired ; those which are unseemly are invested with all the greater
scemliness.  'What particular members Paul specially meant here
by the weak (Theodoret, Estius, and several others hold: the brain
and inward organs; Ilofmann: “the delicate inward parts;”
Bengel : the hands; most commentators, including Billroth: the
eyes and ears) and by the driporépois (usually : the feet; Grotius
and Calovius: “ venter cum iis quae sub ventre sunt;” Kypke:
the intestines) cannot be definitely settled in detail, since he only
says in a summary way: “ How contrary it is to the natural
relation of the members, if one were to say to the other (as in
the preceding illustration the eye to the hand, or the head to the
feet), I have no neea of thee! Such contemptuous treatment
can find no warrant either in the weakness, or the less lionour-
able character, or the unseemliness of any member; for the mem-
bers which we count weak are shielded from depreciation by
their necessity ; those held less honourable, by their more honour-
able dress; and those which are unseemly, by their seemly
covering.”  Since, however, it is of itself undoubted that he
reckoned the pudende (ta aidola) and the breecch among the
dayrpova, we may further, without arbitrariness, set down the
delicate organs of sense, such as the cye and ear, among the dofe-
véaTepa, and among the driudtepa again the members specially
cared for in the way of adornment by dress, such as the trunk,
hips, and shoulders. — moANg paXhov] the logical multo potius.
— 7a Soxobtvra) which appear, like & Soxobuev, ver. 23. Chry-
sostom aptly says, that what is conveyed is not 7ijs Ppioews TdY
mparypdToy, but s TV oDy Umovoias ) Yijdos. The position
is, as in Plato, Rep. p. 572 B, xal mwdvv Soxobow 7Hpdv évios
petplors elvar. Comp. p. 334 C.— The first xal in ver. 23
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subjoins another category, the two members of which are put in
order of climax (dreuor., doyip.).— dripoTepa elvar Tob cdp.)
to be more dishonourable parts of the body, than others; “ com-
parativus molliens,” Bengel. — 7euny mepioa.] honowr in richer
measure than others, namely, by the clothing, which is indicated
by meperid. (Matt. xxvii. 28 ; Gen. xxvii. 16 ; Esth. i. 20 ; Prov.
xii, 9; 2 Mace. xi. 13, xii. 39, xxiii. 32; Hom. 77 iii. 330,
xiv. 187).—7a doynip. nu.] our unseemly parts. Theodore of
Mopsuestia says well : doyripova s mpos T Kowsy Syrw dmokae:.
Notice, too, that we have not here again the milder relative
comparative. — &yet] They have greater seemliness than others;
it becomes their own, namely, through the more seemly cover-
ing in which they are attired. On the purport of the verse,
Chrysostom remarks rightly : £ yap Tdv poplov Tav yewnTikdy
dTipoTepoy év Nuly etvas Sokel ; AN Spws whelovos drohalel Tiudls,
kal o codpa mévnTes, KAy TO NovToY YUpYOY Exwot Tdua, oK Qv
avdoxowTo éxclva Ta péhy Setfar yupvd. According to Hofmann,
we are to supply Tod gwparos from what goes before in connec-
tion with 7& doyijp.; the words from sjudy to &yer, again, are
to be taken as: they bring with them a greater scemliness (a more
seemly demeanour) on our part. Needlessly artificial, and con-
trary to the 7a 7¢ eboynu. judy which follows.

Ver. 24. Ta 8¢ edoynip. nu. ov xp. €] which should be
separated from what precedes it only by a comma, is not designed
to sct aside an objection (Chrysostom, Theophylact), but it apper-
tains to the completeness of the subject that, after the aoyquova
have been spoken of, the remark in question should be added
regarding the eboyzuova also, in order to let nothing be want-
ing in the exhibition of the adjustment which takes place in
connection with the variety of relation subsisting between the
members. Edoynuoctvny mepioo. éxew naturally supplies itself
from the foregoing context to od ypeiav éyer. All the less ground
is there for connecting Hu@y with od xp. €. (Hofmann, comp.
Osiander), which would give the thought: ficy stand in no need
of us, which is too general, and which would still need to be
limited again by what precedes it.— &AN' ¢ @eds x.T.\.] cannot
be antithesis to the foregoing negative (Hofmann), which would
bring the special subordinate thought o0 ypelav &yet into a con-
nection quite disproportionately grand and far transcending it.
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There should, on the contrary, be a full stop placed before dAN,
so as to mark the beginning of a ncw sentence; and dAN rather
breaks off (at, see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 15) the delineation of
the mutual relations of the members, which has been hitherto
given, in order now to raise the readers to the higher point of
view from which this relationship is to be regarded, that of
the divine appointment and destination. — avvexépace] He has
mingled together, i.c. united into one whole out of differently
constituted parts.— 7@ UaTepolvri] to that which stands after,
remaining back behind others, i. 7, viii. 8; Plato, Pol. vii.
p- 539 E, Epin. p. 987 D (see also on Matt. xix. 20), z.e. to the
part whieh, according to human estimation, is meaner than others.!
— mepiaa. dovs Tip.] Sols is contemporancous with cuvvexépace: so
that He gave, namely, when He granted to them, according to vv.
22, 23, respectively their greater necessity and the destination
of being clad in a more honourable and more seemly way.

Ver. 25. Jyiopa] t.e. disunion, such as is vividly represented
by way of example in ver. 21.— dA\& 76 adro «.7.A] in order
that, on the contrary, there may be one and the same interest, to
which the members mutually direct their care for each other.
Comp. Liv. loc. cit. What Paul has in view in the 76 avro,
which le so emphatically puts first, may be gathered from the
Umép aMjlov, namely, the welfare of every other member.
Comp. ver. 26, The plural pepiprdoe with the neuter noun is to
be explained from the distributive sense (Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem.
iv. 3. 12); in ver. 26, on the other hand, the fofality of the
members is expressed.

Ver. 26. And how perfectly is this design of God realized in
the mutual sympathy of the members! This happy result of the
divine appointment stands most suitably lhere at the close of the
whole discussion before the application ensues in ver. 27, although
Hofmann denies the connection of thought. — Sofdferac] is
glorificd, which may take place practically by flourishing growtl,
by adornment, dress, anointing, and the like, and further by

11In how far, is stated in vv. 22, 23. By a very arbitrary importation of ideas,
Hofmann holds that «3 derepoiy means the loins and genitals, a part of the body
whicly, while falling behind the rest in honour, is distinguished by the honour of
serving for the self-propagation of man. XNecither that specific reference in itself,

nor this more precise definition of the greater honour referred to,—out of place as
it s in this connection,—could cver have been guessed by a reader from ver. 22 f,
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recognition of its usefulness, beauty, strength, dexterity, and
so forth. — In view of the sympathy of the whole organism, and
in consideration of the personifying style of the description, the
concrete literal sense of the verse ought by no means to be
modified.

Ver. 27. Application of all that is said of the human body
(vv. 14-26) to his readers: now ge are (in order now to apply
to you what has been hitherto said, you then are) the body of
Christ and members proportionately. In each Christian church
the (ideal) body of Christ presents itself, as in each is presented
the (ideal) temple of God; but each church is not a separate
body of Christ; hence, just as with the idea of the temple (see
on iii. 16), we must keep entirely away from us the conception
of a plurality, as if the churches were cwpara Xpiortod, and
understand odua Xpiotod not as a body! but as Dody of
Christ, the expression without the article being gqualitative. —
Now if the church, as a whole, is Christ’s body, then the
individuals in it are Christ's members (comp. vi. 15), but this
not without distinction, as if every one could be any member;
but éx pépous, according to parts, according as each one respec-
tively has his own definite part in the body of Christ, consequently
his especial place and function which have fallen to him pro
parte in the collective organism of the church. ’Ex betokens
the accompanying circumstance of the fact, Bernhardy, p. 230 ;
the expression, however, does not stand here as in xiii. 9, 10, 12,
in contrast to that which is perfect (Hofmann), but, as the context
shows, in contrast to the united whole, the xowov ; comp. éxdaTov
pépous, Eph. iv. 16. Luther puts it well, as regards the essential
meaning: “ each one according to his part.” Comp. Calvin. Other
interpreters understand, with Grotius (who explains it like of xata
uépous) : st ex partibus fit aestimatio, considered as individuals.
So Billroth, Riickert, Ewald, Maier. But what would be the
object of this superfluous definition ? That ué\n refers to indivi-
duals, is surely self-evident. Chrysostom held that the Corinthian
church was thereby designated as part of the church universal

! Baur, too, founds upon the absence of the article, and takes it to mean, *‘a body
which has the objective ground of its existence in Christ,” so that the genitive would
be objecti. But in every place where the body of Christ is spoken of the genitive is
subjecti ; Paul would in that case have written sauz iv Xpiorg (comp. Rom. xii, 4).
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So also Theodoret, Theophylact, Beza, Wolf, Bengel, and others.
But a glance at other churches was entirely alien from the apostle’s
purpose here.

Ver. 28. More precise elucidation of the éx pépovs, and that
in respect of those differently gifted and with extension of the
view so as to take in the wholc church ; hence Paul adds év 74
éxxhnoia, and thereby averts (against Hofmann’s objection) the
misunderstanding of xai (which is to be taken as and indeed), as
if there had been Corinthian apostles.— Regarding éfero, comp.
Acts xx. 28. — obs pév] certain ones. In beginning thus, Paul
had it in mind to make ods &€ follow after; but in the act of
writing there occurred to him the thought of the enumeration
according to rank (comp. Eph. iv. 11), and so ods pév was left
without any continuation corresponding to it. Afterwards, too,
from émevra onwards, he again abandons this mode of enumeration.
Comp. Winer, p. 528 [E. T. 711]; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 313
[E. T. 365]. According to Hofmann, uy wdvres ..\, ver. 29,
is meant to form the apodosis of «. ods wév x.7A., so that the
subject of rdvres is contained in ols: “ Those, too, whom God
has placed in the church firstly as apostles . .. are they all apostles,
all prophets ?” etc. But ods uév can Dbe nothing else than the
quite common distributive expression, and not equivalent to
obTor pév, ols, as Hofmann would have it (appealing inappro-
priately to Isocr., Puncg. 15); and the proposition itself, that
those appointed by God to this or that specific function have not
also collectively (?) all other functions, would be in fact so
self-evident, and the opposite conception so monstrous, that the
apostle’s discourse would resolve itself into an absurdity. — év 73
éxxh.] The Christian church generally, not simply the Corinthian,
is meant, as is proved by amoor. ; comp. Eph. i. 22 ; Phil. iii. 6, al.
—admoaTélous] in the wider sense, not merely of the Twelve, but
also of those messengers of the Messianic kingdom appointed
immediately by Christ at a later time for all nations, such as Paul
himself and probably Barnabas as well, likewise James the Lord’s
brother. Comp. on xv. 7. The apostles had the whole fulness of
the Spirit, and could therefore work as prophets, teachers, healers
of the sick, etc., but not conversely could the prophets, teachers,
cte., be also apostles, because they had only the special gifts for
the offices in question. — mpogijr.] See on ver. 10. — ibagrdrovs]
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These had the gift of the Holy Spirit for preaching the gospel
in the way of intellectual development of its teaching. Comp. on
ver. 10 and Acts xiii. 1; Eph. iv. 11.) — Suvdpes] sc. éfeto, 1.c.
He instituted a category of spiritual gifts, which consists of mira-
culous powers. Paul does not designate the persons endowed with
such powers (Hofmann, who appeals for support to Acts viii. 10,
and compares the names of the orders of angels), but, as the fol-
lowing particulars show, his discourse passes here into the abstract
form ; by no means, however, because there were no concrete
representatives of the things referred to (Billroth, Riickert), but
probably because variations of this kind, even without any special
occasion for them, are very natural to his vivid style of repre-
sentation. Comp. Rom. xii. 6-8, where, in the reverse way, he
passes from abstracts to concretes.— dvriMirers] serviees of
help (2 Mace. viii. 19; 3 Mace. v. 50; Ecclus. xi. 12, Ii. 7;
Ezr. viil. 27, al.; not so in Greek writers), is most naturally
taken, with Chrysostom and most interpreters, of the duties of
the diaconate, the care of the poor and sick. — xvBepvijoers]
governments (Pind. Pyth. x. 112; Plut. Mor. p. 162 A; comp.
also Xen. Cyr. i. 1. 5; Polyb. vi. 4. 2; Hist. Susann. 5), is
rightly understood by most commentators, according to the mean-
ing of the word, of the work of the presbyters (bishops) ; it refers to
their functions of rule and administration, in virtue of which they
were the gubernatores ecclesiae.  The (climactic) juxtaposition, too,
of dvreMpyr. and xvBepy. points to this interpretation. — Regarding
vévn yhwoody, see on ver. 10.— The classification of all the
points adduced is as follows: (1) To the gift of tcacking, the most
important of all, belong dwaor., wpod., Sedacx. ; (2) to the yift of
miracles : Swvap., xapiop., lapat.; (3) to the gift of practical ad-

! As Eph. iv. 11 speaks only of the exercises of teaching activity, the remaining
charismata which are named here found no place there. The evangelists specially
mentioned, in addition, in that passage were assistants of the apostles, and there-
fore did not require to be specially adduced here, where the point of view extended
Turther than to the departments of teaching merely. The wouivis xai 3ddoxara,
Eph. lLec., are as wopives included under the xufieprizus. —Observe, further, that
the divine appointment of the persons referred to took place in the case of the
apostles, indeed, by an immediate call along with the endowment, but in the case of
the rest by the endowment, the emergence of which, in the standing services of the
church, regulated the choice of the churches under the influence and indication of

the Holy Spirit (comp. on Aects xx. 28), Comp. also Hoéfling, Kirchenverfassung,
p. 272 1., ed. 2, and see on Eph. iv. 11
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ministration (tas Tév éexhnoby olrovoplas, Theodoret) : dvridajyb.
and xvBepr.; (4) to the ccstatic yapiopa: the yéin yrwosdy (see
on ver. 10). This peculiar character of the last named gift
naturally enough brought with it the position at the end of the
list, without there being any design on Paul’s part thereby to
oppose the overvaluing of the glossolalia (in opposition to Chry-
sostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and many others). It is only
the damoor., the mpogpsr, and the 8iddox. which are expressly
adduced in order of rank ; the érerra and eira which follow only
mark a further succession, and thereafter the enumeration runs
off asyndctically, which, as {requently also in classical writers (see
Kriiger, Xen. Anab. 1i. 4. 28), takes for granted that completeness
is not aimed at. The two enumerations, here and in vv. 8-10,
supplement each other; and Rom. xii. 6 ff. also, although the
most incomplete, has points peculiar to itself.

Vv. 29, 30. None of these functions and gifts is common pro-
perty of all (all gifted persons). This Paul expresses in the
animated queries: But all surely are not apostles? and so on;
whereby, after the same thing had been done positively in ver. 28,
the ée pépous of ver. 27 is now clearly elucidated afresh in a
negative way—in order to make the readers duly sensible of the
non omnia possumas omnes, and of the preposterousness of envy
against other gifted persons. — Svvdpers] Accusative depending
on éyovaw, not nominative, as if it denoted wonder-working per-
sons (Bengel, Riickert, de Wette, Osiander, Hofmann, and others);
see on ver. 28, — Paul here passes over the dvrijyr. and xvBepv.,
since it was of no importance to make a complete repetition.
— With reference to the whole thought, comp. Homer, 1.
xiii, 730 f.

Ver. 31. It is not the wish of Paul, by what he has said from
ver. 4 up till now regarding the different gifts of the Spirit, to
repress the eager striving after them. But the important ques-
tion is as to the naturc of the gifts and the manner of the striving.
Hence: But be zcalous after the better gifts of the Spirit}! those
which are more essential than others, and have a more absolute
value for the highest welfare of the church (ver. 7). The & is

! Regarding {naebv o1, o seek eagerly to atiain something, comp. Dem. 500. 2
(4peaav), 504, 8 (Jwpecs), 1461. 9 (s& &yabi); Polyb. vi. 23. 11 (v6 Biaciev) ; Wisd.
1. 12 (fdvagov).
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the autem marking the transition to a mnew point. — Znhoire,
again, does not conflict with ver. 11, because the will of the
communicating Spirit is not an arbitrary one, but makes the
receptive capacity and the mental tendency of the individual
to be elements in its own self-determination. The zealous
striving after the better gifts consists therefore negatively in this,
that one makes such yapiocuara, as are less generally necessary
and have less value for the church (as ¢.g. the glossolalia, the recep-
tion of which was sounght after by many for the sake of show),
less the aim towards which he directs his will and cultivates a
susceptibility ; positively, again, it consists in this, that one makes
those better gifts, on the other hand, the object of his ardent
desire and the aim of his self-active development, in order to
reach in this way the definite degree of receptivity needful to be
the organ of the agency of the mvedua in question, and thereby
to become, by the free will of the Spirit, partaker of the better
gifts’ It is perfectly plain that in this &ghodv supplicatory
prayer is also included ; but it is arbitrary to limit the conception
to it, as does Grotius : “ agite cum Deo procibus, ut accipiatis” (comp.
Heydenreich, Riickert, Hofmann). Iqually arbitrary, too, is every
departure from the hitherto invariable sense of yapicua; as cg.
Morus and Ewald hold faith, hope, and love to be meant; and
Billroth, the fruits arising from love ; Flatt, again (comyp. Osiander),
even imports the right use of the gifts which should be striven
after. Comp. on the contrary, as to the difference in value of
the charismata, xiv. 2 ff. — kai € k.T.A] and furthermore, yet
besides (Luke xiv. 26 ; Heb. xi. 36; Acts ii. 26 ; often thus in
Greek authors), besides prescribing to you this &nhovre, I show you
(now, from chap. xiii. 1 onwards) e surpassing way? an exceed-
ingly excellent fashion, according to which this {n\odv of yours
must be constituted. By this he means that the striving after

! Theophylact aptly says (comp. Chrysostom) : #wifaro fpipee, drs abeai aizioi civs w05
7k iAdTTove Aafsiv: ik yip o eweivs {nhebre, Tav wap ixcivev owoudhy draivii xai Ty
TAtiw imibopiey wepi vk wviopaTind, Kai obe tiwe” & psifova, 2ArE 5@ xptizrova, TovTioTs
7a d@srpdrepe. Comp. Bengel : “ Spiritus dat ut vult, sed fideles tamen libere alind
prae alio possunt sequi et exercere. Deus operatur suaviter, non cogit.” So also
do Wette.

2 Paul has not put the article to 84, *suspensos nonnihil tenens Corinthios,” as
Bengel says, who also observes with fine discernment upon the present deixyups,
¢ jam ardet Paulus et fertur in amorem."”
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the better gifts must always have lore as its determining and
impelling principle, without which, indeed, the gifts of the Spirit
generally would be worthless (xiii. 1 ff), and the xpeirTova
unattainable. Love is thus the most excellent way, which
that {phobv ought to keep. Riickert (so also Estius) finds here
the meaning: “I show you a far better way still, in which ye
may walk, namely, the way of love, which far surpasses all
possession of charismata ;” and so, too, in substance, Hofmann :
“even away beyond the goal of the better charismata I show
you a way,” 4.c. a way which brings you still further than the
Enhodv 7. xap. 7. kp. But Paul surely did not conceive of the
striving after the better charismata as becoming unnecessary
through love, but rather as necessarily to be connected with love
(xiv. 1,39). Besides, e would logically have required to attach
his statement not by xai, but by éyw 8¢ or dANd; but even & prior
it is improbable that he should have merely set down the
weighty {niodre 8¢ 7. yapiop. 7. kpeirT. in such a naked way, and
should have forthwith forsaken it again with the remark that he
would now give instructions away beyond the better gifts. Grotius
and Billroth connect xaf’ imepB. with the verd. The former
renders : by way of superfluity (so also Ewald); the latter: « after
a fashion which, as being the best, vs certain of its success.” But the
meaning, by way of superfluity (éx mepiovaias, éx Tob Tepiraov),
corresponds neither to the N. T. use of the phrase (Rom. vii. 13;
2 Cor. 1. 8,iv. 17; Gal. i. 13 ; comp. 4 Mace. iii. 18), nor to its
use elsewhere in Greek (Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1196 ; Polyb. iii. 92. 10,
ix. 22. 8; Lucian, p. merc. cond. 13 ; Dem. 1411. 14). Moreover,
Paul could hardly have considered the following instructions,
especially in view of the circumstances of the Corinthians, as
given “further by way of superfluity.” It militates against Billroth,
again, that the apostle’s thought could not be to recommend the
manner of his instruction regarding the way, but only the way
itself, as excellent. On the other hand, to take the xaf’ vmepB.
o8ov together is grammatically correct, since it is a genuine
Greek usage to attach adverbs of degree to substantives, and
that generally by prefixing them. Bernhardy, p. 338; Butt-
mann, neut. Gr. p. 83 £ [E. T. 96]; comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 23;
also on 1 Cor. viil. 7, vil. 35; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phocd.
p- 93 B. We find this connection given in the Vulgate, by
1 COR. I. : 2B
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Chrysostom and Theophylact («a® OmepB. rovréoTv Umepéyov-
cav), Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, and imost interpreters.
Bengel suggestively describes the superlative conception, which
is attached to 086y by xal’ vmepBoliy, “ quasi dicat : viam mazime
vialem.”
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CHAPTER XIIL

VER. 3. Yuwpiow] Elz. has Jwpilw, which is condemned by almost
all the uncials. — zavfiowpas] A B 8, 17, Codd. in Jerome, Copt.
Aeth. Ephr. Hier. have xavysowpar. But ha xavysswwer (given up
again even by Lachm.) is a manifest addition, which was written
on the margin to call attention to the loveless motive, and sup-
planted the similar and dificult e zevbpowpas (C K, min. vss.
Chrys. Theodoret, and Latin writers). — Instead of the subjunctive,
Tisch. has the future indicative ravéqjoopesr (D E F G I, min. Mac.
Max.), which of course could be easily changed by ignorant copyists
into the subjunctive, anomalous though it was. — Ver. 8. éxzizre/]
Lachm. reads #izres, following A B C* &*, min. and several Fathers.
Rightly; the simple form was defined more precisely by way of
gloss. Comp. Rom. ix. 6. — yviigie, xurapynficerar] A D** F G R,
17, 47, Boern. Ambrosiast. have gviees;, xerapynbiooras. So Riickert
(Lachm. on the margin). The plural crept in after the preced-
ing. — Ver. 10. 7] Elz. Scholz read rére =6, against decisive
testimony.

CoNTENTS.—The want of love makes even the greatest charis-
matic endowments to be worthless (vv. 1-3); excellencies of
love (vv. 4-T); eternity of love in contrast to the transient
nature of the charismata (vv. 8~13).—This praise of love—almost
a psalm of love it might be called—is as rich in its contents drawn
from deep experience as in rhetorical trutl, fulness and power, grace
and simplicity. “ Sunt figurae oratoriae, quae hoc caput illumi-
nant, omnes sua sponte natae in animo heroico, flagrante amore
Christi et huic amori divino omnia postponente,” Valckenaer,
p. 299. In no other passage (comp. especially, Rom. xiit. 8-10)
has Paul spoken so minutely and in such a manner regarding
love. It is interesting to compare the eulogy of "Epws—so dif-
ferent in conception and substance—in Plato, Symp. p. 197 CD E,
A Christian eulogy on love, but one far inferior, indeed, to the
apostle’s, may be seen in Clement, Cor. I. 49.
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Ver. 1. Edv] is not equivalent to e xal with the optative
(Riickert), but it supposes something, the actnal existence of
which is left dependent on circumstances: assuming it to be the
case, that I speak, etc. — Tals yAdocas Tév avbp. k. 7. ayy.] To
say that yAdooar must mean languages here (Riickert, Olshausen,
Baur, Rossteuscher), is an arbitrary assertion.! Why may it not be
held to mean tongues? The expression is analogous to the well-
known Homeric one—only much stronger: €l pot déxa pev yAdooar
Séxa 8¢ oropar elev, I1. ii. 489. Comp. Virgil, den. vi. 625;
Theophil. ad Autol. ii. 16 : 098¢ &l pupla oTopara &yor kai pvpias
yAwgoas. The meaning is: Supposing that I am a spcaker with
tonguces, from whom all possiblc kinds of articulale tongues might
be heard, not simply those of men, but also—far more wonderful
and exalted still—those of the angels. Paul thus describes the
very loftiest of all conceivable cases of glossolalia. The tongues
of angels here spoken of are certainly only an abstract conception,
but ome in keeping with the poetic character of the passage,
as must be admitted also with respect to the old interpretation
of angelic languages. Beza says well, that Paul is speaking
“UmepBohikes ex hypothest, ut plane inepti sint, qui h. 1 dis-
putant de angelorum linguis” Comp. Chrysostom: odyi ogdpua
wepirifeis dyyéhois, dAN & Néyer TowobTov éoTi kdv oUTw Pléy-
yopar @5 dyyéhos vopos wpos dAAAovs Siahéyegfai.  Others,
such as Calovius, Bengel, and several more, have thought of the
languages used by the angels in their revelations to men; but
these surely took place in the form of Awman language. The

! Riickert : *“If T spoke all languages, not only those of men, but also—which
would certainly be a higher gift, higher than your yAdeseass Azaeiy which you esteem
s0 highly—those of the angels.” So likewise Flatt. Baur renders strangely : ““If I
spoke not simply in isolated expressions taken from different languages, but in those
different languages themselves ; and not simply in the languages of men, but also in
the languages of the angels.” This climactic ascent from glosses to the languages
themselves is surely a pure importation. Rossteuscher, if his theory of an *‘ angel's
language,” which was the Corinthian glossolalia, were correct, would require, in con-
formity with the plural expression, and with his view of the human languages (the
latter being the languages of the nations spoken in Acts ii.), to make the passage refer
to many different languages of the angels, which they sought to speak at Corinth.
If yadooa:r meant languages at all, Hofmann would be in the right in holding that
no kind of speaking should be excluded here from the wonderful utterances in ques-
tion, since the angels also doubtless speak among themselves or to God, so that Paul
would go beyond what actually took place by including also the modes of utterance
of the angels.
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appnra pripara of 2 Cor. xi. have also been brought in, where,
however, there is nothing said of angels. — Why the apostle begins
with the yAwoo. AaX., is correctly divined by Theodoret (comp.
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact) : wpdTov dwdvrey Téfeire
v mwapeféraciy motoUpevos TO Ydpioua TGV YAWGody, émetdy
ToiTo Tap avTols édoxer peilov elvar Tdy dAAwyv. It had
beconie the subject of over-estimation and vanity to the undervalu-
ing of love.— ayamqv] 1.c. love of one's neighbour, which seeks
not its own good, but the good of others in a self-forgetting way.
Ver. 4 ff.—4 sounding metal and a shrill-sounding cymbal, i.c. like
these, a mere dead instrument of a foreign impulse, without all
moral worth, yéyova have I become (and am so: perfect), namely, in
and with the actual realization of the supposed case. See Butt-
mann, next. Gramm. p. 172 [E. T. 199] To interpret yaAxos
as a brazen musical instrument (Flatt, Olshausen, with many older
commentators), which would otherwise be admissible in itself
(comp. generally, Dissen, ad Pind. Ol vii. 83), is wrong here, for
the simple reason, that one such is expressly named in addition.
The text does not warrant our departing from the general metal ;
on the contrary, it proceeds from the indefinite to the definite
(cymbal), from the crude to the product of art. Comp. Plato,
Prot. p. 329 A: damep Ta yahkela TAnyévTa paxpov fxei, Crat.
p- 430 A.— xUpBatov] brazen basins were so called, which
were beaten upon, 2 Sam. vi. 5; 1 Chron. xiii. 8, al.; Judith
xvi. 2; 1 Mace. iv. 54; Joseph. Antt. vii. 12. 4; Xenophon, de
re ¢q. 1. 3; Pind. Fr. 48 ; Lucian, Bacch. 4, Alex. 9 ; Herodian.
v. 6. 19. -— aiaialov] screaming, an epithet no doubt purposely
chosen, which is manifestly at variance with the theory of the soft
and scarcely audible (Wieseler, 1838), nay, noiseless (Jaeger)
nature of the glossolalia. The xbpBara were éEvdpboyya (Anthol.
vi. 51). Comp. araiayuds of cymbals (Ps. cl. 5) and other loud-
sounding instruments, Eur. Cyel. 65, Hel. 1368.

Ver. 2. That Paul adduces only two charismata (mpognreia and
mioTis) in the protasis,and consequently uses xat €idd . . . yrdow
to mark out the degree of mpodnreln, is shown plainly by himself
in his repeating the xai éav. In the case of these gifts also
he is supposing the highest conceivable degree. — Ta wveTipia
wdvra] the whole of the mysteries, 1.e. what remains hidden from
human knowledge without revelation, as, in particular, the divine
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decrees touching redemption and the future relations of the
Messianic kingdom, iv. 1; Matt. xiii, 11; Rom. xvi. 25, al. —
yvaaw] profound knowledge of these mysteries, as xii. 8. The
verb connected with it is e/6@, but in such a way that the latter
is to be taken here zeugmatically in the sense: I am at home in
(Homer, Od. ii. 121; Il xviil. 363, xv. 412). Observe further,
that before it was wpvoripta, but here wdoav, which has the
emphasis ; translate: “the mysteries one and all, and all know-
ledge” To these two departments correspond the Aéyos codias
and the Adyos yvdoews in xii. 8. — waoav 7. wioTw wT\] the
whole heroism of faith (not specially the faith of miracles, see on
xii. 9), so that I displace mountains.— The latter phrase in a
proverbial sense (to realize the seemingly impossible), as Jesus
Himself (Matt. xvii. 20, xxi. 21) had already portrayed the om-
nipotence of faith. But without love, even in such an instance
of the might of faith there would still not be the jfides salvifica,
Matt. vil. 22.— ov0év elus] in an cthical respect, without any
significance and value. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 11; Arist. Eecl. 144 ;
Soph. Ocd. Rex, 56 ; Xen. Anab. vi. 2. 10, al.; Wisd. iii. 17,
ix. 6 ; Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyr. vi. 2. 8; Stallbaum, ad Plat.
Symp. p. 216 E; Ellendt, Lexs. Soph. I1. 430. — Notice further,
that Paul only supposes the cases in vv. 1 and 2 in a general
way; but they must be conceived of as possible; and their
possibility arises from the fact that, in the midst of the charis-
matic phenomena which made their appearance as if by contagion
in the church, men might be carried away and rapt into states of
exaltation without the presence of the true ground of the new
inward life, the new creature, the true xawerns fwis and mvev-
patos (Rom. vi, 4, vii. 6).

Ver. 3. “ And supposing that I do outwardly the very highest
works of love, but without really having love as my inward
motive, then I have no advantage therefrom, namely, towards
attaining the Messianic salvation” (1 John iil 14). Comp.
Matt. xvi. 26; Gal. v. 2. — yropilev Tivd T means properly :
to feed any one with something in the way of putting it by
morsels into his mouth; then generally, cibare aliquem aligua
re, Rom. xii. 20. See the LXX. in Schleusmer, V. p. 569;
Valckenaer, p. 303. Only the thing is mentioned here in con-
nection with the verb, but who the persons (the puor) are, is
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self-evident, as also the meaning: cidando consumsero. Comp.
Poll. vi. 33. — kai éav wapadd x.TA.] a yet higher eternal work
of love, surrender of the body (Dan. iii. 28), sclf-sacrifice. — iva
xavfiaopad] (see the critical remarks) in order to be burned. The
reading ravbijoopar would be a future subjunctive, a barbarism,
the introduction of which in pre-New Testament Greek is due only
to copyists. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 720 f.; Buttmann, neut.
Gramm. p. 31 [E. T. 35]. The sense should not be defined
more precisely than: in order to die the death by fire. To refer it,
with most interpreters since Chrysostom, to the fiery death of the
Christian martyrs, is without support from the known lhistory of
that period, and without a hint of it in the text. Probably such
martyr-scenes as Dan. iii. 19 ff, 2 Mace. vii, hovered before the
apostle’s mind. Comp. Fritzsche, de conform. Lachm. p. 20.

Ver. 4. Love is personified ; the living concrete portrait of her
character, in which power to edify (viii. 1) reflects itself, is pre-
sented as if in sharply drawn outline, with nothing but short,
definite, isolated traits, positively, negatively, and then positively
again, according to her inexhaustible nature. — parxpoBuusi] she
s long-suffering ; in face of provocations controlling her anger,
repressing it, giving it up, and maintaining her own proper cha-
racter. The general frame of mind for this is ypnarederas: she s
gracious (comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 140 ff), Clem. Cor. i 14.
The verb is found, besides, only in the Fathers.— Observe here
and in what follows the asyndetic enumeration, and in this
“ incitatior orationis cursus ardorem et affectum” (Dissen, ad
Pind. Exc. II. p. 275). But to write, with Hofmann, following
Lachmann, 5 dyamn paxpobvuei. Xpnoreberar 7 ayamy, is less
suitable, for this reason, that, according to the traditional division,
the long list of negative predicates which follows is very appro-
priately headed again by the subject.— od {nhoi] negation of all
passionate, selfish feelings towards others (envy, jealousy, and
such like). — o wepmepeverar] she boasts mot, practises no vaunt-
ing. See Cicero, ad 4¢t. i. 14; Antonin. v. 5, and Gatak. in loc. ;
also Winer, Beitr. zur Verbess. d. neutest. Lexicogr. p. 5 ff. Comp.
wépmepos in Polyb. xxxii. 6. 5, xl. 6. 2 ; Arrian. Epiet. iii. 2. 14.

Ver. 5. Odx doynpovel] she acts not in an unseemly way. See
on vii. 36. To hold that Paul was thereby alluding to unsuit-
able attire in the assemblies (Flatt), involves an inappropriate
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petty limitation, as does also the reference to unseemly conduct
on the part of those speaking with tongues (de Wette). He
means generally everything that offends against moral seemliness.
—7a éavrhs] comp. X. 33.— ob wapofiverar] does not become
embittered, does not get into a rage, as selfishness does when
offended. This is the continuance of the paxpofuuia. — ob
Aoyllerar 70 rawov] she docs not bring the evil, which is done to
her, into reckoning (2 Cor. v. 19; Rom. iv. 6, al.; Ecclus.
xxix. 6; Dem. 658. 20, 572. 1, al). Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8.
Theodoret puts it happily : cvyywdoker Tols émraiouévors, odk émi
kaxkd orxome Tavra ryeyeviolar hapBdvev. Others render: she
thinks not evil (Ewald; Vulgate: “non cogitat malum”). This
thought, as being too general in itself, has been more precisely
defined, either as: “ she sceks not after mischief” (Luther, Flatt, and
several others; comp. Jer. xxvi. 3; Nah. i. 9), which, however,
serves so little to describe the character of love, that it may, on
the contrary, be said to be a thing self-evident ; or as: “she suspects
nothing evil” (Chrysostom, Melanchthon, Grotius, Heydenreich,
and others; comp. also Neander), which special conception, again,
would be much too vaguely expressed by Aoyilerac.

Ver. 6. "Eml 75 adwia] over wmmorality (Rom. i 18, ii. 8),
when she sees this in others. In view of the contrast, Chry-
sostom and others, including Hofmann, take this in too narrow a
sense: odk édrndetar Tols Kaxds mwdaoyovoww, understanding it thus
of delight n maschicf; comp. Luther: “sie lachet nicht in die
Faust, wenn dem Frommen Gewalt und Unrecht geschieht.”
Theodoret puts it rightly, wioel 7a mapdvopa. 1t is just the
generality of this thought which specially fits it to form the
copestone of all those negative declarations; for in it with its
significant contrast they are all summed up. — ovyyaiper 6¢ 75
dAnd.] The dArfeca is personified, and denotes the truth xat
é€oxny, the divine truth contained in the gospel, Col. i. 5; Eph.
i.13; Gal v.'7; 2 Thess. ii. 12, 13; John i. 17, al. Love
re¢joices with the truth, has with it one common joy, and this is
the most complete contrast to the yaipew émi 75 dbweig; for to
make morality prevail, is the ethical aim of the anjfeia (2 Thess.
il 12; Rom. ii. 8), whose joy it is, therefore, when she is obeyed
in disposition, speech, and action (1 Pet. i 22, dmaxon Tis dAn-
fcias); and her companion in this joy is love. Usually a\ijfea
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has been understood of moral truth, i.c. morality, as in v. 8 ; either,
with Theodoret, Flatt, and most interpreters: she rejoices over
what 1s good,—a rendering, however, from which we are debarred
by the compound ovyy.; or, with Chrysostom: ovvierar Tois
ebdoxepodoe, Billroth: “ she rejoices with those who hold to the
right,” Riickert: “she rejoices with the man, who is saved to
morality,” Osiander: “she rejoices with the heart, which is filled
with the truth and with obedience towards it.” Thereby there
is made an arbitrary change in the conception, according to
which, in conformity with the antithesis, the &iwkatoodyvn (the
opposite of the d8exia) is not the subject, in fellowship with which
love rejoices, but the object of this common joy; the subject
with which love rejoices is the truth. According to Hofmann,
the meaning of the passage is, that love has her joy withal, when
the truth comes to its rights in that which befalls any one. But so
also there is no sufficient justice done to the compound auyy.,
and the more precise definition, “ i that which befalls any one,”
1s imported.

Ver. 7. ITdvra] popular hyperbole. Grotius aptly says: « Fert,
quae ferri ullo modo possunt.” — aréyer] as in ix. 12 : all things
she bears, holds out under them (suffert, Vulgate), without ceasing
to love,—all burdens, privation, trouble, hardship, toil occasioned
to her by others. Other interpreters (Hammond, Estius, Mosheim,
Bengel, al. ; Riickert hesitatingly) understand : ske covers all up, i.e.
excuses all wrong. Likewise correct from a linguistic point of
view, according to classical usage ; but why depart from ix. 12 ?2—
mravra maT.] Opposite of a distrustful spirit; bona fides towards
one’s neighbour in all points.— mdvra é\milec] opposite of that
temperament, which expects no more good at all from one’s
neighbour for the future; good confidence as to the future attain-
ment of her ends.— mavra Omouéver] all things she stands out
against—all sufferings, persecutions, provocations, etc., inflicted
on her. This is the established conception of {mopors in the
N. T. (Matt. x. 22, al.; Rom. xii. 12; 2 Cor. i. 6, al.), according
to which the cndurance is conceived of as a holding of one's
ground, the opposite of ¢edyey (Plato, Tim. p. 49 E, Theaet.
p- 177 B). Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 10. — Note further how the ex-
pressions rise as they follow each other in this verse, which is
beautiful in its simplicity : if love encounter from others what
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may seem foo hard to be endured, all things she bears ; if she meet
what may cause dustrust, all things she trusts; if she meet what
may destroy Aope in one’s neighbour, all things she hopes; if she
encounter what may lead to giving way, against all she holds out.

Ver. 8. Up to this point the characteristics of love have been
given; now on to ver. 13 her tmperishableness is described, in
contrast to the purely temporary destination of the gifts of the
Spirit. — ovbémrore mimres] (see the critical remarks) never does
she fall, ie. she mever falls into decay, remains always stedfast
(uéver, ver. 13). The opposite is: xarapynficovras, maivaovra.
Comp. Luke xvi. 17; Plato, Phil. p. 22 E; Soph. Ant. 474;
Polyb. x. 33. 4, 1. 35. 5; Dem. 210. 15. The Recepta éxmimrrer
(Rom. ix. 6) is to be taken in precisely the same way. Theodoret
puts it well : o¥ Siacparierar, AN ael péver BeBala k. axivnros,
és aei Suapévovaa’ TovTo yap bia TAY émaryopévwy é6i6afev.— In
what follows efre opens out in detail the general conception of
xapiopara. Be it again (different kinds of) prophesyings, they
shall be done away ; be it (speaking) tongues, they shall cease, etc.
This mode of division and interpunctuation is demanded by 6é
(against Luther and others, including Heydenreich). Prophecy,
speaking with tongues, and deep knowledge, are only appointed
for the good of the church for the time unt the Parousia; after-
wards these temporary phenomena fall away. Even the gnosis
will do so; for then comes in the perfect knowledge (ver. 12),
and that as the common heritage of all, whereby the deep know-
ledge of gifted individuals, which is still but imperfect, as it
occurs before the Parousia, will necessarily cease to subsist.

Vv. 9, 10. Proof of the last and of the first of the three
preceding points. The second stood in need of mo proof at all
For in part (éx pépovs ; its opposite is ék Tod wavros, Lucian, Dem.
enc. 21) we know, imperfect is our deep knowledge, and in part
we speal: prophctically, what we prophetically declare is imperfect.
Both contain only fragments of the great whole, which remains
hidden from us as such b¢fore the Parousia. — &rav 8¢ éAfp k.7.)\.]
but when that which is perfect shall have appeared (at the Parousia ;
otherwise, Epl. iv. 13), then will that which is in part (the gnosis
and the prophecy therefore also, seeing they belong to the cate-
gory of the partial) be done away. The appearance of the perfected
condition of things necessarily brings with it the abolition of
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what is only partial. With the advent of the absolute the
imperfect finite ceases to exist, as the dawn ceases after the
rising of the sun. We are not to supply, with Hofmann, ywaareiw
and mpognreverv (as substantival infinitives) to o Téewor and to
10 éx pépovs, by which unprecedented harshness of construction
the sense would be extorted, that only the dmperfect rywaarew
and mpognrevew will cease to make room for the perfect. But
what Paul means and says is that these charismata generally, as
being designed only for the aeon of the partial, and not in corre-
spondence with the future acon of the perfect, will cease to exist
at the Parousia; their design, which is merely temporary, is then
fulfilled. 'With the advent of the Parousia the other charismata
too (xii. 8 ff)) surely cease altogether: not simply that the imper-
fection of the way in which they are exercised ceases.

Ver. 11. Illustration of what was said in ver. 10 by an
analogy taken from each man’s own personal experience in life,
inasmuch, namely, as our present condition, when compared with
our condition in the alwv wé\lwv, is like that of the child in
comparison with that of the man. The man has given up the
practices of the child. — éppovouvw refers to the interest and efforts
(device and endeavour), é\oy. to the judgment (reflective intel-
lectual activity). To make éraX., however, point back to the
glossolalia, édp. to the prophesying, and eloy. to the gnosis
(Oecumenius, Theophylact, Bengel, Valckenaer, Heydenreich,
Olshausen, D. Schulz, Ewald ; Osiander undecided), is all the less
warranted an assumption, seeing that égp. and éloy. are no specific
correlates of the prophecy and gnosis respectively.

Ver. 12. Justification of this analogy in so far as it served to
illustrate the thought of ver. 10.— dpr:] 4.c. before the Parousia.
8¢ éaomrpov] through a mirror; popular mode of expression accord-
ing to the optical appearance, inasmuch, namely, as what is seen
in the mirror appears to stand behind it. The meaning is: our
knowledge of divine things s, in our present condition, no tmmediate
knowledge, but one coming through an imperfect medium. We
must think not only of our glass mirrors, but of the imperfectly
reflecting metal mirrors? of the ancients (Hermann, Privataltcrth.
§ 20. 26). To éoomrpov meploTnar TS Spwpevor smwadjmore,
\ 1317'18ence the designation xarxs; dizvyss for a mirror. See Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI.
p. 378.
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Chrysostom. This is enough of itself to enable us to dispense
with the far-fetched expedient (Bos, Schoettgen, Wolf, Mosheim,
Schulz, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, Flatt, Heydenreich, Riickert, and
others) that éoomrpov means speculare, a window made of tale
(lapis specularis, see Pliny, Nat. Hist. xxxvi. 22). In support of
this, such Rabbinical passages are adduced as Jevamm. iv. 13,
“ Omnes prophetae viderunt per specular (K™5paps3) obscurum,
et Moses, doctor noster, vidit per specular lucidum.” See
Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 171 ; Wetstein in loc. But against this
whole explanation is the decisive fact that the assumed meaning
for égomrpov is quite undemonstrable, and that no expositor has
succeeded in establishing it. It always means mirror, as do
also évomrrpov and rxdtomwTpov (Pindar, Nem. vil. 20; Anacreon,
xi, 2; Plutarch, Praec. conjug. 11 ; Luc. Amor. 44, 48 ; Wisd.
vil. 26 ; Ecclus. xii. 11; Jas. i. 23); a talc window is Siémrpa
(Strabo, xii. 2, p. 540).— év aiviypar:] which should not be
separated from &' ésémTpov by a comina, is usually taken ad-
verbially (Bernhardy, p. 211), like alvwyparieds, sc that the
object of vision shows itself to the eye in an enigmaticwaey. Comp.
also Hofmann, who holds that what is meant is an expression of
anything convéyed in writing or symbol, of such a kind that it
offers itself to our apprehension and eludes it in quite equal
measure. But aiveypa is a dark saying; and the idea of the
saying should as little be lost here as in Num. xij. 8. This, too,
in opposition to de Wette (comp. Osiander), who takes it as the
dark reflection in the mirror, which one sees, so that év stands for
eis in the sense of the sphere of sight. Riickert takes év for els
on an exceedingly artificial ground, because the seeing here is a
reading, and one cannot read els Tov Adyov, but only év 7@ Adye.
Luther renders rightly : in a dark word ; which, however, should
be explained more precisely as by means of an enigmatic word,
whereby is meant the word of the gospel-revelation, which
capacitates for the SAémew in question, however imperfect it be,
and is its medium to us. It is aiviype, inasmuch as it affords
to us, (although certainty, yet) no full clearness of light upon
God’s decrees, ways of salvation, etc., but keeps its contents
sometimes in a greater, sometimes in a less degree (Rom. xi. 33 f;
1 Cor. ii. 9 ff) concealed, bound up in images, similitudes, types,
and the like forms of human limitation and human speech, and
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consequently is for us of a mysterious and enigmatic nature!
standing in need of the future Adois, and vouchsafing wioTes,
indeed, but not eldos (2 Cor. v. 7); comp. Num. xii. 8. To take
év in the instrumental sense is simpler, and more in keeping with
the conception of the B\émew (videre ope acnigmatis) than my former
explanation of it as having a local force, as in Matt. vi. 4; Ecclus.

Xxxix. 3 (in aenigmate versantes).— tote 8€] bTav ¢ é\fpy To
Té\ewoy, ver. 10. — mwpocwmor mwpos mwpoowmov] according to the

Hebrew n*_:;-&.: on8 (Gen, xxxil. 30; comp. Num. xii. 8), face to
(coram) face, denotes the dmmediate vision. Grammatically mpo-
cwomov is to be taken as nominative, in apposition,’ namely, to the
subject of BAémopev, so that mwpos mpocwmov applies to the object
seen. And it is G'od who is conceived of as being this object, as is
evident from the parallel wafws xai émreyvwsbny. — dpTi ywdorw
x.7\.] consequence of the foregoing spoken asyndetically, and
again in the first person with individualizing force, in the victorious
certainty of the consummation at hand. — émiyvdaopar xabws rai
émeyvaof.] cannot mean: then shall I know as also I am known,
ie. as God knows me (so most interpreters), but (observe the aorist) :
as also I was Znown, which points back to the era of conversion
to Christ (for the apostle himself, how great a remembrance !),
when the Christian became the object of the divine knowledge
(see on viil. 3) turning to deal with him effectually. The meaning
therefore is: “ but then will my knowledge of God be so wholly dif-
Jerent from a merely partial one, as it 1s now, that, on the contrary, it
will correspond to the divine knowledge, so far as it once at my conver-
sion made me its object, namely (opposite of éx pépous) by complete
knowledge of the divine nature, counsel, will, etc., which present
themselves to me mnow only in part.” Notice further that the
stronger term émuyvwaopar is selected in correspondence with the
relation to the preceding simple ywoorw (Bengel, pernoscam ; see
Valckenaer, ad Lue. p. 14 f), and that «ai is the ordinary also of
equivalence. It may be added, that this likeness of the future

1 The objection, that Paul would hardly have called the revelation afnypa (sce
de Wette) is sufficiently set aside by the consideration that he calls it so relatively,
in relation to the unveiling still to come. Melanchthon puts it happily: ‘* Verbum
enim cst velut involucrum illius arcanae et mirandae rei, quam in vita coclesti coram
aspiciemus.”

! As appositio partitiva. See Matthiae, § 431. 3. Fritzsche, ad Matth. iii. 12.
Kriiger, § 57. 10.
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knowledge to the divine is, of course, relative; the knowledge is
“in suo genere completa, quanta quidem in creaturam rationalem
cadere potest,” Calovius.

Ver. 13. Nuvi 8¢] nunc autem, and thus, since, according to ver.
8 to 12, the present temporary charismata do not continue but
cease in the future age, continue (into the everlasting life and
onward in it) faith, kope, love! This explanation of yuyi & in a
conclusive sense, as xii. 18, 20, and of uéver as meaning eternal
continuance,” has been rightly given by Irenaeus, Hacr. ii. p. 47,
iv. 25; Tertullian, de pat. 12 ; Photius in Oecumenius, p. 553 ;
Grotius, Billroth, de Wette, Osiander, Lipsius (Rechifertigungsl.
pp- 98, 210), Ewald, Maier, Hofimann.  For, although the majority
of interpreters since Chrysostom (including Flatt, Heydenreich,
Riickert, David Schulz, Neander) have explained »vvi 8 in a
temporal sense: “ but for the present, so long as that glorious state
lies still far off from us” (Riickert), and wéver of continuance in
the present age (in the church), this is incorrect for the simple
reason, that Paul, according to ver. 8 ff., expected the charismata
to cease only at the Parousia, and consequently could not have
described merely the triad of faith, hope, and love as what was now
remaining ; the yvdais also, prophecy, ete., remain till the Parousia.
Hence, too, it was an erroneous expedient to take uéver in the
sense of the sum fotal, which remains as the result of a reckoning
(Calvin, Bengel, and others).—arioTis] here in the established sense
of the fides salvifica. This remains, even in the world to come,
the abiding causa apprehendens of blessedness; what keeps the
glorified in continucd possession of salvation is their abiding trust
in the atonement which took place through the death of Christ.
Not as if their everlasting glory might be lost by them, but it is
their assured possession just through the fact, that to them as

1 The three so-called theological virtues. But faith and hope might also be called
virtues, ‘‘quia sunt obedientia, quam postulat Deus praestari suo mandato,”
Melanchthon.

2If, again, it be assumed that the conception of uéves differs in reference to its
different subjects, this is nothing but arbitrary importation. Osiander (comp.
Theophylact before him) holds that the sévew has different degrees; in the case of
faith and hope, it lasts on to the Parousia; in the ease of love, it is absolute, on-
ward beyond the Parousia. And as distinguished from the charismata, it denotes
in the case of faith and hope the constant continuance as opposed to the sporadic.

What accumulated arbitrariness! Lipsius is correct in substanee, but does not define
specifically enough the conception of the wirrs;.



CHAP. XIII 13, 399

ovykAnpovopol of Christ in the very beholding and sharing His
glory the faith, through which they become blessed, must remain
incapable of being lost. The everlasting fellowship with Christ in
the future aiwv i3 not conceivable at all without the everlasting
continuance of the living ground and bond of this felowship,
which is none other than faith. — éAmis] equally in its established
N.T. sense, kope of the everlasting glory ; Rom. v. 1, and frequently.
This abides for the glorified, with regard to the everlasting dura-
tion and continued development of their glory. How Paul conceived
this continued development and that of the Messianic kingdom
itself to proceed in detail, cannot indeed be proved. But the idea
is not on that account unbiblical, but is necessarily presupposed
by the continuance of hope, which is undoubtedly asserted in our
text. Moreover, in xv. 24, steps in the development of the future
Bacihea are manifestly given, as indeed the everlasting &ofa
generally, according to its essential character as {ws), is not con-
ceivable at all without development to ever higher perfection for
the individual, and therefore also is not conceivable without the
continuance of hope. The conception of this continued develop-
ment is not excluded by the notion of the 7éhewov, ver. 10, but
belongs thereto.!  Billroth is wrong in saying “faith and hope
remain, in so far as their contents is eternal.” That is to confound
the objective and subjective. De Wette (comp. Maier) holds that
“faith and hope, which go directly to their object, remain by
passing over tnto sight” But in that way precisely they would not
remain (Rom. viii. 24 ; Heb. xi. 1), and only love would remain,
For all the three the pévewr must be meant in the same sense,
Our interpretation, again, does not run counter either to 2 Cor.
v. 7 (where surely the future secing of the salvation does not
exclude the continuance of the fides salvifica), or to Rom. viii. 24,
Heb. xi. 1, since in our text also the hope meant is hope of
something future not yet come to manifestation, while the jfides
salvifice has to all eternity a suprasensuous (Heb. loc. ¢cit.) object
(the atoning power of the sacrifice of Jesus). Hofmann trans-
forms it in his exposition to this, that it is asserted of the
Christian who has believed, hoped, and loved that he brings
thither with him what he 4s as such, so that he has an abiding
beritage in these three things. But that is not what Paul
! Comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 473.
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says, but simply that even in the future aeon, into which the
charismata will not continue, Christians will not cease to believe,
to liope, to love.—7a Tpia Tadra] brings the whole attention, before
anything further is said, earnestly to bear upon this triad. — uelfwv
8¢ Toutwv] is not to be taken as peilwy 8¢ %) Tadra, for TovTwy must
apply to the foregoing Ta Tpia Taira, but as: greater however (comp.
xiv. 5) amony these, i.e. of higher value (than the two others) among
these three, is love. Regarding peiwv with the gen. partitivus,
comp. Matt. xxiii. 11. Hofmann has no warrant for desiderating
the article; comp. Luke ix. 46. Wiy love holds this highest
place, has been already explained, vv. 1-7 ;! because, namely, in
relation to fuith love, through which it works (comp. Gal. v. 6),
conditions its moral worth (vv. 1-3) and the moral fruitful-
ness of the life of Christian fellowship (vv. 4-7); consequently
without love (which is divine life, 1 John iv. 8, 16) faith would
be something egotistical, and therefore spurious and only apparent,
not even existing at all as regards its true ethical nature;®
from which it follows at the same time that in relation ¢o Aope
also love must be the greater, because if love fails, the hope of
future glory—seeing that it can only be cherished by the true
faith which works by love — cannot with reason exist at all
(comp. Matt. xxvi. 35 ff.).

1 The interpreters who take vuri 3i to mean, but for the present, follow for the
most part Chrysostom in stating it as the higher worth of love, that it alone
continues in eternity, while faith and hope, as they assume, cease. According to de
Wette, Paul scems darkly to indicate the truth that love is the 700t of faith and
hope. But even apart from the fact that this is not a Pauline thought, the reader
could not be expected after ver. 7 (where nothing of the kind is even indirectly
indicated) to arrive at such a thought. DBaur too imports what is not in the text
when he says that Paul calls love the greatest, because it is what it is immediately,
in an absolute way, and henee also remains always what it is.

2 Justification, however, would be by love, only if perfect satisfaction were rendered
to its requirements, which is not possible (Rom. xiii. 8). Hence the divine economy
of salvation has connected justification with faith, the necessary fruit and evidence
of which, however, is love. Comp. Melanchthon, “ Alind est causa justificationis,
aliud est necessarium ut cffectus sequens justificationem . . . ut in vivente dicimus

necessario motum esse, qui tamen non est vitae causa.” See also Form. Conc. .
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