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PREFATORY NOTE. 

I l'IE trnnslation of the present volume has been executed 
by Mr. Bannerman with great care and scholarly 
accuracy; and I cannot 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. Ilut 
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 pnre exegcs'is, thi;; 
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.r.D. 
GLASGOW COLLEGE, ,lfay 1877. 



PREF ACE. 

IIFTER havi1.1g been mainly occupied of late years with 
the historical 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 l)aul 
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. vV e 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, fait.h 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 more 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 her 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, thereby 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 foil to be realized. To aid in 
preparing for this bright future, is what all exposition of Scripture 
should recognise as its appointed task, 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 Triclcntinmn 
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 better 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 with a renouncing of all invention of our 
own, with simplicity, truth, and clearness, without being prcfudieed 
by, and independent of, dogmatic a priori postulates, with philo­
logical precision, and in strict objectivity as historical fact. Any­
thing more than 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 ~serp.atic, another the _ iE_~~tive, method. I attach 
but little weight to this question of method 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 1 is purchased 
only by strange strainings of the text and other violent expedients, 

1 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 0. T., the labours of the learning, the acuteness, the mastery of 
Scripture, and the pious insight of eighteen 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 ancl reward enough for tho 
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. 

Jn 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.1 While thus engaged, I have very frequently, to 
my regret, found myself unable to agree with von Hofmann's work, 
Die heiligc Schrift ncucn Testarncnts zusa1nrncnhangcnd untersuclzt? 
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 Klopper's Exeg. • kritische Untersuclwngen iiber den ::weiten. Korintherl>riej, 
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 suuject. 
But the dissertation in question belongs for the most part to the sphere of the 
second Epistle. It is from the secontl Epistle that it draws, more thoroughly and 
consistently than i~ done by Beyschlag, the characteristics of the Christ-party, com­
bining these in such a way as to represent it as in fundamental opposition to the 
apostle's views and teaching with respect to Christology and Sotcriolo~y. I cannot, 
ho,vever, but continue to regard the process, which takes the traits for the delineation 
of the "Christ-party" from the second Epistle, as an unwarrantable one.-It was 
likewise impossible to include in my examination the just published book of Richard 
Schmidt, die Pauliniscl1e CM·istologie in ilirem Zusammenl,ange mit der Hei/s/el.re 
dea 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 designuted by their title. 

HANNOVER, 30th November 1869. 
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THE 

FIRST EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE CORINTHJAKS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

SEC. 1.-THE CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY AT CORINTH. 

ON Corinth (bimaris Corinthits), which, after its destruc­
tion by Mummius (146 B.c.), had been rebuilt by 
Julius Cffisar, 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. Il. ii. 5 7 0, 
and especially Pindar, Ol. xiii.) glory and voluptuous luxury (hence 
the expressions tcopiv0ia,eq0at, tcopw01aq-r~r;, and Kopiv0{a tcop'T/; 
see also Dissen, ad Pind. F1·agm. p. 640 f.; Ast, ad Plat. Rep. 
p. 404 D),-in that great ''E°A.Aa0o<, /1,q7pov (Jacobs, ad Antlwl. 
VI. 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 Paul 
himself (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 xviii. 1-1 7). He lodged with his fellow-craftsman 
Aquila, who was converted by himJ:.~~ (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. I. A 



2 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO TilE CORINTIIIANS. 

first, a rni.xcd (though with a majority of Gentile Christians, 
-Acts- xii. 2) and a very nmncrous 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 
xviii. 8 ; 1 Cor. i. 14),-a natural effect, not so much of the 
simplicity of Paul's preaching 1 (for Apollos also failed to win 
over the higher classes), as of the intrinsic character of the 
gospel itself (i. 22, 23), 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.2 

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 

1 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 proclaiming the gospel among the Greeks also in its entire 
simplicity. But the fact is, that in Athens Paul was in the quite peculiai· position of 
having to speak in presence of philosophers by profession, and, in the first instance, 
to them exclusively. In Corinth, on the other hand, in the house of the proselyte 
Justus, it was at all events a very mixed audience (made up also of Jews and Gentiles, 
comp. Acts xviii. 8) that he had before him, one entirely different from those Stoics 
and Epicureans who laid hold of him in the l,,-yopa. at Athens. The Athenian address 
is therefore to be regarded as an exception from his usual mode of teaching, demanded 
by the special circumstances 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. Before his mixed au<lience 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 fittecl 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 everywhere to strike its first and firmest roots. 

2 Comp. generally, Semisch, Paulus in Col'intli, in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche 
Theol. 1867, p. 193 ff. • 
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Baptist, had completed llis 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, preached no other than Pauline Christianity 
(1 Cor. iii. 6), yet presented it in a different forni, deviating with 
the art of his Alexandrian eloquence and with his employment 
of Alexandrian (Philonian) speculation, from the simple manner 
of the apostle (i. 1 7, 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 f., 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 
teacher 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 
pm·tisanship 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 anived at Corinth-taking advantage, perhaps, of the 
very time of A polios' return to Ephesus - J udaizing teachers, 
Pctrine Christians of anti-Pauline leanings, provided with letters 
of recommendation (2 Cor. iii. 1 ), p~rhaps __ J~Qlll __ 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, havo 
controverted their doctrinal errors ; in particular, they did not 
insist upon circumcision. But it was natural that, with their 
J udaizing 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 
,vage war only against Paul, 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 Peter, who, for that matter, had never 
himself been in Corinth; for the statement of Dionysius of 
Corinth in Euseb. ii. 25, is either to be referred to a much later 
period (Ewald, Gesch. der apost. Zeit. p. 6 0 9, 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. 2 0 f.; Baur 
in the Tubing. 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.1 

" We belong to Clirist " became accordingly the ,vatchword, 
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, d.iscliples 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 fomfold division when Paul wrote to them 
our first Epistle; yet it is to be assumed, from xi. 18, xiv. 23, 

1 Augustine aptly says, De verb. Dom., Serm. 13 : "Volentes homines aedificari 
super homines, dicebant : Ego quidem sum Pauli, etc. Et alii, qui nolebaut acui­
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 I. 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: N eander, Kl. ScMift. p. 68 ff., and Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., 
I. p. 360 ff., 4th ed.; Baur in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1831, p. 61 ff., 
1836, 4, p. 1 ff., and in his Paulus, I. p. 290 ff., 2d ed.; Scharling, IJe 
Pa1tlo apost. eJusqiie adve?"sariis, Kopenh. 1836; Jaeger, Erk!. d. Briefe 
P. nach Kor. aits d. Gesichtsp. d. vier Parth., Ti.ib. 1838; Schenkel, 
.De eccles. Oor. priinacva factionibus titrbata, Basil. 1838; Goldhorn 
in Illgen's Zeitsclir. f. histoi·. Theo!. 1840, 2, p. 121 ff. ; Dahne, d. 
Christus-parthei in d. apost. Kirche z. Kor., Halle 1842 (previously 
in the Journ. f Pred. 1841); Kniewel, Ecclesiac Oor. vetustiss. dis­
sensiones et turbae, Gedan. 1841; Becker, d. Partheiungen in d. Gem. 
z. K01·., Altona 1842 ; Rabiger, krit. Untersuclmngen iib. d. Inhalt 
d. bcicl. Er. an d. Kor., Bresl. 1847; Lutterbeck, nmtest. Lehrbcgr. 
II. p. 45 ff.; Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, p. 217 ff.; Hil­
genfeld in his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 241 ff. ; Holtzmann in Herzog's 
Encykl. XIX. p. 7 30 ff. ; comp. also Ewald, Gesch. d. apost. Zeit. 
p. 505 ff., 3d ed. Among the latest commentaries, see especially 
those of Osiander, Stuttg. 1847, Introd. § 4; Ewald, p. 102 f.; 
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 bad 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. I Cor. 4 7, 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 
Rabiger more especially, but also Baur, Hilgenfeld, Ewald, 
Beyschlag, 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 
existence 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.-OCCASION, ODJECT, AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE. 

Before the date of our first Epistle there had been a letter­
not now extant 1-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. 1 7), 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 th_t:l_ lost 
Epistle, and which had now manifested itself even in a ca~e -of 
incest (v. 1 ff.). Besides this and other evils that called for his 

1 The two quite short Epistles extant in Armenian, from the Corinthians to 
Paul and from Paul to the Corinthians, are \\Tetcheu apocryphal procluctions (first 
publisbecl by Phil. :i\Iasson in Job. lliasson, llistoi,·e c1'it. de la republ. des lettres, 
vol. X., 1714; then by Da,id Wilkins, 1715; by Whiston, li27, and bis sons, 
1736; by Carpzov, Lips. 1776; and in Armenian and English by Aucher, Armenian 
Gramma1·, etc., Venet. 1819; see also Fabric. Cod. Apoc,-, III. p. 667 ff.). Rinck, 
incleecl, bas recently (in opposition to the earlie1· defence by Whiston, see the ob­
jections urged by Carpzov) sought to maintain the genuineness of both Epistles 
(das Sendschr. d. Ko,-. an d. Apost. Paul. u. das clritte Sendsch1'. Pauli an die 
Kor. in Armen. Uebe,-sel=img, nrn i·ercleutscltt, etc., Heidelb. 1823), and that on the 
footing of holding the apostle's letter not to be the one mentionecl in v. !l, but 
a later third Epistle. But against this utterly fruitless attempt, see Ullmann, iiber 
den durch Rinck bekannt gemachten d,-itten B1'ief an d. Kor. und das btr=e Sencl­
&chreiben der Kor. in the Jleidelb. Jaltrb. 1823; Bengel, Arcliiv. 1825, p. 2S7 11: 
Regarding the date of the composition of the lost Epistle, see ·Wieseler, Clirono­
logie des apost; Zeitalt. Jl· 318. 



INTRODUCTION. 7 

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 
ilcsh offered in sacrifice, viii. 1 ff.), which demanded an answer 
from him,1 so that he made the messengers-Stephanas, l~ortu­
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 airn, 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.2 

The contents 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 (viii.-xi. 1), making in connection 
with his instructions as to the latter point a digression regarding 
the unselfish way in which he had discharged his apostolic office 

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

2 Observe that, in connection with these different topics, Paul never makes the 
teachers as such responsible, or gives directions to them,-a proof that he was far 
from cherishing the idea of a divinely instituted order of teachers. Comp. HoJling, 
Grundsiitze d. Kircl1enverf. p. 279 f., ed. 3. 
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(ix.). Then follow censure and admonition as to disorders in 
the assemblies of the churcµ, 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 Til\lE OF COJ\IPOSITION-GENUINENESS OF 

THE EPISTLE. 

From xvi. 8, 19 it is certain that Paul wrote in Epliesus,1 
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 time 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 Acts, § 4). 

REMARK 1. The statement in the common subscription iypa~'IJ 
cl..-i <t>1Afrr..-1,Jv is an old (already in Syr.) and widespread error, arising 
from xvi. 5. In reply to the quite untenable grounds urged by 
Kohler (Abfassungszcit dcr epistol. Schrijten, p. 7 4 ft), who accepts 
it, and puts the date of composition after the (erroneously assumed) 
liberation from imprisonment at Rome, see Anger,- fonp. rat. 
p. 53 ff. Comp. Ri.ickert, p. 12 ff.; Wurm in the Tab. Zeitsch1·. 

1 Mill and Haenlein strangely took it to mean: not in, but near Ephesus, because 
Paul, in xvi. 8, did not write ,n, in place of i, 'Ei,. ! Bottgcr also (Beit1·a9e ::ur hut. 
krit. Ei11l. in die Paul. Br., Gotting. 1837, III. 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, Maga:./. Exeg. I. p. 132 ff. 
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1838, I. p. G3 1i. The correct subscription is found in B*", Copt. 
Chrys. Euthal. Theodoret, al.: -:rpi,; Kop. a. lrpatp7J a-:r/, 'Etpio-ov. 

REMARK 2. The decision of the question, whether Paul, previous 
to the writing of our two Epistles, had been only once, or whether 
he ha<l been twice, in Corinth (so rightly Bleek in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1830, p. 614 ff., and in his Introduction; Schrader, I. p. 95 ff.; 
N eander,Billroth, Riickert,Anger, Uredner,Schott, ,v urm, Olshausen, 
w·ieseler, Reuss, Ewald, and many others, following Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Baronius, et al.), as also whether we 
must assume a second visit between our first and second Epistles, 
depends on 2 Cor. ii. 1, xii. 14, 21, xiii. 1, 2. See the particulars 
in the Introd. to 2 Cor. § 2. 

As to the geniiineness, 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, 40, Epist. ad Diogn. 12-Justin M. c. Trypli. 
pp. 253, 258, 338, Apol. I. p. 29 are uncertain-Iren. Haer. iii. 
11. 9, iv. 27. 3; Athenag. de resiirr. p. 61, ed. Colon.; Clem. Al. 
paeclag. p. 96, ed. Sylb.; Canon lliiwator.; Tertull. de praescrip. 
33, al.), and from the whole character of the Epistle (see espe­
cially Paley, Horae Paulinae), 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. Bruno Bauer alone in his wanton 
fashion has sought to dispute it (Kritik dcr P,mlin. Briifc, II., 
Berl. 1851). 
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IIavXov '1T'por; Kopiv0{ovr; E'lT'lUTOA~ '1T'P6JT1]. 

The simplest and probably oldest superscription is tlmt of A B 
C D N, min. : ,;;-pos Kop,vOfous ,;:-pwr'lj. 

CHAPTER I. 

Ver. 1. xi,.,irt;J 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 ,k6;rr. 'I. x. a,u O,i,.. 0,ov without 
xi,,ir6,; see 2 Cor. i. 1; Eph. i. 1; Col. i. 1; 2 Tim. i. I. Comp. 
also Gal. i. 1 ; 1 Tim. i. 1 ; Tit. i. 1 ; only in Rom. i. 1 we find xA,i­
Tts. - Instead of 'I?ioov Xp,;rrov, read, on preponderant evidence, with 
Laehm. and Tisch., Xp,;rrov 'I,i;rov. - Ver. 2. r~ ou1111 iv Kop.] is placed 
by B D* EFG, It. after '1,,;rov; so Lachm. and Tisch. No doubt 
rightly, since the common arrangement of the words is plainly 
open to the suspicion of transposition 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
format. N. T. Lach1n. 1841, p. 44, that ny1a;r,11,. lv X. 'I. 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. - .,, xa,J Lachm. : xa,, according to B D G N. But 
how easily .,, might be dropped without its being noticed ! -
Ver. 14. Riickert has µ,ou after e,,;,, in accordance with A, 17, 57, 
al., and several vss. and Fathers. An addition from ver. 4. -
- Ver. 15. i,8i,;;-.,,;ra] A B C* N, min. and several vss. and Fathers 
have U3a,;:-rf;rB?ire; so Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Rightly; the im­
mediate context in vv. 14, 1 G led to the introduction of the active 
at a very early date (Syr. Tert.). - Ver. 20 ... 06 .. ou after x6;r11,ou is 
wanting in very important witnesses. Deleted by Lachm. Tisch. 
and Ri.ickert. A mechanical addition from the foregoing. -
Ver. 22. a111uio,] a'l}µ,,'ia, adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Riick. Tisch. 
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Scholz, is so decisively attested by A BCD EFG ~, 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 lrr,~firoucr,v in A points in the same direction. Sec the 
detailed justification of the plur. in Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. 
p. 121 ff. - Ver. 23. eBv,cr,] Elz.: "EAA17cr,, against decisive evidence. 
Noted on margin, and then adopted in accordance with what goes 
before and follows. - Ver. 28. Before ru µ,~ imt Elz. has xaf, 
against preponderant testimony. Suspected by Griesb. ; deleted 
by Lo.chm. Scholz, Ri.ick. and Tisch. Mechanical connection. -
Ver. 29. rou 0,oii] So Griesb. and all later editors, following decisive 
evidence. Auroi:i in Elz. is an over-hasty correction, due to a failure 
to recognise the design of the repetition of r. 0,o:i. - Ver. 30. crorpfr1, 
r,,11,ii,] Approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lo.chm. Ri.ick. and 
Tisch. Elz. and Scholz, however, have nµ,i-J crorpfa. For the former 
order are A C D E ~, min. Vulg. ms. It. Harl.** Or. Eus. al., 
further, B, which has crorp. nµ,wv, and F G, which have n crorpfa nµ,i-J. 
'Ht£iol was put first, in order to join crorpfa closely to a-:ro 0,ou; while 
others marked the conception of the true wisdom by the article 
(F G). 

Vv. 1-3. Apostolic address and greeting. 
Ver. 1. KXrrror; U7TOCTT. See on Rom. i. 1. A polemical refer­

ence (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and many others, including Flatt, 
Ri.ickert, 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). 
- oia, 0EX. 0Eoii] 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. i. 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 Ota, see on ver. 9 and 
Gal. i. 1. - ,.;al .!wcr0ev17r;] Modern interpreters reckon him the 
mnanucnsis 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 tv;o 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, 
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whereas in that to the Romans the amanuensis-who is kno~·n 
from xvi. 22-does not appear as included in the superscription, 
we must rather suppose that Paul made his Epistle run not only 
in his ov:n name, but also (although, of course, in a subordinate 
sense) in the name of Sostltcncs, 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 
l1is the contents of the letter to be issued. Comp. on Phil. i. l. 
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 utter ignorance of who the amanuensis was 
at all. Had Timothy not already started on his journey (iv. 1 7, 
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. 1 7 ; but this is rightly denied by l\:1ichaelis, 
Pott, Ri.i.ckert, and de W ette. See on Acts, l.c. Without due 
ground, Riickert concludes that he was a yonng man trained up 
by Paul-a view least of all to be deduced from the assumption 
that he 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, Theophylnct, 
Grotius, and Estius, that it was a great proof of modesty in the 
apostle to name him along with himself. - o aof"Xcpo~] denotes 
nothing more special than Christian brothediood (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. Tfi €KKA. T. 0fov] 0fou is genitive of the owner. Comp. 
i1?i1: ~;:i~, Nuru. 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 ~i1i' presents itself 
as realized; it is the 7r">,.17p<,Jut~ of this ~ili'. Comp. x. 32, xi. 16, 
22, xv. 9; 2 Cor. i. 1; Gal. i. 13, al. - ~71auµ,. iv X. 'I.] adds 
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at once a distinctive definition of quality to T. J,c1eX. T. 0eoii 
(see the critical remarks), and thereupon follows the local specifi­
cation of T. €tctcX. T. 0eoii. " To the chilrch of God, men sanctified 
in Christ Jcsils, which is in Corinth." How common it is to find 
a participle in the plural standing in an attributive relation to 
a collective singilla1·, may be seen in Kuhner, II. p. 43 ; Pflugk, 
ad Eilr. Hee. 39. Tfi ovuy iv Kop., however, is purposely placed 
after ~"/tauµ,. K.T."'A.., because the thought is, that the church of 
God addressed does in itself and as such (not as Corinthian) 
consist of those sanctified in Christ. The a"ltauµ6c; is to be con­
ceived as consecration to God in the Christian church (see above, 
T. J,c,c"'A.. -r. 0eoii). 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. i 1. 
'Ev X. 'I. gives to the ~"/tauµ. its distinctively Christian character. 
- KA7J-ro'i.c; a"ftotc;] 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 KA7J-roi.c;. The call to tlte 
l,fcssianie kingdom, (conceived as issued effectually, comp. on Rom. 
viii. 28, and see Lamping, Pauli de praedestin. dec1·cta, 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. Tlteol. p. 3 8 6 f. - uvv 1riiut tc. -r.X.] does not belong to 
K">..1J-ro'i,c; a"l{oic;, 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, Rosenmtiller, Flatt, Billroth, Rtickert, 
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 uvv, comp. Phil. i. 1); yet neitl1er 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 universal church (Osiander, comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Erasmus, Billroth, Heydenreich, and others) ; nor yet so that by 
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the e'TT'uca'A. T. 8v. T. Kvp. were meant the separatists, in contrast to 
those disposed to adhere to the church (Vitringa, Michaelis), or 
as if crvv 'TT'aui K.T.'A. were meant to coniprchcncl all Corinthian 
Christians without distinction (Eichhorn, Einlcit. III. 1, p. 110, 
Pott); but so that the sense is in substance just that expressed in 
2 Cor. i. 1 : uvv TO£', a-yloi, 7T'Q.U£ TOG', OVCT£V f.V OA'f} TV 'Axatq,. See 
below on aUTWV TE ,ca1 nµ,wv. The Epistle is primarily addressed 
to the Christians in Corinth ; not, however, to them merely, but 
at the same time also to the other Achaean Christians, and the latter 
are denoted by 'TT'aui ... nµ,wv. A comma is to be put after 
a-yloi,. - Toi', em,ca'A. T. ov. T. Kvp.] confessional designation of 
the Christians, Rom. x. 12 f.; Acts ii. 21. Respecting the N. T. 
idea of the invocation of Christ, which is not to be held as 
absolute, but as relative worship ( of Him as the Mediator and 
Lord over all, but under God, Phil. ii. 10 f.), see on Rom. x. 12. 
- aUTWV TE ,ca1 nµ,wv] is joined with TOU Kvplov by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Photius, Theophylact, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Erasmus 
Schmid, Valckenaer, and others, including Billroth, Olshausen, 
Li.i.cke (de invocat. Ohr., Gi:itting. 1843), Wieseler (Ohronol. des 
apost. Zcitalt. p. 324), in such a way as to make it an epanor­
thosis or (see Wieseler) epexegesis of the foregoing nµ,wv. But 
apart from the fact that this nµwv in the habitually used Kupioc; 
17µ,wv embraces all Christians, and consequently aVTWV TE ,ca1 nµwv 
(17µ,wv being referred to Paul and Sosthenes) would express some­
thing quite self-evident, and that, too, without any special signifi­
cance of bearing,1 the position of the words is decisive against 
this view, and in favour of attaching them to 7T'avT1 Td'TT'rp, to 
which they necessarily belong as a more precise definition. 
Comp. Vulg .. : "In omni loco ipsormn et nostro." If, namely, 
CTVV 7T'G.U£ ... nµwv must denote the Achaean Christians out of 
Corinth (see above), then 7ravT1 Td'TT'9' rcq_iiires a limitation to the 
geographical district which is intended. Now, this limitation is 
not already laid down by ev Koplv0rp (Lucke, 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, l.c. This can only be the case if a.;,,,.;;,, 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 AchaeanB. 
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avTwv TE 11:al r,µ,wv, in such a way, namely, that avTwv refers to 
the Corinthians, who, however, arc indicated not by vµ,wv, but by 
avTwv, because from the point where the widening of the address 
(G'uv 1ro,G'i K.T.X.) comes in, the Corinthians appear as third parties. 
Accordingly the Epistle is addressed : To the Corinthian Chris­
tians, ancl to all who, in every place that belongs to them (the 
Corinthians) and to its as well (Paul and Sosthenes), call upon the 
name of CMist. Every place in the province, namely, where 
Christians lived or a church existed (as e.g. in Cenchrere, Rom. 
xvi. 1), was a place which belonged to the Co1·inthians, a To1ro~ 

avTwv, 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 Pmtl (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 (a1hwv). As in Rom. xvi. 13 avTOv 11:al Jµ,ov delicately 
expresses the community of love (comp. also 1 Cor. xvi. 18 ; 
Philem. 11 ; Soph. El. 41 7 f.: 7raTpo~ TOV O"OV TE Kaµov), so 
here auTWV TE 11:al r,µwv the community of right. The objection 
that the sense in which thP.y belonged to the Corinthians was 
different from that in which they belonged to Paul and Sosthenes 
( de W ette ), fails to appreciate the point of the words. The 
offence which Hofm. takes at the reading TE 11:a{ (as though it must 
be equivalent to ErTE) arises from a misunderstanding; it is the 
usual co-ordinating TE 11:a{, which here has not even the appea1·ance 
(Hartung, Partik. I. p. 100) of standing in place of erTE. Comp., 
on the contrary, Hartung, p. 101; Baeuml., Pm·tik. p. 225. 
Observe, besides, that TE 11:a{ gives more rhetorical emphasis to the 
association of the two genitives than the simple 11:al ; see Dissen, 
acl Dcm. cle cor. p. 165. Riibiger, krit. Unters. p. 62 f., has 
assented to our view.1 Comp. also Maier. Those who join G'uv 

7ro,cri lt.T.A. to KA7]TO'i~ a1y. (see above) usually take avTWV TE Kat 

1jµ,. as an analysis of the idea 1ravT{: in every place, where they 
ancl where we (Paul and Sosthenes) are, ie. elsewhere and here in 
Ephesus. See Calovius, Ri.ickert, de Wette, Osiander. But how 

1 Also Ilurgcr in his (popular) Auslegimg, Erl. 1859, anu Holtzmann, Judentlwm 
u. Ohr~tenth. p. 7 49. 
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meaningless this more precise explanation of 7ravTt would be ! In 
fact, it would be absurd; for, since the subject is all (1riicn K.T.'"A..), 
in ,vhich the -f,µ.eis are thus already included, an analysis of it into 
auTot (which the 7ravTe<; are surely already) and -f,µ.e'i, is utterly 
illogical. This applies also in opposition to Becker, by whom the 
To1ro,; -!,µ.wv is held to be Corinth, and to refer to the strangers who 
come to Corinth. Others have, following Ambrosiaster, referred 
auTwv to the heathen lands, and -f,µ,wv to Jitdaea (Erasmus, Semler, 
Bolten; similarly Schrader). Contrary to the text, as is also 
Wetstein's opinion: "P. siiuni locwrn vocat, ubi ipse per praedica­
tionem evangelii ecclesiam fundaverat. Tacite se atque Sosthenem 
... opponit peregrino falso doctori, qui in locU?n non suuin irrep­
serat." Others refer iv 7ravT1, ... 'YJJJ,WV to the different meeting­
places of the parties (Vitringa, Mosheim, Eichhorn, Krause, Pott, 
Ewald), so that the To7ro, -f,µ.wv would be the house of Justus 
(Acts xviii. 7), or, generally, the place where the church had 
statedly assembled at first under Paul (Ewald); and the T07r. 

avTwv 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. 1 7 ff.) has not a single 
passage in the Epistle to justify it. Bottger, l.c. p. 25, holds, 
strangely, that auTwv applies to the Corinthian Christians, and 
;,µ.wv to those of Lower Achaiti (among whom Paul is supposed to 
have written; see Introd. § 3); and Ziegler, that auTwv applies 
to those in Corinth, -f,µ.wv to those staying with Paul in Ephesus, 
Stephan.as, Fortunatus, Achaicus (xvi. 1 7), and others. Hofmann 
propounds the peculiar view that ,ca,l, 'YJJJ,WV betokens that 
Paul was at honie, and felt himself to 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 7.1 

1 See also the elaborate dissertation on tl1e apost. benedictory greeting by Otto in 
the Jaltrb. fiir D. Tlteol. 1867, p. 678 If. The origin of that greeting, however, is 
hardly to be traced back, as the author holds, to the Aaronic blessing, Num. ·d. 25 f. 
Otherwise it would ahrnys be tripartite, and, in particular, would not omit the 
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Vv. 4-9. Conciliatol'y pl'earnble, 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 
,vith 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. Mou] as in Rom. i. 8. -7ravTaTe] 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. - «/7r{] gl'oitnd of the thanks, Phil. i. 5 ; Poly b. xviii. 
2 6. 4 ; Valek. in loc. The grace of God, which had been bestowed 
on them, is described more precisely in ver. 5 according to its 
effects. - «!v X. 'I.] i.e. in yoitr fellowship with Ghrist. By this 
is denoted the specifically Ch1·istian nature of the gift, in so far, 
namely, as it is not attained apart from Christ, but-otherwise it 
were a worldly gift-has in Christ, as the life-element of those 
who are its subjects, the distinctive sphere of its manifestation. 
Just in the same way ver. 5. - oT£] that yoit, narnely, etc., 
epexegesis of €7rt ,fi xap. IC.T."A. - «!v 7ravTl] without limitation : 
in all, in every point; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 18; Eph. 
ii. 4; Jas. ii. 5. To this Paul forthwith, and again with «!v 

(comp. 2 Cor. vi. 4), adds the more precise definition chosen in 
reference to the state of things at Corinth : Jv 7ravT~ "A.orycp "· 7rauy 

ryvwuet : 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 ouvaTa<; 

ryvrouw J~ei7re'iv (Clem. Car. I. 48) ; and the latter, the inward 
endowment-are to be found with you richly in every form. This 

characteristic i).,o;, Now, the only Epistles in which it certainly occurs as tripar­
tite, and with l).,o;, 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 nse (Oonstitt. ap. ii. 57. 13); but :i. free 
reminiscence of that blessing may already be contained in the greetings of those late 
Epistles. 

1 COR. I, B 
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view, according to which Xoryo,; is sermo, occurs in substance in 
the Greek commentators, in Calovius, Ri.ickert, Neander, Hofmann, 
and many others, and is confirmed beyond a doubt by 2 Cor. 
viii. 7, xi. 6. As to the different kinds of Christian utterance, 
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 8. Aoryo,; is not therefore to be understood, 
with Billroth, de ·wette, and Maier, of the doctrine preached to 
the Corinthians. Beza, Grotius, and others take Xoryo,; to be 
specially the donmn linguarum, and ryvr':.a-t,; the donurn 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 ry'Awa-uat<; XaXe'iv (chap. xiv.). 
Lastly, as to the running together of the two : €V 7raa-v ryvwa-ei 
Tou Xoryov (Schulz, Morus, Rosenmiiller), the very repetition of 
the 1racrv, and the difference in point of idea between the two 
words, should have dissuaded its supporters from such a view ; 
for Xo"/. and ryvwcr. can as little be synonyms (Clericus, Pott) as 
,::i, and nv,. Clement also, 1 Ooi·. 1, praises the former condition 
of the church with respect to T~V T€A.€LaV /Ca£ aa-cpaXr, ryvwcriv. 

Ver. 6. Ka0w,;] According as, introduces the relation of that 
happy condition of things ( iv 1ravTt e1rXovTla-017Te ... ryvwcret) to 
its cause. See on John xiii. 34, xvii. 2; 1 Cor. v. 7; Eph. i. 4; 
Pbll. i. 7; Matt. vi. 12. - To µ,apTvpwv Tou X.] characteristic 
designation of the Gospel, the publishers of which bear witness of 
Ghrist. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 8; Acts i. 8, iii. 15, al.; 2 Thess. i. 10; 
1 Peter v. 1. Comp. µ,apT. TOU 0eou, ii. 1. - €/3e/3atw017] is 
rendered by most: is confirmed,1 lias been accredited (Mark xvi. 
20; Rom. xv. 8; Heb. ii. 3, al.); comp. also Rtickert: "evinced 
as true by its effect on you;" and Ewald: "guaranteed 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 ,ca0w,; K.T.X. to the foregoing, as well as with 
the /3e/3atwcret of ver. 8 (comp. 2 Cor. i. 21; Col. ii. 7), to explain 
it of the gospel beconiing firmly established in thcfr souls (by stedfast 
faith), so that the opposite is expressed by the J ohannine Tov Xo,yov 
ou,c lxeTe 11ivovTa €V vµ,'iv (John v. 38). Comp. Billroth and 
<le W ette. - €V vµ,'iv] in animis vestris. 

1 "Non de confirmatione extel"lza verbi, quac fit per miracula, sed de confirmalionc 
inlema, quuc fit per testimonium Sp. St.," Calovius. Chrysostom understood it of 
both; Theodoret, Theophylact, und others, of the miracles only. 
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Ver. 7. Result of To µapT. T. X. E/3E/3. ev vµ'iv, consequently 
parallel to Ev '17'avTl E1rXovT. fV aunj. The negative expression 
µ~ vuTEpe'iuOat EV is conceived quite after the analogy of the 
positive '17'XouT{s. EV (see on ver. 5), so that fV denotes that, in 
which one is behind ( defectively constituted). Hence: so that ye 
in no gift of grace are behind (i.e. less rich than other churches). 
Comp. Plat. Pol. vi. p. 484 D: µ7Jo' EV /i,'71,Xrp µ'T}OEVl µepet apeT~<; 
vuT'T}povvm,;. Ecclus. li. 24. The sense would be different, if the 
words were µ,'T}oevo,; xap{U'µ_f!'TO<; (so that no gift of gmcc is lacking 
to you). See Rom. iii. 22-; Luke xxii. 35; John ii. 3. Ruhnk. 
ad 11i1n. p. 51. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 237; ad Soph. AJ. 782. 
XaptfTµa is here to be taken (with Calvin and others, including 
Tiosenmiiller, Pott, de W ette, 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 '17'vfuµa 

a,yiov (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 a1reicoexoµ,. 
ic.T.X. makes the µ~ VfTTEpe'iu0at EV µ,'T}oevl xap{U'µan appear as an 
ethical endowment ; second, that the significant retrospective 
reference of the ave,yic"A.~Tov<; in ver. 8 does not suit the xap{U'µ,a-ra 

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. 
Riickert, 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 himself 
with much caution in a negative way, so that he only needs to 
answer for the presence of a sujjicientcr praeditmn csse to stand com­
parison with other churches. - a1reicoexoµ,. K.T.X.J 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. i. 7; 
Col. iii. 3 f.) and wish it away, but who are waiting for iL. 
'l'his waiting and that affiux: of grace stand in a mutual relation 
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of action and reaction. Bengel says rigl1tly: " 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) liave it as their design to 
terrify with the thought of the day of judgment (Chrysostom), 
or to censitre the doubters (Grotius, Ri.ickert), or even to make 
ironical reference to the fancied perfection of the Corinthians 
(Mosheim). The participial clause, which needed neither oo, nor 
the article, is not merely a tempoml definition-consequently "fo1' 
the time" of the waiting (Hofmann)-any more than at Tit. ii. 13 ; 
Rom. viii. 2 3 ; Jude 21. - a'lieKO.] denotes the pc1·scvcring ex­
pectation. See on Rom. viii. 19 ; Fritzsche in F1·itzschior. Opusc. 
p. 15 0 ff. 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. 2 0 ; Tit. ii. 13 ; 2 Tim. iv. 8 ; Luke xii. 3 6. 

Ver. 8. "O,] refers to 'I,,.,uov X., not, as Flatt, Pott, Billroth, 
Schrader, Olshausen, de W ette, Osiander, Ewald, Hofmann, with 
the majority of interpreters, assume, to the far-distant 0eo,, ver. 4, 
-a view to which we are not compelled either by the •1,,.,u. 
Xptu-rou 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 (iii. 23, xi. 3; Rom. viii. 34, al.). Comp. Winer, p. 149 
[E. T.19 6]. 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. 
- ,ea[] also, denotes that which corresponds to the a:rre,coexeu0at 
,c.-r.]I.., what Christ will do. - f3e/3atwuet] u-r'T]plge,, Rom. xvi. 25 ; 
1 Thess. iii. 13 ; 2 Cor. i. 21. The future stands here not optatively 
(Pott), but as expressive of a confident hope in the gracious work­
ing of Christ.1

- ew, -re>..ou,] applies not to the end of life (Calovius, 

1 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and others, find in this expression an 
indirect censure ; as a hint that they were ttu.)..1u,p."" and ,,_,.)..,i,uu..-, ,ii, ""''"''!'"°'· 
A view the more inappropriate, when we consider how natural and familiar to the 
llJ!OStle was the thought expressed with respect to all his churches. 
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Flatt, and others), but, as the foregoing T. a'71'oKaX. K.T.X. and the 
following ev -rfj ~µepq, K.T.X. clearly show, to the end of the pre­
J1fessianic period of the world's history (the al6Jv ovTor;, 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 uvvTEA€ta -rof alwvor;, Matt. xiii. 39 f., xxiv. 3, 
xxviii. 20; comp. Heb. ix. 26. - dvfryKX~Tovr; K.T.X.] rcS'ltlt of 
the strengthening : so that ye shall be f1·ee from reproach in the day, 
etc. Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 13. See respecting this proleptic usage 
generally, on Matt. xii. 13; Phil. iii. 21, and Jacob, Quaest. epic . 
. ii. 4, p. 13 6 ff. Stall b. ad Plat. Rep. p. 5 6 0 D. - -roii Kvplov 

K.T.X.] The repetition of the noun instead of the mere pronoun 
is common in the classics also (Ellendt, ad Arrian. E:xp. Al. i. 55; 
Kuhner, ad Xen. llfe1n. i. 6. 1), and elsewhere in the N. T. (Winer, 
I.e. and p. 136 [E.T. 180]). Here (as at 2 Cor. i. 5; Eph. i. 13; 
Col. i. 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. 4 f.); 
but is nevertheless, in ~rtue 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 
dveryKA'l'JTO<; at the Parousia appears not, indeed, as dvaµapTTJTOr;, 

but as Katv~ KTluir; ev XptuT<j, (2 Cor. v. 1 7), who, being divinely 
restored (Epb. 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 f.; Phil. i. 10 f.), and now receives the /3pa/3€fov of 
his calling (Phil. iii. 14), the uTecpavor; of the OtKatouvv'I'} (2 Tim. 
iv. 8), in the o6ga 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 /3f/3a{wuir; on the part of Christ (ver. 8) not to take place, 
the divine call to the Kowwv{a -roii vioii avToii would remain with­
out effect, which would not be compatible with the faitlifulness 
of God, from whom the call comes, and who, by His calling, gives 
pledge to us of eternal salvation (Rom. viii. 30).-Riickertfinds in 
oi' ov, because God Himself is the caller, a veritable misuse of 
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the preposition ; and others, as Beza and Rosemntiller, explain it 
without ceremony by vcf,' ov, which D"" F G in fact read. But 
Paul is thinking here in a popular way of the call as mediated 
through God. It is true, of course, that God is the eausa princi­
palis, but the mediating agency is also God's, Jg ou ,cal oi' ou Ta 

,ravTa (Rom. xi. 36); hence both modes of representation may 
occur, and oia may be used as well as wo, 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. Sy1np. p. 186 E, 
Pol. ii. p. 3 7 9 E. Fritzsche, ad Roni. I. p. 15 ; Bern hardy, p. 2 3 5 f. 
-The ,cowwv{a Tou viou avTov is the fellowship with the Son of 
God (genitive, as in 2 Cor. xi. 13; Phil. ii. 1; 2 Pet. i. 4), i.e. 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 f. 
(,cowwv{av "fd,P viou T~V vio0Eu{av EKaA.EUE, Theodoret), nor of 
ethical fellowship (Grotius, Hofmann, and many others), but, in 
accordance with the idea of the ,caXEZv which always refers to the 
Messianic kingdom, of fellowship of the glory of the Son of God in 
the eternal llfessianic lijc,1-a fellowship which will be the glorious 
completion of the state of vio0Eula (Gal. iv. 7). It is the oo~a Twv 
TEKVCIJV TOU 0Eov (Rom. viii. 21), when they shall be UV"(KA."}povoµ.01 
TOV XptuTou, u6µ.µ.opcf,oi of His image, uvµ.f3autXE6ovTEc; and a-vv­
oogau0JvTec;, Rom. viii. 17; comp. vv. 23, 29; 2 Thess. ii. 14; 
Col. iii. 4; Phil. iii. 20 f.; 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 apostle's way of teaching. 

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

Ver. 10. " Exhortation, however, lest ye miss this end of your 
calling, exhortation I give to you," etc. - aoEXcf,ol] 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. - Ota. TOV uvoµ.aToc; /C,T,X.J 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, bibliscl1e Theol. p. 310. 
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ex mandato 0/iristi (Heumann, Semler, Ernesti, and Rosenmi.iller), 
it would be expressed by ev T<p ovoµ. (v. 4; 2 Thess. iii. 6, al.). 
- ?va] design, and in this form of conception, contents of the 7rapa­

,ca:X.w, as in xvi 12, 15; 2 Cor. viii. 6, ix. 5; 2 Thess. ii. 17, and 
often in the Synoptic Gospels. -T6 auT6 A-€,YTJTE] agreement of 
corifcssional utterance, as opposed to the party-confessions of faith, 
at variance with each other, ver. 12. Luther renders it appro­
priately : " einerlei Rede fiihret." The consensus animorum is only 
expressed in the sequel (17Te OE ,caTTJPTtuµ. IC.T.:X..) ; in the first 
instance it is the outstanding manifestation of the evil that Paul 
has in view. This in opposition to Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, 
Wolf, 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 To auT6 cf,pove'iv (Rom. xv. 5; 
l'hil. 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 
rxpresscd, but vresiipposed. More expressive still is Poly b. v. 104. 1 : 
)\.[,yeiv ~v ,cal TauTo, to speak one and the same thing. - ,ea, P,TJ y ev 

vµ. ux{uµaTa] the same thought in prohibitive form ( comp. Rom. 
-xii. 14; al.), but designating the evil forbidden more generally, 
according to its category. -17Te OE ,c. T.:X..] oi, but rather, but on the 
contrary ( see Hartung, Partikcll. I. p. 1 71 ; Klotz, ad IJcvar. p. 3 6 0 ; 
Baeuml. Partilc. p. 95), introduces what ought to be the case 
instead of the forbidden Kal µ~ IC.T.:X.. - KaTTJpTtuµivot] fiilly 
adjusted, established in the 1·igltt frame (Vulg. perfecti ;, Theophyl. 
Ti:X.etot). Comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11 ; Gal. vi. 1 ; Heb. xiii. "I'l ; 1 Pet. 
v. 10 ; Luke vi. 40. When there are divisions in a society, the 
KaTa,pnutr; is ,vanting (2 Cor. xiii. 9 ; comp. Kawpnuµor;, Eph. 
iv. 12) ; hence Greek writers also use KaTapT{l;etv 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 KaTTJPT­

to the original sense of ux{uµaTa, 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 
Ly 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 hanJ, it was exceedingly common to use ux{uµa abso­
lutely, and without special thought of its original material refer­
ence (Matt. ix. 16), to denote dissidimn (John vii. 43, ix. 16, 
x. 19; 1 Cor. xi. 18, and even xii. 25). - Jv -rip au-rip vot ,c.-r.X.] 
the sphere, in which they were to be ,ca-r71p-r. Comp. Heb. xiii. 21. 
N ou,; and ryvwµ71 differ as miderstanding and opinion. Through 
the fact, namely, that Christians in Corinth thought differently 
(voD,;) on important matters, and in consequence of this difference 
of thinking, formed in a partisan spirit different opinions and judg-
1nents (ryvwµ71), and fought for these against each other, the -ro 
au-ro XeryEtV was wanting and ux{uµa-ra prevailed. In opposition 
to this, the Corinthians were to agree together in Christian think­
ing1 and judging; the right state of things was to establish itself 
among them in oµovoE'iv and op.O"JVfJJµovE'iv (Thuc. ii. 9 7 ; Dern. 
281. 21; Polyb. xxviii. 6. 2). In EpLOE,;, 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. 'Aµ<pLu/371-rouut p.€v ,yap 

\ C:-, >I f ,l-.l'\ ~ ,l-.l'\ • Jy C:-\ f C:- ,l-. I ,cat ot Euvotav ot ..,,i,._ot -rot,; ..,,t,._o,,;, ept.,,ouut of 04 oLa..,,opot 'TE 
,cal Jx0pol ciXX~Xot,;, Plat. Prot. p. 337 B. Many other inter­
preters take ryvwµ71 as referring to the practical disposition (to 
love); whereas vou,; denotes the theoretical understanding. See 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact, who says: ornv rya.p -r~v 
aim)v 7rfu-rtv fX(J)µev, µ~ UUVQ1TTWµ£0a OE /Ca'Ta T~V a,yam;v, Ttl, p.€V 
avT<i, voouµ£v, 0£"iu-raµE0a OE ,ca-ra, T~V ryvwµ71v. But this sepa­
ration between theory and practice is quite arbitrary; and ryvwµ71 
never means in the N. T. "disposition," but always (even in Rev. 
xvii. 13, 1 7) scntentia., judicimn. Comp. the classical -rij,; avTi)<; 
ryvwµ71,; £Iva,, to have one and the same view, Thuc. i. 113, iii. 70. 
Eur. Hee. 127: €IC µta~· ryvwµ71<;, Dern. 147. 1: o,a µtiis ryvwµ71,; 
rylv£u0at, Isocr. Paneg. 38: T~V av-r~v EXELV ryvwµ71v, Plat. Ale. 2, 
p. 139 A. The converse: €,YEVOVTO of.xa ai ryvwµat, Herod. vi. 109. 

Ver. 11. Motive for the foregoing exhortation. - v1ro Twv 
XX077,;] comp. Rom. xvi. 10; Winer, p. 179 [E.T. 238]. What 

1 The sense of "disposition'' is wrongly attrihutecl to ""' (Riickcrt, N e:mder, 
Maier). This is not the case even in Rom. i. 28, xii. 2; Eph. 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 libcros ;" others generally, " those of her 
lwusehold ;" others, again, "slaves," as undoubtedly such genitives 
are sometimes to be explained by ooii;\.o, (Schaef. ad Bos. Ell. p. 
117 f.) ; comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 6 0 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 JJernetcr) occurs also elsewhere; Hor. 
Od. i. 23, iii. 9. 6; Long. Past. 7. We may add that Bengel 
remarks well on lo17;\.w017 ( comp. Col. i. 8) : "exemplum delationis 
bonae nee sine causu celandae." It was in fact the fulfilment of 
a duty of love. 

Ver. 12. Now what I mean (by this eptoe, EV uµ,'iv ei,n) is this 
(which follows), that, etc. Regarding the explicative AE"f"', com­
mon also in Greek writers, comp. Gal. iii. 1 7 ; Rom. xv. 8. Calvin 
and Beza understand it, making ToiiTo retrospective: I say this, 
beca11sc, etc. But, not to speak of the less suitable meaning thus 
attained, ToiiTo in all parallel passages points invariably forward 
(Gal. iii. 17; Eph. iv. 17; 1 Cor. vii. 29, xv. 50), except when, 
as in vii. 35, Col. ii. 4, a clause expressive of design follows.­
e,cacno,] Each of you speaks in one of the forms following. 
Comp. xiv. 2 6. Chrysostom says aptly : OU "/ap µ,epo,, a;\.;\.a, TO 
'lraV f7r€VEJJ,€TO T~, EKKA.1]U{a, ~ <f,0opa. - Nothing is to be sup­
plied with the genitive Ilav;\.ou K.T.A., for etvat Ttvo, means to belong 
to any one, addictmn esse. See Seidl. ad Eur. El. 1098; Ast, 
Lex. Plat. I. p. 621; Winer, p. 184 [E.T. 243 f.].- K17<f,a] The 
Jewish name (~~•;;;,) is so usual with Paul (iii. 22, ix. 5, xv. 5, and 
see the critical remarks on Gal. i. 18) that it is only in Gal. ii. 7, 8 
that we find Ilfrpo, employed by him; hence the less may we 
regard K7J<pa here as taken directly from the lips of the Jewish 
Petrine party (Estius).-The order of the four names is historical, 
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 XptuToii and ver. 14 ff. invalidate at once the 
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theory held by the Fathers (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, and others, see Riibiger, krit. Untc1·s. 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 fom·, 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. Ohr. Schmidt, Bibl. f Krit. 
u.Excg. I. p. 91; Baur in the Tub. Zcitschr. 1831, 4, p. 61 ff., and 
in his Paitlus, 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 (Riibiger), either to get rid of 
the Christ-party altogethe1· (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 fo1th quite uniformly foitr 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 Ch1·ist-p_arty, must be dismissed as untenable. Among 
these is (a) the view repeatedly brought forward from the days 
of Chrysostom :1 "Mentionem eorum propterea fecit una cum illis, 
quod, cujusnam generis essent dissidia inter Cor. excitata, pc1·spicuc 
cxplicarc non poterat, nisi ita, ut diceret, alios hunc, alios ilium 
praeferre doctorem, aliis (recte quidem, 1 Cor. iii. 23) se Christi 
sectatores simpliciter appellantibus" (Schott, Isa g. 2 3 3). With 
respect to this, it is to be observed that iii. 23 implies not the 
justification of those "A.eryovw;· e,yw oe Xpunov, but the truth of 
the idea,2 from the abuse of which that fourth party arose which 

1 He, however, holds tl1at Paul added "1,,,:, ~, Xp1n·oii" ,.,.; .7,..1,. (i.e. a!p' 1,zu.-oii, 
as Theophylact has it), {Jou>..lJµooll f!,,,.pU,rapo, 70 i)l"A"I'" -:ro,n1ra, ""; d°Eita, oiltrM ,c.cd ,;i» 

Xp1(1'<rOl' ,;~ /l!po; iolh,ra t,, !i ""' ~;, oV'Tt.1; i"1'olov, iroriirtJ i.u7110,. Con1p. also Theodorct, 
who lays stress on the special wisdom of this procedure. 

2 The rightness of the confession : 1,,,:, ~, Xpu,,,-oii, considered in and by itself, 
explains also why Clement, 1 Cor. 47, mentions only the other three parties nnd 
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in the passage before us appears under a precisely similar con­
demnation to that of the other three. (b) The theory invented 
by Baur1 i:i behalf of the antagonism between Paulinism and 
Petrinism (comp. also Lechler, p. 386): that the same party 
called themselves both -rovi; K,,,q,a, because Peter had the 
primacy among the apostles of the Jews, and also -rov<; XpunoC, 
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. sec. 13 2 ; also Reuss, and especially Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paid. 
1t. Pet?-. p. 25 f.). (e) 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, had called them­
selves not after Peter, but after Christ. (d) Rabiger's view, 
according to which the Christ-party is purely a creation of the 
exegetes, ery6J o~ XptuTOv being the utterance common, to the tlwee 
parties ; 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 Ttuman 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 Riibiger) the 
,ion-existence of a special Christine party from its non-mention. Origen also does not 
c1uote the 1,_,,;, ~, Xp,,,.,,.,;; with the rest of the passage in one instance, although he 
does in another. 

1 See Beyschlag, p. 225 ff.-Hilgenfeld (see his Zeitsclir. 1865, p. 241) calls Baur's 
dissertation of 1831, "the ancestral stronghold of our whole criticism." If so, it is a 
ruin, like so many other ancestral strongholds. It could not so much as stand firm 
against the simple words ;,_,., 3l Xp1,r<roii, iuto which Baur put a meaning as if Paul 
had written: ;,_,,;, ~. ,,.;,;, a,ro,r.-.;A.,, Xp1,r.-oii. The confession ;,_,., ~. Xp1,r.-oii neces­
sarily transcends all apostolic authority, and excludes it. 

2 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 Xp,noii ,r, .. ,. See al.so Hilgenfeld in his Zeitscl1r. 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 scparabant, illo nominc sibi solmn 
appropriato, schismatis rei erant." Since they are ranked, just as 
the others, under the category of the uxluµaTa and eptOE~ (vv. 10, 
11), and their fault is set before them as before the others, ver. 
13, by µEµ,£p. a Xpta-T6~, we cannot even characterize them, with 
Eichhorn, as ncutrals.-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 Ri.ickert, Bleek, Einl., Hofm. 16 f.), 
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 Protevangeliit1n; or the view of Grotius, 
Witsius, W etstein, and Ziegler, that they had heard Christ them­
selves,1 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'sview (Opusc.·11. p. 25!::l ff.), adopted 
by Rosenmi.iller, Krause, Hug, Heydenreich, and Flatt ( comp. also 
Bertholdt, Einl. VI. p. 3 319 ), that they had called themselves Tov 
Xpto-Tov, as followers of James the brother of Christ. This is au 
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 ol Toii 'Ja,cwf3ov or 
oi Tov d,01;)..cpoiJ Tov Kvptov, and that James also would have been 
mentioned with the rest in iii. 2 2, as well as in Clem. 1 Oor. 4 7, 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 acqiiaintance 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 

1 This view is taken up again by Thiersch, d. Kirclie im apost. Zeitalte1·, p. 143 ff. 
He regar<ls the Christ-party as pei-sonal disciples of Ghrist, who had come to Corinth 
from Jerusalem and probably also from Rome, with Pharisaic views, prou<l of their 
Hebrew descent and of their having known Christ in the flesh, <lisputing the apostle­
ship of Paul, etc. 
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any other and peculiar connection with the Lord being laid clnim 
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 visions and revelations, their 
spiritual condition consequently having its analogues nt a later 
<late in Cerinthus, Marcion, the Montanists, and the like ; and that 
this party had its continuation in those who opposed the presby­
ters in Clement's Epistle. Schenkel's theory ( defended also by 
Grimm in the Lit. Bl. znr allg. Kirchenzeit. 1851, No. 82) bases 
itself especially on the passages i.x. 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 in 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).1 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 Diihne 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 forerunners of the 
Gnostics. According to Ewald, they are the adherents of some 
unknown teacher of Essene 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 jfrst Christian rnonks ancl 

1 The force of this argument 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. But this is simply an unwarranted evasion. 
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Jesuits.1 But it is very doubtful whether the rejection of mar­
riage in chap. vii. should be traced precisely to the Oh?-ist-pm·ty ; 
and, apart from this, there is not in the Epistles to the Corin­
thians a single vestige of the phenomena of Esscne 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. 
Co~. on vii. 1.-Lastly, after this examination of the different 
views entertained regarding the Christ-party, the question whethc1· 
they were Jewish (as commonly held) or Gentile Christians answers 
itself to this effect, that they were coniposed 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 Tov 
Xpunov. 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 
not 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, Beyschlng, 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 Gesch. 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, Goldhom, 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 1 makes in this 
manner to appear in the most damaging light, while Osiander 2 

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 J udaists, 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 frorii Judaistic anti-Paidine 
doctrine, we stand confronted by a complete anomaly in the history 
of the antagonism between the J udaistic 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 life and work to pass 
more out of sight. 



32 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 

sons in question, the more we see how bitter and passionate tlieir 
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 distinct faction of their own. 

Ver. 13. MEµ,epunai o Xpicn6c,] affirmative (with Lachmann 
and Kniewel; so -rwec, as early as Theodoret), not interrogatory 
(as commonly taken), setting forth the tragical 1·csult of the afore­
said state of party-division, ver. 12, and that with arresting 
emphasis from the absence of any connective particle : Ghrist is 
divided ! i.e. in place of being whole and undivided, the One 
common Christ of all, He is broken itp into different party-Ohrists ! 
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.1 The reproach here conveyed suits 
the Chri~t-party also (against Rabiger), just as forming a party, 
but not them alone (Hofmann). The interrogatory rendering, com­
mon since Chrysostom : Is Ghrist divided? taken as a question of 
surprise, has nothing against it linguistically (see esp. Valckenaer, 
II. p. 71 f.), but it is liable to the objection that it is only with 
the following µ,1 that the text gives us to recognise the beginning 
of the interrogative address. Had Paul intended µ,Eµ,ep. o 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 : 
,t, IIau'll.oc, Ju-r. {nr. vµ,. The text, I may add, gives no warrant for 
interpreting Xpiu-r6._ of the corpns Ohr. 1nysticmn, i.e. the chnrch 
(Estius, Olshausen, and others; 1wec, in Theodoret), or even of the 
doctrina Ohr., which is not varia et mult-iplcx (Grotius, Mosheim, 
Semler, Marus, Rosenmtiller). -µ,17 IIauXoc, tc.T.'11..] Paitl simly 
was not, etc. From this point on to ver. 16 the incong1·itoits natitre 
of the first party-confession of faith is specially exposed. Bengel 
aptly remarks : " Crux et baptismus nos Christo asserit; relata: 
redimere, se adclicere." The two questions correspond to the mutual 
connection between believing and being baptized. - v7rep] on behalf 

1 The conception is not that Christ is brol.:enup 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 
aud Head. To this conception corresponds, too, the ,,,., ~, Xp, .. .-,ii, instead of which it 
would not have been necessary that it should run, ;,,..;; d Xp,.,.,:,, as Hofmann objects. 
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of, in the sense of atonement.1 Comp. on Gal. i. 4 ; Eph. v. 2. 
-El<; -ro 8voµa J in 1·cfcrence to the nanie, as the name of him who 
is to be henceforth the object of the faith and confession of the 
individual baptized. Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 19 and Rom. vi. 3. 
-There was no need of a single word more regarding the jfrst 
of these two questions; the answer to it was so self-evident. But 
as to the second, 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 niy own name ! " Providentia 
divina regnat saepe in rebus, quarum ratio postea cognoscitur" 
(Bengel). Riickert finds fault with the weakness 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 his 
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 " in a peculiar 1·clation" to himself. This imported inde­
finiteness is against the definite sense of the words. Just as he 
had said before, that it was not he who had been crucified for 
them in place of Christ, so he says further, that they had not 
been baptized into his name instead of the name of Christ. But 
the two points just show how wholly absiird the confession i76J 
µev Elµi IlavAOV is, because it would have such absurd premisses. 
- Kp{a-7l'ov] See Acts xviii. 8. - I'aiov] See on Rom. xvi. 2 3. -
7va µ~] 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 ovoeva vµ. i{3a1ma-a (comp. ver. 17; 2 Cor. i. 9, al.). 

1 Lachm. reads ,,,.,pl tµ;;;,, instead of ;,,,.,p tµ;;;,, followiog ooly Il D* ; too weakly 
attested, aod deserviog of rejection also on this ground, that Paul always uses ""''f 
(even in l Thess. v. 10) where the death of Christ is placed in relation to per• 
s011s, for wltoin He died. Comp. on xv. 3, which is the only certain passage in Paul's 
writings where ;,,,.;p occurs with an abstract term. See also Wieseler on Gal. i 4. 

l 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 
Xot7rdv ov,c oioa IC.T."A.. Regarding Stephanas, we know nothing 
save from xvi. 15, 1 7.-Aoi,rov is the simple cctcrmn, othcnvisc, 
besides that. Comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11 ; 1 Thess. iv. 1 ; frequent in 
.Greek writers also after Polybius. 

Vv. 17-31. Paid justifies the simplicity of liis way of teaching 
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 
A1Jollos (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 transition (comp. Rom. i. 16) to this 
( ov ryap .. . Evaryry.1,1 and theme of the section (ov,c Jv uo<f,lq, .. . Xpiu­
Tov). - ov ryap K.T."A..] In the assured consciousness that the design 
of his apostolic mission was teaching, 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 v,r71pfrat (Acts xiii. 5), in 
or<rer to avoid, for his own part, being drawn awa~• 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 ( Acts 
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 o~ 
others authorized by the apostles.2 

- ov ... d~.X] is not here, 

1 Suggested naturally by 'l'l"hat had been said in vv. 14, 16, and without any 
ironical side-glance at those who had prided themselves on their bapti::ers (Calovius); 
in particular, not levelled at boastings on this ground on the part of Jewish-Chris­
tians who lrntl been baptized by Peter (Hofmann) ; nor yet against teachers "qni 
praetextu ccremoniae gloriolam venantur" (Calvin and Osiander). Such polemical 
references are dragged in without warrant in the text. 

~ According to Ritschl, altkath. Kii-che, p. 369, baptism was performed on the 
others by those three, who themselves had been first baptized by Paul, and who 
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any more tlmn elsewhere, to be taken as equivalent to non tmn ... 
qumn (Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Estius, Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, 
Pott, and others; comp. also Fritzsche, ad llfarc. p. 785), but 
absolutely (see Winer, p. 461 ff. [E. T. 621 ff.]; Klotz, acl Dcvar. 
p. 9 f.) ; 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]). To baptize was 
really not the purpose for which Christ sent Paul, but to 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 (el,; 
µEv ,yap TO µe'itov Cl71'€CTTl2A'77, Cl71'0 (}f. TOU «al TO gA.aTTOV f.VEprye'iv 
ov« f.KOJA.1J877, Theophylact), but sent in order to baptize he was 
not. Comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theophylact. - ov« ;,,, 
CTocf,{q, }..6,yov] does not belong to a'7l'ECTT. (Storr, Flatt), which 
would be an involved construction, but links itself closely to 
eva,y,ye}..i1;eCT0at, as telling in what element that does not take 
place. The negation is objective, attaching to the object (Kiihner, 
II. § 714. 1; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 257 ff.), negativing actually 
the ;,,, CTocf,{q, ; hence not µ~. That CTocf,{a }..o,yov is not the same 
as AO,YO<; CTo<po<;, X. CT€CTO<ptCTµevo<; (Erasmus, Grotius, and many 
others, including Flatt and Pott), but emphasizes CTocp{a as the 
main conception, may be seen in Winer, p. 221 f. [E.T. 29~f.]: 
to pi·cach without wisdom of speech, 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 jorin, 
which consists in the clothing of the doctriue 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 
Ghrist, 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 eva,y,yeXlseu0ai-which is in 
truth given for all cases alike-without casting it in any philo-

lrnd become overseers. Against this view it may be at once urged, that if he ha<l 
regar<lell the baptism of those three iu that light, Stcph:mas would not have 
occurred to him only by way of aftert!wuglit. llesides, there must have been 
baptizcd converts there before a presbytery could be erected. Comp, Acts xiv. 23. 
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sophic mould; his speech was not to be €V uorplq, 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. -
,va µ,~ 1'evru0fi "· T.X.] aim of the eua''l"I· DU/t f.V uorp. A. : in order 
that the cross of Christ might not be emptied (comp. Rom. iv. 14) 
of its essence divinely cffcctital for salvation (Rom. i. 16). The 
cross of Christ-that Christ was crucified (and thereby won salva• 
tion for us),-this fact alone was the pure main substance ("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 fV uocf"'f Xa'Yov, 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 nature as it 
was, in place of itself. Bengel says well : "Sermo autem crucis 
nil heterogcneum admittit." - With marked emphasis, o uTavpor; 
Tov XptuTov is put last. 

Ver. 18. Establishment of the foregoing ,va µ,~ ... XptuTou. 
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 ,va µ,~ 1'evru0fi of its substance, the cross of Christ, 
as the aim of the eva'Y'Y· • ou,c fv u. 'X. - The euTt with the 
dative expresses the actual relation in which the Xo"{o<; stands to 
both ; it is for them in fact (not, as might be thought, simply in 
their Judgmcnt) the one and the other. - Toi,; a,roXXvµ,.] to those 
who are incurring (eternal) a,rwXeta. Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 15, 
iv. 3; 2 Thess. ii. 10. The present participle 1 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 audirc cocpit, nee ut perditus 
nee ut salvus habetur, sed est quasi in bivio, et nunc aut perit aut salvatur," is 
wrecked on the word~,,.;,, which the audire coepit does not suit. 
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already taking place in them ; just as Toii, crwtoµ,., those wlto arc 
being saved unto 11Icssianic 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, a,ro Tou Tf.Aovi, Tit'> ,rpo<rTJ­

,yop{ai, n0,di,, Theodoret. He has certainly (Riickert) conceived 
of both classes as prcdcstinatcd (ver. 24; Rom. viii. 29, ix. 11, 
19, 2 2 f. ; Eph. i. 4 f. ; 2 Thess. ii. 13, al.) ; but this point re­
mains here out of view. - µ,wp{a] This doctrine is to them (to 
their conscious experience) an absurdity (µwp{a Te ,cal aAo,y{a, 
Plat. Epin. p. 983 E; Dem. 397, pen.). Why 1 see ver. 22. 
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 3. Bilhoth's answer is un-Pauline. - ~µiv] 
is not put last out of modesty (Billroth), but because the em­
phasis of the contrast lies on the idea of Toti, crwtoµ,. Comp. 
Eur. Plwcniss. 173 8. Pors. : e?..avvew TOV ,yepovm µ,' €IC 7T(J,Tpai,. 
- ouvaµ,i, Beau] Comp. on Rom. i. 16. That doctrine is to them 
(to their conscious experience) God's powe1·, 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 crorp{a 
0eou, and is also logically correct ; for ouvaµ,ic; Beau necessarily 
presupposes the opposite of µropla, because the power of God 
urings about enlightenment, repentance, sanctification, love, peace, 
hope, etc. Comp. Ignat. acl Eph. 18, where it is said of the 
cross, that it is to us (1'(,,)T'f/P{a "· tw~ alwv,or;. 

Ver. 19. Establishment from Scripture of the foregoing Toic; 

OE crwtaµ,. K.T.A.: for were the word of the cross not Gocl's power 
for the crwtaµ,evoi, Goel could not say of it in the Scriptures : 
"I 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,1 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, i.e. empty it of its estimation. The justification of this 

1 Accor<ling to wl1ich the reference is not generally to the final catastrophe of the 
present state of things in Israel before the dawn of the Messianic period (Hofmann), 
but, as the context shows, to the penal judgments 11ncler Sennacherib, in which the 
wisdom of the mlers anu false prophets of Israel was to be confoundeu and left 
helpless. 
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way of viewing it lay in the Jlfcssianic character of 0. 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 historically by the corresponding facts of 
later date, and so be recognised from the standpoint of their 
historical fulfilment. See more in detail, on l\'Iatt. i. 22 f. Christ 
Himself confirms the Messianic reference of the prophetic utter­
ance, Matt. xv. 8.-Regarding the distinction between qorp{a and 
quveqi~ (intelligence), see on Col. i. 9. 

Ver. 20. What this passage of Scripture promises, has occurred: 
1Vhere is a wise man, etc. The force of these triumphant ques­
tions (comp. xv. 55, and see on Rom. iii. 2 7) is: clean gone arc 
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 wodcl's wisdoin to be manifest 
folly! 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 €~eK-Xe{u01J is the 
answer to the ?Tou ; according to classical usage, Valckenaer, ad 
Eur. Phocn. 1662. Ewald holds ver. 20 to be a citation from a 
lost book; but we are not necessarily shut up to this conclusion 
by the ,ypaµµa-re6~, although the term does not occur elsewhere in 
Paul's writings, for this exclamation might easily have been sug­
gested to him by the ,ypaµµanKol of Isa. xxxiii. 18. The three 
substantives cannot well be taken as alluding to the synagogal 
phrases ,!:le c:,n and jr:rli (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 
-r~v qorp{av represents all the three ideas put together ; that ,ypaµ­

µaTev~, again, is always ( excepting Acts x.ix. 3 5) 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 
qvs17-r17-r1J~ (Ignat. acl 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 qvs1JTEW (Mark viii. 11, 
ix. 14; Luke xxiv. 15; Acts vi. 9, ix. 29, al.) and qvs11-r1Jqi~ 
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(Acts xv. 2, 7, xxvm. 29); and further, that disputing was 
especially in vogue among the Sophists (ol oU,µevoi '1TavT' elolvat, 
Xen. llfcm. i. 4. 1). And on these grounds we conclude that 
(joq,6,; is to be taken of hmnan wisd01n in general, as then pursued 
on the Jewish side by the scribes, and on the Hellenic side by the 
sophistical dispitters, so that, in this view, rypaµµ. and tjVt1JT, are 
subordinated to the general (joq,6,; in respect to matters of Jewish 
and Hellenic pursuit. Many exegetes (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylnct, Oecumenius, and others, including Storr, Rosen­
miiller, Flatt, Billroth) depart from the view now stated in this 
respect, that they would limit (joq,6,; to the heathen philosophers,1 
which, however, is precluded by the (joq,lav 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. 2 2 shows that Paul 
is not shutting out the Jewish element; just as his Jewish­
Christian readers could see in rypaµµ. nothing else than a name 
for the (joq,ot of their people. Schrader, with older expositors 
(see below), understands by (jvf;71T. an inqiiirer, and in a perfectly 
arbitrary way makes it refer partly to the pupils of the great 
training-schools of Alexandria, Athens, Jerusalem, etc. ; partly to 
the disciples of the apostles and of Jesus Himself. But (j'Vt1JT. 
could only denote a fellow-inqufrer (comp. (jut71Te'i11 in Plat. llfen. 
p. 90 B, Grat. p. 384 C; Diog. L. ii. 22), which would be 
without pertinence here ; while, on the other hand, according to 
our view, the (jlJIJ finds its reference in the notion of disputarc. 
- Tov alwv. TOVTOV] attaches to all the three subjects : wlw belong 
to the pre-llfessianic pe1·iocl of the world (" quad totum est extra 
sphaeram verbi crucis," Bengel), and are not, like the Christians, 
set apart by God from the vi~ Tov alwvo,; TOVTov to be 
members of the Messianic kingdom, in virtue whereof they 
already, ideally considered, belong to the coming alwv. Comp. 
ver. 27; Gal. i. 4; Col. i. 13; Phil. iii. 20; Rom. xii. 2. Luther 
and many others take Tou alwv. T. as referring simply to (jut1JT. ; 
but wrongly, for it gives an essential characteristic of the first two 
subjects as well. Of those who think thus, some keep the true 

1 In consequence of this, .. u~n.,.n.,.,;, has been regarded as comprising the Jewish and 
heathen dialecticians. See especially Theodorct. 
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meaning of alwv ovTo~ (as Ri.ickert and Billroth); others render: 
indagator 1·erum natu1·ae, physical philosopher (Erasmus, Beza, 
Drusius, Cornelius a Lapide, J ustiniani, Grotius, Clericus, and 
Valckenaer), which is quite contrary to the invariable sense of 
alwv ovT. - lµoopavev] emphatically put first: 11iade foolish, i.e. 
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 it practically to be folly, " insaniens 
sapientia" (Hor. Od. i. 34. 2), uorp{a acrnrpo~ (Clem. Prot1·. V. 
p. 5 6 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 µwpouorpoi, Lucian, Alex. 40), and put to shame (ver. 27), since 
the ,c~pu"Jµa, held by them to be foolish, is that which brings sali-a­
tion, not indeed to them, but to those who believe; 7rola "/ap uorp{a, 
" ' ,.1,. ,.,. ~ ' 0 ~ ' ' ' Cl t C oTav To ,ce't'a"'atov Twv a'Ya wv µ11 evpiu,cy ; irysos om. omp. 
Isa. xliv. 25, where µwpalvwv is to be taken in precisely the 
same way as here. - -rou ,couµou] i.e. 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 lµwpavev a Bed,; 
K.T.X., specifying the why in the protasis and the how in the apo­
<losis: since ( see Hartung, Partiliell. II. p. 2 5 9 ), that is to say, in the 
wisdom, of God the wo1·ld knew not God through wisdom, it pleased 
God to save believers through tlicfoolishness of pnaching. 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. i. 19 f. ; comp. also Acts 
xvii. 26 f., xiv. 15 ff.); to the Jews it was presented, besides, in 
the revelation of the 0. T. In this His manifested wisdom God 
might and should have been known by men ; but they did not 
know Him therein (ev Tfj uorp. 'T. Beau OVIC f'YV(J) a ,couµ,. 'T. Beov), 
-did not attain by tlrn means which they employed, by their 
wisdom, namely (ota riji; uorp{ai;), 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. - iv Tfj uocp{Cf T. Beoii] is put first emphatically, 
because the whole st?-ess of the antithesis in both protasis and 
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apodosis is meant to fall on the notions of wisclom, ancl folly. 
By ev Paul marks out the sphere, in which the negative fact 
of the 01.11' liryvw (" in media luce," Calvin) took place ; Tou 0eou 
again is genitive subjecti, denoting, however, not the wisdom 
shown by God in Christ (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 before Christianity in nature 
and Scriptnre.1 Ri.ickert is wrong in holding that ev T. uo<f,. T, 

0eou is : " in virtue of the wisdom of God, i.e. under its guidance 
and arrangement, the world knew not God through its own 
wisdom." Certainly Paul would not be made 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 aud 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 ev ... 0eov, which on Ri.ickert'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 (e1.106"11uev 1'.'T."A,.) appears as 
called forth by men's lack of knowledge, and hence the 01.1" liryvw 
would in such a passage be most unsuitably referred to the 
appointment of God, so as to excuse what is declared in Rom. i. 
2 0 to be inexcusable. - 01.1" liryvw] Seeing that the Jews also 
nre included, and that anything which would contradict Rom. 
i. 19-21 is out of the question, this must apply to the triw 
knowledge of God, which was not attained, and which, if the 
,couµoi; had reached it, would have caused the preaching of the 
cross to appear other than foolishness; comp. ii. 14. - oia, ,-;,., 
uorp.] applies to the heathen wo1'ld-wisd01n and the Jewish scltool­
wisdoni, since it is the means of knowledge employed without 
result (observe that by the 01.1,c the whole from liryvw to 0eov in­
clusive is negatived) by the 1Couµo<, for the knowing God. The 
prepositional relation cannot differ from that of the correlative 

1 Not simply in the natural revelation (Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotins, Estius, and 
many others, including Hofmann). For vcr. 22 proves that the Jews, too, are in. 
eluded with the rest in the notion of the "',.P.•r. 
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o,a. 7'. µwplar; which follows. Hence Theophylact interprets 
1 0:- \ ~ • , '- / 0 I ,J..' ' '1, y' wrong y : via 7'1J<; EV EU"f"'W'T'TL<f Ewpoup,eV1J<:; uo't'ta<:; ep,7roo,.,,oµ,evo,. 

So, too, Billroth : " their own wisdom was the cause of their not 
knowing." - evoo"11uev o 0.J placiiit Dco, He pleased, it was His 
will, as Rom. xv. 2 6 ; Gal. i. 15 ; Col. i. 19 ; 1 Thess. ii. 8. See 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 370. - o,a Ti}<:; µwp{a,r; 'TOU "1JPV'Y/L·, i.e. 
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 "ouµ,or; as a means 
of knowledge, is a foolish doctrine, but in the counsel and ,vork 
of God the means of salvation, namely, for the muTe6ovTar:;, which 
word, as solving the riddle of the divinely applied µ,wp{a,, stands 
emphatically at the end. For to the conscious experience of 
believers that resultless wisdom of the world is now foolishness, 
and the foolishness of the "~pvryµ,a 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 uo<f>la and 0eor:;, "quasi aliquod telum 
saepius perveniat in eandem partem corporis," Auct. ad Hcrcnn. 
iv. 28. 

Ver. 2 2 f.1 Protasis ( E'TT'Eto~) and apodosis ( rJp,eir:; oJ) parallel to 
the protasis and apodosis in ver. 21 : since as well Jews desire a 
sign as Hellenes seek after wisdom, we, on the other hand, preach, 
etc. It is to be observed how exactly the several members of the 
sentence correspond to what was said in ver. 21; for 'Iovoa'io, 
,c. ''E">,..).1Jver; is just the notion of the ,couµ,or; broken up; u11µeia 

al'Touui and uo<f>{av tTJT. is the practical manifestation of the ou,c 

/1,yvw ... 'TOV 0eov; and lastly, ~p,Ei<:; OE 1C1Jplluuoµev /C,T,).. contains 
the actual way in which the Euo6"11uev o 0eor; K,7',).. was carried 
into effect. And to this carrying into effect belongs in substance 
~Iovoa{oir:; µev u"civoa,).ov K.'T,)., down to uo<f>{a,v, 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 ,eai ... ,cat includes not only the two subjects 'Iouoa'i:o,­
aud '' E).)..11ver:;1 but the two whole aj/ii'lnations; 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 Christinuity in 
its conflict with the perverse fundamental tendencies of the world's srnsualism and 
spiritualism ; vcr. 24, the programme of its triumph over both. 
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desire philosophy, takes place. - ,jµei,; oe] This oe, on tlic contmry, 
on the other hand, is the common classical oe of the apodosis 
(Acts xi. 1 7), which sets it in an antithetic relation con-espond­
ing to the protasis. See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 184 £ ; Baeum­
lein, Parti!.,. p. 92 f.; Bornem. Act. ap. I. p. 77. Examples 
of this usage after brd and e1mo1 may be seen in Klotz, ad 
JJe-ca1·. p. 3 71 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 e1re10~ 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 e1ruo~ ... S1JTouaw introduce a second protasis after evoo,c. 
o 0eo<;, but also to Hofmann's, that vv. 22-24 are meant to ex­
plain the emphasis laid on ToV<; 1rune6ovTa<; ; as likewise to the 
view of Riickert and de Wette, that there is here added an ex­
planation of the out Tij<; µ(IJplar; IC.T."A., in connection with which 
Wickert arbitrarily imagines a µev supplied after 'Iovoaiot. -
' lovoa'iot and '' E"A"A1JVE<; without the article, since the statement 
is regarding what S'ltch as arc Jews, etc., are wont, as a rule, to 
desire. - u1Jµeia] Their desire is, that He on whom they are to 
believe should manifest Himself by miraculoits 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, Oecumenius, 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 <r1Jµeia 
(Rom. xv. 18 f.; 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 exalted, Jesus, should 
evince His being the Messiah, seeing that the miracles of His 
earthly life had for them lost all probative power through His 
crucifixion (l\fott. xxvii. 41 f., 63 f.). Comp. Reiche, Comment. 
crit. I. p. 123 f: To take, with Hofmann, the <r1Jµeia alT. gene­
rally, as a nnivcrsal 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 definite reference of the 
context to Ghrist, in whom they were refusing to believe. Were 
the reading u1Jµe'iov (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 earthly riilcr. 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 u-orp{av, nor is it so even by X. E'ITavp. in ver. 23. See 
on the latter verse. - alToiiu-i] is the dcrnand actually uttered 
(that there be given) ; t1JTOVU-£ the seeking after and desiring, 
anqnircrc (correlative: evp{u-,mv). - Xptu-Tov Ju-mvp.] Ghrist as 
crucified (ii. 2; Gal. iii. 1), and therefore neither as one who 
exhibits miraculous signs, nor as the originator of a new philo­
sophy, such, possibly, as Socrates or Pythagoras. - u-,cavoaXov] in 
apposition to X. Ju-Tavp. As cnici.ficd, 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 1\fessiah 
glorified by miracles. - µwptav] 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 uo<f,{a becomes 
JJ,rJJp{a 7rapa T. 0erjj, iii. 19. 

Ver. 24. Along with Xpun6v, which is triumphantly repeated, 
we are mentally to supply 1C1JpVu-u-oµev: but to the called them­
selves ... we preach Ghrist as God's powc1· and God's wisdoin-i.c. 
our preaching of Christ as crucified makes such an impression 
upon them,1 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 Xpiu-T6v 
to be in apposition to XptuTov Ju--ravp., would be logically correct 
only on one of two suppositions: either if in ver. 23 there stood 
merely eu-Tavpwµevov without Xptu-T6v (" a crucified one ... who 
is to them GMist "); or if, in ver. 24, some more precise defi­
nition, such as lJv-rwr; or at..7J0i:Jr;, were given along with Xptu-T6v. 
- avToti;-] is not the iis pointing back to -rovr; '1TtCTTeVovmr;, so that 
Tot<; KA.1JTO£<; would be in apposition to it (Hofmann); for in that 

1 For the prearliing is not twofold, but one and the same, only spoken of in its 
respective relations to the two opposite clnsses of men. Comp. 2 Car. ii. 16. Thn t is 
the crisis, which the gospel brings about, and its influence on the called is to mal.-e 
tltetnjree (John Yiii. 33, 36; Rom. Yi. 22). 
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case, notwitl1standing the harsh and distant retrospective reference, 
airro'i,r; would in fact be entirely superfluous; but the words alrro'i,r; 

oJ To'i,r; "A7JToir;-the avTo'ir; being emphatically put first (2 Cor. 
xi. 14; Heb. ix. 23, al., and very often in Greek writers)-go 
together as closely connected, and mean simply: ipsis autem vocatis 
(Vulg.), to the called for their part, so far as they are concerned, 
so that avTO'ir; denotes the called themselves (Herm. ad Viger. p. 
733), in contrast to those round about thern still remaining in 
unbelief ('Iovoa{o,r; ... fl,CiJptav). Instead of T. "A7JTo'ir;, we might 
have had -ro'ir; mo-Teuovuw (ver. 21) ; but how natural it was that 
the 0eou ouvaµ,iv "·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 "A7JTor;, see on ver. 2.1 That Paul did not write 
~µ,iv, is to be accounted for on the ground of its being unsuitable 
to the "7JPU0"(1'., which is to be here again understood ; not, as 
Riickert thinks, because it seemed to him too hard to oppose 
~µ,. to' Iovo. and l0vf(1'£, - 0eou ouv. "· 0. (1'orp.] To all the KA?'}TOt 

Christ is both. But the words are formally parallel to the two 
former demands in ver. 2 2 ; hence ouvaµ,w is put first. Respecting 
(1'orplav, comp. on ver. 3 0. 

Ver. 2 5. Confirmation of the 0eov ouv. "· 0eou uorp. by a general 
proposition, the first half of which corresponds to the 0eov (1'orp{av, 

and the second to the 0eou ouvaµ,iv. - 'TO fl,6Jpov TOU 0eou] the 
foolish thing which comes from God,2 i.e. what God works and 
orders, and which appears to men absurd. Comp. -ro (1'6JT17prnv 

'T. 0eov, Luke ii. 30. -TWV av0pw7T6JV] We are not to amplify 
this, with the majority of interpreters (including Beza, Grotius, 
Valckenaer, Zachariae, Flatt, Pott, Heydenreich, and de Wette), 

1 Comp. Clen1. Alex. Strorn. I. p. 314 (ed. Paris. 1641): .,,.,-.,.,, l,.,dp,:,.,..,, ,.,,.:>..np.h.,, 
o/ .,.,.,u,u""'' {3ou:>..nDi,.-,, 1<:>..n.-ol d,,ap.«tTdn""''· These also are the ""'~'I'-""• ver. 18; the 
opposite is the l,.,ro:>..:>..up.no,, 

2 This, according to the well-known use in Greek of the neuter with the genitive 
(Poppo, ad Tltuc. VI. p. 168; Kuhner, II. p. 122), might also be taken as abstract: 
tlte foolishness of God-the weakness of God. So .-. f'-"'P''• Eur. Hipp. 966, But 
Paul had the concrete conception in his mind ; otherwise he would most naturally 
have used the abstract f'-"'P:a. employed just before. The meaning of the concrete 
expression, however, is not : God Himselj~ in so far as He is foolish (Hofmann) ; 
passages such as 2 Cor. iv. 17, Rom. i. 19, ii. 4, viii. 3, arc no proof of this. -As 
to the different accentuations of f'-"'P'i and p.;;p,;, see Lipsius, grammat. Unters. 
1'· 25 ; Giittling, Accentl. p. 304. 
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into TOV uocf,ov TWV av0pw1r., after a well-known abbreviated 
mode of comparison (see on l\fatt. v. 20; John v. 36), which 
Estius rightly censures here as coactmn ( comp. Winer, p. 2 3 0 
[E. T. 307]), because we should have to supply with Twv avOp. 
not the last named attribute, but its opposite; the true rendering, 
in fact, is just the simple one : wiser than men; men possess less 
wisdom than is contained in the foolish thing of God. - Td auOever; 
Tov 0e0v] whatever in Gocl's appointments is, to human estima­
tion, powerless and resultless. The concrete instance which Paul 
has in view when employing the general terms Td µwpav and TO 
au0EUer; TOV 0eoii, is the death of Christ on the cross, through 
which God has fulfilled the counsel of His eternal wi,sdom, 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. 2 7 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 µwpov 
Toii 0eoii transcends,men in wisdom. Otherwise He would have 
acted in the reverse way, and have sought out for Himself the 
wise of the world, in order, through their wisdom, to help that 
which now appears as the µwpov T, 0eov to victory over the 
foolishness of the world. This holds, too, as against de Vv ette, 
,vho (comp. also Hofmann) makes ,yap refer to the whole series 
of thoughts, vv. 19-25, notwithstanding that the expressions here 
used attach themselves so distinctly to ver. 25. - ,B;\faeTe] 
imperative. As such it has with logical correctness its hortatory 
emphasis; 1 but not so, if we take it as indicatii·e (Valla, Erasmus, 
Castalio, Beza, Vatablus, Bengel, Rosenmi.iller, and Schrader). -
T~v ,c).17uw vµwv] is not to be taken arbitrarily, with Beza, Estius, 
Mosheim, Semler, Rosenmi.iller, and Pott, pro concreto, for vµas 
Tovr; ,c"'ATJTovr;, but as : your 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 

1 The ydp ·is not against our taking it as impemtirn; Greek writers, too, use it with 
that mood, as e.g. Soph. P/iil. 1043: /1~1.-, ,y?r.p ,.;,.,,,, 
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Olslmusen run counter to the specific Christian sense of tlie word, 
and even to the general linguistic usage (see on vii. 20), when 
they make it mean, like the German word" Beruj" [calling], the 
vitae genus, the outward circumstances. - on] equivalent to el~ 
f/CftVO, on, in so fa1·, namely, as. Plat. Prot. p. 330 E, Grat. 
p. 384 C, al. John ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51; 2 Cor. i. 18, xi. 10; 
l\fark xvi. 14; Fritzsche, ad lliatth. p. 248 f. - ov ,roXt..ol. 
uocf,ol. ,c. o-.J that not many (among you) are wise in the eyes of men, 
etc. It is enough to supply the simple elo-t, making ov 1rot..X., 
i.e. but few, the subject, and o-ocf,. the predicate; and there is no 
need for introducing an l,cX~0,,,o-av (so commonly), according to 
which oi., 'TT". o-. together would be the subject. KaTa o-ap,ca, speci­
fying the kind and manner of the o-ocf,la, marks it out as piircly 
hmnan, and distinguishes it from the Christian wisdom which 
proceeds from the Holy Spirit. For o-&pg comprises the simply 
human element in man as opposed to the divine principle. 
Comp. o-ocf,la o-ap,ci"~, 2 Cor. i. 12 ; o-ocf,la ifrvX'"~, J as. iii. 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 uocf,{a Tov ,coo-µov, 
ver. 20, and the o-. Tou alwvo~ ,-ovTov, ii. 6, are the same. -
ovvaTol] We are not to supply ,caTli o-ap,ca here again; for that 
was essentially requisite only with o-ocf,ot, and Paul otherwise 
would have coupled it with the third word (comp. ver. 20). That 
1nighty men of this world are meant, is self-evident. - eurym'i~] of 
high descent. Comp. Luke xix. 12 ; frequent in the classics.­
Rtickert objects that Paul, instead of proving the phenomenon 
recorded 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 settled, which could be employed therefore directly to establish 
ver. 25 in conformity with experience. 

Vv. 27, 28. Expanded (see Tou ,couµov and r.aua o-ap~, ver. 29) 
statement of the opposite : No; the foolish things of the world were 
what God clwse out for Himself, etc. The calling, ver. 26, was in 
truth just the result and the proof of the election. Comp. 1 Thess. 
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i. 4 f.; 2 Thess. ii. 13 f.; Rom. viii. 30, ix. 23 f. -Ta. µ61pa Tou 
Kocrµov] the foolish elements of the world (mankind), i.e. 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, Rosenmi.iller, 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 eyes of the world; and partly, as deciding the point, 
the following aa-0. and ary€v., for they were, it is plain, really 
(and not merely in the eyes of the world) weak and of mean 
origin. - The neuters ( comp. on the plural, Gal. iii. 2 2) indicate 
the category generally, it being evident from the context that 
what is meant is the pe1'Sons 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. - ?va 
T. u. Kamicrx,] 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 th1·ice-repeated iE€t... o 0€oS-, 
beside the three contrasts of uo<fiol, SvvaTOt, and €V,Y€V€tS (ver. 
26), carries with it a triumphant emphasis. -Ta. µ~ 8vm] The 
contrast to €vryeve'is- 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 Kal) : the non-existent, i.e. what was as utterly worth 
nothing as if it had not existed at all (Winer, p. 451 [E. T. 608]). 
Comp. Eur. Hee. 284: ~v 'TT'DT', al-..l-..a. vvv ovK €rµ' eTt. Dern. 248. 
25; Plat. Crit. p. 50 B; and Stallbaum thereon. The subjective 
negation µ~ 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 unfrue 
although actual existence (Hofmann). We are not therefore to 
supply Tt to Td, 8vTa (as if µ7JSEv €lvat had been used before), but 
to explain it: the existent, what through repute, fortune, etc., is 
regarded as that which is (KaT' iEox~v). Comp. Pflugk, ad Hcc. l.c.: 
" ipsum verbum €lvat eam vim habet, ut significet in aliq_uo nmnero 
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cssc, ?'Cbus sccundis florcrc." - tcaT11p,y.] Not KaTatux. again, because 
the notions µ,1', eivat and eivat required a stronger word to corre­
spond to them; one which would convey the idea of bringing to 
nought (i.e. 11iaking wo1·thless, Rom. iii. 31 ). 

Ver. 29. Final aim, to which is subordinated the mediate aim 
expressed by the thrice-repeated tva K.T.X. - 01Tw, µ,~ tcavx, 7To.ua 
crap,] Hebraistic way of saying: tltat no man may boast himself. 
Its explanation lies .in the fact that the negation belongs to the 
verb, not to 7Taua u. (7if'~-,~): that every man may abstainfro1n 
'boasting himself Comp. Fritzsche, Diss. in 2 C01·. II. p. 24 f. 
Regarding uap, as a designation of man .in his weakness and 
.imperfection as contrasted with God, see on Acts iii. 1 7. - evC:nr. 
T. Beau] Rom. iii. 2 0 ; 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., bronght to nought the wisdom and 
loftiness of men, so that the ground for the assertion of human 
excellences before God has been cut away. 

Ver. 3 0 f. In contrast (SE) to the 01Tw, µ,~ ,cavx,. 71', u. evw1rtov 
T. BEou, we have now the true relation to God and the true and 
right ,cavxau0at arising out of it: But truly it is God's work, that 
ye arc Christians and so partakers of the greatest divine blcss'i,ngs, 
that none of yoii should in miy wny boast himself save only in God. 
Comp. Eph. ii. 8 f. -Jg avTau] has the principal emphasis: Froni 
no other than Goel is derived the fact that yoii are in Christ (as 
the element of your life). 'E, denotes the causal origination. 
Comp. Eph. ii. 8 : OV/C J, vµ,wv, Beau TO Swpav, also in profane 
writers: J,c 0ewv, J,c ..dto, (Valckenaer, ad Herod. ii. 13); and 
generally, Winer, p. 345 [E.T. 460]. While Hofmann here, too, 
as in ver. 28, introduces into eivat the notion of the true existence, 
which they have from God " in virtue of their being included in 
Christ," others again, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Theo­
phylact, take J, avTau Se ,jµ,e'is euTe by itself in such a way as to 
make it express sonship with Goel (comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 
553), and regard ev as conveying the more precise definition of 
the mode whereby this sonship is attained: 7rai:oE, avTaii euTe, 
Ota Tau XptUTOU TaUTa ,yevoµ,evot, Chrysostom; comp. Calvin, Beza, 
Grotius, Flatt, Billroth, Rlickert, Ewald, and others. But wrongly; 
for the conception J,c Beau elvat in the supposed sense is J ohannine, 
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) ; anu e!va, iv Xpuncji 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 a,ro 0eov which follows answers to the Eg airrov. 
This applies, too, against Osiander, who, after Eg auTov, mentally 
supplies "f€"f€V'TJµEvoi: "being born of God, ye are members of 
Christ." - vµet,] with emphasis: ye for your part, ye the chosen 
out of the world. - 8, E"fEV~0'T/ . . • a?ToAvTpwr;i,] brings home 
to the heart the high value of that God-derived e!vat iv Xpir;T<j,: 
who has become to us froni Goel wisdom, righteousness and holiness, 
and redemption. 'E,yev~0'T/ is simply a later (Doric) form for 
E"fEVETo (Thom. Mag. p. 189; Lobeck, ad Ph1·yn. p. 108 f.), not, 
as Rii.ckcrt makes it (comp. Luther: "gemacht ist"), a true passii·c 
in sense; comp. Acts iv. 4; Col. iv. 11; 1 Thess. ii. 14 (Eph. 
iii. 7, Lachm.). Ghrist became to us wisdom, etc., 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 arc 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); lwliness (see on Rom. vi. 19, 22), for 
in those who are justified hy faith Christ works continually by 
His Spirit the new holy life (Rom. viii. 1-11); redemption, 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 
illogical; for after the first intellectual benefit ( r;orp{a) 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 01Kaior;v1•11 
and a,yiar;µo,, but then also-as though in triumph that there 
was now nothing more to fear from God-negatively as a?ToAv­
Tpwr;i,, in which is quenched all the wrath of God against 
former sin (instead of which with the Christian there are now 
righteousness and holiness). Hence in explaining a,ro"A.vTp. we 
should not (with Chrysostom) abide by the general a,r~"A."A.agev 
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,jµEis cbrii 'll"azmJJv Twv KaKwv, which is already contained in what 
goes before; nor again should we, with Grotius, Calovius, Riickert, 
Osiander, N eander, and others ( comp. also Schmid, bibl. Thcol. II. 
p. 325; and Lipsius, Paulin. Rechifc1·t1'gungslchrc, p. 8), make it 
the final rcclcinption froin death and all evils, such as is the 
object of f'),.,7r{r;, the redemption pc1fccting itself beyond our earthly 
life (Hofmann), or the definitive acquittal at the last judgnient 
(Weiss, bibl. Thcol. 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 Tijc; 7rEpi­

r.oi~uEw<;, in iv. 30 by ~µEpav, and in Rom. viii. 23 by Tov 

uwµaTo<;. Riickert (comp. Neander) is further of opinion that 
ou,ato~vv17 JC.T.X, is merely explanatory of how far Christ is to us 
uo<pla, namely, as OtJCatoUVVTJ, ary,auµo<;, and CJ,'lf"OA.VTp., and that 
these three refer to the three essential things in the Christian 
life, faith, love, and hope: the TE binding together the last three 
words and separating them from the first. But (1) the TE links 
closely together only oi,caiou. and aryiauµ., and does not include 
a7ro"ll.. ; much less does it separate the three last predicates from 
uo<fJia ;1 on the contrary, 'TE ,ea{ embraces oi,c. and ary., as it were, 
in one, so that then a7roXvTpwuic; comes to be added with the ad­
junctive ,ea{ as a separate element, and consequently there results 
the following division: (a) wisdom, (b) righteousness and holiness, 
and (c) redemption. See as to this use of 'TE ,ea{ . .. ,ea[, Hartung, 
Partikcll. I. p. 102; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 878 f.; Baeum­
lein, Pa1·tik. p. 224 f. (2) Paul would, on this theory, have left 
]1is 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 we; or a participle. (3) According to 
the correct interpretation, a7roXvTp. is not something yet fiitiirc, but 
something which has already taken place in the death of Christ. 
Bos (Obs. J,fisc. p. 1 ff), Alethius, Clericus, Nosselt (Opusc. II. p. 
1-27 ff.), Valckenaer, and Krause interpret in a still more involved 
way, holding that only the words from or; to 0Eoii apply to Christ, 
and these are to be put in a parenthesis ; while oi,caiouvVTJ JC.T.X, 

are abstracta pro concretis (2 Cor. v. 21), and belong to vµE'is 

1 With .-,,p;,. the .,.; has nothing whatever to clo. Hofmann makes it serve as a 
link of connection to .-,,p;,., In that case, Paul must have written: .-,,p;,. .,., ""'J 
d,x,:uo,. 1'. ~,.,. "• «.-ro.)... 
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EO"TE: "Ejus beneficio vos estis in Christo J esu OtKatoO"uv11 «.T."'A.," 
Valckenaer. How ambiguous and unsuitable would such a state­
ment as <li, €"ffV. O"orp{a JC.T.A. be for a mere parenthetical notice! -
a'/Ta 0coii] on Gocl's pa1·t, by God as the author of the fact. 
Comp. Herod. vi. 125: a'/Ta oe 'A"'A.«µaiwvo, ... J'YevovTo 11:ai 
«apTa "'A.aµ'ITpot. See generally, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 194; 
Winer, p. 348 [E. T. 464]; Buttmann, neitt. Gr. p. 280 [E. T. 
3 2 5]. That it belongs to J'Yev11B11, and not to O"orpta, is proved 
by the ~µ'iv which stands between. The latter, however, is not 
to be understood, with Riickert, as though it ran ~ ~µeTepa O"orp{a 
(" what to the Hellene his O"orpta is, or is merely assumed to be, 
namely, the ground of confidence,-that Christ is to us"), else Paul 
must have written : &, ~µ,'iv €"fEv~01J 1j O"o<p{a with the article, and 
have placed ~µ'iv first with the emphasis of contrast.-Observe 
further, that Paul has said vµe'i, 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 indiviclualizing 
vµci,, we have the ~µ'iv 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 pUl'pose (t'va), 
determine you to comply with that ,vord of Scripture which calls 
for the true lowly «auxau0at : lie that boastcth himself, let hi,n 
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 
Kupto, is not Christ (Ri.ickert) but God, and not Christ and God 
(Hofmann), is proved by the emphatic Jg avToii, ver. 30, and 
Jvw'IT. -r. 0eoii, ver. 29. Comp. on 2 Cor. x. 17.-The apostle 
·quotes Jer. i'r. 24, abbreviating quite freely, after the LXX. The 
construction, however, is anacolittliic; 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 
req_uire. Comp. on Rom. xv. 3. 
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CHAPTER II. 

VER. 1. µ,up..-vp,ov] A C ~*, min. Syr. Copt. and some Fathers: µ,vrr­
..-f,p,ov. Approved by Griesb. and Ewald, adopted also by Riickert. 
A gloss written on the margin from ver. 7. Had µ,upr6p1ov crept in 
from i. 6, the witnesses which have it would read also ..-ou Xp,rr..-ou 
instead of ..-. e,ou; but this occurs only in very few, some of which, 
besides, have µ,u11r~p1ov. - Ver. 2. ...; ehfow] Elz. ..-ou eiifou, n -But 
..-o:i 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 ...; ev vµ,f'I e:oevu,); and the external 
attestation must decide here. - Ver. 3. ,,_u, eyw] Lachm. and Riickert 
read xayw, with A B C ~, min. Or. Bas. al. Taken from ver. l. -
Ver. 4. After r,m0o,; Elz. has av0pwirlni,;, against preponderating 
evidence. Addition from vv. 5 and 13. In reply to Heydenreich's 
unfounded defence of the word, see Reiche, Com:ment. crit. I. p. 134. 
-The readings which alter ,:-eiOo,; (,;-;-e10o,: 1, 18*, 48, al. Or. Eus. al.; 
-:mOuvoi"e, Macar.), and those which either leave ont "A6yo1; (F G, 7 4, 
al. Erp. Boern. Ambrosiast. Sedul.) or alter it (Mr"-'v: Syr. Armen. 
Or. twice over, and several others: Myov), are old shifts resorted to 
on failure to understand ;m0o,;, as also the short reading iv ,.uoo~ 
rrorp,u; must be so accounted. See the exegetical remarks, and 
Reiche, p. 133. - Ver. 7. The order of the words e,ou aorpiav (Elz. 
and l\fatth. invert it) is decisively attested, as also the order in ver. 
I U : a,;-;-,?.a"A. o 0e6,;. - Ver. 9. In place of the second a, Lachm. and 
Tisch. have iirr(J,, with A B C and some Fathers.1 Rightly; a is a 
mechanical repetition from what goes before. - Ver. I 0. Instead of 
oe Tisch. reads yap, supported only by B, min. Copt. Sahid. Clem.­
uii..-ou] is wanting in A B C ~. Copt. Clem. Bas. Cyr. It is deleted 
by Lachm. and Riickert. But considering the independent ..-o yap 
"muµ,u which follows, it would have been more natural to omit 
uu..-ov or to add ayfou (so Didym.) than to insert aii..-ou. - Ver. ll. 
lyv"-'"-Ev is, in accordance with the vast preponderance of evidence, 
approved by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Riickert. 
Elz., however, l\fattb. and Scholz, have oloev. Repetition of the pre-

• Clement, too, Cor. I. 34, has oo-,z, 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 oToiv, done mechanically or by way of gloss. In favour of 
iyvwxev there is also the reading iyvw in F G, 23, and Fathers. -
Ver. 13. -:.v1v1.1,a..-o;] Elz. adds a1iou, against decisive evidence to the 
contrary. A superfluous and weakening definition. - Ver. 15. The 
µ.h after avaxp. in Elz. and Scholz ( deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and 
Ri.ick.) is wanting in AC D* F G, 17, and many v~s. and Fathers. 
It has arisen from the /l§ which follows. In t(* the whole verse is 
omitted through Homoioteleuton. t( ** has µ,§v. - -d,1, -:.chm] so also 
Ri.ick. and Tisch.; Lachm. brackets ..-u; Elz. and Scholz have simply 
','l'ch..-a. But ..-u is attested by AC D, min. Ir. ms. Or. Nyss. Chrys.; 
o:-uvra is an old correction of the text, with the view of bringing in 
the masculine to co1Tespond with the ouoev6s which comes after; 
hence, too, Didym. and Theodoret have rruvra •. - Ver. 16. Xp/(r..-ov] 
Lachm. has Kupiou, with B D* F G, Theophyl. Ambrosiast. Aug. 
Sedul. Mechanical repetition of the preceding Kup/ou. Had KupioLJ 
been the original reading and explained by a gloss, the substitute 
for it would have been not Xp,arou, but EJ,oii, seeing that every mar­
ginal annotator must have been aware from Isa. xl. 13 that the 
preceding Kupfou referred to God. 

Vv. 1-5. Application of the foregoing section (i. 17-31) to the 
mannc1· in which Paul had come forwarcl as a teacher in Corinth. 

Ver. 1. Ka,yw] I too, as is the duty, in accordance with the 
previous explanation (i. 1 7-31), of every preacher of the gospel. 
The construction is such, that Ka0' v7rEpoxi)v K,T.X. belongs to 
KaTa,y,y., as indicating the mode adopted in the ,cam,y,yeXXEiv : I 
too, when I came to yon, brethren, came proclaiming to you, not npon 
the footing of a pre-eminence of speech (eloquence) or wisdom (philo­
sophy), the testimony of Goel. 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 e"'A.0(J)v 1jX0ov gives an intolerable tautology. But 
this is of no weight ( see the passages in Bern hardy, p. 4 7 5 ; 
Bornemann, ad Cyrop. v. 3. 2; Sauppe, ad Anab. iv. 2. 21; 
comp. on Acts vii. 34), and would, besides, apply to the construc­
tion ~X0ov ov ... crocf,[a,, KaTa,y,ye"'A.Xwv (Luther, Erasmus, Calvin, 
Grotius, and others, including Flatt, Ri.ickert, Hofmann) ; further, 
it is more natural and more in accordance with the sense to 
think in connection with ,ca0' wEpox~v K.T.X. of the manner 
of the preaching than of the manner of the coming. For that 
reason, too, ~X0ov is not placed after crocf,la,;. The preposition 
KaTtl, again, to express mode (Winer, p. 3 7 5 [E. T. 501 ]), is quite 
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according to rule; comp. ,ea0' v7rep/3oX~v, KaTli ,epaToc;, and 'the 
like. -As to v7repox~. eminentia, comp. 1 Tim. ii. 2 ; Plat. Legg. 
iv. p. 711 D; Def. 416; Arist. Pol. iv. 9. 5. Also KaKwv 
vr.epoxry, 2 Mace. xiii. 6. -,eam,y,yeXXruv] Paul might have 
used the future, but the present participle places the thing more 
vividly before us as already begun with the ~Mov. So especially 
often aryryEXi\.ruv (Valek. ad Phoen. 1082); e.g. Xen. Hell. ii. 1. 29: 
£<; Tli, 'A0ryvac; E7T'A€VUEV, aryryeXXovua ,•a ryeryov6Ta, Plat. Phaed. 
p. 116 C, and Stallbaum in Zoe. See, in general, Winer, p. 
320 f. [E. T. 429 f.]; Dissen, ad Pindar. Ol. vii. 14. - To 

µapTvp. TOU 0eou] in substance not different from T. µapT. T. 

XptuTOu, 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 f. 

Ver. 2. For I did not resolve (did not set it before me as part of 
my undertaking) to know anything among you except Jesus OMist, 
and that the crucified, i.e. to mix up other kinds of knowledge 
with the proclamation of Jesus Christ, etc.1 Had Paul not dis­
dained this and not put aside all other knowledge, his Kam-y­
ryeXXew would not have remained free from V'TT'Epox~ Xoryov t, 
uorf,{ac;. The ordinary reference of the negation to n : I resolved 
to know nothing, etc., is in arbitrary opposition to the words 
(so, however, Pott, Flatt, Ri.ickert, Osiander, Ewald). In i!Kptva 
Calvin and Grotius find too much, since the text does not give 
it : 1nagnmn di1;Xi; Hofmann again, too little, with Luther and 
others : I fudged, was of opinion ; for Paul could indeed discard 
and negative in his own case the imdcrtaking to know something, 
but not the fudgment that he did know something. His self­
dctc1·1nination was, not to be directed to know, etc. Comp. vii. 
37; 2 Cor. ii. 1; Rom. xiv. 13; Kp'ivat n Kat 7rpo0eu0a,, Polyb. 
iii. 6. 7; Wisd. viii. 9; 1 Mace. xi. ::l3; 2 Mace. vi. 14, al. He 
might have acted otherwise, had he proposecl to himself to do so. 

\ •~, ] \ > ~ "\ \ ~ "/: 0 II rl, I > - n eioevat 7rpoc; avnotaUTOI\.TJV TTJ<; e5w ev etpTJTat uo.,,iac;· ov 
\ "i\.0 "\ "\ \ "\ I > ~\ rl,I > <;-> II"\"\ ~;ap 17 ov UV/\.1\.0"ftUµovc; 7T'I\.E1'WV, ovoe uo.,,1uµaTa, ovu a/\.1\.0 Tt 

1 Causaubon remarks well, that 'In~. X. refers to tho person, nncl ~- .,.,ii-.-. ,~-.-«vp. 

to the ojficium, and "in his duobus totum versatur evangelium." But the strong 
emphasis on the latter point arises from looking back to i. 17-24. 
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AE"fWV vµiv, ~ OT£ o Xpunor; €<rTavpw011, Chrysostom. But tlie 
giving up of everything else is far more powerfully expressed by 
Eloevai (comp. Arrian, Epict. ii. 1) than if Paul had said "/1.E"fEtv 
or "/l.a"/1.eiv. He was not disposed, when among the Corinthians, 
to be conscious of anything else but Christ. The notion of per­
mission (Riickert), which might be conveyed in the relation of the 
infinitive to the verb (see Lo beck, ad Phryn. p. 753; Ki.ihner, cul 
Xen. 1Jlc1n. ii. 2. 1 ; Anab. v. 7. 34), would here only weaken 
the force of the statement. Were Tou eloEvat Tt 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 Ol'dcr to know anything. Comp. on Acts xxvii. 1. - "· 
TouT. lo-Tavp.] notwithstanding the offence therein implied for Jew 
and Gentile, i. 18, 23. Comp. Gal. vi. 14. 

Vv. 3, 4. After the probative sentence, ver. 2, Paul takes up 
again the connection of ver. 1, and that with the simple ,ca{: Antl 
I for my part (with others it may have been different!) fell into 
weakness and into mitch fea1· and trembling among you (7rpor; vµ.; 
see on John i. 1 ). - 1t1veo-0at lv, to fall into a state, etc. ( and to be 
in it); so Thuc. i. 78. 1; Plato, Prot. p. 314 C; Dem. p. 179, ult. 
Comp. Luke nii. 44; 1 Mace. i. 2 7; 2 Mace. vii. 9 ; Hist. Sus. 8. 
\Ye might also join 7rpor; vµar; to l1evoµ11v, not, indeed, in the way 
in which Hofmann interprets it, as if for i1evoµ11v there stood 17µ11v 
(Mark xiv. 49), but in the sense: I arrived among yo1i (2 John 
12, and see generally, Fritzsche, Ind. ad Lucian. Dial. IJeoi·. p. 8 5 ; 
Niigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 295, ed. 3); ver. 4, howeYer, shows 
that what is here spoken of is not again (ver. 1) the coming 
thither, hut the state when there. - The three phrases, ao-0., cpo/3or;, 
and Tpoµor;, depict the deep 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 trembling. 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 (ao-0.), and of the 
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apprehension of dangers, which he had to undergo in Corinth; 
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 f.), 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 au-0eve{a even of 
bodily weakness, either generally sickliness (Ri.ickert), or more 
especially weakness in the chest and voice (Storr, comp. Rosen­
miHler). - cpo/3oc; IC. Tpoµoc;] always denote with Paul (comp. also 
I1s. ii. 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. - o 'A.070,; µou IC, T. 

1C~pu7µa, µou] are indeed emphatically separated from each other 
by the repetition of the µou; but it is an arbitrary distinction 
to make the former of the two refer to the form, the latter to 
the contents (Heydenreich), or the former to the pri-vata, the latter 
to the publica institiitio (so Ri.ickert and the majority of com­
mentators). The former is the more general expression, the 
latter the particular: 1ny speech generally ( comp. 2 Cor. x. 10), and 
especially niy public preaching. - ou1C ev 1ret0o'ic; uocp. 'A.07ot,] sc. 
1jv, non vcrsabcttzir in, did not move in the element of pcrszwsive 
words of wisdoin, such words as are philosophically arranged nnd 
thereby fitted to persuade. Ilet0a, is found nowhere else in the 
whole range of extant Greek literature, 1T£0avoc; being the word 
in use (Xen. Gy1·. vi. 4. 5; Time. iv. 21; Dern. 928. 14; Josephus, 
Antt. viii. 9; and the passages from Plato in Ast, Lex. III. p. 102. 
Meineke, llfcnand. p. 222). Ilet0a,, however, is formed frolll 
1re{0w by correct analogy as cpetooc; from cpelooµat, etc. Comp. 
Salmasius, de ling. Hellenist. p. 8 G ; Reiche, Comment. erit. I. p. 
136 f. It was in all likelihood an adjective belonging only to the 
colloquial language of common life. Kypke, indeed (Obss. II. p. 
193), would find some trace of it in Plato, Garg. p. 493 A; but 
what we have there is a play on the words TO m0avav and 1rt0oc;, 
a easl.:, which has no connection whatever with 7TEt0o,. Pasor 
and Schrader make 7TEt0o'ic; to be the dative plural of 1rei0w, suadct, 
and what follows to be in apposition to it: in persuasions, in 
u,ords of wisdom. But the plural of 7TEi0w also has no existence ; 
and how abrupt such an apposition would be, as well as wholly at 
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nriance· with the parallel in ver. 13 ! The following are simply 
con}ectitrcs (comp. the critical remarks): Beza and Erasmus Schmiel 
(after Eusebius), EV 7T'ct001, uo<j>{a,; "A.a,ywv; Grotius, €V 7T'LU'T018 

IC.T.X.; Valckenaer, Klose, and Kuhn (Comrncntat. ad l Cor. ii. 
1-5, Lips. 1784), iv m0avo1,,; or 7rct0avo'i,; IC.T.X. (comp. also 
Alberti, Schcdiasni. p. 105); Alberti, iv 7T'Et0oii,; (suadae) u. "A.a,yoi,;, 

or (so, too, Semler, Flatt, Rinck, Fritzsche in the Hall. Lit. Zeit. 
1840, Nr. 100) €V 7T'Et0o'i uo<j>{a;; (without "A.a,yoi,;).-iv Q.7T'OO€lgE£ 

'TT'VEvµaTO<; IC. ovvaµEw,;] "Without there being any necessity for 
explaining the two genitives by a ~v out ovo1,v as equivalent to 
'TT'VEvµaTo<. ovvaToii (so still Pott, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Maier, 
with older expositors), the meaning may, according to our inter­
pretation of &7roOctgi,; antl to our taking the genitives in an 
objective or subjective sense, be either: so that I evinced Spirit 
and power (so Vatablus antl others, with Pott and Billroth); 
or : so that Spirit and power rnadc thcrnsclves known through me 
(Calvin: "in Pauli ministerio ... quasi nuda Dei manus se 
proferebat ") ; or: so that Spirit and power gave the proof (Rtickert, 
de Wette, Osiander, Neander, and Maier, following older com­
mentators). The latter is most in keeping with the purposely­
chosen expression a.7roOEtgt,; (found here only in the N. T. ; Dem. 
326. 4; Plato, Phaed. p. 77 C, Theact. p. 162 E, and often; 
3 Mace. iv. 2 0), and with the significant relation to ou,e iv 7T'Et0o'i,; 

u. "A.a,yoi,;. 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, persuading them of its truth,-the tcsti­
monium Spiritus Sancti intcrnmn.1 At variance with the text 
is the view of several of the older expositors (following Origen, 
contrci Cclsll?n, i. p. 5), who refer 'TT'VEvµaTo<; to the oracles of the 
0. T., and Suvaµ. 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 &7roOEigi,;. 

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

1 Theophylact is right in supposing as regards <r><•f'-"-"''; : a.ppr.To/ ,.,,; "f'<rff ,,.;,.~,. 
1,,,;r.;,, ,,.,;, a.1<06,u.-,. He makes ~""'I''°''' however, apply to the miracles, as does 
Theodoret also, who takes the two elements together, and explains the clause of the 
/""f'"'"'"P'Y;" -.-,ii .,..,,p.u..-o;. So, too, in substance, Chrysostom, according to whom 
it is by ,;r""f'-""''; that the miracles are made to appear as true 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 based, have its causal 
ground (comp. Dernhardy, p. 210), not on man's wisdoni, but on 
God's power (which has brought conviction to you through my 
speech and preaching). That tva introduces not his own (Hof­
mann), but the divine purpose, is clear from ev a1Tood~ei K.T.A., in 
which Paul has stated how God had wrought through him. Comp. 
rva in i. 31. 

V v. 6-16. JVisdom, however, we deliver among the perfect ; but 
it is a higher wisd01n re'vcalcd to us by the Spirit, which therefore 
only those filled with the Spirit, and not the sensuous, apprehend. 
- Paul having, in i. 17-31, justified the simple and non-philo­
sophical 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 uorp{a 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 uocpla delivered, but not a philosophy in the cJmmon, 
worldly sense, etc. 

Ver. 6. TYisdom, nevertheless (unphilosophical as my discourse 
among you was), we ddi·ver among the pc1fect. -AaAovµev] we 
speak it out, hold it not back. That the plnral does not refer to 
l'aul alone (so 1tsually), but to the apostolic tcachc1·s in general, is 
clear from the ,cal i,yw in iii. 1, which introduces the particular 
application of the plural statement here. - ev means nothing 
else than in, snrronnclcd by, among, comm.; )..a"'J,,,e,v ev corresponds 
to the "'l,,,a"'J,,,e,v with the dative in iii. 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 ev should be retained), but also the explanation : accord­
ing to the y'uclgnient of the perfect (Grotius, Tittmann, de Spir. 
IJci mystcrior. div. interzJ?"cte, Lips. 1814, in the Syn. N. T. p. 
2 8 5), which would have to be referred, with Billroth, to the con­
ception of among, since the corresponding usage of ev eµol, ev uot, 
in the sense, according to 1ny or thy view, applies exclusively to 
these particular phrases (Bernhardy, p. 211 ). - The T€Aetoi ( comp. 
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on Eph. iv. 13), who stand in contrast to the v~1r1.0£ ev Xpurrrj,, 

are -~~o_~ _wlw_ have penetrated beyond the position of beginners in 
Christian saving knowledge to tlte h~qhcr sphere of thorough and 
comp1·chcnsivc insight. • The uorp{a, which is delivered to .. these, is 
the• Christian analogue to philosophy in the ordinary sense of the 
word, the highc1· nligious wisdom of ChTistianity, the presentation 
of which (xii. 8) is not yet appropriate for the beginners in the 
faith (iii. 1, 2). The fo1·1n of this instruction was that of spiritual 
discourse (ver. 13) framed under the influence of the holy 
1rvEuµa, but independent of the teachings of philosophic rhetoric ; 
and its .matter 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 µuuT~pta T'TJ~ /3arn­

),,.E{a~ Twv oupavwv (Matt. xiii. 11),-that, which no eye hath 
seen, etc. Comp. Bab. Sanhedr. f. xcix. 1: "Quod ad mundum 
futurum : oculus non vidit, 0 Deus, praeter te." The definitions 
now given 1 respecting the uorp{a 0Eou are the only ones that 
neither go beyond the text, nor are in the least degree arbitrary, 
while they comprehend also the doctrine of the ICTLrn~ 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 tbc 
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 tbe 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 
i:oming of the Lord. Similarly, and still more in detail, Estius. According to <le 
'\Vette, portions of this wisdom are to be found in the Epistle to the Romans, in tbe 
discussions on justification, on the contrast between Christ and Adam, and on pre-
1lestination ; in the Epistles to the Ephesia11s and Colvssians, in the inclications 
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. 11 IT. 
Osiander makes this t1otl« to consist in the deeper dogmatic development of the 
gospel as regards its historical foundations and its eternal consequences reaching on 
to the consummation of the kingdom of Goel. Comp. Ewalcl, p. 139, accorcling to 
whom its contents turn upon the gospel as the centre and cardinal point of all divine­
human history, and for that very reason touch all the problems both of history as 
a whole, ancl of the creation. Hofmann rightly includes also the final glory of 
believers. • 
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disciplina arcani. With the main point in our view as a whole, 
-namely, that uo<f,{a denotes that higher religious wisdom, and 
TeAetot 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
Rostom, however, Theophylact, Theodoret, Luther, Calvin, Beza, 
Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and others, including Tittmann, Flatt, Bill­
roth, and Olshausen, understand by the TEAetot the Christians 
generally, or the trite Christians, to whom the apostle's doctrine 
( 

,1.,1 ... I ' I \ \ I ~ I \ 0:, \ uo-,,iav l\,eyet TO ,crypuryµa /Cat TOV Tpo71'ov T'T}<; U6JT'T}ptar;, To ota 

uTaupou uoo0ijvat, TeAelour; OE Toor; 71'€71'tuTeu/CoTar;, Chrysostom), 
appca1·ed 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 ryaXa denotes the instruc­
tion of beginners as distinguished from the uocf,{a (/3pwµa). Comp. 
the appropriate remarks of Castalio on this passage. - uocf,lav OE 
ou T. aiwv. T.] wisdom, lwweve1·, which does not belong to this age 
(oe, as in Rom. iii. 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. 
A , ~ I ,I,. I ' f,..., \ >It r I \ ,. 

toovor; TOUTou uo-,,iav ovoµa'>et T'T}V e5oo, oor; '11'pou,caipov /Cat T<p 

alr';,vt TOUT~ uury,caTaAuoµevrw, Theophylact. - ovoe] also (in par­
ticular) not. - TWV apx. T. alwv T.] These are the rulers generally 
(comp. Acts xiii.· 27), the dominant powers (proceres) of the prc-
1'lessianic tirne 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 uocf,{a in question is a wisdom to which holders of tem­
poral power are strangers. Comp. ver. 8. It is a mistake to 
explain the &px, T. alwv. T. as referring either to influential 
philosophers and 1nen of learning 1 (Theodoret, Theophylact, and 
others, including Pott; comp. N eander: "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, 

1 These arc not even included (in opposition to Chrysostom and others, including 
Osiander), although the tJ.px.,.,,.,; may have accepted their wisdom, played the part of 
patrons to them, etc. 
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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, Rosenmi.iller), which is contrary to the general character 
of the expression, and not required by ver. 8 (see on ver. 8). -
TWV Kampry.] 'which are done away with, i.e. 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 Tov alwvo,;; TOVTov. The _expedient of 
explaining it into : " Whose power and influence are broken and 
brought to nought by the gospel," Billroth ( comp. Flatt and 
Ri.ickert), 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. 0eov uo4'lav] God's philosophy, of which God is the 
possessor, who has made it known to those who proclaim it, 
ver. 10. This 0eov is with great emphasis prefixed ; the repeti­
tion of "A.a"A.ovµ,1:v, too, carries with it a certain solemnity, comp. 
Rom. viii. 15; Phil. iv. 17. - iv µ,vuT17p{<f>] does not belong to 
T~v a'TT'01'e1'p. (with which it was connected expressly as early as 
Theodoret; comp. Grotius: "quae diu in arcano recondita fuit "), 
but to "A.a"A.ovµ,ev (Erasmus, Estius, Ri.ickert, Schrader, de W ette, 
Osiander, Hofmann), not, however, in the sense: "secreto 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. 2 5 ). To this is to be referred also the rendering of 
Ri.ickert and Neander: as a mystery. Most interpreters, however, 
join iv µ,vuT17p{<f> with uo4'{av, sc. ovuav : God's secret wisdom 
(unknown but for revelation). So also Pott, Heydenreich, Billroth, 
Tittmann, Usteri, Ewald. But the article, although after the 
anarthrous uocf>lav 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 T~v iv µ,vuT17ptp. On the other hand, if he joined 
iv µ,vuT. to "A.a"A.ovµ,e11, he could not, seeing that he wished to 
prefix "A.a;\. for the sake of emphasis, write otherwise. - T~v 
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a'11'01w,p.] as respects its nature, 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. -1,v '11'pomp. b Bea<; /C,T.X.] There is no 
ground here for supplying (with the rnajority of expositors, in­
cluding Pott and Heydenreich) a'11'01CaXwTew, ryvwplu-ai, or the like, 
or (with Olshausen) a dative of the person; or yet for assuming, 
as do Billroth and Ri.ickert, that Paul meant by fjv the object of 
the wisdom, the salvation obtained through Christ. For '11'pomp. 
has its complete and logically correct reference in el,; oo~av ;,µ,. 
( comp. Eph. i. 5), so that the thought is: "to which wisdom God 
has, before the bcgin·ning of the ages of tkis world (in eternity), 
given the predestination that by it we should attain to glory." This 
El<; oo~. '1/JJ,, corresponds significantly to the TWV 1Cawpry. 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 W ette, Osiander, N eander, and 
many older expositors), as also the correlative 'Tij,; ooE-rJ,; in ver. 8 
applies purely to the heavenly glory. Bengel says well: " olim 
revelandam, tum cum principes mundi destruentur." It reveals 
itself then as the wisdom that makes blessed, having attained in 
the oo!a of believers the end designed for it by God before the 
beginning of the world. 

Ver. 8. ''Hv] Parallel with the preceding fjv, and referring to 
0eov uocptav (Calvin, Grotius, and most commentators, including 
Flatt, Ri.ickert, de W ette, Osiander, Hofmann), not to oo!. ;,µwv 
(Tertullian, contra Marc. v. 6, Camerarius, Pott, Billroth, Maier); 
for the essential point in the whole context is the non-recognition 
of that wisdom.1 

- el ryap lryvwuav IC.T.X.] parenthetical proof from 

1 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 takiug it, with Hofmann, as equivalent in this verse to ,,.,.,;. 
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fact for what has been just asserted; for the a;\;\a in ver. 9 
refers to i)v ouoel,; ... €"fVW"EV. The crucifixion of Ghrist, seeing 
that it was effected by J cwish and heathen rulers together, is 
here considered as the act of the apx, T. aiwv. collcctii·ely. - TOV 
Kvpiov T~'> oo~,;] 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 
xvii. 5 ; Luke xxiv. 26 ; Phil. iii. 20 f.; Col. iii. 1-4, al.), the 
Lorcl of glory. Comp. J as. ii. 1. In a precisely analogous way 
God is called, in Eph. i. 1 7, o 'TT'aT~P T~'> 06g17,;. Comp. Acts 
vii. 2; Ps. xx.iv. 7; Heb. ix. 5. In all these passages the ex­
pression of the adjectival notion by the genitive has rhetorical 
emphasis. Comp. Hermann, ad Vige1·. p. 887. This designation 
of Christ, however, is purposely chosen by way of antithesis to 
E<rTavpr,Jr;av ; for o r;Tavpo,; cioogta,; elvat Oo"e'i, Chrysostom. Had 
the apxovTE', known that r;oq,{a 0eov, then they wonld also have 
known Christ as what He is, the Kvpio,; T~'> 06g17,, and would 
have received and honoured instead of shamefully crucifying Him. 
But what was to thcni wisdom was simply nothing more than 
selfish worldly prudence and spiritual foolishness ; in accordance 
with it· Annas aud Caiaphas, Pilate and Herod, acted. Comp., 
generally, Luke xxiii. ,34 ; Acts iii. 1 7. 

Ver. 9. 'A;\;\a] but, antithesis to i)v otioel,; TWV apxovTWV T. al. 
T. €"fVW"ev.-The passage of Scriptiire, which Paul now adduces, 
is to be translated : " JVhat an eye hath not seen, nor an cm· heard, 
and (what) hath not ri"sen into the heart of a man, (namely:) all 
that God hath prepared for ihe1n that love Hirn." In the connection 
of our passage these words are still dependent upon ;\a;\ovµev. 
Paul, that is to say, instead of affirming something further of the 
wisdom itself, and so continuing with another 77v (which none of 
the rulers have known, but which), describes now the mysterious 
contents of this wisdom, and expresses himself accordingly in the 
nciite1· form (by a), to which he was induced in the :flow of his 
discourse by the similar form of the language of Sc1·iptiire which 
floated before his mind. The construction therefore is not anaco-

.-n, (Buttm:mn, neut. Gr. p. 243 [E. T. 282]), and as introtlucing a new principal 
sentence. The asyndetic similar co-ordination of several relative clauses is, from 
Homer onward (see Ameis on the Odyss. xxiii. 209, append.), a Yery common usage 
in the classics also. 
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luthic (Ri.ickert hesitatingly; de Wette and Osiander, both of whom 
hold that it loses itself in the conception of the mysteries referred 
to); neither is it to be supplemented by ryeryove (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, etc., God, on tlte 
other hand (oe, see on i. 23), ltas revealed to iis, 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 arya7rwaw auTov, ,ca0wr; ryerypa7rTai logically 
would need to stand, not before, but after l:i, because in reality 
this a, and not the ,ca0wr; ryerypa7rrnt, would introduce the object 
of a7re,ca'71.tn[rev. - ,ca0wr; ryeryp.] 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. Apoci·. N. T. p. 342 ; Pscudcpigr. N. T. I. p. 
1072; Li.icke, Einleit. z. Offcnb. I. p. 235), with whom Schrader 
and Ewald agree, assume, amidst vehement opposition on the part 
of Jerome, that the citation is from the Revelation of Elias, in which 
Zacharias of Chrysopolis avers (Harinonia Evang. p. 343) that he 
himself had actually read the words. Grotius regards them as 
"c scriptis Rabbinoi·mn, qui ea habuerunt ex traditione vetere." 
11fost interpreters, however, including Osiander and Hofmann, 
agree with Jerome (on Isa. b:iv. and ad Paininaeh. cpist. ci.) in 
finding here a free quotation from Isa. b::iv. 4 (some holding that 
there is, besides, a reference to Iii. 15, Lw. 17); see especially 
Surenhusius, ,carn'71.)t.,. p. 5 2 G 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 (sec 
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 Eliac. So, too, Bleek 
in the Stud. ii. /{rit. 1853, p. 330. But since it is only passages 
from the canonical Scriptures that are ever cited by Paul with 

1 COR. I. E 
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Ka06'<; "fl,yp., we must at the -same time assume that he intcndccl 
to do so here also, but by some confusion of memory took the 
apocryphal saying for a canonical passage possibly from the pro­
phccie,s, to which the passages of kindred sound in Isaiah might 
easily give -occasion. Comp. also Weiss, biblischc Tlieol. p. 2 9 8. 
-&. o<f,0a).µa<; OUK €to€ K.T.A..] For similar designations in the 
classics and Rabbins of what cannot be apprehended by the senses 
or intellect, see Wetstein and Lightfoot, Home, p. 162. Comp. 
Empedocles in Plutarch, 1lfor. p. 1 7 E: ouT' e,rtoepKTtt Tao' 
' i:- ' " ' ' ' " ' "' ' W"th avopa,nv, .ouT £7TaKOV<TTa, ovTE vorp 7TEpt"-7J7TTa. 1 respect to 
ava/3. e1r1, Kapo., :l?. ~~ il~¥, to rise up to the heart, that is, l1ecome 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. -Toi, a,ya,r. auTov] i.e. in the 
apostle's view: for the true Christians.1 See on Rom. viii. 28. 
What Goel has prepared for them is the salvation of the niessi­
anic kingdom. Comp. Matt. x.w. 34. Constitt. Apost. vii. 32. 2: 
ol 0€ ofKatot ,ropev<TOVTat €£<; '"'~V aiwvtov KA.7]povoµouvTE<; 
• ~ .. •,1,0 ... ' , .. ,:- . ... e,ceiva, a o't' a"-µo<; ov,c €to€ IC.T."-, 

Ver. 10. Having thus set forth the hitherto hidden character of 
the divine <Toif,{a, Paul now turns to its unveiling, as a result of 
which it was that that ">..a)..ouµEv of ver. 6 f. took place. In doing 
this he puts 7Jµ'iv emphatically first in the deep consciousness of 
the distinction implied in so signal a mark of divine favour. 
The object of a7TEKaA.. is the immediately preceding a 1JT01µa<TEV 

IC.T.A., - 'T}µ"iv] vlitral, as A.a">..ouµEV in ver. 6, and therefore neither 
to be referred to the apostle alone (Rosenmiiller, Riickert, and 
others), nor to all Christians (Billroth, etc.). - otd. Tou 1rvEvµ. 

auTou] The Holy Spirit, proceeding forth from God as the per­
sonal principle of Christian enlightenment, of every Christian 
endowment, and of the Christian life, .is the medimn, in His being 
communicated to men (ver. 12), of the divine revelation; He is 
the bcarei· of it; Eph. i. 17, iii. 3, 5; 1 Cor. xii. 11, xiv. 6, al. -
To ,ydp ,rvEuµa K.T,A..] Herewith begins the adducing of pi·oo.f 

1 Clement, ad 001·. I. 34, in quoting this snme passage (with his usual formula for 
scriptural quotations, Ai:y11 :yrip), has here ,,.,;, ~"''f'-'"um ,.;,,,.,;,, remembering perhaps 
Isa. lxiv. 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, hnve ,,.,;, i:y«,;r.im """''· The 
so-called second Epistle of Clement, chap. xi., has the passage only as far as !,1{3r.. 
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for that ,jµiv OE a71'eKaAvtev K,T,A, which continues on to ver. 
12, to this effect, namely: For tlw Spirit is familiar with the 
'mysteries of God, because He alone stands in that unique relation as 
respects knowledge to God, which corresponds to the relation of the 
human spirit to man ( vv. 10, 11) ; bitt what we have received is 
no other than this Spirit of God, in oi·der that we 1night know the 
salvation of God (ver. 12), so that no doubt remains that we have 
actually the a11'01CaAvtii; in question through the Spirit. That 
To 7rvevµa means not the hit1nan spfrit, but the Holy Spirit, is 
certain from what goes before and from vv. 11, 12. - E!pevvi] 
rightly interpreted by Chrysostom : ou,c a,yvoiai;, J,71,71,' a,cpt/3ovi; 
,YVWUE(J)<; €VTav0a 'TO E!pevviv fVOEt/CTl/COV, Comp. Ps. CX..IDX. 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" (Dillroth, comp. Baur), or of any other 
such Hegelian views as they would impute to him. - 7ravm] 
all things, without limitation. Comp. Wisd. vii. 2 3 ; Ps. 
cxxxix. 7. - Tlt f3a017 'TOIi 0eov] Comp. Judith viii. 14: f3a0oi; 
Kapo{ai; av0pw1rov; see on Rom. xi. 33, also Plato, Theact. p. 
18 3 E. The expression: " depths of God," denotes the whole rich 
cxhaustlcss fidncss 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 f3a0vf3ov7l,ov (Aeschy­
lus, Pers. 143) of the Godhead, are included; but we are not to 
suppose that they alone are meant. The opposite is Td. f3a0ea 
Tov $aTava, 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, i.e. the Holy Spirit, 
is the power [Potenz] of the divine self-knowledge. Goel 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 Ego. 

Ver. 11 assigns the reason for the /Ca£ 'Td- /3a017 'TOIi emu just 
mentioned, and that in such a way as to represent the searching 
of these f3a017 as exclusively pertaining to the Spirit of God, accord­
ing to the analogy of the relation between the spirit of man and 
man himself. - av0pw11'(J)v] should neither, with Grotius, be held 
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superfluous 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 Toii av0poJ1rou afterwards (which 
is wanting in F G, and some Fathers), hence also the position 
chosen for it: av0p,.:nrwv Ta Toii av0pw1rou: no 1nan knows what 
is 1nan' s, save the spirit of the man which is in hini.1 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 hmnan knowing at all. The 
man's own spirit knows it, but no other man.-W e are not, with 
many expositors, including Pott and Flatt, to add {3a017 by way 
of supplement to Tlt Toii av0p. or to Tli Toii 0eoii. This would be 
a purely arbitrary limitation of the universal statement, to which 
Ta {3a017, 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 innc1· ones. The illustration adduced 
by Grotius serves to bring out the sense more clearly: "Prin­
cipum abditos sensus quis novit nisi ipse principis animus?" -
eryvw,ce] cognita lwbet. See Bernhardy, p. 378. For the rest, this 
ovoelc;- eryvwKe is, as a matter of course, said not as in distinction 
from the Son (Luke x. 22), but from the creatiires. 

REMARK.-The comparison in ver. 11 ought not to be pressed 
beyond the point compared. vVe are neither, therefore, to under­
stand it so that the Spirit of God appears as the soul of the divine 
substance (Hallet; see, on the other hand, Heilmann, Opusc. II.), 
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 ,.v~iip,a of the man, which constitutes 
his personal life. Hence God is known only by His Spirit, as the 
man is only by his spirit, as the vehicle of his own self-conscious­
ness, not by another man. \Vith -:-o ,-v,ii,ua -:-oii 0eoii, Paul does not 
again join -:-/; ev auriji, because the man's spirit indeed is shut up in 
the man, but not so the Divine Spirit in God; the latter, on the 
contrary, goes forth also from Him, is communicated, and is -:-o 
-;-veu/.La ,;-/; fa roii 0.oii. See ver. 12. 

1 The ,,., ,, ,,;,~;;; is an argumentative definition.-In the man the subject knowing 
is the Ego of the personal self-consciousness, hence ,,., "'"ii"-", not ~ fvxn. Comp. 
Dclitzsch, biblisclte Psycho/ogie, p. 1!)3 ; Krumm, de notionib. psycliol. Paul. p. lG f. 
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Ver. 12. Lie] leading on to the second half of the demonstra­
tion which began with To ,ydp 'fT'VEvµ,a, in ver. 10 (see on ver. 10). 
-~µi;i.'r;] as ~µ'iv in ver. 10. - To 'fT'VEuµa Tou "auµov] i.e. the 
spirit which imbelieving rncmkind has. This spirit is the diabolic 
'fT'VEuµa, that is, the spirit proceeding forth from, the devil, under 
whose power the ,couµor; lies, and whose sphere of action it is. 
See 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. vi. 11, 12, ii 2. Comp. John xii. 31; 
1 John iv. 3, v. 19. Had we received this spirit,-and here 
Paul glances back at the &pxov'TE<; 'TOV alwvor; 'TOV'TOV 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 'TT'VEuµa rfjr; 

7r)\,av11r; as contrasted with the 'IT'VEVµa 'T~'> a,)\,110e{ar;, 1 John iv. 6. 
1lfost commentators take To 7rveuµa in the sense of mode of thought 
and view, so that the meaning would be : " Non sum us instituti 
sapientia mundana et saeculari," Estius. So Theophylact, and 
after him Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and many others, including Morus, 
Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Heydenreich, de W ette, Maier, and similar! y 
Pott. But, according to ver. 10, -ro 'fT'VEvµa rnust 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 7rveuµa, which has 
lJliuded the understanding of the unbelievers, 2 Cor. iv. 4. Bill­
roth's explanation : that it is the non-absolitte 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, Rtickert's view, that 
Paul meant: " we have received our 7rvcvµa not from the world, 
but from God," cannot even be reconciled with the words of 
the passage. - To J,c T, Beov] The J,c is employed by Paul here 
not in order to avoid the appearance of making this 7rveuµa the 
principle that determines the action of God (so Kling in the 
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Stud. 11. Krit. 1839, p. 435), which were a needless precaution, 
but because this form of expression has a significant adaptation to 
the 7va Eiowµ,Ev K.T.A,; there can be no doubt about this knowing, 

if it proceeds from the Spirit which is j1'oin God (which has 
gone forth upon believers; comp. ver. 11, To Ev aunj,), John xv. 
26. - tva Eiowµev K.T.A.] the divine purpose in imparting the 
Spirit which proceeded forth from God. This clause, expressive 
of design, containing the object of the tl7TEKaAv,/rEV in ver. 10, 
completely winds up the adducing of proof for the ~µ'iv oe 
' '"'· ' 0 1- ' ' ' ' ' 0 ~ ' ~ ] th a7TEKa/'i.. O - . Ota 'T. 7TV. avT. - Ta V'TTQ T. - EOV ')(_ap. 17µ,tv are e 

blessings of the l\1essianic kingdom, the possession of which is 
bestowed by divine grace on the Christians (~µ'iv), 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. ii. 8, 9. That to take 
it ideally in this way is correct (in opposition to Hofmann), is 
clear from the consideration that Ta xaptu0evm must be identical 
with t,, TJTalµ,auEv o 0Eo, IC.T.'A. in ver. 9, and with the ooga 77µ. 

in ver. 7. 
Ver. 13. Having thus in vv. 10-12 given the proof of that 

~µ,iv OE a:rre,ca'A. IC.T.A., the apostle goes on now to the mannc1' in 

which the things revealed were proclaimecl, passing, therefore, from 
the Eliieva, Ta xap. to the MXEtV of them. The manner, nega­
tive and positive, of this XaXE'iv (comp. ver. 4) he links to what 
has gone before simply by the relative: which (namely, Ta ... 

xap,u0. ~µ.) we also (in accordance with the fact of our having 
received the Spirit, ver. 12) utter not in words lca1·ncd of hmnan 

wisdom ( dialectics, rhetoric, etc.), but in those learned of the Spirit. 

The genitives : av0poo1r. uacp. and 1rvEvµaTa,, are dependent on 
o,oaKTat, (John vi. 45). See Winer, pp. 182, 178 [E. T. 242, 
236]. Pflugk, ad Ettr. Hee. 1135. Comp. Pindar, Ol. ix. 153: 
7TOAXol 0€ OtOa,crn'i, av0poJ7TCJJV apETat, KAEO, cJpavuav EAeu0a,· &vev 

0€ Beau IC.T.A., comp. Neni. iii. 71. Sophocles, El. 336: Taµa 

vau0ET~µ,aTa KE{v71, OtOa,cnf. It is true that the genitives might 
also l.,e dependent upon AO"fOL'> (Fritzsche, Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p. 
2 7); but the context, having otoa,cTa'i, 1rvEvµaTa,, is against this. 
To take o,oa,cTa'i, (with Ewald) as meaning, according to the 
common classical usage, lcarnablc, quae doceri possunt (see espe­
cially Demosth. 1413. 24; Plato, Prot. p. 319 B: ou otoa,cTov 
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~ "' • ' ' 0 ' ' ' 0 ' ) d t fWat µ7/0 v1r av pw1roov 1rapauKfvaa--rov av pw1rotr:; , oes no agree 
so well with vv. 4 and 15.-The suggestio vcrbormn, here asserted, 
is reduced to its right measure by o,oaK-ro'ir:;-; 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," ,vetstein),-an appropriation capable 
of being 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.-1rvwµa­
TLKo'ir:; 1rvfvµanKa uvry,cplvov-rer:;] connecting 1 spiritual things with 
spiritual, not uniting things unlike in natnre, which would be 
the case, were we to give forth what was revealed by the Holy 
Spirit in the speech of human, wisdom, in philosophic discourse, 
bnt joining to the matters revealed by the Spirit (1rvwµan­

Ko'ir:;) the speech also taught by the Spirit (1rvwµa-rtKa),-things 

consequently of like nature, " spiritualibus spiritualia compon­
entes" (Oastalio). So in substance also Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 
Balcluin, Wolf, Baumgarten, Kling in the Stud. und Krit. 18 3 9, 
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 uvry,cplvftv (Valckenaer, p. 13 4 f. ; 
Porson, ad llfed. 136). Plato has it frequently in this meaning, 
and in contrast to otaKplvftV. See Ast, Le:.c. Plat. III. p. 290 f. 
Other commentators, while also taking 1rvwµa-r. as neuter, make 
uvry,cp{vew, explicare, namely, either : e:.cplaining the N. T. doctrine 
fro1n the types of the 0. T. (Ohrysostom and his successors 2), or: 
" exponentes ea, quae prophetae Spiritu Dei acti dixere, per ea, 
quae Ohristus suo Spiritu nobis aperuit" (Grotius, Krebs), or: 
"spiritualibus verbis spiritualia interpretantes " (Elsner, l\fosheim, 
Bolten, Neander). But the first two of these renderings are 
against the context, and all the three are against the 1lsus 
loquendi; for uvry,cplvew is never absolutely interprctari, either in 

1 Not proving, as Theodore of lllopsuestia takes it: d1-z .,.;;,, .-,ii .,,,.r,,,.a.~•; ti<ro:i,,;,.,, 
'T~, 'Toii 'lf'nVp,,x,,,.o; O,bt£11xez,Altn 'lf,,'TolJp.,ltz.. 

2 So, too, Theocloret; ixi,,u.o ,yap .,.;j; ~a:Aa:,.Z; du~un""; .,.;,II ,u.a:p-rvp:a.'I, xtzl d/ litr.E;,,,,; 

.. ~. #tzll'?i, /3E{3«,0V,u.tt· '1111fUP,lZ'Tl1';, ;·rL.p xtfxE,11'1 ••• "a:2 d,a: .,.;;,II ..-tl.,,-&iv a~;X11Uf£0 -.7111 '-'"-'1· 
Gu,.,. Several of the older interpreters follow the Greeks in substance, including 
Calovius, who, on the ground of this passage, declares himself against the explana­
tion of Scripture 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: comparantcs, and see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 278) or in the LXX. With the latter it is indeed the common 
word for the interpretation of dreams (,n::i, see Gen. xl. 8, 16, 22, 
xli. 12, 15 ; Dan. v. 12) ; but in such cases ( comp. the passages 
from Philo, where ota,cp{vew occurs, in Loesner, p. 2 7 3) we 
have to trace it back to the literal signification of judging,1 
namely, as to what was to be indicated by the vision in the dream 
( ' ' ' ~ ' ' • J h A tt comp. ,cpivew To !j7]µawoµevov Twv ovetpaTwv m osep us, n . 
ii. 2. 2, also the 'OvetpoKptTtKa 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. 
I 0. 1 ; Lucian. Solace. 5), would be unsuitable here, for this 
reason, that the phrase 7rvwµan,co'ir:; 7rvwµan,ca, both being 
taken as neuter, manifestly, according to the context, expresses 
the relation of matter and form, not the judging of the one 
7rvwµan,cav by the other (Ewald), notwithstanding that Luther, 
too, adopts a similar interpretation : " ancl judge spirit11al things 
spirit1wlly." Lastly, it is incorrect to take 7rvevµan,co'i,r:; as 
masculine, and render : e:xplaining things revealed by the Spirit 
to those who m·e led by the Spirit (the same as Te'Aelotr:; in ver. 
G; comp. Gal. vi. 1). This is the view of Pelagius, Sedulius, 
Theophylact (suggested only), Thomas, Estius, 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 solittion of the problc1n as to hmY 
the world beyond and hcreaftc1· 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 nt xapu,0Evm in ver. 12, 

1 Hence, in Dan. v. 16 (in the history of the mysterious \ITiting on the wall, 
which hnd to be judged of with respect to its meaning) : ~6,,. .. ,., "P'P."'""' .. "'Y"f''a.,, 
thou cnnst p1·011ounce utterances of judgment. Comp. the phrase, recurring more 
thnn once in that same story of Belshnzzar, in Dan. v. : ,,.;,, D'"'Y"f'D'" y,.,p;z;,,., or : 
«>a.yy,Hm : to make known or declare the juclgment (as to what that marvellous 
writing might signify). 
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and the problem and its predictive sign are imported into u,ry­
Kp{vovTe<;.1 Again, it is by no means required by the connection 
with ver. 14 ff. that we should take wveuµaTi,co'is as masculine ; 
for ver. 14 begins a new part of the discourse, so that ,[ruxtKo<; 

&v0pwwo<; only finds its personal contrast in o oe wvwµaTtKO<; 

in ver. 15. Tittmann's explanation (Synan. p. 290 f., and comp. 
Baur) comes back to the sense: conveying (confercntes) spiritual 
things to spiritual persons, without linguistic precedent for it. 
- Note the weighty collocation : wvevµa To<;, wveuµaTtKo'i,;, wvw-, 
µan,ca. 

Ver. 14. To receive such teaching, however, in which wveuµaTt/Ca 

are united with wvwµan,co'i,;, every one has not the capacity ; a 
psychical man apprehends not that which is of the Spirit of God, 
etc. -,fruxi,co,; &v0pw1ro,; is the opposite of the 1rvwµan,co,; who 
has received the Holy Spirit (vv. 12 f., 15) ; he is therefore one 
1rvevµa (the Holy Spirit) µ1', ilxwv (Jude 19). Such a man­
who is not essentially different from the uap,ci,co<, (see on iii. 1), 
but the mental side of whose nature is here brought forward 
by the word ,[ruxi,co,-is not enlightened and sanctified by the 
Spirit of God, but is governed by the ,[rux11, the principle of life 
for the uap~. so that the sphere in which he works and strives is 
not that of the divine truth and the divine tw11, but the purely 
human activity of the understanding, and, as regards practical 
things, the interests of the life of sense, the em0uµlai ,[ruxi,ca{, 
4 Mace. i. 32, the e1rt0uµlat av0poJ1rwv, not the BtA:qµa 0eov, 
1 Pet. iv. 2. Comp. generally, Weiss, biblische Thcol. p. 270 f. 
The higher principle of life, the human 'TT'veuµa,2 which he has, 

1 Hofmann expounds as if Paul had written in ver. 12 f.: .,.,. ;/~n •ii• ~,..; ... e. 
xa.p,,4fllra. ;,f',;'i, trnp.Eia, 3,Ta. "'~" p,1AA0'1fJ'(,,J,,, r2 x.ad tTU'Y"f;'tlOfU'i ••• ?f'11Vf1,M,7,N,ois 

.,,..,u,,.,,..,.,,.,. ;i.,,.).• ii,.,., s. Comp. on the latter expression, .ll!aximus Tyrius, xxii. 4 : 
O'Vl'E'l'IZ O'V'il'r'Oi, AE')'"''· 

2 The distinction between vuxt1 and,,.,.;;,,_,,., 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 lwmanae trichotomia N. T. scriptoribus recepta, in his Opusc. Bero!. 
1834, p. 143 ff. ; and, on the other side, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 391 ff.). Not, 
however, as if Paul had borrowed this trichotomy (sec, especially, 1 Thess. v. 23 ; 
comp. also Heb. iv. 12) from the Platonic philosophy, but this Platonic type ofanthro­
pology, current also with Philo und the Rabbinical writers, had, like the phrase o tu., 
and• f;., /;.,dp.,,,.,, (see on Eph. iii. lG), become popular (comp. Josephus, Antt. i. I. 2, 
according to which Goel breathed .,.,.;;,,.,,. and ,J,ux,;• into man when first formed), aml 
suusistcu alongside of the twofold conception and the corrcspon<ling mode of expression 
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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. J olm 
iii. 6), has not yet taken place with him; hence the psychical man 
is really the natuml man, i.e. not yet enlightened and sanctified 
by the Spirit of God, not yet born again,1 although, at the same 
time, ,[ruxu,oc; means not naturalis (i.e. q,vcw,oc; in contrast to 
o,oa"To<;, TEXVL"O<;, and the like ; comp. Polyb. vi. 4. 7 : q,uui"wc; 

Ka£ aKaTauKeuooc;), but animalis (Vulgate). Comp. ,[ruxiK~ uocp{a 

as contrasted with that avoo0ev KaTepxoµlv17, Jas. iii. 15. Many 
have taken up the idea in a one-sided way, either in a merely 
• t ll t l " ( ' ' ~ ' ' ' ' "' ~ in c cc ua re1erence Tov µovoic; Tote; oiKeioic; apKovµevov 11.01iuµo,c;, 

Theodoret; see also Chrysostom, Theophylact, Beza, Grotius, 
Heydenreich, Pott; comp. too, Wieseler on Gal. p. 451), or in a 
merely ethical 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
mi.iller, Valckenaer, Krause, and others). The two elements cannot 
be separated from each other without quite an arbitrary act of 
division. - ou olxeTai] The question whether this means: he is 
imsusccptible of it, does not understand (Vulgate, Castalio, Beza, 

(v. 3 f., vii. 34; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Rom. viii. 10 f., al.). Comp. Liineruann on 1 Thess. 
v. 23. Luther, as early as 1521, has some excellent remarks on the trichotomy 
(printed also in Delitzseh's bibl. P.sychol. p. 392 f.). He likens the """"l'a. to the 
Sanctum sa11ctor1tm, the ,J,vx;• to the Sanctum, and the ";;;l'-a. to the Ati-imn. Against 
Hofmann's arbitrary explaining away of a real threefold division (in his Schrift• 
beweis, I. p. 297 f.), see Krumm, de notio11ib11s psychol. Pauli, p. 1 ff. ; Delitzsch, 
Zoe. cie. p. 87 ff.; Ernesti, Ursprun9 d. Siinde, II. p. 76 f. We may add, that 
Hofmann is wrong in saying, ,vith 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 ,J,vx;1xo1 and "'"vl'a."'"•S, the V'"X" 
cannot be the seat and sphere of operation of the Divine Spirit, which is to be found 
rather in the human .,,..,;;,,.a., and consequently must be conceived ns specifically dis­
tinct from the latter. 

1 Luther's gloss is: "The natural man is as he is apartfi·om 9race, albeit decked 
out as bra.vely as may be with all the reason, skill, sense, and faculty in the world." 
Comp. Calovius, who insists with justice against Grotius, that ,/,vx;,,.•s and 1Ta.p1<11<0; 
differ only II ratione foi·malis significationis." Paul might have used ""'f"'"'; 
here too (see on iii. 1) ; but ,J,vx,,.•s naturally suggested itself to him as correlative 
to -:iix;,"'"'' ; for the ,J,vx;,i cannot be the receptac11l1mi of that which is of the Spirit 
of God. According to Ewald, the word points to the Greek philosophers, being 
a 9e11tle way of designating them. But the expression is quite general ; and how 
~nsy it would have been for Paul to let it be definitely known that the reference was 
to the philosophers (by tTop&; -.-.;; "'"l''v, for exaru1,le, or in some other way) I 
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Piscator, Grotius, Ri.ickert, et al.) ; or : he docs not accept, rcspuit 
(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 OEX€cr0ai in the N. T. when 
referring to doctrine. See Luke viii. 13; Acts viii. 14, xi. 1, xvii. 
11; 1 Thess. i. 6, ii. 13. Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 17. 
- Tit Tou ,rv.] what comes from, the Spirit. This applies both 
to the matter and form of the teaching. See ver. 13. - µ,wp{a 
,ya,p ... ,yvwvai] gronnd of this ov OEX€Tat K.Ti°A..: It is folly to 
hini, i.e. (as i. 18) it stands to him in the practical relation of 
being something absurd, and he is not in a position to disce1·n it. 
The latter clause is not 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 clauses is : on ,rvwµ,an,cwr; 
avaKp{v€Ta£ : because they ( Tit TOU ,rv1;vµ,.) arc judged of after a 
spirit1tal fashion (iv. 3, xiv. 24), i.e. because the investigative 
(ava) 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 cmpowc1'Cd and gnided by the Holy 
Spirit (a power which is wanting to the "1ruxi,cor;). IIvwµ,an,cr2r;, 
that is to say, refers not to the luiman 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 ava,cp{v1;iv of the doctrines of teachers filled with the Spirit 
who address it, so that this avatcp{v1;w is an activity which pro­
ceeds in a mode empowend and gziidcd by the Spirit. We may 
add that clva,cp{v. 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 tal.:es place; they arc 
subject to spiritual judgment. That is an axiom. But this very 
sort of ava,cpicrir; is what is lacking in the ,[rvxi,cor;. 

Ver. 15. He who is spiritnal, on the other hand, judges all things, 
but is .fo1· his own pm·t (avTor;) judged by no one; so lofty is his 
position, high above all the ,[rvxi,coir;, to whoru he is a riddle, not 
to be read by their unenlightened powers of judging, to which Tit 
TOU ,rvevµaTO<; are folly! - o 77"V€Vp,arn,or;] he "·ho stands under 
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the influence of the Holy Spirit, enlightened and led by Him. 
Comp. on 7rvevµ,aTtKoo<; in ver. 14. - Tit 7ravTa] ( see the critical 
remarks 1) receives from the context no further limitation than 
that of the article, which is not misuitable (Hofmann), but denotes 
the totality of what presents itself to his judging, so that it does not 
apply merely to Tit Tov 'lT'vevµ,aTo<; (Ewald : " all the deepest and 
most salutary divine truths"), the avaKplvew of which, on the part 
of the 'lT'veuµ,~nKo<;, 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 OoKiµ,af;eiv (1 Thess. v. 21) 
for all that offers itself to him to be judged. How often has 
Paul himself displayed this avaKpuni; 7rvwµ,anK~, and that, too, 
in matters not connected with doctrine, under situations the most 
varied! e.g. in his wise availing himself of circumstances when 
persecuted and put on trial, during his last voyage, etc. ; 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, 
snch as iii. 22; in his powerful self-witness, 2 Cor. vi. 4 ff. ; 
in his noble independence from earthly things, 1 Cor. vii. 2 g ff. ; 
Phil. iv. 11 ff. - 1J7T'1 ovoevo<;] namely, who is not also 'lT'VEV­

µ,aTLKD<;. This follows necessarily from the foregoing o 'lT'vwµ,aT. 

avaKplvei Tit 7ravTa. Comp. too, 1 ,Tohn iv. 1. The standpoint 

1 In connection with the reading 'lfa,'Ttt, those who take it as masculine explain 
the clause very variously ; either : " Quando audit alium loq uentem vel docentern, 
illico dignoscere potest et dijudicare, utrum sit ex Deo necnc '' (Dos, .Alberti) ; or: 
" Ego quidem ... qucmlibet profanum ... dijudicare adeoque a ""ul'a."''"o7; s. 
vere collustratis dignoscere possum" (Pott) ; or: " Convinccre quemlibet profanum 
crroris potest" (Nosselt, Rosenmuller). '.Vere the reading genuine, and .,.a,-ra mas­
culine, it is only the first'of these renderings that would be admissible; for, accord­
ing to ver. 14, &.,a.xp. cannot mean erroi·is convi11cere (against Nosselt), and to restrict 
..-a,'Ta. to the profane would be entirely unwarranted by the context, as is plain 
from 'lf"ul'"-"'x;;;, &.,a.xp,,.,.a., 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 loqui 
or clocere, and not also to deeus aml other expressions of the life. 
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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 seen, e.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 rewrrendwrn esse ad 81.tperiores, ad doctores, ad 
ecclesiam Romanam quasi matricem," etc. 

Ver. 16. Proof for the auTo<; 0€ {nr' OUOEl/0<; a11a,cpt11eTa£. H For 
in oi·dcr to jitdge of the '11'11evµan,coi;, one would need to ltave known 
tlte mind of Christ, which we '1T'vwµan,ca{ are in possession of-to be 
able to act the part of teacher to Ch1·ist." The forin of this proof is 
an imperfect syllogism, the last proposition in which, as being 
self-evident, is not expressed.1 The major proposition is clothed 
in the words of Isa. xl. 13 (substantially after the LXX.), comp. 
Rom. xi. 34. There, indeed, Kuptai; 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 ~µE'ii; oe K.T.X. proves.-The vavi; Kvp{av is 
the mulcrstanding of the Lord, embracing His thoughts, jndg­
ments, measures, plans, etc., the vavi; being the faculty where 
these originate and are elaborated. The conception is not 
identical with that of the '11'Vevµa XptuTav (against Billroth, 
Neander, and many others), which rather, when imparted to 
man, makes his vavi; the 1/0V<; XptuTav, not being itself the vavi; 
X., but that which constitutes its sitbstratuni. - &i; uvµ/3i/3. auTov] 
gui inst1·11ctiints sit ewn, i.e. in 01·de1· (after thus coming to 
know him) to instruct Hi11i. See on this use of oi;, Matthiae, II. 
p. 1068; Kuhner, II. p. 529 ff. Regarding uvµ/3i/3atEtv, which 
is frequent in the LXX. in the sense of instrucre, doccre, but does 

1 Fully expressed, it would run thus: No one can k11ow the 111i11d of Christ so as 
to instruct lli-rn : but we, we "'"vµ.a..-,,..;, are they wlto have the mind of Christ; 
the1·,fore we are they also whom no one can I.now so as to instruct them, that is, just 
they who ;,.,,• ot?.,,, ti,up:,., .. ,.,,. vcr. 15. 
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not occur with that meaning in Greek writers, see Schleusner, 
Thes. V. p. 154. This &~ uvµ/3. avTov is not "rather super­
fluously" taken in along with the rest of the quotation (Riickert), 
but is included as essential to the proof of the v1r' OVOEVCJ~ ava,cpt­
VETat, since the forming a judgment assumes the capacity to 
instruct (act as master). This, then, is what he who would judge 
the 'TT'vwµan,co{ must be capable of doing with respect to Ch1-ist, 
since these have the mind of Christ. Chrysostom says well : a~ 
uvµ,/3t/3auet aVTCJV, ovx (l,'TrAW~ 1rpoue01]1CEV, aA.A.a 'TT'pa~ & Elr.'fV 

7]01], on TOIi 1rvevµan1CCJV OVOEt~ ava,cplvEL' ei ryap Eioevat OVOEk 
ovvarnt TOV 0eoii (rather Christ's) TCJV vovv, 7T'OAA<tJ µaA.AOII o,oau­
lCEW /Cat Otop0ovu0at.-To refer avTov, with Nosselt (Opusc. II. 
p. 137 f.), to the 'TT'.vwµan,c6~ (so, too, Rosenmiiller and Tittmann, 
l.c. p. 294), is an involved construction rendered necessary only 
by failure to catch the simple course of proof. - ~µ{i~ oe vovv X. 
lx.] the minor proposition, with the emphasis on ~µE'is, ancl the 
explanatory XptuTov in place of Kvp{ov. Paul includes himself 
along with the rest among the 'TT'vevµan,co{. These are the pos­
sessors (lxoµEv) 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 VDv~, too, can be no mental 
faculty different in kind from the vDii~ XptuT.DV, 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. Qi, ryap IlA.aTWVD~, Ol/0€ Ilv0a­
ry6pov, says Chrysostom, &X1',.' o Xpt(jTCJ~ Ta fovTDu TV ~µETe pq, 
€ve01J1CE o,avo{q,. Many commentators (not recognising the process 
of proof) have interpreted EXDP,EV as pcrspectam, habemits (see 
Tittmann, l.c.), as e.g. Rosenmi.iller and Flatt : " We know the 
meaning of the doctrine of Christ ; " or Grotius : " N ovinms Dei 
consilia, qnae Christo fuere revelata." 



CHAP. III, 

C H A P TE R I I I. 

VEn. 1. xa1 lye.'..] A B C D E F G N, min. Clem. Or. Chrys. 
Damasc. read xayw, which Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Riickert, Tisch. 
have adopted, and justly, considering the decisive testimony in its 
favour. - a-apxmi;] Gries b. Lachm. Ri.i.ckert, Tisch. read aapx;vo,r:, 
with A BC* D* N, 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, a-apx,x. is the true reading; for the fact that D* F G, Or. 
Nyss. have aa.px,v. 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.1 - Ver. 2. ouo~J Elz. has o~re, in 
opposition to all the uncials and most Fathers. The former is 
necessary here (Fritzsche, ad llfarc. p. 157), but had o~:-e very often 
substituted for it by the transcribers. - fr,] is wanting in B; 
bracketed by Lachm. But how easily it might fall aside after 
o1ioi through similarity in sound, or on the ground that it might be 
dispensed with when viiv followed!-Ver. 3. xa} o,xoO'raO'ia,] 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. avOpw1To1] adopted 
also by Lachm. Riickert, and Tisch., followed by Ewald, according 
to almost all the uncials and several vss. and Fathers. The Recepta 

1 Fritzsche, indeed (ad Rom. II. p. 46, and de confor,n. N. T. Laclmi. p. 49), 
holds that the form 1ttf.pwo, in this passage, Rom. vii. 14, and Heh. vii. 16, is an 
oflspring of the transcribers. But it was precisely the other form .. "P"'"''• so well 
known and familiar to them, which thrust itself upon the copyists for involuntary 
or even deliberate adoption. Reiche, in his Comment. crit. I. 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 Heh. vii. 16. The most 
decisive argument from the external evidence against the Recepta is, that precisely 
the weightiest Codices A BC N, are equally unanimous in reading 1ttf.P""°' in ver. I, 
and 1ta.p1t,,.,: 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 unclassic 
1ta.p1t11to/ in ver. 3. Besides, we have 1ta.p1t/,a.,, in 2 Cor. iii. 3, entirely witltout any 
various reading 1ta.p1t11ta.ir, from which we may conclude that the distinction in mean­
ing bet:ween the two words was well known to the transcribers. 
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<fapxniof, although still defended by Fritzsche and Reiche, is so de­
cidedly condemned by the critical evidence ( among the uncials they 
have only Land ~••), that it must be regarded as derived from 
ver. 3. oux/, too, has flowed from the same source, instead of which, 
oiix is to be restored, with Lachm. Ri.ickert, and Tisch., in accordance 
with A B C ~•, 17, Dam. - Ver. 5. TI!;] Lachm. and Ri.ickert read Tf, 

with A B ~. min. Vulg. It. Aeth. and Latin Fathers. The personal 
names very naturally suggested the masculine to transcribers.-The 
order IIav,-o, . .. 'A1Tonw. (in Elz. and Scholz) arose from ver. 4 ; 
compare i. 12.-Before 01axovo1, Elz. and Tisch. have a,-,: #, which, 
however, from the decisive weight of testimony against it, must be 
regarded as an addition to denote the sense: nil nisi. - Ver. 12. 
Tovm] is wanting in A BC*~•, Sahid. Ambr. Deleted by Lachm. 
and Ri.ickert. The omission, however, was easily occasioned by 
Homoiotcleuton, and was aided by the fact that the word could be 
dispensed with. - Ver. 13. Th ITvp] Lachm. Riickert, and Tisch. read 
To ,;;-vp aiiTo, with A B C, min. Sahid. and several Fathers. Rightly ; 
the aiiTo not being in any way essential was easily disregarded. -
Ver. 17. Toum] Lachm. and Ri.ickert have aiiTov, which Griesb. too 
recommended, with A D E F G, min. Syr. Arr. Aeth. Arm. 
Syr. p. (on the margin) Vulg. and It. (illwn), and Latin Fathers. 
But, after E'/ .,.,. in the protasis, aiiTov offered itself in the apodosis 
as the more common. - Ver. 22. foTfv] has preponderant evidence 
against it. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. Ri.ickert, and 
Tisch. A repetition from ver. 21. 

Vv. 1-4. Application of tlie foregoing section (ii. 6-16) to the 
Apostle's relation to the Corinthians. 

• Ver. 1. Karyw] I also. This also of comparison has its inner 
ground in the repi:oach alluded to, that he ought to have taught in 
a higher strain, and so ought to have delivered to the Corinthians 
that 0€ou uorp{av spoken of in ver. 6 f. Even as no other conld 
have done this, so I also could not. There is no reasou, therefore, 
for holding, with de Wette (comp. Billroth), that ,ca'i vµ,'i,v would 
have been a more stringent way of putting it.-aAA' we, uap,clvotc,] 

namely, had I to speak to you. See Ki.ihner, II. p. 604. Kriiger 
on Thuc. i. 142. 4, and on Xen. Anab. vii. 2. 28. This brevity 
of expression is zeugmatic. ~apKtvoc, (see the critical remarks) 
is: fleshy (2 Cor. iii. 3), not equivalent to uapKtKoc,, fleshly. See 
on Rom. vii. 14. Winer, p. 93 [E.T. 122], and Fritzsche, ad Rorn. 
II. p. 46. Here, as in Rom. l.c. and Heb. vii. 16 (see Delitzsch 
in 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 crapt-i.e. 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 voii~ 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 acr0Evda tj~ crap,ca~ (Rom. vi. 19), although 
they might also be in part cpvcrtouµevo£ inro 'TOU voo~ 'T~~ crap,co~ 
av'Twv (Col. ii. 18),-so that Paul, in order strongly to express their 
condition at that time, could call them fleshy. By crap,ctva~, there­
fore, he indicates the itnspiritual nature of the Corinthians,-i.e. 
a nature ruled by the limitations and impulses of the erupt not 
yet changed by the Holy Spirit,-the nature which they still 
had when at the stage of their first noviciatc in the Christian 
life. At a later date (see ver. 3) they appear as still at least 
crap,ci,cat (guiding themselves according to the crapt, and dis­
obedient to the 7rVEvµa); for although, in connection with 
continued Christian instruction, they had become more effectually 
partakers also of the influence of the Divine Spirit, nevertbeless,­
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 crap~) from getting the upper band with them 
in a moral and intellectual respect, so that they were consequently 
still Ka'Ta crap,ca, and €V crap,c{ (Rom. viii. 5, 8), 'Ta T~~ crap,co~ 
cppovoiiv'TE~ (Rom. viii. 5), Ka'Ta crapKa ,cavxwµEVO£ (2 Cor. xi. 18), 
iv cracpl<f crap,c,,cfi (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.1 The ethical notions conveyed 

1 According to Hofmann,-who, for the rest, defines the two notions with substantial 
correctness,-the distinction between 11a.p,.,,.s and "'f""''S answers to that between 
,r,.,, I, 11«p,./ and ,.,..,.,. 11a.p""'• Rom. viii. 5, 8. But the latter two phrases differ from 
each 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 distinc­
tion between 11a.p1mos and 11«p1<11<or. 

1 COR. I, F 
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by the two terms are not the same, but of the same kind; 
hence in in ver. 3 is logically correct (against the objection of 
de Wette and Reiche). 

The difference between aap,cu,6r; ( also aap,cwor;) and ,[ruxt1,6r; is 
simply this : ,[ruxi,c6r; 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 (homo naturalis, as in ii. 14), or 
that he has been forsaken again by the Spirit (as in Jude 19). 
$ap,ci,c6r;, on the other hand, may not merely be predicated of 
the ,[rUX,tKor;, who is indeed necessarily aap,ci,c6r;, 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 aap~ and sets 
itself against the Spirit ; but, on the contrary, instead of being 
'l'fVEuµaTt/Cor; and, in consequence, living EV 'l'fVEuµan and being 
disposed KaTa 'l'fVEvµa, he is still ev aap,c[, and still thinks, judges, 
is minded and acts /CaT(1, aap,ca.1 The ,[ruxi,c6r; is accordingly as 
such also aap,ci,cor;, but every aap,ci,cor; is not as such still or 
once more a ,[ruxi,cor;, not yet having the Spirit, or having lost 
Him again. The expositors commonly do not enter upon any 
distinction between aap,civor; and aap,ci,c6r;, either (so the majority) 
reading aap,ci,coir; in ver. 1 also, or (Riickert, Pott) arbitrarily 
giving out that the two words are alike in meaning. The dis­
tinction between them and ,[ruxi,cor; also is passed over in utter 
silence by many (such as Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Billroth), while 
others, in an arbitrary way, make aap,cwor; and aap,ci,c. sometimes 
to be 1nilde1· than ,[ruxi,cor; (Bengel, Ri.ickert, holding that in 
aap,c. there is more of the weakness, in VUX· more of the oppo­
sition to what is higher), sometimes to be stronger (Osiander; 
while Theophylact holds the former to be 'l'fapa <f,uaw, the latter 
,canl <f,uo·w, and the pneumatic {mep <f,uaw), or sometimes, lastly, 
refer the latter to the lower intelligence, and the former to the 

1 Ewald says truly, that the strict distinction between spiritual and jlesltly came 
in first with Christianity itself. But so, too, the sharply-defined notion of the 
,J,uxu,,, could only be brought out by the contrast of Christianity, because it is the 
opposite of the ,rnup.a.,,.,,.,r, and cannot therefore occupy a middle place between the 
two former notions. 
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lower 1110ml condition as given up to the desires (Locke, ,volf, 
and others). - wi; v711r{oii; ev XpiuTpJ statement justifying the 
foregoing wi; uapK. by setting forth the character of their Chris­
tian condition as it had been at that time to which ov" ~ovv1011v 
K.T.]\.. looks back. The phrase denotes those who, in their relation 
to Christ (in Christianity), are still children under age, i.e. m.erc 
beginners. The opposite is Te">..eioi Jv X., Col. i. 28. See, regard­
ing the analogous use in Rabbinical writers of li\j'\)'li (sugentcs), 
Schoettgen in Zoe. ; W etstein on 1 Pet. ii. 2 ; Lightfoot, Hoi·. p. 
16 2 ; and for that of C')~i', '\Vetstein on Matt. x. 42. Before 
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 v1moi; ev XptuTrj,, i.e. an infans as yet in relation to 
Christianity, who as such receives the elementary instruction suit­
able for him (the "'fUM of ver. 2). The eva1rye],.{f;eu0at, 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 v11rtot Jv 

XptuTp. The inference is a mistaken one, therefore ( on the part 
of Ruckert), that Paul has in mind here a second residence in 
Corinth not recorded in the Acts. His readers could not under­
stand this passage, any more than ii. 1, otherwise than of the 
apostle's jfrst arrival, of the time, consequently, in which he 
founded the Corinthian church, when he instructed those who 
gave ear to his eva•ne]..tf;eu0at in the elements of Christianity. -
By ev XptuTrj, is expressed the specific field to which the notion 
of v71moT71i; is confined ; viewed apart from Christ, he, who as a 
new convert is yet a v~moi;, 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. 3 0 I), he designates as 1a]..a : T~v eluary""'ftK~v Ka~ 
a1r]\.ouuTepav TOV evaryry1;]\.{ou OtOauKa]\.{av (Basil. Hom. I. p. 403, 
ed. Paris.1638), see Heb. v. 12, vi. 1 f., and as /3pwµ.a: the further 
and higher instruction, the uoef,ta, which, as distinguished from 
the ryvwuw T~v EK KaT11x~uewi; (Clemens Alexandrinus), is taught 
among the Te">..etot (ii. 6 ff.). Comp. Suicer, Thcs. I. p. 721, 717. 
,v etstein in Zoe. - As regards the zeugma ( comp. Homer, Il. viii. 
546; Odyssey, xx. 312; Hesiod. Tlieog. 640), see Bremi, acl 
Lys. Exe. III. p. 437 f.; Winer, p. 578 [E. T. 777]; Kuhner, 
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ad Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 8; also Niigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 179, 
ed. 3. - Jo6vau0e] Ye were not yet strong and vigorous. 1Vlwt 
weakness is 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 o6vaµa,, ovvaTO~ IC.T."'A. (which makes 
any supplementing of it by luO{ew /3pwµa and the like quite 
superfluous), Dern. 484, 25, 1187, 8; Aesch. p. 40. 39; Plato, 
]Jfen. p. 77 B, Prot. p. 326 C; Xen. Anab. iv. 5. 11, vii. 6. 37; 
1 Mace. v. 41; Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 267 ff. - aAA

1 ouo€ en 
viivouv.] a).).' ouU,yea, not even. See :Fritzsche,ad JJfarc. p.157. 
Herm. ad Etii-ip. Stippl. 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 allow 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 {3pwµa (comp. ii. 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 iv TEA.e{o,~, whence also it is rightly placed 
in Heb. vi. 1 among the first rudiments of Christian doctrine. 

Ver. 3. l'ap,ci,co[] see on ver. 1. - o7rov] equivalent seem­
ingly to quandoquideni (see Vigerus, ed. Henn. 431); but the 
conditioning s~ate of things is locally conceived. Comp. Heb. ix. 
16, x. 18; 4 Mace. ii. 14, vi. 34, xiv. 11; Plato, Tim. p. 86 E; 
the passages from Xenophon cited by Sturz. III. p. 3 0 7 ; Herod. 
i. 68; Thuc. viii. 27. 2, viii. 96. 1; Isocrates, Pancg. 186. -
t17"'Ao~J Jealousy. - ,caTa av0p.] after the fashion of men. Comp. 
on Rom. iii. 5 ; often, too, in classical writers, e.g. ,caT' av0p. 
q,pove'iv (Soph. Aj. 7 4 7, 7 6 4). The contrast here is to the mode 
of life conformed to the Divine Spirit ; hence not different from 
ICaTa uap,ca in Rom. viii. 4. - Respecting the relation to each other 
of the three words tij;\.., ep., oixo<n., see Theophylact: 7rctT~P "fdp 
a tiiA.o~ 7''1]~ eptoo~, avTTJ 0€ 7'1ZS' o,xornau{as- "f€Vvf - On ouxt, 
comp. Bengel: " nam Spiritus non fert studium partium human­
arum." On the contrary, tiiAos- K.T.A. are ranked expressly 
among the ep"fa ~s- uapico~, Gal. v. 20. 

Ver. 4. Tap] explanatory by exhibiting the state of conten-
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tion in concrcto. - av0p.] with a pregnant emphasis: are ye not 
men ? i.e. according to the context: are ye not persons, who are 
absorbed in the unspiritual natural ways of men-in whose 
thoughts and strivings the divine element of life is awanting? 
Comp. Xen. Ana b. vi. 1. 2 6 : av0p6moc; Elµ, (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 ,caTd &v0p<,nrov 'TT'Ept1raTe'iTe, hence there is no ground for 
rejecting the reading &v0p"'7ro£, with Fritzsche (de conform. N. T. 
Lach1n. p. 48), as a lectio insulsa (comp. also Reiche), or for mis­
interpreting it, with Hofmann, into "that they are siirely 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 adversa­
tive (ai\.i\.' OUK or OIJ µevTot). - It may be added that Paul names 
01;tly the two parties: iryw ... llavi\.ov and iryw 'A1roi\.i\.w, not 
giving an i111pe1fect enumeration for the sake of the µeTaux11µa­
Ttuµoc; 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 µe-raux11µanuµ6c;, in iv. 6, with reference to himself 
and Apollos alone. -iryw µev] This µev does not stand in a 
logical relation to the following oe. 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 µev and oe (Breitenbach, 
ad Xen. Hic1·. i. 9; Baeumlein, Partik;. p. 168 f.). 

Vv. 5-15. Discussion of the position occupied by the two 
teachers: The two have no independent merit whatsoeve1· (vv. 5-7); 
each will receive his reward according to his own work (vv. 8, 9); 
and, more especially, a definitive recompense in the futm·e, according 
to the quality of his work, awc,its the teacher who carries on the 
Luilding upon thcfoundation already laid (vv. 10-15). The aim 
of this discussion is stated in iv. 6. 

Ver. 5. Ovv] Now, igitm·, 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 presupposition on which the question 
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proceeds. See Klotz, ad IJcvar. p. 719 : " Such being the state 
of things, I am forced to propound the question," etc. Rtickert 
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. 3 5; Rom. ix. 19, al.). - -rl] more significant than -rlr;; comp. 
ver. 7. The question is, what, as respects their position, are they? 
Comp. Plato, Rep. p. 332 E, 341 D. - otaKovoi] They are servants, 
and therefore not fitted and destined to be heads of parties ; &i\Xor; 
€CTTtV O 0ECT7TOT1]<;, TJfl,E/8 EKElvov oov>..ot, Theodoret. - o,' WV] "per 
quos, non in quos," Bengel. Comp. John i. 7. They are but 
causae rninisteriales in the hand of God. -- E'TTL<Trevu.] as in xv. 2, 
11 ; Rom. xiii. 11.1- tcal] and that. tca l ... iiowtcev is not to be 
joined with ver. 6 (Mosheim, Markland, ad Lys. XII. p. 5 6 0 f.), 
seeing that in ver. 7 no regard is paid to this tcat ... iiowKev. -
etcaurrp ru,;J the emphasis is on eKau-r., as in vii. 1 7 and Rom. 
xii. 3. -o Kvpto,;] correlative to the ouiKovoi, is here God, not Christ 
(Theophylact; also Rtickert, who appeals to Eph. iv. 7, 11), 
as what follows-in particular vv. 9, 10-proves. Comp. 2 Cor. 
vi. 4. -As respects the a>..X' ,;j of the Tcxtus rcccptus: 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 otatcov{a 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 impropriety 
of the party-relation which men had taken up towards the two 
teachers. - ecf,{mvua K.r.i\.] We are not to suppose the object left 
indefinite (de Wette); on the contrary, it emerges out of oi' wv 
E7TLCTTe6uare, ver. 5, namely: the faith of the Corinthian co1n-
1nunity. This is conceived of as a tree (comp. Plato, Phaed1·. 
p. 276 E) which was planted by Paul, inasmuch as he first 
brought the Corinthians to believe and founded the church; but 
watered 2 by Apollos, inasmuch as he had subsequently exerted 

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

• Augustine, Ep. 48, and several of the Fathers make ,,.., .. ,~., refer in o. totally 
inappropriate wo.y to ba1iti.,m. 
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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 (Tij~ 
,yap aVTOU xaptTO~ TO /CaTop0(J)µa, 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. - e<nt n] may be taken to mean: is anything of iniportance, 

anything worth speaking of ( Acts v. 3 6 ; Gal. ii. 6, vi. 3. Plato, 
Plwcdr. p. 242 E, Gorg. p. 472 A, Sy1np. p. 173 B; Xen. J,fcm.. 
ii. 1. 12). It is more iu accordance, however, with the decided 
tone of hostility to all human estimation which marks the whole 
context to take n in quite a general sense ( comp. x. 19), so that 
of both in and by themselves (in comparison with Goel) it is 
said: they are nothing. - a,}.,i\.' o avg. 01:o~J SC. Ta 7TavTa EITTt 

(1 Cor. xv. 2 8 ; 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 Ki.ihner, II. p. 6 04; Stallbaum, ad Rep. p. 3 6 6 D, 
561 B. Theophylact says well: oioaga~, on 01:<j, 01:'i µoil(O 
r,po<YEX€W, Kd 1:l~ aVTOV avan0Eva£ 7ravTa Ta uvµf3a{vavTa 

a,ya0a. 

Vv. 8, 9. The planter, on the other hand, and the watercr are 

one: each of them., however (and here we pass on to the new point 
of the recompense of the teachers), will 1·cceive his own reward, etc. 
- ev 1:luiv] the one 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: KaTa T~V V7TOVp,y{av. - EKa<YTO~ oe /C.T.X.J 
r,po~ ,yap TO TOV 01:oii i!p,yov 7rapa/3aXX0µ1:va£ ev €LU£V' E7T€l 7TOV(J)I) 

ev1:,c1:v (i.e. in respect of the pains and laboiw expended) our. 
1:lulv, aXA.a eKaUTO~ IC.T.X., Chrysostom. - Yoiav] both times with 
emphasis. Bengel puts it happily : " congruens iteratio; antitheton 
ad mimn." The A~,Y€Ta£, 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 e,cauTa~ ... Ko7rov introduced by OE. The 
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emphasis of proof lies wholly on the word thrice put foremost, 
0eov. 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 
t"acnar; ... "o'TT'av must hold good, and none lo.ck his reward 
according to his labour (" secundum laborem, non propter laborem," 
Calovius). - 0eov o-vvep7at] 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; 
Dern. 68. 27, 884. 2; Plu_t. Per. 31; Bernhardy, p. 171 ; 
Kiihner, II. p. 1 72), and fails to appreciate that lofty conception 
of a oov;\or; 0eov. - 0eov 7ewp7. and 0eov ol". 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 
fo1· tillage (7ewp7., Strabo, xiv. p. 671; Theag. in Schol. on Pind. 
Nem. iii. 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 (7ewp7.) has been the 
underlying thought in what has hitherto been said (vv. 6-8) ; 
the second and new figure (ol"oo.) 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 xaptr; 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 1'aTa ... 

000. µoi is to express humility in making the utterance which 
follows. Comp. Chrysostom and Theophylact. - wr; o-ocf,or; apxiT.] 
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 accoi·d­
ance with the design of the building, the reverse of which would be 
the part of an miskiljul architect. 1Vitlwut a foundation no man 
builds ; without a proper foundation no cmcf,o,;, i.e. no one who 
1mderstancls the art (Ex. xxxv. 10). Comp. Plato, Phil. p. 1 7 C, 
de vfrt. p. 376 A; Pind. Pyth. iii. 115, v. 115; Soph. Ant. 362. 
But Paul by the grace of God was a uocfio<; apxi-re1'TWV. - What 
he understands by such a foundation, he himself tells us in 
ver. 11, namely, Jesir,s Christ, without whom (both in an obfcctive 
sense: without whose appearing and work, and in a su'b:jcctive: 
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 be had rnacle Christ to be 
possessed by the conscious faith of the Corinthian church. Comp. 
on Eph. ii. 20. - 0eµeXiov] The masculine o 0eµeXto<; (see ver. 11; 
hence wrongly held by Ewald to be neuter here), attributed by 
the old grammarians to the ,cow~ (see Wetstein on ver. 11), is 
commonly found only in the plural, and that as early as Thuc. 
i. 93. 1. In the singular, 2 Tim. ii. 19 ; Rev. xxi. 19; Machon 
in Athen. viii. p. 346 A; 3 Esdr. vi. 20. - aXXo,; Of i'1Tot1'oo.] 
By this is meant not rnerely Apollos, but any later teacher of the 
Corinthians whatever (comp. [,cauro,;): "Not my task, however, 
but that of another, is the building up, the carrying on the build­
ing." - '1Tw<;] i.e. here: with what materials.1 See vv. 12, 13. 
,vithout figurative language : " Let each take heed what sort of 
doctrine (as regards substance and form) he applies, in order to 
advance and dcvelope rnore fully the church, founded upon Jesus 
Ch?-ist, 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 ol1'oooµ~ is, as before, the ehm·ch, which, being founded 
upon Christ (see above), is further built up, i.e. 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. 

1 According to de W ette, the force of the ,..;;, consists primarily in this, tliat they 
simply carry on the building, and do not alter the foundation (which was probably 
done Ly the opponents of the apostle). But the carrying on of the building, so far 
as that is concerned, is presupposed in .,,.;;, ;.,,..,,.,;,I"''-
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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'ap] justifies the foregoing warning, in so far as it 
is given exclusively to the upbuilder: for with the layer of the 
foundation it is quite different, he cannot othencise than, etc.; but 
:ts regards the 1tpbitildei-, the case is, as ver. 12 ff. sets forth. 
We are not to bring in any intermediate thought to explain the 

• 'Yap, 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 7rwr; of the hrot,coooµ.eiv 
is exhibited. - ouvaTat] ca.n, not may (Grotius, Glass, and others, 
including Storr, Rosenmiiller, Pott, Billroth); for it is the Christian 
church that is spoken of, whose structure is incapable of having 
another foundation. - 7rapa. TOV Kelµ.evov] i.e. different from, that, 
which lies already there. Respecting 7rapa after &XXor; in this 
sense, see Kruger, ad Dion. p. 9 ; Stallbaum, ad Phileb. p. 51 ; 
Ast, Lex. Plat. III. p. 28. The foundation already lying thm, 
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 universal, 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 Kelµ.evor; must have been 
in its place before the apostle himself laid his foundation. Hence 
the 1Cetµ.evor; 0eµ.eXtor; is that laid by God (so, rightly, Ri.ickert and 
Olshausen), namely, Jesus GMist Himself, the fmzdamentmn esscn­
tictle, He whom God sent, delivered up to death, raised again, and 
exalted, thereby making Him to be for us wisdom, righteousness, 
etc. (i. 30), or, according to a kindred figure, the corner-stone 
(Eph. ii. 20; Matt. xxi. 42; Acts iv. 10 f.; 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 is laid 
(ver. 10) by the founder of a church, inasmuch as he makes 
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 dogmaticurn ). - Observe further, that Paul says 
purposely 'l711Tovr; XptlTTor;, so as emplmtically to designate the 
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personal, llistorically manifested Christ. This i5,; El1'TIV 'l7111'ov<; 

Xpt11'TO<; is the sum of the fundamental Christian confession of 
faith, John xvii. 3 ; Phil. ii. 11; Acts iv. 10 ff. 

Ver. 12. Lle1 continues the subject by contrasting the position 
of him 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,1 as though the 0eµe.Xto<; were that not 
of a house, but of a city (Billroth); against which ver. 16 (see 
hi loc.) is decisive, as is, further, the consideration that the idea 
of Christ'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, e.g., 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 
cnlmo "). It sets before us, on the contrary, a bnilding rearing 
i.tself iipon the foundation laid by the rnaster-bnilder, for the erec­
tion of which the different workmen b1·ing their several contributions 
of building materials, from the rnost precioits and lasting down to 
the rnost mean and wo1·thless. The various specimens of building 
materials, set side by side in vivid asyndeton (Krtiger and 
Ki.ihner, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 4. 28; Winer, p. 484 [E. T. 653]), 
denote the various matters of doctrine propounded by teachers aml 
brought into connection with faith in Christ, in order to develope 
and complete the Christian training of the church.2 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 (KaXa.µ71, not equivalent to ,caXaµor;, a reed; see Wetstein 
and Schleusner, Thes.), of little worth and perishable,3 so that 
they-instead of, like the former, abiding at the Parousia in 
their eternal truth-come to nought, i.e. are shown not to belong 
to the ever-enduring aX,i0E£a, and form no part of the perfect 
knowledge (xiii. 12) which shall then emerge. So, in substance 

1 So also W ctstein : " Duo sunt aedificia, domus regia et casa rustici quae clistin• 
guuntur.' 

2 Luther's gloss is appropriate : '' This is said of preaclting and teaclti11g, by whieh 
faith is either strengthened or weakened." 

a Compare .llliclr. Tillin, 119. 51, of false teachcl's : "Sicut focuum non uurnt, ita 
nee verba eornm stabunt in saeculum." 
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(explaining it of the different doctrines), Clemens Alexandl'inus, 
Ambrosiaster, Sedulius, Lyra, Thomas, Cajetanus, Erasmus, Luther, 
Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Justiniani, Grotius, Estius, Calovius, 
Lightfoot, Stolz, Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Heydenreich, N eander, <le 
W ette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier. Comp. Theodoret : TtVE'> 7r1=pl 
OO"'f/J,aTWV TaVTa Elp~(J'0at -rrj, a71'DU'TOA!p <f,aU'lv. Two things, 
however, are to be observed in connection with this interpreta­
tion-( I) 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.1 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, au-ro" oe U'w017U'ETat, ver. 15. 
Billroth makes the strange objection to this interpretation as a 
whole, that x,puU'ov K.T.A. cannot apply to the contents of the 
teaching, because Paul calls the latter the foiindation. But that 
is in fact Christ, and not the further doctrinal teaching. In reply 
to the invalid objections urged by Hollmann (Animadverss. ad 
cap. iii. et xiii. Ep. Pauli prim. ad Oor., Lips. 1819) see Heyden­
reich and Ri.ickert. Our exposition is, in fact, a necessity, because 
it alone keeps the whole figure in harmony with itself throughout. 
For if the foundation, which is laid, be the contents of the ffrst 

1 Estius characterizes the second clnss well as "doctrina minus sincera. minusque 
solida., veluti si sit huma.nis ac philosophicis aut etiam Judaicis opinionibus admixta. 
11lus satis, si curiosa magis quam utilis," etc. Comp. the Pamphr. of Erasmus, who 
l'efers specially to the "humanas constitutiunculas de cul tu, 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 consummation on the day of the Lord, nor be ta.ken 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 pa.rt of divine and saving truth, and so will fa.II a.way. 
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 Scripture, 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 det~rmines a.nd regulutcs 
its stedfastly Protestant chnro.ctcr. 
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prcacl1ing of the gos1Jel, namely, Clirist, then the 1natcrial 
wherewith the building is carried on must be the contents of the 
fm·ther instriiction given. It is out of keeping, therefore, to 
explain it, with Origen, Augustine, Jerome, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Photius, and more recently, Billrotb, " of the fruits 
called forth in the cliiirch by the exercise among them of the 
office of teaching" (Billroth), of the morality or immorality of the 
hearers (Theodoret: gold, etc., denotes nt eYo17 -r~~ upe-r~~; wood, 
t ,, I ... > ... l >, ... , '""') e c., -ra evavna T1J~ ape-r11~, o ~ 17u-rpe7rtcnat 7"1]~ 7eevv17~ -ro 7rup ; 

or, again, of the worthy or unworthy rncmbcrs of the church them­
selves, who would be moulded by the teachers (Schott in Rohr's 
Jl[agaz. /iii· christl. Prcd. VIII. 1, p. 8 £, with Pelagius, Bengel, 
Hollmann, Pott). So, too, Hofmann in loc., and previously in his 
Schriftbewcis, II. 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 ep7ov, 
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 teacliing is 
discharged, docs it depend whether the teacher shall have reward or 
loss ; he who builds on in right fashion upon a good foundation 
(? rather: upon the foundation) has nward thercfr01n; he who woitld 
add what is unsititable and mienditring, 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 
011, the part of each believer in general 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 is being built (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). For 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 e,roi,coooµc'iv 
takes place on the persons through doctrines, which are the build­
ing materials. 

Ver. 13. Apodosis: So will what each ltas done on the building 
(To ep,yov) not rernain hidden (q,avcpov ,ycv1u.). Then the ground 
of this assurance is assigned : ,;, ,yap 71µipa 011Xwuci, sc. e,cauTov -ro 
ep,yo"./ T/ie day is ,ca-r' Jgox11v, the day of the Parousia (comp. Heb. 
x. 2;), which is obvious from what follows on to ver. 15. So, 
rightly, Tertullian, contra :Afarc. iY. 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 death), Bengel, and others, including Pott, Heydenreich, 
Billroth, Schott, Schrader,. Riickert, Olshausen, de W ette, Osiander, 
Ewald, Hofmann. It is un-Pauline, and also against the context 
(for wood, etc., does not apply to the doctrines of the J udaizers 
alone), to interpret the phrase, with Hammond, Lightfoot, Gusset, 
Schoettgen, of the destruction of Jerusaleni, which should reveal 
the nullity of the Jewish doctrines. The following expositions 
are alien to the succeeding context: of ti11ic in general (comp. dies 
docebit : xpovo<:; o/,caiov &vopa OclKVVCTtV µovoi:;, Sophocles, Oal. 
Rex, 608; Stob. Eel. I. p. 234,-so Grotius, Wolf, Wetstein, 
Stolz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and others); or of the tinie of clear 
knowledge of the gospel (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Vorstius 1) ; or of 
the dies tribulationis (Augustine, Calovius, and others). - on ev 
7rvpl a7ro,ca'A..] We are neither to 1·ead here oTE2 instead of on 

1 Were this so, the text woulcl 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 As regards the fact of the two words being often put the one for the other by 
transcribers, see Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. p. 491 ; Kilhner, acl Xen. Anab. i. 4. ~-
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(Bos, Alberti), nor does the latter stand Joi· tl1e former (Pott), but 
it has a causative force : because it is revealed in .firc,-the day, 
namely (Estius, Pott, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, de W ette, 
Ewald, Hofmann), not To epryov, as Luther and the majority of 
interpreters ( among them Heydenreich, Flatt, Schott, N eander) 
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 o Kvpioc;, which can 
be evolved from ;, r,µepa only by a very arbitrary process, since 
the whole context never speaks of Christ Himself. - ev ,rvpi1 
i.e. cnco1npasscd with, fire (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 ev ,rvpl <J,Xory6c; (2 Thess. 
i. 8 ; comp. Dan. vii. 9, 10 ; Mal. iv. 1 ), i.e. surrounded by 
flaming fire (which is not to be explained away, as is often done: 
aniid 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 epryov, even the golden, etc., and proves each, 
leaving the one unharmed, but consuming the other. The co1Tect 
supplying of 1] r,µepa with a?TOKaX. supersedes at once the older 
Roman Catholic interpretation about purgatory (against which 
see, besides, Scaliger and Calovius), as the correct view of ;, 
17µlpa 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 trial 
ancl pc1·secution (Rosenmi.i.ller, Flatt, following Augustine, de civ. 
Dci, xxi. 2 6, Erasmus, and many old commentators ; comp. Isa. 
xlviii. 10; 1 Pet. i. 7, iv. 12; Ecclus. ii. 5), and of a progressive 
process of piirifying the 1nind of the clmrcl,, (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 ax+ 
Beta, 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 have 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." - a'TT'OICaXv'TT'TETat] 
The result of this act of revelation is the 011Xwuet already spoken 
of. Tl1e present marks the event as beyond doubt ; the sentence is 
an axiom. - Ka! eJCauTou K.T.i\.] not to be connected with on 
(Ri.ickert), but with the clause in the J~iture, ;, ,yap -l,µ,. 011Xwuet. 
Is l!pryov in the nominative (Theophylact, Oecumenius, and many 
others) or acc1tsative (Billroth, Schott, de Wette, Osiancler, Ewald) ? 
The former is more in harmony with the sense of the passage, for 
so o,r. €ITT£ 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 it, 
namely, what each has wrought ; and (now follows the definite 
specification of the quality) wliat is the character of the work 
of each,-the fire itself will test. - T6 7rvp aiho] ignis ipse (see the 
critical remarks), i.e. the fire (in which the a7ro,caXu'[nc; of the day 
takes place) by its own proper working, without intervention from 
any other quarter. Respecting the position of auTo after 7rvp, see 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 5. 1. Were we to take it as the 
object of ooJCtµ,ar:rei, pointing back to the preceding statement 
(Hofmann), it would be superfluous in itself, and less in keeping 
with the terse, succinct mode of expression of this whole passage. 
- ooJCtµ,auei] "pmbabit, non : purgabit. Hie locus ignem pur­
gatorimn non modo non fovet, sed plane extinguit," Bengel. 

Vv. 14, 15. Manner and result of this ooJCtµ,ar:ret. - µ,evei] 
will re1nain 1inha1·med; not µ,evet (Text. recept.) for 1CaTa1Ca~r:rornt, 
in ver. 15, corresponds to it. -µ,iu0ov X~,fr.] namely, for his work 
at the building (without figure: teacher's recompense), from God, at 
whose olJCoooµ,~ he has laboured. Ri.ickert 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 is 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 he 
alone receives recompense whose work, which has been carried on 
hitherto, shows itself proof against the fire.-As regards the form 
«arn1Ca11ana£, shall be burned down (comp. 2 Pet. iii. 10), instead 
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of the Attic Ka,aKau0~a'ETa£, see Thom. M. p. 511. - t11µ,u,,0n­

<T€Tat] sc. rov µ,iu0ov, i.e. frust?-abitur pracrnio. Comp. on t11µ,i­

ouu0at n, to suffer loss of anything, Matt. xvi. 2 6 ; Luke ix. 2 5 ; 
Phil. iii. 8. See also Valckenaer, ad Herod .. vii. 3 9. 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 office (Grotius), seeing that it is the time 
of the Parousia that is spoken of. To take the t;11µ,., with the 
Vulgate, et al.: without object, so that the sense would be: "he 
shall have loss from it " (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 µiu0. 
"\ I.,~ ' ' i:,' 0 I " i:, ' • i:, ' I ] I l ,...,7.,, ETaL. - aUTO~ OE <TW IJ<TETa£, OUTW OE w~ oia 'TT'Upo~ n ore er 
not to be misunderstood, as if by his t7Jµ,iw0nana, 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 he himself 
shall be saved, but so as through fire. Aura~ refers to the TOV 

µ,u0011, which is to be supplied as the object of s'TJµ. : although he 
will lose his recompense, yet he hiniselj, 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 fea1· and pain­
ful injilry ; hence the idea of this figurative representation is : 
He himself, however, shall obtain the Messianic uwr7Jp{a,1 yet still 
only in such a way that the catastrophe of the Parousia will be 
fraught with the highest anxiety for him, and U'ill not elapse witlwid 
sensibly impairing his inheritance of blessing. He shall obtain the 
awr11pla, but only a lower grade of it, so that he will belong 
to those whom Jesus calls "the last" (Matt. xx. 16; l\fark x. 31). 

1 For he hns after all held to the foundation. The Messianic salvation is the 
vift cf grace to those who believe in Christ as such; while the teacher's blessed­
ness, as (J,•rrior (which the general rr"'"'"f'a. in and by itself is not), must be somo 
specially high grade of blessing in the l\Iessiah's kingdom. Comp. Dau. xii. 3 ; 
Matt. xix. 28. 

1 COll. I. G 
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The main point in this interpretation, namely, that uw0~u. refers 
to the Messianic uwT11pta, 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 1 

has foisted in a pi·oblematical sense into the word (equally against 
the definitely assertive sense of those futures): "In summo erit 
salutis suae periculo. Etsi earn adipiscetur (quod boni ominis 
causa sperare mavult apostolus) non fiet id sine gravi moestitia 
ac dolore." It is a common mistake to understand ,:i., ota: 7Tvpo'> 
in the sense of a proverb (by a hair's-breadth, see Grotius and 
Wetstein in loc.; Valckenaer, p. 157; and comp. Amos iv. 11 ; 
Zech. iii 2 ; Jude 23), because the passage, looking back to 
ver. 13, really sets before iis a conflagration (w'>, 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 scljsmne 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 iindas." 
Other commentators, again (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact), 
understand it to mean: He shall be prcservecl, but so only as one 
is pnscrvecl through the fire 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, 7rvp cannot be allowed to have any reference to the fire of 
hell; secondly, because uws€u0at, 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.2 This last consideration tells also against 
Schott's explanation (l.c. p. 1 7) : "He himself shall indeed not be 
iitterly destroyed on that account ; he remains, but it is as one idw 
lias passed through flaming fire (sei·iously injured)," by which is 

, •, So ?efore, h(m Th~odore of lliopsuestia : i;,.;,.~ ,. .. ; "' ,,.,;~~.,.,., ~,a .,.,,,. 1.-1p,., 
awru:n O"t.1~u, ~u'Tov du,a.au,,,. 

2 Hence, also, it will not do to refer ,.i,.,.,s, with Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 144 f., to the 
/,µ,>..";, which will remain safe, but covered over with refuse, ashes, autl the like, 
which he holds to be indicated by~; o,~ .,,.upo,, 



CHAP. III, 16, 17. 99 

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 fire, cannot be depicted in the figure as a having 
passed through the fire. 

Vv. 16-23. JVarning address to the readers, 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. Oin, o,oaTe on ,c:r.i\.] could be regarded as said 
in proof of ver. 15 (Billroth), only if Chrysostorn's interpretation 
of u"'0~auai ... 7rvpa<;, or Schott's modification of it (see on 
ver. 15), were correct.1 Since this, however, is not the case, and 
since the notion of u"'0~ueTat, although limited by ovT"' oe w<; o,a 
7rvpo<;, cannot for a moment be even relatively included under 
the rf,0epe'i TovTov o 0eo<; of ver. 1 7, because the rf,0opa is the 
very opposite of the U(l)T'T]pla (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 aedificiurn destruunt " (Estius and 
others, including Michaelis, Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Pott, Hofmann), 
we should in that case feel the want at once of some express 
indication of the destroying of the joundation,-whicb, 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 haYe 
proceeded immediately after ver. 15 somewhat in this way: ei U 
Ti<; rf,0etpn 1'.T.i\. No; in ver. 16 we have a new part of the 

1 This holJs, too, against Ewald's way of apprehending the connection here : 
Are any surpriseu that the lot of such a teacher shouln. be so haru a one 1 Let them 
consider how sacreu is the fielu 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 olKoooµ~ Beov. 
But he has ·not yet set before their minds what sort of an olKoO. 
BEov they are, namely, the temple of God (hence vaar:; 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 : Is 
it 1inknown to you 1 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. - vaor:; BEov] 
not: a temple 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, 
see Philo, de monarch. 2, p. 634), but that each Christian com­
munity is in a spiritual way, sensu mystico, the temple of Jehovah, 
the realized idea of that temple, its a)vTJ0ivav. 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. !) ; 1 Pet. ii. 5 ; Barnab. 4 ; also regarding 
Christian persons individually, as in vi. 19, see Ignatius, ad 
Phil. 7. This accordingly is different from the heathen concep­
tion of pious men being temples (in the plural). Valer. Max. iv. 
7. 1, al., in Elsner and W etstein. - Kat TO ?T!IEVµa] appends in 
how far (Kat being the explicative and) they are vaa._ Beov. God, 
as He dwelt in the actual temple by the m1::>i!!. (Buxtorf, Lex. 
Talm. p. 2394), dwells in the ideal temple of the Christian church 
by the gracious presence, working and ruling in it, of His Spirit, 
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 hl'ice in the rest of Paul's writings, namely, in Rom. ,i. IG, 
:i.:i. 2. 
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rules in the hear~s of believers (Rom. viii. 9, 11 ; 2 Tim. i. 14 ). 
But we are not on this ground to make ev vµ'iv refer to the 
individuals (Riickert and many others) ; for the e01n11mnity as 
such (ver. 17) is the temple (2 Cor. vi. 16 f.; Eph. ii. 21 f.; 
Ezek. x..xxvii. 27). - Nao<; did not need the article, which comes 
in only retrospectively in ver. 17, just because there is but one 
vao<; 0Eov in existence. Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 16 ; Eph. ii. 21 ; Wisd. 
iii. 14; 2 Mace. xiv. 35 ; Ecclus. li. 44. 

Ver. 1 7. Et T£<; ... /lry,o<; eunv] This is spoken of the nal 
temple ; the a17plication to the church as the ideal one is not 
made until the otT£ve<; euTE vµli<; which follows. It is an antici­
pation of the course of the argument to understand, as here 
already meant, the latter New Testament place of the divine 
presence (Hofmann). - 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, de donw elccta, i. 10, vii. 7. 
Deyling, Obss. II. p. 505 ff. - cp0EpE'i] placed immediately after 
cp0EtpH at the head of the apodosis, to express with emphasis the 
adequacy of the recompense. See Ki.ihner, II. p. 626. What 
cp0EpE'i denotes is the temporal destruction, the punishment of 
death which God will bring upon the destroyer of His temple, as 
in the LXX. cp0E{pw is often used of God as inflicting such 
destruction. Comp. Gen. vi. 13 ; Micah ii. 10 ; 1 Kings ii. 2 7, al. 
- ary10<;] as the dwelling of God, sacred therefore from all injury, 
and not to be destroyed without incurring heavy divine penalty. 
- otTtve._ euTe vµE'i<;] of which character (namely, /lryioi) arc 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 yon 
will be destroyed of God. Paul leaves it to his readers them­
selves to infer, for their own behoof, that in this reasoning of 
Lis he means by the destrnction of the (ideal) temple the dete­
rioration of the church on the pa1·t of the sectarians, and by the 
penal destruction which awaits them, their a1rwA.Eta at the liicssianic 
fudgmcnt (the cp0opa of Gal. vi. 8). It is a mistake (with most 
commentators, including Luther) to regard o,nvEc, as put for ot (see 
the passages where this seems to be the case in Struve, Quacst. 
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Herod. I. p. 2 ff.), and to make it refer to va6~ Tov BEov : which 
temple ye are. That would rather yield the inappropriate (see 
on ver. 16) plilml sense: cujusmodi templa vos estis. See Porson 
and Schaefer, ad Eurip. Or. 908. Matthiae, p. 977. 

Ver. 18. M17oek eauT, l!a,r,] 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 E!a,raT.: 

'~ ., """ " ' ~ ' , . .. ,:- ~] VOµL~WV, OTl a"-1\.W~ exet TO ,rparyµa, KU.l oux W~ €£7rOV. - 00/Cft 

believes, is of opinion, not appea1·s (Vulgate, Erasmus) ; for it 
was the former that was objectionable and dangerous. Comp. 

••• ?. • 37 · G 1 • 3 ,I,,' " ' ] ' ' ~ Vlll ..... , XlV. ' a. Vl. . - uo.,,,o~ ewat ... TOUT<p €V uµtv 
belongs to uorpo~ €!vat, and €V T<p alwvt TOVT<p defines the uorpo~ 
dvai lv vµiv more precisely, to wit, according to his non-Christian 
standing and condition ( comp. ver. 19): If any one is persuaded 
that he is wise among yoit in this age, i.e. if one claims for hirn,,;e!f 
a being wise in your comnumity, which belongs to the sphere of 
this prc-llfessianic period. To the alwv ovTo~, 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 alwv is a sphere essentially alien to 
the true state of being wise in the church ; in it a man may have 
the "'A,oryo~ uorp{a~ (Col. ii. 23), but not the reality. We must 
not therefore, in defiance of its place in the sentence, link Jv T<p al. 

T, merely to uorpo~ (Erasmus, Grotius, Rtickert, and many others), 
in doing which Jv is often taken as equivalent to KaTa. Origen, 
Cyprian, Chrysostom, Luther, Castalio, Mosheim, Rosenmtiller, 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 : 
,vhoever 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 EV vµiv and €V T<p alwvt T., but upon uorpo~ and 
µwpa~, as is plain from the fact that in the clause expressive of 
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tlie aim we have the simple u&rf,or; alone without ev ,';µiv. It 
may be seen, too, from ver. 19 (uorf,. -roii K6uµov) that Paul had 
included €V T. al. T. in the protasis. - µ(J)por; ,yeveuOw] i.e. let him 
rid himself of his f ancicd wiscloni, and become (by returning to the 
pure and simple gospel unalloyed by any sort of philosophy or 
speculation) such a one as now in relation to that illusory wisdom 
is a fool. - uoq,6r;] with emphasis: truly wise. See Col ii. 2, 3. 
The path of the Christian sapcre aude proceeds from becoming a 
fool to wisdom, as from becoming blind to seeing (John ix. 39). 

Ver. 19. Giving the ground of the µwpor; ,yeveuOw demanded 
in order to the ,y{veuOai u6rf,ov. - -roii ,couµov -rouTOv] i.e. such as 
is peculiar to the pre-Messianic world (humanity), like the 
Hellenic sophistry, rhetoric, etc.; comp. i. 21, ii. 6. - 1rapa. -r. 
0eij,] 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 !-,yeryp. ,yap] Job v. 18, 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 ryap,-but, as ver. 2 0 also confirms, for the statement just 
made, ~ ,ya.p uorf,{a K.-r.X. If, namely, God did not count that 
wisdom to be folly, then He could not be spoken of as He who 
takcth the wise in their craftiness, i.e. 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 takes them in their craftiness, whereby He just practically 
proclaims His judgment regarding their wisdom, that it is foolish­
ness. As respects 1ravovpry{a, comp. the Hellenic distinction 
between it and the true wisdom in Plato, .Llfenex. p. 24 7 A: 
1riiua TE €7r£UT~P,1/ xwpitoµEV'f/ 0£KatoUUV1J<; Ka£ T~r; a:~X11r; apeT~r; 
1ravovpry{a, ov uorf,{a, rf,alve-rai. - o opauu6µ. is not "ex Hebr. pro 
finito opauue-rai" (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, ne'nt. 
Gr. p. 2 5 0 [E. T. 2 91 ]. - On opaucrecrOai with the accusative 
(commonly with the genitive), comp. Herod. iii. 13, LXX. Lev. 
v. 12, Num. v. 26. 
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Ver. 20. liaXiv] as in Rom. xv. 10; l\fatt. iv. 7. The 
passage quoted is Ps. xciv. 11, and the only variation from the 
Hebrew and the LXX. is in putting o-orpwv instead of av0pC:nrwv, 

and that purposely, but with no violence to the connection of 
the original (the reference being to men of pretended wisdom). 
- µawtoi] empty, thoughts (for Pcwl, at all events, had oiaXory. 

not o-orf,. in view) which are without true substance. Comp. Plato, 
Soph. p. 2 31 B : 7rfpl 'T~V µchatov oogoo-orp{av. 

Ver. 21. '' /}.o-'Tf] }Jenee, that is to say, because this world's 
wisdom, this source of your ,cavxao-0at €V av0pw7T'OL', (see ver. 18), 
is nothing but folly before God, vv. 19, 2 0. According to 
Hofmann, IJJuTe draws its inference from the whole section, 
vv. 10-2 0. But µ'l}ofl,; ,cavxau0w ,c.T.X. manifestly corresponds 
to the warning µ'l}Oft<; fovT. Jga'7T'. K.'T.X. in ver. 18, from the dis­
cussion of which (ver. 19 f.) there is now deduced the parallel 
w·arning beginning with /JJu'Te (ver. 21); and this again is finally 
confirmed by a sublime representation of the position held by a 
Christian (ver. 22 f.). -Jv av0pw,roi,;] "id pertinet ad extenuan­
dum," Bengel; the opposite of ev Kvptrp, i. 31. Human teachers 
are meant, upon whom the different parties prided themselves 
against each other (ver. 5, i. 12). Comp. iv. 6. Billroth renders 
wrongly: on account of men, whom he has subjected to himself and 
fonned into a sect. Ef'Tf liavXo,; ... K'l/rpa,; in ver. 22 is decisive 
against this ; for how strangely forced it is to make µ'l}od,; refer 
to the teachers, and uµwv to the church ! - The imperative after 
wo-Tf (comp. iv. 5, x. 12; Phil. ii. 12) is not g01:erned by that word, 
hut the dependent statement beginning with /JJo-'Tf changes to the 
direct. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 8 5 2 ; Bremi, ad IJcm. Phil. 
III. p. 2 7 6 ; Klotz, ad IJcvar. p. 7 7 6. - 7TaVTa rydp uµwv €0''TLV] 

with the emphasis on ,rav'Ta: nothing excepted, all belongs to y011 
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 : uµwv rydp 

r.av'Ta eu'Ttv (" illa vcstra sunt, non vos illorum," 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 '7T'aVTa uµ,. €. It 
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may be added that what is conveyed in this 7ravTa vµwv EUTLV 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 
embraces the whole world, and enjoys as his own possession 
whatever in it is beautiful and glorious" (mivTa ?), 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 Christians (comp. Rom. viii. 28 ff.), and consequently 
to be in an ethical sense their possession,1 and that the actual 
ICATJpOvoµ{a TOI/ ,couµou (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 ,vetstein), is a lower 
and imperfect analogue of this Christian idea. 

Ver. 2 2. Detailed explication of the mivTa ; then an emphatic 
repetition of the great thought 7ravTa vµ., in order to link to it 
ver. 23. - Ilau'A.o, ... K,,,4>-] for they are designed to labour for 
the furtherance of the Christian weal. Paul does not write J1w ; 
as forming the subject-matter of a partisan confession, he appears 
to himself as a third person; comp. ver. 5. - ,couµo,] generally; 
for the world, although as yet only in an ideal sense, is by 
destination your possession, inasmuch as, in the coming aiwv, 
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, viii. 17; 1 Cor. vi. 2. Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12). More 
specific verbal explanations of ,couµo,, as it occurs in this full 
triumphant outpouring-such as rcliq_ili omnes h01nines (Rosen­
mtiller and others), the 1inbelieving world (comp. also Hofmann), 
and so forth-are totally unwarranted by the connection. Bengel 
says aptly : " Repentinus hie a Petro ad totum mundum saltus 
orationem facit amplam cum quadam quasi impatientia enumer­
andi cetera." The eye of the apostle thus rises at once from the 
concrete and empirical to the most general whole, in point of matta 
(,couµor:;), condition (t;CJJ~, OavaTO,), time (eveuTwTa, J.J,€AAOVTa). -

t;CJJ~ ... OavaTor:;] comp. Rom. viii. 38. We are not to refer this, 
with Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Grotius, to the tcaclici·s: "si 
Yibim doctoribus protrahit Deus," and "si ob evangel. mortem 

1 Hence Luther in his gloss rightly infers : "Therefore no mcrn hath power ta 
11iake laws over Christians to bind their consciences." 
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obeunt" (Grotius, comp. too, Michaelis), nor to transform it with 
Pott into : things living and lifeless ; nor even is the limitation 
of it to the readers themselves (" live ye or die, it is to you for 
the best," Flatt) in any way suggested by the text through the 
analogy of the other points. Both should rather be left with­
out any special reference, life and death being viewed generally 
as relations occurring in the wo1'ld. 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. 7 ff. ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 19 ff. Theodoret : «al atl'TO', OE o 0avaTO', T1J', VfJ,ET€pa,; 
~I , r#,, "\ I , I 0 """' ,I.. I 1/ , .,. ,, /"\. 
EVEKEV C,)'1'€1\.ELa<; €7T'1JVEX 1J TTJ 'l'UU€£. - €LT€ EVEITTWTa, HTE p,€11,-

"A.ovTa] 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 fortunes of the readers 
(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 Ghrist,-so that in this 
respect, too, the «auxau0ai lv av0pw7roi,; of ver. 21 cannot but 
Le unseemly. Riickert would make 7T'£11/Ta ,yap vp,wv €UT£ K.T.A. 

in ver. 22 the protasis and said by way of concession, so that 
the leading thought would lie in ver. 2 3 : " All indeed is yours ; 
but ye belong to Christ." We are, he holds, to supply p,ev after 
7ravrn. 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 7ravTa t',µ,wv, 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 «aux, f.V av0pw7rOL',. -

XptuTo<; OE Beoii] and Ghrist, again, belongs to God, is subordinated 
to God, stands in His service. For «erpaA~ Xpt<noii o 0eor;, xi. 3. 
Comp. Luke ix. 20. The strict monotheism of the N. T. (see on 
Hom. ix. 5), and the relation of Christ as the Son to the Father, 
necessarily give the idea of the subordination of Ghrist undc1· 
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God.1 As His equality with God and His divine glory before the 
incarnation (Phil. ii. 6 ), although essential, were still derived ( Ei1ewv 

T. fhou, 7rpr,JT0To1eoc; 7T'au7Jr; KTLuEr,Jc;, Col. i. 15 ), so also the di vine 
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 npon 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 XptuToc; oe E>Eou ( comp. on 
Eph. i. 1 7), by no means expresses the conception of Arianism, 
but leaves untouched the essential equality of Christ with God 
(Theodoret aptly remarks: XptUTO<; ,ya,p E>Eou ovx we; KTLuµa 

E>Eou, aX,\' we; ulor; TOU E>Eov), 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 the 
lminan natiwe. 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 ,YEIIV'T]µa ,YV7]Ul01/ ... we; avTOV arnov EX(J)V KaTlt TO 

'TT'aTepa Elvai (Chrysostom), not subordinate to Him simply in 
respect of His manhood. But for what reason does Pa'lll add 
lw1·e at all this XptuToc; OE E>Eou, seeing it was not needed for the 
establishment of the prohibition of the ,cavxau0at €V av0pw7T'otr; ? 
"\Ve answer : Had he ended with vµE'ir; Oe XptuTou, he would then, 
in appearance, have conceded the claim of the Christ-party, who 
did not boast themselves Jv av0pw7T'otr; (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. But this 
was not his intention; for the confession of the Christ-party was 
not, indeed, Ebionitic,-as if the X. oe E>Eou were aimed against 
this (Osiander),-but, although right enough in idea, yet practically 
objectionable on the ground of the schismatic niisusc 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 human 
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-belonging to God, and consequently exalted in 
the highest possible degree above all drawing in of His name 

1 See also Halm, Tlieol. d. N. T. I. p. 120 ff. Gess, v. d. P€rson Clir. p. 157 II. 
El'llcsti, Urspru119 der Siinde, I. p. 194 tt: Weiss, bibl. Tlteol. 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 his 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 
Christ 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 
Pcmline and the Apollonian parties (comp. on ver. 4); but the idea 
o;ra.vra uµ,wv fonv, 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 further 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 
(ii,. x6r;p,o; ... fkEAt.ovrn) he finds the Christ-party's doctrine of the 
harmony of all contrasts accomplished in Christ as the world-soul. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

VER. 2. 8 oi] Lachm. Ri.ick. Tisch. read Jo,, with A B C D* F G N, 
min. Syr. Erp. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. Jerome, Aug. Ambr. Pelag. 
Sedul. Bede. This vastly preponderating testimony in favour 
of Jo,, and its infrequency with Paul (only again in Col. iv. 9), 
make the Reccpta seem the result of change or error on the part 
of transcribers. - (,ini':-a.,] A C D E F G ~, min. have (iir,h,. 
Recommended by Griesb. But B Land all the vss. and Fathers 
are against it. A copyist's error. - Ver. 6. Instead of o, A B C N, 
31, Syr. p. Copt. Athan. Cyril have rZ; which is recommended by 
Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Ri.ickert. The Latin 
authorities have supra guam., which leaves their reading doubtful. 
The preceding ra.iira. naturally suggested If.. - tpov,111] is wanting in 
A Il D* E* F G N, 4G, Vulg. It. and Latin Fathers. Rightly 
deleted by Lachm. Tisch. and Ri.ickert.1 A supplementary addition, 
in place of which Athanasius has turr,oiirJOa.,. - Ver. 9. i-.-; after 
yap has preponderant evidence against it, and should be deleted, 
as is done by Lachm. Ri.ick. and Tisch. Superfluous addition. -
Ver. 13. ,81.a.rrt.] AC N*, 17 46, Clem. Origen (twice), Euseb. Cyril, 
Damasc. have ourrt. Approved by Griesb., accepted by Ri.ick. 
and Tisch. Rightly; the more familiar (for the verb ourrt. occurs 
nowhere else in the N. T., comp. 2 Cor. vi. 8), and at the same 
time stronger word was inserted. - Ver. 14. vou0,'T~] A C N, min. 
Theophylact have vouO,'T~v. An assimilation to the foregoing par­
ticiple. 

Vv. 1-5. Tlw right point of viewfi·om which to regard Christian 
teachers (vv. 1, 2); Paul, nevertheless, for his own part, does not 
give heed to huinan jitdgmcnt, nay, he does not even judge Mni­
self, but his judge is Ghrist (vv. 3, 4). Therefore his readers 

1 ~, • .,;, has been defended again by Reiche in his Commentar. crit. I. p. 146 ff. 
He urges that the omission is not attestetl by the Greek Fathers, and, out of all the 
versions, only by the Latin ones, and that the wor<l is indispensable. But the latter 
is not the case ; and the former consideration cannot tum the scale against the de­
cisive weight of the chief codices, among which only C-and even thnt not certainly 
-has f!pmi,. 
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should give up tltefr passing of judgmcnts till the decision of the 
Parousia (ver. 5). 

Ver. 1. Oihwc;] is commonly taken as pi·eparatory, emphatically 
paving the way for the we; V7r7Jp. which follows. Comp. iii. 15, 
ix. 26; 2 Cor. ix. 5; Eph. v. 33, al., and often in Greek writers. 
The ,caux. Jv av0p. 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: w71p. Xpi<ITov and olKov. 
0eov sound significantly like the vµ,e'ic; OE Xpi<ITov, Xpt<IToc; OE 
0eov which immediately precede them, ovTwc; is rather to be 
regarded as the sic retrospective (in this way, in sitch fashion), 
and we; again as stating the objective quality, in which the ~µ,e'ic; 
have a claim to the ovTw<; ~µ,a,c; "ll.ory1.t. &.v0p. 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 mcnforin 
their jitdginent of us, as of those who are servants of Ghrist and 
stewards of divine 1nystcries. Let us but be judged of as servants 
of Christ, etc., according to the standard of that lofty Christian 
mode of view (ovTwc;), and how conclusively shut out from this 
sphere of vision will be the partisan ,cavxa<I0ai €V av0pc:J7rOL<; ! 
Men will be lifted high above that. - ~µ,ac;J i.e. 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. - &.v0pw7!"oc;] not a Hebraism (&•~. one; so most 
interpreters, among whom Luther, Grotius, and others explain it 
wrongly every one), but in accordance with a pure Greek use of 
the word in the sense of the indefinite one or a 1nan (Plato, Protag. 
p. 355 A, Gorg. p. 500 C, al.). So also in xi. 28; Gal. vi. 1. 
Bengel's " homo quivis nostris sirnilis" is an importation. - v7r71p. 
X. "· ol,cov. µ,v<IT. 0eov] 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 ol,coc; 0eov, 
1 Tim. iii. 15), inasmuch as they are entrusted with His secrets, 
i.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 
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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. 1 7 ; 1 Tim. i. 4; Titus i. 7; 1 Pet. 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 J,fastc1· of the house, and the olKovoµoi 
there stands the Son, and He has from the Father the power 
of disposal (comp. on John viii. 35 f.; 1 Cor. xv. 25 ff.), so that 
the olKovoµot are His servants. Paul uses u1r11pfr11c; only in this 
passage ; but there is no ground for importing any special design 
into the word (such as that it is hmnbler than otaKovo,). Comp. 
on Eph. iii. 7. 

Ver. 2. If we read &oe (see the critical remarks), we must 
understand the verse thus : S1tch being the state of the case, it is, 
for the rest, required of the stewards, etc., so that "'Aoi1rov (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 woe 1 again, quite in accordance with the 
old classical usage (see Lehrs, Arist. p. 84 ff.), would convey the 
notion of sic, i.e. "cuni co statii rcs nostrae sint " (Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph. II. p. 991). We might paraphrase, therefore, as follows: 
" Such being the natw·e of our position as servants, the dcniand 
to be made upon the stewards of households 2 of coiwse takes effect." 
If we abide by the Recepta, & o~ "'Aot1rov must be rendered : But 
as to what remains, i.e. 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 

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

2 This " ,,,;, ,;,..,,,., is not "uncalled for and supe:flnous" after J~, (as Hofmann 
objects) ; for Paul had, in ver. 1, described the official service of the teachers by two 
designations, but now desires to attach what more he has to say in ver. 2 specially 
to the second of these designations, anu. hence he has again to !Jring in the ,;,..,,,..,, 
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of the teachers : " but what still re11iains for tlwn is, that tlicy 
can at least strive for the praise of faitlifulness." The rest of the 
verse says nothing at all about a being able to strive ; for 
S1JTE'iTai ev means nothing else but: it is sought at tlwfr hand 
(req_1liritm·), i.e. demanded of them. See Wetstein. Hofmann's 
interpretation, too, is an impossible one. He makes o oe )..oi?Tav 

down to evpe0fi to be the protasis; eµo';, 0€ /C,T,A., and that running 
on as far as ,cvpta<; EO'TW 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-(!) that 8 oe AOt?Tov 

S1JTE'iTat would presuppose some demand already conveyed in ver 1, 
to which a new one was now added; and (2) that the oJ 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. 9 2 f.), namely, to this effect : to rne, on the contrary, not 
concerned about this required faithfulness, it 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.1 - tva] is sought with the design, that there be found. Hence 
the object of the seeking is conveyed in the form expressive of design. 
That evp{a-,cfa-Oa, is not equivalent to Etvat (Wolff, Flatt, Pott, 
and others) is plain here, especially from the correlation in which 
it stands to S1JTE'iTat. - nr;] i.e. any one of them. See Matthiae, 
p. 1079; Niigelsbach on the Iliad, p. 299, ed. 3. - ?Tta-Tor;] 

Luke xii. 42, xvi. 10 ff.; Matt. xxv. 21 ff.; Eph. vi. 21, al. 
The swrmning 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 S1JTE'iTai K.T.A. - elr; e"A.ax,a-­
TOv eo-Ttv] El<;, in the sense of giving the result: it comes to some­
thing utterly insignificant, evinces itself as in the highest degree 
unimportant. Comp. Pindar, Ol. i. 122: e<; xapiv Tf.1\,/\,fTat, Plato, 

1 In ,._,,.,,.;, he finds : " Besi<les this, that the stewards act in accordance ,,ith their 
name." By the antithetic ,,.,; 1H, again, Paul means : "in contrast to those who 
conduct 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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A.le. I. p. 12G A; Buttmann, neutcst. Gmnwi. p. 131 [E. T.150]. 
- tva] does not stand for chav (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 tva, 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 
judgruent. - avaKpt0co] "fidelisne sim nee ne," Bengel. - ~ inro 
dv0p.1J,u.] or by a human day at all. The day, i.e. the dayoffitdgment, 
on which a human sentence is to go forth upon me, is personified. 
It forms a contrast with the 11,ulpa Kvp{ov, which Paul proceeds 
hereafter, not indeed to name, but to describe, see ver. 5. - a'"A""/1.' 
avol] yea, not even, as in iii. 2. - i,uavTov] Billroth and Riickert 
think that the contrast between the persons properly demanded 
avTor; i,uavT. here, which, however, has been overlooked by Paul. 
But the active expression iµavTov dvaKp{vw is surely the complete 
contrast to the passive vcp' vµ. ava1'p. ; hence avTo<; might, indeed, 
have been added to strengthen the statement, but there was no 
necessity for its being so. - The avaKplvew in the whole verse is 
neither to be understood solely of unfavourable, nor solely of 
favourable judging, but of any so1·t of f1tdg1nent regarding one's 
worth in general. See vv. 4, 5. 

Ver. 4. Parenthetical statement of the ground of Paul's not 
even judging himself (ovoev ... oeot1'.), and then the antithesis 
(oE: but indeed) to the above ovoe iµavT. avaKp{vw. - ,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 
µEv here again, de W ette, Osiander), but in the antithetic relation 
of both clauses, wherein aA.""11.a has the force of at, not of" sondern :" 
I judge not my own self, beeaitse I am conscious to myself of 
nothing, but am not thereby Justified, i.e. because my pure ( official, 
see ver. 2) self-consciousness ( comp. Acts xxiii. 1, xxiv. 16 ; 2 Cor. 
i. 12) is still not the ground on which my Justification rests. As 
regards the expression, comp. Plato, Apol. p. 21 B : oiJTe µl,ya oiJTe 

uµ,£1,pov guvotoa iµavT<p uocf,or; wv, Rep. p. 3 31 A; and Horace, 
Ep. i. 1. 61 : "nil conscire sibi, nitlla pallescere culpa ; " Job xxvii. 6. 
-ovK iv TOVTCfl oeotK.] is ordinarily understood wrongly: " I do not 
on tha.t accoitnt look itpon niysclf as guiltless." For the words ovK 
iv TavTcp, negativing justification by a good conscience, make it 

1 COR. L H 
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clear that oeoi,c. expresses the customary conception of bcin:1 
Justified by faith (see on Rom. i. 17; so rightly, Calovius, Billroth, 
lli.ickert), since, on the view just refened to, we must have had 
iv -rovT<p ou.1 The ou is as little in its wrong place here as in 
xv. 51. Note that the oeou,alwµat is to the apostle an un­
doubted certain fact; 2 hence we may not explain it, with 
Hofmann : Not thereby am I pronounced righteous as respech 
faithfulness in the fulfilment of my office, but only if (?) the Lord 
shall charge me with no neglect of duty. That would plainly 
make the oeou,aLwµat problematic. - Kvprn,] Christ, ver. 5. 

Ver. 5. 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 ava,cp. µe and of the whole 
passage, vv. 3, 4, which all applies to Paul. The process of thought 
from ver. 3 onwards is, namely, this : " For my part, you may fud3c 
me if you will, 1 make very little of that; but (ver. 4) seeing that 
I do not even judge 1nyselj, but that lie that fitdgcth me is Christ, I 
therefore counsel you (ver. 5) not to pass et fudgnicnt upon me prc-
1natitrcly." - 7rpo Kaipov] i.e. before it is the right time, Matt. 
viii. 29; Ecclus. xxx. 24, li. 30; Lucian, Jov. Trag. 47. How 
long such judging would continue to be 7rpo Katpov, we learn 
only from what comes after; hence we must not by anti­
cipation assign to ,caipa, the specific sense of tcmpus redit11s 
Christi. - n] i.e. KpLaw -rtva, John vii. 24. - KpLve-re] describes 
the passing of the fitdgment, the consequence of the dva,cp., 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 ofreproach, 
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 o ;, ;,,.,,,.;;,, but o ~l ,hrz~p/,.,,. l\Iorcover, the 
further imputation of moral desert is certainly not done away with by justification, 
but it remains in force until the judgment. A,d,,.,.;.,,..,,,, however, does not refer to 
the being found righteous at the day of judgment (against Lipsius, Rechifertigu11gsl. 
p. 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 a.lien to Paul was the conception that the conscience is the expression of the 
real divine life in the man. Comp. Delitzsch, Psycltol. p. 141. 

• So precisely Ignatius, ad Rom. 5 : &,._,._, .~ .,,.,.,;;,. .,-,ii.-o ;,;,,,,.;.,,..,.,. The certituclo 
gratiae is expresseJ but as nc,t based upon the co11science void oj reproach. 
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juclgmcnt. Luther, Raphel, and Wolf render: alimn alii prac­
jcrte; but this runs counter to the context, for it must be 
analogous to the general avatcp. - eCJJ<; itv i!A0r, o tc.J Epexegesis 
of 1Tpa tcaipou: judge not before the time (judge not, I say), until 
the Lord shall have come. Then only is it a tcalptov «ptvEtv, be­
cause then only can the judgment be pronounced rightly according 
to the Lord's decision. The &v 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 au object of expectant faith in the unknown future. 
Comp. Matt. xvi. 28; Mark ix. 1; Luke ix. 27, xiii. 35; Rev. 
ii. 25. - &,; ,cat] ,cat 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, Pm·tik. p. 15 2 ; 
Duttmann, 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, i.e. make manifest, what is hidden in the dark­
ness. Respecting <pCJJ-rt(jf£, comp. Ecclus. xxiv. 3 2 ; 2 Tim. i. 10 ; 
Plut. lifor. p. 931 C, and the passages in Wetstein. What with­
draws itself from the light as its opposite (Hofmann, who takes 
tcal •.. ,ea{ as meaning as well, as also) is inclitdcd here, but not 
tha.t alone. Compare rather the general statement in Luke 
viii. 1 7. - tcal cpavEp. -r. f3ouA. -rwv ,capo.] 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, i.e. be laid 
open as an object of knowledge, but now was not yet submitted 
to judgment. - tcal TO-re . .. Ehou] 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 a7l'o T. 0Eov, which is 
for that reason put at the end (Kuhner, II. p. 625), and next to 
it upon what is placed first, o i!1Tatvo<;. This does not mean 
pracmiurn (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, Rosenmi.iller, Pott, and 
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others assume wholly without proof) ; but it denotes simply 
the praise, the commendation. The apparent incongruity with 
e1u1,UT'f' is obviated by the article : tlte praise that appertains to 
hiui (Bernhardy, p, 315) shall be given to each,-so that Paul 
here puts entirely oitt of sight those who deserve no prnise at all, 
And rightly so. For his readers were to apply this to hi1n an<l 
Apollos; hence, as Calvin justly remarks: "haec vox ex bonae 
eonscientiae ficlncia nascitur." See ver. 4. Theophylact's view, 
although adopted by many, is an arbitrary one : " unde et con­
trarium datur intelligi, sed mavult eucp17µciv," Grotius (so also 
Bengel, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen). - aw6 r. 0coii] 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 liave liitherto given utterance to in a 
manner applicable to myself and Apollos, has for its object to wean 
you from, party-pride (ver. 6). Rebuke of tliis pride (vv. 7-13). 

Ver. 6. Ae] pursuing the subject; the apostle turns now to the 
final re11ionstrances and rebukes which he has to give in reference 
to the party-division among them; in doing so, he addresses his 
readers generally (not the teachers) as aoeXcpot with a winning 
warmth of feeling, as in i. 11. - miim] 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. Taiira is 
not to be made to refer back to i. 12, where Paul and Apollos are 
not named alone (so Baur, following older expositors). - µcreux11µ. 
el, Jµavr. ,c. 'AwoXXc,'.,] I have changed the for1n of it into myself 
and Apollos, i.e. I have, instead of directing my discourse to 
othe1·s, upon whom it might properly have been moulded, written 
in such fasl1ion in an altered fonn, that what has been said 
applies now to 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 di; Jµe, but eli; Eµavrov ; eli;, again, denotes 
the reference of this change of form to the parties concerned. 
Respecting µeraux11µarlf;cw, to tmnsfor11i, 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. !)03 E, !)06 C (Mµa µeTeuxTJµaTtaµevov); Lucian, 
Imag. 9, Hale. 5; Heliodorus, ii. p. 93. The uxiJµa, 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, et al., also my own former 
view), for in that case we should have no change of form, 
but only a specializing; but rather : the instigators of pa1·ties 
in Corinth, with their self-exaltation and jealousy, as is clear 
from the following clause stating the design in view, and from 
ver. 7 ff. It was they who split up the church and infected it 
with their own evil qualities. But from Paid and Apollos the 
readers were to learn to give up all such conduct,-from those 
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 µeTeuxTJµ., but in favour of his own theory about the 
Christ-party: what has been said of me and Apollos holds also of 
the other pa1·tics; this not applying, however, to Tov~ Tou XptuTou, 
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 .fictitious in place of those of the 
actual leaders of parties ; " 1 or to hold, with Pareus and Mosheim, 
that µETaux. 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 humility. These 
figures were surely lofty enough, since they represented the 
teachers as 0eou uuvep"f018 ! Moreover, the figures in themselves 
plainly could not teach the Corinthians humility; the lesson must 
lie in the intrinsic tenor of the ideas conveyed. - 'A,roUw] the 

1 1iliclmclis: " 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 avoi,l 
offence," etc. But, as Calovius justly observes, the ,,,,,.adX"l'"'""'I''• is here. uot 
"per jictioni.~, sed per fi9uratio11is mod um." 
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same form of the accusative as in Acts xix. 1. A B ~* have 
'A7ro"'A.Xwv, See regarding both forms, Buttmann's ausf. Gr. 
I. p. 207 f.; Kuhner, § 124, ed. 2. - oi' vµa~] not in any way 
for our own sakes. - Zva ev T}µ'iv IC.T.X.] more precise expla­
nation of the oi' vµa~ (" instructionis vestrae causa," Estius) : in 
order that ye might learn on 1ts (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. - Toµ~ 
v7rEp a ,ye,yp.] The elliptical: " not above what is written," is made 
to rank as a substantive by the To (Matthiae, § 2 8 0) ; for 
cf,pov€'iv is spurious (see the critical remarks). The suppression 
of the verb after µ~ in lively discourse is common in the classics. 
See Hartung, Partikcll. II. p. 15 3 ; Kuhner, II. p. 6 0 7 ; Klotz, 
ad Devai·. p. 607. The short, terseµ~ v7rep B ,ye,yp. may have 
been an old and familiar saying of the Rabbins (Ewald); only 
Paul never quotes such elsewhere. - & ,ye,yp. is by Luther and 
most expositors (including Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Heydenreich, 
Pott, Billroth, N eander) made to refer to what Paul has written 
in the preceding section. But Grotius hits the truth in the matter 
,vhen he says : ,ye,ypa7rTa£ 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 in the 0. T., which is not to be transgressed; and this 
means here, according to the context, the rule of hmnility ancl 
1nodesty, 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 0. 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 0. T., which 
,vas 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; l\fatt. 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 rye~,p.-
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'\Yithout lmving the slightest support in t110 use and wont 
of the language (for in passages like Pindar, Nc11i. vi. 13, Eur. 
Ion. 44G [ 45 5], rypacpEtV has just the ordinary force of to write), 
and wholly in the face of the N. T. usage of ryirypa7rmt, Hofmann 
brings in here the general notion of the definite measure which is 
a.scribccl, adjudged to each by God (Rom. xii. 3). Nor is any 
cowitenance lent to this interpretation by rypaµ,µ,a in Thuc. v. 
29. 4; for that means a written clause (see Kriiger). What 
Paul means is the objective sacral rule of the Scriptures, the pre­
sumptuous disregard of which was the source of the mischief at 
Corinth; " ulcus aperit," Beza. - iva µ,~ El<, V7rEp K.T.A.] 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 (v7rep, comp. 2 Cor. ix. 2), seeking thereby mutually 
among themselves to maintain and exalt their own reputation 
(El'> v7rEp Tou Ev6.,), and that with hostile tendency towards the 
third person, who belonged to another party (KaTa TOU frepov). 
Olshausen understands v7rEp Tou Ev6., of their outbidding each 
other in pretensions, which, however, would require the accusative 
with v7rep; and Winer, p. 358 [E. T. 4 78], renders: "so that he 
deems himself exalted above the other;" against which-apart from 
the fact that v7rep 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 cpv<no6µ,evo<,, who can be the eTEpo<, (the different 
one); and just as ek stands in antithetic correlation with Tov 
frepov, so v7rip also does with ,caTCi; comp. Rom. viii. 31; Mark 
ix. 40. The orclinary interpretation is: " On account of the 
teacher, whom lte has chosen to be his hcacl," Riickert; comp. Reiche, 
Ewald, Hofmann. But like el.,, so v7rEp Tov Ev6., also must refer 
to the collective subject of cpvutovu0e, and consequently both of 
them together convey the same sense as v7rEp ai\.i\.~i\.wv, only in a 
more concrete way. Comp. 1 Thess. v. 11 ; Susann. 5 2 ; Ecclus. 
:xlii. 2 4 f. ; 1 Mace. xiii. 2 8 ; often, too, in Greek writers. -
The cpvutouu0at of a eX., V7r€p TOV €V6', takes place /CaTa TOV 
eTepov in the jealous wranglings of mutually opposing parties 
reciprocally, so that each has always full room for the KaTa 
Tou fripov (against Hofmann's objection). - cpvutouu0e] the 
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present indicative after iva occurs only here and in Gal. iv. 1 7. 
The instances of it, wont to be adduced from classical writers, have 
been long since given up. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 8 51 f. ; 
Schneider, ad Xen. Ath. i. 11. The passages, again, in Kypke 
and Valckenaer, where t'va is found with the past indicative, were 
wholly inapplicable here. Comp. on Gal. iv. 1 7, note; Stallbaum, 
ad Plat. Symp. p. 181 E. On these grounds Billroth and Ri.ickert 
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 
Com11wnt. c1·it. I. p. 15 2, 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 oc., ! Winer 
finds here an improper usage of the later Greek.1 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 ;2 least of all, too, would he have put the indica­
tive here, when he had just used the correct subjunctive imme­
diately before it (µa.01JT€). Fritzsche (ad Matth. p. 836) took 
t'va as ubi, and explained: "ubi (i.e. qua conditione, quando demisse 
de vobis statuere nostro exemplo didiceritis) 1ninime alter in 
alterius detrimentitm extollitu1·." At a later date (in Fritzschiormn 
opusc. p. 186 ff.) he wished to resort to e11wndation, namely: iva 
'v 11µ,'iv µa.011T€ TOµ~ V7r€p a ryerypa7rTat q,pov€tV, i!va µ~ V'TT"Ep TOl/ 

€VO~ <f,vcrioucr0at /CaTa TOl/ hepov (so, too, very nearly Theo­
doret). But although it might easily enough have happened that 

1 So, too, Wieseler on Gal. p. 378 ; Hofmann on Gal. p. 138. Barnab. 7: ,,,,. ... 
2,i, is an earlier example than any adduced by Winer and Wieseler. But how easily 
o,imight have been written here by mistake for o~, which is so similar in sound! 
(comp. Dressel, p. 17). Should o,i, however, be the original reading, then ,,a. may 
just as well be ubi, as in our passage. The readings .io, .. , and _.., .. ,x,.-, 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 
l1aving the circumflex, represent the futures, is totally destitute of proof. 

2 1 Thess. iv. 13 included (against Tischendorf). - In Col. iv. 17, 'lr'Anpo'i$ is sub­
junctive. -As respects Lachmann's erroneous reading, 2 Pet. i. 10, ,vieseler, p. 379, 
is right.-In John xvii. 3, Gal vi. 12, Tit. ii. 4, Rom. xiii. 17, the indicative 
1·eadings are to be rejected (in opposition to Tischendorf). 
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i'va µ,1 should be written by mistake in place of lva µ,1, the con­
sequence of that mistake would in that case necessarily have been 
the alteration of <jJvutovu0at,1 not into <jJvutovu0e, but into 
<jJvutwu0e, and the subjitnctivc, 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 t'va which is in accordance with the 
laws of the language, and therefore the only admissible one, is 
that given by Fritzsche, ad J,fatth. l.c. ; i'va cannot be the par­
ticle of design, because it is followed by the indicative ; it rnust, 
on the contrary, be the local particle, where, and that in the 
sense of whereby, under which 1·elation, 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. 6 21 ; and Baeumlein, Partik 
p. 143 f.). What Paul says then is this: in order that ye may 
learn the ne itltrn quod scriptum est, whereby (i.e. in the observance 
of which rule) ye then (<pvutovu0e is the future realized as present) 
do not puff itp yom·selves, etc. Suitable though it would be, and 
in accordance with the apostle's style (Rom. vii. 13; Gal. iii. 14, 
iv. 5; 2 Car. ix. 3), that a second telic t'va should follow upon the 
first, still t.he 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 µ,~, in the relative clause, has arisen from the 
design cherished by Paul, and floating before his mind. Comp. 
e.g. Sophocles, Track. 7 9 7 : µ,e0er; EVTav0' 071'0V µ,e µ,~ Tt<; O'fETat 

/3poTwv; and see Baeumlein, id supra, p. 290; \Viner, p. 447 
[E.T. 603]. 

1 The~. too, has "'"""""'"'· But how often does that codex interchange a, aml , ! 
Immediately before it bas '>'''Yf"-".,., instea1l of 'Y''Yf"""""'· 
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Ver. 7. The words lva µ17 ... hlpou 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 tlwu possessest tlwii hast not from, thyself, 
and it is absurd to boast thyself of it as though it we1·e thine own worl;. 
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 hmnility to 
the readers, but not examples to humble them-namely, by high 
position and gifts. - ul] applies to each individual of the pre­
ceding vµE'i,r;, not therefore 6imply to the sectarian teachers (Pott, 
following Chrysostom and several of the old expositors). - The 
literal sense of oia,cp{ve£ is to be retained. The Vulgate rightly 
renders : " Quis enim te discernit ? " Comp. Acts xv. 9 ; Homer, 
Od. iv. 179; Plato, Soph. p. 253 E, Charni. p. 171 C. This of 
course refers, in point of fact, 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 bette1· ?). - 'Tt OE exei, K.'T.A.] 
Se, like that which follows, heaps question on question. See 
Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 169. To what Paul is pointing in the 
general : "But what possessest thou," etc., their own conscience told 
his readers, and it is clear also from the next question, that, namely, 
of which they boasted, their Christian insight, wisdom, eloquence, and 
the like. He certainly did not think of himself and the other 
teachers as the source (eXa/3e,) of the gifts (Semler, Heydenreich, 
Pott), which would be quite contrary to his humble piety, but: 
OVOEV ot,co0ev exei,, a"A.A.a. 7rapa. 'TOV 0eou A.a/3wv, Chrysostom. 
Comp. iii. 5, xii. 6, xv. 10. - el oe ,cal eX.] agcdn, c1Jen if thon 
hast received, even if thou hast been endowed with gifts, which I 
will by no means deny. El ,cat is 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 IJevar. p. 519 f. - T{ ,cauxa.uai 
IC.'T.A.] ovOEt, J7r' aAAOTpta£, 7rapa,ca-ra0{i,cai, µerya<f,pove'i, €'1T"a0;­

pu7rve'i oe -ra1hai,, lva <f,uXcfgy 'T'P OEOfil1CoT£, Theodoret. 
Ver. 8. The discourse, already in ver. 7 roused to a lively 

pitch, becomes now bitterly ironical, heaping stroke on stroke, 
even as t.he proud Corinthians, with their partisan conduct, 
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needed a vovBerr{a (ver. 14) to teach them humility. The 
transition, too, from the individualizing singular to the plural 
corresponds to the rising emotion. The intertogativc way of 
taking the passage (Baumgarten) weakens it without reason ; for 
the disapproval of such bitter derision (Stolz, Ri.ickert) is, in the 
first place, over-hasty, since Paul could not but know best how 
he had to chastise the Corinthians ; and, in the second, it fails 
to recognise the fact, that he, just in consequence of the purity 
of his 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 Ri.i.ckert). - In ,m,op. eu-re, brXou-r., and e/3auiX., we 
have a vehement climax: Already sated arc ye, already become rick 
are ye ; witlwitt ow· 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 ,jjo77 ... 
,jjo77 and xwpl,; r,µwv: " already ye have, what was only expected 
in the coming al,:fw, fulness of satisfaction and of enrichment in 
Messianic blessings; without om· help (mine and that of Apollos, 
ver. 6) are ye arrived at the highest stage of Messianic power and 
glory, at the /3autXe{a ! " You have already reached such a pitch 
of Christian perfection, are become without us such mightily 
enlted 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, ,mwp. 
and brXov-r. ( comp. Rev. iii. 1 7) have been taken as referring 
specially to Christian knowledge and other endowments (comp. i. 5), 
and e/3auiX. either as referring likewise to knowledge, the highest 
degree of it being meant (Yater, 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 statuendi de rebus Christianis " 
(Semler), or to the domination of the one 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 in part conectly 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 Jf3autA. left without being more 
precisely defined, nothing came so naturally and at once to the 
Christian consciousness as the thought of the J,fessianic f3aa-t'A.ela. 1 

And how well this idea corresponds to the wish which follows ! 
If, however, lf3au. applies to the J,fessianic ruling (see on iii. 22; 
Usteri, Lehrbeg1·ijf, p. 370), and consequently to the uvµ/3aut­
Aevew of 2 Tim. ii. 12, comp. Rom. viii. 1 7, then in that case 
,m,op. and E7T"AOVT. 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 
KaT' Jgox1v (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 
pe1fect brings before us the state, the aorists the fact of having 
cntcr_ed upon the possession. See Ki.ihner, ad Xcn. 111cm. i. 1. 18. 
As to ~011, i.e. now already, see on John iv. 3 5. - xwpli; nµwv] 
without whose work, in fact, you would not be Christians at 
all! - ,cal ocf,e'A.ov rye IC.T.A.] and (the thought suddenly striking 
his mind) would that ye had indeed attained to dominion! In 
the later Greek writers ocpeAov is used as a particle, and joined 
with the indicative, 2 Cor. xi. 1 ; Gal. v. 12. See Matthiae, 
p. 1162. Buttmann, ncut. G1·. p. 185 [E. T. 214 f.]. fi 
strengthens the force of ocf,e'A.ov ; see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 3 7 2 f.; 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 5 5 f. The thought is : " Apart from this, 
that ye have without us become 1·ulers, would that ye had at 
least (ryJ) become S'ltch ! " Comp. Klotz, ad IJevar. p. 281 f. - ?va 
"· nµeii; vµiv uvµ,8au.] Ye would doubtless in that case, Paul 
deems, suffer us also to have some share (beside you) in your 
government ! The s1tbj1inctive is quite according to rule (in 
opposition to Ri.ickert), seeing that Jf3au1A. denotes something 
completed from the speaker's present point of view (have become 
riders), and seeiug that the design appears as one still subsisting 
in the present. See Klotz, ad IJevai·. p. 61 7 f. ; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Crit. p. 43 B. - Observe, we may add, how the sarcastic 
climax ends at last with ,cal ocpe'A.ov rye IC.T.A. in a way fitted to 
put the 1·eade1·s deeply to shame. Comp. Chrysostom. 

Ver. 9. I'ap] giving the ground of the foregoing wish: For the 
1 So rightly also Schrader, Riickert, de Wette, Osian<lcr, Ewald, Neander, Hof­

mann. Comp. Olshnusen (who, however, giyes a rationalizing view of the ruling). 
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position of iis apostles is to my mind such, that to its the cruµ/3au. 
would even be a thing ve1-y desirable ! It is precisely the reverse 
of that ! - In oo,cw we have a palpable point in the state­
ment. Comp. on vii. 40. Without oTt following, see in Ki.ihner, 
ad Xen. Anab. v. 7. 13. - ~µas Tave; a:7r.] does not refer simply 
to Paul (Calvin and others, including Schrader and Olshausen), 
which is forbidden by Tave; a1r., but to the apostles generally. The 
designation TOO<; a,rouT. is added by way of contrast to their 
position, in which they, instead of being at all privileged as 
apostles, were luxaTot. 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. - euxaTovc;] Predicate: 
as lwniines infimae sortis. Comp. Mark ix. 3 5 ; Alciphr. iii. 43 ; 
Dio Cassius, xlii. 5; Dern. 346, pen. It is joined with a1rouT. 

by Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, and others, including Semler and 
Pott: "Deus nos, qui postremi apostoli facti fuimus, tamquam 
em0av. oculis alior. sistit" (Pott). But in that case we should 
require to have TOO<; ll'll". 7'00<; eux,, or at least TOO<; eux. G,71'., because 
iux. would necessarily be the emphatic word; and at any rate, 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. - a'll"eoe,eev] not : fecit, reddidit, but : He ltas set its 
forth, presented us as last, canscd us to appca1· as such before the 
eyes of the world (see the following 0ea-rpov K.T.A.). Comp. 
2 Thess. ii. 4 ; Plat. Conv. p. 179 C ; Dem. 6 8 7. 11 ; Xen. 0cc. 
v. 10; Wyttenbach, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 72 C. - we; em0ava-r.] 
as nicn 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 Beza, 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. - oTt 0ia-rpov Jryev. K.7'.A.] serves to make good the statement 
from oo,cw to em0av. ; hence it is a mistake to write o, Tt and 
connect it with 0ia-rp., as Hofmann conjectures should be done 
(" which spectacle we have in truth become to the world "). The 
meaning is : seeing that we have become a spectacle, etc. 0ia-rpov 
is here like 0ia or 0eaµa, as Aesch. Dial. Socr. iii. 20 ; Ach. Tat. 
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I. p. 55. Comp. Bm-rp{teuOat, Heb. x. 33; e,c8ea-rplteu0at, Polyb. 
iii. 91. 10, v. 15. 2. - ,cal, aryry. IC. av0p.] specializes the -rep 
,couµ'f) : to the whole world, both angels and 1nen. The inhabitants 
of heaven and of earth gaze upon our hardships and persecu­
tions as on a spectacle. - The word &ryryc"Xot in the N. T., standing 
absolutely, 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 ,ca-r' Jgox1v, i.e. 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 (Theo!. d. N. T. I. 
p. 2 61): that the angelic world generally 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 bacl 
angels, because 0Ja-rpov involves the idea: a subject of mii-th and 
1nockery. 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 : r.auiv 
El<, 0ewp{av 1rpo1CEtTat Ta ~µe-repa· &ry,yEAOt µ€V ,yap T~V ~µE-rEpav 
' <:- 1 () 'Y - ,:., ' () 1 ' ' ',I..,,:. - ' avopiav avµa~ovut, -rwv oE av pw1rCJJv ot µev E't'17oov-rat -rot<, 'T}µe-
-rJpot<, 1ra017µautv, ol 0€ uvva'Jl.,youut µ€V, e1raµuvat 0€ OVIC luxvovuw. 
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 ye are from 1ts ! 
- µCJJpol Ota 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, ,veak-minded men, for Christ's sake. Comp. 
i. 18, 2 5. - cppovtµot ev X.] wise men are ye in your connection 
with Christ, sagacious, enlightened Christians ! Observe, that 
Paul could not write again oia X. ; the Christian pseudo-wisdom 
had other motives. The nature of the irony, "plena aculcis" 
(Calvin), with which he scourges the worldly state of things at 
Corinth, does not allow us to supply anything else here but euµiv 
and eu-rJ. - au0eve'i'>] weak and powe?"less. 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 luxvpot, men of power, able to take up au 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 au0. to their sufferings : 
" Qnia multa mala patimur, nee resistimus quod est infirmi­
tatis," and lux.: " Mala, si qua occurrunt, facile repellitis," 
Estius. - EvOofoi] celebrated, highly honoured personages; &nµot: 
nnlwnound, despised, Matt. xiii. 5 7 ; Hom. Il. i. 516 ; Plato, 
Legg. vi. p. 7 7 4 B, Eutliyd. p. 2 81 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 (,ea{) 
in all manner of privations, sufferings, and humiliations. - The 
assumption that we are not to understand this &xpt Tijc; &pn 
IJJpac;, as also fwc; &pn in ver. 13,1 in a strictly literal sense, 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. - ryvµvTJTf.voµf.v] 
1·.c. we laclc necessary raiment. Comp. on ryvµvoc; in Matt. xxv. 
3 6 ; J as. ii. 15 ; and Theile in Zoe. The verb, as used both iu 
this sense and of being lightly armed, belongs to the later Greek. 
The form ryvµvtTf.voµf.v (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. - ,co}..­
acptt.] quite literally: we arc beaten with fists. Comp. Matt. 
xxvi. 67; 1 Pet. ii. 20; 2 Cor. xii. 7. A concrete representa­
tion of rude maltreatment in general. - au-ra-roiiµEv] we are 
nnscttled, have no abiding dwelling-place, Rufinus, Ep. 20. Theo­
phylact: e"A.avvoµf.0a, <pf.vryoµf.v. - /C07Ttwµf.V IC.T.A..] we toil hard, 
VJorlcing with oitr 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 
,vho is in a position to deny that others of the apostles too acted 

1 The two expressions are synonymous ; hence, too, this passage is a proof that 
the distinction between &xp• and l''XP', maintained by Tittruann, Sy non. p. 33 ff., is 
erroneous. See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308 ff. 
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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. - ">..o,oop. Eu">..ory. IC.T.X.] The picture of the ignominious 
condition of the apostles is continued, and its effect heightened 
by the contrast of their demeanour. We are so utterly empty 
and void of all honour with others, that as respects those who 
revile (insult, see Dissen, ad JJem. de Cor. p. 294), persecute, 
and slander us (ovrr<j,11µ,., see the critical remarks, and comp. 
1 Mace. vii. 41 ; Aesch. Ag. 10 7 8 ; Sop h. El. 118 2; Eur. 
1-Ieracl. 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.1 Whether Paul says this in remem­
brance of the words of Jesus in Matt. v. 44, Luke vi. 27 f., 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. - w, 7rEpi,ca0apµaTa K.T.X.] 
Delineation, as a whole, of the condition hitherto-from ver. 11 
onwards-sketched in single traits: JVe have become as out-sweepings 
of the world, i.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 ,corrµa, is 
the world of rnen (Rom. iii. 6, v. 12), corresponding to the 'TT'avToov 
which follows. IIEpi,ca0apµa (from 7rEpi,ca0a{poo, to cleanse 
round about, on every side) means qiiisquiliac, what one re­
moves by cleansing, both in a literal sense and figuratively, like 
our ojfscourings, scU?n (Arrian. Diss. Epict. iii. 22. 78). The 
simple ,ca0apµa 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, aml 

1 lla:pa:1<a:A,vf'" : being slandered, we entreat. See regarding <ra:pa:1<a:A., to entreat, 
Bleek on Reb. II. 1, p. 454 ff. Theophylact puts it happily : "'P'f'"''P"' A•')'m ul 

f'a::I."'""''"''' J,..,p,,.,la:. Comp. Acts xvi. 39. Grotius explains it : Deum pro ipsis 
precamur. But Deurn and pro ipsis are unwarrantably inserted on the ground of 
:Matt. v. 10, 44. Compare rather 2 lllacc. xiii. 23: ,,.,.; 'l,u~a:i,u; """'P'" ,.:1,'""• he 
gave good words to the Jews. 
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others, including Ri.ickert, de Wette, Ewald, Maier, Neander, 
Hofmann, are content, following Theodoret, Theophylact, and Oecu­
menius. Ka0apµaTa, 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. Plitt. 
454; Bos, Exercitatt. p. 125 ff.; Munth. Obss. e Diod. p. 321 f.), 
and in Prov. xxi. 18, 7T'Ept,ca0apµa corresponds to the Hebrew 
,~::i, while 7rfpt,ca0apµor;, too, in Plato, Legg. vii. p. 815 C, means 
lustratio, and 7rEpt,ca0apT~ptov in Hesychius (sub voce 0EwµaTa), a 
sac1·ificcf01· 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, 
Quaest. Amphil. 15 5), and means by 7rEpt,ca0. cxpiato1·y sacrifices, 
-the idea of " reprobate, 1itterly 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
untnr," Pott ; and Olshausen asserts, in spite of the wr;, that Paul 
ascribes a certain power even to his sufferings. Now the current 
and constant word for the expiatory offering is ,ea0apµa (not 
7T'Eptd0apµa); 1 but, even supposing that Paul had conceived 7rept­
,ea0dpµaw as piacula, he would in that case have again used the 
vli!ral 7reptnµaTa in the next clause, for 7rep£,[n,µa is synony­
mous with m=pttai0apµa, and each individual would be a piaculum. 
If, on the other hand, he conceived 7rept,ea0apµaTa as offsconrings, 
castings away, he could very suitably interchange this phrase 
afterwards with the collective singular (riibbish). - 'TT'avTwv 'TT'Ept+.] 
The 1·efiise of all. The emphasis lies on 'TT'avTwv, and C:.,r; is to 
be supplied again before it. IIept+,,,µa (what is removed by 
wiping) being substantially the same in meaning with 7rept­
,ca0apµa (see Photius, s.v., Tob. v. 18, and Fritzsche in Zoe.), has 
been as variously interpreted by the commentators. - ewr; &pn J 
belongs to byev10., 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 

1 Hence Valckenaerbolds the reading of G, min., .,,,,..,p,l """'PI'"""• to be the true 
one, because Paul " ritus Graecos novernt et lingua1u." 

1 COR. L I 
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once more swells into sternness and threatening. Observe ho,v 
Paul at this point abandons the comprehensive plural form (~µ,e'ir;), 
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 you utterly to shame, but as an admonition front your 
spiritual father, whom ye ought to copy (vv. 14-16), Joi· which 
cause I have also sent Timothy to you (ver. 1 7). 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, 01· in gentleness (vv. 18-21) 1 

Ver. 14. Ou" evrpe?Tc.>V] 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 pai·ticiple, however, is 
not the same as an infinitive, but the meaning is : I shame you 
not by what I am now writing to you. See Heind. ad Phaed. p. 
249 f.; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 495 D; Matthiae, p. 1289. 
Riickert prefers keeping to the general sense of humbling, 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 1 Comp. also Diog. L. ii. 2 9 ; 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 accoi·ding to his 
idea his rebuke essentially is, not a putting to shame, but a 
fatherly admonition. Bengel says well: " Exquisita «1m0epa?Tela 
. . . Saepe quendam quasi leporem apostolus salva gravitate 
apostolica adhibet." - vov0erw] The kindly intention of the ad­
monition is not conveyed in the word by itself (see on Eph. vi. 4, 
and comp. e.g. Plato, Pol. viii. p. 5 6 0 A: vov0ero6vn,,v re Kal 
"a"tso1m,,v, Legg. ix. p. 879 D; Dern. 798. 19, al.), but in the 
context. Comp. Acts xx. 31. Plato, Euthyd. p. 284 E: vov0eTw 
a' €Ta'ipov. The construction is varied so as to give us not the 
participle again, but the indicative (as the opposite of evTpe?Twv 
,ypar/Jw, taken together), whereby the antithesis is made independent 
and so more emphatic. See Hermann, ad Hymn. Hom. p. 125. 
Kiihner, II. p. 42 3. 
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Ver. 15 justifies the w,; TE/CVQ, µov a,1ya:1r. vov0eTw. - For 
suppose ye have ten thousand tutors in Christ. On µupfovr:;,1 com­
pare Matt. xviii. 24; 1 Cor. xiv. 19.-Respecting the pacdagogi 
among the Greeks and Romans ( comp. 11?.~, 2 Cluon. xxvii. 3 2 ; 
2 Kings x. 1, 5; Esth. ii. 7; Rosenmi.iller, liforgenl. 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 W etstein 
and Hermann, Privatalterth. § 34. 15 ff. The name is here given 
.figuratively to the later workers in the church, the 'll'oTttovTe<; (iii. 
6-8), the e'll'otJCoooµovvTer; (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 'lT'aTepa<; except 'll'atoary., 

and since, moreover, Apollos also was reckoned among the 'll'atoa­

rywryoir:;, we are not warranted in finding here expressed the idea 
of imperious and arrogant leadership on the part of the heads 
of parties (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Pott, Heydenreich, 
de \Vette, Osiander). Compare, too, Erasmus: " paedagogus 
saevit pro imperio." It is not even the inferior love of the later 
teachers (Chrysostom, Theophylact) that Paul wishes to make his 
readers sensible of, but only his rights as afathe1·, which can be in no 
way impaired by all who subsequently entered the same field. -
ai\i\' Otl 71'. 'lT'aT.] SC. lxm,. The ai\i\a after a hypothetical protasis 
is the at of emphatic contrast, on the other hand (Nagelsbach on the 
Iliad, p. 43, ed. 3 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 11 ; Klotz, ad IJevar. 
p. 93), and that, too, without a restrictive ry€, in the sense of at 
certe; see Ki.ihner, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 43. - ev ,yap Xpunf, 
JC.T.i\.] i.e. for in the life-fellowship of Jesus Christ no other than 
I 1nysclf has begotten you, through the gospel. Just as ev Xpun<j,, in 
the first half of the verse, conveys the specific distinction of the 
'll'atoarywryovr:; lxeiv ; so here, and that with the emphatic addition 
of 'I11rrov, 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 oia Tov evaryryei\. (comp. 1 Pet. i. 23) is the means whereby 
this establishment of their existence in the Christian sphere of 

1 The distinction drawn by the old grnmmnrians between µ.vpw (n nnmernl proper) 
and µ.upio, (an indefinitely large num!Jer) is without foundation. See Buttm1mn, 
au..ifiiltrl. Sprachl. I. p. 284; Ellendt, Lex Soph. II. p. 144. 



13 2 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE COTIINTIIIAXS. 

life has been brought about. In both these respects it differs from 
physical generation. The antithetic emphasis of the l7w forbids 
us to refer iv X. 'I. to the person of the apostle : " in 1ny fellow­
ship with Christ, i.e. as His apostle" (de Wette, comp. Grotius, 
Calovius, Flatt, al.). - l7ev11'1}a-a] Comp. ver. 1 7 ; Philem. 10 ; 
Gal. iv. 19. Sanhedr. f. 19. 2 : " Quicunque filium socii sui 
docet legem, ad eum scriptura refert, tanquam si eum genuisset." 

Ver. 16. Ouv] since I am your father. - 1.uµ,. µ,. 7lv.] become 
i1nitators of me. Paul does not add any more precise definition 
as to the matter (" in cnra tutandae in ccclesia tmn iinitatis tU?n 
sanctitatis," Grotius thinks, but without warrant in the context); 
but the connection 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 µ,tµ,. 7tv., comp. xi. 1; 1 Thess. i. 6, ii. 14; 
Eph. v. 1 ; Phil. iii. 1 7 ; and as regards the idea, Xen. lJfcni. i 6. 
3 : oi litoaa-,ca'Xat TOV<; µ,a0'1}T(L<; µ,tµ,'l}T(L<; eaUTWII U'71'00€tKVVOUITtv. 

Ver. 1 7. Lita, TOVTO] namely, in order to further arnong you this 
state of things meant by µ,tµ,. µ,. 7{11. Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Piscator, Ri.ickert, Maier, make it refer to ver. 15 : " on this 
ground, because I am your father." But that would convert 
ver. 16, quite arbitrarily, into a strange parenthetical interpolation. 
- e7reµ,ta vµ,. Tiµ,.] See Introd. § 2. He had 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). - TEKvov µ,au] comp. 1 Tim. i. 2, 18 ; 2 Tim. 
i. 2. The father sends to his children (ver. 14 f.) their brother, 
specially dear and faithful to himself, in whom, therefore, they too 
may have full trust. From the quite definite reference of TeKva in 
ver. 14, comp. ver. 15, we are warranted in assuming with con­
fidence that Timothy had 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 Acts xiv. 6, 7 ; for 
in Acts xvi 1 he is already a Christian. - iv Kuptrp] 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 iv r.{uTet, 



CIIAP. IV. 18. 133 

1 Tim. i. 2. Comp. i. 3. - avaµ,vry<m] for the Corinthians seemed 
to have forgotten it.1

- Ta, ooou, µ,ov Ta..- iv X.] i.e. the paths, which 
I tread in Christ (as my sphere of activity), i.e. in the service of 
Christ. The aim in view ( out Toiiro) is to lead them to imitate 
the apostle by reminding thern of the whole way and manner, in 
which he conducted himself in his calling alike personally and 
relatively; 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 1 more especially in respect of his self-denial and 
humility, so far removed from the arrogance and self-seeking of 
the Corinthians. - tca0w,] is co1nmonly taken as defining more 
pi·ccisely what has been already stated in a general way, as C:,, 
does in Rom. xi. 2, Luke xxiv. 20, Thuc. i. 1, and frequently 
elsewhere. See Bornemann in Litc. p. 141. But tca0wr; means 
sicut (V ulgate ), like the classical tca0a or tca0a1rEp : even as, in 
snch fashion as.2 We must therefore abide by the meaning of 
the word, and interpret : he will recall to your memories my 
official conduct in such fashion, 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 tca0w, refers not to the 
contents of otoczCTtc(J), nor to the mode of preaching (neither of 
which would stand in a relation of practical significance to µ,,µ,. 
µ,. rylv.), but to the peculiarity of character as a whole, which 
distinguished Paul in his work as a teacher. - 7ravr. iv 7/'. ltctcA.] 
This emphatic statement, with its double description, gives 
additional weight to the example to be imitated. Comp. Acts 
xvii. 30, xri. 28. 

Ver. 18. As though now I wc,·e not coming to yo1,, some are 
puffed 1tp. It is likely that these boasters, who belonged more 
probably to the Apollonians than to the Christ-party (ver. 19 f.), 

1 That Paul does not use U.ftu, to avoid giving offence, because Timothy ,vas still 
young (Chrysostom, Theophylact), is an imagination pure and simple. Thcodoret 
says aptly: ).'rjd,,, a, .i,,,.;, 0 AO)'Ot ,u&'l'fl)'Opti" «UTO~,z-,u ,,u.p J,-i-yO,uo-e, .,.;;, ciW"H''l'oA.1~;;, 

~,.,,.ij,. 
2 Ilillroth renders it rightly: eodem rnoclo, quo, but inserts quite unwarrantably 

:m ipse artcr 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 i<Jwcr. Ttve<; even to the incestuous person, v. 1, and 
Theophylact makes it inclitde a reference to him); on the con­
trary, it breaks upon us suddenly, like a thunderstorm, in v. 1. 
- Upon oe as the fomth word in a sentence, see Winer, p. 519 
[E. T. 6 9 9 ]. - ro<;, as, denotes : on the assumption that ; see 
Matthiae, p. 13 2 0. It introduces the ground of the i<J,vuiw0. from 
the point of view of those that were puffed up. Comp. Kuhner, 
II. p. 3 7 4 ; Lo beck, ad Soph. Aj. 281. - lpxoµ,.] not for e"A.ro­
uoµ,evov (Flatt), but indicative of the subsisting relation. "Paul 
is not coniing " was their conception, and this made them bold and 
boastful; <J,tAap·x,la<; ,yap TO E,Y1'A'T}µ,a Tfi ipwi,{q, TOV Ot0a<T1'CLAOV 
ek a'l7'0VOtav ICEX,P'YJ<T0at, Chrysostom. - nve,;J as in xv. 12. 

Ver. 19. 'E}l.evuoµat oe] the contrast emphatically put first: 
come, lwwevc1·, I will. - TaxeC.ll<;] Comp. Phil. ii. 24; 2 Tim. iv. 9. 
As to how long he thought of still remaining in Ephesus, see 
xvi. 8. - o Kvpto<;] to be understood not of Christ, but of God. 
See the critical remarks on Rom. xv. 32. Comp. Rom. i. 10; 
Jas. iv. 15. -,yvwuoµat] what and how the boasters speak (ToV 
Aoryov), Paul will, on his approaching visit, leave wholly without 
notice ; but as regards the amount of energy put forth by them 
in producing resitlts for the kingdom of God, of that he will 
take knowledge. - 'ff}v ovvaµ,.] namely, their powe1· of working for 
the advancement of the (3autA. T. Beov, ver. 20. To explain it 
as referring to the power of niiracles (Chrysostom, Theophylact; 
not Grotius), or to the power of their virtitcs (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 seemed 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 ryvwuoµ,at ov TCJV Aoryov IC.T.A. 
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b • ' " ' d ' -:- ' d 'b 1 • th y an nxrom. - EV 11.0,yrp an w ovvaµEt escn e w ierem e 
{3aui'Xf{a 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 {3au,Xda Toii 0Eoii, 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 (N eander : " the fellowship of the divine 
life, which is brought about by fellowship with the Redeemer"), 
but the JJfessianic 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 Tct iv TOtr; ).o,yo,r; <f,a,miuµaTa, Plat. 
Soph. p. 234 E), but by ouvaµtr;, which is able effectively to 
procure gain for the kingdom (Col. i. 28 f.; 1 Thess. i. 5; 1 Cor. 
ix. 19 ff.; 2 Cor. x. 4 f.). 

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 aXXa, or oJ, or ,yap ),1 and since, too, in v. 1 ff. there is no 
further reference to the speedy arrival of the apostle. - T{] in the 
sense of 'TT'OTEpov. Comp. Plato, Phil. p. 52 D, and Stallbaum in 
loc. He fears the first, and wishes the second. "Una quidem 
charitas est, sed diversa in diversis operatur," Augustine. - EY 

pa/3orp] with a rod; but this is no Hebraism, for Jv denotes 
in pure Greek the being provided with. Heb. ix. 25; 1 John 
v. 6. See Matthiae, p. 1340; Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 284 [E. T. 
330]. Comp. Ecclus. xlvii. 4 : iv Xl0rp, armed with a stone. 
Lucian, JJ. JI,[. xxiii. 3 : ,ca0u,oµEvor; ev TV pd/3orp. The meaning 
of the figurative phrase, borrowed as it is from the relation of 
f athcr, is : Jv ,co).a.uEt, iv Ttµ<JJp{q,, Chrysostom. - eX0oo] ani I to 

1 For to regard v. 1 as an answer which Paul gives to himself unto his own ques• 
tion, as Hofmann does, is a forced device, which, in view of •T• Is;>,,,,,., alone, is not 
even logically practicable, 
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come? See Winer, p. 268 [E. T. 356]. Chrysostom puts 
it happily: EV vµ'iv TO 'TT'pa,yµa ICE'iTat. - 'TT'VEvµaTl TE '71"paaT.] 

not: with " a gentle spirit" (Luther, and most interpreters), 
so that '71"vevµa would be the subjective principle which should 
dispose the inner life to this quality ; but: with tlze Spirit 
of gentleness, so that '71"vevµa is to be understood, with Chrysos­
toru and Theophylact, of the Holy Spirit; and 'TT'paaT. denotes 
that specific effect of this 'TT'vevµa (Gal. v. 22) which from 
the context is brought peculiarly into view. So in all the 
passages of the N. T. where 'TT'vevµa, 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 '71"vevµa Tfj,;; a'A.TJ0e{a,;; 

(John xv. 26, xvi. 13; 1 John iv. 6), vla0eu{a,;; (Rom. viii. 15), 
Tfj<; 'TT'{trrnJJ<; (2 Cor. iv. 13), uacp{a,;; (Eph. i. 17), ivvaµew<; IC.T.A. 

(2 Tim. i. 7), just according as the one 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 rod 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 : euTt ,yap 

'TT'VEvµa 'IT'paOTTJTO<; ,cal 'lT'VEvµa av<rTTJPOTTJTO<;, Chrysostom. Comp. 
on Luke ix. 55. - Instead of the form 'TT'paOTTJ<;, Lachmann and 
Tischendorf have, in every passage in which it occurs in Paul's 
writings, the later 'TT'pafiTTJ<; (except that in Gal. vi. 1 Lachmann 
retains 'TT'paoTTJ<;; 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 ret. iii. 15, r.paih11,;; is undoubtedly tl1e true reading .. 
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CHAPTER V. 

VER. I. After eOvmv Elz. has ovoµ,a,e'l"ai, which is defended by 
Matthaei and Reiche, but in the face of quite decisive evidence. 
Supplied, perhaps from Eph. v. 3. Equally decisive is the evi­
dence against i;apOf, ver. 2 (Elz.). From ver. 13. - Ver. 2. -:ro11JO'a,] 
Ri.ick. and Tisch. read r,.pa;a;, 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 ,;;-o,eii, 'epyov was very familiar to the transcribers from the 
N. T. ; hence ,;;-pa;a, should have the preference. - Ver. 3. a,;rwv] 
Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have w, ar,.., against A B C D* ~. min. and several 
vss. and Fathers. According to the analogy of the w, ,;;-apwv which 
follows, w; (as em bracing the whole rl,,.-wv ... ,;;-vevµ,.) was first of all 
written on the margin, and then taken into the text. - Ver. 4. 
'I1jo-oii alone (without Xp,o-,;-ou) is the reading in both cases of A B D, 
Aeth. Clar. Lucif., and, as regards the second, of several other vss. 
and Fathers. So also Lachm. Ri.ick. and Tisch. Rightly; the 
solemn character of the address gave occasion to the addition of 
Xp,uroii. - Ver. 5. 'l"oii Kupiou 'Ino-oii] So also R Ri.ickert reads 'l"oii 
Kup. nµ,wv 'I. Xp,o-'l"oii, with evidence of considerable weight in favour 
of it, but probably taken from i. 8. Lachm. brackets 7/fJ,WV 'I. X.; 
for B, Or. (thrice) Tert. (twice) Epiph. Aug. (once) Hilar. Pacian, 
have simply 'l"ou Kupiou. So Tisch. But since 'Inuou occurs in all 
the other witnesses except those few, and since their discrepancies 
concern only nµ,wv and Xp,CJ'l"oii, the Ree. Tou Kupiou 'Ino-ou should be re­
tained; for 'Ino-ou might very easily be overlooked, especially where 
four words, one after another, end in or.-Ver. 6. ,uµ,o,J The various 
readings 001.0, (D*, Bas. Hesych., recommended by Griesb.) and 
~Oeipe, (Lat. in Cerular.; cormnipit: Vulg. Clar. and Latin Fathers) 
are interpretations. - Ver. 7. After faxaMp. Elz. has oliv, against a 
great preponderance of evidence. A connective addition, as are 
also xai before ou in ver. 10, and xai before i;ap. in ver. 13. After 
nµ,wv Elz. and Scholz read u,;rEp nµ,wv, contrary to decisive testimony. 
An inappropriate (for the apostle is speaking only of the death of 
Christ in itself, see Reiche, C01nrn. crit. I. p. 161 ff.) dogmatic gloss. 
- Ver. 10. ~ dp;r.] r.ai up,;;-. is the reading of almost all the uncials 
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and Clar. Boern. (so Lachm. Riick. and Tisch.); ff was mechanically 
taken up from the context. - Ver. 11. Instead of f before r,;-6pv. 
Elz. has ff, contrary to Syr. utr. Erp. Capt. Vulg. Ir. Tert. Chrys. 
and many other Fathers, also some min. The;;, which occurs in 
B** D K, came in mechanically from the succeeding context. -
Ver. 12. ica,J is wanting in A BC F G ~. min. and several vss. and 
Fathers (suspected by Gries b., 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. i:;apei7-e] i;apaTe, approved 
by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Riick. and 'l'isch., 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 xu.f before i;u.p. in Elz. 

Vv. 1-8. Reproof and apostolical ;'udgmcnt respecting an in­
cestuous person in the clmrch. 

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. - o'Xc.>c;-] 
means simply in geneml, in universitm, as in vi. 7, xv. 29, Matt. 
v. 34, and in Greek writers ; it belongs to a,couerat, so that to 
the general expression C>Ac.>c;- a1C0Verat 7ropv. there corresponds the 
particular ,ea! TotaVT'TJ 'TT'opv., sc. a,coVeTat. The latter, however, is 
something worse than the former, hence the ,cat is intensive 
(Hartung, Partikcll. I. p. 134; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 14 7): One 
hears generally (speaking broadly) of fornication among you, and 
even of such fornication one hears among you, as is not fo1md 
among the heathen themselves. To render it certainly (so as to 
indicate that it is no dubiits rmnor, scd res manifesta; so Calvin, 
Beza, Piscator, Estius, Elsner, Calovius, Wolf, al.) or univcnally 
(Schrader, Ewald) is against the meaning of the word, which 
may, indeed, signify pr01·sits or omnino (Vulgate), but neither 
'ltbiqne nor certainly. Riickert thinks that it assigns the gronnd by 
means of a 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 ryovv. This is arbitrary, 
and even in point of logic doubly incorrect, because oXroc;- 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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,·cst1·ictive ryovv would have been better in this passage, Paul in 
using the generalizing 5Xoo~ must have expressed himself illogically. 
- Jv vµ,'iv] not : as occU?'?'ing among yon ( comp. Ewald), for it is 
a defining statement which belongs to a,covETat; but: one liears 
tall,; among you of fornication, 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 fomication, 
etc. ; such things as these one is forced to hear of there ! - ev 
-roi:~ e0v.] aEl a,ro 'TWV J0vt/CWV OVEtoltei -roi:~ 7TUnoi:~, Chrysostom. 
Regarding the prohibition among the Jews: Lev. xviii. 8; Deut. 
xxii. 30; Philo, de spec. leg. p. 301; Michaelis, 11fos. R. II. p. 
206; Saalschi.itz, Illas. R. p. 766 f. The instances 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 lac.), and abhorred (Wetstein, l.c.). - ryuvai:,ca -rov ,ra-rpo~] i.e. 
:i~ "!?~, stepmother, Lev. xviii. 8, and the Rabbinical authorities in 
Lightfoot, p. 166. It was, no doubt, in view of the prohibition 
announced in Lev. xviii. 8 that Paul chose this form of expression 
(instead of the Greek designation µ:17-rpuuz), ~<TTE ,ro"A.Xrp x,a"A.E­
,rw-rEpov ,rXi'J~at, Chrysostom. The departure from the usual 
arrangement of the words, too, ,yvvai:,ca 'Ttva 'TOV ,ra-rpo~, puts an 
emphasis of ignominy upon ,yuvai:,ca. - ex,eiv] Many expositors, 
such as Calvin, Ri.ickert, Neander, leave it undecided whether this 
refers to having her in -marriage (V orstius, Michaelis, Billroth on 
2 Cor. vii 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 ex,(JJ 
is never used in the N. T. in such a sense as that of the well­
known ex,(JJ Aatia (Diog. Laert. ii. 75; Athen. xxii. p. 544 D), or 
"qnis he1·i Clwysidc?n lwbuit?" (Terent. Andr. i. 1. 5 8), but always_ 
of possession in -marriage 1 (Matt. xiv. 4, xxii. 28; Mark vi. 18; 
1 Cor. vii. 2, 29. Comp. 1 Mace. xi. 9; Hom. Od. iv. 569; 
Herod. iii. 31; Thuc. ii. 29. 1; Xen. Cyr. i. 5. 4; Gregor. Cor. 
931, ed. Schaef.; Maetzn. ad Lyciirg. p. 121); but further, and 

1 Even in John iv. 18, where, however, the word roust be kept in the peculiar 
si111ijica11t mode of expression which belongs to the passage, us applied to an irregular, 
not real or legal marriage. 
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more especially, the use of the past tenses 7rot~a-ai;, ver. 2, and 
,carep1aaaµ,evov, 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 haad of 7ropve{a (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 "· rotaVT'TJ 7ropv. ,c,r.).., the 
particular occurrence which is included under this general 
category. Matt. v. 32, xix. 9, should have sufficed to keep 
Hofmann from asserting that 7ropve{a 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 ,copw0ia,ea-0at (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, Jebltamoth, f. 982; 
Michaelis, Einl. § 178, p. 1221; Li.ibkert in the Stud. it. 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 
former lmsband was still alive (so that she must have been 
divorced from or have deserted him), and was probably a Chris­
tian ; 2 Cor. vii 12. 

Ver. 2. A question suddenly introduced with and, laying bare 
the incongruity of this state of things with the attitude previously 
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noticed (see Hartung, Partikdl. I. p. 146 f.). - vµ,e1,,;; emphatic: 
Ye, the people among whom so disgraceful a thing can occur; 
for ,cowov 7ravToov TO (,y,cX'l]µ,a ,yl,yove, Chrysostom. - 1mf,vcr. 
«!crTE] 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). - £7rev01cr.J are fallen into distress (peni­
tential mourning), for by reason of the fellowship between 
Christians ( comp. xii. 2 6) ifoet 7rev0ijcrat, odm el,;; TO ICOtl/OV Tij<; 
£/CICA'l]ULa,;; ~ Ota/3oX~ 7rpoexwp'l]U€V, Theophylact, comp. Chrysostom. 
- Zva ap0fi K.T.X.] The design which, according to the apostle's 
view, the «!7rev0. 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, etc. It intensifies and completes the 
contrast with their conceited self-assurance, and leads appro­
priately to the introduction of his own fudicial sentence, which 
comes in, ver. 3, with «1,y6J p,Ev ,ya,p K.T.X.; all the less, therefore, 
is 7va ap0fi IC.T.X. to be regarded as forming such a judicial 
utterance (Pott, Hofmann) standing forth with imperative inde­
pendence: Away with hi1n, etc. (see on 2 Cor. viii. 7). That 
does not come in until ver. 13. - ifp,yov] faeinus, the nature 
of which is shown by the context. See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. 
p. 671. 

Ver. 3. 'E,ytiJ p,Ev ,yap] introduces the independent resolution 
already arrived at by himself, and therewith the justification of 
the 7va ap0fi ; for he, Pa1il, for his part, has 1·esolved already to 
inflict a yet heavier piinishment iipon hi11i. Comp. also Winer, 
p. 422 [E. T. 568]; the contents of vv. 3-5 correspond to the 
rva ap0fi in its connection with Kal . . . £7rev01cr. The µ,ev 
solitarimn must be taken as meaning: / at least. See Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 841 f.; Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 159; Hartung, 
Partikcll. II .. p. 413. - T<p 7rveuµ,aTt] Comp. ver. 4: Tov «1µ,ou 
7rveuµ,aTo<;, hence not to be understood, as Chrysostom and others 
hold,1 of the Holy Spirit, against which T<p crwµ,aTt also militates, 
comp. vii. 34; Rom. viii 10; Col ii. 5. - ~O'l'J "'"P· w,;; 7rapwv] 
have made 1p my 1nind 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).1 - Tov ovT"' TovTo 
Kanpry.] belongs to 1rapao. Tp ~aT., ver. 5, so that, after the 
intermediate statements which follow, the object of the sentence 
is taken up again by Tov TotovTov in ver. 5 (lmnc talc1n inq_ua1n), 
comp. 2 Cor. xii. 2. See Matthiae, p. 10 45 ; Schaefer, J,fclct. 
p. 84. Bengel says happily: " Graviter suspcnsa manet et vibrat 
oratio usque ad ver. 5." Not so happy is Hofmann's view, that 
Tov ... Kan,pry. belongs to 1cf:KptKa as an accusative of the object, 
whereupon ,rapaoovvat K.T.A. is then set down to a mixing up 
of two constructions, this being coupled with an inappropriate 
comparison of Mark xiv. 64. - ovT"' J ajte1· such fashion, in such 
a way. The way and manner thereby referred to as aggravating 
the offence were known to the readers, but are unknown to us. 
Respecting ovT"' in a bad sense, see on John xviii 22, and Bremi, 
ad Dern. Phil. I. p. 120. Pott and Olshausen explain it wrongly: 
"licet Ohristianus 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. - KaTepry.J has perpetrated, 
more emphatic than 1roi~,,-a~, ver. 2. See on Rom. i. 27. 

Ver. 4. Four different ways of dividing the verse are possible : 
either €V Tp ov6µ,. belongs to a-vvax0. and a-uv -rfi ovv. to ,rapa­
oovvat (Beza, Justiniani, Calovius, Heydenreich,Billroth, Olshausen, 
Ewald, Hofmann), or both belong to a-vvax0. (Chrysostom, Theo­
doret, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, Ruckert), 01· both belong to 
wapaoovvat (Mosheim, Pott, Flatt, Schrader, comp. also Osiander) ; 
or €V T. ov6µ,. belongs to ,rapaoovvat, and a-uv T. ouvaµ,. 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 Jv Tp ov6µ,. K.T.A., as a sole11info1·1nula of apostolic 
enactment (2 Thess. iii. 6; Acts iii. 6, xvi. 18), links itself more 
suitably to the sense with ,rapaoovvai K.T.A. than with a-vvax0, 
K.T.A. (to the latter of which Matt. xviii. 20, cl~ To ov., might 

1 "\Vere the,:,, before ,h,-,,, the genuine reading,-and Hofmann persists in retaining 
it as such, notwithstanding that cod. ~. too, has added its weight to the side of the 
overwhelming contrary testimony,-this ,I,r might be very simply distinguished from 
that which stands before '7fa.pw, in this way, that the first ,:,r would mean as, and tlio 
second as if. 
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seem to offer not exactly a pnrallel, 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 Jv Tcj, ov6µ.am 1'.T."A.. 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 aiitlwrity. - uvvax0ev­
T(J)V ... 'I7]uoii] after ye are assembled, and niy spirit (note the 
emphatic T. eµ.oii), with the power of Jesus (" qui nostram senten­
tiam sua potentia reddet efficacem," Erasmus, Paraphr.). The 
substance of the thought, namely, which this whole statement sets 
before us with concrete vividness and solemnity, is the following: I 
have already resolved that ye hold an assembly of the church, in which 
ye shall consider me as present fiirnishcd with the power of Christ, 
and in this assembly shall declare : " Pciiil, in the name of Christ, 
with whose powe1· he is liere spiritiially in the midst of its, hereby 
delivers ove1· the inccstiwus man unto Satan." Ppi1''1]~ µ.euT~V 

uvve,cpoT7]UE ou,aun1 ptov, Theodoret. - UIJV] denotes in efficient 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, x.x:viii. 20 are cited; so Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others, in­
cluding Rtickert and Maier.1 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 im1nanent union with 
it 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 : n 0-r, i, Xpu,,,.O; dUwa-ra, 'TOlctU'TfJII rJp."i11 ;ca.pn 30Ulltz1, ;tl'Tf. 3U11a.f/'ltZ1 tr{f d,a,GOA~ 
-:l"apab,~,;,a,, ~ if<T, -"td a,{,,r0s p,id' Uµ,Z11 1'a.-r" a,i,rroU ,£pi, .,.;," -.J,'nfo11. According 
to Theodoret, Christ is viewed as the presiding authority. Had the apostle, how­
ever, represented Christ to himself as forming the third in their meeting, he would 
hardly have used so abstract au expression (:iu,i,..u), but woulJ !Jave written at least 
""' "i ""6,..a.-, .-,ii Ku,:,u. Comp. Acts xv. 28, 



144 rAUL'S FmST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 

sinner to Satan in the name of the Lord, and be assured that the 
sentence would take effect. According to Hofmann, by G"uv 'T. 

ovv. ,c.-r.A. Paul means only to express this, that he would rely 
upon the aid of the power of Christ. Comp. the classic G"Vv 
0Eo'i~, deorum ope (Reisig, Enarr. p. lxiv.; Kuhner, ad Xen. Anab. 
iii. 2. 8). But the thought thus yielded, after the iv -rip av6µan 
,c,-r.A. which has gone before it, would be far too weak. 

Ver. 5. Tov -rotov-rov] the so-constituted, comprises in one word 
the whole abhorrent clmracter 1 of the man. Note the similar 
expression in 2 Cor. ii. 7. - 1rapaoovvat -rip .Z amv~] is-although 
the phrase may not occur in Jewish formulae of excommunication 
(Lightfoot, Horae, p. 16 7 ff., but see Pfaff, Orig. j1tr. cecles. p. 
72 ff.)-the characteristic designation of the higher Christian 
qrade of excommunication, with which there 1vas 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 plagite the person delivered over to him with corporeal 
inflictions. Therein consisted the difference between this peculiar 
species of the Cl~tr which had passed over from the synagogue to 
the church, and the simple afpEtv l,c µI.G"ov, ver. 2, comp. ver. 13. 
The latter could be performed by the church itself, whereas the 
1rapaoovvat 'Trj, .Za-r. 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 lgovG"{a, 2 Cor. xiii. 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 intensified penalty of excom­
munication, the delivery to Satan, of which, accordingly, he does 
not say that the chimh ought to execute it, but that he has 
already resolved, etc. Observe, too, that 1rapaoovvat is active; he 
does not say 1rapaoo0~vcu, but lie liimself 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 2 (Lipsius, Rechtjertigungsl. p. 181, Hofmann); comp. also 

1 Ellendt, Lex. Sopl1. II. p. 843. 
~ 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, altl:atli. Kirclw, p. 373. As regards the special assump­
tion, again, that the thought would be complete in itself without 
'T~ °$aTavi (Hofmann), 1 Tim. i. 20 should have been enough, 
even taken singly, to preclude it ; for, judging from that passage, 
one might rather say that el, b't..e0pov T. CTap,co, was obvious 
of itself. The delivery over to Satan can only be viewed as an 
express and dcclamtory act of relegation from Christian fellow­
ship into the power of the /ipxoov 'TOU ICoCTµov ; not as if Satan 
were but he, "through whom the evil-doer should conic to experi­
ence what was destined for him" (Hofmann), which would not 
imply an exclusion from the church at all Many other expositors, 
following Chrysostom and appealing to the case of Job, find 
here only the handing over to Satan for bodily cliastisement,1 and 
not along with that the cxconir,mnication (Lightfoot, Bochart, Wolf, 
ed.). But this is against the connection, according to which (see 
vv. 2, 13) the 7rapao. T'{J °$aTavi cannot belong to a different 
category from the aYpew e,c µe<To•1. At the same time it is not 
quite identical with it/ not • simply a description of the exconi­
miinication (Calvin, Beza, and others, including Semler, Stolz, 
Schrader, Maier), seeing that the bodily result is indicated by el, 
oA.e0p. T. CTapJC. as essential and as explaining itself to the reader 
without further interpretation. - el, b'Xe0p. T. CTapJC.] is that which 
is to be effected by Satan on the man delivered over to him : Joi· 
bchoof of destruction of the flesh, i.e. in order that (lt'AJCEt 7rov11pcjJ ~ 
va<Trp frepq,, Chrysostom) his sinful flesldy natiire, 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.3 It is not his <Twµa that is to die, but his CTapg 

1 So also Grotius, who, moreover,-and in this Billroth follows him,-rationalizes 
""P"oou,,., into precari Deum, tit eum tradat. 

~ So, too, Theophylact on. 1 Tim. l.c. Comp. Balsamon, ad Can. vii. Basil. 
p. 938, where it is said that we term subjects of Satan : ,; X"'P•~•~"" a«o .,.;;, ""'"'''"' 
.,.;:,, .,,,.,.,.;:,,, similarly Theodore of lllopsuestia 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 that result, in. order the more to overawe), and then /J">.,dpo, ""P"•s : 
'1"~~ -"<Z":'a 'Toll ?t'a.pfriJ'J'(/, 13:011 d,a 'T;; fl,£'T(l.fl,EA£;a,; <1un·p,f3'n11. Comp . .Arubrosiaster, Augus­
_tine, contr. Parm. iii. 2 ; Pelagius, Anselm. 

3 The expression: 3">.,Pp . .,._ "'"'P"·, is too strong and characteristic to allow of its being 
understood merllly of the pains of repe11ta11ce breaking the sinful impulses. The 
repentance, too, ,ms, in fact, just as likely to have remained lacking as to have 

1 COR. I. •K 
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(Rom. viii. 13 ; Col. iii. 5). The reason why the word uapg is here 
purposely selected, and not the ethically indifferent uwµa, was cor­
rectly discerned by so early an expositor as Chrysostom, although 
many more recent interpreters, such as Ri.ickert, have failed to 
perceive it. Hofmann also takes, in substance, the right view, 
Sch1·iftbcwcis, I. p. 462. To make, however, as he does (p. 105), 
the /J">..€0p. T. uap,c. the same as Otacf,0€{p€TaL a igw ;,µwv ai•0pw7ro,, 

2 Cor. iv. 1}5, accords neither with the real meaning nor with the 
ethical relations of the case. As regards the two telic statements : 

' ,,, 0 , ,, ' ~ ' ( h" h 1 h et, o"-€ p. T. u. ana ,va TO 7rvevµa K.T.I\.. w 1c ast expresses t e 
final design of the whole measure of the 7rapaoouvai K.T.A.), observe 
that it is with an anti-Christian pnrpose 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. - rva TO 7T'V€Uµa /C.T.A.] in order that his spirit, the 
underlying element of the higher moral life, of the true sw1, may 
be saved (with the Messianic salvation) on the day of the (approach­
ing) Parousia. That the dwµa, again,-in which the u&pg bas lost 
its life, so that it is no longer the uwµa Tfjr; uap,cor;, Col. ii. 11,­
should then be glorified, was a thing which did not need to be 
expressly stated to the Christian eschatological consciousness. 
See so early an expositor as Chrysostom. Calovius puts it well: 
"Non ergo dividit hominem apostolus, quasi eum partim interire, 
partim servari velit. Nam nee corpus interire potest sine divulsione 
ab anima, nee anima scrvari absque corporis salute." Now this 
Messianic salvation was to Paurs mind not merely a possible 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 b'}.€0por; Tfjr; uap,cor; in the case of 
the man led by this punishment to conviction of sin and true 
penitence. The 7rapaoouvai T'f' ~a-r. was therefore a pacdagogic 
penal arrangement, a "medicinalc rcmedium" (Calovius), as is 
shown by the whole scope of this passage and 1 Tim. i. 2 0 (not 

set in, had it not been for these bodily pains intervening after the delivery over to 
Satan as a means of humiliation and discipline (comp. '/,a, ,ra,,';;,uli,.-,, 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 o-tip; constitutes the moral essence of the old man 
iu virtue of the power of sin ''"hich dwells in it (Rom. vii. 18), and which guides and 
governs him. The ,tipf, is to perish, in order that the o,,.n of a'A,lp,, a.,.;.,,, may not 
be inflicted at the day of judgment (2 Thess. i. 9; comp. 1 Tim. vi. 9). 
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by the term 7rapaoov11ai itself, as CI1rysostom, Theodoret, and 
Theophylact maintain, on the ground of Paul's not having written 
Jicoovvai),-a measure, in connection with which the '11"11Evµa 
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 u&pg was destroyed. This may suffice to set aside 
Ri.ickert's censure of the apostle's proceeding, on the ground that 
the punishment might easily have led to the utter destruction of 
the sinner, and, moreover, that Paul acted " irnpriidcntly" ( comp. 
Baur, I. p. 335 f., 2d ed.), since he could not have compelled the 
Corinthians to obey him in the matter. He does not, in fact, 
actually ordain 1 the 7rapaoovvai 7<f °$aT., but says merely that he, 
for his part, has already 1·csolvcd on this, confining himself, there­
fore, certainly (against Lipsius and Hofmann) to the threat 2 in 
the meantime ; and what he desires for the present is just the 
simple alpEw eic µeuov (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 whidh Ri.ickert 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 ! Rathe1· 
ought ye to consider that a little leaven, etc., and (ver. 7) sweep out 
the old leaven ! Kavx7Jµa is not the same as /CaVX1JU£~, but: 
1natc1·ies gloriandi (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 

1 Baur, however, is of opinion (Paulus, I. 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. Sec, on the other hand, Rom. xv. 19; 
2 Cor. xii. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 10, 29 f. 

2 Hence, too, the idc,a 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! alaxp'i:iv ic'A.ioc;, Eur. Hel. 135. -
OUIC oroaTe IC.T.'A..] 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. 3 3 ; Luke xiii. 21 ; Matt. 
xvi. 6 ; Mark viii. 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 suµ,TJ and cisvµ,a. The meaning, 
therefore, must be : Know ye not that one scandal in the cluirch 
robs the whole church of its moral and Christian character? 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 a,ry£oTTJ<; 

is gone! 
Ver. 7. 'E,cica0apaT€ T~V 7ra'A.. tuµ,.] From what has been 

aheady said, the meaning apart j1·01n the figun cannot, it is plain, 
be: Exclude fr01n yom· comm,union the incestiioiis person (Chry­
sostom, Theophylact, Cornelius a Lapide, Zeger, Estius, Michaelis) 
and other notorioiis offenders (Rosenmiiller), but: Empty yow· 
chunh of the sin/id habits, which still remain among you froin 
your prc-Glwistian condition (as a residuum of the unregenerate 
7ral\.aioc; civ0ponroc;, Rom. vi. 6; Eph. iv. 22; Col. iii. 9). Comp. 
Tbeodoret, Calvin, de W ette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier, N eander, 
Hofmann. Flatt, Pott, and Riickert join the two ideas together; 
but this is unwarranted and against the unity of sense of the 
passage. Respecting T~v Tra'A.aufv, comp. Ignatius, Magnes. 10 : 

' ' Y' ' .,. 0 ' ' ' I:' Th TTJV ,caicriv .,,uµ,TJV TTJV Tra""au,J eu;av ,cai evo5uraaav. - e expres-
sion J,c,ca0ap. (comp. Plato, Eidh. p. 3 A; LXX. Dent. xxvi. 13) 
is selected in view of the • custom, based on Ex. xii. 15 ff., xiii. 7, 
and very strictly observed among the Jews, of removing ail 
leaven from the houses on the day before the Passover (see as to 
this, Schoettgen, Hor. p. 5 9 8 ; Lund, Jiid. Hcilij;th., ed. Wolf, 
p. 1111 f.), which was meant to be a sign of the moral purifica­
tion of the house (Ewald, Altcrth. p. 4 7 5 f.). - vl.ov rpvpaµ,a] a 
fresh kneaded mass, i.e. figme apart: a morally new church, freshly 
restored after the separation from it of all immoral ferment­
ing elements, its members being v€ot av0pw1ro£ through Christ 
(Col. iii. 9, 10). As respects the difference between vl.oc; and 
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Katv6r;, see on Col. iii. • 10. - Ka0wr; luTe &f;vµat] in acco1'dance 
with your itnleavcned character, i.e. in keeping with the ethical 
nature of the position of a Christian, which, as such, is separated 
from sin. For this &f;vµav eivai is the essential characteristic 
in the Cli1·istian,-who is, it is taken for granted, reconciled to 
God, born again, spiritually dead and risen again with Christ 
(Rom. vi. 2 ff.), and who as a new KT[uir; of God (2 Cor. v. 17; 
Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 10) in the Kaiv6n7r; 7rve6µaTar; (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-af;vµo,. There is as little warrant for rendering €ITT€ 
here by esse debetis (Flatt, Pott, Billroth, following Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, al.) as in Luke ix. 5 5. Rosenmi.iller holds that 
&f;vµ. has here its proper meaning : as ye now " vivitis f estos 
dies azynw1·mn." But af;uµar;, in fact, does not mean qui abstinet 
fcrmcnto (as Grotius would make out, likening it to arTtTar;, 

&owor; ), but non fermentatus ( comp. n,~'?). Plato, Tini. p. 7 4 D ; 
Athen. iii. p. 109 B; Gen. xix. 3; Ezek. xxix. 2, al. Moreover, 
Paul could not address these words in that proper meaning to the 
cluirch as a whole, even if the Jewish-Christians among them still 
kept the Jewish Passover. - Kal "/tip To miuxa IC.T.A.] The 
motive for €/CKa0apaTE IC.T.A. The emphasis is on TO 7T'<XrTXa,1 

and Kal "/ap does not mean simply for, etenim, but for also 
(Hartung, Partikcll. I. p. 13 7 f. ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 
46 7 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 which 

1 Theodoret renders wrongly, for it is against the order of the words (as if it were 
xtd ,yfLp ~µZ, 'I' • .,,._): i'xof'!II 11:tZ; ;,µ., ;, lzµ.,Ov ir'111 i,,,,.,.p il,uZ., ,'utwp,,:ro "a-rlZdt,e'.ti.u,nt'l'; comp. 
Luther and K carnlcr. Erasmus translates correctly: "J,;a1n et pascha nostrum." 
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made it possible" (Hofmann, Scltrijtbcu;_cis, II. 1, p. 323), but, 
according to the whole N. T., as the atonement for believers,~ncl 
that, too, on the very same clay (the clay before the feast of the 
Passover, see on John xviii. 2 8) on which, from the earliest times, 
the blood of the paschal lambs had been shed as an ~x'piatiou 
for each family (see Ewald, Alte1·th. p. 466 f.; Keil, §)xxxi. 11). 
Comp. also John xix. 36. In connection with this verse it has 
been justly remarked (comp. on John xviii. 28, an<:l Lucke 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 John, § 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. 
For a Pass.over lamb slain on the· first day of the feast would 
have been, to a Jewish mind mo1.1lded according to the ancient 
and venerated appointment of t9-' divine law, a " contradictio in 
ruljecto ;" 1 even supposing tM.i7 the point of the comparison 
-which, in accordance with the invariable Pauline mode ·or 
regarding the death of Jesus ( comp. also on John i. 2 9), must of 
necessity be His being slain as a t>..au-r1ptov, 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. Synapse, 
p. 3 7 4 f. ( comp. also his Beitr. z. Wiirdigung d. Ev. p. 2 G 6 ), urges 
as an argument on the other side, that in x. 16, 70 7ToT>Jptov -rij,; 

Ev'>,,,ory{a<;, 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 Lamb of 

1 This passage, too, therefore goes tor.stablish the position that John's narrative, 
and not the Synoptic, fa the historically correct one as regards the day of the death 
of Jesus. Observe how the Rabbinical tradition also agrees with this. See Gemo.rn 
Ilab. in Sanhedr. vi. 2: "Traditio est, vespera Paschatis suspensurn fuisse Jesurn." 
It. is well known that the 14th Nisan (the Preparation-day) was called nc!l Jil/, 
vespe1·a Pa.schatis. The fabulous circumstances linked with the death of Jesus itself 
in the passage of the Talmud reforrcd to, do not a!fect 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 meal, 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 John. It is, however, from 
the view held by the primitive church respecting the Supper as 
the ::mtitype 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 
keeping 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 therefore keep feast, etc. The EopT~ implied in lopTas­
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 and convc1'Sation, because this is to be without moral 
leaven, etc. Comp. Philo, de congr. er. qu. gr. p. 44 7 D. 
It may be added, that Theodore of Mopsuestia says aptly : we; 
rytip 7rapwv, oi5Tw 7rpoc; TOV<; 7rapovTa<; 'Xot'TT'OV Ota'XEryETat. - lv 
tuµy 7ra'X.] Precisely as in ver. 7 ; not as a designation of 
the incestuous person (Michaelis, Rosenmi.iller, Heydenreich), 
which would, besides, have required the article. 'Ev is used in 
the sense of provided with. Comp. on iv. 21. - µ'TJOE lv suµy 
,ca,c. JC. 'TT'ov.] singles out something special from the general µ1', 
iv s- 'TT'a'X. : and in particular not with the leaven of maliciousness 
ancl wickeclness (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 
ncquitia and malitia. - atuµotc;] from asvµa, what is unleavened, 
i.e. nii;~ (Ex. xii. 15, 18). There is nothing (such as apTOv;) that 
needs to be supplied. - Ei'l,..i,cpiv. and ax,,,0. differ from each 
other only in degre_e; the former is moral purity (,ca0apoT1J<; 
oiavo{ac; ,cal aou°XOT1J, Ol/0€V exouCTat CTUVECTK.taCTµEvov ,cal U1TOUA.OV, 
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Theophy lact on 2 Cor. i. 12); tl1e latter, moral fruth, the essence of 
actual moral goodness. See on John iii. 21 ; Eph. v. 9 ; Phil. iv. 8. 

REll!ARK.-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, which is taken up by him in no othe)' 
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. Zcitctlt. 
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. Paitl. p. 413 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. III. 
p. 138; de Wette, Curtius, de temp. q_iw prior P. ad Ti1n., etc. 
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 it an admonition 
to celebrate properly the approaching feast of Easter (see especially 
Heydenreich). Considering the figiirative nature of the expression 
(see on ver. 8), we must not try to draw any inferences from 
this passage as to the question whethe1· or how Christians kept the 
feast of Easter in those days (against Weitzel, Passalif. p. 183 ff.; 
Lechler, p. 350). Theophylact says well: &ixvu0'1v a':'1 ,;;a• o x,p 6vo, 
EOp':'ijG Et)'':'/ XetlpOG ':'Oi°. Xp10'netvo7, 0/ct, riiv U11'Ep{3o'J,,.,iv ':'WV ooeh;wv au;o7; 
ayaOwv· o,it 'TO;J'TQ i'"P o uio, ':'OU 0eou tivOpoJ,;ro, j'Ej'OVE xa,' fru011, ifa CH 

1op'l'a~w ,;ro,~ap. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Paschastrcit, p. 173 f. 

Vv. 9-13. Citation and fi1ller explanation of a passage of the 
fornie1· letter which had been misinterpreted in Corinth by his male­
volent ad1,ersaries. The new section begins without a connective 
particle, like vi. 1, v. 1. 

Ver. 9. Sequence of thouglit: What I 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. - ev Tfi emuTo)..fi] i.e. in the letter which I wrote 
to yoii, and so : in rny 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, W etstein, 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 dcperd. 1753, p. 75 ff.), 
and Mi.Hler (de trib. Pauli itinerib. Corinth. suscept. de epistolisque 
ad cosd. non depe1·dit., Basil. 18 31 ), understand it of the present 
Epistle, either supposing that a reference is intended to vv. 2 and 
6, or even making eyp. apply to ver. 11. This method of inter­
pretation arises for the most part from dogmatic prejudices,1 
and has against it the following considerations : .first, the parallel 
passage in 2 Cor. vii. 8 ; secondly, that iv -rfi e7r. would in that 
case be singularly superfluous ; thirdly, the fact that µ~ uvvavaµ. 
7ropv. occurs neither in ver. 2 nor 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 
ecstatic 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 
,vay 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 Ri.ickert 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 rema1·ks : "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 distinction-which itself owes its origin to a dogmatic 
retrospective inference-between canon particularis and universalis, temporalis and 
perpetv.us. Divine Providence, he holds, did not design the lost Epistle ad usum 
cano11icum pcrpetuum of the whole church, and therefore a!lowed 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. - uuvavaµtryv.] to 1nix oneself up with, have inter­
course with, 2 Thess. iii. 14; Athen. vi. p. 256 A; Lucian. Cont. 
xv. Comp. the affirmative O"T€"A.)w;0at a,ro, 2 Thess. iii. 6. -
7ropvor;, in the N. T. and in Ecclus. xxiii. 16, signifies fornicator.1 

See also Lennep. Phalar. ep. xi. p. 60. 2. 
Ver. 10. More precise negative explanation of the rule laid 

down in the said letter, µ~ uuvavaµ. 'TT"opv., 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 arnong those who were not Christians; perhaps from a 
disposition to connive at the offenders within the bosom of the 
church itself. - ou 'TT"avTwr; ToZr; 7ropv. T. IC. T.] is dependent on 
µ~ t7vvavaµ,ryv. ; it stands in a relation of opposition to the pre­
ceding 'TT"opvoir;, and explains what that 7ropvoir; did not mean. 
" I wrote to you to refrain from intercourse with fornicators, (i.e.) 
not absoliitely2 with the fornicators of this world." An entire 
cessation of intercourse with ,ropvoir; in that sense of the word, it 
would, of course, be impossible to establish, seeing that you can­
not go out of the world; but what I meant was Christians given 
to fornication, ver. 11. Comp. Plato, Pol. v. p. 454 C: ou 'TT"avTwr; 

\ t \ \ • / ,I.. I t 0' 0 ,-,. -,. > > ~ \ ~'I' I T1JV aUT1JV IC. T1JV €Tepav .,.,uuw €TL eµe a, al\,/\, EKEWO TO €£00<; µovov 

IC.T."A.. The ou instead of µ-IJ is correct enough (in opposition to 
Ri.ickert), because ou 'TT"avTwr; T. 'TT"opv. T. IC. T. conveys something 
which is objectively denied, a definition of the notion of 'TT"opvoir;, 

which docs not occur. Comp. Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 334 [E.T. 389]. 
The conception is a different one, e.g., in Plato, Pol. iv. p. 419 A : eav 
Tlr; 0"€ cf,fj µ~ 'TT"CZVU T£ euoalµovar; 7TO£EtV TOUTOV<;. Commentators 
often supply ilrypa,fra after ou ; 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 ou 'TT"avTwr; ! And the interpretation in question has this, 
too, against it, that T. 1Ccuµou T. does not refer to the world in 

1 In the classics, mostly of unnatural vice (with males). Becker, Charidcs, I. 
p. 346 fi'.; Hermann, Privataltert/1. § xxix. 22. 

2 The phrase ,,.,.,.,.~ ,,,.,.,,..,;, which is common with Greek writers (Lobeck, Pan;/. 
p. 57), would have been still stronger if used in place of ,,.,.,T.,;, allovelher, absolutely. 
See generally on ix. 22. 
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general, but to those wl10 were non-Christians (see below), so that 
the " in general " would be logically incorrect. Ri.ickcrt takes ov 
7ra11Tw, as an intensified negative like that in Rom. iii. 9 ( comp. 
Luther), and supplies ilrypa,[ra after it: "By no means did I write; 
i.e., the import of my prohibition was by no means, to lia1:e no 
intcrco1trse with the fornicators of this wo1'ld." But 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 had 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 (To 7f'Q,IJT(J), W', €7rl wµ,oXory'T}µhov TE0EtJC€ 7rpary­
µaTo,): "not, of course, with the fornicators of this worlcl." In that 
case, we should have had at least 7ravTwi, ou, for the sense would 
be, as Theophylact himself states : /Cal 7f'{l,IJT(J), OU TO£', 7ropvoii, T. 
/CO<J'µ,ov <J'V1Ja11aµlry11vu0ai EKwXvua, TOVTE<J'T£ TOt<; TWIJ 'E-,...x~IJ(J)IJ.­
TOV Kouµov TOVT011] who belong to this (ante-11:lessianic) world, not, 
like the Christians, to the Messiah's kingdom as its future 
members ; hence it is the aXA.oTptot Tij', 7rl<J'T€(J)', (Theodoret) who 
are here denoted, whose opposite is the aS€Xcpoi, in ver. 11. 
To understand it of rncmkind in general, Christians and non­
Christians together (Pott, Hofmann, al.), is, seeing that TOVTov is 
joined with it, contrary to the apostle's mode of· using language 
(Gal. iv. 3; Col. ii. 8; Eph. ii. 2; 1 Cor. iii. 19, vii. 31; 2 Cur. 
iv. 4), and contrary also to the context (vv. 11, 12). After­
wards, when Paul is thinking of the world of men in general, 
he purposely omits the -roVTov. - ~ Toi, 7rXeoveKTat, K.T.X.J 
We may suppose that Paul, in the passage of his former letter 
now alluded to, had warned them not merely against 7ropvoii,, 
but also against those guilty of the other kinds of vice indi­
cated here, and yet more specifically in ver. 11. Hence : "with 
the fornicators of this world, or-not to overlook the others, 
with whom also I forbade you to hold intercourse-with tlws<: 
greedy of gain, and violently grasping at it." These two, con­
nected with each other as general and particular by Kal (see the 
critical remarks), are conceived of as belonging together to one 
category. It is otherwise in ver. 11, where each of these sins iR 
viewed by itself. As to a,p7r., the essential characteristic of which 
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is violence, comp. Luke xviii. 11 ; Soph. Phil. 640 : ,cXeyat Te 
xap7rauat /3tq. - T. ,couµou T. is to be understood again after ap7r. 
and eloroX. See ver. 11. - £7rel ocpel'AeTe ,c,T.X.J for so (were 
you absolutely and entirely to break off from the heathen fornica­
tors, etc.) yoii 11mst needs go out of the world (hepav olKouµevrJV 
acpelXeTe t'TJTfjuat, 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 ocprdXeTe, comp. vii. 14; Rom. iii. 6, xi. 6, 22. It is at­
tested by B, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. In place of it, Lachmann, 
1'ischendorf, Ruckert, and Hofmann read &cpeLXeTe, 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 hy 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. I. p. 214. 

Ver. 11. Nuvl Se] Bitt tliiis (see on Rom. iii. 21), in reality as 
contrasted with the aforesaid misconstruction, I did w1·ite to you. 
Herewith Paul now introduces the true meaning of the passage 
from his letter quoted above, ver. 9. Other expositors make vuvl 
Se refer to ti'•ne: 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 : " µ~ uuvavaµl,yvuu0at 7ropvoir;." 
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 pnsent "/pacpro 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. - ciSeXcpo~ avoµa­
t6µ.] the most important element in the more definite explanation1 

which Paul is giving of his misunderstood prohibition : being 

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. Otl:\.erwise 
they could not have so misinterpreted the 11u"u«µiy. "''f'"' as they had actually 
done. For there is no indication in the text that the misinterpretation ,rns a u:ilful 
and malicio11s one, arfring out of "'u/« "· "'""f;", \"er. 8 (Hofmann). 
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called a brotltcr, i.e. bearing the name of Christian. Comp. ovoµa 

exEtv, Rev. iii. 1. Estius, following Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and 
Oecumenius, joins ovoµat, with what comes after, in the sense of: 
1/ a brother is a notorious fornicator, having the name of being such. 
But ovoµasEu0ai 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 character and repute of a forni­
cator, he must have used the phrase ovoµ,asEu0ai Eivai 1ropvor; 

(Plato, Pol. iv. p. 428 E; Prot. p. 311 E). Besides, it is un­
likely that he should have expressly limited the prohibition to 
notorimis fornicators alone, and thereby weakened its moral force. 
-Xo{oopor;] as in vi. 10; comp. on iv. 12. - EiowX0XaTp17r;] 

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 Dtisterdieck in loc. Among the 
frivolous Corinthians, such reversions to the old habits and fellow­
ship might not be uncommon. - µe0vuor;] used by old writers 
only of the female sex; but of the male also in later Greek, after 
l\fenander. . See W etstein; Lo beck, ad Phryn. p. 151 f. ; Meineke, 
jJfcnanclcr, p. 27. -There are no traces discernible of a logical 
order in the series of vices here enumerated beyoud this, that the 
three which are of specifically heathen character are put first, and 
then three others follow, which destroy the peace of the chiirch­
life. - T<tJ T. µ17oe uvvEu0.] parallel, though by way of climax, to 
the µ~ uvvavaµ. ; hence not anacoluthic in point of construction. 
As regards the meaning, again, we must not limit it to the Agapae 
(Vorstius, Mosheim, Stolz, Heydenreich), which would suit neither 
the quite general phrase uvvEu0. (comp. xi. 20) nor the intensi­
fying µ17oe. It means: with one so constituted (comp. ver. 5) not 
even to have fellowship at table (neither to ask him to your table, 
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. El oe ,coiviJr; Tpocpijr; Toi'r; 

ToiouTotr; ou oe, ,coivwvEi'v, ~1rov 'YE µ,vun,ciJr; TE ,ea~ 0Elar:;, Theodoret. 
Respecting the distinction between the µ~ uvvavaµl"fv. and excom­
munication, see 2 Thess. iii. 15. 
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Ver. 12 f. The reason-for his having spoken in reference to t11e 
Christians, and not those without the Christian pale : for it does 
not at all concern 11ie to be passing disciplinary Judgmcnts itpon the 
latter. - ,-l ryap µoi] for wltat concern is it of mine? etc. See 
W etstein on the passage, and Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 5 9 8. The 
emphasis falls so entirely upon Tl and Too, egw, that we have not 
Eµot, which is not needed even if the reading ,cal (wcn, besides) 
T. egw be adopted. - Too, llgw] was with the Jews the standing 
name (C'Ji~•n) for the heathen (see Lightfoot, Hor., ad !,fare. 
iv. 11; Schoettgen on this verse ; Kypke, II. p. 19 8); 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). - ouxl 7°00', €CT<J) vµeis ,cp{vm, i] By this question Paul 
appeals, in justification of what he has just said: "what does it 
concern me," etc., to the exercise of Judicial fimctions 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. Wickert 
thinks that Paul means to say : Judging is 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 llgw. What he means is 
rather this : " To judge those who are not Christians is no concern 
of mine, any more than yoii take in hand to judge any others 
except your fellow-believers." "Ex eo, quod in ecclesia fieri solet, 
interpretari debuistis monitum meum, ver. 9 ; cives judicatis, non 
alienos," Bengel. The simple ,cp{ve-re is altered in meaning by 
Billroth: Is it not enough that ye? etc., as well as by Castalio, 
Grotius, al.: Judicare debetis (we find this interpretation as early 
as Theophylact). The Corinthians actiially Judged, every time that 
they passed a sentence of ecclesiastical discipline. Lastly, it is a 
mistake to render, as is done by Ttve, in Theophylact, Knatch­
bull, Hammond, Michaelis, Semler, Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Heyden­
reich: No,· Judge ye your fellow-Christians! Ouxl is not a 
suitable answer to ,-t, and would, besides, require a;\;\a after it 
(Rom. iii. 27; Luke i. 60, xii. 51, xiii. 3, 5, xvi. 30), and that with 
a clause forming a logically correct antithesis to the question put. 
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Yer. 13. But of those that are witltout God is judgc,-not I ancl 
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 ouxl; so Lachmann, Iliickert, 
Olshausen, Hofmann). The accentuation ,cptvEi-although pre­
ferred by Luther, Grotius, Estius, W etstein, 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 fiiture (Rom. iii. 6, 
ii. 16), on the contrary the present ,cp{vei (Erasmus, Castalio, 
Beza, Calvin, al., Pott, de Wette) corresponds in much the most 
natural way to the preceding ,cp{vEtv and ,cp{veTe. According to 
this view, then, the future judgment is neither exclusively 
pointed to by ,cp{vn, nor is it thereby excluded; but the jndg­
ment of those who are non-Christians is described generally as 
a. matter jo1' God, whenever and however it may take place. -
Paul has now ended his more definite explanation and correction 
n.s regards that misunderstood 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 (note, too, the aorist), the brief categorical command: 
eg&.paTe 1'.T.""A.. 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. M<JJuai,c~v 
Te0et,/CE µapTvplav, 0etrp v6µrp {3e{3atwuar; TbV ""A.67ov, Theodoret. 
Hofmann conjectures that Paul wrote ,cai igapei Te, and that this 
meant : " and no less will He ( God) also take away the wicked one 
(those who are wicked in general) from the rnidst of yon;" but 
this is neither critically established-since the Recepta ,ea~ igapeiTe 
is on critical grounds to be utterly rejected-nor grammatically 
admissible, for the assumed use of ,ea~ ... Te is foreign both to 
Attic prose and to the N. T. ; 1 nor, finally, is it in accordance 

1 The apparent proof-passages from Greek writers arc either founded on corrupt 
readings or are deprived of their force wl.tcn correctly explained. See especially 
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,vith the context, for T6v '1T'OVYJp6v manifestly refers to the specific 
malefactor of ver. 2, and to his exclusion from the church; 
comp. Augustine: " 'T6V 7rov77pav, quod est hunc malignum." -
vµ,wv av'TWV] is more expressive than the simple vµ,wv: out of your 
own rnidst, in which you have hitherto tolerated him. Bengel's 
comment hits the mark: "antitheton extcrnos." 

REllrARK.-Paul has ended what he had to say against the party­
divisions in chap. iv. That the evils censured in chap. v. (and vi.) 
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 ,-opvda in question, and its 
odious manifestation, to one definite party, and to the principles 
held by it, whether to the Paitline section (Neander), or the 
Christ -party (Olshausen, Jaeger, Kniewel), or the Apollonians 
(Rii.biger). 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; Ki.ihner, acl Memor. iv. 2. 28 ; Hartung, Pm·til.ell. 
I. p. 113 ff. ; also Kri.iger on Thuc. i. 9. 3. The atque etiani would have been 
rendered by ,..,) ... ,H. With respect to the occurrence of ""'' ,,., and ""'' ... ,,.,, 
without a corresponding ""'' after it, in Horner, Herodotus, etc., see Nagelsbach on 
the Iliad, p. liG f., ed. 3 ; ancl on the whole subject, comp. lliatthiae, § 626, 1'· 
1504 f. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

VER. 2. ii] is wanting in Elz., but has decisive evidence in its 
favour. - Ver. 5. AEY"'] Lachm. has i.aAw, 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. - iv,] so Gries b. 
Lachm. Scholz, Ri.ick. Tisch., following B C L N, min. Chrys. 
Theodoret, al. How easily the familiar s11r1v (so Elz.) would creep 
in! - rJO'{!o, ouils ei,;] Lachm. and Ri.ick. read ouilei', rJo,p6,, with B C ~. 
min. Copt. Damasc. D* E, Clar. Germ. Aeth. Athan. lrnve simply 
rJo,p6,; F and G have ouils ei, rJo,p6,. In A, the whole passage vv. 3-G 
is wanting (from the similarity of the two last syllables frJrr,iv in vv. 2 
and G). From this it appears that the evidence for ouilel, ao,p6, cer­
tainly preponderates, against which, however, there must be set 
the difficulty of seeing why this reading should have undergone 
alteration. \Vere rJorpo, ouils ei;, 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 ouils eT, (which Griesb. approves of), 
inasmuch as copyists went right on from rJo,po:s to o:s, and the two 
other variations would then arise from dissimilar critical restora­
tions of the text. - Ver. 7. Elz. has iv vµ,i'v, against decisive evi­
dence. An interpretation. - Ver. 8. xai' -raiira] Lachm. Ri.ick. and 
Tisch. have xal -rouro, following A B C D E N, min. vss. and Fathers. 
Rightly; the plural crept in, because two things were mentioned 
(a/l,z. and a.orJr.). - Ver. 9. There is conclusive evidence for reading 
0esi:i (3arJ. in place of (3arJ. e~oii. In ver. 10, again, this order is too 
weakly attested to be received. - Ver. 10. The ou before xi.'IJp. is 
wanting in A B C D E N, min. Copt. Ignat. Method. Athan. Chrys. 
al. Deleted by Lachm. and Ri.ick. with justice; for while the 
preceding 0eoii might in itself just as easily lead to the omission as 
(by repetition of the last syllable) to the insertion of the ov, the 
lattc1·· was Javoitred by ver. 9. - Ver. 14. ,iµ,a;] Elz. has vµ,a,;, 
against decisive testimony (perhaps from Rom. viii. 11). - e;eyepei'.] 
Lachm. and Ewald read s;ey!,pf,, with A D*. B and 67** have 
i;~1flpe. The Recepta should be adhered to, with Tisch., following 
CD*** EK L N, min. Vulg., both Syr. Capt. Aeth. Arr. and many 
Fathers. The connection makes the future necessary as the cor-

1 COR, I. L 
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relative of xa.,a.p-y~ac1 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 ig~-yF1pt and i~e1 ,ipEt, the former looks like a 
mechanical repetition of the preceding tense, and the latter a slip of 
the pen. - n oux (not the simple oux) has decisive evidence on its 
side. - Ver. rn. ro a;;,1.1,a. J Matth. and Tisch. read ,r.l aw:.1.a.,a 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. xa.J iv ,cji <:rveuµ,a..,., v:.1.wv, clmu fo.., nu 
01oii is deleted by all moclern editors (except Matth.) since l\fill 
and Griesb., following A BC* D* EFG~. 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 Syriac), which got into all 
the wider circulation because a church-lesson begins with oo~c.foa,1. 
Comp. Reiche, Comrn. crit. I. p. 165 ff. 

Vv. 1-11. The readers are not to go to law before tltc licatlwn 
(vv. 1-6) ; and generally, they are, insteltd of contending with one 
another, ratltcr to suffer w1·ong tha1i to do it, bearing in mind that 
the 1mrightcous shall not become partake1·s in the l',fessianic kingdorn 
(vv. 7-10), and that they, as Christians, have become piire, holy, 
and righteous ( ver. 11 ). 

Ver. 1. A new section, not connected with what has gone 
before. Paul starts at once with a question of lively surprise : 
Dare1 any one, etc., and so plunges in 11iediam rem.2 The connec­
tions of thought, which some have traced out, are arbitrary inven­
tions. This applies not only to Baur's view (in the thcol. 
Jahrb. 1852,p. 10 f.),-thatitwasthedamagedoneto the Chris­
tian cause in public op.0nion, both by the immorality discussed in 
chap. v. and by the lawsuits carried on before the heathen, that 

1 Ilengel says aptly : "17randi v~rbo notatur laesa majestas Chri.stianorum." 
Schrader imports an ironical meaning into the word, which is irrelevant. The 
right interpretation is given by Chrysostom : ,,,,._,,.," , .. .,., ,,. "'P«Yf'"- ""'; '71"apa""''"· 
See as to,,.,._,,.-;.,, sustinere, non erubescere, Stallbaum, ad Plat. PI.ii. p. 13 D; Jacobs, 
ad Athen. addit. p. 309. Comp. the proverbial phrase ,,,;., ,,.,._,,.-;.,. 

' It is 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). Least of all can we agree with Hofmann in taking the words down to ,n;,,.,, 
affirmatively, and then regarding ,.. •uxl ,,,,. "· i,-/.,, as a query which strikes in 
there: for ;.,.; "· i~;,..,,, ul ovxl i. "· J,-., is plainly just the ordinary antithesis of 
assertion and negation joined together by ""'l ""· To make Hofmann's rendering 
logically tenable, it would be needful that Paul should, instead of "· ouxi, have 
written : Hl ,,; oiixl, and wlty not before the saints Y 
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lcu 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 insuf­
ficient judicial action taken by the church with its members after 
the occurrence of the case already aclverted to. The juclicial 
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 chmch, not merely was it insuffi­
cient, but nothing of the sort had taken place at all with respect to 
the 7ropvoc;. Paul does not employ so much as a OE, or an a°A.A.a, 
or any other form of connection, but goes on with epistolary free­
dom, leaping, as it were, from one point of censure to another. -
'T~c;] any one 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. - ,rpa,yµ,a] lawsuit, matter of dispute. Comp. Xen . 
. Hem. ii. 9. 1; Demosth. 1120. 26; Josephus, Antt. xiv. 10. 7. 
- ,cp{vEu0at] go to law, litigare; see on Rom. iii. 4 ; W etstein, ad 
.illatth. v. 40. -11,rl Twv do{,cwv] before (Winer, p. 351 [E. T. 469]) 
the iinnghtcous; a specially significant designation of the heathen 
(see on Gal. ii. 5), as contrasted with the Christians, who are 
a,yioi (see on i. 2). Chrysostom puts it well: ou,c El7TEV" €7T£ Twv 
U7Tl<T'TWV (as in ver. 6, where the opposite of doe°A.cpor; was re-

. d) ,.., .., , , , ~ , !:', .., 'I: e , .. ,.., , .. qmre , ll/\,1\, €7,£ 'TWV aot/CWV1 1\,€,;tv · Et<; 7]<; ,Ulll\t<T'Ta xpeiav EtXEV 
, ' , f '0 ~ ' , .. ,.. ' ' ... Et<; 'T7]V 7TpOICEt,UEV7]V U7TO eutv, -W<T'T€ U7TO'Tpe 'I' at /Cat a-rra,ya,yEtV. 

There is indeed a contradictio in adfccto in the ,cp{vEu0ai i!,rl 'T. 
ciU,cwv l For the Rabbinical prohibitions of going to law before 
the heathen, see Eisenmenger, Entdeckt. Jiidcnth. II. p. 4 7 2 ff. 
(e.g. Tanchuma, f. 9 2. 2 : "Statutum est, ad quod omnes Israelitae 
obligantur, eum, qui litem cum alio habet, non debere earn tractare 
coram gentibus "). The tribunal intended by Paul is not merely 
that of arbitration, which had passed over from Judaism (see 
:Michaelis, E-inl. II. p. 1221 f.; comp. Lightfoot, H01·. on ver. 4; 
Vitringa, de Synag. p. 816 ff.) to Christianity, but his meaning 
is : insteacl 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 1 ( comp. ver. 5) ; according to this, therefore, different fonns 
of the ,cp{veu0ai are present to the apostle's mind in speaking of 
the judgment €7Tl T. cio. and €7Tl -r. cvy. ; in the former case, that by 
legal process; in the latter, that by arbitration through means of 
oiai-r11Tat. - Theodoret remarks justly (on ver. 6), that the pro­
hibition of the ,cp{vcu0ai €7Tl -rwv ciol,cwv is not at variance with 
Rom xiii. 1 ff. : 01.1 ,yap civn-rdvetv ICEAEVEi TOt'i' apxovuiv, llAA.a 
TO£<;' ~0£1C17µlvoti;- voµo0ETE£ µ~ KEXPYJU0a£ To'ii;- apxovu£. To ,yap 
aipe'iu0ai r, a0£KE'iu0a£ r, ,rapa TOt'i' aµo,r[uTO£'i' OOK£µateu0a, -riji;­

aim;jv €e11p-ra-ro ,yvwµ17i;-. 
Ver. 2. ''H ov,c ofoaTe K,T.A.] 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,-
01· know ye not ?" etc. Only on the ground of this uot knowing 
could you betake yourselves to such unworthy ,cp{veu0ai ! ~u 
TOWVV o µ[).).wv ,cp[vew €/CEIVOl/'i' -r6-re, 1TW'i' V"TT €/CELVWV civlxv 
,cp{veu0a, viJv; Chrysostom. - -rov ,c6uµov ,cpivoiJui] at t7w last 
judgmcnt, namely, sitting along with Christ as judges over all who 
are not Christians (,c6uµoi;-). Comp. as early a passage as Wisd. 
iii. 8. We have here the same conception 2-only generalized 
with respect to the subjects of judgment-as in Matt. xix. 28; 
Luke xxii. 3 0. It stands in essential and logical connection with 
the participation in the glory of Christ (iv. 8 ; Rom. viii. 1 7 ; 
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 ,c6uµoi;-, 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 Uop­
suestia, Theophylact, Schol. ap. llfatth., Erasmus, and others, explain 
it of an indirect, not literal judging, namely, either by the fo,ith 
and life of Christians placing tlrn guilt of the ,c6uµoi;- 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. 
-• 2 Observe that this view necessarily presupposes the resurrection of unbelievers 
also (Acts xvii. 31). Comp. on xv. 24. 
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ing of the judicial sentence of Christ (Estius, Maier). But this 
(although assumed by Billroth as the ideal truth which underlay 
the words of the apostle, unconsciously to himself) is an alteration 
of the sense which runs counter to the coritext; for the whole 
argument a mafori ad minus is destroyed, if Kptvouut is to be 
understood in a one-sided way as equivalent to KaTaKp., and if no 
proper and personal act of judgment is designed.1 It is a mistake 
also to hold, with Lightfoot, Vitringa, Baumgarten, Bolten, that 
Paul means quad Christiani futziri sint magistratits (Lightfoot), 
which is at variance with ver. 3, and with the conception of 
the speedily approaching Parousia. Mosheim, Ernesti, Nosselt, 
Rosenrniiller, and Stolz turn the " shall judge" into " can judge," 
comparing ii. 15, 16. But this, too, is to alter the notion of 
Kptlletv 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. vii. 2 2. - Kat el Ell uµ,1,ll K.T.X.] The quick striking in of 
the Kal in the very front of the question is as in ver. 2; see 
also Fritzsche, ad llfarc. p. 123. - el Ell vµ,. "P· o Kouµ,.] repeats 
with emphasis, and with an individualizing force (vµ,'ill), the 
contents of the truth already stated and established to the 
believing consciousness (hence the present KpllleTat ). The Ell 

uµ,'iv, here emphatically put first, does not mean, as Chrysostom 
and Theophylact think,2 in your in:;tance, excmplo vestro (see 
above), but among yon, i.e. in consessu vcsfro (see Kypke, II. p. 19 9), 
so that the essential meaning is not different from corarn, (Ast, ad 
Plat. Leg. p. 33. 285); comp. Ell OtKaum'i,, Thuc. i. 53. 1, Ell 

lloµ,o0frat, K.T.X. See, too, the passages in Wetstein. The Ell 

therefore by no means stands for v1r6 (Raphel, Flatt, al.), although 
we may gather from the context that the vµ,ei,, are themselves 
the parties judging (vv. 2, 4). Nor has it the force of through 
(Grotius, Billroth, al.), in support of which it is a mistake to 
appeal to Acts xvii. 31, where, owing to the connection, Ell 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 n general participation in the reign of Christ (Flatt, Heydenreich). 

• Comp. too, vo.u Hengel, ad Rom. ii. 27 : "vita 1,•estra cum vita eormn com­
paranda." 
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word ev is selected in view of the following ,cptT17pia, 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. 
- ava~. f(j'Tf !CptT. t>-ax.] ,cpm7ptov does not mean matter of dis­
pute, case at law, as most expositors (even Pott, Flatt, Riickert, 
de W ette, Osiander, Maier, Ewald) wish to take it, with no evidence 
at all from the usage of the language in their favour, but pla.c~ 
of judgmcnt (tribunal, scat of justice, Jas. ii. 6 ; Plato, Legg. 
vi. p. 767 B; Susanna, 49), or judicial trial which is held 
(iitdieiuni). Comp. the precept : µ,~ ipxe(j0(1) E7TI, KptT~ptov e0vt/COV, 
Constitt. ap. ii. 45. Precisely so with 8i,ca(jn1pwv. The latter 
sense, judicial 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 iinworthy to hold very trivial trials? i.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 1" According to Chrysostom and Theophylact, 
othc1·s understand here the heathen courts of justice, either a.ffir­
inativcly (so, as it appears, Chrysostom and Theophylact them­
selves; so, too, Valckenaer, al.) or interrogatively (Billroth): and 
that it is mw;orthy of yoit to be judged before courts of so low a 
l~ind? Similarly, Olshausen. But ver. 4 is decisive against this; 
for we have there the very same thing which in ver. 2 is expressed 
by 1CptT7JP• t>-ax., described as /3twTt/Cd, 1CptT1Jpta. 

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 question. - ll"f"/Eft.ov;;] 
angels, and that-since no defining epithet is added-in the good 
sense, not as Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, Bengel, and most commentators make 
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 "\Yette, 
leave the point undecided. But comp. on iv. 9. That angels 
themselves shall come within the sphere of the judicial activity of 
glorified belien~rs, is stated here as a proposition established to the 
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believing consciousness of the reaclers,-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 be excepted. 
There is nothing of a more detailed nature on this suLject 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 ava0Eµa. 1 All modes of explaining 
away the simple meaning of the words are just as inadmissible 
Min ver. 2; as, for example, Ohrysostom: o-rav rydp al atJ"wµaTot 
ouvaµw; av-rat e"'A.aTTOV 71µwv EUpE0wcnv exoutJ"at TWV O"u.p,ca 7T'Ept­
{3E/3°ll."7µEvrov, xaAE'TT'WTEpav OWO"OUO"t o/,c1,v; Erasmus : " vestra 
pietus illornm impietatem, vestra innocentia illornm impuritatem 
condemnabit ;" Oalovius: the fudiciitm 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 Nosselt, Ernesti, and Stolz make 
it ability to judge, if an angel were to preach a false gospel (Gal. 
i. 8). - µ17nryE {3troTLKa] is not to be included in the question, so 
that we should have to pnt only a comma after Kptvouµw (as 
Tischendorf does). :For /3tron,ca, things which belong to the neces­
sities of this life, disputes as to the rncmn and tuum (comp. 
l'olybius, xiii. 1. 3 : 'TWV /3tWTLKWV O"UVa"'A.)..aryµa-rrov), will not be 
among the subjects of the future juclgment, to which KptvovµEv 
refers. vVe must retain, therefore, the mark of interrogation after 
Kpt11ovµ1:v (Lachmann), and put a full stop after {3troT., so that µ~TL"fE 
/3troT. may be seen to be the condensed concl1tsio : to say nothin!J 
then of private disputes ! i.e. How far less can it be doubifitl 
that we hm:e to judge {3troTtKa ! Comp. Dern. Ol. i. (ii.) 23, and 
Tiremi in Zoe. p. 159. See generally as to µ1n"fE (found only here 
in the N. T.), ncdum sc. dicain; Herm. ad Viger. p. 8 0 3 ; Schaefer, 

1 Observe also the dilferent classes of angels referred to in Rom. viii. 38 ; Eph. 
i. ~1; Col. i. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 32. We cannot conceive these distinctions in rank to 
exist without ethical grounds. Moreover, the angcLi are uot to be regarded a3 

ab.solutel11 good, Mark x. 18. Comp. on Col. i. 20. 
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Appar. ad J)ern,. I. p. 2 6 5 ; Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 15 4 f. 
Regarding the relation of /3uJJTt1cor; to the later Greek, see Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. p. 355.-The antithesis of ary,YEA-our; and /3t<JJTuui turns 
on this, that the former belong to the higher superterrestrial sphere 
of life (wr; &v e,ce/v<JJV ov /CaTa TOV /3iov TOVTOV 8vT<JJV, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia). The ary,YEA. withont the article is qualitative. 

Ver. 4. B t<JJn,ca µ,ev ovv IC.T.A.] takes up f3i,,,T. at once again 
with emphasis. Comp. Herod. vii. 104: Ta &v e,cE'ivor; avrf_,yrr 
avwryEt 0€ 'TUVTO aE{.-The sentence may be understood as a 
q1lcstion (of astonishment), so de Wette, Tischendorf, Ewald, al.; 
or as a reproachful statement, so Lachmann. The former, if T. 

egou0. be correctly explained, corresponds best with the whole 
structure of this animated address (see on ver. 3). Mev ovv is 
the simple accordingly, tlms.1 KptT~pta are here also not law­
snits, butjudicia, as in ver. 2. The meaning therefore is: If ye 
then have co1lrts of trial as to private mattc1·s, i.e. if ye are in 
such circumstances as to have to hold courts of that kind. Comp. 
Dern. 115 3. 4 : exovT<JJV Tar; o{,car;, q1li lites habent administrandas. 
Hofmann's rendering is a most involved one, making /3t<JJT. ,cptT. 
p1·edicate to 'TOV<; egou0. EV 'T. EICIC'A., and eav ex. a parenthetical 
clause, to which we are to supply as its object egou0ev'T]µ,Evour;. 2 

-

,ca0lseT€] do ye-instead of taking some from among yourselves for 
this purpose-set those down, etc.? namely, upon the judgment­
seat as judges, which follows from ,cptT~pta. Comp. Plato, Legg. 
ix. p. 873 E; Dern. 997. 23; Polyb. ix. 33. 12. It is the indi­
cative, and the egou0Ev~µ,. EV T. e,c,c)\.,. are the heathen. So in sub­
stance Valla, Faber, Castalio, Luther, Calovius, Wolf, al., including 
Pott, Flatt, Heydenreich, Schrader, Ri.ickert, Olshausen, de W ette, 
Ewald, Maier, N eander, Weiss ; Osiander is undecided. To this 
it is objected that ,ca0tt, does not suit heathen magistrates, 
and that ev T. EiC/CA. indicates the egou0. as members of the 
church (see especially Kypke, II. p. 201). But neither objec­
tion is valid ; for the term ,ca0isET€ is purposely selected 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 wouhl. be ! Moreover, see below. Comp. also Laurent. 
neute.st. Stud. p. 127. 
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in special keeping with the e;ontrast (Tov,; Jgov0.), while the text 
does not give Tovi; Jv Tfj J,c,cX. Moreover, by T. Jgov0., 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 ,ca0it;. imperative, and the Jgov0. mernbers of the clmrch 
held in small account: take (rather) rninimos de pioritm plcbe 
as arbiters. So the Vulgate, Peschito, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, 
Bengel, vVetstein, Hofmann, al. But not to speak of the rathe1· 
generally supplied from imagination, nor of the fact that to 
designate those less capable of judging as T. Jgov0. Jv T. J,c,cX. 

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 Tovi; Jgov0. Tovi; Jv T. J,c,cX. For oi Jgov0. Jv -r. fKICX. are 
those wlw arc 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: ou,c lvt Jv vµ'iv. Arrange­
ments of words like Tov,; Jgou0. Jv Tfj J,c,c'A,. for Tov,; Jv -r. J,c,c),,, 

Jgov0. are common enough in classical writers also. See Kiihner, 
ad Xcn. Anab. iv. 2. 18. - TouTOv,;] with an emphasis of disdain. 
See Dissen, ad IJem. de Cor. p. Iii. f., 225; Kriiger, Anab. i. 6. 9; 
Ellendt, Lex Soph. II. p. 460. 

Ver. 5. IIpa,; fVTp. vµ:iv Xeryw] is to be referred, as is done 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 unfolds the humiliating consideration involved 
in ver. 4. The address thus acquires more point and impressive­
ness. - ovrw.-J belongs not to Xeryw (Hofmann), but to OU/C €V£ 

".T.X., and sums up the state of things: sic igitur, rebns ita com-
1Jaratis, since you Tov,; Jgov01:v7Jµevov,; ,ca0tl;€TE. See Bornemann 
in Rosenmi.i.ller's Repert. II. p. 245 ff.; Hermann, ad Viger. p. 
933. C. Fr. Hermann, ad Lucian. de hist. conscr. 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 1n1tch, so completely is there lacking, etc. But it is only 
the definition of 1node, not of degree, that will suit the absolute 
negation of this clause, intensified. as it is by ovO€ ek - Regard­
ing lvi, see on Gal. iii. ~8. The uocpo,; carries point against the 
Corinthian self-conceit. - ovO€ ek] ne miics qm'de1n. "Quotl est 
vehementius," as Erasmus well puts it, "cum sitis tum multi." 
See on John i. 3, and Kriiger, Anab. iii. 1. 3 ; Bornemann and 
Poppo, ad Cyrop. ii. 1. 21. Comp. non ·ullus (Ki.ihner, ad Oic. 
Titsc. i. 39. 94) nemo mms (Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 137). 
Frequent in Isocr., see Bremi, I. Exe. iii. - &<; ovv17ue7ai] purely 
future in force: who (as cases shall occur) will be able. - oia-
1cp'ivat] to judge, as arbitrator. - dva, JJ,ECTOV T. ao. avTov] between 
(LXX. Gen. xvi. 5 ; Ex. xi. 7 ; Ezek. xxii. 2 G ; Isa. 1 vii. 11 ; 
Matt. xiii. 25; Theocr. xxii. 21; Strabo, xi. 5. 1, p. 503; 
Polyb. x. 48. 1, v. 55. 7) his (Christian) brother. The expres­
sion, T. a.0£")-..cpou, is meant to put to sharne. The singidar is used 
for this reason, that Tou aOcAcpou must mean the plaintiff who 
brings on the lawsuit (not the defendant, as Ewald "·ould have it), 
between wh01n (and, as is obvious, the defendant) the arbitrator, 
called into requisition by the bringing of the suit, pronounces 
his decision. V{ ere the plitral employed, that would indicate the 
two litigants generally, but not the party bringing on the suit 
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 : oiaKp'ii•at EV EaVT~ 7rpo<; TDV aoE°Xcpov aVTOU. Moreover, 
ovo€ et<; (or ovoE{<;, 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 be an arbitrator." - The reading, T. a0£Acpou IC. TOU 
cio£Acpou avTou (Syr. Arr.), is an interpretation, although recom­
mended by Grotius and again by Laurent. 

Ver. G. Quick reply to the preceding question: No (see 
Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 37; Baeumlein, Partikcll. p. 10 f.) 
brother goes to law with brother, and that ( see on Roru. xiii. 11) 
before unbelievers.1 How then can there be such a wise man 

1 To take the sentence as a reproachful assertion (so Luther, Drza, Lachruann, 
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among you ? He would assuredly, by liis 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 ! Kp!veTat in pre­
cisely the same sense as in ver. 1, ,cp{ve<T0ai J1rl Twv aoi,coov. 

Ver. 7. M EV ovv] as in ver. 4 ; it now brings under special 
consideration the foregoing aOEA<p. µeTa ao. ,cplveTat-namely, as 
to what the real character of such a proceeding may be in itself 
viewed generally (o>..ooc, being taken as in v. 1), apart from the 
special element unhappily added in Corinth, J1rl a?TIJToov. The 
p.,Ev corresponds as little (against Hofmann) to the aA.Au which 
follows in ver. 8, as the µ,ev in ver. 4 to the aA.Aa in ver. 6. 
The ~07J is the logical already (" already then, viewed generally"), 
in reference to something special, by which the case is made yet 
worse. Comp. Hartung, Partilccll. I. p. 240 f. -17TT1Jµa] a drfccd 
(see on Rom. xi. 12), i.e. damage, loss, and that, according to the 
context, not moral decay (so commonly), or luwt to the chm·ch 
(Hofmann), or i1npe1jection (Billroth, Ri.ickert), or weakness 
(Beza); but, it redounds to your coming short of the llfes­
sianic sal'i:ation (see ver. 9). - fovTwv] like aAA.11>..oov, but 
giving them to feel, more strongly than the latter would, the 
i1npropricty which had a place in their own circle (Ki.ihner, 
Hd Xcn. llfeni. ii. G. 2 0). - ,cplµ,am] as in Rom. v. 1 G, Wisd. 
xii. 12, legal jiidgments, which they had respectively obtained 
(EX,ETE). - a0tKEt<T0e ... a?TO<TTEp.] rniddlcs: 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. 30 ff.; 
example of Jesus, 1 Pet. ii. 2 3. 

Ver. 8. The question beginning with otaTl in ver. 7 still 
continues: Why do ye not rather allow yourselves to suffer 
wrong, etc., and not, on your part, do wrong, etc. ? Thi'.s view, 
instead of the ordinary one, which makes ver. 8 an independent 
sentence like ver. G, is necessary, because f/ ou,c o[OaTE in ver. 9 
has its logical reference in oiaTl. The reference, namely, is 
this: "There is no groimd conceivable for your not," etc. (oiaTi 
... aO€A!pOV<;')," unless that ye knew not," etc. (,, Ol//C OtOaTe). - Ka£ 
-.oiiTo dOEAtpovc,J to whom nevertheless, as your brethren, the very 

Osi:mJer, Hofmann), makrs the passage sterner and more telling than the common 
way of \'iewing it as a 'Jlltslio.~, which is at!optcd also by 'l.'ischeuuorf aut! Ewa!J. 
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opposite was due from you ! 
"· TovTo, and that, see on Rom. 
p. 147. 

With respect to the climactic 
xii. 11, and Baeumlein, Partik. 

Ver. 9. ''H ov,c oYoaT€] See on ver. 8. To supply an unex­
pressed thought here (" Do not regard the matter lightly," 
Billroth ; " This is a far greater ~'TT'TJµa," Ruckert; that 1JTT'TJµa 
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. 
- ao,«o,] the general conception (under which the preceding 
dot,cf'iv and d1rouT. are included) : unrighteous, immoral. See the 
enumeration which follows. - 0€ou ,8au,l\..] the 0fou coming close 
after ao,,co,, and put first for emphasis (see the critical remarks). 
As to the truth itself, that do,,c{a excludes from the Messiah's 
kingdom, see on Gal. v. 21; and as regards what is implied in 
the Messianic «X11povoµ{a, on Gal. iii. 18 ; Eph. i. 11. - µ~ 
1rXavau0€] 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: ifnXav0pri:J1To<; 
tJv o 0€0<; /Cat a,ya0or;, OtJ/C €7T€~EPX€Ta£ To'ir; 1rX11µµ€X~µauc µ~ 0~ 
(j)o/3110wµfv ! Chrysostom. Hence: be not 'mistaken (1r'Aavau0€, 
passive, as also in xv. 3 3 ; Gal. vi. 7 ; Luke xxi. 8 ; J as. 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 lio,,co, into particulars, not, however, arranged 
systematically, or in couples, nor reducible, save by force, to any 
logical scheme ;1 in this enumeration, owing to the state of matters 
in the place, the sins of sensuality are most amply specified. -
7ropvoi, fornicators in general; µoixot, aditltc1·ers, Heb. xiii. 4. -
€lowXoX.] see on v. 11. - µaXa,co£] cffcniinatcs, commonly under­
stood as q_iti nmlicbria patiiintur, but with no sufficient evidence 
from the usage of the language (the passages in W etstein and 
Kypke, even Dion. Hal. vii. 2, do not prove the point); more­
over, such catamites (mollcs) were called 1ropvo, or ,c[va,oo,. One 
does not see, moreover, why precisely this sin should be mentioned 
twice over in different aspects. Rather therefore : ~ffeminate 
luxurioits livers. Comp. Aristotle, Eth. vii. 7: µaXa,cor; ,cat Tpvcpwv, 
Xen. J,fcni. ii. 1, 20, also µa'A.a,cwr;, iii. 11. 10: Tpvcp1', oe «at µa"'A.-
0a,c{a, Plato, Rep. p. 590 B. - dpu€vo,co'iTat] sodomites, who 

1 Comp. Erncsti, Urspi-ung der Siinde, II. p. !!9f. 
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defile themselves with men (1 Tim. i. 10; Eusebius, Pracp. 
cvang. 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 ! - TauTa] of persons in a contemptuous sense: such 
trash, such a set. See Bern hardy, p. 2 81. - Twe,;;] more exact 
definition of the subject of ~Te, namely, that all are not meant. 
It is the well-known (j'xijµa ,ca0' OA.OV ,ea~ µepo,:; (Kuhner, II. p. 
15 6 ). Comp. Grotius. Valckenaer says well : " vocula Ttve,:; 
dictum paulo durius emollit." Billroth is wrong in holding (as 
Vorstius before him) that TaiiTa Ttve,:; belong to each other, and 
are equivalent to Totournt. In that case Tafmf nva would be 
required, or ,-o'i.ot Ttve,:;. See Ast, ad Plat. Legg. p. 71; Bornemann, 
ad .Xen. Cyr. ii. 1. 2; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 832. -a?TeA.auu. 
IC.T.A.] 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. 2 6 ; 1 Pet. iii. 21. Observe the use of the rnidclle, arising 
from the conception of their self-destination for baptism. Comp. 
e/3a1TTtU'avTo, x. 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 (Lchrbegrijf, p. 230) and Riickert 
(comp. Loesner, p. 278), of moral purification by laying aside 
everything sinful, of the putting off the old man ( comp. Rom. vi. 
2 ff.), against which the same phrase in Acts xxii. 16, and the 
analogous one, ,ca0ap{q-a,:;, in Eph. v. 26, militat~ strongly. 
This moral regeneration exists in connection with baptism (Tit. 
iii. 5), but is not designated by a?TeA.ouo-., although its subjective 
conditions, µeTavota and 7rlo-n,;;, are p1·csupposcd in the latter 
expression. The producing of regeneration, which is by water 
and Spirit, is implied in the ~rytao-01'JT€ which follows : ye became 
(from being t1nholy, as ye were before baptism) holy, inasmuch, 
namely, as by receiving the owpea TOU ary{ou r.veuµaTa, (Acts ii. 38) 
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ye were translated into tl1at moral altitude an<l frame of life 
which is Christian and consecrated to Goel (John iii. 5; Tit. 
iii. 5 ; Eph. v. 25, a,ry1aun)- Ri.ickert an<l Olshansen take it in 
the theocratic sense: "ye became set apart, numbered among the 
a;ytot." Comp. Osiancler, 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 J,),..),..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 those who have become Christians ought not again to fall 
back. - c?ou,aiw01J-re] ye were made ri9hteous. This, however, 
cannot mean the imputa.ti?:e justification of Rom. iii. 21 ( de \V ette, 
Osiancler, Hofmann, with older commentators); because, in the 
first place, this is already given in the a7reA.ouuau0e; ancl 
secondly, because the iotKatw01JTE, if used in this sense, would 
have needed not to follow the a1ia.u61J-re, 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 a7reA.ouu., which so mani­
festly indicates the beginnin9 of the Christian state. What il'I 
meant, and that by way of contrast to the notion of doucla which 
prevails in ver. 9 f., is the actual moral righteousness of life,1 
which lms 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 ou,a{,.,,µa 
-rou voµou (Rom. viii. 4), and he himself, being dead unto sin, 
OEOtKaLCl)Tat a'TT"O -rijr; aµap-rlar; (Rom. vi. 7), and €00UA.W01] -rf, 
ou,atouuvn (Rom. vi. 18), whose instruments his members have 
now become in the Kaivo-r1J<; of the spirit and life (Rom. vi. 13). 
This oi,ca,,.,,0ijvai does not stand related to the a1iau0ijvai in 
any sort of tautological sense, but is the effect and outcome of it, 
and in so far, certainly, is also the moral contimtatio justificationi,s 
(comp. Calovius), Rev. xxii. 11.-The thrice repeated al\.l\.a lays a 

1 There is therefore no warrant for aihlucing this passage, ns is done on the Romnn 
Catholic side (e"l"'en by Dollinger), in opposition to the distinction between justification 
and sanctification. Justification is comprised already in ,i,,.,;1.,,;.-. Comp. ,v eiss, 
hibl. Theol. pp. 342, 345 ff. Its subjectiYe basis, howe"l"'er, is one with that of snncti­
ficntion, namely, faith. 
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special emplrnsis upon each of the three points. Comp. Xenophon, 
.Anab. v. 8. 4; .Aristophanes, Acharn. 402 ff.; 2 Cor. ii. 17, vii. 11 ; 
"\Vyttenbach, ad Plat. Phacd. p. 142; Bornemann, acl Xcn. Symp. 
iv. 5;3; Buttmann, ncut. Gramm. p. 341 [E.T. 398].-ev Tip ovoµan 
... ,jµwv] is by most expositors made to refer to all the three 
points. Dut since ev Tip 'TT"vevµan K.T.'A.. does not accord with 
a7rell.ovo-. (for the Spirit is only received ajtc1' baptism, Acts ii. 38, 
xix. 5, G; Tit. iii. 5, G; the case in Acts x. 47 is exceptional), it is 
better, with Ili.ickert, to connect ev T<f ovaµ,an .. · 1JJ1-WV simply with 
eoi,caiw0., which best harmonizes also with the significant import­
ance of the eoi,caiw0'TJTE as the crowning point of the whole trans­
formation wrought in the Christian. The name of the Lord Jesiis, 
i.e. what pronouncing the name "Kvptoc; 'I'T)o-ovc;" (xii. 3) affirms,­
this, as the contents of the faith and confession, is that in which 
the becoming morally righteous had its causal basis (ev), ancl 
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 EV Tip ovaµ,an ... 0eov 1/Jl-WV into connection with the 'lrllVTa 
µo, egeo-nv which follows, the latter would at once become limited 
and defined in a way with which the antitheses a'A.'A.' K.T.'A.. would 
no longer in that case harmonize. For it is precisely in the 
absolntcness of the 'TT"avTa µ,o, egeo-nv 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 
,j,yuio-0. and eOtKatw0. have their warrant as acts of God, and in 
accordance with the ideal 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 ideal way 
of speaking, too, corresponds to the design of the apostle, who is 
seeking to make his readers feel the contmdiction between their 
conduct and the character which as Christians they assumed at 

• A-. 't- • ~ • , ... , • , convers10n; u.,.,oopa evTp€7rTLKCJJ<; e'TT"rj'yarye "'erywv· evvoT}O-aTE 
7]">..{,cwv vµac; eget'A.eTO KaKOOV o 0eo<; IC.T.'A.., Chrysostom. And 
thereby he seeks morally to raise them. 

Vv. 12-20. Correction of the misunde1'standi119 of Ch1'istian 
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liberty, as though fornication, equally with the me of meats, came 
under the head of things allowable (vv. 12-17). Admonitions 
against fornication (vv. 18-20). 

Vv. 12-14. Connection and sequence of thought. In this new 
condition of life (ver. 11) all things arc allowed to iis, but they must be 
for our good,-all things allowed, but we on om· part must remain free 
(ver. 12). Among these allowed things is the itsc of food, as what 
is in accordance with nature and appointed by God mc1·ely for a time 
(nl {3pwµam ... «a-rapry., ver. 13). Wholly otherwise is it with the 
itsc of the body for fornication ; that is anti-Christian ( To oe awµa 
... awµaTt, ver. 13), and contrary to the eternal destiny fixed by 
God for the body (ver. 14). -Not without reason did Paul, when 
reckoning up the different forms of aot«la in ver. g, place 7TDpve[a 
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. Privataltcrth., § 29. 13 ff.), 
easily found for itself even a certain justification of fornication, 
namely, in the doctrine of Christian liberty in adiaplwris, the 
maxim of which is: 7TCLVTa µot eee<rTW. 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 adiaph01·on, so also was 
satisfying the desire for sensual pleasure by fornication. • Comp. 
Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, 1 and 3; Weiss, bibl. Thcol. 
p. 42 0 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,1 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 Olshausen reasons thus : Since in vi. 9 unnatural vices are named with the rest, 
we should have to conclude that the <ra,.-a. µo, i;,o-.-, was appliet.l to these also 
in Corinth ; now Paul would surely never have suffered pe1'6ons guilty of such 
abominations to remain in the church. But iu vv. 13 ff. the apostle is speaking 
.quite distinctly and constantly of the ,,.,,,.,a. 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. 2 3 ), 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. 
Ri.ickert'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 7ravTa egEunv in their favour, 
and that Paul had only transferred it here in order to guard 
against the abuse of it respecting fornication (in substance, there­
fore, coinciding with Olshausen). To the ordinary interpretation 
Ri.ickert objects, that the Corinthians in their letter would cer­
tainly not have described the 7ropvE{a as prevailing among them, 
nor would they have undertaken the defence of it to -the apostle 
whom they knew so well. But 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 oml reports, and consequently 
had not learned the abuse there made of the 7ravTa egEunv through 
expressions in the Corinthian letter (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. viii.-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. I. M 
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was surely too important to be disposed of by so brief a hint as 
that in ver. 13; secondly, that the two halves of ver. 13 stand 
in an antithetic relation to each other, which gives the first half 
merely the position of an auxilia1·y clause; thirdly, tlrnt chap. 
viii.-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. - 7ravTa µoi e~ea-Tw] 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 
fonnitla of objection (such as epe'ir; ouv, or the like). Comp. on 
ver. 13. - It would be self-evident to the reader that 7ravTa 
meant all that was in itself indifferent (whatever was not anti­
Christian). - µoi] spoken in the character of a Christian in general. 
Comp. ver. 15. Bengel says well: " Saepe Paulus prima persona 
singul. cloquitur, quae vi1n habent gnomes." Comp. Gal. ii. 18. -
o-vµcpepn] is profitable. This must not be arbitrarily restricted, 
either in the way of taking it as equivalent to oi,coooµe'i (Calvin, 
al., also Billroth after x. 23), or by confining it to one's own 
advantage (Grotius, Heumann, Schulz, Olshausen). What is 
meant is rnoral profitableness generally in every respect, as condi­
tioned by the special circumstances of each case as it arises. So, 
too, in x. 2 3. Theodore of l\fopsuestia, it may be added, says 
• htl ' ~\ \ , , ,I.. I ~-'\ ' • -rig y : E7r€WYJ ryap ou 7ravTa crvµ.,.,epEt, 0171\.0V wr; ou 7racrt XPTJO"-

TEov, a~'X.a TO£<;' wcpe'X.ouo-i µovoL<;', - OU/C eryw] not I for 1ny 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 ouJC e7w and by v7ro TLVO'i'. The 
common interpretation : " ego sub nnlliits redigar potestatem" 
(Vulgate), does not correspond to the order of the words. -Jgov­
o-iau0.] purely future in force: shall be ruled 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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111. 22, and l'aul's own example in Phil. iv. 11, 12. Were -rwo, 
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). 
Dut, in point of fact, it is neuter, being in contrast to the thrice 
repeated and emphatic 'IT'avTa. - The JJffronomasia in iifEunv and 
i!fouu. was remarked by expositors as early as Chrysostom and 
Theophylact. All is in my power, yet it is not I who will be 
overpowered by anything. Regarding i!fouuuftEw (which is not used 
in this sense by Greek writers), comp. Eccles. vii. 19, viii. 8, x. 4 f. 

Ver. 13. Tfi KotX{q.] sc. EG'Tt, belong to, inasmuch, that is to 
say, as they are destined to be received and digested by the belly 
(the inrooox11 TWV an{wv, Photius in Oecumenius). Comp. 
l\-Iatt. xv. 1 7. - ..-o,, {3pwµautv] 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 fornication is totally different from that of the use 
of food,-tbat the latter, being in accordance with its destina­
tion, belongs to the category of the adiaphora; while fornication, 
on the other hand, which is anti-Ch1·istian, 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 KotX{q, and the {3pwµaG't, 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 oe 
0eo, ... Kawp-y.] i.e. God, however, will (at the Parousia) cause 
such a change to take place in the bodily 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 
xxii. 3 0 ; 1 Cor. xv. 44, 51. Melanchthon aptly says: " Cib1 
et venter ... sunt res periturae ; ... idco sunt adiaphora;" and 
Bengel: "quae destruentur, per se liberum habent usum, Col. ii 
2 0 ff." Comp. Castalio, and among more modern expositors, 
Schulz, Krause, Dillroth, Riickert, Schrader, Olshausen, de W ette, 
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Osiander, Ewald, Maier, N eancler, Hofmann.1 Pott, Flatt, ancl 
Heydenreich (and see still earlier writers in Wolf) approximate 
to this view, but take Td. {3pwµaTa ... ,caTapry. as words of an 
opponent, the premisses of a conclusion as to the allowableness of 
fornication, which conclusion is impugned by Paul in the To OE 
uwµa IC.T.A-. which follows. But 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 c.i>.:X.a 
again (as in ver. 12, according to this dialogistic view). Other 
interpreters, following Chrysostom and Theophylact, make the 
design of o oe E>eo<; IC.T.A-. to be a warning against excess. Comp. 
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, al. But this, although in harmony 
with the a:\:\a in ver. 12, would stand in no logical relation to 
the o oe E>eoi; IC.T.A-. of ver. 14, and thereby the inner connection 
of the whole address (see above) would be broken up. - ,cal 
TaVT"TJV ,cal TavTa] Regarding the use of the double ovTo<; for 
e,ce'ivar; ... oihoi;, which is not common, see Bernhardy, p. 277. 
Comp. Josh. viii. 22; 1 Mace. vii. 4G, ix. 17. -;o oe uwµa] 
Paul cannot name again here a single organ ; the v:hole body is the 
organ of fleshly intercourse ;2 see ver. 1 G. - Tfi '11"opve{q,] for for­
nication (conceived of as a personal power), for its disposal and 
use. - -rrp Kupicp J inasmuch as the body is a member of Christ. 
See ver. 15. - T,P uwµan] 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 Christ to effect (Arubrosiaster, Anselm, 
Thomas, Grotius); for this would destroy the unity of mutual 
reference in the two clauses ( comp. above, Tit {3pwµaTa IC.T.A. ], 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 OE E>eoi; ,c.T.A. in ver. 13). 

1 Several of them, however, fall into the mistake of making the date of the ""'"'"Pi'• 
to be at death, which ,...) .. ,,;;,,.,.. alone shows to be inaclmissible. 

• Neither our text nor Luke xx. 35 gives any support to the assumption that 
thosr. partaking in the resurrection will be without sexual distinction. The cloing away 
of the "o,:A,a. refers simply to the cessation of the earthly process of nutrition ; it cloes 
not a!fect tlir. iclentity of the bocly, which Drlitzsch (Psyclwl. p. 459), "·ithout warrant 
from Scripture, pronounces to be inclepcnclent of the external continuance of clistinc• 
tion between the sexes. Such assertions leacl to fantastic theories t..-lp 3 'Y''YP"'",,."''· 



, CIIAP. VI. H-17, 181 

Ver. 14. This is parallel in contents and form to the sentence, 
o 0€ Eho~ . . . ,campry~qei, in ver. 13 : Now God has not only 
raised 1tp the Lord, but will raise 1tp us also by His power. The body, 
consequently, has a destiny which stretches on into the future eternal 
alwv; how wholly different therefore from the ,coi'A.{a, that organ 
of temporal nourishment, which will cease to be!- ,cal, Tov Kvp. 
1hctpe] necessary assurance of what follows. See Rom. viii. 11. 
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 20; Col. i. 18; 2 Cor. iv. 11, 14. - ,cal, ~µ.a~ 
e!eryepei 1] 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 ff.) 
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 Tov Kvp. 
-l]ryeipe, designates here the consummation of all things only a 
potiori, namely, as a raising up, speaking at the same time in the 
person of Christians generally ( ~µa~), 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 e!ery. ( out of 
the grave, comp. e!ava<J'Ta<J'£~ TWV ve,cpwv, 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-jritits, 
and the latter the "1nassa dormientium." 2-auTOii]-not avTOU, 
because uttered from the standpoint of the writer-applies to 
God, not to Jesus (Theodoret); and out Tij~ ovvaµ. au,-. should 
be referred not to both the clauses in the sentence (l3illroth), but, 
as its position demands, to e!eryepei; for to the ground of faith 
which the latter has in ,cal, Tov Kvptov ~ryeipe, Paul now adds its 
undoubted possibility (Matt. xxii. 29), perhaps glancing purposely 
at the deniers of the resurrection, Tfj a!tomq,-{q, Tij~ Tou 'll'otoiiv,-o~ 
lqxuo~ TOV~ avn)\.Jryovm~ E'll'L<J'TOP,L/;wv, Chrysostom. 

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

1 If;;;,,,,:,,, were the true reading (but see the critical remarks), the tense employed 
would in that case bring before us as ziresent what was certain in the future. If 
i;"""'' were correct, we should have to interpret this accorcling to the iclea. of the 
r,,surrection of believers being impliecl in that of Christ, comp. Col. ii. 12. 

2 Against this view may be urge(l the consicleration, in itself decisive, that in the 
whole of chap. xv. ;,,,:,., is the term constantly used both of Christ's resurrection 
and that of believers; whereas i!;,,,,;,., occurs in all the N. T. only here and 
!tom. ix. 17 (in the lat :er passage, however, not of the rising of the cleacl). 
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vv. 13, 14, namely, from ihis, that the body belongs to Christ 
and is destined by Goel to be raised up again. How deserving of 
abhornnee 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 such a manner as to make Paul guilty of a pctitio prin­
cipii (Baur in the thcol. Jahrb. 18 5 2, p. 5 3 8 f.), but ol'l the 
ground of the proof of this immorality already given in vv. 13, 14. 
In ver. 15 f. the apostle does not seek to prove it over again, but 
to teach the Corinthians to abltor the sin. - 01.JIC oroaTe R.T.A.] He 
here takes up once more, and exhibits with greater. fulness, 
the thought in ver. 13, To uwµa T<p Kup/rp, as the basis for the 
following warning: &par; ouv IC.T.A.. - µt>-..71 XpiuToii] 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 bodies 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 
rnembers, 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. i. 18, ii. 19; 1 Cor. xii. 13, al.). - apac;] Shall I 
then take away, take off, the members of Christ, and, etc. Billroth 
sees in &par; simply minuteness of description, indicative of de­
liberation, as in np,. But this is to confound it with ")..,a/3wv. The 
Vulgate renders rightly: tollcns; Luke vi. 29, xi. 22; John 
xi. 48; Plato, Pol. ix. p. 578 E, Tim. p. 76 B; Sophocles, Traeh. 
796; 1 Mace. viii. 18. What is depicted is daring misappro­
priation. The pluml ,-a µ[")..,71 denotes the category, for the matter 
" non quanta sit numero, sed qualis genere sit, spectatur," Reisig, 
Conjec. in Aristoph. p. 58. Since the Christian's body is among 
the members of Christ, the 7ropvdmv 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. - 7iOL~uw] future : 
Shall this case oeem· with me ? shall I degrade myself to this ? so 
far forget myself? Ri.ickert and Osiander bold that it is the aorist 
subjunctive: should I, etc. (see Herm. ad Viger. p. 7 42). It is 
impossible to decide the point. 

Ver. 16. "H ov,c o,oaTE] " Or if this µ~ 7froiTo ( conveying, as 
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it docs, a 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 17 ou,c 
o,oaTe cannot correspond with the ou,c o,oaTE of ver. 15 (Hof­
mann: "either the one or the other they must be ignorant of," 
etc.), for on o ,co)...)..wµ,. ,c.T.A. manifestly refers to the conclusion 
from the preceding expressed in apa~ ovv, and therefore is sub­
ordinated to the question amnvered slrndderingly with µ,~ rylvo,To. 
In ver. 19, too, the 17 ou,c o,oaTe refers to what has just before 
been said. - ,co-;\.'X.wµ,.] who joins hi11iself to (i';11), indicating the 
union in licentious intercourse. Comp. Ecclus. xix. 2 ; Gen. ii. 
24; Ezra iv. 20. - Tfi 7r6pv17] the harlot with whom he deals 
(article). - ~v uwµ,a €UTW] is a single body; previous to the /COA­
'X.au0a, he and the person concerned were two bodies, but he who 
is Joined to the harlot-an united subject-is one body. - euovTa~ 
rya,p IC.T.A-.] Gen. ii. 24 (quoted from the LXX.) speaks, indeed, of 
wedded, not unweddecl, intercourse ; but Thcocloret rightly points 
out the pciritas mtionis: ~v ryap /Cal TOUTO Ka/CE/,VO Ty !pllUEt TOU 
-;rparyµ,aTo~. - ip'T/a-iv] Who it is that says it, is self-evident, namely, 
God; 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 rypaqi17, which is what is usually 
supplied here, would need to be suggested by the context, as 
iu Rom. xv. 10. Ri.ickert arbitrarily prefers To 7rvEuµ,a. 1 

- oi 
ouo] the two in 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. Bercsh. 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, 
Altcrth. p. 260 f.). - el~ uap,ca ;dav] iry~_; i;'~?- See on Matt. 
xix. 5. 

Ver. 1 7. Weighty contrast to o /COAAWJJ,. TO 7ropv17 ~v uwµ,a 

1 To take it impersonally: "it is .mid," as in 2 Car. x. 10, according to the well­
known usage in the classics, would be without warrant from any other instance of 
Paul's quotations from Scripture. Comp. Winer, Gi-. p. 48G [E. T. 656]; Butt­
Ii1ann, 11cut. Gr. p. 117 [E. T. 134]. 
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iun, no longer dependent on on. - ,coX>..au0ai -r,j, Kvplff>, an 
expression of close attachment to Jehovah, which is very com­
mon in the 0. T. (Jer. xiii. 11; Deut. x. 20, xi. 22; 2 Kings 
xviii. 6 ; Ecclus. ii. 3, al.). It denotes here, inward iinion of 
life with Christ, and is selected to be set against the ,coX"'t.,. 75 
7ropvr, in ver. 16, inasmuch as in both cases an intinia 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. 2 3 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 ,coX>... -rfi r.opvr, would be 
an unsuitable one. Olshausen's additional conjecture, that when 
tlrn apostle spoke of TV 7ropvr, there floated before his mind 
a vision of the great whore who sitteth upon many waters 
(Rev. xvii. 1 ), is an empty fancy. - ~v 7rvEvµ,a lun] conceived of 
as the analogue to ~v uwµa. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 1 7. 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 ,;rvEvµa of the believing man and the '1T"VEvµa of Christ which 
fills it; Christ lives in the believer, Gal. ii. 20, as the believer in 
Christ, Gal. iii. 2 7, Col. iii. 1 7, 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 impossibility! 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 unnecessary to say that 
this has no application to union in marriage, seeing that it is 
ordained of God, "ob verbmn, qno actus concubialis sancti.ficatur," 
Calovius. Comp. Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 421. 

Vv. 18-2 0. 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. <PEvry€7€ T~V 7ropv.] Inferred from the foregoing verses 
(13-1 7), but expressed in all the more lively way from not bein 
linked to them by any connective particle. "Severitas cum 
fastidio," Bengel. - r.iiv uµ,apT7Jµa IC.7.X.J asyndetic co1·roboration 
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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 7ra.v, with 
l\Iichaelis, Flatt, Pott, and others, in a popular sense, as equivalent 
to almost all (comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Melanchthon: 
" cu□ quodam candore accipiatur de iis, quae sacpius accidunt ") ; 
but the truth of his words is based on the fact that every other 
sinful act (aµapn11-1,a), if it has to do at all with the body, ·works 
upo.:i it from without, and consequently holds a position in 
reference to the body external to the same. The sinner makes 
that which is not of the body, but outside of it, as e.g. food and 
drink, to be the instrument of his immoral act, whereby the aµa.p­
T'T}µa, viewed in its relation to the body, comes to stand €KTo, 
Toii uwµaTo,, and has there the sphere of its occurrence 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
l '.'.1..m's objecUon), for this is accomplished by the abuse of absti­
nence from food (which is equally an external relationship), and 
~1ierc:fore iKTo, Tov uwµaTo,. How entirely different from the 
case of all such other sinful acts stands the state of things with 
unchasteness, where there is sin, not i KTCJ, T. uwµaTo,, but El, TO 
totov uwµa! See below. In connection with this passage, expositors 
indulge in many arbitrary and sometimes very odd interpretations 1 

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 

1 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 
TheoJoret also lays stress upon, explaining, however, the expression by the fact 
that the man who commits other sins ,;, .. ,,,..,,;,..n, «7 .. dn,,.,. >.«f1-/3a.,u .-ii; a.f1-"'P"'"'• 
while the profligate, on the other hand, iUIU, ~E.,.~ 'T~., U,µa,p-T:a11 tl.i,dtr.111.T,u ,roU x«xoU 
""'l a/,.-, -.-. ""'fl-"' /3l,>.u-.--r,.-a,. Chrysostom's interpretation of the whole body has 
been taken up again by Bnur (in the tlieol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 540 f.). The body ill 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 
;TJ. himself, and sins against the body iclentilied with his own self. But all this is 
not in tl,~ text, and no reader could read it into the text. Hofmann, too, imports 
,vhat" neither ex11ressed in the words themselves nor suggested by the antithesis, 
-the obscure notion, namely, that, as in the case of the glutton, after completing 
the deed " the thin~ of ltis sin does not remain u:ith him" (1) 



18 6 PAUL':, FIP.ST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTIIIANS. 

words, that fornication desecrates the body in its very highest and 
nwst encliiring significance (namely, as the sum of the personality). 
According to Ohr. F. :Fritzsche (Noi:a 0pusc. 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 eKroc; 

T. <rwµaro, E<rTLV docs 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 siu 
separates from the body of Christ, ver. 9 f. ; Rom. viii. 9, al. -
~ eav K.T.A.] which in any case whatci:cr (Hermann, ad V1ge1-. 
p. 819) a man shall have committed. Respecting eav, instead 
of &v, after relatives, see Winer, p. 2 91 [E. T. 3 9 0]. - e,croc; 
T. <rwµ. ecrnv] inasmuch as the sinful deed done has been O?U 

brought about outside of the body. - flr; To ,oiov awµa] For his 
own bodily frame is the immediate object which he affects in a 
sinful way, wbose moral purity and honour he hurts and wounds 
by his action. Comp. on 1;lr;, Luke xv. 18. He dishonoli.r I 
his own body, which is the organ and object of his sin. Comp .. 
Beza. The apostle says nothing at all here of the v;eak:eniny 
effect upon the body itself (Athanasius in Oeeumenius, and others). 

Ver. 19 justifies the aµapravE£ in respect of the specific; 
description of it given by dr; TO ,oiov awµa. " Coinrnits sin," I 
say, against his own body; 01·, 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.e. the body of each one among yon, 
see Dern hardy, p. G 0) is the temple (not: a temple, see on iii. 1 G) 
of the Holy Spirit which is in you (Rom. viii. 11); and that (2) 
ye belong not to your own selves (see ver. 20) 1 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. 
- oil iixere a?To 0eou] gives edge to the proof,1 and leads on 
to the second point (oin, e<rTE laurwv). Ou is under attraction 
from a,ry. ?Tv. (Winer, p. 154 [E. T. 203]). - Kal. ov" K.r.°A..] 

still dependent upon on, which is to be supplied again after 

l Chrysostom : xtt) ,r011 Ji!tM,:0,7a ,Tft1E1>:£,, V'1,,11A011 'l"S O,uoV -r.1,;;11 ,rQ, ""porz.-h,, xa:, ,o11z. 

x«; -ro/ f'Ei'ilH .,.~; ,;ra.ptz."a,,a.d~;c,'>1; ~a:1 ..-; ,,,_o.,,p.;q. 7oii "Jl'a.pa.;c,a.-ra.diµi-.ou. Further, 
ns to the itlcn. of the body being the temple of the Holy Spirit, in op110.,ition to the 
abuse of it in debauchery, comp. Herm. Past. Si1n. v. 7. • 
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Ka{, not an indepundent statement (Hofmann, who takes the 
Ka{ as meaning also), which would needlessly interrupt the flow 
of the animated address. 

Ver. 2 0. For (proof of the ou,c luT~ eauT.) ye were bought, i.e. 
redeemed from the curse of the law, Gal. iii. 13 ; from the wrath 
of God, Eph. ii. 3 ; from the bond of the guilt of sin, Rom. iii. 
19-21; and acquired as God's property (Eph. ii. 19, i. 14), Joi· 
('. price, which was paid to God for your reconciliation with Him, 
11:imely, the blood of Christ, Matt. xxvi. 2 8; Rom. iii. 24 f. ; 
'.:l Cor. v. 18 ff.; Eph. i. 7; 1 Pet. i. 18 f.; Rev. v. 9. We have 
the same conception in Acts xx. 28, although there, as also in 
1 Cor. vii. 2 3, and Tit. ii. 14, the church is represented as the 
property of Christ; but see John xvii. 9. - nµ1},] strengthens 
the +yopau0. as the opposite of acquiring without an equivalent. 
Comp. vii. 23. The common exposition (following the Vnlgate): 
magno pret-io, inserts without warrant what is not in the text 
(so, too, Pott, Flatt, Riickert, Osiander, Olshausen, Ewald).1 

Comp. Herod. vii. 119, and the passages in 1,Vetstein; and see 
already Valla. - oogauaTe 01) K.T.A.] Do but glorify, etc. This 
is the moral obligation arising out of the tico things grasped 
by faith as certainties, ver. 19. Regarding the 017 of urgency 
with imperatives, see on Acts xiii. 2 - iv Tep uwµ. uµ.] not 
instrumental, nor as in Phil. i. 20 (comp. Rom. xii. 1), but so 
expressed, because the exhortation proceeds upon the footing of 
the whole tenor of ver. 19, in which the body is described as a 
temple; in yonr body, namely, practically by chastity, the opposite 
of which would be an anµatetv 1·6v Beav (Rom. ii. 23) in His 
own 5anctuary ! 

1 How high n prier. it wns (1 Pet. i. 10) would suggest itself re:ul.ily lo the rca,lcrs, 
~u t is not implied in the word itself. 
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CHAPTER VIL 

VER. 3. o\!'e,i.,iv] Elz. and Matt. read o:peii.o,u,hr,v e~vo,a:v, against deci­
sive evidence. Erroneous explanation. - Ver. 5. T~ vr,,m!rJ. xa:! after 
o-xoi.ao-71re (not "'xoM~r,re, Elz.) is an inappropriate' additi~n in the 
ascetic interest; and o-uvepxeo-Be, in place of ~rs, is a gloss. - Ver. 7. 
'lap] A C D* F G ~•. min. It. Copt. Goth. and several Fathers have 
oe. Approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Ri.ick. 
The y&.p was an incorrect gloss upon the /le. - Instead of oi; ... ii;, 
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following the majority of the 
uncials, o ... o. In ver. 10 again, Lachm. and Ri.ick. put -x.,wpi­
~eo-Bcu in place of x,wp10-Biiva:1 (with ADE F G) ; but, considering 
the weight of authority on the other side, a\!'1el'Cu must dissuade 
us from the change. - Ver. 13. o&,oi;] approved also by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. Ri.ick. and Tisch. The evidence against av,cl; 
(Elz.) is conclusive. But this induces us to read a~,r, in ver. 12 
also (with Lachm. Tisch. and Ri.ick.). - au,6v] Lachm. Tisch. and 
Ri.ick. have -rov ci.~/lpa:, approved by Griesb. also, and on conclu­
sive grounds. Ak6v has crept in from uniformity to ver. 12. 
Had there been a gloss, we should have found a corresponding 
variation of au-rnv in ver. 12 as well. - Ver. 14. av/lpl] The uncials 
from A to G, ~*, Copt. Baschm. It. Jerome, and Augustine, read 
ailEi,\!'fl· Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Riick. and 
Tisch. 'Avopf is an explanatory addition. - Ver. 15. ,i,u,ai;J Tisch. 
has iiµcl,;, but the evidence for it is weaker; and i.Jµfi.i; would easily 
come in from ver. 14. - Ver. 17. Kup,oi;] Elz. and Matt. read 0e6i;, 
and, after xfai.ii,m: o Kup1oi;. Against conclusive testimony; Kup,oi; 
was glossed and dislodged by 0e6;, and then afterwards reinserted 
in the wrong place. Hence in G, Boern. we have o Kup10, ... o Kup1oi; 
o 0s6i;. - Ver. 18. Instead of the second -r,i; ixi.,)071, Lachm. Tisch. 
and Ri.ick. read ?.exi.e-rai -:-,;, with A B ~, min., and additional support 
from D* F and G, which have-:-,; xfai.. The Rcccpta is a mechanical 
repetition from the first clause of the verse. - Ver. 28. riit-£?ls] B 
~ have yaµ,,io-r,i;; and, since in A we have yaµ,ia"TJ, and in DE :F G 
Mf3ni; yvvaixa, which is plainly a gloss, the evidence preponderates 
in favour of ya,u,,)a"TJ• (Lachm. Tisch.); riit-£TJ• arose out of what 
follows. - Ver. 29.1 After ao,i.\!'o, Elz. has ii-:-,, against ABK L ~. 

, Tiesriccting ver. 29, see Reiche, Comment. cril. I. p. 178 ff. 
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min. Daschm. Syr. p. V ulg. Eus. Method. Basil, Theodoret, Hierat. 
al. An exegetical addition. - -:-o "Aw::-tv fo,,v] A B ~, min. Copt. Syr. 
p. Arm. Slav. Eus. Ephr. Basil, Cyr. have ir;,:-1 ,;, "Ao,dv. Now, seeing 
that D* has simply for, "Aw::-tv, and F G 67** Boern. Vulg. Method. 
Tert. Jerome, Ambrosiast. al. have for,, "Aw:r6v forn, the reading of 
A, etc., is best accredited. That in the Received text originated 
in the wish to indicate the fact that ,o "J,.o,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 ir;,fv and ro 
1.01;.-6v, which is done by Lachm. Tisch. Ri.ick. and Scholz, see the 
exegetical remarks on t.he verse. - Ver. 31. rr;:, x6r;l.1,r" -:-~u,\'-'] Lachm. 
Tisch. and Ruck. read rov "611,uov, with A B ~, also D* F G 17, which, 
however, add rourov. The dative was a correction to bring it into 
accordance with the common usage; rou,ov (-:-ouT\'-') again an addition 
from what follows. - Vv. 32-34.clpfoEI] Lachm. and Ruck. have clpir;p, 
with A B DE F G ~ 21 4G, Eus. al. But it was very natural that, 
in place of the future (K L, almost all the min. Clem. Or. Meth. 
Ath. Epiph. and mauy others), the more usual subjunctive should 
creep into the text. - Ver. 34.1 tif,uep,r;rru r. . ..-."A.] KaJ 1uµ,ep1r;rn1 occurs 
in A B D* ~, min. Syr. p. Copt. Vulg. Cyr. Jerome, and many 
other Fathers, and is joined tow hat precedes it by most of the cod d. 
Capt. 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, Oecnm. Tlieophylact, Tert. Ambr. Aug. Sedul. and 
Latin codices in Jerome. The "ai after µ,,,uep., 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 n tf.yaµ,o; after 
yuv~ in A B ~. some min. Vulg. and several Fathers; while, on the 
other hand, there is no ii t1.1ap.o; after ,;;-apfoo; in Vulg. Jerome, 
Aug. Euseb. al. We have the choice left us, therefore, between 
the following two readings ( and modes of connecting the words) : 
(1) [r.ai] µ,s,uip1d,a1 'l(.ai n yuv~ 'i(.rJ.i ii ;.-apOivo;· ii tf.yaµ,o,; fUp1µ,~ij. x.r,).., 
aud (2) 'l(.U/ {J,!f.J,;p,r;..-a,. Kai n yuv~ ii tf.yaµ,o,; xaJ n ,r,apfoo; ~ tf."/aµ.o,; 
1up1,1uij. ¼ • ..-."A. The latter is adopted by Lachm. and Ruck. ; but 
is 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, Darn.), presented a stone of stumbling in the 
µ.eµ,ip,r;,a,, 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 innnpta cogitat," etc.); where mis­
understood (that µ,,p,,,r;Oa, must mean curis distrahi, see J erom0, 

1 Respecting ver. 34, see Reiche, Comment. crie. I. p. 184 ff, 
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ad1J. Jovin. i. 7), it was connected with the preceding clause by xa, 

(which appears, therefore, to be spurious). This made :ruv~ be 
taken as 11wlicr vidua (Aeth.); and hence n flya11,o; was either 
pushed forward (Vulg.), or else left in connection with ,;;-apOivo;, and 
the same word added to ,·uvii as well (A B ~, Lachm.). Scholz, 
too, has the words as in our reading,1 but spoils it by his quite wrong 
and abrupt method of punctuation : ,~ yuvair..i• 1u11,ip1rr,ai. Kai ?/ 
yuvi\ xai' ?/ ,;;-apfoo; ?J clyaµ,o; 1up111,vrj. x.r,;\, - Ver. 34. ,c't rou 7./,rr11,ou] 
omitte<l in 13 alone, which, however, is approved of by Buttrnann 
(Stndicn ii. ICrit. lSGO, p. 370). - Ver. 37. iopai'cw iv -.~ r.apiliCf] 
Lachm. reads ev ,~ xapo. avrou iopa7o;, which has conclusive evidence 
in its favour ; 011 the other hand, there is no sufficient ground for 
omitting iop. (as Griesb. does) or av-.ou (deleted by Tisch.). As 
regards ioparo; 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 
i:;e11se was concerned, after E0':-7Jxev. - akou -.ou] is deleted by Lachm. 
Riick. and Tisch. in accordance with AR~- In place of it, Tisch., 
following the same authorities, has e v -.~ i oiCf r.apoiCf. The evidence, 
however, for a~rou -.ou (the uncials D E F G K L) is too weighty an<l 
uniform, while ,ou again was in appearance so cumbrous and super­
fluous, and such a 11atural occasion for writing io!Cf instead of av:-ou 
presented itself in the preceding ioiou 0,Ar,fJ.., that our conclusion is 
to retain the Rccepta. - Instead of ,,r'Olf~ A B ~ G 17 37, Capt. have 
,;;-o,~O'u (as also where it occurs for the second time in ver. 38), 
which is adopted by Lachm. and Riick. (B G 17 37 have ,;;-01-f;rru 

also the first time in ver. 38.) But in default of internal reasons for 
a change, these witnesses, having no support from the Fathers, and 
next to none from the vss., are too weak to warrant it. - Ver. 38. 
o faya,11,f~wv] Lachm. and Riick. have o :rap,i,wv ri\v ,;;-apOivov iau:-ou. 
Now it is true that yaµ,,~wv occurs in A B DE ~ 17 23 31 4G, 
Clem. Method. Basil., and 7'1JV ,;;-apa. iaur. ( or ... f(l,LJI'", ,;;-apO., so Tiiick.) 
in much the same codices and Syr. Erp. Arm. Baschm. Aeth. Vulg. 
Clar. Germ. Clem. Basil. al. But the whole reading is manifestly 
of the nature of a gloss, ixyafJ,i~wv being explained sometimes by 
'i'aµ,i(wv ri\v r,;ap0. iaul"., sometimes by the addition to it of ri\v ,;;-ap0. 
iriur. The latter phrase crept into the text beside fayafJ,., the 
former in place of it. - Instead of o os read xaJ ;, ; so Griesb. 
Lachm. Schulz, Riick. Tisch., upon conclusive evidence. The 
antithesis gave rise to the o os. - Ver. 39. After oiom1,1 Elz. has 
v6µ,'1J, against A B D* F" 2 ~**, min. with many vss. and Fathers. 
Taken from Rom. vii. 2, although Reiche doubts this. - iuv oi] 
Tisch. has ec'tv oi r.a,, upon insumcient evidence ; the xa, might 

1 It is defendetl also by Reiche and retained by Tisch. Elz. varies from it only 
in omitting the ""'; after ,,_,,,.1pi,n.,, which was justly reinsertetl by Bengel. 

• Fragment of a Codex of the 7th century. See Tisch. Monum. sacr. ined. p. 460. 
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easily come in through writing the next syllaule twice over, or by 
a clerical error such as xExo1µ.1J611 (so F G). 

Co:NTENTS.-Instrnctions 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 f.). Comp. on this 
chapter, Harless, die Eheschcidimgsfrage, lSGl. 

Ver. 1. .de] leads over to the answering of questions put in 
the letter from Corinth. - lrypa,fraTe µot] 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,1 
were mixed up with the subsistence of the parties at Corinth, it is 
impossible to make 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 Christianormn nomine philosophi i·crius quam, 
Christiani." But such of the Greek philosophers as advocated 
views adverse to marriage did so upon the ground of the ca,·es and 
clangers connected with marriage (see Grotius in Zoe.), not from 
any doubt regarding its 1noi-ality, as, according to vv. 28, 36, must 
have been the case among the Corinthians. Further, it is certain 
that the adversaries of marriage could not be of the Petrine party; 

1 If the opinion that fornication was lawful (vi. 12 IT.) arose at Corinth out of an 
Epicurean libcrtinism, the doubts regarding the lawfolness of marriage must have 
flowed from the opposite source, to wit, from the perverted moral extravagance of 
others, who, because of the intercourse of sex: involved, counted marriage also an 
impure thing, and would have the maxim: ,HAo, a.,lf.,"''l' ,-»a.,:co; ,.~ ;;.,,..,,,,/a.,, 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. 1 G~ f.1), 
could be nothing else but favourable to marriage (see Lightfoot, 
Horac, p. 189). 01shausen (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 
Esscnisin in particular, to which Ewald traces back the rejection 
of marriage among the Corinthians.2 In the last place, that it 
was the followers of Panl (Storr, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pott, N eander, 
I{iibiger, Osiander, l\Iaier; Riickert refuses to give a decision), 
who-in opposition, perhaps, to the Petrine party, and appealing 
to the celibacy of Paul himself, he never having 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.3 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 
marriage and so endanger Christian liberty (ot!:ierwise Paul 
would have written regarding them in quite another tone), but 

1 One section of the Essenes enn declared itself against celibacy, Josephus, Bell. 
ii. 8. 13; Ritschl, alekath. Kirche, p. 185. 

2 According to Ewald (comp. too, his Gesclt. der apost. Zeit. p. 503 f.), the Christ­
party appealed to the example of Christ in regard to this point especially. But hatl 
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 due 
to make is rather to his own example (ver. 7). Looking at the matter as a whole, it 
is prima facie improbable that any one should have adduced the umvedded life of 
Christ as an argument against marriage-in the first place, because He, as the 
incarnate Son of God, held too lofty 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 nunneries and monasteries. 
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simply unclervalned it, placing it morally below celibacy, and 
aclvising against it, hence, too, as respects married persons, favour­
ing a cessation from matrimonial intercourse and even divorce 
(vv. 3 ff., 10 ff.). - ,ca'X.011 civ0pwm;,,] With respect to what you 
have written to me (7r€p~ IC.T.X., absolute, as in xvi. 1, 12; Bern­
hardy, p. 2 61 ; Bremi, ad Dcmosth. Ol. p. 19 4 ; l\faetzner, ad 
Antiph. p. 170), it is good for a man, etc., that is to say: it is 
1norally salutary 1 for an (unmarried) man not to touch a woman. 
That, in a general theoretical point of view, is the prevailing 
axiom, which I 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 fornication, etc., ver. 2. In 
Paul's eyes, therefore, the ,yuvat,coc; µ~ a7T'Teu0at 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 
,ca'X.011 IC.T.'X.. is not appropriate for the defence of celibacy in 
·general (" si bonit1n est mulierem non tangere, nialmn ergo est 
tangere," Jerome, ad Jovin. i. 4, and see especially Cornelius a 
Lapide in loc.). - a7T'Teu0at, like tangcre in the sense of sexual 
intercourse (Gen. xx. 16, xxi. 11; Prov. vi. 29). See Wetstein 
and Kypke, II. p. 204 f. Marriage is the particular case coming 
under this general ,yuvau,oc; a7T'Teu0at, to be treated of in detail 
hereafter. Ri.ickert, failing to recognise this progress in the 
apostle's argument (so, too, Kling in the Stud. it. J{rit. 1839, 
p. 444), holds that the reference is to sexual intercourse in mar­
riages already forrncd (and that nothing is said of entering into 
matrimonial connections). Did Paul, as Kling supposes, here 
give it as his opinion that " a chaste life, as of brother and sister, 
was more consonant, on the part of married persons, with delicacy 
of moral feeling" (1taX611); 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 "'"A'' ... .-.~ .. a moral axiom, a statement of what is ethically 
salutary, not a. mere utilitarian principle of practical prudence, is clear, especially 
from the comparison in the la~t clause of ver. 9, and from vv. 32-34, where the 
ethical benefit of it is explained, 

l COR, I. N 
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axiom is enunciated without a µh, because it is, in the first place, 
conceived simply in itself; the limitation which follows is added 
with oJ by way of antithesis. Comp. on Eph. v. 8, and Fritzscbe, 
ad Rom. II. p. 433. Precisely so, too, in ver. 8. 

Ver. 2. In order, however, that ojJences in the way of fornication 
(see on this plural of the abstract, Kiihner, II. p. 28; l\faetzn. ad 
Lycurg. p. 144 f.) may be avoided in practice, the rule holds good: 
Let every man have 1 a wife of his own (properly belonging to 
himself in marriage), etc. On oia, comp. Winer, p. 372 [E. T. 
497]. Riickert, de Wette, and Maier are wrong in maintaining 
that Jxfrro is permissive merely,-Riickert, indeed, making it so 
only to the extent of a man's retaining his wife. The latter is 
disproved by vv. 9, 10, and the former by the fact that the im­
mediately following ar.ooiooTro in ver. 3 is not to be taken as 
permissive, any more than the 'Yaµ,'l'J<raTro<rav which answers to 
exfrro in ver. 9. It is opposed, further, by the consideration that 
out Ta~ 7ropvclas 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 tlieol. 
Jahrb. 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.2 Comp. also 
Rothe, Ethik, III. p. 614. But can it be true, then, that lie, who 
looked upon the union with Christ itself as the analogue of 
wedded life, valued marriage only as a " temperameutum con­
tinentiae" 1 No! ,vhat he does is this: out of all the different 
grounds on which marriage rested in his mind, he selects just 

1 This i;cw is nothing else but the simple habere (to possess); it does not mean 
intercourse in marriage, which ought to be continued (Kling, Heydenreich, following 
Cameron and Estius). Paul comes to that only in ver. 3. 

: Comp. in opposition to this, Ernesti, Ethik des .&p. Paulus, p. 115 f. 
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that one ,vhich, in the first place, specially concerned his readers 
(remember the "opiv0u1,teu0ai), 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. 2 6 ff. Keeping in view the present dva,ry"'TJ, 
the near approach of the Lord, and the necessity, therefore, of an 
undivided surrender to Him, Paul had, under these given circum­
stances, recognised in the state of single life what in and by itself 
was "aXov av0pw7rrp, if only no fornication and heat were con­
joined therewith. It is from this 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 occasion 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 havinj 
arisen on the point. See on ver. 1. - -r~v oqmX~v] the due in 
the matter (Rom. xiii. 7), i.e. according to the context, as euphe­
mistically expressed, the dcbitum tori.1 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. - ,j ryuv~ 
-rov lUou uwµ,. "•-r.A..] Explanatory of ver. 3. The wife has no 
power over her own body, namely, as regards cohabitation, but the 
husband bas that power; likewise (oµ,o{oor;) also, on the othe1· hand, 

1 If we adopted the common reading .,;,, •~1,')..,p.. ,;; • .,,,,, 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 ,;;,.,,. 
(not even in Philo, de .Abr. p. 384), but f1')..o-,~s (Homer), p.,;,r, ........ ;,,, '.l'he 
author of the gloss, therefore, must either have misunderstood .,;,, •~11')..,i,, or, under­
standing it rightly, have used a wrong expression to explain it, The reading ifu')..,­
"''"' .,,,.,,, in Chrysostom points to the former alternative. 
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the converse holds, so that "neutri liceat alteri conjugale debitum 
poscenti denegare," Estius. Corresponding statements of the 
Rabbins may be seen in Selden, itxoi·. Hebr. iii. 6. 7. - Bengel 
says happily respecting lolov, that it forms with ov,c e~ovG'tat)" an 
elegans paradoxon. 

Ver. 5. 1Vithhold not yourselves froni each other, 1inlcss it were 

perhaps (nisi forte, comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 5 ; Luke ix. 13) that ye did 
so as occasion emerged (av), by agreement for a time (supply a?ToG'­

TEp~n, a;\;\17;\. ; see on Luke ix. 13). The obvious meaning is 
euphemistically expressed by U?TOG''TEp. ; aryav -roivvv apµ,oolwr; 

~ '0 ' \ ,.. ' ,I.. I ' ' I f / 'TOV'TO 'TE EL/CEIi €7f'L 'T(J)V OU G'VJJ,'f'WVW<; 'TTJV E"flCpa'TEtav atpovµ,evwv, 

Theodoret. - tva G'XOMG''TJ'TE IC.-r.;\.] tva introduces the design of 
the concession just made €IC G'Vµ,cpwv. ?Tpor; /Catpov: in order that 

ye may have free leisitre 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 
ao,a;\e[,r-rwr;; (1 Thess. v. 17; Eph. vi. 18), but such extraordinary 

exercises in 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 fcsti'1:als ; 

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 W etstein 
and Dougt. Anal. II. p. 111 f. Comp. Test. XII. Pat?-. p. 6 7 3 : 

\ \ I \ , ,.. \ \ , I ' 
,catpo, 7ap G'VVOVG'ta, 7vvat1Co, av-rov, /Cat /Catpor;; e7,cpa-rE1ar; Et<; 

?TpoG'EVX~V av-rov. - /Cat ?TClALV ~-re] still dependent on LVa, indi­
cates G'Eµ,vror; the being together again for matrimonial intercourse. 
With respect to E?Tt 'TO av-ro,1 comp. on Acts i. 15. - LVa µ,~ 

?TEtpasv IC.'T.A,] design of the /Cat ?TaALV ... ~'TE: in order that 

Satan may not tempt you to sin (to breach of the marriage-vow) 
on account of you1· incontinency, because ye are incontinent; for 
"Satanas vitiorum scintillas excitat," Grotius. 'A1CpaG'{a, which 
.occurs again in the N. T. in its older form of a,cpa-rEta, Matt. 
xxiii. 25, comes from a1CpaT?J, (,cpa-re'iv), and is the opposite of 

1 Erasmus remarks rightly: "ut intelligas, eos ante fuisse separatos tl1ala111is," 
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i,yicparna. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 524; Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Rep. p. 4Gl B. Ri.ickert conjectures that the word means: not 
1ningling in matrimonial intercoiwse (on account of your non-parti­
cipation therein). 'fhis is quite against usage; for aicpau{a (with 
the a long, from &KpaTo<,), in the Ionic form aicpTJULTJ, means bad 
mixture, as opposed to evKpaula. See Theophrastus, c. pl. iii. 2. 5 ; 
Dio Cassius, lxxvii. 22. Paul had reason enough to affirm incon­
tincncy 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. G. TovTo] does not refer to what follows (J. Cappellus, 
Rosenrui.iller), which it does not suit; nor to ver. 2 (Beza, Grotius, 
de \Vette, 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 ic. 1ra.)l.w J1rl, To avTo ~Te (Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, Cornelius 
a Lapi<le, al.), which is but a subordinate port-ion of the preceding 
utterance. It is to this utterance: µ~ ll'TrOUTEpei:TE ... aicp. vµwv, 
which directly precedes the Tovro, that it can alone be made to 
refer without arbitrariness,-an utterance which might have the 
appearance of an emTa,y~, 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 
escape 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 EK uvµ<fowvov, but by way of 
indulgence (" secundurn indulgentiam," Vulgate), so that thereby 
concession is made to your lack of continency, it is allowed for. 
Theophylact puts it well : uv,yica-ra/3alvwv TV au0evelq, vµwv, 
and Erasmus : " consulo vestris periculis." - uu'Y'YvwµTJ 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, 
"fVWµTJ "Pm"~ Tov E71"£Eticov<, op01, Aristotle, Eth. vi. 11. Ham­
mond and Pott transgress the laws of the language by making it 
the same as Kan:t T~v eµ~v "fVWµT]v. So even Valckenaer; comp. 
Calovius, Flatt, Heydemeich, al. Ewald, too, renders without 
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any support from the usage of the language : "with the best 
conscience." 

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 indcecl (U) 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: ,caTct uvryryvwµ:rw) this gift is 
not vouchsafed to all. There is no more ground for supposing 
that µev should be supplied (after Xery(JJ) in connection with this oe, 
than there is in ver. 2 ( against Riickert ). -wr; ,caUµavTov] as also I 
myself, that is to say, endiicd with the donmn continentiac, ev ery,cpa­

Telq,, Uhrysostom. See what follows. He does not mean his state 
of single life, but its charismatic basis. The ,ea{ is, as for instance 
in Acts xxvi. 29, the quite commonly used ,ea{ of comparison. -
xapiuµa] a special endowment bestowed by divine grace, fitting hirn 
for the pm-poses of the kingdo1n of God. Comp. on xii. 1-4; Ilom. 
xii. 6. It is of course, and necessarily (because communicated 
through the Spirit), conceived as existing within the church. The 
words 71'd,VTar; av0pw1rovr; do not contradict this ; for Paul could 
most warrantably wish to 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 µev ovT(J)r; K.T.X.] is not to be 
understood as if the first ouT(J)<, meant the gift of continence, and 
the second a man's suitableness for wedded life (de Wette, with 
older commentators, beginning with Theodoret and Theophylnct), 
but in a quite general sense : the one has his peculiar gift of 
grace after this fashion, the other in that ; the one so, the other 
.~o. Under this general statement, the possession of continence, 
or some other gracious endowment in its place, is included. As 
to the double OUT(JJ',, comp. LXX. 2 Sam. xi. 25: 'TT"OTE µev OlJT(J)', 

' ' ,, ,I.,' ' ' ,.,., ' 1 J I ••• 4 ,cai '1T"OT€ OVT(J)', ICaTa't'a"'f€Tat 7] poµ't'aia, a so UC g. XVlll. ; 

2 Kings v. 4 ; 2 Sam. xvii. 15. It is not so used in Greek writers. 
Vv. 8, 9. Aery(J) oe] leads on from what is contained in ver. 7 

(from the subjective wish of the apostle and its objective limita­
tion) to the ru,les flowing therefrom, which he has now to cnmiciate. 
lliickert holds that the transition here made by Paul is from the 
married to the unmarried. Dut were that the case, To,, 0€ arya-
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µoir; would require to stand first ( comp. ver. 10) ; the emphasis 
is on XE,yw. - To'ir; a,yaµoir;] what is meant is the whole category, 
all without distinction, including both sexes, not simply widowe·rs 
(Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Estius, al., including Pott, 
Heydenreich, Billroth, Ewald) ; for the phrase opposed to it, TO'ir; 
,yryaµrpcoui, in ver. 10, embraces both sexes; and hence a,y&µ. can­
not apply to the unmarried men alone (Ri.ickert). The additional 
clause,"· Ta'ir; x1pair;, by no means justifies a restrictive rendering; 
for in it the ,ea/, 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 ]fare. p. 11, 713. Comp. here Soph. 0. R. 1502: xepuour; 
<f,0ap~vai Ka,yaµour;. 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.). -,ca"'A.vv (as in ver. 1) 
avTo'ir;, SC. €UTt; comp. ver. 40. - ftW µ,elvwuw IC.T.X.] if they shall 
hai•c remained as I also (ha1.:c remained), i.e. unmarried. The opposite 
of this is ,yaµ,,,uaTWUav, ver. 9. The oor; ICU'/W therefore receives 
here from the context a different meaning than in ver. 7. Luther, 
Grotius, and others infer from this passage that Paul was a 
widower ; 1 so, too, Ewald. But this conclusion rests upon the 
assumption, which is linguistically inadmissible, that a,yaµoir; 
denotes widowers alone (i.e. x~pot); 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. - ov,c e,ypaTevovTat] to be closely 
joined together : are incontinent. See Hartung, Partikcll. II. 
p. 12 2 ; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 2 6 7 ; Ameis on Horn. Od. ii. 2 7 4. 
The verb e,y,cpaTeveu0at (Ecclus. xix. 6) is foreign to the older 
Greek, although this precise phrase : ov,c e,y,cpaT., is sanctioned by 
Thomas, p. 30, and Phryn. p. 442. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. l.c. -
,yaµ17uaT.] Regarding the later form of the aorist e,yaµ17ua, see 
Lo beck, ad Phryn. p. 7 42. - 7rupovu0at] to be in a flame, of 
vehement emotions (2 Cor. xi. 29; 2 Mace. iv. 38, x. 35, xiv. 45; 

1 The prevalent and correct tradition of the ancient clmrch was that Paul wa1 
never married (Tert.ullian, ,Jerome, Chrysostom, ul.). The contrary is stated m 
Clem. Alex. (in Eus . . JI. 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. II. p. 8 9 5 ; from the Rabbins, the history of Am ram 
in Lightfoot, Horae, p. 19 0 ; from the classics, Jacobs, Del. Epigr. 
v. 34. - ,cpEia-a-ov] not because it is the least of two evils 
(Ri.ickert, 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 
ryaµ770-a:rwo-av, which referred to future marriages. Accordingly, 
just as ryaµ770-aT. applied only to Christians of both sexes leading 
a single life, so ryEryaµ77,coa-t, 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 -rois- Xomoic;-, 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. 
Ri.ickert understands -roi'c;- ryf.'yaµ77,coo-t to mean specially the newly 
ma1Tied 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 aryaµot and the widows 
being coupled together in ver. 8 lends no support whatever to 
this, for aryaµois- applies to both sexes. Moreover, were the perfect 
participle, which is the present of the completed action, meant 
here to convey the notion of "newly married," this would need 
to be indicated either by some addition (such as vEwa--rt), or 
undoubtedly at least by the context. The fact, again, that Paul 
speaks first and chiefly of the wife (which Ri.ickert explains on 
the ground of the 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.1 This is quite sufficient, without 

1 That we are to ascribe the tcuu.ency to such separation precisely to det•out entlm­
siasnL oa the part of Corinthian 'IVivcs leading them to shrink from matrimonial 
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tl1ere being any need for assnming that the apostle Iiacl 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. 
- au/C eryw, a;\;\' o Kupta<,] 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 Kupta<,, SC. 7rapary"(EA.A.€t, 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 eryw, 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 his own and inspired commands, 
but between those which proceeded froni his own (God-inspired) 
subjectivity and those which Christ Himself supplied by His objective 
word. Since, now, the 7rvevµa Beau in no way differs from the 
7rveuµa Xpunou (Rom. viii. 9-11), Kvp{ov evTa;\a{ (xiv. 37 accord­
ing to the Text. reccpt.) 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 evTo:\11<, 

Kvp{ov (xiv. 3 7). -µ~ xooptcr0ijvai] let he1· 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 µ~ aif,dvat 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 eav to ,caml-..l-... is a parenthesis pure and simple, 

intercourse (cle Wctte, comp. Hofmann, p. 146), is a view which is inadmissible 
for this reason, that Paul, having before him such a mere error of feeling ancl 
judgment, woultl. have made a disproportionate concession to it by saying ,..,,.,., 
11.-yaµ.o;. The state of morals at Corinth is explanation enough, more especially in 
connection with the easy ancl frivolous way in which divorces took place in Greek 
social life generally (Hermann, Privatalterth. § xxx. 14-16), not mrrely by di&-
111-issal on the part of the husbantl. (,b·,,r,µ.,rm), but also by desertion on the part 
of the wife (i,roA,;,ru,); comp. Bremi, ad Dcm. I. p. 92. • 
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<lisjoined from the rest of the sentence which continues with Kal 
avopa. But in case she should perhaps ( eilv oe) even (,cat, i.e. in 
fact, actually; see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 132 f.) be separated 
(have separated herself) ; in this Paul is not granting something 
in the way of exception, as though the prece<ling injunction were 
not to be taken too strictly (which is set aside at once by auK 

e'Yi1, aX:\' o Kvp., ver. 10), but he supposes a future case, which 
will possibly arise notwithstanding the commandment of the 
Lord's just adduced. The eilv ,ea{ therefore, with the oe of 
antithesis, introduces, as in ver. 28, an occunence which wiH 
possibly be realized in the experience of the futzirc (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, however, 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. - µeveT<,, a'Yaµa,;] 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. - 77] or else ; corn p. on ix. 15. - ,caTa:\XaryryT(J)] pass?'.-ve, 
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 reconciled, be friendly again with her husband. The 
voluntary separation of the wife from her husband is, in fact, 
just the c:mcelling of her peaceful relation to him, which is 
to be restored again. - ,cal avopa ryuv. µh arpieva£] and that a 
husband put not au:ay a tuife, send her from him, separate 
himself from her. Comp. Herod. v. 2 9 : a7revm TaVT7JV -rhv 
ryuvai,ca. The clause added by Christ (in accordance with 
Schamai's doctrine): 7rapeKTo<; X6'Yau 7ropveuf<,, l\fatt. 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 this ground of divorce was self-evident. Comp. on 
Matt. v. 32. 

Ver. 12. The Xot7Tot 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. 
- oux o Kvp.] 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 7rapa,y,ye"ll."ll.(J). - a-vvev­
oo,u'i] 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.1 It is alien to the scope of 
the passage to hold, with Billroth, that in a-vvwo. is implied the 
contempt of the heathen for the Christians. Regarding ol"e'iv µ,eTa, 
fo dwell with, of living together in marriage, see Seidler, ad. Em·. 
El. 9 9 : ev ,yaµ,otc; t;evx0e'iuav ol"e'iv, 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 qnis ducit, 
sed: si quis habct infidelem," Pelagius. 7rep'i, Twv 7rpo 1e11p11,y­
µ,aTo<; uvvaip0evT(J)V lq>1], Theodoret. 

Ver. 13. KaL ovToc;] a common turn of expression (instead of 
&c; "-T."ll..) in connection with "al. See on Luke x. 8 and Kuhner II. 
p. 5 2 6. - µ,~ atptf.T(J) T. avopa] let her not put away her lnisband, not 
send him from her. To translate otherwise (let her not lea,vc him) . 
is, in view of ver. 12, altogether arbitrary. The Vulgate renders 
correctly: "non dimittat virum." The apparent unsn.itableness 
of the expression is happily explained by Bengel (on ver. 10): 
"Separatur pars ignobilior, mulier; dimittit nobilior, vir; inde 
conversa ratione etiam mulier fidelis dicitur dimittere, et vir 
infidelis scparari, vv. 13, 15." In the 'fni.xed marriage Paul 
regards the Christian partner, even when it is the wife, 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 pi·esnmptuoits violation of 
duty. Comp. Harless, Ehcscheidungsfr. 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 

1 Hence the compound o-umlo .. ,i is used rightly and of deliberate purpose in the 
socond part of the statement also, although there the husband is the subject, anJ 
it ought not to be supplanted by tl1c simple ,blo¥1;, according to B (in opposition to 
Buttmann in the Stud. u. 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 Panl 
did not regard the Christian partner in a mixed marriage as the 
one who was to 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 husband. l Car. xi. 3, 
xiv. 34; Eph. v. 22; Col. iii. 18; 1 Tim. ii. 11 f. 

Ver. 14.1 Fo1'-this justifies the injunction given in vv. 12, 
13-the iinholiness of the non-believing partne1· is taken away in 
virtue of his personal connection with the believer; he is sanctified­
this sanctification having its causal basis in the person of the 
Christian consort with whom 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 a,yioT'TJ<;, 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 cpupaµa (Gal. vi. 16 ; Rom. xi. 16).2 The 
clause: E7TE~ apa -ra -re,cva ,c.-r."JI.., shows that what the amu-ror; 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 i,c,c"Jl.'T}u{a E>Eov, 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 ancl 
has thereby become holy, he too on his part participates in his 

1 Comp. on this verse, Otto against Abi·enunciaUon, 1864. 
~ In a mixed marriage, therefore, the Christian a:y,,.-n, forms, in relation to the 

non-Christian unholiness. the preponderatin!J element, extending the character of 
sanctity even to what of itself would be profane; as Chrysostom expresses it: ""ii;, 
,.,,/ap,.-n, .,.;;, yu,au,,, .,.;,, "'"ada.p~ia,. Comp. the paraphrase of Erasmus: "Non 
inficit <lcterioris impietas alterins pietateru, quin illuu potius pra.eponderat quod melius 
est et efficacius," 
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o,vn 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 aK<i0apToc; as hitherto, but-although mediately 
after the fashion described-a ~ry,auµevoc;. The manifold misin­
terpretations of the older commentators may be seen in Poole's 
Synopsis and Wolf's Curae (e.g. Calovius and others hold that 
,i,y. refers to the itsus conJugalis as sanctified per prcces 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 fidci 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 f.V 'TV ryvv. and f.V 'T<tJ avo., comp. f.V uol 7ra,u' i!ry(J),Y€ 
uwf;oµat, Soph. Af. 519 ; iv a-0£ ea-µEv, Ocd. R. 314, and the like ; 
Ellendt, Lex Soph. I. p. 597. - €71"€t &pa «.T.A.] because according 
to that (if, namely, that ~rylaurnt did not hold good; comp. v. 10), 
i.e. bccaitsc otherwise your children are imclean, profane. That 
Christians' children are not profane, outside of the theocratic com­
munity and the divine covenant, and belonging to the unholy 
«6uµor;, but, on the contrary, holy, is the conceded point from which 
Paul proves that the non-believing 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.1

- Had the 
baptis1n of Christian children been then in existence, Paul could 

1 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 
11arents' sakes, might be born or begotten before the father or mother bad erubracc,l 
Christianity. Nor are we warranted in saying, with Hofmann, that the child, as the 
gift of God, is holy for its relation to its parents, who, so far as that is concerned, clo 
not reganl the sin with which it is born. That is arbitrarily to limit the apostle's 
thought, ancl to read all the most essential points of it from between the lines. 
On the contrary, the relationship which Paul here enunciates simply and 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 aryt6T'l'J'> 
of such children would have had another basis.1 That the passage 
before us does not even contain o.n exegetical ju,stification of 
infant baptism, is shown in the remarks on Acts xvi. 15 (against 
de W ette in the Stud. u. K1·it. 18 3 0, p. 6 6 9 ff., N eander, 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. Thcol. p. 423); such a point is rather 
to be found in the gradual development of the doctrine of original 
sin. - vµ,wv] should not be restricted, as is done by most ex­
positors, following Chrysostom (so recently, Pott, Flatt, Ewald, 
Harless), to those involved in 1nixed marriages ;2 but, as Paul him­
self makes clear by changing the person, referred to the readers as 
Christian in general 8 

( de ,v ette, Schrader, Ri.ickert, Olshausen, 
Osiander, N eander, 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 
W etstein and Schoettgen in Zoe. - vvv oe] 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 othenvise, as 
being still ,;,.,,.;~,,..,,, the predicate ,h,J,d"fTtt. 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. 

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

2 'Add"f"•' is taken by many as equivalent to spurii. See lllelanchthon in par­
ticular : " Si non placeret consuetudo conjugalis, filii vestri essent spurii et eatenus 
immundi, /u,J,da.p""· At filii vestri non sunt spurii; ergo consuetudo conjugalis Deo 
placet." He interprets ,;,,.,U«pro, after "1_!'?'? in Deut. x.:riil. 

3 Comp. llli.iller, v. d. Sunde, II. p. 383, ed. 5. Our passage, however, ought not 
to be adduced to prove the universal pollution of men by nature and birth, for 
/,,,e,1,la.p<ra. must denote, not moral, but theocratic uncleanness, like the ,..,,,;, of Acts 
x. 28. This agamst Ernesti also, Ursprung der Siinde, II. p. 162 ff. The children 
of Christians are, it is plain according to this verse, holy already (without baptism) 
nt a time of life at which it is as yet inconceivable that the uncleanness should 
be removed throughfellowsliip with the Redeemer by f aitli. 
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tion 1 In that case they were to let such an one go with­
out detention (xCJJptteu0CJJ, permissive, see Winer, p. 2 91 [E. T. 
3 9 0 ]) ; " suas sibi res ha beat ; frater sororve sit aeq uo animo," 
Bengel. And the reason for this was : " A believer in such 
circumstances is not enslaved, nay, surely (oe after the negative 
clause) it is in peace that God has called 1ts," so that this our calling 
forbids such a living together as would be 1tnpeaceful through 
constraint. - OtJ oeoovX.] is not enslaved, so, namely, as still to 
remain bound in marriage to such a XCJJPttoµ,evoc;. 1 The expres­
sion brings out the unworthy character of such a relationship. 
Comp. Gal. iv. 3; Plato, Pol. ix. p. 589 E; Soph. Trach. 256; 
4 l\lacc. iii. 3 f., xiii. 2. See, on the other hand, the simple 
UoeTat in ver. 39. - Jv To"ic; TotovTotc;J 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 Falle·n." Comp. ev 
To'iuoe, Soph. Ocd. Tyr. 8 9 2. Jv -rovTotc;, Plut. Glor. Ath. p. 
350 A; Phil. iv. 11 ; Jv ale;, Antiph. i. 6, and Maetzner in Zoe., 
p. 131. Only a comma should be placed after TotovTotc;. - iv 
elp1vv] is not the same as elc; elp1v1111 (Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Ri.ickert, 
following older expositors; comp. also Billroth), or tva wµ,ev ev 
elp. (de Wette, Osiander, Gratama, Maier); for that which is stated 
is not to what God has called us (see, on the other hand, 
ver. 22; 1 Pet. v. 10), but in what ethical form God's call has 
taken place. He has so called us, 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 Jv in Eph. iv. 4 ; 1 Thess. iv. 7 ; comp. also on Gal. 
i. 6. To understand, however, the elp~v11 as referring to the 
peace of the soul with God (Harless, Hofmann) would be possible 
only if oeoovX. were to be referred to binding of the conscience. 
And even in that case we should expect as correlative rather 
Jv or J7r' e'li.ev0eplq, (Gal. v. 13 ). 

1 Weiss, in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1866, p. 267 (comp. his bibl. Theol. p. 423), 
understands :i,;i,,;,__ 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, 
.;, :!,:!,6;,.. is the opposite of the ,,.,, ri!p,,.,., in vv. 12, 13, denoting le9al necessity, liko 
:i.;i,.,.,, in vrr. 39 
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REMARK.-Since dcscdion (-x,&1pi~!,ai) appears here as an admis­
sible ground for divorce, this has been thought to conflict with l\Iatt. 
v. 32, xix. 9, and various explanations have been attempted (see Wolf 
in Zoe.). But the seeming contradiction vanishes, if we consider 
ver. 12, according to which Jesus had given no judgment upon 
mixed marriages; l\Iatt. 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 x,ldp1~i~Ow 
also to such marriages as are Christian on both sides-the ;,cldp,~6-
p,Ho,, that is to say, being an unchristianly-minded Christian 
(Harless)-is exegetically inadmissible, seeing that the ">-.o,,.oi who 
are here spoken of (see ver. 12) constitute the specific category of 
mi.xed maniages, in which, therefore, the one partner in each case 
falls to be reckoned among Tou; e;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. For what ou oeoov">-.wu1.1 negatives is not the constraint "itt 
caelebs mancat" (Grotius, al.), but the necessity for the marriage 
being continued.1 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 remm·­
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.e., a µ,o,x,eia. 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 opposition to ,veiss, bib!. 
Theol. l.e.). 

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

1 Photius, as cited by Oecumenius, says very justly: ov>< tx;u i,&,-"~' J .,-,.-,,.~; ,; ;, 
"1"111-r¾ Ell rroi; i?rttr,.01; <roia.:5,r,;v, t1Tct. a.U-:-'f E?r;1eui.a1 [.,,I ,,.;11 'lflO'•oZv· bc.,i.u,iv yfLp '?f'a.n·I ,;-pO-::-t::J, 
X&1p;; AO,-,ou '7topnfa.; ob,e E;fO"TIY li:,;r' tiAi..,;A.&.11 'Toti; o-u,a~d!.,Ta.; X"'P1fTDYiva.1· iv'Ttzu'dc:z ~£, tz, 
µE11\ O"~IIEU~~"; ~o ~'1f'IO''TO'l_p,£~o; '7'o/, "''""'o/ ~"'°'"',;,, ?!' ,:-~ ~Uuv 'To ~uv,u1t.!1T10,· C.C11 di O'Tao-,ut, 

Ha., '7')111 Avtrn '"1uio; !T01?7, ou )s)o,u].&iJ'T'GCI o ,,r,11rro; 11; 'TO jl,'11 X"'l'"i-11,tr.1. 
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be the basis of any constraint to the hurt of their peace. Comp. 
de '\V ette, Osiander, N eander, Ewald, Maier, Hofmann. Most 
expositors, on the other hand, from Chrysostom downwards, take 
€l in the sense of €l µ,~ (see also Tholuck, Bcrgpred1j;. 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. 'AvaO€~at <pTJITiv e1rl XPTJITTat, €A7T11T£ Tov 
7TOVDV" ex€£, T()V 0€()V T1/> 1rpo0vµ,{a, e1r{1Covpov, Theodoret. That 
is to say, they find in ev oJ €lp~vy IC.T."JI,. the thought : yet the 
Christian partner should do everything to maintain peace and bear 
with the heathen consort,-and either link to this the new reason 
given in ver. 16 (Flatt, Riickert, Olshausen, following Calvin and 
others), or else regard ver. 15 as a pa1·enthcsis (Grotius, al.). But 
the parenthetic setting aside of ver. 15 is as arbitrary as the turn 
given to the idea of ev o~ €lp1vv IC.T."JI,. is contrary to the context. 
With respect again to taking fl as equivalent to ei µ,1, it is per­
fectly true that fl, following upon the notion of uncertainty, may 
answer in meaning to €l µ,~ (Thuc. ii. 5 3. 2 ; Kriiger, § lxv. 1. 8 ; 
Esth. iv. 14; 2 Sam. xii. 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 ou O€oouAruTa£, to which the 
proposed rendering of the €l would run counter.1 Moreover, this 
use of ~l is foreign to the N. T., often though it occurs in the 
classics (see especially Kiihner, ad Xen. 111cm. i. 1. 8, Anab. iii. 
2. 22). - Ti] precisely as the German: "was weisst du, ob," 
etc., so that in sense it is the same as: lww, in lww far (Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. II. p. 823) ; it is not therefore the accusative of the 
object. Comp. Tt of€£, T! 001C€'i._, Xen. Hier. i. 15. Regarding 
the future ITWITE£,, comp. Stallbaum, ad Gorg. p. 249 ; Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 508. 

Ver. 17. El µ,11] is meant, according to Grotius, to introduce an 
exception from the T, oWa, : " Illud quidem, quod dixi, non scis, 
scd hoe dcbcs scire ; " or, more exactly, since €l µ~ is not the same 
as aA.°'Jl,a (see on Gal. i. 7): Nothing but tlw duty dost thon know, etc. 
Comp. my 3d edition. But this mode of joining on the verse 
is very harsh and forced in itself, and is, besides, unsuitable for this 
reason, that ver. 16 was only a subordinate thought, to which fi µ,17 

1 A limitation of the ,;, ~.~,,;;.,.mu, antl that, too, of o. quite general sort, comes ia 
only with the d "" ,.,.,.,;.. in ver. 17. 

1 COR. L 0 
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"· T.X. as a newly introduced leading idea stands in no logical nexus. 
The logical connection of El µ~, nisi, etc., is, on the contrary, to 
be sought in the leading thought of the foregoing passage, which 
was ou OEOovXwwi K.T.X. This ou OEOov'l\.wwi . . . 0Eo~ 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.1 We 
may paraphrase accordingly somewhat in this fashion : " J.'lw 
believer is 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-believing cons01·t; he is not in bondage, only2 he is not to use 
this freedom in a light and regardless way, but to remember that it 
is limited by the rule that every one ought to abide in a conservative 
spirit by the position in which God has placed and called him, and 
to conditct himself accordingly, instead of possibly seeking to break 
it itp without any very pressing caitse." Comp. as in substance 
agreeing with this, Olshausen, de W ette, Osiander, Ewald, Maier. 
Pott holds that xwplseTal should be supplied after El µ~ ; but the 
antithesis would require El oe µ~, and the rule which follows 
would be very superfluous in a case where no sepamtion had 
taken place, more especially after ver. 12 f. Vater and Ri.ickert 
supply uwuEt~ : " But even if thou shouldst not, the general rule 
applies in every case." Were that correct, we should of necessity 
find El oe Kai µ~. Lastly, there is the view of those who would 
join Ei µ~ to the preceding clause (nvf~ in Theophylact, Knatchbull, 
Hornberg, Hammond, Olearius, Morus, and recently Hofmann): if 
thou shalt save thy wife, if (or) not? 3 Now this is not, indeed, 
excluded by the µ~ (as Ri.ickert thinks, who requires ou; 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 positusfueri.s, 
in statione mane" (Ovid, Fasti, ii. 67 4), which Paul here gives expression to in a 
Christian form. 

2 Respecting ,; ,,_.;, in the sense of <r.:I."•• see Poppo, ad Thuc. III. 1, p. 21G ; and 
respecting the principal sentence annexed to it, Buttmann, 11e11i. Gram. p. 308 
[E.T. 359]. 

3 Hence the reading ;; I'" in more recent codd. Sevcrianus in Occumenius, 
Chrysostom, ms. Syr. p. on the m11rgin. 



CHAP. VII. 17. 211 

Hartung, Pm-tikcll. II. p. 12 3) ; still the addition would be quite 
inappropriate to the sense of the two questions, for these convey 
the idea: thmt knowcst not at all if, etc., with which the alternative 
nccnc does not harmonize,-on which ground, too, Hofmann makes 
ver. 1 G to be the concluding confirmation of the whole admonition 
beginning with Tot,- ie ;\ot?Tot,- in ver. 12. This, again, is impos­
sible, for this reason, that the first part of the counsel given to the 
"'A.omol has already received its confirmation in the ,yap of ver. 14, 
and in accordance therewith the ,yap 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 Lucubr. crit. p. 142 f. (and 
so previously Theodoret), connects from el µ,~ on to Kvpw.­
with the preceding passage: "nescis enim, an salvum eum fac­
turus sis, nisi prout quemque Dominus adjuverit." But E1'a<n<p 

w, ep,€p. o. K. and eKa,nov w, K€KA. o. 0. are manifestly parallel, 
and, as such, contain not a frigid repetition (Rinck), but an 
earnest exhaustion of the thought. - EKaUT<p w,] the same as co, 
EK., but with emphasis on the EKaUT<p. Comp. iii. 5, x. 16; Rom. 
xii. 3. As the Lord (God) hath apportioned to each (has bestowed 
his outward lot), as (i.e. i, KA.~uet, ver. 20) God hath called each (to 
the l\1essiah's kingdom), so let hi1n wall.:, i.e. according to the 
standard of this outward position (without seeking, therefore, 
to break with it or step out from it, vv. 20, 24) let him regulate 
his conduct, his course of life. 'Eµiptuev, has given his portion 
(Polybius, xxxi. 18. 3, xi. 28. 9; Ecclus. xlv. 20; 2 Mace. 
viii. 28; 4 Mace. xiii. 18), refers to the earthly relations of life, 
according to which, e.g., a man may be married to this person or 
that (and it is to this relationship that the primary application is 
to be made), may be circumcised or uncircumcised, a slave or 
free,1 etc. See ver. 18 ff. These relationships of life are here 
regarded as a whole, out of which each individual has received 

1 The call of the individuals to salvation took place in these differently apportioned 
positions and relationships in life. Hence the ,;,; ll''f""' takes precedence of the 
,;,s "'"""""· Hofmann is wrong in holding that the ,;,; lf'<p10-o 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 
a.t the time of tli,e calling; sec vv. 18, 21, 24, 
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his µepor; from God (T6 µeµeptuµevov, Lucian, D. D. xxiv. 1), in 
accordance with the varying modes (wr;) of the divine apportion­
ment. Comp. the classical ;, e1'µapµell1}, sors attributa. We 
have neither to supply wept1raTe'iv (Hofmann), nor anything 
else. TV!iat the Lord has apportioned is just the µepor;, which 
each man has. Reiche, Comm. crit. I. p. 175 ff., understands 
µeptt1:w in the theocratic-Messianic sense, and makes o Kvptoc; 
refer to Ch1·ist : "in qua vitae externae sorte ac statu (wr;, conf. 
ver. 18) cuique Dominus bencficioritni suorum quasi partc1n 
tribuit." According to this, what would be meant would be the 
µ1:plc; Toii ,c'll.~pou Twv arylwv (Col. i. 12), which, however, refers 
to the bliss of the futit1·c alwv, and would require, therefore, to be 
understood here prolcptically. But there are two consideratioI!s 
which put a decided negative upon this view ; first, the reference 
assumed for the absolute Jµep. 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 µepltetv (Rom. viii. 30, x. 14; Col. i. 12). 
This holds also against the essentially similar interpretation of 
Harless, which co-ordinates Jµep. with the calling. - ,ce,c'll.77,cev] a 
completed transaction continuing to the present in its results, 
hence the perfect; the aorist eµep., on the other hand, indicated 
something merely which took place as an act of the past, ·and this 
act occurred before the ,ce,c'll.77,cev, at birth, or some other point in 
life. - ,cal of;Twr; 1',T.X.] 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 Corinth, but, etc., ?va T'f lxew ,cal aXXovr; 
1'0£VWVOU', wpo0vµaTepot wepl T~V v1ra,co~v D£aTe0wu£, Theophylact. 
-otaTttuu.] 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 
example, and not bearing simply on the case of Christians living 
in mixed marriage.1 - The protascs do not convey a question 
either here or in ver. 2 7, being in the rhetorically emphatic form 
of the hypothetic indicative. See Bernhardy, p. 385. Comp. 
Kuhner, II. p. 5 61. - µ17 J1rww&u0w] ne sibi attrahat, sc. prac­
putiuni. A surgical operation frequent among the later Jews 

l Theodoret saysw~n: £1",ra: (r:,o,{.f41; &.-r.O Toii -::"fOXSlft(~,v dt i'-rs.prz p.s,;-~(3"111!1, '✓-""' 
»•.u.~daTZ, q-c; 1'a.-r&A.>..11>-1e. 
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(1 l\Iacc. i. 15, and Grimm in Zoe; Josephus, Antt. xii. 5. 1), 
<lescribed 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 conurts. See, besides W etstein, Groddeck in 
Schoettgen's Horae, p. 1159 f.; Lightfoot, p. 194; Li.ibkert in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 657. Such persons were styled o•:;i~eil?. 
See Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1274. -lv a,cpo,8.] Comp. Rom. iv. 10. 

Ver. 19. Comp. Rom. ii. 25 ff.; Gal. v. G. From the Christian 
point of view it matters nothing whether a man be circumcised or 
not ; comp. viii. 8. - aXXa -r~p1)<Tt,; f/lTOA. 0eov] but keeping of the 
commands of God, sc. Ta 7ra11Ta e<Tn, as in iii. 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 
,j a,cpo,8. cannot be included with the other under -r~p. lvT. 0eov. 

Ver. 20. An flmphatic repetition of the ride after giving the 
illustration of it. Comp. ver. 24. - lv TV ,cX~a-et f, e,c.\~01/] 
Since Calvin, expositors have often understood KAij<Tt,; of the out­
ward position in life, like our calling [Bcnif ], and have supplied 
lv before fi in accordance with the pure Attic idiom (Stallbaum, 
ad Plat. Phaed. p. 76 D; Kuhner, ad Xen. llfc?n. ii. 1. 32). So, 
recently, Ri.ickert. But although ,cXij<Tti; (Dionys. Hal. Antt. 
iv. 18) does expressly correspond to the Latin classis, a division oj 
the burgesses, according to the true derivation of that technical term 
from the Greek, yet even profane writers never use ,cXij<Tti; in the 
sense of avocation [Bcriif] (rank, and the like); and in the whole 
N. T. the Christian meaning of ,caXe'iv and ,cX,'j<Tt,; is that in which 
they are invariably used, and so here also : in the calling (to the 
Messianic kingdom) through which ({J being the dat. instmm., as in 
2 Tim. i. 9) he was called. This may have been, that is to say, 
a KA~<Tti; 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 circumcisi 
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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 ( ev o?cp f3(cp ,cat ev o?cp -ra,yµaT£ ,cat 
-rroXi-reuµaT£ wv hrlu-revuw, ev -rouTcp µeveTC,,. ,c"ll.ijuiv rya,p T~v ei<. 
-r-ryv -rr{unv -rrpouaryw,y~v </)17ut). Comp. ver. 17: w<; KEK"ll.17,cev 
o E>eck The emphatic ev TaUT'[l (vi. 4) points at the misdirected 
yearning for another state of matters through which anothc1· 
,c"ll.ijut<; would present itself, as e.g. through the e-rrtu-rrauOat a 
being called ev aKpo/3uu-r{q,, etc. 

Ver. 21. M ~ uot µeXfrw J let it give thee no concern, let it be 
all the same to thee. Hom. Il. ii. 338, x. 92; Plato, Phaed. 
p. 95 B; Tim. 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, his being called as a slave; not, as Hofmann 
would read into the text, his seeming to be doomed to lifelong 
slavery. - ciXX' el Ka~ K.T.X.] but, even if thou art in circumstances 
to become f1·ee, itse 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, Clnysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact. 
Camerarius, Estius, Wolf, Bengel, and many of the older inter­
preters ; among more modern expositors, de W ette, Osiander, 
Maier, Ewald,1 Baur (in the theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 26 ff.), also 
Vaihinger in Herzog's Encykl. XIV. p. 4 7 4 £ ; Weiss, bibl. Thcol. 
p. 41 7 f. The aX°A.a is nothing else than the German sondcrn, 
corresponding to the preceding µ~ uot µeX., and el ,ca{ is etsi 
(Herm. ad Viger. p. 832; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 A; 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 151 ), so that it conveys the sense : even 
although, if even ; and in the conditional clause the emphasis is 
made by ,ea{ to fall upon ouvauai. The Syriac, however (" elige 
tibi potius quam ut servias "), and most modern commentators, 
supply TV e11.euOeplq, after XPiiuat, with Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, 
Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, and many others (a 
view mentioned, too, by Chrysostom). Paul's advice, they hold, i·s 

1 Who, however, expound~ x;f';,vd«1 as meaning to let oneself be used, i.e. to be 
dependent, without being able to establish any precedent for such a rendering . 
.Regarding x;pordi,, without a dative of the object, see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. 
p. 452 C, 489 B. 
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rather to a1:ail oneself of tlie opportunity of becoming free. But 
this is grammatically incorrect, because it goes in the face of the 
Kat,1 and contrary also to the connection, for Paul would thus be 
contravening his own thrice-repeated injunction : let each man 
1·cmain, etc. The ground specially founded on (in a very unher­
meneutical way) by Rtickert, 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-by no means corresponds with the apostle's lofty idea that 
all are one in Christ (Gal. iii. 2 8 ; 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 µ,a) .. 'A.ov xpfiuat. It may be added, that that idea of true Chris­
ti::m 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 euunciates, 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 ,ea./! Billroth thinks that 
it indicates an accessory thought: " this, too, is not to be denied, that if thou 
canst be free," etc. Rlickert thinks that it denotes a climax and properly (!) 
belongs to t1.,:1d. : "but if thou mayest even be free," etc. Olshausen holds that 
~piritual freedom is implied in ,.a::>..,i!Tda.,, and that, starting from this idea, Paul goes 
on : "but if in addition to thy spiritual freedom thou canst obtain also bodily 
liberty, avail thyself of it rather." Even N eander substantially agrees with this. 
But upon Ilillroth's view xa./ would require to come before ,; ; upon Rlickert's and 
Olshauseu's, before b.,vd.; 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-will. 
Hofmann considers that xa., lays emphasis on the reality (comp. on ver. 11) as 
contrasted with the mere wish, which wish, however, is only brought in by an 
erroneous explanation of µ.{, ,,,, ,,.,,..;.,.,, He even maintains that, according to our 
understanding of the verse, P:.ul must have written ,ea.l ii. He might have written 
either, and would, had it been ,ea.l ,;, have meant even in tlte case that; but he 
meant ,; xa./ (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 shoulJ 
be set free, but introducing the idea of Christian love, unity, and 
equality (xii. 13 ; Gal. iii. 2 8 ; 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 
;he Christian standpoint. 

Ver. 22. For the converted slave is Christ's freedman; in W:e 
manner, too (oµ,olw,; ,ea{ introduces the precise reversal of relations 
which here also takes place), the freeman who becomes a Christian 
is the slave of Ch1·ist. That moral freedom ( comp. John viii. 
36) and this moral slavery are of course essentially identical 
(Rom. vi. 16 rt:; 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 view: the Christian 
slave should recognise his relation to Christ as that of an a,rEi\.Ev-
0Epo,; Xptu-rov,1 and the free1nan's relation as that of a oovXo,; 
Xpunov. This will serve in his case this end, not by any means 
(as Hofmann illogically inserts into the text, despite the µ,evEtv 
again required in ver. 24) that he should count it unnecessary to 
remain in the position of a slave,2 but, on the contrary, that he 
should abide contentedly in his station without coveting after 
freedom. - o ev Kvp{rp ,c"A.. oovi\..] the slave who is called in the 
Lord, i.e. who has received the Christian calling. That is to say, 
this ,ci\.7Jut<; has not taken place, as any other might, out of 
Christ, but in Him, as being the distinctive element in which it 
has its specific character. The ev Kvplrp, which might have been 
understood of itself, is expressly added here, because it was meant 

I So that '',;";;;,,_a. ~.;;A.,, «AA0 o ,.;;, ,;,,.,udip,,," Soph. Fraym. 677, Dinclorf. 
2 Paul is, in fact, guarding by this grand utterance of his against all unjust con­

tempt for the condition of outward slo.vcry,-a feeling which vanishes in the light 
of Christianity side by side with all unjust estimntion of the worth of mere outwanl 
freedom, 
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to be an emphatic correlate to the Kuplou 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. 
- a7rEXeu0epor; with the genitive is not used here in the common 
sense of libertu,s alicu,jus, some one's manumitted slave, for the 
master hitherto had been sin or Satan (see on vi. 20); but simply 
a freedman belonging to Christ (comp. 1'A7JTol 'I77CTou X., Rom. i. 6), 
after Christ, namely, has set him free froin the service of another 
( comp. Ignatius, ad Rom. 4). This was self-evident to the con­
sciousness of the reader. 

Ver. 23. For a pi·icc (see on vi. 20) were ye (my readers in 
general) bought (namely, by Christ to be His slaves); become not 
(therefore) servants of 11ien; i.e. 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, ,ve may naturally 
gather from ver. 24. Instigations and seductions of this kind, 
arising partly, perhaps, from fanatical excitement, must plainly 
have 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 
µh oouXo7rpmer; ex,eiv <ppdvrJµa. 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 
clv0pw7roov refers to Paul, Cephas, Apollos, etc. (Riickert), and 
that the meaning is substantially the same as had been expressed 
in iii. 21 by µ77oelr; 1'auxaCT0CJJ ev av0pw7Totr; (Hofmann). Equally 
out of accordance with the subject in hand is Billroth's exposition 
(given 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. m. 2 2). Heydenreich, on the other hand, holds (with 
1\fonochius, Hammond, Knatchbull, Mosheim, :Michaelis, Zacha­
riae) that he is admonishing the frecvwn not to sell themselves 
into slavery. But, even putting out of account the second person 
plural, which directs the words t.o 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 this 
motive which must be presupposed, not: for gain's sal~e) ! 

Ver. 24. To conclude the whole digression, the weighty rulP. 
is once more enunciated (Jv cp K.T.A.: In whatever relationship, in 
whatever outward position, etc.), and now with the strengthening 
clause 7rapa. 0e<j'>, which describes the Jv TOVT<p µfvetv 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 moi-al relation of fellowship is locally 
represented in a concrete way by 7rapa (" a Deo non receclens," 
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, "cora1n 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 lvwmov Tov 0eov. 
Hofmann makes Jv cp and iv TOVT<p refer to CMist ( comp. ver. 2 2) ; 
the call took place in Christ to Goel, and therefore every one 
is to have in Christ (on His mediatorial foundation) his abiding 
with God. The perfect conformity of ver. 2 4 with ver. 2 0 ought, 
had it stood alone, to have prevented this misinterpretation. 
But besides, the call is given from God, not to God, but to eternal 
Messianic life (comp. on i. 9). 

Ver. 25 . ..:::le'] indicating the transition to a new section in the 
discussion on marriage. - 7rap0evwv] virgins. We are not to 
understand this (with Theodore of l\fopsuestia, Bengel, Semler, 
Zachariae, Schleusner, Schulz, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pott, Olshausen, 
Ewald) of the unviarried of both sexes, 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
menius, Quacst. Amphil. 188; Nonnus on John xix. 26; Fabricius, 
Pscudcpigr. V. T. II. pp. 92, 98; also Arist. Eq. 1302, the word is 
maidenly; and that it ever ,vith Greek writers means a single man 
in the proper sense, is at least very doubtful. - ryvwµ,77v] view, 
opinion. As regards ryvwµ,. Uowµt (2 Cor. viii. 10), see the examples 
in Kypke, II. p. 205. -The sense most in accordance with the 
context for muTor; is that of reliable, i.e. trustworthy (l Tim. iv. 9). 
The more general faithful (in the service of Christ ; so Billroth, 
Ri.ickert, Ewald) is less suitable; and least of all the simple 
believing, as Hofmann would have it. Paul's being an af,axp•rlJr; 
uvµ/3ouXor; (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 cor; (qnippe) fA.077µivor; K.T.X. 

Ver. 26. In carrying out his theme de virginibus, Paul pro­
ceeds as follows : first, in the passage extending to ver. 3 5 he 
gives a general recommendation of single life to both sexes, and only 
then deals with the subject of virgins exclusively on to ver. 38. 
- ovv] therefore, introduces now the ryvwµ77 in accordance with 
what was said in ver. 2 5. - av0pw1r<tJ] refers, as the more detailed 
remarks in ver. 2 7 ff. prove, not to virgins alone (Hofmann), as 
applied to whom, besides, it would be an awkward expression,1 
but means : a person, including both sexes. It is otherwise in 
ver. 1. - ouTwr;] so, as he is, i.e. itnmarried, which follows from 
T. 1rap0ivwv, ver. 25. To be so Paul esteems safotary (KaXav, 
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 Jfcssiae, n•t:1~ ~,:m (see on Matt. 
xxiv. 3). These form the instant (iii. 23) distress, i.e. 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. 3 9 ff. -As little are we to understand " impend­
ing constraint through marriage" (Cropp in the Jahrb. f Deutsche 

1 !J.,dp.,<r•; as a femi11i11e usually answers in Greek writers, as is well known, to tL~ 
German colloqui11l phrase: "da~ Mrnscli." 
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Tlieol. 1866, p. 103), against which 0)1.'i,fnv alone, in ver. 28 and 
ver. 31, testifies with sufficient clearness. Comp. rather ,-fi 
evE<TTW<T'!J ava.tyK'!J, 3 Mace. i. 16, the distress having set in, and 
see generally on Gal. i. 4. -The construction is anacoluthic, so 
that ,-ouTo, which belongs to voµ,tf;(JJ, prepares for the following 
,ca\av v1rapx€tV on to oi;,.<,Jr; Eivat (comp. on Rom. ii 3 and Kuhner, 
§ 6 31. 2).; but then ;;,., «a>..av ,c.,-.A., which states the contents of 
the voµ,tl;(JJ, instead of ending simply with dv0pw7r<tJ -ro oi;,.<,Jr; 
Eivat, begins from the beginning again, and that with a on, which 
comes in in place of the construction with the infinitive (Kuhner, 
§ 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 o,a 7'. fV€/T7", 

dva'Y"·, that he had already said ,ca)l.av v1rapxEw. Hence, too, it 
is more natural to connect o,a -r. lve<TT. civa"f/C. with what pre­
cedes it than hyperbatically with on ,c.-r."A.. (Ewald, Hofmann 1). 
Translate : lffy opinion, then, is this, that it is good on accoirnt 
of the impending distress,-that it is good [I think] for a pmon to 
be in siich a position. Heydenreich holds wrongly-as the fact of 
there being no avw'ir; added is enough of itself to show-that. 
o n should be read, so that Paul would say that what is good for the 
man is good for them, namely, single life. De W ette takes -rouTo as 
equivalent to 1rap0evov Elva£, and then renders on by because: " be­
cause it is in general good for a man to be unmarried." 2 But this 
"in general" is not in the text, and yet of necessity it would have 
required to be there, for without it the argument emerges as an 
idcni pc1· 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 o,a ,-_ 
€veuT. dv&,y,c'T}v. The anetcolitthon of the passage belongs to those 
in which "celeritate quadam abrepti novam enuntiationem in­
choamus priore nondum absoluta," Bremi, ad Lys. Exe. V. p. 442. 

Ver. 2 7. Lest the ,yvwµ,'1} in ver. 2 6 should be misinterpreted as 
favouring divorce, he now prefaces liis further discussion of the 

1 Ewald, moreover, takes .. , .~.,..,s ,r,,., to mean "that it should be so," referring to 
the following rule ;a,,,.,, "·,.. ;,.. 

2 This rendering occurs in substance in Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin. Beza, too, 
agrees with it in his explanritiou of .-,;.,.., but understands ,.,., ""'"''' "· .-. "· as 
resurupti ¥e. 
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subject with the rule, which is- appropriate here only as a caveat: 
1ct not the married desire to be loosed. The construction is as in 
ver. 18. - ryuvau,i1 dativits communionis, as in Rom. vii. 2, and 
with Greek writers. It is plain, especially from vv. 29 and 34, 
that oio. ryuv. does not mean betrothal (Ewald and Hofmann), but 
that ,yuv~ denotes a married wife. - i\.Ei\.uuai] 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) 1 Seever. 28, 
and comp. Xenophon, Oy1·. i. 1. 4, where i\.ei\.vu0ai d,r' ai\.i\.~i\.wv 
is equivalent to avT6voµa elvai. 

Ver. 28. Ovx 17µapnr;J But should it be the case that thou 
shalt have married, thoit 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 eav OE «at 
means: but if already actually, etc. - 'Y~W[I ;, ,rap0.] Here as in 
1 Tim. v. 11 the term ,yaµe'iv 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. - Tf, uap,d] 

• 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. - ery?,, 0€ vµ. ~eLooµai] bitt I, 
for my part, deal tenderly towards yoit, in advising you rather to 
remain unwedded ; for by this advice, if you will follow it, I spare 
you from such Oi\.'i,frir;. • 

Vv. 29-31. This, however, I say, i.e. of what follows I assitre 
yon. Comp. xv. 50. L1J leads over to something wherewith Paul 
(" as it were prophesying," Ewald) designs to secure the more 
acceptance for the counsel, which he has given with the view of 
sparing his readers. Pott, Flatt, and others take ToiiTo OE ef,71µ,i 
JC.T.i\.. as a more precise explanation of Oi\.'i,frw ... TotoiiTot, and 
then vv. 3 2-3 5 as a more precise explanation of ery?,, OE vµ,. ef,1:{o. 
Two things militate against this-first, the more emphatic import 
of ef,71µ[ (comp. also x. 15, 19; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 906), 
which is stronger than "Aery(J); and secondly, the correct view 
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of uvveu-raAµ. (see below). Riickert takes it: "Happen, how­
ever, what may, marry ye or not, this remark I cannot suppress." 
But were that the meaning, 'TOu'To 0€ <f,. would require to follow 
at once after oux r,µap'TE. - o Katp6,] the space of timc,-subsisting 
up to the Parousia,-not 01tr earthly lifetime in general (Calvin, 
Vorstius, Estius, al.); neither is it merely the time yet to elapse 
ere that ava:yK1J arrives (Reiche), which would be more distinctly 
indicated than by the simple o Katp6,; besides, the ava'Y"1J has 
already begun to make itself felt, Jveu'Twua, ver. 2 6. - uvveu­
'TaAµevo,] is taken by most recent expositors (Schulz, Rosenmiiller, 
Stolz, Pott, Heydenreich, :Flatt, Riickert, Olshausen, N eander; Bill­
roth is undecided) as meaning calaniitosmn. But without warrant 
of usage ; for in passages such as 1 Mace. iii. 6 ( comp. Poly b. v. 
15. 8, xxiv. 5. 13; Plato, Lys. p. 210 E; Isocrates, p. 176 A; 
Philo, Quad oinn. prob. libcr, p. 609), v. 3, 2 Mace. vi. 12, 
3 Mace. v. 33, uvu'T~AA.6J means to hmnblc, to overthrow, which 
does not suit with Katp6,. The correct translation is that of the old 
interpreters (so also de \Vette, Osiander, Ewald, :Maier, Hofmann, 
,veiss): coniprcsscd, i.e. brought within narrow limits (Plato, Legg. 
iii. p. 691 E; Demosth. 309. 2; Lucian, Iear. 12; comp. uvu­
'ToX~, abbreviation). The space of time remaining is only of 
brief dm·ation. In connection with this, To A.ot'TT'ov is generally 
made to refer to what precedes (Peschito, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Tbeophylact, Beza, Grotius, al., including Billroth, Olshausen, de 
,vette, Osiander, Reiche, Ewald, l\faier, Neander): the time is 
henceforth (in postcru-ni, see Fritzsche, ad 1.lfatth. p. 777; Kuhner, 
ad Xcn. Anab. ii. 2. 5) cut slwrt,-a mode of connecting the 
words, however, which makes To Xot'TT'av 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 t'va, too, would be deprived of its logical refer­
ence to what precedes. Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Hofmann, 
adopting the reading which puts Eu'Tl before To A.Ot'TT'av (see the 
critical remarks), place a comma after the verb: uvveuTaA.µ. 
euTtv, TO AOL'TT'OV t'va K.T.A., i.e. the time is shortened, in orde1· that 
in futim, etc. Comp. as regards this position for rva, on Eph. 
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iii. 18 ; Gal. ii. 10 ; Rom. xi. 31. This is preferable, because To 

"Xot1rov 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. - tva introduces the 
design of uuve,na-Xµ,. iun in the arrangements of God.1 Beza, Bill­
roth, Schrader, Hofmann make it refer to ToiiTo oe </>TJµ,t. But we 
may see from 1raparyet rya,p IC.T.A.. 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, vii. 9, al. He looks upon everything as 
fitted into the plan of moral redemption under the government 
of God. - tva ,cat oi ex. ryuv. K.T,A..] The meaning is: In order 
that each may keep himself inwardly 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 
tribuiation, 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 t.'va 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., Ri.ickert, 
with many others), nor to depict the imcertainty of temporal posses­
sions (Grotius and Pott); which latter meaning is what Reiche 
also brings out: " quandoquidem propediem mutata rerum terres­
trium facie, laetitia.e et tristitiae causis mox evanidis, tempns 
dcficict malis bonis1:e scnsu penipiendis." - «at oi exovTe~ ryuv.] 
Even the married. This ,ea{ singles out the first point for special 
emphasis, because it was the one on which the discussion chiefly 
turned ; «at in the instances which follow is the simple and. -
oi ciryop&.s. w~ µ,~ «anix.] the bnyers as not possessing (2 Cor. vi. 10), 
that, namely, which they buy. - w~ µ,~ ,caTaxp.] may mean, like 
the Latin abitti, so far as the word in itself is concerned, either: 

1 There is therefore no ground here for beginning a new sentence with .-, ,._.,,,,.,, 
'l,11:, and taking 'l,11: in the imperative sense (comp. on v. 2). So Laurent, 11e11t. Stud. 
p. 130. 
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as not abusing it (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 it (Vulgate, Calvin, Grotius, Estins, al., including Pott, 
Ri.ickert, 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 pleasiwc (Hof­
mann) imported into it-serves merely to give greater emphasis 
to the idea; see Bremi, ad Isocr. Panegyr. § ix. p. 21 ; Herodian. 
viii. 4. 22. Translate: Those who use this (pre-Messianic) world 
as not niaking use of it. There is no reason either for taking 
«arnXP, in the sense of using itp (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. - xpi'Jr;0ai in the 
sense of uti with an accusative (see the critical remarks) occurs 
here only in the N. T. ;1 in classic Greek not at all (in Xen. Ages. 
xi. 11, the true reading is -rrjJ µ1;iyaX6<f,povi), and seldom in later 
Greek (Schaefer, ad Gregor. Cor. p. 691). See also Bornemann, 
Acta apost. I. p. 222. Ka-raxpi'Ju0ai, however, often occurs in 
that sense with the accusative (Lucian, Prom. 4; Plut. JJemetr. 
23), and it may have been occasioned here by the writer's 
thinking of the compound verb. Comp. Buttmann, neiit. Gr. 
p. 157 f. [E.T. 181]. 

Vv. 31, 32. Lachmann places only a comma after -rovTou, in 
which he is followed by Billroth, Ri.ickert, Olshausen, and Maier. 
From '1T'apaiy1;t on to 1;tvai would thus form collectively a grouru:1 
for the preceding «al 0£ xpwµwot IC.T.A. This would be correct, 
if the foregoing words conveyed an exhortation, or if lva in ver. 2 9 
were dependent upon -rov-ro Se <f,wu. Since, however, what is 
conveyed in the preceding statement is the design of God, the full 
stop after -rovTou should be retained ; the words from '1T'apaiye£ on 
to TOVTOU form thus a confirmatory addition to ot xpwµeVO£ . . . 
«a-raxpwµevoi, while 0eXro Se, again, marks the advance to some-
1 Hence Fritzschc (de co1ifonn. Lacltm. l'· 31) rejects it as an c1ror of the copyists. 
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thing ne,v, to what Paul, in view of this passing away of the 
fashion of this world, now desires of his readers, namely, that they 
should be aµepiµvoi, i.e. without worldly cares (see vv. 33, 34). -
'ITapa,yEt] is passing away, in accordance with the Katpo<; CTUVECT­
-ra-Xµ. in ver. 29. To uxijµa, habitus, i.e. status externus. See 
'\Vetstein. 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 alwv ovTo<;, 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 Pet. iii. 10; Matt. v. 18. Grotius, Valckenaer, and Flatt are 
wrong in holding that the meaning is : " non rnanebunt, 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. Ion. 166; Lucian, Henn. 86). Our rendering is 
demanded by vv. 26, 29, and by the eschatological view of the 
N. T. generally. - OeA(J) OE K.T.A.] Comp. e,yw OE vµ. ipctooµat in 
ver. 28. -Ta. -roii Kuplou (the cause of Christ) is more precisely 
defined by what follows. - The readings apeuEt, how he shall 
please, and dpeuy, how he may please (see Stallbaurn, ad Sympos. 
p. 216 C; Fritzsche, ad lliarc. p. 350), are equally suitable so far 
as the sense is concerned. 

Ver. 34. Taking the reading µEµep. «. ~ ,yvv~ «. ~ 'ITapOevoi; (see 
the critical remarks), we have: The wife, too, and the maiden are 
divicled,1 i.e. they are severed from each other as regards their in­
terests, are separate in what they care for, personae, quae dive1·sae 
tralmntm·. The way in which µ,cpt,Ea-Oa, is used (see Reiche, Co1n-
11ient. crit. I. p. 19 5) to denote division into different tendencies, 
views, party-positions, is well known (Matt. xii. 25, 26; Mark iii. 

1 If we adopt Lachmnnn's reading (defended especially by Hammond among the 
older expositors), which Ewalcl also follows (leaving out, however, the second ;, 
;.,,.,,,_"), the meaning will be: The married man cares . .. how he may please hi.~ 
u:ife, and is divided (in his interest). And the unmarried wife (widowed or divorced) 
mul the unmarried maiden cares, etc. Hofmann, too, prefers this reading, takiug 
the ..,.;, which it has before ;, '>'"'"• in the sense of also. The betrothed maiden, 
in his opinion, is no longer 3.,-i:,.o;, 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. vcr. 36 : ,,.,,,_,;,,.,~.,,. 
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the expression is selected here in reference to the clifferent kincls of 
JJ,Eptµvav. Theophylact, says well: Otl T~V auT~V ifxovui <f,povT{oa, 
&'7\.'7\.a JJ,EJJ,Eptuµevai Elu',, Tai,; G''lrtJVOaii;, Kai, iJ µev m,p',, &'7\.Xa G'7rOV­
oa,Et, iJ oe '1T'Ep'i &'7\.Xa. Comp. Tlleodoret. The simple rendering : 
" Thei·e is a difference" (Chrysostom, Luther, Grotius, Mosheim, 
Zachariae, Heyclenreich, and others), would still conduct one back 
to the sense divisa. est, but would give too general and meaningless 
an idea.-MEµep. is in the singular, because it stands at the head 
of the sentence, and iJ ryvv~ ,c. iJ 7rap0evoi; embraces the female sex 
as a whole made up of two halves. Comp. Ktihner, II. p. 58 f.; 
Bernhardy, p. 416; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 110 f. [E.T. 126].-
7va fl ary{a IC.T.X.] Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 1. This moral consecration 
to God of her whole personality, which she strives after, is the 
7rf;,i; apeuEi T,j, Kvplrp explicated. 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 apeu,mv T,j, Kvp{rp, would be a piece of prudery, wllich 
is unlike him. 

NoTE.-There is no ground for inferring from vv. 32-34 that 
Paul, him,;elf unwedded, looked " somewhat askance" upon mar­
riage (Ri.ickert). 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 here is not his view of how, froin the natiwe 
of the case, things must necessarily subsist,1 but only his experience 
of how in point of fact they usually did subsist. This experience 
he (o flyaµ,or;) 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 married. \Ve have 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 nnm bers of eminent servants and 
handmaids of the Lord (Priscilla, etc.) who were married. This in opposition to 
Cropp in the Jahrb. 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. 3 5. TouTO] refers to the recommendation of single life 
contained in vv. 26-34. - 1rpo<; 'TO vµ. auTWV uvµcp.] fur yo1l1' own 
advantage. The genitive with uvµcpipov used as a substantive, 
as in x. 33; see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 338 C. - oux tva 

t.:,T,A,] explaining more in detail, negatively and positively, the 
r.po, ... crvµcpipov. To cast a noose itpon one is a figurative 
expression, originally borrowed from the chase (less probably, 
from warfare), for the idea of depriving of frcedoin (bringing under 
binding and limiting relations). Comp. Prov. vii. 21, and see 
,v etstein and Loesner in loe. The sense of "giving occasion to 
scruples" (Billroth, comp. Bengel) does not correspond so well 
with the figure and the connection. - aXAa 1rpo, To €t1crx. t.:.'T.A.] 
iut to promote the habit of comeliness and m1di1:idccl waiting irpon the 
Lord (in faithfulness to Christ). For this habit prevailed chiefly, 
according to the apostle's experience, on the side of the aryaµoi; 

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 jor1n of Christian life, as the 
ethical " dccormn " of the Christian. Its sacred natitrc and the 
foul contrasts to it are set forth in Rom. xiii. 13, 14.-The dative 
of appropriation, TCP Kvp(rp and a1r€ptu1r., are conjoined with the 
€u1rap., used as a substantive, to make up the unity of the idea.­
€u1rap€opo, does not occur elsewhere. Hesychius explains it by 
t.:aA.w<; 1rapaµivov. - a1r€ptu1r.] " absque distractione, i.e. avw 'TOV 
,U€ptµvcrv 'Tit 'TOU t.:6uµou," Kypke, II. p. 2 0 7. Comp. 7TEptlj7f'Q,(T-

0ai, Luke x. 40. Regarding the connection of the word with 
the later Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 415. Xenophon, Ages. 
i. 4, has cioiacr1raCT'Tc.J<;, The adverb attaches itself to EV7TU.p., 

defining its meaning preciselY,, See on xii. 28. 
Ver. 36 . .de] introduces something opposed to the €t1crx17µov. 
, ~ ] , ' .. ( , ... , , 

- acrx17µovew means aux11,uova eiva, comp. EV<TX1'J,UOV€£V = EV0'')(,1'J-
µova elvai, Plat. Legg. v. p. 732 C), and may therefore be explained 
either in the actii·e sense (to act dislwnourably, conduct oneself in 
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a dishonourable way, Plato, Pol. vi. p. 5 0 6 D, Theaet. p. 16 5 B ; 
Xen. de re cq_. xi. 6; Herodian, v. 8. 16; Lucian, de sacrij. 7), 
or in the passive sense (to have dishonour, Eur. Hee. 407; 
Herodiau, viii. 3. 21 ; Dent. 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), i.e. if he thinks that he is bringing 
disgrace upon her; which means, however, not the disgrace of old 
maidenhood (see Soph. Ant. 810 ff., 0. Rex. 1492 ff.; Eur. Hcl. 
291; comp. Ecclus. xiii. 9 ; and Lennep, ad Phalai·. p. 362), 
but the dishonour of scchtction, which the father or guardian fears 
he may give occasion to by refusing permission to marry; see the 
f 11 • t ( • Th d ' "'' ' ' ' ' ' o owmg contex agamst eo oret : o oc 'T1JV a"faµ,iav aKoG"µ,iav 

v1ro""-aµ,/3avwv, Theophylact, al.). Taking it in the passive sense, 
we have: if any one thinks to have disgrace in respect 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 
here 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 aG"X1Jµ,. is rnost commonly found in the active 
meaning (see also xiii. 5), there is this against the second render­
ing, that e'Tl't with the accusative takes for granted that aG"x11-
µ,oviiv implies activity, since it states the direction in which it is 
exerted (comp. aG"x11µ,ovciv .t~ nva, Dion. Hal. ii. 26).-voµ,{t.i] 

" Si perspecto filiae suae ingenio judicet, coelibatui non esse 
aptam," Calvin. - Jav y v'Tl'epa,cµ,.] is the case, in connection with 
which that cl U n~ aG"x11µ,ovc'iv, ,c,-r."A. is supposed: in case site 
pass her time, pass the highest point of her youtlifnl bloom. As 
regards the a,cµ,1j itself, see Plato, Rep. p. 46 0 E : ap' ovv G"ot 
t: t' A / I 7 A \ W ,t I 7 t' \ t'\ \ 
5VVOO/Cct /J,c'Tpto~ XPDVO~ UICf-1,7]~ Ta cL/COG"tv €'T1J "fVVatlCL, avopt Oc Ta 
-rpta,cov-ra, and Stallbaum, ad hnnc loc.; other definitions of the age 
may be seen in Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 145. Paul's opinion is, 
that before the a,cµ,~ is reached the aG"x11µ,ove'iv . . . voµ,ltct 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 v'Tl'e pa,cµ,o~ would be more ready to yield to a lover, if she is 
not allowed to marry. Respecting the word v1repa,cµ,., which is 
not found in ancient Greek, see Eustath. Il. i. p. 11, 31 ; Od, 
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p. 1915, 2 9. Tlrn classical writers use instead of it the perfect 
of 1rapaKµatew, as in Xen. 1'fem. iv. 4. 23; or the adjective 
'iT'apaKµauTtK~, as in Galen, VI. p. 312, 14. - ,cal, OUTCaJ, o<j,et">-..et 
,y{veu0at] depends on the el :1 and if so (namely, that the virgin 
marry), it 11iust be. Thus there is added to the subfective con­
dition of things, expressed in oe Tt, aux'TJµ, K.T."'A., the correspond­
ing (not heterogeneous, as Hofmann objects) obfective condition 
on the part of the maiden, whose natural temperament makes 
marriage needful. It is quite akin to the German phrase: imd 
wenn's nieht anders sein kann [and if it cannot be otherwise]; 
the expression has a somewhat euphemistic turn, as referring to 
the <laughter's inclination to marriage, which determines the 
orpel"'Aet. According to Ri.ickert, "· ouT. o<f,. ,ylv. depends upon 
Uv : and she must remain so (i.e. 1tnwcdded). But the indicative 
o<j,el"'Aet is decisive against this rendering; and what an amount of 
straining is needed to make ,y{veu0at equivalent to remain! for 
she is unweclded, and, if she so remains, cannot become so. - a 0e"'Aet 
'TrOtelTru] not : let hiin do what pleases him (so ordinarily; but this 
is contrary to the context; see what follows, and the preceding 
ocpel"'Aet), but: let hi11i do what he intends (to give his virgin in 
marriage). Theodoret puts it well: To oo,couv 7rpanfrru. -
,yaµehruuav] 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 Ri.ickert 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 " the youths " should be supplied here as the 
subject, and avT~v as the objec;t. 

Ver. 37. He who, on the othe1· hand, stands stedfast in his heart, 
is of a stedfast and unchangeable mind, firm in disposition and 

1 Theophyb.ct begins the apodosis with '"'' ,t r.,,: ,y .. ,.-1.,, ,.,.;, ,.,.; ,t.-w . .,,.;, ; ; 
li>.11 ,...,,;,..,, In that case "· ,t.,..,, ,,. ,y/,. would be quite superfluous, the ,.,.; 
deprived of its reference, and '"X a.,-,.a.p ... would not suit the obligatory ;,,/>.u. 
Similarly Hofmann, who follows the same view, paraphrasing it thus : " Tliis too(?) 
is a necessity arising from the nature of tl,e case, that l,e do wltat lte will." Laurent 
also makes,.,.; ,;;,..,, .,. ,y/,. the apodosis, expounding it to mean : so it must be in this 
(ase also. The clauses which follow he considers explanatory; and ,...; must go 
back for its reference all the way to vcr. 9 : not merelv in the case of the -:rvpova-la,. 
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resolution. Comp. xv. 5 8; Col.i. 2 3, iv. 12. - µ,h fxwv ava-'Y"TJV] 
without having constraint ( objective necessity), as he, in ver. 
36, whom the natural temperament of his virgin causes to 
fear the dcrx7Jµ,ove'iv before explained. - lfova-tav oe fxf£ "· T.A..] 
contrasted with the µ,h fx. av<U'f"• (oi, but rather) as the correlative 
l)Ositive state of free disposal in respect of what he 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, ncut. Gr. p. 327 f. [E. T. 382].­
TovTo] is not explained-though this is the common supposition­
by the infinitive which follows; were that the case, we should have 
To TTJpe'iv, or (as in Od. i. 82; 1 Thess. iv. 3; Jas. i. 27, al.) the 
simple infin. (comp. the critical remarks). But Paul leaves the 
reader to gather from the connection what is meant by TovTo 
(namely, not giving the maiden in marriage). The design of this 
TovTo 1CE1Cpt1Cev ( conclitsit1n habct) is then declared by Tov TTJpe'iv : 
in order to keep (to preserve in her maidenly state) his 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 TOVTo 1CE1Cpt1Cev, by virfoe of his ri'ght 
to dispose of his own child: observe the emphatic Thv eavTov 
7rap0Jvov. That the maiden's will should be left entirely out of 
account by Paul, can surprise no one who is aware of the power 
given to fathers among the Jews ( comp. Ewald, Altcrth. p. 2 6 7) 
and Greeks (Herm. Pri?.:ataltertli. § 30. 2 ff.). - ,ca;\.wr; 7roiei] in 
the sense of action, morally right, the positive side of the ovx 
aµ,apTavet of ver. 36, and in so far stronger here; hence, too, it 
is represented in ver. 3 8 by 1Cpe'icrcrov 7rotet in relation to the 
,ca;\.o;<; 'lrOtet, which is equivalent to ovx aµ,apTaVet. 

Ver. 3 8. Result of vv. 3 6, 3 7, /Ca~ ... ,ca{, as it.:ell ... as also. 
Paul had thought of saying 1Ca"A.wr; 'lrotet in the second clause also, 
but thereupon strengthens his exp1·ession (1Cpe'icrcrov) so as to corre­
spond with the relations of the two predicates, ovx aµ,apT. in 
ver. 36, and 1Ca"A.rur; 7rotet in ver. 37. -o flC,Yaµ,.] he idw marries 
lic1· (his virgin, ver. 3 7) out (gives her out of his family in mar­
riage). This going "out" is not taken into account in the 
second clause. - Kpetcrcrov] for see ver. 3 4. Regarding e1C,yaµ,., 
comp. Matt. xxiv. 38 ; it is not preserved in Greek writers. 

Vv. 39, 40. An appended rule respecting second marriage 
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011 the part of women, occasio11ed probably by questions from tl1e 
Corinthians. - OeOeTat] SC. T'f' avopt; she may not separate her­
self from him and marry another. Comp. ver. 2 7 ; Rom. vii. 2. 
- rp 0e'A.et ,yaµ:r10iJvat] to whoin she desires to be married. Comp. 
l\Iark x. 12. I'aµ,e1, JJ,EV ,ya,p O av1)p, ,yaµetTat Of ;, ,yuv1, Schol. 
ocl Enr. filed. 5 9 3. As regards the later form ,yaµ,'f/0iJvat, insteau 
of the Attic ,yaµ,e0ijvat, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 7 42. - µ,ovov Ev 
l(upfrp] only in the Loi·cl, not apart from Christ as the specifically 
determining element of the new union; only in a Christian way, 
i.e. only to lt Christian, s.e. let her be married.1 So among the 
early interpreters, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theo­
doret, Grotius (who puts it happily: intra ecclesiam), Estius, al., 
or also Olshausen and de W ette. This does not run counter 
to ver. 12 ff., where, in fact, tlwse mi.-:ed 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, Ri.ickert, Osiander, N eander, Maier, Ewald, all 
understand the phrase to mean : in a CMistian spirit, acting as a 
Christian should, in the fear of the Lord, etc. (several of the above­
named interpreters, as Flatt, Ri.ickert, Osiander, N eander, Maier, 
include also the point that the husband must be a Christian, or lay 
the chief stress upon this, as Hofmann and ,veiss). But what 
we have here is plainly a limitation of the <[, 0e'A.et so emphatic­
ally put first. Moreover, the wider and more general the meaning 
ascribed to Ev Kup{rp, the more inappropriate it seems in connection 
with the foregoing definite rules, which all take for granted that 
the action is Christian. - µ,a,capt<iJT.] inore blessed, i.e. not merely 
more spared from troubles (vv. 26, 28), but, in accordance 
with the higher reference which µa,cap. invariably has in the N. T., 
e11joying the blessed relation, which arises out of withdrawal from 
worldly cares and self-surrender to Christ. See vv. 32-34. As to 
greater blessedness in heaven, which some have dragged in here in 
the interests of celibacy (Ambrosiaster, Cornelius a Lapide, al., in­
cluding Hirscher, Moral, III. p. 502), there is not a word of that in 
the text, even if we should read ecrrat in place of E<n(v. - ,ca7a T. 

Eµ~v ,yvwµ,,,v] cµ,1v carries the emphasis of apostolic self-conscious-

' Paul's vie"·, therefore, is not in accordance with the legislative permission of 
marriage between Christfo.ns and Jews. 
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ness. - 0()1CW OE ,ca,yw K.T.A.] 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 (exrn,) to me also, and hence as worthy to be received and 
followed.-Respecting oo,cw, rnihi vidco1·, the note of Estius may 
suffice: "minus <licit, plus volens intelligi." Comp. iv. 9. -
,ca,yw] like other teachers who have received His gifts.-In the 
two expressions coming together-of which oo,cw has a touch of 
irony (comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 230 £.)-there is im­
plied a side-glance, but whether precisely to the Pctrinc party 
(Neander, Rabiger, 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 VIII. 

VER. 2. oE] is wanting in A B N, 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 yap ( after the 
first o~·n) in ver. 8, which is omitted likewise in A B N 17, al. -
Eilliva,] It is true that A B DE F G N, min. Clem. Nyss. Theodoret, 
])amuse. have iyvwxiva, (recommended by Gries b., adopted by Lachm. 
Wick. and Tisch.); but what goes before it and what follows make 
it clear that iyv. is a gloss. The reading dva,, too, in 39, 91, 1 on, tells 
in favour of fioiva,. - ouoi,,.&, oiillev iyvwx,] Lachm. and Riick. have 
o~,,.w i,vw, which was recommended by Griesb. in accordance with 
testimony of very considerable weight, in substance the same as 
that in favour of irwxevcu instead of eilleva,. But the peculiarity of 
the emphatic Rcccpta does not show the hand of a gloss-writer. 
,vhat has taken place has rather been the reduction of the original 
reading to the simple o~11'w iyv&i, at first, perhaps, by omitting the 
superlluous ouoev, all the more readily that it was preceded by oulli,,.w, 
whereupon ;,vwx, became transformed into irw, either from the next 
word beginning with K, or by the influence of the inf. yvwva.1 which 
follows, while oiilli,,..w was displaced, as in many other cases (John 
vii. 3!); Luke xxiii. 53 ; Acts viii. 16), by the more familiar o~\Tw, 

- Ver. 4. enpoi;] is wanting in A B DE F G N* min., with several 
vss. and Fathers. Condemned by Mill and Griesb., deleted by 
Lachm. and Riick. But why should any one have added enpoi;? 
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: "there is but one other God"). - Ver. 7. 'T~ O'uve1/l~O'E1] Lachm. 
and Ri.ick. read 'T~ O'uv710Eiq,, with A B N, some min. Copt. Bashm. 
Aeth. Syr. p. (on the margin) Damasc. Approved also by Griesb. 
and Rinck. 'T~ aumo~cm, however, as the more difficult reading-, 
should be retained. See also Reiche, Comment. crit. I. p. 200 n: 
It was noted on the margin how the auv,illria1; 'Tou eiowr,ou arose, 
namely, by 'T~ auvr,0,iq,, and then this phrase easily crept into the 
place of the original 'T, auve,o.-It is preferable, however, to put 
i'w, il.p,, before 'Tou iiow"Aou (Lachm. Riick. Tisch.), with B DE F G N 
31, 37, 116, and seYeral vss. and Fathers; in the Rccepta we have 
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transposition in the interest of the construction. - Ver. 8. -::-ap;cr:-iicr,J 
A B ~. min. Copt. Bashm. Clem. Origen (twice), Athan. Cyr. 
Damasc. have ,;rapacr:-r;cru. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. Rightly; the presents which follow gave 
rise to the same tense here. ~uvfo:-ricr,, which has but weak support, 
is a gloss.-There is considerable evidence (especially A B ~) in 
favour of omitting the yap, 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 acr11fvfo1v instead of 
the Recepta acrOevoiicr,v. - Ver. 11. zal a-.o,.e,:-ai] In place of xa,, A has 
oo, after the verb (so Riick), while B ~• 17, Copt. Bashm. Goth. 
Clem. have yap, which is adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The last 
of the three readings is the true one ; yap not being understood, 
was explained in some cases by xaf, in others by ouv. Instead of 
a.;;-oAe7:-a,, read with Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. a;.-oAAv·:w, on the 
authority of A B D* ~. several min. Copt. Goth. Clem. Bas. Antioch. 
Chrys. Theodoret, and Damasc. The future arises from a mechanical 
alteration of the text after oixoooµ,ii0. - aoeArp6,] Lachm. Riick. and 
Tisch. have ;, b.oeArp6; after yvwcret, which has conclusive evidence in 
its favour. The Recepta originated in a mistaken attempt to help 
out the construction. - e,;r,J Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. read iv, 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, for the sake of those who are more ,veak, we 
should refrain from so eating, if it is a stumbling-block to them 
(vv. 7-13). 

Ver. 1. ..dJJ marks the transition to a new subject, which the 
queries from Corinth led the apostle to discuss. - 1rept To,v 

elow,.o0.] 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-
1natical one, because at what is its true beginning the construc­
tion undergoes no interruption). It is not to be made to begin at 
on (for) 1ravTe<;, as is done by Luther, Bos, Er. Schmid, Raphel, 
vV olf, Bengel, Valckenaer, and others, among whom are Olshausen 
and Maier ; for the fact that 11 "fVW<r£<; <Jiuuia'i: stands unconnected 
with what precedes it, and the sense of on in ver. 4 (that), are 
decisive ngainst this. The true commencement is only at 17 

"fVWU£'> <JiuuiaZ (so, with older commentators, Pott, Riickert, de 
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1Y ette, Osiancler, Ewald, N eander ; Dillroth is undecided on the 
point), so that the preceding "fVWUW exoµev has very naturally 
given occasion to the warnings which begin with 17 ryvw,nr; 
rpucno'i. - ElowX60urn, things offered to idols, ,cpea €lOwA.a0urn, 
4 l\Iacc. 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. Altcrth. § xxviii. 22), or else (by poor or miserly 
persons) sold in the flesh market. Comp. on Acts xv. 20.1 

The Christians might thus easily come to eat such meat, either 
through being invited to a feast by heathen acquaintances (x. 2 7), 
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 (Rabiger). As regards the weak, see ver. 7, and the 
remark subjoined to it. - arSaµEv] should not be joined directly 
with 7repl 1e:r.A., but the latter clause is to be taken as in vii. 1 : 
1.Yow, as nspects meat offered to idols, we know that, etc. Hofmann, 
following Semler, but in the face of all the Versions and Fathers, 
reads o'loa µev (I know, indeed, that), by which he gains nothing but 
a µev solitarimn, which would be all the more uncalled for, seeing 
that the corresponding antithetic clause, where he ought to find 
17 S~ 7vwutr;, 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 Se. The siibject of or8aµev consists of 
all those, besides the apostle himself, of whom the 7vwuw exoµev 

1 Paul, however, makes no reference to the decree of the apostles either here or 
elsewhere, which is in keeping with his consciousness of his own direct and inde-
11cnclcnt apostolic dignity. Comp. on Acts /oc. 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 enough shaken himself clear of all 
applications of the temporary agree1nent come to at Jerusalem which might conflict, 
upon points in themselves indifferent, with the principles elsewhere enunciated bv 
him, although coupling this wilh a wise forbearance towards tho8e who were weak 
in the faith. 
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holds good, that is to say, of Paul and the (as regards this 
point) rnore enlightened Christians: I and those like myself in this. 
Theophylact puts it rightly (comp. Chrysostom): 7rpor; Tovr; TeXelovr; 
"' .,. , • ..,, ' ' • .,. ' s· ""' d " oia/\,e,yeTat, a.,,eic; Tour; aTEI\.EU-Tepovc;. mce owaµev an exoµev 
must have one and the same subject, Ri.ickert is wrong in taking 
the first indefinitely : it is well known. Olshausen understands it of 
all Christians, and seeks to remove the contradiction between that 
and ver. 7 in this way : he distinguishes ,yvwa-ic; and 17 ,yvwa-ic;, 
making the former to be a certain ground of lcnowledge in general ; 
the latter, the specific knowledge of how the form and the power of 
idolatry stand related to each other. But the ,yvwa-ic; in ver. 1, 
although without the article, has been already defined very exactly 
as regards its contents by 7repl T. elSwX., and still more by ver. 4, so 
that 17 ,yvwa-ir; in ver. 7 can mean nothing else but the ,yvwa-ic; 
nndci· discussion; conseq_uently the contradiction would remain. 
De W ette'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 7T'avTer;, if the ou,c lv 7T'aa-iv 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 7T'avTec; there 
the unexpressed idea, "properly speaking, all Chi-istians as such" 
(Ewald), or to give to the i!xoµev the sense of "should have." 1 

Others, following Er. Schmid (" we at Corinth are all wise 
enough"), regard the Corinthians as the subject, and take (Ni.isselt, 
Opuscula, II. p. 152, Rosenmi.iller, Pott, Heydenreich, Flatt) the 
words 7repl ... iixoµev, and then on ouSEv erSwXov 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 17 ,yvwrnr; cf,va-w'i 1e.T.X., on to 
ver. 3, into his refutation as well. Further, 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 thii-d in ver. 7). -

1 So Elwert, Pro9r., Quaestiones ad pltilol. sacrnm. N. T., Tiibing. 1$60, p. i7. 
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,yvw<rw] have knowledge; of what? is plain from the context, 
namely, of the way in which flesh offered to idols should be rc­
_gardcd. The contents of the statement are more fully expressed 
in ver. 4. 

Vv. 1-3. Now follows tbe caveat inserted parenthetically with 
a vL w to ,YVW<TW e.xoJJ,EII. - The article turns the abstract ,yvw,n<; 
into a noun appellative. -The knowledge (in and by itself, namely) 
p11jfeth 11p (iv. 6, v. 2); but the love (to the brethren; comp. Rom. 
xiv. 14, 15) cdifieth (x. 23), furthers the progress of the church 
(viewed as ol,coooµ,~ 0Eou, see iii. 9) towards Christian perfection. 
It is, indeed, the necessary ~,YEµ,ovi,cov to the effectively sympa­
thetic and humble application of the knowledge. Comp. chap. 
xiii., 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 
,yvw<rt<; in aud by itself, divorced from love, is never a real 
knowledge, bnt only such as a mah fancies himself to have 
(iii. 18), Paul characterizes here what he before designated by 17 

,YVW<Tt<; as a OOKEtV Eloevat T£; 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 a,ya7TaV TOV 0Eov. 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. - ,-LJ any­
thing whatever, any object of the ,yvwat<;. Pott and Flatt inter­
pret : something wonderful; but this does not conespond so well 
with the sententious chamcter of the verse. - ovoe1roo K.T.h..] he 
knows nothing at all as yet 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 ,yvwvat ,ca0w<; oe'i we must of 
necesBity have love, which regulates the knowledge morally, 
gives it proper depth, and makes it practically salutary. Comp. 
xiii. 2. As regards the repetition of the negative (Luke xxiii. 53; 
John xix. 41; Acts viii. 16), comp. Schomann, ad Is. p. 469; 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Grat. p. 398 E). -Ver. 3. ovTo<;] with 
emphasis: he, to the exclusion of the other who prides himself 
on his knowledge. - E"fVCJJ<TTat {17r' avTou] This is rationalized by 
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Billroth in his usual fos11io11 into : " Goel recognises Himself in 
him;" but it means simply: this man is known by Hint. The 
statement is a pregnant one. Instead of making it logically 
complete by saying : "it holds good of such a man not merely 
that he knows in the tme sense, but also that he is l:nown of 
God," the apostle states simply the latter and greater truth, which 
of itself implies the former. The eryvw,nai i.nr' avTou shows the 
importance and preciousness of the love spoken of, in accordance 
with its holiness; for if God knows 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 effeetii·c 
divine knowledge, which becomes part of the inner experience 
of the man, and which is the causa safotis,1 so that God in 
thus knowing the man carries 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, Schrif tbcwcis, I. p. 2 5 8 ff: 
See also on xiii. 12. Other interpreters supply the thought 
ut siimn discipidmn (Erasmus) or inter filios (Calvin), and the 
like. Comp. Usteri, Lchrbeg1·ijf, p. 283. But that is to insert a 
meaning not in the text. Others, again, take it as approbatus est 
(Piscator, Clericus, Gataker, Grotius, Wolf, l\fosheim, Semler, 
:M:orus, Vater, al., following Fathers in Suicer, Tlws. I. p. 7 6 2 ). 
But this is as much against linguistic usage (see on Rom. vii. 
15) as Augustine's cdoctus 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 
rytvw<nmv (as in l/1', see on Matt. i. 25) the bridal (?) relation 
of the soul to God. 

Ver. 4. Ouv] igitur, takes up again the interrupted statement 
(ver. 1); comp. xi. 20, and see on Mark iii. 31, and Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 177. - TrJ<; {3pwa-. -r. t:lo.] more precise definition of the 

1 Comp. Constit. ap. v. 16. 3: µ;., 'Y''Yt~trxn~!; EhOv ~,a: iroii Xrnpt,-p,a.-ros 'lf'1trtr16fTa,TH 

fy11&1'i6 ui.n~v, µizAAn ~i iy11:.I0"01J~' V-:r' a.Ur.-o~ ~,U. 1

l'10"aii 'Ta'ii (l't.J'T'ipos "• AU~ft.J'Te'ii 

";' ''-"'~oll'TM., i,r' "u~o.,. 
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indefinite Twv eiowXo0., ver. 1. There is no reason any more 
than formerly for writing oYoaµev here as oloa µev with Hofmann. 
- on ouoev eiowX. iv ICo<Tµrp] that there is not an idol in the 
n-orld. Paul's meaning here is not : what the heathen adore as 
gods 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, etc. Most of the old interpreters, with the 
Vulgate, Luther, and Beza (also more recently, Michaelis, Rosen­
mtiller, Flatt, Heydenreich), took ouoev to mean nihil: "that an 
idol is a nonentity." Comp. J er. x. 3 ; Isa. xli. 24, al., Addit. to 
Esth. iv. 8; Sanhedr. f. 6 3. 2: "N overant utique Israelitae, idolmn 
nihil cssc." Comp. also Joseph. Antt. viii. 13. 6. But this must 
be held incorrect, seeing that ev T. ,co<Tµrp does not harmonize with 
it, and because of the parallel expression ouoel~ E>eo~. - ,cat on 
ouOEtS IC.T.X.] and that there is no other God but one. The ei µ~ 
refers simply to ouoels E>eo~, not to frepo~. See on Gal. i. 19. 

Vv. 5, 6. Confirmatory elucidation of the preceding statement 
on ovoev etcSwAov ... el µ~ ek 

Ver. 5. For (ryap) even (,ea{) if really (et1rep, see Hartung, 
Partikell. I. p. 343; Baeumlein, Pm·tik. p. 202) there exist so­
called gods, whethc1· in heaven 01· 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,1 but merely supposes it, and that with ,cal er1rep, i.e. even in 
the case that, if there be in reality, if after all, whereby of course 
" in incerto relinquitur, utrum jure an injuria sumatur" (Her­
mann, acl Viger. p. 834), this, however, not being implied in 
e,r.ep by itself, but by the connection in which it stands here. 
Comp. Rom. viii. 9, 17, etc.; and see Baeumlein, l.c. 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 wrnrep IC.T.X. : as there are, indeed, gods many and lords 
many. ·what is conceded here is the premiss from which that 

1 \Ye know from x. 20 that he dill not allow that the gods as such existed at all, 
ln1t held those beings r~ganled as gods to be demons. Comp. Weiss, bibl. T/ieol. 
p.279. ' 
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possibility may be drawn as a consequence. If there exist, tl1at 
is to say, a multitude of superhuman beings, who come under the 
category of 0eol (in the wider sense) and ,cvptot, then we must 
admit that it is possible that those whom the heathen call gods­
Jupiter, Apollo, and so on-have an actual existence.1 The 0Eo'i 
7roXXol and ,cvptot 7roXXoL are, as the connection necessarily leads 
us to understand, not human rulers, deified kings, and the like, but 
the sitperhmnan powers (angels), of whom it is said in Deut. x. 1 7: 
a ,yap Kvpco~ a 0eo:; vµwv, OVTO~ 0eo~ TWV 0ewv ,ca'i Kvpw; TWV 

,cup{wv. Comp. Ps. cxxxvi. 2, 3. Most commentators take eia-t 
as said e gcntiliuni persuasione (so Pott, Flatt, Heydenreich, de 
Wette, Ewald, Nean<ler, Maier), which would give as the sense of 
the whole: "if there be in reality so-called gods among the heathen, 
as, indeed, they speak of many gods and lords" (de Wette). But 
this explanation runs counter to the fact that eiul is put first with 
emphasis ; and the e gentiliU?n persitasione 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 ~µ'iv 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 eiul denotes 
real existence (the Xeryoµ,. 0eol being demons, x. 20), while with 
the second we should supply: in the view of the heathen. Riickert 
takes both the first and second elul in the right sense, but 
makes er7rep mean,-contrary to the rules of the language,­
although it nwst be conceded that (which is not its meaning even 
in such passages as those given by Kiihner, II. § 8 24, note 2), 
and supposes that the apostle conceived the angels and demons 
to be the realities answering to the Xeryoµ,. 0eol.2 

- As regards 
,ca'i ei, etiani, tum, si, which marks the contents of the conditional 

1 The meaning of the verse, therefore, freely rendered, would be : For even if we 
suppose tltat tlte gods of the !teat/ten 111ytltology hai·e a real existence, wltich is 110 

such absurd supposition, seeing that there is not 111erely One God and One Lord (iu the 
wider sense of these words), but gods 111a11y and lords 111any : still for us Christians, 
etc., ver. 6. Hofmann agrees substantially with our exposition of the passage. See 
also his 8chriftbew. 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 :1,.,-y,,.l>m ,.,;,, should have sufficed of itself to prevent 
this ; still more the correlation in which the many gods and lords stand to the ,r, 
e,,, and ,r, K11111; in Yer. 6. 
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cb.use as uncertain, comp. on Mark xiv. 29; and see Hermann, ad 
rigc1._ p. 832; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. p. 32 A. It is here the 
"ctia111,si de re in cogitatione posita," Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 884. 
Examples of teal ,yap ,d, for even if, may be seen in Hartung, 
Pa1·tikell. I. p. 141. 

Ver. 6. Apodosis: yet ltai·e we Christians but one God, the 
Father, etc. Therefore: oZoaµfv 07'£ OVOEV €£0WAOV IC.T.A. The 
iuTLV to be supplied after 'T}µ'iv is the simple vocb substantive. -
,i.'71.ll.'] as in iv. 15. - 0€oc; o 7raT~P] might be taken togethe1· here 
as forming one conception, like Kvptoc; o 0€oc; (Fritzsche, ad J,fatt. 
p. 16 8) ; it agrees better, however, with the ek Kvptoc; 'I. X. which 
follows, to understand o 7raTryp as in apposition to 0eoc; and 
defining it more precisely. By o 7raT~P, and the relative defini­
tions of it which follow, the elc; 0€oc; has its specific character 
assigned to it, and that in such a ,rny as to make 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 thought of the unity of God, and how idols 
are with him put out of account altogether. Comp. Hofmann, 
Schriftbcw. I. p. 348. -- o 7raTryp] in the Christian sense, according 
to the idea of the uio0ea-La of Christians. Rom. viii. 15 ; Gal. 
iii. 2G. - Jg ov Ta 7ravTa] as to primary origin. See on Rom. 
xi. 3 6. - Kal 17µe'ic; elc; avTov] 1·.c. and we Christians arc destined 
to serve His purposes: He is our End. Here again, after the ,ea{, 
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 elc; in 
such a muTow sense as is given to it by Piscator, Grotius, Rosen­
mi.iller, al. : for God's honour; but positively incorrect to take it 
for iv, with Beza, Calvin, and others ; or for J~, with Schulz, 
Heydenreich, and Pott. Billroth interprets it in Hegelian fashion : 
" that man should be towards God, should return into Him as his 
J.'irst Cause, not remain for himself." 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. cit.), nor three, but. 

1 con. 1. Q 
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two.1 He holds, with Billroth ( comp. also N eander), that the el, 
refers to the agency of the Holy Spirit in bringing all back to its 
primary origin.2 - ot' au Tit 7rUVTa] does not apply to the new 
moral creation (Grotius, Stolz, Pott), and consequently cannot 
include all that is involved in 1·edc1nption and atonement (Baur, 
neitt. Theol. p. 193), which is clearly against the sense of the pre­
ceding Tit 1ravTa ; 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 1rpooT0To1Co<; 1rau11, K,-r{ueoo<; (in John's phrase, as 
Aoryo,), was He through whom 3 God brought about the crea­
tion of the world. See on Col. i. 15 ff. Comp. John i. 3. 
U steri, Lclirbcg1·i.ff, p. 315 ff. ; Rabiger, Christal. Paul. p. 2 9 ff. ; 
Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. § 8 5 ; Lechler, p. 51 f. ; Weiss, biul. 
Thcol. p. 318. Philo calls the A.0"/0<; the opryavov, o,' OU ,cauu­
lCEVaU0'YJ (o l(,OUµa,). See de Chcntb. I. p. 162. In Rom. xi. 36, 
o,' ou is said of God, and the reference is therefore of a different 
kind than here. - Kat ~µe'i<; o,' aiiTou] is not to be referred to the 
physical creation (Ri.ickert); 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, 
K. ~µe'i, el, avTov, adds a different, namely, an ethical relation. 
The reference here is to the new creation of believers (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 caiisa 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 J,fediator, 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. 

1 Hence we find, in some of the later cotld. and Fathers, additional clausr~ 
respecting the Spirit, nan1ely, xa1 ~v '?f•n.Vµ.a. fZ,y,ov, ill 'f ,,.a, ,,,a.'irra. N.. 7/µ,ii, i, a.U-r'f, 

and : ""'; ,, "'""I'"' «'),, ~/ ,J 'll"a.,,,.a. But so early an expositor as Chrysostom remarks 
expressly that the Spirit is not mentioned here. 

2 In order to bring out the "all" (Horn. xi. 36), O)shausen affirms : "Insomuch 
ns the church is destined to receive all men into it, antl insomuch as it exerts a 
reflex restorative influence even upon the """''m (Rom. viii. 19ff.), 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 11reconception. 

3 Not i; ,J, which holds only of the Father, although ,i; ,, could be said of the 
Soii also ( comp. Col. i. 16 ). 
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Ver. 7. "\Ve know that there is no idol, etc.; however, 
this ,yvwutr; that we speak of(~) is not in all; but doubtless (the 
oe as in vii. 3 7, and very often-so ver. 9-after a negative 
clause) there are many who," etc. - Tfi uvvEt017uEt et:,Jr; apn Tov 
EiowXou] in virtue of their conscience till now regarding the idol, i.e. 
through this, that their moral consciousness is still burdened with 
the conception of an actual existence of the heathen gods as such. 
The opposite of the uuv€{01]Ut<; TOV EiowXou is : o,oaµEv, 07'£ OVOEV 
e,ot:,JXov ev ,c6uµ~o, 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 meat offcrecl 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.- uuvElOTJUtc:; 1

] • means simply consct'ence (neither 
juclfrimn, as many maintain, nor obscure conception, as Schulz 
would have it; Billroth's rendering is better, though still inexact: 
"conviction that there are ELOt:,J;\a ;" so also Reiche, Maier), and 
Tov ElowXou is the object of the moral consciousness, the article 
indicating the idol in a generic way. As to the gen. with uuvE[O., 
comp. Heb. 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). - €t:,J<; apn] marks off the time more sharply 
than "always as yet" (Hofmann), which would be ln; it means, 
"up to this i·ery hom·" (iv. 13, xv. 6, and in all other passages). 
Taking the usual order of the words, it would most natun,lly 
attach itself to eu0tou,n ; but since the place which on critical 
grounds must be assigned to it is before ,dowXou (see the critical 
remarks), it must be joined to Tfi uuvEt017uE£. vVe might have 
expected Tfi €t:,J<; &pn UUVH01)U€£ TOU EiOwXou or Tfi UUVH07]U€£ TOV 
ElowXou Tfj €t:,J<; apn ; even in Greek authors, however, one finds 
acl verbial attributives used in this loose adjectival way without 

1 Sec generally, besides von Zezschwitz (Profangriicit. pp. 52 ff., 75), K<ihler, 
Scl,rij1yemii.,se Le!tre i·o11i Gew., 1864; Dclitzsch, P,ychol. p. 133 ff. ; Lint.les, d,­
i-i et ratiu11e uu..,~,iu,.,; ex li. T., Lum\, 1866; R. Hofmann, Le!tre vom Gcw., 
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. 2H; Phil. 
i. 26 ; Gal. i. 13). - It is an artificial construction, and without 
sufficient ground, to supply a second uuveio~uEt (without the 
article) after -rfi uuveLO., and connect EWr; apn 'TOV elowXou with 
this. - au0evryr; ovua] because it is 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 e,c 'TT'{u-rer,;r; (Rom. xiv. 23). MoXuvetv (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 : µ,ialveiv. Observe 
here the two sides of the conscience : it was weak to begin with, 
and ajterwa1·ds it is defiled as well. 

NoTE.-The EC<J~ llp,,, wliich 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): j:j,ra,v 'i'up rroA.t .. oi ig Elowi-..oi-..arpia, Tji d,rrn ,;;po,reM6~n, oi' eC<J; 
llf'TI, 'Z'Ou,i.rr, xa,J fJ,E':'C,/, 'l"O r,;'/0"':'EVO'(l,I, 'l"C,/, ,lowi-..60ura iaOiouO'tV WG eloca'>.60ura, 
Theodoret says: OU% 7/ {3pwt11, /J,OA~VEI, a/'.Ar.G rJ IMEiorit11; n\v -ni-..eia,v ~u 
oe~aµ,ivri yvwo-,v, E'l"I oi 'l"~ '7:'Aavr, 'TWV eiowAWV xcmx,oµ,evri, This in oppo­
sition to the common view, that the weak brethren are to be sought 
among the Petrine party. Schenkel even goes the length of ex­
plaining the narne of t,hat 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 (1), The correct view, that the weak 
brethren were Gentile-Christians, is advocated also by Hofmann, 
and finds expression in Lachmann's reading of o-uv7JOiiq,. 

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, 
::\fosheim, 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 

• d ·t ,, '' ' ,1.,.' ' '' have reqmre to wr1 e: ouTE eav µ:r1 't'a,ywµ,w, Trept<T<Twoµ,w, ouTf 
Jav cpa,ywµ,,w, uCTTepovµ,e0a. No, Paul is now going on (the ad­
vance being indicated by Se) to show what regard should be paid 
to those weaker brethren : "J.Vow, food is not tlte determining cle­
ment in the Christian's relation to Goel; to abstain f1·01n it does no 
harm, and to partake of it gives no adumtage (see the critical 
remarks). Therefore (ver. 9) ye ought not to 111ake yourselves a 
cause of stumbling to the weak th1-ough yow· liberty to cat sac1·ificial 
flesh." If food were not a thing indifferent,-if abstinence from it 
IJrought loss, and partaking of it blessing with God,-then it would 
be our duty not thus to adapt ourselves to the weak. - ou Trapa­
CTT~<Tet] it will not (in any case which may arise; f1tturc) present 
ns to God; non cxhibebit nos IJeo, i.e. it will not affect the position 
of om· moral character in the judgmcnt of God, either for the worse 
or for the better. We have thus a description of an adiaplwron 
in its relation to God. Comp. Bengel, Osiander, Hofmann. Most 
interpreters take the word in the sense of commcndabit, or, keeping 
by the Ree. Trap{CTT'TJO"t, commended, as if it were <Tuv,an7c;e, or 
avvifj'T'TJ<Tt. This is untenable according to the rules of the 
language; and it is illogical besides, for both the cases which 
follow oihe ... oihe are included under the collective conception, 
OU 7rapa<TT. T. 0e<j,.1 

- UUTEpovµ,.] do we come short, do we lack 
anything in our relation to God. The opposite of this ( comp. 
Phil. iv. 12) is Trept<TIY. : we have an overflowing abundance, some­
thing more than mere sufficiency in our relation to God ; TOUTEIYTlV 
EUC!OKtµ,ouµ,ev 7rapci T<j, 0e<j, W', a,ya0av n TrOt~/YaVTE', Ka~ µ,i,ya, 
Chrysostom. -fJ't..£7rETE oi] The oi, now then, introduces what is 
their positive duty, as contrasted with the foregoing negative 
state of the case. - 7rpa1YK0µ,µa] stumbling, i.e. occasion to act 
~ontrary to conscience. Comp. Rom. xiv. 13. 

Ver. 10. Ti<;] any such weak brother, namely. -TOV exovTa 

1 This holds also against the modification which Valckenaer, Riickert, and de 
W ettc 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 : ,/,,, 
,:~uoi nf'a,S 'T~ €to/. 
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ryvwuiv] quippc qiii cognitionem, habes, in significant apposition to 
ue. It is just this, which the weaker believer knows respecting 
the stronger, that leads him astray. - ev Eloc,i>..elrp ,carn,cdµ,evov] 
Their liberal-mindedness went, it seems, so far that they even 
reclined at table in idol-temples 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 the connection of itself natnmlly 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 elowXe'iov­
which does not occur in profane writers-from the LXX. and 
the Apocrypha, may be seen in Schleusner, Thcs. II. p. 246. 
See also Eustath. ad Od. vi. p. 263. 17. In the Fragm. Sop!, .. 
152 (Dind.), the true reading is eowXta. - ol,coooµ,7J0~uerni] is 
neither a vox media (Clericus, Elsner, Wolf, al.), nor does it mean 
impelletiir (Castalio, Kypke, Hermann, Stolz, al.) or co1ifirmabitm· 
(Syr., Grotius, Zachariae, Schulz, Billroth), but as always in the 
N. T. : will be built 11p, advanced in a Christian frame of mind, so 
as to cat (eli; To eo-0.). To be brought to eat sacrificial flesh while 
one is weak (au0ev. OVTO<;, opposite of ryvwuiv €xeiv), is, as Calvin 
rightly expresses it, a ruinosa acclijicatio, seeing that the founda­
tion which it ought to have, the 1rLuni;, is wanting. "\Ve have 
here, therefore, an ironically significant antiphrasis; without the 
ao-0. ov-roi; it might be a case of a real olKoooµ,e"iu0ai ; thiugs being 
as they are, however, it can be so only in appearance, and, in 
reality, it is the very opposite.1 Egrcgie acclificabitur ! The 
hypothesis (Storr, Opusc. II. p. 2 7 5 f. ; Rosenmi.iller, 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), aud gives it back to them in 
an antiphrastic way, cannot be established, and is unnecessary. 

Ver. 11. 'A,roA.A.VTa£ (" terrificum verbum," Clarius) ,yap un­
folds the meaning of the antiphrastic element of the preceding 
oiKoo., the ,yap introducing the answer (Hartung, I. p. 4 77; 
Klotz, ad IJcvar. p. 240 ; Baeumlein, Part. p. 72), in which the 
apostle's irony loses itself in the deep earnestness which underlies 

1 Wctstein compares with this the passage in .Nedarim, f. 40. 1: "Si dixerint 
tibi juniores aedilica, et seniores demolire, aucii seniores et 11011 au1li juniores, qui.1 
acdilicatio juniornm est demolitio, et demolitio seniorum est aedificatio." 



CITAP. VIII. 12, 13. 247 

it: lte is in frutlt 1ittci-ly ruined, etc. - a:1r6XXvTat is meant here, 
as in Rom. xiv. 15, of destruction ,ca7' 1lox11v, the eternal 
a,rwXeia 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 ,yap here to be 
quite inexplicable, unless we take a,rJ;\;\. simply in the sense of 
is led astray (but see the critical remarks); while Riickert declares 
the ,yap utterly useless. Nevertheless, a:1r6)..;\vm£ K.T.A. makes it 
clear and unmistakeable how the case stands with the preceding 
olJC0Soµ110., so that ,yap is logically correct. - fV 7-fj ufj ,yvwuei] 

belongs to a,ro)..).., : by means of thy knowledge, so that it, through 
the use thou hast made of it, has occasioned this destruction. 
'E1rt (see the critical remarks) would be : 1ipon thy knowledge, 
so that it was the g1·ouncl of what took place. - o cioe;\<f,. oi' &v 

X. a,r.] a weighty twofold motive for not bringing about such a 
result. Comp. Rom. xiv. 15. The oi' &v X. a,r. is frustrated 
by the a1ro;\;\, ! Comp. ver. 12. Bengel says well in reference 
to oi' ov: "ut docearnur, quid nos fratrum caicsa debeanrns." 
Respecting out, comp. Rom. iv. 2 5. 

Ver. 12. OuT<t1] When ye sin against the brethren in this way, 
as described in vv. 10, 11. - ,cat] and especially. - 7V1T70VTec;] in 
substance the same thing as µo)..vvovTec; in ver. 7, only expressed by 
a different metaphor, which makes the cruelty of the procedure more 
apparent. What befits a weak conscience is forbearance, not that 
it should morally receive blows, should be smitten through offence 
done to it as with a wounding weapon (Hom. Il. xix. 12 5 ; Herod. 
iii. 64; Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 5; Prov. xxvi. 22), so that now, instead 
of being but a weak:, it becomes a bacl conscience. - avTwv] put 
first because correlative to the elc; XptuT6v which follows; in the 
latter is finally concentrated the whole heinousnesss of the offence. 

Ver. 13. Comp. Rom. xiv. 21. The classic oi61rep, for that 
1.•cry ?"Cason (because the offence in question is such a heinous one), 
meets us with certainty in the N. T only here and x. 14. -
/3pwµa] 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 Uncl of food (Kpta) presenting itself in applfration to the 
subject discussed, by abstaining from which, at any rate, the 
use of sacrificial flesh and the CTKavoaXov thereby given woulrl 
be .excluded. - oil µ1) <f,it-yw] "Accommodat suae personae, ut 
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facilius persuadeat," Piscator. The expression is not by ,vay 
of exhortation, but of assurance, " then I will certainly not cat," etc. 
T ~ , '1' '1' I "\ ,I \ '1' 1 • ~ '1' I '- "\ I 

OVTO (I)~ atoauKal\.O~ aptUTO~ TO Ot €aVTOV 7rato€VEtv a "'€'YE£, 

Chrysostom. - el~ T. alwva] to all eternity, nevermore ; hyper­
bolical mode of expressing the most thorough readiness. Comp. 
as regards the idea, Rom. xiv. 21. - ?va µi/ K.T.X.] For this is 
what I should bring about, if he holds the 4Iesh which I eat to be 
sacrificial flesh (ver. 9). Observe the emphatic repetition of the 
words, and the different order in which u,cavoaX. and T. a.OEA.!p. µ. 
are placed.-That the maxim here enunciated cannot be an 
universal rule in acliaphoris, has been -pointed out already by 
Erasmus. Comp. Gal. ii. 5 with 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff. and Acts 
xvi. 3. It does not bold, when the truth of the gospel comes 
to be at stake. Comp. Gal. ii. 14. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

Vim. 1. ov" ei1.1,/ iAeuOepos; ovx elµ,/ .:l-:r.J So A B ~, 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. crit. I. p. 206 ff., Hofmann. But it was very natural to 
transfer our. elµ,1 a-:r. to the first place as the more irnportant point, 
and the one first expounded in detail by the apostle himself (vv. 1-3). 
- Ver. 2. '1"7Js iµ,r,,] Lachm. Riick. Tisch. read µ,ou -.ij,, with B t-:, 
17, 31, 46, Or. Rightly; the Reccpta is a more precise defini­
tion of the meaning inserted in view of ver. 3. Had µ,ou crept in 
from the -.o epyov µou in ver. 1, it would have been put after a-:rOO"-.oAr,,. 
- Ver. 6. 'l"ov] is wanting, it is true, in A B D* F G ~, 17, 46, 
Isidor., and is deleted consequently by Lachm. and Ruck.; but the 
omission was very naturally suggested by vv. 4, 5. - Ver. 7. fa. 
-.ou xap<:-ov] Lachm. Riick. Tisch. read 'l"hv xap,,..,;v, with A B C* D* 
1'' G t-:*, 17, 46, 137, Sahid. Boern. Tol. Flor. Harl. Vulg. ms: Bede. 
The Rcccpf.a is an alteration in accordance with what follows, made 
without observing the difference in meaning. - Ver. 8. ~ oux,i xa/ 
x.-..A.) There is decisive testimony in favour of ~ :u.1,/ o ~6µ,01; -rai:i-.a ou 
AEye,; approved by Gries b., adopted. by Lachm. Riick. Tisch. It 
was altered because not understood. - Ver. 10. hr' i°A"io, 'l"ov µ,e-.i­

xm J So Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, Ri.ick. Tisch., with A B C ~•. 
10, 17, 71, Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. Raschm. Arm. Or. Eus. Cyr. 
The Rccepta again (defended by Reiche) is: -rij, iA-:rioo, akou µ,e-.i;­

%e,v i,.' iA-:.io,. Since, however, this i-i iA"io, is omitted also by 
l>* F G, 46, it has such a weight of evidence against it1 that it must 
he rejected at once; Tiis iA,.ioos a/mu /U'l"EX,m, again, is so plain as 
regards its meaning, that had it been the original reading it could 
hardly have given rise to any change. If, on the other hand, it 
was not observed that we have to supply aAouv after aAowv, the i,.' 
iA"io, '1"o::i 1ur1x,E1v remained unintelligible, and l'"iis i~.doo; auTou was 
put in as a gloss to obviate the difficulty; then this mistaken gloss 
in some cases displaced the original words, in others, got 1ni:ccd ~1p 

1 Hciche woulll attach this addition (which quite mars the sense in the Recepta) 
to the n~xt verse ; but there, too, especially as standing first, it wouhl obtrude npC111 

the antithesis something quite foreign to it and unsuitable. 
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with tliem (Elz.). - Ver. 11. 61p11101uv] CD EFG L, min. Vulg. It. 
Theodoret, have 01piow1uv. So Lachm. on the margin. Tischendorf 
is right in receiving it into the text; grammarians took offence at 
the subjunctive after d. - Ver. 13. There is decisive evidence for 
reading -::apiop. here with Lachm. Ri.ick. Tisch. (approved also by 
Griesb.), and in ver. 15 ov xixpri11,ai ouom' r., with Griesb. Lachm. 
Scholz, Riick. Tisch. - Ver. 15. iva ri,; xevwan] There is great 
diversity here. P, D* ~*, Sahid. Bashm. have ovod,; ;mwrn (so 
Lachm.). A has ouilii,; µ,ri ,mwrn (so Rtick.). F G, 26, give us 7'ts 

imwae,. The Reccpta, which is specially defended by Reiche, ,,a 
'ri,; ,mwan, has only a partial support from C D*** E I K ~*•, 
the majority of the min. and vss., Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. 
Theophyl. Oec., because most of these authorities are in favour 
of wwrn, which is adopted by Tisch. But the Received reading, 
as well as the r,,; xowa!I, 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: ~ ':"o xo.ux'1Jt.£i 11,ou ouil,i, 
,mwm. See the exeget. remarks on the verse. - Ver. 16. /'.au,:::r,µa] 
D E F G ~•,It.: -x.ap,,;. Not strongly enough attested; an old 
gloss in accordance with Luke vi. 32-34. Instead of yap after 
ouai, Elz. has oi, but against conclusive evidence. A false correc­
tion. There are decisive grounds for reading, with Lacbm. and 
Tisch., 1uane1,.fow1Mx1 in place of the second 1uay7,i-i~wµ,ai; the 
Reccpta is a repetition from the first. - Ver. 18. Elz. and Scholz 
have roii Xp11T':"ov after euayyit-., in opposition to decisive evi­
dence. - Ver. 20. µ,ri C::v au'ro,; i,,;:/i voµ,ov] omitted in Elz., but 
given by almost all the uncials and many vss. and Fathers. 
Homoeoteleuton. - Ver. 21. The genitives 0,ov and Xpta':"ou (Elz. 
and Scholz have the datives) have decisive testimony in their favour, 
as xepoavw To~,; av. also has (so Laclnn. Riick. Tisch.); the Rcccpta 
xipor,aw avoµ,ou,; was formed upon the model ofver. 20. - Ver. 22. The 
w,; before aoO. is wanting in A B ~•, Vulg. Clar. Germ. Or. Cypr. 
Ambrosiast. Aug. Ambr. Bede. Deleted by Lacl1J11. and Tisch. It 
was a mechanical addition on the plan of the preceding clauses.­
The article before ,;ravTa (Elz. Scholz) is condenmed by a great pre­
ponderance of authority. - Ver. 23. ni:i':"o] The most and best of the 
uncials, with the majority of vss. and :Fathers, have ,;;-avm; recom­
mended by Griesb., adopted by Laclllll. Riick. Tisch. Tou:-o is a 
gloss inserted to define the meaning more precisely ; for the same 
reason Sahid. Arm. read Tau'ra os -::avrn. - Ver. 27. kw,;;-,a~o, J 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, ii-::o,;;-,a~w (F G K L min. Fathers) and ko,-,i~w 
(D*** E, min. Fathers), must be rejected even on the ground of 
external evidence alone, all the more that the vss. castigo (Vulg.), 



CHAP. IX. 1. 251 

subjicio, ·mace1·0, a.ffti,qo, domo, do not show clearly which reading 
they follow. Notwithstanding, urroma~"' has been defemled of late, 
especially hy Matth. (" ,;r,a,flV loco 1T1s'm aliquos male halmit "), 
Reiche, Hofm., and adopted by Tisch. It appears to base been 
simply the production of ignorant and mechanical transcribers, who 
were familiar with ma~"' or 1T1s'"'• but took offence at u,;rw (with .n). 

CoNTENTs.-That principle of loving self-denial which Paul had 
just laid down for himself in respect of the single point iii 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 he 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 viii. 13 ; the 
third question corroborates the full purport of the second; and 
the fourth places him in probative relation to his readers, whom 
Paul Kal avTOU', eli, µapTuplav KaA.e'i, Theodoret. - e'">..ev0epoi,] free, 
dependent upon no man. Comp. ver. 19. - 'l71uouv ... iwpaKa] 
Observe the solernnity of the phrase; his readers knew what was 
implied in it on his lips. The reference here is not to his having 
seen Christ in 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,-but to the sight of the glo,·ified Jesus, which was first 
vouchsafed near Damascus to call him to be an apostle (Acts ix. 1 7, 
xxii. 14 f., xxvi. 1 G ; 1 Cor. xv. 8), and was often repeated 
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afterwar<ls, ·although in different forms (Acts xviii. 9, xxii. 1 7 f. ; 
2 Cor. xii. 1).1 It is an arbitrary thing to exclude those later ap­
pearances (Estius, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Osiander, Hofmann), 
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. - ev l(vp{~] does not belong to ep'Yov; just as little does it 
to vµlir; (Pott), or to t',µr!i,r; eCTTE alone (Riickert), but is meant to 
bring out the Christian character of the 11Jholc To iip'Yov µ. vµEir; 
eCTTE. For out of Christ, in 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 Kvpto<; of God (Beza, Piscator, 
Flatt, Riickert, al., following Chrysostorh and Theophylact). 
Comp. iv. 15. 

Vv. 2, 3. Not a parenthesis, but a statement interposed in his 
own defence, occasioned by ov TO ep'Yov IC.T.).., and flowing from a 
heart deeply moved. - dXA.ot<;] i.e. in relation to others, who, not 
belonging to your community, clo not own my apostleship as valid 
for them.2 

" '\Ve have no Apostle Paul," say they ! Comp. as to 

1 Baur takes au vantage of this stress laid 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 Rabiger, 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 inuicating how, in respect of this point also, he stands in 
no whit behinu the original apostles. 'E..-.,;;, ,,_,,,.;,, .,.;,, ci,a).n,/," .,..;; """'"i,p,, ,,.).,ilr., 

aTxov Of ~O;ttv o; /%-;rOo--roAo, 'lt'a.prl. .,,.a,tr, µ,t-y;tF,,'17'1 dir 'T~; ,roii Kvp;ov 1£fl.; Y.;'11~1µ,iv11, xa::I 'TOjj'TO 

,.,,.P°''"""'"', Theodoret. Anu it is no lower thing to have seen Christ in His glory 
than to have seen Him in His humiliation upon the earth. Comp. Calvin. As 
against the interpretations which make this a visionary beholding of Christ (lhnr, 
Holstein, al.), see Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Kril. 1S64, p. 220 f. How very dis­
tinctly Paul himself describes, especially in Acts xxii. 14, a bodily appearance! Sec 
also Gal. i. 1, comp. with ver. 15. Nothing contrary to this can be proved from 
the words ,.,,,.,.,,,., and oq,O-;,,,., (xv. 8), since these <lo not determine the kind of 
seeing and appearing. Comp. e.g. the use of the latter term in Acts vii. 26 of a 
bodily appearing. 

• It was unquestionably by stranger Petrine Christians that the auti-Pauline 
influence had been exerted upon the Corinthian church. So much is clear, but 
nothing more. RKbiger thinks that they were the instigators of the Petrine party in 
Corinth. Schenkel makes them of the Christ-party. Hofmann explains the expre;;-
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the relation of the dative, -viii. G. - ou,c eiµtJ See Winer, p. 44G 
[ E. T. 601]. - a:\.}..cfrye] still at least. See Hermann, ad Vige1-. 
p. 8 2 6. The rye intensifies the dX">..a of the apodosis (see on 
iv. 15, viii. 6) : see Klotz, ad Iki.:ar. p. 2 4 f. It cannot be said 
with any critical certainty that a">..Mrye ever occurs in the classics 
undivided (without one or more words put between the two 
particles). See Klotz, l.e. p. 15, and Heind. ad Plat. Phncd. 
p. 86 E; Stallbaum, ad Rep. p. 331 B.-Taking the reading T/ 
ryap u<f,pary. µau T. d1rouT. (see the critical remarks), the meaning 
is: 1ny seal of apostleship, with the emphasis on u<f,pa,y. As to 
the word itself, see Rom. iv. 11. Theodoret well remarks : ci.1ro-
c:- f! \ ~ > '\ ~ 0 I \ < I t1 
O€LsLV ryap TWV ll'TrOG'TOl\,t/CWV /CaTOp wµaTWV T1JV llJl,ETf,pav EXW 
µeTa/30X11v. - ev Kupirp] as in ver. 1 ; it belongs to the whole 
preceding clause: T/ u<f,pary~r; 7. eµ. a1r. ,,µ. ea-Te. :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). -TJ eµ,~ a1ro">..ory. 

/C.T.X.] 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 in other words (Hofmann), which would 
be an admissible interpretation only if atJT7J eun were absent, or 
if ea-Te occurred again. - To,r; eµE. ava,cp.J to those who institute an 
inquiry regarding nie ( comp. Acts xix. 3 3 ; 2 Cor. xii. 19), who 
question my apostleship. Both a1roi\.. and ava,cp. are purposely­
chosen forensic expressions. Comp. as to the latter, Luke xxiii. 14; 
Acts iv. 9, xii. 19, xxiv. 8, xxviii. 18. -. - ail-r11] this, namely, this 
fact, that you are the seal of mine ci1rouToA~. 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 eµ~ and eµe, 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 .;,,.,,. ... A~ .-;;; .,,.,p,.-,p.;;, uw.l that .-;;, ,;,.p,/:,u,.-,,.,. 
Ilut that is going too far ; for nll circumcised Christians were not anti-Pauline, ancl 
the express contrast here is with the ;,_,,.,;,, among whom must be included the Jewish­
Christians who were in Corinth. 



254 PAUL'S FinST EPISTLE TO TIIE CORINTIIIANS. 

begins a new series of questions, with the view of now making 
good tltc prcrogatii·e a1·isi11g out of his apostleship, which in 
point of fact he declined to exercise. - µ~ ou,c iixoµev] i.e. 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 Pcml alone, seeing that it bas just been preceded, and 
is again followed in ver. 6, by the singular, but must imply that 
the apostle is thinking both of him,self and of whosoever else acts 
in like manner. More particularly, ver. 6 shows that he hus here 
in his eye, not his companions in labour generally (Hofmann), but 
Barnabas in particular besides himself (for see the µovor; 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 "scmpcr et icbique vitari 
oportcat sed de eo tantum quod in casn nOJ;ii scandali infir­
morum fratrum vitandum est." - cflarye'iv K. 7TLEtv] i.e. at the 
cost of the churches. To understand it of non-observance 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 it 
as an apostolic prerogative (Luke x. 7), required nothing to be 
added to define it. The analogy of Matt. xi. 19 (Hofmann) 
has no bearing on the clause before us, the point of view there 
being that of asceticisrn.-The infinitives are exegetical, and need 
no TOU (Matt. ix. 6 ; Mark ii. 10, al.). - a0€A<p~v ryvv. ?Teptary.] to 
lead about (along with me on my official journeys) a sister (a 
female believer) as a wife. The view taken by several of the 
Fathers (see Aug. de op. l,fonach. iv. 5, Jerome, Twer; in Theo­
doret, Theophylact ; comp. generally, Suicer, Tltcs. I. p. 810), that 
a scrviens 1natrona is meant (so also Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide. 
and Estius), is against the plain meaning of the words, without 
shadow of historical support in the life of the apostle, supposes a 
somewhat unseemly relation, and is contrary to the example of 
Peter, 1\Iatt. viii. 14.1 It has, however, been still defended of late 
by Roman Catholic writers (l\laier) on wholly insufficient grounds. 

1 Valla perceived rightly "fuisse apostolos suas uxore.~ comitatas," but thinks 
that they were called sisters, " quod tanquam uon uxores jam crant." An "efrgan;; 
argutia" (Calvin) I 
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On 'TT'Epta"/EW, comp. Xen. Cyr. ii. 2. 2 8 ; it occurs oftener in the 
middle, as Xen. Mcm. i. 7. 2 ; Polyb. xx. 5. 8. - w~ Ka£ ol "Aoi'TT'. 
a'TT'.] It does not follow from this that all the other apostles were 
married, but the majority of them must have been so, otherwise the 
phrase, which must be meant to hold at least a potiori, would be 
unsuitable. - Ka£ oi aOE)\4'01, -rov Kvp{ov] 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 aoE"Aq,ol, -rov Kvpfov, there­
fore, should not be put on a level with Cephas (Hofmaun), and 
sought within the number of the Twelve, but are the actual brothers 
of Jesus, not His half-brothers merely (sons of Joseph by a former 
marriage), but His ntcrinc brothers, later-born sons of Joseph 
and Mary (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; Acts i. 14), and among whom James, 
in particular, as president of the church in Jerusalem (Acts xv. 13, 
xxi. 18), had obtained a high apostolic position (Gal. ii. 9). See 
on Acts xii. 17; Gal. i. 19. This view (which is held also by de 
W ette, Billroth, Riickert, Osiander, N eander, 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 " (nt-$ in the 
wider sense) as a title of honour from his near relationship to 
J esns. Comp. on Matt. xii. 46. In like manner Lange, in his 
a post. Zcitalter, p. 18 9, 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 brother, 
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 jfrst-born (Matt. i. 25; Luke ii. 7), but as 
her only child. Lange is wrong here in making the ,ea{ 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 all, one who was looked upon as the head of the whole 
circle (Gal. i. 18), by adding : "and, i.e. and, to ?ncntion him in 
particnlar by name, Cephas ; " so that it is only the last ,ea{, and 
not the second as well (as Hofmann, too, maintains), that carries 
the force of special distinction (Fritzsche, ad Jifarc. p. 11); comp. 
Mark xvi. 7. -The design of the whole question, µ,~ ou,c ex. 
egouCT. aocXcp. ry. 1r., 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 
1rcptarycw: " Am I denied, then, the right to live at the cost of the 
churches, and to have, like the other apostles, 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.-Peter's wife is called by 
tradition sometimes Concordia, sometimes Perpetua. See Grabe, 
Spicil. Patr. I. p. 330. 

Ver. 6. "HJ or, i.e. 1tnless it were t?'1.te that, etc. In that case, 
indeed, the Jgouuta, of which I spoke in vv. 4, 5, must of course 
be wanting ! We have therefore no third egovuta introduced 
here (Pott, Riickert), but ~ conrcys an argmncnt, as it usually 
does. - Bapva,Bas-] 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). - Tov µ,~ 
epryas.] Have we not the right to cease from wo1·king ? 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 µ,ovor;) claimed support from the resources 
of the churches. 'Epryal;e/j0ai is the word constantly used for 
working, 2 Thess. iii. 8 ; Acts xviii. 3 ; Homer, ll. xviii. 4G 9, Od. 
xiv. 272; Xen. Cyr. i. 6. 11, al. The rendering: hoe operandi 
(Vulgate and Latin Fathers), arises from a different reading (with­
out theµ,~)-

Ver. 7. Proof of this apostolic right ,-ou µ,~ epryal;e/j'Bai from 
th1·ee analogies in co1nrnon life, by applying which to the preachers 
of the gospel it is made manifest that these have the right to li·vc 
from the gospel. "Pulchre confcrtur minister evangelii cum milite, 
vinitore, pastorc," Bengel. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 3 ff. ; Matt. xx. 1 ; 
John x. 12; Acts xx. 28; Eph. iv. 5. - loloir; o,y.J i.e. so that 
he pays his own wages (Luke iii. 14; Rom. vi. 23).-The differ­
ence of construction in the two clauses with f./j0{e£ (Tov ,rnp7Tov, 
see the critical remarks, and then J,c), is to be regarded as simply 
an accidental change in the form of conception, without diver­
sity in the substance of the thought. With J,c (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 his mind. See generally, Kuhner, II. 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 fro1n Sc,·ipture of the above 
e~ov/j{a. - 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 manner of a man ( according 
to mere human judgment, as a purely human rule, and not a 
divinely given one) ? or the law too, docs it not say this? Is it 
silent concerning this principle ? Does it contain no statement 
of it? - KaTa c'tv0p.] The opposite of this is /CaTd- TOV voµ,ov TOU 
8eov. Comp. on Rom. iii. 5 ; Gal. iii. 15. Theodoret gives the 
idea correctly : el Oe TlVl av0pwmvor; eivai TaVTa Oo,ce'i AO'Yl/jfJ,O<;, 
ll/COVETW TOU voµ,ov OiapMo,,,v oiaryopeuovTor;. - i,] as in ver. 6. 
" I should not speak this after man's way of thinking, if it 
were the case that the law contained nothing of it." This is 
the affirmative sense of the interrogative phrase. - ,cal] too; the 
law is conceived of as the higher authority coming in over and 
above the individual Aa7'.w. - ov] negatives the Xeryei ; sec the 
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critical remarks. 
noticed between 
viii. 43. 

Comp. ver. 7. -As to the difference to be 
MAW and )l.e,yw, see on Rom. iii. 19 ; John 

Ver. 9. Tap] introduces the answer which is to prove that the 
rniirn ov "Al.ryct does not hold good. - rip Mwiio-. voµcp] carries a 
certain solemnity, as coming after o voµar; in ver 8. The quota­
tion is from Deut. :ic-::v. 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 (rptµor;, 1CTJµor;), which used to be 
done among heathen nations (Varro, i. 25; Cato, de re rust. 54). 
See Michaelis, Mos. R. III. § 13 0. 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, Antt. iv. 8. 21; Philo, de Oa1·it. p. 711 F. The same 
citation is made in 1 Tim. v. 18. Comp. also Oonstitt. Ap. ii. 25. 3. 
- rptµwo-€tr;J = KTJµW0-€1<;, 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 
1CTJµavv, to 1nuzzle, comp. Xen. de re eq. v. 3 ; Poll. i. 202. As 
to the future with the force of an imperative (thou wilt-that I 
expect of thee-not muzzle an ox in the thrashing-floo1·), see on 
Matt. i. 21. - Beginning with µ~ rwv {3awv, there follows now 
the interpretation of this law, given in the form of a twofold 
question which runs on to 'Aeryet, first of all, negatively: God docs 
not surely concern Himself about oxen ? To modify this negation 
by an "only" (so Erasmus and many others, among whom is 
Ruckert: " for nothing further than") is unwarrantable, although 
even Tholuck's view in its latest form still amounts to this (das A. 
T. i11i N. T., ed. 6, p. 40). What Paul means is, that this class 
of creatures, the oxen, are not the objects of the divine solicitude 
rn that provision of the law ; what expresses the care to be taken 
for the oxen, is said not for their sakes, but i,• ~µar;. Ov rya,p 
V'TT'Ep TWV a'Aorywv o voµor;, a'A'A' 1J7T'€p TWV vaiiv IC. AO,YOV Jxovrwv, 
Philo, de Saerif. p. 2 51. Manifestly in this way the apostle sets 
aside 1 the actual historical sc1ise of that prohibition (Josephus, 

1 Not simply yeneralizes (Kling in the Stud. 11. Krit. 1839, p. 834 f.; comp. 
N eander), nor " subordinates the one to the other" (Osiander), nor the like, which 
ruu cou1!tcr to the :plain meaning of the words. Luther's gloss, too, goes astray 
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Antt. iY. 8. 21) in behalf of an allegorical sense,1 which, from tlie 
standpoint of a purely historic interpretation, is nothing but an 
application made "a minori ad majus" (comp. Ba1:a jlfczia, f. 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 1·cfcrc1ice of the utterance in 
question designed by God, and which from this 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 general (Col. ii. 1 7), 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 
frccdo1n, according as each special case may require, and at the 
same time its ethical li1nit, in the necessity of being in harmony 
with what befitted God. 

Ver. 10. Or-since that cannot be supposed-is this the true 
state of the case, that He saith it altogether for our sakes ? -
7ra11Tw~] in the sense of in any case, wholly, absolittely, as in 
v. 10, ix. 22; see the remarks there. Comp. Acts xviii. 21, 
xxi. 22, xxviii. 4, also Rom. iii. 9 .. The rendering: of course, 
certainly, is equally admissible as in Luke iv. 23, but would suit 
an affirmative statement better. Theophylact says well (follow-
• Ch t ) ' ' ' ' " ' '0 " ' rng rysos om : w~ E7n 0µ011.o'YovµEvou TE Et1ce11, wa µ'I] <TU"/Xw-

pru'T/ µ'T}O' OTlOVII UVTEt'71'E£V Trj, dKpoaTfi. - ot' 17µti~] cannot mean 
men in general (so most expositors, Hofmann, too, concurring), 
but must refer to the Chi·istian teachers (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Estius, Wickert, Neander, al.); this necessarily follows both from 
the whole connection of the argument and from the 17µe'i~ in 
Yer. 11, since it is an entirely arbitrary assumption to make the 
latter word have a different subject from our 17µas. - AE"/Et] sc. 
o 0eo~ supplied from the foregoing clause, not 17 ,ypaM (01-

with a. nnive simplicity of its own : " God cnrcs for a.11 things ; but He does not cnre 
that anything should be written for oxen, seeing that they cannot read." 

1 Comp. also Weiss, bibl. 'l'lteol. p. 296, 
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shansen). - ,yap J as in ver. 9. - e,ypac/l1J] namely, the utterance 
of the law cited in ver. 9. - on] cannot have an argwnentati'Ve 
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 erypa<p11 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 oi' -f]µas, that is, for the Christian teachers: namely, that 
the ploitghe1· is boitncl to plough in hope, ancl the thraslw· (is bound 
to thrash) in hope of having his sluirc. The aAowv and the apo­
-rpiwv is thus no other than the gospel teacher, as necessarily 
follows from oi' 17µas; the passage of the law now under con­
sideration gives occasion to his being figuratively designated (see 
as early expositors as Chrysostom and Theophylact) in accordance 
with the idea of the ,yewpryiov Beou (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, is boimcl1 to exercise his office of teaching, in hope to lia1:e 

>ti J ,f', 0. \:'' '> " \ I > I ,\ ~ Y, / pro.1.t t,iere.1ro1n. voev ovv e-repov -ro u-roµa aK17µw-rov ov -rov -,wov 
TOVTOV f3oa, ~ OT£ -rove; 0£0aU1'lLAOV<; -rove; '1l'OVOVVTac; oe'i Kal aµot/31)<; 
a1To;\aveiv, Chrysostom. 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-allcgorical 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 idcct 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: o oioauKaAoc; o<fid1',ei apo-

~ ~ ' ' ., ,1:- ' /3 ~ ' 0 ' ' ' '' ,1:- ] h -rptav "· 1'07rtav E7r €1\.7ito£ aµot 17<; "· av-rtµtu ta<;. - E7i €1\.7itot as 

1 'o,,;,,_,,, debet (Vulgnte). Hofmnnn goes against linguistic usage in turning 
it into the sense of being entitled, as if he reat.l ~;.,.,,; i.-.-,, or something to that 
effect. 
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the chief emphasis, and belongs to ocpet'Xet, being its conditioning 
basis (as in Rom. iv. 18, viii. 21; Titus i. 2). What hope the 
plougher is to cherish, is self-evident, namely, to enjoy with others 
the fruits of his ploughing ; the reference of the fignre is obvious 
from the context. - Tou µeTEXEtl'] 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 on µelsova )..aµ(3avoui:nv ~ 01.06aaw, Chry­
sostom; an argument a 1nafori ad 1niniis. - ~µe'ir;] 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 himself .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 
(Ea7re{paµev), Acts xviii. 5; 2 Cor. i. 19. -,jµ,e'ir; vµ'iv] An em­
phatic juxtaposition, the emphasis of which is further heightened 
by the ~µ,e'i<; vµwv which follows. -Ta 'TT'Veuµaw,a] spiritual 
things, Christian knowledge, faith, love, etc., inasmuch as these 
are the blessings which, proceeding from the Holy Spfrit (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 aap,cLK<z, the things which have nothing to do with the 
Holy Spirit, but belong to the lower sphere of man's life, to his 
sensuous, corporeal nature, such as food, clothing, money, etc. 
Comp. as regards the antithesis, Rom. xv. 2 7. - µlrya] res magni 
nioincnti, Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5. 52, Anab. vii. 7. 27. It means 
here, from the connection: something dispropoi·tionatc. Comp. 
2 Cor. xi. 15. - 0eplawµev] see the critical remarks. The sub­
fmictivc after el" respectum comprehendit experientiae" (Hermann, 
de pai·tic. &v, p. 9 7) ; see regarding this idiom on Luke ix. 13, 
and Hermann, ad Viger. p. 831; it occurs in Homer and the 
lyric 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. - li,">-..)..ot] 
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 
false teachers, so as to obviate any appearance of collision between 



262 PAUL'S FIIlST EPISTLE TO THE COilINTHIA.."{S, 

Paul and tlie apostles. But there was, in fact, no other apostle 
whatever among the rest of the Corinthian teachers. - -rfJ'> vµ.wv 
l~ovu.J the cmtlwrity over you,1 i.e. according to the context: the 
right to claim their support from you. 'Tµwv is thus the 
genitivus objccti (as in ver. 6, comp. John xvii. 2; :i'.:'.Iatt. x. 1, al.), 
not subjccti, as if it meant: "leave, which yoii 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 means 
(Schulz, with Castalio, Salmeron, Zeltner, Ewald), i.e. 1·csources, 
which are at your command, may be justified by classical usage 
(Plato, Legg. viii. p. 828 D; Thuc. i. 38. 3, vi. 31. 4), but not by 
that of the N. T., an<l 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 tyrannical power over the Corinthians. Co11jectuns 
(such as that of Olearius: 17µ,wv, which is actually the reading 
of 2. 52, and to which Riickert and Neander too are inclined; 
or that of Cappellus and Locke: ouu{a.,) are quite superfluous. -
The second a;\i\.a is opposed to the ou,c ixp11u. Comp. Hom. II. 
i. 26 f.; Plato, Sympos. p. 211 E, and often elsewhere.-µ.ui\.Xov] 
potius, we the founders of your church. - 7Tav-ra unf,yoµ,w J we 

endure all things (see Wetstein and Kypke, II. p. 213), should be 
left .indefinite: labours, privations and the like, arising from our not 
using the right in question. Comp. xiii. 7. - t'va µ.~ E"fKO'TT'. 1'.-r.X.] 
For how easily, supposing the apostle's labours had been less 
independent, or that some suspicion of self-interest, ambition, or 
greed of gain had 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 E"/IC07i1, comp. Dion. 
Hal. de comp. verb. p. 15 7. 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, f"/W 
oe ... -rov-rruv repeats the contrast to this. - The first of the two 

1 Obsen·e the emphasis conveyed by putting the ;,,,_;;;, first: oi·n· you, who are 
surely under obligation to me first of all, and not to them. 
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1mrallel halves of ver. 13,1 which together describe the frpaTe6eiv 
(Luke i. 7), characterizes the priests generally: oi Tct. tEpct. ep,yas., 
who do the lwly things, i.e. whose work is to perform divine 
service; the second clause again is more specific: "who are con­
stantly busied at the altar of sacrifice" (1rpoa-eop. and 1rapeop., of 
an o.fficial, and especially of a priestly, assidere, Diod. Sic. i. 40 ; 
Josephus, cont. Ap. i. 7; Lucian, Asin. 5; Kypke, II. p. 213). 
As regards Tct. tEpa, rcs sacrae, i.e. 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. They 
cat from the sanctiuiry, inasmuch as they have their support from 
what is brought into the temple (sacrifices, shewbread, first-fruits, 
etc.) ; they have their share with the altar of sac1·ifice, inasmuch as 
they take to themselves their part of the offerings which belong 
to the altar. See Num. xviii. 8 ff. 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 Ohrysostom, Theophylact, Vitringa, Wolf), for the Levites 
were not Td lepct. epryal;oµ,evot, but only [epoOOVAOt (3 Esclr. 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 include the 
Levites here (against de Wette, Osiander, Maier, al.). Ruckert 
understands both clauses to refer to the Jewish and heathen cult us 
and its ministers. But in the mind of the apostle, looking at 
things from the theocratic point of view of his nation, the 
lepov and the 0va-iaa-T. are simply KaT' eeox11v, those of Israel 
(Rom. ix. 4); and how could he otherwise have said oi5n,, ,cal 
K.T.A., ver. 14, seeing that the heathen priestly institute was 
by no means of divine appointment? For these reasons we 
cannot even say, with Ewald, that the words refer prirnarily 
indeed to N um. xviii., but are couched in such a general form as 
to apply also to the priests in the heathen temples. The mention 
of Tip 0va-taa-T'TJP· is especially opposed to this interpretation, since 

1 Thn paraphmstic 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 an<l 
telling way for the purposes of the argument. The holy thing at which they labour 
is the gospel (Rom. xv. 16), an<l the offeri119 which they present is the faith of their 
converts (Phil. ii. Ii), an<l, consequently, those couverts themselves (Rom. l.c.). 
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for Paul there can be but the one altar; comp. x. 18. - oUT(J) ,cal 
o Kupioc; IC.T.i\..] so, i.e. in accordance with the relation of things 
stated in ver. 13, hath the Lord also, etc. 'O Kupwc; 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 ,ea{, 
again, the command of CMist is linked to the foregoing relations 
1tndcr the 0. 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 : 

'' ' - ' ' 'K' 11-, t: F 1 ovT(J) ,cai Toic; To eva'Y'Y· ,caTa"f'Y• o vpioc; oteTa5e. - or examp es 
of the idiom l;ijv J,c, see Kypke. 

Ver. 15. 'E'Y6J oe] Paul now reverts to the individual way of 
expressing himself (ver. 3), effecting thereby a lively climax 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. 
- ouoevl TOUT(J)V] none of these things; Oecumenius, Theophy­
lact, Estius, Ri.ickert, al., make this refer to the gi·omids of the 
JgouU'{a 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 €IC Toii eua•·nei\.lov l;.ijv. Of what belongs to that 
ordinance (food, drink, money, clothing, etc., see Acts xx. 33)­
of none of these things (..-ouT(J)v) had Paul availed himself. How 
common it is for Greek writers also to use TavTa of a single 
thing, when considered in its different component elements, may 
be seen in Ki.ihner, § 423, note; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Apol. Soc. 
p. 19 D. Hofmann holds that the "facts fr01n the histo1·y of 
rede1nption," cited in vv. 13, 14, are meant. But ouoevt implies 
that what is referred to is a multitude of things, which is summed 
up in TOUT(J)V. - Observe the use of the perfect ,cfXP'TJfL. to de­
scribe a continuous course of action. It is different with Jxp'TJU'aµ,. 
in ver. 12. - A full stop should be put after TOUT(J)V; for with 
OUK €"'fpa,[ra oe TaUTa (all from ver. 4 to ver. 15) there begins a 
new section in the apostle's address. - 7va ouT(J) /C.T.i\.,] 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) shou.ld be done in niy case ( comp. Luke xxiii. 31 ; 
Matt. xvii. l 2).-µaXXov J potius, namely, than let myself be sup­
ported (not magis, Vulgate). - ~ TO ,caux71µa µov OVOEL, /CEVWU€£] 

(see the critical remarks) expresses what is to take place, if the 
J.1ro0ave'iv does not ensue. That is to say, the 17 cannot here be 
the titan of comparison,1 as it would be were we to adopt the 
Rccepta, which in fact has just arisen from men failing rightly to 
understand this .;,. It means " aitt," or otherwise ( comp. vii. 11 ; 
Acts xxiv. 20), equivalent to el oe µ1, and so specifying "what 
will take place, if the thing before named does not happen" (Baeum­
lein, Partik. p. 12 6), so that it is equivalent in sense to alioquin. 
See Ast, Lex. Plat. II. p. 12 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 4. 16 ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 7 5 0 f. ; Baeumlein, l.c. What Paul 
says is: "Rather is it good for me to die, i.e. rather is death bene­
ficial for me, or otherwise, if this chro0ave'iv is not to ensue and 
I therefore am to remain alive, no one is to make my glory void. 
Comp. as to this asseveration, 2 Cor. xi. 10. - -ro ,ca11X'TJP,a µov 
,c.-r.X.] i.e. No man will ever bring me to give up 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 
(,cavx,,,µa here too means mciteries gloriandi, as in V. 6 and 
always). Lachmann's conjecture (Stud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 839, 
and Praef p. xii.), which is adopted by Billroth: v~ -ro Kavx'T]µa 
µov· ovoels /CEVWU€£ ( 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 ,jj with the circumflex, 
in the sense of sane, which is so common in the classics (Baeum­
lein, Partik. p. 119 f.): in truth, no one will make my glory void. 
But this use of ,jj does not occur in the N. T. Ri.ickert's opinion 
is, that what we find in the old :r.rss. gives no sense at all; 2 we 

1 My own former view (ed. 2) was to this effect, that instead of saying: "Better 
for me to <lie than to take recompense," Paul made an aposiopesis at ;;, breaking off 
there to exclaim with triumphant certainty : }Jfy '"'"X•µ,a. no man will mal~e void! 
Accor<ling to this, we should have to supply a dash after ;;, and take what follows 
in<lependently. 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 classical writers, the suppression of the apodosis occurs only after conditional 
clauses (comp. Hom. ix. 22 f.). Maier has followed this view ; as <loes N ean<ler, 011 

the supposition that Lachmann's reading were to be adopted. 
2 The rea<lings of B D" ~" and A give the above sense; F G again, with their .,.,; 

"""'g", in which it is simpl~st to take the .-,, as an inte>TO!Jative (comp. Boerner: 
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cannot tell what Paul actually wrote; but that the best [how 
far ?] of what we have to choose from is the Rcccpta. Ewald, 
too, and Hofmann, follow the latter.-It does not follow from 
ver. 14 that by a:1ro0av€'iv we are to understand precisely death 
by fmninc (so Billroth, with Theophylact, Erasmus, Piscator, al.); 
but the thought is generally 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 rob me of my glory. The idea is that of avrl rov sfiv 
a1ro0v~r;1mv €v/CA€wr;, Isocr. Bi:ag. l. The apostle's ,cavxqµa 
would have been made empty (,cfvwr;€i), 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 
wo1i.ld thus have been shown to be IC€vmvx1r; (Homer, Il. viii. 
230). 

Ver. 16. Why Paul has every reason (ryap) to hold his ,cavxTJµa 
thus fast. Foi· the pi·eaching of the gospel, taken by itself, does not 
p1tt hi?li 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. - avary,cTJ 
ryap µ,oi J1r{,c.] SC. evaryry€ALS€r;0a,., as is proved by what goes before. 
Comp. Homer, Il. vi. 45 8 : ,cpaT€p1) o' €7it/C€£(J"€T

1 ava;y,c'T], and the 
common phrase in the classics: ClVlL,YICTJV €7T't0€1,vai. - oval ryap µ,oi 
Jr;r{v] Comp. LXX. in Hos. ix. 12. Woe betides him, i.e. God's 
threatened judgment will fulfil itself upon him (in the coming 
day of judgment), if he shall not have preached the gospel 
( €Varyry€"A,{r;wµai, see the critical remarks) ; from this is evident 
(ryap) how the avary,c11 arises, namely, that he 11wst preach; he 
cannot give it up, without incurring eternal destruction. 

Ver. 17 f. The sentence immediately preceding this verse, oval 
rya-p ... €varyry., 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 ryap, the 
reference is not to this preceding sentence oval ,c.r.A., so as to 
establish it by way of dilemma (which was my former interpre­
tation), but to a1,dry,cq µ,oi J1r{,ceiTai, ver. 16 (comp. de "\Vette, 

"quis ernr,nat "), 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 b1·i1117 my glory to 
IIOU!!htj 
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Osiander, Hofmann), and that indeed in so far as these laitc1' 
wo1'ds u:ei·e set down to confirm the previous assertion, lav eva~neXt­

tc,,µat, 011/C EO"Tl µot ,cavx17µa. The correctnesss of this reference 
of the ,yap which introduces ver. 1 7 f., is confirmed by the fact 
that the leading conceptions in the argument of ver. 1 7 f., to wit, 
eKwv and a,a,w, are correlative to the conception of dvu,y,c17 in 
ver. 16. The ,yap in ver. 1 7 thus serves to justify the second 
,yap in ver. 16, as we often find, both in Greek writers and in the 
N. T., ,yap repeated in such a significant correlation as we find here 
(see Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 110 f.). In order to prove that he has 
rightly established his previous statement €0.V . . . ,cavx11µa by 
adding ava,YIC1] ,yap µot hrl,cetTat, the apostle argues, starting 
now from the opposite of that ava,y,c17, and therefore e contrario, 
as follows: "For supzJosing that I cari·y on rny p1'caching (TovTo 

7rpaauw) of free self-determination, then I have a reward, of which, 
consequently, I can glory; but if I do it not of my ow11., free will 
(and this, in point of fact, was the case with the apostle), then it 
is a stcwm·dshi"p with which I am cnt?-usted, which therefore (this 
is the purport of the interrogatory clause which follows, Ttr; ouv 

K.T.X.) involves no reward for me." - From this simple course 
of thought-in which the µta-0ov lxw refers to the certain pos­
session hereafter of the Jlcssianie reward,1 and is conceived as 
the more specially defined contents of the KavxT/µa in ver. 16, 
-it will be seen that the apotlosis of the second half of ver. 
1 7 is ol,covoµ{av 7re7rluTeuµat, that these words, consequently, 
should neither be put in a parenthesis • nor attached to the pro­
tasis (so Knatchbull, Semler, Hofmann-comp. also his Schrift­
bewcis, II. 2, p. 332) by reading el oe U.K(J)V ol,cov. '!rE'TT'l<TTEUµat 

together, to which T{r; ouv IC,T,X. would then become the apoclosis; 2 

-a view under which the significant bearing of the purposely 
chosen phrase ol,cov. 1rmluTeuµat is entirely lost sight of. Billroth, 

1 On µ1111., f_,.:;,,., comp. Uatt. vi. 1. It is the opposite of • .,,,;,,.., ,d.,.;,, and hence 
p.1dd.; cannot mean the reward which lies in the very action itself, namely, the self­
satiefaction to which it gives rise (Hofmann). 

2 As regards the .;;, of the apodosis, see on Rom. ii. 17-24. It would have been 
exceedingly 1111called for after such a short and perfectly simple protasis as that iu 
the text. In Herodotus ix. 48, which Hofmann adduces (also Hartung, Partik. II. 
p. 22), it is otherwise (o/ 6' :,, "· ... A.). Moreover, it is a special peculiarity of Hero­
dotus to put••• before the apodosis ; whereas, with Paul, it occurs only in Romans 
Zoe. cit., where it comes in after an accumulated series of protases and, as au epana­
lepsis, was quite appropriate. 
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failing to recognise how essential el oe a1C6JV, ol,c. 7re1r{1n. is to the 
argument, makes it parenthetical, and understands a,c6Jv (with 
Bengel, Zachariae, and Schulz) as meaning non gmtis, which is 
contrary to the signification of the word. Many expositors 
render e,caw and a,c6Jv by " with foy and gladness " and " with 
reluctance" (so Calovius, Piscator, Estins, Kypke, Rosenmtiller, 
Flatt, Pott, al. ; comp. also Ewald) ; but this runs counter to the 
fact that, as Tlr; ovv . • . µ,ur0or; 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 ( Jg ava1y,c17r; Q,/C6JV, Plato, 
Legg. v. 734 B),-but, notwithstanding, pursued his work with 
heart and hand. - ol,covoµ,lav ,re,r{crT.] ol,cov. has significant 
emphasis ; as to the construction, comp. Rom. iii. 2 ; Gal. ii. 7. 
If I preach a1C6JV, so Paul holds, then the apostleship, with 
which I am put in trust, stands in the relation of the stewardship 
of a household (iv. 1) ; for 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 (ovv) that no reward awaits me (this being 
the negative sense of Tlr; ... µ,icr0or;; comp. Matt. v. 46 ; Rom. 
vi. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 32); for a steward-conceived of as a slave 1 

-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 ok ,re,r. are inserted by themselves; thus Pott 
explains, "nihilosecius peragendum est," comp. Schulz,Rosenmtiller, 
Flatt, Schrader, Neander, and older interpreters; while Grotius 
makes it, "ratio mihi reddenda est impositi muneris." The words 
convey nothing more than just their simple literal meaning. 
What, again, is infcn·ed from them, Paul himself tells us by 
beginning a new sentence with TL<; ovv. 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 µ,icr0or;] tl1,e be.fitting rcwa1'd. Neither here nor in the first 

1 This is not an arbiti·ary assumption (as Hofmann oujects), since it is well 
enou_!!h known that the .;,..,,,.., were, as a rule, slaYes, 



CHAP. IX, 18. 269 

clause is µiu0or; the same as 1eavx71µa (Pott, Riickert, Ewald, al.) ; 
hut it is viewed as standing in the relation of the inducing 
caitsc to that €a-Tt µot 1Cavx71µa, supposing the latter to take 
place. This also applies against Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 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 
J>aul is speaking of the apostolic reward 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 if, by Luther 
and most interpreters-among whom are Rtickert, de Wette, 
Osiander, Ewald-as used in place of the exegetical infinitive, so 
that it gives the answer to the foregoing question.1 The first 
of these renderings is linguistically incorrect; the second would 
have to be referred to the conception : " I 011ght," etc., but yet 
does not suit the negation: "I have therefore no reward," which 
had its animated expression in the question: Ttr; ovv 1e.T.A. It is 
much better to interpret ,va euaryry. K.T.A. as stating the ai11i, accord­
ing to Gocl's ordination, of this negative condition of things : in order 
tltat I should preach without recompense (which is the first thing 
to give me a prospect of reward, as being something which lies 

1 ,vetstein, with whom Baur agrees, remarks: "argule dictum, nnllum merce<lem 
nccipere, haec mea merces est." But bnd Paul intended any such poi11t, he must 
have expressed it by /Jµ.,.-;,; or !t.fl-'""· He would possibly have ,vritten i',,,_ /Jl'-,,.do; 
"~?•;., ,,., ,i,a.yy., or something similar, if he ba,I put 7,a. nt all instead of the 
infinitive. 
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beyond my official obligation). Hofmann's view is, that Paul 
asks, ·what reward (viz. none) could indnce hini to this, to make 
the gospel message free of cost 1 But plainly it was just his 
supporting liirnself in the discharge of his vocation, which went 
beyond the obligation of the ol1eovoµ,{a, and consequently made him 
worthy of reward, which the work of the ol,covoµor;, taken by 
itself alone, did not do. Moreover, this interpretation of Hof­
mann's would require an expression, not of the design (t'va), but of 
the inducing ground (such as ot' ov). The t'va is used here, as so 
often in the N. T., to indicate the di1:inc teleology (Winer, p. 42 7 
[E. T. 573]).-euaryrye}..£~ doa:1r. 817a-oo TO euaryry.] i.e. in order that 
I, by 11iy preaching, may make the gospel something not connected 
with any outlay (on the part of the receivers). As regards this 
very common use of T£817µt, facio, see Kypke and Loesner in Zoe. 
Comp. also on Rom. iv. 17, and Hermann, acl Viger. p. 761. 
There is no need of going out of the way to render it, with Beza: 
sd forth, with Grotius : collocare, like n0evai xapiv, or with Pott : 
to set before thmn (as spiritual food). ''Iva, with thefutnre indica­
tive, conveys the idea of continiwnce. See l\fatthiae, p. 1186. 
Among the older Greek writers 01roor; ( also 8cf,pa) is ordinarily 
used in this connection (l\fatthiae, l.c.; Kuhner, II. p. 490), 
while this use of 7va is, to say the least, very doubtful (see against 
Elmsley, cul Eur. Bacch. p. 164, Hermann, acl Soph. Oed. Col. 155; 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 629 f.) in the N. T. again, and with later 
authors it is certain (Winer, p. 271 [E. T. 361]; Buttmann, 
ncut. Gr. p. 202 [E. T. 234]). - elr; To µ~ ,caTaXP.] aim of his 
doa1r. n0eva£ TO euaryry. : in ordei· not to 1nal.:e 1lSC of. To under­
stand ,cawxp. as meaning to misuse (comp. on vii. 31), would give 
a sense much too weak for the connection (against Deza, Calovius, 
and others, among whom is Ewald). • The right rendering already 
appears in the Greek Fathers. - Jv np euaryry.] i.e. in doccndo 
cvangclio.-The Jgoua-ia µou 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 elr; To µ,~ KaTaxp. T. Jg µou by 
his practical procedure in other matters, which was such, that not 
to renounce the use of that Jgoua-{a would simply be to con­
tradict himself; it would be a gross inconsistency. - J,c 'IT'avTo.lV] 
J,Iasc. It belonged to the apostolic Jgoua-ta to put himself in 
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bondage to no man, but to be independent of all (ver. 1 ; comp. 
Gal. i. 10); to hold and to make good this position of freedom 
towards every one, 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).1 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 e'h-ev0epor; occurs with e,c; elsewhere (Rom. 
vii. 3; comp. Rom. vi. 18, 22, viii. 2, 21) and in Greek writers 
with a,ro. - Tour; ,r'h.e{ovar;] i.e. according to the context: the 
greater part of the ,ravTer;, 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. - ,cepo~a-oo] 
namely, j01· Christ and His kingdom, by their conversion. Ri.i.ckert 
explains it as meaning : to carry off as an advantage for hirnself, 
which Hofmann, too, inclitcles. But the precise sense of the 
phrase must be determined by the context, which speaks in reality 
of the apostle's official laboiirs, so that in substance the meaning 
is the same as that of a-wa-oo in ver. 22. Comp. Matt. xviii. 
15 ; 1 Pet. iii. 1. Regarding the jonn e,cepOTJa-a, see Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. p. 7 40. 

Ver. 20. Explanation in detail of the preceding verse (,cat 
cpcxcgetical). - To the Jews Pmtl became as a Jew, i.e. in his rela­
tions to the Jews, whom he sought to convert, he behaved in Jewish 
fashion, observing e.g. 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. -
To'ir; v,ro voµov] to those under the law; not really different from 
Tot<; 'Iovoa{oi<;, save only that they are designated here jroin their 
clwractcristic religious position, into which Paul entered. The 
universal nature of the expression is enough of itself to show that 
J udaizing Clu-istians cannot be intended; nor prosclytcs,-although 

1 According to Hofmann, Paul establishes the negative question ,,.;; .J, ,,_., 1.-d, i, 

µ.,.-do~ by the sentence linkeu to it with ,·tip, 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 vcr. 
18, anu 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 inro voµov. The very same reason holds against 
the supposition that the rigid Jews, the Phai·isees, are meant. The 
first of these three views is taken by Theodoret, the second 
by Theodore of l\fopsuestia, Grotius, l\fosheirn, al.; Theophylact 
is undecided which of the two to prefer, comp. also Chrysostom ; 
Lightfoot and Heydenreich adopt the third. - µ~ CIJV auToc; 
inro voµov] although I myself (for my own part) con not, 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 11mst do so and so, Riickert). Paul did 
not add any remark of this kind in connection with the preceding 
clause, because in respect of nationality he act1tally was an 
'Iouoa'ioc;. - TOV', V7TO voµ.] The article denotes the class of men 
in question. 

Ver. 21. To'ic; avoµoio;-] i.e. to the heathen, Rom. ii. 12. Comp. 
Suicer, Thcs. I. p. 36 6. -• wo;- avoµoc;] 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.-µ~ CIJV JC.T.X.] 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 TO£', avoµot<; we; avoµoc;, always recognised his 
subjection to the divine voµoo;- revealed in Christ. In spite, 
therefore, of his thus condescending to the avoµoio;-, he was by 
no means one without legal obligation to Goel (no avoµoc; 0EOii1), 
but one-and this is precisely what brings out the absolute 
character of the opposite-who stood within the sphere of legal 
obligation to Ch1·ist. And Paul was conscious that he stood 
thus in virtue of his faith in Christ, who liYed in him (Gal. ii. 
20), and in conformity with the gospel, which ruled him as the 

1 Hofmann's conjecture, that Paul wrote e,;;; (following it, howe"l"er, with Xp1d-.-o"), 
has virtually no critical foundation, and is wholly devoid of exegetical basis. Hof­
mann explains the passage as if he read i»•f'•; Xp1d'1"ou our. ,;, /i.,.,.,, e,,;;, making 
Paul say of "his being shut up in the law of Christ, that it maue him one who was 
not without law in his relation to God.'' 
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voµor; TOU r.veiJµaTor; Kal Tijr; xapt'Tor; (Chrysostom), and was to 
him accordingly the higher analogue of the venerated voµor; (Rom. 
iii. 27), which has its fulfilment in love (Hom. xiii. 10); comp. 
Gal. vi. 2. The two genitives Beau and Xpunou denote simply 
in relation to, in 1ny position towards; they thus give to the two 
notions &voµor; and evvoµ,or; their definite reference. 

Ver. 22. The aCT0eve'ir; are Christians weak as yet in discern­
ment and moral power (viii. 7 ff.; Rom. xiv. 1, xv. 1 ; Acts xx. 
3 5 ; 1 Thess. v. 14). The terms ,cepo17CTw and CTWCTW are not 
inconsistent with this view, for such weak believers would, by an 
inconsiderate conduct towards them, be made to stumble, and 
n·oulcl fall into destrnction (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 
(Rtickert, de ·w ette, Osiander, Hofmann), is against the formal use 
of oi aCT0eveir;, and cannot be justified by Rom. v. 6. Comp. also 
2 Cor. xi. 29. - co<; lzu0ev~<;] "perinde quasi simili tenerer 
imbecillitate," Erasmus, PampM. - To,r; 7TaCTt JC.T.i\.] to all (with 
whom I had to do) I ltave become all, have suited myself to them 
in all ways according to their circumstances. Comp. as regards 
r.avTa 7lveCT0at,1 the passages cited in Kypke, II. p. 215 f., and 
observe the pc1fcct here at the close; comp. Col. i. 15. - Paul 
did not need to say to his readers that in this whole picture 
of his CTV"f1Cani/3aCTt<; 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 ; he 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 experience under the discipline of the Spfrit, when we con­
sider how fiery and decided his natural temperament was. And 
"·ho can estimate how much he achieved by this method of work­
ing ! Comp. N eander in opposition to Riickert's unfavourable 
judgment. Augustine puts it well: "non mentientis actus, sed 
compaticntis affectns." - 7TavTw<;] in any case ( comp. on ver. 10, 
and Plato, Plwcdr. p. 266 D; 2 Mace. iii. 13; 3 Mace. i. 15; 
the reverse of ovoaµ,w<;, Plato, Soph. p. 240 E; comp. the frequent 

1 Not to be confounclecl with the expression.,,;,,,,."" ,.;,.,,4,,; "'"', which means ins/cir 
omniumfieri alicui, ns in Xen. l, .. ph. ii. 13; comp. Locella in /oc., p. ~00. 

1" COR. I. S 
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phrase 1ravT'[1 1ravT(J)<:, Stallbaum, ad Plat. PTwcd. p. 7 8 D). 
Should the apostle in evei·y case, in which he adapted himself as 
described in vv. 19-22, save soine,-that is, in the one case of 
accommodation these, in the other those, but in all somc,-there 
would result the 1rXE{ovE<: of ver. 19, whom it was his design to 
win as there summarily set forth. - crwu(J) J make them partakers 
in the Messianic salvation, vii. 16, x. 33; Rom. ix. 27, al. Not 
different in substance from 1C€po17u(J), but stronger and more 
specific, as was suitable in expressing the final result. Comp. 
1 Tim. iv. 16. 

Ver. 23. llavTa oe 1ro1,w] quite general; now all that I do is 
done for the gospel's sake. - t'va crury,cow. auTou ryEv.] Epexegesis 
of out To Evaryry. : in ordc1· that I may become a fellow-partakc1· 
the1·cin. Comp. on uury,cow., 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 fulfilment 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 to become one of 
those in whoni the gospel will nalize itself, through their attaining 
the Messianic salvation. Note the humility 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 in tlie spi-cacling 
of the gospel. But the aim here stated corresponds to the /3pa/3e'iov 
in ver. 24. The inward salvation of the moral life again (Semler 
and Pott) is only the ethical path of development, whereby men 
ultimately reach the crury,cow(J)vta 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 Isth11iian games, 
which continued to be held even after the destruction of the city 
by l\fommius (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, 
\Volf, al.), for running was not excluded at the other places of corn-
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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. - To /3pa/3E'iov] 
AE,YETai OE OVTW TO oiooµwov ryepar, T(p vuc~uavn a0A.71Tfi, chro µev 
TWV OtOOVTWV aUTO /3pa/3wTWV /3pa/3E'iov, {1,71"() oe TWV a0AOIJVTWV 
a0"),,,ov, Scholiast on Pindar, Ol. i. 5. 2Tecpo-. oe €ITT£ TOV arywvo-. 
(the Isthmian) 7rfru-. (pine), TO oe ave,ca0Ev G'EA£Va (not ivy, but 
parsley) ,cal, avTov ~v o uTecf,avo-., Scholiast on Pindar, lsthm. 
u7ro0Eui-.; comp. Plutarch, qn. syinp. v. 3, and see Boeckh and 
Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. xiii. 3 3 ; Hermann, gottcsdicnstl. Altcrth. 
§ 5 0. 2 7, ed. 2. In the application (7va 1CaTaA.), we are to under­
stand the future 11Iessianic salvation which all may reach. Comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 12. - ovTw TPEX,ETE, 7va] should not be rendered, as it 
is by most expositors, "so rnn, that,"-which the 7va, as a particle 
expressive of design, makes inadmissible ( comp. vv. 2 6, 2 7),­
but : in such way rmi (like the one referred to), in order that. 
This does away, too, with the awkwardness which would other­
wise be involved in Ek with the plural 1CaTaA.a/371TE. 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, reoeives 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 necessary, 
in order that," etc. (Hofmann). 

Ver. 25. Lie] marks the transition to the course of conduct 
observed by any competitor for a prize. - The emphasis is on 
7rck It is from it that the conclusion is then drawn in ver. 26, 
eryw TO{vuv. - o arywvitoµ.] used as a substantive. The statement 
is as to what every competitor does to prepare himself for his 
struggle ; in all respects he is abstinent ( ery,cpaT., see on vii. 9 ). 
The word arywvltEu0ai denotes every kind of competition, and 
includes therefore the more specific TPEX,E£V (comp. Herod. v. 22; 
Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 27: arywv{tEu0ai UTaOtov). 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. Art. Poet. 412 ff. ; Valckenaer, p. 2 51 ; 
Rosenmi.iller, l',forgcnl. VI. p. 9 7 f. ; Hermann, gottesd. Altcrth. 
§ 5 0. 16 f. - 7ravm] Accusative of more precise definition. See 
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Lobeck, ad Af. 1402. Comp. ix. 25. - eKEivoi µ,ev oiv K.T.A-.] 
illi q_iiiclcni igifor, to wit, the competitors proper. - ,jµ,Ei..-J ice 
Christians. The 1ravi-a eryKpai-EvE<r0ai holds of both the arywvi­

l;oµ,Jvoi, 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 1ravi-a eryKpai-Evovi-ai, is assumed by 
Paul, speaking from his ideal point of view, as a thing of course. 

Vv. 2G, 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 
incorruptible crown, in such a 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 i-o{vvv, 

which Paul bas only in this passage, comp. Luke xx. 25; Heb. 
xiii. 13; Hartung, Partik. II. p. 349 ; Baeumlein, Partil~. 
p. 2 51 f. - ouK a817-;\.w<,] sc. i-plxwv. The word means wwp­
parcnt, not clear, reverse of 1rpo01JAO<;. 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 siibjcctivcly, so that the 
man who acts, hopes, etc., is himself not clear, but uncertain and 
hesitating as to manner, aim, and result; comp. 2 Mace. vii. 34; 
3 Mace. iv. 4; Thuc. i. 2. 1; Plato, Symp. p. 181 D; Soph. 
Trach. 667; Dern. 416. 4; Polyb. xxx. 4. 17, viii. 3. 2, vi. 
fi 6. 11, iii. 54. 5 : do17-;\.oc; e1rt/3a<rtc;; also in Xenopb., Plutarch, 
etc. So here ; and hence we should render: not without a clearly 
conscioiis assurance and certainty of running so as to reach the 
goal. Comp. Vulgate, "non in incertum;" Chrysostom: 1rpor; 

U"KO'TrOV nva /3A.E'TrWV, OUK El,cfj Kat fLUT1JV, Phil. iii. 14, KaTa 

<rK01rov OtwKw e1rl ,-o /3pa/3Eiov, Bengel, " Scio quod petam et 
quomodo," Melanchthon, " non coeco impetu sine cogitatione 
finis." Hofmann takes it otherwise : " in whose case it is quite 
appannt whither lie would go," thus bringing out the objccti1:c 
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. Hom berg's rendering is better: 
" ut non in obscuro sim, sed potius inter reliquos emineam." 
Comp. Ewald: "not as in the dark, but as iu the sight of all." 
Still this does not correspond so well with the parallel we; ou,c 

aEpa OEpwv, 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 aini (not siniply for private exercise). 
Dut 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. - OV/C aepa oepwv] The boxer 
ought to strike bis opponent, and not, missing him, to beat the 
air, to deal strokes in air. Comp. the German phrase, "in's Blaue 
hinein." See Eustath. ad Il. p. 663, 17, and the instances given 
by Wetstein. Comp. Theophilus, ad Autol. iii. 1. The context 
(see above on ao1A.) forbids us to render, with Theodoret, Calovins, 
Bengel, Zachariae, Billroth, Ri.i.ckert, Olshausen, Hofmann, and 
others: not in imaginary combat merely, without a real anta­
gonist ( u,ctaµaxla ). Respecting the ov,c in this passage, see 
Winer, p. 452 [E. T. 609].- aAA' 11'11"w'11"uitw /C.T.A.] bitt I beat 
1ny body bhw,-alteration of the construction, in order to make the 
thought stand out in a more independent way; comp. on vii. 37. 
The aAAa, however, can have the effect only of presenting what 
is here stated as the opposite of aepa oEpwv, not as that whereby 
a man simply prepares himself for the contest (Hofmann, comp. 
:Pott). Paul regards his own body (the uwµa T11,;; aap,co,, 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 adi:crsary (avT<vyw­
vtcnry,), against whom he fights with an energetic and successful 
vehemence, just as a boxer beats the face of his opponent black 
and blue (respecting u'11"wmasEtv, comp. on Luke xviii. 5, and Bos, 
Excnitt. 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 Ta<; '11"pagn, 'TOU uwµa'TO<; 0ava'TOUV 
in Rom. viii. 13 ; comp. Col. iii. 5. The result of the u'11"W'11"tasw 
K.'T.A. is, that the body becomes submissive to the moral will,1 yea, 
the members become weapons of righteousness (Rom. vi. 13). 
Hence Paul adds further : "· oou)\a'Yw'Yw, I make it a sla1:e 
(Diodorus, xii. 24 ; Theophrastus, Ep. 3 6 ; 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. I. p. 322 ff., ed. 3. - aXAot, 1C1Jpvga,] after 

1 Comp. the \Ycakcr analogies in profane writers, as Xeu. M cm. ii. 1. 28 ; Cicero, 
Of. i. 23, 79, 
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liaving been a herald to othci·s. The apostle still keeps to the same 
figure, comparing his preaching, in which he summoned and 
exhorted men to the Christian life, to the office of the herald who 
made known the laws of the games and called the champions to 
the combat. Riickert, who (with Chrysostom, Grotius, al.) regards 
K'TJP· as denoting preaching without reference to the work of a 
herald, reminds us, in opposition to the above view ( comp. de 
W ette ), that the herald certainly did not himself join in the combat. 
But this objection does not hold, for with Pcml 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. - aoo,ciµ,os-] 
rcjectancus, imapprovcd, i.e. however, not " ne dignus quidem, qui 
ad certamen omnino admittar" (Pott),-for Paul is, from vv. 2 6, 2 7, 
actually in the midst of the contest,-but pracmio inclig1ws,-µ,17 

' ,,.,. .,. \ '1-' 01- 01- 'I: , ' ~ ,-,. - , ' 
'TOUS' a/\,1\,0US' TO OEOV oioa.,as- aUTOS' TOU 'Tfl\,OUS' TWV U"/WVWV 7rav-

T€A.WS' o,aµ,aprc", Theodoret. 



CHAP. X. 279 

CHAPTER X. 

VEn. I. 1dp] Elz. has os, against decisive evidence. An alteration 
arising from failure to understand the connection. - Ver. 2. if3a-:r­
-:-/aavTo] A C D E F G ~, min. Dial. Bas. Cyr. al. have /f3a,.,io-Ori11av. 
Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Ri.ickert. It is, 
however, an alteration to which copyists were induced by being 
accustomed to the passive of pa;.,.; the middle is sufficiently 
attested by B K L, Orig. Chrys. al. - Ver. 9. Kup,o,J So BC ~. 
min. and several vss. and Fathers. The readings 0,6v and Xp1aT6v 
are interpretations, the first occurring in A, 2, Slav. ms. Bede, the 
second adopted by Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. on the authority of 
D E :F G K L, min. vss. Fathers ; defended also by Reiche. 
Epiphanius avers Xp10'Tov to be a change made by Marcion. -
V v. 9, 10. Elz. adds xai after ?.aOwi;; 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. ckwAovToJ Riickert, 
following A (?) B ~, reads rkwAAum, as he does also in ver. 1 O on 
the authority of A. Rightly in both cases; the change of tense 
was overlooked. - Ver. 11. ,;rav,a J is wanting after oe in A B 17, 
Sahid. and several Fathers. It comes before it in D E F G ~, 3, 
Aeth. and some Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Ruck. 
and Tisch. ; an addition naturally suggested. - ,/,.;;-o, J Lachm. and 
Riick. read 'l'u,.,xi:Ji;, following A B C K ~, min. Syr. p. ( on the 
margin), and many Fathers. Rightly; the Recepta, defended by 
Ileiche, is a repetition from ver. 6. As connected with ,u,.,xwi;, 
however, and resting on very much the same attestation (including 
~ ), auvi/3amv should be adopted in place of auve{3aivov. - xaT~m;m] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have xaT~V'l'rJ?.ev, on the authority of B D* E* F 
G- ~, 39, 46, and some Fathers. 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 vii.a; after 
ouvao-Ow; but this is an addition opposed by decisive evidence. 
- Ver. 19. Lachm. Riick. and Tisch. invert the order of the two 
questions, following B 0** DE~**, 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 ~*), 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 Comm. crit. I. p. 240 f., tries to defend 
the Rcccptci (K L, with most of the min. Syr. utr. Goth. and Greek 
Fathers). - Ver. 20. a Ove, nl e'tlv11] Lachm. Ri.ick. and Tisch. read 
& 0uoum, on very preponderant evidence (as also Ououm afterwards). 
The missing subject 'Ta eOv11 was joined on to Ouourm (so still in 
AC ~), which thereupon drew after it the change to OvEI. - Ver. 23. 
Elz. has µ,o, after ,;;-uv-:-a, against decisive evidence. Borrowed from 
vi. 12. - Ver. 24. After kipou Elz. has E'xa,m., in face of decisive 
testimony. Supplied, perhaps, from remembrance of Phil. ii. 4. -
Ver. 27. ciE] is wanting in A B D* F G ~, and some min. Copt. 
Vulg. Antioch. Chrys. Aug. Ambrosiast. Pel. al. Lachm. and Ri.ick. 
are right in rejecting it as a mere connective addition. - Ver. 28. 
iep60u,ov] approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. Ruck. Tisch. 
Elz. and Scholz again have eior,,A60urov, contrary to A B H ~, 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 ~uve,011m Elz. has 'Tov yap Kupiou 
ii y~ r.. To ,;;-'A71pr,,/J,a au-:-~.. 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 oi which Elz. puts after el in ver. 30. 

CONTENTS on to xi. 1.-The warnings supplied by the history of 
our fathers urge us to this self-conquest (vv. 1-1 I). 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 has occupied him since ix. 1, to his main 
subject, which he is now in a position to wind up and dispose of 
with all the more vigour and terseness (vv. 19-xi. 1). 

Ver. 1. I'ap] Paul had already, in i..-:. 2 6 f., set himself lJefore his 
readers as an example of self-conquest; he now justifies his special 
enforcement of this duty by the warning example of the fathers. 
ll).e'iov aUTOti<; oeol~au0at /3ov)vq0eli; TWV "aTa TOV 'Iupa1)"'A. ava­
µiµv1u"et, "al OCTWV dm7Aavuav drya0wv "al OCTat<; 7r€pl€7rECTav 
nµwp{at<;. "al "aA.€£ TV'lT'OV<; TOVTWV e"e'iva, oioaCT"(J)V W<; Ta oµota 
'lrE{uovTat rr~v Oµoiav ci,rtuTlav ICT7Ja&µevoi, Theodoret. - oV 0€Aw 
uµ. dryv.] indicating something of importance. See on Rom. 



xi. 25. - o{ 1ra-rlpe~ 17µ.] i.e. our forefathers at the time of the 
exodus from Egypt. The apostle says 17µ,;;v, speaking, as in Rom. 
iv. 1, from his national consciousness, which was shared in by his 
.T ewish readers, and well understood by his Gentile ones. The 
idea of the spiritual fatherhood of all believers (Rom. iv. 11 ff., 
de "\Vette, al.), or that of the 0. T. ancestry of the N. T. church 
(Hofmann), would suit only with holy ancestors as being the true 
Israel ( comp. Rom. ix. 5 ff. ; Gal. vi. 16), but does not harmonize 
with. the fact of the fathers here referred to being cited as warn­
ings:' - 1ravTe~] has strong emphasis,1 and is four times repeated, 
the coming contrast of ou,c ev -roi:~ 1r'Ae{ornv, ver. 5, being already 
before the apostle's mind. All had the blessing of the divine 
presence ( u1ro -r. vecf,. 17crav), all that of the passage through the 
sea; all received the analogue of baptism, all that of eating, all 
that of drinking at the Lord's Supper; but with the 1na.,jority God 
was not well pleased. - u1ro -r. vecf,.] The well - known (-r71v) 
pillar of cloud (Ex. xiii. 21 f.), in which God's presence was, 
is conceived as spreading its canopy over ( u1ro) the march of 
the people that followed it. Comp. Ps. cv. 39; Wisd. x. 17, 
xix. 7. - o,a Tfj~ 0aX.] See Ex. xiv. 

Ver. 2. The discourse flows on in uninterrupted stream, 
beginning with the on in ver. 1, to the end of ver. 5; then 
follows the application in ver. 6. - ei~ -rov Mruiicrfjv] in reference 
to 11Ioses, so that they thereby devoted themselves to Moses as 
the deliverer and mediator whom God had sent them. Comp. on 
Rom. vi. 3 ; Matt. xxviii. 19. - e(3a1r-r{crav-ro] 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 a1re'Aovcr., vi. 11,-is purposely 
chosen, as in Acts xxii. 16, to denote the receptive sense (see IGi.hner, 
II. p. 18; Valckenaer, p. 256; Winer, p. 239 [E.T. 319]); for 
although e/3a7TT., and the subsequent lcpa,yov and emov, do not 
represent any apparent merit, 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. - ev -rfi vecf,.] 
Jv is local, as in /3ar.Tl~ew ev i!oan, 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 in icater with 
reference to Oh1·ist, so also that 0. T. analogue of baptism, which 
presents itself in the people of Israel at the passage of the Red 
Sea with reference to JJfoses, was effected in the cloud under 
which they were, and in the sea. 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. lxviii. 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 natitre. Comp. Pelagius: "Et 
nubcs proprium hmnore11i portat ;" so also Bengel: "Nubes et 
mare sunt naturae aqueae (quare etiam Paulus de colunma ignis 
silet)." Theodoret, on the other hand, with several more, among 
whom are Schrader, Olshausen, and Maier, makes the cloud a 
symbol of the Spfrit (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 two elements 
in baptism, the former the heavenly, and the latter the earthly 
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.1-T?i aiho] so that each 
one therefore stood on the very same level of apparent certainty 
of not being cast off by God. - The /3pwµa 7rvwµanKov is the 
manna (Ex. xvi. 13 ff.), inasmuch as it was not, like common 
food, a product of nature, but came as bread from heaven (Ps. 
lxxviii. 2 4 f. ; Wisd. xvi. 2 0 ; John vi. 31 f.), the gift of Goel, 
who by His Spirit wrought marvellously for His people. Being 
vouchsafed by the xapt<; 7rV€VµaTt/C~ of Jehovah, it was, although 
material in itself, a xdpurµa 7rvwµanKov, a food of supernatural, 
divine, and spiritual origin. Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia : 
7rvwµanK6V ,ca'JI.E'i ,cal, T6 {3pr':,µa Ka£ T6 7roµa, W<; &v TOV 'TrVEVµaTO<; 

aµ,ipw Ott:t 'TOV M wiicriwr; /Ca Ta 'T1JV a7ropp1J'TOV auTOV 7rapacrxovTo<; 

ovvaµtv. oihw 0€ Kal. 7rVwµaT£Ki]V €/CaA€(1"€V Ti]V 7r€Tpav, W<; &v TO 

ovvaµ€t 'TOV 'TrVEVµaTO<; €/COOUuav 'Ttt voarn. "What the Rabbins 
invented about the miraculous qualities of the manna may be 
seen in von der Hardt, Ephern. phil. pp. 101, 104; Eisenmen­
ger's cntdcckt. Juclenth. II. p. 876 f., I. pp. 312, 467. Philo 
explains it as referring to the Logos, Leg. alleg. ii. p. S 2, Qnocl 
deter. pot. insid. sol. p. 213. - 7roµa] Ex. xvii. 1-6; Num. xx. 
2-11. Regarding the forms 7roµa and 7rwµa, see Lobeck, Paml. 
p. 4 2 5 f. - ilmvov ... XptuTo<;] a parenthetic explanation in detail 
as to the quite peculiar and marvellous character of this 7roµa. 

The impeifect does not, like the preceding aorist, state the 
drinking absolutely as a historical fact, but is the descriptive 
imperfect, depicting the process of the iJ71wv according to the 
peculiar circumstances in which it took place ; it thus has a modal 
force, showing !tow things went on with the 7ravT€<; ••• €7rtov, while 
it was taking place. Bengel remarks rightly on the ryap: "qualis 
petra, talis aqua."-l,c 7rvwµaT. a,co:X.. 7rfrpar;· ;, 0€ 7rfrpa ~v o X.] 
ftom a spfritual rock that followed tliein; the Rock, however (which 
we speak of here), was Christ. IIvw,uaTtlCij<; has the emphasis; it 
corresponds to the preceding 7rvwµan,cov, and is explained more 
specifically by ;, 0€ 7r, ~v o X. The relation denoted by aKo'Jl.ov-

0ovcr1J<;, again, is assumed to be self-evident, and therefore no further 
1 Bengel well says: "Si plura essent N. T. sacramenta, cetcris quoque simile 

quidclam posuisset Paulus." At the same time, it should be ouscrvecl that the 
ecclesiastical notion of a sacrament does not appear in the N. T., but is an abstraction 
from the common characteristics of the two ordinances in question. Both, however, 
arc equally essential ancl characteristic elements in the fellowship of the Christian 
life. Comp. Baur, neut, Tlieol. p. 200; Weiss, bibl. T/ieol. 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, Ghrist 
accompanied them, namely, in His pre-existent divine nature, 
and consequently as the Son of God ( == the Aoryo<; of J olm), who 
afterwards appeared as man (comp. Wisd. x. 15 ff.). (2) The 
rock, from which the water that they drank flowed, was not 
an ordinary natural rock, but a 'TT'erpa 'TT'vwµa-rt,c~ ; 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 self-revelation and manifestation of the Son of 
God, who invisibly accompanied the host on its march; it was, 
in other words, the very Christ 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 uoi:p{a). (3) Such being the state of the case as to the 
rock, it must of necessity 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 con,stantly 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 Ghrist, who, making the rock His form 
of manifestation, supplied the water froin 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 aftc1' the marching host (Bammid­
bar, R. S. l; Onkelos on Num. xxi. 18-20; and see Wetstein 
and Schottgen, also Lund, Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 2 51) ; 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 ; e.g. the interpretation of Erasmus, Beza, 
Calvin, Piscator, Drusius, Grotius, Lightfoot, Billroth, al. (which 
dates from Theodore of Mopsuestia), that the rock means here 
what came from it, the water (!), which, they hold, followed the 
people and pl'efigiirecl Christ (?jv). That ,jv denotes here 
sfgnificabat (so too Augustine, Vatablus, Salmasius, Bengel, 
Loesner, al.), is a purely arbitrary assumption, seeing that Paul 
neither says Ja-Tl, nor Ttnros- 17v, or the like, nor even indicates 
in any way in the context a typico-allegorical reference. This 
applies also against what Oh. F. Fritzsche has in his N01;a 

opusc. p. 2 61 : " The rock in the wilderness was a rock of bless­
ing, strength, and life-giving for the Jews, and thus it prefigures 
Christ," etc. Pai.11 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 nc1it. Tltcol. p. 193), 
by asserting that Paul speaks of Christ as the 'TT'vevµ,. 7rfrpa only 
in so far as he saw a type which had reference to Christ in the rock 
that followed the Israelites, according to the allegoric interpreta­
tion which he put upon it.1 See, in opposition to this, Rii.biger, 
Christal. Paul. p. 31 f. ; Weiss, bibl. Tlieol. p. 310. 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 " that rock was Ghrist," 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,2 Oecumenius, Theophylact, Melanchthon, 
Cornelius a Lapide, and many others, among whom are Flatt, 
Kling in the Stucl. mul Ifrit. 18 3 9, p. 8 3 5 ; Osiander, N eander, 
Hofmann.3 

1 Baur is wholly unwarranted in taking ""wfl-a.'T1><•;, ver. 3 f., in the sense of 
typical or allegorically significcinl. His appeal to Rev. xi. 8 and Barnab._ 10 i~ 
irrelevant. 

::: oil "Ya'.p ,i ir;fs 1Jri,rp~) q,!J,11; 'T'O :J6(dp ;,q,;!, q,nQ':11 oU ,,a..p ltv xal "'PO tro6irJU a.,£t3Av~o, UAA 

f'-r!!a ~,; 'll'i'Tpt:£ 'll'UU/'a.:•lf,;, -rO -;re, EipyaSEi:-o, .. OU"l'Etr'Tlf O Xp1tr'1'0, 0 ,;rap~v a.bToi; t;Ta,l/..-a.xov' 

utt., '71'«.M'" la.up,a.Toup,ye,,,. 

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 ~~ii!>• •n-~ (Isa. xxx. 29), was Jehovah, who went with Israel." By 

not calling the R·~;ll Goel, but Christ, the apostle points forward, as it were (accord­
iiig to Hol'mauu), to the application which he is about to make of the words, namely, 
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Ver. 5. OvlG ev Toi,;- 7r"Jl.e{oaw] not with the greater part of them. 
A tragical litotes. Caleb and Joshua alone reached the land of pro­
mise. N um. xiv. 3 0. - ,ca7euTpw011uav] were struck clou:n. 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 l\Iacc. 
v. 26). Comp. also Heb. iiL 17. 

Ver. 6. The typical reference of what is adduced in vv. 1-5 
to the Christians: These things (while they so fell out) bccarnc 
types of its, i.e. historical transactions of the 0. 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 TV'TT'o,;-, on Rom. v. 14. - E"f€V~011uav] The plitral 
is by attraction from the predicate TV7T'O£. See Kuhner, II. p. 
53 f.; Kruger, § lxiii. 6. Hofmann (comp. vi. 11) takes 
the Israelites as the subject : " They beea11ie this as types of ns ;" 
but the recurrence of the TavTa in ver. 11 should have been 
enough of itself to preclude such a view. - e1n0vµ,1JT. Ka,cwv] 

quite general in its reference : desirers (Herod. vii. 6 ; Dern. 6 61 
iilt., 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 ,ca06J,;- KaKe'ivoi e7re0. which 
follows solely (Ruckert, 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 
,vhich they manifested so often and in so many ways upon their 
journey, that particular desire not excluded. 

to the cup which Christ gives us to drink. But Paul's words are so simple, clear, and 
definite, that it is impossible to get off by any quid pro qtto. 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
binical 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 power. 
Comp. Gal. iv. 22 ff. Our passage has nothing whatever to do wi'th 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. 



CIL\P. X. i, 8. 287 

Yer. 7. There follows now upon this general warning the first 
of four special ones against sins, to which the hn0uµeiv ,ca,cwv 

might very easily lead. "Eligit, quod maxime Corinthiis con­
gruebat," Calvin. - µ77SJJ also in particular do not. Comp. 
Duttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 314 [E. T. 3 6 6]. The repetitions of µr,oe 
which foUow, too, from ver. 8 to ver. 10 are also negatived, but 
in continuance of the special prohibitions. - ,y{vEo-0E] in the 
second person, because of the special danger to which his readers, 
/1·0111, their circumstances, were exposed. Comp. on ver. 10. -
dowXoXchpat] 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 (cparyeiv 

"· 1mi11). 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 nvfi; avTwv, 

four times repeated, certain of theni, 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. - ,ra{tEtv] 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. 2 51 ; 
Hesiod, Seut. 2 7 7 ; Pindar, Ol. xiii. 12 3) does not harmonize 
with the more general meaning of i'I'.'!~? in the original text. 
To understand the phrase as indicating unchastity (Tertull. de 
jrjiin. 6) is contrary to Ex. xxxii. 18, 19, and Philo, de vit. 
llfos. 3, pp. 677 D, 694 A. 

Ver. 8. 'E1rop11€IIO"a11] Num. XXV. 1 ff. -Ei/CoO"t TpEii;] According 
to Num. xxv. 9, there were 24,000. So too Philo, de vit. llfos. 
l,p. 694A; defortit.p. 742D; andtheRabbins in Lightfoot, 
Horae, p. 205; also Josephus, Antt. iv. 6. 12. A slip of 1nc11wry 

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 vi divina, 
and 1000 gladio zelotarum, (Krebs, after Bernard and Havercamp 
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on Josephus, Zoe. cit.); that Paul states merely what befell the tribe 
of Simeon (Michaelis). Cajetanus and Surenhusius would have us 
read ef"o<T£ TE<T<Taper;, as, in point of fact, is given in a few codcl., 
but manifestly by way of correction. Osiander too leans to this ; 
comp. Valckenaer. 

Ver. 9. 'E"1mp.] Stronger than the simple verb (to prove to the 
f1ill), Matt. iv. 7; Luke x. 25. Comp. the classic e"7retpaoµai 
(Herod. iii. 135; Plat. cp. 13, p. 362 E). Po try the Lord,1 il~? 
iliil;-n~, means generally, to let 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 "a0wr; "·T.X., where the refer­
ence is to the people after their deliverance losing lwa1·t 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 pa1·ticipation in the sacrificial feasts as a tempting 
of God (comp. ver. 22, where, however, the connection is totally 
different, and Tav "vptov does not apply to God at all). So Billroth, 
Ri.ickert, de W ette, Osiander, Maier; but this is quite at variance 
,vith the context, because not in keeping with the historical 
events indicated by the "a0wi; "a~ "·T.X., and familiar to the 
readers. The context equally forbids the interpretations of Chry­
sostom and Theophylact : the craving for wonders; Theodoret, the 
speaking with tongiics; Grotius, the conduct of the schismatics; 
and Michaelis, that of the anti - Pauline party. - e7relpa<Tav] 
namely, avTov, not in an absolute sense (Winer, Reiche). - a7rwX­
XvvTo] see the critical remarks. The imperfect lays the stress on 
the continuous development of what occurred, and thus places it 
in the foreground of the historic picture. See Kuhner, II. p. 7 4. 

1 The Kup,o; is God in Num. xxi. 4 ff. Paul's renders, whose familiarity with the 
history in question is taken for grantecl, hacl no reason to refer it to Cltrise as the 
"-•yo; tJ.~ap,u; (from which comes the Recepta Xp,~,,,), 
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As to vr.o with ar.wA-A-., see Valckenaer, p. 2 G 1. Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph. II. p. 880. 

Ver. 10. Nor 11mnniw, etc.; expression of contmnacious dis­
content (Matt. xx. 11 ; Phil. ii. 14), without right or reason. 
Against whom? is discovered from the narratii;c, 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 ar.wA-A-. v7ro -r. oA-o0p. denotes a violent death, which does 
not tally with Num. xiv.; and, in the second, because -rive<; au-rwv 
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 here in view is the murmuring against llfoscs 
and Aaron after the death of Korab 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 second 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.-a-rrooA.A,. v7ro -r. oA.o0p.] namely, the 14,700, whose 
destruction (Num. xvi. 4G ff.) is ascribed to the plagiw (~~~'?) of 
God. Paul defines this more closely as wrought by the 1Jcstroyc1· 
(Hesycbius, Avµ,ewv), who is the executor of the divine plague, 
just as in Ex. xii. 23 the n'".lifl? executes the plague (1:pJ) of Goel, 
-this personal rendering of n•nt:i~ (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 oAo-

0pev-r1<; ( o oA.o0pevwv, Ex. xii. 2 3 ; Heb. xi. 2 8 ; Wisd. xviii. 2 5. 
Comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 16; Isa. xxxvii. 36; Job xxxiii. 22, al.; 
Acts xii. 2 3) is the angel commissioned by Goel to carry out the 
slaughter ; and he again is neither to be conceived of as an evil angel 

1 COlt. 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 Mace. xv. 22, 
23), nor rationalized into a pestilence. The Rabbinical doctrine 
of the rm~il ,~,o ( see Eisenmenger, cntdecktcs Jiulcnth. I. p. 8 5 4 ff.) 
developed itself out of the Hebrew idea. - 'OXo0pevw, and the 
words formed from it, belong to the Alexandrian Greek. See 
:meek on Hcb. II. p. 809. But the reading oXE0p., although in 
itself more correct, is very weakly attested here. 

Ver. 11. TaiJTa] These facts, referred to in ver. 6 ff. -
"TV7Tt1'wc;] in a typical f ashion,1 in such a way that, as they fell 
out, a typical character, a predictive reference, impressed itself 
upon them. Eisenmenger (II. p. 159 f., 264, 801) gives passages 
from the Rabbins in support of the principle of the interconnec­
tion of the whole theocratic history: " Quicquid evenit patribus, 
signmn filiis,"-a principle generally correct according to the idea 
of the 0Etd, µo'ipa. It is only among the Fathers that we find 
"Tv,rucoc; and 'TV7Tl1'Wc; used anywhere else in this sense (it is other­
wise in Plutarch, Jfor. p. 442 0). - uvvJ,8atvov] brings out the 
progressive development of the events; the aorist e,yparp11 simply 
.states the fact. Comp. on ver. 4, and Matthiae, p. 1117. The oJ 
contrasts e,ypa<pTJ 1'.T.X. with what precedes it, expressing "quod 
novum quid accedit, oppositionem quandam," Hermann, ad Viger. 
p. 845: "that it was written, again, was for," etc. - ,rpoc; vov0Eu{av 
?}µwv]jor om· adrnonition (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 Tv,ruu;j,, warn us not to bring down upon 
ourselves like judgments by like offences. As to the later form, 
vou0Eu{a in place of vov0fr1}utc; and vov0ET{a, see Lobeck, acl Phryn. 
p. 512. - Elc; oDc; K.T.X.] is not opposed, as Hofmann would haYe 
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 hand the clay was of rctributi'rc 
decision. Ta 'T€'"X'T} 'TWV alwvwv is identical with ;, O'UV'TE°Xfla 

1 The Recepta ,,.,;'11'01 wouhl mean: These things happened to them as types; comp. 
Yer. 6. Hofmann takes -ra.ii,,.a. ~, ,,.,-r.o, as an inclcpenclcnt clause. But what an arbi­
trary disrnption of the sentence this wou!tl be! Antl how thoroughly self-evident 
and voitl of significance the .-u,i/3""" i,c1,u,, would in that case be l 
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Twv aldiv(i)v, Heb. ix. 26, the concrete Ta 'T€A1J (the ends) being 
put here for the abstract CTVV'T€A€ta ( consummation). In other 
words, upon the supposition of the Parousia being close at hand, 
the last times of the world were now come ; the alwv€<;, which 
had their commencement at its beginning, were now running out 
thcfr final course. The plural expression Tit T€A1J, here used, corre­
sponds to the conception of a plurality of periods in the world's 
history, whose common consummation should carry with it the final 
issues of thcin all.1 With the Parousia the alwvf<; E7T'€pxoµ,€voi (see 
on Eph. ii. 7) begin to run. What is implied by the plural is not 
one thing nmning alongside of another, in particular, not the time 
of Israel and the time of the Gentiles (Hofmann), but the succession 
of the world-periods, one coming after another. So always, where 
alcove,; occurs in a temporal sense. - Ka'T~V'T1JK€V] They have 
?'cached to us, i.e. have fallen upon our lifetime, and are now here. 
The alwvf<; are conceived of as stretching themselves out, as it 
were, in space. Comp. xiv. 36. 

Ver. 12. "J2crT€ J 1Vhercforc, warned by these instances from 
the 0. T. - €CT'Tavai] whosoever thinks that lw stands, i.e. is firm 
and sccitrc (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. 
- {3°Af.7T'ET(J), µ,h 7T'ecr17] 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 into sins, the con­
sequence of which is a falling from grace so as to come under the 
divine opry~ (comp. Gal. v. 4). 

Ver. 13. Encouragement to this /3°AE7T'ET(i) µ,h 7T'ECTT/, " Your 
temptations, as you know, have not hitherto gone beyond your 
strength, neither will they, through the faithfulness of God, do so 

1 W ciss, in his bibl. Theol. p. 301, gives a different interpretation, making ,,.,. 
,,An the goals. Each of the past ,.;,;;,", according to his view, se1Tetl as a prepara­
tion for the time of full maturity. But Paul always uses dAo; in the sense of encl 
(in 1 Tim. i. 5 it is otherwise); antl this, too, is the most naturnl meaning here, 
where he is speaking of the lapse of periods of time. The thought is the sauie 
as in ,r.;.-!,p.,/1-a. ,,.,;;, "'"P,;;,, Eph. i. 9 f. 
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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 (?); there may come others greater 
and more grievous." Similarly Olshausen, de W ette, Osiander, 
Neander, Ewald; so that, according to this view, Paul seeks first 
of all to humble, and then, from 7runb<; onwards, to encourage,­
a connecting thought, however, being interpolated between the two 
clauses (" sed nunc major tentatio imminet," Bengel). - 7retpacr­
µ6,;] The context makes no special mention of sufferings ancl 
persecutions (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Camerarius, Grotius, Ewald, 
al.), but of i1icitcmcnts 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 7rl7rTEtv; but suffering is included 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 accidit," which is 
inadmissible in view of the general terms employed in ver. 12 ; 
the particular application follows only in· ver. 14. - etA'l]<pEv] 
marks the continuance of the fact of its not having taken them. 
It has not done so, and does not now. This use of Aaµ/3avew, 
in reference to fortunes, states, etc., which seize itpon men, is very 
common in the classics (Thuc. ii. 42 ; Pind. Ol. i. 13 0 ; Xen. 
Syinp. i. 15, and often in Homer). Comp. Luke v. 2 6, vii. 16 ; 
Wisd. xi. 12; Bar. vi. 5. - av0pwmvo,;] i.e. viribus lmmanis 
acconinwclatus, oux u7r€ p & ouvarnt &v0ponro,;. See Pollux, iii. 131. 
The fact that in the second clause of the verse this phrase has 
U7r€p & ouvacr0e and TOI/ ouvacr0at U7r€VE''/ICE£V corresponding to it, 
militates against the rendering: "not of superhuman origin" ( comp. 
Plato, Ale. i. p. 103 A; Phacdr. p. 259 D; Rep. p. 497 C, 492 E), 
i.e. either not froin the devil (Melanchthon, Piscator, Vorstius, al.), 
or not from God (Olshausen, who finds an allusion in the second 
clause to the dolores .illcssiae). Comp. ouJC av0pw7rlv'1] JCaJC[a, Poly b. 
i. 67. 6, and the like; Plato, Prot. p. 344 C, Grat. p. 438 C; ouJC 
av0pw7r{V'1]', ouvaµew,, Thuc. vi. 78. 2; ocra &v0pw7rot (sc. ouvavrnt), 
Plato, Rep. p. 467 C; µe'itov i7 JCaT' &v0pw7rov, Soph. Occl. Col. 604. 
Chrysostom : av0pwmvo<;, TOUTE<rTt µt1Cp6<;, /3paxv<;, uuµµeTpo<;. -
'1TWTb<;] for if He allowed them to be tempted beyond their 
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po,vers, He would then be iwf aitlif11,l 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. -8,;-] in 
the sense of OT£ ovTos-, like the German " er der." Comp. Bern­
hardy, p. 291. ''Oa-,ynvould be still more emphatic. -& Mvau0e] 
what you arc in a position to bcm·. The context shows the more 
special meaning. Comp. on iii. 2. - aXAtt 7rot1uet IC.T.A.] but will 
1oith the (then existing) temptation make also the issue, i.e. not 
the one without the other. God is therefore conceived of here as 
He who makes the temptation, i.e. brings about the circumstances 
and situations which give rise to it (comp. on Matt. vi. 13), but, 
previously, as He who lets 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. -T. EK,8auiv] the issue (cgrcssmn, Wisd. 
ii. 17, viii. 9, xi. lG; Hom. Ocl. v. 410; Xen. Anab. iv. 1. 20, 
iv. 2. 1; Polyb. iv. G4. 5) from the temptation, so that one 
escapes out of it morally free ( comp. iK 7reipauµou pveu0at, 2 Pet. 
ii. 9); similarly Eur. l,fccl. 279, ifx,8auLs- aTTJc;, Theophylact gives 
the sense with substantial correctness, T17v a7raXAa,y~v Tou 7rE£pau­
µou; but it is unsuitable to make, as he does, the a-uv IC.T."'A. refer 
to coincidence in ti1ne (aµa T'{J €7r€A.0E'iv vµ'iv TOV 7r€tpaa-µ6v); so 
also Hofmann. Bengel puts it well : "Ka{, etia1n, indivulso 
nexu." - Tau o6vaa-0at 1'17rev.] does not say wherein the issue 
might consist (of being able to bcm· the temptation; comp. 
Fritzsche, ad J,fatth. p. 844), for the ovvaa-0at V71"€V. is no €1C/3a<T£,' 
(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 EK,8aa-is- along with the 7retpauµ6c;, the 
latter would be too heavy for you; you would not be able to 
bear up under it, but would be crushed altogether. But that 
is not His will. That vµ&c; should be supplied to ovv. V7rEV., is 
clear of itself from what precedes. See Kiihner, ad Xen. J,feni. 
iii. 6. 10. 

Ver. 14. Llt67rEp] f01· this very reason (viii. 13), to wit, in 
order that you may not withdraw from this saving guidance of 
the faithfnl God, and deprive yourselves of it; idolatry woukl 
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scpamte yon from God. Comp. ver. 22. And they would make 
themselves indirectly guilty of idolatry by partaking of the sacri­
ffrictl feasts. See vv. 7, 2 0 f. As respects <f,eu,yew d1r6, f11gicnclo 
disccdcre 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 already 
invohcd in idolatrous worship; but this is untenable (2 Tim. ii. 22; 
Wisd. i. 5 ; Plato, Legg. i. p. 6 3 6 E ; Sop h. Phil. 6 3 7, Oecl. R. 
355), being a confusion of the phrase in question with <f,e0ew 
J,c (Xen. Anab. 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 tltc gronncl of its being idolafry. 
This he now explains by the analogy of the holy fellowship, into 
which the Lord's Supper (vv. 15-1 7), 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. 19-2 2). The 
former excludes the latter. 

Ver. 15. '{},r; <f,pov{µoir;] i.e. to those of whom I take for 
granted that they are intelligent; c:.,,. indicates the mode 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. - Xe,yw refers to «p{vaTe vµ. o <p. (comp. 
vii. 12), and o <f,77µi points to what follows in vv. 16-18. "As 
to intcll1'gcnt men (who can judge aright), I say: judge ye wltat I 
affirm." On the difference between XE,yw and <f,77µ£, comp. Rom. 
iii. 8; Herod. iii. 35; Xen. Apol. 13, Anab. i. 7. 18, vi. 6. 16, 
ii. 1. 14 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 9 0 G. -The emphasis is on 
vµe'i,r;; your own judgment shall decide. 

Ver. 16. To 1roTl)ptov] It is most natural to take this as in 
the accusative, after the analogy of the second clause of the verse 
(against Rtickert). Respecting the attractio im:ersa, as in l\1att. 
xxi. 42, see Bornemann, Schol. in L11c. p. lG f.; Buttmann, neut. 
Gr. p. 247 [E.T. 288]; Ki.ihner, 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, mal~cs them the ,cow"'vla. - Paul names the cup 
first, 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 connection 
with it, especially to discuss the Israelitic partaking of the 
sacrifices, as it suited his theme of the meat ojfel'cd 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. - -r17~ 
eu:X.ory{M] gcnit. qualit., i.e. the cwp 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.1 It is a mis­
take to understand rij~ euAory. actively : the 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 : the cup of praise 2 ( comp. 
Kahnis, Lchre vo1n Abcnclni. p. 128). Neither should the phrase 
be viewed as a terminus tcchnicus borrowed from the Jewish 
liturgy, and answering to the i1:::ii:::ii1 ci:::i. See on :Matt. xxvi. 27, 
and Wickert, Abcncl11i. p. 21 !J f. - & eu:X.oryovµev] an epexegesis 
giving additional solemnity to the statement: which we bless, 
consecrate with prayer, when we celebrate the Lord's Supper. 
Comp. Mark viii. 7 ; Luke ix. 16 ; 1 Sam. ix. 13. Eu:X.ory. in 

1 Who 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. Ju Justin JIIartyr's time (Apol. i. 65) 
it fell to the <rpo.i,r,:,;, but so that the president is conceived ns representing and 
acting in fellowship with the congregation. See Ritschl, altl,;athol. K. p. 365 f. 
The plurals in the passage before us are the utterance of the Glti-istictn co11scious11ess 
of fellows/tip, to which it makes no difference who, in each separate case, may be 
the ministerial organ of the fellowship. Kalmis explains them from the amen of 
the congregation (Justin, loc. cit.); but that itself was primarily the time•hallowecl 
expression of that consciousness. 

"With excessive arbitrariness Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 225 f.) 
insists on taking ,uJ,.oy,a otherwise than ,uJ,.oy,'iif'" ; the former, in the sense of an 
ascription of praise, with Goel as its subject: the latter, in the sense of consecrating 
the cup. The consecration, according to him, makes the difference between it and 
the Passover cup. But the said difference could not have been expressed by Paul 
in a more unsuitable or perplexing way than by repeating the same word. 
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its literal sense must not be confounded with evxapurr. (Erasmus, 
Zwingli, Melanchthon, Beza : " q_uod 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. -
ouxl "ow. 7. atµ. 7. X. .!un] This is aptly explained by Grotius 
(after Melanchthon and others) : ""oww11{a11 vocat id, per quocl fit 
ipsa communio." The cup, i.e. its contents as these are presented 
and partaken of, is the mediwn of this fellowship ; it is realizccl 
in the partaking.1 Comp. i. 30; John xi. 25, xvii. 3; Rodatz 
in Rudelbach's Zcitschrift 1844, 1, p. 131; Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 31. The sense therefore is : Is not comnmnion with the 
bloocl of Christ established tlwough pw·taking of the cup? 2 'Eu-.£ 
never means anything else than est (never significat); it is the 
copula of existence; 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/act of the participation, that is expressed (comp. ver. 20), 
so also must it of necessity be here. What soi·t of a participation 
it might be, was of no importance in the present connection, for 
the apostle is dealing here simply with the "oi11w11!a 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 1·cal, possibly 
even material connection of those eating and drinking in the 

1 Hofmann too comes to this in substance after all, although he tries to escape 
from it, taking,...,.,,;,,, ns "the matter of fact of a, joint (!) parlicipancy," 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 possibie to eat 
anu drink merely bread and wine, mct!~es 11s joint-partakers of the body and blood 
of Christ. In suppc,rt of the, meaning thus assigned to ,..,,.,,;,,,, Hofmann appeals 
inappropriately to i. 0; 2 Cor. xiii. 13; 1 John i. 3. Joint participancy would be 
.-.,.,...,.,,;,.; comp . .-.,_,...,.,,,s, ix. 23 ; Rom. xi. 17 ; Phil. i. 7. 

2 It is plain from vv. 18, 20, 21, that ,..,,.,,;,. is here neither comimmication, 
apportioning (Luther, a,l., including Kling, Billroth), which it never means in the 
N. T. {see on Rom. xv. 26), nor consortittm, societas (Erasmus : " quod paritcr 
sanguine Christi sumus redemti," comp. Zwingli). See also Kahuis, Abeudm. 
p. 132 f. 
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Supper with the body ancl blood of Christ,1 or, on the other haml, 
of an inwm·d union realized in the believing consciousness, con­
sisting therefore in the spiritual contact whereby the believer, 
who partakes of the elements, is conscious to himself in so 
partaking of being connected by saving appropriation with the 
body and blood 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 Christ was not yet slain, and 
His blood still flowed in His veins.2 See, besides, on Matt. 
xxvi. 2 6. Again, if the glorified state of His body, i.e. the 
uwµa T1J, o6g,,,, avTOU (Phil. iii. 21 ), set in only with His ascen­
sion, and if, when He instituted the Supper, His body was still 
but the uwµa TJJ, uapico, avTou, which soon after died upon the 
cross for reconciliation (Col. i. 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 futim:, crucifixion of the body and 
outpoiiring of the blood,-then the apostle cannot have in view 
the glorified 3 uwµa and alµa as being given and partaken of 
through the 1nedimn 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 .,;;,,_,,_ that the ,.7,,_,,_ "· x. 
denotes the blood-not, as D. Schulz still maintains, the bloody death-of Christ 
(which, considered in itself, it might indeetl symbolize, but could not be called. 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 27 4 ; Kahnis, Abendm. p. 60 f.). 

2 When Radatz objects that an ideal union with the actnal body slain and 
blood shetl is a logical contradiction, he overlooks the fact that the material 
sphere is not beyond the reach of inwarcl apprnpriation. Spiritual communion 
may have reference to a material object, without excluding a symbolic process 
in which "signatum non cum signo sed nouiscum unitur" (Vossius, de baptismo, 
p. 11). Comp. Kahnis, Do9mat. I. 621 : " Bread and wine form not a mere 
symbol, but a si911, which is at the same time medium;" see also III. p. 48!). 
The important alteration in the Latin l'o11Jess. A U[J. Art. X. of 1540, points in the 
same direction. 

3 Itiickert also (Abendm. p. 224 ff.) holcls that Paul conceived the body and bloo,l 
in the Supper as 9/orifie<l; that, in virtue of the consecration, the participant 
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Supper, as Kahnis formerly held ; but see now his IJogmat. I. 
p. 622; and comp. also, on the other side, Ebrard, IJ0911ui voin 
lwilig. Abcncl1ii. I. p. 10 9 f. Either, therefore, the apostle regarded 
the Koivr,w{a of Christ's body and blood as being different before 
His glorification from what it was afterwards, or it was in his 
eyes, 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 
Jahrb. fiir IJcutsclw Tltcol. 1859, p. 90; Weiss, bibl. Tlieol. p. 355. 
Against this ,cowwv{a 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 
inte1·pcnetmtion of Christ's body and the bread (according to the 
Lutheran synecdocbe ; comp. Kahnis' former view in his Abcncl?ii. 
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, because this eating and drinking of the elements essen­
tially is tlic specific 1nedimn of the deep, inward, rea1, and living 
,cowwv{a; hence, too, the "calix comnrnnionis" cannot be possibly 
a figumta loquutio. This last point we maintain against Calvin, 
who, while insisting that "non tollatur figurac vcritas," 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 blooil, etc. Riickert, of course, discards all questions as to 
moile 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 
from ""'up.a.,,.,,.,,, which is neither in ver. 3 nor anywhere else in the X. T. the 
opposite of matei·ial, but of nal!tral (1 Pet. ii. 5 not excludeil) ; auil the .,,.,.',;p.a. to 
which 'lf"v<vp.H,,.,; refers is always (except Eph. vi. 13, where it is the diabolic spirit­
world that is spoken of) the Divine .,,.,,up.a. In the cnse of gifts which are 'lmuµa.,,.,,,.,;., 
it is this 'lf'v<uf'a. who is always the agent; so with the supply of manna and water iu 
the wilderness, and so, too, with the bread and wine received in the Lon.I's Supper, 
inasmuch as in this /3p.,_v.a and .,,.,p.a. the communion of the body and blood of Christ 
is realized, which does uot take place when bread all(} wine arc partaken of in the 
ordinary, natural w11y. 
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explains away the llotv,,JV{a of the blood of Christ to the effect, 
" dmu simul omnes nos in corpus suum inserit, ut vivat in nobis 
et nos in ipso." - &v llAwµw] 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 Suppe1·. Instead of doing so, Paul enriches 
his representation by mention of the other essential symbolic 
action with the bread; comp. xi. 24. That tl1e breakiug of the 
bread, however, was itself the consecration (Ri.i.ckert), the nar­
rative of the institution will not allow us to assume. - -rov 
uwµa-roc:; -r. X.] in the strict, not in the figurative sense, as 
Stroth, Rosemni.i.ller, Schulthess, and others : " declaramus nos 
esse membra corporis Christi, i.e. societatis Christianae," comp. 
also Baur, ncut. Theol. 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 1) ;_ nor can this be justified by 
ver. 17; for 

Ver. 1 7 confirms the statement that the bread is a communion 
of the body of Christ. For it is one bread; one body arc we, the 
ma.ny, i.e. for tliro11gh one bread being eaten in the Supper, we Chris­
tians, although as individuals we arc many, form togcthe1· one ( ethical) 
body. This union iilto one body through participation in the one 
bread could not take place unless this bread were 1toivwv{a 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 cjfectit (which participating in the one bread in and of itself 
could not have) ad caiismn (which can only lie in this, that this 

1 Zwingli, in his Respon. ad B119enlt., explains it thus: "Poculnm gratiarnm 
action is, quo gratias agimus, quid qnaeso, aliud est quam nos ipsi? N os enim quid 
aliud sumus nisi ipsa communio, ipse coetus et populus, consortium et sodnlitas 
sanguinis Christi 1 h. e. ille ipse populus, qui sanguine Christi ablutus est." The 
most thorongh historical development of Zwingli's doctrine is that given by Dieck­
holf in his evang. Abendmahlslehre iin RPjormationszeitaltei·, I. p. 42S ff. Rtickert 
remarks with justice that Zwingli has here lost his footing on evangelical grnuml 
nltogcthcr. But Calvin, too, has lost it, inasmuch as he makes everytliing tum 
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, wlticlt was to be crucifieclfor the atonement aml with its fellowship. 
,\s to Cnlviu's doctrine of the Supper, sec, besides Hemy and Sfahelin, Ii:ahnis, II. 
p. 494 ff. 
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bread is the communion of Christ's body). The argument 1 does 
not imply a logical conve1·sion (as Rodatz objects); but either 
the effect or the cause might be posited froni the Christian 
consciousness as pre1niss, according as the case required. See 
a similar process of reasoning ab cjfcctu ad causmn in xii. 12. 
Comp. also Luke vii. 4 7. According to this, on is just the since, 
because (for), so common in argument, and there is no need 
whatever to substitute ,yap for it (Hofmann's objection) ; Ju-rL is 
to be supplied after ek apw;;; and the two clauses are placed 
side by side asyndetically so as to make the passage " alacrior et 
nervosior" (Dissen, ad Find. Exe. II. p. 2 7 6), and, in particular, 
to bring out with more emphasis the idea of unity (ek ... ev) 
(comp. Acts xxv. 12). The oi ryap 7rdv-rec; ,c.-r."'A. which follows 
leaves us no room to doubt how the asyndeton should logically 
be filled up (and thercjoi·e also); for this last clause of the verse 
excludes the possibility of our assuming a mere relation of com­
pcirison (as there is one bread, so are we one body; comp. Hey­
denreich, de "\Vette, Osiander, Neander, al.). The oi ryap 7rav-rec;, 
too, forbids our supplying Juµ.ev after ap-roc; (Zwingli, Piscator, 
1\fosheim, Stolz, Schrader, comp. Ewald) ; for these words indicate 
the presence of another conception, inasmuch as, repeating the 
idea conveyed in ek ap-roc;, they thereby show that that Et<; ap-roc; 
was said of literal bread. This holds against Olshausen also, who 
discovers here the church as being "the bi·ead of life for the wodd !" 
Other expositors take on (comp. xii. 15 f.; Gal. iv. 6) as intro­
ducing a protasis, and ~v u. IC.T.X. as being the apodosis: " because 
i"t is one bread, thcrcfoi-c m·e ii·e, the many, one body" (Flatt, 
Rii.ckert, Kahnis, Maier, Hofmann, following the Vulgate, Castalio, 
Calvin, Beza, Bengel, al.2

). 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 : " Pro bat poculum et panem esse communio11em. Nam panis per 
se non facit, ut vescentes sint unum corpus, sed panis id facit q_uatenus est com­
munio," etc. 

2 Iliickcrt, however, 11:1s since assented (Abenclm. p. 229 ff.) to the modifications 
proposed by Radatz, of which mention is presently to be made. 
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req_uired to interpose an ovv, or some such word, after the on, in 
order to avoid misunderstanding? Interpreters would not have 
betaken 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). 
Radatz 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 uwµa, " with Christ the Head" ( comp. also van Hengel, 
Annot. p. 16 7 f.), 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 q_uite unwarrantable; 
Paul would have needed to write &v uwµa avTou T~, ,mpaA.f),, 
or something to that effect, in order to be understood. - oi 
r.o/\.>..ot] correlative to the &v uwµa (comp. v. 15, 19): the many, 
who are fellow-participants in the Lord's Supper, the Christian 
miiltitiicle. The very same, viewed, however, in the aspect of 
their collective aggregate, not, as here, of their multitudinousness, 
are oi 7ravTe,, the whole; comp. Rom. v. 15, 18. The imity of 
1wcad is not to be understood numerically (Grotius, who, from 
that point of view, lays stress upon its size), but qualitatively, 
as one and the same bread of the Siipper. 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. -
f.ll TOV €VO<; apTOv µeTex. is interpreted by some as if there were 
no e,c: " since we are all partakers of one bread" (Luther). This 
is contrary to the linguistic usage, for µeTexetv is joined with the 
genitive (ver. 21, ix. 12) or accusative (Bernhardy, p. 149), but 
never with J,c; and the assumption that Paul, in using Ell, was 
thinking of the verb Eu0{ew (xi. 28), is altogether arbitrary. 
The linguistically correct rendering is : f 01· we all have a sliare 
fr01n the one bread, so that in analysing the passage we have to 
supply, according to a well-known usage (Buttmann, neut. G1·. 
p. 138 [E. T. 158]), the indefinite indication of a part, -rt or 
Ttvo<;,' before b, TOV €VO<; ap-rov. Hofmann, too, gives the correct 
partitive sense to the expression. The article before €Vo<; points 
back to what has been already said. 
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Ver. 18. Another 1 analogue to prove that participation in the 
sacrificial feasts is idolatry. - ,caTa uap,ca J without the link of 
the article, because 'Iup. KaTa uap,ca is regarded as a single idea. 
Comp. on Rom. ix. 3. Israel after a p1wcly human sort means 
the born Ismclitcs, the Jews, as distinguished from the 'Iup. ,caTa 
r.vevµa (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 ur,Epµa of Abraham. It was very natural for 
the apostle to add Ka Ta uap,ca, seeing that he had just been 
speaking of the sacred ordinance of the Christians. - As to the 
Jewish sacrificial feasts, see Michaelis, :Afos. R. II. pp. 282, 346 f., 
IV. § 189. - ,cowwvol Tov 0vutao-T.] 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 refm;ed 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 Geov instead of 0vutao-T.? is 
not to be answered by affirming that he could not ascribe the 
/COtV .• TOV Geov elut to the 'Iup. "· uap,ca (Rtickert, Abcnd1n. 
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 W ette ; but why should he not, seeing 
he does not specify any particular kind of fellowship with Goel ?). 
But the true reply is this: the ,cowwvta Geov 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 Goel, 
namely, the peculiarly sacred ,cowwv{a (Ex. xx. 21 ff.) Tov 0u,:na­
<TT1Jptou. Hence the inappropriateness of the view taken by 

1 Which does not therefore by any means place the Lord's Supper in the light of 
a sacrificial feast (Olshausen, Harnack, Gemeimlegottesd. p. 195 ; comp. also Kalmis, 
.Abendin. p. 30). Sec agai~st this view, Hofmann, Schrij~bew. II. 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. 

V v. 19, 2 0. By 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). But 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 1" 
For whereas the apostle adduced the ,cotvwvfa of the Jewish 
0uutaun7ptov, and that as an analogue of the heathen 0uutauT~pta, 
he seemed thereby to recognise the ,cotvwv{a 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 (0vouuw, correlative to the 0uutaUT1Jp{ou of ver. 
18) shows. -Tt oiiv <f,17µi ;] what do I rnaintain then? namely, in 
following up ver. 18. Upon this way of exciting attention by a 
question, comp. Dissen, ad IJemosth. de eor. p. 34 7. Kruger, 
Anab. i. 4. 14. - Tt JuTtv] is something, i.e. has reality, namely, 
as elowXo0uTOV, so that it is really flesh which is consecrated to a 
god, as the heathen think, and as efowXov, 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 J npiter 
in existence, who actually possessed the attributes and so forth 
ascribed to him by the heathen. To accent the words n euTtv 

(Billroth, Tischendorf, comp. Ewald) would give the sense : that 
any idol-sacrifice (and : any idol) exists, 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 fon would need to come immediately 
after on, for the last place, too, is the seat of emphasis (Ki.i.hner, 
II. p. 6 2 5) ; nor yet, with de W ette, that the one half ( eiowXo-
0uTOv) is not so suitable, for the context surely makes it perfectly 
plain that Paul is not speaking of absol?tte existence. But since 
both renderings are equally good as regards sense and expression, 
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we can only decide between them on this ground, that with tlie 
second the Tt 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 Tt, as Hofmann does without war­
rant from the context; but it is the simple aliquicl, the opposite of 
the non-real, of the non-cns. - aXX'] refers to the negative sense 
of the preceding question. Hence: "No; on the contrary, I main­
tain," etc. See Hartung, Partikcll. II. p. 3 7 ; Baeumlein, p. 10 f. -
& 0vovuw] see the critical remarks. The subject is self-evident: 
the sacrificcrs (the heathen, who sacrifice). Ki.i.hner, II. p. 35 f.­
The assertion, again, that the heathen sacrifices are presented to 
dernons and not to a real God ( 0e<j,), follows ( ovv, in ver. 1 !) ) 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 0v1:nauT17p1ov with its sacrifice that belonged 
to a real God, and consequently the heathen 0v1nauT17pta and their 
offerings could not have reference to a God, but only to beings of 
an opposite kind, i.e. demons. - oaiµ,ov{oir;] does not mean idols, 
false or imaginary gods (Bos, Mosheim, Valckenaer, Zachariae, 
Ilosenmi.iller, Heydenreich, Flatt, Pott, Neander), which is con­
trary to the uniform usage of the LXX. and the N. T.,1 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 1·cality. The word means, as always in the 
N. T., demons, diabolic spfrits. That the heathen worships quoad 
evcntmn ( of course not quoad intcntionem) were offered to devils, 
was a 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. 1 7 ; Ps. 
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 Eisemnenger's cntdccH Jmlcnth. I. 
pp. 8 0 5 ff., 816 ff. 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 her.then-

1 Acts xvii. 18 is uttered by Greeks according to !lwfr sense of the worJ ; but in 
Rev. ix. 20 we are to unJerstanJ demons as meant. 
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c1om is the realm of the devil ; for, according to this idea, the 
Yarious 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 apxc,,v 'TOV KO(J'µou 'TOV'TOU (Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12), 
who is himself the dpX'TJ"fD<;.1 Comp. Halm, Thcol. des N. Test. I. 
p. 366 f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 279. The ancient church, too, 
followed Paul in remaining true to this idea. Sec Grotius on 
this passage. U steri, Lchrbegr. p. 421 ff. As to the consistency 
of this view with that expressed in viii. 4, sec the remarks 
on the latter verse. Ri.ickert therefore (with Grotius) is wrong 
in altering the representation to this effect, that according to Paul 
the demons had "given the heathen to believe" 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 fa1· the sacrifices of the heathen were presented to demons. 
The LXX. rendering of Deut. xxxii. 1 7 and Ps. xcv. 5 should 
of itself have been enough to prevent any such paraphrase of 
the direct dative-relation. - ou 0b,.w 0€ K.'T.i\.] that I, however, 
do not wish, still dependent upon o'T1, the reply to 'Tt ovv <p'T}µt 

being only thus completed. The Kotvwvov<; points back to 
Kowwv. in ver. 18. The article in 'TWV oatµ. denotes this class of 
beings. 

Ver. 21 gives the ground of the foregoing ou 0Ei\w OE vµas 
K.'T.i\. - ou ovvao-0E] of moral impossibility. "Nihil convenit 
inter Christum et impios daemones ; utrisque serviri simul non 
potest nisi cum insigni contumelia Christi," Erasmus, Paraph. 
Comp. 2 Cor. vi. 15. - 7TO'T~ptov Kuplou] a cup having reference to 
the Lord, i.e. according to ver. 16 : a ciip which brings into com-
11wnion with Ghrist. Its analogue is a 'TT'O'T~ptov oatµov{wv; the 
latter was qiioad cvcntmn, 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 Kowwvov, 'TWV 

1 11Iosheim objects that if Paul helcl this belief, he must have pronounced the 
sacrificial meat to be positively unclean. But it hacl surely reccfrccl no cltaractei· 
indelel,ilis through its being set apart for the altar. If not partaken of in its quctlity 
as saci·ificial meat, it had lost its relation to the demons, and hncl become oi·dinary 
meat, just as Jewish sacrificial flesh, too, retained the consecration of the altar only 
for him wlio ate it as suclt. 

1 COll. I. u 
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lJatµov. (ver. 20). - -rpa7ret1J'> Kvp{ov] refers to the whole ,wptaKov 
oeZ1rvov, xi. 20. Instances of µeTexetv with -rpar.l.t11r;, and like 
expressions, may be seen in Loesner, Obss. p. 288. 

Ver. 2 2. Or do we p1·ovoke the Lord to jealousy? to prove that He 
will not suffer us to set Him on the same level with the demons? 
The connection is this: "You cannot, etc., ver. 21, milcss it wei·c 
the case that we Christians were people whose business it is to 
provoke Christ to jealonsy." Hence the indicative, which should 
not be taken as deliberative, with Luther and others, including 
Pott, Flatt, and Ri.ickert (01· would we defy the Lord?), but: we 
occnpy ourselves therewith, arc engaged therein. Comp. Bern­
hardy, Syntax, p. 370. The phrase, -rov K6ptov, 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, Ri.ickert, Olshausen), but (as by de Wette 
and Hofmann), on account of ver. 21, to Christ. - µ,', laxup. tc.T.A.] 
we arc not surely strongc1· than He ? i.e. we are not surely persons, 
whom His strength, which He would put forth against us to 
carry out the promptings of that jealousy,1 cannot get the 
better of? Comp. Job xxxvii. 23. Chrysostom already co1Tectly 
notes the abductio ad alJsurdmn, with which Paul winds up this 
part of his polemic against the eating of sacrificial meat. 

Ver. 2 3. In connection, however, with this matter also, as with 
a former one, vi. 12, the principle of Christian liberty in things 
indifferent 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, neut. Grmn. 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 arc 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, "l\'ould be in truth the capacity-not existing in Christ-lo do what teas 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 ;,,X•P•"'P°' should have its sense determined by ,;, i;,;,,..,,, in ver. 21. According 
to the present order, the meaning of :tr;,:;up. is determined by .,..,.p,.l;n>..o'iil-'" to k the 
strength which could make head against that of the l;ii>..°' thus aroused. 
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Thereafter in ver. 24 he lays down the general maxims ansmg 
out of this qualification; and then in vv. 2 5 ff. the special rules 
bearing upon the eating of meat offered in sacrifice. - olKoooµ,ei:] 
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 auµ,f/,€pei, see on vi. 12. 

Ver. 24. Ltt no one be striving to satisfy his own interest, 
but, etc. Comp. ver. 3 3. We must not impair the ideal, to 
which this rule gives absolute expression ( otherwise in Phil. 
ii. 4), by supplying µ,ovov and Kat, as Grotius and others do. 
See rather Rom. xv. 1 f. 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 olKoooµ,e'iv is included under this 
quite general rule, the application of which to the matter 
in dispute is not to come till afterwards. - After ciXXa we are 
mentally to supply e,cauw, from the preceding µ:17odr;. See 
Bernhardy, p. 458; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Sy1np. p. 192 E, 
Rep. p. 366 C; Buttmann, nciit. (J,r. p. 336 [E.T. 392]. 

Ver. 25. On µ,aKeXXov, shambles, slaughter-house (Varro, de 
ling. Lat. 4, p. 35; Dio Cass. lxi. 18), see Kypke, II. p. 219. 
Comp. Plut. Mor. 752 C: µ,aKeXe,a. It passed over into the 
Rabbinical writings also; see Drus. in Zoe. -µ,'l'}OEv civaKplv.] 
niaking no investigation (V ulg. interrogantes; not : condemning, as 
Grotius, Ewald, and others take it, contrary to the meaning of 
the word), i.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 fl.eshmarket, 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 stronge1· believers did not 
act in this way ; and Paul approves their conduct, and enjoins all 
to do the same. - out T~v uuvelO'l'}UW] may be taken as referring 
either (1) to µ,'l'}oev dvaKpivovTer; as to the required mode of the 
r.av laBlew: eat all without inq_iiiry, in orde1· that yoitr conscience 
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may not be tro1tblecl, which would be the case if you were told: This 
is meat offered to idols (so Erasmus, Rosenmi.iller, Hofmann, and 
others, following Chrysostom);1 or (2) simply to dvaKptvovw:;: 
without making any inquiry on grounds of conscience. So Castalio, 
Calvin, Beza, al., including Billroth and Ewald (the latter, how­
ever, rendering : "condernning nothing on account of conscience"). 
The second method of connection is preferable, both because it 
gives the simplest and most direct sense for out T. c;u111;{0., and 
also because of the Toii rya,p Kvptou K.T.A. 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. 2 G. 
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 
Ri.ickert, and so in substance Vatablus, Bengel, Mosheim, and 
others, including Flatt, Pott, Heydenreich, de Wette, Osiander, 
Maier. Comp. viii. 7, 10. But it could occur to none of the 
apostle's readers to take Ti/V c;uv1;Lo. as referring to anything but 
their own individual conscience. It is otherwise in ver. 28, 
where oi' EKE'ivov Tov µ:rJVVCT. prepares us for the transition to the 
conscience of another person; while the ovx;, Tov fovToii in ver. 
29 shows that in vv. 25 and 27 it was just the reader's own 
conscience that was meant. 

Ver. 2 6 supplies the religious ground for the injunction just 
given : p,7JOev dvaKplvEw oitt T. c;uv1;L01JCTW, expressed in the words 
of Ps. xxiv. 1 (comp. Ps. 1. 12), which Paul here makes bis own. 
If the earth and its fulness belong to God, how should it be 
necessary before using somewhat of them for food to institute au 
investigation on grounds of conscience, as if such gifts of God 

1 "Vitanclum enim est offen<liculum, si incidat, non accersendum," Erasmus aclJs 
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 7rX~pwµa, id, quo res iniplcfor, see Fritzsche, ad Rom. 
II. p. 4 G 9 ff. Calvin had already put the point well: " Terra 
enim, si arboribus, herbis, animalilms et aliis rebus careret, esset 
tanquam domus . . . vacua." 

Ver. 27. L1€J 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 emphasis conveyed by the 
mwsual place of the KaX€i, in contrast to the TO ev µaKeXXrp 
7rw"71.ouµ. which has been already spoken of. Attention is thus 
called to the fact that a second and a new situation is now to be 
discussed ; before, the reader was in the flcsh11iarket ; now, he is a 
guest at a feast. - It is plain, at the same time, from ver. 28, that 
what is meant is not the invitation to festivals in express 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 t€po0uTOV €ITT£ was a matter of course. - Kal 0eXETE 

7rop.] "Admonet tacite, melius forte facturos, si non eant, ire 
tamen non prohibet,". Grotius. 

Ver. 28. 'Eav oe w; tc,T.X.] But slwuld it so happen that some 
one, etc. It is clear from this that the host (Grotius, Mosheim, 
Semler) is not meant, otherwise ·rt,; (ver. 27) would not be 
repeated, and besides, oi' EICE£VOV ••. uuveto171TtV would not suit; 
but a fellow-guest, and that not a heathen (Chrysostom, Theophy­
lact, Erasmus, al., including de '\Vette and Maier, according to 
whom the thing is done maliciously, or to put the Christian 
to tl1e test1), nor a heathen or Christian indifferently (Flatt), 
nor a Jew (Wetstein), but a Christian fellow-guest (Osiander, 
Ne::mder, 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 Ewalcl, too, holds the .,.;, to be a heathen (" tlie host, as most interpreters take it, 
or very possibly a companion at the table"), who gave the hint in a frank and 
killllly way, as not expecting that a Christian woulu 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.1 According to Reiche, in his Comment. 
crit., we should not seek to define the T{c; 1no1'C specially, but leave 
it qiiite general. 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 f01·bearance towards the µ:ryvuua<;, as was 
obviously implied of necessity in the Ota after what had already 
been said in viii. 7-13. The T{c;, 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 fmnily knew the guest as such. To 
leave the T{c; thus indefinite is, besides, the more clearly wrong, 
seeing that the rule for buying meat had been finally disposed of 
in vv. 25, 26, and cannot extend into ver. 28, because ver. 28 
is included under the case of the invitation brought forward . in 
ver. 2 7, 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. - oi' EICEivov T. JL'f/VIJU. IC, T. uuve{o.] for 
the sake of him who rnaclc it known, ancl of conscience, i.e. in order 
to spare him and not to injure conscience. The (out) n)v uvve{­
OTJUW is the refrain which serves to give the motive for the rules 
laid down since ver. 2 5. To whose conscience this refrain points 
here, Paul does not yet say (else he would have added avTov), 
but utters again first of all this moral watchword without any 
more precise definition, in order immediately thereafter in ver. 
2 9 to express with the special emphasis of contrast the par­
ticular reference of its meaning designed here; 2 for in vv. 2 5, 
2 7, the uvvei01Jui,; had a clijfc1·cnt meaning. This IC. T. uvvelo7Jutv, 
therefore (the 1Ca{ here being the simple ancl), 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 1Vette'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
ficial feast being meant. 

2 Hence ""· """'t should not be understood of conscience in abstracto (Hofmann : 
"conscience as such, no matter whose," although in the first place tha.t of the 

"~'""· ), 
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ver. 29. - Regarding µ71v110-., see on Luke xx. 37. If we 
imagine the µ71vuo-. to be a heathen, the IC. T. o-vvelo. lands us 
in an insoluble difficulty. For 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.1 But in that case how 
very obscurely Paul would have expressed himself, especially 
when in the whole context uuvdo71utc; means the Christian con­
sciousness raising scruples for itself, and that in respect of what 
was lawful or unlawful ! Or (2) we should have, with de W ette, 
to take T~v uuvelo7]utv as not the conscience of the µ71v110-. at 
all, but that of third persons (weak Christians), which, however, 
ver. 2 9 forbids us to do, unless we are to regard Paul as writing 
"·ith excessive awkwardness. - lepo0uTov] used of sacrificial flesh 
also in Plutarch, Jior. p. 729 C. The term is purposely chosen 
here instead of elo,,iXo0uTOV, as a more honourable expression, 
because the words are spoken at table in the pi·csence of heathen. 
'\Ve 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 Lobecl,, ad PMyn. p. 
159. 

Ver. 2 9 f. Lest now any one should understand this last Ott,, T. 

uuvdo. as meaning one's own conscience, as in vv. 25, 27, and so 
misunderstand Paul with his high views of Christian freedom, he 
adds here this emphatic explanation, and the reason on which it 
rests (ivaTt ,yap ... ver. 3 0 ). - T~v eauTov] his own individual 
conscience, his, namely, who was warned. -Tov €Tepou] of the othci· 
in the case, points back to the Tov µ71vuuavTa, whose conscience, 
too, is afterwards included under a'A'A.71c; UIJV€t01]0"€(J)',. - [vaTi ,yap 
K.T.'A.] For why is rny liberty, etc., that is: for it is absurd that another 
man's conscience should pronounce sentence (of condemnation) ~ipon 
my liberty (my moral freedom from obligation as regards such 
things, indifferent as they are in themselves). This is the reason, 
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 ,,_.,.... first of nil, but others as well, would have occasion to form, so that 
thQ 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 need 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, Ri.ickert, Olshausen, N eander, Maier, Ewald, Hofmann ; 
Osiander is undecided - is that of Chrysostom, taking the 
words as the reason for the rule in ver. 2 8, 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. But 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 uuve{Sriuiv 
... frepou, and to thrust it aside as something only incidentally 
appended. The connection, too, of the conditional protasis with 
the interrogative Tt 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. 3 0 the objection 
of an opponent " ad infirmitatem fratrum suorum se conformare 
nolentis." The ,yap is not inconsistent with this (see Fritzsche, 
acl Afatth. p. 807), but the ovv is (ver. 31).-Observe the differ­
ence between TOU frepou (altei·ius) and a:>..A.TJr; (alius, i.e. alienae), by 
which any other conscience whatever is meant. - xapm] Dative 
of the manner: gratefully, with thanks. Comp. Eph. ii. 5, where, 
however, the context shows that the meaning is by grace; see in 
general, Bernhardy, p. 100 f. It refers to the grace at meat. 
By understanding it as beneficio IJei (Beza, Grotius, Heydenreich, 
Hofmann), we bring in IJci entirely without warrant, and overlook 
the parallel euxap,aTw, the idea of which is the same with that 
of xapm. -The twice-used eryw is emphatic: I for my part. -
µeTexw J The object of the verb is self-evident: food and drink. 
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Comp. t/7i€p OU. - euxapunw] "Gratiarum actio cibum omnem 
sanctificat, auctoritatem idolorum negat, Dei asserit ; 1 Tim. 
iv. 3 f.; 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 ouv (which here marks the inference of the general 
from the particular), some additional admonitions, in which are 
expressed the leading moral rules for all right Christian cond1iet; 

, \ ,.. I , \ \ 0 i\. \ >f: I \ I 
a7rO TOU 7rpOK€£J.L€VOU €7rt 'TO Ka O lKOV €,;;1J"fW'f€ 'T1JV 7rapaLVEUW, 
" 'i\.A, " f ~ <:' \ \ \ 0 \ <:' \ / <:' f: I}' 0 eva Ka tCTTOV opov 11µ,w ooui;-, To TOV ~ eov ota 7ravTwv oo,.a,.t=cr ai, 
Chrysostom. - ecr0leTe and 7rLVETE are to be understood in a per­
fectly general sense, although the subject which the apostle had 
been handling hitherto naturally suggested the words. Ri.ickert 
is wrong in holding that it would be more correct if eav stood in 
place of d. The el is here also " particula plane logica, et quae 
simpliciter ad cogitationem refertur," Hermann, ad Viger. p. 834. 
TL, again, does not stand for the Attic cmovv (Ri.ickert), but the 
emphasis is on 7rote'iTe: be it that ye cat, or drinlc, or do anything; 
so that t!J.e three cases are: eating, drinking, acting. - mivrn] 
without any limitation whatever. " Magnum axioma," Bengel. 
A Cluistian's collccti?:e action should be directed harmoniously 
towards the one end of redounding to 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. 'A7rpocrKo7rot] become inoffensive (by constantly in­
creasing completeness of Christian virtue). See on Phil. i. 10. -
Ka£ 'Iovo. Kai,, Ei\.l\.. /Ca£ T. fl(,!Ci\.. TOV 0eov] i.e. for non-Christicms 
ancl fo1' 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 !Cal TV 
eKKA.. Tou 0eou, since the three repetitions of 1CaL stand on the 
same level. Hence also it will not do to lay all the emphasis, as 
Billroth does, upon -rfi eKICA.. Tov 0eov, although it is true that 
it is designated in a significant way, as in xi. 2 2. The rule is 
clearly quite a 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. IIavrn 7rUU£V aplcr,cc,,] See ix. HJ ff. 'll'avrn, in every 
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1·cspcct, ix. 2 5. apiu1u,,, am, at the service of It denotes what takes 
place on the 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 ull (see 
on Gal. i. 10) ; for 'fT'Q.UtV apiu1mv TOV uvµ,(3ovA.€UOVTa Kat Tit KOWlt 

'iT'pcLTTOVTa aouvaTOV, Dern. 1481. 4. Comp. Rom. xv. 2; 1 Thess. 
ii. 4. - Twv 7T'OA.Awv] 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 : STJT€'iv TO Kotvw<f>€7'.Ec; 

7rauw, Kat µ,~ TO EaVTOU. - t'va uw0wu,] itltimate end, for the 
sake of which he sought their good: that they might be sharers 
in the Jlfcssianie salvation. Comp. ix. 22. "Ex eo dijudicundum 
utile," Bengel. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

VER. 2. ao,i-.,po;] is wanting in A B C ~, min. Copt. Sabid. Aeth. 
Arm. Athan. Cyr. Bas. Chrys. Deleted by Lachm. and Ri.i.ckert. 
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. eaul"~,] a~I"~. (Lachm.) 
occurs in A C D* :F G L ~, min. Chrys. Theodoret, al. This is 
such a preponderance of evidence against the Reccpta (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. 
1 uv~] A B D* F G ~, 7 3, 118, Dial. Isid. Theodoret read ~ yuvr,, 
which is adopted by Lachm. Ruck. 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. ;J] is wanting in witnesses of decisive authority; 
deleted by Lach. Ri.ick. Tisch. Added to mark the question. - aiil"~ 

~ ,pua,;] A B C D H ~, min. Damasc. have n ,pua,,, aiir~ (so Lachm. 
and Tisch.) ; F G Arm. Tert. simply n ,pua,,. In the absence of 
grounds of an internal kind, the weight of evidence on the side of 
n ,p. aul"~ should make it be preferred. - Ver. 17. ,;rr,.pa11si.i.e,n . .. 
i-:;-a,vw] Lachm. Ri.ick. Tisch. read ,;:apayyeAAW . . . ka,vwi, on the 
authority of A B C* F G min. Syr. utr. Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. 
Clar. Born. Ambrosiast. Aug. Pel. Bede. This is a preponderance 
of evidence-all the more that D*, with its reading of r,rapanii.i-.w, 
~~x kaiiw, must here remain out of account. Then, too, ver. 2 com­
pared with ver. 22 made oiix eo;;aiiw 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 Reccpta).- Ver. 21. ,;;-poi-.a,1.1,Sam] 
A, 46, al. have ,;:poai-.aµ,(3. So Riickert. But this is plainly an 
alteration, because the -:rp6, prae, was not understood. - Ver. 22. 
i-:;-a,viaw] So also Lachm. on the margin (but with ir,ra,vw in the text) 
and Tisch., following A C D E K L ~. all min., several vss. Chrys. 
Theodoret. The present crept in from its occurrence before and 
after. - Yer. 24. After ,he Elz. has i-.ci./3m, ,pci.1,.,; but in the 
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face of decisive evidence. Taken from Matt. xxvi. 2G. - ?.i.~/.mov] 
omitted in A BC*~*, 17, 67**, Ath. Cyr. Fulg. In D* we have 
Opu;.-:-6,1,1,mv ; in Capt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. ed., 0106p,e1ov. Justly suspected 
by Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. Ri.ick. Tisch. l\Iere supplements. 
- Ver. 2G. The ..-o~ro which stands after r,;o,,-;,p,ov in Elz. is con­
demned by decisive evidence. So, too, the ..-o~..-ov, which Elz. has 
after tl.p..-ov in ver. 27, is a later addition.-Ver. 29. rlva~foJ,; does not 
occur in A B C ~*, 17, Sahid. Aeth.; nor does ..-ou Kupiou (after 
1Jw11,a) in these and some other witnesses. Lachm. and Tisch. 
delete them both ; and both are glosses. ,Vhat reason was there 
for omitting them if in the original? - Ver. 31. There is a great 
preponderance of evidence in favour of oi instead of 1 ap. The 
latter is an explanatory alteration. - Ver. 34. Ei] Elz. has Ei oi; 
but there is conclusive evidence for rejecting it. 

CoNTENTS.-(1) How requisite it is that ·women coyer tlrnir 
heads in the public assemblies for the worship of God,1 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 imitators 
of me. Become so, Paul writes, for there was as yet a sad lack 
of practical evidence of this imitation ; see also x. 3 2 ( comp. 
Kuhner, ad Xcn. Anab. i. 7. 4). - Karyw] as I also ha1:c become an 
imitator, namely, of Christ. Comp. on l\fatt. 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 ; l\fatt. xx. 2 8. 

Ver. 2. Conciliatory preamble to the sharp correction which 
follows. - oe] is simply the autcni leading on to a new subject; 
hence we are not to seek any set purpose in the similarity of sound 
between µiµ?]Tat and µl:.µv7Ju01:. - '71"UVTa] because you are in all 
respects mindful of me. Riickert's explanation: " you think on 
crcrything that comes froni me" (xvi. 14), is needlessly far-fetched, 
seeing that µl:.µv7Jµai with the accusative, very frequent in Greek 
writers, does not occur in the N. T., and the absolute '71"avTa is 
common enough (ix. 25, x. 32). - Kal Ka0wc; K.T.A.] and because 
you hold fast the traditions in the icay in which I dcli1:crecl thcin to 
yon. This is the practical result of what was stated in the fore-

1 l\Iuch fruitless trouble has been taken to connect even the non-,eiling of the 
women with the state of parties a.t Corinth. Now it has been tbc Pauline party 
(Xeantlcr), now the Ch1·ist-party (Olshausen), antl now the fol/oicers of Apo/los 
(lfaLiger), who have been represented as the opponents of veiling. 
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going clause. IIapaoauw; might refer to doctrine as well as to 
usages and discipline ( comp. Gal. i. 14 ; Col. ii. 8 ; 2 Thess. 
ii. 15, iii. 6; Plato, Legg. vii. p. 803 A; Poly b. 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 holding tlwn fast in accordance with his directions 
(KaTE-X,ETe, comp. xv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21; Heb. iii. 6, x. 23). As 
to the connection of 'lT'apeow,ca ... 'lT'apaoouet,, 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 0e"A.w ... eloeva£, comp. on X. 1 ; Col. ii. 1.- 'lT'aVTO<; 
dvop.J note the prominent position of the word, as also the article 
before ,cecp.: 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 crea­
tion (Hofmann), according to which Christ is the head of all 
things (Col. i. 16 f., ii. 10), but of the organization of Christian 
fellowship, as it is based upon the work of rcde11iption. Comp. 
Eph. v. 21 ff. -- ,cecpa"A~, from which we are not (with Hofmann) 
to dissocjate 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 proximate, 
immediate Head, which is to be specially noted in the second 
instance, for Christ as head of the church (Col. i. 18; Eph. i. 22, 
iv. 15) is also head of the woman (comp. Eph. v. 22 f.). The 
relation indicated by ,cecp. is that of organic subordination, even in 
the last clause : He to ivhoni Ghrist is s1tbordinate is God ( comp. 
iii. 23, xv. 28, viii. 6; Col. i. 15; Rom. ix. 5; and see Kahnis, 
Dogni. III. p. 208 ff.), where the dogmatic explanation resorted 
to, that Christ in His lutman nature only is meant (Theodoret, 
Estius, Calovius, al.), is un-Pauline. Neither, again, is His volmi­
tary subjection referred to (Billroth), but-which is exactly what 
the argument demands, and what the two first clauses give us­
the objcctii·c 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.1 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 ideal equality 
of sex as little does away with the empirical subordination in 
marriage as with differences of rank in other earthly relations, e.g. 
of masters and servants. - ,mf,. OE X. a 01:o~J The gradation of 
ranks rises up to the supreme Head oi·cr 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 
head 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 privilege /01· the 1nen, 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. II. p. 283), 
he would have gone into the matter more in detail, as he does 
in what follows respecting the women. - 'll"poawx.] of praying 
aloud in the public assemblies. For that Paul is giving instruc­
tions for the sphere of clmrch-life, not for family worship (Hof­
mann), is quite clear from the 'll"porf,11T1:61:w added here and in 
ver. 5, which does not suit the idea of the private devotions of a 
husband and wife, like the G"x0Xas1:w Tfj 'll"pOG"EUXfi in vii. 5, but 
always means the public use for general edification of the xapLG"µa 
referred to, namely, that of apocalyptic utterance (Acts ii. 1 7 f., 
xix. 6, xxi. 9; 1 Cor. xiii. and xiv.; Matt. vii. 22). Moreover, 
vv. 5 f. and 10 presuppose piiblicity ; as indeed it, priori we 

1 l\Ielanchthon puts it well: " Deus est caput Christi, non de essentia dicitur, sec! 
de ministeriis. Fili us mediator accipit ministerium a consilio divinitatis, sicut saepe 
inquit: Pater misit me. Fit hie mentio non arcanae esse11tiae, sed mi11isterii." -
Even the exalted 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 earnestly 
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 home. 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 a 
rnomcnt might an occasion for doing so arise !), she must on no 
account satisfy this religious craving without first of all putting 
on her 1TEpt/3o'A..atov, and that, if she failed to do so, she stamped 
herself as a harlot (ver. 5 f.)! - To take 7rpouwx. as equivalent 
to ,yA.Wu<rat,; 'A..a'A..€i'v (Baur) is not justified by xiv. 13, although 
speaking with tongues may have occurred in connection with 
public prayer by women.-7rpocf,17T.J See on xii. 10. The force 
of the pa1·ticiples is : Every man, when he prays or speaks as a 
prophet, while he has, etc. - /CaTa 1C€cf,. ifx(J)V] SC. Tt. See Fritzsche, 
Conject. I. p. 36. Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 127 [E. T. 146]. 
Having (something) down from the head, i.e. with Cl head-covering. 
The Jewish men prayed with the head covered, nay, even with a 
veil (Tallith) before the face. See Lightfoot, Horae, p. 210 f. 
Michaelis, Amn. p. ~44 f. Hellenic usage again required that 
the head should be bare on sacred occasions (Grotius on ver. 2 ; 
Hermann, gottesd. Altcrtli. § 36. 18 f.), while the Romans 
veiled themselves at sacrifices (Serv. ad Aen. iii. 407; Dougt. 
Anal. II. p. 116). The Hellenic 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. - ,caw,ux. T'TJV 
K€rj,. auToii] So, with the spiritits lcnis, auToii 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 KaTatu­
xvv1;i, 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 i.udicated, namely (and this meets Banr'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 submission to lmnum 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. vVe are to understand, therefore, n'iv 
Kecpa),,,~v av-rou quite simply like Ka-ra Kecf,a),,,ri,;, of the bodily 
head (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Flatt, Ewald, 
Neander); not, with Oecumenius, Theophylact (doubtful), Calvin, 
Calovius, and others, including Heydenreich, Rtickert, de W ette, 
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 Kecf,a),,,~, namely, in the literal 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 ancl 
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 whole €KICA7J<r{a, that 
is spoken of (vv. 4, 5, 12, 16, 19, 23, 26 ff., 33). There is no 
sign of such being the case in the passage before us. \Vhat the 
apostle therefore has in his eye here, where he does not forbid 
the 7T'po<revxe<r0at ,t, '!T'pocf,77-revew 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 a 

church 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 " taccat miilier in ccclesia." 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. 3.:J: we must understand as an 
exception to the rule : "nisi speciale Dei mandatum habeant." -
a/CaTa/CaA.1J7TTtp] Poly b. xv. 2 7. 2. As to the dative, see Winer, 
p. 2 0 3 [E. T. 2 71]. - T~v ,ceq,aX. avn'js]-see the critical remarks 
-is, like T. ,ceq,. avTou 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 
having 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 1tncovered one is on a par. - iv 7ap Jun 
/C.T.:>...J 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. 19 8, 
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 Zoe.). 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. 
- ~v IC. TO avTo] emphatic : itnmn idcmqite. See instances in 
Kypke, II. p. 220. The subject to this is 7T'aua ryuv~ K.T.X., not 
the appearing uncovered, so that strictly it ought to have been 
-r<j, Jfup11u0ai (Billroth). And the neiiter is used, because the 
subject is regarded as a general conception. Comp. iii. 8. 
Respecting the dative, see Ki.ihner, II. p. 244; Kri.iger, § xlviii. 
14. 9. - The form ~vpar,:, has less authority in Attic writers 
than EvpJr,:,. See Lo beck, 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. I. 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 
particulq,r 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 ev EG'Ti K.T."J-..., 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 KaTa1'aAV7TTEG'0(J). - To ,cE{p. ~ EvpaG'0at] 
"Plus est rudi (Evp.) quam tonderi," Grotius. Comp. Valckenaer. 
'Sup. means to shave, with the razor (Evpav). 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. 

V v. 7-9. Tap] introduces the grounding of the 1CaTa1Ca"J-..v,rTeG'0(J), 
consequently a second ground for the proposition under discussion 
(the first being vv. 3-6). The argument sets out again (comp. 
ver. 3) e contrario. - ov,c ocf,El"J-..Ei] does not mean: he is not 
bound, which, as ver. 3 shows, would not be enough; but: he 
ought 1wt, etc., in contrast to the woman who ought ( vv. 5, 10 ). 
Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 14. -El1Cw11 "· Saga IC.T.A.] 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 (dv1p) is the im.age 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 011 
earth in a human way the majesty of God as a ruler. Ri.ickert, 
following older interpreters (given in Wolf), holds that o6ga is 
meant here as the rendering of rm~"!. Gen. i. 2 6 ; as also the LXX., 
in Num. xii. 8, Ps. xvii. 15, tran;lates i12~or;i by ooga. But had 
Paul wished to convey the meaning of mo1, a passage so import­
ant and so familiar as Gen. i. 26 would certainly have suggested 
to him the word used there by the LXX., oµolwav,. A6ga 
corresponds simply to the Hebrew ,,::i:i. - Paul describes only 
the 1nan as being the image and o6ga of God ; for he has in his 
eye the relation of marriage, in which rule is conferred on the 
man alone. The woman accordi11gly has, in harmony with the 
whole connection of the passage, to appear simply as o6ga dvopoi,, 
inasmuch, 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 11ot carry 
an independent glory of her own, an iota ooga, but the majesty of 
the man reflects itself in her, 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 o6ga civopoi, is 
the only one which suits the co11text, and corresponds in con­
ception to the preceding o6ga 0Eou, without at the same time 
anticipating what is next said in vv. 8, 9. The conception of 
the o6ga, which is 0Eou in case of the man and civopoi, in that of 
the woman, is determined by the idea of the ordo conjugalis, not 
by that of humanity (Hofmann) originally realized in the man 
but passing thence into a derivative realization in the woman. 
- Paul omits ElKwv in the woman's case, not because he refused 
to recognise the divine image in her ( except in an immediate sense), 
but because he felt rightly that, in view of the distinction of sex, 
the word would be unsuitable ( comp. de W ette ), and would also 
convey too much, considering the subordinate position of the 
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woman in marriage. - Ver. 8. For there is not such a thing as 
man froni woman, etc., but the relation of the two as respects being 
is the converse. -Ver. 9. The ,yap 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 c1·eation, 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 EiC ago.in, 
hut Ota, which, however, considering how familiar the history 
was, throws no doubt upon the genuineness of the EK. In ,cai 
,yap the ,cat (which has the force of even indeed, Hartung, I. p. 135) 
belongs to ou,c EICT{u0r,. The present genetic relation of the two 
sexes, ver. 8, began as early as the creation of the first pair. 

Ver. 10. L1,a TOuTo] namely, because the relation of the woman 
to the man is such as has been indicated in vv. 7-9. - Egovu{av 
lx1:iv E7T£ T1J~ Kt:</>.] to have a power, i.e. the s1gn of a power (to wit, 
as the context shows, of her lmsband's power, under which she 
stands), upon her head; by which the apostle means a covering 
for the head.1 So Chrysostom,2 Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theo­
phylact, with the majority both of ancient and modern commen­
tators, including van Hengel, Annot. p. 175 ff. ; Liicke in the 
St1td. 1t. Krit. 1828, p. 571 £, Billroth, Riickert, Olshausen, de 
W ette, Osiander, Ewald, N eander, Maier, Weiss, Vilmar in the Stud. 
n. Krit. 1864, p. 465 f.; comp. Diisterdieck in the Stud. 1t. Krit. 
18 6 3, p. 7 0 7 ff. Just as in Diodor. Sic. i. 4 7, in the phrase 
€xovuav Tpt:'is /3aui°'Jl.,;{a~ E7T£ TT]~ ,c1:4>-, the context shows beyond a 
doubt that /3au. means symbols of one's own power (diadems), so 
here the connection justifies the use of egovu{a 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'll.~01:ia, Diod. Sic. i. 48. 77; Ael. V. H. xiv. 34. 
Schleusner explains E~ovu. as a token of the honour ( of the married 

1 Luther's gloss is : "That is the veil or covering, by which one may sec that she 
is under her husband's authority, Gen. iii. 16." 

' "Ap11' ... x«'}.u.,,-.-,~d,,,, ~.,,. • .,.,.y;;, x«l i;ou.-/,,,r. .And on ver. 7 he says : As the man 
ought to pray uncovered in token of his ~PX", so for the woman it is a mark of pre­
sumption 'TO p~ ix"~ TA: r~/;.{JoAor. 'T;jf il,;ro,rt.i')';jf. 
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women over the single). But both the context (ver. 9) and 
the literal meaning of Jgouu{a 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 husband (Schrader). 
Hagenbach's view (Stud. 1t. Krit. 1828, p. 401) is also contrary 
to the context, seeing that we have previously Ota 'TOV avopa ; he 
understands Jgouu{a as a rnark of descent. Paul, he holds, 
formed the word upon the analogy of 7rapouu{a ,c,-r.X.,-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 Jgouu{a directly to signify a veil (Michaelis, 
Schulz), to establish which they have appealed in the most 
arbitrary way to the help of Hebrew words (Cappellus, Clericus, 
Hammond, Semler, Ernesti). Hitzig again, in the theol. Jahrb. 
1854, p. 129 ff., gives out the term to be a Jewish-Greek one, 
derived from Jg i'uou; 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 Jgouu{a, 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 Jg tuou, that is simply an 
etymological impossibility. Other interpreters still assume that 
Jgouu. means here not a sign of power, but power itself So, in 
various preposterous ways, earlier commentators cited by Wolf; 
and so more recently Kypke and Pott. The former puts a 
comma after Jgoua-la, and explains the clause : " propterea mulier 
potestati obnoxia est, ita ut velamen (comp. ver. 4) in capite 
habeat." But the sense of ocf,El"A.Etv n would rather have required 
t1'1T'a1Coryv in place of Jgouu[av. Pott again (in the Gottin,q. 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. 1 7), but all the more so with 
the context, since what ver. 9 states is just that the woman has 
no power at all over herself, and for that very reason ought to 
wear a veil. Hofmann, too, rejects the symbolical explanation 
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of efouu{a, and finds the metaphorical element simply in tlie 
local import of the phrase €7rl ,mpa"71:ryc, ( 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 husband's power, which she must have oYer 
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 deserYe 
further mention. We may add that there is no evidence in 
antiquity for the syrnbolis1n 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 Li.icke 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.).-oia 'TDV<; ary,ye)\.ouc,] 
which Baur uncritically holds to be a glos1,-a view to which 
Neander also was inclined-is not a formula obsecrandi (Heyden­
reich, who, with Vorstius, Hammond, Bengel, and Zachariae, 
strangely assumes a reference to Isa. vi. 2), but a clause adding 
to the inner ground (oia 'TOV'TO) an outward one : " for the sake 
of the angels," in order to avoid exciting disapproval among them. 
Tave, aryryeADU', aloeu071n, Chrysostom. Erasmus puts it well in 
his Paraphrase : " Quodsi mulier eo venit impudentiae, ut testes 
hominum oculos non vereatur, saltem ob angelos testes, qui ve1,tris 
conventibus intersunt, caput operiat." That the holy angels are 
present at assemblies for worship, is an idea which Paul had 
retained from J11dais1n (LXX. Ps. cxxxviii. 1 ; Tob. xii. 12 f. ; 
Buxtorf, Synag. 15, p. 3 0 6 ; Grotius in loc. ; Eisenmenger, 
cntdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 393), and made an element in his 
Christian conception,1 in accordance with the ministering destina-

1 Since the apostle is speaking of meetings for worship, it is unsuitable to make 
tho reference be to the angels as 1citnesses 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. Ehen d. Sulme Got/e8, 
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 gua1·dian angels (Acts xii. 15 ; Matt. xviii. 10) 
specially in view (Jerome, August. de Trin. xii. 7; Theodoret, 
comp. Theophylnct), seeing that he nowhere says anything definite 
about them. Other expositors make the reference to be to the bad 
angels, who ,vould be incited to wantonness by the unveiled 
women (Tert. e. Marc. v. 8 ; de virg. vel. 7, al.),1 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 ab01it betrothals (Lightfoot), or 
unfriendly spies (Heumann, Alethius, Schulz, Morus, Storr, Stolz, 
Rosenmi.iller, Flatt, Schrader) - all mere attempts at explana­
tion, which are sufficiently disposed of by the single fact that 
U"f"f€"'A.ot, when standing absolutely iu the N. T., always denotes 
good angels alone. See on iv. 9. The correct exposition is 
given also by Di.isterdieck, l.c., who shows well the fine trait of 
apostolic mysticism in out TOV<; d'Y"f€AOV<;. 

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 (l1ra'YE£ -r~v oiop-
0wcnv, Chrys.) against the possible dislocation of the Christian 
relation of the two sexes : nevertheless, neither is the woman 
without the man, nor the 1nan without the woman in Christ, 
i e. nevertheless there subsists such a relation between the two 
in the sphere of the Christian life ( iv Kvp{rp ), that neither does 
the woman stand severed from the man, i.e. independent of, and 
without bond of fellowship with, him, nor vice ve1·sd. They are 
united as Christian spouses (comp. ver. 3) in mutual dependence, 

tempted to wter into that relatio11 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, 5 f., 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 wa.ms in part matrons and grey-headed dames! 

1 Te8t. XII. Patr. p. 529 should not be adduced here (against Bretschneider). The 
passage contains a warning against the vanity of head-ornament, the seductive 
character of which is proved by an argument a majori ad minu.s. 
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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 
iv Kvp{rp thus assigns to the relation here expressed the distinc­
tive sphere, in which it subsists. Out of Christ, in a profane 
marriage of this world, the case would be different. "\Vere we, 
,vith Storr, Heydenreich, Ri.ickert, Hofmann, to take iv Kvptrp as 
predicative definition : " neither does the woman stand in con­
nection with Christ without the man, nor vice versa," 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 co~text. Olshausen ( comp. 
Beza) renders it, "by the arrangement of God." Rut iv Kvp{rp 
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 systcni would 
be clearly at variance with the divine arrangement in nature. This 
against Rtickert, who accuses ver. 12 of lending no probative sup­
port to ver. 11. - ~ ryvv~ €IC TOV avop.] SC. €!TT£, namely, in respect 
of 01·igination at ffrst. Comp. ver. 8. - o av~p oitz. Tij, ryvv.] in 
respect of origination now. 'E1C denotes the direct origination in 
the way known to all his readers from the history of woman's 
creation in Gen. ii. 21 f. ; o,a again the mediate origin by birth, 
all men being ryevv11Tol ryvvat1Cwv, Matt. xi. 11; Gal. iv. 4. Paul 
might have repeated the i1C 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 : Ttz. oe ,ravrn €IC T. Seov : 
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 €IC, 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,-jndge within yourselves concerning it, 
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-is it seemly that a woman should offer up prayers uncovered? 
Does not nature herself even ( 0110€) teach you the opposite ? - ev 
uµ'iv auTOt',] without any influence from without; comp. x. 15.­
T,j, 0€~] 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 7rp€7rov euT£, see Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 2 3 9 [E. T. 
278].-The <J,uut'> is the natural relation of the judgruent 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 become <J,uut',, Comp. Chrysostom. The mani­
fold discussions, to little purpose, by the old commentators regard­
ing the meaning of <J,uut'>, may be seen in Poole's Synopsis, 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 thei1· 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 on dv~p K.T.A. would go much too far and be 
unwarranted. ,v ere we, again, to assume that oT£ does not 
depend at all on otoauJCEt, but gives the ground for the question, 
so that otoacnm would require its contents to be snpplicd 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 on instead of conveying his meaning with 
clearness and precision by ,yap! 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 tliei1· 
creation teaches. - auT~] independently of all other instruction. 
-Upon the matter itself (Koµ"7V 0~ €X€£V /Cat EVJCOµov €tvat ,yvvat­
/CWT€pov eun, Eustath. ad It. iii. p. 288), see Perizonius, ad Ael. v: 
H ix. 4 ; W etstein in Zoe. 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, Privataltcrth. § xxiii. 13 ff.). 
Comp. also 2 Sam. xiv. 2 5 f. In the church, both by councils 
and popes, the KoµoTporpe'iv was repeatedly and strictly forbidden 
to the clergy.1 See Decretal. lib. iii. tit. i. cap. 4. 5. 7. - on~ Koµ'I'} 
avTl 71'€pt/3. Seo.] Ground for long hair being an ornament to a 
woman : beca.use it is given to hei· 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 
Koµ'I'} is an honour for a woman because it is given to her in place 
of a veil, then the veil itself too must be an honour to her, and 
to lay it aside in prayer a disgrace. " Naturae debet respondere 
vofontas," Bengel. llept-/30?.,aiov, something thrown round one, a 
covering in general (see the Lexicons, and Schleusner, Thes. IV. 
p. 289), has here a special reference to the 'G-eil (KaAU7rTpa, 
KaAvµµa) 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. - OoKe'i] 
Vulg.: "si quis autem videtur contentiosus esse." This would 
imply that sort of forbearing coiwtcsy in the ooKe'i, according to 
which one "videri aliquid esse, qua11i vcre csse dicere maluit,'' 
Fritzsche, ad llfatth. p. 129. Comp. Frotscher, ad Xcn. Hier. p. 92. 
Sturz, Lex. Xen. I. p. 757 f. 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 to be, or has pleasure in being, 
contentious (Luther, Grotius, Riickert), that is to confound the 
expression with the construction ooKe'i µoi. 2 The simplest ex­
planation, and, at the same time, quite literally faithful, is, as in 
Matt. iii. 9, Phil. iii. 4 : if any one is of opinion, if he thinks, or 
is 1nindcd 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 
(Kiihner, ad Xen. j)fem. ii. 1. 1). -17µ,e'i, TotaUT'TJV K.T.A.] declara-

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

• So, too, ~ox,:; µo,, litbet, volo. Sec Ast, ml Plat. Phaed. p. 251. Also ~,;.".,.a: f'"· 
See Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 552. 
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tive : Let him, be told that we, etc. Comp. Rom. xi. 18. See 
Winer, p. 5 7 5 [E. T. 7 7 3]. - ~µE1,c;] I and those who arc like-
1nindcd with me. - Totav7"'1}v uvv~0.J such a custom. Interpreters 
refer this either to the censured practice of the women bci11g 
um:eilcd (Theodoret, Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, Michaelis, Semler, 
Rosenmi.iller, Heydenreich, Flatt, Billroth, Olshausen, Ewald, 
Neander, Maier, Hofmann), or to the custo1n of contention (Chry­
sostom, Ambrosiaster, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, Calovius, and 
others, including Rii.ckert and de W ette ). The latter suits the 
immediate context, and is rcqiiired by ~µEis; hence we cannot, 
with Theophylact and Osiander, leave it an open question which 
of the two references should be preferred. The ouoE al f/CICA. T. 

01:ou 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 ouoe al fKK'A. T. BEou from the individiials implied in ~µlie;. 
Neither does the expression uvv~0Eta 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 point 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 custorn ! - 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,1 while I do not praise (i.e. while I join with my 
injunction the censure), that ye, etc. The "litotes" ovic e7ratvwv 
glances back upon ver. 2. Lachmann's view, according to which 
the new section begins at ver. 16, so that cp,Xov1:i,coc; would relate 
to the :rxla-µaTa in ver. 18, has this against it, that 7raparye'A.Xw 
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 dcsiderate 

1 Hofmann irrelevantly objects to our making .,.;;.,. refer to the preceding passage, 
that Paul bas previously e11joined nothing. He has, in fact, very categorically e11-
joi11ed 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, Ri.ickert, also Ewald and Hofmann 
(comp. his Sch1·ijtbcwcis, II. 2, p. 235 f.), :refer TOuTo, after 
the example of the Greek Fathers, to what follows, inasmuch, 
namely, as the exposition now to begin ends in a coinmancl, 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 TouTo 7raparyry. 
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 
h ~ ,, , , ' ~ "'] cl t • t e TOUTO 7rapa-yry. -- OT£ OV/C EL<; TO "PHTTOV IC.T.l'I.. oes no give 

the reason of his not praising, but-seeing there is no vµai; with 
E'Tf'atv., as in ver. 2-states what it is that he cannot praise. Your 
coming together is of such a kind that not the mclius but the 
pcjits arises out of it as its result ; that it becomes worse instead 
of better with you (with your Christian condition). Theophylact 
and Billroth make To KpE'iTT. and To 'f/TTov refer to the assemblies 
themselves: " that you hold your assemblies in such a way that 
they become worse instead of better." A tame idea ! 

V v. 18, 19. Il PWTOV µev ,yap] The second point is found by 
most expositors in ver. 20 (so Billroth, Ri.ickert, 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 by 
ovv the abuse of the Lord's Supper as a consequence of those 
divisions. But this view has against it the fact that be 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 distinct point from that in vv. 2 0, 21. J\fore­
over, in ver. 2 2, i'Tf'atvEa-o, vµa<; ; iv TOUT(fl ou,c E'Tf'atvw, which 
has reference to the ou,c E'Tf'atvwv of ver. 1 7, 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 
7rpwTav, in spite of the µh that follows it, not as firstly, but as 
before all things, aboi:c all. The true view, on the contrary, is 
(comp. also Baur in the thcol. Jahrbiichc1·, 1852, p. 558; Riibiger, 
p. 135; Osiander), that avv in ver. 20 does not introduce a 
second point of reprehension, but takes up again the first point, 
which bad been begun in ver. 18 and interrupted by ,cal µEpa, 
n IC.T.X. (see on viii. 4),-an interpretation which is strongly 
supported by the repetition of the same words uuvepxaµ. vµwv. 
In using the term u·x/uµaw,1 Paul has already in his mind the 
separations at the love-feasts (not the party-divisions of i. 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 
is the second point, which 7rpwTav leads us to c:tpect ? It commences 
in xii. 1. Paul censures two kinds of evils in connection with 
their assemblies-(1) the degeneration of the Agapae (vv. 18-34), 
and (2) the misapplication of the gifts of the Spirit (xii. 1 ff.). 
The 7rpwTav µEv is left out of account while he pursues the first 
point, and instead of following it up with an f7reiTa DE, after 
completing his discusc;ion, he passes on in xii. 1 with the con-• 
tinuative oi to the second subject, making no further reference to 
that 7rpwTOV µev ,yap in ver. 18. How common it is in classic 
writers also to find the 7rpwTav followed by no l1retTa, or any­
thing of the kind, but another turn given to the sentence, may be 
seen in Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 191 ; Bremi, ad IA;s. I. p. 31. 
Comp. on Acts i. 1, and on Rom. i. 8, iii. 2. - iv J,c,c;\.] in a 
church-1nceting. This is conceived of as a local sphere ( comp. 
Bengel : " 1:crgit ad significationem loci"), in which the uvvEp­
xeu0ai takes place by the arrival of members; as we also say: 
"in einer Gesellschaft zusammenkommen." Comp. '\Viner, p. 386 
[E. T. 515]. Although the apostle might have written el, 
J,c,cX11u{av (Lucian, Jov. Trag. 6), yet we must neither take iv 

in the sense of el, (Vulgate, Rilckert, Schrader), nor impute to 
the word J,c,cX. the meaning: place of assembly (Grotius, Wolf, 

1 Chrysostom ,vcll remarks : ,rl A,,.,,,· ci x,,ol/~ p.1J "'"; tp.'a.; O"vl').,.,,.,.;,,, t:i,call~ ,,a, 
1tt1.'l'

1 ;1;"'" r/1'-'a.; itrir140-la.1 ,u:d f'~ p,1,rU, ,,.;,,, .,,.u,7l,ro,11 .i.AA' 3 µ,fZ.'A,l''l't:t. :,ca:11011 ,Y, «i,,,.;, 

d,11:,,i,t:t., 'T''U' ~'"'ouu, Toii,, -ril111u .,.o ,roii ()"x;a-,.,..a.-ros 3110},'tz., 3 ""' TOll'itllJ -.,, a.itrlO'II, 
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Heydenreich), nor understand it adverbially, as with abstract 
terms: c01ig1·cgationally (Hofmann). - There should be no comma 
after J,c,c?\,, ; for O'VVEPX· ,c,-r,"l\,. connects itself in meaning not 
with a,couoo, bnt with q-x{a-µa-ra "· -r.A. - a,couoo] in the sense of 
a,c~,coa, denoting continuance. See Ast, acl Plat. Leg. p. 9 f. ; 
Bernharcly, p. 370; Kuhner, ad Xen. lifeni. iii. 5. 26. - µI.po<; n] 
for a pa1·t, partly, Thnc. i. 23. 3, ii. 64. 2, iv. 30. 1; Isocr. p. 426 D. 
He cannot bring himself to believe all 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). -,- DEi] according to God's decree. It is the " neces­
sitas consequentiae" (Melanchthon); for the rva which follows 
indicates, according to the apostle's teleological view (comp. Matt. 
xviii. 7), the end ordained by God, namely, that the tried, those 
who have not suffered themselves to be carried away by party­
agitation, slwuld become manifest. - ,cal atpfoEtr;] It cannot be 
proved (although Ri.ickert, Neander, Hofmann, and others hold) 
that aipl.a-Et<; is something worse 1 than ax[qµarn (and that ,ea{ 
1nitst mean even), as Pelagius, Estius, and Calovius would take it; 
for ,ea{ may be simply also (among other evils also), and in Gal. 
v. 20-where, :moreover, O"X{q-µa-ra does not come in at all-Paul 
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-sepamtions, but always shows us merely party­
divisions subsisting along with outward unity, one cannot well 
make out wherein the worseness of the aipilYEt<; consisted; for to 
hold, with Riickert, that Elvat means to ensue, and points to the 
f1,ture (as Hofmann too maintains), is a perfectly groundless 
assumption. The aipl.a-Et<; were there, were not merely coming; 
it will not do to confound dvat with "ftVE0"0at or e">..0E'iv (Matt. 
xviii. 7; Luke xvii. 1), a mistake into which J. Miiller also 
falls, l.c. We must therefore, with Chrysostom, Grotius, Olshausen, 
al., regard alpia-Et<; as another form of designation for the 
same thing (the qx{up,arn). It does not mean heresies in the 

1 So also J. Jlliillcr, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 538, ed. 5, holds that "X;,,,,_, denotes the 
inner disunion in the church, which shows itself in positive division and faction 
(,z/pitt11s). Wetstein, on the contrary, considered ,z,,,,.,, a. "mollius vocabulum" 
than "X;,.,,_,., 
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sense of false doctrine (2 Pet. ii. 1), as Calvin, Calovius, and 
others maintain ; neither does it refer simply to the separations 
in keeping the Agapae (Ciuysostom, 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 
1'.n the clm1'Ch generally 1 (according as there existed tendencies and 
views at variance with each other and destructive of harmony). 
Comp. on Gal. v. 20. 

Ver. 20. Ovv] resuming after the parenthesis; see on ver. 18. 
- brt TO avTo] to the sanic place. See on Acts i. 15. - OV/C ECTTi 
,cvpia,c. O€'i1rv. cf,a,y.] there does not take place an eating of a Lord's 
Supper, i.e. one cannot eat a 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. \Ve have here the 
very common and familiar use of lcrn with the infinitive, in 
the sense of: it is possible, one can, as in Heb. ix. 5. So e.g. the 
passages from Plato given by Ast, Lex. I. p. 622; Hom. Il. xxi. 
193, al.; Thuc. 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, Maier, 
Winer, al., render it otherwise, as if there were a TovTo in the 
text: this is not, etc. And even if there were such a TOvTo, it 
would have nothing here to connect itself with. - ,cvptaKov O€'i1rvov] 
a meal belonging to the Lord, consecrated to Christ ; comp. ver. 2 7, 
x. 21. The name was given to the love-feasts (Agapae, Jude 12), 
at which the Christians ate and drank together what they 
Reverally brought with them, and with which was conjoined the 
Lord's Supper properly so called (x. 16, 21; comp. on Acts 
ii. 42), so that the bread was distributed and partaken of during 
the meal and the cup after it, according to the precedent of the 
original institution. Comp. Tertullian, 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 

1 It 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 (llilbigcr). 
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1neal, but merely the celebration of the Lord's Suppci·, which wns 
conjoined with it, is not in keeping with the phrase oe'i1rvov, the 
precise scope of which is determined by the meal so originally 
instituted (John xiii. 2) to which it points. 

Ver. 21. IlpoXaµ,/3avet] takes beforehand his own meal (as con­
trasted with ,wptaJC. oe'i1rv., comp. Chrysostom : To rya,p ,cupiaKov 
lou,,T£Kov 1rotovutv). Instead of waiting (ver. 33) till·a general 
distribution be made and others thus obtain a share (comp. Xen . 
.Jfcm. iii. 14. 1), and till by this means the meal assume the 
form of a ,cuptaKov oe'i1rvov, 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 Ri.ickert 
calls it ; but it is very dcse1·ipti1:e of the existing state of matters. 
Grotius (comp. de Wette) is wrong in supposing that the rich 
ate first, and left what remained for the poorer members. This 
runs counter to the [,cacrTo<;, which must mean crc1·y 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 ; ancl if they had 
nothing, then this abuse of the Lord's Supper sent them empty 
away, hungry and put to shame (vv. 22, 33). - Jv T'f' cparyet'v] 
not ad manducanclmn (Vulg.), but in the eating, at the holding of 
the meal. - 1retv~] 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. - µ,e0vn] i·s 

drunken, not giving the exact opposite of 1rew~, but making the 
picture all the fuller and more vivid, because 1retvij, and µ,e0vn 
lead the reader in both cases to imagine for himself the other 
extreme corresponding to the one specified. We must not weaken 
the natural force of µ,e0., 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. -
µ,~ rya,p ol,c{ar; JC.T.X.] ,yap has inferential force; see on Matt. 
xxvii. 23; John ix. 30; Acts xi.'C. 35; and Winer, p. 416 [E.T. 
559]; Ki.ihner, ad Xen. 1'Icrn. i. 3. 10: you surely arc not with-
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out houses? The sense of astonishment (Hartung, Pa1'tikcll. I. 
p. 478) is conveyed by the question, not by the ,yap. - ~ Tiji; 
€1'/CA.?]ULar; ... exovrni;] a second counter question, which diYides 
itself into two parts : 1 or, again, is it the case with you that you 
are persons whose business it is (1) generally to despise the church 
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 having 
a share in what the wealthier had provided. The main emphasis 
in the first clause is upon 7iji; J,c,c'A.. T. 0eov ( Beov, " dignitas 
ccclesiae," Bengel, comp. ver. 16); in the second, upon ,caTaiuxv­
V€T€. - Respecting OVIC exeiv, not to have, to be poor, see wet­
stein on 2 Cor. viii. 13 ; comp. oi exovTE<;, divites, in Ast, ad Plat. 
Legg. v. p. 172 ; Bornemann, ad Anab. vi. 6. 38. Here, however, 
we have µ.~ with the participle and article, because the class is 
referred to (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 296). - 7£ vµ.'iv 1:[,rc., ,c.T.X.J 
what shall I say to you 1 Shall I give you praise? On this 
point I praise not. If we keep ver. 1 7 in view, to connect 
iv TovTq_, with l1raivw gives a more suitable emphasis for the 
words than to link them with the preceding clause (Lachmann, 
Hor=~1nn, with various codices and versions). On other points 
he PFs already praised them, ver. 2. The apostle's deliberative 
am. 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 iv TovTq_, ov,c J,raww. For I,for my 
} .1,rt, have received the following instructions froni Christ touching 
ih•0r nstitiition of the Lord's Suppe1·,2 which I also delivered to you. 
H )W should it be possible then that your disorder should meet with 
p1 ... ise, 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 1- a7To Tou Kvp{ov] Had Paul written ,rapa, T. ,c., this would 
have denoted that he had received the instructions directly from 

1 The underlying dilemma.tic conclusion is : Persons who act as you do have citlter 
no houses, etc., or they despise the church of God, etc. ; you have houses, therefore 
you despise, etc. 

• Not merely regarding its design and requirements (Weiss, bibl. Tlteol. p. 353 f.) ; 
for the special account of the institution itself, whicb follows, goes beyond that. 

1 COR. I. 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); d1r~ T. "·• 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 indirect (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 further 
than this indefinite relation, holding the only idea expressed here 
to be that of origin from the Lord ; comp. also his Schriftbcw. 
II. 2, p. 211. But seeing that, if what Paul had in view bad 
been an immediate reception, it would have been natural for him, 
and of some importance for his argument, to express this distinctly 
by using 1rapa, while yet in point of fact he uses only d1ro, we 
are ,varranted 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 W ette 
(assuming a conffrmation by special revelation of what he had 
learned from report), Osiander, who all find here a direct com­
munication from Christ. The argument of Schulz and de Wette, 
however, against this latter view, on the ground of the word 
1rapeXa/3. being in itself inappropriate, will not hold, espP,.,.ially 
when we view it as correlative to 1rapJow,ca; comp. xv. 3. 1ir,, 

The question now remains : Does Paul, in asserting i:- 1mt 
his account of the institution p1·oceedcd from the Lord, mean to 
say simply that he received what follows by a tradition de­
scending from Christ,1 or by a revelation issuing from Christ ? 
The latter alternative, which Wickert also adopts (.,4 1 ~ni. 
p. 194 f.), is not to be rejected on the ground of the fc\. :~tug 
narrative being something with which all were familiar. :..~ >it 
is quite possible that it was wholly unknown to the aposde 
at the time of his 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 Jahrb. fiir Deutsch. Theo/. 1859, p. 69. 
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ion of this ordinance, like his gospel generally, in the way of 
mthentic revelation from Christ. As to the form of mediate com­
nunication through which Christ had caused these facts to reach 
?aul, 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 
rospcl, 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 tradition, on the other hand, recounted 
,y Paul as originating with Christ, the apostle himself decides 
,gainst it both by his use of the singular (comp. xv. 3), and 
1lso by the significant prominence given to the e,yw, whereby he 
mts forward with the whole strength of conscious apostolic 
mthority the communication made to himself, to him personally, by 
he Lord, over-againat the abuse, contrasting with it, of the Holy 
,upper among the Corinthians. Had he meant simply to say : "I 
:now it through a tradition proceeding from Christ," then his 
'ryw would have been on the same level with every other, and the 
:mphatic prominence which he gives to the e,yw, as well as the sing. 
raptA.a/3ov, would be quite unsuitable, because without any specific 
1istorical basis ; he would in that case have written : 1rapE°Aa-
1oµev rya,p d1ro TOV Kup{ov. We have certainly therefore in this 
mssage not merely the oldest account of the Lord's Supper, 
mt even "an authentic explanation given by the risen Christ 
egarding His sacrament" (Olshausen) ; not one directly from 
{is lips indeed, but conveyed through some medium of revela­
ion, the precise form of which it is impossible for us now to 
letermine, whereby we have a guarantee for the essential contents 
,f the narrative independently of the Gospels, although not 
1ecessarily an absolute ultimate authority establishing the literal 
"01"1n of the words of institution (even in opposition to Matthew 
md 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. - & 
,cat ?rapeo.] which I (not only received, but) also delivered to 
you. Conversely in xv. 3. Instances of ?rapa)-..aµ/3. and ?rapa­
oovvai, in the sense of discere and tradcre, may be seen in Kypke. 
- on] that, as in xv. 3, not Joi·, 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, o Kvpwc;, since that, with the addition of the sacred name 
'I,,,uovc;, gives a solernn 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. - Jv -r"fi VUKT£ fj ?rapEo{ooTo (im­
perfectum adwrnbrativwni, see Ki.ihner, II. 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, l,fem. ii. 1. 32, with Ki.ihner thereon; Plato, Phacd. 
p. 76 D, with Heindorf and Stallbaum in Zoe. - &pTov] bread (a 
cake of bread), which lay on the table. 

REMARK.-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 Bezr.), but con­
versely. See on Luke xxii. 20, remark. 

Ver. 24. TovT6 µou iuTt -ro uwµa] This is my body (the body 
of me). The emphasis lies not on the enclitic µou, but on To 
o-wµa. See, further, on Matt. xxvi. 26, and see Keim (in the 
Jahrb. fur 1Jeutsch. Theol. 1859, p. 73), as against Strobel (in 
Rudelbach's Zeitschr. 1854, pp. 598, 602 ff.), who would have 
-rovTo not to refer to the broken bread at all, but to point forward 
to what is to be designated by the predicate. This TovTo can mean 
nothing else whatever but: this broken bread here, which again 
necessitates our taking iuT{ 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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\Vhen we come, therefore, to define J,nt more precisely in con­
nection with that first celebration of the Supper, it is to be taken 
as "being" in the sense of proleptic symbolism; and thereby 
the very possibility of the Lutheran synecdoche (upon which 
even Mehring falls back, in the Lnthe1·. Zeitschrijt, 1867, p. 82) 
is doue away. - TO V7r€p vµwv] ,e'h,wµevov is spurious. we must 
supply simply liv: which is for your behoof, namely, by its being 
broken (slain 1). Christ's body was not, indeed, literally broken 
(John xix. 33), but in His violent 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 To v7rep vµwv is more in 
keeping with the deep emotion of the moment than any attempt 
to expound in a more detailed way the symbolism which both 
presents and interprets itself in the breaking of bread ; and Matthew 
and Mark have not even this "for you." - Tovrn 7roie'iTe] to wit, 
what I now do ; not merely the breaking of the bread joined 
with a thanksgiving prayer, but also-as the action itself became 
the silent commentary on this TOvTo-the distribiition and eating 
of the bread; comp. ver. 26. - eli:; T. Jµ. avaµv.] in remembrance 
of me, presupposes His absence in body for the future ; see on 
Luke :xxii. 19. vVe may add that these words also do not 
occur in l\fatthe,v and Mark, whose simple TOVTO Jen£ T. uwµa 
µov 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. 

1 This more precise explanation of the absolute .,.. v,rlp v,..., sc. ;,, is to be drawn 
from the preceding 1><Aa:6• ; and hence the addition of ,.).,:,,,,.,., is very cornet in 
point of interpretation. But the word was not spoken by Jesus, only the thought was 
expressed 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 ")."I'-"" as probable on internal evidence 
(Kahnis, Dogmat. I. p. 616), or for characterizing that which rejects it aa "vaga et 
frigida" (Reiche, Comm. crit.); nor will it do to explain the omission of the word 
by John xix. 36 f. (Hofmann). As to Hofmann's making x)..,f'. 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 broken should have 
su ffi.ced of itself to forbid the idea. 
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V 2 5 , n , ] " r., ' ' , •''1-cr. · . .i.i.O'aVT. 1'. T. 'TT'OT. SC. e"Xa,-,e Ka£ euxaptO'T'f}CTa<; fOOJKfV 

avTo'ir:; (this last is to be taken from lKMue), vv. 23, 24. - To 

'TT'OT~p.] the cup which stood before Rim. It was the cup which 
closed the meal, although there is no ground to connect µ,eTa To 

oet'TT'v. here with To 'TT'OT~p., as Pott does. - lcrT{v] in the position 
which it has here, is decisive against our connecting iv T~ lµ,<j, 

a?µ,. with ;, "· oia0., as most interpreters do (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 
and many others, including de Wette, Rodatz, Maier, Hofmann), 
although Luther (in the gr. Bek.) rightly rnjects that connection. 
What Christ says is, that tlie citp is tlie new covenant in 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 i}..acrT~ptov,1 whereby the new covenant 2 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 co?Jenant. - TovTo 'TT'OlEtTe J 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 J csus is nt 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. II. p. 752 ff. 

• The word coi·enant is unquestionably genuine, for it is common to all the nar­
ratives ; but the designation of the ~""'""~ as """" dates from Paul, being o. later 
more precise definition of the phrase. K .. ,.;;, in Matt. xxvi. 27 aml Mark xiv. 24 
is spurious. This applies also in opposition to Baur in the tlteol. Jalu·b. 185i, 
p. 561. 
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he wishes only to report, in their simple objectivity, the sacred ,vords 
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. - o<Ta"'" &v ,rtv.] peculiar to this account of the 
ordinance: as often as ever (qiwtiescunque, see Kuhner, II. p. 94; 
comp. Bengel) ye drink it; the context supplies ToiiTo To 7roT17p. 
as the object of 7r{v., without its having to be represented by a 
pronoun (avT6). See Kri.iger, § 60. 7; Ki.ihner, ad Xen . .lifem. 
i. 3. 4. The will of Jesus, according to this, is that every time, 
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 i1J:;1~9- But how can that be conveyed by the simple 
7r{v1JTE? And it was certainly not a drinking meal, but a regular 
oe'i7rvov (ver. 25). - Note, further, as to the &v, that it is placed 
after o<Taxi,;;, "quia in hac voce maximum sententiae pondus posi­
tum est," Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i 1. 16. 

Ver. 26. Not still words of Ghrist (Ewald),1 in citing which 
Paul glides involuntarily into the form into 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 v<TTepov 7rp6Tepov 
in the expression (especially after ver. 23); (2) the fact of the 
words being linked to the preceding by "/&p, 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 Paul proceeds here in his own 
person. But what he gives is neither a further reason assigned 
for ov" e1raww in ver. 22 (so Hofmann, in connection with 
his incorrect interpretation of ;;,., 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; "f&p is to be taken here (comp. on ver. 22) in its 
inferential sense, and made to refer to the whole preceding 
account of the origin of the Supper. We may paraphrase 

1 In the C'onstitt. np. too (viii. 12. 16) they are placed in Christ's mouth, but with 
the change of,.;, 1,;,,1&,.,, ""' '"'"' ,.,.,.,..,,,,b,,.,T,, IJ.xp•r "' i,.o,.. 



344 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO TIIE CORINTHIANS. 

thus : Such, then, being the facts of the original institution, it comes 
to pass that as often as ye, etc. - rov &prov rovTov] the bread 
prescribed according to this appointment of Christ; ro 1roT1piov : 
the cup now spoken of, the eucharistic cu,p. - ,carn,y,ye;\.;\.ere] yr. 
proclaim the Lord's death, i.e. ye declare solemnly in connection 
with this ordinance, that Christ has died for you. This KaTa,y,yeA­
;\.etv cannot without arbitrariness be taken as merely a declaring 
by action (so com1nonly); it can only be taken as actually oral.1 

How it took place, we do not know. The Peschito (the Vulgate 
has annnntiabitis) rightly took ,carn,y,y. as indicative (so also 
Theophylact, Beza, Bengel, de 1,Vette, Osiander, Kahnis, N eander, 
Maier, Rti.ckert in his Abend11i. p. 211, Hofmann), which Grotius 
and others ought not to have changed into annuntiare dcbetis; 
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 ,cara,y,ye;\.;\.eiv referred to was not omitted ; the admoni­
tion, therefore, could only have respect to the worthiness of the 
participation, with which that ,carn'Y'YfAAEtv was connected; and, 
in point of fact, such an admonition follows accordingly in ver. 2 7 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 ,carn'Y'Y, is 
imperative. See, besides, Rodatz in Lucke and Wieseler's Vicr­
telfahrschr. I. 3, p. 3 51. - &X,Pt<; ov eMv] 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 to apply his words to 
them is historically necessary and right. - &xpic; stands without 

1 K .. .-.. .,,.,,,;i.;i..,, is always an actual proclamation, never a mere !]ivin!J to be knot1·11 
by deeds. Were the latter the meaning here, Paul would be using a poetical expres­
sion (something like tl, .. .,,.,,,;i.;i..,, in Ps. xi.x. 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 carriecl absurdity on 
the face of it. We do not know in what forms a litur!]ical element had already 
developed itself in connection with a rite which had now been observed for some 
quarter of a century. And have not the eucharistic liturgies up to this day, even 
tho oldest that we are acquainted with (in Daniel, Codex litur!J.), as for instance 
the "Liturgia Jacobi," essential parts, which are a " ...... .,,,_;;i.;i.,,, 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. 15 f.), because the 
arrival of the Parousia is conceived as absolutely certain, not 
as conditioned by any contingencies which might possibly delay 
it (Hermann, part. &v, p. 10 9 ff.). 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 : µ€Ta "lap o~ T~v at1Tou 

1rapou<T{av Ot11Cfr£ XPela TWV <Tuµf3d>...wv TOU <TwµaTor;, atJTOU 
A- , ~ , A ' ~ " " " ~ ""'0 T t 't'atvoµevou TOU <TwµaTO<;' LI ta TOUTO €£7r€11' a')(pt<; OU av €"' !}, 0 ea 
with Him will then be a new thing (l\fatt. 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. 2 7) ! In this way Paul links to the ,caTa"/"le"A"Aew of 
the communicants the fear and trembling of the lrfaran atha, 
xvi. 22. 

Ver. 27. From that ,caTa"l"/h, .. Xew «.T.>.... it follows how great 
is the sin of participating iinworthily. This reference of the 
;,<TT€ is sufficiently pointed and appropriate not to require us 
to go back further (to all that has been said from ver. 2 0 
onwards), as Riickert would have us do. - ~ 1r{v17] ~ does not 
stand for «at (Pott aud older expositors) ; 1 but the meo,ning is : a 
man may partake of the one or the other unworthily, he is alike 
guilty ; 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 versa. Comp. also Hofmann. The guilt, however, of the 
one or the other unworthy participation was the same, and was 
alike cornplete ; hence ~ is not repeated in the apodosis. Roman 
Catholics (see Estius and Cornelius a Lapide) find in this ~ a sup­
port for their " communio sitb itna." See Calovius in opposition 
to this. - TOU Kup{ou] as ,cupia,cov in ver. 2 0, X. 21. - civa~{wr;] 

1 To this mistake, too, is to be traced the readinu ,r.i,;; (in A D, some min. vss. and 
Fathers), which Fritzschc, ad Rom. III. p. 191, and Riickert approve. It was sug­
gosted by ver. 26, nnd gained support from the ,...; which follows; but is not neces­
sary, for there is a chnuge of conception. 
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in an unworthy manner, i.e. in a way morally out of keeping witli 
the natU1·e (x. 16) and design of the ordinance (ver. 24 f.). 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,1 which are, how­
ever, quite out of place here. For the apostle leaves it to his 
readers to rank for themselves thefr particular way of com­
municating under the general avaEtoo<;, and not till ver. 2 9 does 
he himself characterize the special form of unworthy participation 
which prevailed among them by o ,yap Ju0toov "· 7r[110011. See on the 
verse. - evoxoi; ecrrai tc.T.A.] evoxo<; 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 
-imder guilt to the body and blood of Ghrist, i.e. crirnini et poenae 
corporis et sangiiinis Christi violati obnoxius erit ( comp. J as. ii. 
10, and the classical evoxo<; 110µ,oii;, Plat. Legg. ix. p. 8 6 9 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 Js "''P••p;;,.,,,_, ., • .,, "'"~""''· 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 hoe 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 ,h .. ~/.,r). The more eamest and 
powerful this faith is, the less can 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 eaus" (comp. Riickert, Abendm. p. 253); 
but the latter in its different moral forms is the necessary consequence. of tho 
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, µ~ oia,cpb,wv K.'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 distinctly and suitably : evoxo,; ECT'Ta& 'TOU 0ava'TOU 

Tou Kup.), nor with the parallel thought in ver. 29. This holds, 
too, against Ebrard's view (Dogma v. Abend1n. I. p. 12 6) ; each 
man by his sins has a share in causing the death of Jesus ; if 
110w 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, JJogmat. I. 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 evox. ECT'Tat, but evox. µive, or µevtii. 

Olshausen again, with older expositors, thinks that our passage 
implies a powerful a1·gument against all Zwinglian theories of a 
merely commemomtive 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, e.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.1 Riickert, on the other hand, is wrong 
in supposing that we have here a proof that the bread and wine 

1; Luther's objection to this in the Grosse Bekenntniss 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 
indignc 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 symbol of that body, and against the blood of Christ, 
in like manner. Comp. also Neander. 
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are only symbols.1 For, 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 itself proves neither the one theory nor the 
other, as even Hofmann now acknowledges, although he goes 
on to infer from ver. 2 9 that Christ's real body and blood are 
partaken of in the Sacrament. See, however, on ver. 29, and 
comp. on x. 15 f. • 

Ver. 28. LIJ] carrying onward: "now, in order not to incur 
this guilt, let a man examine himself, etc. ; " let him search into 
his frame of mind and moral condition (T~v Sufvotav eavTou, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia) to see whether he will not partake 
unworthily; 2 comp. Sta«p{vew, ver. 31. - «al. ovToos-] and so, after 
he has examined himself, and in 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 
Ri.ickert (following Lightfoot, Semler, Schulz) to take So«tµar as 
meaning to rnak;c qualified, which it never does, not even in Gal. 
vi. 4; 2 Cor. xiii. 5 ; 1 Thess. ii. 4. - av0poo7Tos-] as iv. 1. 

Ver. 29. Since avag{oos- is spurious (see the critical remarks), 
o iu0{oov K. ?T{voov might be understood absolutely : the cater 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 µ,~ Sta«pivoov in the sense : becaitse 
he does not, etc., as in Rom. iv. 19. But after ver. 28, whose 
iu0lew «. 7Tivew finds expression here again, it is simpler and 
most in accordance with the text to render : " He who eats and 
drinks (the bread and the cup), eats and drinks a fudgincnt to 
himself, if he does not, etc.," so that in this way µ,~ Sta«pivoov 
«.T.X. conditions the predicate, and is not a modal definition 
of the subject. The apostle might ha,·e written simply «pZµa 

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

• Confession is an institution of the ch11rch, meant to aid in carrying out tbi~ 
rule of the apostle's, in which the absolution gives nssurance that one does not cat 
an1l drink unworthily. 



CIIAP. XI. 2!l. 349 

ryd.p €avup Jo-0{et "· 7r{vet, µ~ oia,cp. T. a-. ; but the circumstantial 
description of the subject of the sentence for the second time by 
o ryap Ja-0{fJJv "· 7rLVfJJV carries a certain solemnity with it, making 
one feel the 1·isk incurred by going on to eat and drink. - Kp'iµa 

fovnj, 1'.T.A.] a concrete expression (comp. 2 Cor. ii. 16) of the 
thought : he dmws down judicial sentence 1tpon him,self by his eat­
ing and d1·inking. The power to effect this turns on the Evoxoc, 

ea-Tat K,T,A,, ver. 27; and therefore nothing is decided here against 
the symbolical interpretation of the words of institution. That 
the ,cp'iµa is a penal one, is implied in the context (Rom. ii. 2, 
iii. 8, xiii. 2 ; Gal. v. 10). The absence of the article, again, 
denotes not eternal condemnation, but penal judginent in general 
without any limiting definition. From vv. 3 0 and 31 we see 
that Paul was thinking, in the first place, of temporal j1tdgments 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 
inconimodi fovT<jj, comp. Rom. xiii. 2. - µ~ otaKplvfJJv To a-wµa] 1f 
he docs not for?n a judgment 1tpon (so otaKp., Vulgate, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Bengel, de Wette, Weiss) the body, i.e. the body ,caT' 

Jeox11v, 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 oia,cp., comp. xiv. 29; Matt. xvi. 3). Comp. 
eh t ' 'f: 'l' ' • ~ • ' ' • 0 ~ rysos om : µT/ e5 ETa~fJJv, µTJ evvowv, w~ XPTJ, To µerye o~ TfJJV 
7rpOICEtµEVfJJV, µ~ ;\o,ytl;oµevo~ TOV lJry,cov rij~ OfJJpe,ic,. Usually (so 
too Ewald, Kahnis, Hofmann) commentators have taken o,a,cp. 

in the sense of to distingitish (iv. 7), and have rendered accord­
ingly: if he (or, following the reading which puts avagt(JJ~ after 
7rLVfJJV: because he) does not distingitish the body of Christ from 
common food. 1 Hofmann, again, seeing that we have not Tau 

Kvplov along with To a-wµa, holds it more correct to render: if he 
does not distinguish the body, which he who eats this bread partakes 
of, froin the mere bread itself. Both these ways of explaining the 
word, which come in substance to the same thing, proceed upon 
the supposition eithe1· that the body of Christ is that with which 

1 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 fel1owship by partaking of the symbol (,vhich 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 
8te1tplvaµev is taken up again from our passage, the word means 
to judge, not to distinguish, and we must therefore keep to that 
meaning1 here also. - It was needless to add ""~ To aiµa to To 

uwµa, because the uwµa is regarded as that which had suffered 
death by the shedding of its blood; comp. ver. 26, also x. 17. 
The tu·ofoldness 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 "piµa eav-rcp ... 1rlvet 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 
(1tatµwv-rat), among them; and he saw in this a divine chastise­
ment for their unworthy use of tp.e Lord's Supper. The explana­
tion which refers this to moral 'weakness and deadness (Valckenaer, 
1\Iorus, Krause, Eichhorn) is not to be rejected (as by Ri.ickert) 
on the ground that this moral sickness and deadness must have 
been represented as the caitse 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 context, 
whereas there is not the remotest hint of it, either by itself 
or in connection with the physical interpretation (Olshausen). 
- "01.µwv-rat] dor1ni1tnt, i.e. are dead. Comp., regarding this 
euphemistic allusion, what is said on xv. 18. Elsewhere in the 
N. T. we find the pe1fect or aorist. But comp. Lachmann's read­
ing in 1 Thess. iv. 13. - It is impossible to establish a definite 
distinction of idea between au0eve'i<; and &ppriJu-rat. Grotius and 
Bengel hold the latter to mean more than the former ; W etstein 
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, wcjudgcd ourselves (submitted 

1 Which stands in significant correspondence with xp:,,_a. (comp. too, the oxy­
moron in ver. 31) : a judgment ... if he does notforrn a judgment. Hence there 
is the less warrant in the text for the mea.ning "distinguish." 
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our own condition to moral criticism ; parallel to OOJCtµateiv eavToi•, 

ver. 28), then shoitld we not receive any J°udgrnent (judgment of 
condemnation, ver. 29); but when we do 1·cceive a judgment (in 
point of fact, by temporal sufferings), we m·e chastened (punished 
in a disciplinary way) by the Lord (by God), in orde1· that we may 
not be condemned (namely, at the last judgment) with the world 
(along with the anti-Christian part of mankind). Note the oxy­
moron : oie,cp. ,cpiv. ,caw,cpi0., answering significantly to the 
mutual relation of ,cpiµa and oia,cplv(l)JJ in ver. 29. In both pas­
sages we have the same sort of pointed alliteration, corresponding 
to their internal connection (which is plainly enough marked by 
the out TovTo, ver. 30, and oJ, 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. ii. 12 ; also 
1 Tim. i. 20; 2 Tim. ii. 25), comp. J. Muller, v. d. Siinde, 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. 3 3. 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 (el<; TO q,a,yeiv, not belonging to a>.>.. evoex.). -

aoe>..<f,ot µov] "perterrefactos rursum hac blanda compellatione 
solatur," Grotius. - a>.>.~>.. €ICOExeu0e] wait for one anothe1· (" in­
vicem exspectate," Vulg.), xvi. 11, so that no one fowv oei1rvov 

1rpo>..aµ/3avet. 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-

h l t <1-," ,, ,,~ '-#.' \'1-~ p y ac : OEtlCJJV(l)JJ, OTt ICOtlJa €£0'£ Ta E/CEtO"E EtO' .,,epoµeva, /Cat Oft 

avaµevew 7'~1) IC0£1J~1) O'VlJEAEVO'tlJ. Others translate : Receive 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, Rtickert, Olshausen, Ewald, Hofmann, following 
Mosheim, Michaelis, Morus, Schulz, Rosenmtiller. But in the 
N. T. e,coexea-0ai (xvi. 11) means always cxspectare (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 excipcre is for more frequent. The 
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latter sense Paul would have expressed by the simple 0ExeuBa1, 
or by 7rpou}..aµ,{3aveuBai (Rom. xiv. 1). 

Ver. 34. To satisfy hunger, is a thing to be done at home. 
The Agapae should not be usecl 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, Paraph.). But how 
much of this is arbitrarily imported into the text !-nt oe ;\.ot?Ta] 
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 OtaT&uueuBat is 
enough of itself to show, pertaining to outward order and arrange­
ments, vii. 1 7, ix. 14, xvi. 1 ; Gal. iii. 19 ; Tit. i. 5. A passage 
taken advantage of by Roman Catholics in support of their 
doctrine of tradition. 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. - c1i; av J 
whensoever I shall have come ; in the temporal sense = siniulatquc. 
See on Phil. ii. 23, and Hartung, II. p. 289. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

VEn. 2. or, o:-,] approved by Griesb., adopted also by Laclnn. (who 
brackets o-r,, however), Scholz, Riick. Tisch. with A B C D E L ~. 
min. and several vss. and Fathers. The on alone (Elz. with F G 
min. Syr. Erp. Clar. Germ. Oec. Ambrosiast.), and the weakly 
attested o-:-, alone (which Billroth and Ewald prefer), are two 
different attempts to help out the construction, whose difficulty 
leads Reiche again to defend the Rcccpta. - Ver. 3. Instead of the 
Reccptci 'InaoLJv and Kup,ov 'Inaouv, which Reiche upholds, read 'InaoLJ, 
and-Kup,o, 'InaoLJ,, 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 directa, which struck them as unusual. 
- Ver. 9. In place of the second au-:-,;;, A B, min. Vulg. Clar. Germ. 
and Latin Fathers read M. So, rightly, Lachm. Riick. Tisch.; aun;; 
has crept in after the prccedi11g. - After awµ,aro, in ver. 12, Elz. 
has -:-ou ev6,, against greatly preponderating testimony. A gloss. -
Ver. 13. ,;. E'v ;.v,u,U,a] ~fany various readings ; the best accredited is 
e, ;.vtLJµ,a (B C D* F G ~. 17, 7 3, 80, with several vss. and Fathers). 
So Lachm. Ri.ick. 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 ,;r6µ,a (with or without ,i,) instead of -.rveCµ,a, 
and irpr,irfaOnµ,,v (said of baptism, as the Greek Fathers were accus­
tomed to use it) instead of error. - Ver. 31. xp,i-:-rna] A BC~. ruin. 
Syr. Aeth. Vulg. ms. Or. (twice) read µ,,,,ova. So Lachm. Riick. 
Tisch. But while r.p,frrna might easily appear a doubtful expres­
sion in itself, and even objectionable as implying the contrast of 
" worse," µ,,,,ova, on the other hand, was very naturally suggested 
by xiii. 13, xiv. 5. 

CONTENTS. - Oonccming the Spirit's gifts.1 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. 11. Krit. 1838, p. 646 f., holds that the abuse of the glo.•so­
lalia in Corinth, which has certainly given occasion to thfa section of the Epistle, 
liad arisen in the party - interest of the Petrin,· Christians iu opposition to the 

1 COR. I. 7. 
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given to individuals for the welfare of the community (vv. 7-10), 
<liffer 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 co 
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-

t ,.. tf \ f ,I,. I~ , \ , ,I,, I \ ~' 
SOS Om: T0VT0 a'TT'aV TO xwptoV u.,.,oopa EU7'£V aua.,.,e<;• T1}V uE 

' ',k ~ ,.. I ,t ' \ Jli\i\ ••~ ~ aua.,.,etav 1/ Twv 'TT'pa,yµaTWV a,yvota TE ,cat E Et.,,£<; 'TT'OtEL, 

TWV TOTE µEv uvµ/3atvoVTWV, vuv OE OU ,ytvoµ€VWV. 

Ver. 1. Lie] leads over from the matter previously discussed to 
another, in connection with which also abuses had crept into the 
church (see on xi. 18). V,fo 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). - Twv 'TT'vevµan,cwv] is to be taken 
(with Chrysostom, Luther, and most expositors) as ncutci·, stating 
the tlien~e in a quite general way : On tlie forms of action which 
proceed from tlie Holy Spirit and make 1nanifest His agency in the 
life of the chm·cli. The speaking with tongues is specially taken 
up only in chap. xiv., so that it is a mistake to regard 'TT'vevµaT. as 
refening to this alone (Storr, Heydenreich, Billroth, Baur in the 
St1id. it. Krit. 1838, p. 644, and Wieseler in the same, p. 711, 
also Ewald). Tl;ie 'TT'vEvµaTtKa are in their nature the same as 

Pauline. The former, he maintains, had brought the ')'A, Ao:A, to bear against 
the latter, denying to Paul the apostolic character and consequently the possession 
of tl1e •muµo: ay•••· 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, iu connection with a, 

totnlly differe11I occasion, has no bearing at all upon this question; and xiv. 6 
and 18 take for granted that his readers admitteu that Paul himself had the gift 
of the glossolalia, and that in e. high degree. R:ibiger, too, agrees in substance 
with Baur, assuming, as he does, an opposition between the Pauline "'P•f!• .. •••• .. ,, 
and the Petrine ?'A"'""'' A«A•u•TH, But there is not tho slightest support in the 
text either, in general, for connecting the subject in hand with the state of parties 
nt Corinth, or, in particular, for ascribing the glossolalia to any one special party 
(D:ihne, e.g., regards it as a piece of Alexandrian fanaticism among the Christ-party). 
Van Hengel's conjecture, also (Gave d. lalen, p. 111 f.), that Apollos had brought 
the glossolalia to Corinth, where it had been abused and had degenerated, lacks all 
definite foundation. 
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the xapl<TµaTa, ver. 4. Other interpreters make it masculine 
(Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, Locke, Semler, Marus, Rosenmi.iller, 
Stolz, Heydenreich, Ewald, Hofmann, also David Schulz, d. Geistes­
gaben der ersten Christen, p. 163; and Hilgenfeld, die Glossolalie, 
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 

• ' ' ' 01' ' ' ~ ] I 'll t l as Ta 'lT'vwµan,ca, - ov €"'w vµ. aryvo€tv wi no cave 
yon in ignorance. Comp. x. 1 ; 1 Thess. iv. 13. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia puts it aptly : 0t'A.w uµa<; ,cal TWV 'TT'V€vµaTt/CWl 1 

I tt, I \ It: tl /j -''\. I \ \ I xapt<TµaTWV €to€Vat T1JV Ta,_tv, W<TTE J-JOV"'oµat n Ka£ 'lT'Ept TOVTWV 
ft'TT'E£V, 

Ver. 2. Reason (comp. on oto, ver. 3) why he wishes to instruct 
them concerning the 'lT'vevµanKa. 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 
on, ifre, is simply this: the object-sentence begins indeed with 5n, 
but instead of ending with am)'YE<T0E, or repeating ~TE before 
ri:rrwyoµ,., runs off into the participle,-an anakoluthic use of the 5n 
not uncommon also in classic writers, after parenthetic clauses, even 
when but short, have intervened. See Kruger on Time. iv. 3 7 ; 
Stallbaum, acl Plat. Apol. 37 B; Heind. ad Plat. Gorg. p. 481 D. 
Translate : Ye know that, at the time when ye were lieathen, ye were 
led away to the clmnb idols, in whatever way people led you. Butt­
mann (ncut. Gr. p. 329 [E. T. 383]) holds that the sentence 
after ()TE Wv,,, ,jTe passes with w<; into an indirect question. But 
w<; &v 1J,YE<T0e, from its position between 7rpo<; T. Eto. T. &cf,. and 
cir.aryoµ., can only be a parenthetic clause. In that case, too, 
chrary. would be cumbrous and dragging at the end of the verse; 
it must, convey a ·weighty closing thought, to which C:,,; &v ,jjryE<T0e 
serves as modal definition. Hofmann, although not reading 
on, o·re, but simply 5n with Elz. (which in fact does away 
of its~lf with all real difficulty), has twisted and obscured the 
whole passage in a very unhappy way,1

-oTE e0v'T/ ~TE] A 
1 Hofmann insists, namely (1st), on reading .ro,. "' instead of .n .. .,,, and (2d) Jr 

,::,.,,_..,p, instead of Jr "" ;;,_..,,., Jl,lld (3d) on taking ,.,., fd," ""' o.s: because ye were 
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reminder to his readers of their sad 7rOTe, to which Paul often 
turns back their eyes from their happy vvv (Eph. ii. 2 f., 11, 13, 
V. 8 ; Col. i. 21, iii. 7 ; Rom. xi. 3 0 ). - 7rpo, nt erow;\a J uamely, 
in order to worship them, sacrifice to them, invoke them, inquire 
of them, and the like. - Ta. &qiwva J (Plat. Pol. I. p. 3 3 6 D, and 
often elsewhere; Dem. 292. 6. ~94. 19; 2 Mace. iii. 24) im­
presses on the readers that idols, which were themselves dumb 
(comp. Hab. ii. 18; 3 Mace. iv. 16), could produce no pneu­
matic speaking. Notice the emphatic repetition of the article. -
w, itv ~ryw·0e] as ye were at any time lecl. Regarding this &v of 
repetition, see Fritzsche, Oonjcct. I. p. 3 5 ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. 
p. 186 f. [E. T. 216]; comp. on Acts ii. 45. - a7raryoµevoi] 
becoming lccl away. The force of the a7ro 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 vividly to set forth the result. The 
consequence of the &ryeu0ai, namely, was the dmfryeu0ai, the 
being involuntarily drawn awcty from the surroundings in which 
they were actually placed to the temples, statues, altars, etc. of 
the idols. ,ve may take it for certain, from Paul's views of 
heathenism (x. 20; Eph. ii. 2), that he thought of Satan as 
the leading power. Hilgenfeld aptly compares the passage m 
Athenagoras, Legat. pro Christ. p. 2 9, ed. Col. : oi p,Ev 7repl Ta 
ei'ow;\a avTOV, €1\.KOVTE, oi oatµ,ove, elutv K. T.A.. The opposite is 
r.veuµ,an &ryeu0ai, Rom. viii. 14 ; Gal. v. 18 ; Matt. iv. 1. Others 
make it: a saccrdotibus (Valckenaer, al.), and the like. -We 
may note further both that homoiotclcuta, such as oi'oaTE, on OT€ 

..• ?JTE, occur even in the best writers, showing that the resemblances 

lieatlien, ancl that as specifying the reason for what follows, in which, for the sake 
of emphasis, ,;rpo; ... /1,q,.,,,,_ is put before the ,;,;. But how involved foe whole 
general structure of the sentence becomes in that way! How wholly unc'.tlled for, 
nevertheless, anu inappropriate woulu be the investing of the quite su;ierfluous 
(quite superfluous, to wit, as specifying a reason) "because ye were heathen," with 
all the emphasis of being put first in a. hypcrb:tton which is, moreover, doubled! 
And how strange the choice of the compouncl &.,,;.,,,,,0e, since it cloes not (as Hofmann 
supposes) convey the notion of wliither (which is exprcsseu by .,,.,,,), but that of 
upward, as ,;,,,..,,,,. always means to leacl up! The ,,-,, too, after .n,., wodcl not 
be suita.ble even in a. logical point of view (see note on ver. 3).-Laurent, in his 
neut. Stud. p. 132, agrees with Hoflllann in so far th:1t he also reads .,, &.,,;y,.-d, 
insteacl of .,, "' i/y,vd,. For the rest, he reta.ins .:~,.,,.,, and neither reads ;;,,., uor ,,,.,, 
or,, but simply,,,.,, which is supported by very slender evidence. 
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of sound were not offensive to them (Lobeck, ad .Aj. 61, Parlrl. 
p. 5 3 ff.), and also that the subject in hand is brought all the 
more vividly and impressively home by the adnominatio, ;jryeu0e, 
a:rra,y6µ,evoi (Bremi, ad Lys. I. Exe. vi. p. 209). _ 

Ver. 3 . ..::lt6] therefore, because the experiences of spiritually· 
gifted men could not be known to you in your heathen state,1' 
and you have consequently all the more need of sound instruction. 
on the subject, therefore I give yon to know: the fundamental cha­
racteristic of speaking by the Spirit is, that Jesus is not execrated, 
but confessed as L01·d. Paul expresses this in the two parallel 
thoughts: that the former, the execration, 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. Both the 
negative and the positive marks are thereby given; and it is 
arbitrary to lay the whole stress, as Billroth and Ri.ickert do, 

1 Similarly de Wctte; comp. Eengr.l, and, yet earlier, Luther's gloss. Osiamler 
drags in a contrast between the one Lord of the Christians and the many xvpiov; of 
heathenism. Moreover, widely differing statements as to the connection are to be 
found among interpreters. Chrysostom, Oecumcnius, and Thcophylact trace it back 
in a perfectly arbitrary way to the contrast between the unconscious mania of heathen 
inspiration and the conscious inspiration of Christians. Comp. N eander: "because 
it is now otherwise with you, and you have become free organs of the Holy Spirit." 
Kling (in the Stud. u. Krii. 1838, p. 486) makes it: "that you may not suffer 
yourselves to be again carried away to blind worship of an unintelligible phenome­
non" (?). Theodoret holds that what is referred to is the contrast between the 
~'"'~"'''" of heathenism and the ""f'~"''" 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 
..,,.,,;;,.,. euo." 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. Paul is here making known to his 
readers the criterion of Christian inspiration as regards its confession, and thatfo1· 
this reason (~,,), because they, as formerly serving dumb idols, had all the more need 
of this 'i''"'f'~"'· The words before us yield no more than this. Ewald also imports 
too much into them : You will not surely wish back your former heathen clays; ... 
it is in the light of that olcl 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 l1is construction of the text in ver. 2 : because Paul 
,locs not wish to leave his readers in the dark "''P; ,,., .,,.,.,.,.,,,,.;;,,; :md because, on 
the other hand, he knows wlrn.t their ohl lift! hacl been as respects clivine service, 
tltC'r,jore he gives them the following instructious. This is logically incorrect. For 
the second clement in this case would not be one brought forward in addition to the 
first (<r,), but one already lying at the root of it; and Paul must therefore haye 
written, not .r~ .. .,., (as Hofmann reads), but .r~ .. 'i'"P• 



358 PAUL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE COTIIXTIIL\XS. 

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 reasons for placing such a general 
gnicling rule at the head of his "·hole 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, TV!w was properly to be regarded as speaking 
hy 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 
Schrijtbew. I. p. 3 0 9) that the first clause guards against anxiety in 
presence of the ry'Aw<T<ratr; 'A.a'A.ei'v, and the second against under­
valuing the 7rpoc/nJTfVftv-comes just to this, that Paul has expressed 
himself in a highly unintelligible way, and arbitrarily anticipates 
the elucidations in detail which follow. - ev 7rveuµaTt Beou] so 
that the Holy Spirit is the element which pervades his inner life, 
and in which the 'A.a'A.ei'v takes place. Comp. on Rom. viii. 15 ; 
Matt. xxii. 43. - 'A.a:\wv] uttering himself, spcctl~ing; 'A.eryct, on the 
other hand, has reference to the object of the utterance. Comp. 
on Rom. iii. 19; John viii. 43; Schulz, Gcistcsgabcn, p. 94 ff. -
ava0cµa 'I 17<rour; J sc. e<TTt, accursed ( see on Rom. L"(. 3 ; Gal. i. 8 ), 
fallen into eternal perdition is Jesits ! This is the anti-Christian 
(especially the Jewish) confession; the Christian is: Kupior; 
'I17<rour;, Jesus is Lord! Comp. Phil ii. 11. Why did Paul not 
say Xpt<r-ror; ? Because, from its original appellative meaning, it 
would not have suited the first clause (ava0.); in the second, 
again, its appellative meaning is contained in Kupior;; and in both 
it was essential to name the historical Person who was the 
Messiah of the Christians' faith as exalted to be the <ruv0povor; 
of God. It is self - evident, we may add, that Paul regarded 
the Kuptor; 'I17<rour; as the constant watcliicord of the believing 
heart, and the keynote of inspired speech. " Paulus loq uitur 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 it 
is the sa1ne Spfrit (from whom they proceed). Comp. Heb. ii. 4, 
and Liinemann upon that passage. Xapiuµa,1 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 xapiuµa). 

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 those 
already existing to higher power and activity, Rom. xii. (3 ff. Re­
garding oiatpEuL~, distribution, comp. ver. 11 ; Xen. Oyr. iv. 5. 5 5 ; 
I>lat. Soph. p. 267 D, Phaeclr. p. 266 B, Polit. p. 275 E; Polyb. 
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 clonorurn, 
so that one has this peculiar xapiuµa, and the other that, dealt 
out to him as his own appointed share. If we take oiaipeuw; 

to mean differences (Beza, and many others, including de ·wette, 
Ewald), this is equally lawful so far as linguistic usage goes (Plo.t. 
Soph. p. 267 B, Prat. p. 358 A), but does not correspond to the 
correlative purposely chosen by the apostle in ver. 11, oiaipouv. 

Vv. 5, 6. Continuation of the representation of the difference 
and yet relative unity of the xap{uµaTa, illustrated in two 
characteristic forms of their action, in so far, namely, as they pre­
sent themselves practically as otaKovla, and as EVEpry17µ,am. 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 

1 Comp. Krumm, De notionib. psychol. Paulin., Gissae 1858, p. 35 IT. As rrganh 
the difference between the general Christian ;ca.p:,,,_,.,,.,. aml the extl'aordinary, :;ec 
Oonatitt. ap. viii. 1. 1 ff. 



3 6 0 r A UL'S FIRST EPISTLE TO THE conINTIIIANS. 

and appear to the observer. -And there are distributions of 
services, but it is the same Lord (Christ as Lord of the church) 
who is served thereby. To make the oia,covlai refer to the specific 
ojfices in the church, ver. 2 8 (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 Jar, namely, as all, according to the 1·clation 
of their exercise to Ghrist, manifest themselves as se1·viccs rendered.­
" And there arc dist1·ibutions of workings (deeds of power), but it is 
the same God who works thwi all (Jvcp"fTJ/La-ra) in all (in all who 
are acting in the power of the Spirit)." 'Evcp"f. is as little to be 
taken in a special sense here as 01,a,c. in the previous sentence ; it 
is neither to be referred to the working of 1niracles alone (so most 
interpreters on the ground of ver. 10, where, however, it is joined 
with ouvaµ,.). nor to the healings of the sick (so Olshausen, quite 
arbitrarily). No, all charismata may manifest their operation 
in deeds (comp. on JvEp"/17µ,a-ra, 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 
rlimax (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 unity (2 Car. 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 
Christi, p. 158 f.; Kahnis, Dogni. III. p. 206 fl'. 

Ver. 7. LI e] leading on to the like destination of all the 
gifts. The emphasis lies on 7T'por; -ro uvµ,cf,epov. This is the 
aim, which is the same in the case of every one who receives a 
gift. To each one ~s 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 objective sense (with Billroth, Schulz, 
Geistcsg. p. 16 4, and Hofmann), because there exists no reason 
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here for departing from the similar meaning of q,avep. T~r; li.JvTJ0. 

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 tlie first interpretation there is not too much 
concession to independent human activity (in opposition to de 
V{ette), as is plain from the very idea of the olooTai. 

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 o,aipecr€£r;, 

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 new category by 
frep<p 1 (while for subdivision· within the classes he uses G.J-..'J\.~"), 
thus: (1) ver. 8, by<!, µev; (2) ver. 9, by freprp oe; (3) ver. 10, 
by freprp oe. The logical division again, although not rigidly 
carried out, presents itself without constraint as follows : 

I. Charismata which have reference to intellectual power: 
1. AO"fO<; uorp{ar;. 
2. AO"fO<; iyvro<T€(JJ<;. 

II. Charismata which depend upon special energy off aith : 
1. The wlunr; itself. 
2. Its agency in deeds, namely, 

a. iaµaTa, 
b. ovv&µ€tr;. 

3. Its agency in words, namely, the wpoq>TJT€{a. 

4. Its critical agency, the oi&,cptcrtr; wvevµ,. 

III. Charismata which have reference to the "fAW'I<Tat : 

1. Speaking with tongues. 
2. Interpretation of tongues.2 

1 Whether after l-rfp,-, vv. 9 and 10, we read~, or not (which Laclimnnn brackets 
in ver. 9 and deletes in ver. l 0) makes no difference at all as regards the marking of 
the divisions (in opposition to Hofmann) ; the divisions mm·k themselves by the 
way in which the o71p'!' stands out from the many repetitions of .l!AAo/, In several 
cases the J, too, after iAA'!', is wanting in important witnesses. 

2 Other modes of division may be seen in Kling, Stud. -u. Kri!. 1830, p. 4i7 ff. ; • 
Englmann, t•on cl. C!tarismen, 1848, who, however, divides them into official and 
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Ver. 8. ,. n µfv] This is followed by a"'A.A.rtJ oe instead of rp o.:. 
An unexact expression, as in ver. 28. Comp. Xen. Anab. iii. 
1. 35; Hermes in Stob. Eel. phys. 52, p. 1082.-)\,oryo,;; uoq,{a,;;] 

Discourse of wisdom, discourse the contents of which are uoq,/a. 

The distinction drawn by niany (including Schulz, N eander, Bill­
roth, Olshausen, comp. al~o Froschammer, von cl. Gharismen, 
18 5 0, p. 2 8 ff.) between this and Xoryo,;; ryvwuew,;;, 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 more correct view is indicated 
by ii. 6 f. compared with xiii. 2 ; uoq,{a, namely, is the highct 
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 Xoryo,;; uoq,{a,;;. This, however, does 
not yet imply the deep cmd thoi·ough bwwlcclge of these doctrines, 
the speculative insight into, and apprehension and elaboration of, 
their connection, of their grounds, of their deeper ideas, of thei1· 
proofs, of their ends, etc., and a discourse which treats of these 
matters is Xoryo,;; ryvwuew,;;.1 Accordingly the uocpla cannot cease at 
the Parousia, but the ryvwui,;; ceases, xiii. 8, because it belongs to the 
category of imperfect temporal things. Others interpret otherwise. 
Chrysostom,2 Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact are wrong in 
holding that the possession or the want of the teaching faculty 

11on-ojficial, which does not correspond with the conception and nature of the ~ifts ; 
Krumm, l.c., who bases his division on the categories •muµa;, ""'fdia, ,.-;;, ; de ,v ette 
renounces any arrangement ; Hofmann divides according to the categories of the 
cognitive faculty (A•Y· .. ,~. and Aoy. ,,,.; .. ,.,,), of the volitional faculty(,,., ...... , irJ.µa.,,.,., 
~u,rJ.µ11;), and of tl1e power of tlte Holy Spii-it (..-p,~n,,.,,,. ....... A.). l3engel puts it 
aptly : ";;· [.,.lp¥· l.-,pq,: huic, alteri, allei·i,-genera tria. "-The distinction be­
tween II. and III. arises from the fact that the ')'A;; .... ,,, were an entirely peculiar 
;,:,rJ.p, .. µ,., in connection with which the agency of the ,ou; was absent. In ver. 23 
also the glossolalia is ranked in a class by itself. 

1 According to Ewald, Aoy,; ,,.,(/!,a; embraces more the intelligent explanation and 
establishment of recognised truths, with a view to profit in life ; Aoyo; ,,,., .. ,.,,, more 
the treatment of obscurer and more hidden portions of knowledge. But ii. 6 ff. 
shows that the latter also are included under the trafia. 

~ Paul and John, he says, had the Aoyo; .. ,,;,.; ; the Ao,yo; ,,,., .. ,.,; was possessc,l 
by o: ~oAAoi ,,.;., 'll'lt17Zv, ,,,Zo-n, µ.f.Y Zxn<Tt), d,~40"XUII it ,~'Tf,dS oU du,o!.uno,. In likt•. 
manner now Krumm asserts, " ,,,.,.,.,,, proprietatew in arg11111e11/is, .. ,~iar, in/onna 
11ositam esse," 
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makes the difference between crorf,ta and "'fVWcrtr;. See, on the 
contrary, xiii. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 6. Baur makes ryvwcrtr:; refer to the 
unfolding of the deeper meaning of Scripture chiefly through 
allegorical exegesis, which is totally without proof. De ,v ette 
gives no explanation : Osiander explains as we do. Hofmann 
makes crorf,{a a property of the subject (sr.c in opposition to this, 
ii. 6: crorf,{av XaXouµ€v), one, namely, which qualifies for right 
judgment in general; ryvwcrtr:;, again, a relation to an object, namely, 
the thorough mastery of it in the particular instance in hand. 
Dut in that case the ryvrvcrtr:; would only be the application of the 
cro<f,ta in eoncreto, and Paul would thus not be adducing two 
xap{crµaTa distinct in character from each other.-/CaTa TO auTo 

7l'V€vµa] according to the same Spirit. Comp. ver. 11, and the 
classical 1CaTa 0dv, according to divine destination (Valckenaer, 
ad Herod. iii. 153). The prepositions ouf, ,can;, iv, are not 
equivalent in meaning (Ri.i.ckert), but they so express the relation 
of the Spirit to the divine bestowal (otoornt), 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. 'ETEfpcp] not &XXcp 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. - 7r/crnr:;J cannot be the 
fidcs salvificct in general, seeing that this is a possession common 
to all and required of e1:cry Christian, not a peculiar charisma of 
certain individuals. Hence it has been understood by most com­
mentators, following the Fathers (see in Suicer, Thcs. II. p. 727), 
to refer to the fides 1niraculosa, Matt. xvii. 20. But this is clearly 
too narrow a meaning, since not only the laµaTa and ovvaµ€t<; are 
ranked under this head, but also the 7rporf,1JT€La and the 01a,cp{cr€l<; 

7rvwµ,. What is intended, therefore, must be a high dcg1'cc of 
faith in Christ produced by the Holy Spirit, a he1'oism of faith,1 
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. - iv T<tJ avT<j, '1Tv.] in the same 

Spirit, so that, contained in this Spirit, the xaptcrµ,a is given, o.ntl 

1 "Ardcntissima et praescntissima apprehcnsio Dei in ipsius potissirnum volun­
tatc, ad effectus vcl in naturac vel in gratiac regno singularitcr conspicuos. "­
Bfil!GEL. 
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the Spirit thus includes in Himself the gift. - xaptrrµ. iaµ.] 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. 3 0. It docs 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 plnral xaptuµarn points to the 
diITerent kinds of sickness, for the healing of which different gifts 
were needful.1 

Ver. 10. 'EvEp"f1µarn Svvaµ.J workings (ver. 6) which consist 
in acts of power. It is a purely arbitrary assumption that by 
tliis is meant merely the "potcstas pnnicndi sontcs, qualis exercita 
in Ananiam, etc." (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 ; 
Heh. ii. 4; also Rom. xv. 19). Instances of raising the dead 
belonged likewise to this division.2 

- 1rpocfn7TEia J pi-ophetic speech, 
i.e. address flowing from revelation and impulse of the H:oly 
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 : .,,.;,.,,.,, being, according to him, a 
peculiarly strong faith in Divine Providence; the xaP"I'" ;,,,,_,;.,,..,, being the gift of 
11rayi11g with special power and fervency for the sick, with more or less confident 
promise of recovery, if it please God ; and the '"f'l'"I'• ~"'"I'• being proofs of cxtra­
onlinary mental fortitude and energy in the interests of Christianity. 

2 But not instances of the casting out of demons (Weiss, bibl. Tlteol. p. 410), which 
are to be placed under the category of the le,,,_,,.,,.,,. (comp. Matt. x1·. 28; Luke vi. 17, 
ix. 42; Acts x. 38). 
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exercise of reflective thought; he differs from the o,Mu"a"A.or; 
l r ' ,I,. , I t ' ,. , •01 ( ~' t lUS : 0 /J,fll 7rp0.,..7)TEUWV 'lT'avTa ll'TT'O TOV 'lT'vwµ,aTO<; cp €"/"/ETai' 0 Of 

<:- <:-' ' ' '' ' 't: ' ' <:- ' <:- "' Oh oioau,cwv EUTW O'TT'OU ,cat €5 otKEtar; otavoiar; o£a"-E"/ETa£, ry-
sostom on ver. 28. Comp. generally on Acts xi. 27. Li.icke, 
Einl. in d. Ojfcnb. Joh. p. 29. Glider in Herzog's Eneyl.:lop. XII. 
p. 210 f. - oia"pluctr; 'TT'vwµ,.] fiulgments of spirits, i.e. judgments 
which avail, and that immediately on hearing the utterances, for 
the preservation of the church from misleading influences, hy 
informing it from what spirits the utterances proceeded, and 
by whom they were carried on in the different cases (hence 
the plilral otatcpluctr;), 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; ,ca~ ,yap 7T'OAA~ TOT€ Twv +woo7rpo­
cf,11Twv ~v Otacf,opa, TOU Ota/3o"A.ov cf,tAOVftKOUVTO<; 7rapu7T'OUT'Y}Ull£ Tf} 

a"A.'YJ0c{q, To 'lfEuoor;, Chrysostom. Respecting oiaxp,u1r;, comp. on 
Rom. xiv. 1. - ryev11 ry"A.wuuwv] The ry"A.wuuatr; AaA.EtV 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, Zoe. eit.), 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 Fathers generally (with exceptions, 
however, as early as Irenaeus and Tertullian), have taken ry"A.wuuat 

in this passage also as meaning foreign languages (so Storr, Flatt, 
Heydenreich, Schulthess, Schrader, Ri.ickert, Oh. F. Fritzsche, 
Maier), and that, too, in the view of the majority, 1inaeqitircd 
languages ;1 only a few (among the most recent of whom are 
Schulthess, de eharismatib. Sp. St., Lips. 1818, and Schrader, also 
Ch. F. lfritzsche in his Nov. Opuse. p. 302 ff.) regarding them as 
acqnircd by lcarning.2 The former view is held also by Riickert 

1 So, too, Zinsler, de cltarism . .,.,;; ')'A, AaA,,v, Aug. Vin<l. 1847, -a Iloman 
Catholic prize-essay which obtained the prize, but is destitute of all scientific worth. 
Of a much more thorough <lescription is another successful prize-essay (also ltoman 
Catholic), by Englmnnn, -von den 0/iai·ismen, etc., lllainz 1848, who explains it iu 
the same way of foreign languages ; as also Froschammer, Cliaris111en, 1850 ; and 
lllaier, Die Glossolalie des apost. Zeitalt. 1855. 

• Ch. F. Fritzschc's view is: At Corinth, as in seaport towns generally, there were 
labourers, fishers, etc., who, from their intercourse with foreign sailors, had become 
so far acquainted with <lilferent languages as to be able to converse about matters of 
ordinary life. Many of these people had 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 
Ranmlein in the Stud. d. evangelischcn Gcistliehl.:eit TViirtemb. VI. 2, 
1834, pp. 30-123; Osiander; Kling in the Stud. u .. Krit. 1839, 
p. 487 ff.; to some extent Olshansen and Bauer in the St-ud. it. 

Krit. 1843, p. 658 ff.; 1844, p. 708 ff. See, in opposition to it, 
especially Bleek in the Stiul. 1i. lfrit. 1829, p. 17 f.; Bauer in the 
Tiibing. Zcitschr.1830, 2, p. 104 ff.; Schulz, Geistesgabcn, p. 57 ff.; 
Zeller, Apostclgcsch. p. 8 9 ff. ; van Hengel, de Gave der talcn, Leiden 
1864, p. 90 ff. Even putting out of account the singitla1· ex­
pression 7Xw<r<r'[l XaXEi'v, which is supposed to refer to a foreign 
language, and the psychological impossibility 1 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 7ev71 <j>c,wwv (languages) expressly 
distinguished from the 7ev71 7Xwuuwv (see unfounded objections 
to this in Bii.umlein, p. 92, and in Hofmann), and the former 
adduced as an analogue of the latter. (3) What is contrasted 
with the glossolalia is not speaking in one's native tongue, but 
speaking with employment of the understanding (xiv. 15); and 
the glossolalia itself is characterized as XaXEtv 'll"vEvµ,an. ( 4) In 
xiv. 6 there is contrasted with the 7Xw<r<r. XaXEtv the speaking lv 
CL'll"OICaXv,[rEt, ev "fVW<Fft IC.T.A., which could all, of course, be done 
in any language ; hence the unintelligibleness of the glossolalia 
is not to be sought in the idiom,, but in the fact that what was 
spoken contained neither a'll"OIClLA.V,Yt<; nor ryvw<rtr;, etc. (5) Upon 
this theory, the case supposed in xiv. 28 could not have occurred 

thnt 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 f. ; Joel iii.), they had accordingly applied this oracle to themseh-es, 
"quos pro sua, licet tcnui, exterarum linguarum peritia prae ceteris idoneos putassent, 
quos Spiritus s. barbaris linguis de rebus divinis disserere ju beret." Since, however, 
most of the Christians did not understand this speaking in strange tongues, there 
hacl to be an interpretation into Greek, and the interpreters in their turn, not less 
than the speakers, regarded their ability as flowing from tµe Holy Spirit. So it all 
resolves itself into naive self-deception and imagination! 

1 This is macle only the more evident, if we suppose (comp. e.{J. Kling) that one 
speaking with tongues could perhaps even take elements from very dljferent languagcfi 
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, ota ,-ij~ 7Xwuu'TJ<; plainly means by the tongue, which, 
however, would be a quite superfluous addition if the point were 
not one concerning speaking with tongues (not with languages). 
(8) Paul would have discussed the whole subject of the xapiuµa 
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 glossolalia was " the 
speaking of a 1nixed language, which comprised the elements or 
rudiments of actual hist01·ic languages of the most widely different 
kinds, and was the type of the universal character of CMistianity." 
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 only very imperfect, 
unadapted for supersensnous 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 7Xwcruv XaX£iv without the article ; for 
the mixed language would surely not have been indefinitely a 
language, but the language /€fl,T

1 eeox~v, the primeval speech. 
Rossteuscher, too (Gabe d. Sprachen im apost. Zeitalter, 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 i1n apost. Zeitalt. p. 6 7 f. 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 name 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 
-rai, ry'A,wuuat, -r~v ary"fEAoov 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 bad 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.1 But that by itself was not 
enough to bring them to what was positively the right meaning. 
For Bleek in the Stud. it. Krit. 1829, pp. 3-79, 1830, p. 43 ff., 
explains it as glosses, i.e. antique, highly poetic words and jorrnulac, 
to sorne 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 ryA. in the above sense is a tcrinimis 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 "/AWO"O"'[l A.aA.Eiv, ryAwuuav EXEtv, "/AWO"O"'[l 7rpO<rEUXE<r0at, as 
well as the expression ryAwuuat dryryeAoov, would be quite absurd. 
See further, Baur, loc. cit. p. 85 ff. (who, however, in the St11d. 11. 

Krit. 1838, p. 618 ff., has come over in substance to Bleek's view); 
Schulz, loc. cit. p. 2 0 ff., and in the Stiid. ii. Krit. 18 3 9, p. 7 5 2 ff. ; 
Wieseler in the Stud. ii. Krit. 1838, p. 723 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Glosso­
lalie, 1850, p. 28 ff. The result of all this is, that there is only 
the signification tongue remaining for ryAwuua, so that ryAw'J"uat, 
AaAEi'v expresses an utte1·ing oneself with tongues. This is not, 
however, to be taken as justifying the extreme view of Bardili 

1 Luther too, up to 1528, had "tongues," but from that date onwards has 
"languages." Iu chap. xiv., however, he has still "tongues" in 1545. 
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(signiflcatus pi·imitiv. vocis 7rpo</>7JT., etc., Gott. 1786) and Eichl10rn 
(Biblioth. I. pp. 91 ff., 775 ff.; II. p. 755 ff.; III. p. 322 ff.), 
according to which what is meant is a lisping of inarticnlatc 
tones; 1 for such a strange form of expression for inspiration, for 
which Panl would hardly 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 vov~ 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, Zoe. cit., agrees in substance with this ;2 as also Steudel in the 
Tiib. Zeitsclw. 1830, 2, p. 135 ff.; Neander; Kuntze in the theol. 
llfitarb. 1840, p. 119 ff.; Olshausen (who, however, takes ,y'A. as 
languages, and holds himself obliged, on the ground of Acts ii., to 
include also the use of foreign languages); de Wette; Delitzsch, 
Psycho[. p. 362 f.; Zeller in the thcol. Jahrb. 1849, 1, p. 43, and 
Apostelgcsch. p. 111. Comp. too, Ewald, Jcihrb. III. p. 2 7 0 ff., 
who, however, derives from the speaking with tongues the d/3/3a 
o 1raT~P, which is in itself so intelligible, and which does not pre-

1 Wieseler approachecl nearest to this view, understanding "an ecstatic 8peaking 
in unintelligible e:cpressions, i.e. in soft, scarcely audible, inarticulate words, tones, and 
sounds, in which inspired pious feeling found vent" (Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 738). 
The same writer, however, has more recently (sec Stud. it. Krit. 1860, p. 113 ff.) 
modified his view to this extent, that he now explains the ecstatic soft praying 
as being only one special 'Y''°' 'Y,._.,,,.,.,;;,, no longer making it the universal form 
of all speaking with tongues, nncl in other respects agreeing in substance with our 
interpretation. Ilut there is nothing in the whole section to lr,acl to the idea of even 
a soft kind of glossolalia; 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 
,-ho; '}'A&urt1Z,. 

= Comp. also Weiss, bibl. Tlieol. p. 410. 

1 COR I. 2 A 
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suppose any high inspiration, and the unutterable sighings, Rom. 
viii. 2G, ·which do not belong to the sphere of the AaA€£V. Simi­
larly van Hengel, p. 105, who, again, conceives the original 
glossolalia (" open-hearted and loud speaking to the glon"fying of God 
in Ghrist," see on Acts ii.) to have become so degenerate and 
abused by the Corinthians, that it was now " a spiritless conntcr­
/cit, 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 "JAW<T<Ta, tongue and language (so also Zeller, 
Delitzsch, and others), although Paul himself keeps them distinct 
in xiv. 10 f. Schulz limits the conception too narrowly to 
ascriptions of praise to God,1 since, in fact, xiv. 13-1 7 shows 
that it included prayer, praise, and thanksgiving. We are 
accordingly to understand by "/"-W<T<Taic; )\.a)\.eiv such an outburst of 
prayer in petition, praise, and thanl.sgiving, as was so ecstatic that 
in connection with it the spealcer' s own conscious intellectual activity 
was suspended, while the tongue did not se1·ve as the instrument for 
the iittemnce of selj-ctctive reflection, but, independently of it, was 
involunta1·ily set in motion by the Holy Spfrit, by who1n the man in 
his deepest natitre was seized and borne away.2 As regards this 

1 The result of his investigation is pl'esented by Schulz, p. 160, as follows: "The 
extraordinary excitement of mind, which at times possessed believers 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 
regar<led 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 yiel<led himself to such an exaltation of spirit, an<l had no 5cruplc 
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 familinr strains, pnrtly in newly formed 
ones, without any concern for the fact that in this way he might easily full into 
boundless extravagances, improprieties, and troubles. This si11gi119 of pmise to 
God, arisin9 in and from that condition of ecstasy,-these triumphant, loud-sounding 
strains of jubilation (not the condition of ecstasy itself), are in our jud9ment what 
i., denoted by theformulas ,->.uo-o-~ and ,-Auo-o-a.,; AizA1i,." 

1 Jn the ancient church we havr, as analogies to the 9lossolal:a, to some extent 
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matter, it is conceivable-(1) that the abeyance of the vov,; 
made this :\.a:\.eiv so disconnected and mysterious for hearers who 
were bound to the conditions of the vovi;, that it could not be 
understood by them without epµ,'T]vela. Incomprehensible sounds, 
partly sighing, 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 language not understood. Equally 
conceivable is it (2) that in such utterances of prayer, the tongue, 
because speaking independently of the vov,;, apparently spoke of 
itsclj,1 although it was in reality the organ of the Holy Spirit. 
It was not the I of the man that spoke, but the tonguc,-so the 
case sccrned to be, and so arose its designation. But (3) because 
that ecstatic kind of prayer showed itself under very different 
characteristic modifications (whi~h 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 cppeared to speak with different tongues, 
there arose both the plural expression ,y:\.wrrrrai,; :\.a:\.Eiv and 
the mode of view which led men to distinguish ryev71 ,y:\.wrrrr0v.2 

(Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 473 ff.) the .ilfontanistic ecstasies (see Schweglcr, .ilfontanism. 
p. 83 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Glossolalie, p. 115 ff. ; comp. Liicke, Einl. in d. Apokal. I. 
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 ff.), as well as the 
lrvingite speaking with tongues (Hohl, Bruch.itucke aus d. Leben frv., St. Gallen 
1839, ei•angel. Kirchenzeit. 1839, No. 54f.; 1839, No. 88 f.; Reich in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1849, p. 195 ff.), ancl ecstatic incidents at Revivals and among the American 
Methodists (Fabri, cl. neuesten E1·wecku11gen in America, etc., 1860); as likewise 
glossolalic phenomena, which are narrated of clairvoyants (Delitzsch, PS?Jclwl. p. 364f. ). 
But earlier still we have another analogue in Philo's conception of the divinely 
inspired speaking of the prophets; the prophet only seems to speak himself, """"" 
XP~'rtzl ~! f.'T'EfO' "UToU rrois ~f6J'1J'1"1Jplo,, a,,,,a..,,o,s, (Ttr0/Ul.'i'I 1'tzl ,.,,.J.,'T"?' .,,.,;,, P,~'IIUa'l'I ~'J rt, 
GIA, (q11is re1·. div. haer. I. p. 510, 1,fang.).-Regarding the essential difference of 
l!Omnambulist phenomena, which may be comparecl with the speaking with tongues, 
see Delitzsch, Psychol. /oc. cit.-There is not the remotest ground for thinking of 
an ecclesiastical secret la11guage (Re<lslob, Apokal. I. 1859). 

1 The tongue was not 'YA;;.-.-a ""'""''' "'f Ao'Y,,.f<f, Plut . .ilfor. p. 90 B. 
'Baur, in the Stucl. u. Krit. 1838, p. 628 ff., professes himself, so far as the 

pforal expression 'YA.;.-.-"'' AttA,i, is concerned, an adherent of Dleek's theory, which 
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- €pµ'T}vda ,y-;\.wuu.] Interpretation of tongiies, i.e. a making of 
tongues intelligible in speaking, a presentation of the sense of what 
they say.1 The condition for this was the capacity of the vov;;, 
produced by the Spirit, to receive what was prayed for in 
glossolalia. The man speaking with tongues might himself 
(xiv. 5-13) have the xap,uµa of the interpreter ( comp. the 
classical {nrocfnJT1J,), but did not always have it himself alone, as 
Wieseler also now admits (Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 117) in oppo­
sition to his own earlier view. 

Ver. 11. Amid all this diversity, however, what unity of the 
operative principle !-lvep'Ye,] namely, as the divine power en­
dowing the different individuals differently. See what follows. 

A 'A. ' • ' I ..,, I , Th d t ,..,, ] .&.Jta..,,opot µev 01, Kpovvot, 1.ua oe '11'a11Twt; '11''1J'Y1J, eo ore . - ,o,q, 
seorsim, severally. See Bernhardy, p. 185. Comp. Plato, ]lfenex. 

p. 249 B: ll'11'Ep lotq, EKIZO"T'{J i'o,a ,y/1yvf7'at. Pind. Neni. iii. 42 ; 
and very often in classical writers. Elsewhere in the N. T. : 
,caT' iolav. - ,ca0w, .BouAETa1,] not: arbitrarily, but (comp. on 
Matt. i. 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 (seep. 636) : (1) thnt 
we are not to connect with 'Y:>..Zua., the •conception 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, 1musual phrases which 
deviate froni the premiling usage of the language." The pressure of the overpower­
ing feeling, which strove for expression, called t.o its aid these forms of speech, 
which were partly borrowed from foreign languages, partly at least not in use in 
the ordinary language of common life. These forms of speech were, according 
to him, the 'Y:>..Zrrrr«,, and the 'YA°'""'.,r AttA,i, was an intemified 'YA°'""' Aa.A, But if 
y:>..Z1111,., both in its singular and plural form, is to mean tongue (see p. 622), then 
'J'AZ1111a., (the plural) cannot at the same time mean utterances of the tongue, pecu­
lim·ities of language (seep. 634 f.).-Thc different explanntions of yhn 'YA, may be 
easily known from the different views of the nature of the xrr.p1t1p.ar. in itself. Those 
interpreters, e.g., who understanu 'YAZt1rra., of foreign languages, think of the i·a,·iety 
of languages {Clll'ysostom on ver. I : • µ,h .,.~ fhp11Z,, o ~. ,,,;;, 'P01µ,a.,.,,, ; J, ,,,ii '1,);;,, 

o )l ,,,; ,,,,,p'f ,,,,., .,..,,.,,,,., ,iid,wr i~P•y)',,,,• 'YA°'"",) ; Eichhorn: "all sorts of unintel­
ligible tones;" Schufa: "many various strains of divinely inspired songs of prnise ;" 
Wieseler (1838) : the inarticulate lisping itself, with and without its interpretation ; 
Rossteuscher : "human and angelic languages," xiii. 1 ; Hilgenfelu : different 
kinds of divinely suggesteu speech; Hofmann : all the different sorts of peculiar 
forms of the language in the mouth of each individual. 

1 How the ancient interpreters conceived of this X"f'"I'-"', may be seen, e.g., in Theo­
doret: ,h71p ,yU.p ,roA.AU.x,s -r?f11 'EAAr.aa. 'JIAZ'T'Ta.11 ,,,ou,11 f;O~;, ET!pou 'Tnll ~""'~;II '"'' 8ptu,Z11 

O,a:A&)'Of'l11,11, ir7111 ip}'n11s.{r,n '11'poo-if,p• troi; &."o~ouo-1. 
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to the natural and general Christi.an 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 effort, ver. 31, xiv. 1; and also, 
on the other hand, the duty of not estimating slightly the gifts 
of others. Observe, further, in ,ca0(J)r; {3ou71.ETa£ 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 XpitITor; is not 
the Christian chiirch, but Christ Himself, inasmuch, that is to say, 
as He, as the Head of the church, has in its many members His 
organic body,1 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 
p0;ssage. -The repetition of Tov tiwµaTor;, which is superfluous 
in itself, or might have been represented by avTov (comp. Lobeck, 
ad Aj. p. 222, ed. 2; Kiihner, ad Xcn. Anab. i. 7. 11), serves 
here emphatically to bring out the unity. 

Ver. 13. Confirmation of this unity from the holy inward 
relation which conditions it. For even by means of one Spirit 
were we all baptized into one body-i.e. 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. 
-In ,ea{, which belongs to Jv Ev2 'TT'v., is conveyed the indication 
of the relation corresponding to what was spoken of in ver. 12 ; 
J{3a'TT'T{tI0., again, is not to be taken tropically, as is done by 
Reiche also (" de Spiritu sancto largiter no bis collato "), following 
Venema, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Krause, Flatt, and admitting 
only an alliision to baptism ; but, as the word itself must have 
suggested to the reader, of the actual baptism, only in such a way 
that by Jv EVL 'TT'VEvµan it was to be brought prominently before 

1 Comp. Ehrenfeuchter, prakt, Tlteol. I. p. 57 f. ; see also Co11stitt. ap. ii. 59. l. 
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the mind from its spiritual side, according to its materia coelcstis, in 
so far as it was a baptism of the Spirit. Comp. Hofmann also, now 
in opposition to his own Schriftbcw. II. 2, p. 2 8. This /3a1rna-8rivai 
' ' ' ' 1 t 1 l ' " ~ • ,,. t 1;v €V£ 1rvwµa-rt ias a rnn p ace €£<, 1;v a-wµa, in rc,1 c1·ence o one 
body (Matt. xxviii. 19 ; Rom. vi. 3; 1 Cor. x. 2), i.e. it had as its 
destination that we should all now make up one body. Regard­
ing €'7€ 'Iovoaioi IC.T."'A., comp. Gal. iii. 28; Col. iii. 11.-The 
second ltcmistich does not begin already with 1;f-r1; 'Iovoa'ioi ,c.-r."'A.., 

in which case «al before 7ravT€<, would be only in the way (comp. 
also iii. 2 2 ; Col. i. 16 ), but starts only from ,cal 1ravT€<,, so that 
the reception of the one Spirit at baptism is once again declared 
with emphasis. The reference to baptism, ,vas correctly made by 
as early commentators as Chrysostom,1 Oecumenius, Theophylact; 
in recent times, by Ri.ickert, Baur, de W ette, Ewald, Maier, Hof­
mann: and we were all given to d1·ink of one Spirit ( comp. Ecclus. 
xv. 3). To represent the co1n1nunication 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,2 John vii. 3 7 ff. ; 
Acts ii. 1 7 ; Rom. v. 5 ; and is here, after being already mentioned 
with €V evl 1rvevµaT£, brought forward yet again independently 
and with peculiar emphasis as the inward c01·rclate of the &v 

uwµa. This ,cd ?r. &v 1rv. J1ro-r. refers neither (Augustine, Luther, 
Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Calovius, Osiander, Neander, Kahnis, 
Kling, and many others) to the Lord's Sitppcr (most adopting 
the reading 1;l<, &v 1rv., which would mean: in order to make itp one 
Spirit), nor " to the further nourishment and training in Chris­
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 J/3a1r-r., and against the 
former of them is the reading &v 1rvevµa (without el<,), 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 
011 : iµol 3t 3o.u; viiv '"';.,,,, Al,-iu '7f'U6f1,&l,'1'0S 'T~V f.'Jl',,l);'T,,11IV irnv ,?.-,:-0 'TO'ii /Za.<:•T;(lµa.r;-o; "a' 
,r,pO ,,;., f,l!.IU771p:r,rt i,-,,nof&lll'!v ;,p,i,. 

2 Comp. also Isa. xix. 10 : "'"'~;ir,x111 ~~U.s ?..&;11:; 1f'~i.;,ue'T, ~rt'Ta.11t;u"''• 
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even underlying x. 3 i. See, besides, Weiss, bibl. Tlwol. p. 355. 
Ili.ickert refers correctly ,ea{ ... €7f'OT. 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, 
" we are not simply one body, but also one spirit." Iu that case 
he would not have written iv evl 7T'VcuµaT£ in the first clause. 

Ver. 14 ff. For the further illustration (,yap) 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. 2 6 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 ira, ii. 31; Marc. Anton. ii. 1, vii. 13; Clem. Oor. 
I. :37. - on ou,c elµ~ xe{p] bccanse I a1n not hand, I am, not of th c 
body, do not belong to it. - ou 7rapa, -rovTo K.T.X.J cannot, with 
Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and most expositors, in­
cluding Griesbach, Scholz, Flatt, Schulz, de W ette, Ewald, Maier, 
Neander, be taken as a question (which Billroth, Ri.ickert, Hof­
mann, following Bengel and others, rightly reject), so that the 
double negative should strengthen the denial : nmn ideo non est 
corporis? Iu this case, namely, ou 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 au anadiplosis of the ou (Klotz, ad Dcvar. 
p. 6 9 6 f. ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 19 9 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 ou serve as a negative for the whole sentence, ,vhile the 
succeeding ou,c applies simply to the EG'T£V. We render con­
sequently, so is he not on that accoiint (namely, because he asserts 
it 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 7rapa with the accusative in 
the sense of: for the sake of, in virtue of, on account of, see Klauseu, 
ad Acsch. Olweph. 383; Kri.iger on Time. i. 141. 6; so often in 
Demosthenes. By TOVTO 1 cannot be meant : this, that it is not 
the hand (l3illroth and others), but only (comp. Hofmann), as the 

1 Comp. ,..,.,,. ,,.,;;,,.,, 4 lllacc. x. 19 ; ,,,.,.,1, ,,.,.;;.,.,. ,..,,,.,..,, Judith Yiii. !!5. 
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logical relation of the protasis and apodosis requires : this, that it 
gii·es i·cnt to such discontent about its position of not being tlze 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: "dcplora.ns 
sorte1n suani." - 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: e1re,o~ 70.p ov 
Toi, uq,oopa {meplxovuw, aXM Toi<, 0X{7ov ava/3e/i'TJICDG't q,0oveiv 
~~~ • ' 

Ver. 1 7 exposes the preposterous character of the preceding 
language. - o<f,0aXµh;] sc. ~v, ver. 19. - 8uq,p'T/ut<;] Plato, Phcwl. 
p. 111 B, the sense of smell. 

Ver. 18. Nvv~ ol] but so, i.e. but in this way, as the case really 
stands, has God given to the members their place (Wern), etc. -
~v E/CaUTOV av'TWV] is in apposition to T(t /J,EA.'TJ, and defines it 
ruore precisely. - ~0lX17uev J To this simple will of God each 
member has to submit itself. The thought in ,ca0w,; /3ouXe-ra,, 
ver. 11, is different. 

Ver. 19 f. If, on the contrary, the whole of the members, which 
make up the body, were one membe1·,-if they, instead of their 
variety, formed one undifferentiated member,-whcre wae 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 absu,rdum. - But so ( as ver. 18) thc1·e are indeed 
many members, but one body. The antitheses in vv. 18 and 2 0 
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. - ov ouvaTat] of the impossibility conditioned by the 
indispensableness of the hand for the eye. - 1raXiv] 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. - ;, ,ceif,aX~] 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 vie,v simply the 
corporeal members as such, and therefore introduces the head 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 honoumblc are the more honourably 
attired; those which are miseemly are invested with all the greater 
seemliness. ·what particular members Paul specially meant here 
by the wcali (Theodoret, Estius, and several others hold : the brain 
and inward organs ; Hofmann : " the delicate inward parts ; " 
Bengel: the hands ; most commentators, including Billroth : the 
eyes and ears) and by the anµ,oTepov; (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 neecl of thee! Such contemptuous treatment 
can find no warrant either in the weakness, or the less honour­
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 pzulcnclct ( Ta aloo'ia) and the breech among the 
lurx1µ,ova, we may further, without arbitrariness, set down the 
delicate organs of sense, such as the eye and ear, among the a0"0e­
veO"Tepa, and among the amµ,6T1:pa again the members specially 
cared for in the way of adornment by dress, such as the trunk, 
hips, and shoulders. - 7roXXij, µ,aXXov] the logical multo potiiis. 
-Ta 00/COVVTa] which appear, like a oo,coiiµ,ev, ver. 23. Chry­
sostom aptly says, that what is conveyed is not Tij<; cf,vO"eOJ<; Twv 
7rpwyµ,aTOJV, but Tij-. TWV 'TT'OAAWV V'TT'OVOla<; -fJ ,yijcpo<;. The position 
is, as in Plato, Rep. p. 5 7 2 B, ,cal. 'TT'avu 00/COVO'W i/µ,wv €VLO£<; 
,-ieTp{o,r; elvai. Comp. p. 3 3 4 C. - The first 1'al in ver. 2 3 
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subjoins another category, the two members of which are put i:1 
d f l• ( • I • I ) • I 't ~ I ] or er o c 1max anµ,oT., acrx11µ, . . - anµ,oTepa ewai Tov crwµ,. 

to be more dislwnourable parts of the body, than others; " com­
pn.rativus molliens," Bengel. - nµ,hv 7repicrcr.] honow· in richer 
measure than others, namely, by the clothing, which is indicated 
by 7rep1Tt0. (l\fatt. xxvii. 28; Gen. xxvii. 16; Esth. i. 20; ProY. 
xii. 9; 2 Mace. xi. 13, xii. 39, xxiii. 32; Hom. Il. iii. 330, 
xiv. 18 7). - Ttt acrx~µ,. 71µ,.] onr unseemly parts. Theodore of 
M • 11 ' ' ' ' ' ' "·1• ' "' ~ opsuestm says we : acrx11µ,ova wi;- 7rpoi;- -r77v ,cow77v o -r w a7ro,cal\.1:.t. 

Notice, too, that we have not here again the milder reln.tive 
comparative. - exei] 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, 
Ohrysostom remarks rightly : Ti ryct,p TOJV µ,oplwv Tcvv ryevv77n,cwv 

anµ,cJTepov Jv 71µ,iv e!vai oo,cei; ai\.i\.' oµ,wi;- 7Ti\.dovoi;- ar.oi\.auei nµ,17,;-, 
\ t r#,. It-, I ,\ \ "\ \ \ )/ ,.. ) ,\ 

Kat ot cr't'oopa 7TEV1JTei;-, ,cav -ro I\.OL7Tov ryvµ,vov exwcr£ crwµ,a, owe av 

£tVacrxowTO €/Ceiva Tlt µ,ei\.17 ce'i~a£ ryvµ,va. According to Hofmann, 
we are to supply Tou crwµ,aToi;- from what goes before in connec­
tion with Tlt acrx11µ,. ; the words from 71µ,wv to exe£, again, are 
to be taken as : they bring with thein a greater seemliness ( a more 
seemly demeanour) on onr pcwt. Needlessly artificin.l, and con­
trary to the Tlt TE eucrx~J.L- 17µ,wv which follows. 

Ver. 24. Ta OE eucrx~J.L. TJJ.L. ou XP· ex.] which should be 
separated from what precedes it only by a comma, is not designed 
to set aside an obfeetion (Chrysostom, Theophylact), but it apper­
tains to the completeness of the subject that, after the acrx11JlOVa 

have been spoken of, the remark in question should be added 
regarding the eucrx~µ,ova 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. Eucrx7JJ.LOCT'UV1]V 7TEptcrcr. exew naturally supplies itself 
from the foregoing context to OU X,Pdav exe£. All the less· ground 
is there for connecting 71µ,wv with ou XP· ex. (Hofmann, comp. 
Osiander), which would give the thought: they stand in no need 
of its, which is too general, and which would still need to be 
limited again by what precedes it. - ai\.:>.,' o Beoi;- K.T.X.J cannot 
be antithesis to the foregoing negative (Hofmann), which would 
bring the special subordinate thought ou xpelav exet into a con­
nection quite disproportionately grand and fo.r transcending it. 
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There should, on the contrary, be a full stop placed before aXX.', 
so as to mark the beginning of a new sentence ; and aXX' rather 
breaks off (at, see Baemnlein, Pm·tik. 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. - uvveKEpau€] He has 
1nin9lccl together, i.e. united into one whole out of differently 
constituted parts. - T<p vuT€pouvn] 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), i.e. to the 
part which, according to human estimation, is meaner than others.1 

- 7r€ptuu. oou,; nµ,.] oov,; is contemporaneous with U'Vlle!CEpau€: 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. 2 5. 2x{uµ,a] i.e. disunion, such as is vividly represented 
by way of example in ver. 21.- a'A.Xa TO aUTO IC.T.X.] in ordei' 
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. Zoe. ci·t. What Paul has in vie,v in the rrO aVrO, 
which he so emphatically puts first, may be gathered from the 
v7rEp a'A.'A.~Xwv, namely, the welfare of every other member. 
Comp. ver. 2 6. The pforal ,U€ptµ,vwut with the neuter noun is to 
be explained from the clistributive sense (Kiihne1•, acl Xen. Jlfeni. 

iv. 3. 12); in ver. 26, on the other hand, the totality 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 here at the close of the 
whole discussion before the application ensues in ver. 27, although 
Hofmann denies the connection of thought. - oog&s1ornt] is 
9lorificd, which may take place practically by flourishing growth, 
by adornment, dress, anointing, and the like, and further by 

1 In how far, is sb.tcd in vv. 22, 23. J;ly a very arbitrary importation of ideas, 
Hofmann holds that .,.. ~t1.-ip••• meanR the loins ancl genitals, :i. part of the body 
which, while falling behind the rest in honour, is distinguished by the honour of 
se1-vin17 for the self-propagation of man. Neither that specific reference in itself, 
nor this more precise definition of the greater honour referred to,-out of pl:i.cc as 
it Is in this conncction,-could c,·cr have been guessed by a reader from ,er. 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 ye are (in order now to apply 
to you what has been hitherto said, you then are) the body of 
Christ ancl 1nc1nbe1·s p1'oportionatcly. 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 a-wµaTa Xpta-rnii, and 
understand a-wµa Xpta-Toii not as a body,1 but as body of 
Christ, the expression without the article being qualitative. -
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 i,c µipov,;;, 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. 'E,c betokens 
the accompanying circumstance of the factJ 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 ,cowov ; comp. EKaa-Tov 
µepov<;, 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 ol KaTa 
µ,epovr;): si ex pa1·tibus fit acstimatio, considered as individuals. 
So Billroth, Riickert, Ewald, Maier. But what would be the 
object of this superfluous definition ? That µ{'A.'TJ refers to indivi­
duals, is surely self-evident. Chrysostom held that the Corinthian 
church was thereby designated as part of the church universal. 

1 Ilaur, too, founds upon the absence of the article, and takes it to mean, "a body 
wltich ha.~ the objective ground of its existence ill Chi·ist," so that the genitive woul<l 
be objecti. But in ei·ery place where the body of Christ is spoken of the genitive is 
subjecti; Paul would in that case have written uw,,.(1, " Xp1u,,;;; (comp. Rom. xii. 4). 
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So also Theodoret, Theophybct, Beza, '\Volf, Bengel, and others. 
But a glance at other churches was entirely alien from the apostle's 
plll'pose here. 

Ver. 28. More precise elucidation of the J,c µipouc;, and that 
in respect of those differently gifted and with extension of the 
view so as to take in the whole church ; hence Paul adds iv -rfi 
€1C1CATJu-{q,, and thereby averts (against Hofmann's objection) the 
misunderstanding of ,cal (which is to be taken as and indeed), as 
if there had been Corinthian apostles. - Regarding iee-ro, comp. 
Acts xx. 2 8. - oilc; µev] certain ones. In beginning thus, Paul 
had it in mind to make oilc; U 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 oilc; µev was left 
without any continuation corresponding to it. Afterwards, too, 
from E7Tet-ra onwards, he again abandons this mode of enumeration. 
Comp. Winer, p. 5 2 8 [E. T. 71 1] ; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 313 
[E.T. 365]. According to Hofmann, µ~ 1rav-rec; ,c.-r.A., ver. 29, 
is meant to form the apodosis of IC. oilc; µf.v IC.T.A., so that the 
subject of 1ravrec; is contained in otJc;: " Those, too, whom God 
has placed in the church firstly as apostles ... are they all apostles, 
all prophets ? " etc. But oilc; µev can be nothing else than the 
quite common distributive expression, and not equivalent to 
ov-rot µf.v, otJc;, as Hofmann would have it (appealing inappro­
priately to Isocr., Pancg. 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. - iv -rfi 
e,c,c)I.,] The Christian church generally, not simply the Corinthian, 
is meant, as is proved by a,rou--r.; comp. Eph. i. 22; Phil. iii. G, al. 
-a1rou--r0Aouc;] 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 f11lncss of 
the Spirit, and could therefore work as prophets, teachers, healers 
of the sick, etc., but not conversely could the prophets, teachers, 
etc., be also apostles, because they had only the special gifts for 
the offices in question. - 1rpocfnj-r.] See on ver. 10. - o,oau-,cJ;\ou,] 
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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. 11.1 

- ovvaµw;] SC. WeTO, i.e. 
He instituted a category of spiritual gifts, which consists of mira­
culous powers. Paul docs 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, Rtickert), 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 
llasses from abstracts to concretes. - avnA~-i/rm] scri;iccs of 
help ( 2 Mace. viii. 19 ; 3 Mace. v. 5 0 ; Ecclus. xi. 12, li. 7 ; 
Ezr. viii. 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. - 1w/3epv17ueic;] 
9ovcrnmcnts (Pind. Pyth. x. 112 ; Plut. l,for. p. 16 2 A; comp. 
also Xen. Oy1·. 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 ntlc and administration, in virtue of which they 
were the gubematores ccclcsiac. The (climactic) juxtaposition, too, 
of av-rtA~'f- and ,cvf3epv. points to this interpretation. - Regarding 
"/EVTJ 7)..oouuwv, see on ver. 10. - The classification of all the 
points adduced is as follows : (1) To the gift of teaching, the most 
important of all, belong ar.ou-r., 7rpotj,., OtOClUIC. ; (2) to the gift of 
miracles: ovvaµ., xapluµ., laµa-r.; (3) to the gift of practical cul-

' As Eph. iv. 11 speaks only of the exe1·cises of teaching activity, the remaining 
c1iarismata, 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 extendecl 
further than to the departments of teaching merely. The ,,,..,,,_i.,, ,.,.; 1!,~,i .. ,.,.,._.,, 
Eph. l.c., are as ,,,..,,,.,.,, included under the ""/l'f'""'"'· -Observe, further, that 
the di vine appointment of the persons referred to took place in the case of the 
apostles, imleed, '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 tlie 
church, regulo.ted the choice of the churches under the influence and indication of 
the Holy Spirit (comp. on Acts xx. 28). Comp. :?.!so Holling, Kirchmverfassun[J, 
p. 272 f., ed. 2, and see on Eph. iv. 11. 
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ministration (Ta<; 'TWV €/CICA.7J<TlWV oi,covoµ,{ac;, Theodoret): O.V'TlA.1)'1'· 
and ,cvf3epv. ; ( 4) to the ecstatic xapt<Tµ,a: the "f€V7] "JAW<T<TWV (see 
on ver. 1 0 ). 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 a?TO<TT., the ?Tpo<p~T., and the oioa<TJC. which are expressly 
adduced in orde1· of ranl,;; the E71'HTa and eha which follow only 
mark a further succession, and thereafter the enumeration runs 
off asyndctically, which, as frequently also in classical writers (see 
Kri.i.ger, Xcn. Anab. ii. 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
pci·ty of all (all gifted persons). This Paul expresses in the 
animated queries: But all snrcly arc not apostles? and so on; 
whereby, after the same thing had been done positively in ver. 28, 
the l,c µ,€povc; of ver. 2 7 is now ciearly elucidated afresh in a 
negative way-in order to make the readers duly sensible of the 
non 01nnia possit1nus oinnes, and of the preposterousness of envy 
against other gifted persons. - ouvaµ,et,] Accusative depending 
on i{xov<Tiv, not nominative, as if it denoted wonder-working per­
sons (Bengel, Ri.ickert, de Wette, Osiander, Hofmann, and others); 
see on ver. 28. - Paul here passes over the avnX17,[,-. and ,cv/3epv., 
since it was of no importance to make a complete repetition. 
- 'With reference to the whole thought, comp. Homer, Il. 
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 nat1irc of the gifts and the 1nanne1· of the striving. 
Hence : But be zealous after the better gifts of the Spii-it,1 those 
which are more essential than others, and have a more absolute 
value for the highest welfare of tlie church (ver. 7). The 0€ is 

1 Rcgarcliug ~""'"' .,.,, to seek eagerly lo allain something, comp. Dem. 500. 2 
(ip, .. n,), 504. 8 (o"'F""l), 1461. 0 (7l, a.r1zlu.); Polyb. vi. 2:i. 11 (70 /,IAO'IO>) j Wisd. 
i. 12 (d,i,,..,.,), 
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the aute1n marking the transition to a new point. - Z1f'A.ou-;e, 
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 xapluµ,aTa, as are less generally necessary 
and have less value for the church (as e.g. the glossolalia, the recep­
tion of which was sought 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 'TT'veuµ,a in question, and thereby 
to become, by the free will of the Spirit, partaker of the better 
gifts.1 It is perfectly plain that in this t1JXouv supplicatory 
praye1· is also included ; but it is arbitrary to limit the conception 
to it, as does Grotius: "agitc cum, Deo prccibus, ut accipiatis" (comp. 
Heydenreich, Ri.ickert, Hofmann). Equally arbitrary, too, is every 
departure from the hitherto invariable sense of xapurµ,a; as e.g. 
Marus and Ewald hold faith, hope, and love to be meant; and 
Billroth, the fruits arising from love ; Flatt, again ( comp. 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. - ,cai i!n K.T.A.] and fiirthcr1norc, yet 
besides (Luke xiv. 2 6 ; Heb. xi. 3 6 ; Acts ii. 2 6 ; often thus in 
Greek authors), besides prescribing to you this t11XouTe, I show yoii 
(now, from chap. xiii. 1 onwards) a surpassing way,2 an exceed­
ingly excellent fashion, according to which this t1J?-..ouv of yours 
must be constituted. By this he means that the striving after 

1 Theophylact aptly says (comp. Chrysostom) : ,\,ii;aTo •ll-'a, ;,,,., a:t,,.o) a.7m/ ,i.-, ,,..;; 
.,.a, iAlitz"'Tolla. Aa/;s711· ~'" ,yUp -roU E.:i:ra711· tnAoU..-£, 7~11 'lfa.p' L~El11~11 o-,;:-oud~11 cir.a,..-£; xa.J ,..7j" 

".:TAElr.J i71'1dup.la.11 'lfEp'; .. a 'lfHVfl,rJ.',IK.a.. Ka, oUx ET~E • ... a. µ.!l~ova, &.AA.a r;U. lt.f!,'T'o"DJJa, '.DU'T!o-..-, 

,,.,. ,:,qi,'A,f-',:,,,.,pa:. Comp. Bengel: "Spiritus tlnt ut vult, sec! ficleles tarnen libere nliucl 
prae alio possunt sequi et cxerccre. Deus operatur sunviter, non cogit." So also 
do Wette. 

2 Paul has not put the article to odov, "suspe11sos nonnihil tenens Corinthios," as 
Bengel says, who also observes with fine discernment upon the present ;,;"'"!-'', 
"jani ardet Paulus et fe1-tur in 11morem." 
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the better gifts must always have love as its determining and 
impelling principle, without which, in<leed, the gifts of the Spirit 
generally would be worthless (xiii. 1 ff.), and the KpefrTOva 

unattainable. Love is thus the most excellent way, which 
that s11Aovv 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," i.e. a way which brings you still further than the 
S'7/Aoiiv T. xap. T. "P· 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, he would logically have required to attach 
his statement not by Kat, but by e,y6J oi or aAA.ct; but even a priori 
it is improbable that he should have merely set down the 
weighty S'7/A-Ol/TE oe T. xaptap,. T. KpetTT. 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 1Ca0' [nrep/3. with the verb. The former 
renders: by way of supcrjfaity (so also Ewald); the latter: "after 
a fashion which, as being tlte best, is certain of its success." But the 
meaning, by way of snperfluity (e!C 1reptoua[ar;, EiC TOll 1reptaaov), 

corresponds neither to the N. T. use of the phrase (Rom. vii. 13 ; 
2 Cor. i. 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. mere. 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 Ka0' v1repfJ. 

ooov 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, ncut. Gr. p. 83 f. [E. T. 96]; comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 23; 
also on 1 Cor. viii. 7, vii. 35 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phocd. 
p. 9 ~ B. We find this connection given in the V ulgate, by 

1 COR. I. 2 B 
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Chrysostom and Theophylact (1ta0' V'TT'Ep/3. 'TOV'T€<7'Ttv vr.1:pexov­
uav), Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, and most interpreters. 
Bengel suggestively describes the superlative conception, which 
is attached to ooov by 1ta0' v7r1:p/30A~v, "quasi dicat: viarn maximc 
vialem." 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

VER. 3. "4'wµ.fa-w] Elz. has "4'wµ.,~w, which is condemned by almost 
all the uncials. -xau0f,a-wµ.a,] A B ~. 17, Codd. in Jerome, Copt. 
Aeth. Ephr. Hier. have xauxJa-wµ.ru. But 7va xaux,~a-w,u,a, (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 difficult 7va xau0f,a-wµ.ai (C K, min. vss. 
Chrys. Theodoret, and Latin writers). - Instead of the subjunctive, 
Tisch. has the future indicative xau0f,a-oµ.a, (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. ex,.fo·-r,1] 
Lachm. reads ,;rf,;rrft, following A B 0* ~•, min. and several Fathers. 
Rightly; the simple form was defined more precisely by way of 
gloss. Comp. Rom. ix. 6. - yvwtfts, xrL-rapy,10r,O'f'Tat] A D** F G ~. 
17, 4 7, Boern. Ambrosiast. have yvwtfu;, xarnpyriOr,tfovra,. So Riickert 
(Lachm. on the margin). The plural crept in after the preced­
ing. - Ver. 10. -r6] Elz. Scholz read -r6-re ':'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. 4-7) ; 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 truth, fnlness and power, grace 
and simplicity. "Sunt figurae oratoriae, quae hoe 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. xiii. 8-10) 
has Paul spoken so 1ninutely and in such a manner regarding 
love. It is interesting to compare the eulogy of "Epw~-so dif­
ferent in conception and substance-in Plato, Synip. p. 19 7 C D 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. 'Eav] is not equivalent to el, 1eat with the optative 
(Ri.ickert), but it supposes something, the actual existence of 
which is left dependent on circumstances: as.mniing it to be the 
case, that I speal,;, etc. - Ta£', rf'A.wuuaL', TWII av0p. "· T. a,y,y.] To 
say that ,y)l.wuuat 1nitst mean lcmguages here (Riickert, Olshausen, 
Baur, Rossteuscher), is an arbitrary assertion.1 Why may it not be 
held to mean tongues? The expression is analogous to the well­
known Homeric one-only much stronger: €r µ,ot oe,ea µ,ev ,YAWUUat 
oe,ea 0€ u-roµ,a,-' €le11, Il. ii. 489. Comp. Virgil, Acn. vi. 62G; 
Theophil. ad A 11tol. ii. 16 : ovoe €i µ,vp{a uToµ,a-ra lxoi ,cal, µ,vp{a., 
ry)\.wuuM. The meaning is : Supposing that I a1n a speaker with 
tongues, from wlwni all possible kinds of articulate 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 one 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 
" v1r€p/30AtK~'> ex hypotliesi, ut plane inepti sint, qui h. 1. dis­
putant de angelorum linguis." Comp. Chrysostom: ouxl, uwµ,a 

0 ' ' ')I, ')I,)\.' ., )\.' ~ ' ' ,, " "'0' 71"€pt-rt €£', a,y,ye Ot<;, a O €7€£ T0£0VTOII f(j'7"£" Kall OV'TCI) 't' e~,-
rywµ,at W<; CLry"fEAOL<; voµ,o<; 1rpo<; CLAA.1JA.OV<; OtaAE"fEU0at. Others, 
such as Calovius, Bengel, and several more, have thought of the 
languages used by the angels in their nvelations to men; but 
these surely took place in the form of human language. The 

1 Riickcrt : " If I spoke all languages, not only those of men, but also-which 
1•.ouhl certainly be a higher gift, higher than your y:>...,uu.,; :>..«A,;, which yon esteem 
so highly-those of the angels." So likewise Flatt. Baur rcn<lers strangely : "If I 
spoke not simply in isolated expressions taken from different languages, but in those 
<lifferent lanyuages tltemselt-es; and not simply in the languages of men, but also in 
the languages of the angels." This climactic ascent from glosses to the languages 
themseh-es 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 ma11y different languages of the angels, which they sought to speak at Corinth. 
If y:>..Z1111u.1 meant languages at all, Hofmann woul<l be in the right in holding that 
no kind of speaking shoulol 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 i11cludi11g also the modes of utterance 
of the a11gels. 
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app'l'}rn MµaTa of 2 Cor. xi. have also been brought in, where, 
however, there is nothing said of angels. - Why the apostle begins 
,vith the ry)w)uu. A.a'X.., is correctly divined by Theodoret ( comp. 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact): 7rpwTov a7ravTwv T€0Euc€ 

\ f::1 I \ I - "'\ - , ~ \ TTJV 7rap€,.eTa<rtV 7TOlOVµEVO', TO xapt<rµ,a TWV "fl\.WUUWV, €7r€l01'J 

TOUTO 7rap' avTOt<; €00/Cfl µE'isov eiva£ TWV aA.A.WV. It had 
become the subject of over-estimation and vanity to the undervalu­
ing of love. - a'Ya7r1'}V] i.e. love of one's neighbom·, which seeks 
not its own good, but the good of others in a self-forgetting way. 
Ver. 4 ff.-A sounding metal and a shrill-sonnding cymbal, i.e. like 
these, a mere dead instrument of a foreign impulse, without all 
moral worth, "f€ryova lwve I become (and am so: perfect), namely, in 
and with the actual realization of the supposed case. See Butt­
rnann, ncut. Gramm. p. 172 [E. T. 19 9]. To interpret xa'X.,co~· 
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: cfiu-r.·ep Ta xaA.IC€La 7TA1'},Y€VTa µa,cpov ~XEL, Grat. 
p. 430 A. - ,cvµ/3aA.ov] brazen basins were so called, which 
were beaten upon, 2 Sam. vi. 5; 1 Chron. xiii. 8, al.; Judith 
xvi. 2; 1 l\Iacc. iv. 54; Joseph. Antt. vii. 12. 4; Xenophon, de 
re cq. i. 3 ; Pind. Fr. 48 ; Lucian, Bacch. 4, Alex. 9 ; Herodian. 
v. 6. 19. - a'X.aA.asov] 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 ,cvµ/3a'X.a were o~vrp0o'Yrya (Antlwl. 
vi. 51 ). Comp. a'X.aA.a"fµoc; of cymbals (Ps. cl. 5) and other loud­
sounding instruments, Eur. Gycl. 65, Hcl. 1368. 

Ver. 2. That Paul adduces only two charismata (7rporj,1'}TEfa and 
7r{uTtc;) in the protasis, and consequently uses ,cai elow ... 'Yvwuiv 
to mark out the degree of 7rporj,1'}TE{a, is shown plainly by himself 
in his repeating the ,cai Uv. In the case of these gifts also 
he is supposing the highest conceivable degree. - Ta µvuT1p1a 
1ravTa] the whole of the mysteries, i.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. -
ryvwaw] profomid knowledge of these mysteries, as xii. 8. The 
verb connected with it is elow, but in such a way that the latter 
is to be taken here zeugmatically in the sense: I ani at home in 
(Homer, Od. ii. 121; Il. xviii. 363, xv. 412). Observe further, 
that before it was µua717pca, but here 1ra<Tav, which has the 
emphasis ; translate : " the mysteries one and all, and all know­
ledge." To these two departments correspond the }..070<; <Toif,ia.r; 
and the }..oryo<; ,YVW<TEOJ<; in xii. 8. - 7Ta<Tav T. 7TL<TT£V 1'.T,t,..] the 
whole herois1n of faith (not specially the faith of miracles, see on 
xii. 9), so that I displace 1nom1tains. -The latter phrase in a 
proverbial sense (to realize the seemingly impossible), as Jesus 
Himself (Matt. xvii. 2 0, 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 fides salvifica, 
Matt. vii. 22. - ouoev elµi] in an ethical respect, without any 
significance and 1.:al1te. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 11; Arist. Eccl. 144; 
Soph. Oed. Rex, 56; Xen. Anab. vi. 2. 10, al.; Wisd. iii. 17, 
ix. 6 ; Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyr. vi. 2. 8 ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Sy1np. p. 216 E; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. 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 ,eawaT'TJ<; S"'17" and 1rvev­

µaTo<; (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 iii. 14). Comp. 
Matt. xvi. 26; Gal. v. 2. - ,[rC&>µlsew Ttva T£ means properly: 
to feed any one with something in the way of putting it by 
morsels into his mouth; then generally, cibare aliquc11i al£qua 
re, Rom. xii. 20. See the LXX. in Schleusner, V. p. 569; 
Valckenaer, p. 3 0 3. 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 : cibando consumscro. Comp. 
Poll. vi. 33. - A:al. eav 7Tapaow ".T.A.] a yet higher eternal work 
of love, surrender of the body (Dan. iii. 28), self-sacrifice. - tva 
"av0~uo,uai] (see the critical remarks) in order to be burned. The 
reading "av0~o-CJJµai would be a fut1ire subjnnctive, a barbarism, 
the introduction of which in pre-New Testament Greek is due only 
to copyists. See Lebeck, ad Phryn. p. 720 f.; Buttmann, ncut. 
Gramrn. 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 
CMistian martyrs, is without support from the known history 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. Lach?n. p. 20. 

Ver. 4. Love is personified ; the living concrete portrait of he1· 
cltaractcr, 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. - µa"po0vµ•li] she 
is 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 XP7JUTEvETa£ : site is 
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. Exe. II. p. 275). But to write, with Hofmann, following 
Lachmann, ;, <L"/ll'TT'TJ µaA:po0vµe,. XpTJUTEVETa£ 11 a"/a7T7J, 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. - ou S7JAo'i] negation of all 
passionate, selfish feelings towards others (envy, jealousy, and 
such like). - ou 7rep,repeveTai] she boasts not, practises no vaunt­
ing. See Cicero, ad Att. i. 14:; Antonin. v. 5, and Gatak. in Zoe.; 
also Winer, Bcitr. zur Verbcss. d. neutest. Lexicogr. p. 5 ff. Comp. 
r.ep7repor; in Polyb. xxxii. 6. 5, xl. 6. 2 ; Arrian. Epict. iii. 2. 14. 

Ver. 5. Ou" aa-x11µovet] 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 off ends against moral seemliness. 
- 'TU. eavn},] comp. X. 33. - OU ,rapoguvE'Ta£] does not become 
embittered, does not get into a rage, as selfishness does when 
offended. This is the continuance of the µa,cpo0vµia. - ou 
)l.o,y{t1:Ta£ 'TO ,ca,cov] she docs not bring the evil, which is done to 
her, into reckoning (2 Cor. v. 19 ; Rom. iv. 6, al.; Ecclus. 
xxix. 6; Dern. 658. 20, 572. 1, al.). Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8. 
Theodoret puts it happily: uv,y,yivwu,c1:i Toi,;- E'TT'Tatuµivot,;-, ov,c e7rl 
/CalC<p U/C07rp 'TQV'Ta 'Yf'YEIITJU0a, Aaµ/3avCiJV, 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 seeks not afte1· 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 Ao,yLt1:-ra,. 

Ver. 6. 'E7rl 'Tfi aoi,c(q,] over immorality (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 : 01.)/C icf,101:Ta£ 'TOL', /Ca/CW', 'TT'auxovutv, understanding it thus 
of delight in mischief; comp. Luther: "sie lachet nicht in die 
Faust, wenn dem Frommeu Gewalt und Unrecht geschieht." 
Theodoret puts it rightly, µtu1:1, 'Ta ,rapavoµa. It is just the 
gcnerah'ty of this thought which specially fits it to form the 
copestone of all those negative declarations; for in it with its 
~iguificant contrast they are all summed up. - uv,yxafp1:i OE 'Tfi 
,i)l.110.] The aA.~01:ia is personified, and denotes the truth ,caT· 

e!ox~v, 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. Lo\'e 
rejoices with the truth, has with it one common joy, and this is 
the most complete contrast to the xafpEtV E7T'l 'Tfi aOLKlq,; for to 
make morality prevail, is the ethical aim of the aA.1701:,a ( 2 Thess. 
ii. 12; Rom. ii. 8), whose joy it is, therefore, when she is obeyed 
in disposition, speech, and action (1 Pet. i. 22, v7ra,co~ T1J'> ,iA-11-
81:Lar;); and her companion in this joy is lore. Usually aA-1701:ia 
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l1ns been understood of moml truth, i.e. morality, as in v. 8 ; either, 
with Theodoret, Flatt, and most interpreters : she 1·1joiccs 01:cr 

11,•hat is good,-a rendering, however, from which we are debarred 
Ly the conipound uvryx. ; or, with Chrysostom : uvv~oemi Toi's­
evoo,aµ,ovui, 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 oucaiouuv17 (the 
opposite of the aouda) 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 uvryx., 
and the more precise definition, " in tluit which befalls any one," 
is imported. 

Ver. 7. IIavm] popular hyperbole. Grotius aptly says: "Jt'ert, 
quae ferri ullo modo possunt." - o-TEryei] as in ix. 12: all things 
she bears, holds out under them (sujf'crt, 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: she covers all 11p, i.e. 
excuses all wrong. Likewise correct from a linguistic point of 
view, according to classical usage; but why depart from ix. 12 ?­
'TT'av,-a mu,-.] Opposite of a distrustjitl spirit; bona fides towards 
one's neighbour in all points. -'TT'llVTa €A7T'fsei] opposite of that 
temperament, which expects no more good at all from one's 
neighbour for the future; good confidence as to the ji,ture attain­
ment of her ends. - 7ravm v'TT'oµ,Evei] all things she stands out 
against-all sufferings, persecutions, provocations, etc., inflicted 
on her. This is the established conception of v1roµ,ov1 in the 
N. T. (Matt. x. 22, al.; Rom. xii. 12; 2 Cor. i. 6, al.), according 
to which the cndmmice is conceived of as a holding of one's 
ground, the opposite of <peuryeiv (Plato, Tim. p. 49 E, Thcaet. 
p. 1 77 B). Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 10. - Note further how the ex­
pressions 1·ise 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 too hard to be endured, all things she bears; if she meet 
what may cause distnlst, all things she trilsts; if she meet what 
may destroy hope in one's neighbour, all things she lwpes; 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 i1nperishableness is described, in 
contrast to the purely temporary destination of the gifts of the 
Spirit. - ovoe7To-re 7Tl7T-ret] (see the critical remarks) never does 
she fall, i.e. she never falls into decay, remains always stedfast 
(µhe,, ver. 13). The opposite is: ,ca-rap,y710~<7ov-ra£, 7Tav<7ov-ra£. 
Comp. Luke xvi. 17; Plato, Phil. p. 22 E; Soph. Ant. 47 4; 
Polyb. x. 33. 4, i. 35. 5; Dern. 210. 15. The Recepta E1'7TL7TTE£ 

(Rom. ix. 6) is to be taken in precisely the same way. Theodoret 
• 11 ' <:' ,I,. ,-,. "\ ' ' ' \ I /3 r:, I , , puts 1t we : ou o£a<7.,,a"'"'€Ta£, al\)\. a€£ µ,evil£ €1Jata "· a1CLV7/TO<;, 

, , ' -:- , ~ ' I:, ' ~ , , ,-:-,1:, t: I 
€<; aH o,aµ,evouqa,• -rou-ro ,yap o£a -rwv €7Taryoµ,€Vwv eoioa,.-ev. - n 
what follows d'-r€ opens out in detail the general conception of 
xap{qµ,a-ra. 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 oe 

(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 until 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 bejo1·e 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 no proof at all. 
Por in part ( e,c µ,epou,; ; its opposite is e,c -rou 7Tav-ra<;, Lucian, IJe1n. 
enc. 21) we know, imperfect is our deep know ledge, and in part 
we speak prophetically, what we prophetically declare is imperfect. 
Both contain only fragments of the great whole, which remains 
hidden from us as such before the Parousia. - o-rav OE ti7'.0v ,c.-r.l\..] 
but when that which is perfect shall have appeared (at the Parousia; 
otherwise, Eph. 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. "\Ve are not to supply, with Hofmann, ,ywwa1eew 
and 7rpo<pT/Teuew (as substantival infinitives) to To TEAetov and to 
To e,c µipovr;, by which unprecedented harshness of construction 
the sense would be extorted, that only the imperfect ryivwa,cew 
and r.po<pT/Teuew 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 aeon 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 aleiJv µi?-.."'A.rov, is like that of the child in 
comparison with that of the man. The man has given up the 
practices of the child. - e<f,povovv refers to the interest and efforts 
(device and endeavour), e'?-..o,y. to the judgment (reflective intel­
lectual activity). To make e'?-..a?-..., however, point back to the 
glossolalia, e<f,p. to the prophesying, and e?-..o,y. to the gnosis 
(Oecumenius, Theophylact, Bengel, Valckenaer, Heydenreich, 
Olshausen, D. Schulz, Ewald; Osiandcr undecided), is all the less 
warranted an assumption, seeing that e<f,p. and e?-..o,y. 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. - apn] i.e. before the Parousia. 
o,' ciao7rTpov] 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 is, in our present condition, no immediate 
knowledge, but one coming through an imperfect medium. "\Ve 
must think not only of our glass mirrors, but of the imperfectly 
reflecting metal mirrors 1 of the ancients (Hermann, Pri'Vataltcrth. 
~ ?0 •)6) T' " ' ' ' ' ' c:-' S "" , "" , 0 EU'O'Tl'Tpov '1T'EpL<rT7/U'£ TO oproµevov 07T'6JUOT/7r0Tf, 

1 Hence the designation X"'-"'• ~ .... ,-,;, for :i. mirror. See Jacobs, ad A ntl,ol. 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, l\fosheim, 
Schulz, Rosenmti.ller, Stolz, Flatt, Heydenreich, Rti.ckert, ancl 
others) that i!o-01rTpo11 means spccularc, a window made of talc 
(lapis specularis, see Pliny, Nat. Hist. xxxvi. 22). In support of 
this, such Rabbinical passages are adduced as Jcva1n1n. iv. 13, 
" Omnes prophetae viderunt per specular (i:.:•,Sp!:lo•~:i) obscurum, 
et Moses, doctor noster, viclit per specular lucidum." See 
Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1 71 ; W etstein in Zoe. But against this 
whole explanation is the decisive fact that the assumed meaning 
for foo1rTpo11 is quite undemonstrablc, and that no expositor has 
succeeded in establishing it. It always means mirro1', as <lo 
also if1101rTpo11 ancl KaT01rTpov (Pinclar, Nem. Yii. 2 0 ; Anacreon, 
xi. 2; Plutarch, Praec. conjug. 11 ; Luc. Amor. 44, 48; ,visd. 
vii. 26; Ecclus. xii. 11; Jas. i. 23); a talc window is o,01rTpa 

(Strabo, xii. 2, p. 540). - iv alv{ryµ,an] which should not be 
separated from o,' iulmTpov by a comma, is usually taken ad­
verbially (Bernharcly, p. 211), like alvryµ,anKw<;, so that the 
object of vision shows itself to the eye in an enigmatic way. Comp. 
also Hofmann, who holds that what is meant is an expression of 
anything conveyed in writing or symbol, of such a kind that it 
offers itself to our apprehension and eludes it in quite equal 
measure. But afvtryµ,a is a dark saying; and the idea of the 
saying should as little be lost here as in N um. xii. 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 iv stands for 
fir; in the sense of the sphere of sight. Rtickert takes iv for fi, 
on an exceedingly artificial ground, because the seeing here is a 
reading, and one cannot read fi, Tov Aoryo11, but only iv T<f Aorycp. 
Luther renders rightly : in a dark word; which, however, should 
be explained more precisely as by means of an cmgmatic wo1'd, 
whereby is meant. the word of the gospel - revelation, which 
capacitates for the /3AE'TT'€£11 in question, however imperfect it be, 
and is its medium to us. It is a,v,ryµ,a, inasmuch as it afforcls 
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. 3 3 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,1 

standing in need of the future ;\~u,,;-, and vouchsafing 7r{an,;-1 

indeed, but not Eioo,;- (2 Cor. v. 7); comp. Num. xii. 8. To take 
ev in the instrmnental sense is simpler, and more in keeping with 
the conception of the /3;\f7re1v (-viclere ope aenigmatis) than my forme1· 
explanation of it as having a local force, as in Matt. vi. 4 ; Ecclus. 
xxxix. 3 (in aenigmate versantcs). -TOTE U] ffrav oe eA0'fJ To 

Tf.A.€LOV, ver. 10. - 7rpOO"CJJ7rOV 7rpo,;- 7rpour,nrov] according to the 
Hebrew C'?~-~~ C'?~ (Gen. xxxii. 30; comp. Num. xii. 8), face to 
(comm) face, denotes the i1nmed·iate vision. Grammatically 7rpo­

O"CJJ1rov is to be taken as nominative, in apposition,2 namely, to the 
subject of /3Af.1roµev, so that 7rpo,;- 7rpoaCJJ7rov applies to the object 
seen. And it is God who is conceived of as being this object, as is 
evident from the parallel ,ca0w,;- teat E'Tr€"fVW0"01'}v. - apn "fLVW<rKCJJ 

K.T.X.] consequence of the foregoing spoken asyndetically, ancl 
again in the first person with individualizing force, in the victorious 
certainty of the consummation at hancl. - em'Yvwaoµa, tea0w,;- tea~ 

E'TrE"fvwu0.] cannot mean : then shall I know as also I a1n known, 
i.e. as God knows me (so most interpreters), but (observe the aorist): 
as also I was known, which points back to the era of conversion 
to Christ (for the apostle himself, bow great a remembrance!), 
when the Christian became the object of the divine knowledge 
(see on viii. 3) turning to deal with him effectually. The meaning 
therefore is : " but then will my knowledge of God be .~o wholly dif­
ferent .froni a rnerely partied one, as it is 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 e,c µ€pov,;-) by complete 
knowledge of the divine nature, counsel, will, etc., which present 
themselves to me now only in part." Notice further that the 
stronger term em'Yvwaoµa, is selected in correspondence with the 
relation to the preceding simple "fLVWO"KCJJ (Bengel, pcrnoscam; see 
Valckenaer, ad Luc. p. 14 f.), and that ,ea{ 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 ,.r,,.,,,.., (see 
de Wette) is sufficiently set aside by the consideration that he calls it so relatii•ely, 
in relation to the unveiling still to come. 111elanchthon puts it happily: '' Ver bum 
enim est velut involuerum illius arcanae et mirandae rei, quam i.u vita coclcsti coram 
aspiciemus." 

• As appositio partitii:a. See l'l[Rtthiae, § 431. 3. Fritzscbe, ad Mai/Ii. 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 quiclem in creaturam rationalem 
cadere potest," Calovius. 

Ver. 13. Nvvl oe] nunc autem, and tlms, since, according to ver. 
8 to 12, the present temporary charismata <lo not continue but 
cease in the future age, continue (into the everlasting life and 
onward in it) faith, hope, love.1 This explanation of vvvi oe in a 
conclusive sense, as xii. 18, 20, and of µ,evE£ as meaning eternal 
continuance,2 has been rightly given hy Irenaeus, Haer. ii. p. 47, 
iv. 2 5 ; Tertullian, de pat. 12 ; Photius in Oecumenius, p. 5 5 3 ; 
Grotius, Billroth, de W ette, Osiander, Li psi us (Rcclztjcrtigungsl. 
pp. 98,210), Ewald, Maier, Hofmann. For, although the majority 
of interpreters since Chrysostom (including Flatt, Heydenreich, 
Riickert, David Schulz, Neander) have explained vvvl oe in a 
temporal sense: " but for the present, so long as that glorious state 
lies still far off from us" (Riickert), and µ,eve, 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 ryvwaw also, prophecy, etc., remain till the Parousia. 
Hence, too, it was an erroneous expedient to take µ,evct in the 
sense of the s1tm total, which remains as the result of a reckoning 
(Calvin, Bengel, and others).-?r{<Tni;-J here in the established sense 
of the fides salvifica. This remains, even in the world to come, 
the abiding causa apprchendcns of blessedness; what keeps the 
glorified in continued 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 nlso be cnlled 
i-irtues, " quia aunt obcdicntia, quam postulat Deus praestari suo man<lato," 
Jilelanchthon. 

2 If, again, it be assumed that the concrption of ,,;.., differs in reference to its 
different subjects, this is nothing but arbitrary importation. Osiander (comp. 
Thcopbybct before him) holds that the I''"" has different degrees; in the case of 
faith and hope, it lasts on to the Parousia; in the case 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 spomdic. 
What accumulalPd arbitrariness! Lipsius is correct in substance, but does not define 
specifically enough the conception of the rr,11,,.,r, 
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uv'Y,cX17povoµo{ 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 alwv is not conceivable at all without the everlasting 
continuance of the living ground and bond of this fellowship, 
which is none other than faith. - EA.,r{~] equally in its established 
N. T. sense, hope of the everlasting glory; Rom. v. 1, and frequently. 
This abides for the glorified, with regard to the eve?"lasting dura­
tion and continued devclop1ncnt 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 
/3autl\Eia are manifestly given, as indeed the everlasting oofa 
generally, according to its essential character as sw~, 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 'T€AEwv, ver. 10, but 
belongs thereto.1 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 into 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 µevEiv must be meant in the same sense. 
Our interpretation, again, does not run counter either to 2 Cor. 
v. 7 (where surely the future seeing of the salvation does not 
exclude the continuance of the fidcs salvi.fica), or to Hom. viii. 24, 
Heb. xi. 1, since in our text also the hope meant is hope of 
somctliing future not yet come to manifestation, while the fides 
salvi.fica has to all eternity a suprasensuous (Heb. Zoe. 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 is as such, so that he has an abiding 
heritage in these three things. But that is not what Paul 

1 Comp. :r.lso Delitzsch, Paychol. 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 hope, to love. -nt Tp{a Taiira] brings the whole attention, before 
anything further is said, earnestly to bear upon this triad. - µElswv 

OE TovTwv] is not to be taken as µE{twv OE ~ TauTa, for TOVTwv must 
apply to the foregoing Ta. Tpia Tavw, but as: greater however (comp. 
xiv. 5) among these, i.e. of higher value (than the two others) ctmong 
these time, is love. Regarding µElswv with the gen. partitivus, 
comp. Matt. xxiii. 11. Hofmann has no warrant for desiderating 
the article; comp. Luke ix. 46. ·Why love holds this highest 
place, has been already explained, vv. 1-7; 1 because, namely, in 
relation to faith 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 (n. 4-7); consequently 
without love (which is divine life, 1 John iv. 8, 16) faith woul<l 
Le something egotistical, an<l therefore spurious and only apparent, 
not even existing at all as regards its true ethical nature ; 2 

from which it follows at the same time that in relation to hope 
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 ,.,; ~. to mean, but Joi· the prese,1t, 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 
,v ette, Paul seems darkly to indicate the truth that love is the i·oot 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. llaur 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 hence also remains always what it is. 

• Justification, however, would be by love, only if perfect satisfaction were remlere,l 
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 c,·idencc 
of which, however, is love. Comp. l\[elanchthon, "Aliud est causa justifirationis, 
aliud est nccessarium ut etTectus sequens justificationem ... ut in vivente dicimu~ 
necessario ruotum esse, qui tamen non est vitae c:rnsa." See also Form. Cone. p. 
688 ff. 
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