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I.
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ANALYSIS.

1. INTRODUCTION. i. 1—q.
i. Salutation. i.1—3.
ii. Thanksgiving. i. 4—9.
II. Bopy OF THE LETTER. i. lo—xv. 58,
i. Divisions. i. 10—iv. 21.
(2) He describes and deprecates these divisions. i. 10—16.

() The unhealthy craving after sogla. God’s folly triumphant over
man’s wisdom. The true and the false wisdom contrasted. The
wisdom of God spiritually discerned. The Corinthians incapaci-
tated by party spirit from discerning it. i, ry—iii. 3.

{¢) Their preference of Paul or of Apollos criminal. Paul and Apollos
only human instruments. Human preferences worthless: the
divine tribunal alone final. iii., 4—iv. 5.

(d) Contrast between the self-satisfied temper of the Corinthians and
the sufferings and abasement of the Apostles. This said not by
way of rebuke but of fatherly exhortation. His own intentions
respecting them. The mission of Timothy and his own proposed
visit. iv. 6—a1.

il.  The case of incest. v. 1—vi. 20.

(@) The incest denounced. The offender to be cast out of the Church.
Reference to the Apostle’s letter in which he had recommended
them to treat similar offences in the same way. v. 1—13.

(4) [Episode. The Corinthian brethren apply to heathen courts to
decide their disputes. This is monstrous.] vi. 1—g.
Altogether their spirit, whether of sensuality or of strife and
overreaching, is inconsistent with heirship in the kingdom of
heaven. vi. 10, II.
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(¢) The distinction between license and liberty. Fornication and
Church-membership a contradiction in terms. The members
of Christ cannot be made the members of an harlot. vi.
12—20. .

[(1) and (ii) are the result of reports received by St Paul. Now
follow two answers to questions raised in a letter from the
Corinthians. ]

il. Marriage. vii. 1—40.

(@) To marry, or not to marry? The Apostle’s answer. vii. 1, 2.

(4) About those already married. Mutual duties of husband and wife.
vii. 3—7.

(¢) About the unmarried, the widows, the separated. Let them
remain as they are. vii. 8—rr.

{d) On the marriage relations of the believer wedded with the un-
believer. Let them not do any violence to their conjugal duties.
vii. 12—16.

And generally, do not be eager to alter the condition of life in
which God has placed you. vii. 17—24. .

(¢) On virgins specially. Are they to be given in marriage or not?
The case to be decided on the same principles as before. Two
principles to be kept in view : (1) to preserve continence, (z) to
keep the soul disentangled ‘because of the present necessity.’
vii. 25—38.

(/) On widows specially. vii. 39, 40.

iv. Meails offered to idols. viii. 1—xi. 1.

(@) Meats offered to idols are indifferent in themselves : they are only
important as they affect (1) our own consciences, (z) the con-
sciences of others. viii. 1~—13.

(4) [Episode on Apostolic claims. St Paul asserts (r) his claim to
support, and his disinterested renunciation of the claim: (2) his
freedom and yet his accommodation to the needs of all: (3) his
preaching to others and his discipline of self. ix. (—a27.

This is an interruption to the argument, suggested we know not
how. Perhaps the letter was broken off. Something then may
have occurred meanwhile ; some outward event or some inward
train of thought, of which when the letter was resumed the
Apostle must first disburden himself, before he took up the
thread where he had dropped it.]

(¢) The Israelites a type to us.” All like you had the same spiritual
privileges. They all were baptized like you : they all partook of
their Eucharistic feast. And yet some perished for their fornica-
tion and idolatry. x. r—ia.

(@) Therefore be on your guard against the abuse of this liberty. Do
not entangle yourselves in idolatry. Do not cause offence to any.
X. 13—xL I.
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v. Regulations affecting Christian assemblies. xi. 2—xiv. 0.
(a) The women to be veiled. xi. 2—16.
(6) Disorders at the Lord’s Table to be checked. xi. 17—34.
() Spiritual Gifts. xii. 1—xiv. 40.
(1) There are different kinds of gifts, each having its proper place.

But there is one source of all, and we are members of one
body. xii. 1—31.

(2) Charily is better than all. xiii. 1—13.
(3) The superiority of prophecy over tongues. xiv. r—23.

(4) Due regulation in the exercise of spiritual gifts. Edification
the end of them all. xiv. 26—4o0.

vi. The Resurrection of the dead. xv. 1—38.
(2) Evidence for the Resurrection of the dead. xv. 1——34.
(1) Testimony to Christ’s Resurrection. xv. 1—I1.

(2) Christ’s Resurrection involves man’s Resurrection. xv.
12—28.

(3) Testimony of human conduct to a belief in- the Resurrection.
Baptisms for the dead. Sufferings of the Apostles. xv.

29—34-
(4) Difficulty as to the manner of the Resurrection. xv. 35—49.

(¢) Triumph of life over death. xv. 50—58.
I1I. CONCLUSION., xvi. I—24.
i. Collections for the saints in Judeea. xvi. 1—g4.
ii. The Apostle’s intended visit to Corinth. Mission of his delegates.
xvi. 5—I4.
iii. Recommendations and greetingg. xvi. 15—20.

iv. Farewell charges. xvi. 21—24.



CHAPTER I

1. INTRODUCTION, i. 1—q.
i. Salutation (i. 1—3).

BESIDES the standard commentaries on this Epistle, the following
contributions to the study of some of its problems from German periodical
literature chiefly will well repay investigation : KlSpper exegetisch-kritische
Untersuchungen iiber den zweiten Brief des Pawlus an die Gemeinde zu
Korinth, Géttingen, 1869, Hausrath der Vier-Capitel-Brief an die Ko-
rinther, Heidelberg 1870, Weizsicker Pawlus und die Gemeinde in Korinth
in the Jakrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1876 xxi. p. 603 sq., Delitzsch on Light-
foot’s Hor. Hebraic. in the Zeitsch. f. Luth. Thkeol. 1877 p. 209 sq.,
Hilgenfeld die Christus-Leute in Korinth in the Zeilsch. f. wiss. Theol.
1865 viii. p. 241 sq., 1872 Xxv. . 200 sq., die Paulusbriefe und ihre neusten
Bearbeitungen ibid. 1866 ix. p. 337 sq., Paulus und die Korinth. Wirrven
ibid. 1871 xiv. p. 99 sq., Pawulus und Korint% ibid. 1888 xxxi. p. 159 sq.,
Holsten sur Erklirung won 2 Kor. xi. 4—6 ibid. 1873 xvii. p. I sq.,
Heinrici Christengemeinde Korinths ibid. 1876 xix. p. 465 sq., Holtzmann
das gegenseitige Verhiltniss der beiden Korintherbriefe ibid. 1879 xxii.
P. 455 5q., Curtius Studien zur Geschichte von Korinth in Hermes 1876
x. p. 215 sq. There are also articles by Dickson in the Academy ii. p. 37,
and by P. Gardner in the Journal of Hellenic Studies ix. p. 47 sq.
(Countries and Cities in Ancient Art, esp. p. 61 sq.).

1. On the general form and special modifications of the super-
scriptions and greetings of St Paul's Epistles see the notes on 1 Thess.
i1, 2

k\yrds dwéorohes] ‘a called Apostle’; ie. one whose apostleship is
due not to himself, but to God. The translation of the E. V. ¢called to
be an Apostle’ is as near as the English idiom will permit. The expres-
sion is not to be regarded as polemical, that is to say, as directed against
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those who denied St Paul’s apostleship. For in this 'case the words
employed would probably have been much stronger, as in Gal. i, 1
dnborolos ovx dm’ dvbpomwy ovdé 8¢ dvfpemov. That this is so may be
seen (1) from a comparison with the opening of the Epistle to the
Romans, where the same expression is used and no polemical meaning
can be attributed to it, inasmuch as St Paul had no adversaries to attack
in that Epistle ; and (2) from' the parallelism with the clause following,
xAyrois dylows (ver. 2). His apostleship and their churchmembership were
both alike to be traced to the same source, to the merciful call of God,
and not to their own merits. There is the same parallelism in the
opening words of the Epistle to the Romans, where IatAos 8oios "Tnood
Xpiorob kAnTds dméorodes (ver. 1) is followed by dueis kAproi (ver. 6).

This preliminary consideration disposed of, we may say further that
the phrase sAyrés dméorolos is here opposed not so much to human
authorisation or self-assumption, as to personal merit. Both ideas indeed
have their correspondences in the Pauline Epistles. For a reference to
God as the source of all honours and privileges we may compare Rom.
ix. 16 ov Tod Béhovros ov8é Tob Tpéxovros dAAG Toi éAedvros Beoi. But a
closer parallel, as it seems to me, occurs in the context of the passage
from the Romans, ook é§ &ywv dAX’ éx Tob kahobvros (Rom. ix. 11). This
feeling of self-abasement, though pervading all St Paul's Epistles, is
especially strong in those belonging to this chronological group. On the
other hand, a strong polemical sense would be more in place in the
second group than in the first. The significance of xApros is still further
enforced by the words following, 8:d fehfjuaros Oeot. See the note on
Eph.i. 1. .

Bengel sees a double direction in St Paul’s language, combining these
two last views: ‘Ratio auctoritatis, ad ecclesias; humilis et promti
animi, penes ipsum Paulum. Namque mentione Def excluditur auctora-
mentum humanum, mentione wvoluntatis Dei, meritum Pauli’ But for
the reasons above stated, the assertion of authority, if it is to be
recognized at all, must be quite subordinate and secondary.

Zwo@éms] The mention of Sosthenes naturally takes our thoughts
back to the scene recorded in the Acts (xviii. 12—17) where the name
occurs (ver. 17). By identifying the Sosthenes of the Acts with the
Sosthenes of this Epistle, the notices of him hang together. He was a
Jew by birth and ruler of the synagogue at Corinth. At the time when
St Paul was brought before Gallio, he had either actually declared himself
a Christian, or at least shown such a.leaning towards Christianity as to
incur the anger of his fellow-countrymen, who set upon him and beat
him. It is not improbable that he retired from Corinth in consequence :
and it may be conjectured that the hostility with which he was regarded
there was a special inducement to St Paul to recommend him favourably
. to the Corinthians in this unobtrusive way, by attaching his name to his
own in the opening salutation. It is of course impossible according to
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this view that he could have been one of the Seventy in accordance with an
early tradition given by Eusebius (/. £.i. 12). But patristic writers exer-
cised so much ingenuity in making up the list of the Seventy (comp. the
list published in the works of Hippolytus) that such a tradition is
worthless. Thus e.g. Silas is distinguished from Silvanus, and Luke is
included in the number (Hippol. Sp#7. in Migne P. G. x. p. 955). See
also Tillemont 1. p. 26, and Baronius, s. ann. 33, I. p. 113 (1738).

We may at least infer that Sosthenes was well known to the Christians
of Corinth, both from the position which his name occupies and from the
designation ¢ ddeAgpés. The definite article implies some distinction,
something more than ‘one of the brotherhood’ The term appears to
have been used in those cases where the person named, though
distinguished, had no claim to a higher title, as e.g. Apostle. Thus for
instance it is applied to Apollos (1 Cor. xvi. 12), Timothy (2 Cor. i. 1,
Col. i. 1, Philem. 1, Heb. xiii. 23), and Quartus (Rom. xvi. 23).

Sosthenes may or may not have been St Paul’s amanuensis, The
fact ‘of his name occurring here proves nothing. For instance, Tertius
(Rom. xvi. 22) is not named in the heading of the Roman letter. Again
Timothy and Silvanus (1 Thess. i. 1, 2 Thess, i. 1) were not probably
amanuenses of the Epistles to the Thessalonians. On the degree of
participation in the contents of the letter implied by his being thus
mentioned, see the note on 1 Thess. i. 1. In this letter Sosthenes is
named and apparently disappears at once. St Paul immediately returns
to the singular (edyapioré ver. 4) and loses sight of him.

2. T tdnolg Tol Oeo¥] On this expression see the notes to 1 Thess.
i 1,11 14.

fywaopévors & Xpwrd *Inood] The authority of the best Greek Mss.
must decide the question whether these words shall precede or follow the
clause tfj ofop év Kopivfp. In a case like this, where for purposes of
interpretation there was every temptation to change the order, no great
stress must be laid on the versions and citations from the fathers. But even
if we decide in favour of the more awkward arrangement of interjecting
fysagpévais év Xpiore “Ingoi between rfj éxxhnoig Tod Oeod and T odoy év
Kopivfe, the dislocation is quite characteristic of St Paul. The mention
of God as the source of spiritual blessings does not satisfy the Apostle,
unless supplemented by the parallel mention of Christ as the medium of
that life. Consequently grammar is disregarded in his anxiety not to
postpone this reference to our Lord. Again, there was another reason
for inserting the words thus early. The expression 5 éxkhnoia Tob ©eod
might be applied equally well to the Jews; and consequently, whenever
St Paul uses it, he is careful to guard against this ambiguity. See
I Thess. ii. 14, Gal. i. 22. There was therefore a double motive for the
insertion of some such clause as fjyaopévors év Xp. *Ina., and the eagerness
of the Apostle to bring this in has disturbed the sequence of the sentence,
This parallel reference to the Source from Whom, and the Means through
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Whom is too frequent in St Paul, where he has occasion to use terms like
éxxhnoia ékhextoi kAnroi and the like, to need special illustration, See
however the notes on 1 Thess. 1. c.

A somewhat similar instance of the disturbance of grammatical order
occurs just below in adrév xai fudy (ver. 2),

k\rofs dylows] corresponds to xApros dmdarolos, as in Rom. i. 7. See
the note on ver, I.

On the words «Anros, éxhexros and the corresponding substantives, as
used by St Paul, see the notes on 2 Thess. i. 11 and Col. iii. 12. In this
connexion words such as fiyiaopévoss, aylois denote the consecrated people,
the Christians, as they denoted the Jewish people under the old dispen-
sation. Compare I Pet. ii. g, where many terms formerly applied to the
Jews are transferred to the Christians. See also the note on Phil. i. 1.

The ascription of ‘holiness’ to a community guilty of such irregularities
as that of Corinth, reiterated in the words fyiaopévois év X. L rhnrois
dylots, is strikingly significant of St Paul’s view of the Christian Church,
and of his modes of appeal. He addresses the brethren not as the few,
but as the many. He delights to take a broad and comprehensive
ground. All who are brought within the circle of Christian influences
are in a special manner Christ’s, all who have put on Christ in baptism
are called, are sanctified, are holy. Let them not act unworthily of their
calling. Let them not dishonour and defile the sanctity which attaches
to them. He is most jealous of narrowing the pale of the Gospel, and
this righteous jealousy leads him to the use of expressions which to the
‘unlearned and unstable’ might seem to betoken an excessive regard for
the outward and visible bond of union, and too much neglect of that
which is inward and spiritual.

The same liberal and comprehensive spirit is traced in his remarks
on the alliance of the believer and unbeliever (vii. 12 sq.), and in his
illustration drawn from the practice of baptism (xii. 2 sq.).

oy mio Tois dmkahovpdvors] ‘as also to all those who invoke. This
clause cannot be attached to x\yrois in the sense of ¢ saints called together
with all that invoke etc” For though this construction would obviate
considerable difficulty in interpreting what follows, it is grammatically
harsh, if not untenable, and would require a participle for ’nrois, or at all
events a different order of words.

There still remains the difficulty of interpreting otv wéo: Tois émuaov-
pévois kTN év mavTi Tome. A comparison with the opening of the second
Epistle, adv 7ois dyiois waow Tois oPow év 6\y T "Axaia would suggest the
restriction of ‘every place to ‘all the churches of Achaia’: but though
the expression év mavri Téme elsewhere (e.g. 1 Thess. i 8, 2 Cor. ii. 14)
must be taken with certain natural limitations, still the very definite
restriction to ‘every place in Achaia’ receives no sanction from such
examples. We must suppose then that St Paul associates the whole
Christian Church with the Corinthians in this superscription. This

L. EP. IO
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association would refer more especially to the benediction which im-
mediately follows, but in some degree also to the main contents of
the letter, which, though more special and personal than perhaps any
other of St Paul’s Epistles, yet founds its exhortations on great general
principles applying to all alike. It perhaps arose out of the idea of unity
prominent in the Apostle’s mind, and was suggested by the dissensions
which divided the Corinthian Church.

For a similar superscription compare the Epistle of the Church of
Smyrna on the death of Polycarp...rj ékxAnaia Toi Oeoi 7§ mapowovay év
®dopnhie kal maocais Tals kard mdvra Témov Tis dylas kai kafohikis
éxxhnaias mapotkiais, €heos kal elpivy kal dyamn xr.X. See also the close

- of St Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians, ‘H ydpts 7ot K. quév "Ine. Xp.
ped Yudy xal pera mdvrov wavraxi Tév kekAquévor tmd Tob Ocod k.T.\. (§ 65).

dmxalovpévors 16 Svopa tob Kuplov] A phrase which in the O. T. e.g.
Gen. iv. 26, xiil. 4 etc.,, is applied to Jehovah, and therefore seems to
imply a divine power and attributes. For the expression 6 dvoua rot
Kuplov see the notes on 2 Thess. i. 12, Phil ii. 9, 10, and generally for
the application to our Lord of phrases applied in the O. T. to God see
on 2 Thess. i. 7, 9. The practice is illustrated by the testimony of Pliny
(Ep. xcvi.) ‘carmen Christo quasi Deo dicere secum invicem.

abrdv xal 4udv] Is this clause to be taken with é wavri réme or with
1o Kuplov nuév? The former is the interpretation adopted by most
modern commentators after the Vulgate, which translates it ‘in omni loco
ipsorum et nostro,’ as also do some other ancient versions. But all
possible interpretations of the words so connected are extremely harsh.
Thus it is explained by some to mean ‘both in Achaia (adrév) and in
Asia’ (judy, for St Paul was writing from Ephesus); by others ‘in every
part of Achaia, which Achaia belongs to us, as well as to them, inasmuch
as we are their spiritual teachers” Other interpretations are still more
arbitrary.

It is better therefore to attach avrév kai judy to Tob Kupiov, as taking
up the foregoing sjuér. This is the view of all the Greek commentators,
from a sense, I suppose, of the fitness of the Greek. The words are an
after-thought, correcting any possible misapprehension of fuér. ¢Our
Lord, did I say—their Lord and ours alike” There is a covert allusion
to the divisions in the Corinthian Church, and an implied exhortation to
unity. The particle re after adrév if genuine (as is probably not the
case) would assist this interpretation ; but even in its absence this.is far
less harsh than the alternative construction.

3. Xdpts tuiv kal elpym] See notes on I Thess. i. 1.

il. Thanksgiving (i. 4—9).

4. ebxapiord krA] On the thanksgivings at the openings of St
Paul’s Epistles and on the Hellenistic use of the word edyapiord see the
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notes on 1 Thess. i. 2. In this instance St Paul bears in mind a subject
which will occupy a prominent place in the body of the Epistle, the
spiritual gifts of the Corinthians.

Sobelo, tmhovrlodnre] ‘which was given...ye were enrviched) The
aorists point back to the time of their baptism into the Christian Church,
and generally of their admission to the privileges of the Gospel. The
phrase ér¢ év mavrl émhovriocfyre is an epexegesis of éml 1 xdpure 7
dobeiay.

on] ‘in that) used after elyapiord, as in Rom. 1. 8, 2 Thess, i. 3.

& Xpword *Inood, dv abrd] “in Christ Fesus) ‘in Him’ ; not as the E.V,
‘by Jesus Christ, ‘by Him.” God isrepresented here, as generally, as the
“Giver of all good gifts” Christ is the medium through whom and the
sphere in which these gifts are conferred. It is by our incorporation in
Christ that they are bestowed upon us. ’

5. & wavrl Aoy kal wdoy ywéoe] The distinction between these
words is differently given, as follows. (1) Adyos is the lower, yvéots the
higher knowledge, a distinction which is without sufficient foundation.
(2) Adyos refers to the gift of tongues, yvdous to that of prophecy. But the
restriction to ‘special gifts’ seems not to be warranted by the context :
see the conclusion of the note. (3) Adyos is the teaching of the Gospel
as offered to the Corinthians, yv@ais their hearty acceptance of the same.
But against this view it may be urged that the words 7 ydpire vj Sofeioy,
émhovriofnre év mavri k.7.\., as well as the parallelism of Adyos with yvéors,
point to some personal and inward gift, as the meaning of Xdyos. (4)
Adyos is the outward expression, yvdois the inward conviction ; as the
E.V. “all utterance and all knowledge.’

The last is probably the correct interpretation. Not only were the
Corinthians rich in the knowledge of the truths of the Gospel, but they
were also gifted with the power of enunciating them effectively. St
Chrysostom says (ad Joc.) kai vofjcas xal eimeiv ikavol, perhaps having in his
mind the expression which Thucydides uses of his teacher Antiphon
{vili. 68) kpdriaros évfuunbivar yevopevos kai & tw yvoin eimetv. This distine-
tion of Adyos and yvdars is partially illustrated by 2 Cor. viii. 7, xi. 6 € 8¢
kat i8is 7§ Ndye dAXN’ ov 7fj yvioer. The order here need not stand in
the way of this interpretation ; for though yvéas is prior to Adyos, and
so might be expected to stand first, it is reserved for the last as being of
superior and essential importance.

St Paul is doubtless alluding in part to the special gifts of the Spirit,
which seem to have been bestowed so lavishly on the Corinthian Church
(see chaps. xii, xiv). And thus Aéyos would include the gift of tongues,
yvdaus the gifts of discerning spirits and interpreting tongues (comp.
especially 1 Cor. xiil. 1, 2 éav Tals yAdooas Tév dvfpdmwy Aaké...kdv o
mpoyreiay kai €idé T pvoripa mdvra kal wagay Ty yvbaw x.r.\.). Thus the
Adyos of the Corinthians comes prominently forward in speaking of the
gift of tongues—the yvdais in condemning their divisions and rebuking

10—2
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their self-sufficiency. St Paul here gives thanks for their use : he after-
wards condemns their abuse.

But it would be a mistake to confine the allusion to these. It is
obvious from the context that the Apostle is referring chiefly to those
more excellent gifts, the spiritual graces which make up the Christian
character. In the same spirit in which he has addressed his Corinthian
converts ‘as sanctified in Christ Jesus,’ he goes on to express his
thankfulness for their advance in true holiness. He loses sight for a
moment of the irregularities which had disfigured the Church at Corinth,
while he remembers the spiritual blessings which they enjoyed. After all
deductions made for these irregularities, the Christian community at
Corinth must have presented as a whole a marvellous contrast to their
heathen fellow-citizens—a contrast which might fairly be represented as
one of light and darkness. See further on xdpiopa (ver. 7). On the
distinction between ywéois and codia see the note on Col. ii. 3, and
compare 1 Cor. xii. 8.

6. xabds] ‘according as) ‘in this respect that) ‘inasmuch as,’ and
so almost equivalent to ‘seeing that.” It explains the manner of év wavri
émhovriofnyre kv A. For this use of kafos introducing an epexegesis of
what has preceded, compare 1 Thess. i. 5.

7 papripiov 100 Xpiorod] ‘the festimony borme to Christ’ by the
Apostles and preachers ; and thus equivalent to ‘the Gospel as preached
to you,” Xptorod being the objective genitive. Compare 2 Tim. i. 8 uy odv
ématoxvvlis TO papripiov Tod Kuplov fjuaw, Rev. i. 2, 9, and see the note on
ii. 1 below.

{BeBaridn & dpiv] This might mean either (1) ‘received confirmation
in your persons,’ i.e. commended itself to others by the effect it produced
on your character; or (2) ‘was confirmed in you,’ ‘produced a deep
conviction in your hearts! The latter sense is to be preferred, as being
more in accordance with the use of xafds as explained above, and also as
better adapted to the statement s xai BeBatwoer vuas which follows.

7. &ore] is best attached to what immediately precedes. Otherwise
xafos...év duiv is to be treated as parenthetical, and dore referred to the
previous clause év mavri émhovriofyre. But this is not so good. It is
more in St Paul's manner thus to string the clauses together one after the
other. .

p1) Sorepeiodar &v pnbenl xaplopar] ‘so #at ye fall short in no spiritual
£¥/¢) The expression signifies more than pndevos yapioparos. The latter
would mean ‘not to be without any gift’ (comp. Rom. iii. 23) ; the former
‘not to possess it in less measure than others” For the wish compare
James i. 4, 19, and Ign. Pol. 2 a pndevos Aelmy kai mwavrds yapioparos
wepLTTEUYS.

xaplopar] The term ydpiopa, though sometimes applied especially to
the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit (such as tongues etc.), is not so
confined. It includes all spiritual graces and endowments. The greatest
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xdpiopa of all the Apostle declares elsewhere to be eternal life (Rom. vi.
23). That it is here used in this wider sense, is clear from the context,
which shows that St Paul is dwelling especially on moral gifts, as for
instance on holiness of life.

It would probably be correct to say that St Paul himself was conscious
of no such distinction as that of the ordinary and extraordinary gifts of
the Spirit. At all events in his enumeration he classes together those
endowments which we commonly speak of as miraculous and special, and
such as belong generally to the Christian character. See chap. xii.
And in some cases, as for instance the ydpiwopa of ‘prophesying,’ it is
difficult to say where the non-miraculous ceases and the miraculous
begins ; or to point to any distinction in kind between its manifestation
in the Apostolic times and its counterpart in later ages of the Church.

dmexBex opdvovs] ¢ as you eagerly expect’ The significance of this clause
in connexion with the context is best illustrated by 1 Joh. iii. 2, 3 ‘we
know that, when He shall appear, we shall be like Him...and every man
that hath this hope in Him purifieth himself, even as He is pure’; and
by 2 Pet. iii. 11, 12 ‘what manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy
conversation and godliness, looking for and hasting the coming of the
day of God.” In other words, the very expectation is productive of that
advance in Christian grace and knowledge which was spoken of before.
The word dmexdéxerfar does not necessarily signify ¢ awaiting hopefully,
desiring’ ; but the double preposition implies a degree of earnestness and
an intensity of expectation which is quite inconsistent with the careless-
ness of the godless. Hence it is never used in the New Testament in
reference to the coming of Christ, except of the ‘faithful.’ See Rom. viii.
23, 25 (and comp. ver. 19), Gal. v. 5, Phil. iii. 20, and especially Heb. ix.
28 éx devrépov yawpis dpaprins éPbioerar Tois avrov dmexdexopévois els
cwmplay.

8. 8s xalld.e. ‘Who also will go on with this process of strengthening
even unto the end, so that ye may be blameless.” This relative is referred
either to ©eos or to Xpioros as its antecedent. The latter is to be preferred,
as immediately preceding, while ©eés must be sought far back in the
sentence. And then again a new subject seems to be introduced in ©eds
below (verse g9). The repetition of rof XK. fu. ‘Ine. Xp., where we might
expect adrod, is no valid argument against referring és to Xpiords. Such
a repetition of the substantive has its parallel even in classical Greek, and
is common in the New Testament. See I Thess. iii. 13, 2 Tim. i. 18, Gen.
xix. 24 ; and compare Winer § xxii. p. 180 sq. There is a special fascina-
tion in that ‘name which is above every name,’ leading St Paul to dwell
upon it, and reiterate it. Compare also in this respect ver. 21.

8s xal Beardaea] to be referred to éBeBatéby év vuiy, on which see the
note. Compare also 2 Cor. i. 10 éjpdoaro nfpas xal pioerac els ov fAmixa-
pev Gt kat & pioera, Phil. i. 18 év rovre yaipw® dAA& kal yaprjoouas.

s T@ovs] with a reference to dmexdeyopévous.
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dveykAfiovs] ‘ so 2hat ye may be blameless’ : proleptic. See the instances
given on 1 Thess. iiil. 13 duéumwrous.

& i fqpépe] See the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4, and compare iv. 3
below, ¢mwd dvfpemivys fjuépas.

9. The sequence of thought is as follows. ‘The fact that you
have been called through God to a communion with Christ, is an earnest
assurance to you that Christ will bring this good work to a favourable
issue. For reliance can be placed on God. This calling was not intended
to be illusory or vain.” Here again St Paul takes the broad and compre-
hensive view of God’s dealings. See the notes above on vv. 2, 4. For

the same thought compare Phil. i. 6 ¢ Being confident of this very thing
* that He which hath begun a good work in you will perform it until the
day of Jesus Christ’; and see the notes on the verse.

mords 6 Oeds] Compare 1 Cor. x. 13, 2 Cor. i. 18, 1 Thess. v. 24
moTds 6 kahdv Yuds os kat moujoer, 2 Thess. iii. 3.

8 ob] ‘through Whom,’ not as E.V. ‘by whom,” which is ambiguous,
‘by’ being here an archaism. We may speak of God the Father, either
as the source from whom, or the means, instrumentality through which all
things arise and are. Compare Rom. xi. 36 é£ avrod kai 8¢ adTo? kai eis
avrov T4 wavra. He is at once beginning, middle and end. Most
commonly He is regarded as the Source (éf oi); but sometimes as
the Means (8.’ o8) as here and Heb. ii. 10 &mpemev yap adré, 8 ov Ta wavra
kal 8¢ ob & wdvra k. X. Compare Gal. i. 1 and note. Whenever God the
Father and Christ are mentioned together, origination is ascribed to the
Father, and mediation to Christ in things physical as well as spiritual.
See especially 1 Cor. viii. 6 efs Oeds, ¢ warrp, éf o ra mdvra kal rjueis eis
avTdy, kal eis Kipios Incods Xpiords, 8 od & mdvra xal fjueis 8 adrod. This
distinction is as precise in St Paul as in St John, though dwelt upon more
fully by the latter. We should nowhere find such an expression.as é¢ od
T4 wdvra applied to Christ.

The preceding note suggests two remarks. (1) It is important
to observe how early and with what exactness the doctrine of the person
of Christ was maintained. The genuineness of this Epistle is not
questioned even by the severest negative criticism, and yet here it is as
distinctly stated as in the Fourth Gospel, which that same criticism
condemns as the forgery of a later age. (2) We should not fail to
observe the precision with which St Paul uses the preposition, as a token
of his general grammatical accuracy.

kowevlav] including both spiritual communion with Christ in the
present life and participation in His glory hereafter, without which this
communion would be incomplete. The xowavia Tot viod adrod is coexten-
sive in meaning with the Bagiela To0 Oeot. On the uses of the word in
St Paul’s Epistles see the note on Phil. i. § émi 1) kowevig Sudy €ls 76
evayyéhior.
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2. BODY OF THE LETTER, i 10—xv. 58.

i, DIVISIONS, i. Io—iv. 2I.

(@) He describes and deprecates these divisions (1. 10—17).

10. wapaxald 8t] The participle is slightly corrective. ¢Though I
have commended your progress in the Gospel, yet I must rebuke you for
your divisions.’

d8eAdol] i.e. ‘ye who profess to be held together in the bond of
brotherhood.” The repetition of the term in the following verse, ddeh¢poi
pov, points to its significance here. For the use of this term in similar
appeals compare Gal. vi. 1, 18 (with the notes). See also, especially 1 Cor.
vi. 5, 6.

8ua Tob Svéparos Tob K. npdv 'I, X.] The exhortation to unity is still
further strengthened. ‘I intreat by that one name which we all bear in
common, that ye assume not divers names, as of Paul, and Apollos etc.’
For the adjuration comp. 2 Thess. iii. 6.

twa] It is difficult in this passage, as elsewhere, to discriminate
between the two senses of iva as denoting the purpose, design, or simply
the object, consequence. Compare the notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16, v. 4.

78 adrd Néymre] We have here a strictly classical expression. It is
used of political communities which are free from factions, or of different
states which entertain friendly relations with each other. Thus 75 a¥rd
Aéyew is ‘to be at peace, or ‘to make up differences’; see Thuc, iv. 20
fpdy kal Ypey TavTa Aeyovrey, V. 31 Bowwrol 3¢ kal Meyapijs 76 avrd Aéyovres
fovyalov, Aristot. Polit. ii. 3.3, Polyb. ii. 62, v. 104 etc. Here the second
idea to make_up differences is the prominent one, and is carried out in
karnprigpévor below, where the same political metaphor is used. - On the
application of classical terms relating to the body politic to the Christian
community by the N. T. writers, see the note on ré» ékxhgoiér 1 Thess.
il. 14.

The marked classical colouring of such passages as this leaves a much
stronger impression of St Paul’s acquaintance with classical writers than
the rare occasional quotations which occur in his writings. Compare
especially the speech before the Areopagus (Acts xvii.). The question of
St Paul’s general education is discussed in Biblical Essays, p. 201 sq., see
especially p. 205 sq.

oxlopara] This is said to be the earliest passage in which the word
occurs of a ‘moral division’ (Stanley Corinékians ad loc.). It is here
used as almost synonymous with &des, and in a later passage (1 Cor. xi.
18) it is distinguished from aipéoeis, the latter denoting a more complete
separation than oyfopara. See the passage. The word does not occur
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elsewhere in the N. T. in this sense, except in St John’s Gospel (vii. 43,
ix. 16, x. 19). In St Clement’s Epistle to the Corinthians it occurs
frequently, as might be expected, with more or less of reference to this
Epistle. See §§ 2, 49, 54 and especially § 46 a Ti &eis xkal Bupol kal
thoa'raa-tat xal oxiouara mokeuds e év vuiv, where the words are arranged
in an ascending scale. ©uuoi are ‘outbursts of wrath,’ 8iyosracia is
weaker than oyioua, as it is stronger than grdous: as grdois developes
into 8iyesragia, 50 dixooracia widens into oyioua. See the notes on this
passage, and on Gal. v. 20, 21. The word is apparently not found
elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers.

karnpriopévo] On this word see the note on 1 Thess iii, 10, It
- is especially appropriate here with reference to oxiopare (Matt. iv. 21,
Mark i. 19).

&v 7§ adrd vol kal & 7 adrf yvépy] Of these words vods denotes the
frame or state of mind, yvaun the judgment, opinion or sentiment, which
is the outcome of votis. The former denotes the general principles, the
latter the special applications of those principles. The form vot is peculiar
to St Paul in the N. T., but not uncommon with him (Rom. vii. 25, xiv. 5
1 Cor. xiv. 15). It is confined to late writers (Winer § viii. p. 72).

11. md rév XAéns] The expression may mean either (1) ‘the
children,’ or (2) ¢ the servants,’ or (3) ‘the relations of Chloe” We learn
a good deal of the social condition of'the early Christians from their
names. Judging from her name, Chloe was probably a freedwoman. At
least the name does not denote any exalted rank. Compare Horace Od.
iii. 9. 9 ‘me nunc Thressa Chloe regit’ Chloe is an epithet of the
Goddess Demeter (Aristoph. Zysistz. 835, compare edyAoos Soph. O. C.
1600) ; and it is not improbable that, as a proper name, it was derived
from this use. Slaves and by consequence freedmen seem very frequently
to have borne the Greek names of heathen divinities. Compare the
instances of Pheebe (Rom. xvi. 1), of Hermes (xvi. 14), and of Nereus
(xvi. 15).

Perhaps however the name is to be referred to the primary meaning of
the word, as in the case of Stachys (ordyvs) (Rom. xvi. g) and Chloris.
On either supposition it would point to a servile origin, from which class
a large number of the early converts to Christianity appear to have been
drawn. Compare ver. 26, and see the notes on Casars household in
Prilippians, p. 171 sq.

The position of importance occupied by women in the Christian
Church, even at this early date, is a token of the great social revolution
which the Gospel was already working. See Piilippians, p. 55 sq. for
the development of this feature in Macedonia especially.

It is possible that Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus (xvi. 17) are
included in of XAéns; but there is no ground for the supposition, and
all such identifications are hazardous.

12. Myw 8t robro 8] ‘7 refer to the fact that) ‘ my meaning is this
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that’; not as E.V. ‘now this I say that’ Compare Gal. iii. 17
1 Thess. iv. 15, and see [Clem. Rom.] ii. §§ 2, 8, 12 rofro Aéyer ‘he
means this.”

tacros dpdv] i.e. ‘there is not one of you, but has his party leader.
The whole body is infected with this spirit of strife.’

*AmoM\d] The name Apollos is contracted either from Apollonius, or
Apollodorus, probably the first. So at least it is written in full in Codex
D (Acts xviii. 24), and the variation seems to point to some very early
tradition. Apollos was an Alexandrian (Acts 1. ¢.), and the name Apollo-
nius was common in Alexandria, probably owing to the fact ‘that the
first governor left by Alexander in his African province was so called’
(Arrian A#nab. iii. 5). On the contracted names in -és and -as, so frequent
in the N. T.,, see Winer § xvi. p. 127, and the note on 1 Thess. i. I
Zovavss. This particular contraction is found elsewhere, though rarely ;
see Conybeare and Howson, p. 364.

We first hear of Apollos residing at Ephesus about the time of St
Paul’s first visit to Corinth (A.D. 52, 53). Here he is instructed in the
Gospel by Aquila and Priscilla. From Ephesus he crosses over to
Corinth, where he preaches to the Corinthians and makes a deep
impression upon the Corinthian Church. After his departure St Paul
arrives at Ephesus, and remains there three years (from A.D. 54 to 57).
See Acts xviii. 24—xix. 1. There is no notice of the return of Apollos
from Corinth to Ephesus ; but he was with St Paul or in the neighbour-
hood when this Epistle was written, i.e. about or after Easter 57 (see xvi.
12). For his subsequent movements see Tit. iii. 13; and on the subject
generally Heymann in Sdécks. Stud. (1843), 1. p. 222 sq., Pfizer de
Apollone doctore apostol. Altorf (1718), Bleek Hebr. p. 394 sq., Meyer
on Acts xviii. 24 and Stanley Corinthians ad loc.

Kn¢d] The Aramaic word xpy corresponding to the Greek Hérpos
(John i. 42). 5t Paul seems to have employed both forms indifferently.
In this Epistle he always speaks of Ky¢as ; in the Epistle to the Galatians,
sometimes of Kneas (Gal. i. 18, ii. 9, 11, 14) sometimes of Iérpos (Gal. ii.
7, 8). Here, as repeating the language of the Judaizers, he would
naturally use Cephas.

The question occurs, had St Peter been at Corinth before this time?
Apollos had been there, but there is no indication that St Peter had been.
In ix. 5 there is an allusion to him which points to his moving about at
this time. The Romanist story of St Peter’s twenty-five years episcopate
at Rome (A.D. 42 to 67), if true, would cover the time of St Paul’s im-
prisonment at Rome, and also the period of the Epistles to and from
Rome, so that the entire absence of any allusion to his being at Rome at
this time is quite inexplicable, if he were there. Besides, St Paul speaks
(Rom, xv, 20) as though no Apostle had previously visited it. It does not
seem at all necessary that St Peter should have been at Corinth in order
that his name should be taken by a party. He was naturally head of the
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Church of the circumcision. See the essay entitled ‘Saint Peter in Rome’
in Apostolic Fathers, Part 1., vol. 1L p. 481 sq. (1890).

Observe the delicacy evinced by St Paul in treating of this subject.
His ascending scale is Paul, Apollos, Cephas, Christ. He places himself
in the lowest grade, next, that teacher who was especially associated with
him, and highest of human instructors the Apostle who was represented
as his direct antagonist. Again, when he wants to enforce the opposition
between the servant and the master, between the human instrument and
the divine source, he selects his own name, as the meanest of all, and
therefore the best antithesis: pepépiorar 6 Xpiords * py Iabhos éoravpddn
mép vudr; so also in ill. § (r{ ody édoriv 'AmoM\&s; T 8¢ éorw
'IlatMos;) there is no mention of Cephas. His well-known friendly
relations with Apollos allowed him, both here and in iv. 6, as it were
to take liberties with his name. On the other hand, a true gentlemanly
feeling led him to abstain from appearing to depreciate Cephas, his
supposed adversary. This is an instance of his fine appreciation of what
was due to his fellow-men.

In the Epistle to the Galatians, where it was necessary for him to
assert his Apostleship, his language is different.

13. pepéprorar 6 Xpuorés;] Lachmann omits the note of interrogation,
as is done apparently in most of the ancient versions. Yet the sentence
is more forcible taken interrogatively. Nor does the absence of uj in one
clause, whilst it is present in the other, form any objection to this way of
taking it. The form of the interrogative is purposely varied, because the
reply suggested in each case is different. My interrogative implies
a negative answer, whereas the omission of uj allows an affirmative
answer. ‘Has Christ been divided?’ This is only too true. ¢ Was Paul
crucified for you?’ This is out of the question. On uy interrogative as
implying a negative answer see Winer § lvii. p. 641. The opposition in
the form of the interrogative would have been still stronger, if St Paul
had written od pepéporar ;

In what sense did the Apostle mean that Christ had been divided?
Christ is here identified with the body of believers. Thus ¢ Has Christ
been divided?’ is in effect ‘ Have you by your dissensions rent Christ’s
body asunder, tearing limb from limb?’ Compare 1 Cor. xii. 12, 13 ‘ For as
the body is one, and hath many members and all the members of that
one body, being many, are one body : so also is Christ. For by one Spirit
are we all baptized into one body”” Compare also xii. 27. This passage
seems to leave no doubt as to the interpretation here ; and so Clement of
Rome evidently understands it, for speaking of the later factions at
Corinth, he says (§ 46) fva v 8iéAkoper kal Staomdpey Td pékn Tob Xpiorod ;
with an evident reference to St Paul's language here. Immediately
afterwards he alludes directly to this Epistle dvaAdBere iy émiorols» Tob
paxaplov Havhov Tob dmoordhov...éméoredey vpiv mepl alrod te xai Knda re
xai "AmoMé k7. For an equally strong instance of the use of the
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metaphor see Hebr. vi. 6 dvagravpotvras éavrols TOv vidy ToU Oeod kal
napaBﬁyy-aﬂ{owas'

Some would give to pepépiorar the sense of ¢ 3.551gned as a share’ (‘Has
Christ become the badge of a party ?’), in which case the words would
refer solely to the section described as éyw 8¢ Xpwrrot. It does not appear
however that upepilew absolutely could well have this meaning ; though in
certain connexions, as in the construction pepifewv i 7, it would be
natural enough.

pi Haihos doravpddn] ‘surely Paul was not crucified for you! The
appeal is not simply to their gratitude towards one who has laid down his
life for them, but to their sense of justice. ‘You were not purchased by
the blood of Paul, you have not become the property of Paul’ Compare
1 Cor. vi. 19, 20, vii. 23, where this idea of ownership is brought out.
The idea will of course be more strongly implied here if the reading
is vmép, than if mepl. The balance of evidence is slightly in favour of
vmép.

els & dvopa Ilathov] ‘7720 the name of, not ‘in the name of’ as in the
E. V. The preposition implies both ¢subjection to and communion with’
another. The phrase is sometimes éni 7 dvopare (Acts ii..38 v. L), some-
times év 7§ ovopar: (Acts x. 48), but more frequently the stronger eis o
dvopa (Matt. xxviil. 19, Acts viii. 16, xix. 5).

It is unsafe to infer from such expressions as this (comp. Acts x. 48,
xix. 5§ and Hermas V. iii. 7. 3 8éhovres Banricbijyas els T0 Gvopa Toi Kuplov)
that the formula of baptism in the name of the Trinity (as commanded
Matt. xxviil. 19) was dispensed with, and the name of Jesus alone
pronounced. Baptism in or into the name of Jesus is to be regarded as
an abridged expression to signify Christian baptism, retaining the
characteristic element in the formula. Justin Martyr at least recognises
only baptism in the name of the Trinity (Apol. i. § 61, p. 94 A) and see
Clem. Recogn.iii. 67, Tertull. ¢. Praxean § 27. Certain heretics however
baptized solely in the name of Christ, and in the discussion on rebaptism
it was a question whether such baptism was valid. See a full account in
Bingham’s Christian Antiguities, X1. c. iil. § 1 and comp. Neander P/
w. Leit. § 276, Ch. Hist. (Bohn’s translation) II. pp. 430, 446 sq., who
however leans to the opinion that baptism in the name of Cbrist alone is
intended in these passages of Scripture, as did St Ambrose also de Spir.
Sanct. 1. 3.

14. Kplowov] The ruler of the synagogue whose whole household
was converted, probably among the earliest Corinthian converts. Crispus
(like Cincinnatus, etc. referring originally to the hair)is a common Roman
cognomen, and occurs frequently also as a Jewish name. See the passages
cited by Lightfoot and Wetstein here. :

Taiov] St Paul (Rom. xvi. 23) speaks of Gaius as “mine host and
of the whole Church, so that he would appear to have lodged with
him during his (now approaching) third visit to Corinth. Several persons
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of the name appear in the N. T. It was an ordinary pranomen among
the Romans, and being common to several distinguished members of the
Imperial family, like Julius, Claudius etc., was probably more in vogue than
ever at this epoch. Whether this is the same with the Gaius addressed in
3 John, it is impossible to say. They are both commended in similar
terms for their hospitality : comp. 3 John 5, 6. But the Gaius of St John
seems to be spoken of as a younger man or at least a young disciple,
whereas the Gaius of St Paul cannot have been either when St John
wrote. The correct pronunciation and probably the correct form in Latin
is Gaius, as it is always written in Greek. The same character in Latin
ongmally stood for C and G : comp, Donaldson Varron. vii. § 3, p. 291.

I5. Wa pf ms eryg] is to be connected with the whole sentence
€OxaptoTé...édnriga, not with ovdéva éBdnrica alone. ‘I am thankful it
was so, that no one may have it in his power to say.’ It is not meant
that St Paul at the time abstained from baptizing, foreseeing this result,
but that afterwards he was glad that it was so. *Providentia Dei regnat
szpe in rebus, quarum ratio postea cognoscitur’ Bengel.

els T dpdv bvopa] as certain heretics actually did, or are reputed to
have done, e.g. Menander (in Pseudo-Tertull. adv. omn. Her. c. 1.) and
others. See the references in Bingham, XI. c. iii. § 5.

{BamricOnre] the correct reading, not éBdmrioa.

16. The verse was an afterthought. He was perhaps reminded of the
omission by his amanuensis, who may have been Stephanas himself or one
of his household, for they were with him at the time (1 Cor. xvi. 15, 17).
Perhaps Fortunatus and Achaicus were members of his household. The
house of Stephanasis spoken of in 1 Cor. 1. c. as the first-fruits of Achaia.
This will account for their being baptized by the Apostle’s own hand.

On the undesigned coincidences between the Acts and Epistles
lurking under these names see Paley Hor. Paxl. 111. § 8.

17. ol ydp dwéorele] Baptism might be performed by a subordinate.
It presupposed no extraordinary gifts on the part of the performer, for
its efficacy consisted in the spirit of the recipient and the grace of God, 4
ydp wpoaipeais Tod wpooidvTos Nouwov épydlerai To wav, kal 1) Tov esou Xapis
but successful preaching requires special gifts.

Hence we find that our Lord did not baptize Himself, but left this
work to His disciples (John iv. 1, 2). And the Apostles followed this
precedent, as St Peter (Acts x. 48), and St Paul here. St Paul was
generally attended by one or more of the brethren, who ministered to
him and on whom this office would devolve (Acts xiii. 5 elyor "lodmmy
Ymypéryp, Xix. 22 Sto Tév Swukovolvrwv aird Tiwuéfeov xal "Epaorow, both
phrases pointing to a recognised position, more.or less official).

otk &v oodlg Aéyov] St Paul is eager to obviate any misapprehension
which might arise from his exaltation of the ordinance of preaching.
There were many members of the Corinthian Church who would eagerly
seize hold of this concession as they would regard it. It is not as a mere
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display of rhetoric, or of logical subtlety that he exalts it. This might
require special gifts, but not the gifts of the Spirit.

It is questioned whether év ocoghia Adyov refers to the form or the
matter of the teaching. So far as it is possible to separate the two, this
question is best answered by determining against which party the implied
rebuke is directed. We can scarcely be wrong in assuming this to be the
party which affected to follow Apollos the man of eloquence (dwjp Aéyios,
Acts xviil. 24). If so, the reference must be mainly to form, through
the natural tendency of the Corinthian mind to attach too much import-
ance to the graces of diction : for the substance of Apollos’ teaching
cannot have differed from that of St Paul in any such degree as to have
been exaggerated into a party question. The gogia Aéyov then will refer
not only to the luxuriant rhetoric, but also to the dialectic subtleties of
the Alexandrian method, which we find to an exaggerated degree in the
writings of Philo and some of the Alexandrian fathers. '

kevadf] ¢ b¢ empiied) i.e. ‘ dwindle to nothing, vanish under the weight
of rhetorical ornament and dialectic subtlety.’ For kevotr compare 1 Cor.
ix. 15, 2 Cor. ix. 3.

(&) The unhealthy craving after codla. God’s folly triumphant
over man's wisdom (i. 18—ii. 5).

18. Through this incidental allusion to preaching St Paul passes to
a new subject. The dissensions in the Corinthian Church are for a time
forgotten, and he takes the opportunity of correcting his converts for their
undue exaltation of human eloquence and wisdom. He returns from this
digression to his former theme almost imperceptibly at the beginning of
the third chapter. The link of connexion in both cases is equally subtle.

6 Méyos yap k.mA] The connexion is as follows: ‘For the preach-
ing with which we are concerned—the preaching of the Cross—is the very
antithesis to gogpla Adyov. It has no triumphs of rhetoric or subtleties
of dialectic to offer to those whose hearts are set on such trifles. To
such it appears to be but foolishness : and this is a sign that they are on
the way of destruction.” On the repetition of Adyes see note ii. 6 gociar.

& Néyos & Tob aravpol] here used as co-extensive with the preaching of
the Gospel, just as 6 oravpos Tov Xpiarol in the previous verse denotes the
substance of the Gospel. This expression shows clearly the stress which
St Paul laid on the death of Christ, not merely as a great moral spectacle
and so the crowning point of a life of self-renunciation, but as in itself the
ordained instrument of salvation.

dwoN\vpdvors, cwlopdvois] ‘ hose who are in the path of destruction, of
salvation! ‘Inthe language of the New Testament salvation is a thing
of the past, a thing of the present, and a thing of the future. St Paul
. says sometimes “ Ye (or we) were saved ” (Rom viii, 24), or “ Ye have been
saved” (Ephes. ii. 5, 8), sometimes “ Ye are being saved” (1 Cor. xv. 2),
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and sometimes “Ye shall be saved” (Rom. x. 9, 13). It is important to
observe this, because we are thus taught that cerppia involves a moral
condition which must have begun already, though it will receive its final
accomplishment hereafter. Godliness, righteousness, is life, is salvation,
And it is hardly necessary to say that the divorce of morality and religion
must be fostered and encouraged by failing to note this, and so laying the
whole stress either on the past or on the future—on the first call or on
the final charge) On a Freskh Revision, p. 104, ed. 3 (1891). For
dmoM\vpévors compare 2 Cor. ii. 15, iv. 3, 2 Thess. ii. 10; for cwfouévois
2 Cor. ii. 15, Acts ii. 47; see also Luke xiil. 23 el oAiyol of cw(éuevor
Comp. also Clem. Rom. § 58, Clem. Hom. xv. 10, Apost. Const. viii. 5,7, 8.
" The idea of final acceptance or rejection is obviously excluded in the
present tense : nor is it at all necessarily implied by the past tense, if we
remember that the knowledge of God is in itself swmpla, and those who
are brought to that knowledge are secwopuévoc; just as they are said to
belong to the Bacikeia Tob Ocot, though they may not attain to the blissful
consummation of their salvation, and may be excluded from the future
kingdom of Christ by falling away. For St Paul’'s way of speaking
compare the note on ver. 2 fyacpévos and ver. 9 xowevia.

tois 8t ocwlopévors npiv] This order, which is somewhat unnatural, is
adopted in order to bring out the opposition between of droAAdpevor and
of cw{dueror sharply. At the same time it serves to smooth down the
prominence of fuiv.

Stvapis Oeod] The direct opposition to pwpia would require gopia
Qeov, but the word 8dvaus is instinctively substituted to show that it is
not the intellectual excellence so much as the moral power of the doctrine
of the Cross on which the Apostle lays stress. At the same time,
inasmuch as pwpla involves the notion of vainness, inefficiency, 8dvaus is
no unnatural opposition.

19. dmold k.T.\.] A quotation from Isaiah xxix. 14. By this appeal
to Scripture St Paul enforces the two points, which are brought out in the
preceding verse : firs¢, the opposition between the wisdom of the world
and the power of God, and secondly, the destruction of the wise of this
world. Compare dmolé with rois drelvpérvois of ver. 18.

The passage is taken from the LXX. with this difference that St Paul
has substituted dfemjow for xkpvde. In the Hebrew the sentence is in a
passive form: ‘the wisdom of their wise shall perish etc.’ The spirit of
the application here.is in exact accordance with the original context of
the passage. The opposition there is between the évrdipara dvfpemwr kai
S:8aokakias (ver. 13, a passage cited by our Lord Matt. xv. 8, 9) and the
power of God which shall be exerted to the ruin of those who trust
in human teaching. The original reference however is to a temporary
calamity, the invasion of Sennacherib; and the application which St
Paul makes of the passage, in a spiritual and more comprehensive sense,
is after the common analogy of the New Testament writers.
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acodlay, civeoww] On the distinction between these two terms see the
note on Col. i. 9. They are explained in Arist. E#A. Nie. vi. 7, 10, The
first is a creative, the second a discerning faculty.

20. mob copés; k.T.\.] These words are a loose paraphrase of Isaiah
xxxiit. 18. They are certainly not intended as a quotation, for the
language diverges too much both from the Hebrew and LXX. The
original passage describes the overthrow of Sennacherib, who had attacked
the people of God. It runs in the LXX. wol elow of ypapparwkol ; mod
elqw oi oupBovhevorres; mol éormiv & dpefpdy Tods Tpeopévovs ukpdy Kal
péyav Aadv ; perhaps translated from a corrupt text. The meaning of the
Hebrew is given in Bishop Lowth’s translation: ‘Where is now the
accomptant? where the weigher of tribute? where is he that numbereth
the towers?’ The annihilation of the officers of Sennacherib’s army is
intended by these words. In place of these St Paul substitutes the
leaders in the world of thought, who war against the ‘spiritual Israel.
From this it will be seen that the passage in Isaiah will not aid us to the
interpretation of the individual words goghds, ypapuarevs, cvvinmris, the
form of the sentence only being the same and the general application
analogous, while the similarity of ypapparicoi of the LXX. in Isaiah and
ypapparevs in St Paul is merely accidental, or at best suggested the
paraphrase by its appeal to the ear.

aodbs, ypappareds, owwinmris] Two explanations of these words deserve
consideration. F?rsf, ooos is the general term including both the Jewish
and Greek teachers, ypappareds is the Jewish scribe, cur{yryrys the Greek
philosopher. But against this interpretation it may be urged (r) that
aopos more fitly designates the Greek philosopher than qur{yrmis, being
the word specially reserved for this meaning among the Greeks themselves ;
see Theodoret (ad loc.) xakei codor 7ov T35 ‘EXApwixj orepvia kocpod-
pevoy, Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. 3. 23, p. 329, and above all Rom. i. 23 ¢darorres
elvar oodoi éuwpdvfnoar. Compare also the Jewish proverb quoted by
Lightfoot (A. A. ad loc.) ‘ Cursed is he that herdeth hogs, and cursed is he
that teacheth his son Grecian wisdom.” (2) This interpretation seems to
require rot aldvos Tolrov to be taken with all three words, whereas the
repetition of mod separates the clauses. For these reasons it is better,
secondly, to take aogds as the Greek philosopher, ypapparevs as the
Jewish scribe, and ovy{yryris Tob alévos Tovrov as the comprehensive term,
a general expression comprehending both, ol aidvos rodrov being confined
to the last of the three. The use of cogia just below in the phrase ryv
copiav Tob Kégpov, as including both, is not a sufficient reason for
discarding this interpretation. A stronger argument in favour of this
explanation might be drawn from ver. 22, where cogia is used of the
Greeks alone.

Both these senses recognise a special mention of Jew and Greek
severally, and this seems to be required by the sequel émedy «ai “Tovdaios...
kal-"EXApres (ver. 22). This in itself is decisive in favour of rejecting
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other distinctions, as for instance that cogos is the ethical and meta-
physical philosopher, ypappareds the historian and literary man, svw{ymmis
the naturalist and man of science—a distinction which has quite a
modern smack. Moreover ypapparevs can only be a learned man when
applied to the Jewish scribe: in the ordinary Greek vocabulary it denotes
a civil officer, ‘a town-clerk’ or ‘secretary,’ e.g. Acts xix, 35; Ecclus.
xxxviil. 24 goppla ypapparéws év edxaipia axolis is not an exception.

The Jewish writers (see the passages in Wetstein) included in their
general picture of the corruption of the age at the time of Messiah’s
coming the failing of Rabbinical wisdom, apparently with a reference to
. Isaiah xxxiii. 18. With regard to the heathen, we have here the germ of

the thought which St Paul afterwards expands so strikingly in the first
chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, especially vv. 21, 22 éparaidfnoay
év Tois Swakoyiopols aiTdv kai éoxotialn 1j dovveros avTdy kapdia* paorovres
elvar cogpoi épwpdvOnaav, kat fAhafav x.r.X. See also the notes on odyi
udpavev 6 Oeds below and on év 1§ coia roi Oeoi in the next verse. For
a similar instance of an expansion see xv. 56.

7o¥ aldvos Tobrov] On this expression, as opposed to ¢ aldr 6 péAwv
or aldv éxeivos ‘ Messiah’s reign,’ compare Usteri Paul. Lekré. p. 327 sq.
The phrase had a temporal meaning, as originally employed by the Jews;
but as St Paul uses it, it is rather ethical in its signification, there being
no sharp division in time between ¢ the age of the world’ and ‘the age of
Messiah )

oty qudpavev & Oeds] ¢ did not God render vain’ ; and this in two ways,
(1) by exhibiting its intrinsic worthlessness and corrupt results, and (2) by
the power of the Cross set in opposition to it and triumphing over it, as
explained in the following verse. The process of this pwpaivew in the
case of the Gentiles is portrayed in the passage from the Romans quoted
above. The hand of God is there distinctly recognised, 8t6 mapédwxer
avtols 6 Oeds €v tais émibupiars km.A. ¢ While the reason strove to raise
itself, remarks Neander, ‘above Polytheism, it was betrayed into
Pantheism only to fall at last into scepticism. Yet it is rather their
moral degradation, as resulting from their idolatry, that St Paul must
have had in his mind, as the passage in the Epistle to the Romans
shows.

Tod xéapov] Omit rodrou, which has been introduced to conform to
T0b aidvoes Tovrov above ; kéopos is in itself ¢the existing order of things,
and needs no specification like aiév. We never find 6 xdopos 6 pé\awr.
Kéouos is used as synonymous with aidy, as in 1 Cor. iii. 18, 19: compare
also 1 Cor. ii. 6 with ii. 12 and Eph. ii. 2, where we have kara rov aléva
Tob kéopov Tovrov. So far as there is any difference between the two
words, alov would seem, like ¢ seeculum,’ to refer to the prevailing ideas and
feelings of the present life, and «éopos to its gross, material character;
and the two would be contrasted, though not so sharply, in the same way
as “the world’ and ‘the flesh.’
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21, &redy ydp] explaining the manner of éudpaver in the preceding

verse. ‘
v 7jj codlg Tol Beol] is explained in two ways. (1) ‘When the world
failed to recognise God in the works of His wisdom”: co¢pla denoting the
wisdom of God as displayed in the works of creation to the Gentiles and
in the Mosaic dispensation to the Jews. Or (2) ‘when owing to the wise
dispensation of God the world failed to recognise Him etc.’” The first
interpretation produces indeed a stronger resemblance to Rom. i. 18 sq.
of which this passage is the germ; compare especially ver. 20 ra yap
ddpara avTov dmé ktioews kéopov Tols woujpacty voolueva kaboparas k.T.\., and
see Wisd. xiii. 1. But everything else is in favour of the second rendering.
For first; it is harsh to attribute to cogpia a concrete sense, as ‘ the works
of His intelligence’ : secondly, the position of év 7 copig ot Oeod points
to it, as giving the explanation of odx &wvw ¢ kéopos x.r.A.: and tkirdly,
the sense suits the context better, as accounting for éuapaver 6 Oeos which
idea it assists the following ev8éxnaer 8iad Tijs pwplas in carrying out. Even
the corruption of the world was in a certain sense God’s doing, inasmuch
as He permitted it with a providential end in view : comp. Rom. xi. 32.

6 kéopos] here includes Jew as well as Gentile. The Pharisee, no less
than the Greek philosopher, had a gogpia of his own, which stood between
his heart and the knowledge of God.

8id Tijs codlas] is taken either of ‘the wisdom of God,’ or of ‘the
wisdom of the world” The latter is probably correct, as it presents the
same opposition to 8wt T pwpias Tod knpYyparos which runs through the
context.

Tod knpbyparos] ‘of the thing preacked, ‘the proclamation’; not rijs
knptfems. It refers therefore to the subject, not to the manner of the
preaching. There is only the very slightest approach in classical writers
to this sense of the words kppicoew, kipvyna etc, as denoting ¢instruc-
tion,’ ‘teaching’ The metaphor, if it can be called a metaphor, is perhaps
derived from the Jewish theocracy, and involves the notion of heralding
the approach of a king (Matt. iii. 1, iv. 17), or of proclaiming an edict of
a sovereign. But it seems to be very rarely used in a sense approaching
to this, even in the LXX.

22. The following verses (22—=25) contain a confirmation and ampli-
fication of the assertion in ver. 21, in its twofold bearing. They maintain
Jfirst, that the preaching of the gospel is directly opposed to the wisdom
of the world, whether displayed in the sign-seeking of the Jews, or the
philosophical subtleties of the Greeks (the oodia par excellence); and
secondly, that this foolishness of God triumphs over the wisdom of the
world. ‘

kal ‘TovBaior...kal "EXAnves] i.e. ‘the Jews no less than the Gentiles
have gone astray’ Compare Rom. iii. 9 #popriacduefa yip 'Tovdaious Te
kal "ENAnvas wdvras v’ dpapriav elvar. The particles «al...kal correspond
to each other, and attach the two sentences together. The absence of a

L. EP. _ II
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uév in this clause, answering to nueis 8¢, is to be accounted for by
supposing that the Apostle had not cast the form of the latter part of the
sentence in his mind, when he commenced it.

"TovBaioy, “EMAyves] The absence of the article shows that they are
spoken of rather with a view to their attributes than to their individuality,
‘Jews as Jews,” ‘ Greeks as Greeks.

onpeia) the correct reading, for which the received text has omueion.
The whole force of the passage here comes from the meaning ¢ miraculous
sign’ as applied to onupeiov. Compare Matt. xii. 38 sq., xvi. 1 sq.,
John ii. 18, vi. 30, incidents to which St Paul may be alluding indirectly,
though doubtless the Apostles were frequently met by the Jews with the
demand ‘give us a sign, as our Lord had been. It is not difficult to
conjecture in what sense the Jews asked for ‘signs.’ Signs were
vouchsafed in plenty, signs of God’s power and love, but these were
not the signs which they sought. They wanted signs of an outward
Messianic Kingdom, of temporal triumph, of material greatness for the
chosen people. See Biblical Essays, p. 150 sq. for Jewish expectation of
signs to be wrought by the Messiah, and the references in Wetstein on
Matt. xvi. 1. With such cravings the gospel of a ‘crucified Messiah’
(Xpiorov éoravpwpévov) was to them a stumbling-block indeed.

“EN\ves codlav] This characteristic of the Greeks was noted by
Anacharsis in Herod. iv. 77, "EXAyvas mavras doydlovs elvar mpos maoay
gopinv. He excepts however the Lacedaemonians.

alrolow, {yrotow] The same accurate appreciation of the difference
between Jew and Gentile as regards the reception of the Gospel,
which dictated the whole passage, is visible in these words. All the
terms are carefully chosen. The importunity of the Jews is expressed
by aireiy, the curious speculative turn of the Greeks by {yreiv.

23. An instructive commentary on this passage is furnished by
the different arguments which Justin Martyr employs in combating
Jewish and Greek assailants in the Apologies and the Dialogue with
Trypho. See Blunt Church in the First Three Centuries (1861), p. 120 5q.

The Jews looked to material, outward privileges, the Greeks sought
satisfaction for their intellectual cravings. The preaching of the Cross
commended itself to neither. It is a moral and spiritual power.

npels 8¢ xnplooopev] ‘but we preack, ie. ‘we do not discuss or
dispute.’

Xpuorrdv doravpwpévov] ¢ a crucified Messiak, not as the E, V., ¢ Christ
crucified” The expression is a sort of oxymoron. It is not so much
the person as the office which is denoted here by Xpiorés. By suffering
He was to redeem; by suffering He was to make many perfect. His
Messiahship and His Cross were necessarily connected. To the Jew
however Xpiaris éoravpupévos was a contradiction in terms: to the Greek
it would be simply meaningless. The great difficulty of the Jews in
overcoming the idea of a crucified Messiah appears from the very first,



LVl

1. 24.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS, 163

See Acts xxvi. 23, where St Paul states that one of the main theses which
he had to maintain was that the Christ was to suffer. Consequently we find
that the Apologists in arguing with the Jews had to explain this difficulty
(Ariston of Pella in Routh R. S. L p. 95, Justin Martyr Dial. c. Tryph.
c. 69, p. 323 C, Tertull. adv. Judaeos § 10). On this point see further
in Galatians, p. 152 sq. An illustration of this difficulty we have in
the fact that the later Jews, recognising the prediction of the prophets
that the Messiah should suffer, were driven to the expedient of supposing
two Christs, both a suffering and a glorified Redeemer, called respec-
tively Ben Joseph and Ben David. There is no trace however of this
distinction until Christian arguments from prophecy forced it upon
Jewish apologists. See Bertholdt Ch»éstol. § 17, p. 75 sq., Gfrérer Jakr.
des Hetls 11. p. 318 sq., and compare Stanley, p. 51. With regard to the
general abhorrence of the Cross by the Gentiles see Cicero gro Rabirio,
c. 5 ‘nomen ipsum crucis absit non modo a corpore civium Romanorum,
sed etiam a cogitatione, oculis, auribus,’ comp. Verr. v. 64. That this
‘stumbling-block of the cross’ existed not only in the apostolic age but
that it continued for generations later appears from many indications.
Thus Lucian (de morte Peregr. c. 13) speaks of our Lord as ¢ the gibbeted
sophist, Tév dveokohomigpévov éxeivov coduoriv; but perhaps the best
illustration of the popular feeling is the well-known caricature of a
slave falling down before an ass hanging on a gibbet with the inscription
Alefapevos oeBere feov, found in the Paedagogium on the Palatine, and
now in the Museo Kircheriano. So Celsus (Orig. ¢. Cels. iv. 7) speaks of
the Christians as ‘actually worshipping a dead man’ (§vrws vexpév oéBov-
Tas), a reductio ad absurdum in his opinion. The Emperor Julian after
his apostasy uses similar language. See also the note on Phil. ii. 8,

akdv8alov] Skdvdakov corresponds to onpela, pwpiav to copiav. Instead
of finding signs or tokens of the approach of Messiah’s Kingdom,
finger-posts guiding them thereto, they found a hindrance to their belief
in that approach.

24. abrols 8 rols k\nrois] ‘dut fo the believers themselves whatever
it might be to others. ‘Though they see that those around them regard
the cross as a stumbling-block or as foolishness, yet they themselves
know it to be’ etc. This is the force of adrois, which is added because
the passage is expressed from the standpoint of the believer. The
meaning of adrois would have been more clear if St Paul had said adrois
8¢ fjuiv, but he avoids the first person because he wishes no longer to
restrict the application to the preachers (jueis 8¢ «knploooper) of
whom he has been speaking hitherto. Adrols 8¢ 7ois xAyrols cannot
mean, ‘to them, viz. the called’; frsz, because this is very question-
able Greek, and secondly, because there is nothing nearer than
Tods miorevovras (ver. 2I) to which to refer the pronoun. On rois
xAnrols see ver. 2 above.

Xpwordv] The repetition of this word is emphatic, ¢ Christ crucified’

I11—2
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of the former clause is now ¢ Christ the power of God and the wisdom of
God.’

8tvapv] corresponds to ompeia of ver. 22, as copiav does to gogpiav.
The analogy between 8dvauis and onueia will appear, if we remember
that the signs, which the Jews sought, were manifestations of kingly
power.

The terms 8vvaus and oopia applied to our Lord are suggested by
what has gone before. He is the reality of that power of which the Jews
were pursuing the shadow, of that wisdom for which the Greeks were
substituting a counterfeit. At the same time they have a deeper meaning,
They appeal to the theosophy of the day, and declare Christ to be the
Eternal Word of God. For both 8ivauis (6eot) and coia (Geov) are
synonyms for Aéyos in the phraseology of Jewish speculators. For
SUvaues in the sense of an emanation of the Godhead see Acts viii. 10,
for copla see Luke xi. 49.

25. tév dvlpdrav] St Paul in abridging the comparison is only
following a common Greek idiom: e.g. Eur. Med. 1342, 3 Aéaway, oV
yvvaixa, tis TupaqviBos ExkiAAns éyovoav dypiwrépay ¢pvow. See Jelf, Gr.
§ 781 d, Winer, § xxxv. p. 307. At the same time the expression here is
more forcible than if it had been written in full rfis copias (rijs loyvos)
téy dvfpaémeov. The very foolishness of God is wiser than men and all
that is in man.

Tertullian’s comment is ‘Quid est stultumn Dei sapientius hominibus,
nisi crux et mors Christi? Quid infirmum Dei fortius homine, nisi
nativitas et caro Dei?’ (¢, Marcion. v.5). The separation however in
this comment is not justified by the text.

26. ¢Is not this in accordance with your own experience? Thus not
only in the means of redemption, but in the persons of the redeemed, is
the weakness of God declared to be stronger than men. Not only is the
power of God seen in the effect of the preaching of a crucified Messiah
it is evidenced also in the fact that preachers and believers alike are
chiefly drawn from the weak and the despised of the world.’

BM\éwere yap] ¢ for look at your calling, the circumstances under which
ye were called to Christianity. Not an indicative but an imperative
mood : compare viii. 9, x. 12, 18, xvi. 10, Phil. iii. 2 and frequently in
St Paul. The passage is more vigorous when thus taken : ‘excitat quas
torpentes ad rem ipsam considerandam’ says Calvin. And the emphatic
position of BAémere seems to require it. Otherwise the order would
probably have been v xAfjow vudy SBAémere, as-in 2 Cor. x. 7 & kard
mwpécwmoy BNémere.

™y k\ow Wpdv] “the manner of your calling’; here and elsewhere
with a special reference to their station in life at the time of their calling,
This idea however is not contained in the word k\jeus itself, but is
derived from the context, as also in vii. 20. KMfjous in itself neve
signifies a ‘vocation’ or ‘calling in life’ It is the calling to the know-
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ledge of the Gospel, and it may or may not, according to the context,
have reference to the circumstances under which the calling took place.
On the Pauline interchange of «\fjots and éxhoyy see on Col. iii. 12 ds
éxhextol T Oeob, and compare I Thess, i. 4, 2 Thess, i. 11. It will be
observed here that St Paul uses the verb éfehéfaro in ver, 27 as corre-
sponding to the substantive kAjow.

én] ‘Zow that) TFor this construction compare the note on 1 Thess.

5 (a passage which is mistranslated in the E.V.). It is the §r, which
introduces the idea of manner or circumstances into kAijots.

xard odpka] should probably be taken with all three words oodol,
Suvarol, evyeveis. The position of the qualifying phrase after the first of
the three is much more in favour of this conjuncture than if it had been
placed after the last, as for instance in ver. 20, Besides it applies
equally well to all three. There is a spiritual ddvauis and a spiritual
ebyévea, as well as a spiritual copla. The Bereans are examples of this
spiritual nobility (ofrot foav edyevéorepor v év Oeaaatoviky Acts xvii. 11).
Lastly, Tob xéopov is repeated with the opposites of all three in the next
verse.

ob wohol] ‘#of many. The phrase is not equivalent to oddels, for there
were some few exceptions. In the Church of Corinth Erastus ‘the
chamberlain of the city’ (Rom. xvi. 23) might perhaps be reckoned
among the 8uvvarol. That the majority of the first converts from heathen-
dom were either slaves or freedmen, appears from their names. Compare
especially the salutations in the last chapter of the Roman Epistle (see
on this Pkilippians, p. 171 sq.), and the remarks of Merivale, History of
the Romans (1858), vol. VI. p. 265 sq.

The sentence is elliptical and a verb must be understood from the
context. The reference however in o moMoi x.7.\. is probably to be
confined neither to the teachers as such, nor to the taught as such (as dif-
ferent commentators have maintained); but to be extended to the converts
generally. Accordingly some less precise term is needed than éhijfnaay
or éfehéxbnoav, though in one sense éxirfnoar is applicable, for teachers
and taught alike are ‘called” On the brachylogies of St Paul see the
note on ver. 3I, and on this passage Dr Ainslie in the Fowrnal of
Philology (1868) I p. 158.

This fact of the social condition of the early Christians is the constant
boast of the first Apologists as the glory of Christianity.  See especially
Justin Martyr Apol. ii. 9 Xpiorg ol Pihdoopor 03¢ Pdhoyor pdvoy
érelobnoav, dANG kal xeporéxvar kal wavrehds ididrar kat 86fns xat Pofov xal
bavdrov karadpoviigavres, émedr Svvapis éori Tod dpprirov Harpds k.r.A.; and
Origen ¢. Cels. 11. 79 xai ob favpastov € T6v Ppovipwyv: dAA& kal Tév
&)\o-ym-ra'-rwv kat Tois mwdbeow éyxetpévov...dAN’ émel Mvap.u' T0) ©eod o
Xpiords v kai oopia Tod Harpos, 8ia Tobro Taira 1re1rou]xev kai €t mowel
KT\,

29, 28, d\\d k.r.\] Mwpd, dofevij, dyevij kai ra éfovfemuéva are the
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opposites of cogol, Suvarol, edyevels. See the note on the reading xairé
u) Svra below. The omission of the words lva karaigxdvy Tods coots, kai
ra dofevii Tob kdopov éfedéfaro ¢ Oeds in some uncial MSS. probably arises
out of a confusion due to the repetition of the same words éfeA. ¢ Oeds.
Origen is guilty of a different error. He omits from the first to the third
éke\. 6 ©ebs. The neuters (e.g. rd pwpa for oi pwpol) are adopted in
preference to the masculines, as sinking the individuality and conveying
an idea of meanness in the objects, and thus bringing out the point of
the contrast more strongly.

The repetition of éfeAéfaro ¢ Oeds is emphatic. The effect is the same
‘as in the reiteration of kAyros ver. I (where see the note). St Paul is
penetrated with the intense conviction that our calling is not of ourselves
but of God; and expresses himself accordingly. Thus he is already
preparing us for the precept with which he closes the paragraph, ‘0
kavywpevos év Kvplo kavydofw. .

28. Td pv évra] The omission of the particle xai before rd pj dvra
is justifiable on external authority alone, though the evidence in its favour
(N®BC3D3L) is considerable. It is however not found in NAC'D!F G and
several of the early fathers. Certainly the sense gains by the omission.
The three classes which are the opposites to gogol, Svvarol, evyeveis have
been already enumerated (though in the last the supplementary clause
wa karawryvvy Ta evyev) is not expressed and has to be supplied by the
reader). The strong expression ra pj dvra is now added as at once a
climax and a summary of what has gone before.

The negative pj is generally explained here as denoting not the
objective fact (ra odk dvra) but the subjective impression, ¢ things reputed
non-existent’ So apparently Winer §lv, p. 608. This however would
weaken the force of the contrast, and it is probable that it denotes
simply the class-attributes, ‘such things as are not, according to its
ordinary usage. Compare Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 15 obros yip édxer xai
mpérepor woA\& 8y d\nfeboar Towabra, Td dvra Te ds Svra kal T pi Svra o5
ovx &vra, where the sense is obvious and has nothing to do with the
subjective impression. See also Jelf, Gr. §746. 2, and Eur. 770ad. 608
(cited by Alford) ‘Opd ré Tév fedy, és Td pév mupyods” dve Té& pnpdeév
dvra, & 8¢ Sokotwr dmdhesav. In fact ré pg Svra is much more usual
than ra& odk dvra in the sense of ‘things not existing.’

xorapyioy] ¢ annikilate, reduce to non-entity. This strong expression
is substituted for the weaker xarawryvyp, as the opposition to r& uj &vra
requires.

29. bmas py kavxfonrow wica adpt] ¢ #hat no flesh may boast) ¢ that all
Slesh may be prevented from boasting’ Compare Acts x. 14 ov8émore
&payov mwav xowdv ‘1 have always avoided eating everything common,’
Rom. iii. 20 oV dikatwbrioerar méoca oipf dvomor adrod, In such cases the
negative is attached closely to the verb which it immediately precedes.
This seems to be scarcely a classical usage of was with the- negative,



L 30.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. I 67

and the analogy of the classical ov wdwv (with which on the other
hand compare od mdvreos Rom. iii. 9) is apparent, rather than real.
It is a common Hebraism, and the corresponding Hebrew (a2"53), show-
ing that waga eapf are to be regarded as one word, assists to explain how
mdca is unaffected by the negative which refers solely to the verb.

tvémov Tob @] The preposition conveys an idea of boldness and
independence. As Bengel says; ‘Non coram illo, sed 7z illo gloriari
possumus.’ See ver. 31.

30. ‘Nay, so far from there being any place for boasting, ye owe
your existence as Christians to Him, as the Author of your being.’

The words é£ adrob dpeis éore év Xpiord 'Inoot are differently taken.
Either (1) ‘From Him ye have your being (é£ avroi égreé), ye are born of
Him in Christ Jesus, ‘ye are His children in Christ Jesus So
Chrysostom (éxeivov waidés éore Bia Tob Xpiorov Todro yevdpevor), and in the
same way the other Greek commentators. Compare xi. 8, 12, xii. 15.
Or (2) ‘For it is His doing (éf adrod) that ye are in Christ Jesus, are
members of Christ (éore év Xpioréd 'Inoot).” The latter of these inter-
pretations is open to two objections; jfirsf, that the sense attributed
to é£ avrod is unusual at least in the New Testament, and secondly, the
emphatic position of éoré would scarcely be explicable, for the natural
order would certainly be év Xpior@ "Ingob éore. It was probably from an
instinctive feeling of the requirements of the Greek that the Greek
commentators seem all to have adopted the other interpretation. For
the sentiment and even the form in which it is expressed, compare
Gal. iii. 26 wdvres yip vioi Ocod éoré dia Tijs wiorews év Xpior$ “Ingod. If
the idea of a regeneration and spiritual sonship appears most frequently
in St John, it was certainly not unknown to St Paul.

tort] Possibly an allusion to the preceding ra u Svra ¢you, who
were not, now are.’ But in any case, éore is here best taken as a
predicate, and accentuated, as in Lachmann’s edition.

tyeiOn] ‘decame’ (ie. by His incarnation); not ‘was made.”’ See the
note on 1 Thess. i. 5 éyevijfpuer., ‘He showed us the way to all true
knowledge, the knowledge of God and of our own salvation. He by
taking upon Him our nature was manifested to us as the impersonation
of all wisdom,’ or perhaps better ‘the representative of the wise dispen-
sation of God.

dmd Oeob] To be taken with éyevifn goia, not with cogpia alone.
St Paul accumulates words to intensify the leading idea of the sentence
that everything comes of God.

Sukaroo-Gvn e kol dyiaapds kal dwo\brpwos] ¢ 2al is fo say, righteousness
and sanctification and redemption.” These three words are an epexegesis
of gojpila. Owing to the absence of any connecting particle between
copia and dikaioavvr, and especially considering the interposition of dmé
~ ©eod, it is impossible to coordinate the four words, as is done in the
English version and by many commentators.
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The connecting particles re kai...kai perhaps imply a close connexion
between 8iwatogivvy and dyiacuds, whereas drmolirpwois stands rather by
itself. ¢ By becoming wisdom He became both righteousness and sancti-
fication and also redemption.” Compare Hom. Od. xv. 78 dudorepoy, «5dds
Te kal dylain, xat Sveiap, Herod. vil. I xai véas Te xai immovs xal oirov xal
mhoia : and see Jelf, G». § 758, Hartung, Partikeln. i. 103.

The order of the words 8:xaiootvn, dyiaoguds is what might be expected.
Awatootyy is used in its peculiar Pauline sense as ‘righteousness before
God,’ ‘justification’; differing however. from Sikaiwgts (Rom. iv, 23, v. 18)
in that the latter is the verdict of God which pronounces a man righteous.

“Aywacguds is the natural following up of Swatoaivy and is illustrated by
Rom. vi. 19 wapaoricare Ta pékn vpdv Sotha 7§ Sikatooilyy eis ayacudv.
On the terminations -advy, -ots, -opos see I Thess, iii. 13. On the other
hand we are scarcely prepared to find drolvrpwois following these words
which we might expect it to precede, as e.g. Rom. iii. 24 Swawdperor
Swpeav T avrod xdpire Bid Tiis dmolvrpdoews Tis év Xpiord ‘Incoi. But
‘redemption’ is really used in two ways. Calvin very justly. says,
‘ Redemptio primum Christi donum est quod inchoatur in nobis, et
ultimum quod perficitur’; and here the word is used not so much
of the initiative act (the death of Christ, cf. Eph. i 7), as of redemp-
tion consummated in our deliverance from all sin and misery. In
this sense it is almost equivalent to {wy alwveos and is therefore rightly
placed last. For the sense of dmoldrpwois see especially Eph. iv. 30 eis
fpépay amokvrpdoews and compare Rom. viii. 23, Eph. i. 14.

This is the earliest indication in St Paul’s Epistles of the doctrine
which occupies so prominent a place in the Epistles to the Romans and
Galatians, and in St Paul’s teaching generally. See Biblical Essays,
P- 224 5q.

31 Wa kabds yéypawrar k.TN.] ‘7% order that it may be according to
the language of Scripture’ The sentence is frequently explained as an
anacoluthon, as if St Paul had retained the imperative mood of the
original (xavydofw) instead of substituting xavxfonrar, But it is more in
accordance with St Pauls usage to regard it as an ellipsis va (yérmrar)
xabos yéypantar x.r.X. His ellipses are often very abrupt (see the
instances collected on 2 Thess. ii. 3), and have occasioned much trouble
to the transcribers, who are at much pains to supply them. See a note
in Fournal of Philology iii. p. 85. Of the ellipsis of a verb after fva we
have examples in Rom. iv. 16 8i& ToiTo éx wioTews va kara xdpw, Gal. ii. 9
Tva rjuels els Ta &6vn, avrol dé els Ty wepiroury, 2 Cor. viil. 13 0¥ yip tva
&\ ous dveats, vuiv Ohlyrs. Whichever explanation is given, the sentence
in form very much resembles Rom. xv. 3 d\\a «xafos yéypamrar® Of
Sveidiopol Tév dvedi{dvroy aé énémeaov én’ éué, and 1 Cor. ii. g below.

6 kavxdpevos x.r.\.] is not a direct quotation, but abridged from
Jeremiah ix. 23, 24 p7) kavydofw 6 copos év T4 Fodia avrod kai uy kavyase
& loyupos év i) loxli abrob xal p3j kavydobo 6 wholoios év T¢ mholre avrod,
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AN % év rovre xavydofw 6 kavydpevos, guviely kal ywdokew Ori éyd el
Kipios ¢ mwoioy &\eos, combined with 1 Sam. ii. 10 uy xavydobw 6 ppévipos
& 15 Ppovicet avrod Kal pi xavxdofw o Suvaros év ) Buvdper avrol kai pi
kavxdofo 6 mhovaios év TG mAovre avrol, dAN § év Tolre xavxdebw 6
KavYGpEvos TUVLELY Kal ywdarew Tov Kipiov kai moieiv kpipa kal Sikatootimy év
uéop Tis yis. It will be observed that the three classes, the wise, the
strong. and the wealthy, correspond roughly to the three enumerated in
the passage above in ver. 26, and the reference is peculiarly apt here.

St Paul repeats the words ¢ kavxduevos év Kuplp xavydosfw in 2 Cor. x.
17, and St Clement of Rome (§ 13) quotes the passage from the LXX.
with the conclusion thus dAX’ # ¢ kavydpevos év Kuplo xavydobo, Tob
éx{nretv avTov kal wotely kpipa kal Sucatoovvy, words which, though diverging
considerably from the corresponding passage in Jeremiah, approach
nearly to the conclusion of 1 Sam. ii. 10 given above.

The resemblance of St Clement’s language to St Paul may be
explained in two ways; either (1) St Paul does not quote literally but
gives the sense of one or other passage (1 Sam. ii. 10 ot Jer. ix. 23sq);
and Clement, writing afterwards, unconsciously combines and confuses
St Paul’s quotations with the original text; or (2) a recension of the
text of Jeremiah (or Samuel) was in circulation in the first century which
contained the exact words 6 kavyduevos év Kupie rxavydcfw. The former
is the more probable hypothesis. Iren. Haer. iv. 17. 3 quotes Jer. ix. 24
as it stands in our texts. In neither passage does the Hebrew aid in
solving the difficulty. In 1 Sam. ii. 10 it is much shorter than and
quite different from the LXX. Lucifer de¢ A4than. ii. 2 (Hartel, p. 148)
quotes it ‘non glorietur sapiens in sua sapientia...nec glorietur dives in
divitiis suis, sed in hoc glorietur qui gloriatur, inquirere me et intelligere
et scire in Deum gloriari, quia ego sum Dominus qui facio misericordiam
et judicium et justitiam super terram.” As Cotelier (on Clem. Rom. §13)
remarks, he seems to have read éx{yreiv with Clement, for he has
‘inquirere’ three times in this context, but the coincidence may be
accidental. On the other hand Antioch. Palest. Hom. xliii. (Bibl. Vet.
Patr. p. 1097, Paris 1624) quotes directly from 1 Sam. ii. 10 and betrays
no connexion with Clement’s language. For St Paul’s quotations see
further on ii. 9..

A



CHAPTER II.

1. ‘And this divine rule was illustrated in my case also. Just as
God has ordained the weakness of the cross as the means of salvation
(i. 22—25), just as He has chosen the weak of this world as the objects of
salvation (i. 26—31), so I too observed the same rule among you.! And
this in two ways (introduced by kdye). ‘Humility characterised my
preaching (ii. 1, 2). Humility was stamped upon my person and pene-
trated my feelings (ii. 3).

M0dv.. MABov]  Perhaps the aorist é\dov is to be explained by
supposing that the sentence was begun with the idea of ending it o? ka6’
vmepoxiv kTN karjyyeMhoy, and the form was abruptly changed after
ddekgpoi. For repetitions however somewhat analogous to this see Jelf,
Gr. §705. 3, and better still Matth. §558, especially the instance from
Plato Enthyd. p. 288 b riva wor’ odv &v xmoduevor émomipny opbis xmaai-
peba. At all events it is not to be compared with the Hebraism 8é»
s?&ov.

ob kad® dmrepoxAv Néyov 4 codlas] ‘not in excess of eloguence or wisdom,'
i.e. not in excellence of rhetorical display or of philosophical subtlety.
The two are united lower down in ver. 4 év mefois coplas Adyous.
‘ Corinthia verba’ was a proverbial expression for elaborate language
(Wetstein on 1 Cor. ii. 4). The phrase here is better taken with karay-
yéA\ov than with fAdov.

katayy@Awy] A present participle, instead of the future which
generally accompanies verbs of motion to express the object of the verb
(Matth. §566. 6). As we find however that this exception occurs so
frequently in the case of dyyé\Aew and its compounds, we are led to look
for the explanation in the special meaning of this verb, which is not so
much ‘to announce, declare,’ as ‘to bear tidings.” Compare Xen. He/l.
il. 1. 29 é¢ Tas ’Afjvas Emhevoev dyyé\hovsa T yeyovéra, Thucyd. i. 116
olyduevai mepiayyéAhovaar Bonleiv, Eur. Med. 372 ; and so Acts xv. 27
dmeaTd\kapey,..abTovs.. .arayyé\hovras.

75 papripiov] ‘tke testimony.” He spoke in plain and simple language,
as became a witness. Elaborate diction and subtlety of argument would
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only discredit his testimony. The various reading pvorijpior, though
strongly supported (NAC Syr. Memph. and some fathers), has probably
crept in from ver. 7.

700 @eol] Tov Oeol here is perhaps the subjective genitive, ‘the
testimony proceeding from God,’ as 7o Xpiorot in i. 6 (ro papripiov Tob
Xpeworob) is the objective genitive, ‘the testimony borne to Christ.” The
expression of St John (1 Joh. v. ¢) ¢This is the witness of God which
He hath testified of His Son’ links the two together, It is the testimony
borne by God (rob ©¢ot) to Christ (rob Xpiarob).

Maprvpia and papripov differ as ‘the giving evidence’ and ‘the
evidence given’ But it is not easy in this case to separate the &yov
from the évépyeia.

2. ob yip ¥&kpwd T dbbvan] 7 kad no intent, no mind to know any-
thing” It does not mean therefore ‘I steadfastly excluded all other
knowledge,’ but simply ‘I did not trouble myself about the knowledge of
anything else’ For this sense of xpiverw compare vii. 37, 2 Cor. ii. I,
Acts xv. 19, Rom. xiv. 13. The other rendering ‘I determined not to
know’ (E.V.) cannot be supported by the analogy of the common idiom o7
¢nud (‘I non-say it,” ‘I say no to it’); unless it can be shown that od
kpive is commonly so used. Thus e.g. ot Aéyo would not be equivalent to
ov ¢nul. Ouvk éé again presents no correspondence, it being simply a
softened expression for ‘I forbid.’ It is not necessary to understand
éfetvar with odk &piva (¢ I did not judge it allowable’), as Lobeck contends
(Prryn. p. 753)-

7. el8évar] in a pregnant sense, ‘to exhibit the knowledge of, recognise’;
resembling its use in I Thess. v. 12 (see note there) and ver. 12 below.
The reading of the received text 7ob eidévar 7¢ is a legitimate construction
in late Greek (cf. Acts xxvii. I éxpify Tob dmomAeiv juas), but is destitute of
textual support here. '

"Incolv Xpirrdw] i.e. both the Person (Inooiv) and the office (Xpiarov)
of our Lord.

xal Todrov doravpdpevov] i.e. and Him too not in His glory, but in His
humiliation ; that the foolishness of the preaching might be doubly
foolish, and the weakness doubly weak., The Incarnation was in itself a
stumbling-block ; the Crucifixion was much more than this.

3. xdys] ‘as in my ministerial teaching, so also in my own person,
weakness was the distinguishing mark." For the repetition of «kdys...
kdyd compare Juvenal Sat i. 15, 16 ‘et nos ergo manum ferulae sub-
duximus, et nos Consilium dedimus Sullae.’

& dobevelq] The meaning of defévera should not be arbitrarily
restricted to any one form of weakness. Whatever enhanced in the
Apostle’s mind the contrast between the meanness and inability of the
preacher, and the power and efficacy of the Gospel, would be included
under doféveia. Thus it would comprehend (1) the physical malady,
under which he was labouring at the time (see Gal. iv. 13 dofévea s
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aapkés), which is in all probability the same as ‘the thorn in the flesh’
mentioned 2 Cor. xii. 7 and in reference to which see Galatians p. 186sq:
(2) the meanness of his personal appearance (2 Cor. x. 10) with which he
was taunted, and which perhaps was the result of his complaint : (3) his
inability as a speaker, whether this arose from imperfection of the
physical organs or from some other cause (see again 2 Cor. x. 10):
(4) a sense of loneliness, from which we may suppose him suffering
before the arrival of .Silvanus and Timotheus (Acts xvii. 15, xviii. § s 8¢
xarijAfov...quveiyero 7@ Aéyw i.e. perhaps ‘he grew more bold’), analogous
to the feelings which oppressed him at a later date during the absence of
Titus (2 Cor. ii. 13): (5) his unprotected condition, when assailed by
persecution: and (6) his general inability to deliver his message
worthily.

& $6By kal &v Tpépe moAA®] Each word is an advance upon the other.
The sense of weakness produced fear. The fear betrayed itself in much
trembling. ®dBos xal Tpduos is a not unfrequent combination in St Paul,
2 Cor. vil. 15, Eph. vi. 5, Phil. ii. 12. See the note on'the last named
passage. Here the expression denotes the Apostle’s nervous apprehen-
sion that he might not fulfil his ministry aright: i.e. fear and trembling
in the sight of God rather than of man.

Hywbpqv] may be taken either (1) with év dodevelg x.7.). ¢ I manifested
weakness and fear, in my intercourse with you’; or (2) with mpos duas
‘I arrived among you in weakness and féar’ There is the same
ambiguity of construction in 1 Thess. i. 5 (see the note on that passage).
Here probably the former is the preferable construction, not only as
being the more usual, but also as better suited to the context.

4. \éyos, kfpvypa] are not to be distinguished as his private and
public instruction respectively : nor yet exactly as the form and the
matter of his preaching; though the latter is not far from the right
distinction. While xjpvyua (not ‘my preaching’ as E.V., which would be
xpvis, see on i. 21) signifies the facts of the Gospel, e.g. the Incarnation,
Crucifixion, Resurrection etc.; Adyos is the teaching built upon this,
whether in the way of exhortation or of instruction.

welbois] ¢ persuasive, plausible’ The word mebés, which is equivalent
to mbavds, is not found elsewhere in Greek literature, but was probably a
colloquial form. Thus the word unconsciously illustrates the very fact
which the Apostle states. It is formed on the analogy of ¢eldos (from
¢peidopar), which is apparently found only in the comic writers, Booxds from
Béokw, etc. Eusebius and Origen (though not consistently) quote the
passage év wewdoi coias Aéywr, and so apparently do some versions. On
welfds see the references in Meyer, also Lobeck Phryn. p. 434, Winer
§xvi. p. 119. The whole expression includes both the rhetorical (Adyos)
and the philosophical (co¢hias) element, the two together producing wefe
(so ver. 1 Umepoyn Adyov § godpias). The received text inserts dvfpomims
before gogias without sufficient authority.
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& dmoBelfe xrA] Here dmodefis ‘demonstration’ is opposed to
refs (in mebois) ‘plausibility’; and mveipa xal ddvauis to Adyor godias.
Of these last, muebpa is opposed to Adyos as the inward spirit to the mere
superficial expression; and 8ivams to godpia as moral power to intel-
lectual subtlety. Adpapus is not to be taken in the sense of ‘miracle-
working.” There is the same opposition, and in very similar language, in
1 Thess. i. 5 70 edayyéhwov fjudy obk éyeviify els vpas év Ndye pévoy, dAXG
xai év Suvdper kal év mvevpari dyle xai mAnpopopia woANf.

It is questioned whether mveiparos kai Swvdpews is a subjective or an
objective genitive, i.e. whether it is ‘the demonstration which comes of
spirit and of power,’ or ‘the demonstration which exhibits spirit and
power.” The former is the more probable meaning ; both because the
form of the substantive dnddeifis (a Gmaf Aeyopevor in the N.T.) rather
points to this, and also (which is a stronger reason) because the paral-
lelism with gogplas Adyois seems to require it.

We are reminded by these words of the criticism of Longinus (Fragment
1. ed. Weiske p. 113), who describes St Paul as mpdrov...mpoigrduevor
déyparos dvamodeixrov. It was moral, not verbal, demonstration at which
he aimed. See Loesner Oé&s. p. 363 on Col. ii. 1, and compare the
expression of Ignatius (Romz. § 3) ob mewopoviis 76 Epyov dAAG peyéfous T\,

5. & oodlg dvdpdmwv] The preposition denotes the object of their
faith, ‘that your faith may not repose in the wisdom of men.’ For this
use of mioris with év compare Rom. iii. 25 8id miorews év 7§ avrod alpary,
Gal. iii. 26, Eph. i. 15, 1 Tim. iii. 13, 2 Tim. i. 13, iii. 15.

The true and the false wisdom. The former is spiritually
discerned (ii. 6—16).

6.. ¢, Though we eschew the wisdom of ‘'men, yet we have a wisdom of
our own which we communicate with the perfect’ For the manner in
which the word co¢la is taken up here, compare Aéyos in i. 17, 18 ovk év
gopig Néyov...6 Aoyos yap 6 Toi oTavpod K.T.A.

&v Tois Tehelois] Téhewos is properly that of which the parts are fully
developed, as distinguished from oAdkAnpos, that in which none of the
parts are wanting. See James i. 4 where the words occur, Trench V.7,
Syn. §xxil, p. 74sq, and the passages quoted on I Thess. v. 23. Hence
it signifies ‘full-grown,” and accordingly ré\ewos is used by St Paul as
opposed to wmjmios or maidla, though in a moral sense as ré\eios év Xpiord,
Compare xiv. 20 1§ kakiq vymid{ere, Tals 0¢ Ppeai ré\ewor yiveabe, Eph. iv.
13, Phil. iii. 15, Heb. v. 14. That it is used in this sense here will appear
also from iii. 1 &s wymiows é&v Xpiord. The distinction is somewhat the
same as that which St John makes, dividing his hearers into warépes and
veaviokos or wawdla (1 Joh. ii. 13, 14). Pythagoras also is sa1d to have
distinguished his disciples as ré\etoc and vimioc.

But besides this meaning of full development,’ the term here most
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probably bears the collateral sense of ‘initiated’ according to its classical
usage, illustrating év pvornpip below. See this side of the question
treated fully in the notes on Col. i. 28 8iddoxovres mdvra dvfpwmov év mday
copia (va mapasriowpey wdvra &vfpwmoy Téhewov év XpioT, a passage where,
as here, both pvarijpior and oogpia occur in the context.

These words have been the subject of much dispute. On the one
hand they have been adduced to justify the distinction of an exoteric
and an esoteric doctrine, as though there were certain secrets withheld
from the generality. This idea of a higher and a lower teaching seems
early to have gained ground even among orthodox writers, and Clement
of Alexandria (Eus. A.E. v. 11) especially says that Christ communicated
the inner yvéois to a few chosen disciples. This distinction became the
starting-point of Gnosticism : see Lechler 4. Zez4. p. 500 and note on Col,
Lc. The difference between yvéois and gogpia is discussed on Col. ii. 3.

On the other hand several modern commentators, seeing how entirely
opposed this system of religious castes is to the genius of Christianity
and to the teaching of St Paul elsewhere, have avoided any semblance of
it here, by putting a forced construction on the passage copiav Aahovpey
év rois Tehelows ¢ we teach a doctrine which is wisdom in the judgment of
the perfect.” But to say nothing of the harshness of this construction, it
is clear from the whole context, especially iii. 1, 2, that St Paul was
speaking of an actual distinction in the teaching addressed to the less
and the more advanced believer. What is implied by the contrast
between ‘babes’ and ‘grown men’ may be seen from iii. 1. It is the
distinction of less or greater spirituality. What is meant by the gogpia
may be gathered from a comparison of St Paul’s earlier with his later
Epistles. The gogia will involve especially the ampler teaching as to the
Person of Christ and the eternal purpose of God. Such ‘wisdom’ we
have in the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians especially, and in a
less degree in the Epistle to the Romans. This ‘wisdom’ is discerned
in the Gospel of St John, as compared with the other Evangelists.
Compare the note on ydia ov Spdpa (iil. 2).

Tdv dpxévruv Tob aldvos robrov] i.e. the great men of this world, as the
whole context seems imperatively to demand; the princes whether in
intellect or in power or in rank, so that of &yovres x.7.A. would include
the oogoi, Svvaroi, edyeveis of i. 26. - See further the note on ver. 8.

On the other hand some of the fathers (e.g. Origen Homil. 1V. in
Matth., 1X. in Genes.) understood it of the powers of evil, comparing
Eph. vi. 12 wpos Tods koopokpdropas Tol okdTovs TovTOV, TPdS TA TYevpaTikd
Tijs mownplas év Tols émovpaviots. In this sense the Gnostics availed them-
selves of it to support their Dualism, see Tert. adz. Marc. v. 6. And it
would almost seem as if St Ignatius were referring to this passage in
Ephes. § 19 E\abev v dpyovra roi albvos Tovrov 7} mapbevia Mapias xai &
Tokeros avths, opolws xal 6 fdvaros Tov Kuplov, tpla pvoripia kpavyis,
where however &afev is probably intended as a paraphrase of oJdeis
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réy dpxdvroy Tol aldvos Tovrov Eyvaker (ver. 8). At all events, the meaning
is quite out of place here ; and ‘the princes of this world’ are to be under-
stood as great men according to the world’s estimate of greatness.

Tdv xatapyovpévev] is best explained by i. 28 r& uy Svra va Tad dvra
xarapyioy : i.e. who are brought to nought by the power of Christ, whose
glory wanes before the advance of Messiah’s kingdom ; ¢ aldy odros being
the direct opposite of 7 Baci\ela Toi Xpiarod, * Messiah’s kingdom’ in its
widest sense. Compare Martyr. Vienn. c. 8 (in Routh R.S. 1. p. 305)
xarapyn@évray 8¢ Ty Tupavvdy xolaornpiwv Ymd Tob Xpurroi S s Téw
paxapiov vroporis. See also the note on 8éfav fud in the next verse.

7. @eob codlav] is the correct order, Beot being emphatic: ‘a wisdom
not of this world, but of God.” The received text has go¢play Geod on the
slenderest authority.

& pvomply] ¢ the wisdom which consists in a mystery! The phrase
must be taken either (1) with oogpiav or (2) with Aahoiper. Perhaps the
former is preferable. For the omission of the article see the note on
I Thess. i. 1 év Oep marpi, and references there. If év pvornpip is taken
with Aahoiper, the sense will be much the same ; * We speak a wisdom of
God, while declaring a mystery’ On the Pauline use of the word
pvoripoy, as something which would not have been known without
revelation, and its connexion with words denoting publication (as here
nulv yap dmexdAvyrev 6 Oeos ver. 10) see the note on Col. i. 26. See also
the note on 2 Thess. ii. 7: from the passage in Josephus there quoted,
pvoripoy appears to bhave the subordinate sense of something extra-
ordinary and portentous.

v dwoxexpuppévny] The article is frequently placed thus between
the substantive and the accompanying adjective or participle when it is
intended to give a definite reference to an indefinite statement. ‘A
wisdom of God, that wisdom I mean, which was etc.” Compare Gal. iii,
21 vépos 6 vaap.evor, with the note.

fv wpodpwoev] ‘which God jforeordained’; absolutely. It is not
necessary to understand dmoxaddyrar or any word of the kind. The
gopia Oeob is the scheme of redemption,

eds B6fav Hpdv] i.e. the glory of inward enlightenment as well as of
outward exaltation; for the word 3ifa (like Baci\ela Tob ©¢od) involves
the complex idea. Compare 2 Cor. iii. 8—18. Here there is an opposi-
tion between 8dfav fjudv and rév dpxovrwr Tob alévos Tovrov, rdy karapyov-
pévoy, ‘Our glory increases, while their glory wanes’ This use of
karapyeiofa: in connexion with 86éa is illustrated by the passage from
2 Corinthians already referred to, and by 2 Thess. ii. 8 xarepyjoe j
émidaveig Tijs mapovoias avrot (where see the notes).

8. #v]i.e cgodiav.

tyvoxev] ¢ hath discerned.’

Tév Kipuov...loradpusav] As types and representatives of the princes
of this world, St Paul takes the Jewish and heathen rulers who crucified
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the Lord (comp. Acts iv. 27). Yet the rebuke is not confined to these;
and he rightly says ov8els rév dpydvrev, for all alike who oppose them.
selves to the spread of the Gospel, all the princes of this world, as such,
do in a certain sense ‘crucify the Lord afresh’ (Heb. vi. 6).

ris 86fns] The contrast present to the Apostle’s mind is that between
the shame of the Cross (Heb. xii. 2) and the glory of the Crucified,
between the ignominy which they seemed to be inflicting on Him and
the honour which was intrinsically His.

9. dMN\Q kadds yéyparwron] ‘but it has come to pass according to the
words of Scripture’ The sentence is elliptical. For an exact parallel in
form see Rom. xv. 3, and compare the note on 1 Cor. i. 31.

& 4¢Podpds k.rA.] The composition of the sentence is somewhat
loose. Like 1 Tim. iii. 16 &s épavepwbn x.r.\. it begins with a relative, so
that the construction is broken, The grammar also is irregular, & being
the accusative after eldev and #xovoey, and the nominative to dvé8n; and
8aa (the correct reading for the second a of the received text) in apposi-
tion with & Another construction is proposed which makes sjuiv 8¢
dmexkdhvyrev (ver. 10) the apodosis, introduced by the particle 8¢; but this,
even if yap is not to be read for &, seems not to be after St Paul’s
manner, being too elaborate and indeed requiring raita 8¢ 7juiv. The
whole of verse 10 is best considered to be the Apostle’s own addition to
the quotation. For dvéBy émi Tjv kapdiav, a Hebrew expression (o
25 Sp), see Acts vil. 23, Jerem. iii. 16, xliv. 21, li. 50,

The distinction here is between things perceived by the senses, and
things apprehended by the understanding. Compare the lines of Empe:
docles ofros ofr’ émdeprrd Tad dvdpdow, ot émaxovard, ofre vop mepi-
Anmra in Sext. Empir. adv. Matth. vii. 123 (Ritter and Preller, p. 126).

The quotation, the words of which are not found in the existing text
of the Old Testament, is generally considered to be a combination of
Is. Ixiv. 4, which runs in the LXX. dmwd roi aldvos ovk fjroloaper odé of
SpBarpol fjudy eldov Bedv mAy oob kal T Epya gob, & moujoeis Tois Vmopévov-
aw €\eov, but more nearly in the Hebrew, ‘ From eternity they have not
heard, they have not hearkened, neither hath eye seen a god [or ‘O
God’] save thee (who) worketh [or ¢(what) He shall do’] to him that
awaiteth Him’ (see Delitzsch ad Joc.), and Is. Ixv. 16, 17 otk dvaSigeras
avréy éml Ty kapdiav...od pr éméNOpy avrdv émi v kapdiav. The passage, if
we may trust St Jerome, occurred as given by St Paul, both in the
" Ascension of Isaiak and in the Apocalypse of Elias (Hieron. in Is. Ixiv. 4,
. p. 7615 Prol. in Gen. 1X. p. 3). And Origen, in Malth. xxvii. 9
(111 p. 916), says that St Paul quotes from the latter, ‘In nullo regulari
libro hoc positum invenitur, nisi (el pf, ‘but only’) in Secretis Eliae
prophetae.” This assertion is repeated also by later writers (see Fabricius
Cod. Ps. V. T. 1. p. 1073) doubtless from Origen, but combated by
Jerome (IL cc. and Epist. lvii. § 9; 1. p. 314), who refers the quotation to
Is. Ixiv. 4. There does not seem any reason for doubting that the



IL. 9.1 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 177

quotation occurs as Origen states, especially as Jerome, making a savage
onslaught on this opinion, tacitly allows the fact ; see more below. If it
could be shown that these apocryphal books were prior to St Paul, this
solution would be the most probable; but they would appear to have
been produced by some Christian sectarians of the second century, for
Jerome terms them ‘Iberae naeniae’ and connects them with the
Basilideans and other Gnostics who abounded in Spain (IL cc.; see also
¢. Vigél. 1. p. 393, and comp. Fabricius, p. 1093 sq.). If so, they
incorporated the quotation of St Paul, as also another missing quotation
(Eph. v. 14, see below), in order to give verisimilitude and currency to
their forgeries. At all events both these works appear from the extant
remains to have been Christian. For the Apocalypse of Elias see
Epiphan. Haer. xlii. (p. 372), who says that the quotation in Eph. v. 14
(which is obviously Christian) was found there; and for the Ascension of
Isaiak, this same father Haer. Ixvii. 3 (p. 712), where he quates a passage
referring to the Trinity. Indeed there is every reason to believe that the
work known to Epiphanius and several other fathers under this name, is ,
the same with the Ascension and Vision of Isaiak published first by
Laurence in an Athiopic Version and subsequently by Gieseler in a
Latin. The two versions represent different recensions ; and the passage
‘Eye hath not seen, etc.’ appears in the Latin (xi. 34) but not in the
Athiopic (see Jolowicz Himmelfahrt u. Vision des propheten Iesaia,
p. 90, Leipzig, 1854). The Latin recension therefore must have been in
the hands of Jerome ; though this very quotation seems to show clearly
that the Athiopic more nearly represents the original form of the work
(see Liicke Qffenbarung d. Jokannes, p. 179 sq.). Both recensions alike
are distinctly Christian.

Still in favour of Jerome’s view it may be said that St Paul’s quota-
tions are often very free as e.g. in i. 31, and that there is no instance: in
St Paul of a quotation from an apocryphal writing being introduced by
kafos yéyparrai. The quotation from a Christian hymn in Eph. v. 14 is
introduced by Aéyet, which is quite general. It is just possible moreover
that some Greek version, with which St Paul was acquainted, gave a
different rendering from the LXX. and more resembling the quotation in
the text.

It is at least remarkable that St Clement of Rome (§ 34) gives the
quotation in almost the same words, though approaching somewhat
nearer to the LxX. He reads rois dmopévovow avrév for St Paul’s rois
dyandow avrdv, and is followed by the Martyr. Polyc. § 2 dvéBhemov Ta
Tpodueva Tois vmopelvacw dyabd, & obre ods fxovoer, oire dpfarpos eldev,
ovre émi kapdiav dvlpdmov dvéBn, passages which seem to suggest an
original lying somewhere between the present LXX. rendering in Isaiah,
and the quotation of St Paul, though nearer to the latter. In the other
places where the quotation occurs, 2 [Clem.] §§ 11, 14, Clem. Ep, ad Virg.,

"i. 9, it does not reach the point where Clement and St Paul diverge.

L. EP. 12
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An additional interest attaches to this passage from the words
ascribed to Hegesippus in a passage of Stephanus Gobarus ap. Photius
Bibl. 232 (see Routh R. S. 1. 219), who after quoting this passage says
‘Hyjourmos pévroi, dpxaiss Te dwip kai dmoorolikds, év T¢ méumTe TGY
Smopmpdreov ook ol 8 ¢ xai waldv pdray pév elpiobar Tabra ANéyer, kai
karayrevdeofat Tovs TadTa Papévous Tov Te Belwy ypaddy kai Tob kuplov Aeydrros,
Maxkdpioe of Spfadpol Vudy of BAémovres, kal Td dra Vudy Tdé drovorra kai
é&hs.  Stephanus seems to regard this (at least Baur and Schwegler do so)
as an attack on St Paul and a proof that Hegesippus was an Ebionite ;
but he has probably misunderstood the drift of Hegesippus’ words.
Hegesippus was attacking, not the passage itself, but the application
which was made of it by certain Gnostics, who alleged it in support of an
esoteric doctrine (see Routh A. S. 1. p. 281 and Galatians p. 334). We
know from Hippolytus (Haer. v. 24, 26, 27, vi. 24) that it was a favourite
text with these heretics and that the Justinians even introduced it
into their formula of initiation. Perhaps #ke Revelation of Elias may
have been an early Gnostic work itself, and embodied this quotation
from St Paul for doctrinal purposes. In favour of this view, it may be
remarked that Hegesippus elsewhere (24. Euseb. H. E. iii. 32) in
attacking the Gnostic heresy avails himself of St Paul’'s own words
Yrevddvupos yvaous (I Tim. vi. 20), and seems to have commended the
Epistle of Clement and to have been satisfied with the orthodoxy of the
Corinthian Church (Euseb. 4. E. iv. 22, comp. iii. 16).

10. NpWv] ‘Zo us who believe’; not to the Apostles specially, but to
believers generally.

dmexdhvdev 6 Ocds] This order is perhaps better than that of the
received text ¢ Oeds dmex., and is strongly supported (RABCD). The
‘revelation’ is the emphatic idea in the sentence. The aorist (dmexd-
Avyer) is on a par with many aorists in St Paul. Its force is, ‘revealed
it to us when we were admitted into the Church, when we were baptized.’
*AmoxkdAwris implies an extraordinary revelation, while ¢avépwos is the
general term, including e.g. the revelation of God in nature.

b ydp mretpa] i. e. the Spirit of God givento us. If weknow the things
of God, it is only by His Spirit dwelling in us. See Rom. viii. 9—27,
where the same idea occurs in several forms and with several applications,

kal 1d Pddn] ‘even the depths) which are manifold, the plural being
stronger than the singular. On the other hand we have ra Baféa rod
Sarava (Apoc. ii. 24).

11. ‘For as a man’s self-consciousness reveals man’s nature to him,
so it can be nothing else but the Spirit of God dwelling in him which
reveals to him the nature and dealings of God.” Ta rot dvfpwmov are ‘the
things of man’ generally, of human nature. The emphatic repetition of
dvbpemey, dvbpdmov, dvfpsmov and of Oeot, Oeod is intended to enforce
the contrasts.

tyvoxev] is the correct reading for the second oldev of the received
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text. The words are carefully chosen. O¥ey ‘knoweth’ denotes direct
knowledge, while &pwxer ¢discerneth’ involves more or -less the idea
of a process of attainment. Compare e.g. I Joh. ii. 29 éav eldijre &m
Sixawds éorw, ywdoxere 8t was & woudy Ty dikawoalmy € avrol yeyévimray,
where yweéoxere implies an inference. In this passage the distinction
is not so marked, but the &mwoker seems to place ra Tob Geob a degree
more out of reach than older does rd Toi dvfpdmov. Compare also
2 Cor. v. 16, and see for ywdokew the notes on Gal. iii. 7, iv. 9, for
eldévar 1 Thess. v, 12.

The examination of the passages, where the two words are found
in the First Epistle of St John, shows most clearly that they were
employed with the same precision of meaning as in the classical age.
While ofda is simple and absolute, ywdoko is relative, involving more or
less the idea of a process of examination. Thus while ol8a is used of the
knowledge of the facts and propositions in themselves, yivdoke implies
reference to something else, and gives prominence to either the acquisi-
tion of the knowledge or the knowledge of a thing in its bearings. It
surely cannot be by chance, that where St John wishes to place in,
bold relief the fundamental facts of our religious conviction in and by
themselves, he uses olda (see ii. 20, 21, iii. 2, 5, 14, I5, and especially
v. 18, 19, 20); that where he speaks of our knowledge not as direct but as
derived from something prior to it, he almost always employs ywdoxw,
both in the phrase év rovre ywdokew, which occurs repeatedly (ii. 3, s,
il 19, 24, iv. 2, 13, v. 2, cf, ili. 16 év Tolre éyvikaper: not once év
rovte eldévai), and in other expressions (ii. 18 dfev ywdokouey, iii. 1
ob ywdoke fjuds Ori, iV. 6 ék Tovrov ywawokopey, cf. iv. 7, 8); and that
when the two words ywdokew and el8évar are found together, as in the
passage already quoted (comp. John xxi. 17, Eph. v. 5), they stand to
each other in the relation which the distinction given above would lead
us to expect. °If there are also passages in which the difference of
meaning is not so plain, the induction seems still to be sufficiently large
to establish the facts.

otdels...el pi] i.e. ‘no man, as man, knoweth, but only the Spirit of
God.” Oddeis (sc. dvfpsmav) as tis dvfpdmov above, For this use of
el i (éav py) see on Gal i 7, 19, ii. 16.

7d wvedpa Tob Beod] Not 76 mrebpa 16 év adrg according to the analogy
of the preceding part of the verse; for though the spirit of man is in
him, a similar expression would not correctly apply to the Spirit of God.
This change of phraseology may be regarded as a caution to us not
to press the analogy beyond the point to illustrate which it was intro-
duced. It may be true that the spirit of man takes cognizance of the
things of man, just as the Spirit of God does of the things of God ; but it
does not follow that the spirit of man has the same relation to man as the
Spirit of God has to God.

12.  fpels 82) ‘but we received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit

12—2



180 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. [IL r2.

whick cometh from God.) ‘Hpeis includes the believers generally, but
refers especially to the Apostles, as Paul and Apollos: for the reference
is mainly to the teachers in the following verse.

7d mvedpa Tob koopod] The interpretation of this expression will depend
on the view taken of rév dpydvrey Tob aldvos Tovrov (ver. 6); see the note
there. It seems therefore to be simply.the spirit of human wisdom, of
the world as alienated from God.

OdBopev] ‘received,) i.e. when we were admitted to the fold of
Christ. The aorist ra yapiobévra below refers to the same time. St Paul
regards the gift as ideally summed up when he and they were included in
the Christian Church, though it is true that the Spirit is received
constantly.

fva el8dpev k.r.\.] i.e. ‘that we may be conscious of, may realize the
spiritual blessings and hopes conferred upon us.’ For this sense of
eldévar see ii. 2 and the note on 1 Thess. v. 12. Here a4 yapiofévra will
include miraculous gifts; but, like xdpiopa itself, the expression extends
to all blessings conferred by the Gospel. See i. 7 above.

13. ‘Nor do we keep this knowledge to ourselves. As it is revealed
to us, so also (xai) do we communicate it to others. And the manner of
our communication is in accordance with the matter. Spiritual truths
are expressed in spiritual language.’ The expression & xal Aakopev is in
a measure corrective of any impression which might have been left by
the foregoing words, that the mysteries of the Gospel were the exclusive
property of a few. The emphatic word in the sentence is Aalotuey,
as the order shows ; and the mention of the manner of communication
(ovk év 8idaxrois k.T.\.) is quite subordinate.

aodlas] is the genitive governed by 8idaxrols, as the form of the
ellipsis in the corresponding clause év 8idaxrois mvevparos shows. Com-
pare John vi. 45 (from Is. liv. 13) wdvres 8idakroi ©eot. This construc-
tion of the genitive with verbal adjectives of passive force is in
classical Greek confined to poetry ; e.g. Soph. Electra 343 dmavra ydp oot
Tdpa vovferijpara kelvps didaxrd, Pind. OL ix. 152 (100) &idaxrais dvBpomwy
dperais.

‘There is no display of human rhetoric in our preaching. The
language, no less than the matter, is inspired.” Indeed the notion of a
verbal inspiration in a certain sense is involved in the very conception of
an inspiration at all, because words are at once the instruments of
carrying on and the means of expressing ideas, so that the words must
both lead and follow the thought. But the passage gives no coun-
tenance to the popular doctrine of verbal inspiration, whether right or
wrong.

mvevpaTikols mvevpaTkd avykplvovres] ¢ combining the spirvitual with the
spiritual) i.e. applying spiritual methods to explain spiritual truths. Itis
excellently explained by Theod. Mops. here : 8ia 76w Tod mredparos dmodei-
Lewv Ty T0D Mredparos Sidaokaliav morodpeba. This is the proper meaning
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of avyxpivew ‘to combine,’ as Siaxpivew is ‘to separate.”” Svykpivew, it is true,
sometimes gets the sense of ‘ comparing,’ as in 2 Cor. x. 12 ; but it does not
suit the context here, whether explained, as by Chrysostom and others, of
comparing the types of the Old Testament with the tidings of the New, or
more generally. Others again, taking svevparois to be masculine, trans-
late it ‘explaining spiritual things to spiritual men.’ Against this it may be
urged, (1) that though ovykpivew is frequently used of interpreting dreams,
(cf. Gen. xl. 8, 22, xli. 12, Dan. v. 12), yet the leading notion which it
involves is that of ¢ finding out,  comparing’ the phenomena of the dream
with the phenomena of common life (so kpivew, éykplvew are used of
dreams), which notion is out of place here : (2) the combination mvevuar:-
Kois wvevparued points to the neuter gender, as otherwise we should rather
expect mvevparikd Tols mwvevpariois : (3) the dative is naturally governed
by the oiw of gvykpivovres, and (4) the qualifications of the recipient seem
to be introduced first in the following verse by Jruyixos dé.

14. ‘Though we communicate our knowledge freely, yet being, as 1
said, spiritual —spiritual in form as well as in matter—it addresses itself
only to spiritual hearers, and therefore the natural man is excluded from
it.” The verse is connected with ver. 12, and St Paul comes round to the
subject of ver. 6 once more. ’

Yvxikds] ‘the natural man, as opposed to mvevparixds, and closely
allied to oapkids. See note on 1 Thess. v. 23, where the triple division
of man’s nature into odua, Yuxy, and #veipa is discussed.

ob Séxerar] ‘rejects, ¢ does not vecesve’ ; not ‘is incapable of ’ (a strictly
classical usage of déyecfar which would be expressed in the N. T. by ov
xwopet). The meaning which I have given is the universal sense of
8éxeofar in the New Testament and is moreover better suited to the
explanation pwpia yip k.7.\., which includes more than the incapacity of
the hearer, and implies a disinclination also.

¥ mvevpanikds dvakplverar] ¢ for they’ (sc. Ta Tob mvevparos) ‘are
spivitually discerned, i.e. the investigation is a spiritual process. This
is an explanation of the whole sentence from pwpia...yvéva, and not of
the latter clause only. '

15. ‘On the other hand, the spiritual man is placed on a vantage-
ground. He can survey and duly estimate the relative proportion of all
things. He has a standard by which to measure others, but they have no
standard which they can apply to him.’

dvakplve. pdv wdvra]  examineth, ¢ sifteth everything, e.g. in the matter
of meats or of the observance of days. In any case the same translation
of the verb ought to have been preserved in the English version here, as
in ver. 14. The leading idea of avaxpivew is that of examination, investi-
gation, sifting, while xpivew implies more prominently the pronouncing a
verdict. The word adopted by the A. V. as an equivalent is unfortunate ;
for, besides being a mistranslation of dvaxpiveras, it is quite untrue in fact to
say that the spiritual man ‘is judged by no one.’ So v’ 0V8evos dvaxpive-
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rac means ‘ he is a riddle to the natural man ; they can make nothing out
of him, cannot bring him to book at all.’

¢ St Paul especially delights to accumulate ” the compounds of xpivew,
“and thus by harping upon words (if I may use the expression) to empha-
size great spiritual truths or important personal experiences. Thus, he
puts together cuvykpivew, dvaxpivew” here, “ xpivew, dvaxpivew, 1 Cor. iv. 3,
4 ; éyrpivew, guykpivew, 2 Cor. X. 12; kpivew, dwaxpivew, 1 Cor. vi. 1—6;
kpivew, Swxplvew, xaraxpivew, Rom. xiv. 22, 23, 1 Cor. xi. 29, 31, 32;
kpivew, karaxpivew, Rom. ii. I. Now it seems impossible in most cases,
without a sacrifice of English which no one would be prepared to make,
to reproduce the similarity of sound or the identity of root; but the
distinction of sense should always be preserved. How this is neglected
in our English version, and what confusion ensues from this neglect, the
following instances will show. In 1 Cor. iv. 3, 4, 5, the word dvakpivew is
translated throughout ‘judge’; while in 1 Cor. ii. 14, 15, it is rendered
indifferently ‘to discern’ and ‘to judge.’ But dvakpivew is neither ‘to
judge,’ which is xpivew, nor ‘to discern,’ which is Swkpivew ; but ‘to
examine, investigate, enquire into, question,’ as it is rightly translated
elsewhere, e.g. 1 Cor. ix. 3, x. 25, 27; and the correct understanding of
1 Cor. iv. 3, 4, 5 depends on our retaining this sense. The dvdkpiots, it
will be remembered, was an Athenian law term for a preliminary investi-
gation (distinct from the actual xpiois or trial), in which evidence was
collected and the prisoner committed for trial, if a true bill was found
against him. It corresponded in short muiatis mutandis to the part
taken in English law proceedings by the grand jury. And this is sub-
stantially the force of the word here. The Apostle condemns all these
impatient human praejudicia, these unauthorised dvaxpigers, which
anticipate the final pios, reserving his case for the great tribunal where
at length all the evidence will be forthcoming and a satisfactory verdict
can be given. Meanwhile this process of gathering evidence has begun ;
an dvdkpioes is indeed being held, not however by these self-appointed
magistrates, but by One who alone has the authority to institute the
enquiry, and the ability to sift the facts (6 8¢ dvaxpivey pe Kvpiss éorw).
Of this half-technical sense of the word the New Testament itself
furnishes a good example. The examination of St Paul before Festus is
both in name and in fact an dvdkpigis. The Roman procurator explains
to Agrippa how he had directed the prisoner to be brought into court
(wpotjyayov avrév) in order that, having held the preliminary enquiry
usual in such cases (ris dvaxpicews yevopérns), he might be able to lay the
case before the Emperor (Acts xxv, 26). Again, in 1 Cor. xiv. 24 dvakpivera
¥mwo mdvrev, the sense required is clearly ‘sifting, probing, revealing,” and
the rendering of our translators ‘he is judged of all’ introduces an idea
alien to the passage” On a Fresh Revision of the English N. T.
P- 69 sq. (3rd edit.).

mdvra] The article should be omitted, but the omission does not
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affect the sense, because wdyra must still be taken as neuter. T& mdrra
would express with slightly increased force the comprehensiveness of the
spiritual man. ¢Allthings whatsoever—even those out of his own sphere—
not wvevparwa only but Yuyixa also.’

16. ‘For the mind in us is the mind of the Lord. OQur spirits are
one with His spirit : and we have Scriptural authority for saying that no
one can penetrate and understand the mind of the Lord.

ris yap &yve kv \] for who hath perceived or apprekended etc.’ From
the LXX. of Is. xl. 13 ris éyvw voiy Kvpiov; kai 7is avrol cipSovhes éyévero,
&s ovpPiBd avror; The middle clause is omitted in the quotation as being
somewhat foreign to St Paul’s purpose. On the other hand, in Rom. xi.
34, where the same quotation occurs, the first two clauses appear and not
the third, as they bear on his argument there.

volv Kuplov] For the distinction between mveipa and vois see Usteri
Paul. Lekrd. p. 384. In a man there might be an opposition between the
vous and the wvetpa (1 Cor. xiv. 14), but in God the vots would be identical
with, or at least in perfect accordance with, the nvetpa. It should be
observed also that the original here translated wotw is M7 which is the
common word for wvedpa. Compare 1 Esdr. ii. 9, where éyeipew rov voiv
is equivalent to éyelpew 76 mveipa of the preceding verse. Thus yobs was
the familiar form in the ears of his hearers owing to the influence of the
LXX.

8s cupBdael ¢ so that ke shall instruct kim? Compare Matth. Gr. Gr.
§ 479, Obs. 1.

SupBiBafew in classical Greek generally means ¢to put together so as
to draw an inference from, to conclude’; but here it is ‘to instruct,’ the
sense which it usually bears in the LXX., where it occurs frequently. It
thus represents the classical éuBiBdfew.

volv Xpuorrod] equivalent to the wovw Kuplou of the preceding verse.
The ¢ Spirit of God’ and the ¢ Spirit of Christ’ are convertible terms here
as in Rom. viii. 9 elmep mvedpa Ocod oikel év vuive €l 8¢ Tis mvedpa Xpioron
ok €xew ..\ (cf. Gal. iv. 6). And the substitution of Xpioroed for Kupiov
in this passage and for ©eot in the Romans has the same point: it
suggests a practical test. ‘Ask yourselves whether the mind of Christ is
in you’ (Compare Phil. ii. 5.)
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The Corinthians incapable of discerning the wisdom of God (iii. 1—3).

1. The manner in which his readers are brought round after a long
digression to their dissensions is characteristic of St Paul. One topic
suggests another and he seems entirely to have lost sight of their subject :
till accidentally, as one might say, the course of thought brings him
within the range of its attraction, and he flies back to it at once. Thus
the mention of party watchwords (in i. 12) leads him to speak of his
abstaining from baptizing. He was sent not to baptize but to preach.
What was the nature of his preaching? It was foolishness in the sight
of the world. Yet it contained the truest wisdom. This wisdom however
could not be revealed in all its depths, save to the spiritual. ‘But ye are
not spiritual, so long as these dissensions last.” And so he comes back to
what he left.

xayd] ‘And I, individually, was subject to the prohibition implied in
the general rule of ii. 6, codpiav Aakoiuer év rois Teheioss. I was obliged to
withhold from you the treasures of wisdom, which I possessed in myself.’

" oapxlvois] Unquestionably the reading here, as oapkixol in ver. 3
where it occurs twice. Considering the strong tendency to alter one or
other word for the sake of conformity, the consistency of the Mss. is the
more remarkable and must decide the readings.

Zdprwos is *fleshy, made of flesh,’ ¢ carneus’ ; while gapxicés is ‘fleshly,
partaking of the characteristics of flesh, associated with flesh,’ ¢ carnalis.’
Hence caprikds is scarcely a classical word, because the idea is not
classical. As an illustration of the difference of meaning in the two
terminations -wos and -wos, compare 76 depuarwdv  the tax on hides’ with
8eppdrwov, which could mean nothing else but ‘made of hides.’” On these
terminations cf. Matth. Gr. Gr. § 108, 110, Meyer’s reff. ad Zoc. and Buttm,

119. 11, Fritzsche ad Rom. 11. p. 46. The proper meaning of cdpxwos
is seen in 2 Cor. iii. 3 ovx év PAaflv Nibivais dAN’ év mhabiv rapdiais caprivacs,
and that of goprikds in 1 Cor. ix. I1 el fjueis Suiv ra nvevparicd éomeipage,
péya el queis Yudy 7a oaprwd Beploopey (cf. Rom. xv. 27), in neither of which
passages there is a various reading, and in neither of which the other
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word would be suitable. In Heb. vii. 16, though we should expect eapxexis,
the vdpos évroijs capkivps is intelligible because the commandment was,
as it were, a part of the flesh, and thus of hereditary descent from the
body of Aaron. See also Rom. vii. 14, where adpxwos is certainly right.

&s aapklvois] “fo men of flesh’) For the vigour of the expression
compare Matt. xvi. 17 odpf xai alpa ovk dmexdAvirév goi. While sdpxwos
here points rather to their original nature when St Paul first preached to
them, aapkiwol (ver. 3) expresses their moral tendencies, their hankerings,
even after their conversion, and implies more of a rebuke, though the less
strong word in itself.

vymlows &v Xpror] the opposite to which is ré\ewor év Xpiorg, Col. i. 28.
See note on rékeos ii. 6.

2. yd\a, ob Ppépa] Apparently a favourite image with the Rabbinical
teachers, who styled their scholars ‘sugentes’ or ‘lactentes’ (see Wetst
on I Pet. ii. 2). Compare Heb. v. 12 sq. yeydvare xpeiav Exovres ydhaxros,
oV grepeds Tpopis® wis yap 6 perexdv ydhakres, dmeipos Adyov Sikaioovims”
viimios ydp éoTw Teheiwv 8¢ éoTw 1) orepea Tpogr), where the resemblances
are so close as to suggest that the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews
had seen this Epistle and 1 Pet. ii. 22 The metaphor however was a
common one at this time, see Philo de Agricult. § 2, 1. p. 301 (ed. Mangey),
émei 8¢ vnwiois pév éori ydha Tpodrj, Tehelows 8¢ Td éx mupdy méupara, Pinytus
ap. Routh R. S. 1. p. 184.

imérurn, o Ppapa] For the zeugma compare Hesiod, ZZeog. 640
véxrap T dpfpoainy Te, 7d mep feol avroi é8ovai, Luke i. 64.

Btvacde] is probably to be taken absolutely here, ¢ for ye were not
strong enough,’ a sense in which it appears to be not infrequently used in
the LXX,, e.g. Jerem. v. 4, xxxviii. 5, Ps, cxxviii. 2.

d\\'] ‘Why should I say ye were not strong enough ; nay ye are not
strong enough even now’; for dAAd'in this sense cf. Winer Gr. § liii.
p. 5518, . ’

oiBt ¥rv viv] An interval of about five years had elapsed since St Paul
first visited them. He seems to make no allusion here to his second
visit, which was probably of short duration, and in which he had few
opportunities of instructing them.

We are led to enquire what teaching St Paul signified by ydAe and
Bodpa respectively, Obviously the doctrine of Christ crucified belonged
to the former, as he himself says that he made the preaching of this his
sole object on this occasion (ii. 3). This was the basis of his teaching.
The best comment on this passage is furnished by Heb. v. 11—vi. 2,
where the writer, laying down the same distinction between ydia and
areped Tpogr, describes the former thus : ‘not laying again the foundation
of repentance from dead works, and of faitk fowards God, of the doctrine
of baptisms and of laying on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and
of eternal judgment’ And thus the teaching of the Thessalonian Epistles,
which does not go beyond this, may be taken as a sample of the ‘milk’
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for babes. The doctrine of justification by faith, which, as lying at the
foundation of Christian teaching, would fall under the term yd\a, might
still in its more complex aspects be treated as Bpopa, and so it is in the
Epistle to the Romans. If it be asked again whether St Paul is speaking
of doctrinal or spiritual truths, our reply is that the two cannot be
separated in Christianity. Christianity, it is said, is a life, not a creed. It
could be more truly called ‘a life in a creed.” See more on this subject
in note on gogpla ii. 11.

3. 8mov] introduces a condition. In itself it puts the case as purely
hypothetical, and the fulfilment of the condition here is implied from the
context, as in 2 Pet. ii. I11.

" Lidos kal ¥pis] ¢ {fhos cogitatione, &pis verbis, Styooracia opere. Sall.
Catil. ix. 2 Jurgia, discordias, simultates,” Wetstein. A regular sequence :
‘emulation’ engenders ‘strife,’ and ¢strife’ produces ‘divisions.” Cf. ii. 3.
But the words kai diyooracias of the Textus Receptus should be omitted.
For the terms see the notes on Gal. v. 20; and for a more complete
sequence Clem. Rom. § 3 ¢fhos xal ¢pfévos, ket &pis kal ardos, Scwyuds kat
drarasracia, wo\epos kai alypalwola (with the notes).

It is instructive to observe how {7los has been degraded in Christian
ethics from the high position which it holds in classical Greek as a noble
emulation (émiewés éorw ¢ {flos xal émewady Arist. Riet. ii. 11), so that it
is most frequently used in a bad sense of quarrelsome opposition. Compare
especially Clem. Rom. §§ 4, 5. Similar to this is the degradation of
evrparelia (Eph. v. 4 contrasted with Arist. £¢%. NVic. ii. 7,1v. 14) and the
exaltation of rarewogpoovrm (e.g. 1 Pet. v. 5 compared with Arist. (?) Ez/.
Eudem. iii. 3 cited by Neander PA. . Leit. ii. p. 759).

katd &vlpwwov] ¢ with merely human motives or feelings’: i.e. your walk
in life conforms to a merely human standard. Compare Rom. iii. s,
I Cor. xv. 32, Gal. i. 11, iil. 15. The expression is confined to the
Epistles of this group. The preposition denotes the measure or
standard.

(&) Paul and Apollos human instruments merely (iii. 4—23).

4. & plv, Erepos 8] Observe the irregular position of the particles
pév and 8¢, which correspond logically though not grammatically. On the
omission of St Peter’s name here, see the note on i. 12.

dvBporol dore] ‘are ye not mere men 2’ ‘Is not the divine principle—
the principle of love and unity—obliterated in you?’ The word is much
more forcible than oaprixol, the reading of the Textus Receptus introduced
from ver. 3 above, and links on better with the foregoing xard dvfpwmor.
The distinction of meaning between &vdpwmos, the lower, and dwmijp, the
higher aspect of man, would be as present to St Paul’s mind, as it would
to that of a Greek of the classical age. See Xen. Anab. vi. 1. 26 éyw, &
dv8pes, fopar pév o Vudy Tipdpevos, eimep Enfpwnds elus, Philostratus Vita
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Apoll. i. 7. 4 Tovs év T xdpg dvfpemovs vudy 8¢ dvBpdv Svrwy, i. 19. “Avbpe-
mos is equivalent to the Heb. DR and dwmp to PR, as in the LXX. of
Is. ii. 9, v. 15, xxxi. 8.

5. i obv...rl 8] ‘Are Apollos and Paul then lords over God’s
vintage, that you exalt them to party-leaders? No; they are but
servants.’” T{ is the right reading both times, being much more emphatic
than ris: it expresses greater disdain. ‘As though Apollos or Paul
were anything.’ )

* AwoN\ds, TIathos] This, the correct order, is perhaps to be explained
as a mark of respect to Apollos; or it may be that St Paul here, as
elsewhere (e.g. iv. 10), picks up the last word from the preceding verse
first—‘1 am of Apollos, why what is Apollos?’ and then adds ‘and
what is Paul?’ lest he should seem to exalt himself at the expense of
Apollos.

AN\’ §j must be omitted on strong external testimony, though gram-
matically quite correct. This is one out of many instances where the
received text enfeebles the style of St Paul, by smoothing his abrupt-
nesses.

Sudkovol] ¢ mere servanis, not leaders at all. The word is opposed to
the Great Master (6 Kipeos), Who is mentioned just below.

8¢ wv] i.e. the instruments only, not the objects of your faith ; ¢ per quos,
non in quos,’ as Bengel says. Therefore do not pin your faith on them.

imoreboare] ‘ye were converted, ye accepted the faith.’ This use of the
aorist is common : see the note on 2 Thess. i. 10 moredocacw.

ékdore] The construction is xai ékagros (not émiorevaer but dukdver) os
6 Kupios #wkev avrg : comp. vil. 17, Rom. xii. 3. That the reference is
here to the teachers and not to the taught, appears from the following
words explaining the different ministrations assigned to each, ‘I planted,
Apollos watered,’ and from éxaaros below, ver. 8.

6 Kipuos] ‘ the Lord, ‘the Master of the universe and of themselves’;
opposed to of duikovor. We have the same play upon the word, so to
speak, in Col. iii. 22, 23, where 8otAo: is opposed to rois xard adpra xvplots,
and then immediately follows ¢oBovuevor Tév Kipiovr and in the next
verse again 1§ Kvpio Xpiord Sovelere. See also Eph. vi. 5—9, Kipios,
which in Attic Greek is chiefly used for ‘a master’ with a technical legal
meaning, is in the N. T. the common word rather than 3eomérys, which
occurs comparatively seldom. On both words see Trench V. 7. Syn.
§ xxviii.

6. &yd iptrevon krh] This is entirely in accordance with the
account given in the Acts of the part taken by St Paul and Apollos
respectively in the foundation of the Church of Corinth : Acts xviii. 1—18
with regard to St Paul, xviii. 24—xix. 1 with regard to Apollos.

The Fathers put a very curious interpretation upon this passage : in
order to refer émori{ev to baptism they applied épirevoa to the work of
educating the catechumens. Thus Gregory Nyssen ¢. Eunom. ii. (p. 565)
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Purede pév diua Tis kamyyigens 6 dmooroXos, worifes 8¢ Barrifwy 6 *AnoAds,
Optatus, ‘de pagano catechumenon feci: ille catechumenon baptizavit,’
and Petilianus ap. Aug. iii. 53, and Augustine himself, Zpisz. 48. The
interpretation is instructive, as showing a general fault of patristic
exegesis, the endeavour to attach a technical sense to words in the N. T.
which had not yet acquired this meaning.

nbgavevr] Observe the change of tense from the aorist épvrevoa,
érorwoev, to the imperfect. ‘God ever gave the increase,’ this being a
continuous and gradual process.

7, 8. The argument is as follows : ‘Paul and Apollos are notking :
therefore you ought not to make them lords over you (ver. 7). Again,
Paul and Apollos are one fiing: therefore they ought not to be the
occasion of dissension among you (ver. 8).” Every word, especially in
these earlier chapters, is charged with meaning.

7. &ore] is explained by dA\X’ & ©eos nifaver. It is as if the Apostle
had said, ‘What are the planting and watering without the principle of
growth? Therefore you ought not to regard the planter and waterer
etc.’” The contrast is implied in the adversative dAAd.

toeriv ] For elval 7 see Gal. ii. 6, vi. 15, Acts v. 36, viii. 9.

& adfdvoy @ebs)] i.e. 7 wdvra éor. Notice the order: ‘but He that
giveth the increase, which is God.’ )

8. & ¢urdbwv 8] The particle either marks the opposition to ¢
avédvov Ocos which has just preceded, or introduces the second application
‘but again.’

W dow] ‘are one thing, i.e. ‘are working for one and the same end,
are part of the same administration : and therefore ought not to be the
cause of divisions.” Observe how their independence is sunk in the form
of the expression (év).

¥aoros 58] Here the particle is corrective : ‘though they are one, yet
they will eack severally etc’ Just as their individuality had been ignored
in & elow of the former clause, so now it is especially emphasized in this
new aspect by écacros and by the repetition of rév dwv, ‘congruens
iteratio, antitheton ad #»zxm’ Bengel.

9. @eob ydp dopev cuvepyol] It is better to refer yap to the first clause
in the preceding verse and to treat ékagros 8¢...xdmov as parenthetical.
‘We are a part of one great scheme, for we are fellow-workers with God.’
Observe the emphatic @cot—emphatic both from its position and from its
repetition. All things are referred to Him.

auvepyol] ¢ labourers together with Gody *fellow-labourers with God,
as the E. V., not, as others take it, ‘ fellow-labourers in the service of God.’
See note on 1 Thess. iii. 2, where the transcribers have altered the text in
order to get rid of so startling an expression as ‘fellow-workers with
God.

Oeod yedpylov, Ocod olxobop dore] The former of these metaphors has
been already applied (vz. 6—8): and now the latter is expanded (vw.
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10—17). Thus ‘God’s husbandry, God’s building’ is the link which
connects the two paragraphs together. Of the two images yewpyiov implies
the organic growth of the Church, oikodop; the mutual adaptation of its
parts. Oixo8opn is a later form of oixo8dpnpa: see Lobeck Phryn.
p. 481 sq., Buttm. G7. § 121.

10. St Paul had hitherto dwelt on the metaphor of the husbandry;
he now turns to that of the building. The former metaphor was best
adapted to develope the essential unity of the work, the latter to
explain the variety of modes in which the workmen might carry out
the labour.

. katd T™jv Xdpw 10V @eod] This is not a mere empty form of words. It
is emphatic from its position. ¢If I laid the foundation, I cannot take to
myself the credit of the work. The honour is due to God.’ St Paul is
still dwelling on the same idea, which he brings out in the thrice repeated
©eod of the preceding verse. .

For the expression itself and for the emphatic position in which it is
placed compare Acts xv. 11 dA\d 8ia tijs xdperos Tob Kupiov "Inood migredo-
pev cofijva.  Where it is necessary for him to speak of his work, he is
careful to exclude boasting at the outset. Xdpis is the watchword of St
Paul. It is the objective element, the divine counterpart, corresponding
to the subjective element, the human correlative wioris ; cf. Eph. ii. 8 rg
vip xdpiri éore gegwopévor 8ia s miorews. It is opposed to véuos (Rom.
vi. 14), as wioTis is to épya.

codds] ‘skilful] the correct epithet to apply to proficiency in any
craft or art. Cf. Arist, Eth. Nic. vi. 7 v 8¢ codplav év Tais Téyvais Tois
depiBeorarois Tis Téyvas dmodiBoper olov Pediav ANiBovpydv .copov kal
Tlohdxheirov dvdpiavromoudy. The expression ocogos dpyiréerwy occurs in
Is. iii. 3. :

8epduov] The dictum of Moeris fepéhia kai Bepéhioy oBderépws, drrikds*
Bepéhior kai Bepéhios, kowas (cf. Thom. Magister) is not borne out by its
usage in extant passages. For an instance of the neuter in the xou see
Acts xvi. 26, and of the masculine in Attic see Thucyd. i. 93. The singular
masculine and neuter seem equally rare in Attic writers (no instances
given in the common lexicons), though not uncommon in the xowrj (cf. e.g.
Polyb. I. 40. 9, not cited in the lexx.). The word is properly an adjective
and therefore when used in the masc. Aiflos is understood. Cf. Aristoph.
Av. 1137 yépavor Bepellovs kararemraxvia Aibovs.

mka] the better supported reading, is more appropriate here. The
more absolute réfeika ‘I have laid’ would savour somewhat of arrogance,
and would better describe the office of God than of the human agent.
See the note on xeiuevoy ver. 11.

#\os 5t] The reference is not solely to Apollos, for he was only one out
of many teachers who had built up the Corinthian Church. Cf. éaoros
8¢ At the same time, occurring as it does so soon after the mention of
Apollos (ver. 6), it suggests the idea that St Paul feared that Apollos
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might not be quite free from blame : that he might have conceded too
much to the cravings of the ears and intellect of the Corinthians.

mas lmrowoBopet] ‘what is the character of the building he erects
theyenpor’; including the character of the materials, which are specified
afterwards, but not restricted to them. ¢My caution,’ says St Paul, ‘has
reference to the building up, for the superstructure may be built up in
many ways (and therefore care is needed): but only one foundation is
possible.

St Paul refuses to conceive the possibility of any professedly Christian
teacher laying any other foundation. The foundation is already laid for
him. In exactly the same spirit he speaks of the impossibility of there
being more than one Gospel in Gal. i. 6, 7 favudle rt olrws Tayéws
perarifeobe...els érepov evayyéhwr & ovk &éorv @Xo kA, The word ddvaras
here must not be emptied of its meaning.

11. maps Tdv welpevov] ‘ besides that whick lieth) stronger than rov
refévra which &€nka (ver. 10) would lead us to expect, or even than rov
refepévor. The foundation is already laid, when the workman begins his
work., Tov xeluevov asserts the position of the foundation stone to be
absolutely independent of human interference.

St Paul is here inconsistent in his language only that he may bring
out the truth more fully. He had before spoken of himself as a skilful
architect. Now he says that no one could have done otherwise than
he has done. He had before asserted that he had laid the foundation
stone. Now he affirms that the foundation stone was already laid for
him.

*Inoobs Xpwerés] The one only foundation stone is the personal
Saviour, the historical Christ. Observe that it is not Xpioros alone—no
ideal Christ—no theories or doctrines about Christ—not faith in Christ—
but Jesus Christ himself, ‘the same yesterday, to-day,and for ever’ (Heb.
xiii. 8).

Our Lord is here represented as the foundation stone (fepéAcos), else-
where the chief corner stone, dxpoywwiaios (Eph. ii. 20). He is the basis on
which the Church rests, and the centre of her unity.

12. In the passage which follows there seems to be a clear allusion to
the prophecy of Malachi iii. 1 sq. éfaigvns 7j£ec eis Tov vadv éavrod kdpios
...kal Tis Umouevel fuépav eloodov avrov...8ilre alros elomopeterar ds mwip
xovevrnpiov...kai kabieitas yovetwv kal xabapifwy ds 0 dpylpioy kai és 7
xpvoioy, iv. I 8ire idod fpépa épxerar xaiopévy ws khiflavos xai PAéfe
avrods kal €oovrai...oi mowoiwvres dvopa xaldpn kai dvayrer avrods 7 fuépa
7 épxopéwvn, i.e. the fire shall purify the nobler materials, the silver and
gold, and consume the baser material, the stubble, The application
of the metaphor of the ‘fire’ and the ‘day’ here however is somewhat
different.

¢l 8¢ 5] i.e. but on the other hand the character of the superstructure
may vary, and these varieties will be made manifest,
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xpvotov k.T.\.] i.e. durable materials as gold, silver and costly stones,
or perishable materials as wood, hay and stubble. The words go in
threes, of a palace on the one hand, of a mud hovel on the other. The
idea of splendour however seems to be included in the first triad. The
structure is at once a palace adorned with gold and silver and precious
stones no less than a palace firmly built of gold and silver and costly
marbles. Tibull. iii. 3. 16 ‘Quidve domus prodest Phrygiis innixa colum-
nis, Aurataeque trabes, marmoreumque solum.’

Xpvaiov, apylpiov, which represent the right reading here, differ
from ypdaos, pyupos (gold and silver simply) in signifying gold or silver
made up in some way, as in coins, plate etc. The Aiflo: Tipso: are perhaps
‘costly marbles’ Perhaps however ‘precious stenes, jewels’ may be
meant, and the description here is not intended to apply to any actual
building, but to an imaginary edifice of costly materials as the New
Jerusalem. Cf. Rev. xxi. 18, 19 xai fj wdAis xpuaiov xabapov...oi Bepéhio
Tob Teixous Tijs mokews wavri Nibe Tinio kexoopunuévor. The LXX. use of the
expression appears to vary between these two meanings. Thus in 2 Sam.
xii. 30 TdAavrov xpvaiov kai Aifov Tipiov it is employed of a king’s crown, in
1 Kings x. 2, 2 Chron. ix. 1, 9 of the Queen of Sheba’s gifts. In other
passages (1 Kings x. 11, 2 Chron. ix. 10) it seems to refer to marbles.
Cf. also Ezek. xxvii. 12, 22 and esp. Dan. xi. 38.

E6ha, xbéprov, xaddpnv] A hovel of which the supports would be of
wood, and the hay and straw would be employed either to bind the mud
or plaster together, or to thatch the roof. Compare Seneca Ep. xc. 10,
17 ‘Culmus liberos texit...non quaelibet virgea in cratem texuerunt manu
et vili obleverunt luto, deinde stipula aliisque silvestribus operuere
fastigium ¥’

The question is raised here whether ‘the building’ represents the
body of believers,’ or ‘the body of doctrine taught.” In favour of the
first view is thé direct statement Oeoi olxoSopr éore (ver. 9) : in favour of
the second, the whole context, which certainly has some reference to the
character of the teaching. Perhaps we should say that neither is
excluded, that both are combined. The building is the Church as the
witness of the truth. Thus it is the doctrine exhibited in a concrete
form,

From the metaphor is derived the use of oixodops (-petv -pia -pnotg) in
the sense of ‘instruction,’ ‘ edification.” This meaning seems not to occur
in the LXX., and probably not in the classical writers. Indeed in the
New Testament it is not found out of St Paul with the exception of
Acts ix. 31 (for in Acts xx. 32 it occurs in a speech of St Paul); and
therefore the prevalence of this metaphor of ‘edification’ is probably due
to the influence of his phraseology. See on 1 Thess. v. 1I.

The idea of an allusion in the whole passage to the conflagration of
Mummius is too far fetched to commend itself.

13. éxdorov k\.] The apodosis is framed, as if the protasis had
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run otherwise—eire ris émowoSopei xpvaiov k.r.\....ctre Evha x.r.A. ¢ whether
the superstructure has been raised of durable or of perishable materials,’

7d &pyov] The plural ra &ya is frequently used in a special sense
of buildings, or ‘works’ as we say. That sense is less defined in the
singular, but there may perhaps be a tinge of it here. Cf. e.g. Thuc.
i. go.

1 nuépa] ¢ t2e day” See the notes on 1 Thess. v. 2, 4.

o7 & mup\ dmwokadimwrerar] The idea of manifestation, which is faintly
involved in 7uépa, having been more definitely insisted upon in Pavepor
yemjoeras and dphdoer, the manner of this manifestation is declared: ‘it is
revealed in fire’~a reference to Malachi Lc. Cf. also 2 Thess. i. 8.

& mpl] The idea of fire here is the connecting link between the idea
of illumination which has hitherto prevailed and that of burning which
now takes its place. By its destructive property the fire will test the
stability of the work, purifying the better material and consuming the
baser. The application is thus to a certain extent different from that in
Malachi L. c.

dmrokaldmrerar] For this use of the present see the note on 1 Thess.
v. 2 épxerai, and to the references there given add Luke xvii. 30.

éxdomov 76 ¥pyov] may either be the accusative case after Soxipdoer,
this being the more idiomatic construction; or on the other hand a
suspended nominative. Rom. xii. 2 els To Sokepdlew vpas i 16 Géhnpa is
in favour of the nominative here; but a single passage should not
weigh much, and the order of the words is against this construction.

adrd] Though omitted in the T.R., avré is probably genuine, the weight
of authority slightly preponderating in its favour. It is taken by Meyer
closely with =iip ¢ the fire itself,” but it is not easy to see the force of the
expression. Rather should it be considered as referring to ékdorov To
&ryov, the pronoun being added by a pleonasm not uncommon in the
N. T. ‘The fire shall test it.” This idiomatic use will account for its
omission. Similar omissions of the pleonastic pronoun occur in some
MSS. on Matt. ix. 27, xxvi. 71, Luke viii. 27, xvii. 7. In other passages the
stumbling block is removed by altering the form of the sentence.

14. péve] It is a question whether this verb is present or future.
Though the future would accord with the following xaraxarioera:, yet on
the other hand the present is the more forcible here, the notion of
permanence being better expressed by it. Compare John viii. 35, xii. 34,
1 Cor. xiii. 13 for pévew in this tense.

15.  {npwbhoera] ‘shall be mulcted of his reward, sc. rév poov
understood from the previous verse. Cf. Deut. xxii. 19, Exod. xxi. 22,
where (puwiv is used with an accusative of the fine inflicted. The
idea can bé illustrated by 2 Joh. 8 tva u} amoléomre & Hpyacipefa dAXa
ooy mhijpy dmoldBnre.

adrds 8] opposed to piodiv. His reward shall be lost, but his person
shall be saved.
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oVrws 5t ds 8id mupbs] ¢ but only as one passing through fire is saved’ :
i.e. with such a narrow escape. ‘Prope ambustus evaserat’ Livy xxii. 35.
Much has been built on this passage. The Romish doctrine of purgatory
has been supposed to be supported by it. But we must not press ofrws
&s as though the expression necessarily implies any actual fire. It is used
equally to express a fact and a similitude. Thus in 1 Cor. iv. I ofres
ppas Noyiléabw dvfpemos ds vrmpéras Xpiorob it expresses a fact, they were
ministers ; on the other hand in 1 Cor. ix. 26 ofrws muxredw s odk dépa
8épww it introduces a metaphor. But the context decides the meaning to
be metaphorical here. From beginning to end we cannot treat any part
as literal to the exclusion of the rest (the £Ja, ydpros, kakdpn). There is
no stopping at one point. If any further argument were needed, it would
be found in the fact that a moral and not a physical agency is obviously
required here. It would be rash to deny that St Paul conceived of the
Lord appearing amidst an actual flame of fire: but the outward appear-
ance is only the symbol of a spiritual power. Thus the light which
accompanies the Lord’s appearing is a symbol of that light which
He will shed on the thoughts and deeds of all men, the revelation of the
hidden things of darkness: the flame of fire, which surrounds Him,
betokens the powerful agency which consumes the inefficient work, and
spares only the substantial labour. Here St Paul sees the thing symbol-
ized in the symbol. See the notes on 1 Thess. iv. 16, 17.

Awt mupds is here local, not instrumental ; cf. e.g. Rom. xv. 28 8. dpdy
els Sraviay, and see Winer § 51, p. 452. For it is clearly an allusion to
the proverbial expression of ‘passing through fire’ This expression is
equally common in classical Greek (compare Eur. Andr. 487 &ia wupos
é\b¢iv, Eur. Electr. 1182 iua mupds pokeiv) and in the Old Testament. See
Is. xliii. 2, Ps. Ixv. 12 81eAfeiv d1a mupds, Zech. xiii. 9 Sudyew 8id mupés, and
for similar phrases Zech. iii. 2 ds 8akds éfeomacpévos éx mupés, 1 Pet. iii. 20
Siecwbnoay 8 Jduros. There is therefore no idea of purifying ¢by means
of fire’ implied in the passage here. It simply denotes a hairbreadth
escape.

That the Apostle does not intend any purgatorial fire by this expres-
sion will appear from the following considerations. (1) Fire is here
simply regarded as a destructive agency. There is no trace here of the
idea of refining or purging, an attribute elsewhere given to it, as in
Malachi iil. 3, though even there the prophet seems to speak of purging
the whole nation by destroying the wicked, not of purging sin in the
individual man. (2) The whole image implies a momentary effect and
not a slow, continuous process. The Lord shall appear in a flash of light
and a flame of fire. The light shall dart its rays into the innermost
recesses of the moral world. The flame shall reduce to ashes the super-
structure raised by the careless or unskilful builder. The builder himself
shall flee for his life. He shall escape, but scorched and with the marks
of the flame about him.

L. EP, 13
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16. oik otbar¢] The warning and the metaphor seem to come in
somewhat abruptly, but there is a link of connexion, for vaés is only a
definition of the previous metaphor olxo8ous (ver. 9). The building has
now become a temple. Compare Eph. ii. 20—22, where we have the
same transition, first the building (émowcodounBévres), then that building
defined as a temple (els vaov dywor), lastly that temple described as the
permanent abode (eis xarowprijpiov) of God in the spirit. Here vads is
more immediately suggested by the passage of Malachi which the
Apostle has in his mind throughout, the temple there being one of the
leading ideas (Mal. iii. 1).

vads Oeod] ¢ God’s temple) not ‘a temple of God.” The Apostle is
speaking of the community, not of the individual Christian. There is an
allusion in these verses to the dissensions which are a corrupting of God’s
temple. The metaphor is not from the many temples of the heathen, but
from the one temple of Jerusalem. So Philo Monarck. ii. 1 (11 p. 223
ed. Mangey) mpoevinae 8¢ és ovre mohhaxdfe ovr’ év Tavrg moA\a karagxev-
acljaeral ieph dikatdoas émeds) els éori Oeos xal iepdy elvar povov.

olxe] The vaés, the inward shrine or sanctuary, was regarded as the
abode of the deity (from valew ‘to dwell’). Of course this was the case
with heathen deities, but in 2 certain sense it was also true of the temple
at Jerusalem ; for though God ‘dwelleth not in temples made with hands’
(Acts xvii. 24), yet the symbol of His presence, the Shechinah, was there.
Hence St Luke (xi. 51} calls the inner temple the olkos, where another
evangelist has vads (Matt. xxiii. 35). Observe however that, in the case
of the Christian community, the word is appropriate not because the
image of the deity was there, as in heathen temples, nor the symbol,
as in the Jewish temple, but because the Spirit of God was the
Indweller.

17. Oelper, dOepei] The same word is studiously kept to show that
the offender is requited in kind. Compare Acts xxiil. 2, 3 érérafey rimrew
avrod 76 oropa.. Tinrew oe pé\het 6 Oeds, where we must recollect that St
Paul is speaking. The same English word then ought to have been
preserved at all hazards in the A. V. For the metaphor compare Ign.
Eph. § 16 pi mhavacbe, ddehpol pov, of olxodBbpoi Baoheiav Oeod oF kAnpove-
whgovow k.T\., following immediately after § 15 mdvra 0¥y roidpev ds adrob
év fjpiv karoikorTos, va dpev avrob vaol.

A comparison with vi. 19 is instructive. Here it is a subtle and
disputatious spirit, there moral impurity, which violates the temple of the
Spirit. The two passages together condemn the leading vicious tenden-
cies of the Corinthian character.

18.  Boket] ‘seemeth fo kimself’ This is the usual (though perhaps
not the universal) sense of 8oxeiv in St Paul : comp. vil. 40, viii. 2, x. 12,
xiv. 37 etc.

&v 78 aldw Todre] The idea is not temporal, but ethical, moral : the
mundane order of things as opposed to the eternal, the heavenly.
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19. & Spacobpevos k.t N] ‘ ke that seizeth the wise’; a.quotation from
Job v. 13, the only quotation from Job in the N. T. The Apostle however
translates from the Hebrew himself, substituting two more forcible
expressions for the LXX. ¢ karakapfBdveor oodols év 4 Pporiges adréy. St
Paul’s rendering of D7} by wavovpyia is the more correct, as the adjective
DYy is generally translated mavolpyos in the LXX.

The words, it will be observed, are the words of Eliphaz, but they
are appropriated because of their intrinsic truth. Compare Gal. iv.
30, where the language of Sarah is cited as Scripture (7 ypags),
and Matt. xix. 5, where apparently the words of Adam are quoted
as the voice of God.

20. kal wd\wv] Taken from the LXX. of Ps. xciv. (xciil.) I'1, 7é» copdy
however being substituted for rov dvfpenwr. Here the LXX. follows the
Hebrew more closely, but ‘there seems to be a reminiscence of the
original in the next words év dvfpdmors’ (Stanley).

Siadoyiopods] the reasonings) ‘thoughts’: not ‘the disputations.’
This is the sense of the word in the original and therefore is decisive for
us here, besides being the usual meaning of §wakoyiopol in the N. T. See
the note on Phil. ii. 14.

21. év dvpdrog] i.e. ‘in human teachers, returning to what he has
said in i. 3I.

mwdvra yap tpév dorlv] The whole universe, as it were, lies at the
feet of the true disciple of Christ, Compare Rom. viii. 28, where the
same idea is expressed in not quite such strong language. This mode of
speaking is perhaps borrowed from Stoic phraseology; but though the
Stoics certainly talked in this way, the application is different. Zeno (ap.
Diog. Laert. vii, 1. 25) may say xai rév codpdv 8¢ wdvra elvar, Cicero (Acad.
ii. 44) ‘omnia, quae ubique essent, sapientis esse,’ Seneca (de Benef. vii.
2, 3) ‘emittere hanc dei vocem Haec omnia mea sunt’; but though the
Stoic and Christian phraseology may be the same, how striking the real
contrast of sentiment! Instead of assigning all virtues to the wise, it is
just to the wise that St Paul denies them. They belong, so to speak, to the
fools (of pwpoi). Again, instead of assigning this universal-dominion to
the isolation of self, he bestows it upon the negation of self, the absorption
or incorporation of self in Christ (€» Xpioré). All things are the believer’s ;
but they are only his, in so far as he is Christ’s, and because Christ is
God’s. See Philippians, p. 304 sq.

22. Ilailos,’AmoAds, Kndds] He begins with the human teachers.
‘They a/l belong to you, they are your slaves; you each individually
take one of them as a party-leader, but they are 2/ yours.” He starts
from this, as being the point at issue: and then he goes on, ‘Indeed the
whole universe, the whole order of things is yours.” Here xdopos is best
taken by itself, the rest hanging together in pairs. ¢Whether life or
death’ Again an exhaustive division, but this time with reference to
the subjective state. Life and death are antagonistic to each other, are

13—2
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mutually exclusive ; yet either state ministers alike to the good of the
faithful. Compare Rom. viii. 38, Phil. i. 21, and for éveordra, pé\rovra see
the note on Gal. i. 4

23. opeis 8t Xprorod] ¢ But this mastery of the universe is only yours
by virtue of your incorporation in Christ, your participation in His
sovereignty,’ ‘

Xpuords Bt @eod] It is not the human but the divine nature of Christ
to which the Apostle alludes. This interpretation is necessary for the
proper understanding of the Nicene Creed ; necessary for the preservation
of the Unity of the Godhead, while confessing the divinity of Christ.
‘Compare St John xvii. 7, 8, 21—23.



CHAPTER 1IV.

Human preferences worthless : the divine tribunal alone final
(iv. 1—5).

1. oVrws] The adverb does not go with what precedes ‘this being
so, “therefore’; but is to be taken closely with &s: comp. iii. 15, ix. 26,
2 Cor. ix. 5, Eph. v. 33. The order of the words seems imperatively to
demand this, because otherwise we can give no account of the position of
7jpas, which then becomes the principal word in the sentence. Eph. v. 28
oiros dpelhovaty kai of dvBpes dyamdy Tas éavrdy yuvdikas dis Ta lavTéy cdparae
has a very different order and force. ‘So ought the husbands also to love
their wives as their own bodies.” If odrws be taken as the principal word
and joined with ds, fjpas falls at once into insignificance, as the sense
demands.

olkovépovs] ‘stewards of the mysteries, i.e. teachers of the revealed
truths, The church is the olkos (1 Tim. iii. 15), God the oikodeamirnys
(Matt. xiii. 52), the members the oikeiot (Gal. vi. 10, Eph. ii. 19, where see
the notes). See also especially the notes on olkovopiar Col. i. 25, Eph.
i 1o0. .

2. &Be¢] This reading has the vast preponderance of evidence. The
same change into ¢ & has been made in Luke xvi. 25, where it is quite
impossible to connect with the previous sentence, as the reading o 8¢
would require. Compare also Rev. xiii. 18, xvii. 9. Q8¢ never has any
other than alocal sense in the N. T., ‘here,’ ‘in this matter’; but it must
be taken with what follows, as is distinctly done by the principal versions
(Vulg. Pesh. Memph.).

Novmdv kT.\] ¢ for the rest, it is required (generally the force of {yreiv)
that a man be found trustworthy’ (passive, see Galatians, p. 155).

3. &pol Bt x.m.N] ‘ but to me it amounts to the smallest of all matiers
that I should be examined by you or by man's day. For eis after elvar in
the sense of it comes to’ compare vi. 16 &rovrac...els odpka playv. Some-
what different is the expression in Col. ii. 22 & éorwv els popav ¢ destined
to, where see the note. On the technical sense of dvaxpiveiv here see
above on ii. 15.
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dvdpwrivys fpépas] The A. V. somewhat boldly translates ‘man’s
judgment’; but the word is put here because it is in opposition to 3
#uépa of iii. 13 ‘the Lord’s day.” The meaning is ‘by any day fixed by
man.” The idea of a day as implying judgment is common in Hebrew,
and would be directly assisted by such expressions as ‘diem dicere,’ ‘to
fix a day for judgment.’ Compare the English ‘daysman,’ which contains
the same idea (Wright’s Bible Word Book s. v.).

4. oldtv yap k. N] for though I know nothing against myself, yet)
It is important to see exactly what the Apostle’s meaning is. It is simply
a hypothetical case. ‘For supposing I am conscious of no guilt in
myself, yet am I not thereby justified’ The most saintly of men are the

" most conscious of guilt in themselves, and St Paul would be the last to
make an absolute statement to the contrary. The sentence means ‘on
the supposition that I am not conscious, though I am.” Other instances
of the second sentence qualifying the first are (1) Rom. vi. 17, where the
force of the passage is ‘ Thanks be to God that though we were slaves to
sin, we have obeyed,’ (2) Matt. xi. 25 ‘that while thou hast concealed
these things from the wise and prudent, thou hast revealed them’ etc.,
and (3) John iii. 19, where it is not true to say that the judgment
consisted in the fact of the light coming into the world, but, light having
come into the world, the judgment is this that men loved darkness rather
than light. Here then the sentence is put as a pure hypothesis.

‘I know nothing by myself’ is simply an archaism: compare
Cranmer’s letter to Henry VIII. quoted in Wright's Bible Word Book, ¢ 1
am exceedingly sorry that such faults can be proved by the queen.’ For
the idea cf. Horace Epist. i. 1. 61 ‘nil conscire sibi nulla pallescere
culpa. .

dA\\’ otk] Comp. Ign. Rom. § 5 dAX’ of mapa Toiro Sedikaiopar, a

reminiscence of this passage.

5. mpd xawpov] i.e. ¢do not therefore anticipate the great judgment
(kpiois) by any preliminary investigation (dvaxpiats), which must be futile
and incomplete.’

é Kipos] There seems to be here a secondary allusion to the
technical sense of xvpios as the properly constituted authority, e.g. Plato
Legg. viil. p. 848C xipios éorw tis vouis, Arist. Pol. ii. 9 (p. 1270 ed.
Bekker) «ipios elvat kpiceav peydovw, 1i. 11 (p. 1273) dAAa xUpwo: kpivew
eloe.  See also the note on iii. 5 and cf. vii. 22.

8s kal ¢urloe k.rN] i.e. ¢ Who will reveal all the facts, bring all the
evidence to Iight ; thus superseding the necessity of this human gvdxpios ;
and will make manifest the counsels of men’s hearts, and then shall his
due praise accrue to each one from God’ ‘O &rawos is ¢ the praise due to
him,” whether small or great, whether much or none. Compare Rom, ii.
29 ob 6 &mawos ovk éf dvfpdmwy dAX’ ék ToU Oeob, where the force of the
article is lost in the A. V,
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(@) Contrast between the self-satisfied temper of the Corinthians
and the suffevings and abasement of the Apostles (iv. 6—21).

6. Taira 8t kA] ‘But though I have spoken only of Paul and
Apollos, you must not suppose that the remarks refer to these solely
or chiefly. I used the name of Paul and Apollos : but I alluded especially
to others’—the Judaizing factions doubtless, with whom probably the
party-spirit, as such, was strongest.

pereoxnudrwal] ¢ I transferred by a figure to myself and Apollos, that
taking us as an illustration ye might learn not to exceed what is written
in scripture’

We find from both Greek and Latin writers that oxfpa (schema) was
used at this time especially (and almost exclusively) to imply a rhetorical
artifice, by which, either from fear or respect or some other motive, the
speaker veiled the allusion to individuals under an allegory or a feigned
name or in any other way, Thus Quintilian says (ix. 2) ¢ Jam ad id genus
...veniendum est in quo per quandam suspicionem, quod non dicimus
accipi volumus...quod et supra ostendi jam fere solum schema a nostris
vocatur et inde controversiae figuratae dicuntur” It appears therefore
that this sense of a ¢ covert allusion’ had almost monopolized the meaning
of schema in Quintilian’s day : compare Martial iii. 68. 7 ‘schemate nec
dubio sed aperte nominat illam.” Another Latin term equivalent to
‘schema’ was ‘figura.’ Suetonius Dom. 10 ‘occidit Hermogenem Tar-

' sensem propter quasdam in historia figuras, and this explains the
‘ controversiae figuratae’ above. St Paul therefore says, ‘I have applied
these warnings to myself and Apollos for the purpose of a covert allusion,
and that for your sakes, that ye may learn this general lesson.’

& qpiv] “in our case) by our exam;ﬁle, i.e. ‘by this peracynpariopos to
ourselves.’

p Umdp & yéypawral] C #ot fo go beyond what is wrilten in scripture’;
apparently a proverb, or at any rate in a proverbial form ; hence its
elliptical dress : compare Terence Andr. L. 1. 61 ‘id arbitror Adprime in
vita esse utile ut ne quid nimis” The insertion of ¢poveiv after p7 in the
Textus Receptus illustrates the tendency to smooth down these ellipses
of St Paul by insertions : see v. I dvopd{eras, xi. 24 KAdpevoy, and the notes
on 2 Thess. ii. 3 8, 1 Cor. i. 26 oV moAhoi, 31 {a xafws yéyparrar
Passages in the Apostle’s mind would doubtless be those quoted by him
on i. 19, 31, iii. 19, 20.

¢vowiole] For the present indicative after va comp. Gal. iv. 17 fva
avrods {nhodre with the note. It is conceivable however that in both
these cases we have a dialectic form of the conjunctive of verbs in -ow.

7. s ydp oe Swaxplver ;] $for who is ke that maketh a difference in
thee 2’ ‘who differentiates thee from another?’

8. The Apostle bursts out in impassioned irony. You, it appears, are
to be exalted by the Christian dispensation. You are eager to seize all
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the advantages, to aim at all the elevation ; but you will leave to us all
the hard work, all the indignities, all the sufferings. It is a very easy
thing to claim all the privileges of your calling.

xexoperpévor] An allusion probably to Deut. xxxi. 20 kai Pdyorrac kai
éumhnadévres kopijcovar xai émioTpagroovtar émt Beods dAhorpiovs, comp.
Deut. xxxii. 15. They are filled and (as the Apostle implies) have waxed
wanton. . .

imhovrjoare, iPacieboare] The aorists, used instead of perfects, imply
indecent haste. Here we meet with Stoic phraseology once more : see
the note on iii. 21.

cupPacihebowpev] For their triumph, supposing it to be genuine,

" would be his triumph also. They were his orépavos kavyjoews. Genuine
however it was not : this is the force of the aorist after dpehov without a».

9. 8oxd yap] ‘As it is, so far from being kings, we are the refuse of
society. For, I fancy, God exhibited us, the Apostles, last of all as
condemned criminals : for we were made a spectacle to the whole world,
aye to angels and men.’ v

Tods dmwoorélovs] He adds the words not to claim this position for
himself alone.

dméSeafev] a technical word here, like the Latin ‘edere’ (Suet. Aug. 45
‘edere gladiatores,” Livy xxviii. 21 ‘munus gladiatorium’). ‘He brought
us out in the arena of this world’s amphitheatre” We have the same
metaphor in xv. 32 éfnpiopdynoa. Tertullian (de pudic. 14) takes up the
idea ¢ velut bestiarios.’

doydrovs] “Jast of all) i.e. to make the best sport for the spectators.
The Apostles were brought out to make the grand finale, as it were. The
reference to éoyarot would be to the prophets and martyrs under the Old
Covenant (Heb. xi. 33 sq., esp. 2. 39, 40).

tmbavarlovs] ‘condemned criminals) In this sense Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, speaking of the Tarpeian Rock, says (4. R. vii. 35)
30ev abrois Edos BdA\ew Tovs émibavariovs. ~

8éarpov] The Greek word may mean (1) the place, (2) the spectators,
(3) the actors in the spectacle, or (4) the spectacle itself. The last meaning
is the one used here and is the rarest (Hesych. féarpov * béapa # otvaypa).

xal dyyéhois] Kai is not exclusive of what went before, but singles out
the &yyeko: for special attention.. Compare ix. 5 o Aoiurol dméorolot kai of
d8ehoi Tob Kuplov xal Knepas, Acts i. 14 avv yuvaifv kal Mapudp. For the
angels as interested spectators of man’s doings see xi. 10, 1 Tim. v. 21I.

12. {pyatépevor] He had done this at Corinth before (Acts xviii. 3);
he was doing it at Ephesus when he wrote (Acts xx. 34).

13. Svodmpodpevo] A rare word, and like yvpmredoper, dorarobuer
above and mepwabdppara, wepiynpua below, a dmaf Aeyduevov in the N, T,
Hence the change in many MSS. to the common word Saognuoduevor.
It occurs however in 1 Macc, vii. 41.

wepikaddppara) ¢ sweepings, offscourings’ This is the primary meaning
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of the word. But the Apostle is carrying on the metaphor of émiavariovs
above. Both wepwafdppara and mepiynua were used especially of those
condemned criminals of the lowest classes who were sacrificed as expia-
tory offerings, as scapegoats in effect, because of their degraded life. It
was the custom at Athens to reserve certain worthless persons who in
case of plague, famine or other visitations from heaven, might be thrown
into the sea, in the belief that they would cleanse away, or wipe off, the
guilt of the nation. Hence they were called xdfappa. The word sometimes
corresponds to ¢apuaxoi, those slaves who were sacrificed for the good of
the state, as being too vile to live (see Hermann Griech. Alterth.
Gottesdienst. § 60). Though the simple form is more common, mepwxd-
Oappa occurs in Epictetus (iii. 22. 78) of Priam 6 wevmixovra yévwnoas
mwepicabdppara, see also Prov. xxi. 18 wepikdbappa Sikalov dvopos.

Tod kéopov, mdvrwy] These genitives refer to the people both from
whom and for whom the lives are sacrificed.

wep(l’ﬂ]pu] On this word see the note on Ign. Ep/z 8. It is not
uncommon in the writings of the sub-apostolic age (Ign. EpZ. 8. 18, Ep.
Barn. 4, 6).

15. madaywyods] See the note on Gal. iii. 24.

17. Uregupa] Probably a little before the letter, as xvi. 10 seems to
imply. The aorist however is not decisive, nor is the notice in Acts xix.
22. Timothy appears not to have reached Corinth., On his movements
at this time and those of Titus see Bzblical Essays, p. 273sq. ‘The
"Mission of Titus to the Corinthians’ (especially p. 276 sq.).

21. & pdpSe] The Hebraism is the more natural, as it is an O. T.
phrase; 1 Sam. xvii. 43 ov &xp én’ éué év pdBdw, 2 Sam. vii. 14, xxiii. 21,
Ps. ii. 9, Ixxxviii. 32. The Apostle offers the alternative: shall he come
as a father or as a madaywyds?



CHAPTER V.

ii. THE CASE OF INCEST, v. I1—vi. 20.

(a) The incest denounced : the offender to be cast out of the Church
(v. 1—13).

1. We have come now to the main pivot of the letter, the leading
motive of the Apostle in writing it. The Second Epistle likewise arises
altogether out of this case and the way in which the Corinthians received
St Paul’s rebuke.

Who then was St Paul’s informant? Possibly the household of Chloe
(i. 11), but more probably Stephanas and his household mentioned in
xvi. 15 sq. For we notice an evident anxiety to shield them from the
displeasure of the Corinthians. Hence the suppression of the informants’
names here. But this is pure conjecture.

The connexion of this chapter with what precedes is twofold : (1) the
condemnation of their vanity, involving the contrast between the spiritual
pride of the Corinthians and the state of their Church, comp. iv. 18, 19
with v. 2 ; and (2) the character of his intended visit, should it be made
in love or not, comp. iv. 18, 19, 21 with v. 3.

8\ws] ‘altogether) ‘most assuredly’: almost equivalent to wdvrws,
‘prorsus.” That SAes bears this sense in the N. T. appears from vi. 7,
xv. 29, Matt. v. 34, the only passages where the word occurs.” It is not a
common meaning in itself, but is found in classical writers also, e.g.
Plato Philebus 36 B dhyoivd Shws 1) yalpovra, Arist. 70p. ©. 1. p. 152 1. 24
ed. Bekker xév 8\ws ypriowov 1.

dxoterar] ¢ 7s reported, i.e. is commonly known to exist : év vuiv to be
connected with dkoverar rather than with mopreia.

mopvela] The context enables us to form some idea of what the crime
was. (1) It was a lasting, not a momentary relation. This is inferred,
not, as some take it, from mpdfas (ver. 2) or xarepyasduevov (ver. 3), but
from &xew (ver. 1). It might have been concubinage or marriage. (2)
The former husband and father was still living: see 2 Cor. vii. 12 Tod
adunBévrgs. (3) There had been a divorce or separation. The crime is
called mopreia, not poryeia. (4) As no censure is uttered on the woman
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in either Epistle, it may be inferred that she was not a Christian. Thus
she was one of ‘those without, whom God would judge (. 13).

fims oibt] On this ellipse see iv. 6 above. If a word had to be
supplied, dxoverat would be preferahle to dvopdferar of the Textus Receptus ;
but probably nothing so definite was intended. ’Owoud{eras comes ap-
parently from Eph. v. 4.

tveawv] The heinousness of this form of sin among the Gentiles
is well illustrated from Cicero pro Cluentio v. 14 *nubit genero socrus...o
mulieris scelus incredibile, et praeter hanc unam...inauditum.” See other
passages given in Wetstein ad /oc. We may well ask how was this crime
possible? It was probably due to the profligacy of the Corinthian
Church, but it may be accounted for in another way. The Mosaic Law
was very stringent on this point (Lev. xx. 11, Deut. xxii. 30). But some
of the Rabbis had invented a subterfuge to escape its stringency. They
allowed such a connexion in the case of a proselyte. He had, as it were,
they said, undergone a new birth ; he had thus been taken out of his old
relationships, and thus this intercourse was allowable (so Rabbi Akibah).
It is quite possible that some subterfuge of this kind may have had its
influence in excusing this crime to the man himself and to the Church.

2. upels wepvowpévor doré] ¢ You vaunt your higher wisdom, you are
proud of your spiritual gifts, you are puffed up ; while this plague-spot is
eating like a canker at the vitals of the church.’ The dueis prepares us
for the following éya pev (ver. 3).

trevbioare] ‘ye ought rather to have put on mourning, i.e. when
it came to your ears. Observe the change of tenses. ’Emevfrioare is
more than éwumidyre. It involves the idea of the outward exhibition
of humiliation and grief, and is especially used of funerals: see Matt. ix.
15 and Gen. L. 10 éroinee 76 wévfos T$ marpt avrot. °Ye should have
clothed yourselves with sackcloth : ye should have humbled yourselves
before God.” |

7d ¥pyov Tobro wpdfas] This is the reading, not moujeas, which is
weaker and less technical ; comp. év 7¢ mpdypare 1 Thess. iv. 6 (with the
note). IHpdfas brings out the moral aspect of the deed. The whole
expression is a sort of euphemism. .

3. iyd piv ydp] ‘for I for my part’ He contrasts his feelings with
theirs.

dmdv] ¢ albeit absent) i.e. ‘notwithstanding my absence, while you on
the spot condoned the offence.’” The &s of the Textus Receptus is to be
left out before drwy. It enfeebles the sense, and manuscript evidence is
against it. For mapdv 8¢ v$ mvedpare comp. Col. ii. 5.

8y xéxpika ds wapdv] ¢ kave already decided as though I were present.
The proper punctuation is to put a colon after mapdv, and to take rov
karepyacduevov as a prospective accusative, governed by wapaBoiva: and
resumed in rov rowiror. For éxpica absolutely ‘I am resolved,” a
frequent use, see Pliny £2. 1. 12 ‘dixerat sane medico admonenti cibum
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xéxpica, Epict. ii. 15 etc. The form of the sentence can be illustrated
by Acts xv. 38 Hathos 3¢ rjéiov Tév dmoordvra dn’ atréy dmwd Mapdulias kai
1) guve@dvra adrois els TO épyov ui) cvvmapakapSBavew TovTow, Where we seem
almost to hear the Apostle’s own words.

obrws] The word aggravates the charge, ‘under circumstances such
as these’

4. Of all the various possibilities enumerated by Meyer, the connexion
of words suggested by the order appears most natural and best accords
with the sense. By it év 7§ dvopart Tob K. 'L is to be taken with gvwaydér-
Tov Yudy, and ovv 17 duvduer Tot K. fudy 'L with mapadobvar. Thus the
inauguration of the proceedings, the gathering together, is in the name of
the Lord, in accordance with Matt. xviii. 20 ; the action as the result is
accompanied by His power. In the picture given, an imaginary court is
formed and the Apostle’s spirit is represented as presiding. That some
such a tribunal was actually held and the offender condemned appears
from 2 Cor. ii. 6, where we learn the result in ‘the penalty inflicted by the
majority.” The bearing of this passage on the question of direct apostolic
supervision in the earliest stage of the Church’s history is drawn out in
Philippians, p. 198. .

5. mopaBodvar Tdv Towolrov] ¢ that we (or ye) should deliver so rank an
offender as this” He is described in the same vague way in 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7.
The Apostle forbears to give his name.

) Taravd] We have just the same expression in 1 Tim. i. 20. Satan
is here spoken of as the instrument of physical suffering, just as in 2 Cor.
xii. 7 St Paul’s own malady is described as dyyehos Zarava. This delivery
to Satan is by virtue of the extraordinary power given to St Paul as an
Apostle, and has its analogy in the cases of Ananias and Sapphira
(Acts v. 1sq.) and Elymas (Acts xiii. 8 sq.). He alludes to this power
again in 2 Cor. xiii. 1o. That physical suffering of some kind is implied,
the purpose being remedial, appears from 2 Cor. ii. 6, 7, I Tim. i. 20,
2 Cor. xiil. 10 els olkoBouyy kai ovx €ls kabaipeaw. Thus the instrumentality
of Satan is used for a divine end. Of the two forms, Sarav and Zaravas,
the first is the Hebrew word ; the second, a Grecised form of the Aramaic,
is alone employed by St Paul : see on 1 Thess. ii. 18.

els 8\eBpov Tiis oapkds] Not merely a crushing of fleshly lusts, though
this is involved in the expression ; but physical suffering also.

6. b rabympa bpdv] ‘the subject of your boasting’? What St Paul
means is this: ‘there is nothing in you worth boasting about, as long as
this plague-spot remains ; all your intellectual insight is worth nothing, is
no matter of self-congratulation.’ For the contrast with xavynais see the
notes on Gal. vi. 4, Phil i. 26.

pixpd Lopn] On the application of this proverb see the note on Gal. v.
9, where it occurs again. That (¥un here is not the sinner, but the sin or
sinfulness, appears from ver. 8, Philo de vict. off. 6 (11. p. 256 ed. Mangey)
takes leaven as the symbol of inflation, pride (puvondeis vn’ dhaovelas).
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This idea however is not present to St Paul’s mind Lere. Though pride
is condemned in the context, yet the leaven here represents not the pride
but the profligacy of the Corinthian Church. Elsewhere (de congr. erud.
g£7. 28 1. p. 542) Philo explains the metaphor otherwise v& u7 oideiv
xai dvaleiv Tais émbupims, which, he says, constitutes éopry Suavoia
PAdOre.

fupoi] A various reading Jodoi occurs both here and. in Gal v. g,
chiefly in western authorities. Hence Jerome (on Gal. L. c.) says ‘male in
nostris codicibus habetur modicum fermentum totam massam corrumpit.’
The accusation of the Greeks against the Latins (see Mich. Cerul. in
Tischendorf), that they read ¢8eiper, seems to be founded on a mistake.
They retranslated ‘corrumpit,’ which was really a rendering, not of
Pbeiper, but os’ dodot. Tertullian (de pudic. 13, 18, adv. Marc. 1. 2) has
‘desipit’ 7

7. ixxa@dpare] A new turn is given to the metaphor, the mention of
leaven suggesting the Paschal Feast. The reference is to the purging
out the leaven on the eve of the Passover (Exod. xii. 15, xiil. 7). The word
in Ex. xii. 15 (LXX.) ddameire {dunv is very strong, ‘ye shall make it
to vanish” With what exactness this injunction was carried out appears
from a passage in Chrysostom (p. 177 ed. Field uvév dmas mepiepydfovra,
‘they even scrutinise mouse-holes to see that there is no leaven in them’),
and is confirmed by statements quoted in Lightfoot 4. A. 1. p. 953 and
Edersheim Zemple, p. 188. The passage in Zeph. i. 12 was considered to
authorise a search with candles on this occasion.

véov] On the distinction between véos and xawos see the note on
Col. iii. 10, and for the contrast between the old and the new, comp. also
2 Cor. v. 17, Eph. iv. 22 sq.

xadds dore dfvpo] ‘ even as ye are unleavened,) i.e. by the very terms of
your Christian profession’; in other words, ‘that ye may fulfil the idea of
your being,—may be, as ye profess to be, kawn krious.’

Vain attempts have been made to give &vpo: the sense of ‘eating
unleavened bread’ These destroy the point of the image. There is a
double application of the metaphor here. The Corinthians are (1) the
$vpapa itself, the lump which is leavened (7. 6, 7), (2) then they become
the keepers of the festival (zv. 7, 8), and the Apostle characteristically
passes from the one to the other. Examples of these sudden inversions of
metaphors have already been given in the note on 1 Thess. ii. 7. So here
the Apostle has turned the metaphor about to find some new lesson
which he could draw from it.

kal yap] ‘for besides” Here another analogy is introduced. Not only
is there a Christian putting away of the leaven, but also a Christian
paschal sacrifice. The passage gains much by the omission (with the
best authorities) of the words dmép vudv, which blunt the point of the
Apostle’s reference. All we want here is the fact of the sacrifice.

0 wdoxa] ‘ tke paschal lamb’ : as frequently in the Gospels, Matt. xxvi.
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17 Qayeww 16 wdoxa, Mark xiv. 12 v wdoxa &Bvov...lva ¢dyps 76 mdaxa,
comp. ver. 14, Luke xxii. 7, 11, I5.

. &rt0n] ‘was sacrificed’ on the Cross. The A. V. loses the point
by translating as a present or perfect. The reference is not to the
passover as a type of Christ’s sacrifice, but rather to this sacrifice under
the figure of the Paschal Feast. It is not the old as signifying the new,
but the Paschal Lamb of the new dispensation.

Xopworrds] C even Christ)

8. loprdfwpev] ‘letus kecp perpetual feast) Chrysostom grasps the point
when he says (p. 175) éoprijs dpa 6 mapdy kaipds...deuvvs dri wds ¢ xpdvos
éoprijs éari kawpds Tois Xpirriavois Sk Ty vmepBolyy rédv Sobévrey dyabiv.
There is some resemblance to St Paul’s language here in Philo 4z sacrsf.
Abel. et Cain. 33 (1. p. 184 5q.) 70 Tolvvy Pipapa...fjpeis éopev avrol...povos 8¢
éoprdfer Ty rowadmny éopriv 6 dods x.r.\., but he is not speaking of the
passover.

kaxlas ket wovnplas) ‘ malice and villainy. Kaxia is the vicious disposi-
tion, mompia the active exercise of it. The words occur together in Rom.
i. 29. See Trench N. 7. Syz.§ xi. p. 37sq. and the note on Col. iii. 8
kakiay.

d\nBelas] In the widest sense of the word: comp. John iii. 21 é moidy
v d\ijfeiav. This exercise of truth extends throughout all the domain of
moral life : see Eph. iv. 15 d\nfelovres év dydmy ‘holding the truth’ i.e.
speaking and doing the truth. We have parallel applications of the
metaphor in the sub-Apostolic age : Ign. Magn. 10 (where it applies to
the leaven of Judaism) vmépfeafe oly Ty kaxiy ({unv Ty rakawdeicay, kal
évoficacay, xai peraBdleabe eis véav {Junpv Gs éorw "Inagobs Xpeorss, Just.
Mart. Dial. 14 p. 114 Tabro ydp éore 16 avpfolov Téy dflpwv, va pi
Ta malad Tis kaxijs (funs €pya mpdrryre x.r.\, Clem. Hom. viii. 17 6
Oeds avrods domep xaxny (Vuny éfelev éBovlero. For elAixpwias see
on Phil. i. 10 el\ikpweis.

It has been suggested with great probability that we have in this verse
a hint of the season of the year when the Epistle was written. This was,
we know, towards the end of the Apostle’s stay at Ephesus, which place
he hoped to leave about Pentecost (1 Cor. xvi. 8). It is thus probable
that the Jewish Paschal Feast was actually impending. The natural way,
however, in which the mention of the Passover arises here out of the
proverb just quoted, deprives this suggestion of much of its force.
Similarly a passage in the Second Epistle may have been suggested by
the Feast of Tabernacles. The reference in 2 Cor. v. 1 sq. seems to be
a comparison between the removal into their permanent dwellings after
the destruction of the temporary booths, and our removal to a ‘ house not
made with hands’ after the destruction of ‘our earthly house of the
tabernacle.’” If we follow the narrative in the Acts, we see that the Second
Epistle would probably have been written about the time of the Feast of
Tabernacles.



V.9.] FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. 207

9. Ypava x.vN] 7 wrote unto you in my letter” The Apostle is
reminded here of general instructions which he had sent them in a former
communication, and in the spirit of which he asks them now to act. The
expression imperatively demands the hypothesis of a previous letter. This
necessity does not lie in the word &ypayra, which might stand equally in
the beginning or middle of a letter as at the end: see the note on
Gal. vi. 11 myhikois Vpiv ypdppaogw &ypajra, where the question of the
epistolary aorist is gone into and instances given, Philemon 19, 21 #ypaya,
Col. iv. 8 &érepyra with the notes, and Bidlical Essays, p. 275 (note 1). In
the Martyrdom of Polycarp for example immediately after the salutation
occurs (§ 1) an epistolary aorist éypayrapev Upiv, ddehol, ra kard rods
p.aprvprio'(iﬂra& kai Tov paxdptoy IoAvkapmov k.r.\., giving the purport of
the letter of which it is the opening sentence. But the theory of a
previous letter is rendered necessary by the words év 4 émororf, which
are quite meaningless if applied to our extant Epistle. It is true that 5
émioTo)y is a phrase used sometimes of the letter itself in which it occurs
(Rom. xvi. 22, 1 Thess. v. 27, Col. iv. 16, and probably 2 Thess. iii. 14, see the
notes on the last three passages); but in all these cases the expression
occurs in a postscript, when the Epistle is considered as already at an
end. These instances therefore are not to the point, and the same can
be said of Martyrdom of Polycarp § 20 mp émgrodjy Siaméuacfe, where
the document is regarded as concluded. But we have no example of the
phrase occurring in the middle of a letter as here. Nor is the case
met by the theory propounded by Stanley of a postscript note consisting
of 1 Cor. v. g—13 subsequently incorporated in the middle of the Epistle.
For apart from the awkwardness of this hypothesis, the whole passage
hangs together in close connexion of thought: ver. 9 uj cwvavapiyrvoba:
wépvois arising naturally out of the mention of the leaven in vz, 6—8, and
vi. I kpiveafa: being directly suggested by the xpivew, rpivere of vv. 12, 13.
These links would not exist, if that theory were true. The hypothesis of
a previous letter is as old as the first Latin commentator Ambrosiaster,
and is accepted by Calvin, Beza, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Meyer and
many others. It is likewise borne out by other expressions of St Paul to
the Corinthians, viz. 2 Cor. vii. 8 el kal é\dmyoa Jpas év T émorodj, where
the words cannot refer to the letter which he was inditing, but require a
previous communication ; and especially 2 Cor. x. 10, 11, where the
acknowledgement of the Corinthians that his ‘letters are weighty and
powerful’ together with his own reply ‘Such as we are by letters when
absent etc.’ cannot be explained quite satisfactorily by the single extant
Epistle written before this date. See the whole question of lost letters of
St Paul treated in Philippians, p. 138 sq. There are extant two letters,
one purporting to be from St Paul to the Corinthians, the other from the
Corinthians to St Paul, both obviously spurious, but held as canonical by

the Armenian Church (see Stanley Corintkians, p. 591 sq. and my note
" on vii. 1 below).
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10. ot wdvrws] ‘assuredly I did not mean’ The ndvres qualifies the
o?, not the od the wdvrws. This is at least an allowable meaning (probably
the general meaning) in classical Greek, see Cope’s Appendix to Gozgias,
P- 1395q., who however shows that o) wdvv (we may extend the term to o0
mdrrws) need not necessarily mean ‘not at all’; and it becomes still more
prominent in Biblical Greek as coinciding with a common Hebraism
(Mark xiii. 20, Acts x. 14, I Joh. ii. 21, Apoc. vii. 16 etc., and 1 Cor. i. 21
above). Compare Clemn. Hom. Xix. 9 xat 6 Iérpos, 0% mdyrws® opépey yap
moMhovs Tév dvbpdmey dyabods Svras, Epist. ad Diogn. g ov wavrws édndo-
pevos Tols dpapripacw nudv dAN’ dvexdpevos, where it would be impossible
to give the sentence the meaning that God was ‘not altogether pleased’
with sin. Taken by itself the passage before us is not decisive, and
might imply ¢ it was not altogether my meaning ’; but with the examples
cited it is better to render it, as above, in the sense ‘it was altogether not,
assuredly not, my meaning’: compare Rom. iii. 9.

1 Tols mheovékTars kal dprafiv §j eldwhohdrpais] Kai is the right reading.
On the false interpretation of rAeovéxrais here to denote sins of sensuality
see the note on Col. iii. 5. The xai connects mAeovéxrais with dpmafw,
which together form one notion; eldwholdrpars introduces another,
though a kindred, idea, see Col. L c. and Eph. v. §.

el8wlordrpars] Here again Stanley without sufficient reason attempts
to put into this word a reference to sins of sensuality. The fact is there
was a strong temptation for Christians living among heathen to play fast
and loose with idolatrous rites. These rites might be licentious or not,
but this further idea is not conveyed by the word itself. We have a
prospective reference here to the discussion which is introduced subse-
quently (ch. viii.) upon elwhéfura (see esp. x. 21 rpamélns Sawpoviwv). That
this danger of idolatry even in the Christian Church was not an imaginary
one appears from the warning given in 1 Joh. v. 2I rexvia, pvdéare éavrd
and Tov eildlov.

The word eidwlov has a curious history. It originally means ‘a
phantom, shadow,’ and so ‘ unreality’ as opposed to genuine truth. This
is the sense in which Bacon uses the word ‘idols’ in his Novum Organsm,
implying idle phantoms which lead men astray. It was then happily
applied in the LXX. to false gods, as a translation, among other words, of
the Hebrew 5'5&, ‘nothingness.’ In the next stage, the word was applied
to anything used as a representation of these false gods, and thus had
attached to it an idea the very reverse of its original meaning, viz. a
tangible, material god as opposed to the Invisible God. The passage
before us marks the first appearance of the compound eidwAoXdrpns.

tret ddelhere dpa] The imperfect is the correct reading both from
a vast preponderance of textual authorities and from the sense. ‘Ye
ought to have done something, which has not been done,’ is the meaning
of the imperfect, ‘ye ought to do something, of the present. The dpa
declares the émei to be conditional. *Since in that case it would have
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been your duty, which it is not, to leave the world wholly.” See vii. 14
below, and comp. xv. I5 eimep dpa.

1I. v 8] is ethical not temporal, ‘as matters stand, ‘the world
being what it is” Comp. Rom. iii. 21, and esp. 1 Cor. vii. 14 érel dpa...vi
8¢, Heb. ix. 26 émet &eto.vuvt 8¢ dmaf. The misinterpretation of &ypayra
(ver. g) has been partly aided by taking »i» in its primary temporal
sense. ’

48eAdds dvopalbpevos] ‘ called a brother, but not really deserving the
name : comp. Rom. ii. 17 *lov8alos émovopd(y.

MolSopos] Here again Stanley (on vi. 10) sees a reference to sins of
sensuality ; but there is no indication of any such connexion in the N. T.,
see esp. I Pet. iii. 9.

pédvoos] This is an instance of the not unfrequent phenomenon of a
word used first in a comic sense, which in later times becomes part of the
common stock of language, having lost its original ludicrous character.
This is what is meant by grammarians who say that in Attic the word is
never applied to men but to women. Pollux vi. 25 1 8¢ yvw pefoy xal
peblorpia mapa Oeomdpme TG kopkG: 6 yap pébugos éml dvdpdv MevdvSpg
8e8d0fw, which we may illustrate from Meineke Comm. Fragm., Menander
1V. p. 88 mdvras pe@igovs Tovs éumdpovs woiei, quoted originally in Athen. x.
p- 442 D. Thus it was originally ‘tipsy,’ rather than ‘a drunkard’—Lucian

- Timon 55 pébuoos xai mdpowvos ovx dxpis ¢d7js xai opxnarios povor dAA& xai
Aotdopias kai opyhis. Other examples of words casting off all mean associa-
tions in the later language are Youifev (1 Cor. xiii. 3) and yoprafew
(Phil. iv. 12): see also other instances in Lobeck Pkzyn. p. 151sq. The
elevation of ramewoppoaivy under Christian influence is noticed in the
note on Phil. ii. 3.

12. vobs Yw] € those outside the pale’ of the Church : see on Col. iv. 3.

olxl k.T.A.] Two points in the punctuation of this passage require a
notice. (1) Is“ouxi to be taken separately ‘nay, not so, in which case
kpivere would become an imperative? No; for (@) wherever ovyi is so
taken in the N. T., it is always followed by dA\Aa (Luke xii. 51, xiii. 3, 5,
xvi. 30, Rom. iii. 27): (&) the sentence is not a direct answer to 7{ ydp pot
kTA. OFyi therefore is best taken with rods éow. (2) Is xpiwei to be
read or xpivee? The present tense is probably right, (¢) because more
suited to the context, preserving the parallelism better ; (5) because more
emphatic and more in accordance with usage, comp. vi. 2 «kpivera,
Rom. ii. 16, John viii. 50 ¢ {(yrév xal kpiver. '

13. {dpare xrX.] An adaptation of the command given Deut. xvii, 7
kai éfapeiTe Tov wompoy é§ Yudy arér, and repeated elsewhere (with varia-
tions éfapeis, 6 movppow) of sins akin to this (Deut. xxii, 21 sq.). On é
Yudy avrov Bengel remarks ¢ antitheton externos.’



CHAPTER VI

(6) The Corinthian brethren apply to heathen courts fo decide
thetr disputes (vi. 1—9),

1. The close of the last paragraph suggests a wholly different subject.
The Apostle had incidentally spoken of the right and wrong tribunals for
judging offences against purity. Hence he passes to the question of
litigation in heathen courts.

ToApg ms Spdv wpaype ¥xwv] ‘ToApd grandi verbo notatur laesa
majestas Christianorum’ says Bengel. Hpéayua is the proper technical
term for a lawsuit: for its forensic sense see the references in Meyer,
and compare the technical sense of ‘negotium’ and “res.’

kplveabar] ¢ 20 go fo law, as in Matt. v. 40 7 Béhovri oow kpibivar.  The
propriety of the forensic terms used here by St Paul is noteworthy : it is
otherwise in Gal. iv. I sq., where see the notes.

v a8lxwy, Tév dylwy] The word 8ot is borrowed from Jewish
phraseology, just as dixawos was a faithful Israelite. It is chosen here
rather than any other word, (1) because it enhances the incongruity of the
whole action of seeking justice at the hands of the unjust : (2) because of
the alliteration : see the note on Phil. ii. 2. On the rabbinical prohibition,
which was based on Ex. xxi. 1, see Meyer, p. 163.

2. Tdv xéopov kpwobow] A reminiscence of Wisdom iii. 7, 8 év xaipd
émoxonijs abrdv dvakdurovow...xpwolow €0m kal xparjcovorw Aady, of the
souls of the righteous, which is decisive in favour of the future here:
compare for the idea Daniel vii. 22 76 xplua €wkev dylots vyriorov. This
office the saints will hold by virtue of their perfected émiyrwots, their com-
pleted communion with the judgments of the Great Judge. This is a neces-
sary part of the ultimate triumph of good overevil. Just as the faithful shall
reign with Christ as kings (2 Tim. ii. 12, Rev. xxii. 5), so shall they sit with
Him as judges of the world. The thought is an extension of the promise
made to the Apostles (Matt. xix. 28, Luke xxii. 30) : comp. Rev. xx. 4.

& dpiv] ‘defore you, among you, ‘in consessu vestro” This is a
common use of év when speaking of tribunals : see Aristides de Socra?, 1.
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p- 128 év july mpdros 6 Bikimmos éxpivero, Thuc. i. §3. 1 év dikaorais, and
other references given in Wetstein and Meyer.

kplvera.] The present tense denotes the certainty of the event. With
Him is no before and no after : see the note on 1 Thess. v. 2 épxera:.

dvdfiol dore k.1.\.] i. e. unworthy to sit in the most trivial tribunals.

kprrnplov] The word kpuripeor is said by grammarians to have two
meanings, (1) ‘a tribunal, court of judicature’(so in the LXX. Dan. vil 10,
Judg. v. 10), (2) ‘a trial”; but no passage quoted appears to demand this
latter sense. Such instances as Lucian 2 accus. 285 ov8év fjyetrac kpervipioy
dAnbés elva: can readily bear the meaning of a ‘ court of justice.” St Paul’s
injunction here is echoed in Apost. Const. ii. 45 p1 épxéobo émi xperiipiov
é0vuxov. '

3. pirye] An elliptical sentence, ‘let me not say,” and so, ‘much
more.” See the references collected in Winer § Ixiv. p. 746 and Wetstein
ad loc. It is frequent in the classics: e.g. Demosthenes Olyznt. B. p. 24
o06d¢ Tols Pihois émirdrrew vmép avrod Tt woiely, ufjreye 87 Tols Beots.

Bwwrwed] ‘things of this life’ The word occurs also in Luke xxi. 34
pepipvass Biorikals, comp. Clem. Hom. i. 8 Piwrid mpdypara, Marc.
Anton. vi. 2 rdv Buerwdy mpdfewv. There is an important difference
between Blos and {w. Zwy signifies the principle of life, Bios the circum-
stances and accidents of life ; thus {wy is vita qua vivimus, Bios vita quam
vivimus. With Aristotle Bios is the more important word of the two. He
calls it Aoyua) {wrf : hence it follows that his conception of life was a low
one. But when we come to the N. T., the principle of life is no longer
physical but spiritual : accordingly {wy is exalted, while Bios remains at
its former level. In the N. T. {5 is commonly, but not universally, used
of the higher spiritual life, Blos is always employed of the lower earthly
life, e.g. Luke viii. 14 ré» 78ovéy Tov Biov, 2 Tim. ii. 4 Tois Tob Biov mpay-
pariats, 1 Joh. ii. 16 7 dAafovia Tob Biov, that is to say of the external
concomitants of life. Thus Bios expresses the means of subsistence
(Luke xv. 12, 30, xxi. 4, and I Joh. iii. 17, where it is contrasted with the (w5
of two verses earlier). For the contrast of the two words compare Origen
c. Cels. iil. 16 mepl tijs éfijs T8 Plg TovTe (wijs mpopnreboavros, Clem. Hom.
xii. 14 rob iy Tov Bloy peradddéar.  See also the note on Ign. Rom. 7.

4. 7ovs ovdempévovs] Several modern commentators take the sen-
tence as though xafifere were an indicative interrogative, and rovs
éEovBevuévous év T éx. equivalent to ‘the heathen’ But apart from the
awkwardness of the interrogative coming at the end of so long a sentence,
this rendering is open to two serious objections : (1) the force of uév odv
‘nay rather’ is obscured, and equally so if we take wér merely to corre-
spond to an unexpressed 8, (2) rods éfovfernuévous is a strong phrase to
apply to the heathen without any further explanation, It appears best to
render as the E. V., and to consider the clause to mean ¢ those possessed
of high spiritual gifts are better employed on higher matters than on
settling petty wrongs among you, and thus serving tables’ Compare

14—2
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Origen ¢. Cels. iii. 29 ad fin. vis y&p obr &v dpoloyiioar xai Tods xelpovs Tdy
dmd Tijs éxxhpoias xal ovykpioer Bedribvay éharrous oM@ kpeitTous Tuyxdvew
TGV év Tols dpois éxxhnaidy; and the Jewish dictum (Sankedr. fo. 32 a)
‘omnes idonei sunt ut judicent lites pecuniarias.’

5. oYtws] ‘has it come to this that,’ ‘is it to such a degree true that?’
The rendering of Meyer and others ‘things being so’ is less forcible.

] ‘Zs jfound, stronger than éor.: see on Gal iii. 28, 0dvdeis
gopés Os, i.e. ‘no one with sufficient wisdom to.’

dvd péoov 1oV dSAdod alrol] ‘ fo decide between his brothers) The
sentence is much abridged: ordinary Hebraic usage would require at
" least the insertion of ddehgoi kal after dva péoov. The word rod
ddehpod alrob conveys a reproach: ‘must his brothers go before
strangers ?’ This reproach is driven home in the next verse: ‘not
only this, but brother goes to law with brother.’ Thus the very idea
of brotherhood is outraged and a scandal caused in the sight of
unbelievers.

7. #8n] ‘20 begin witk, i.e. prior to the ulterior question of the
fitness of Gentile courts. See Kiihner 11. p. 675, and comp. Xen.
Cyr. iv. 1. 2 éyd pév Ebpmavras dpas §0n érawd.

piv] to be separated from odv. It suggests a suppressed clause with
8¢, which would have run somewhat in this vein, ‘but ye aggravate
matters by going before the heathen.

S\ws] ¢ altogether) i.e. ‘before whomsoever they are tried’; or
perhaps ‘under any circumstances,’ i.e. ‘ whatever the decision may be.’

Hrrnpe dpiv dorw] “4f 4s a loss to you, a defeat’ ‘You trust to
overreach, to gain a victory: it is really a loss, a defeat, before the
trial even comes on.’ In Is. xxxi. 8 the word frmpua is equivalent to
‘clades’: in Rom. xi. 12 it is opposed to whoiros : thus the two ideas
given above can be predicted of it.

ped’ &avrav] ‘with yourselves] The Apostle does not say per
d\\ijAwy, for though the pronouns are often interchanged, the reciprocal
éavrov differs from the reciprocal d\Mjlwv in emphasizing the idea of
corporate unity. See the passage from Xen. Mem. (iii. 5. 16) quoted
on Col. iii. 13. ’AAMjAwr here would bring out the idea of diversity of
interest, éavrér emphasizes that of identity of interest: ‘you are
tearing yourselves to pieces.’

8. ipeis] Emphatic: ‘you, Christians though you are’

9. Beod Bachelav] The order, though unusual, is right here and
adds to the force of the passage. ‘God is essentially just: unjust
men may inherit the kingdom of this world, but God’s kingdom they
cannot inherit’ A similar transposition for the sake of emphasis
occurs in Gal. ii. 6 mpdowmor Beds dvfpwmov ot AapBdvet.
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Their spirit, whether of sensuality or strife, is inconsistent with
heirship in the kingdom of heaven (vi. 10, II).

I1. d\\& dweNévoaade] ‘but ye washed yourselves’: a reference to
baptism. They were voluntary, conscious, agents : comp. Acts xxii. 16
dvaoras BdnTicat kat dwéhovoas Tas dpaprias oov, where St Paul is narrating
the circumstances of his own conversion.

fydodnre] ¢ ye were consecrated’ The word is not to be taken in
the technical theological sense of sanctification; but in that of e.g.
1 Cor. vii. 14 fylacrar yap 6 dvmp 6 dmioros év Th yuvawi, comp. i. 2.
This appears from the order of the words.

Bucasddnre] ‘ye were justified) i.e. by incorporation into Christ.
The verb is used in Rom. vi. 7 also in connexion with the initial
entrance into the Church by baptism. We have put ourselves in a
new position : we are justified not simply by imputation,*but in virtue
of our incorporation into Christ.

& 73 dvbpary, & 7 mvebpan] There is a reference here to the external
and to the internal essentials of baptism. Comp. Acts x. 48, xix. s,
1 Cor. i. 13. '

(€) The distinction between license and liberty applied fo sins
of the flesh (vi. 12—20).

12. The new subject arises out of the preceding. Certain members
of the Corinthian Church defend their moral profligacy on the ground
of Christian liberty. Such a contention seems to us extraordinary ;
but the glaring immorality of Corinth, where sensuality was elevated
into a cxltus, may partly account for it, It was thus difficult for converts
to realize their true position, and they 'x('an into the danger of extending
the Pauline doctrine of d8udgpopa so as to cover these vital questions. The
case of incest mentioned above obviously did not stand by itself (see
2 Cor. xii. 21): the sin of sensuality was the scourge of the Corinthian
Church. In his reply the Apostle opposes the true principle of liberty to
the false, the Christian to the heathen.

mdvra pov ¥eoriw] This is the principle pleaded by his opponents.
The Apostle admits the principle, but qualifies it by the words dA\’ o
wdvra ovugépe. The opponents then return to the charge ; and again the
Apostle replies d\X’ odk éyd ks, This éyd points to a different person
as being supposed to assert the principle. St Paul has an imaginary
opponent before him. Not that St Paul denies the principle warra pot
&feorw: he himself asserts it quite as strongly. But the wdvra, he says,
are mavra a8udcopa, and he disputes the application to sins of the flesh by
examining this qualifying word.

What then are dduipopa? Two principles, he contends, are to be
_ observed with regard to them: (1) scandal to others is to be avoided,
(2) self-discipline is to be maintained. These are the main, though not the
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sole, considerations in the two replies; (1) od wdvra cupgépes, i.e. expedient
especially with regard to their effect on others, (2) odx éfovaiagficopar
vmd rwos, i.e. I shall not allow myself to be tyrannised over by any habit.
This second idea therefore is the effect produced on one’s own moral
character by the weakening of self-discipline. In x. 23 the same maxim is
urged in the same form : but there both cuugéper and oixoSopei refer to the
effect produced on others, as the context seems to show (he is speaking of
eldwAdfura) ; here the words are chosen so as to balance one aspect of the
question with the other. Similarly, when the case of eidwAéfura is
discussed at length (viii. 1—13), neither side is neglected: (1) 0¥ ovpu-
Pépes (viil. 9g—13), (2) odk éfovaracbigopar (viii. 1—8).

Hovoacjoopar] The active éfovaid{w occurs in Luke xxii. 25 with
a genitive, the active in LXX. (Neh. ix. 37, Eccles. ix. 17, x. 4). The
present however is the only place where the passive appears, and in fact
the use must be regarded as a slight straining of the Greek language. As
a general rule we only find the passive of verbs which in the active take
an accusative after them ; but this rule has numerous exceptions in later -
Greek : e.g. Owaxoveicfa: (Matt. xx. 28), Soyparifeafar (Col. ii. 20). The
subtle paronomasia of €feor:, éfovoiac@icopde should be noticed : ‘All
are within my power ; but I will not put myself under the power of any
one of all things.’

13. These half-converted Gentiles mixed up questions which were
wholly different in kind, and classed them in the same category; viz.
meats and drinks on the one hand, and sins of sensuality on the other.
We have traces of this gross moral confusion in the circumstances which
dictated the Apostolic Letter (Acts xv. 23—29), where things wholly
diverse are combined, as directions about meats to be avoided and a
prohibition of fornication. It was not that the Apostle regarded these
as the same in kind, but that the Gentiles, for whom the rules were framed,
did so. St Paul here carefully separates the two classes. The cases are
quite different, he says. Firs#, as regards meats, there is a mutual
adaptation, Bpwpara and xoidia, each made for the other and both
alike perishable. Secondly, as regards fornication, we have on the
contrary, the body not made for fornication but for the Lord : the body,
again, not perishable but with an existence after death.

Bpdpara] This may have here a threefold application. (1) To eldwAéfura
(chs. viii. ix.). (2) To the Mosaic distinction of meats. These had been
abrogated for the Christian and he enjoyed liberty. (3) To certain
ascetic prohibitions which appeared early in the Church, such as
drinking no wine and eating no flesh (Col. ii. 16, 21 with the notes
and Colossians, pp. 86 sq., Io4sq.). We have other traces of the
same ascetic tendency at this time in Rom. xiv. 2 Adyava éofie, and
in ver. 21 of that chapter the Apostle deals with it on the principle
laid down in this Epistle. Which thought then was uppermost in St
Paul's mind here? The large space which the eidwAdfvra occupy in
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the latter part of the Epistle points more especially to these, and the
repetition of the same maxim (x. 23) in connexion with meats sacrificed
to idols confirms this view. But there is no reason to suppose that
he is alluding to them solely. There was certainly an appreciable
section of Judaizers in the Corinthian. Church, and possibly there were
ascetic Essene tendencies also. To all these alike the maxim would
apply. . )
kal Taérny kal radra] The same argument is used in Col. ii. 20—22.
7d 8 odpa k] The case, argues the Apostle, is different here.
It is the body and the Lord which stand to each other in the same
relation as the Bpdpara and xoikia. They are each for the other.

The argument depends upon the Christian doctrine of the resurrec-
tion of the body, and would be discussed more appropriately in con-
nexion with ch. xv. Two remarks will suffice here. Firsz, the idea of
the resurrection of the body is in reality not a philosophical difficulty
but a philosophical necessity to us. As far as we know of man, the
union of the soul of man with an external framework is essential. We
cannot conceive of man as not working through some such instrument.
Hence the Christian doctrine commends itself to true philosophy. But,
secondly, we must not suppose that the resurrection-body is like our
present body. St Paul guards against this confusion (1 Cor. xv. 35 sq.);
but it does add to the difficulty of most people that they cannot
dissociate the idea of a body from the idea of flesh and blood. The
resurrection-body need not have any particle the same as the present
body. All we can say about it is that it must be a body which, if
not imperishable, is at all events capable of constant renewal. Of its
form, structure, size etc. we cannot form any conception. But we
may affirm that it must be an external instrument through which the
man acts, an instrument which has its' position in space. Many of
our difficulties arise from forgetting that St Paul carefully guards
against any supposition that it resembles our material body. The
xokia, with its eating and drinking, with its gratification of the senses,
is perishable : the oépa will live on always.

The moral import of this doctrine of the resurrection of the body
is sufficiently obvious. It was the fashion of the Platonists and Stoics
to speak contemptuously of the body, but in Christian theolpgy the
body is glorified because destined to be conformed to Christ’s glorified
body (Phil. iii. 21). This moral aspect has had great influence in
banishing such sins as the Apostle is contemplating here.

It is noticeable that these three verses (I12—I4) contain the germ
of very much which follows in the Epistle: (1) the great principle
which is to guide the Christian conduct, (2) the question of elwAéfura
involved in Bpdpara, (3) the conflict with sensual indulgences, (4) the
doctrine of the resurrection of the dead.

3 Kuply] The Apostle does not argue this point. It is an axiom
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which has its roots in the Christian consciousness. It is involved in’
the very profession of a Christian. :

14. kal 7dév Kbpiov...kal pds] corresponding to the xal radrpy xai
raira of the preceding verse. ‘Huas ‘and therefore our bodies;” for
the body is a part of the man.

#eyeper] The manuscripts present some interesting variants : (1)
éfeyepet NCDSEKL f vulg. (but see below), Pesh. Harcl. Memph. Arm.
Ath.,, Iren. (transl), Tert. Archel. Method. Athan. etc., (2) éfeyeipe
AD*PQ 37, 93 (but. P 37, 93 éfeyeipet) d e suscitat. (3) éényeipéy B 67
am. Fuld, harl. suscitavit (but the confusion with suscitabit was easy).

~The choice must lie between the aorist and the future. If we prefer
the former, we may compare Eph. ii. 6, Col. ii. 12, 13. This idea
however, though strictly Pauline, is not the idea wanted here: for’
it is not the past resurrection of the spirit, but the future resurrection
of the body, on which the argument turns, in accordance with other
passages (as ch. xv. throughout, 2 Cor. iv. 14, Rom., viii. 11, 1 Thess. iv.
14). Still éfyerper is not impossible in this connexion, The past spiritual
resurrection might be regarded here as elsewhere, e.g. Rom. vi. 5, viii. 11,
as an earnest and an initiation of the future bodily resurrection. But on
the whole égeyepei is the more likely reading and has the best documentary
support.

adrov] The pronoun probably refers to Christ : comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14
8ud Tod "Inaod (in 2 Cor. iv. 14 the right reading is odv 'Inoot). We have
both ddvaps Beotl frequently, and dvvapis Xpiorov (e.g. 2 Cor. xii. 9). The
use of &4 here rather points to the mediation of Christ in our resur-
rection, but it cannot be considered as in any way decisive.

15. pékn Xpiorod] The earliest application of this metaphor which
plays so important a part in this and later Epistles.

dpas] Not as the A. V. ‘take’ (which would be AaBwy), but zzke

away’ It is robbing Christ of what is His own. Alew ‘tollere’ is
(1) either ‘to take up,’ e.g. Mark ii. 9 dpov rov xpdBarréy aov, Luke ix. 23
dpdre Tov oravpdy adred, John xi. 40 fpav oy Tov Aibov: or (2) ‘to take
away,” e.g. Luke vi. 29 afpovrds gov ré ipdriov, xi. 52 fjpare Ty xheida Tis
yvéoews; but never simply ‘to take.’ '
. pi yévorro] On this expression see Gal. ii. 17, vi. 14. Like otk oi8are
(of this and the following verse) it is confined to this chronological group .
of St Paul’s Epistles, where it occurs thirteen times; but it is found also in
Luke xx. 16. o

16. 7§ wépvy] The article marks the fact that she is considered no
longer as an individual, but as the representative of a class. Compare
John x. 12 ¢ peburds, 1 Tim. iii. 2, Tit. i. 7 & émioromos etc.

{oovrar ydp x.T.\.] Taken from Gen. ii. 24. Several points require
notice here. (1) As to the text. St Paul follows the LxXX., for the Hebrew
text has not the words of 8% nor have the older Targums: The additional
phrase however appears, not only in the LXX., but also in the Samaritan
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Pentateuch, the Targum of Jonathan, the Peshito, in Philo (Leg. Allegor.
§ 14, 1. p. 75 ed. Mangey, de Gigant. § 15, 1. p. 272, Lib. 1 in Genes. § 29.
22 ed. Aucher), and invariably in the N. T. quotations (Matt. xix. 5,
Mark x. 8, Eph. v. 31), and perhaps in some Rabbinical quotations also (e.g.
possibly Beresk. Rab. 18).  Still no such variant is at present known to exist
in any Hebrew manuscript (see De Rossi Var. Lect. Vet. Test. 1. p. 4).
But from this great number of independent authorities which contain the
words we are disposed to think that they had a place at some time in the
Hebrew text. (2) As to the interpretation. It is impossible to weaken
the meaning of &rovra:t els here so as to make it imply less than the
Hebrew idiom b ¥ ‘they shall become’: see esp. Matt. xix. 5, 6 &rovrac
oi 8Yo els odpra plav, where our Lord’s comment is explicit dore ovkére eloiy
8fo dANd odpf pla. (3) As to the application. In Genesis l.c. the words
are used of man and wife, the legitimate connexion of male and female.
But, so far as regards the question at issue, there is no difference between
the two cases. What applies to the one applies to the other also, for as
Athanasius says & yap xai ToiTo xdxeivo 15 Ppioes Tob mpdyparos. (4) Lastly,
as to the authority assigned to the passage. What are we to understand
by ¢noiv? Is 6 Geds to be supplied or 5 ypadri? To this question it is
safest to reply that we cannot decide. The fact is that, like Aéyer, pnoiv
when introducing a quotation seems to be used impersonally. This
usage is common in Biblical Greek (Aéye: Rom. xv. 10, Gal. iii. 16,
Eph. iv. 8, v. 14: ¢poiv Heb. viii. 5, 2 Cor. x. 10 v. 1), more common in
classical Greek. Alford, after Meyer, objects to rendering ¢nowv im-
personal here, as contrary to St Paul's usage. But the only other
occurrence of the phrase in St Paul is 2 Cor. x. 10, where he is not
introducing scripture, but the objections of human critics and of more
than one critic. If then ¢yaiv be read there at all, it must be impersonal.
The Apostle’s analogous use of Aéyer points to the same conclusion. In
Eph. v. 14 it infroduces a quotation which is certainly not in scripture,
and apparently belonged to an early Christian hymn. We gather there-
fore that St Paul's usage does not suggest any restriction here to ¢ Oeos
or 7 ypagi. But we cannot doubt from the context that the quotation is
meant to be authoritative. In the original the words are Adam’s ; but
Adam is here the mouthpiece of God. Compare Gal. iv. 30 where Sarah’s
words are adopted in the same way, and the quotation from Job v. 13’
given above (ch. iii. 19).

17. & mvelpa] The union is an inner spiritual union (Eph. iv. 4).
The converse truth appears in Eph. v. 30.

18. wiv dpdprmpa] ie. ‘every other sin’ Even drunkenness and
gluttony are in a certain sense éxrds Tob owparos,

els 73 Biov odpa] which is unnatural. See Eph. v. 2.

19. 4. olx ot8are] Of the ten occasions on which this expression
is found in this Epistle, six occur in this chapter. The others are
iii. 16, v. 6, ix. 13, 24. It is used only twice elsewhere by St Paul
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(Rom. vi. 16, xi. 2) and then in an Epistle of this group : but it appears
in James iv. 4. :

The same truth is enunciated in iii. 16 in almost the same words : see
the note there. The difference in application is mainly twofold: jfrsz,
here the expression ré oépa vpudv means ‘the body of each one of you’
individually, while in iii. 16 the whole Christian brotherhood is regarded
collectively as the shrine; secondly, there the sins attacked are hatred,
strife and vainglory, here sensuality.

20. 1yopdodnre ydp nipis]  for ye were bought with a price’ The aorist
shows that the ransom was paid once for all : compare vii. 23, where the
metaphor is developed. In the ordinary form of the metaphor, Christ’s
blood is a Avrpor (Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45) or dvrilvrpov (1 Tim. ii. 6);
and the process of redemption, dmolvrpwois (Rom. iii. 24, Eph. i. 7,
Col. i. 14, Heb. ix. 15), or simply Airpwais (Heb. ix. 12). It is thus a
ransom from slavery, from captivity, the purchase-money of our freedom.
Here on the other hand it is spoken of as rius, that is to say, a trans-
ference to another master, the purchase by which a new owner acquires
possession of us, by which we become his slaves. In Rom. vi. 18, 22 the
two ideas are combined, é\evfepwbévres 8¢ dmd Tijs duaprias éSovAwbyre TH
Sixatoavvy...ehevbepwdévres dmd Tiis dpaprias Sovhwbévres 8¢ TG Oed.

834] The word is hortatory, ‘now,’ ‘verily,’ ‘surely’; not ¢therefore’
as the A. V. renders it, which would be od» in N. T. language. For this
use of &) compare Luke ii. 15 8:éAfwper 7, Acts xiii. 2 dpopioare 81 pos,
xv. 36 émorpéfravres &) karnyyeihaper.

& % odpar Ypdv] So the Apostle’s genuine words end, as his
argument requires. The addition of the T. R. xai év 1§ mvedpar: Sudy
drwd éorw Tob Oeot is condemned by the vast preponderance of ancient
authority. But how came it to be added? I venture to think from some
ancient liturgical use of the passage, thus : V. 8ofdoare 8% rév Oeov év ¢
odpare tpdy. R. xal év 1§ mvelpare vpdv drwd éoTw Tob OGeob. The
response would then be incorporated in the text by scribes who re-
membered the versicle. The influence of liturgical forms on the reading
of the N. T. appears in the doxology added to the Lord’s Prayer in
Matt. vi. 13, and the baptismal formula in Acts viii. 37. The early and
curious Latin reading ‘glorificate et portate’ (or ¢ tollite’) found in g, in
Tertullian, Cyprian, Lucifer and the Vulgate, may perhaps be traced to a
similar source, or may have arisen from a reading #paye (comp. Acts xvii.
27, Matt. vii. 20, xvii. 26) which was confused with dpare: see Reiche
Comm. Crit. 1. p. 165, and the reading of Methodius, 8pd ye Sofdaare (85
omitted), which goes far to justify this suggestion. - Chrysostom (¢z 1 Cor.
kom. xviil. § 2, p. 153 E) reads dofdoare 8y dpare Tov Qedy, if his text is to
be trusted (Saville read dpa 7€) ; but lower down (kom. xxvi. § 1, p. 227 D)
Sofdoare 8y dpa Tov Gedv, which probably represents more nearly his true
text in both passages.



CHAPTER VII
3. MARRIAGE, vii. 1—4o.

(@) To marry or not to marry. (8) Duties of those already married.
(¢) Advice to the unmarried, the widows, the separated (vii. 1—11).

1. IIep\ 8t Gv &ypddare] Here we have the first reference to the
letter written by the Corinthians to St Paul. This letter must obviously
have reached him later than the date of the Apostle’s letter to the
Corinthians to which he alludes in v. 9 : otherwise it would have received
an answer in that letter. We may form a fairly complete idea of the
contents of this letter of the Corinthians. It raised questions relating to
marriage under various circumstances (see vii. I); it contained a reference
to eldwAdfura, for we may infer from the way in which that topic is
introduced that they had consulted St Paul about it (comp. viii. 1 wepi 8¢
Tdv eidohobirov with vii. 25 mwepl 8¢ Tév mapféveov: it is as though the
Apostle were taking in detail the heads of their letter); it consulted him
as to the condyct of women in church (xi. 2 shows that the connecting
link is an allusion to something which the Corinthians had related); it
raised the question of spiritual gifts. This also may be inferred from the
form of the introduction of this topic in xii. 1 (wepl 8 Tév wvevparkdy).
We may suppose that the letter was brought by Stephanas, Fortunatus
and Achaicus, who by their presence ‘supplemented the deficiency’ of
the Church (xvi. 17 7d duérepov daréppua odroi dvemMijpwoav), that is,
explained more fully the condition of things by word of mouth.

As 1 have already said (see on v. g), there is extant in Armenian a
spurious correspondence consisting of an epistle from the Corinthians to
St Paul and of an epistle from St Paul to the Corinthians. These are
included in the canon of the Armenian Church, and the translations
which we have are made from the Armenian. They are given in Stanley’s
Corinthians (ed. 4) p. 593 sq. in the English translation made in 1817
from the Armenian by Lord Byron assisted by Aucher. See also Meyer,
p- 6 and Fabricius Cod. dpocr. N. T. p. 918 sq. It is remarkable that
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though this correspondence consists of two letters, and though St Paul
mentions just two such letters, yet there is no analogy between the two
sets of letters. There is no reason at all for believing that the forger
intended to supply the lack ; or at least, if his work was suggested by the
notices in 1 Corinthians, he has certainly performed it in a most slovenly
way.

Let us first take the spurious letter addressed by the Corinthians to
St Paul. It begins in the name of Stephanus and the elders with him,
no doubt intended to represent Stephanas and his companions (1 Cor.
xvi. 17). They write to consult St Paul about certain heretics who are
troubling the Church. Of these Simon (probably Magus) and Cleophas
are mentioned by name. The heresies are described and St Paul's
advice asked. The Apostle is supposed to receive the letter at Philippi
and to be a prisoner at the time. Thus the topics have nothing in
common with the topics of the real letter of the Corinthians, and the
circumstances are different, for the real letter must have been received by
the Apostle at Ephesus.

The so-called letter from St Paul to the Corinthians exhibits just the
same divergencies from the real facts of the case. The one topic which
we know for certain that St Paul’s letter must have contained is the
direction quoted in 1 Cor. v. 9 un cvvavapiyvvebar mopvois. There is
however no reference whatever to this subject. The spurious letter of
St Paul is an answer to the spurious letter to St Paul. The writer meets
the case of the heresies by a declaration of the true doctrine of the
Resurrection, and concludes with a warning against false teachers.
Thus not only are the topics quite dissimilar from what we might have
expected, but the order of the letters is reversed. The lost letter of the
Corinthians was later in time than the lost letter of St Paul, whereas in
the forged correspondence the letter of the Corinthians comes first in
chronological order.

Yet there is no flagrant anachronism in the Epistles. The heresies
might very well be those of the end of the first or the beginning of the
second century. In Ep. Pazl. ad Cor. 30.‘but these cursed men hold the
doctrine of the serpent,’ there is probably an allusion to the Ophites ; but
I have given elsewhere reasons for supposing that this form of heresy was
closely connected with that combated by St Paul in the Pastoral
Epistles, and if so it must have been widely prevalent in the latter half of
the first century. See the excursus in Biblical Essays (p. 411 sq.), where
this question is fully discussed. This spurious correspondence then was
an early forgery probably of the second century, but a very obvious
forgery. Its genuineness however is maintained by Rinck (das Sendschr.
d. Kor. an d. Apost. Paul. Heidelb. 1823) who is answered by Ullmann
in the Heideld. Fakhrd. 1823

xa\dv] ‘good, ‘right) comp. ver. 26; not ‘convenient’ There is no
qualification in the word itself ; the qualifications are added afterwards in
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the context. They are twofold. (1) With what limitations is celibacy
good? These limitations are given in verses 2 and g. Thus it is not
good in all cases. (2) For what reasons is it good? These appear in
vv. 26, 32 sq. Celibacy therefore is only so far better than marriage in
proportion as it fulfils these conditions. It may not however fulfil them
in the case of particular men ; and so with them it is not better than
marriage, but the reverse. Further, the passage must not be taken alone,
but in connexion with what the Apostle says elsewhere, Eph. v. 2233,
where he exalts marriage as a type of the union of Christ with the Church,
In Heb. xiii. 4 tiutos 6 ydpos év waow x.r.\. the first clause is an imperative
‘let marriage be respected among all,’ as appears from the true reading of
the next sentence mdprovs ydp ; it can therefore only be adduced as an
argument here by a misinterpretation. In the passage before us xahov is
not employed for kakov pév : the statement is made absolutely and the
limitation 8wz 8¢ x.7.A. comes in as an after consideration.

2. 7ds wopvelas] The phrase hints at the profligacy of all kinds which
prevailed in the dissolute city (z Cor. xii. 21).

txaoros, &kdor] An incidental prohibition of polygamy. Such a
prohibition was by no means unnecessary at this time, when polygamy was
recklessly encouraged by the Jewish rabbis: see Justin Martyr, Dial. 134
and the note on 1 Tim. iii. 2 pds yvvaikds dvdpa. The variation of the
form rjv éavrod yuvaika, Tov iBiov dvdpa is noticeable, the husband being, as
it were, considered the lord of the wife. If this passage stood alone, it
would be unsafe to build upon it; but this difference of expression
pervades the whole of the Epistles ; e.g. Eph. v. 28, ras éavrdy yvv., 31 rp
yuvv. abrod, 33 Thv éavrob yuv., as contrasted with Eph. v. 22, Tit. ii. 5,
1 Pet. iii. 1, § rois iots dvdpdow, I Cor. xiv. 35 rovs Idiovs Evdpas.

3. mjv éparjy] Not a classical word in any sense: for though
stated in Etym. Magn. to be used in Xenophon mepi mépwy, it does not
occur in the present text of the treatise: see Steph. 7%es. s.v. It is found
in Matt. xviii. 32, Rom. xiii. 7.

5. . e pfn &v] If & is to be retained here, we must supply yémra: ‘it
should take place, see Winer § xlii. p. 380. For &v for éav see Winer
§ xli. p. 364, who quotes John xiii. 20, xvi. 23, xx. 23. The use is classical
also, e.g. Eur. AZ. 181 odppwr pév odk dv pakloy, ebruyis & lows, quoted
by Alford.

axoNdonte] ¢ may devote yourselves fo) literally, may have leisure for.”
Thus the secondary meaning has eclipsed the primary, and eyoAy which
originally meant ‘leisure’ becomes ‘work,’ ‘school’ (as in Acts xix. g).
Sxohd{ew takes the dative (1) of the subject studied, ¢pogopia, orpareig,
pabripagw, Tois Pikots, 1§ Tod Aéyov diaxovig (Chrysost. de sacris) ; or (2) of
the person teaching, Zwkpdrer, IIMdrowm, etc. It is used absolutely in
Matt. xii. 44, Luke xi. 25 in its primary sense.

i wpooevxii] The words rjj woreia xai, which precede j mpovevyj in
the T. R., are to be omitted by the vast preponderance of ancient
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authorities. There are three other passages where similar insertions are
made, supported by varying degrees of evidence. In the case of Matt,
xvii. 21 the whole verse should be omitted ; it is wanting in 8B, some
old Latin authorities (e ff ), the Curetonian and Jerusalem Syriac, the
Thebaic, in manuscripts of the Memphitic, and in the Eusebian Canons,
a combination of authorities which shows decisively that the passage has
been transferred from Mark ix. 29. In Acts x. 30 the words ymoredwy kal
are omitted in XBAC etc., the Vulgate, Memphitic, Armenian, etc., and
where they occur are found in different positions, e.g. in D¥*, the oldest
manuscript which contains them, wmoredor Ty évdary re kai mpoo. Here
again there can be not a shadow of a doubt that they are an insertion.
In Mark ix. 29 the case is somewhat different. The words xai mmoreig are
omitted in ¥Bk, a small but very formidable combination; and here
again authorities which contain them present them in different positions
as év moreia kai mpooevyxs (Pesh. Arm. Athiop.). Hence, if retained, the
phrase should certainly be bracketed as doubtful.

The four passages represent what may be called an ascetic addition of
later scribes. Yet too much must not be made of this fact. Though the
tendency of a later age was to exalt fasting to a level with prayer, yet the
highest authorities for the practice itself still remain in the example
(Matt. iv. 2) and directions of our Lord (Matt. vi. 16—18), and in the
custom of the Apostles (Acts xiil. 2, 3, xiv. 23) in pursuance of our Lord’s
prophecy (Matt. ix. 15, Mark ii. 20, Luke v. 35). We must not however
adduce in this connexion such passages as 2 Cor. vi. §, xi. 27, because
the context shows that in both cases év yporelats denotes involuntary
fastings, like vjoress in Matt. xv. 32, Mark viii. 3. Thus the practice of
fasting has abundant sanction in the New Testament; but it holds a
subordinate place to prayer, with only a secondary value in so far as it
promotes self-discipline or conduces to spiritual growth.

dkpaciav] We must carefully distinguish two words spelt in the
same way, (I) dkpdcia, a rare word, derived from kepdwwuut and akin
to dxparos ‘unmixed,’ ‘untempered,” used (Theophr. C. P. iii. 2. 5) of
the climate or sky as opposed to evxpacia and equivalent to the Latin
‘intemperies’; and (2) dkpasia, which we have here and in Matt. xxiii.
25, the character of the dxpamjs (from «pareiv), opposed to éykpdrea,
and expressed in Latin by fimpotentia,’ ‘the absence of self-restraint.’
That this is the word meant here is evident from the juxtaposition of
éykparevorrar (ver. g). It is common in classical Greek (see Steph.
Thes. s.v., Wetstein ad loc., Lobeck Piryn. p. 524), and found in
passages which set at rest the question of its derivation, e.g. Xen,
Mem. iv. 5. 7 T@ drparei...avrd ydp Sfmov T4 évavria cwdpoaivns kal
dxpacias €pya éovi, Arist. Eth. Nic. vii. 1 passim where it is contrasted
again and again with éyxpdrea and associated with dkparis and dxpa-
revesbar. It is apparently the usual form in Aristotle, though dkpdreia
appears also (de wvirt. ef vit. p. 1250 Il 1, 22 ed. Bekker). It is found
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likewise in Plutarch (Mor. p. 446 B) associated with dxparyjs. A similar
form is yvvaoxpagia which occurs side by side with yvwaikoxparia.
Owing to their similarity of sound and meaning depdcia and drpécia
are frequently confused : see Steph. Th/es. s.v.

6. Tovro 8% Aéyw] To what does the Apostle refer? Not to the
previous verse only, or to part of it; but to the general terms of the
preceding paragraph (vw. 2, 3, 4, 5), especially to verse 2 as involving
the rest, to the recommendation, that is to say, of the marriage state
with all its obligations.

kaTd, ovyyvdpny ob kar' drurayiv] by way of concession, not by way of
command. It is permissive, not imperative. ‘I do not give this as a
binding rule (e.g. yvrdica éxére). 1 state it as what is allowable. If
I had my way, I should desire all men to live a celibate life in continence
like myself.

The rendering of the A. V. ‘by permission, not by commandment’
seems to imply ‘ though I have no command from God, yet I am permitted
by God to speak this’ ; accordingly ver. 25 émrayjv Kupiov ovr éyw yvauny
d¢ 8{dwps is frequently referred to in the margin of English bibles to
illustrate this verse. It is conceivable that the translators of the Author-
ised Version intended this to be the meaning, though the passage is
otherwise and, as I think, correctly explained in a note in the Geneva
Version. This interpretation however in itself is hardly possible, much
less probable. True, it has in its favour ver. 25 quoted above, also xar’
émraynv used elsewhere (Rom. xvi. 26, 1 Tim. i. 1, Tit. i. 3) of the divine
commands. But neither the verb ocuvyywdoke nor the substantive
cuyyvoun is used of God in either the LXX. or the N, T., nor would it be
an appropriate word to employ, for it contains by implication the notion
of fellow-feeling and the like. Nor does this meaning suit what follows
0éAw 8¢ krA. On these grounds therefore it is better to explain the
passage in the sénse given above.

7. 0w 8] ‘on the contrary I desive’ Aé is undoubtedly the correct
reading, ydp being a correction for the purpose of simplification. While
vyap would connect this verse with the whole preceding sentence, 8¢
atteches it more particularly with the last clause oV xar’ émerayiy.

ds kal &pavrdv] ‘as myself’: comp. ver. 9 os xdys. The obvious
interpretation of this and similar passages is that St Paul was unmarried.
On the other hand Clement of Alexandria (S¢7om. iii. 6, p. 535 ed. Potter)
states the opposite ; but then he gives his reasons. He is arguing against
the Encratites and referring to Phil. iv. 3 says év Tui émororj v adrob
wpooayopetew aitv{uyor: he then goes on to add that though the Apostle
had a wife, he did not ‘lead her about,’ as he had a perfect right to do
(1 Cor. ix. 5). It is clear therefore that Clement’s view had no support
from tradition, but was an inference from St Paul’s own language.
. Tertullian (ad Uxor.ii 1) and almost all the other fathers speak of St Paul
as unmarried. Origen (on Rom. 1. p. 461 ed. Delarue) characteristically
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gives both explanations (Paulus ergo sicut quidam tradunt cum uxore voca-
tus est de qua dicit ad Philippenses, etc.) and follows his master Clement
but with hesitation (si vero ut aliis videtur sine uxore etc.). To say
nothing of the grammatical difficulty of the masculine form ynjoie odvlvye
being applied to a woman, the verse we are considering is fatal to that
interpretation of the passage, and the contention of Clement and Origen
therefore falls to the ground (see the note on Phil Lc.). In these latter
years of his life the Apostle certainly had not a wife living. There is
however one argument which needs consideration in favour of his having
been married earlier in life and being at this time a widower. It wasa

" maxim of the rabbis, at all events of a later date, that no one could be a
member of the Sanhedrin or sit in judgment on a capital offence, except
one who was not only a married man but a father (Saz£. fo. 36 ) ; because
such a one was more likely to take a merciful view of an offence. Now
St Paul says (Acts xxvi. 10) expressly that he recorded his vote against
those who were condemned to death on the charge of Christianity. Hence
it is contended that at that time he must have been a married man. But
this inference depends on two points both very precarious: (1) that
karijveyka Yijdoy is to be taken literally, (2) that the regulations laid down
by the later Talmudists held good at the time of which we are speaking.
Against this highly precarious hypothesis we may set two considerations,
() that wife and children are never once hinted at, but everything points
the opposite way : he goes about as one entirely free from such ties:
(&) the whole passage before us implies that the Apostle lived a celibate
life throughout, and lived it in continence.

xdpopa] It was such, for it was an instrument for preaching the
Gospel. Others might have other gifts, might serve God in other ways ;
but this'which enabled him to keep himself free from all earthly'ties was
to the Apostle a special grace. Comp. xii. 4, Rom. xii. 6, 1 Pet. iv. 10, and
for the wide use in St Paul the notes on i. 7 above and Rom. i. 11.

o¥rus, ovrws] The maxim therefore is thrown into a general form. It
is quite comprehensive : each man has his own qualifications for serving
God and it is his business to realize them. On ovrews olres see
Judg. xviii. 4, 2 Sam. xi. 25, xvii. 15, 2 Kings v. 4, references given
in Meyer. o o .

8. rois dydpos] i.e. the unmarried of both sexes ; not to be rendered
‘widowers’ as though corresponding to rais x7pas.

9. odk dykparebovrar] The negative belongs closely to the verb and
the phrase is to be treated as one word; otherwise it would be pr. .
Grammarians tell us that depareveofac is a solecism; though used by
many, as Menander (Lobeck Pkryn. p. 442 dxparedeafar’ d&oxfp:p dvre
oiye moMhoi xp@vrar ToUrg T¢ Ovdpare kai Mévavdpos® Aédye olv odk éykpar-
_ebeobar). ’Axparedesfar however occurs several times in Aristotle (see
index to the Nicomachean Ethics). On the other hand there is no such
classical authority for -éyxpareveofar. St Paul would doubtless have used
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drparebeoday, if it had served his purpose ; but it would have conveyed a
darker shade of meaning than he intended. ’Eyxparedesfar occurs in
Gen. xliii. 30, 1 Sam. xiii. 12.

10. oix dyd d\Ad 6 Kipios] The common conception of this phrase
is quite wrong. It is generally thought that the distinction on which St
Paul insists is the distinction between Paul inspired and Paul speaking of
himself, between an utterance ex catkedrd and a private opinion. The
real difference is between the words of Paul the inspired Apostle and the
express command of Christ Himself. We are expressly told that our
Lord did prohibit divorce (Matt. v. 32, xix. 9, Mark x. 9, 11, 12, Luke xvi.
18). The nearest approach to St Paul’s language is Mark x. 9 & ody 6
Oeds auvélevlev. dvbpoamos py xwpilére. In Matt. v, 32 an exception to the
rule is allowed mapexros Adyov mopreias; but St Paul does not think it
necessary to add this qualification, because it would be understood of
itself. Indeed it is not found in the other Gospel passages, except
possibly in Matt. xix. 9 where it occurs in the common text.

P xopiodival, pi dduévar] For this distinction see the quotatlon
from Bengel given on ver. 13.

II. & Bt...xarad\ayiTw] The sentence is parenthetical : a caution
being-introduced as an afterthought. Compare ver. 15 el 8¢ 6 dmoros
xopierar yopilécbo, and ver. 21 dAXN' € xal ddvacar é\edfepos yevéobar
pakloy yphoai, where a great deal depends on the interpretation of this.
one clause : see the note there.

(d) On the marriage relations of the be?z'wgr wedded with the
unbelicver, and on change of conditionr generally (vii. 12—24).

12. Tois 8¢ Aourois] Hitherto St Paul had spoken solely to Christians
(in, . 8, 9 to the unmarried, in 7. 10, 1I to the married). Now he
_turns to.speak of mixed marriages between Christian and heathen. The
use of ol Aaurol here of the Gentiles is akin to the use elsewhere in St
Paul (Eph. ii. 3, 1 Thess. iv. 13, v. 6). ’

Aéyo tys] This is the right order of .the two words ;- it corresponds
with what goes before, mapayyéA\e odx éyé dA\& o Kipios (ver. 10), and it
is more emphatic in itself, comp Gal. ii. 20. -~

‘ a¥%ry] is preferable to av-rr; here, because of odros which succeeds in the
next verse. <

cuvevBoxei] The compoundmg preposition shows that the man’s:
consent is assumed.

13. p déuére] ¢ Separatur pars ignobilior, mulier ; dimittiz nobi-
lior, vir : inde conversa ratione etiam mulier fidelis d1c1tur. dimittere : et
vir infidelis, separari, vv. 13, 15, Bengel on ver. 10.

zdv &v8pa]  This, the correct reading, is stronger than adréy. ©Let her
not dismiss him, for he still remains her husband.’

14 fylaora] Observe the large and liberal view which the Apostle
here adopts. The lesser takes its character from the greater, not the

L. EP. I5



226 FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS. [VII. 14.

greater from the lesser. God does not reject the better because of its
alliance with the worse, but accepts the worse on account of its alliance
with the better. On this feature in St Paul's theology see the note on i. 2
kAnrols aylos.

tmel dpa] i.e. ‘since on the contrary supposition it follows that your
children are unclean,” a thing not to be thought of. This argumentative
émel ‘since otherwise’ (which can stand alone without dpa) is not un-
common in St Paul (xv. 29, Rom. iii. 6, xi. 6, 22) and elsewhere (Heb. ix.
26, x. 2), and is followed by the indicative,

viv 8t dyd dorw] ‘ dut, as it is, they are holy” St Paul regards this as
an axiom. ‘It is allowed on all sides that the children of these mixed
marriages are holy.” The sense of the passage is clear enough, but to
what objective fact does it correspond? Plainly the children of mixed
marriages were regarded as in some sense Christian children. We
cannot say more or less than this.

It has been affirmed that this passage tells against the supposition of
Infant Baptism as a practice of the Early Church at this time. Thus
Meyer says, ‘weil darum die dayidrys der Christenkinder einen andern
Grund gehabt habe.’ But this is a mere petitio principii. How do we
know that it was not the very token of their day«drys that such children
were baptized as Christians? This at all events was a definite overt act
to which the Apostle might well make his appeal, as showing that they
were regarded as holy. The passage is not to be pressed on either side.
The Jews indeed had a maxim, that the child of a proselytess need not be
baptized (Febamoth f.78, “si gravida fit proselyta, non opus est ut bapti-
zetur infans quando natus fuerit: baptismus enim matris ei cedit pro
baptismo’). But this proves nothing, because it proves too much. If
valid at all, it would be valid against ever baptizing one born of Christian
parents. As a matter of fact, the baptism of the Christian corresponded
not to the baptism of the proselyte, but to the circumcision of the Jew,
which was required of all alike. Thus no inference can be drawn here
against the practice of Infant Baptism. On the contrary the expression
tells rather in its favour. Certainly it enunciates the principle which leads
to infant baptism, viz. that the child of Christian parents shall be treated
as a Christian.

15. & 8 kr.\] By parity of reasoning this includes by implication
the unbelieving woman as well as the unbelieving man.

& 8 dpfvy kv N] ‘ but in peace hath God called us’ This is not to be
connected with what immediately precedes, as though it meant, ¢they are
not bound to a compulsory connexion which would be fatal in their peace.’
The words refer to the whole tenour of these directions, the first part of
ver. 15 being a parenthetical limitation. What St Paul says is this : ‘Do
not let any jar or conflict in the family relations arise out of your
Christianity. Live peaceably with the heathen husband or wife who
wishes to live with you. If a discussion is urged on their part, do not
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refuse it. The Christian is not so enslaved by such an alliance that
he or she may not thus be set free. But let the liberation be the
work of another. Do not foster dissensions, do not promote a separation.
Do nothing to endanger peace: peace is the very atmosphere of your
calling in Christ, the very air which you breathe as Christians.’

16. 7l ydp olbas k.m\.] This passage again is often wrongly inter-
preted as though it meant, ¢ separate yourself, for you cannot be sure that
by continuing the connexion you will convert the unbelieving husband (or.
wife)? Thus Stanley (p. 105) speaks of the injunction as ‘a solemn
warning against the gambling spirit which intrudes itself even into the
most sacred matters,’ and ‘a remarkable proof of the Apostle’s freedom
from proselytism.” But surely the Apostle would not have admitted this
interpretation of his words. For (1) such a motive—the conversion of the
partner——-was not likely to be urged by the Corinthian Christians for
remaining in this state of enforced wedlock ; nor (2) was the Apostle.
likely to give prominence to the uncertainty of the result as a reason for
seeking freedom. What he is really advising is the sacrificing of much
for the possible attainment of what is a great gain though an uncertain
one. If we look at the sense we see that though the possibility of
succeeding in the conversion would be a highly adequate reason for
continuing the connexion, yet on the other hand the possibility of failure
would be a highly inadequate reason for closing the connexion. The
interpretation of the passage depends upon the meaning to be assigned to
¢l in the phrase t{ ofdas, ris oldev etc. As a matter of fact, whether we
should have expected it beforehand or not, these expressions, so far from
emphasizing a doubt, express a hope: e.g. I Sam. xii. 22 ris oldev
é\erjoet pe Kipros implying that there is a reasonable chance (comp. Esther
iv. 14, Jonah iii. g, Joel ii. 14 the only.passages in the LxX. under olda
which illustrate the meaning). We therefore conclude that the whole
sentence expresses a hope, and that St Paul’s meaning is that this saving
of the husband (or wife) is worth any temporal inconvenience.

17. e py xr.A.] A general maxim arising out of a special case, and
illustrated below by the examples, firss, of circumcision (vv. 18, 19),
secondly, of slavery (vz. 20, 21). These illustrations are a digression
which arises out of the general maxim. Ei pj never stands for dA\Xd ; it
is here as elsewhere in the sense of wAjv ‘only’: see Rom. xiv. 14, Jelf
G. G. § 860, Wmer§1ul p. 566, and the notes on Gal. L. 7, 19.

T ds peplpcey & Kbpuos, ds kéhniev & Oeds] Two variations from the
reading of the T. R. are necessary. (1) The substantives should be
interchanged in accordance with the vast majority of ancient authorities
and St Paul’s own usage. For in all cases (1 Thess. iv. 7, Rom. iv. 17,
viii, 30, 2 Tim. i. g) it is God Who calls; on the other hand to assign
external positions in the Church falls naturally to Him Who is the Head
. of the Church and is elsewhere associated with the distribution of such
gifts (xii. 5 Siapéoes drakomdy elolv kai 6 avros Kuplos, Eph. iv. 11).
15—2
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(2) Mepépixev, though only read by XB, is preferable to éuépiger; as
balancing the perfect which follows, and as being in itself a rare form.
‘The sense also is improved by the change of tense, ‘ has assigned his lot in
life once for all.” The word here refers entirely to the external conditions
of life: Ecclus. xlv. 20 dmapxds mporoyermpdrov éuépioey avrois, 2 Macc.
viii. 28.

18. émowdobu] ‘become as uncivcumcised, efface the signs of his
Judaism. This was done literally by renegade Jews, e.g. in the time of
Antiochus (1 Macc. i. 15), comp. Joseph. 4zt xii. 5. 1. See Buxtorf,
p. 1274 s.v, W, Wetstein here and Schéttgen I. p. 1159 sq. Here
however the term is used as the symbol of a much wider application, e.g.
the observance of sabbaths, festivals, etc.

kéAnrar] The change of tense from the aorist of the preceding clause
may have been guided by the fact that as a rule the conversions of the
Jews were earlier than the conversions of the Gentiles.

19. We have the same sentiment expressed in Gal. v. 6, vi. 15. On
independent grounds we know that our Epistle was the earlier one, and
this quite accords with the evidence of the three passages considered
together. The passage before us gives the original form. The maxim is
two-edged, and both edges are used here. On the other hand, in Galatians
1l cc. it is applied only against the Gentiles who would become as Jews.
Stanley rightly draws attention to the double assertion of the maxim in
St Paul’s own conduct : the circumcision of Timothy as a child of one
Jewish parent (Acts xvi. 3), the non-circumcision of Titus as a Greek
(Gal. ii. 3). - Inits wider application the maxim reconciles the Apostle’s
own conduct as a Jew among Jews (Acts xxi. 21 sq.) with his assertion of
Gentile freedom (e.g.in the Epistle to the Galatians). - It condemns those
in our own time who insist on the absolute rejection of forms and those
who maintain the absolute necessity of retaining them, as equally opposed
to the liberty of the Gospel.

répnons drTody Bed] In the corresponding passages the requisites
are wioris 80 dydmns évepyoupdm (Gal. v. 6) and kawr) krioes (Gal. vi. 15) :
see the notes there, Those who would contrast the teaching of St Paul
with that of St James, or who would exaggerate his doctrine of justification
by faith, should reflect on this jjpnais érroAéy Oeoi,

20, & 7§ WMfoa] From this passage comes the common usage of
the word ‘calling’ or ‘vocation,’ for our profession in life regarded as
sanctified, as given to us by God. The sentiment which underlies this
thought is essentially right, but as an interpretation of the Apostle’s words
here it is quite wrong. Here, as always in the N. T., kAjous is the
summons to the knowledge of God, to membership in the Church, to the
kingdom of Christ. K\jees is a good classical word, meaning (1) a
designation or appellation, (2) an invitation, e.g. to a supper, (3) a
sumimons or citation to appear as a witness or advocate jn court. These
last two senses form a connecting link with the N. T use of the expression..
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The calling of Christians into the kingdom is represented under the
image of an invitation to a feast (Matt. xxii. 3, 4, 8, II: comp. the
technical use of kaheiv in Luke xiv. 7). But more than this, the language
of Epictetus i. 29 § 46 pdprvs Owd Toi Oeol xexAnuévos and § 49 raira
ué\hets paprupety kal karaigxvvew Ty kAfjow v kéxhnxey [0 Oeés] reminds us
forcibly of St Paul’s language here (cf. Eph. iv. 1, 2 Tim. i. g), which the
Stoic philosopher seems elsewhere to have caught (see Philippians,
p- 313 sq.), though here he has put another meaning into it. In the N. T.
the substantive occurs chiefly, but not solely (see Heb. iii. 1,2 Pet. i. 10)
in St Paul's writings, and is applied both to the act and (as here) to the
circumstances of calling. But the circumstances represent not the external
condition to which God called us, but the external conditions in which
God called us to a knowledge of Himself.

21. 4NN & xal k.. \.] Cbut i it should be in thy power to become a free
man, the rather avail thyself of the opportunity Two opposite interpre-
tations have been put upon this passage: (1) ‘even though it is in thy
power to be set free, prefer to ‘continue in slavery’; (2)¢if it should be in
thy power etc., prefer this freedom to remaining in slavery.! In the first
case the sentence (vv. 21, 22) is continuous ; in the latter, the clause AN’
€l xat...pd\hov xpficas is parenthetical, ‘in giving you this injunction I do
not mean to prevent you from becoming free if opportunity offers.’

Of earlier commentators, Origen (in Cramer’s Calena, p. 140) explains
the slavery metaphorically of marriage and seems to take the phrase as
recommending liberty. He mentions that of ool éppnrevral interpret
the passage of subjection to the ordinances of the law. Of those who
explain the sentence literally and naturally, Severianus (in Cramer) takes
it to recommend liberty ; Photius slavery, and so Theodoret with qualifi-
cations. Hilary (Ambrosiaster) is doubtful. Chrysostom mentions the
interpretation which recommends liberty (rwés To padloy xpioat mwepi
é\evleplas aciy elpijobar), but prefers the contrary view. Thus the
tendency of patristic interpretation is on the side of a continuance in
slavery ; and this we should expect, for while slavery was an existing
institution, there would be a temptation to explain the passage as
recommending the status guo.

Turning now to the language, we may safely say that el xai may bear
both senses. It may mean ‘although,’ ‘even though,’ as in Phil ii. 17
AN’ €l kal omwévdopar, Col. ii. 5, Luke xi. 8 etc. ; or it may mean ‘if] asin
Luke xi. 18 €l xal ¢ Saravis...diepepiocdy ¢ comp. éaw kat (vil. 11, Gal. vi. 1).
When however we come to consider the phrase pallov xpfjoar, it is much
more natural to supply 77 é\evfeplg out of the é\eddepos of the immediate
sentence, than 13j dovhelg out of the Sothos of a more distant clause. Again
xpAcac in the sense of ‘to avail oneself of an opportunity offered’ is an
idiomatic usage which occurs elsewhere in this Epistle, ix. 12 dAX® otk
éxpnodpeba T éfovaly Tabry, 15 oY xéxpnuar ovderi Tovrwy, and is thus
characteristic and forcible.
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But the thain argument in favour of the translation adopted in these
notes is the extreme improbability that St Paul would have taken any
other view. From the nature of the case the free man was in a much
more advantageous position for doing God’s work than a slave who was
fettered at every turn. Again, the Apostle’s own practice in his own case
shows how strong was the sense of freedom which he carried with him. "
This he exhibits when he asserts more than once his rights as a Roman
citizen (Acts xvi. 37, xxii. 25 sq.).

Thus we conclude that the passage is parenthetical, a qualification of
the Apostle’s general statement which precedes it, added lest he should
‘be misunderstood. ‘In saying this, I do not mean but that, if you have
the opportunity of gaining your freedom, you should avail yourself of the
more advantageous position in which you will then be placed’ Whatever
the nature of the freedom may be, it is generally to be preferred to the
slavery whatever it may be, if it come in a natural and lawful way.
Compare the parentheses in 2w. 11, 15. Thus the substantive to be
supplied is 75 é\evBepia )

22. 6 yap...80d\os] ‘for ke that is called in the Lord being a slave’
comp. ver. 21. The expression év Kupie kakeiv, though unusual, occurs in
1 Pet. v. 10, but not in Eph. i. 11, where éxAgpcfnpev is the correct reading.

dmehetOepos] ¢ freedman.’ A double process is indicated here. Christ
first buys us from our old master, sin, and then sets us free. For this
enfranchisement see Rom. viii. 2, Gal. v. 1. But observe that a service is
still due from the /ibertus to his patronus. This was the case in Roman
Law (see Becker and Marquardt, v. p. 211), which required the freedman
to take his patron’s name, live in his patron’s house, consult his patron’s
will etc. Compare the language of Ignatius (Rom. 4) éxeivor é\etfepor,
éyo 8¢ péxpt viv Sobhos: dAN’ édv mdbw, dmeledfepos ‘Ingod Xpiorod, kai
dvaomioopa: év avTd ékevfepos. See the note on vi. 20 Jyopdobyre yap Tepfs
above, where the double aspect of the Redemption, as an emancipation
and as a transference of ownership, is drawn out. This second aspect is
hinted at here in the word Kupiov representing the great Lord of all (see
the note on-iii. 5, above). But in effect freedom in Christ and slavery
to Christ merely represent two sides of the same moral truth: for
subjection to Christ is freedom from sin (Rom. vi. 18, 22).

23. mpis fyopdodnre] See the note on vi. 20.

P Ylveode] ¢ become not’ : for it would be a change of state if they were
to become slaves once more. Comp. Gal. iv. 31, v. IL.

Soihov dvfpdmrov] What is the reference here? There is nothing in
the context which points to the meaning, and we have to look for the idea
elsewhere in the Epistle. The allusion is probably to the insolent tyranny
of their party-leaders (i. 12, iii. 4, 21}; and if so, it can be well illustrated
by 2 Cor. xi. 20 dvéxeabe ydp €l Tis Yuds karadovhol.

24. In this verse St Paul repeats again the general maxim formulated
in ver. 17, emphasizing the saving clause, ‘in the sight of God,’ wapa ©e.
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(¢) On virgins specially (vii. 25—38)

25.  mepl 5t Tdv mapbévov] This commences a new subject and (from
the way in which it is introduced) probably another of the topics of the
Corinthian letter (see on vil. 1).

A preliminary question has to be settled. Does mapévor include both
sexes? The use of the word in Rev. xiv. 4 is not decisive ; for obviously
the term there was not a recognised term : otherwise St John would not
have said further map8évor ydp elow—an addition which shows that he used
the phrase xaraypnoricds. There is apparently no indication of this use
until a much later period, unless Pistis Sophia, p. 146, be an example in
Syriac (see Payne Smith, Z%es. Syr. p. 624 sq.). But, it will be said,
St Paul does immediately afterwards (vv. 26—28, 29—33) speak of both
sexes. That is true; but the facts seem to be that the Corinthians
consulted him about the special case of giving virgin daughters in
marriage ; whereupon St Paul generalised, first stating the guiding
principle (ver. 27), then applying it to both sexes (vv. 28—35), and finally
dealing with the special point which the Corinthians had put to him
(vv. 36—38).

¢mrayiv Kvplov] i.e. an express command, whether a directly recorded
saying of our Lord (as in ver. 10), or a direct intimation to the Apostle by
revelation.

HAenpévos] Compare I Tim. i. 13, 16.

26. TouTo kakdv vmdpxew] ‘2%is s good to begin with.) 1t is thus the
fundamental axiom, the starting-point, of the discussion that follows.
Ka\ov is used in the same sense as in ver. 1, and the sentiment is nearly
the same. “Avfpume here includes both sexes.

eordoav] present) not ‘imminent’ On this word see on Gal. i. 4,
where this passage.is referred to.

dvdykny] Persecution was impending. There were signs of a coming
storm. The man, who kept himself free from the entanglement of
carthly ties, would save himself from many a bitter conflict : he would
not have to face the terrible alternative—the most terrible to sensitive
minds—between duty to God and affection to wife and children. He was
altogether more free to do and to suffer for Christ. A man who is a hero
in himself becomes a coward when he thinks of his widowed wife and his
orphaned children. The dvdyxn, of which the Apostle speaks, might or
might not be the beginning of the dvdyxn peyarn (Luke xxi. 23).

$m kaddv k..A.] Governed, like the preceding clause, by vouifw, but a
new construction.

obrws] ‘just as ke is) i.e. ‘unmarried,’ for he is speaking of them. For
obTws compare ver. 40, Rom. ix. 2o, John iv. 6.
~27. M\vow] ‘art thou set free from a wife’: not implying that the
person addressed was ever married. It is complementary to 8édecac
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above. That this sense is legitimate appears from Xen. Cyr. i. 1. 4
(quoted by Meyer) & kai viv adrévopa elvar Néyerar kal Nehdofar dn’ dANAwv.

28. yopijogs, yipp] If this distinction is intentional, it certainly is
not the distinction of classical usage between yapeiv for the man and
yapeigbar of the woman (Lobeck 2A»yn. p. 742, Porson on Medea 1. 264,
Pollux iii. 45); for here the aorist active is used of the woman also
‘E,(‘lll 'yr;'p.y r; 1rap0e‘vos‘. So too ver. 34 r; yap.rio‘ao‘a, 1 Tim. v. 11 -yap.sfv
Gélovaw (xiipac), 14 Bolhopat vewrépas yapew. In all these cases the verb
is used absolutely, but in Mark x. 12 édv avm) yapjoy d\lov (the right
reading) it governs an accusative. On the other hand the classical
-distinction is preserved below in ver. 39 éXev8épa éoriv ¢ Béler yapnbijvar.
There is a tendency in scribes to alter the voice in order to bring it into
conformity with the classical idiom; see Mark Lc. and Ign. Po/. 5 where
wpémes 8¢ Tois yapolos xal Tais yapovoas has been corrected by the inter-
polator into wpéme: 8¢ Tois yapoiot kal Tals yapovuévais (see the note there).
"Eynpa (from ydpw) is an older form than éyaunoa (from yapéo), which
however is found in Menander and Lucian ; both occur elsewhere in the
N. T., &mnpa in Matt. xxii. 25, Luke xiv. 20, éydupoa in Matt. xix. 9,
Mark vi. 17, x. 11, and ver. g above. For the occurrence of an older and
a later form side by side in the N. T., comp. xepdijow, xepdavé (1 Cor. ix.
21, 22), é\edrros, eheet (Rom. ix. 16, 18), and see Lobeck de orthograpk.
Graec. inconst. (Path. 11. 341sq.).

71 mwapdévos] taken as a typlcal case: comp. vi. 16 7§ mdprvy. But the
article here is doubtful

&yd 8 k)] ie. ‘my object in giving this advice is to spare you
suffering as far as possible.’

29. ovveorodpévos] The verb owvoréAesfac is commonly used of
persons to signify ‘to be depressed,’ ‘dejected’; as in 1 Macc. iii. 6
ovveard\noay of dvopor dwo Tov PofBov avrev, V. § ouvéorelhev avtovs,
2 Macc. vi. 12 pj ovveréAleofac 8ia Tas ouppopds, see also examples in
Steph. Tkes. sv. The question then arises, is ouvvesrahpévos here
temporal or moral, of the contracted time or of the pressure of calamity ?
Perhaps both ideas are implied in the phrase, but in the light of the
context the temporal cannot be excluded (comp. Rom. xiii. 11). For
oTé\\eoba see the note on 2 Thess. iii. 6, and for the Apostle’s views as to
the approach of the Second Advent the note on 1 Thess. iv. 15.

toriv, T houwdv] This is the right reading : not ré6 Aourdv éorw, nor
Nourdv éoriv.  How then is the expression 76 howrdv to be taken, with what
precedes or with what follows? To connect it with what follows in the
sense given by the A. V. ‘it remains therefore that’ becomes impossible
as soon as the true reading 76 Aourov for Aowrov is established. Two
possibilities therefore remain: (1) to connect with the preceding sentence
‘the season is short henceforth,’ which is flat and unmeaning; or (2) to
consider the phrase as belonging to the subordinate clause ha...dow,
but misplaced for the sake of emphasis, ‘the season is short, so that
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henceforth’ etc. Such an anticipation of words for purposes of emphatic
statement is characteristic of St Paul (see Winer § Ixi. p. 685sq.),
especially with clauses introduced by a: see Rom. xi. 31, 2 Cor. ii. 4,
Gal ii. 10, Col. iv. 16 and comp. John xiii. 29 : and is on the whole to be
preferred here.

30. Sorrows and joys alike are temporary, are transient. In a
moment all may be changed. Therefore to one who judges rightly,
earthly grief is not over grievous and earthly joy not over joyous.

@5 pi xaréovres] i.e. as not sure of absolute ownership. Compare
2 Cor. vi. 10, and for the metaphor Lucr. iii. 971 ¢ Vitaque mancipio nulli
datur, omnibus usu.’

31. of xpépevor k.r.A.] The accusative (rév xéopov) is very rare after
xpaofa: except in quite late writers (Malalas p. 5, Theophan. p. 314): it
has very slight support in Acts xxvii. 17 Bonfeiais (v. 1. -as) éypdvre, but
occurs in Wisdom vii. 14 Opoavpds...0v of ypnoduevor (where the variant
xkmoduevor is rejected by Tischendorf and Fritzsche). The construction
however is found in a Cretan inscription of the second or third century
B.C. (Boeckh C. 7. G. 11. p. 405). In the passage before us the accusative
may have been influenced by the karaxpduevor which follows ; xarayxpiaofar
often taking an accusative (A. Buttmann p. 157, Meyer ad Joc.), even in
classical writers. It occurs however below with a dative, ix. 18 els v6 u3
xaraxpioacfa v éfovaig pov.

kataxpdpevor] ¢ using up, ‘using to the full’ comp. ‘abuti’ in Latin,
which often takes this meaning. ‘Misusing’ would be mapaypspevo: :
‘abusing’ of the A. V,,though an archaism, well preserves the alliteration.

33, 34. The interesting question of the reading of this passage falls
under two heads. (1) xal pepépiorar kat is undoubtedly the reading at the
end of ver. 33, the omission of the first xai in some manuscripts having
been assisted by the fact that yvrai immediately precedes it. (2) As
regards ver. 34 three groups of reading present themselves : (a) 5 yury g
ayapos kai 1 wapfevos 1 ayapos supported by RAF 17, Memph., (8) 5 yury
7 ayapos kat 1 wapfevos, BP Vulg. Bashm. Euseb. and others, (¢) n yury xat
7 mwaplevos n ayapos DFG 37, 47 fwld. Pesh. Harkl. Method. These
variants originated probably in the accident that in some very early
manuscript, through the carelessness of the scribe or amanuensis, the
words n ayauos were written above the line or in the margin, and so were
inserted subsequently in different places of the text. The choice seems
to lie between (5) and (¢). If we choose the first of these two alternatives,
then we punctuate after xai pepépioras and render ‘and he is distracted,
i.e. his allegiance is divided ; a rendering for which Achilles Tatius v. 24
P. 343 may be quoted éuepépioTo mokhois dua Ty Yuxiy, aldol kal dpyf xai
&wre kat (porvmie. The yur) 1 @yapos is then ‘the widow,’ one who was
once married and remains unmarried. If however we prefer the second

. alternative, we punctuate after yuvawi and after wapfévos : and in this case
pepépiorar has a different meaning ¢ there is a distinction between’ (as the
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A. V. renders it). I venture to prefer this latter reading, though sup-
ported chiefly by Western authorities, from internal evidence ; for the
sentences then become exactly parallel. There is just the same dis-
tinction between the married woman and the virgin, as between the
married and the unmarried man. The other view throws sense and
parallelism into confusion, for xai pepépiorat is not wanted with ver. 33
which is complete in itself. It also necessitates the awkward phrase
7 yvwi kai 7 wapBévos pepyvg. The reading n yurn n ayapos kar f wapfevos
n ayapos illustrates the habitual practice of scribes to insert as much as
possible, and may be neglected.

35 PBpéxov émPdre] The rendering of the A. V. ‘cast a snare”
conveys a false impression as to the Apostle’s meaning, because it
suggests temptation instead of constraint: St Paul’s desire is not to
fetter their movements, the metaphor being that of the halter. Compare
Prov. vi. 21 (quoted by Meyer) éyxhoiwcar émi 06 Tpaxiie and Philo Viza
Moys. iii. 34 (11. p. 173) BAéro (T éx Oeot Bonbeav) Bpiyovs Tois alyéor
wepiBdAhoveav kard Tdy dvrumdAay éAxet kard Tiis Jakdoans kT

ebmdpeSpov] A rarer word than edmpioedpor of the T. R., and better
supported here. Similarly wapedpedorres is the right reading in ix. 13.
The form wdpedpos occurs in Wisd. ix. 4 mjr 7dv odv Opover mwdpedpor
cogpiav ‘the wisdom which is attendant on thy throne.’ Like drepiomdoros
it is found here only in the N. T.

36. Vmépaxpos] ¢ of full age,) rather than ¢ past the flower of her age.’

37. These directions of St Paul must be judged in the light of two
considerations. Firsf, the recognized power of the father over his
daughter, the ‘patria potestas,” on which see Becker and Marquardt,
V. 38q. Secondly, the way in which St Paul makes the question depend
not on the wishes of the daughter but of the father, points doubtless
to the form in which the matter was submitted to him in the letter of
the Corinthians, viz. with special reference to the attitude of the father in
such cases.

(f) On widows specially (vii. 39, 40).

39, 40. It is impossible to say what led St Paul to add these last two
verses. It is conceivable that we have here an answer to a question
raised in the Corinthian letter, or the subject may have sprung from
something which has gone before. But however this may be, we have
here the origin of the metaphor which was worked out a few months
later in the Epistle to the Romans (vil. 1—3). A parallel case has been
noted already on ver. 19 with regard to the Epistle to the Galatians.
The influence of the passage in the Roman letter is traceable in the
interpolation of »éuw after 8é8erar from Rom. vii. 2, where it comes in
naturally, the legal aspect underlying the whole passage.
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39. pévov & Kvple] This expression is generally interpreted to imply
that she must marry a Christian husband, if she marry at all.. But the
expression cannot be so pressed. It will only signify that she must
remember that she is a member of Christ’'s body; and not forget her
Christian duties and responsibilities, when she takes such a step.
Marriage with a Christian only does not seem to be contained in the
words, though that might be the consequence of her attempt to fulfil
those duties.

40. o¥res] For olres see on ver. 26: for Soxé the note on iii. 18

Soxet.
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