1 Corinthians Notes



Table of Contents

5INTRODUCTION

PROGRAM OF STUDY
5
TENTATIVE SCHEDULE
6
DRILL QUESTIONS
7
CITY OF CORINTH
8
ESTABLISHMENT OF CHURCH AT CORINTH - Ac 18:1-17
9
WHO WROTE - PAUL
9
WHERE WRITTEN - EPHESUS
9
WHEN WRITTEN - AD 57, SPRING
10
WHY WRITTEN
11
TITUS CARRIED THE LETTER & REPORTED AS TO RECEPTION
11
OUTLINE
12
THE CITY: CORINTH
13
MAP
14
ESTABLISHMENT OF CHURCH AT CORINTH: AC 18:1-17
19
REFERENCES
20
Chapters 1-4: Misplaced faith (2:5)
21
Chapters 1-4 in four classes.
22
CLASS 1
22
CLASS 2
24
CLASS 3
25
CLASS 4
25
Chapter 1
26
1:1
26
1:2
26
1:4-9
27
1:4
27
1:5
27
1:6
28
1:7
28
1:8
29
1:10
29
1:13
30
1:17
30
1:20
33
1:22
33
Chapter 2
34
2:1
34
2:2
34
2:3
35
2:5
35
2:6
36
2:9
38
2:10-11
38
2:14-16
39
WHO IS THE “NATURAL MAN”?
39
Chapter 3
43
3:1
43
3:2
44
3:3
44
3:5-17
45
3:8
46
3:9
46
3:10
46
3:12
47
3:18-23
48
3:19
48
3:21
48
Chapter 4
50
4:1
50
4:2
51
4:3
51
4:5
51
4:6
52
4:7
53
4:8
54
4:9
54
4:11
55
4:12
55
4:16-17
55
Chapter 5
57
ATTITUDES, ACTIONS, AIM
57
5:1
60
5:2
60
5:3-5
60
5:11
61
Chapter 6:1-8
62
6:1-8: Dan’s suggestion
62
6:1
63
6:2
63
6:3
64
6:4
65
6:6
65
6:7
65
6:8
65
Chapter 6:9-20
66
6:11
66
6:12-20
66
6:16
68
Chapter 7
69
7:1
69
7:2
69
7:3
69
7:4
70
7:5
70
7:6
71
7:8
72
7:9
72
7:10-11
73
7:12-16
75
7:12
76
David Smitherman on 7:10-15
77
7:14
78
7:15
78
7:17
80
7:25
81
7:27-28
81
7:29-31
82
7:34
87
7:36-38
87
7:39
88
7:40
88
Chapter 8
89
8:9
90
8:10
90
Chapter 9
92
9:1-15.
92
9:1-2
92
9:3
92
9:4
93
9:5
93
9:6
93
9:7-13
94
9:13
95
9:14
97
9:24-27
97
9:27
97
Chapter 10
99
10:1-22 – Flee Idolatry!
99
10:1-2
99
10:4
100
10:5-11
101
10:8
101
10:13
102
10:14-22
102
10:16 - “Communion”
104
10:23-11:1: Do all to the glory of God
108
10:29
108
11:1
108
Chapter 11:1-16 - Covering
109
11:1-16 – Five views
109
Evidence That The “Covering” Involved Local Custom
110
Questions
114
11:2
114
11:3
115
11:4-6
115
11:7
119
11:13
119
11:14
120
11:15
122
11:16
123
Ch 11:17-34: Lord’s Supper
129
11:17
129
11:20
129
“Supper”
130
11:24
132
11:25
134
11:27
136
11:28
136
11:34
137
Chapter 12
138
12:1
138
12:2
138
12:3
139
12:4-11
139
12:12-27
140
12:13
140
12:27-31
143
Chapter 13
144
13:4-7
144
13:8-13
144
13:13
146
Chapter 14
147
14:2
148
14:20
148
14:27-35
149
14:37
150
14:38
150
14:40
150
Chapter 15
152
15:1-2
152
15:3-4
152
15:5-11
152
15:8
153
15:12-19
153
15:20-28
154
15:29-34
154
15:29
155
15:30-32
158
15:35-54
158
15:44
159
15:55-57
159
15:58
159
Chapter 16
160
16:2
161
16:3
164
16:5
164
16:13
164


INTRODUCTION

----------------------------------

PROGRAM OF STUDY

1. Drill - 10 min.

2. Schedule - note review at end

3. Suggestions:

a. Work on drill each week

b. Do preparatory study for each class

c. Make notes in your study and take notes in class

d. If absent, get tapes and lessons

TENTATIVE SCHEDULE

1. Intro

2. Ch 1

3. Ch 2

4. Ch 3

5. Ch 4

6. Ch 5

7. Ch 6:1-8

8. Ch 6:9-20

9. Ch 7:1-16

10. Ch 7:17-40

11. Ch 8

12. Ch 9

13. Ch 10

14. Ch 11:1-16

15. Ch 11:17-34

16. Ch 12

17. Ch 13

18. Ch 14:1-19

19. Ch 14:20-40

20. Ch 15:1-28

21. Ch 15:29-58

22. Ch 16

23. Review

24. Open

25. Open

DRILL QUESTIONS

(We will work on learning these by memory throughout the course.)

1. Describe Corinth’s location and be able to find it on a map.

2. Describe salient features of the city of Corinth economically, politically, and religiously.

3. When was the church established at Corinth? (AD date)

4. Who established the church there? 

5. Where do you read about the establishment of the church at Corinth? (book, chapter)

6. Who wrote 1st Corinthians?

7. When did he write it?

8. Where did he write it from?

9. Why did he write it?

10. Who was the messenger that carried the letter and reported as to its reception?

11. Give a brief outline of its contents.

12. What is the basic problem addressed in chapters 1-4? What is the solution?

13. What problem is addressed in chapter five? What solution is given?

14. What problem is addressed in the first half of chapter six? What solution is given?

15. What problem is addressed in the last half of chapter six? What admonition is given to overcome it?

16. Beginning with chapter seven, what determines the subject matter of this letter?

17. What is the subject addressed in chapter seven?

18. What subject does he address in chapters 8-10? In a brief statement summarize how Paul says Christians should use their liberties.

19. In what chapter does Paul discuss a preacher’s right to support?

20. What issue is discussed in 11:1-16?

21. What practice is corrected in 11:17-34?

22. What is the subject discussed in chapters 12-14?

23. Summarize in a brief statement the key thought of chapter twelve.

24. What is the “love” chapter? In what three ways does Paul show the excellency of love in this chapter?

25. What was to be the governing consideration in the exercise of spiritual gifts in the assembly?

26. Summarize in a brief statement the key thought of chapter fourteen.

27. What is the subject of chapter fifteen?

28. What matter does Paul address in the first part of chapter sixteen?

29. What is the rest of chapter sixteen taken up with?

30. Some concluding thoughts: The Corinthian church was anything but an ideal church. Yet, Paul did not give up on them in despair, nor did he write them off. He endeavored to teach them, to warn them, and to get those who needed to repent to do so. There were those who attended the assemblies in Corinth who were hypocrites and ungodly. However, how “they” lived did not justify others becoming aloof or unfaithful. The Corinthian church had problems of preacheritus, partyism, disputes with one another, personal immorality, family problems, problems between brethren, corruptions and disorder in their worship, ignorance, and lack of giving as they should. If you ever get discouraged about the church you are member of, think of Corinth! And, thank God for the church in Humble.

CITY OF CORINTH

1. Location 
a. Achaia\Greece - Ac 18:12,27; 19:21 … 20:2 (only time “Greece” in NT); Rom 15:26; 1 Co 16:15;  2 Co 1:1; 9:2; 11:10
“Achaia … a region of Greece, which in the restricted sense occupied the north-western portion of the Peloponnesus, including Corinth and its isthmus (Strabo, 7, p. 438 sq.). By the poets it was often put for the whole of Greece, whence Ajcaioi>, Acheans, i.e. Greeks. … Under the Romans Greece was divided into two provinces, Macedonia and Achaia, the former of which included Macedonia proper, with Illyricum, Epirus, and Thessaly; and the latter, all that lay southward of the former (Cellar. 1, p. 1170, 1022). It is in this latter acceptation that the name of Achaia is always employed in the New Testament ( <441812>Acts 18:12, 16; 19:21;  <451526>Romans 15:26; 16:25 [? srf]; <461615>1 Corinthians 16:15; <470101>2 Corinthians 1:1; 9:2; 11:10;  <520107>1 Thessalonians 1:7, 8). In the division of the provinces by Augustus between the emperor and the senate in B.C. 27, Achaia was made a senatorial province (Strabo, 17, p. 840), and, as such, was governed by proconsuls (Dion. Cass. 53, p. 704). In A.D. 16 Tiberius changed the two into one imperial province under procurators (Tacit. Annal. 1, 76); but Claudius [emperor 41-54 a.d., srf] restored them to the senate and to the proconsular form of government (Suet. I Claud. 25). Hence the exact and minute propriety with which Luke expresses himself in giving the title of proconsul (ajnqu>patov, “deputy”) to Gallio (q.v.) [Ac. 18:12, srf], who was appointed to the province (see Smith’s Dict. of Class, Ant. s.v.) in the time of Claudius ( <441812>Acts 18:12). M&S, “Achaia”

“When Luke write eiv thv Ellada [to Greece” srf] he refers to Greece proper; heretofore he wrote ‘Achaia,’ which is the Roman province that included Greece and Thessaly.” Lenski, Ac. 20:2.

“he came into Greece; or Hellas; which, according to Ptolomy {e} and Solinus, {f}, is properly true Greece; the former makes it to be the same with Achaia, where Corinth was; and the latter says it was in his time called Attica, where Athens was; so Pliny {g}, who also says, that Thessaly was so called: this Hellas included Macedonia, Epirus, Thessaly, Achaia, which is properly Greece, Peloponnesus, and the adjacent islands.

{e} Geograph. l. 3. c. 15.

{f} Polyhist, c. 12.

{g} Nat. Hist. l. 4. c. 7.” Gill, OB

“Achaia. Originally a state of Greece located in the N Peloponnesus. Under the Romans, Achaia included the whole of the Peloponnesus with continental Greece S of Illyricum, Epirus, and Thessaly. Corinth was its capital…” BBA (1979).

“It is commonly assumed that Greece was constituted as a province under the name of Achaia, when Corinth was destroyed by Mummius. [c. b.c. 154, srf] But his appears to be a mistake. There seems to have been an intermediate period, during which the country had a nominal independence, as was the case with the contiguous province of Macedonia. The description which has been given of the political limits of Macedonia (Ch. IX.) defines equally the extent of Achaia. It was bounded on all other sides by the sea, and was nearly co-extensive with the kingdom of Modern Greece.” C&H, p. 326.

b. Strategic commercially - isthmus

Wealth - mixed pop. - size - only church 

1 Co 1:26 – not many of the powerful, wealthy, and “wise” became Christians

2. Senatorial province - democratic gov., free assemblies

Ac 18:12 - Gallio - limestone inscrip., 1909, Delphi, Greece

3. Isthmian games -  1 Co 9:24-27
4. Schools, universities - 1 Co 1:18-20; 3:18
5. Morality of ancient city - 1,000 priestesses (prostitutes) to  Venus; revenue to the city

6. Morality in time of Paul - 1 Co 5:1-2,10; 6:9-11, 12ff
ESTABLISHMENT OF CHURCH AT CORINTH - Ac 18:1-17

 (see notes below)

1. Priscilla & Aquilla 

a. Became friends & fellow-workers 1 Co 16:19; Rom 16:3;  2 Tim 4:19
b. Converted them? 

2. Worked to support self Ac 18:3; 1 Co 4:12.

3. Converts

a. Common people 1 Co 1:26
b. Gentiles mainly (tenor of letters). Cmpr Rom 15:26,27 

c. Some Jews. e.g., Ac 18:7,8; 1 Co 7:18; 2 Co 3; 11:22
4. Difficulties

a. Hostility - Ac 18:9-10, 12-13
b. City of wealth, philosophy, pride

c. Immoral society

WHO WROTE - PAUL

26. Paul, an apos. of J.C. – authoritative 1:1; 4:15-17; 7:17; 9:1; 11:2; 14:37
For those unfamiliar with Paul, read his history in Acts, beg. 7:58f
27. Background of several passages (he estab. the church there) -  1:14,16; 3:5,6,10; 4:14-15; 9:1-2,11-12; 11:2; 16:21
WHERE WRITTEN - EPHESUS

28. Itinerary

When he wrote this he had already been to Corinth at least once (2:1, “when I came to you...”; also 3:6, etc.) and was now planning to pass thru Macedonia to Corinth, then to Jerusalem, 16:3-7. Searching Acts in his journeys for  a time that fits this, the third journey, at Ephesus, certainly fits, Ac 19:21.

29. From “Asia” - 16:19. “Paul does not mean commonly the whole of Asia Minor, but a district in the interior of Asia Minor, of which Ephesus was the capital.” Barnes. See Ac 2:9; 6:9; 16:6; 20:16. This certainly favors Ephesus.

30. Aquilla & Priscilla with him - 16:19
The information in Acts certainly lends to this couple being with Paul in Ephesus Ac 18:18,19...26...19:1

31. “I shall remain at Ephesus” - 1 Co 16:8. 

While this could refer to an anticipated stop at Ephesus where he would stay until Pentecost, with the above (and the info. following on “when”) information it strongly indicates authorship at Ephesus.

WHEN WRITTEN - AD 57, SPRING

1. In Ephesus, Ac 19, c. fall 54 AD - early summer (?) 57 AD (see chron. notes on Acts)

Then, at what period during the 2 1/2 - 3 yrs at Ephesus?

2. Opportunity, “wide door …” - 1 Co 16:8-9
Before riot - Ac 19:19,20...20:1

It was at a time when “a wide door for effective service” had been opened to  him and he therefore planned “remain” for a while, 16:8-9. This would be before the riot of Ac 19:23-41, for he left shortly after that, 20:1. How much effect this may have had on shutting the “door” we can only conjecture.

Searching for a time in Ephesus when a “door” was opened to Paul, the time immediately following the book burning fits, Ac 19:13-20 (note esp. v 20).

3. Itinerary - Ac 19:21 with 1 Co 16:3-5
Notice the statements in Ac 19:21 relative to his purposes (“after these things were finished, Paul purposed…”) and compare 1 Cor 16:3-5.  If it was not till then he “purposed” to go thru Mac & Achaia, then to Jer. (cmpr 2 Co 1:15,16,23), the letter could not have been written before then. This may have been when the house of Chloe came with the report, 1:10. We have already seen, that, because of the riot, it could not have been after that.

4. Timothy sent to them 1 Co 4:16,17; 16:10. Cmpr Ac 19:22. 

5. Remain in Asia - Cmpr also “he stayed in Asia for a while,” Ac 19:22 with 1 Co 16:8, “I shall remain...”.

6. After last winter in Ephesus - before Pentecost 1 Co 16:6...8
He wrote after the last winter he expected to spend in Ephesus, 1 Co 16:6, yet, he planned to leave Ephesus before Pentecost, 1 Co 16:8, May-June. This would place the letter in the first half of 57 AD. (Whether he got to stay in Ephesus until Pentecost we don’t know, due to the riot.)

7. Passover lamb - 1 Co 5:7
In a figure he compares Christ to the Passover lamb, 1 Co 5:7. Was it the season of Passover that suggested the figure? Possibly. If so, this would further limit the time to March-April of 57 AD.

WHY WRITTEN

8. Reports - 1 Co 1:11, 5:1
The first six chapters he evidently wrote in response to reports received about the conditions there, 1:11, 5:1.

9. Letter - 1 Co 7:1. Note 8:1, 12:1, 16:1.

a. Except 11:17-34
b. Letter possibly brought by Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus, 16:17.

10. Difference - Note difference in what they wrote about and what he learned about them by report! Accords with the nature of people to present best view and not invite criticism.

TITUS CARRIED THE LETTER & REPORTED AS TO RECEPTION

2 Co 2:12,13; 7:5-7. See also 2 Cor. 8:6; 12:18. “Titus” does not occur in Acts. But according to Gal. 2:1-3, he accompanied Paul to the Jerusalem meeting of Acts 15. He was a Gentile, Gal. 2:3.
OUTLINE

Chapters 1-6: Concerning things reported (1:11, 5:1)

Ch 1-4: Misplaced faith (2:5)

Ch 5-6: Fornication among God’s people

5:1-13: What to do with the fornicator

6:1-8: Reconciling injured parties
6:9-20: Fornication is sin!

Chapters 7-16: Concerning the things they wrote him about (7:1, 8:1, 12:1, 16:1)
Ch 7: Marriage

Ch 8-11:1: Eating meats offered to idols (Christian liberties)


Ch 8: Do not destroy your brother with your liberty


Ch 9: Sacrificing rights for the sake of the gospel


10:1-22: Flee idolatry!


10:23—11:1: Do all to the glory of God

Ch 11:2-16: Woman’s covering

Ch 11:17-34: Lord’s Supper  (a matter of report, v 18)

Ch 12-14: Spiritual gifts


Ch 12: Unity of source and design of spiritual gifts


Ch 13: Excellency of love over spiritual gifts


Ch 14: Regulation of spiritual gifts in the assembly
Ch 15: Resurrection
Ch 16:1-3: The collection

Ch 16:4-24: Concluding remarks
THE CITY: CORINTH

Location:

On 4 mile wide isthmus [ISS mus. “isthmus” > Grk, isthmos, a neck, narrow passage.” W.NWD. “It is from this `bridge of the sea’ that the name isthmus has been given to every similar neck of land in the world” C&H, p. 321] joining the two parts of Greece. The Corinthian Gulf is the water that nearly cuts off the southern part from the northern part on the west, and on the east is the Saronic (sah ron’ ik) Gulf. Thus it became a great trading and commercial center because all north to south traffic must pass through it.  [The peninsula forming the South part of the mainland of Greece is called Peloponnese (PEL eh pah nez’), or Peloponesus (pel eh pah NEE sus), or Morea (meh REE uh). “Achaia” is the Roman name for “Greece” - BBA, p. 223.] Athens was 40 miles (BBA, p. 224) east on the northern part of Greece. Sparta looks to be (by measurement on map) about 60-70 miles S.

Achaia - “Originally a state of Greece located in the N Peloponnesus. Under the Romans, Achaia included the whole of the Peloponnesus with continental Greece S of Illyricum, Epirus, and Thessaly. Corinth was its capital (Ac 18:27; 1 Cor 16:15; 2 Co 1:1)” BBA

Greece - Country which occupies the southern-most part of the Balkan peninsula and numerous islands of the Ionian and Aegean Sea.” BBA

MAP
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Note: Barclay has these gulfs reversed. W.SNCD and F&W Ency. make Saronic Gulf inlet of Aegean sea and Corinthian Gulf the inlet of the Ionian. So, BBA (above). 

Sea of Adria: “In the narrow sense, Sea of Adria was the portion of the Adriatic Sea near the commercial town of Adria, on the lower Po R. in Italy. The term was extended, however, to include the Tarentine Gulf, the Sicilian Sea, the Ionian Sea, the Corinthian Gulf, and the waters between Crete and Malta.” BBA (1979), p. 276.

Adriatic Sea: “Arm of the Mediterranean between Italy and the Balkan Peninsula. It extends from the Gulf of Venice SE to the Start of Otranto, which leads into the Ionian Sea.” BBA (1979), p. 276.

Not only the north-south traffic of Greece passed through Corinth, but the east-west traffic of the Mediterranean, that is, much of it (see Barclay). This was true because the southern tip of Greece, know as Cape Malea (muh LEE uh), or, also known (“now known” Barclay) as Cape Matapan (mat uh PAN), or Matapas, or Tainaron (TAA neh ron), was a very dangerous Cape to round. Therefore, ships small enough would sail up the Saronic Gulf, drag them out of the water, set them on rollers, haul them across the isthmus over a paved road (Kelso, p. 68), and launch them on the other  side. (“The isthmus was actually called the Diolkos, the place of dragging across.” Barclay). If that wasn’t possible because the ship was too large, the cargo was taken off, carried across the isthmus and put on another ship. This 4 mile journey across the isthmus saved a journey of 202 miles around the Cape, “the most dangerous cape in the Mediterranean.” Barclay. [The Gulf of Corinth averaged 15 miles wide and is approximately 80 miles long. The Corinth canal, completed in 1893, now crosses the isthmus. F&W Ency. The Gulf of Corinth is also known (“now called,” Barnes) Gulf of Lepanto (LEP en tow’). Nero had ordered a canal built. Jewish prisoners from Galilee were used. But after his death the project was abandoned, Kelso, p. 71.

Objects of luxury found their way into her markets, e.g. “Arabian balsam, Phoenician dates, Libyan ivory, Cilician goats’ hair, Lycaonian wool, Phrygian slaves” Barclay, from Farrar. A place of riches and luxury. Cmpr. 1 Co 1:26-29; 4:8-13.

“The Roman general Gaius Julius Ceasar (q.v.) rebuilt the city about 44 BC, and it afterward became the capital of the Roman province of Achaea.” F&W Ency.

Had two harbors, Lechaeum, on the Gulf of Corinth, 1 1/2 mi. away (?-Barnes), and Cenchrea, on the Gulf of Saron, 9 mi. away, Barnes. C&H mentions a third, but smaller, port, Schoenres, p. 324. Zondervan Pic. Bib. Dict. (ZPBD) also mentions three. “The western port which was toward Italy was Lechaeum and the eastern port toward Asia was Cenchreae. Corinth itself was located toward the western section of the isthmus but at least two miles south of the roadway between the two ports.” Kelso, p. 68.

To the south of the city rose a mountain, called the

“Acrocorinthus,” about 2000 ft. high (approx. half a mile), at the top of which was a town (C&H, p. 322) and especially the temple to Venus, erected on the north side or slope of this mountain, Barnes. (The Romans identified Venus with Aphrodite of Greek mythology.) Picture of this mountain in Kelso, p. 70, Eerdman’s Handbook to Bible, p. 592,597.

Its history:

Falls into two parts, dividing at 146 BC, when destroyed by Roman general Lucius Mummius (MUM i us) for their opposition to Rome’s conquests. He completely devastated it.

An appprox. 100 year gap followed. Barclay, C&H, p. 325-326.

But Julius Ceasar, in 46 BC, rebuilt it. She became a Roman colony, and a capital city (of Achaea). It “again resumed something of its former magnificence” (Barnes) and evidently became as corrupt as it was before (Barnes). See 1 Cor 6:9-10.

In the ancient city, 1000 beautiful females functioned (“it was enjoined by law” - Barnes) as public prostitutes in behalf of the goddess of love (Venus - or, Aphrodite). They were “priestesses.” Through their vice revenue was provided to the city. “Foreign merchants were in this way attracted to Corinth; and in a few days would be stripped of all their property.” Barnes. “The very word korinthiazesthai, to live like a Corinthian, had become a part of the Greek language, and it meant to live with drunken and immoral debauchery.” Barclay. Aelian (EE luh an), a Greek writer of the 3rd cent. AD or earlier, said that if ever a Corinthian was shown on the stage in  a Greek play he was shown drunk, Barclay.

Here, then, was a city continually traversed by traders, sailors, merchants, a city of luxury, political power, idolatry and vice, with a mixed race of people in large population (Jews, Greeks, Romans, Phoenicians, Phrygians, and people from the east - Barclay).

Celebrated by poets for its wealth, C&H, p. 324. In all likelihood due to its commercial location.

Had a population of Jews and Greeks, C&H, p. 326. See Ac 18:1-4,7. Also had Romans, a Roman colony. “Greeks” may include Romans.

Population in Paul’s time, c. 400,000. Baker’s Pictorial Intro. to the Bible (BPIB), p. 337. ZPBD says, “At the height of its power, Corinth probably had a free population of 200,000, plus a half million slaves.” Note: no indication of any other congregation there but this one.

At the time of Paul’s visit there, AD 51-53, it was a senatorial province, having over it a proconsul, one being named in scripture, Gallio, Ac 18:12. Both Lenski and Barclay place the beginning of Gallio’s proconsularship in 52 AD. (See Lenski on archaeological find dating Gallio’s proconsularship at Corinth, intro. to Thess., p. 212). City governed democratically and had free assemblies, freedom of speech, BPIB, p. 337.

Isthmian games held at Corinth. These were second only to the Olympic Games in the Ancient World. This, of course, also brought in people and commerce. Note 1 Cor 9:24-27.

A city containing schools, teaching philosophy and rhetoric. Note 1 Cor 1:18-20; 3:18.

The Lechaeum Road lead from the harbor on the Gulf of Corinth to the Agora or marketplace. It is still there. “Northwest of the marketplace was a theater and near it a plaza about sixty feet square paved with limestone and including an inscription stating that Erastus, the treasurer of the city, personally paid for laying this pavement. This is probably the same Erastus Paul speaks of in Romans 16:23.” Kelso, p.73-4. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF CHURCH AT CORINTH: AC 18:1-17

Arrival in Corinth, approx. 51 AD (fall?) - see notes in Acts.

Met Aquila and Priscilla, who be came fast friends (see 1 Co 16:19 AD 57; Rom 16:3 winter 57-58 AD;  2 Tim 4:19 - AD 68). If not already Christians, he converted them (above vv and Ac 18:18,26).

For a time at least, worked to support himself, Ac 18:3, 1 Co 4:12. See 2 Co 11:7-9; 12:13. “Tents were in great demand to house the huge crowds that attended the Isthmian games every two years. The games were actually held during the period when Paul was working in Corinth.  This type of weaving also included sails and awnings, both of which would have a ready market in Corinth. In the paved marketplaces of Corinth archaeologists have found the holes for the poles that carried the awnings stretched over the wares sold in the market.” Kelso, AFAP, p. 73.

He was successful in converting at least some Jews, though there was strong Jewish opposition. Among the converted Jews were Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue, and his house, Ac 18:8. Possibly, Sosthenes, v 17, also was converted, 1 Co 1:1.

He had reason to fear for his life, but God told him to stay and preach, which he did for over 1 1/2 years, Ac 18:9-11, Rom 16:3-4 (? - at this time?), Ac 18:12-17.

The religious element there who did believe in God were hostile to him (the Jews), the society was immoral (1 Co 5, 6:9ff, 2 Co 12:21), and the city catered to philosophy, wealth, and pride (1 Co 1), yet he managed to establish a church of Christ there!

“In 1909 a whitish grey limestone inscription from the Hagias Elias quarries near Delphi (see Prentice-Hall World Atlas, srf) was discovered which immortalized a letter from the Emperor Claudius to the citizens of Delphi, which contains not only the name of Gallio Acts 18:12): `Lucius Junius Gallio, my friend and proconsul of Achaia,’ but also a most valuable date; the twelfth tribunian year of Claudius (Claudius began reign AD 41; Caligula murdered Jas 24, AD 41; srf) for the twenty-sixth time acclaimed Imperator. This statement places these events between January 25 and August 1 of the year 52. The proconsuls were appointed for a year only, seldom for two. Imperial orders designated the time when the appointed proconsul was to leave Rome for his province as April 1 and later as April 15. Thus Gallio came to Corinth before May 1 of the year 52.” Lenski on intro. to 1 Thess. Compare the following, written evid. in 1800’s (?)...

“The time of his (Gallio, srf) government at Corinth, as indicated by the sacred historian, must be placed between the years 52 and 54, if the dates we have assigned to St. Paul’s movements be correct.  We have no exact information on this subject from any secular source, nor is he mentioned by any Heathen writer as having been proconsul of Achaia.” Conybeare & Howson, pp. 326-7.

REFERENCES

A&G = Walter Bauer/ William F. Arndt/ F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (The Univ. of Chicago Press, Chicago & London, 1979)

AHD00 = The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition. Copyright © 2000 by Houghton Mifflin Company.
AHD92 = American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Third Edition, 1992

ASV = American Standard Version of 1901

C&H = The Life and Epistles of St. Paul (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Mich, 1974)

ISBE =
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, James Orr, Gen. Editor (Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., Grand Rapids, Mich., 1956)

KJV = King James Version

M&S = John McClintock  & James Strong, Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological & Ecclesiastical Literature (2000 AGES Software, Inc.)

MWCD02 = MERRIAM-WEBSTER ONLINE (www.Merriam-Webster.com) copyright 2002 by Merriam-Webster, Incorporated.

MWCD93 = Merriam Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition (Merriam-Webster, Mass., 1993)

NASB = New American Standard Bible

NIV = New International Version
NKJV = New King James Version

OB = Online Bible

RWP =
Robertson, A. T., Word Pictures in the New Testament (Broadman Press, Nashville, TN, 1932)

TH = C. G. Wilke / C. L. Wilibald Grimm / Joseph Henry Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Zondervan Pub. House, Grand Rapids, Mich., 1962)

VN = W. E. Vine, Merrill F. Unger, William White, Jr., Vine’s Complete Expository Dictionary of Old and New Testament Words (Thomas Nelson Pub., 1985)

ZPBD = The Zondervan Pictorial Bible Dictionary (Zondervan, 1967)

Chapters 1-4: Misplaced faith (2:5)

· 1:1-3 - Salutation

· 1:4-9 - They were enriched spiritually, lacking nothing, through the gospel of Christ testified to, confirmed, and received among them.

· 1:10-31 - The wisdom of God in Christ crucified was the power of God to save men, not the wisdom of men over whom they divided.

· 2:1-5 - Their faith had been founded on Christ crucified, not in the wisdom of men.

· 2:6-16 - The gospel of Christ crucified was the product of God's wisdom for the salvation of man, and could only be known and appreciated through revelation.

· 3:1-4:5 - Preachers of this gospel are but servants of God for the benefit of man with a fearful responsibility for which they will give account.

· 4:6-13 - The messengers are not to be exalted, as clearly demonstrated in what God let His own apostles endure.

· 4:14-21 - An exhortation to humble themselves to the gospel Paul delivered to them, as exemplified in his own life.

Chapters 1-4 in four classes. 

CLASS 1

1. Drill

2. Establish 1-4 a unit

Compare 1:4-6,9; 2:1-5; 4:14-15
These  passages call their minds back to the gospel of Christ they received originally through Paul, the first referring to the completeness of their spiritual needs being supplied through it, the second that it was made the foundation of their faith, and the third to the consequent unique relationship Paul sustained with them because of this gospel. It is this gospel of Christ, not philosophy and rhetoric, upon which their faith should be built.

Compare 1:11-15 with 3:3-4 and 4:6-7
The problem giving rise to this section is strife between them resulting from over-estimation of men. Christ, and the gospel of him crucified, is where there faith should rest, not in the messengers who taught it.

3. Establish that the theme is MISPLACED FAITH

Show where it was misplaced

1:12, 3:4-7, 4:6-7 - ministers of the gospel

Note why they might have faith in each of these, e.g.: 

* Paul - baptized them, 1: 13-15
* Apollos - eloquent teacher, Ac 18:24,27-28
* Cephas - chosen by God to first preach to the Gentiles, Ac 15:7

(Church in Cor. had large Gentile membership)

( Cmpr today why men put their faith in preachers

1:18-21, 3:18-21 - the philosophy and rhetoric of the educated orators of that day.

( Cmpr today how people are enamored with the same

Show where it should be placed

1:4-9 - The gospel of Jesus Christ they received from Paul that richly supplied them with everything needed to insure their salvation.

1:23-24, 26-31, 2:5 - This gospel, which, though considered weak and foolish by the world, revealed the power and wisdom of God to make a sinful world righteous, set them apart for the service of God, and set them free from the bondage of sin.

2:11-13 - God’s plan for the redemption of mankind thru Jesus Christ and him crucified, which plan could only be known by God revealing it through the HS to chosen men.

4:15-17 - The gospel of Christ that Paul preached. Cmpr 7:17; 11:1-2; 14:33,37,38.

4. Discuss Salutation, 1:1-3.

CLASS 2

4. Drill

5. Discuss following three sections:

1:4-9 - They were enriched spiritually, lacking nothing, through the gospel of Christ testified to, confirmed, and received among them.

Note the focus on Christ, mentioned in every verse, referred to six times (counting “Him,” v 5) in five verses. It is IN THIS CHRIST PAUL PREACHED TO THEM that their faith should rest.

1:10-31 - The wisdom of God in Christ crucified was the power of God to save men, not the wisdom of men over whom they divided.

Division was the result of their MISPLACED FAITH, vv 10-12. So it is today. Internal division (not two churches in Corinth), quarrels, strife, jealousy over preachers and their opinions, which in turn leads to external division - denominationalism!

Contrast the “WISDOM” family of words with the “FOOLISH” family of words. No one wants to put their faith in that which they deem foolish. But the wisdom and power of Christ crucified can only be known through the gospel Paul preached. Only through knowlege and belief of that gospel can WE appreciate and have the confidence to “boast” in the wisdom and power of Christ crucified. Apply...(shame; indifference;  materialism; apostasy)

The “wisdom” of the world involved both

FORM (Rhetoric) -
See notes for Greek customs of time. 


Jews? Note Ac 24:2.


Cmpr 2:4, 2 Co 10:10; 11:6
SUBSTANCE (Philosophy) - See notes about Greek philosophy. 


Observe Jewish concepts of Messiah.


Cmpr. 1:18,23.

So it is today!

2:1-5 - Their faith had been founded on Christ crucified, not in the wisdom of men.

KEYNOTE OF CHAPTERS 1-4: 2:5! This involved both the HOW and WHAT Paul preached.

Compare Ac 18:5,11.

Q: Where do preachers root people’s faith today?? HOW and WHAT do they preach?

CLASS 3

6. Drill

7. Discuss section 2:6-16
Emphasize practical application of vv 10-13
Show and expose Calvinistic use of vv 14-16
CLASS 4

8. Drill

9. Discuss the following sections:

3:1-4:5

4:6-13

4:7-21

Chapter 1

1:1-3 - Salutation

1:4-9 - They were enriched spiritually, lacking nothing, through the gospel of Christ testified to, confirmed, and received among them.

1:10-31 - The wisdom of God in Christ crucified was the power of God to save men, not the wisdom of men over whom they divided.

1:1

"Paul, called as an apostle”

KJV, ASV, NKJV - “called to be an apostle”

NIV - “called to be”, but does not put “to be” in italics

“Lit., a called apostle..” RWP. Translators added “to be,” or “as.”  To avoid idea of “so-called,” i.e., that’s what folks call me?

klEtos - “called to (the discharge of) some office: klEtos apostolos, i.e. divinely appointed and selected” TH

Compare Gal 1:15; Ac 9,22,26.

Contrast 2 Cor 11:13-15. False apostles.

“Sosthenes our brother”

Evidently well-known to the Corinthians.

The Sosthenes of Ac 18:17? Did Paul express his sympathy to Sosthenes which in turn softened his heart and made him receptive to the gospel?

1:2

“church of God which is at Corinth”

“of God” identifies the nature of the collective. Cmpr Ac 7:38; 19:32,39. See Rom 16:16; 1 Thess 1:1.

“Is” a singular verb. Church here being thought of as a unit, “at Corinth.” Not necc. that all its members lived in Corinth. This the locality in which it assembled to work and worship.

Nor does this state that all its members in fellowship with God. Cmpr ch 5.

“those who have been sanctified in Christ Jesus”

“Perfect passive participle of hagiazO” RWP. “...suggests that this separation had taken place in the past and that its effect had carried over to the present.” Applebury.

Implies a life to be lived in harmony with this separation

1:4-9

Of what is the apostle speaking? How does it relate to what follows?

They were enriched spiritually, lacking nothing, through the gospel of Christ testified to, confirmed, and received among them.

Accords with the context:

· Miraculous gifts not under discussion

· “Speech” & “knowledge”  would not include all the miraculous gifts, yet, “you are not lacking in any gift”

· Not their abundant ability to teach and knowledge, for see 3:1f. 

· Chapters 1-4 has to do with the revelation and knowledge given to them by the apostles

· Paul launches immediately into warning against elevation the messengers rather than the message.

1:4

“the grace of God which was given you” is general and allows a number of ideas, e.g. salvation, Eph 2:4-8, provision, 2 Cor 9:8, special ministry, Eph 3:2-8. Must be determined contextually. 

1:5

“that” = hoti. “Explicit specification of this grace of God given to the Corinthians.” RWP. “Marking  I. the substance or contents (of a statement) that...” TH.  “Paul is thinking of this grace as being something specific and concrete, hence he now specifies...” Lenski

Q: What are the “riches” discussed in the context following? See vv. 18,24,30; 2:7,9. Cmpr Eph 3:5-9; 1:7; Col 2:2-4.

“They have been made rich by God `in everything.’ What this means is now stated: `in all speech and all knowledge.’” Lenski.   Q: What speech or word (logos) and knowledge is in the context?  Note v 18, “word” (logos); contrast the “wisdom of the world,” vv 19-25; in chap 2:6-15, the “wisdom” “spoken” to the Corin’s and that only the “spiritual” could “judge” and appreciate its value.   Contrast throughout this entire section the lure of worldly wisdom, philosophy, sophistry.

“speech” = logos. “knowledge” = gnOsis.  Most commentators assume these refer to spiritual gifts. Possibly because of the word “gift” (charisma, which, however, does not always refer to miraculous gifts, e.g., Rom 5:15,16; 6:23; 11:29) 2 Co 8:7 (which is also assumed to be spiritual gifts), and 1 Cor 12-14.   In 1 Cor 12 logos is translated as “word” of wisdom, “word” of knowledge (gnOsis), and ch 14 “words” in a tongue.  But in these very chapters, it is also translated “speech” that is clear, 14:9, five “words” with my mind, 14:19, and “word” of God, v 36. 

See Eng. Grk Conc. for other renderings in 1 & 2 Corinthians having nothing to do with spiritual gifts, e.g., 1:18, “word” of the cross, 2:4, “message” & “words,” 2 Co 2:17, “word” of God, 4:2, “word” of God, 5:19, “word” of reconciliation, etc.

On gnOsis, see Ro 11:33, Col 2:3.

Each person is being thought of individually in vv 4-9, and if each was so “enriched” in miraculous knowledge, why 11:1-16, ch 15, 3:1-2, etc.?

1:6

“even as.” “The nest clause indicates the deeper effect produced on the heart of the Corinthians.” Lenski

“even as” = kathOs.   “In proportion as (1 Th 1:5) and so inasmuch as (Phil 1:7; Eph 1:4).” TH.   “when,” Macknight.  (TH says “when” is one meaning of).   Gingrich & TH also have, as RWP, the defin.  “2. according as i.e. in proportion as, in the degree that” TH, “to the degree that” Gngrch.

“the testimony of Christ was confirmed in you.”  Confirmed = bebaioO. Here aorist passive, RWP.  What was “confirmed” = “the testimony of Christ.” Cmpr Mk 16:20, Heb. 2:3 - same word.  Note chap 2:4; 2 Cor 12:12.  As, to the degree that the testimony of Christ was established as worthy of belief and acceptance in each one’s heart, they were “enriched” and “came behind in no gift.”

1:7

Again, he says “you” (distributive - each one of you, cntxt, vv 49) “are not lacking in any gift.”  But each one not have every gift, 14:5,26,28; 12:28-30.

Miraculous gifts are not under discussion here. Why introduce that concept if these words do not demand it (which they don’t)?

“so that your are not lacking in any gift.”  “so that” = hoste, result, consequence. Lenski, RWP, TH.

“you are not lacking in any gift” - what did philosophy and worldly wisdom have to offer that they did not have?  See contrast, vv 18-25.  Note 2:4-15, 3:18-23.  Cmpr Col 2:2-3,8-10.  See Eph 1:3, 1:7; 3:8.

Only as (result, consequence) the testimony of Christ is confirmed in an individual, so that the believes and obeys it, is he so “enriched” so as to “come behind in no gift.”

“awaiting eagerly the revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ.” KJV, “coming of.”   

“Revelation” = apokalupsis, apokaluphis.  Same word, 2 Pt 1:13; 2 Thess 1:7; 1 Pt 4:13.  Means “an uncovering,” VN.  “equiv. to to apokaluptesthai, as used of events by which things or states or persons hitherto withdrawn from view are made visible to all, manifestation, appearance...” TH.

“waiting” = apekdechomai.  “to await or expect eagerly,” VN.   “It is an eager expectance of the second coming of Christ...” RWP.

1:8

“who shall also confirm you.”  The testimony of Christ was confirmed in you, v 6.  He shall confirm (future tense, Lenski) you also.

Note: they yet needed some “confirming.”  “Confirm” = bebaioO.  “to make firm, establish, confirm, make sure...of men made steadfast and constant in soul: Heb 13:9; 1 Cor 1:8” TH. “of pers. … establish, strengthen…who will strengthen you, so that you are blameless 1 Cor 1:8.” A&G

Q: How would he confirm them?   By that same gospel of Christ that was confirmed among them and enriched them (vv. 4-7…9). It is this gospel. not those who preach it (vv. 10f), that will insure their salvation (1:17f; 2:1-5)! Cmpr Col 2:7, same word.

“blameless” = anenklEtos.  “The verbal anegklEtous, as not to be accused,’ is forensic so that no indictment can be lodged before a judge.” Lenski.   “Alpha privitive and egkaleO, to accuse...” RWP.

1:10-31 

The wisdom of God in Christ crucified was the power of God to save men, not the wisdom of men over whom they divided.

1:10

“divisions” = schisma

Not “heresy” necessarily

Note 1 Co 11:18

If heresy dividing them would expect to set forth the true doctrine - but not so: see vv following where deal with attitude toward men. Chap 1-4.

“mind” & “judgment” - not “doctrine.” 

Attitude toward men and judgment, understanding (of men’s position, ch 1-4), and opinion in respect. Note 4:6; 1:12,29-31; 3:3f; 4:1,6; etc.

1:13

“Paul was not crucified for you, was he? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?” 

“Were ye baptized into the name of Paul? (eiv to onoma paulou ebaptisyhte;). It is unnecessary to say into for eiv rather than in since eiv is the same preposition originally as en and both are used with baptizw as in Ac 8:16; 10:48 with no difference in idea (Robertson, Grammar, p. 592). Paul evidently knows the idea in Mt 28:19 and scouts the notion of being put on a par with Christ or the Trinity. He is no rival of Christ. This use of onoma for the person is not only in the LXX, but the papyri, ostraca, and inscriptions give numerous examples of the name of the king or the god for the power and authority of the king or god (Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 146ff, 196ff; Light from the Ancient East, p. 121).” RWP (bold mine,  srf)

“To baptize in the name, etc., does not mean to baptize by the authority of, etc. The preposition eiv is static and has the idea of sphere: ‘in,’ not that of direction: ‘into’ (as even the R.V. still translates). In the Koine, the Greek of this period, eiv has already invaded the territory of the static verbs and the verbs of being so that we find even einai eiv. See R. 591, etc., on the entire subject. ‘In the name’ = in union or in connection with the revelation, etc.” Lenski.

See 10:2. baptizeduntomoses
The context is one of following men. They should not exalt Paul for (1) he was not crucified for them (and thus their salvation is not dependent on him), and (2) they were not baptized into a relationship with him as their leader and deliverer (compare 10:2; Ac. 2:38; 19:4-5).

1:17

“not in cleverness of speech”

“not with wisdom of words” - KJV, NKJV

“wisdom in words” ASV

“with words of human wisdom” NIV

“Wisdom” = sophia.  “...wisdom, broad and full intelligence... used of the knowledge of very diverse matters, so that the shade of meaning in which the word is taken must be discovered from the context in every particular case.” TH

Involved are both the FORM (rhetoric, oratory, 2:4, 2 Co 10:10; 11:6), and the SUBSTANCE (philosophy, vv 1:18,23; 3:19-20; note also that the quotations in 1:18 and 3:19-20, in their contexts, show it).

As to FORM: “When Paul so strongly condemned the worldly wisdom of words he was speaking out of the situation of the world of his day. The Greeks had always loved words; and one of the well-known figures of the Greek world was the Sophist. The Sophist was the orator who was as famous as a film star. The Sophist had two faults. He was much more concerned with how he said a thing than with what he was saying. It was cleverness of speech with which he was primarily concerned; and his first aim was to provoke applause. His one desire was to display himself.” Barclay, NT Words, pp. 264-5.

Barclay then has some interesting quotes demonstrating the truth of the above. These quotes show them seeking the adulation of the audience and patting themselves on the back over its size. “Dio Chrysostom (DIE oh kri SOS tum, 40?-?115 AD, srf) said of the Sophists: `They...move always in the direction of the clapping and the shouting.’...One of them said to Epictetus (ep’ ik TEE tus c. 90 AD, srf) : `I want your praise.’ `What do you mean by my praise?’ asked Epictetus. `I want you to say Bravo! and Wonderful!’ said the Sophist...Epictetus describes the scene as the professor went round after the lecture was done. `What did you think of me today?’ `Upon my life I thought you were admirable.’ `What did you think of my best passage?’ `What was that?’ `Where I described Pan and the Nymphs.’ `Oh, it was excessively well done’...He describes another scene. `A much larger audience today, I think,’ says the professor. `Yes, much larger.’ `Five hundred, I should guess.’ `Oh, nonsense, it could not have been less than a thousand.’ `Why, that is more than Dio ever had; I wonder why it was: they appreciated what I said, too.’ `Beauty, sir, can move a stone.’” Observe the pride and compare vv 26-31, 3:3-7, 4:6-13,19-20, 2 Co 10:12,17-18, 11:5-7,18.

“Originally, the Greek word sophist meant a wise man in the good sense; but it came to mean a man with a clever mind and cunning tongue, a mental acrobat, a man who with glittering and persuasive rhetoric could make the worse appear the better reason. It meant a man who would spend endless hours discussing hair-splitting trifles, a man who had no real interest in solutions but who simply gloried in the stimulus of `the mental hike.’ It meant a man who gloried in a nimble and a cunning brain and in a silver tongue and in an admiring audience. Dio Chrysostom (DIE oh kri SOS tum, 40?-?115 AD, srf), describes the Greek wise men. `They croak like frogs in a marsh; they are the most wretched of men, because, tho’ ignorant, they think themselves wise; they are like peacocks, showing off their reputation and the number of their pupils as peacocks do their tails.’ (Cmpr vv 12, 2 Co 10:12, 11:3,20, srf). It is impossible to exaggerate the almost fantastic mastery that the silver-tongued rhetorician (ret eh RISH en) held in Greece. Plutarch (PLU tark 46?-?120 AD, srf) says, They made their voices sweet with musical cadences and modulations of tone and echoed resonances (resonant = ““1. resounding; re-echoing: as a resonant sound” W.NWD). ‘ They never thought of what they were saying, but of how they were saying it. Their thought might be poisonous so long as it was enveloped in honeyed words. Philostratus (feh LOS trah tus 170?-245 AD; Greek Sophist philosopher, W. Biog. Dict. srf) tells us that Adrian, the Sophist, had such a reputation in Rome, that when his messenger appeared with a notice that he was to lecture, the senate emptied and even people at the games abandoned them to flock to hear him...The Greeks were intoxicated with fine words; and to them the Christian preacher with his blunt message seemed a crude and uncultured figure, to be laughed at and ridiculed rather than to be listened to and respected.” Barclay, Comm. on Corin.

As to SUBSTANCE: “(a) to the Greek idea the first characteristic of God was apatheia. Now that Greek word means more than apathy; it means total inability to feel. The Greeks argued that God cannot feel. If God can feel joy or sorrow or anger or grief it means that some man has for that moment moved and affected God. If that is so it means that for that moment that man has influenced God and is therefore greater than He is. So, the Greek went on to argue, it follows that God must be incapable of all feeling so that none may ever affect Him. A God who suffered was to the Greek a contradiction in terms. They went further. Plutarch declared that it was an insult to God to involve Him in human affairs. God of necessity was utterly detached and utterly remote. The very idea of incarnation, of God becoming a man, was revolting to the Greek mind. Augustine (354-430 AD, srf), who was a very great scholar long before he became a Christian, could say that, in the Greek philosophers, he found a parallel to almost all the teaching of Christianity; but one thing, he said, he never found, The Word became flesh and dwelt among us.’ Celsus, who attacked the Christians with such vigor towards the end of the second century A.D., wrote, God is good and beautiful and happy and is in that which is most beautiful and best. If then he descends to men’ it involves change for Him, and change from good to bad, from beautiful to ugly, from happiness to unhappiness, from what is best to what is worst. Who would choose such a change? For mortality it is only nature to alter and be changed; but for the immortal to abide the same forever. God would never accept such a change.’ To the thinking Greek the incarnation is a total impossibility. To people who thought like that it was incredible that one who had loved and sorrowed for men as Jesus had done, that one who had suffered as Jesus had suffered, could possibly be the Son of God.” Barclay on Cor.

“The Greek writings have many a great definition of sophia. The commonest definitions that sopohia is `the knowledge of things both human and divine and of their causes’ (Clement of Alexandria... [150?-?220 AD, srf])

“Aristotle (384-322 BC, srf) defined  sophia as `the most perfect of the modes of knowledge, not only of conclusions, but also of first principles’...Cicero (106-43 BC, srf) said that sophia `is knowledge of things both human and divine’...Sophia is that ultimate knowledge which is nothing else than the knowledge of God.  Sophia is the furthest reach of the human mind.

“...The basic difference between sophia and phronEsis is that sophia is theoretical, and phronEsis is practical; sophia has to do with a man’s mind and thought; phronEsis has to do with his life and conduct and action...” Barclay, NT Words, p. 258-9.

In accord with the above definition of sophia, see cntxt: having to do with God, his counsels and the cause of man’s relationship to God. See for exam. “God was well-pleased,” v 21, “God has chosen,” v 27, and 2:9. Also, see thru this counsel man’s salvation effected, vv 21,30. This fully accords with its use beginning 2:6.

The prophet quoted, v 19, in context, also accords with the idea of God’s counsels - knowledge of God - in sophia. See there.

On v. 17: “...the preposition en:...The preposition denotes sphere. Paul’s preaching must remain entirely outside the sphere here indicated.” Lenski. “Not in wisdom of speech (singular).” RWP

Note: the gospel does not need to be “adorned” by philosophy or rhetoric to make it appealing. “Not  in (en) connection with cleverness of speech.” v 17

“that the cross of Christ should not be made void”

“void” = kenoO. “to empty, make of no effect” VN.  kenos, the noun, is used “1. prop. of places, vessels, etc...which contain nothing...” TH.  Instead it is the very heart of the gospel, vv. 18b,24,30. See also 15:1-4.

This verse introduces the contrast that is developed in the following verses: The sophia of the world versus the sophia of God. In vv 18-25 he contrasts the two; in vv 26-31 he tells why God’s wisdom so displayed; in 2:1-5 Paul’s conduct in revealing God’s wisdom and in 2:6-16 how God’s wisdom is known.

1:20

He made their “wisdom” foolish in that through it they never did and could not come to “know God,” 1:21, “For...”

1:22

“For indeed Jews ask for signs”

“Seeing that (epeidE). Resumes from vs. 21.” RWP. “A second `since’ introduces a parallel to the previous sentence, but a parallel that is elaborated in further detail.” Lenski

“In A.D .45 a man called Theudas had emerged. He had persuaded thousands of the people to abandon their homes and to follow him out to the Jordan, by promising that, at his word of command, the Jordan would divide and he would lead them dryshod across. In A.D. 54 a man from Egypt arrived in Jerusalem, claiming to be the Prophet.  He persuaded thirty thousand people to follow him out to the Mount of Olives by promising that at his word of command the walls of Jerusalem would fall down.” Barclay, Comm. on Cor., p. 20.

Dt 21:23 - “he who is hanged is cursed of God.” Contrast Mt 12:38; 16:1; Jn 2:18; 6:30,31.

Chapter 2

2:1-5 - Their faith had been founded on Christ crucified, not in the wisdom of men.

2:6-16 - The gospel of Christ crucified was the product of God’s wisdom for the salvation of man, and could only be known and appreciated through revelation.

2:1
“And when I came to you, brethren”

His own conduct among them accords with what he had presented in chap.1

Cmpr 2 Co 10:10; 11:6

“When I came” = Ac 18:1ff. Note that he had just come from Athens, a center of philosophy.

“did not come with superiority of speech or of wisdom”

“superiority” = huperochE. “HuperochE is an old word from heperchO (Phil 4:7) and means preeminence, rising above.  In NT only here and 1 Tim 2:2 of magistrates.  It occurs in inscriptions of Pergamum for persons of position...Here it means excess of superfluity, `not in excellence of rhetorical display or of philosophical subtlety.’ (Lightfoot)” RWP

“I spoke to you neither oratorically nor philosophically...” Pulpit

“proclaiming to you the testimony of God”

“testimony of God” may either be objective genitive, “about God,” or, subjective genitive, “God’s testimony.”  Either fits the context: objective, 1:21, what God was pleased to do through the cross, the “foolishness” of God; subjective, 2:6ff.

2:2

“For I determined to know nothing among you”

“For” - reason he did not use “superiority of speech or wisdom” = “I determined.” Not because not have ability. Note Ac 22:3; 17:28 (quote from Aratus); Tit 1:12 (quote from Epimenides); 1 Cor 15:33 (quote from Menander). “...Paul was educated at Tarsus, which  Strabo preferred as a school of learning to Athens or Alexandria...” McGarvey, Comm. on 1 Cor.

“determine” - “[...L. determinare, to bound, limit, prescribe; de - from + terminare to set bounds..]...2. to settle conclusively or beforehand; decide; resolve” W.NWD

Consider the temptation to preach that which he knew would be well received.

“to know” = to make known, vv 1,4. Both Macknight and Bullinger say this is the intransitive used transitively.

“nothing”. Lit., “not...anything” as ASV, KJV. His ONLY plea would be the “word of the cross.” Nothing else would be used to persuade people.

“except Jesus Christ, and him crucified”

By synecdoche for the gospel of Christ and its requirements. Cmpr Ac 18:8; 1 Co 11:2ff; 23; 15:1ff.  See also Ac 8:5...12, 35...36.

2:3

“And I was with you in weakness and in fear and in much trembling”

Commentators say this cannot refer to fear for his own personal safty, but why not? See Ac 18:9-10.

Note on “weakness,” 2 Co 11:30 (vv 23-29), 12:5, 9-10. Among things listed as “weaknesses” were physical persecutions, deprivation, mental pressure, difficulties. Paul had just come from Athens where he had little success. Silas and Timothy had been left behind at Berea, Ac 17:14. He had to work to support himself, 1 Co 4:12, Ac 18:3. On how Greeks would view a teacher working with his hands, see Barclay in his comm. on Cor., pp. 87-88:

“The Greeks despised manual labor; no free Greek would willingly work with this hands. Aristotle [384-322 BC, srf] declared that all men were divided into two classes - the cultured, wise people and the hewers of wood and drawers of water who existed solely to perform the menial tasks for the others, and whom it was not only mistaken but actually wrong to seek to raise and educate. The enemies of Socrates [470?-399 BC, srf] and Plato [427?-347 BC, srf] had in fact taunted them because they took no money for teaching, and had hinted they did so because their teaching was worth nothing.” Barclay, ch. 9.

His presence and conduct was not that of a wealthy, a powerful, or a famous man. His only power was the gospel of the crucified Christ.

2:5

A key statement: WHERE DOES OUR FAITH REST? In the wisdom of men, or the wisdom of God? The issue is a MISPLACED FAITH. Note also 1:13-15, 29-31, 3:4-5; 4:6, 15-17. The “power” is in the gospel of the crucified Christ, not in the messenger, or any humanly devised schemes of bringing man into relationship with God. 1:21,24,30; Ro 1:16-17.

2:6

“Yet we do speak wisdom”

While Paul did not appeal to the wisdom of the world, he did speak wisdom. The wisdom he spoke was revealed, even to the words, and was not a discovery of the mind through human research, intuition, tradition, etc. 

See notes on sophia at 1:17.

“we do speak” = pres. ind. act.

“among those who are mature”

“perfect” KJV; “fullgrown” ASV. 

Some make this refer to spiritually mature Christians, as opposed to “babes,” 3:1. But,

· Paul has already identified this wisdom as the gospel of Christ crucified, 1:23-24,30. To make this refer to the more difficult or profound parts of divine revelation is to introduce something that is not in the context and to ignore the identification of “wisdom” given in the context.

· He preached this wisdom to the Corinthians even before they were Christians, 2:1-2, and they would certainly not have been classified “mature” Christians then. 

· the difference in mature and immature Christians is not introduced until chapter 3. This contrast is not under discussion thus far, nor is it introduced here.

Macknight makes this observation: “The fully initiated into the heathen mysteries were named teleioi, perfect, because these mysteries in their whole extent were discovered to them...The apostle...here sirnames the persons who had these doctrines discovered to them perfect men, because in the following verse he terms the gospel a mystery.”

On the word “mystery,” mustErion. “The word nor the idea is found in the OT. Rather, they came into the NT world from Greek paganism. Among the Greeks mystery meant not something obscure or incomprehensible, but a secret imparted only to the initiated, what is unknown until it is revealed. (emp mine, srf). This word is connected with the mystery religions of Hellenistic times.  These religions, very popular in the world of the first Christian century, consisted of secret rites and celebrations, which were only known to or practiced by those who had been initiated. There were many of them, the most famous being that of Eleusis, near Athens, associated with the worship Demeter and her daughter Persephone (emp mine, srf). Other famous mysteries originated in Egypt.  The mysteries appealed to the emotions rather than the intellect and offered to their devotees a mystical union with the deity, through death to life, thus securing for them a blessed immortality. Great symbolism characterized their secret ritual, climaxing in the initiation into the full secret of the cult.” Zondervan Pictorial Bible Dictionary
“He (Paul, srf) must have been constantly exposed to the contagion of the mystic societies. Tarsus was a seat of the Mithra religion; and the chief centers of Paul’s activities, e.g. Corinth, Antioch, and Ephesus, were headquarters of mystic religion (emp. mine, srf). We are not surprised that he should bave borrowed from the vocabulary of the Mysteries, not only the word mustErion, but... memuEmai, `I have learned the secret,’ lit. `I have been initiated’ (Phil 4:12); ...sphragizesthai, `to be sealed’ (Eph 1:13, etc.); ...teleios, `perfect,’ a term applied in the Mysteries to the fully instructed as opposed to novices (1 Cor 2:6,7; Col 1:28, etc.)...” ISBE.

Paul changes to present tense in v 6, “we do speak.” This word he speaks IS “wisdom” indeed to the “mature” (those fully initiated)!  The Corinthians did not yet appreciate the fullness of it because they were still “fleshly” and had not grown - they were yet “babes,” 3:1. That might be expected at the beginning, but not “even now,” 3:2!

“rulers of this age, who are passing away”

Who are the “rulers of this age (aiOn)” who are passing away? They are the ones who crucified Christ, v 8. Thus, it would refer to the Jewish and Roman rulers, Mt 26:57, 27:1-2,12,20; Lk 23:8-11; Ac 3:17; 4:11,26,27; 5:26-30. 

“are passing away” = katargeO. Pres. pass. part. “lit. to reduce to inactivity (kata, down, argos, inactive)... the princes of this world are brought to nought,  their wisdom becomes ineffective, 2:6...” VN. “1. to render idle, unemployed, inactive, inoperative...to cause a pers. or a thing to have no further efficiency; to deprive of force, influence, power...Rom 3:3; 1 Co 1:28...1 Co 2:6...” TH. A&G has similar definition, but puts 1 Co 2:6 under definition “...doomed to perish...”.

Paul preachers a wisdom, “not of this age” (wisdom of the religions of that day), “nor (i.e. “not even” ascensive use of “nor” rather than contrast, see next paragraph) of the rulers of this age”  (those in the leadership of the wisdom of this age, Jewish priests and scribes, heathen rulers). It has always been that people have been influenced by their rulers.

“nor” = oude. “De, in combination with negatives ou and mE (oude and mEde, usually `but not,’ `and not,’ `neither,’ `nor,’), sometimes has the force of `even,’ e.g., oude in Matt 6:29, `even Solomon...was not arrayed...;” Mark 6:31, lit., `(they had) not even leisure to eat;’ Luke 7:9, lit., `not even in Israel have I found such faith;’ John 7:5,  `For even his brethren did not believe on Him;’ Acts 4:32, lit., `not even one of them;’ 1 Cor 5:1, `not even among the Gentiles;’” VN, p. 1278. “In accord with the copulative sense of de we frequently have oude and mEde in the continuative sense, carrying on the negative with no idea of contrast.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek NT, p. 1185.

“which are passing away” (?) 1. Present tense. 2. Refers to the rulers who crucified Jesus. (see above paragraph). Eternal doom? But, present tense. Losing their rule politically? Point? And, Romans not for another 200-300 years. Suggestion: Their rule is becoming inoperative in the hearts of the “mature,” those who have received the revelation of the mystery of God’s wisdom. Note 1:19; 3:19,20 - He made their “wisdom” foolish in that through it they never did and could not come to “know God,” 1:21, “For...”

2:9

“It is not certain where Paul derives this quotation as Scripture. Origen thought it a quotation from the Apocalypse of Elias and Jerome finds it also in the Ascension of Isaiah. But these books appear to be post-Pauline, and Jerome denies that Paul obtained it from these late apocryphal books. Clement of Rome finds it in the LXX text of Isa 64:4 and cites it as a Christian saying. It is likely that Paul here combines freely Isa 64:4; 65:17; 52:15 in a sort of catena or free chain of quotations as he does in Ro 3:10-18.” RWP.

2:10-11

Question raised in a class on the person of the Holy Spirit: As the spirit of man is not another person separate from the man himself, and a comparison is being made with the Holy Spirit and God, is the “Spirit” in vv. 10-11 a separate person from God?

Answer: The comparison (“even so”) is one of knowledge, not nature. As no one knows the thoughts of man but the spirit of the man, “even so” no one knows the thoughts of God but the Spirit of God – these “thoughts” had not entered into the heart of man, v. 9.

Compare:

Ecc. 11:5 – The comparison is one of the inability of knowledge, not the nature of the activities compared. Where the first side of the comparison has to do with activities governed by natural laws, the second views activity that may employ natural laws – the providence of God.

Jer 19:11 – The comparison is one of utter destruction, not how that destruction comes about. In the first part of the comparison the destruction comes about through war brought to bear by the purpose of God, and in the second it may be through accidentally dropping the vessel.

Lk 17:26-27 – The comparison is not in the specific activities mentioned, but in the unawareness and unpreparedness of both groups of people. The folks who might face the destruction of Jerusalem unprepared may not be married or ever have been.

Jn 3:14 – The comparison is that life was provided through faith in the one “lifted up,” not in who lifted each up – a godly man in one case and an ungodly nation in the other.

2:14-16

“the things of the Spirit of God”

vv 9-13: Things that the Spirit from God gave to Paul and which he spoke. Q.: What did he speak? 1:17,23; 2:1-2: Gospel of Jesus Christ and Him crucified the gospel!

“does not accept” (“receiveth not” KJV,ASV)

Word used of favorable reception, e.g. Ac. 8:14; 1 Thess. 1:6.

“Not accept...FOR...foolishness...” - NOT - “FOR cannot understand.” They “understand” enough to judge the story “foolish,” “weak,” “despised,” 1:23,25,27-28.

“cannot understand”  (“know” KJV,ASV)

“Understand,” i.e. their wisdom, power. Why? “because they are spiritually appraised (“judged,” ASV; “discerned,” KJV).” He “appraises” or “judges” them “naturally,” i.e., by the norm of the natural man. “Understand” is parallel with “appraise.”

Thus - Two things affirmed:

· He does not “accept” (favorable reception)

· He does not “understand” (appreciate value)

He hears them but he cannot understand the power and wisdom in them because that can only be done spiritually. So, he does not accept them because he deems them foolish.

“mind” - v 16

By metonymy for the plan of salvation thru Jesus Christ which existed in God’s mind. Contextually parallel to the “things” revealed to chosen messengers, i.e., the “wisdom” of God in Christ Jesus. 

WHO IS THE “NATURAL MAN”?

../../Sermons/0001-0050/0017, 1 Cor 2/001701, The Natural Man 
IMPOSSIBLE TO CONVERT!

“the things of the Spirit of God”?

· vv. 12-13. Things that the Spirit from God gave to Paul and which he spoke.

*Q. What did he speak?

· vv. 1-2, Jesus Christ and Him crucified - the gospel

Parallel “…we speak” vv. 7 & 13. “things” = “God’s wisdom.” The Gospel! ch. 1

“does not accept” (nasb); “does not receive” (nkjv)

(“accept” = dechomai) 

Favorable reception = “accept” 

As Ac. 8:14; 1 Th. 1:6 (“received” in both vv. = dechomai)

 “understand” (nasb); “know” (nkjv) 

· Metonymy of the Cause: E.g. “I cannot hear — understand — you.” The cause (“hear”) put for the effect (“understand”).

· Text: Understand, know --- so as to value
Parallel: “appraised” (nasb) (“discerned” nkjv - i.e. as to value, thus “appraised.”) 

anakrinw anakrino - “b. universally, to judge of, estimate, determine (the excellence or defects of any person or thing): ti, 1 Corinthians 2:15; tina, 1 Corinthians 4:3f; passive, 1 Corinthians 2:(14),15; 14:24.” TH)

· Thus - Two things affirmed:

He does not “accept” (favorably)

He does not “understand” (appreciate value)

Whoever Is - Terrible Plight!

Rom. 1:16; Mark 16:15,16
Impossible to Convert!

NOT:
Totally Depraved Unconverted Sinner Needing Direct Operation of Holy Spirit to Enable to Understand, Appreciate & Obey Gospel

“The Scriptures teach that man is so depraved that he is unable without a direct enabling power of the Holy Spirit to obey the gospel of the Son of God” - J.B. Moody, Baptist, in Moody-Harding Debate, Nashville, Tenn.

Presbyterian Conf. of Faith, p. 72, 76 (note: 1 Cor. 2:14 used)

Chapter XI, Of Free Will . . . III. Man, by his fall into a state of sin, has wholly lost all ability of will to any spiritual good accompanying salvation: so as, a natural man, being altogether averse from that good, and dead in sin, is not able, by his own strength, to convert himself, or to prepare himself thereunto.

Chapter XII, Of Effectual Calling . . . II. This effectual call is of God’s free and special grace alone, not from anything at all foreseen in man, who is altogether passive therein, until, being quickened and renewed by the Holy Spirit, he is thereby enabled to answer this call, and to embrace the grace offered and conveyed in it.

Luther’s Small Catechism, p. 126 (note: 1 Cor. 2:14 used)

164. Why is it necessary that the Holy Ghost work this faith in you? According to the Scriptures I am by nature spiritually blind, dead, and an enemy of God; therefore I cannot by my own reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, or come to Him.

· To say “natural” means “totally depraved” is an ASSUMPTION WITHOUT PROOF.

1 Cor. 15:44 - note: a dead body — not moral or immoral!

1 Cor. 15:46 - Of Adam at creation (vv. 44—45). ..yet, he could do God’s will!

Jas. 3:15 - Course of life that might arise among converted people.

Context determines meaning

· Not in context

Only operation of the Spirit in context is upon God’s messengers (not sinners) enabling them to speak. (not be saved)

· Violates the law of harmony

· Ac. 2:37.. .38.40-41..; 8:12-16;etc...14:1 Not one case can be presented in Acts where direct operation of the Holy Spirit necessary to understand!

· Makes God responsible - frees the sinner Jn. 5:40; Rev. 22:17
· God wants ALL men to be saved- 1 Tim. 2:4 
(Note: To solve this dilemma - doctrine of “election.” See how false doctrine inter-related: Hereditary Depravity… Dir. Oper. of H.S… Election…)

Physical Part of Man (body only) (as opposed to “spirit” = “spirit” = “spiritual” man) thus unable to “receive” or “know”

· Capable of judgment: “for...foolishness to him”

· Not contrast in context (body vs. spirit)

One Who Never Heard

· How is it “foolishness” to him?

· Exact opposite in context: 1:23
Uninspired Man (as opposed to inspired man)
(“Spiritual” - having H.S.; “Natural” - not having H.S.)

· Not reason given: “for...foolishness” ... Not, “for…unrevealed” Rather, revealed and considered “foolish”.

· Corinthians reproved for not being “spiritual” - 3:1 Not reproved for lack of gift from God, but for lack of development in attitude.

· Not discussing what God does to him, but what he does with the things of God.

· Uninspired men must receive the things of God to be saved, 1 Cor. 15:1
IS:

Explained: A man who is governed in his judgment (or “examination,” or “appraisal”) of the things of God by “nature” — As opposed to the man who is governed in his judgment of the things of God by the Spirit (His revelation).



Note: the “natural man” indeed needs an operation of the Spirit to “understand” —not a direct operation, but rather through the preaching of the Word, chps. 1,2

*Note: Difference in two men: Not that one is a reasoning man (“natural”) and the other unreasoning (“spiritual”), but in the way or basis of reasoning & appraisal of what they hear.

APPLIED TO TEXT 

(Check correctness of definition & see applications for. today)

“Christ crucified” - 1:18-24

· Jews - stumblingblock (Neither accor. to instinct, senses, experience, or tradition did it mean “power,” but rather “weakness”) Cmpr: Mt. 27:41-43
· Greeks - foolishness Cmpr. Mt. 27:27-31
· To the “spiritual”: Christ the “wisdom” & “power” of God! 1:24,30
· Thus, IMPOSSIBLE TO CONVERT! & so today! Jn. 3:5
· Note how people today can accept “Christ crucified” “naturally”... By tradition, not because of faith in the Spirit’s revelation (like the Jews). Thus, something else the Spirit reveals that does NOT accord with tradition—reject as “foolishness!” For exam., baptism for rem. of sins... 1 Cor. 12:13      IMPOSSIBLE TO CONVERT!
Belief & Conduct Judged (appraised -nasb) By Men - 2:15,16

· The “natural” man is in no position to judge or appraise the “spiritual” man as to the “wisdom” or “foolishness” of his belief and conduct before God. The natural man does not base his judgment on revelation, yet this is the ONLY way to know “the mind of the Lord”! — and thus whether God accepts or rejects a man’s conduct!

· Exam.: 

· Contending for the faith --— natural man says, “foolish”! Jude 3; Acts 17:2,17; 15:1—2; etc...

· Effort to hold to the pattern—natural man says, “foolish”! 2 Tim. 1:13; 4:1—2; 1 John 2:3-4; etc...

· Be sure your faith and practice is based on the scriptures. Then do not let human arguments, feelings, etc... move you. The only way to know “the mind of the Lord” is by revelation of the Holy Spirit.

Judgment (Appraisal) of Men - 3:1-4

· On what basis did they appraise these men? Stature? (sight); Speech? (sound); Baptized by? (personal experience). ...Note that all these are the basis upon which “natural” men judge.

· Rather — they ought to be appraised on the basis of revelation - 4:6.

· Paradox: Those who think themselves most “spiritual” because of inner light” and “mystic feeling” and yet reject what is revealed are actually the “natural” men! 3:18-21a; Cmpr. 1 Cor. 14:37
· Not only our judgment of men, but our entire lives ought to be governed by the Spirit, Gal. 5:25.

Chapter 3

3:1-4:5 - Preachers of this gospel are but servants of God for the benefit of man with a fearful responsibility for which they will give account.

3:1

“Spiritual” is defined in the previous context (2:14-16). It has not changed here.

If he could not speak (“The historical aorist [“could not,” srf] takes us back into the past when the Corinthians were beginners in the faith, and the aorist infinitive [“speak,” srf] sums up the speaking and the preaching of Paul at that time.” Lenski) to them them as unto “spiritual,” how could they obey the gospel, since only “spiritual” men are capable of “appraising” it as “wisdom and power” and thus “accepting” it? He is now referring to the time after their initial obedience, “as unto babes in Christ.”

But, even then, this phrase is not denying that they were spiritual men in any degree, or that they became such. Note the “not...but.” Cmpr 1:17, 3:7.  Hebrew comparison of second degree. Emphasizing that they were still carnal to a large degree, which hindered him from instructing them as fully as he would have liked to.  (Were some blaming him for not teaching them the more profound parts of the wisdom of God?)

“Spiritual” does not refer to Christians as opposed to those not in Christ. The Corinthians, though “in Christ,” were thinking and acting like “fleshly” men, not spiritual. It might be expected that they would be largely fleshly in their thinking at the beginning, but not “even now...”. They were “STILL fleshly.”

“carnal,” KJV, ASV, “men of flesh,” NASB = sarkikos (Rec. Text), or sarkinos (GLTTrAW). sarkikos in all texts in v 3. sarkikos - “fleshly, carnal..; 1. having the nature of flesh...governed by mere human nature..not by the Spirit of God, 1 Co 3:1,3...” TH. sarkinos - “fleshy...3. it is used where sarkikos might have been expected: viz. by GLTTrWH in Ro 7:14 and 1 Co 3:1; in these passages, unless we decide that Paul used sarkikos and sarkinos indiscriminately [or that Rec. text correct, srf]. we must suppose that sarkinos expresses the idea of sarkikos with emphasis: wholly given up to the flesh, rooted in the flesh as it were” TH.

In v 3, “are you not fleshly (sarkikos), and are you not walking 1like mere men?” “1Lit., according to man” NASB ftnt. If “and” is considered explicatively, this defines “fleshly”: “walking according to man” (not the revelation of the Spirit of God). Note TH’s definition of sarkikos. Only men with such worldly standards would be full of jealousy, strife, and division over preachers as was the situation at Corinth. “Spiritual” men, who measured the value of all things (“appraised”) according to the revelation of the Holy Spirit, would not so feel nor act.

See 2 Co 10:3-4, “though we walk in the flesh (as humans), we do not war according to the flesh (human weapons, methods), for the weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh (sarkikos - human, as a result weak, as the contrast implies), but mighty...”

This interpretation of “fleshly” or “carnal”: 

· Accords with the context of chap’s 1&2

· Has the beauty of letting the immediate context define it, rather than arbitrarily assigning it one of its possible meanings

· Accords with usage elsewhere in Cor.

· Provides a beautiful contrast with “spiritual.”  

Flesh was associated with weakness in Hebrew thinking. See Isa 31:3 [note parallelism: “Egyptians are men and not God and their horses are flesh and not spirit.”] and 2 Co 10:4 (above paragraph). This idea, that they were weak (in their way of thinking) is clearly in line with the phrase, “as unto babes in Christ,” and his statement that he was not able to feed them solid food. This would make “spiritual” take on (by contrast) the connotation of strength, and so it does in 14:37. The more spiritual a man is (in fact), the stronger he is, the more able to eat meat.

3:2

“It is a zeugma to use epotisa [first aorist active indicative of potizO, which means “to give to drink” - srf] with brOma [“solid food,” or “meat,” srf].” RWP. Thus the emphasis is directed, not to the feeding, but to the food.

“even now ye are not able”

In process of time they should have grown (Heb 5:12a). Spiritual immaturity is to be expected in new Christians, “babes,” but not in those who have had time to grow. Note that it had been six years from the time the church had been established until now.

3:3 

This was a reproof and a blow to their pride, “still fleshly.”

“Fleshly” men may glory in a preacher’s voice, achievements, learning, reputation, etc. Such hinders spiritual growth. And such MISPLACED FAITH encourages “jealousy and strife.”

Jealously and strife among them was evidence of their yet weakened (“fleshly”) condition.

Jealousy and strife associated elsewhere: Gal 5:20; Jas 3:18ff; 2 Cor 12:20; Rom 13:13. 

“Jealousy” = zElos. See notes at 1 Cor 13 and sermon on “Love.”

“Strife” = eris. “is the outcome in actual life of that state of mind (enmity, srf)” Barclay, Flesh & Spirit. Same word as “quarrels” in 1:11. “The meaning is the contention which is born of envy, ambition, the desire for prestige, and place, and office and prominence.  It comes from the heart in which there is jealousy.” Barclay on Rom 1:29.  “Eris is the spirit that is born of unbridled and unholy competition.  It comes from the desire for place and power and prestige, from the hatred of being surpassed, from the inability and unwillingness to take the second place.  It is essentially the sin which places self in the foreground and front of the picture.” Ibid on Rom 13:13. “This is a word of battles. It denotes rivalry and competition discord about place and prestige.” Ibid on 2 Co 12:20.

Interesting to note that when Clement of Rome (30?-?100 AD) wrote his letter to the church at Corinth (95 or 96 AD - Web. Biog. Dict.), he still complained of “strange and alien and, for the elect of God, detestable and unholy spirit of faction which a few rash and self-willed persons kindled to such a pitch of dementation.” (`Ep. ad Cor. i.’) Pulpit.

Note 4:6, “arrogant in behalf of one against the other.”

This shows that this was more than just a preference for a preacher’s style involved. “Divisions,” “jealousy,” “strife” prevailed as a result of this preferring of men.

The Rec. Text also has “divisions, dichostasia, in v 3, “envying, and strife, and divisions,” KJV. This word means: “lit., a standing apart (dichE, asunder, apart, stasis, a standing; the root di - indicating division, is found in many words in various languages)” VN. LTTrA reject it. United Bible Societies Text gives the omission a [C] rating.

3:5-17

3:5-9 – The TEACHERS.

It is true that the planter must have good seed and the waterer must have good water, but the focus here is not on what is sown or used to water, but on the laborers — “Servants…God’s fellow workers.” He says, “you are God’s field,” which is the result of “planting” and watering,” but the focus in this section is on the laborers who do the teaching.

3:10-15 – WHAT is taught

He changes to imagery of a building in the last part of v. 9. In this section the focus is on what one uses to build – i.e., what he teaches. Paul laid the foundation, “which is Jesus Christ” – i.e., the gospel of J.C. (2:5). “If any man’s work is burned up” is art of the imagery and not talking about someone going to hell. His teaching did not stand the test.

But, doesn’t Paul say that “you are…God’s building,” v. 9? Yes, but just as the “foundation” Paul laid was not individuals, but his teaching, so the materials one uses to “built upon” it refers to teaching, not individuals. Contrast the message Paul preached and was advocating throughout chapters one through four with the sophistry (“wisdom”) of the teachers in Corinth. He says, “you are God’s field, God’s building” (emphasizing “God’s”), and then with a slight shift focuses on what they are taught in vv. 10-15.

3:16-17 – WHO is taught

Here the focus is on those being taught. They are to be regarded as sacred to God, just as the temple was. To destroy them brings serious consequences! He says, “you are a temple…that is what you are,” and focuses on the fact that they are set apart for God (“holy”).

3:8

“he who plants and he who waters are one”

Are one “with respect to their purposes, or the ends for which they labor: hence, not rivals.” McGarvey. Both are “ministers through whom you believed,” v 5. Cmpr Jn 4:36-38. Both the “planter” and the “waterer” are trying to make a “crop.” Both are laborers who belong to God, v 9. So, both Paul and Apollos were “one” as to:

· Aim of ministry = produce faith in hearts of Cor., v 5.

· Employer = God’s fellow-workers, v 9. 

Thus the fallacy of making rival parties after these men.

“but each will receive his own reward according to his own labor”

While their design was one, they would be judged on the basis of individual labor. They were working for God in God’s field, and it is a serious matter what he does with God’s field. This leads into the next section, vv 10-17, which under another figure, a building, illustrates three different kinds of laborers - the one builds with gold, etc., one with wood, etc., and one destroys.

3:9

“We are God’s fellow-workers”

The Greek does not demand that God be one of the joint workers. It is genitive, “fellow-workers of God.” Meyer says lingusitically it cannot refer to “for God,” but fails to give evidence. EGT adopts this very idea. 

Contextually, it is the planter and the waterer that are “fellow-laborers.” The point is not that they are working with God, but that all belongs to God: the fellow-laborers, the field, the building. To emphasize the planter and waterer is to MISPLACE FAITH. And since it is all God’s, there is awesome responsibility as to how one labors, v 10ff.

3:10

“Accor. to the grace of God given to me”

Cmpr Rom 15:15-21. Grace, not only to preach to the Gentiles, but where Christ had not been named. See 2 Co 10:13-17. This points up a peculiar nature of Paul’s mission. Contrast the work of Timothy, Luke, or even Peter.

“as a wise masterbuilder”

Note: 3 builders

1. Masterbuilder - laid the foundation

2. Those build upon it - vv 10b-15

3. Those who destroy - vv 16-17

“This is the only NT example of the old and common word architektOn, our architect. TektOn is from tiktO, to beget, and means a begetter, then a worker in wood or stone, a carpenter or mason (Mt 13:55; Mk 6:3). Archi- is an old inseparable prefix like archeggelos (archangel), archepiscOpos (archbishop), archiereus (chiefpriest). ArchitektOn occurs in the papyri and inscriptions in an even wider sense than our use of architect, sometimes of the chief engineers... All the workmen (tektones, carpenters) work under the direction of the architect (Plato, Statesman, p. 259)... Much depends on the wisdom of the architect in laying the foundation.” RWP

“Wise” is sophos, the adjective form of sophia. See notes 1:17. His “wisdom” was by revelation, ch. 2. 

Evidently, as “masterbuilder,” Paul does not mean to indicate he the chief architect over the builders, which builders did the work, for this not in the context nor indicated in Acts 18.  Rather, the “masterbuilder” was responsible for the foundation, so critical to the structure, and he as a “wise” one had laid Jesus Christ and him crucified.

Note, the foundation determines to a great extent the nature of the building to rise upon it, and its durability. Note last phrase of v 10 and warning that follows.

“I laid a foundation and another is building upon it”

“...he employs an aorist to describe his own work which is past and a present durative tense to indicate the work of building which goes on indefinitely and is going on even now as Paul writes these lines.” Lenski.

3:12

“gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, straw”

“The first three kinds were found in their fireproof temples - material worthy of sacred structures, and the latter three were used in their frail, combustible huts which were in no way dedicated to divinity. The argument is that the Corin. Christians should build the spiritual temple of God, the church, with as good spiritual material as the relative earthly material employed by their fathers in constructing idolatrous shrines.” McGarvey.
3:18-23

In this section Paul alludes to two reasons not to boast in men:

1. It is foolish to do so, vv. 18-21a. The “reasonings” of the worldly “wise” are often wrong (as was Eliphaz’ – the quote referred to) – “catches the wise in their craftiness” – and “useless.”

2. “ALL things belong to you,” i.e. all is for your salvation, and ultimately for the  honor and service of Christ and God. This includes apostles, teachers, etc. and it is therefore betrays ignorance to select on these things (one of the teachers) and glory in it as if it was the focus.

3:19

“it is written”

Compare v. 20. Evidently the apostle Paul held it to be the Word of God: “it is written”—a phrase usually used of divine scripture (2 Sa. 1:18 only exception?) on the same plane with Psalms (v. 20). 

Q: How could Paul use the speech of Eliphaz as evidence (“For...”) of the truth of what he is saying, when Eliphaz said so many thing that were wrong? Suggestion: Eliphaz was a case in point of the very thing he said! He was a “wise” man of his day, but his “wisdom” (i.e. suffering a punishment from God for evil in a man’s life) came, not from revelation, but from his own learning and culture (“Behold this, we have investigated it, thus it is...” Job 5:27)—the wisdom of man! Paul appeals to divine scripture that, understood (i.e. understanding the story of Job, including the lst chapter), demonstrates the truth of what he is saying about the gospel of a suffering Messiah.

An interesting case of Biblical inerrancy – even when quoting men in error, “it is written”!
3:21

“So then let no one boast in men. For all things belong to you…”
“are yours” kjv, nkjv, asv. 

“Predicate genitive, belong to you. … The wealth of the Christian includes all things, all leaders, past, present, future, Christ, and God. There is no room for partisan wrangling here.” RWP.

“In ver. 22 Paul had stated the active relation of the Christians as regards ownership, all being made to serve them—a relation which, by its universality, must preclude all boasting of human authorities.” Meyer

Note the emphasis on, “all things belong to you”:

· Repeated in v. 22b

· Expanded on in intervening phrase in v. 22a

“all things belong to you—whether Paul….—all things belong to you”

“…with the emphasis on panta: nothing excepted, all belongs to you as your property; so that to boast yourselves of men, consequently, who as party leaders are to be your property to the exclusion of others, is something quite foreign to your high position as Christians.” Meyer.

See vv. 4-7, esp. v. 5, “…even as the Lord gave opportunity to each one” (“opportunity” in italics – leave it out)

Cmpr. 

· 2 Co. 1:6, afflicted/comforted – “for your comfort & salv.”

· 2 Co. 4:15, “all things (v. 7f) are for your sakes” ( “cause giv. Of thanks to God”

· Rom. 8:32, “not spare His own Son … freely give us all things” (hope, vv. 24-25; hear our prayers, “groanings” vv. 23,26-27; purpose, foreknew, predestined, called, justified, glorified, vv. 28-30)

Chapter 4

3:1-4:5 - Preachers of this gospel are but servants of God for the benefit of man with a fearful responsibility for which they will give account.

4:6-13  - The messengers are not to be exalted, as clearly demonstrated in what God let His own apostles endure.

4:14-21 - An exhortation to humble themselves to the gospel Paul delivered to them, as exemplified in his own life.

4:1

“Let a man regard us in this manner”

“in this manner,” i.e. “as servants of Christ, and stewards of...” Ch 3:5 stresses relationship as servants to the Corinthians (“through whom you believed” - note also different word there, diakonos), here relationship to God stressed. Their accountability to God the context of vv 1-5.

“as servants of Christ”

“servants” = hepEretEs. “properly an under rower (hupo, under, eretEs, a rower)... hence came to denote any subordinate acting under another’s direction.” “Speaking broadly, diakonos views a servant in relation to his work; doulos, in relation to his master; hepEretEs, in relation to his superior; leitourgos, in relation to public service.” VN. Ac 26:16, “minister,” same word.

“and stewards of the mysteries of God”

“steward” = oikonomos. “primarily denoted the manager of a household or estate... a steward” VN. Used in Tit 1:7 of elders; in 1 Pt 4:10 of recipients of grace; in Lk 12:42 of apostles; in Rom 16:23 of the treasurer of a city.

Observe: the “servant” and “steward” is 1) neither at liberty to execute his own will,  2) nor is he subject to the will of the congregation. To his superior he is responsible, and that for the faithful discharge of His will, v 2.

Q: “Us” refer to? Apostles and prophets (inspired men) or all teachers? 

“Steward” not decide in itself. 

Apollos included, 3:22...4:6. No evidence he a prophet when teaching in Corinth.  He left Ephesus before Paul arrived and went to Corinth, where he taught. No indication that he had apostles’ hands laid on him after his conversion by Priscilla and Aquilla and before he began teaching in Corinth. 

Not say here that stewardship consisted of revealing the mystery, in fact, Apollos is considered as a “waterer” in context. 

Does not v 6 expand the application?

4:2

“In this case, moreover it is required of stewards that one be found trustworthy”

“The adv. hOde means ‘here,’ namely ‘in this case’ of the slaves just mentioned.” Lenski.  “Either here on earth or in this matter.” RWP.

4:3

“But to me it is a very small thing that I should be examined by you”

I.e. it is a small thing objectively. He was subjectively concerned about their attitude toward him, thus 2 Cor.  Their judgment had no effect on his being approved or disapproved before his Master.

“examined” = anakrinO. “Technically the word anakrises means ‘an examination preliminary to trial” Pulpit. So, Lenski. The word is often used relative to examinations to determine guilt or innocence, Lk 23:14; Ac 4:9; 12:19; 28:18. “b. of judicial hearings, w. acc. of the person examined...Ac 12:19...28:18; 1 Co 4:3f; 9:3...” A&G

Paul was being examined by some in Corinth: 1 Co 9:3 (same word), also 2 Co 1:17-18,23; 10:10; 11:8f.

“1Lit., day” hEmera 

“3. of a day appointed for special purposes... b. esp. of he day of judgment, fixed by the judge... alpha. ...a day appointed by a human court 1 Cor 4:3...” A&G

“I do not even examine myself”

Paul did examine his own motives and knew nothing against himself, v 4. See also Ac 23:1; 2 Co 1:12,17-18,23. Evidently “examine” used by metonymy of cause for “condemn” or “acquit.” 

4:5

“Therefore do not go on passing judgment”

This is not saying that religious preachers and teachers are not to be examined as to the truth of what they preach: Mt 7:15-23; 1 Thess 5:19-21; 1 Jn 4:1ff; etc.

The judging is that of the context.  They had no right to judge the “motives of the heart” that are “hidden” to men and known only to the Master whom the steward serves.

4:6

“I have figuratively applied to myself and Apollos”

“figuratively applied” = metaschEmatizO. “to change the figure of, to transform... to shape one’s discourse so as to transfer to one’s self what holds true of the whole class to which one belongs, i.e. so as to illustrate by what one says of himself what holds true of all: 1 Cor 4:6, where the meaning is, ‘by what I have said of myself and Apollos, I have shown what holds true of all Christian teachers.” TH. “scjEmatizeiv means ‘say someth. with the aid of a figure of speech’): … I have applied this to Apollos and myself = I have given this teaching of mine the form of an exposition concerning Apollos and myself.” A&G.

If “these things” were true of Paul and Apollos, their founder and celebrated teacher (Ac 18:27,28), how much more of their local leaders!

“that in us you might learn not to exceed what is written”

“that” = hina = in order that.

KJV, “think of men above” - “of men” not represented in original. ASV “to go” in italics. KJV “to think,” phronein, omitted by LTTrAW. “no principle verb expressed with mE...” RWP. Ellipsis.

“what is written,” i.e. the things written in the preceding section of this letter. Others make it refer to the general teaching of modesty and humility taught in Scripture.

Observe: “what is written” is to regulate one’s concepts! and - certainly the conduct growing out of such concepts, see next phrase. Cmpr 1 Co 14:37; 1 Th 5:27; etc.

“in order that no one of you might become arrogant in behalf of one against the other”

“become arrogant” = phusioO. “to puff up, blow up, inflate (from phusa, bellows), is used metaphorically in the NT, in the sense of being puffed up with pride” VN. “a vivid picture of self-conceit” RWP. Note: the word occurs seven times in the NT, six in 1 Cor.!  1 Cor 4:6,18,19; 5:2; 8:1; 13:4; Col 2:18*

It is the attitude that lies behind boasting, 1 Co 13:4.

“against” = kata. Lit. “down upon.” TH, RWP. See 3:3; 1:11. Hostility, jealously, strife, divisions.Instead of realizing all “one,” 3:8, they were pitting one against the other, and proud in it.

As pride in reference to self is an overestimation of one’s own importance, abilities, or achievements, so it is in reference to these teachers.

Cmpr Jas 3:1...13-18; 4:1ff. Problem not limited to Corinth, nor to 1st century!

Why would people let themselves be involved in this? MISPLACED FAITH.

4:7

“For who regards you as superior?”

“as superior” = diakrinO. (KJV, ASV, “to differ”). “lit. to separate throughout, to make a distinction” VN. “Distinguishes tee, separates thee. DiakrinO means to sift or separate between (dia) as in Acts 15:9...” RWP. “who concedes you any superiority? 1 Cor 4:7” A&G. I.e., who makes you to stand out, be distinguished as superior? See “the things that are written”!

“you” - ? The Corinthians, or, the teachers that extolled themselves and in whom the people misplaced their faith? 

The immediate connection with v 6 seems to favor the Corinthians. If taken of the Corinthians themselves the meaning would be as follows: “Who makes you to differ?” i.e., from another party (1:11) as superior? “What do you have (i.e., salvation, redemption, etc., 1:30) that you did not receive?” i.e., thru the revelation via the apostles, v 9, 15. “But if you did receive it (i.e., thru the apostles, vv 9, 15), why do you boast as if you had not received it?” and thus glory in your party? “You are already filled” i.e., with all spiritual blessings, “without us,” i.e. the wisdom received through the apostles etc.

However, the following favors the teachers:

· questions of the verse itself. Easy sense in the context of the Corinthian situation if the teachers in view.

· the implied comparison in the context following, vv 9-13, with the extolled and well-supplied teachers among them (see 2 Cor 11). Again, easy sense in the context of the Corinthian situation.

· the contrast between Paul and “many tutors” in v 15 favors the teachers.

· the switch from teachers generally (including Apollos, v 6) to speaking of the apostles only, v 9. 

Macknight takes it of the teachers, and translates the gar (“For”) in v 7 as “Besides...”

Three questions: 

10. For who regards you as superior?

See 1:10-15; 3:3-8,21-23; 10:12-13,17-18; 11:5-6,12,18,19; 12:11

11. And what do you have that you did not receive?

Whether spiritual blessings, 1:4-7, or knowledge, 2:11-13, or miraculous gifts, 1 Cor 12:7-11. And they would have none of these without the apostles, vv 8,9.

12. But if you did receive it, why do you boast as if you had not received it? 

I.e., “without us” - the apostles and their ministry, vv 8-9.

4:8

The three statements are an example of anabasis, or gradual ascent, where there is an increase from the weaker to the stronger statement: “filled...rich...kings!”

These statements are said in irony (meaning opposite from what stated) and possess sarcasm (cutting remarks). The irony is evident from the last phrase in v 8.

Also asyndeton (no “ands”) here.

Cmpr Rev 3:17. Conceit is blinding!

“and I would indeed that you had become kings so that we might reign with you”

A tender appeal (McGarvey), or a continuation of the irony (Lenski)?  If a tender appeal, in what way did he want them to “become kings”? Note: 1) Irony follows  2) Note the logical connection, “for...,” v 9. 

“become kings…might reign” is put in contrast in v 9 with “last of all...”. Thus, to “become kings” is be treated with honor and respect. So, “I would indeed that you had become kings (not really - irony), so that we also might reign with you.” Instead of being treated as kings, see how the apostles were treated...vv 9ff.

4:9

“For I think, God has exhibited us apostles last of all”

“For” (gar) gives the reason for the last statement: “it would be great to “reign” with you, for, it seems, God has put us apostles last...”.  The irony continues.

“exhibited us apostles last of all, as men condemned to death” 

“exhibited” - “The first aorist active indicative of apodeiknumi (exhibited, srf), old verb to show, to expose to view or exhibit (Herodotus), in technical sense ( cf. 2 Thess 2:4) for gladiatorial show as in ethEriomachEsa (1 Co 15:32).” RWP

“He chooses a vivid picture. When a Roman general won a great victory he was allowed to parade his victorious army through the streets of the city with all the tropies that he had won; he was allowed to demonstrate his triumph and achievement; the whole procession was called a Triumph. But at the end there came a little group of captives who were doomed to death; they were men who had been captured and who were being taken to the arena to fight with the beasts and so to die. Te morituri salutamus! We who are about to die salute you! The Corinthians in their blatant pride were like the conquering general displaying the trophies of his prowess; the apostles were like the little group of captives, men doomed to die.” Barclay on 1st Cor.

4:11

“are roughly treated” = kolaphizO.

“buffeted,” KJV, ASV. “signifies to strike with clenced hands, to buffet with the fist (kolaphos, a fist), Mt 26:67; Mk 14:65; 1 Co 4:11; 2 Co 12:7; 1 Pt 2:20*” VN. “be roughly treated 1 Co 4:11” Gngrch. “That is the word that is used for beating a slave.” Barclay on 1 Co.

4:12

“we toil, working with our own hands”

Ac 20:17...33,34

“when we are reviled, we bless”

“We probably do not realize just how surprising a statement this would be to a pagan. Aristotle declares that the highest virtue is megalopsuchia, great-heartedness, the virtue of the man with the great soul; and he defines this very virtue as the quality which will not endure to be insulted. To the ancient world this Christian humility was a virtue altogether new.” Barclay on 1 Co. 

4:16-17

“I exhort you therefore”

“Therefore” go with “exhort” or with “be imitators?

I.e., I exhort you therefore, i.e., because I am your father in the gospel and have your interests at heart I exhort you (not writing to hurt them, v 14). 

Or, I am your father in the gospel, “therefore,” be imitators of me. 

If the latter, should Christians imitate someone simply because they taught them the truth? Would this not be an over-estimation of men, and therefore an extension of the very thing he warned against in this section,  1:12-16, 3:4-7? Unless…he is speaking of himself in his role as an apostle, v. 9.

“be imitators of me...my ways...just as I teach everywhere in ...”

Of his habits of life, or, his doctrine?

Meyer & EGT thinks it refers to the manner of life just discussed in vv 6-13 

EGT makes “ways” = habits of life which were consistent with what he taught, “just as I teach...”.

While hodos (“way”) may refer to a manner of life, it also is used to refer to doctrine, or doctrines: Mt 22:16; Ac 13:10; 14:16; 16:17; 18:25,26; 19:9,23; 22:4; 24:14,22; 11:33. It may refer to a way of conduct, or a way of thinking. Interestingly, while TH says of 1 Co 4:17, “the methods which I as Christ’s minister and apostle follow in the discharge of my office,” A&G says on this same phrase, “my Christian teachings.”

See quote from Martin Marty, Professor at the Univ. of Chicago Divinity School.

Compare 1 Co 7:17; 11:1-2 (here “imitators of me” includes his conduct, but does 11:2 show it encompasses more?); 14:33,37,38

They were to imitate his “ways” of conduct, 10:33; 11:1, and doctrine, 7:17; 14:33,37. His doctrine regulated his conduct. The conduct of chps 1-4: Extol the divine message, not the messenger, 2:5; 4:6..

Chapter 5

Ch 5-6: Fornication among God’s people!

Ch 5: What to do with the fornicator

Ch 6:1-8: Reconciling injured parties

Ch 6:19-20: Fornication is sin!

God desires all men to be saved. In this chapter God commanded certain action be taken by the church at Corinth to save the apostate (1 Cor. 5:5b) as well as the church (1 Cor. 5:6). 

ATTITUDES, ACTIONS, AIM

ATTITUDES - The right attitude is essential to right action.

Wrong attitude - v. 2

Proud in spite of sin.

 “ye are puffed up” (KJV)

“you have become arrogant’ ( NASB)

Why proud?

· Teachers - ch. 1-4?

· Knowledge - ch. 8-10?

· Gifts - ch. 12-14?

How affect them?

Apathetic and inactive toward sin among them!

· Make think immune to sin, v. 6??

“We be corrupted...?” “With our teachers...?!... knowledge..?!...gifts?!”

· Blind to tragedy of situation; v. 2
“Shameful situation here...?” - “But, our teachers!... knowledge!...gifts!...”

“have not rather mourned instead”

Right attitude

Humble recognition of the tragedy and danger of the situation, producing genuine godly sorrow (“mourned”) that compels complying with God’s remedial procedures!

Why “mourn”? (What is the tragedy and danger of the  situation?)

· Soul lost, v. 5
· Church threatened, v. 6
· God defamed, v. 1
· Christ dishonored, vv. 7b, 8
· God disobeyed, v. 13b
How affect them?

Cause them to obey God’s will about the situation! (“in order that..., v. 2; “I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with immoral people...” v. 9, but, they had not complied)

ACTION
Statements of text

“removed from your midst” - v. 2
“deliver such a one to Satan” - v. 5
“clean out the old leaven” v. 7
“not to associate with” - vv. 9,11
“not even to eat with such a one” v. 11
“judge” - v. 12
“Remove the wicked man from among yourselves” - v. 13
Q: How? What do we do or not do to comply with this remedial action? Remove name from roll? Formal announcement in assembly? Or more...???

Sever association: “Not to associate with”

“out of the world” v 9
The kind of association forbidden is unavoidable with the world. Therefore, this does not describe spiritual fellowship (being on the church “roll” - recognized in the local fellowship; being considered a “brother”; participating in worship together), for one certainly does have to go “out of the world” to avoid this kind of relationship.

“Judge those...within,” not those “outside,” vv 12,13
If this simply referred to open recognition of no spiritual fellowship, then they were to treat those within and those without the SAME. “Judge” = to meet out the “punishment” (2 Cor 2:6) commanded.

“not even to eat with such a one”
This is the epitome of SOCIAL association. To avoid social association (note present tense verb) with the world, it would be necessary to go “out of the world.” (Hyperbole). 

Judge “within” – not “without”

Severing social association from those “within” would reflect the church’s “judgment” that the man is guilty, yet without infringing on the exclusive Divine right of final judgment on all “outside.”

Design - v 6.

Harmony with other passages: Mt 18:17; 2 Th 3:6.

Saying ≠ doing 

Must be careful of confusing what we are to DO with saying what we are to do. An announcement in the assembly may be appropriate, but that is NOT “removing the wicked man from among yourselves,” it is only saying what needs to be done. Compare a baptizer saying, “I baptize you in the name of Jesus.” That is not the doing of it, but only saying what is to be done. If he says it but does not do it, the man is not baptized.

“When you are assembled”?

“When you are gathered together” KJV, ASV

This is what leads to idea of a formal announcement in assembly?

Action required is more than what is done in an assembly

If this does refer to something done in a physical assembly, point “A” & “B” demonstrate that the action required by this chapter is not fulfilled by anything done in an assembly. Ascertaining the action commanded (see objective) must take in view entire context.

Parenthesis

Read vv. 3-5 leaving out parenthetical thoughts. Note how this clarifies the structure of this section.

“Assembled”/“Gathered together” = physical  assembly, i.e. assembly of bodies? 

“When you are assembled” is a translation of sunagO. 

· This same word is translated, “were gathered together” in Ac. 4:26

· In Mt. 28:20 sunagO is translated, “have gathered together.” 

In both passages = assembly of minds, i.e., united in purpose, or, “counsel.” Agreement.

Now see Corinthians situation: 1 Cor. 1:10f; 11:17f; etc. Not all took part, 2 Cor. 2:6. Points to a need in Corinth to be united. Even more, to be united with the Lord...(see next point)

“With the power of the Lord Jesus”?
Cmpr. Rom. 11:22-23. “Able” in v. 23 same word as “power” in 1 Cor. 5:4 (Romans is the adjective form and 1 Corinthians is the noun form.). In Rom. it refers to God’s “power” to graft in and “cut off”. A suggestion : as Jesus had the power to “deliver this man to Satan” - cut him off from his fellowship - and would (or had) done so, if they were to be united with him in mind, they too would cut him off from their fellowship.

AIM

· Save soul - 1 Cor. 5:4
· Protect church - 1 Cor. 5:6
· Glorify God - 1 Cor. 5:7
1 Cor. 2:14-3:2 - It takes “spiritual” men to do the things the Spirit reveals. “Fleshly” do not appreciate the counsel of God, nor will they obey it. Our action or inaction - will determine what kind of people we are.

Questions about Withdrawing

file://localhost/Users/srf/Documents/Classes/Sin In Israel/051902,SinInIsrael - Questions
-----------------------------------------

5:1

“has his father’s wife”

“has” – present, active, middle – ongoing situation

5:2

“arrogant…not mourned”

Result – the one “who had done this ded” was NOT “removed” from their midst.

5:3-5

Main thought—read bolded sections only. (parenthesis mine, srf)

“3 For I, on my part, (though absent in body but present in spirit,) have already judged him who has so committed this, (as though I were present.)
4 In the name of our Lord Jesus, (when you are assembled, and I with you in spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus,)
5 I have decided to deliver such a one to Satan for the destruction of his flesh, so that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” NAS95.

In their arrogance, they had not properly rendered judgment and removed the man, but  Paul had already judged him! vv. 2-5. So had Jesus (Rom. 11:22-23). If they wished to be united with Paul and Jesus, they would too! Paul could not carry out the physical part of the action since he was not there, but he could the mental – and he had!

See notes above on sunagO sunagO and Rom. 11. Rom11
“present in spirit”

 Compare Col. 2:5, 1 Th 2;17. Not necessarily present in an assembly.

”and I with you in spirit, with the power”
kjv, asv, “and my spirit, with the power” 

No words for “with you in” in nasb. nasb ftnt, “Lit.,  my spirit”

“and (kai) my spirit, with (sun) the power” 

“when you are assembled”

kjv, nkjv, “when you are gathered together”

asv, “ye being gathered together”

Englishman’s Greek NT – “being gathered together ye and my spirit”
sunachthentOn, sunacyentwn, (verb – aorist, passive, participle) – asv translates so as to capture the participle sense. No separate word for “when” (so as to indicate a time when physically assembled that this action to take place).

Q: Doesn’t adding the parenthesis make the Corinthians’ action parenthetical? Yes. But, Paul is an apostle and his authority as such and their response to that has already been alluded to (1:1, 4:14-17). They should want to be in accordance with his actions. Moreover, he then clearly tells them what to do in vv. 6-7.

Making the phrase, “ye being gathered…,” parenthetical in thought would beautifully harmonize with an explanatory phrase of, “in the name of our Lord Jesus.” “Delivering the man to Satan” would be imperfect harmony with the nature of will of Jesus Christ in his exercise of His power to “cut off” the disobedient – Rom. 11:22,23.

5:11

“such a one” toioutos toioutov

Mt. 18:5, “such (toioutos) child” ≠ this child, but one having the characteristics of a child, i.e. humble believer.

Mk. 7:13, “many things such (toioutos) as that” i.e., other things like in character to how they invalidated the word of God by their conduct in regard to their parents.

Likwise, not just the people specifically listed here, but any “such a one” walking disobediently and impenitently. This harmonizes with other passages on discipline.

Chapter 6:1-8

Ch 5-6: Fornication among God’s people!

Ch 5: What to do with the fornicator

Ch 6:1-8: Reconciling injured parties

Ch 6:9-20: Fornication is sin!

6:1-8: Dan’s suggestion

I was reading through chapter 6 of 1 Cor. the other day and had a thought on  this passage that in my mind seems to help in two ways. It seems to tie all of  of chapter 5 and six together, instead of two or three different lines of  thought. It also may help to explain Paul's statement "all things are lawful  for me." Please excuse me if I seem to ramble in places because I haven't  completely worked it all out, but I thought I would mention it to you and see  if you might have any thoughts on this possibility.

Basically, it boils down to this: In chapter 5 Paul addresses what they SHOULD  have done about the fornicator in their midst. In chapter 6 he addresses what  the DID about the fornicator in their midst. The first half of this statement  few would argue. 

It seems to me that perhaps Paul is addressing the fact in chapter 6 that when  this "matter against another" (6:1) arose that rather than  go to "a wise man  among" (6:5) them to determine what to do about this man, they instead went  "to law before the unrighteous" (6:1). If you accept the English translation  that seems to indicate civil courts of law this would still fit the context.  In fact, perhaps even more so than the idea that they went before the  unrighteous teachers within the church. For if they were to appeal to these  civil courts they would not receive the condemnation set forth by Paul "that  the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God" (6:9). Rather, they would  likely be told that according to their civil laws "all things are lawful"  (6:12). Having been told by these courts that this man was in a lawful  situation, they certainly would not "have...mourned" (5:2) as Paul indicated  they needed to have done, but would have been "puffed up" (5:2) because they  felt justified they had done the right thing. Paul, however, says that be so  doing they "do wrong and defraud" (6:8) because they have allowed their own  souls to be jeopardized by the "leaven" (5:6) of this individual. His point is  that if they are going to allow those "least esteemed by the church to judge"  (6:4) what is right and moral, they might as well simply "accept wrong" (6:7).  Thus, after addressing that they should know without appealing to the courts  that these things are wrong (6:9-11), he says in 6:12 that while it may be  true that from a legal standpoint (6:1,6) these things may be acceptable, they  are not "helpful" or "profitable" in the life of a Christian and he is  certainly not going to be "be brought under the power of any" just because the  laws of the land don't condemn them.

If this is right, it could have a strong application on those who would appeal  to civil law to justify moral principles today such as in marriage and  divorce. It is not what civil law determines to be right and wrong, but what  God determines.

6:1

6:1-8 – When one has “a matter against another” (nkjv), we ought to seek a fair resolution by appealing to those know to be wise men in the church, not by appeal to those unrighteous and untrustworthy.

Observe that the subject of fornication continues in the section following this one, so that this section is sandwiched between two sections about fornication (see the outline). Think of the potential injury inflicted to families and friends when fornication is practiced among God’s people! 

NOTE: “judging” “judge” 5:12 - krinO (#2919)
“go to law” 6:1. Green’s Literal Translation, “be judged”
“unrighteous”  (“unjust” kjv) adikos (#94) – “descriptive of one who violates or has violated justice…1. unjust… 2. of one who breaks God’s laws, unrighteous, sinful… 3. specifically, of one who deals fraudulently with others…” Thayer

Dan suggested (in conversation) that the lawsuits may be against those who did attempt to discipline (“judge”) the impenitent man. Compare the case in Del Rio, where the church was taken to court by the lady who was withdrawn from. Along this line of reasoning, after first showing that they should remove the wicked man (ch. 5), Paul then turns his attention to those who oppose it. The problem with this seems to be that if they went before the unrighteous with this kind of a lawsuit, the unrighteous judges would probably agree that those who were attempting to remove the man was wrong. Yet, Paul indicates those who are instigating the lawsuits cannot get judgment in their favor from the unrighteous, v. 7. 

Note this same word, “unrighteous” (adikos), in v. 9.

For thought: Would Paul encourage saints to decide legal matters that normally would be settled in a court of law by men expert in civil law?

If unrighteous, untrustworthy men, known for their lack of spirituality, are used to decide matters between brethren (see v. 4), what will likely be the result? See vv. 7-8. Note 2 Cor. 12:20-13:2.
6:2

“judge” “judged” 6:2 – krinO (#2919)
“judge” 6:2 (end of verse) in kjv, nkjv = kritErion (#2922), a related word to krinO. nasb translates, “law courts”
“#2922, krithrion, krithriou, to (from krithr, equivalent to krithv); 

1. properly, the instrument or means of trying or judging anything; the rule by which one judges (Plato, Plutarch, others). 

2. the place where judgment is given; the tribunal of a judge; a bench of judges: plural, 1 Corinthians 6:2;  James 2:6 (the Septuagint; Plato, Polybius, Plutarch, others). 

3. in an exceptional usage, the matter judged, thing to be decided, suit, case: plural  1 Corinthians 6:4 (this sense is denied by many; cf. e.g. Meyer on  1 Corinthians 6:2).*” TH. Interestingly, Thayer puts v. 2 under definition #2 but v. 4 under definition #3 - ? 

A&G does not have a definition like #3, but admits, “It is not easy to fit this mng. [lawcourt, tribunal] into the two other pass. in our lit. where kp. is found. [i.e. 1 Co. 6:2,4]. A&G’s two definitions:

“1. lawcourt, tribunal

  2. lawsuit, legal action”

“to constitute the smallest law courts”
kjv, nkjv, asv, “judge the smallest matters”

niv, “judge trivial cases”

nrsv, “try trivial cases”

glt, “unworthy of smallest judgments”

“to constitute” in nasb is in italics and is not a representation of any words in the original. nasb has taken #2922, rendered “judge” in kjv, nkjv, and asv, and translated it “law courts.” “smallest” is #1646, elacistov elachistos.

“smallest” may refer to what is smallest or least (Online Bible)

a) in size

b) in amount: of management of affairs

c) in importance: what is the least moment

d) in authority: of commandments

e) in the estimation of men: of persons

f) in rank and excellence: of persons

If “least in the estimation of men,” it could be saying, not that these are matters of no importance, but that they are deemed such by the unrighteous. It is set in contrast to the fact that saints will judge the world and angels.

6:3

“judge” 6:3 - krinO (#2919)
“saints will judge the world...we shall judge angels”

Suggestion: active verb for declaration that something is done. “Do ye not know that the inspired preachers of the gospel declare that the world is to be judged; and also declare the laws by which it is to be judges?...That in the gospel we preach, we declare the judgment and punishment of evil angels?” Macknight, Essay IV, p. 29.

6:4

“judgments” 6:4 in kjv, nkjv = kritErion (#2922 – see definition above). nasb translates “law courts” – i.e., things to be decided.

“no account” (nasb); “least esteemed” (kjv, nkjv); “no standing” (nrsv); “despised” (Young’s Literal Translation); “people whom the church has a low opinion of” (God’s Word Version); “count for nothing” (Phillips Translation)

6:6

“goes to law” 6:6. Green’s Literal Translation, “is judged”

“unbelievers” apistos (#571) – “without faith or trust; 1. unfaithful, faithless (not to be trusted, perfidious)… 2. incredible, of things… 3. unbelieving, incredulous: of Thomas disbelieving the news of the resurrection of Jesus,  John 20:27; of those who refuse belief in the gospel…” Thayer

6:7

“it is already a defeat for you”

There is no way you are going to receive equitable and righteous judgment by pursuing the course you are! You are already “defeated” by the choice you make for your judges!

“lawsuits” (nasb), “to law” (kjv, nkjv) v. 7 = krima (#2917, noun), a related word to krinO. Young’s Literal Translation, “judgments”
6:8

“you wrong and defraud, and that your brethren”

Defraud them out of receiving fair judgment…?

Chapter 6:9-20

6:9-20 – Fornication is sin and will cause one to be lost! Fornication violates the sanctity of the body that has been dedicated to the rule and glory of Christ.

6:11

“but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified”

“Washed” – Ac 22;16; Eph 5:26

“Sanctified” – 1 Co. 1:1; Ac 26:18; Eph 5:26; Heb 10:10,29; 2 Th 2:13-14

“Justified” – Rom 3:19,20,23-24; 4:2-8

Eight arguments against fornication:

11. Not inherit the kingdom of God, vv. 9-10

12. Washed, sanctified, and justified from such practices, v. 11

13. Not helpful, upbuilding use of the body, v. 12b

14. Not yield to passion; self-control in use of the body, v. 12d

15. The body is not for fornication, but for the Lord, vv. 13-14

16. The Christians’ bodies are members of Christ, and to be used according to the will and directions of the Christ as the head, not the will of the harlot, vv. 15-17

17. Fornication is sin against the body, v. 18

18. The Christian’s body is a temple of the Holy Spirit, vv. 19-20
“Glorify God in your body”!
6:12-20

Difficulties:

· “All things are lawful...” - vv 9,10??

We make it read: “All things (that an lawful) are lawful...”

· Food ... fornication - connection?

· Meaning of v l8a?
“Diatribe and Implied Dialogue. It is a familiar fact that the Greek ‘diatribe’ style frequently resorted to a rhetorical question-and- answer, dialogue form. This is (as is well known) a feature of the Epistle of James. But it is also recognized in polemical parts of the Pauline Epistles - notably in Rom. ii, where St. Paul specifically addresses an imaginary interlocutor, and iii, where there is more or less sustained dialogue without any formal indication of the dramatis personae. It is this latter habit of breaking into dialogues without (as it were) stage directions, which may lie behind certain notorious difficulties.” C.F.D. Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek, p. 196. (Cambridge Univ. Press).

Examples of dialogue: 

· In Paul’s letters, Rom 3:1-9
· Elsewhere, Habakkuk, Isa 63:1-6.

Lenski, Macknight, Barnes, etc. observe that Paul is answering his opponents’ arguments in vv. 12-13, but miss it in v. 18 Moule, Idioms, suggests it in v. 18.

Suggested dialogue in 1 Cor 6:

12a - Libertine: All things are lawful (i.e., sexual desires)

12b - Paul’s response: But not all things are profitable
12c - Libertine: All things are lawful for me
12d - Paul’s response: But I will not be mastered by anything
(“Perhaps a conscious play on the verb exestin for exousiazo  is from exousia and that from exestin.” RWP). The authorized  will not become the authority! The authority is God who regulates the use of the authorized thing.

13a - Libertine: Food is for the stomach, and the stomach is for food: but God will do away with both of them
Shades of antinomian Gnosticism? (See ISBE). What is said is true, but the body (of which the stomach is a part) is not for fornication.

13b - Paul’s response: Yet the body is not for immorality, but for the Lord; and the Lord is for the body.

· True, the body is for the stomach and the stomach for it. But, it is NOT for fornication, but “FOR THE LORD” (dative of personal interest): Rather than just “do away” with the body, God will raise it! v 14
· Moreover, in view of His nature (1 Jn 3:5) it would be inconsistent with His will as our “Head” to use the body for sin, vv 15-17.

18a - Libertine: Every sin that a man commits is outside the body
Antinomian gnosticism: Soul & body separate entities having  nothing in common. The spiritual cannot be defiled by the  carnal - only “sin” is spiritual in nature, not “against  body,” as if there were a code of laws governing use of the flesh.

18b - Paul’s response: But the immoral man sins against his own body.
It IS a sin “against the body”! Unlawful (“sin”) use of the body.

Antinomian gnosticism: “...treating the soul and the body as separate  entities which have nothing in common. Let the soul go its way on the  wings of spiritual thought, while the body may indulge its fleshly  desires. For, so it was held, as body and soul are entirely distinct  in their nature, the spiritual cannot be defiled by anything,  however carnal and gross, that the body can do. This was the  antinomian development of Gnosticism.” John Rutherford, International  Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Val 11, p. 1242 (Eerdmans Pub. Co.,1978)

Consider:

· Gnosticism evidently fought in several NT letters.

· Elements of it seemed to characterize certain Corinthians, e.g., 1 Co 8:1,4-6; 14:37.

· Divisive and rebellious element in Corinth - 2 Co
· This element clung to fornication, among other things - 2 Co 12:21
· This better explains these passages (See “Difficulties” above)

THREE PRINCIPLES GOVERNING USE OF THE BODY IF GOD TO BE GLORIFIED IN IT:
· HELPFUL (“profitable” - sumpherO​ - see below) use, not DEPRAVING - v 12b
· SELF-CONTROL rather than PASSION CONTROLLED - v 12d
· GOD-RULED, not SIN-RULED

vv.13-14, Body is “for the Lord” (ruled by the INTERESTS of the Lord)

vv. 15-17, Bodies are “members of Christ” (ruled by the WILL of the Lord - “one spirit”)

v. 18, Fornicator “sins” against the body (ruled by the LAW of the  Lord)

vv. 19-20, Body is “temple of Holy Spirit” (ruled by the REVELATION of  the Lord)

sumpherO - “help, confer a benefit, be advantageous or profitable or useful” Gingrich. “not merely ‘convenient’” VN

Thus WHY the Christian’s body cannot be used to commit fornication:

· Body is related to Christ as our Lord - vv 13b-17
He has a definite interest in it (“for the Lard”), his  resurrection insuring its resurrection (v 14, ch 15). Moreover, in  view of his nature (1 Jn 3:5) it is inconsistent with His will as our “Head” to use the body for sin.

· To so use it is SIN, v. 18
· Body has been purchased to be a holy temple - vv 19-20
You do not use God’s temple any way you chose! And you are NOT your  own, having been purchased by God to be a holy temple for the dwelling of the Holy Spirit.

Think of applications: e.g., fornication (text) and all that leads to it; drugs? dress? dancing? courting? drinking? eating? smoking?

6:16

“Or do you not know that the one who joins himself to a harlot is one body with her? For He says, ‘The two will become one flesh.’”

This is obviously figurative, for one does not literally become one body with a harlot, nor was that true with Adam and Eve (to which he  alludes in the quote). 

In the sexual act, both bodies act in accord with the same desire and purpose. (Note 1 Co. 7:4 where in discussing conjugal duties the fact is alluded to that one gives up “authority over his/her own body” in the sexual act, i.e., to withhold it from their mate. they agree to the other’s wishes.) It is such a close relationship that it is figuratively called becoming “one flesh.” But, our bodies are “members of Christ” (v. 15) and should thus be used in accord with His will or “spirit” (v. 17). In fornication we make them “members of a harlot”—i.e. using them according to the will of the harlot. 

Chapter 7

7:1

“touch” - cmpr Gen 20:6.

Q: Does the term “know” for sexual intercourse between humans (Gen. 4:1,17; 19:8; Mt. 1:25; Lk. 1:34) imply the rational aspect - a union of persons, not just bodies - as opposed to the merely biological aspect

7:2 

Note  implication  that   sex  drive  exists before marriage (“because of immoralities,  let...”).  Not wrong,  but to be fulfilled  in proper realm.   Note however,   Matt. 5:27-28; Col. 3:5 

Sexual satisfaction one of the reasons for marriage. 

7:3
“Due,” KJV, NKJV - “something due or owed: a: something that rightfully belongs to one b: a payment or obligation required by law or custom: debt.” Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, 1970. 

“duty,”  NASB, ASV, NIV - “1. conduct owed to one’s parents, older people, etc.; behaviour showing a proper regard or sense of obligation; respect. 2. any action necessary in or appropriate to one’s occupation or position. 3. conduct resulting from a sense of justice, morality, etc.” Webster’s New World Dictionary, 1960 

Note: conjugal duties may be entered out of duty, rather than passion. Even then, however, in view of human nature, and the fact that these privileges rightfully belong to one’s mate, “good-will” should characterize (Note “benevolence,” KJV; “affection,” NKJV - eunoia in Rec. Text. Compare Eph. 6:7, same word.)

Note also wife’s desires. Compare Matt. 5:32:

· KJV,  NASB - examples where “causing” or “making” something happen is conditional upon the action of others: Num. 31:16; Col. 4:16 (“cause that it be read,” KJV, ASV). 

· ASV - metonomy of effect (compare Ac. 1:18) 

Note: While the Lord permitted divorce and remarriage on the grounds of fornication, He in no way intended to license the withholding “due” payment (either within the marriage or by “separation”) until the other party gave in to the desires of the flesh, then be able to claim “innocent party!” 

7:4

 “authority”

“Power” (KJV,ASV) = might, strength, but rather “authority,” “right”. 

· Observation - each has the strength to keep self from the other. 

· Context - discussing what is “owed” and what one has a right to do with another’s. 

· Note: “marriage” = “to become one’s” 

“Not have authority” to do what? Deprive the other of his/her body, v. 5. 

7:5

“Defraud ye not one the other,” KJV, ASV 

“Stop depriving one another,” NASB 

“Do not refuse one another,” RSV 

“Do not continue to rob each other,” Wuest 

“Defraud not...except...” OK to “defraud” if giving self to prayer? No. “except” = ei mE, which is sometimes partially exceptive. Would relate only to the being apart, not evil motives behind it. See e.g., Lk. 4:27; Rev. 9:4; 21:27.

Compare Jas. 5:4 “withheld, “ NASB; “kept back by fraud,” KJV, NKJV, ASV. apostereO, the word for “defraud” in 1 Co 7:5, occurs in the Rec. Text in Jas 5:4, and the third edition of UBS text; Deu. 24:14-15 (apostereO occurs in Alexandrian text of the Sept. according to Thayer’s Greek Lexicon and A Concordance of the Septuagint by Morrish; Exod. 21:10 

“DEFRAUD stresses depriving one of his rights and usually connotes deliberate perversion of the truth.” Webster’s Seventh New Colliegiate Dictionary. Note excuses used to refuse mate...

“Defraud” = “to deprive of a right or property by fraud...A FRAUD is an act or series of acts of subtle deceit or duplicity by which one tries to benefit himself at another’s expense.” American College Dictionary. Some use their bodies as bargaining power, pressing their goals by means of pouting and anger. 

“Deprive” is a broader term. One may deprive by fraud, or by obstinate and forceful denial. The point is: you have no right to keep yourself from your mate! 

Remember: in all this “caring love” should govern. 

Two requisites for lawfully being apart:
· Agreement

· For a “time”

“may devote yourselves to prayer”  Why mention prayer? What about a business trip? What about taking care of sik relatives? Etc. Answering their letter, v. 1,12,25; 8:1f, etc. A custom of theirs?

“Satan tempt you” 

Mark it: men and women may be unaware of the undermining effect this can have on a relationship and one’s moral steadfastness, but Satan isn’t. Attention to this area of the husband-wife relationship is important...

Failing to receive the proper sexual attention, men and women may engage in flirtatious conduct and become vulnerable to flirtatious conduct. Craving attention, the mate finds it elsewhere. And some make the mistake of thinking no one else would be interested in their mate, or, that their mate could never become involved with anyone else. But Satan is “The Tempter” and is ever looking for the slightest opportunity to ensnare, even the elect. Note that this warning is written to Christians, 1:2. 

“Lack of self-control” (“ incontinency” KJV, ASV)

Peter’s mistake - “I’m different,” Mk. 14:29 

This is a warning to the married, and the unmarried should also take heed. The sexual drive, like hunger, is a strong natural impulse, and wholesome, when controlled. Satan would love to see our power of self-restraint severely tested - and it fail. Don’t allow yourself, or your mate, to get into such circumstances. Compare 1 Cor. 6:12-20, esp. vs. 18a.

Beware of abusing mate by MISusing this passage!

One has NO right to use this passage to command and demand compliance from their mate. The command is GOD’S command. Caring love must rule and affectionate love should be cultivated.

7:6

“But his I say” touto <5124 “this”> de <1161 “But”> legw <3004 “I say”>

touto may refer to what precedes (TH, 2a) or to what follows (TH, 2b). Examples given by TH.

Does it refer to

· the “except…” clause of v. 5? — I.e. to be separated for a time is allowable, but not commanded. So, Lenski, Meyer.

· v. 2, be married? EGT. — I.e., getting married is not a command, but a concession. Compare vv. 25-26. 

· remaining unmarried, vv. 7-9? Macknight.

Either would be true, that is, either choice is indeed a concession.

7:8

“unmarried and to widows”

“unmarried” = agamos and occurs in vv. 8,11,32,34. (only four times in NT)

· The “unmarried” of v. 11 NOT free to marry, except to her “husband,” and SHOULD marry again to her husband if feasible.

· The “unmarried of vv. 32,34 is in a discussion of virgins (v. 25f), though what is said would also be true of widows. See notes there on v. 34.

Since v. 25f gives same advice to virgins, could this (vv. 8-9) be to widowers (“unmarried”) and widows?

“It is possible that by ‘the unmarried’ (masculine plural) the apostle means only men since widows are added and since virgins receive special treatment later (verse 25) and in verse 32 o agamov is the unmarried man. It is hardly likely that Paul means only widowers and widows and means to call himself a widower by wv kagw (even as I).” RWP. Q. – Why is it “unlikely”?

While Meyer does not think “unmarried” refers to widowers, it is not because the word does not allow it. Similar with Lenski.

agamos is used of divorced women in v. 11, and unmarried men in v. 32 (see v. 33, “but one who is married…please his wife”).

Paul is answering their letter, v. 1. Did the widows and widowers ask about themselves? 

If widows and widowers, note the seeming completeness of the chapter:

· widows & widowers, vv. 8-9

· married & divorced, vv. 10-16

· virgins, vv. 25-38

with a final addenda about widows in vv. 39-40.

Was Paul a widower? (“as I am”) Possible if “cast my vote” in Ac 26:10 taken to mean that he was once a member of the Sanhedrin, for members of the Sanhedrin had to be married. (That a member of the Sanhedrin had to be married is alluded to by RWP at Ac. 26:10 and in McClintock & Strong under “Sanhedrin.”)

7:9

“better to marry than to burn” nasb
“with passion” nas95, nasb ftnt, nkjv. niv and nrsv also add “with passion,” but they do not use italics.

“The metaphorical use of purousyai (present middle infinitive) for sexual passion is common enough as also for grief (2Co 11:29).” RWP. “The difference in the tenses in important: ‘to marry’ is an aorist to express a single definite act; ‘to burn’ is a present to indicate a recurrent condition. The latter is middle, ‘to burn in oneself’ with the strong fire of sexual desire…” Lenski. “to be in a flame, of vehement emotions (2 Cor. 11:29; 2 Macc. 4:38, 10:35, 14:45; of love, Anacreon, 10. 13)” Meyer.

7:10-11 

“I give instructions” - parangellO  paraggellw 

“I give charge” ASV

“I command” KJV, NKJV

“I give this command” NIV, NRSV

“1. prop. to transmit a message along from one to another...to declare, announce. 2. to command, order, charge..[TH has all NT references under this defin., srf]..” TH “..is used esp. of the order of a military commander which is passed along the line by his subordinates..” TH [under syn. notes for keleuO]. “Not mere wish as in verses 7 and 8.” RWP

“not I, but the Lord” 

Whatever it means, the opposite is affirmed in v 12, “I say, not the Lord.” 

If the emphasis (“not..but”) is inspiration, then he emphasizes the lack of it in v 12. This cannot be: v 17,40b. 

If the emphasis is Divine command (see vv 6, 25, 40), then he emphasizes personal opinion in v 12. If this be the case, the imperatives of vv 12-13 could be disobeyed without sin, as in vv 27b-28. 

If he emphasizes that the Lord personally spoke this, then he emphasizes the Lord’s silence on this matter of v 12. Either:

1.
The Lord said nothing of mixed marriages (they not in the scope of whatever the Lord said concerning marriage, and whatever he said cannot be applied to them - Bales, Not Under Bondage), or, 

2.
The Lord said nothing specifically of mixed marriages (as the specific is included in the general, he did say something that applies to mixed marriages, but he did not specifically address them) 

IF Paul is referring to Mt 19, it is true the Lord said nothing about Christians married to “unbelievers.” But, does that mean what he said cannot be applied to such marriages?

1.
Also said nothing specifically about inter-racial marriage...apply? about widows marrying...apply?

2.
Did what he said apply to virgins (vv. 25-28, “no comm. of the Lord”)? Does the “another woman” in Mt 19:9 (“marries another woman commits adultery”) only apply to widows or divorced women—not virgins?

3.
Jesus did not address such specifically, for that was not what was asked. Pharisees asked about what was “lawful” for Jews; what a “Christian” can do was not the question. In answer to their question, however, the Lord went back to the “beginning,” beyond the law of Moses, to the original and  universal law relative to marriage. 

WHY did Paul even refer to what the Lord said, as it certainly was not necessary to be authoritative? I don’t know, but remember he is responding to their letter, v 1. Did they make some reference to what Jesus said? 

“should...leave her husband”  

v. 10: “should not leave” - chOristhEnai - inf. aor. pass.

v. 11: “she does leave” - chOristhE - subj. aor. pass.

v. 11: “should...send...away” - aphienai - inf. pres. act. 

v. 12: “let him...send away” - aphietO - imper. pres. act.

v. 13: “let her...send away” - aphietO - imper. pres. act. 

On chOristhEnai, v 10: “First aorist passive infinitive (indirect command after paraggellw) of corizw…This passive infinitive is almost reflexive in force according to a constant tendency in the Koine (Robertson, Grammar, p.817).” RWP. [paraggellw, “I give instructions”]

“should” (NASB) - “Should is also used in all three persons to express duty or obligation (the equivalent of ought to)” AHD.

KJV, “Let not the wife depart from”

NKJV, “A wife is not to depart from”

ASV, “I give charge, yea not I, but the Lord, That the wife depart not”

NIV, “A wife must not separate from”

For the “ought” sense of “should,” see Mk 6:12; Ac 17:27,30 (many examples).

chorizO , corizw-
“let no man separate” Mt 19:6 

“let no man separate” Mk 10:9 

“wife should not leave her husband” 1 Co 7:10 

“but if she does leave” 1 Co 7:11 

“if the unbelieving one leaves, let him leave” 1 Co 7:15
Obviously refers to divorce, for they are “unmarried” when she leaves, v 11.

“...the law in Athens, and the same thing prevailed in Corinth, ‘allowed a man to divorce his wife without ceremony, simply by his act of sending her out of his house...’ If the husband did not agree to a divorce, the wife had to give her reasons before the archos, i.e., rulers. ‘...if both parties agreed upon a divorce no further proceedings were required: mutual consent was sufficient to dissolve a marriage.’ In Rome ‘either party might declare his or her consent to dissolve the connection. No judicial decree and no interference of any public authority was necessary to dissolve the marriage.’ If just one party renounced the marriage, it was customary for that party ‘to send a distinct notice or declaration of intention to the other party.’ ‘Not only the wife herself, but also her father, if she was under his power, might dissolve the marriage.’ (Peck, 529-530)” James Bales Not Under Bondage, p. 51  (“Peck” = Harry Thurston Peck, Harper’s Dict. of Classical Lit. and Antiquities, 1923)

“if she does leave” 
“if she depart” KJV 

“should she depart” ASV 

“if she is separated” KJII 

“if she does” RSV, NIV 

“Third class condition, undetermined. If, in spite of Christ’ clear prohibition, she get separated (ingressive passive subjunctive)...” RWP 

Cmpr: 1 Jn 2:1 - “if any man sin” 

“Third class condition with ean and second aorist (ingressive) active subjunctive...” RWP 

Gal 6:1 - “If a man be overtaken” 

“Condition of third class, first aorist passive subjunctive...” RWP 

“Since he employs ean de kai, the condition of expectancy, Paul expects cases such as this to occur...”

“Paul uses only the passive ‘be separated’ and does not intimate what may force a wife (or a husband) into such a separation from a Christian spouse.” Lenski 

“Third class condition is the probable future condition. It is expressed by ean [“if,” srf] with the subjunctive in the protasis and any form needed in the apodosis. It expresses that which is not really taking place but which probably will take place in the future.” Essentials of NT Greek, Summers, p. 109. 

Don Patton, in his article on this, refers to some scholars who contend it refers to a past action, “if she already has been separated.”
“let her remain” = pres. act. imper.

7:12-16 

Some contend that the instructions Paul writes here must be DIFFERENT from vv 10-11. But if he does not give liberty to those deserted by unbelievers the right to remarry (not under bondage”), he is saying nothing different from vv 10-11. Neither were to divorce their mate, but if they did find themselves divorced, neither were “under bondage” to fulfill the responsibilities of marriage, and neither could remarry.

“But to the rest say I, not the Lord” (I Cor. 7:10-12); the Lord did not speak of the marriage relationship between a believer and an unbeliever. If Matthew 19:3-9 is universal in application, then Paul’s answer to the second question would have been the same as his answer to the first. 

Homer Hailey, The Divorced and Remarried Who would Come to God, p. 58.

WHY must the instructions in vv 12-15 be different? He is answering questions they wrote to him in a letter. Evidently the particular situation of mixed marriages had been asked about. So, Paul addresses it separately and enlarges upon it, vv 14,16. Compare Lk 12:41. Did the Lord say something DIFFERENT to Peter in vv 42ff than he had said in 35-40, or did he merely expand upon it because he was asked specifically whether it applied to them? 

7:12 

“But to the rest” 

Paul has already addressed the “unmarried” (v 8) and the “married” (v 10). Who does this leave? People are either married or unmarried. Mixed marriages? If so, this would then imply that by “married” he meant “married believers.” 

Alternative:  He is reading their letter and responding to it (v 1). “But to the rest of the things about which you wrote...” (v 1. See also v 25.) IF this is a possibility, then rather than mixed marriages being a different group altogether, they might be included in the “married,” and he is simply addressing the particular issue among those married to unbelievers. But, if so, does he not say the same thing to them that he did to the married, i.e. don’t divorce, and if you are you are not under bondage to maintain marital obligations, and don’t remarry? Why not? See Lk 12:41. Did not Jesus say essentially same thing in context before and after, yet enlarging on Peter’s particular question in the latter section?   

Bales (Not Under Bondage) makes vv 10-11 refer to married believers (as versus “the rest,” i.e. mixed marriages), and says these are whom the Lord spoke of in Mt 19 (“not I, but the Lord”). Then vv 12-15 refers to believers married to unbelievers. So, there is nothing addressing unbelievers married to unbelievers. 

WHY would now address those in mixed marriages if included in vv 10-11? 

1.
He is responding to their letter. They asked specifically about it.

2.
Influence of Judaizers would raise this particular issue. (See  notes at v 14). 

Dad leaves message for boys, “You cannot go anywhere tonight.” He makes it clear to Mom that he wants them home tonight. Son comes in from school and asks Mom, “Can I go out tonight?” She answers, “Dad said, not I, you cannot go out tonight.” “But,” he responds, a friend asked me to go bowling with him. What about that?” Mom responds, “Dad didn’t say anything about that, but I’m telling you, you cannot go.” Q: Did Dad’s instructions include going bowling with a friend? Q: When Mom said, “Dad didn’t say anything about that,” did she mean to say that Dad said you couldn’t go out for any other reason - that what Dad said did not apply to being asked to go bowling? Or, did she mean that Dad didn’t address that specifically?   

So, even allowing “to the rest” to refer to those in mixed marriages (rather that the rest of their questions), it does not necessitate that “married” in v. 10 mean “married Christians.” “But to the rest,” i.e. those not specifically mentioned in the above instructions (though not excluded). Bales assumes that “rest” and “married” are mutually exclusive classes, that “married” cannot include “those in mixed marriages” though not specifically mentioned.

David Smitherman on 7:10-15

The following is David Smitherman’s material.

Vv. 10-11 But unto the married I give charge, yea not I, butthe Lord, That the wife depart not from her husband (but should she depart, let her remain unmarried, or else be reconciled to her husband); and that the husband leave not his wife.

What options are permitted? 

The wife is not to leave her husband but if she does she has only two options. The husband is likewise not to leave his wife. 

Question: But, what options does he have if he should leave his wife? 

Answer: It would also be to remain unmarried or be reconciled to his wife. This is also true in the scenarios in the following verses:

Vs. 12 The man with the unbelieving wife is not to leave her.

Question: But, what options does he have if he should leave his unbelieving wife? 

Answer: Would it not be also to remain unmarried or be reconciled to his wife.

Vs. 13 The woman with the unbelieving husband is not to leave him.

Question: But, what options does she have if she should leave her unbelieving husband?

Answer:  Would it not be also to remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband.

Question: If both believer and unbeliever are under the same marriage, divorce and remarriage laws, why does the believer married to the unbeliever have any different options than the two believers in vv. 10-11? If the believing husband has only two options if he should leave his unbelieving wife, why does he have different options if she should leave him?

Answer: He doesn’t. If they are all under the same m-d-r regulations it doesn’t matter what the significance is of “But to the rest say I, not the Lord...” or what is the meaning of “not under bondage”. If the same laws apply, all are limited to the same options and remarriage isn’t one of them.

Is “depart” divorce or separation? 

Question: Does “depart” refer to a separation? 

Answer: If it does, then it must have that same meaning in vs.15, as “chorizo” is used in all three verses and if “depart” means separation  there could be no remarriage in vs. 15 since there has been no divorce.

“Depart” (chorizo) must refer to divorce because (a) they are spoken of as “unmarried”, (b) this same word is used for divorce in Matt. 19:6 and  Mk. 10:9 (“put asunder”) and (c) “chorizo” is used synonymously with “leave not” (aphiomi), in vv.11b,12,13, which means “divorce”.

The meaning of adultery.  

Questions: Since “depart” refers to divorce, then when the wife departs from her husband has she not, according to this position, broken the covenant and committed “adultery”? If this is so, why isn’t remarriage mentioned as one of the options? 

Answer: It must be that the act of departing does not constitute “adultery.” If remarriage is not one of the options then it must of necessity mean that adultery was not committed when she departed because adultery is given as a reason for divorce and remarriage in Matt. 19:9; 5:32 and you would have Paul here disallowing what Christ permitted.

End of Smitherman’s material

--------------------------
7:14 

Judaizers were present in Corinth, as is evident from 2 Cor. Under the Jewish law a Jew must separate from a foreigner (e.g., Ezra, Neh). They might, then, tell these Gentiles who had become Christians that they must divorce their unbelieving spouses. But Paul assures them their mate is sanctified by virtue of the marriage and their children are not “unholy.” Note, supporting the possibility of Jewish influence, vv 18,19.   

7:15 

“leaves, let him leave”

“leaves” = ind. pres. pass.

“let him leave” = imper. pres. pass.

“One might regard chOrizetai and chOrisesthO as passives; but they are intended to be middle because the unbelieving husband separates himself...The two verbs are durative: ‘If he keeps himself separate, let him keep himself separate.’” Lenski.

“is not under bondage” 

ou (not) dedoulOtai (is..under bondage) perfect indicative passive (AGNT). “Perfect passive indicative of douloO, to enslave, has been enslaved, does not remain a slave.” RWP. 


As to the perfect tense, denoting a completed action with a present result, the question is when the action of being “not under bondage” was completed. Some say, the believer was not now and had never been under” (“Harvey Floyd and some others,” Not Under Bondage, p.84; Smitherman, notes) this bondage. However, Lenski says, “The perfect reaches back to the day when the unbelieving spouse entered upon the desertion and states that from that moment onward the believing spouse has not been held bound.” Thus, it is best to let context decide.

“Bondage” ( “married”, i.e. “not under bondage” ( “no longer married.” He has already said they are no longer married when he said, “if the unbelieving one leaves (chorizO), let him leave (chorizO).” When one “leaves” (chorizO), they are “UNmarried,” v. 11. To now say they are “no longer married” would be redundant.

The word “bondage” is different here from vv 27, 28, 39 and Rom 7:1-3. 

The context (vv 12-15) is talking about the obligation to “live with” the unbeliever. The believer should not seek to dissolve the marriage (“send away”), but “live with” the unbeliever. But, if the unbeliever dissolves the marriage by departing, he does not need to feel “held by constraint of law or necessity” (TH) to live with him (vv. 12-13), to keep them from leaving “ (v. 15a) in such cases.


“is not enslaved, so, namely, as still to remain bound in marriage to such a chOrizomenos.” Meyer.

Illus: “Son, don’t get rid of your car. But, if someone is stealing it, let them steal it; you are not to feel bound to keep it in such cases (e.g., stop a man with a gun…!).”

Remarriage is not discussed here. IF Mt 5 & 19 apply, they say that if the divorced woman marries another it is adultery. 
IF vv. 10-11 include these couples (“the married”), and the unbeliever departs, the remaining party is to “remain unmarried.” 


douloO - “to make a slave of, reduce to bondage...a. prop.:...Ac 7:6...2 Pt 2:19.b. metaph.:...GIVE MYSELF WHOLLY TO ONE’S NEEDS AND SERVICE [caps mine, srf], make myself bondman to him, 1 Co 9:19...to be made subject to the rule of some one...Ro 6:18,22...Gal 4:3...wholly given up to, Tit 2:3...to be under bondage, held by constraint of law or necessity, in some matter, 1 Co 7:15.”* TH. 

I used to explain this to mean the believer is not under bondage in the sense of bondage “to give herself wholly to the needs and service” of her mate, i.e. as in vv 1-5. While this is true, it is the more remote context. The nearer context favors the explanation above: not under bondage to “live with him,” to keep the unbeliever from leaving.

Can a person be “bound by law” to someone without “serving” them? Yes - a runaway slave, e.g. Onesimus.

“but God has called us to peace”
“‘A believer in such circumstances is not ensalved, nay, surely...it is in peace that God has called us,’ so that this our calling forbids such a living together as would be unpeaceful through constraint.” Meyer.

7:17
The commentators make “as the Lord as assigned to one” refer to his marital state. And several say this is “assigned” in the sense that it is the Lord’s providence. Moreover, considering the parallel verses, vv. 20,24, Paul is saying stay in that state.

Several problems with this interpretation however:

1. Lord’s providence that one

a. Deserted? v. 15

b. Unmarried? v. 11

2. Did NOT have to stay 

a. Unmarried, v. 9

b. A slave, v. 21

c. Uncircumcised, Ac 16:3

Suggestion: “as” an adv. of manner: “in this manner” (“so” ASV, KJV) let him walk. Whether married (v. 10), unmarried (v. 11), or married to an unbeliever (v. 12f), “walk” “in the manner” that befits his being “called” by God through the gospel (v. 22; 1 Co 1:9; Rom 8:28-30; 9:24; 2 Th 2:14; 2 Tim 1:9; Heb. 3:1).Live in accordance with the responsibilities “assigned” by God to a Christian, regardless of his physical (circumcision), social (slave), or marital state. “Keeping of the commandments of God,” v. 19b, is what is important (“Only,” v. 17,  NASB, ASV; “But,” KJV) and is what is necessary to “remain in that calling,” v. 20, or “remain with God,” v. 24.

Problems with this suggestion...?

1. “assigned” (merizO) refer to responsibilities?


“b. …to bestow, impart” TH. 

Used of gifts of grace God gave, Ro 12:3; of territory God assigned, 2 Co 10:13, and of a tithe, Heb 7:2 (another meaning is “divided,” but has no bearing here) merizO from meros, but related to meris - VN, under “differ”; TH under meris says (see meros). “Mary has chosen the good part (meris)” Lk 10:42

2.
No commentators take this position.

Note: Paul expands from marriage to circumcision and slavery in vv. 17-24. Remember the efforts to undermine Paul by twisting what he was teaching. He was NOT teaching men needed to change their circumcision (i.e., per his teaching in Galatians or Romans and the Jer. meeting), or slavery status (i.e., per his counsel to Onesimus), NOR that men needed to sever their marriages, etc. And this is what he taught in ALL the churches (not one thing in one, and something else in another, as his detractors might represent).

7:25 

“I have no command of the Lord, but I give an opinion” 

This cannot refer to lack of inspiration. See vs. 17b, 40b, 14:37. 

Compare notes above on vv 10,12. 

vv.25 and 40 is inspired counsel. “Opinion” may connote the wrong thing if we think of “1.a belief not based on absolute certainty or positive knowledge but on what seems true, valid, or probable to one’s one mind.” Closer is the definition,”3. the formal judgment of an expert on a matter in which his advice is sought.” (Both definitions from Webster’s New World Dictionary,1982.) The word for “opinion”is gnomE and means “1.the faculty of knowing, mind,reason. 2. that which is thought or known...bb. by others, judgment, advice...1 Co.7:25 [40]; 2 Co. 8:10.” Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament. 

“Knowledge”is gnosis. They were given the liberty to choose the other alternative, vs.28, but NOT because the counsel was purely human and “not based on absolute certainty or positive knowledge.” Unquestionably - by those who respect inspiration it was “good for a man to remain as he was.” “But,if you should marry, you have not sinned...Yet such will have trouble in this life...” vs. 28. 

7:27-28

“Are you bound” dedesai - 2nd, sing. perf. ind. pass. - deO
“to be released” lusin - acc. sing. - lusis
“Are you released” lelusai 2nd. sing. perf. ind. pass. - luO
“Are you released”
“Art thou loosed” KJV, ASV, NKJV

“Loosed” does NOT equal “divorced.” To make it mean any divorced (“loosed”) person can remarry without sin (v 28) is to contradict:

a.
vv. 10-11 - “unmarried” NOT free to marry, whereas the “loosed” person is, v 28.

b.
Mat 5:32; 19:9

c.
Rom 7:1-3 - remarried, but NOT loosed from the law in ref. to 1st husb.

Compare vv. 8-9. “To the unmarried and widows” Paul says “let them marry, for it is better to marry than to burn.” But, is this not a qualified permission...? 

a.
v. 11, unmarried must “remain unmarried”

b.
v. 39, widows must marry “only in the Lord”

“Released,”  NASB, may connote that one was bound, but the original word does NOT. 

a.
“Bachelors as well as widowers are included in lelusai...” RWP. “are you free from a wife, i.e.not bound to a wife? 1 Cor 7:27 (a previous state of being ‘bound’ need not be assumed...)..” A&G. 

b.
Mt 16:19, “whatever you shall loose (lusEs, subj., aor. act - luO) on earth shall be loosed (lelumenon, perf. pass, part. - luO)...” 

c.
Better as KJV, ASV, NKJV - “loosed.” 

Cmpr Frost-Moyer debate, p. 54.

NIV - “Are you married? Do not seek a divorce. Are you unmarried?...” Interpretation instead of translation. NOT the words used throughout N.T. for “married” and “divorced,” and the same writer in another passage used “bound” in such a way as to distinguish it from marriage...Rom 7:1-3. Even in v 28 the word for marry, gameO, is different from the word for “bound” in v 27, deO. “Loosed” > luO. apoluO (loose from) used of divorce in Mat 5:31,32; 19:3f; etc. luO never used of divorce in NT.

7:29-31

“the time is shortened”

1. End of time - Barclay

2. Time of Roman oppression - Zerr

3. Human life - Calvin (RWP); Macknight

4. Opportunity due to second coming - RWP

Consider v 26: the time = time of distress?

But, if so, does it make sense logically? “The time of distress is shortened, so that from now on those who have wives should be as though they had none...”? If distress shortened, then what is the logical connection of the need to regard fleshly ties loosely? “Because the distress is nearly over, regard fleshly ties loosely...”?

How about, the time before the distress is shortened? But, again, should they hold these ties loosely before or in such distress? Also, note “for...” v 31.

Consider v 31 - the time = time of the form of the world which is passing away?

But, not end of time, 2 Th 2:1ff; 1 Th 5:1-2. For each individual form of the world passes away with his/her lifetime. Now this would be a reason not to be so tied to worldly enjoyments. This harmonizes with other scriptures. Context? The Corinthians may view Paul’s instructions and suggestions too demanding, because of the importance they attach to marital needs and obligations. But, they are urged not to lose sight of the relative value of life’s relationships and enjoyments in view of their transient nature.

“has been shortened” (“is short” KJV; “is shortened” ASV) 1. “Perfect periphrastic passive indicative” RWP

Participle, perfect, passive - AGNT, Baker

2. See Davis, p. 152. Perfect = action in a completed state or condition. In the indicative, the present result of a past action.(Note, however, that AGNT makes it a participle rather than in the indicative.) Cmpr also Dana & Mantey, p. 202, “intensive perfect” - when special emphasis given to the results of an action (rather than the past that brought it to be); “strong way of saying that a thing is”

“so that”

1. “hina has the notion of result rather than purpose” RWP

2. “...it is an elliptical substitute for the imperative that expresses what is commanded without the use of a verb that denotes a command, B-D. 387,3; R.994: `Henceforth let even those that have wives be,’ etc.” Lenski

“both” (ASV,KJV) = kai: “both those that have wives”

1. “The first kai = `even’ and singles out those who have wives while the other kai are ordinary connectives.” Lenski

2. Eng. Greek, NKJV = “even”

3. “`Both’ in old English was used for more than two.” RWP on Ac 19:16 (A different Gk word there, however, srf)

4.  NASB omits from translation: “so that from now on those who have wives...” 

“fashion” = schEma
1. “Schema is the habitus, the outward appearance, old word, in NT only here and Phil 2:7f.” RWP

2. “in 1 Cor 7:31 signifying that which comprises the manner of life, actions, etc. of humanity in general” VN

3. “bearing, manner, deportment, cf. Lat `habitus’...2. of things...this world in its present form is passing away 1 Cor 7:31” A&G

4. “(tacitly opp. to the material or substance)” TH

5. “What does Paul really say? Marriage, tears, joys, purchases, the whole world of earthly things - we Christians may have all of them, use all of them, experience all of them - how? for what they are, as belonging to the schEma or form of this present world. What Paul says is true: as soon as we go beyond this limit and permit any or all of these to interfere with our spiritual life and our relation to the life to come, a false exousia (6:12b) or power reaches into our lives and begins to ruin them. Compare Luke 12:18-20.” Lenski

“is passing away”

1. “Paragei (old word) means `passes along’ like a moving panorama (movie show!).” RWP

2. “The word `fashion’ here is probably taken from the shifting scenes of the drama; where, when the scene changes, the imposing and splendid pageantry passes off.  The form, the fashion of the world is like a splendid, gilded pageant.  It is unreal and illusive. It continues but a little time; and soon the scene changes, and the fashion that allured and enticed us now passes away, and we pass to other scenes...” Barnes. Barnes continues with the changing stage and company of actors and quotes the poem, “All the world’s a stage...”.

Life is short. It is compared to a flower that opens its blooms but for a season, and like a shadow, it departs with the descending of the sun, Job 14:1.  Man at one time lived to be 500,600, even 900 years old, but now “the days of our life, they contain seventy years, or if due to strength, eighty years,” Ps 90:10.  “You are just a vapor that appears for a little while and then vanishes away.” Jas 4:14. “The time is shortened” - so stated the apostle in the midst of instructions relative to marital ties and obligations. These ties  and obligations may have seemed to the Corinthians as all-important and Paul’s suggestions too demanding - but, they are urged not to lose sight of the relative value of earthly pursuits due to their short-lasting enjoyment and benefit.  Then follow five statements inferring that earthly ties should be held loosely so as not to interfere with duties and relationship to God.

I. ALL FLESHLY TIES TO BE DISSOLVED

   “those who have wives should be as though they had none”

1. History testifies to the severance of these dear relationships.

We see Abraham mourn the death of his wife of over 50 years, Gen 23:2. We behold Joseph weeping upon the face of his aged father, Gen 49:33-50:1. 

2. And it makes no difference how near the tie may be, how much we may want to cling to it. 

Lk 7:12 - here is a widow, having already suffered the loss of her husband and how she loses her only son. Death is no respector of age, status, relationship, or goals. Eccl 9:2.

3. Observation continually reminds us that death’s onward march has not been halted by time, scientific advancements, technology.

   Witness the funeral homes, graveyards, obituary columns.

4. God warns of death’s certainty: “you are dust, and to dust you shall return.” Gen 3:19

5. WE, OUR marital ties, family ties, social ties, are no exception. It is simply a matter of time.

6. Let us “fix” our hearts to serve God regardless of the fleshy ties, Lk 14:26.

II. LOOK BEYOND THE SORROWS OF LIFE

“those who weep, as though they did not weep”

1. Each one of us seems to think our sorrows are unique - no one else has had to bear a load like ours....Consider:

Q: Ever faced the whole world with seven other people? (Heb 11:7) Q: Ever asked to leave your home and live in tents the rest of

   your life? (Heb 11:9)

Q: Ever required of you to burn up someone you love? (Heb 11:17)

Q: Ever faced with a decision of life of pleasure and ease as opposed to life of unfair treatment, heartbreak, and terrible responsibility? (Heb 11:25)

Q: Ever deserted by nearly every loved one, illegally arrested, spit on, blindfolded and slapped in the face, mocked, have a crown of thorns pressed into your brow, stripped of clothes and nailed to a cross - trying to save the very people who are doing this to you??? (Heb 12:1-2)

You can read about people who DID: Heb 11, 12, Noah...Abraham... Moses...Jesus. WHY?? They BELIEVED GOD “A REWARDER OF THOSE WHO SEEK HIM.” Heb 11:6

2. Hear the apostle Paul as  his mind and heart are guided by the Holy Spirit: 2 Cor 4:16-5:1

   Look beyond the sorrows of this life!

III. PROSPEROUS TIMES LAST ONLY BRIEFLY 

“those who rejoice, as though they did not rejoice”

1. God intended for us to enjoy the world and its rightful pleasures, Eccl 9:7-9. The apostle Paul told even the heathens in Lystra that God “gave you rains from heaven and fruitful seasons, satisfying your hearts with food and gladness.” Ac 14:17.

2. BUT -

   a. Don’t forget God - Dt 6:10-13

b. Remember ALL is vanity, fleeting. We will die and stand in judgment, Eccl 11:9-10.

IV. BE NOT CONCERNED FOR TITLE TO THINGS

“those who buy, as though they did not possess”

1. Man has only so many “needs,” and only so much ability, energy and time to enjoy that which is above needs - after that possessions can only be “had,” not used. Eccl 5:10-12.

2. ALL possessions will be forfeited - not one can be taken with you. 

Job expressed it thus: “Naked I came from my mother’s womb, and naked I shall return there.” Job 1:21.  The Holy Spirit instructed Timothy, “we have brought nothing into this world, so we cannot take anything out of it either. And if we have good and covering, with these we shall be content.” 1 Tim 6:7-8.

3. Life does not consist in our possessions, Lk 12:15.

There is more to life than “things,” and when we die, “who will own what you have prepared?” We won’t, and if our life has been given to material possessions, we will be immediately, absolutely, and eternally BANKRUPT (no more earthly possessions, and “not rich toward God”)!

V. USE THE WORLD RIGHTLY

“those who use the world, as though they did not make full use of it”

1. To “make full use of it” is to “abuse” it (KJV), i.e. to make the world our devotion, to give ourselves over to its enjoyments and functions.

2. Here is where “soberness,” “self-control” (ftnt), restraint, must exemplify itself in children of light, 1 Thess 4-6. God’s grace teaches us to live “sensibly, righteously, and godly in the present age, looking for...” Tit 2:11-13.

3. Filling our cup of opportunity with worldly pursuits leaves no empty place for the important. Mk 4:19.

WHY? - Why are the earthly ties to be held loosely?  Ans.: “for the form of this world is passing away.” v 31. It is splendid, it is lovely, it is enjoyable - as long as it lasts.  But it is soon over and time for the next show.  Now we are busy with one set of actors and the scenes in which they are set.  Soon they are gone and succeeded by the next company of actors and new scenes - only to soon be succeeded by another.

      “All the world’s a stage.

      And all the men and women merely players.

      They have their exits and their entrances,

      And one man in his time plays many parts.”

“The time is shortened!” Our scene will quickly be over. We MUST learn to “SHELVE THE URGENT TO DO THE IMPORTANT.”  Christians involve themselves in activities that seem urgent - that must be done now - our marriages...our social engagements...our jobs...our business ventures...our houses and lands...BUT, when viewed in the light of our text - the time is shortened...the form of this world is passing away - then, and only then, will these things begin to take their rightful secondary place in our lives and we will begin to SHELVE THE URGENT TO DO THE IMPORTANT. Ps 90:12; Eph 5:16.

      “Swiftly we’re turning life’s daily pages

       Swiftly the hours are changing to years

       How are we using God’s golden moments?

       Shall we reap glory? Shall we reap tears?” - Tillet S. Tedlie
7:34

“and his interests are divided. And the woman who is unmarried, and the virgin, is concerned about the things of the Lord, …” NASB. (similar, asv, niv, nrsv)

“There is a difference between a wife and a virgin. The unmarried woman cares about the things of the Lord, …” NKJV. (similar, kjv)
“But the text here is very uncertain, almost hopelessly so. Westcott and Hort put kai memeristai [“There is a difference” kjv; “and are divided” nasb] in verse 33 and begin a new sentence with kai h gunh [“and the woman”] and add h agamov [“unmarried”] after h gunh, meaning "the widow and the virgin [nasb, “the woman who is unmarried, and the virgin”] each is anxious for the things of the Lord” like the unmarried man (o agamov, bachelor or widow) in verse 32. Possibly so, but the MSS. vary greatly at every point. At any rate Paul's point is that the married woman is more disposed to care for the things of the world.” RWP

The way the kjv and nkjv translate, the “unmarried woman” is the virgin. The way the nasb and other versions translate, the “unmarried” woman is someone in addition to the virgin, e.g., divorced (v. 11), or widowed (v. 8-?). The point is the same either way. The kjv and nkjv better accord with the idea that he introduced the sections on virgins at v. 25 and continues in that vein.
7:36-38

“Marriage was regularly preceded by betrothal; but such an engagement was not the plighted troth of mutual love between a man and a maiden, but an arrangement between the parents of the young people, or between the girl’s parents and the prospective husband. The betrothal was regarded as a serous obligation, but was never viewed by the Greek or Roman in so solemn a light as by the Jew. The marriage was supposed to be arranged by the parents of the contracting parties, though the consent of the latter was regarded as highly desirable, and was usually sought. But such a thing as spontaneous love and courtship were all but unknown—or at least were unknown as a necessary preparation for happy marriage.” H. E. Dana, The New Testament World (Broadman Press, 1937), p. 207.

“toward his virgin daughter”
GLT, “toward his virginity”

“The Greek term parqenov signifies maiden or virgin, and Paul uses the feminine article and thereby excludes all reference to a bachelor.” Lenski

Clarke holds that parqenov can mean state of virginity and says Locke and Whitby also hold to this. However, he gives no evidence of this other than the context, and does not deal with the feminine article Lenski mentions.

thn {T-ASF} paryenon {N-ASF} autou {P-GSM} = the virgin of him. “ASF” = accusative, singular, feminine.

NIV, “toward the virgin he is engaged to”; NRSV, “toward his fiancée”

There is no word for the italicized “daughter” as in NASB, ASV, though that is an allowable thought. 

KJV, NKJV have, “his virgin.”

NASB, ASV have “daughter” in italics. 

This which accords with the custom of a man giving his daughter in marriage (see quote above). In v. 38, WH text has gamizwn {V-PAP-NSM}, while TR text has ekgamizwn {V-PAP-NSM}. ekgamizw is a variant form of gamizwn, so the difference in the MSS would not determine meaning. Lenski says, “This verb invariably means, ‘to give in marriage’ and never to marry.” The other three uses in the NT seem to support that idea:  Mt. 22;30; 24:38; Lk. 17:37. However, both TH & A&G include to “marry” in their definitions. TH defines, “to give away…in marriage…to marry, to be given in marriage” and A&G defines, “marry, give in marriage…be married, be given in marriage.””Vbs. with this ending are generally causative (‘to give in marriage’), but the word may also mean ‘to marry.’ ‘to enter into marriage’ (MM; Weiss; Lietzmann).” The Linguistic & Exegetical Key to the Greek NT.
7:39

“Bound” defined by contrast: vs. “free to be married to whom she wishes.”

“in the Lord” – either a person in the Lord, i.e., a Christian, or an action in the Lord, e.g., could not marry the man put away by the woman of v. 11. (Also see Mt. 5, 19.)

7:40 

“in my opinion” 

See notes, v 25. 

“and I think that I also have the Spirit of God.” 

“Understate”-”2:to state with restraint for greater effect” Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, 1970. Compare v.26, 4:9.See also Acts 5:36, “claiming to be somebody” (a leader worthy to be followed!); Heb 13:17, “for this would be unprofitable for you” (disastrous!); Lk 17:9, KJV, “I trow not” (Indeed he will not!).

See 7:17b; 14:37,38.

Chapter 8

Chapters eight through ten revolve around one subject — eating of meats offered to idols. Compare 8:1, 7-13, 10:14,19-21, 25-31.
Ch. 8: Do not destroy your brother with your liberty

Suggestion: chapter eight contains dialogue. (See lesson on chapter 6:12-20.) Study it in this light, attributing the appropriate phrases to the respective speakers. A suggested breakdown follows:
Corinthians: 8:1b – “We know that we all have knowledge.”

Paul: 8:1c-3 – “Knowledge makes arrogant, but love edifies. If anyone supposes that he knows anything, he has not yet known as he ought to know; but if anyone loves God, he is known by Him.”
Corinthians: 4b-6 – “Therefore concerning the eating of things sacrificed to idols, we know that there is no such thing as an idol in the world, and that there is no God but one. For even if there are so-called gods whether in heaven or on earth, as indeed there are many gods and many lords, yet for us there is but one God, the Father, from whom are all things, and we exist for Him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we exist through Him.” 
Paul: 8:7 – “However not all men have this knowledge; but some, being accustomed to the idol until now, eat food as if it were sacrificed to an idol; and their conscience being weak is defiled.”
Corinthians: 8:8 – “But food will not commend us to God; we are neither the worse if we do not eat, nor the better if we do eat.”
Paul: 8:9ff  - “But take care lest this liberty of yours somehow become a stumbling block to the weak….”

Highlight (or list) the word “know” and its cognates throughout chapter eight. If you have source material (e.g., Bible Dictionary), read about “Gnosticism.”

Pride of knowledge
· False pride – Knowledge of God without love does not bring into fellowship with God (“known by Him”), vv. 1b-3.

· Blinding pride – Knowledge without love makes one blind to others’ weaknesses, vv. 4-7.

· Selfish pride – Knowledge without love can destroy a brother, vv. 8-13.

Three principles in the chapter:

· What is safe for one is not necessarily safe for another.

We must, then, in considering whether we will or will not do a thing, consider its effect on another. Apply to courting, dress, drinking, etc.

· Whether one ought to engage in something ought to be determined, not merely from the standpoint of knowledge, but also from the viewpoint of love.

Superior intellectual ability and acquisition of knowledge not tempered by love make a man arrogant, inconsiderate, and unsympathetic. Apply to long hair, pant suits, coat and ties, etc.

· No man has the right to indulge a pleasure or demand a liberty that would ruin another.

Our “liberty” is circumscribed by the other’s welfare. When an action would destroy another, it is no longer a “liberty.” 

8:9

“Stumblingblock” (vv. 9,13) in context refers to something that results in the “ruin” (nasb) or “perishing” (nkjv) or destruction of a brother “for whose sake Christ died.” It is NOT simply that one is unhappy or displeased with some personal preference or with an appropriate reproof (not “offended” in this sense).

Verse 9 summarizes the admonition of this chapter, “But take care lest this liberty of yours somehow become a stumblingblock to the weak.” This verse also shows the propriety of alternately entitling this section, “Christian Liberties.”

8:10

“will not his conscience, if he is weak, be strengthened to eat things sacrificed to idols?”
The conscience either “accuses” or “excuses” one’s conduct, Rom. 2:15, thereby hindering the violation of what one conceives as a standard of right and promoting obedience to the same, Jn. 8:9 (kjv), Rom. 13:5. It is not the norm, but acts according to the information it has, Ac. 23:1; 26:9.

A “strong” conscience then, would be one that has the power to accomplish its purpose: prohibiting what one conceives to be sin and encouraging what once conceives to obligatory. A “weak” conscience would be one that had difficulty in accomplishing that end. A man’s knowledge maybe imperfect and he have a “strong” conscience, Ac. 23:1. Vice versa, a man’s knowledge may be perfect, yet his conscience be “weak,” Mt. 26:57-75. Thus, a “strong” or “weak” conscience is not dependant upon one’s knowledge. While it may be true that some in Corinth held the knowledge of the “nothingness” of idols rather weakly (i.e. not as clear) compared with others, v. 7a, the point is that their “conscience being weak,” v. 7c, would not have the power to restrain them from doing something that in their minds would be honoring an idol.

When such a man violated his conscience by eating things sacrificed to idols because he saw you doing so, it would not “strengthen” his conscience – it would in fact serve to ruin it by ignoring it’s warnings! In fact, Paul himself says it is a “wounding of their conscience,” v. 12. Therefore, “strengthened” cannot be literal. Antiphrases serves to explain the use of this word here—“strengthened” is used for its ironic effect to emphasize the wrong done to a brother by the loveless action by those with “knowledge” who ignores his brother’s conscience. 

“The figure is so called, because a word or phrase is used in a sense opposite to its original and proper signification; the figure is thus one of change: the name of a thing or subject being changed to the opposite, in order to emphasize some important fact or circumstance, as when a court of justice was once called ‘a court of vengeance.’ Bullinger, p. 691

antiphrasis - “the usually ironic or humorous use of words in senses opposite to the generally accepted meanings (as in “this giant of 3 feet 4 inches”)” M-W 11th Coll. Dict., 2003, CD

“The expression is a very bold paronomasia. This ‘edification of ruin’ would be all the more likely to ensue because self interest would plead powerfully in the same direction. A little compromise and complicity, a little suppression of opinion and avoidance of antagonism to things evil, a little immoral acquiescence, would have gone very far in those days to save Christians from incessant persecution. Yet no Christian could be ‘edified’ into a more dangerous course than that of defying and defiling his own tender conscience.” Pulpit Comm.

Paranomasia – “Etymology: Latin, from Greek, from paronomazein to call with a slight change of name, from para- + onoma name … : a play on words  : PUN” M-W Collegiate.com

Bullinger defines paranomasia differently. His definition involves two words that sound alike. But Pulpit evidently uses the term as modern dictionaries (above) define it.

Chapter 9

9:1-15.

Context: ch’s 8...10: Willingness to give up “rights” for the spiritual good of others, esp. here, the eating of meats that had been offered to idols. He had made a bold statement in 8:13. Easy to say.  WOULD he?  Would he make such personal sacrifice for the good of others?  HE DID! - chapter 9: He shows that, for their good, He voluntarily gave up his right to the support of the Corinthian church when working there, and expands to other sacrifices he willingly made for the salvation of others, and why he was willing to do so. He thus shows himself an example of the very thing he asks of them, and gives evidence in “defense” his claim in 8:13. 

In vv. 4-14 he establishes clearly his “right” (vv 4,5,6,12,18) to this support. (Instead of “right,” KJV uses “power.”) 

9:1-2

Four questions:

1. “Am I not free?” 

Did they argue they were “free” and should not be enslaved to another man’s conscience? (9:19; 10:29) Or does Paul refer to the customary view of their society to highlight his “right” that he gave up for others?

Accor. to Barclay, a “free” Greek citizen who was a teacher worthy and capable would never think of doing manual labor. Enemies of Socrates and Plato implied their teaching was worth nothing because they took no money for their teaching.

Macknight and others indicate a “free” man does not work for nothing…he has wages coming. Why then would Paul work for nothing?

2. “Am I not an apostle?”

3. “Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?” (supports question #2)
4. Are you not my work in the Lord?” (a proof by personal appeal to his readers)
9:3

“My defense to those who examine me is this:”

Evidently some would “examine” Paul in reference to his claim, 8:13. Did they accuse Paul of not be willing to practice what he preached? (Compare 11;16; 2 Co. 1:5f; 10:10; etc.). In any case, he now uses himself as an example of being willing to give up “rights” for the sake of others.  

“this” – houtos
Whether “this” refers to what precedes or what follows is evidently not a grammatical question. Lenski makes it what follows. Meyer makes it what precedes. RWP says it refers “to what precedes and to what follows” Must be determined contextually.

9:4

“have a right to eat and drink”

“Right” - i.e., to be supported to “eat & drink” - context

“Eat & drink”

While not necessarily of abundance, it certainly is NOT necessarily indicative of the bare necessities: Lk 7:33-34, 12:19,45. Contextually determined.

Here, by synecdoche, of the normal provisions for daily life. 

9:5

“have a right to take along a believing wife”

“Take along” (KJV, “lead about”) = periagO - “1…take someone about or along with oneself, have someone with oneself (constantly) or accompany oneself” A&G

Does not say to “have” a wife, as in some other places, e.g.,  Mk 6:18, Jn 4:18, Ro 7:2, but to “take along.” See the idea of  travel in the word:

Mt 4:23, “And Jesus was going about in all Galilee”

9:35, “And Jesus was going about all the cities & villages”

  23:15, “you travel about on sea and land”

Mk 6:6,  “He was going around the villages teaching”

Ac 13:11, “he went about seeking those who would lead him by the hand”

1 Co 9:5, “have a right to take along a believing wife” 

* These six times all the occurrences in the NT.

“Right” - to be supported while traveling with a wife in his work in the gospel - context.

Thus, “right” for churches to provide traveling expenses for preacher & wife. (Especially would this be profitable if his work involved much travel as did Paul’s. 1 Co 7:5)

Exam’s:  1000 mi (one-way) trip

Auto expense .0405 x 2000 = $810.00 (Gov’t allow) 

Eating 31.00 day x 4 = $124.00 (Gov’t allow) 

Motel  60.00 day x 2 = $120.00 

 $1054.00 *NOT counting wife.

9:6

“right to refrain from working”

(KJV - “power to forbear working”) (“forbear” = refrain from)

(NIV - “Or is it only I and Barnabas who must work for a living?” A paraphrase. Completely ignores the negative, mE, in the  text.)

I.e., refrain from secular work to support self while preaching the gospel - context. Highlights that ALL these statements must be view in context.
GOD’S PLAN that gospel preachers devoting their time to the  work of Christ be paid enough they not have to do secular work to support their families. 

Why?

· “In return for their service” Num 18:21. “Wages” 2 Co 11:8 - NOT “alms.” They EARN it. “The laborer is worthy of his support” - Mt 10:9-10.

· So the “house of God” is not forsaken - Neh 13:10-11.

9:7-13

SIX COMPARISONS

First three based on human judgment; Last three on the Law – v. 8

1. Soldier – v. 7 

· Roman army 

“As to support, the salary of a private soldier was about forty dollars a year, which, in comparison with remuneration in other vocations of the time and considering other items of support which he received, was a reasonable wage. The food rationed out to the private soldiers was very plain and of small variety. We consider it true, however, that the Roman soldier was adequately supported, though certainly what he received was never extravagant.” H. E. Dana. The New Testament World. Nashville, Tenn: Broadman Press, pp. 168-169

· Our army (“accor. to human judgment,” v. 8; “as a man,” KJV) 

Wages

Housing

Weapons

Medical

Retirement

Etc

· Preacher - ?

House

Car expense

Medical

Retirement

Etc

> Matter of judgment. Point is: RIGHT. (Authorized)

2. Vineyard keeper – v. 7

3. Shepherd – v. 7 

Dt 32:14; Prov 27:27; “The wages of shepherds in the East consists to this day in a share of the milk.” Meyer

4. Ox – v. 9 (Dt 25:4)

5. Farmer – v. 10 (A conclusion from OT about the ox, v. 9)

6. Priest – v. 13 

Num 18:

· Portion of the grain, sin, guilt offerings

· Portion of peace offerings

· Hides of sacrificial animals, Lev 7:8

· Firstfruits of field

· Devoted things

· Firstborn

· Tithes

Did not Paul refuse Corinth’s support? Yes. But it was because of spiritual PROBLEMS there. It was NOT to their credit. 2 Cor 11:7-12, 20-21. IN VIEW OF THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, Paul “did not use this right...that we may cause no hindrance to the gospel of Christ.” 1 Co 9:12,15. The circumstances that existed in Corinth do not exist here. And that is to the credit of the brethren here. May it ever be so.

NOTE: Paul wrote defending his RIGHT to support yet said, “I am not writing these things that it may be done so in my case” (v 12). So it is in teaching this lesson: not intended to be an appeal.

We are indebted to and thankful for devoted teachers and preachers of the past, and for those who had the knowledge, courage, ability, and graciousness to support them!

9:13

Support of the priests:

19. Of the meal offerings, a handful was to be taken and burned upon the alter, the rest was the priests’. (For the males.) Lev:6:14-18; 2:2-3, 9-10; 5:13; 7:9-10.

a. Compare Lev. 5:11

Tenth part of ephah = about 2 quarts according to smaller sources (see “Weights & Measures” in subject notebook)  Also Num. 15:4

b. Compare Num. 15:6

c. Compare Num. 15:9

20. Of the burnt-offerings, the skin was given to the priests. Lev. 7:8

21. The flesh of the sin-offerings & trespass offerings was the priests’, except those sin-offerings where the blood was brought into the tent of meeting.  (For the males.)  Lev. 6:26, 29-30; 7:6,7

22. Of the peace-offerings:

a. One cake out of “each oblation” (ASV) (“whole oblation” (KJV), for priests.  Either one of each kind of cake offered or one cake from whole oblation each time offered.  Lev. 7:11-14.  (For sons and daughters, Num. 18:11.)

3 different kinds: 

· unleavened cakes

· unleavened wafers

· leavened cakes

b. Breast and right thigh (shoulder) priests. Lev. 7:28-34

23. Firstfruits of harvests - Num. 18:12-13. See Lev. 23:4-21

24. Every “devoted” thing - Num. 18:14. See Lev. 27:28

25. Every firstborn - Num. 18:15-19

26. All the tithe - Num. 18:21-24

27. Note in Num. 26:

a. v. 51 - 601,730 - 20 years old up able to go to war (v 2)

b. v. 62 - 23,000 priests

c. 26 Israelites to every priest.  If each man tithed $1.00 (meaning he had income of $10.00) the total would be $601,730.  Each priest would get $26.00 - 2 1/2 times the amount of each Israelite!

K&D

“The revenue itself, however, which the Lord assigned to the Levites and priests, as His servants, consisting of the tenths and first-fruits, as well as certain portions of the different sacrificial gifts that were offered to Him, appears to have been a very considerable one, especially if we adopt the computation of J. D. Michaelis (Mos. Recht. i. §52) with reference to the tithes. 

“’A tribe,’ he says, ‘which had only 22,000 males in it (23,000 afterwards), and therefore could hardly have numbered more than 12,000 grown-up men, received the tithes of 600,000 Israelites; consequently one single Levite, without the slightest necessity for sowing, and without any of the expenses of agriculture, reaped or received from the produce of the flocks and herds as much as five of the other Israelites.’ But this leaves out of sight the fact that tithes are never paid so exactly as this, and that no doubt there was as little conscientiousness in the matter then as there is at the present day, when those who are entitled to receive a tenth often receive even less than a twentieth. Moreover, the revenue of the tribe, which the Lord had chosen as His own peculiar possession, was not intended to be a miserable and beggarly one; but it was hardly equal, at any time, to the revenues which the priestly castes of other nations derived from their endowments.” (bold mine, srf)
28. See notes on : “Priests’ support.” Also: “tithes” - what used for.

29. See 2 Chron. 35:7-9; 31:2-20; Amos 4:4-5; Mal. 3:8-10; 2 Chron. 30:24.  Sacrificial animals supplied partly from tithes?

30. 2 Chron. 31:4 - “4that they might give themselves to the law of Jehovah” - ASV ftnt: “4Heb. be strong in” Compare Neh. 13:10-11; 2 Tim 2:4


31. The “Lord’s money”:

a. Num. 18:8, 12, 13, 15, 19, 20; 18:21, 24 with Lev. 27:30, 32

b. Mal. 3:8-9

c. Neh. 10:32-39 … 13:10-14 “forsake the house of God”

d. Phil. 4:18

32. Plentiful amount:

a. See calculations, pt. #9 under 1 Cor. 9:13 on tithes.

b. 2 Chron. 31:4...10

c. Neh 13:10-11

d. Phil. 4:18

33. Glad to have them & support them: Neh. 12:44

34. Why preach on - 2 Cor. 12:19

9:14

“In the same manner” Wuest

“(On the same principle)” - Amp. Ver

“In the same way” RSV

“In a similar way” MLB

“did the Lord ordain that they that proclaim...”

“the Lord directed those who  proclaim...”  NASB

“commanded those preaching the gospel” Lange

“ordain” = diatassO
“order, direct, command in act. and mid. 1 Cor 9:14 “arrange Ac 20:13 “ordered through angels...Gal 3:19” Gingrich. “to arrange, appoint, ordain, prescribe, give order” TH

9:24-27

Paul uses two analogies in 9:24-27. 

35. One analogy is that of a race, and the other of bosing.

36. The point with these analogies is that, just as winning is worth all sacrifice to the athlete, so the sacrifices Paul makes are worth insuring the “imperishable” wreath of victory.

37. These are good to illustrate the danger and fallacy of over extending an analogy. “Only one receives the prize” — will only one receive the imperishable wreath?
9:27

Calvinists efforts to dodge the implication that Paul could be lost:

Gill – Online Bible (bold mine, srf)

I myself should be a castaway, or rejected, or disapproved of; that is, by men: the apostle's concern is, lest he should do anything that might bring a reproach on the Gospel; lest some corruption of his nature or other should break out, and thereby his ministry be justly blamed, and be brought under contempt; and so he be rejected and disapproved of by men, and become useless as a preacher: not that he feared he should become a reprobate, as the word is opposed to an elect person; or that he should be a castaway eternally, or be everlastingly damned; for he knew in whom he had believed, and was persuaded of his interest in the love of God, and that he was a chosen vessel of salvation, that could not be eternally lost: though supposing that this is his sense, and these his fears and concern, it follows not as neither that he was, so neither that he could be a lost and damned person: the fears of the saints, their godly jealousies of themselves, and pious care that they be not lost, are not at all inconsistent with the firmness of their election, their security in Christ, and the impossibility of their final and total falling away; but on the contrary are overruled, and made use of by the Spirit of God, for their final perseverance in grace and holiness.

Context shows that what Paul fears of being “disqualified” about is receiving an “imperishable wreath,” v. 25. Men do not give imperishable wreaths!

Chapter 10

10:1-22 – Flee Idolatry!

10:1-2
 “Baptized” - immersion? Was the cloud over them or behind them? Ex. 14:19 - “and the pillar of cloud moved from before them and stood BEHIND them...came BETWEEN the camp of Egypt and the camp of Israel” 

“under the cloud...through the sea”  NASB, KJV, NKJV, ASV

“under” = hupo  

“2. w. acc. - a. of place under, below, in answer to the question `whither?’ or the question `where?’...beta. in answer to the question `where?’...1 Cor 10:1” A&G

Ex. 14:19 - “and the pillar of cloud moved from before them and stood behind them... came between the camp of Egypt and the camp of Israel”  At night, vv. 20...24. Gave light. 

Num 14:14 - “while Thy cloud stands OVER them; and Thou does go before them in a pillar of cloud by day and in a pillar of fire by night.”

Ps 105:39 - “He spread a cloud for a COVERING, and fire to illumine by night.” [“covering” -  NASB, KJV, NKJV, ASV] Connected in context to Israel’s departure from Egypt, v. 38.

A suggestion: As the children of Israel began to enter the sea, the cloud “moved from before them and stood behind them” so that while in the midst of the sea they were “under” the cloud. It is true that Moses records the cloud moving behind them before he records their even beginning to enter the sea. Note, however, “Thus the one did not come near the other ALL NIGHT,” v. 20. Is he through with the events of the night? No, for the crossing, recorded vv. 21-24, took place at night: “strong east wind ALL NIGHT...And it came about IN THE MORNING...” It is not unusual in Moses’ writings (the Pentateuch) to find him writing about an event, and then afterwards writing about details of that same event, e.g., Gen 1..2 (creation of man and woman), Gen 10...11 (division of nations according to their languages in chap. 10, and then the cause of it in chap. 11, note 11:1). 

Whether this suggested explanation be correct or not, the fact remains that Paul said they were “UNDER” the cloud. Consider also that in Numbers he said the cloud stood “OVER” them and the psalmist said it  was a “COVERING.” Difficulty in pictorially reproducing this event in our minds stems in part from the facts that (a) miracles were involved, and by their very nature we do not have experience in miracles, and (b) many details that might satisfy our curiosity are not given. Any effort to reproduce the event must harmonize ALL the FACTS given by the Holy Spirit.

“baptized into Moses”

The phrase eiv ton Mwusην [into the Moses, srf] may be patterned after the similar New Testament phrase eiv ton Χristoν [into the Christ, srf], but it can never be taken in the sense of ‘into Moses’ or Christ. No baptism nor anything else could in any conceivable sense carry the Israelites ‘into’ Moses. The idea expressed is one of union: ‘to,’ ‘unto,’ or ‘for Moses.’ This symbolical baptism united the Israelites to Moses as God’s representative to them the Old Testament mediator, in whom was foreshadowed the Christ, the New Testament eternal Mediator, Deut. 18:18.” Lenski (bold mine, srf)

See notes at 1:13. 1:13
They entered into a relationship with Moses as their leader and deliverer. See Acts 7:35.

10:4

“and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they were drinking from a spiritual rock which followed them; and the rock was Christ.”

“rock” for the water (“drink”) that came from the rock (metonymy) – Ex. 17:6; Num. 20:11; Psa 78:15

“rock” – literal. But, called “spiritual” rock (also the food, v. 3). Why?...

Why called “spiritual” rock/drink?

Three ideas:

· Spiritual origin – directly from God/Christ (Lenski/Meyer)

Q. – if referring to origin, why use the word, “spiritual” which means “pertaining to the spirit”? In this meaning, “spirit” must mean the Holy Spirit. But, the focus of the text is “Christ”—“and the rock was Christ” – not – “and the rock was the Spirit”

· Designed to minister to their spiritual strength (McGarvey)

· Spiritual significance, designed to convey a lesson to the spirit (or mind) – typical of Christ (Macknight, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Lightfoot, etc. – see Meyer)

In favor of the third:

· “and the rock was Christ” – cmpr. Jn. 6:31f; 7:37f

Just as the bread was not literally Christ (Jn 6), so the rock was not literally Christ. But, just as the bread from heaven was their means of life (and without it they would have died), so was the rock their means of life (and they would have died without it).

· “spiritually” used to mean figuratively in Rev 11:8 (the adverbial form in Rev. 11:8- 4153 pneumatikwv pneumatikOs; the adjectival form in 1 Co. 10:4 - 4152 pneumatikov pneumatikos)

· Compare Dt. 8:3…Mt. 4:4

Point: “all…all…all…all… Nevertheless, with most…” – “For…” v. 1, connects to 9:27, the possibility that he, Paul, could be disqualified. He cites “examples” (vv. 6,11) that support that they, too, were liable to this danger.  “Therefore…” v. 12 points to the conclusion or application, i.e., “let him who thinks he stands take heed lest he fall!” “Therefore…” v. 14 points to specific application to their danger of being inadvertently involved in idolatry.

10:5-11

Paul cites five “examples” written “for our instruction” (10:6a,11) in 10:6-10. They are examples of what we should not do. List them.

· 10:6b – crave after evil things

Num 11:4-6. The things they craved were not evil in themselves, but their attitude manifested a wrong attitude toward God. Ps 78:18-20; 106:14. 
Application to Corinthians…? Meat offered to idols not wrong in itself, bu their craving it could manifest a wrong attitude toward God and jeapordize their soul! 

· 10:7 – be idolaters

Ex 32:1-6, 17-19; Ac 7:39-40. 

Warning to Corinthians… 10:14f!

· 10:8 – act immorally

Num 25:1f; Psa 106:28.

Corinthians… chs 5-6.

· 10:9 – try the Lord

Num 21:4-9. Discouraged bec. of difficulty. Compare (though another incident) Ps. 78:18-20,22.

Corinthians…? Due to circumstances in the church…?

· 10:10 – grumble

Num.16:41-17:10. Against Moses & Aaron. See also 16:11; 14:2.

Corinthians… against Paul? E.g. 4:19-21; 9:3; 2 Co. 1: 15-17; 3:1; 10:1-2, 7-11; 11:5-7, 12-13, 12:11-16

Note this legitimate use of the Old Testament.
10:8

Paul here says 23,000. Num. 25:9 says 24,000. A contradiction?

Possible explanations that avoid a contradiction:

1. Not the same incident. 

Though ASSUMED to be by most commentators, Paul quotes no OT passage to tie down which incident he refers to. 

God used plagues on at least four occasions to punish his people: Num 11:33; 14:37; 16:46; 25:9.

Could it be the incident of immorality at Mt. Sinai is connected with the idolatry of v. 7? (Ex 32:6,25). Moses says 3,000 fell that day at the hand of the Levites, Ex 32:26-28. Could there have been a plague that killed 23,000 like that of Num 16:45-50 and Num 25:8-9 that is unrecorded? And could the killing of 3000 by the Levites have checked that plague? Note that Paul gives the names of those who opposed Moses, 2 Tim. 3:8 and Peter says Noah was a preacher, 2 Pt 2:5, neither of which is recorded in the OT record. However, both men were guided by the same Holy Spirit that guided Moses.

2. Paul limits his number to how many died “in one day.”

Numbers 25:9 simply says, “And those who died by the plague were 24,000.” This seems to be the total number. To emphasize the seriousness of God’s judgment, Paul says 23,000 of these died “in one day.” Thus there would be no contradiction.

Plagues at times did last more than one day. E.g., Ex. 7:25; 10:22.

10:13

Consider the impact of this on the excuse, ‘I just can’t live the life of a Christian.”

10:14-22

(The following is from class on “Worship.”)

The Lord’s Supper is called the “communion” of the body of Christ, 1 Co. 10:16, in the kjv, nkjv, asv. What does it mean to call it “communion”? With whom is the communion? How do we have communion?

“Communion”

In the first scripture below, mark “communion.” In the second, mark the phrase the nasb uses instead of “communion.” In the right column, write some synonyms of “communion.”

1 Co 10:16 The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? nkjv 
1 Co 10:16 Is not the cup of blessing which we bless a sharing in the blood of Christ? Is not the bread which we break a sharing in the body of Christ? nasb 

With whom?

In the following scriptures, mark “sharing” and “sharers.” In another color, mark with whom or what one is said to share. [For pink marking, see “How?’ following.]
1 Co 10:14 Therefore, my beloved, flee from idolatry. 15 I speak as to wise men; you judge what I say. 16 Is not the cup of blessing which we bless a sharing [koinwnia] in the blood of Christ? Is not the bread which we break a sharing [koinwnia] in the body of Christ? 17 Since there is one bread, we who are many are one body; for we all partake [metexw] of the one bread. 18 Look at the nation Israel; are not those who eat the sacrifices sharers [koinwnov] in the altar? 19 What do I mean then? That a thing sacrificed to idols is anything, or that an idol is anything? 20 No, but I say that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, and not to God; and I do not want you to become sharers [koinwnov] in demons. 21 You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you cannot partake [metexw] of the table of the Lord and the table of demons. 22 Or do we provoke the Lord to jealousy? We are not stronger than He, are we?

It is true that when we partake of the Lord’s Supper together there is a “horizontal” fellowship—man with man, each benefiting from the other’s faith, Heb. 10:23-25; but the focus in this section of scripture is on “vertical” fellowship—man with God. Note the opening and closing statements of this section. vv. 14, 22.

How?

In what way does the Christian have “communion” with Christ in the Lord’s Supper? Three religious acts are paralleled in this section. Paul appealed to the evident fact of communion in two to establish the fact of fellowship in the third. Therefore, understanding how communion is had in one explains how communion is had in the others. In the scriptures above (1 Co. 10:14-21), mark the three religious acts that are paralleled (e.g., the middle one is, “Israel…sacrifices”). Use a different color than you used in previous markings in this text.

Note: The Jewish sacrifices represented as the “food” of their God, Lev. 3:11,16; 21:6,8,17,22; Num. 28:2. When the Jew ate of the sacrifice of the peace offering (Lev. 7:11-18) and God “ate” (figuratively - the fire of the altar consuming the sacrifice - ?), they “communed.” This religious act signified covenant fellowship between the worshiper and his God. 

Note one purpose of communal meals according to Gen. 26:26-31; 31:43-55—to confirm a covenant.

A Jew might eat a lamb with no other purpose but to satisfy his hunger at any time or place; but when he ate a lamb sacrificed on “the altar” of Jehovah, the objective import (regardless of subjective intent) of that act was a declaration of faith in the God of that altar and devotion to his covenant. He was thus a “partaker” in the religion that alter represented.

Likewise, to eat meat at the idol’s table in the idol’s temple had the objective import (again, regardless of subjective intent—and this is vital to Paul’s argument, see v. 19) of honoring those idols and thus having “fellowship with demons” in the false system of religion founded upon them.

And the Christian may eat unleavened bread and drink fruit of the vine anytime just because he likes it, but when done so in memorial to the death of his Lord, he “proclaims the Lord’s death until he comes” 1 Cor. 11:26. He and the Lord “commune” (compare “drink the cup of the Lord,” v. 21, and Mt. 26:29, “drink it new with you”) in this religious act as the worshipper declares his fellowship with Christ in the life made possible by that sacrifice and in his devotion to the covenant ratified by that death.

Suggestions for Parents and Teachers

· Sunday evening “communion.” Some may object to the practice of only a few partaking of the Lord’s Supper on Sunday evening because this would not be the “communion” of the body and blood of the Lord. Be prepared to discuss. Consider the following:

· This objection is based on the idea that the “communion” required in 1 Cor. 10:16 is between whom?

· If only one idolater partook of the “table of demons,” would that be idolatry? Would he have “fellowship with demons”?

· If an Israelite partook of the sacrifices of “the alter” at a different time from the other Israelites, would he then not be a “partaker of the alter”—have no communion with God? 

· Note the hypocrisy of eating a memorial to “the blood of the covenant” and then showing no interest in, commitment to, or respect for that covenant the rest of the week! Parallel Gen. 26:26-31; 31:43-55. 

· Erroneous concepts—Note that “communion with the body and blood of the Lord” does NOT refer to

· Obtaining forgiveness of sins by partaking of the memorial. One shares in the forgiveness made possible by the death of Christ through baptism, Mk. 16:16, and then by prayer, 1 Jn. 1:9.

· Obtaining a mysterious Divine blessing communicated through the elements—the “sacramental” concept (to be studied in a future lesson)

(The following is from sermon 010001.)

10:16 - “Communion” 

1 Corinthians 10:16, NASB “16 Is not the cup of blessing which we bless a sharing [kjv, nkjv, “the communion” - koinonia koinonia] in the blood of Christ? Is not the bread which we break a sharing [kjv, nkjv, “the communion” - koinonia koinonia] in the body of Christ?”

Synonyms to “communion”: sharing; fellowship; participation

Vertical “communion”

It is true that when we partake of the Lord’s Supper together there is a “horizontal” fellowship—man with man, each benefiting from the other's faith, Heb. 10:23- 25; but the focus in this section of scripture is on “vertical” fellowship—man with God. Note the opening and closing statements of this section. v. 14, 22.
“14 Therefore, my beloved, flee from idolatry.” … 

…….

“22 Or do we provoke the Lord to jealousy? We are not stronger than He, are we?”

Three acts of worship laid side by side: Christian; Jew; Idolater. Observe vertical fellowship being discussed in each.

Demons



Idolater 
1 Corinthians 10:20,21, NASB “20 No, but I say that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, and not to God; and I do not want you to become SHARERS in [kjv, nkjv, “have fellowship with” - koinonov koinonos] demons. 21 You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you cannot partake of [metecw metechO] the table of the Lord and the table of demons.”

God



Jew
1 Corinthians 10:18-20 NASB “18 Look at the nation Israel; are not those who eat the sacrifices SHARERS [kjv, nkjv, “partakers” - koinonov koinonos] in the altar? 19 What do I mean then? That a thing sacrificed to idols is anything, or that an idol is anything?” 20 No, but I say that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons, and not to God; and I do not want you to become sharers in [kjv, nkjv, “have fellowship with” - koinonov koinonos] demons.”

Christ


Christians
1 Corinthians 10:16,21 NASB “16 Is not the cup of blessing which we bless a SHARING in the blood of Christ? Is not the bread which we break a SHARING in the body of Christ?” … “21 You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons.”

Mistaking the “communion” to be horizontal – man with man- some think the partaking by a few on Sunday evening is not proper “communion” — no “communion” with others. But it is vertical communion in view and that is true whether one or many partake. Compare the single Israelite bring his sacrifice to the alter or the single Corinthian eating at the idol’s table. 

The hoizontal fellowship is the sharing in the other’s faith, Heb. 10:23-25; 1 Co. 11:26
1 Corinthians 11:26, NASB “26 For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until He comes.” 
How does one have “communion” with Christ in the L.S.?

Three religious acts are paralleled in this section. Paul appealed to the evident fact of communion in two to establish the fact of fellowship in the third. Therefore, understanding how communion is had in one explains how communion is had in the others. 

· Lord’s Supper

· Jewish sacrifices

· Idolatrous sacrifices
Jew & the alter

Note: The Jewish sacrifices represented as the “food” of their God, Lev. 3:11,16; 21:6,8,17,22; Num. 28:2. When the Jew ate of the sacrifice of the peace offering (Lev. 7:11-18) and God “ate” (figuratively - the fire of the altar consuming the sacrifice - ?), they “communed.” This religious act signified covenant fellowship between the worshiper and his God. 

Note that one purpose of communal meals according to Gen. 26:26-31; 31:43-55 was to confirm a covenant.

A Jew might eat a lamb with no other purpose but to satisfy his hunger at any time or place; but when he ate a lamb sacrificed on “the altar” of Jehovah, the objective import (regardless of subjective intent) of that act was a declaration of faith in the God of that altar and devotion to his covenant. He was thus a “partaker” in the religion that alter represented.

Idolater & idol’s table

Likewise, to eat meat at the idol's table in the idol's temple had the objective import (again, regardless of subjective intent—and this is vital to Paul's argument, see v. 19) of honoring those idols and thus having “fellowship with demons” in the false system of religion founded upon them. 

Christian and the Lord’s table

The Christian may eat unleavened bread and drink fruit of the vine anytime just because he likes it, but when done so in memorial to the death of his Lord, he “proclaims the Lord’s death until He comes” 1 Cor. 11:26. He and the Lord “commune” (compare “drink the cup of the Lord,” v. 21, and Mt. 26:29, “drink it new with you”) in this religious act as the worshipper declares his fellowship with Christ in the life made possible by that sacrifice and in his devotion to the covenant ratified by that death.

Erroneous concepts

Note that “communion with the body and blood of the Lord” does NOT refer to

Christian to Christian (already discussed)

Obtaining forgiveness of sins by partaking of the memorial. One shares in the forgiveness made possible by the death of Christ through baptism, Mk. 16:16, and then by prayer, 1 Jn. 1:9. 

Obtaining a mysterious Divine blessing communicated through the elements—the “sacramental” concept 

Q: Do our prayers at the table reflect an understanding of this facet of “communion” in the Lord’s Supper?

Hypocrisy

Note the hypocrisy of eating a memorial to “the blood of the covenant” and then showing no interest in, commitment to, or respect for that covenant the rest of the week! 

10:23-11:1: Do all to the glory of God

In making decisions about eating meats offered to idols (and thus all Christian liberties), Paul pointed the Corinthians to two principles, one in relation to our fellow man and one in relation to God. What are they?

· 10:24,33 – Does it help, or harm, my neighbor? Always consider what is good or “profitable” for our neighbor, esp. as it pertains to their being saved.

· 10:31 – Does it glorify God? Nothing should be engaged in tht in any way would detract from the glory God deserves.

Here Paul expands beyond the effect on a brother and considers interaction with unbelievers. In all, love for man and God must govern.

On v. 23, consider dialogue. See 6:12f.

10:29

"I mean not your own conscience, but the other man’s; for why is my freedom judged by another’s conscience?" NASB.

(gar, gar) 

· If “for” – why subject yourself to being so judged…slandered? 

· gar sometimes in adversative sense, “but” (e.g., 1 Pt 4:15). If “but” – an objection, “but, why is my freedom judges…slandered?” (Macknight)
Problem with objection – v. 31 not seem like a response. 

For the sake of the unbeliever’s conscience? His conscience does not condemn him for eating the idol meat. Exactly! You do not want to confirm his conscience’ view!

11:1

Paul appeals to follow his example – see 8:13 … 9:19-27 … 10:33.

Chapter 11:1-16 - Covering

11:1-16 – Five views

Following are five basic views of 1 Cor. 11:1-16. These are not all, and there are varying modifications of these five.

1. Artificial covering required in worship

Women must wear an artificial covering in worship (while “praying or prophesying”). 

Verse 16 - we have no practice such as being contentious.

2. Artificial covering required when exercising spiritual gifts

“Praying or prophesying” refers to exercising spiritual gifts. Prophesying is always miraculous, and there was such a thing as prying under the influence of the Holy Spirit. If a woman was empowered with such gifts in an assembly, she must wear an artificial covering to signify her respect for the authority of the man. 

Verse 16  as above.

3. Covering is the hair.

No artificial covering is required. The hair is the covering. Her hair is given instead of an artificial covering (“for a covering,” v. 15). Women must have hair long enough to hang down from her head (“cover” - katakaluptO, vv. 6,7). 

Verse 16 as above.

4. Dialogue (see notes on 6:12-20)

Vv. 4-10 is their position and their reasoning supporting it. Vv. 11-12 is Paul’s response (“However...”). In vv. 13-15 Paul appeals to the practice of their society, showing that hair, not an artificial covering, is viewed as being something of honor. In v. 16 quiets all controversy by stating simply the churches have no custom of an artificial covering. The reference to “angels” in v. 10 grows out of false gnostic beliefs with regard to angels.

5. Custom

Wearing an artificial covering was a custom of their society to show respect for the man’s authority. Is was similar to how their society viewed long hair, vv. 13-15. If, in their society the failure to wear a covering signified disrespect for God’s system of delegated authority, then they ought to wear it. However, while some might be contentious saying that in other churches where Paul preached women were not instructed to wear a covering, Paul explains they do not have the custom (v. 16). Compare the customs of washing feet and the holy kiss.

Evidence That The “Covering” Involved Local Custom

(Inductive method: ALL facts must HARMONIZE.)

32. A “covering” did not always signify authority (v. 10). Gen. 38:14,15; Ex. 34:33-35 (while prophesying?)…Dt 18:15. Yet, the principles, vv. 7-9, ALWAYS true.

33. In ALL the passages about woman’s subjection in ALL the Bible, 1 Co. 11 is the ONLY place anything is said about a “covering” signifying authority. Gen. 3:21-24; Eph. 5:22-33; Col. 3:18’ 1 Tim. 2:9-15; Tit. 2:3-5;  1 Pt. 3:3-6. It is true that the Bible only has to say a thing once for it to be binding, but 1) we are dealing with a relationship as old as man, and 2) one the Bible speaks often on. Is it not strange that in all these other passages attitude and demeanor show subjection—never is a covering even hinted at. And note that they had “praying” and “prophesying” women: Deborah, Jud. 4:4-5; Huldah, 2 Ki. 22:14f; Miriam, Ex. 15:20-21; Anna, Lk. 2:36.

34. Shame of the “uncovered” state is paralleled with the shame of being “shorn or shaven,” vv. 5-6. Question: What IS the shame of the shorn or shaven state? That it is understood to be a shame is implied, but how did one come to such an understanding? In the O.T. it signified mourning: Dt. 21:10-13; Job 1:20; Jer. 7:29; 16:6; Amos 8:10; Mic. 1:16. So, it seems the scriptures is not what taught it to be a “shame” to be shorn or shaven. 

35. In vv. 13-15 it is said that “nature” taught them three things: 1) that for a man to have long hair was a shame to him; 2) that for a woman to have long hair was her glory; 3) that the woman’s hair was given her for a covering. The Scriptures do not seem to teach this: 2 Sam. 14:25,26, Jud. 13:5; 16 :19; Num. 6:1-6, 1 Sam. 1:11 (see further comments on these verses at v. 14 11:14). If “nature” is the general sense and practice of their society, then this accords with 1) the appeal to “judge within themselves,” 2) the word “custom” referring to local custom, 3) information in the rest of scripture about hair and being shaven, and 4) observation today (i.e., does a woman being shorn signify “shame” today?).
36. “Such custom,” v. 16. Three positions: a) “Custom” = being contentious; b) “Custom” = women being uncovered;  c) “Custom” = women being covered. 11:16
a. “Custom” = being contentious. The contentiousness would be against Paul, his authority and regulations. 

Remember, Paul himself has said that the Corinthian church, at least not the majority of them, were NOT contentious, but “held firmly the traditions, just as I delivered them to you,” v. 2. So who were the “contentious”?
Evidently there were such men in Corinth, 2 Co 12;20,21. They disputed Paul’s apostleship (1 Co 9:1-3; 2 Co 12:11-12), his authority (1 Co 4:19; 2 Co 10:8) , and his ministry (2 Co 1:15f; 3:1f; 4:1f; chs 10-12). In view of their attitude, would telling them “we, the apostles, do not have the practice of being contentious” mean anything to them? They claimed to be apostles! (2 Co 11:5; 12:11)
b. “Custom” = women being uncovered—That Paul was setting apostolic precedent, i.e., we, the apostles, have no such custom as women being uncovered (therefore women ought to be covered). 

But, compare 7:17; 14:33, where Paul in setting apostolic precedent put it positively. That does not argue he must do it that way here, but consider how much simpler it would have been (and remove all question) had he said, “If any seem to be contentious, we do have the custom (i.e. of women being covered), and so do the churches of God.” 

The translations have felt the strain of making “custom” refer to women being UNcovered and so have altered their translations to read, “no other practice,” RSV, NASB, etc. But “such” and “other” are diametrically opposed, and “other” is NOT in the original. If this is in fact what Paul meant to say, why not use “other”? 

Again, remember that there was no need for enforcing what he said with apostolic precedent as if they had the tendency to be disobedient, for Paul said that in this matter they were, “holding firmly...,” v. 2.


c. “Custom” = women being covered. 

This is the practice he has been discussing for fifteen verses. It is the natural, easiest reference.

It accords with the Corinthian situation. Verse 2 ways they were obedient in this matter. In v. 16 he says, ‘If one is inclined to be contentious…” Who were the “contentious” We know from the 2 Corinthian letter that there were those who infiltrated the Corinthian church trying to discredit Paul. (2 Cor. 1;17,23; 5;12; 6:4; 10:2,20; 11:12; etc.) They questioned his integrity and apostleship. What better way to cast a shadow upon him than to suggest that his teaching and his practice were not consistent? (This they certainly did in other matters, as 2 Corinthians evidences.) So, he says, if any seems to be contentious by telling you that we do not observe this custom, nor do other churches where we have taught, the reason is “we have no such custom”! You do, so that is why you are to observe it. 11:16
No need to go out of the Bible to secular, questionable, and sometimes conflicting sources to establish what the custom was. The Corinthians knew!

Objection: “nor have the churches of God” would include the Corinthian church, 1:2. Compare  14:2, “no one understands,” i.e. no one to whom he is speaking—he does, for he is “edified,” v. 4. “Nor have the churches of God,” i.e. where the covering is not used. 

Synecdoche—whole for a part: “Universal negatives do not deny particularly” Bullinger, p. 618. Examples: 1 Sam 20:26, “Saul did not speak anything that day,” i.e. concerning David and his absence; Jn 3:32, “no man receives his witness,” i.e. the Jews generally—John the Baptist did; 2 Th 3:11, “doing no work at all, but acting like busybodies,” i.e. work of gainful employment—they were “working” all right, … they were “busy” in other people’s business!
Dan’s suggestion; (dialogue) [my comments]
37. Paul’s intro. To the subject of the covering (vs. 1-3) 

a. Vs. 2 - It seems strange that Paul would praise them for keeping the things he has instructed them when the entire book is devoted to pointing out things that they have not kept regarding his instructions. It appears that this is a sarcastic remark designed to point to exactly the opposite: They weren’t keeping the things he had instructed them. [If take the “custom” position, they were keeping apostolic tradition but some (the “contentious”) were endeavoring to undermine his credibility and his teaching on this matter]
b. Vs. 3 - Here is the main point of the discussion. The point is that Christ has all authority. Man is under Him. And woman is under the man. The rest of the passage then deals with how to properly show respect for that authority. The question then to be asked is, “Is Paul speaking the entire way through, or could he be relating their false doctrine first, as he does in other parts of 1Co. (ch. 8,10)?” This second option must be considered very cautiously, lest we recklessly discount parts of God’s instruction for us. 

c. Reasons for taking the “dialogue” position on this passage: 

i. Paul was dealing with those in the church who were trying to usurp authority and negate Paul’s authority. This is evident in 1 Co. 9 and also throughout the entire book of 2 Corinthians. [Would equally apply to “custom” position.]
ii. Paul used dialogue in his letters and is clearly evident in Rom. 3:1-8; 1Co. 6:12-13,18; 8:1-13. Note that in these cases it is not stated that this is what is being done, but is clearly evident. 

iii. The seeming contradictions between Paul’s statements in vs. 8-9 with those in vs. 11-12. In the first statements he talks about importance of the fact that men came before women and then seems to negate that in vs. 11-12 in pointing out that not man could not have continued to exist without woman. [Are vv. 11-12 contradictions, or enlargements on the previous statements for balance? Is what is said in vv. 7b-9 about men and women not true? This, however, would not argue against dialogue (even if dialogue, it could be statements of balance), but if not a contradiction, it would weaken this as an argument demanding it.]
iv. The argument that women should have a symbol of authority because of the angels. It is known from other passages that one of the false beliefs held by the gnostics had to do with angels. Though we do not know specifically what the teaching of angels is, it would make sense that it would be an argument of the gnostics. (Note: this does not prove the point of dialogue, but fits in well if it is dialogue.) [Interesting – and if correct, would help with this seeming obscure phrase.]
v. If Paul is talking about an artificial covering all the way through, it does not make sense that in vs. 15 Paul would say that “her hair is given to her for a covering.” [See notes on v. 6 and v. 15. I believe an artificial covering is in view.]
vi. If the issue Paul is dealing with has to do with having long or short hair, why does he bring up the point of an artificial covering in vs. 15? [Jesse J. says it is Paul’s statement clarifying that the hair is the covering he is talking about throughout: “her hair is given to her instead of a (artificial) covering.” See notes at v. 15.].  It also does not resolve the question of the apparent contradictions and the point about the angels. 

1) Note: Those who hold this position generally take this to mean that it applies to all men throughout the ages.

2) They take vs. 16 to mean that “we have no custom of being contentious.”

3) This seems to be a very “bulky” explanation of the verse. 

vii. If Paul is saying an artificial covering is necessary throughout the entire passage, again it seems strange that Paul would bring up the topic of long hair. [Not if he appeals to hair and how it was regarded in their society as a comparison. See Dan’s comments below on vv. 4-7a – there seems like he says it does refer to an artificial covering…?]
38. Paul’s “explanation” of their beliefs pertaining to the covering (vs. 4-10)

a. The practice itself - Vs. 4-7a

i. Paul brings forth what the false teachers were presenting concerning the covering.

ii. I.e., women should be covered, men should not.

iii. It seems that an artificial covering is under discussion here because of vs. 15. (See comments on this section.) 

b. The logic behind the practice Vs. 7b-10

i. Paul now brings out the reasoning behind their proposed action.

ii. The reasoning basically is that man is superior to the woman so the woman ought “have a symbol of authority on her head.” In this case, an artificial covering. [This may be, but “superior” is not necessarily implied by saying man is in an authoritative role over women. Elders have authority in the congregation, but that does not make them “superior.”]
39. Paul’s response to their false doctrine and teaching the truth pertaining to the covering (vs. 11-16)

a. Answering the logic behind their practice - Vs. 11-12

i. Paul answers their logic first.

1) He points out that in the Lord not only is the woman not independent of the man, the reverse is also true.

2) He then points out that although man did come first, he wouldn’t be here without the help of the woman. 

3) So he first shows the faultiness of their argument. [Are the statements in vv. 7b-9 in error? Could they not be true and the statements of vv. 11-12 also be true?]
ii. vs. 11 - Word study: “independent of” (NKJV,NASV,NIV,RSV); “without” (ASV,KJV) - chOris, 5565 - 

b. Dealing with the practice itself - Vs. 13-16

i. Paul now answers their doctrine.

1) He points first of all to society around them.
2) He points out that people do not see an artificial covering as being something of honor, but long hair.
3) In fact, he says in vs. 15 he says that her hair is given to her in place of an artificial covering.

4) However, if this is not obvious enough to them, he simply states the churches have no custom of the women wearing an artificial covering. 

ii. Notice that the word “covered” here is a verb.
1) The Greek verb here used means simply “to cover” or “to veil.”
2) Some have made of point regarding the preposition “kata” and the fact that it means “down”.
a. This is true in some cases however when used in conjunction with other words.

b. The definition for “katakalupto” given in Thayer’s is simply “to cover up”.

c. The point to most noted here, however, is that it is a verb, not a noun.

d. It does not distinguish by itself whether the “covering” under discussion is hair or an artificial covering as either one could “cover up” and even cover “down”.

iii. Therefore, the determination of what the covering is throughout text must come from another source. 

Questions

40. If this is not in an assembly, but anywhere, would a woman praying at home have to be covered? 

a. One might respond that “praying or prophesying,” being miraculous, was for the benefit of others (1 Co. 12:7; 14:3,15-17), therefore it would be done where others are present.

b. Some would respond that the covering is the hair and that since she must have it in when praying or prophesying, she would have it at al times because “long hair” cannot be put on or put off like an artificial covering. 

41. If it is to indicate her recognition of subjection to man, would she need to be covered if man was not present (e.g., at home by herself, or an assembly of women)?

a. As to an assembly of women, it simply not considered. It would be rare and an exception to the general rule. Was Paul laying down the general rule that applies 99% of the time. 

b. Or, is it possible that whether men are present or not, being in the presence of the angels demands it? (v. 10)

11:2

Contrast this praise for obedience with their practices in chapters 1-4, chapter 5,6, and here in 11:17f. If this is not praise for “holding firmly to the traditions” he had delivered about the covering, what does it refer to?? Keep this in mind when considering v. 16, “if one is inclined to be contentious.”

11:3

Some argue that since a woman has always been and still is to be in subjection to man, the instructions to wear a covering are for all time, not just in the first century. (Or, another way it is put is, “since to violate the passage dishonors Christ, it must be a matter of revelation, and not just custom.”) Some also point to other “principles”: order and purpose of creation, vv. 7-9; appeal to human judgment, v. 13; angels still exist, v. 10 (a “principle”?); propriety of hair length, vv. 14-15 (assumed still so viewed in our society). 

However, just as there are timeless and universal principles in 1 Cor. 14, the instructions are relate to specific practices (spiritual gifts) of past time (1st century).

A – Major Term =  Instructions applicable today

B – Minor Term = These  instructions

C – Middle Term =  Instructions based on principles always true 

Major premise:  Instructions based on principles always true are  instructions applicable today. (C=A)

Minor premise: These  instructions (women being covered) are  instructions based on principles always true (role of subjection). (B=C)

Conclusion: These  instructions are  instructions applicable today. (B=A)

But – Major premise fails. Need to say, “ALL  instructions…” (middle term). But, this is not so. 

· Some  instructions in 1 Cor. 14 (vv. 13, 27-31) are based on principles always true (edification as goal of the assembly, vv. 5,12,26,33,40), but are not  instructions applicable today (no prophesy and tongues).

· Washing feet (Jn 13:14) was a duty based on timeless principle (humble service, vv. 13,15-16), but it is not a duty required today.

· Holy kiss (Rom 16:16) was a  duty based on timeless principle (love, 1 Pt 5:14), but not a something we practice today (we “greet” by handshake, hug).
11:4-6

“4 Every man who has something on his head while praying or prophesying, disgraces his head. 5 But every woman who has her head uncovered while praying or prophesying, disgraces her head; for she is one and the same with her whose head is shaved. 6 For if a woman does not cover her head, let her also have her hair cut off; but if it is disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or her head shaved, let her cover her head.”

Some argue that since the covering is not something that would be put on and off (the hair), if a woman prophesied (miraculous gift) or prayed (non-miraculous), she will have the covering all the time. They contend “praying and prophesying” is a phrase for “holy women.”

Is there an artificial covering in the context? Some contend these verse do not refer to an artificial covering based on v. 15, “her hair is given to her for a covering.” 

· “If a woman does not cover her head, let her ALSO have her hair cut off” seems to point to an artificial covering. “also” indicates that cutting off the hair is something different from “covering her head.”

· If the covering is the hair and a woman cuts her hair off, can she worship before her hair grows back should she repent?

· “Having his head covered (kata kefalhv ecwn). Literally, having a veil (kalumma understood) down from the head . . . ” RWP (bold mine, srf)
Note that the corresponding noun for a covering is kalumma, kalumma.

· The corresponding noun to the verb kaluptO is kalumma (RWP; Strong’s on kalumma in  2 Co. 3:13)
· “Lit., having something hanging down from his head. Referring to the tallith, a four-cornered shawl having fringes consisting of eight threads, each knotted five times, and worn over the head in prayer. It was placed upon the worshipper’s head at his entrance into the synagogue.” Vincent, WS

· A&G on katakaluptO (vv. 5,6) says, “2. mid. cover oneself w. a veil, abs. (s. Jos. Ant. 7,254) 1 Cor 11:6a, b.” (bold mine, srf) Note his reference to Josephus as to how the word was used in that day of a veil. Thayer also uses “veil” in his definition. 
“praying” “prophesying” in vv. 4,5 = present participles

Some argue that since we still have “praying” women, and since they pray consistently, this passage enjoins having the covering “all the time.” They say “the context shows that prayer is to be understood in its general sense.” I do not see how the context shows that. In fact, praying by the power of the Spirit is clearly one of the spiritual gifts, 1 Co. 14:7-8…10-11…16, 26. See also Hab. 3:1f; Psa 72:20; Acts 4:23f.
“Every woman praying or prophesying” seems a rather arbitrary and pecu1iar way to designate ALL women at ALL times (i.e., as some contend, a class of persons, “holy women”). Why not simply “women professing godliness” as 1 Tim. 2, or “holy women” as 1 Pet. 3? In v. 13 the “pray unto God” would be superfluous. It would be “is it proper that a woman be uncovered?” just as in vs. 14, 15: “have,” in reference to hair.

“Praying and prophesying” in the present tense indicating the action “in progress, as going on” (Davis, Beginner’s Greek Grammar, p. 25). That is, she is to be covered while she is praying or prophesying.

“Praying or prophesying” would seem less arbitrary, harmonize with the context, and be in harmony with other words linked by “or” that indicate a class of persons or actions. For example:

· Mt. 5:18 - “one jot or one tittle shall in no wise...” That is to say, the law, no part of it, including words, phrases, etc. shall pass.  

· Mt. 6:31 – “What shall we eat? or ...drink? or…clothed?” How about “Where shall we live?”. That is to say, the necessities of life.

· 1 Cor. 4:3 -  “judged of you or of man’s judgment” You, specifically, or that is, of man’s judgment in general.

· 1 Cor. 13:1 - “noisy gong or clanging cymbal” That is, just make a lot of noise.  

· 1 Cor. 11:6 - “shorn or shaven” .. That is, having so little hair she would be shamed.

There are many other examples (see Young’s Conc.). True, “or” is “a disjunctive conjunction...Used 1. to distinguish things or thoughts which either mutual exclude each other… (But read further) … or, one of which can take the place of the other.” TH (bold mine, srf). 

That they refer to a class of actions is further indicated by verse 13 where “pray” is mentioned alone to stand for the entire class, whereas if the praying and prophesying were two distinct classes or actions, the mention of one would not necessarily include the other. I understand it to refer to men and women exercising spiritual gifts. 
Would 1 Co. 11:29 be a parallel? The “eats” and “drinks” there are in the present tense. 

“He who eats and drinks, eats and drinks judgment to Himself, if he does not judge the body rightly.” 

That is, while the eating and drinking is going on (Davis, ibid.) if done so “not discerning the body” (kjv, nkjv, asv) he is condemned, or “judged.” When preparing the elements, buying, them, etc. “discerning the Lord’s body” is not commanded nor would one be judged for “not discerning the body” then—only when he is “eating and drinking.” Likewise, a man must be “uncovered” while the “praying and prophesying” is going on, and vice versa for the woman.

One response is that while the man who ate in an unworthy manner was damning his soul while eating, when he quit eating “he would still be damning his soul.” Likewise, the man who prays with his head covered dishonors his head while praying, but if his head is covered when he arises from prayer, he is “still dishonoring his head.”  

But, “damning” is not the present tense verb. “Eats” and “drinks” are the present tense verbs. While he may yet be “damned” or “judged” for his improper observance of the L.S. even after he has quit eating and drinking (if he does not repent and seek forgiveness), he is not “eating and drinking judgment to himself” later that evening when he is taking a nap! 
11:4

“has something on his head” nasb
“having his head covered” kjv, nkjv, asv
“having anything down over his head” glt
kata (down) kefalhv (head) ecwn (having) – TR, WH

“I. with the gen. …1. of place—a. down from someth.…rush down (from) the bank… Mt 8:32; Mk 5;13; Lk 8:33…have someth. on one’s head (lit. hanging down fr. the head, as a veil. Cf. Plut., Mor. 200f…Wilcken, Chrst. 499,5 of a mummy…) 1 Cor 11:4.” A&G
Some believe the covering (katakaluptO) of vv. 4-6 is identified in vv. 13-15 to be the hair. See v. 15. 11:15
11:5

“with her head uncovered” nasb, kjv, nkjv
“with her head unveiled” asv, glt (glt, “the head”)

akatakaluptw (uncovered) th (the) kefalh (head)

a, negative + katakaluptO, katakaluptw
11:6

“does not cover her head” nasb
“be not covered” kjv, nkjv (nkjv, “is not”)
“is not veiled” asv, glt

ou (not) katakaluptetai (covered, or, veiled), TR, WH. 

katakaluptetai – pres. pass. of katakaluptO, katakaluptw
Some argue there are four lengths hair in v. 6:

· Covered state

· Uncovered state – hair cut like most men

· Shorn – a burr

· Shaven – like a man’s face

They argue that the length of hair is determined by the fact that it must hang “down” (kata) from the head. kata occurs in v. 4 and in the compound word, katakaluptO in vv. 5-6.

The argument is that the “uncovered” state is “hair that is too short to hang down from the head and to distinguish woman from a man, but still not cropped off.” It seems it would come to be quite a controversy over what is “covered” and what is “uncovered”. Like “modest” dress there may be no “line” drawn, but this seems so vague it would fall short of clear instructions to act upon.

Q: Would a woman who had her put up in a French twist or some other sort of hair-do where the hair is secured on top of the head be covered? (hang-down)

While kata can mean “down” (v. 4), some questions must be raised: 

· Down from the TOP of the head or the NECKLINE? Accor. to the lexicons kata was used of a man wearing a veil (see A&G, Vincent WS). Did it hang from the TOP of the head or the neckline? This would affect what would qualify as “covered” or “uncovered” if the hair is the covering. If from the NECKLINE, could a man wear a hat that does not “hang down” from the neckline and still be UNcovered?

· Does kata in compound with other words necessarily retain the idea of “down”? Evidently it can, as in katabainw, “come down, go down, climb down.” A&G.. But, not necessarily, as in Acts 17:18, “proclaimer (katangeleus) of stange deities), Mt. 9:24, “laughing (katageleO) at him, 1 Jn 3:20, “our heart condemns (kataginOskO) us,” etc. Thayer lists seven different means for kata when used in composition with other words. Under katakaluptO he says to “see kata, III. 3” where he is discussing kata  in composition with other words and says it is used “in verbs naming that with which anything is covered, concealed, overwhelmed, etc., as katakaluptO, katalithazO [“stone” Lk 20:6, srf], katasphragizO [“sealed” Rev. 5:1, srf], kataskiazO [“shadowing,” Heb. 9:5, srf], kataischunO [“disgraces,” 1 Co. 11:4; “shame,” 1 Co 1;27; etc., srf].” It is clear from the class of words Thayer puts katakaluptO in that the meaning of “down” does not necessarily carry over in composition. 

· A&G on katakaluptO says, “2. mid. cover oneself w. a veil, abs. (s. Jos. Ant. 7,254) 1 Cor 11:6a, b.” Note his reference to Josephus as to how the word was used in that day of a veil. Thayer also uses “veil” in his definition.

· kalumma, “veil,” occurs in 2 Cor. 3:13,14,15,16. This word is from kaluptO. Note that this “veil” (kalumma) covered his face. Would it have been a “covering” or “veil” had it simply sat on top of his head?

11:7

“…he is the image and glory of God; but the woman is the glory of man”

As the man is “the image and glory of God,” the woman is “the glory of man.” How is she the “glory of man”? Not only by being created from him, but for him, vv. 8-9. But, the whole animal and vegetable kingdoms were created for man. Are they the “glory of man”? Is the woman’s nature involved here—she is was made like him (same “image”), yet for him.

Note: Dan’s suggestion (dialogue) would make this part of the gnostic’s argument. If so, it would allow for the possibility that this statement is actually a reflection of their misconceptions.

11:13

“Judge 1for yourselves” nasb  “1Lit., in”

“Judge in yourselves” kjv, asv
“Judge among yourselves” nkjv, glt
“The εν phrase is decidedly emphatic because of its position, and it does not mean that the Corinthians are to decide ‘in themselves,’ i. e., in their own minds, for nobody decides anything except in his own mind. Paul says: decide ‘in regard to your own selves,’ i. e., think of yourselves as you assemble for your public worship and as you engage in worship at home and then in a sensible manner decide what is proper for you. This is the εν with persons which Robertson translates ‘in your own case.’” Lenski. 

Note: sometimes εν refers to thinking in one’s own mind, e.g., Jn 6:61, “knew in himself” kjv, nkjv, but here in 1 Cor. he had been pointing out the reason for the injunction now in eleven verses—would he just now tell them “Judge in their own minds…”? This is not a contrast of inner knowledge with someone revealing it as in Jn. 6:61. Rather, it is a contrast of objective revelation with the conclusions they could draw from “nature,” vv. 14-15.

Two questions in vv. 13-15a. The question in vv. 14-15a is to answer the question of v. 13. Some make questions parallel to vv. 4-5, and thus identify the “covering” as the hair. See notes below on v. 15. 11:15
11:14

“Does not even nature itself teach you that if a man has long hair, it is a dishonor to him,”
While we do not encourage long hair, do not wear it, and teach that a Christian endeavoring to have the greatest influence should avoid it, the question is whether this text teaches it is sin. Some contend long hair was not only “unnatural,” but “effeminate,” and has always been and will always be in all societies. This concept turns on the word “nature”—some believing it refers to that which is inborn in man and thus common to all men for all times. If this is correct, then long hair would be a sin in itself in any society - regardless whether the minds of the people had been so blinded as to not recognize it or not. However, there are some points of context and related passages that seem to be out of harmony with this conclusion.

After giving several reasons in vv. 7 -12 why the woman should have a sign of authority of the man on her head, he then appeals to their own sense of judgment in vv. 13 -15. Whatever the basis of this judgment is (which is the point at issue), based on these verses four things ought to be clear from it: 

· It is unbecoming for a woman to pray to God uncovered

· It is a dishonor for a man to have dong hair

· A woman’s long hair is a glory to her

· A woman’s long hair is given her for a covering. 

Would such conclusions as these would be reached by something inborn within man and thus common to all men in all societies (“natural”)? Or, are such conclusions the result of lifelong experiences am circumstances (thus, “natural”)? Consider …

1. The word “nature” has varied meanings, determined largely by context, including the meaning of something produced by general circumstances and experience

2. Contextual evidence that local custom is involved in such a judgment - thus bearing on the meaning of “nature”

3. Other passages of scripture that would indicate such conclusions are NOT common to all men in all societies and thus not “natural” in the sense of “inborn”

4. General observation

Further discussion of these four points. 

1. The word “nature” has varied meanings 

{5449} fusiv TH,in defin. “a” says, “nature, i.e. natural sense, native conviction or knowledge, as opposed to what is learned by instruction and accomplished by training or prescribed by law: hJ fusiv (i.e. “the native sense of propriety”) didaskei ti,  1 Corinthians 11:14…” but in defin. “b” says, “a mode of feeling and acting which by long habit has become nature: hmen fusei tekna orghv, by (our depraved) nature we were exposed to the wrath of God, Ephesians 2:3 (this meaning is evident from the preceding context, and stands in contrast with the change of heart and life wrought through Christ by the blessing of divine grace.” (bold mine, srf). So, whether the word means something inborn or something learned is decided contextually. Macknight, in his commentary on Eph. 2:3 says, “Nature often signifies one’s birth and education: Gal. 2:15… Also men’s natural reason and conscience: Rom. 2:14… Also the general sense and practice of mankind: 1 Cor. 11:14… Also the original constitution of any thing: Gal. 4:8… Also a disposition formed by custom or habit…” (bold mine, srf) Then in his commentary on 1 Co. 11:14: “Doth not even reason and experience teach you, that if a man have long hair, it is a disgrace to him, because it renders him in appearance like a woman?” So we see the word “nature” does have varied meanings, one of which is that produced by general circumstances and experience. 

For example, it is “natural” for me to eat rice with a fork, but it would be “unnatural” for the Chinese to do so. Women, by “nature,” apply lipstick as part of their attire in the US. Now, what in the context or other passages would give a key to the proper definition in this place?

2. Contextual evidence that local custom is involved
Is there contextual evidence that local custom is involved in such a judgment based on “nature”? After appealing to their sense of judgment in vv. 13-15, Paul then in v. 16 says that if any wants to be contentious or argumentative about it, “we have no such custom, nor the churches of God.” That is, while it was a custom in Corinth, it was not a universal custom—it was not in Ephesus (“we”), not in “the “churches of God.” If “nature” meant “inborn,” would not it be a custom in all the churches of God?

3. Other passages of scripture 

Now, should we find other passages of scripture that indicate such conclusions have not been common to all men in all societies, would this not be strong evidence that the judgment Paul appeals to is not on the basis of something inborn but rather something acquired through circumstances and experience? Other passages of Scripture indicate such conclusions are NOT common to all men in all societies. 

In 2 Sam. 14:25,26, under the reign of David, we find: “Now in all Israel was no one as handsome as Absalom, so highly praised (bold mine, srf); from the sole of his foot to the crown of his head there was no defect in him. And when he cut the hair of his head (and it was at the end of every year that he cut it (bold mine, srf), for it was heavy on him so he cut it), he weighed the hair of his head at 200 shekels by the king’s weight.” Was “long hair” a “dishonor” to Absa1om? Was it considered “effeminate” or “unnatural”? Hardly so. And surely the people under David’s reign were not so blinded by sin that their natural inborn judgment was so impaired as to be completely useless. 

Moreover, if “long hair” is against nature in the sense of what is born in man, would we have God telling Samson to act and look like that which is in opposition to the way God himself made him? Jud. 13:5; 16 :19. 

See also Num. 6:1-6, 1 Sam. 1:11, the Nazarite vow—would the Lord make an “unnatural” act an act signifying dedication to the Lord? 

Consider all the prophetesses of the Old Testament who prayed and prophesied such as Miriam, Huldah, Anna, etc. — there is no indication any of these women wore any artificial covering while engaged in these acts. 

4. General observation
What bearing does general observation have on the subject? If long hair, under any circumstances in any society is effeminate and against nature, then what does this say of the Indian nation, the Lacedonian freeman, the Greeks (Barnes), and many Americans? And did “nature” has bless woman with a thicker and more abundant growth of hair than man thus indicating hers ought to be long and his short? Look around at the length of some men’s hair! If it is “inborn” why the need for so much teaching on the significance of it?

Some agree “nature” does not mean “inborn,” but rather to “environment and what is natural in one’s society,” yet argue that while society does not consider the hair as a sign of subjection, it should because of revelation. The argument is that Paul first  proved by revelation that a woman must have a covering then showed them that this should have been understood in their environment.

11:15

“is given”
Suggestion: “given” for declaration concerning it. (metonymy) Bullinger, p. 570. I.e., the general sense and practice of their society (“nature”) had declared a woman’s hair to be a covering. This would accord with, “Judge for yourselves” and the other considerations pointing to the fact that these statements about the hair are not universal in time nor geography.

If their own judgment (v. 13) told that it was an honor (“glory”) for a woman to have long hair because in their society (“nature” v. 14) it was viewed as a “covering,” they should be able to see the appropriateness of instructions to wear an artificial “covering” when women were praying or prophesying because it accorded with the custom of their society.
“for a covering”
“for” = anti anti, and can be used “in order to indicate that one person or things is, or is to be, replaced by another instead of, in place of … in place of his father Herod Mt. 2:22…instead of a fish, a snake Lk 11:11,” but it also can be use “in order to indicate that one thing is equiv. to another for, as, in place of …hair as a covering 1 Cor 11:15 … Mt. 5:38 [an eye for (anti) an eye]…Rom. 12:17 [Never pay back evil for (anti) evil]; 1 Th 5;15; 1 Pt 3:9.” A&G (bold mine). While A&G puts 1 Co. 11:15 under the second definition, that is a matter of interpretation, not grammar.

“covering” =  4018 peribolaion peribolaion – “lit. denotes ‘something thrown around’ (peri, ‘around,’ ballo, ‘to throw’); hence, "a veil, covering," 1 Cor. 11:15 (marg.), or "a mantle around the body, a vesture," Heb. 1:12.” Vine. “1. a mantle: Hebrews 1:12 (Psalm 101:27 (Psalm 102:27); Ezekiel 16:13; 27:7; Isaiah 59:17; peribolaion basilikon and peribolaion ek porfurav, Palaeph. 52, 4).  2. a veil (A.V. “a covering”):  1 Corinthians 11:15. ((From Euripides down.))* TH.

One argument is that Paul talked in the previous verses about a covering (katakaluptO) and how says “her hair is given to her for a covering,” thus identifying that covering to be the hair. A parallel is drawn between vv. 4-5b and vv. 13-14 like this:

vv. 4,5
vv. 13-14
man, covered
man, long hair

woman, uncovered
woman, short hair (not “long hair”)

· But, in fact, in v. 15 he said her hair is given to her for a peribolaion. katakaluptO (vv. 5-6) is a verb, and the corresponding noun is kalumma. If he meant to convey that the hair was the covering he was speaking of in vv. 4-7, why not use the corresponding noun—“her hair is given her for a kalumma”? kalumma is from kaluptO. kalumma is used in 2 Co. 3:13,14,15,16 where it signifies a veil that covered the face of Moses.

· Moreover, vv. 4-5 talk about a woman “praying and prophesying” with head covered, while v. 15 talks about a woman who “has” (not necessarily engaged in an action) long hair.

· The parallel is between v. 13 and vv. 14-15:

· “is it proper to pray to God uncovered [unveiled]” v. 13
· “nature…teach you…woman has long hair glory…”

38. He endeavors to show the appropriateness of (“Judge for yourselves”) the artificial covering in their society when “praying and prophesying” by the way they view (“nature teach you”) the natural covering generally.

See notes above at vv. 4-6 on kata and katakaluptO, kata
11:16

“But if one is inclined to be contentious, we have no 1other practice, nor have the churches of God.” “1Lit., such” NASB. 

“contentious” filoneikov philoneikos – only time in NT. Fond (philos) of strife, contention.

Who were” inclined to be contentious”? Evidently, the church as a whole were “holding firmly to the traditions” (v. 2) Paul had delivered about this matter.  But, evidently were such men in Corinth, 2 Co 12;20,21. They disputed Paul’s apostleship (1 Co 9:1-3; 2 Co 12:11-12), his authority (1 Co 4:19; 2 Co 10:8) , and his ministry (2 Co 1:15f; 3:1f; 4:1f; chs 10-12).

“We” – we who? 

The apostles? Then is he saying that “we the apostles have no such custom as being contentious about apostolic traditions”? 

Or, “we in the church at Ephesus (from which he is writing) have no such custom as women wearing coverings being a sign of submision, nor the churches of God”? 

kjv, nkjv, asv = “such” “of such a kind, such as this” A&G. The translation, “other,” is just the opposite of “such”!

“practice” = 4914 sunhθeia sunetheia

“custom” – kjv, nkjv, asv, glt
sunhθeia sunetheia – “a custom, customary usage,” John 18:39; 1 Cor 11:16; “or force of habit,”  1 Cor 8:7, RV, “being used to” (some mss. here have suneidesis, “conscience;” whence AV, “with conscience of”)” VN.

Custom can be established by:

· personal habit, Heb 10:25

· society, Jn 18:39

· law, Ac 15:1

To what does “custom” in v. 16 refer? See notes above. suchcustom
Distinguishing between Divine law and custom
Law: Greeting – Rom 16:16; 1 Pt 5:14

Custom: Holy kiss, Rom 16:16; 1 Pt 5:14; Letter – 1 Co 16:21; Handshake (today)

Kissing as a means of greeting was an old and common custom. Gen. 45;15; 2 Sam. 15:5,6; 20:9; Mt. 26:48-50.
Law: Hospitality – Rom 12:13; Heb 13:2

Custom: Water to wash feet – Gen 18:4; 19:2; 1 Tim 5:10; Coffee (today)

Note: Washing another’s feet, even if they are capable of washing their own feet, was also a custom, not necessarily of hospitality, but of humble service. 1 Sam. 25;41; Lk. 7:38; Jn. 13:1f. In this cases, it was not “because it was needed.” The recipients were perfectly capable of washing their own feet. So, it is not like washing the feet of sick person because it is needed. It was a custom with special significance.
Law: Order of subjection – 1 Co 11:3 (and this is the point of this section)
Custom: Covering – 1 Co 11:4f…16.

Some say that the covering is “a matter of divine revelation” and therefore “binding” today. If we had no other sources but the Bible, would we know about kissing as greeting and foot washing as hospitality other than by divine revelation? Would that make them binding today? We know they met in an upper room “by divine revelation” (Ac. 20:7). Does that make meeting in an upper room binding today? We know they baptized out of doors (Ac 8). Does that mean we must baptize out of doors?

Follow customs as long as spiritually advantageous and in harmony with divine law. 1 Co. 8:8-13; 9:19-26; 10:23-33; Rom. 14-15:3

Customs are never to be followed in violation of Divine law – Gal 2:3-5; 1;10; Mt 15:1-9; 1 Co. 6:11,13; 2 Co. 6:14-7:1

Practical applications today..

· “Sir” and “ma’am”

· Suits, ties, and shoes to preach

Further notes on customs of that day

Note that there were different customs with between the Jews, Romans, and Greeks. Most notably was that the Jewish and Roman men worshiped with covered heads, while Greek men with UNcovered heads.

Note also that some of the quotes indicate the Greek women were covered in “public assemblies”  (McGarvey) and others that they were UNcovered in “prayer or sacrifice” and in their “ordinary outdoor life” (Vincent). Smith says the Jewish women were generally UNcovered in public and that much of the concern about the veil dates to the Koran. Was the custom universal and can it be clearly established?
Observe also the seeming discrepancy about the length of hair, Clarke saying the Greeks were know for their long hair, while Macknight, World Book Ency., and Americana Ency. indicate they had short hair. Then note the difference in hair styles in different locations in Greece as indicated in Ancient Greek, Roman and Byzantine Costume. Note when the authors quoted by these sources lived. Some were not in the time frame of the 1st century. Were the customs the same then as when the authors wrote? This again causes one to question whether the customs were universal and whether they can be clearly established. 

If the custom Paul was dealing with was local, the difficulties of these seemingly inconsistent comments about the ancient customs are avoided. The Corinthians knew what Paul was talking about and what it signified to them. The principles about authority and customs generally are timeless.
“The Jew and the Roman worshiped with covered, and the Greek with uncovered, head. Naturally a dispute would arise as to which custom was right. …  Now, in the East in Paul’s day, all women went into public assemblies with their heads veiled, and this peplum, or veil, was regarded as a badge of subordination, a sign that the woman was under the power of the man. Thus Chardin, the traveler [Jean Chardin, French traveler, 1600’s ? http://www.britannica.com/eb/article?tocId=9022510, srf], says that the  women of Persia wear a veil in sign that they are ‘under subjection,’ a fact which Paul also asserts in this chapter.” McGarvey, Pendleton, Comm. on Thess., Cor., Gal., Rom.. (bold mine, srf)
“The Romans, like the Jews, prayed with the head veiled. So Aeneas: “And our heads are shrouded before the altar with a Phrygian vestment” (Virgil, “Aeneid,” iii., 545 [Virgil – 70-19 b.c., srf]). The Greeks remained bareheaded during prayer or sacrifice, as indeed they did in their ordinary outdoor life. The Grecian usage, which had become prevalent in the Grecian churches, seems to have commended itself to Paul as more becoming the superior position of the man.” Vincent, WS (bold mine, srf)
“This decision of the apostle was in point blank hostility to the canons of the Jews; for they would not suffer a man to pray unless he was veiled, for which they gave this reason. ‘He should veil himself to show that he is ashamed before God, and unworthy with open face to behold him.’ See much in Lightfoot on this point.” Clarke (bold mine, srf)

“The Jewish men prayed with the head covered, nay, even with a veil (Tallith) before the face. See Lightfoot, Horae, p. 210f. Michaelis, Anm. p. 244f. Hellenic usage again required that the head should be bare on sacred occasions (Grotius on ver. 2; Hermann, gottesd. Alterth…., while the Romans veiled themselves at sacrifies (Serv. ad Aen.…); Dougt. Anal. …).” H. A. W. Meyer 
“Paul’s directions do not agree precisely with current practice. Jewish men covered their heads at prayers with the Tallith … —this custom, retained probably by some Jews at Christian meetings (4), P. corrects without censure; women were both veiled and kept behind a screen. Amongst the Greeks, both sexes worshipped with uncovered head, although women covered their heads at other times (see Hermann, Gottesdienstl, Alterhumer, …Plato [ 427-347 b.c., srf]…), while Roman men and women alike covered their heads during religious rites (Servius [534 b.c. ? srf]…).” EGT (bold mine, srf)
“With regard to the use of the veil, it is important to observe that it was by no means so general in ancient as in modern times. At present, females are rarely seen without it in oriental countries, so much so that in Egypt it is deemed more requisite to conceal the face, including the top and back of the head, than other parts of the person (Lane, i. 72). Women are even delicate about exposing their heads to a physician for medical treatment (Russell's Aleppo, i. 246). In remote districts, and among the lower classes, the practice is not so rigidly enforced (Lane, i. 72). Much of the scrupulousness in respect to the use of the veil dates from the promulgation of the Koran, which forbade women appearing unveiled except in the presence of their nearest relatives (Kor. xxxiii. 55, 59). In ancient times, the veil was adopted only in exceptional cases, either as an article of ornamental dress (So 4:1, 3, 6:7), or by betrothed maidens in the presence of their future husbands, especially at the time of the wedding (Ge 24:65, 29:25) [Marriage], or lastly, by women of loose character for purposes of concealment (Ge 38:14). But, generally speaking, women both married and unmarried appeared in public with their faces exposed, both among the Jews (Ge 12:14, 24:16, 29:10; 1Sa 1:12), and among the Egyptians and Assyrians, as proved by the invariable absence of the veil in the sculptures and paintings of these peoples.” Smith Dict. (bold mine, srf) Was it a general or universal custom for women to be veiled? 

“The head-dress of Greek women consisted of nets, hair-bags, or kerchiefs, sometimes covering the whole head. A shawl which enveloped the body was also often thrown over the head, especially at marriages or funerals. This costume the Corinthian women had disused in the christian assemblies, perhaps as an assertion of the abolition of sexual distinctions, and the spiritual equality of the woman with the man in the presence of Christ. This custom was discountenanced by Paul as striking at the divinely ordained subjection of the woman to the man. Among the Jews, in ancient times, both married and unmarried women appeared in public unveiled. The later Jewish authorities insisted on the use of the veil.” Vincent, WS ((bold mine, srf) 

“Tacitus [Roman historian, born c. 55 a.d., srf] informs us, Germ. 19, that, considering the greatness of the population, adulteries were very rare among the Germans; and when any woman was found guilty she was punished in the following way: … ‘having cut off her hair, and stripped her before her relatives, her husband turned her out of doors.’ And we know that the woman suspected of adultery was ordered by the law of Moses to be stripped of her veil, Nu 5:18. Women reduced to a state of servitude, or slavery, had their hair cut off: so we learn from Achilles Tatius [Greek novelist of the 4th century a.d., srf] Clitophon says, concerning Leucippe, who was reduced to a state of slavery: pepratai, dedouleuken, ghn eskaqen, sesulhtai thv kefalhv to kallov, thn kouran orav. lib. viii. cap. 6, ‘she was sold for a slave, she dug in the ground, and her hair being shorn off, her head was deprived of its ornament,’ &c. It was also the custom among the Greeks to cut off their hair in time of mourning.” Clarke (bold mine, srf) Similar references in Meyer. If this is correct, it seems that shaved or shorn hair did not always have the same significance.

“In ancient times the people of Achaia, the province in which Corinth stood, and the Greeks in general, were noted for their long hair; and hence called by Homer [c. 700 b.c. srf], in a great variety of places, karhkomowntev acaioi, the long-haired Greeks, or Achaeans. Soldiers, in different countries, have been distinguished for their long hair; but whether this can be said to their praise or blame, or whether Homer uses it always as a term of respect, when he applies it to the Greeks, I shall not wait here to inquire.” Clarke. (bold mine, srf) Contrast this with Macknight’s comments below.

“The ancient busts and statues of the Greeks and Romans still remaining, show that they likewise wore their hair short.” Macknight (bold mine, srf)

“In the 500’s B.C. Greek men and women wore their hair gathered in knots at the top of their heads. Greek men began wearing their hair short in the 400’s B.C. Greeks sometimes wore wigs. “ S.R. Friedman, World Book Ency. 1970, vol. 9, p. 11. (bold mine, srf)

“In classical Greece [classical period – 5th cent.-323 b.c., Colliers Ency., srf], men wore short hair and often beards. Later they were shaved. Women’s long hair was drawn back loosely or bound into a chignon, later a melon shape. both sexes wore fillets, and the upper classes used curling irons.” Ency. Americana, p. 693, vol. 13, 1970. (bold mine, srf)

“A point, to be noted with regard to male hairdressing, in the later periods is, that while young boys in Sparta wore their hair short and grew it on reaching manhood, the custom at Athens was the reverse, boys wore long hair while young and on reaching manhood it was cut off and dedicated in a temple.” Ancient Greek, Roman and Byzantine Costume, Mary Houston, pp. 79,80. (bold mine, srf)
Ch 11:17-34: Lord’s Supper

Clearly, this section of Paul’s letter is about the Lord’s Supper. Paul’s aim was to correct the abuses (“I do not praise you” v. 17) and revive the correct observance (v. 23f)  that would honor the Lord and benefit them. Their divisive, selfish attitudes and conduct were interfering with their proper observance of the Lord’s Supper, as indicated in vv. 17-22. The Lord’s Supper was to be observed in remembrance of the Lord and as a declaration of their faith, not as a supper to satisfy hunger (vv. 22-26,34). The consequences of failing to properly observe the Lord’s Supper were personal weakness (v. 30) and judgment (vv. 27-32).

There are three different “suppers” mentioned in 1 Cor. 11:17-34. The word preceding “supper” in each case indicates which supper is being spoken of.

20 “Lord’s Supper”

21 “own supper” 

25 “after supper” [see Lk 22:1,7,11-13,20]

11:17

Contrast v. 2.

“for the better”

“for” = eis – here, result, effect (TH)

“d. the end by which a thing is completed, i.e. the result or effect:  Acts 10:4; Revelation 6:19 (eiv thn anomian (but WH brackets), so that iniquity was the result); Revelation 10:10; 13:14; 1 Corinthians 11:17; 2 Corinthians 2:16; Ephesians 5:2, etc.;” TH

“better” = kreittwn kreitton, or kreisswn kreissOn > kratos, strong (VN, OB)

“Neuter articular comparative of kratuv, but used as comparative of kalov, good. Attic form kreitton.” RWP

“better; i.e. a. more useful, more serviceable”: 1 Corinthians 11:17; TH

Going to church should make us better, stronger! Here is God’s plan for local church assemblies!

11:20

“it is not to eat the Lord’s Supper” 

39. American Standard Version, 1901: “it is not possible to eat the Lord’s Supper” 

“ouk esti with the infinitive means ‘it is impossible’ to eat” – R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of St. Paul’s First and Second Epistles to the Corinthians (Augsburg pub., Minnesota), 1963, p. 458. 

“Lit.: ‘there is no such thing as your eating,’ i.e., ‘it is impracticable,’ ‘impossible;’ … because there was a lack of requisite disposition.” – Christian Friedrich Kling, A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. J. P. Lange (Charles Scribner, New York, 1868), p. 234. 

40. NOT: 

· That they made no pretense to observe it, for they did, but failed. Thus the reproof. 

· That they shouldn’t, for he tells them how and the need for it. 

41. Contextually, only reasonable interpretation = “it is impossible...” Why impossible? “...for...,” vv. 21-22. What they did was not the “Lord’s Supper,” i.e., what the Lord instituted or intended (“For I received from the Lord that which I also delivered to you...,” v. 23).

Why is the memorial to the Lord’s death called, “The ‘Lord’s Supper’”? What, if anything,  does it indicate about the nature of the meal, the time of eating it, and the attitude the worshipper should have? 

“Supper”

“Dinner,” “Supper,” and “Feast” may be used to denote the same meal. However, they connote different ideas. 

“Dinner” - main or formal meal

“Supper” - evening meal

“Feast” - unusually good or abundant meal

“Usage Note: Denote and connote are often confused because both words have senses that entail signification. Denote means “to signify directly or literally” and describes the relation between the word and the thing it conventionally names. Connote means “to signify indirectly, suggest or imply” and describes the relation between the word and the images or associations it evokes. Thus, the word river denotes a moving body of water and may connote such things as the relentlessness of time and the changing nature of life.” The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition Copyright © 2000 by Houghton Mifflin Company. “Home” and “house” denote a place to live, but “home” connotes family warmth, love, and affection—We say, “Home sweet home” not “House sweet house.”

Note: Misunderstanding of words connote one thing to the speaker and another to the hearer. Leads to misunderstanding, e.g....

· “Meet you for lunch” - you mean light midday meal, but he understands evening meal.

· Say to lady who prepared a fine meal, “Nice picnic”...! (“picnic” = outdoor, excursion meal)
deipnon 

“(in Hom. the morning meal or breakfast...this the Greeks afterwards call the ariston..., designating as the deipnon the evening meal or supper); 

“1. supper, esp. a formal meal usually held at evening... [Note: “usually… Sometimes not…?]
“2. univ. food taken at evening...” 

Thayer’s Greek English Lexicon 

“dinner, supper the main meal of the day, eaten toward evening...(formal) dinner, banquet...” Gingrich, Shorter Lexicon of the Greek New Testament 

“denotes (a) ‘the chief meal of the day’ dinner or supper, taken at or towards evening...” Vine’s Expository Dictionary of N.T. Words 

Greek Custom 

· Breakfast - little bread dipped in wine 

· Midday meal - eaten anywhere, even on the street or city square 

· Supper (deipnon) - main meal, no hurry, lingered together 

William Barclay, The Letters to the Corinthians (Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1956), p. 113.

Note in the above definitions the conventional meaning of “supper” in the first century. Clearly, “supper” in the “Lord’s Supper” (1 Co. 11:20) cannot have the conventional meaning, for Paul said,  “If anyone is hungry, let him eat at home, so that you may not come together for judgment.” v. 34

To base any conclusions as to the time or manner of observance of this memorial from the ordinary or literal meaning of the word “supper” is erroneous, being based on the false premise that the word “supper” in such usage carries with it its ordinary or literal significance. 

Q: Did they not eat it in the “evening,” Ac. 20:7ff? It seems so, but this may have been due to their working hours. Remember, the first day of the week was not a “day off” in the Roman empire. Whatever the reason it is not because the word “supper” in the designation “Lord’s supper” is to be taken literally, connoting an evening meal.

Note: “Supper” was never applied to Passover in O.T. In fact, “supper” does not occur in O.T.  in the kjv, nkjv, nasb, or asv. Passover is called “supper” only by John (13:2,4), evidently because it was the “main meal, eaten toward evening.” The intent of the Passover meal was a memorial, but it was in fact the “main meal” of the day relative to satisfying hunger, thus, “supper.”

Examples of other words used to mean something other than the conventional meaning:

· Rom 5:9, “blood” = death, v. 10.

· Gal. 6:12,14, “cross” = gospel, or, message of the cross, 1 Co. 1:17,18,23.

· Lk. 22:17a, “cup” = contents of the cup, i.e. fruit of the vine, vv. 17b,18
These are examples of metonymy: “a figure of speech in which the name of one thing is used in place of that of another associated with or suggested by it (Ex.: the White House for the President)” Webster’s New World Dictionary CD-ROM, ed. 1992-1995.
The “Lord’s Supper” is that memorial the Lord established (v. 23a) to be observed in remembrance of Him (vv. 24,25), and distinguished from their “own supper” which they introduced into their assemblies to satisfy their hunger (vv. 21-22,34). The “Lord’s Supper” speaks of the authority from which it derives its existence and form, and of the purpose of its observance. 

The Lord’s “supper” is the memorial the Lord instituted during and after the Passover supper, a Jewish memorial. These two memorials were alike, but different. 

· They shared the same focal point: for 1500 years the Passover Supper looked forward to the sacrifice of the Lamb of God; thereafter, the Lord’s Supper looked backward to that sacrifice. The Passover Supper found its fulfillment in the sacrifice which the Lord’s Supper commemorates. Read Lk. 22:14-22. 

· They are both memorials to God’s people of redemption by blood. The Passover Supper was a memorial to Israel of their redemption from the bondage of Egypt by the blood of a lamb. The Lord’s Supper is a memorial to Christians of their redemption form the bondage of sin by the blood of the Lamb. 

· However, they differ in form (Lord’s “Supper” not a literal supper; other particulars in method of observance), in frequency (weekly versus yearly), in scope (Lord’s Supper includes no reference to national experience), and in origin (Passover instituted by Moses; Lord’s Supper instituted by the Lord). 

· This should enable us to see how “the name of one thing” (“supper”) could be appropriately used “for that of another” (The Lord’s memorial) because of being “associated with or suggested by it.” (See definition of “metonymy” above.) 

“Kuriakos, adjective from kurios, belonging or pertaining to the Lord, is not just a biblical or ecclesiastical word, for it is found in the inscriptions and papyri in the sense of imperial (Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East, p. 358), as imperial finance, imperial treasury.” A. T. Robertson’s Word Pictures in the New Testament. Accordingly, the “Lord’s” supper is the imperial supper - the supper of the King! Compare Mt. 26:29, Mk. 14:25, Lk. 22:16,18. 
Since it is “the Lord’s Supper,” it is to be observed in the manner He appointed (1 Cor. 11:23a) to remember Him (1 Cor. 11:24,25). Anything else is not the “Lord’s Supper.”

One’s attitude in life should harmonize with the significance of this being the “Lord’s Supper.” For example, our lives should accord with a memorial to honor the Lord who redeemed us from sin. Also, this “imperial supper” declares the honor of our King who went the way of the cross—shall we then not be willing to “take our cross daily” and follow Him?

11:24

“This is my body”

“Metaphor”  - “implied comparison between two things by calling or implying that one is the other.” http://rinkworks.com/words/ linguistics.shtml. “Metaphor is a comparison which imaginatively identifies one thing with another … Unlike a simile or analogy, metaphor asserts that one thing is another thing, not just that one is like another.” http://www.uky.edu/cgibin/cgiwrap/%7Escaife/terms?file= 1ahrd.html&isindex=Metaphor
Simile: He is like a fox, shrewd and hard to trap. Metaphor: He is a fox, shrewd and hard to trap.

Biblical examples: Ps. 18:2; Jn. 6:35; Ps. 84:11; Mt. 5:13; 1 Cor. 12:27.

Everyday examples of metaphors. He is a beast. She is a doll. That car is a bomb.
 “This is my body” is obviously not literal—he was not giving them a part of his body!

“which is broken for you” - 1 Cor. 11:24 KJV 
“Which is for you (to uper umwn). klwmenon (broken) of the Textus Receptus (King James Version) is clearly not genuine. Luke (Lu 22:19) has didomenon (given) which is the real idea here. As a matter of fact the body of Jesus was not broken (Joh 19:36). The bread was broken, but not the body of Jesus.” RWP.

Is “breaking” the bread symbolic of Christ’s body being “broken” for us? Consider:

· klaO (broken) - “metaph to sOma [the body, srf], shattered as it were, by a violent death, 1 Cor. 11:24...” Thayer’s. If this be the meaning, does the Christian reenact killing Christ when he “breaks” the bread?

· In the following scriptures, note the equivalent phrase in the second passage to “which is broken” in the first. (The phrase “is broken” is omitted in the asv, nasb, due to following a different family of MSS.)
1 Cor. 11:24 - “...body, which is broken for you...” kjv, nkjv 

Lk. 22:19 - “...body, which is given for you...”

I.e., he gave his life on our behalf.

Q: What do we mean when we pray using this phrase?

In the institution of the Supper, Christ broke the bread, not the participants. What he told them to do was, “Take, eat...”

What about 1 Co. 10:16, which talks about the bread we break? Note the equivalent phrase to “which we break” in the second passage.

1 Cor. 10:16 - “the bread which we break” 

1 Cor. 10:17 - “we all partake of the one bread” 

People of that day “broke” bread to partake of it, or to distribute it for partaking. 

Examples of other words used the first century that were sometimes used with special meanings, narrower than the broad signification: “elder” (Acts 14:23); diakonos (“servant” Mt 22:13…”deacon” Php 1:1)”church” (ekklesia, Acts 19:32, “assembly”…Acts 20:17); “spirit” (1 Jn. 4:1). Examples in our language: “coke” (soft drink…Coca Cola); “PC” (computer…computer running Windows platform). 

“for” = huper. “for, i.e., for one’s safety, for one’s advantage or benefit (one who does a thing for another, is conceived of as standing or bending ‘over’ the one whom he would shield or defend...)…Lk. 22:19…1 Cor. 11:24...” - Thayer’s 

I.e., he gave his life on our behalf. See Col. 1:22; Heb. 10:10; 1 Pet. 2:24.

As Israel, eating of the “body” of the sacrificial lamb shows faith in God’s plan for our deliverance.

“Do this” - Lk. 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:24 

Q: Do what? To what does “this” refer? 

What Jesus did? There are five verbs in Lk. 22:19 describing what Jesus did:

· “taken some bread”

· “gave thanks”

· “broke it”

· “gave it to them”

· “saying”

If “do this” means do what He just did, how many of the above five things must we do? 

If we insist on one, but not the others, on what basis do we make such selection?

Note: Is it said in any of the four accounts of the Lord’s Supper that Jesus himself ate of it?

· “Do this” = “Take, eat”
Note “do this” in two of thefollowing scriptures and the equivalent phrase in the other 

Lu 22:19 And when He had taken some bread and given thanks, He broke it, and gave it to them, saying, “This is My body which is given for you; do this in remembrance of Me.”

1Co 11:24 and when He had given thanks, He broke it, and said, “This is My body, which is for you; do this in remembrance of Me.”

Mt 26:26 And while they were eating, Jesus took some bread, and after a blessing, He broke it and gave it to the disciples, and said, “Take, eat; this is My body.”

Note the bearing of this on the following:

· Each participant must “break” a piece of the loaf, like Jesus did (not simply pick up a broken piece already lying on the plate)

· It is essential that thanksgiving be expressed in the prayers at the Lord’s Table, as Jesus did.
“in remembrance of me”

The memory can be powerful in influencing human conduct. Observe God’s admonitions and memorials employing human memory time and again: Ex. 12:14; 13:9,10,16; Jos. 4:7; Dt. 5:12-15; 7:18; 8:2; 9:7; 15:15; 16:3; Eccl. 12:1; Mt 16:9; Lk. 17:32; Ac. 20:35; 2 Pet. 3:2; etc.

Herein is the power of this memorial, not in some mysterious, supernatural power either in the elements themselves, nor some direct influence of the Holy Spirit on our souls. This being true, it is essential one partake in the right frame of mind, or the benefit God intended is lost—note v. 30.

11:25

“This cup which is poured out for you” 
“Cup” is used by metonymy for the contents of the cup, and thus has the same significance as the fruit of the vine.

“Metonymy” - “a figure of speech in which the name of one thing is used in place of that of another associated with or suggested by it (Ex.: the White House for the President)” Webster’s New World Dictionary CD (Zane Pub. 1992-1995)

· The “cup” is identified in the text of Mt. 26:27-29. Mark “cup,” “it,” “fruit of the vine.” In the same color, underline “Drink from” and “drink of this.”

Mt 26:27 And when He had taken a cup and given thanks, He gave it to them, saying, “Drink from it, all of you; 28 for this is My blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for forgiveness of sins. 29 But I say to you, I will not drink of this fruit of the vine from now on until that day when I drink it new with you in My Father’s kingdom.”
· “Divide it...” - Lk. 22:17 kjv, nkjv, asv, niv, nrsv (nasb - “share it”) 

The word here, diamerizO, means to divide into pieces, or parts, then, to distribute. Note its usage in the N.T. always carries the idea of something divided: 

Matt. 27:35 they divided up His garments

Mark 15:24 and divided up His garments

Luke 11:17 Any kingdom divided against itself

Luke 11:18 if Satan also is divided against himself

Luke 12:52 will be divided, three against two

Luke 12:53 They will be divided, father against son

Luke 22:17 Take this and share it among yourselves

Luke 23:34 dividing up His garments among themselves.

John 19:24 They divided My outer garments among them

Acts 2:3 tongues as of fire distributing themselves

Acts 2:45 were sharing them with all

Q: Did Jesus tell them to divide the container or the contents?

· 1 Cor. 11:26
“eat the bread...”

 
“drink the cup...”

Q: Did Jesus tell them to drink the container or the contents?

“the New Covenant in my blood”

“Blood” = death. Compare Rom. 5:9,10, and etc. See Lev. 17:14.

“of the new covenant” - Christ’ death made the new covenant possible, wherein the righteous God could forgive unrighteous man - “which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” See Heb. 9:17-22.
Compare Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:20; 1 Pet. 1:19; 1 Jn. 1:7; Rev. 1:5.

Ex 24:7-8 – “blood of the covenant” 1st time

Exam. of double figure with one meaning: Mal. 3:2.

As “bread” is not to make us think of the actual flesh of Jesus, so “fruit of the vine” is not to make us think of his actual blood. Both are implied comparisons to his death.

This [bread] is [like] my body; This [fruit of the vine] is [like] my blood. Just as one must eat the bread and drink the fruit of the vine in order to enjoy their life-giving, refreshing blessings, so one must “eat” (believe in, trust in) his body (incarnation to die for the sins of men) and “drink” (believe in, trust in) his blood of the new covenant (that his death was necessary to and accomplished the ratification of the covenant providing remission of sins). Compare Jesus own comments about his “body” and “blood” in John 6:35, 50-56. As the “eating” and “drinking” in John 6 refers to the ACT of believing, literally eating and drinking the bread and fruit of the vine in the L.S. is a DECLARATION of that faith.
Some interesting comments:
“The eating (and the drinking), … is a symbol of the reception and appropriation, in saving faith (John vi. 51ff), of the atoning and redeeming virtue inherent in the death of the body … and in the shedding of the blood of Jesus; so that the act of receiving the elements in the consciousness of this, establishes a koinwnia with the body and blood that is spiritually living and active…a fellowship in which the believing communicant realizes in his inward experience that the divine-human life of the crucified Redeemer is being imparted to him with saving efficacy, and in which he acquires a full assurance of eternal life.” Meyer on Mt. 26:26 (bold mine, srf)
“He also refers to himself as ‘the bread of life’ (John 6:35, 48), ‘the bread that came down out of heaven’ (John 6:58). So, why should he not be, and be represented and symbolized by, ‘the broken bread’?…’Whereas otherwise you should have suffered eternal death, I give my body in death on the tree of the cross and shed by blood for you, and nourish and refresh your hungry and thirsty souls with my crucified body and shed blood to everlasting life …” Hendriksen on Mt. 26:26. (bold mine, srf)
11:27

“Unworthy” is an adjective referring to the manner in which one “eats” and “drinks.” If he is not “examining” himself, v. 28, and “discerning the Lord’s body, he “eats and drinks judgment to himself.” 

In original, one word, anaxiOs, anaxiwv, is an adverb, “unworthily,” as in kjv.  (from anaxios, anaxiov, adj.) 

In the Lord’s Supper, one proclaims, not only that Christ died (v. 26), but that he died for my sins. Self-examination while partaking would make one aware of his need of that sacrifice, and impart humility, gratitude, and a sense of devotion for the Lord’s death for him. Failure to so observe it, leads to the results in v. 30.
11:28

“But let a man examine himself...”

Three present imperative active verbs:

· “Let...examine”

· “eat”

· “drink”

Thus, the “examination” does not simply precede the eating and drinking but continues during these acts. E.g., not examine his motives then finding them ok, go ahead and eat.

“So” - i.e., in this manner.

Q. - what manner? (note v. 27)

“But let a man keep on examining himself, and in this manner..... The eating and drinking is “to proclaim the     Lord’s death” v. 26,27. Not merely that he died, but that he died for my sins. Self-examination during partaking would make one aware of his unworthiness, and impart humility, gratitude, and a sense of devotion for  the Lord’s death.

Failure results in v. 30. The “discipline” intended by the Lord in this memorial, however (v. 32) would help us be conscious and concerned about sin and grateful for its removal in Christ Jesus.

11:34

“Let him eat at home” 

The apostle placed the common meal in the “home,” not the church. See v. 22. Consider the confusion that exists in the religious world today in this matter, manifested by churches engaging in many activities that belong in the home.

Chapter 12

Ch 12-14: Spiritual gifts


Ch 12: Unity of source and design of spiritual gifts


Ch 13: Excellency of love over spiritual gifts


Ch 14: Regulation of spiritual gifts in the assembly
12:1

12:1a - Compare 7:1a, 8:1a, 16:1a.

12:1b – Compare 8:1b-3; 10:1a; 11:3a; 15:1a

12:2

“when you were pagans”
The Corinthians background was one of idolatry. See also chs. 8,10.

“led astray to dumb idols, however you were led”

“dumb” = afwnov aphonos

“voiceless, dumb; without the faculty of speech; used of idols1 Corinthians 12:2 (cf. Psalm 115:5 (Psalm 113:13); Habakkuk 2:18)” TH

Cmpr Ps 115:1-8; Hab 2:18-20.
“Dumb idols were often made to speak by priests concealed in or behind them, who made use of speaking-tubes which led to the parted lips of the idol. … As each realm of nature had its god, idolaters were drawn about from shrine to shrine and temple to temple, seeking one blessing from one god today, and another blessing from another god to-morrow. Hence, saturated as they were with polytheism, diverse gifts were with them instinctively associated with dierse gods. … The oracle of Delphi was near by, and contentions between idolatry and Christianity were, we may be sure, matters of daily occurrence in Corinth...” McGarvey, Comm. on Thess., Cor., Gal., Rom.

“led astray” = apagw, which is from apo + agw

“led” = agw
“apagw implies the force rather than charm” EGT

“however you were led” – “indicating the uncertainty and caprice of the directing powers” EGT

“You know that, when you were Gentiles, to those voiceless idols, however you might be led, (you were) carried away” EGT. The word for “carried away” is the last word in the verse in both TR and WH texts. “(apagomenoi). The copula hte [“you were” srf] is not expressed (common ellipsis) with the participle (periphrastic imperfect passive), but it has to be supplied to make sense.” RWP

To worship them, sacrifice to them, invoke them, inquire of them.
12:3

Does “Therefore” point to “I make known to you” (dumb idols could not and did not), or, to “that no one speaking…” (dumb idols cannot speak or empower anyone to speak)? If the first, then make v. 2 parenthetical…

“I do not want you to be unaware. (You know that when…) Therefore, I make known to you…”

Either way, Paul informs them that the testimony about Jesus of any true prophet (one speaking by the Spirit of God) will be that Jesus is Lord and the source of his testimony will be the Holy Spirit, not idols. This is a fundamental criterion of any “spiritual gifts.”

Does NOT mean that everyone who might utter the words, “Jesus is Lord” is a prophet of Christ and to be regarded as such: Mt 7:15...21-23; Ac 8:24-26; 19:13-16. Includes more than simply uttering the words (law of harmony, common sense). Compare Prov. 20:9. The context is one of “gifts” given men under influence of higher power (“spiritual”). “No one by means of idol supernatural power can say...” All “spiritual” gifts came from one source (not many, as in idolatry), i.e. the Holy Spirit, vv 4ff.

12:4-11

The word “varieties” (“diversities,” “differences,” kjv, nkjv) occurs three times in vv. 4-6, and then a variety of gifts are listed in vv. 8-10. The word “same” in vv. 4-11 is put in contrast with this variety of gifts. This points the reader to unity of source of these gifts—they all come from the one God (Father, Son, HS). This lays the foundation for unity of design and use (12:7, 12:12f, ch. 14).

Nine gifts mentioned in vv. 8-10. This is not meant to be an exhaustive list. Note also (1) apostles, (2) teachers, (3) helps, and (4) administrations in v. 28.

1. wisdom

2. knowledge

3. faith

4. healing

5. miracles

6. prophecy

7. distinguishing os spirits

8. tongues

9. interpretation of tongues

Interesting that both in this list and vv. 28-30 tongues are placed next to last.

Since “knowledge,” “prophecy” and “tongues” given by “same” Spirit, what the Spirit taught and revealed should be consistent with the exercise of tongues.
The gifts given to a person “for the common good,” v. 7. Each “member” has been given “gifts” for the benefit of the “body,” v. 12f. They are called “ministries,” i.e. they are for service to others. They are NOT for personal glory (the tongue speaker), evidence of personal salvation, or power for personal sanctification (ideas some hold today). He will point out in chapter 14 that this is the reason prophesy is better than tongues (14:5) and why tongue speaking may be prohibited in an assembly (14:15-17,27-28).

Nothing in this chapter indicating these gifts worked a moral change in the ones who exercised them. Rather, see Eph 4:17-24; Col 1:9-10; 3:10; 1 Th 1:5-10; 2:13; to see what changes people's lives. Note the problems in the Corinthian church, e.g. ch. 5,6.

While spiritual gifts are imparted through the laying on of the apostles’ hands (Acts 8:14-18), who gets which gift is determined by the Holy Spirit, v. 11. Note the personality of the Spirit implied—“as He wills.”

12:12-27

“One” occurs five times in vv. 12-13 and sets the stage for the imagery of  vv. 14f. “Many” is set in contrast to “one.” Putting those two words (“one” and “many”) and the words they modify (“body” and “members”) together serves to focus on the main idea of vv. 12f.  “All” (i.e. “many”) are taught by “one” Spirit to become members of “one” body and “all” “drink of” that “one” Spirit. The “one” body is NOT “one” (member), but “many,” and all these many members are for the benefit of the “one” body.

12:13

Many believe that v. 13 refers to Holy Spirit baptism.

· The context is NOT discussing Holy Spirit baptism, but rather that all spiritual gifts are from the “same” Spirit designed for the benefit of the “one” body.
· Whatever this baptism is, all of the Corinthians received it—“all bap. into one body…all made to drink…” See v. 27. Is he saying all of the Corinthians received HS baptism? All of them did not have all the gifts, some may have had but one, and some may have had  none. vv. 28-30; 14:13,26. All certainly did not have the gift of tongues, 12:4-10, “to one…to another; 12:30 (rhetorical questions—answer: “No”); 14:5, “I wish that you all spoke with tongues…”.
· Whatever this baptism is, it made them members of the one body. If this is HS  baptism, one is not a member of the body of Christ until he is baptized with the HS, so he is not saved until baptized with the HS. While charismatics may believe this is HS baptism, they do not  believe  HS baptism is necessary to salvation. The baptism that puts  one into the body of Christ is water baptism for remission of sins. Gal. 3:26-27; Rom. 6:3; Eph 1:22-23..5:23…26.
· Jesus said the promise of baptism with the Holy Spirit was for the apostles to enable them to do their work as witnesses. Acts 1:1-8. The effect of this is The New Testament! To make HS Bap no more than the “experience” many are said to have today is to confuse its purpose, dilute the “power” it imparted, and cast shadow on the credibility of the effect, the gospel of Jesus Christ, that was revealed and confirmed by those who had it.
“orders to the apostles whom He had chosen.” Ac 1:2
“And gathering them together, He commanded them not to leave Jerusalem, but to wait for what the Father had promised, ‘Which,’ He said, ‘you heard of from Me; for John baptized with water, but you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now.’” Ac 1:4-5
“but you shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you shall be My witnesses” Ac 1:8
“And with great power the apostles were giving witness to the resurrection of the Lord Jesus” Ac 4:33
“And we are witnesses of these things; and so is the Holy Spirit, whom God has given to those who obey Him.” Ac 5:32
“And we are witnesses of all the things He did both in the land of the Jews and in Jerusalem. And they also put Him to death by hanging Him on a cross . . . not to all the people, but to witnesses who were chosen beforehand by God, that is, to us, who ate and drank with Him after He arose from the dead.”  Ac 10:39,41

Tongues are considered the evidence of HS bap. (Assemblies of God Statement of Fundamental Truths, Article 8, in Hoekema, What About  Tongue Speaking, p. 38; Carl Brumback, What Meaneth This, p. 187, in file, John Clark's material). Since not all spoke with tongues, Paul not saying all received HS Bap.

Pentecostals: Difference in “initial” sign and the “gift.” The “gift” would enable people to continue to speak in tongues. All Corinthians had experienced the “initial” act, but had not received the “gift.”

This is an ARBITRARY DISTINCTION.

This distinction between the “initial act” and the “gift” cannot be proven with Scripture. “Initial” is a word never used in reference to tongue speaking in Scripture, and they cannot prove in the cases they say  are HS Bap (AC 2,10,19) that these people did not continue to speak in tongues as a result of what they received (thus experiencing an “initial act” as opposed to a continuing “gift”).

This would have the “gift” (12:4) imparting more power than the baptism (Ac 1:8). [Pentecostals erroneously make the “power” a “power for life and service.” Not so: Jn 13-16, Ac 2:14 (see vs 39), 43; 3:12,16...4:7,10; 4:30-31,33; 5:12-15; 8:17,18]

The fact is that those “baptized” with the HS - the apostles - had all the “gifts.”

This “baptism” put them into the body of Christ – vv. 12,13,27.

But, according to Pentecostalism, a man is justified first, then receives HS baptism in order to aid him to "sanctification." This would have a man justified BEFORE HE WAS IN THE BODY OF CHRIST. See Eph 2:16, 5:23 for the essentiality of being in the "body" to be justified.

“ONE baptism” common to the saved - Eph 4:5.

If “all” believers should expect HS Bap, this makes TWO. Water baptism commanded of all - Mt 28:19, Ac 8:35-38, 10:47

IF they “all” received HS Bap., and HS Bap. is a “second work of grace” to give “power for life and service,” (Clark, Char. Movement, pp. 4-5, 15-16) it seemed to FAIL in the Corinthians' case! See chapters 1-6, 2 Cor 10-13.

WHAT IT MEANS: A Suggestion...

"By (instrumentality; ASV = "in," in connection with) the revelation of one Spirit we were all baptized into one body..."

Notes added 11/05:

“by (en) one Spirit (N-DSN) nasb 

nasb ftnt, “Or in”

“by” KJV, NKJV

“in” ASV

en en1722

“[g]. more rarely with the dative of person, meaning aided by one, by the intervention or agency of someone, by (means of) one … 1 Co. 14:21 … Mt. 9:34 … Ac. 17:31…” TH

“III. causal or instrumental—1. introducine the means or instrument … b. with pers.: with the help of … Mt. 9:34 …1 Co. 14:21 … Ac. 17:31…” A&G

1 Co 14:31, “by (en) men of strange tongues (A-DPM, heteroglossos) nasb; “by” – asv, nrsv 

“with” kjv, nkjv

“Through” nrsv

Mt 9;34, “by (en) the ruler (N-DSM) nasb; “by” – kjv, nkjv, asv

asv ftnt on “by” = “Or in”

Ac 17:31, “through (en) a Man” nasb; “by” kjv, nkjv, asv

asv ftnt on “by” = “Gr. in”

Ac 18:8-11 - Their (the Corinthians) case.

How did they learn the necessity of baptism and what motivated them  to submit to it? Who had the Spirit: the apostle...or the hearers? See  Jn 14:26; 16:13; 1 Co 2:2-4...12,13. 

Compare: 

Mt 28:19 - “go make disciples....baptizing them” 

Mk 16:15,16 - “preach....bap.” 

Ac 2:41 - “those who had received his word...baptized” 

Ac 8:12 - “preaching...being baptized” 

Ac 8:35-36 - “preached...`What prevents..being baptized?’“ 

Ac 16:14-15 - “listening..to the things spoken by Paul....baptized” 

Ac 16:32-33 - “spoke the word of the Lord...baptized” 

Ac 18:8 - “when they heard...baptized” (Corinthians!) 

In every case the preaching of the gospel revealed by the HS is what motivated and guided these people to be bapized. One thing for sure: none of these people including the Corinthians would have been baptized were it not for the revelation of the HS. NOR WOULD WE!

“by one Spirit we were all baptized” 1Co 12:13

“and many of the Corinthians when they heard were believing and being baptized.” Ac 18:8
“make disciples...baptizing them” Mt 28:19
“preach the gospel...baptized” Mk 16:15-16
“those who received his word were baptized” Ac 2:41
“when they believed Philip preaching the good news...they were being baptized” Ac 8:12
“preached Jesus...What prevents me from being baptized?” Ac 8:35,36
“listening...to the things spoken by Paul...baptized” Ac 16:14,15
“spoke the word of the Lord to him...baptized” Ac 16:32,33
Note: A contractor is said to “build a house” though he never cuts a board or drives a nail. He is the motivating and guiding “cause.”  Compare also Jn 4:1-2. Likewise, can it not be said “by one Spirit we were baptized into one body” in view of the fact that it is the one gospel He revealed and confirmed that motivated and guided us to that act that brought us into the body of Christ?

Thank God for the confidence we can have in our baptism because it is by the revelation of the Holy Spirit!

This explanation is at least in harmony with the rest that the Spirit revealed about HS Bap. Any interpretation MUST MEET THIS CRITERIA.

Thank God for that one Spirit, sent by the one God, who revealed the one faith concerning the one Lord, and guided us to the one baptism whereby we became part of the one body and enjoy the one hope. (Eph 4:4-5). And is this not the main point in 1 Cor 12...? The various gifts God gave Christians should be understood and used in view of the common bond that believers share, and not for selfish and divisive ends. So should it be today!
12:27-31

Verses 29-30 have seven rhetorical questions. The answer to every one of the questions is the same: “No.” This being true, it is evident that not all the Corinthians had the gift of tongues. See also 14:5, “Now I wish that you all spoke with tongues…” But if tongues are a sign of HS baptism and v. 13 says they all received HS baptism, should they not all have the gift of tongues?? Pentecostals will try to make a difference in the “initial sign” and the “gift,” but it is an arbitrary distinction and unfounded in Scripture.

Verse 31 sets the stage for chapter 13. What is “more excellent” than all the gifts?

Chapter 13

Ch 12-14: Spiritual gifts


Ch 12: Unity of source and design of spiritual gifts


Ch 13: Excellency of love over spiritual gifts


Ch 14: Regulation of spiritual gifts in the assembly

See sermon 051701. file://localhost/Users/srf/Documents/Sermons/0501-0600/051701, Love - 1 Co 13. (For those who may be downloading these notes, this sermon can be downloaded at the same location.)

In this chapter Paul explains in three sections why love is “more excellent.” The following phrase from each section captures the idea of that entire section as to why love is more excellent.

vv. 1-3 – “do not have love” (3 times), I am nothing” (v. 2). Similar idea in vv. 1,3. Love is “more excellent” bec. in its absence all the deeds one does accounts nothing. They must be motivated by love (not pride, commercial reasons, etc.)

vv. 4-7 – “love is…is not…does not” Love is “more exc.” bec. of how makes men think of and treat one another.

vv. 8-13 – “Love never fails” Love is “more exc.” bec., while spiritual gifts serve a needed purpose, their need and role is temporary. Love will always be needed and active among the godly. 
13:4-7

There are fourteen words or phrases (counting v. 6 as one) in vv. 4-7 that describe the love Paul is speaking about and how it impacts Christians’ interaction. It is important to understand the meaning of the words used to describe these attitudes and actions if we are serious about molding ourselves according to this pattern of love. See sermon 051701 (link above) for a discussion of each one. 

13:8-13

Note all the time words and phrases in vv. 8-13 (“never fails,” “will be done away,” “will cease,” “when,” “did away with,” “now” in v. 12, but not in v. 13, “then,” “abide”). Also note all the status words and phrases (“in part,” “partial,” “perfect,” “fully”). It may be helpful to highlight these word families in your text using two different colors.

Spiritual gifts were limited in time and partial in status, but in contrast, faith, hope, and love would “abide” after spiritual gifts ceased.

A contrast is drawn: Faith, hope, and love “abide” while spiritual gifts will “cease” or “be done away.” Hope will be done away with at the end of time, for “why does one hope for what he sees?” Ro. 8:24,25. If spiritual gifts last until the end of time, they also “abide” as long as hope does and the contrast between being spiritual gifts being “done away” while hope “abides” is lost.
“when the perfect comes”
The context is a contrast with “partial,” so “perfect” contextually interpreted means “complete.” Christ coming and heaven is not the context. In fact, to make it refer to the end of time when Christ comes destroys the time contrast. “Partial” prophesy, tongues, knowledge, versus “perfect” or complete prophesy, tongues, knowledge. These gifts were to impart either “revelation” or “knowledge” or “prophecy” or “teaching,” 14:6. This we have in its entirety in the completed revelation of God’s Word.
“now” in v. 12 = arti (both times). Temporal significance (TH, A&G). Contrast with “then.”

“now” in v. 13 = nuni. Temporal or logical significance (TH, A&G). Favoring logical significance: (1) A contrast is being drawn between faith, hope, love which “abide” and spiritual gifts which “cease.” If “now” = “at the present time,” the same is true of spiritual gifts, and the contrast is lost. (2) Would explain why Paul used different words for “now” in vv. 12 and 13.

(b) with logical import, e.g., Rom 7:17; 1 Cor. 13:13, which some regard as temporal A@(a); but if this is the significance, "the clause means, 'but faith, hope, love, are our abiding possession now in this present life.' The objection to this rendering is that the whole course of thought has been to contrast the things which last only for the present time with the things which survive. And the main contrast so far has been between love and the special [then] present activity of prophecy, tongues, knowledge. There is something of disappointment, and even of bathos, in putting as a climax to these contrasts the statement that in this present state faith, hope, love abide; that is no more than can be said of [the then existing] prophecies, tongues and knowledge. If there is to be a true climax the 'abiding' must cover the future as well as the present state. And that involves as a consequence that nuni must be taken in its logical meaning, i.e., 'as things are,' 'taking all into account' ... This logical sense of nuni ... is enforced by the dominant note of the whole passage" (R. St. John Parry, in the Camb. Greek Test.). Vine’s Exp. Dict.
“now I know in part, but then I shall know fully”

“know” can mean “make know” (result for cause), e.g. 2:2. 

Compare 12:8, “word of knowledge”; 14:6, “I speak …by way of…knowledge…” Spiritual gifts (including the gift of “knowledge”) were not for personal benefit, but for the “common good,” 12:7. The person with the “word of knowledge” may not personally have comprehended the import of what he was making known, e.g. Ac. 2:38-39. 

Therefore, “now I know in part” does not necessarily refer to personal comprehension. Likewise, “know fully” does not necessarily refer to personal comprehension. Suggestion: Now I have the word of knowledge in part, but then I shall have the word of knowledge fully…” – i.e. completed, or “perfect,” revelation.

13:13
“But now abide faith, hope, love, these three; but the greatest of these is love.”

Faith justifies, Rom 5:1. Love (for a brother) will not do that. It is NOT the “greatest” in bringing peace between man and God.

Faith motivates to obedience to God, Jam 2:14f. Love (of a brother) does not do that.

Faith enables to persevere. Heb 10:39 7 chapter 11. Love (of a brother) does not do that.

Faith is VERY important and GREAT. WHY then Paul say, “Love is greatest”?

Hope motivates to endure in the face of difficulties, Heb. 10:34-36. And faith is the foundation of hope, Heb. 11:1. See the hope of the men of faith in ch. 11. Hope is the “anchor” to the soul, 6:18-19. Love (of a brother) does not do that.

WHY then is “love the greatest”? IN THE CONTEXT, “love is the greatest”—i.e. in regulating how the Corinthians used their “spiritual gifts.” Love causes us to always do think of what is good for others and to avoid that which tears down and destroys. Spiritual gifts are designed to be used for “the common good” (12:7), for “edification” 14:26. This is what “love” would cause the Corinthians to use their “gifts” and in this it had no peer! Apply to how WE use our faith, knowledge, talents!

Greatest demonstration of “love” and how it sacrificially seeks the welfare of others- 1 Jn. 4:10! Importance of this love - 1 Jn. 4:8!

Chapter 14

Maturity in love (ch. 13) and understanding relative to spiritual gifts would regulate their exercise in the assembly of the church (v. 23), making edification of the assembly the overall measure of their use.

The word “church” in vv. 19,28,34,35 clearly refers to the assembly of the local church. See v. 23. In vv. 4,5,12,33 it would be true if one would make it mean the local church, but is equally true and more in line with the context of the chapter to make it mean the assembly of the local church.
As edification was the governing principle (v. 26), it is important to know what the apostle meant by it. We cannot arbitrarily, apart from the context, attach a meaning to the word. First, mark the “edify” family of words throughout the chapter. (e.g., “edifies,” “edification,” etc. – vv. 3,4,5,12,17,26) Then, look for the words and phrases that show that understanding what is said is ESSENTIAL to the “edification” Paul spoke of and underline these words and phrases in the same color you highlighted the “edify” family of words. This will make clear that understanding what is said is ESSENTIAL to the “edification” Paul spoke of. Observe…

· v. 5, “unless he interprets, so that the church may receive edifying.” (just to know someone is speaking in tongues by the  power of the HS does not in itself provide “edification”—interpretation must take place for “edifying”)

· v. 6, “what shall I profit you, unless I speak to you by way of revelation or of knowledge or of prophecy or of teaching?” (no “profit” or edification without one of these four things)

· vv.7-9, “how will it be known … indistinct sound … So also, unless you utter by the tongue speech that is clear, how will it be known what is spoken? For you will be speaking into the air.” (he uses “lifeless things” to illustrate why speech in the assembly needs to be “clear “ and able to be “known what is spoken.” It is not enough to hear a bugle—if the sound is “indistinct,” the troops may retreat when they are supposed to charge! Note that “edify” sandwiches these illustrations, vv. 5…12.)

· vv. 11,12 , “If then I do not know the meaning … So also… seek to abound for the edification of the church” (seeking “edification” requires that people “know the meaning”)

· vv. 16,17, “does not know what you are saying…not edified”

· v. 31, “that all may learn and all may be exhorted” (regulations involving tongues & prophesy, v. 27f)

“edify” – “to instruct especially so as to encourage intellectual, moral, or spiritual improvement.” AHD. Compare: “edify”…“edifice.”

How would this apply to leading in prayer or public speaking in the assembly today?

14:2

Objection: But doesn’t 1 Cor. 14:2 say, “no one understands”? Would this not include the tongue speaker? “No one” is an example of synecdoche of the genus, wherein all is put for the greater part and universals do not necessarily include every particular. Examples: Gen. 39:9, “no one greater in this house than I” - i.e. no one other than Potipher himself.  The universal, “no one,” does not include Potipher. 

· Ex. 16:29, “let no man go out of his place on the seventh day,” i.e. to gather bread. The priest must “go out of his place” to offer the daily sacrifices. 

· Mt. 8:4, “See that you tell no one,” i.e. other than the priest to whom he was to show himself. Do not tell the general populace. 

· Mk. 7:24, “he wanted no one to know it”…including himself?! Obviously not! 

· 1 Co. 12:3, “no one can Jesus is Lord except by the Holy Spirit…” i.e., no one can do so by the power of “dumb” idols, v. 2. Obviously men can say, “Jesus is Lord,” without being under the supernatural influence of the Holy Spirit. Compare Mt 7:21, where even false prophets may say this! 

As the tongue speaker “edifies himself,” 1 Co. 14:4, and edification requires understanding, vv. 5-17, it is a necessary conclusion that the tongue speaker understands what he is saying though he may not be able to interpret. 

But if he can understand, why can’t he “interpret”? This is a divine revelation, and to interpret accurately divine interpretation is necessary in explaining the content and in choosing the right words to do so. See 1 Co. 2:13. Moreover, people today are know to understand a language who can not speak it, and would thus have difficulty in translating.

Mark, or list, the words “tongue” and “tongues” throughout the chapter. It is clear that Paul makes special application of this principle to the exercise of this gift.

· Tongues are of no profit unless they provide revelation, knowledge, prophecy, or teaching, v. 6
· Unless with the tongue one utters “speech that is clear,” he will be “speaking into the air,” v. 9. 

· When a man prayed in a tongue, others are “NOT edified” if they did understand what is said, vv. 16,17.  

· “Tongue” is used by metonymy for language, v. 21. Look up and read the Old Testament setting. Isa. 28:11
· Note the rules governing tongue speaking in the assembly in vv. 27-28.

· By two or at the most three

· Each in turn

· Let one interpret – no interpreter, keep silent

14:20

“in evil be babes”

“in malice be babes” nkjv (similarly, kjv, asv)

While kakia (“evil” or “malice”) can refer to malice, it can also have a more general reference to what is evil. Compare Ac 8:22 (“wickedness,” nasb); Jam. 1:21 (“wickedness,” nasb), etc. Either way, the phrase militates against the idea of inherited total depravity.

“in your thinking be mature”

Maturity (teleiov teleios) in thinking in this context points to the fact of consideration of what effect one’s action has on others and willingness and desire to make choices that are best for others, not simply that please oneself.

14:27-35

Mark the words “speak” and “speaks” in vv. 27-35 in one color and the phrase “keep silent” in another. Note that these are set in contrast. The kind of “speaking” is under consideration is NOT speaking to your child, whispering to a mate, or responding to a question, but rather addressing the assembly as a prophet, tongue speaker, or interpreter. Contextually, “keep silent” is set in contrast to “speak,” i.e., not address the assembly. It is NOT talking about “keeping silent” in the sense of asking or answering a question, making note of an announcement, etc. 
Women were not allowed to stand up and address the assembly—“keep silent”…”speak” in sense of context (vv. 34-35). Why? “for…” Note the “not…but…” i.e., this kind of “speaking” would be out of subjection. The principle of subjection is the same as “the Law also says.” Note that in the “Law” (Num 27:1-7) some women spoke in an assembly (“they stood before Moses and before Eleazar the priest and before the leaders and all the congregation, a the doorway of the tent of meeting” v. 2) and there is no indication of the inappropriateness of their action, in fact, the Lord said the issue they brought before the congregation was just, v. 7. Harmonizing 1 Co. 14 and Num 27, there is a difference in the “speaking” in an assembly in 1 Co. 14 and and the speaking in an assembly in Num. 27. One would violate the principle of “subjecting themselves” and the other did not. This further underscores the importance of ascertaining the contextual meaning of “speak” in 1 Cor. 14, i.e. addressing the assembly. (Note also that being “subject” does not mean a woman has no opinions, nor that she does not hold them strongly, nor that she cannot express them.)

The “speaking” in context is one of addressing the assembly, vv. 26-30. The women of the immediate context seems to be the prophets’ wives, v. 35, who in some way were asking their questions of their husbands so as to reflect their lack of subjection. Neither of these refer to a woman responding to a question or being recognized for a comment by the one leading the assembly.

Does a woman violate this by speaking in a bible class? If not, why not? Because these instructions govern “the whole church assembled together,” v. 23? Then, do these instructions about one speaker at time and speaking in languages no one understands only apply to “the whole church assembled together”? Actually the action spoken of in this chapter resembles our bible class more than our preaching assembly, because several men spoke as they had something to say. The focus of the instructions is edification. The focus of the instructions about women is submission (note the “not…but” in v. 34). 
“Let the women”

WH, “ai <3588>[the] gunaikev <1135>[women] en <1722>[in] …

TR, ai <3588>[the] gunaikev <1135>[women] umwn <5216>[of you] en <1722>[in]

Both WH and TR have “the women.” TR also has, “umwn,” thus translates, “your women.”

“The women” of the context have husbands they can ask biblical questions of at home, v. 35. Exactly what these women were  doing in the assemblies we do not know, but whatever it was, it evidently put them in a position to be out of subjection (“but let them subject themselves…”). Remember that he is answering their letter and dealing with things at Corinth at that time.

14:37

Note v. 37. Compare 1:1; 4:17; 7:17,40. There is no neutral ground. Either these letters are fraudulent and ought to be exposed, or, they are what Paul claimed them to be and are to be revered, cherished, studied, believed, and obeyed!

14:38

NASB, “But if anyone does not recognize this, he is not recognized”

nas95 ftnt, “{1) Two early mss read is not to be recognized”

KJV, NKJV, ASV, “If anyone is ignorant, let him be ignorant”

ASV ftnt, “Many ancient authorities read But if any man knoweth not, he is not known. Compare 1 Co 8:3”
NIV, “If he ignores this, he himself will be ignored.”

NRSV, “Anyone who does not recognize this is not to be recognized.”

agnoew agnoeO - “a) to be ignorant, not to know...1 Co. xiv. 38...in the pass. agnoeitai 'he is not known' i.e. acc. to the context 'he is disregarded,' 1 Co. xiv. 38 L T Tr mrg. WH txt” TH. “1. not to know, be ignorant … 2. not to know … Practically not to recognize, disregard ... ei tiv agnoei, agnoeitai if anyone disregards (it), he is disregarded (by God) 1 Cor. 14:38 (v.l. agnoeitw let him remain ignorant...)” A&G

Either way, important lesson—his claims to be a prophet or spiritual are invalidated if he rejects the apostolic writing of Paul!

14:40

“properly” - 2156 euschmonwv euschemonos
2157 euschmosunh eushemosune, “seemliness” in 12:23

2158 euschmwn euschemon, “seemly” in 12:24

The assembly is to be for “edification” and being made stronger (11;17). Let all be fitting with (“properly”) with those Divine guidelines.

A requisite for their assemblies is given in vv. 33, 40—peaceful order. Compare the above with the assemblies of those today who claim to exercise these gifts. The contrast further underscores that the uncontrolled and disorderly outbursts in charismatic meetings today are NOT authored by God. If one says, “I cannot help it,” that further indicts them of counterfeit “gifts,” for ‘the spirits of the prophets are subject to the prophets.’ (v 32). Claimed spiritual powers do not exempt from these regulations, vv. 37-38.

Chapter 15

vv. 1-11 - Christ has been raised, the foundation of belief in gospel

vv. 12-19 - Consequences if no resurrection

vv. 20-28 - There will be a resurrection at Christ’ second coming

vv. 29-34 - Moral effect if no resurrection

vv. 35-54 - How and what of the resurrection body

vv. 55-57 - Resurrection gives victory over death

v. 58 - Therefore, be steadfast

15:1-2

In vv. 1-2 Paul says at least five things about the gospel.

1. It is what he preached to them, v. 1

2. It is what they received, v. 1

3. They stand in it now, v. 1

4. They are saved by it, v. 2

5. If they do not hold it fast, their faith will be in vain, v. 2

(#4 & #5 could be combined into one)

15:3-4

In vv. 3-4 Paul sets forth the kernel of the “gospel”: Christ died for our sins, was buried, and was raised the third day.

15:5-11

In vv. 5-11 he gives the evidence upon which faith was produced in the Corinthians in the resurrection of Christ: eyewitnesses. He mentions …

1. Cephas (Lk 24:34. Appearance #3)

2. The twelve (Mk 16:14f? Jn 20:26f [one week later])

1 Co. 15:5 does not specify which appearance to the apostles, and may indeed comprehend all of them in a generic statement. “Twelve” may refer to the body, or college, of apostles. (There were not twelve apostles at the time these verses refer to. Judas had committed suicide.) “...the twelve was a name, not of number, but of office, like the Triumviri, Decemviri, &c. among the Romans.” Macknight on 1 Co 15:5. Lk 24:36ff is definitely the first meeting and he uses the term, “eleven,” Lk 24:33. 

Figure of speech: “Adjournment” (“to adjourn: i.e. to extend the time…epithet is used of a subject either (1) before it has acquired the reason for giving the name, or (2) after the reason has ceased.” Bullinger, Figures of Speech, p. 689. Examples of (2): Ex. 7:12, “staff”; 1 Sam. 30:5, “wife” (see nasb footnote); Mt. 26:6, “leper.” 

3. 500 brethren, most presently alive (Appearance #8 or #9. Mt 28:16f ?)

McGarvey makes the meeting with the five hundred brethren of 1 Cor 15:6 identical with the meeting with the eleven of Mt 28:16,17 and the time of the giving of the great commission. So, Lenski (on Mark 16:15, where he makes a new paragraph beginning with v 15, thus making v 14 refer to the Sunday even meeting on the day of the res. So, McGarvey, FFG. pp 751,762). Hendriksen makes them different, making the meeting with the five hundred a separate and following appearance. Thus he has eleven appearances, not counting Paul (Mt 28:16-20 is made an additional meeting, separate from Mk 16:14ff and with the 500). Hendrikson, NT Comm, John, p. 477. Davies identifies Mark 16:14ff with the fifth appearance to the eleven, and makes Mt 28:16-20 the same as the one in Galilee with the 500 brethren. He thus has ten appearances. Davies, pp. 169,174,177.

4. James (Appearance #9 or #10)

No details given of this appearance. This before last meeting with all the apostles, 1 Cor 15:7.

5. All the apostles

At the ascension-? Lk 24:44-49; Ac 1:3-8.

6. Paul

Acts 9, 22, 26
15:8

“and last of all, as it were to one untimely born, He appeared to me also.”

“last” = escatov eschatos – may refer either to rank, Mk 9:35, or to time, Mt 20:8,12,14. Context determines.

“untimely born” - ektrwma ektroma

· “denotes ‘an abortion, an untimely birth;’ from ektitrosko, ‘to miscarry.’” VN

· “Only here in the New Testament. It occurs, Numbers 12:12; Job 3:16; Ecclesiastes 6:3. The Hebrew nephel, which it is used to translate, occurs in the same sense in  Psalm 58:8, where the Septuagint follows another reading of the Hebrew text. In every case the word means an abortion, a still-born embryo. In the same sense it is found frequently in Greek medical writers, as Galen and Hippocrates, and in the writings of Aristotle on physical science.” Vincent WS

· All three OT references refer to a dead birth.

· An abortion does not point to a later birth than normal. But an abortion does point to a birth that is not normal. Paul contrasts his witness of the resurrected Christ with the other apostles. Indeed his witness was “last” in time, and not in the time frame when the other apostles saw the Lord. 

· However, note the “For..” in v. 9, which seems to point, not simply to time, but to rank, inferiority—“For I am the least of the apostles, who am not fit to be called an apostle, because I persecuted the church of God.” Due to his past, he compares his “worthiness” to serve as an apostle like an aborted still-born child to a normal birth. Did his enemies throw some kind of aspersions toward him with such an epithet and he plays upon it…?

15:12-19

Verse 12 is a transition, connecting the resurrection of Christ with the issue at hand, i.e., the resurrection of the human body. The consequences Paul mentions in vv. 13-19 if there is no resurrection:

1. Christ has not been raised, v. 13

2. Paul’s preaching was vain, v. 14

3. The Corinthians faith was vain, v. 14,17

4. Those who witnessed to Christ’ resurrection are false witnesses, v. 15

5. The Corinthians were still in their sins, v. 17

6. Those who died in Christ have perished, v. 18

7. Those whose life’s choices were based on hope in Christ are of all men most miserable, v. 19

15:20-28

In vv. 20-28 the believer is assured that Christ’ resurrection foreshadows a general resurrection as first fruits foreshadow a general harvest. That event will mark the final victory of his mediatorial reign.

Note when the resurrection will occur and what will happen “then” (vv. 23-26). Contrast the following. What’s wrong with this quote? Read vv. 23-24 again then note what is inserted by this quote between Christ’ “coming” and the “end.” This is from the notes on v. 24 in The Scofield Study Bible, 1917 edition.

…at the return of the King in glory, the church having previously been caught up to meet Him in the air (1 Thes. 4:14-17). (6) Upon His return the King will restore the Davidic monarchy in His own person, re-gather dispersed Israel, establish His power over all the earth, and reign one thousand years (Mt. 24:27-30; Lk. 1:31-33; Acts 15:14-17; Rev. 20:1-10). (7) The kingdom of heaven…, thus established under David’s divine Son, has for its object the restoration of the divine authority in the earth… When this is done (vs. 24,25) the Son will deliver up the kingdom (of heaven, Mt. 3:2) to “God, even the Father,”…

You will have as much luck finding a thousand year reign of Christ on earth after his “coming” again and before the “end” as you will finding a restoration of fleshly Israel during this imagined 1,000 reign (in this or the other passages he mentions).
15:29-34

This section discusses the moral effect of the resurrection. Shall we deny self for the sake of the kingdom, or indulge self for the joys of the present?

The NT lifts our eyes to look beyond the grave into eternity. Faith in the incorruptible soul of man, the resurrection of his body, and eternal reward or punishment will motivate, control, and sustain man. It will change his values, priorities, and goals. It will give him strength to sacrifice, to persevere, and to overcome. Materialism, worldliness, all earthly ties and possessions, will take on a different hue. The following are some Scriptures along these lines. Read them in the light of the message here taught. Mt 6:19-34; 16:24-27; Lk 12:13-21; Jn 6:26-27,40; 11:25-26; 2 Co 4:7-5:10; Phil 3:8-21; Col 3:1-4, 5ff; 1 Th 4:13-18; 2 Tim 4:1-8; Tit 2:11-14; Heb 10:32-39; 11:13-16; 1 Pt 1:3-9; Rev 1:17-18; 2:9-10.

The world does not think nor live this way. In view of this, what admonition does Paul give? vv. 33-34

15:29

Otherwise, what will those do who are baptized for the dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why then are they baptized for them? 

“for the dead”

“for” = huper. 

huper - “I. with the Genitive...

“1. prop. of place, i.e. of position, situation, extension: over, above, beyond, across...

“2. i.q. Lat. pro, for, i. e. for one’s safety, for one’s advantage or benefit (one who does a thing for another, is conceived of as standing or bending `over’ the one whom he would shield or defend...

“3. in the place of, instead of...

“4. of the impelling or moving cause; on account of, for the sake of, any person or thing...

“5....it freq. refers to the object under consideration, concerning, of, as respects, with regard to...” TH

“dead” = nekrOn, pronominal adjective, genitive, masc. plural. Some make “dead” refer to Christ, either, “why be baptized in reference to dead Christ (if He is not raised), or, to get into Christ. But, “dead” is plural here. Furthermore, the word “dead” occurs 14 times in this chapter, and unless this is the exception, it never refers to Christ.

Plausible interpretations:

The pronouns (“those” “they” - cmpr. “we” “you”) favor either (a) heretical practice, or (b) baptism of suffering. If “also” (kai), v. 30, is adverbial (instead of conj. - see KJV, “and”), baptism of suffering is favored over heretical practice.

A heretical practice in view.

Paul refers to a practice of the heretical sects (“those”) to show their inconsistency. If the dead are not raised, why are they baptized for them?  A parallel might be, if a Catholic argued there was no resurrection, one might ask, “Why then do they pray for the dead?” In doing so, one would not in any indicate approval of such a doctrine, only the inconsistency of those who held to it while denying the resurrection. This would also explain why Paul used “those” and “they” instead of “we.”

Problem: would Paul mention such without either now or later expressing disapproval of the practice? Response: mentioning it not necessarily indicate approval. This must be assumed.

A question is raised as to whether these practices preceded Paul’s writing or whether they grew out of it. (McGarvey, Barnes) There is data that rituals in behalf of the dead antedated 1 Cor., but this data does not specifically mention baptism. The following is from an article by Fred Waller that appeared in the Klienwood CofC bulletin, Jan. 24, 1985:

Vicarious baptism was quite common in those days and was a carryover from Dionysian practices. To wit, Plato wrote:

And they produce a bushel of books of Musaeus  and Orpheus, the offspring of Moon and of the Muses, as they affirm, and these books they use in their ritual, and make not only ordinary men but States believe that there really are remissions of sins and purifications for deeds of injustice, by means of sacrifices and pleasant sport for the living, and that there are also special rites for the defunct, which they call functions, that deliver us from evils in that other world, which terrible things await those who have neglected to sacrifice.

Quoting from another Greek source, “And they will carry out the rites, seeking the release of unconsecrated forebears.” Josef Zingerie quotes Oepke thus: “Great Mother Aneitis! Appolonius of Menodorus on befalf of his brother Dionysius, when he ceremonially washed himself and did not keep the appointment of the goddess, rendered his due.”


Evidence abounds that these pagan and sacramental customs crept into the church in Paul’s day and in fact were practiced by various sects over the next several centuries. The Marcionites of Chrysostom’s day (circa A.D. 345-407) held to such practice (see Chrysostom’s Homilies in Epistle I to the Corinthians 40:1).

This position would make this an independent argument, a negative one (showing the inconsistency of the heretical sects who opposed it). The other argument would be the one based on suffering, v. 30ff. Whether you have two arguments or one is affected by how “and” is taken: conjunction (“and” [KJV] - an additional point); adverb (“also” [NASV- we “in like manner”). Note: the “and” of the KJV does not necessarily prove two independent arguments are presented; it merely allows it. Cmpr. NIV, “And as for us...” If “and” taken this way, it points to the “we” of v. 30 experiencing the same thing as the “those” of v. 29.

Baptism of suffering in the stead of those who have died for the name of Christ.

“Ellis in his Fortuita Sacra, p. 137, translates the clause...Baptized in the room of the dead, that is, brought into the church by baptism, in the place of those who have fallen in the persecution. But although he had established his translation very well by the following passage from Dionys. Halicar. Ant. Rom. lib. viii p. 553, `They decreed to enlist other soldiers...in place of those who had died in the war;’ his interpretation weakens the force of the apostles’ argument.” Macknight [How does it weaken it? srf]

While water baptism would be a new entry into the context and not mentioned again, suffering for the name of Christ is definitely in the context, vv 30-32.  Note “also” (kai) in v 30. While it is often used simply as a conjunction (in this case, “we also, in addition to “they”; KJV, “And why stand we in jeopardy...”), it is also used as an adverb (and so listed by AGNT here; TH & A&G says it is used often with pronouns with the adverbial signification), “are...also in danger every hour,” i.e., we are in danger “in like manner” as “they” (v 29) are. If this be the case, it points to suffering in v 29.

But, was there suffering and death for Christ in Corinth? Paul does not say there was. He says “those,” “they” (note the “we” and “you” in vv 30-31). Who were baptized in suffering he does not specify, nor where or when. The point is, why would they so valiantly fill up the ranks of suffering in the place of those who have died for the name of Christ if the dead are not raised?”

This fits well with the idea of this section being about the moral consequences of belief in the resurrection (vv 33-34).  “What will those do...?” Will they give up their lives to sin (v. 32b), or continue to “die daily,” being “in danger every hour”? “What does it profit them?”

Again, however, one might ask why he adds “for the dead.” Would it not be simpler and more direct to simply say, “Why are they baptized? (i.e. in suffering)” Ans: By mentioning “the dead” he points to martyrs and thus identifies the “baptism” of which he speaks. As the literal meaning of the word “baptized” ought to be preferred unless there is a reason for choosing the figurative, this would serve as a “key.”

Water baptism “as regards” dead men, i.e. in order to be united with them in the resurrection of the righteous.

In baptism one is raised with Christ, and as His resurrection is the firstfruits of those who sleep, our baptism foreshadows our own resurrection and that of others who have obeyed the gospel. To deny the resurrection would be to deny a crowning reason for baptism.

Again, what is the need for adding “for the dead”? It would be simpler and more to the point to leave off this phrase and the “for them” at the end of the verse. Ans: point is reunion with the dead. Departing beloved one says, “Meet me in heaven!”

Note, however, the pronouns: “those” and “they” (note “we” and “you” in the verses following). Since this baptism common to all Corinthian Christians, would he not say “you” or “us”?

If “also” is adverbial, it would point to a baptism of suffering, not water baptism.

Water baptism “as regards” dead men, in reference to the dead, i.e. in view of the fact that men die, and thus to share in the resurrection of the righteous.

Similar to previous position. Only difference is that “dead” refers to dead men generally, not specific dead men that one wants to be united with in the resurrection. 

Same objections as previous position.

Water baptism “for” (as the motivating cause” of the dead, i.e. to prepare for the fact all die, or for death. The realization of death, or joining the ranks of the dead, should motivate us to be baptized for salvation.

Similar objections as to the last two ideas. 

Mormonism’s practice of baptism for the dead - See sermon, 050103, “Baptism For The Dead.”

15:30-32

An allusion to the likely growing anger and agitation of his enemies in the weeks preceding the riot, who like wild beasts (speaking “after the manner of men”) sought to devour him? 

“”from human motives” is not a translation, but an interpretation. Footnote, “Lit., according to man” – i.e. kata anthrOpon. This same phrase occurs in Rom 3:5, 1 Co 9:8, and Gal. 3;15, and one can see by comparing the translations that it’s meaning must be determined by its contextual usage. That is, he did not literally fight with wild beasts at Ephesus, but speaking “after the manner of men” – using the imagery men use of such dangerous situations – he did. Compare Horae Pauline, pp. 229-230.

15:35-54

42. This section discusses the how and what of the resurrection body

These questions are more than for clarification. They are denials of the possibility of a resurrection. How can the human body be raised after it has decayed and returned to dust? This explains Paul’s strong response, v. 36a. Carefully read vv. 36-42a and sum up Paul’s answer to this supposed dilemma.
	“Sown”
	“Raised”

	Be changed . . . (50-52)

	Perishable (42,50,53-54)
	Imperishable (42,50,52-54)

	Dishonor (43)
	Glory (43)

	Weakness (43)
	Power (43)

	Natural (44-46)
	Spiritual (44-46)

	Earthy (47-49)
	Heavenly (47-49)

	Mortal (53-54)
	Immortality (53-54)


15:44

“a natural body… a spiritual body”

“A natural body (swma qucikon). … a difficult one to translate since quch has so many meanings. Natural is probably as good a rendering as can be made, but it is not adequate, for the body here is not all quch either as soul or life. The same difficulty exists as to a spiritual body (swma pneumatikon). The resurrection body is not wholly pneuma. Caution is needed here in filling out details concerning the quch and the pneuma. But certainly he means to say that the ‘spiritual body’ has some kind of germinal connection with the ‘natural body,’ though the development is glorious beyond our comprehension though not beyond the power of Christ to perform (Php 3:21). The force of the argument remains unimpaired though we cannot follow fully into the thought beyond us.” RWP.

Whatever the particular significance of these phrases in Paul’s day and in the Corinthian environment, they refer to one body adapted to this temporal earth, and another adapted to the imperishable world beyond.
15:55-57

This section points to the victory we have in Christ over sin and death.

Law ( Sin ( Death! ....Lord Jesus Christ; death, burial, resurrection ( grace, forgiveness, assurance of our resurrection = VICTORY!

15:58

“Therefore... be... knowing...” Take away faith in the resurrection and you take away powerful incentive for zeal, sacrifice, and perseverance in “the work of the Lord.” Note vv. 12-19, 29-34, 55-57. Does OUR “work in the Lord” reflect faith in the resurrection of the human body??

Chapter 16

(For notes on several verses in ch. 16, see introductory notes. ESTABLISHMENT OF CHURCH AT CORINTH - Ac 18:1-17)

Governing Principles in Giving   1 Cor. 16:1-2
•
A Bible Subject (text)

•
Apostolic authority - “as I directed”

•
Directions about How & When (Principles of our study), not to give

1 and 2 Corinthians were written within the same year. Evidence points to 1 Corinthians being written in the spring of 57 AD and 2 Corinthians in the summer or fall of that year. 2 Cor. 8:8,10 and 9:2 indicates our text was primarily a directive as to when and how to give, for they had already decided to give before he wrote 1 Corinthians

Periodic - “first day of every week”
“Upon the first day of the week” KJV (so, NKJV, ASV)

Law of language - how naturally understood? “Remember the Sabbath”; “On July 4th, our nation celebrates...”

“On the first day of every week” NASB (So, NIV, NRSV)

TH on kata - “3…a. distributively…b. in ref. to time:…yearly, year by year, Lk. ii. 41…on the first day of every week, 1 Co. xvi. 2…at any and every feast, Mt. xxvii. 15; Mk. xv. 6; Lk. xxiii. 17…” [Lk 2:41, KJV = “every year”]

What if not paid every week? - Deal with that later - another principle

Compare with the commercial atmosphere of so many religious programs and with the nightly collections at some denominations.

Personal - “let each one of you”
Ac. 4:32-5:11 Tho’ collectivity collected, action individ. & independant.

For what was he and his wife struck dead? Lying about how much they gave (NOT for not giving all)!

An act of worship, Phil 4:18

Applications:

Suppose the church’s “budget” is being met. Does this excuse one from his personal responsibility? 

Young person on allowance?

Young single man or woman living at home?

Those with financial obligations?

Compare the Divine plan in our text with the impersonal money-raising schemes practiced by many churches (where the coffers are filled by anyone in exchange for pleasure [e.g., bingo], gain [e.g., barbecue, raffle], or, notoriety, [e.g., Ac. 5].

Proportionate - “as he may prosper”
This NOT different from OT. They, too, gave “as prosper”: increase 100 cows, give 10; increase 1000 cows, give 100. Difference: amount not set. NOT necessarily mean less is expected.

Lord not concerned about amount, but with what giving reveals about our character. See Lk. 21:1-4

Those who miss assemblies so not have to give, might as well not give at all so far as personal profit or the glory of God concerned!



Questions: 

Should overtime, special pay, capital profits, etc., be taken into consideration in determining what we should give?

If miss assemblies due to sickness, work, out of town...still responsible to give “as prospered”...?

Reverse it—would we want the Lord to prosper us as we give...? 

Provident - “that no collections be made when I come”
 “Provident” - “anticipating and making ready for future wants and emergencies” Funk & Wagnalls Standard Home Reference Dict., 1957.

Some argue that “put aside and save” (“lay by him in store,” KJV) means to lay it up at home, rather than into a common treasury. How does the design of this directive (the “why”) bear on this?

Consider:

•

The design of these directions were so “that no collections be made when I come.” Would it not still be necessary to make collections if it was in everyone’s sock drawer at home?

•

If Paul meant that they were to put it up “at home,” then they were to put it up at home on the first day of the week? Why on that day? Why not simply say, “weekly”? But, if it refers to putting it in a common treasury, and it was the universal practice of churches of Christ to assemble on the first day of the week, e.g, Ac. 20:7, then we can understand “why” he selected that day.

•

If Paul meant that they were to store it at home, how would he have known whether they were fulfilling their expressed desire, and would be found “ready,” or, “unprepared” when he arrived? See 2 Cor. 8:10; 9:4,5.

Paul said he “robbed other churches” when he preached in Corinth, 2 Cor. 11:8-9. He argued his right to be supported by those he taught, 1 Cor. 9. How does this bear on the attitude sometimes witnessed in congregations of being satisfied for years to let others support their teacher, making no definite aims or efforts to “provide” (see “provident”) for their needs…?

What needs do we have for which we need a “provident” collection? See Neh. 13:10.

Propitious (preh PISH us) - “your gift”
“1. favorably inclined or disposed; gracious: as, the gods were propitious” Webster's New World Dictionary.
“gift,” v. 3 (“liberality,” KJV; “bounty,” ASV) = charis - grace.

Compare 2 Co. 8:1-5,9,24; 9:6-7
16:2
“first day of every week” nasb, niv, nrsv, esv 

kata mian sabbatwn

“The Hebrews used the numeral [mian] for the ordinal numbers, Gen. i:5. ‘The evening and the morning were one day;’ that is, the first day. Also they used the word sabbath [sabbatwn] to denote the week, Luke 18:12, I fast twice( tou sabbatou) in the week. Wherefore kata sabbatwn is the first day of the week.. See Mark 16:2. And as kata polin signifies every city [e.g. Tit. 1:5, srf]; and kata mhna [Rev. 22:2, srf], every month; and, Acts 14:23, kar’ ekklhsian, in every church: so kata mian sabbatwn signifies the first day of every week.” Macknight.

“each one of you” 

each = ekastos, ekastov
Ac. 2:38, “‘Repent, and let each [ekastos, ekastov] of you  be baptized . . .’” 

1 Th 4:4 “…that each [ekastos, ekastov] of you  know how to possess his own vessel in sanctification and honor. . .” 

Hb 6:11,12 “And we desire that each [ekastos, ekastov] one of you   show the same diligence so as to realize the full assurance of hope until the end, that you may not be sluggish…”

Would it be important if but one person failed to be baptized, or lived immorally, or became sluggish?
“put aside and save” nasb. Ftnt: “Lit., put by himself”

This footnote misleading. It can also mean, “put by itself.” Also, as Hodge observes, “place by himself” may indicate to “take to himself what he means to give” and does not in itself indicate whether that amount is deposited at home or in a common fund. See below.

KJV, “lay by him in store”

NKJV, “lay something aside, storing up”

NRSV, “put aside and save”

RSV, “put something aside and store it up”

Macknight, “lay somewhat by itself...putting it into the treasury”

KJ21, “lay aside in store”

ESV, “put something aside and store it up”

YG’s Literal, “lay by him, treasuring up whatever he may have prospered”
Thayer’s Greek Lexicon (TH), Robertson’s Word Pictures (RWP), Lenski, Lange, & Pulpit say par’ eautw  (the Greek words translated by the phrase, “put aside,” “lay by him,” etc.) means “at home” or “at his house.” Macknight, McGarvey/Pendleton, Hodges (in Lange), and seemingly Clarke (see below) deny it.

Although TH on eautou  says, “by him, i.e. at his home,” A&G says, “put something aside 1 Cor 16:2.” This, along with the NKJV and RSV (see above), confirms the statement made by McGarvey/Pendleton (see below) about how this can be rendered. eautou is a “reflexive pronoun: of the third person himself, herself, itself, themselves” Gingrich Lexicon.

The word, “thesaurizoon,” translated “in store,” means, literally, “put into the treasury;” and the phrase “par’ heauto,” translated “by him,” may be taken as the neuter reflexive pronoun, and may be rendered with equal correctness “by itself.” Macknight thus renders these two words, and this rendering is to be preferred. - J. W. McGarvey, Philip Y. Pendleton, Comm. on Thess., Cor., Gal. & Romans (Standard Pub. Foundation, Cincinnati, Ohio) p. 161. 
par’ eautw may have an idiomatic meaning of “at home,” but the question is whether this phrase has that meaning here. If it means “at home,” this is an interpretation based on the assumed idomatic meaning of the phrase, for “home” does not appear in the text. 

Can idiomatic expressions be used literally? Yes. For example: He kicked the bucket and hurt his foot. “As we were flying along about 90 miles an hour in the single engine aircraft...” Stuntmen climb the walls of tall buildings.” “Due to his poor aim, all he was able to do was shoot the breeze.”

Lk. 9:47, par’ eautw, “by him” kjv, nkjv; “by his side” nasb, asv 

Mt 21:25, par’ eautoiv, “with themselves” kjv, asv; “among themselves” nkjv, nasb 

(eautoiv, plural; eautw, singular)

Rom 11:25, 12:16, par’ eautoiv, “in your own conceits” kjv, asv; “in your own opinion” nkjv; “in your own estimation” nasb. 

These five occurrences only ones in NT…? (accor. to Moulton-Geden Conc/ to NT).

Clearly, the phrase does not necessarily mean, “at home.” Lange’s Comm. says it is an “idiomatic expression” for “at home” and we should so “interpret.” This is in response to Hodge, who maintains it does not mean “at home” . . . 

Hodge, however, objects to this [that the phrase means, ‘at home” srf], “that the whole expression is thus obscure and awkward. ‘Let every one at home place, treasuring up what he has to give.’ The words mean to lay by himself. The direction is nothing more definite that let him place by himself, i.e., let him take to himself what he means to give. What he was to do with it, or where he was to deposit it, is not said. The word yhsaurizwn means putting into the treasure, or hoarding up, and is perfectly consistent with the assumption that the place of deposit was some common, and not every man’s house.” Lange’s Comm.

TH on thEsaurizO, “to gather and lay up, to heap up, store up.” 

WHERE the “store” is the word does not say. E.g., may “lay up” on earth or in heaven, Mt. 6:19,20 (word in both verses). Parents may “lay up” for children, 2 Co. 12:14 - WHERE?

An interesting comment by Adam Clarke: 

We may observe that the apostle follows here the rule of the synagogue; it was a regular custom among the Jews to make their collections for the poor on the Sabbath day, that they might not be without the necessaries of life, and might not be prevented from coming to the synagogue.  8. For the purpose of making this provision, they had a purse, which was called hqdu lv yqnra Arneki shel tsedakah, “The purse of the alms,” or what we would term, the poor's box.  This is what the apostle seems to mean when he says, Let him lay by him in store-let him put it in the alms' purse, or in the poor's box.  9. It was a maxim also with them that, if they found any money, they were not to put it in their private purse, but in that which belonged to the poor. Online Bible
Argument: By “collections” Paul refers, not to the location of the money (in one place, or pot), but to the very existence of the funds – 2 Cor. 8,9. Therefore to make “collections” refer to gathering the money into one place does not fit context and harmony.

Response: That the existence of the funds was Paul’s main concern cannot be denied, 2 Cor. 8,9. And he wanted to avoid an embarrassing surprise, 2 Cor. 9:3-5. Now, if he meant to arrive and “collect” (gather into one bag) the money that was supposed to have been privately “collected” at home, but came up empty-handed, he surely would have been shamed and embarrassed. However, if he meant that the funds should have been gathered into a common treasury weekly, if he discovered such was not being done he could make further efforts to avoid the embarrassing meeting — and this he evidently did  discover and did take further measures, 2 Cor. 8:17,23; 9:1,5. Prescribing “no collections” (gatherings into one place) when he came, but rather a weekly collection into a common treasury, would help to insure his main concern. (So today!) Thus the word “collections” interpreted to refer to gatherings of the money into one place fits the setting and circumstances well. 

Consider (in favor of a deposit in a common treasury rather than at home):

•
The design of these directions were so “that no collections be made when I come.” Would it not still be necessary to make collections if it was in everyone’s sock drawer at home?

•
If Paul meant that they were to put it up “at home,” then they were to put it up at home on the first day of the week? Why on that day? Why not simply say, “weekly”? But, if it refers to putting it in a common treasury, and it was the universal practice of churches of Christ to assemble on the first day of the week, e.g, Ac. 20:7, then we can understand why he selected that day.

•
If Paul meant that they were to store it at home, how would he have known whether they were fulfilling their expressed desire, and would be found “ready,” or, “unprepared” when he arrived? See 2 Cor. 8:10; 9:4,5.

16:3

Note local autonomy:

“whomever you approve” – their own messenger

“your gift” – their own collection

16:5

“for I am going through Macedonia”
See Horae Pauline, p. 54.

Alludes to previous indications of his itinerary, and now makes clear that his present intentions are to take his route through Macedonia. Compare 2 Co. 1:15-16; 2;1-4; Ac. 19:21

16:13

“act like men” (nasb); “be brave” (nkjv); “quit you like men” kjv 

“quit” - “8. To conduct (oneself) in a specified way: Quit yourselves like adults.”  The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition, Copyright © 2000 by Houghton Mifflin Company.

Contextual aid limited. Thus, look at phrase itself.

Sandwiched  between sundry closing remarks related not at all, or at least loosely:

vv 1-9 - Collection

vv 10-12 - Tim. & Apollos

v 13- 14 - text 

v 15-18- Stephanas

vv 19-20 - Sundry salutations

vv 21-24 - Paul’s salutation
Compare this word in OT (LXX)

(Phrase translates one word, andrizO. This word occurs in the LXX in the scriptures in this section.)

Josh 1:6,7,9,18 

vv. 6,7 - Courage to obey, not “turn … to the right or left”! 

v. 6, “quit thyself like a man” blxx; “courageous” nasb; “of good courage” KJV, NKJV, ASV (LXX = andrizO)

v. 7, “quit thyself like a man” blxx (Brenton, 1851); “very courageous” NASB, KJV, NKJV; “of good courage” asv  (LXX = andrizO)
v. 9 - Not be dismayed in fear (“tremble”) like a child who run away in fear and give up in dismay in face of difficulty and danger - Act like a MAN!
“courageous” nasb, blxx; “of good courage” KJV, NKJV, ASV (LXX = andrizO)

“…dismay implies loss of power to carry on because of sudden fear or anxiety or great perplexity” W. SNCD, 1970
v. 9 - What give such courage? 

“Have not I commanded you? [it’s the RIGHT thing to do]… for the Lord your God is with you [He will bless you!]…” 

v. 18 - In face of opposition of own people!

“courageous” nasb, blxx; “of good courage” KJV, NKJV, ASV (LXX = andrizO)

2 Chon 32:7 - Not move by “multitude with them” 

“courageous” blxx, nasb, kjv, nkjv; “good courage” ASV (LXX = andrizO)

What give such courage? “for one with us is greater than the one with them”!
Text itself -  1 Co. 16:13 - four terms, imagery of battle
(See God’s Prophetic Word, Wallace, pp. 54-55; Barclay on 1 Cor.)

· “Be on the alert!” (“Watch” nkjv)

Watch for the hidden foe!
· “Stand firm…” (“Stand fast” nkjv)

As enemy advances in fearsome lines of attack - stand firm. Don’t give ground!

· “Act like men!” (“Be brave” nkjv)

When the battle has begun, amid the tumult and the fighting, be courageous and perform like valiant warriors!

· “Be strong”

In the ebb and flow of battle, when it may at times seem as though the outcome is doubtful - be strong” as well-equipped soldiers and do not give up!

v. 14 - “Let all that you do be done in love”!

To do that (v. 13), and do it in love (v. 14) —that’s maturity!
In verses 13 and 14 Paul begins with a series of five imperatives. It may well be that all the first four have a military background, and that they are like a commander’s orders to his soldiers. “As a sentinel, be ever on the alert. When under attack, stand fast in the faith, and yield not an inch. In time of battle, play a hero’s part. Like a well-equipped and well-trained soldier, be strong to fight for your King.” Barclay, The Daily Study Bible, The Letters to the Corinthians.
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NIV, ASV ftnt, “participation in”; Grk = koinOnia, fellowship
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