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PREFACE
◆

The First Letter to the Corinthians is not Paul’s most important writing. That de-
scription belongs to his letter to the Romans, on which I have already commented
in this series of the Anchor Bible. First Corinthians, however, is the letter in the
Pauline corpus that reveals the Apostle at his best, for it shows him coping realisti-
cally with problems that have arisen in the Christian community that he founded
in that important city in the eastern Mediterranean world of his time. It is only
part of his correspondence with Corinthian Christians, because he also wrote
Second Corinthians, which likewise reveals aspects of his ministry. That letter,
however, is much more personal, and it may even be a composite of missives that
he sent to the church of Corinth. First Corinthians is less personal and more topi-
cally oriented, as Paul comments on scandals that have been reported to him in
that Christian community, answers queries sent to him by Corinthian Christians
or reacts to problems that he has heard about in moral and liturgical matters, and
instructs them about the resurrection of the dead and its relation to the Christian
kerygma and gospel.

The multiple topics that Paul addresses in this letter that he sends to Corin-
thian Christians have produced in recent decades a cascade of commentaries,
monographs, and articles dealing with all their details. The excellent commen-
tary on First Corinthians by the German New Testament scholar, Wolfgang
Schrage, is a tour de force, but its four stout volumes, published in the course of a
decade (1991–2001), are an accomplishment that few scholars will ever emulate.
By contrast, the aim of this modest commentary on First Corinthians is to discuss
the topics with which Paul deals in a less comprehensive way in imitation of many
other recent commentators of varying language and background.

My intention has been to write a commentary of classic proportions like that on
the Letter to the Romans for the modern reader of the twenty-first century. It is
hoped that it will explain Paul’s thoughts in a not-too-technical form for general
readers. I have at times introduced into the discussion Greek words in transcrip-
tion, where necessary, in order to clarify the issue at hand, but an English transla-
tion is always provided, so that the reader may understand how I understand the
Greek terms. When the translation given in the lemma of the Notes may be a bit
free, I have invariably included a literal rendition of Paul’s Greek words so that the
reader will know just what is at issue, for neither an overly literal translation nor
one based on dynamic equivalence passes muster.



Earlier commentators on First Corinthians are mentioned by their last names,
but I have simplified the mode of giving the titles of their commentaries: 1 Cor,

with a page number (following the commentator’s name). That refers to any com-
mentary in any modern language no matter how it is entitled. The exact title of
such commentaries is given in the General Bibliography. In that bibliography,
commentators are broken down into groups according to time: patristic period
(Greek and Latin writers, listed chronologically); medieval period (Greek and
Latin writers, listed chronologically); fifteenth—to eighteenth-century commen-
tators (listed chronologically according to the year of their death); nineteenth—to
twenty-first-century commentators (ordered alphabetically). In the specific bibli-
ographies at the end of pericopes authors are listed in alphabetical order. When a
new or unfamiliar name appears in Comments or Notes, the reader should con-
sult first the specific bibliography at the end of the pericope; if the information is
not found there, then the General Bibliography should be consulted, where
not only commentaries are listed, but also monographs on First Corinthians as
well as some periodical articles on general topics treated in more than one peri-
cope. The index of modern authors offers guidance to the needed information.
References to OT books cite the chapter and verse numbers according to the He-
brew or Aramaic text of the MT, not that of some English Bibles. This is to be
noted especially in the case of the Psalter, where psalms are always referred to ac-
cording to the numbering of the Hebrew text, even when the discussion may in-
volve the Greek translation of the LXX. In case of doubt, one can usually consult
the NAB, which uses the Hebrew-text numbering.

In the Introduction to the commentary the reader will find discussion of the
usual questions about the letter’s addressees, the authorship of the letter, its occa-
sion and purpose, unity and integrity, structure and outline, text and language. In
addition, there is a synthetic sketch of Paul’s teaching in this letter, along with a
bibliography. During the course of the commentary, reference will be made at
times to this synthesis in order to avoid repetitious treatment of topics that appear
at different places in the letter.

As in my other commentaries in this series, I present a fresh translation of the
Greek text of each pericope, followed by a Comment on it as a whole, and then by
Notes on lemmata derived from its individual verses. Comment is the term used
throughout for the introductory discussion of the pericope, and the Notes are re-
served for the detailed treatment of problematic words and phrases in the lemma.
At times the discussion of problems in the Notes may become technical, and the
general reader will have to bear with this aspect of the discussion or learn to pass
over them. The overall thrust of the letter and its parts will be treated in the Com-

ments. The division of the Pauline text into pericopes follows the outline of the
letter given in Section V of the Introduction. References, sometimes in paren-
theses, without the mention of a biblical book’s title mean a chapter and verse in
First Corinthians; “1 Cor” will be added only to avoid ambiguity in a particular
context. Translations of biblical passages other than First Corinthians are usually
my own, except on occasion when another standard version is needed in the dis-
cussion.

xii Preface



Finally, I must express my thanks to many persons who have aided me in recent
years while I have been working on this commentary. In particular, the graduate
students at the Biblical Institute in Rome and at the Catholic University of Amer-
ica, with whom I discussed many of the problem of this Pauline text; J. Leon
Hooper, S.J., the director of the Woodstock Theological Center Library, housed
at Georgetown University, and his staff; Henry Bertels, S.J., who was then the li-
brarian at Pontificio Istituto Biblico, Rome—all of whom helped with many bib-
liographical items. Finally, my gratitude is owed to David Noel Freedman, the
editor of the Anchor Bible series, for his suggestive criticism and helpful advice; to
Andrew Corbin, the editor at Doubleday, and his staff for their cooperation in
bringing the manuscript to book form; and to Leslie Phillips for her careful copy-
editing.

Joseph A. Fitzmyer, S.J., Professor Emeritus, Biblical Studies
The Catholic University of America
Resident at the Jesuit Community, Georgetown University
Washington, DC 20057-1200
(fitzmyja@georgetown.edu)
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1 1:1Paul, called by the will of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus, and our
brother Sosthenes, 2 to the church of God that is in Corinth, to those sanctified in
Christ Jesus, called to be holy, together with all those who in every place call upon
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, their Lord and ours. 3Grace and peace to you
from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ!
2 4 I constantly give thanks to my God on your behalf for the grace of God
granted to you in Christ Jesus. 5For in him you have been enriched in every way,
in all discourse and all knowledge, 6as the testimony about Christ has grown
strong among you. 7Consequently, you do not lack any spiritual gift, as you 
eagerly await the revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ. 8He will also keep you strong
to the end, blameless on the Day of our Lord Jesus [Christ]. 9Trustworthy is God,
through whom you have been called into companionship with his Son, Jesus
Christ our Lord.
3 10 I appeal to you, brothers, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that all of
you may agree in what you say and that there be no dissensions among you, but
that you may be united in the same mind and same purpose. 11For it has been re-
ported to me about you, my brothers, by some of Chloe’s people that there are ri-
valries among you. 12What I mean is this: One of you says, “I side with Paul!”;
another, “I side with Apollos!”; or “I side with Cephas!”; or “I side with Christ!”
13 Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the
name of Paul? 14 I give thanks [to God] that I baptized none of you, save Crispus
and Gaius, 15 so that no one can say that you were baptized in my name. 16 I did
baptize the household of Stephanas too; otherwise I do not know whether I bap-
tized anyone else. 17For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the gos-
pel, and not with eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of Christ be emptied of its
meaning.
4 18For the message of the cross is folly to those who are perishing, but to us
who are being saved it is the power of God. 19For it stands written, “I will destroy

the wisdom of the wise, and the learning of the learned I will confound.”a 20Where
is the sage? Where is the scribe? Where is the inquirer of this age? Has not God
made the wisdom of the world foolish? 21For since, in God’s wisdom, the world
did not come to know God through its own wisdom, God was pleased to save those
who believe through the folly of the proclamation. 22Whereas Jews demand signs
and Greeks seek wisdom, 23we proclaim Christ crucified, a stumbling block to
Jews and folly to Gentiles, 24but for those who are called, both Jews and Greeks,
Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of God. 25For God’s foolishness is
wiser than human wisdom, and God’s weakness is stronger than human strength.
26Look now at your own calling, brothers. For not many of you were wise by
human standards; not many were powerful; not many were of noble birth. 27But
God chose what is foolish in the world in order to shame the wise, and what is

a Isa 29:14.



weak in the world to shame the strong. 28God chose what is lowly and despised in
the world, things that do not exist, to nullify the things that do, 29 so that no human
being might boast in God’s sight. 30 It is because of him that you are in Christ
Jesus, who became for us wisdom from God, uprightness and sanctification and
redemption, 31 so that, as it stands written, “Let the one who would boast, boast of

the Lord.”b

5 2:1When I came to you, brothers, announcing to you God’s mystery, I did
not come with sublimity of word or wisdom. 2For I resolved to know nothing
while I was with you except Jesus Christ and him crucified. 3 I was among you in
weakness, fear, and much trembling; 4and my message and my proclamation
were not adorned with persuasive [words of] wisdom, but with a demonstration of
the Spirit and of power, 5 so that your faith might not be based on human wisdom,
but on God’s power. 6Yet to those who are mature we do utter wisdom, not a wis-
dom of this age or of the rulers of this age who are doomed to destruction. 7We
speak rather of God’s wisdom, hidden in a mystery, which God predetermined for
our glory before time began. 8None of the rulers of this age understood it; for, 
if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory. 9But, as it stands 
written,

What eye has not seen and ear has not heard,

and what has not surged in a human heart,

what God has prepared for those who love him—c

10and this God has revealed to us through the Spirit. For the Spirit scrutinizes
everything, even the profound things of God. 11For among human beings, who
understands what is truly human, except the human spirit that is within? Simi-
larly, no one comprehends what pertains to God except the Spirit of God. 12Now
we have not received the spirit of the world, but rather the spirit coming from God
so that we may understand the gifts bestowed on us by God. 13We also speak about
them not with words taught by human wisdom, but with words taught by the
Spirit, interpreting spiritual realities in spiritual terms. 14The animated human
being does not accept what comes from God’s Spirit; for to such a one that is folly,
and he is unable to understand it, because it is spiritually discerned. 15The spiri-
tual human being, however, discerns all things, but is himself subject to no one’s
scrutiny. 16“For who has known the mind of the Lord so as to instruct him?”d But we
have the mind of Christ.

3:1Brothers, I could not speak to you as spiritual people, but only as worldly,
mere infants in Christ. 2 I fed you milk, not solid food, because you were not yet
able (to take it). Even now, you are still unable. 3For you are still worldly. Wher-
ever jealousy and strife exist among you, are you not worldly and behaving in a
secular human way? 4Whenever someone says, “I side with Paul,” and another
says, “I side with Apollos,” are you not merely human?
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6 5What after all is Apollos, and what is Paul? Only servants through whom
you came to believe, just as the Lord assigned to each. 6 I planted, Apollos watered,
but God caused the growth. 7Consequently, neither the one who plants nor the
one who waters amounts to anything, but only God who causes the growth. 8The
one who plants and the one who waters have one purpose, but each will be rec-
ompensed according to his labor. 9For we are God’s fellow-workers; you are God’s
field, God’s building. 10According to the grace of God granted me, I laid a foun-
dation as an expert builder, and someone else is building upon it. But each one
should see to it how he builds on it. 11For no one can lay a foundation other than
the one already laid, which is Jesus Christ. 12 If someone builds on the foundation
with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, or straw, 13 the work of each builder
will become obvious, because the Day will bring it to light. It will be revealed by
fire. Fire [itself] will test the quality of each one’s work. 14 If the work that someone
has built survives, he will be recompensed. 15 If someone’s work is burned up, he
will be deprived of recompense, but he himself will be saved, but only as through
fire. 16Do you not realize that you are the temple of God and that the Spirit of God
dwells in you? 17 If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy him. For the
temple of God, which you are, is sacred.
7 18Let no one deceive himself. If someone among you thinks that he is wise
in this age, let him become a fool, in order to become wise. 19For the wisdom of
this world is folly in God’s sight. As it stands written, “He catches the wise in their

craftiness.” e 20And again, “The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are

futile.” f 21Consequently, no one should boast about human beings. For all things
belong to you, 22whether it be Paul or Apollos or Cephas, or the world, or life or
death, or the present or the future—all belongs to you, 23and you belong to Christ,
and Christ to God.

8 4:1One should think of us in this way: as servants of Christ and stewards of
God’s mysteries. 2 In this case, moreover, it is required of stewards that they be
found trustworthy. 3But for me it matters little that I be judged by you or by any
human court. I do not even judge myself. 4 I am not conscious of anything against
me, but in this I do not stand vindicated; the one who judges me is the Lord. 5So
do not judge anything before the proper time, before the Lord comes who will
bring to light what is hidden in darkness and will expose the motives of our hearts.
At that time, the commendation of each one will come from God.

6Now, brothers, I have transferred this to myself and Apollos for your sake, that
you may learn from us not (to go) beyond what is written, that none of you will be-
come arrogant, siding with one over against another. 7For who concedes you any
distinction? What do you have that you did not receive? If then you did really re-
ceive it, why are you boasting as though you did not? 8You have already been
sated! You have become rich already! Without us, you have become kings! Would
that you had become kings so that we too might be kings with you! 9For it seems
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to me that God has depicted us, the apostles, as last of all, as people sentenced to
death, because we have become a spectacle to the world, both to angels and
human beings. 10We are fools for Christ, but you are wise in Christ; we are weak,
but you are strong; you are honored, but we are despised. 11Up to this very hour
we go hungry and thirsty; we are in rags; we are mistreated; we are homeless. 12We
toil, working with our own hands. When reviled, we bless; when persecuted, 
we put up with it. 13When slandered, we answer kindly. We have become, and are
even now, like the rubbish of the world, the scum of the earth.

14 I am writing this not to make you ashamed, but to admonish you as my be-
loved children. 15Even if you have ten thousand guides in Christ, you do not have
many fathers, for in Christ Jesus I became your father through the gospel.
16Therefore, I urge you, be imitators of me. 17For this reason I am sending to you
Timothy, who is my dear and faithful child in the Lord; he will remind you about
my ways in Christ [Jesus], just as I teach them everywhere in every church.
18Some have become arrogant pretending that I am not coming to you. 19 I shall
come to you very soon, if the Lord wills, and I shall ascertain not the talk of these
arrogant people, but their power. 20For the kingdom of God is not a matter of talk,
but of power. 21What do you prefer? Shall I come to you with a stick or with love
and a gentle spirit?

9 5:1 It is widely reported that there is sexual immorality in your midst, and of
such a kind found not even among pagans: a man living with his father’s wife.
2And you have become arrogant! Should you not rather have grieved, so that the
one who has done this should be removed from your midst? 3 I, for my part,
though absent in body but present in spirit, have already passed judgment on the
one who has committed this deed, just as if I were present. 4When you are gath-
ered together in the name of [our] Lord Jesus and (with) my spirit, 5hand this man
over with the power of our Lord Jesus to Satan for the destruction of the flesh so
that the Spirit may be saved on the Day of the Lord.

6Your boasting is not a good thing. Do you not know that a little leaven fer-
ments the whole batch of dough? 7Clear out the old leaven so that you may be-
come a new batch, as you really are unleavened. For Christ, our passover lamb,
has been sacrificed. 8Let us, then, celebrate the feast, not with old leaven, or with
the leaven of wickedness and evil, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and
truth.

9 I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral people, 10not
at all meaning the immoral people of this world, or the greedy and swindling, or
idolaters, since then you would have to leave this world. 11But now I am writing to
you not to associate with anyone who bears the name of brother, if he is sexually
immoral or greedy or an idolater, slanderer, drunkard, or swindler; do not even eat
with such a one. 12For what have I to do with judging outsiders? Is it not those
within, you are to judge? 13God will judge those outside. “Drive out the evil one

from among you.”g
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10 6:1Does any one of you, who has a case against another, dare to take it to
court before evildoers instead of before God’s dedicated people? 2Or do you not
realize that God’s people are going to judge the world? And if the world is to be
judged by you, are you unqualified for petty courts? 3Do you not realize that 
we are to judge angels—not to mention affairs of everyday life? 4 If, then, you have
courts for everyday affairs, do you seat as judges those who have no standing in 
the church? 5 I say this to your shame. Can it be that there is no one among you
wise enough to settle a case between brothers? 6Yet does a brother goes to court
against a brother, and this before unbelievers? 7 In fact [then], it is already a disas-
ter on your part that you have lawsuits against one another. Why not rather put up
with injustice? Why not rather be cheated? 8But you yourselves do wrong and
cheat, and this to your brothers. 9Or do you not realize that evildoers will not in-
herit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived! Neither fornicators nor idolaters,
neither adulterers nor catamites, neither sodomites 10nor thieves, neither the
greedy nor drunkards, neither slanderers nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of
God. 11This is what some of you were; but now you have been washed, you have
been sanctified, you have been justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and
by the Spirit of our God.
11 12“For me all things are permissible,” but not all are beneficial. “For me
all things are permissible,” but I will not be dominated by anything. 13“Food for
the stomach, and the stomach for food, and God will do away with both the one
and the other.” Yet the body is not meant for fornication, but for the Lord; and the
Lord for the body. 14But God has raised up the Lord, and he will raise us up too by
his power. 15Do you not realize that your bodies are members of Christ? Shall I
then take Christ’s members and make them members of a prostitute? Of course
not! 16 [Or] do you not realize that anyone who joins himself to a prostitute be-
comes one body with her? For it says, “The two will become one flesh.”h 17But who-
ever is joined to the Lord becomes one spirit (with him). 18Flee from fornication!
“Every sin that one commits is outside the body.” But the fornicator sins against
his own body. 19Or do you not realize that your body is the temple of the Holy
Spirit, which is within you and which you have from God, and that you are not
your own? 20For you have been bought at a price. So glorify God with your body.

12 7:1Now for the matters about which you wrote: It is good for a man not to
touch a woman. 2Yet because of instances of fornication, each man should have
his own wife, and each woman her own husband. 3The husband should fulfill his
conjugal duty to his wife, and likewise the wife to her husband. 4The wife does not
have authority over her own body, but rather her husband does; likewise a hus-
band does not have authority over his own body, but rather his wife does. 5Do not
deprive one another, except perhaps by mutual consent for a time, to be free for
prayer; but then be together again, so that Satan may not tempt you because of
your lack of self-control. 6 I say this as a concession, not as a command. 7 I wish that
all were as I myself am, but each one has a particular gift from God, one of one
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kind and one of another. 8Now to the unmarried and to widows I say: it is good for
them to remain as I am, 9but if they are not exercising self-control, they should
marry; for it is better to marry than to burn.
13 10To the married, however, I give this command, not I but the Lord: that a
wife should not be separated from her husband; 11but if indeed she is separated,
she must either remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband; and that a
husband should not divorce his wife.
14 12To the rest I say, I and not the Lord: if any brother has a wife who is an
unbeliever and she agrees to live with him, he should not divorce her; 13and if any
woman has a husband who is not a believer and he agrees to live with her, she
should not divorce her husband. 14For the unbelieving husband has been made
holy through his wife, and the unbelieving wife has been made holy through the
brother. Otherwise your children would be unclean, but as it is they are holy. 15 If
the unbelieving partner separates, however, let him do so. The brother or sister is
not bound in such cases. But God has called you in peace. 16For all you know,
wife, you might save your husband; or for all you know, husband, you might save
your wife.
15 17Nevertheless, each one should lead the life that the Lord has assigned,
as God has called each of you. So I order in all the churches. 18Was anyone called
when he was circumcised? He should not try to undo his circumcision. Was any-
one called when he was uncircumcised? He should not be circumcised. 19Cir-
cumcision means nothing, and uncircumcision means nothing; but obeying
God’s commandments is what counts 20Each one should remain in the state in
which he was called. 21Were you a slave when you were called? Do not worry
about it, but if indeed you can gain your freedom, take advantage rather of it.
22For the one who was a slave when called by the Lord is the Lord’s freedman; so
too the one who was free when called is Christ’s slave. 23You were bought at a
price; do not become slaves to human beings. 24Brothers, each one should re-
main before God in the state in which he was called.
16 25Now concerning virgins, I do not have a command from the Lord, but I
give my opinion as one who by the Lord’s mercy is trustworthy. 26 I think, there-
fore, that, in view of the impending crisis, it is good for a person to remain as he is.
27Are you bound to a wife? Do not seek release. Are you without a wife? Do not
look for one. 28But if indeed you do marry, you would not sin; and if a virgin mar-
ries, she would not sin. Yet such people will face troubles in earthly life, and I
would spare you that. 29What I mean, brothers, is that time is running out. From
now on let even those who have wives live as though they had none; 30 those who
mourn as though they did not; those who are happy as though they were not; those
who buy as though they had no possessions; 31and those who deal with the world
as though they had no use of it. For the shape of this world is passing away. 32 I
want you to be free of concern. The unmarried man is concerned about the
Lord’s affairs, how he may please the Lord. 33But a married man is concerned
about the affairs of this world, how he may please his wife; 34and he is divided. An
unmarried woman or virgin is concerned about the Lord’s affairs, that she may be
holy in both body and spirit; but the married woman is concerned about the af-
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fairs of this world, how she may please her husband. 35 I am saying this for your
own good, not to lay a restriction on you, but for the sake of good order and devo-
tion to the Lord without distraction.
17 36 If someone thinks that he is behaving improperly toward his virgin, and
if she (or he) is at a critical stage, and so it has to be, let him do as he wishes. He is
committing no sin; let them get married. 37But the one who stands firm in his
mind, who is under no compulsion and has control of his own will, and has made
up his mind to keep his virgin (unmarried) will be doing well. 38So then both the
one who marries his virgin does well, and the one who does not marry her will do
better.
18 39A wife is bound to her husband as long as he lives; but if her husband
dies, she is free to be married to whomever she wishes, but only in the Lord. 40 In
my judgment, she is more blessed if she remains as she is—and I think that I too
have God’s Spirit.

19 8:1Now for meat sacrificed to idols: we realize that “we all possess knowl-
edge.” Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up. 2 If anyone imagines that he knows
something, he does not yet know it as he ought to. 3But if anyone loves God, that
one is known by him. 4So about the eating of meat sacrificed to idols: we know
that “an idol is nothing at all in this world” and that “there is no God but one.”
5For even if there are so-called gods either in heaven or on earth—indeed, there
are many “gods” and many “lords”—

6yet for us there is one God, the Father,
from whom come all things and toward whom we tend;
and there is one Lord, Jesus Christ,
through whom all things come and through whom we are destined.

7But all do not possess this knowledge. Some because of their habitual association
up to this time with idols eat such meat as sacrificed to idols, and their conscience,
being weak, is defiled. 8Yet food will not bring us before God. We are neither
worse off if we do not eat, nor better off if we do. 9Only see to it that this very right
of yours does not become a stumbling block for the weak. 10For if someone sees
you, with your knowledge, reclining at table in an idol’s temple, will not his con-
science, weak as it is, be emboldened to eat meat sacrificed to idols? 11So because
of your knowledge this weak person, a brother for whom Christ died, is brought to
destruction. 12When you sin in this way against your brothers and strike at their
conscience, weak as it is, you are sinning against Christ. 13Therefore, if food
causes my brother to fall, I shall never eat meat again, so that I may not cause my
brother to fall.

20 9:1Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are
you not the product of my work in the Lord? 2 If to others I am not an apostle,
surely I am to you. For you are the seal of my apostolate in the Lord. 3This is the
defense I make before those who would pass judgment on me. 4Do we not have
the right to eat and drink? 5Do we not have the right to bring along a Christian
wife, as do the rest of the apostles, and the Lord’s brothers, and Cephas? 6Or is it
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only I and Barnabas who do not have the right not to work? 7Who serves as a 
soldier at his own expense? Who plants a vineyard and does not eat of its fruit?
Who shepherds a flock and does not drink of its milk? 8Am I saying this merely
from a human point of view, or does not the law also say the same thing? 9For it
stands written in the law of Moses, “You shall not muzzle the ox while it is thresh-

ing.” i Is God concerned about oxen? 10Or does he really speak for our sake? For it
was written for our sake, because the plowman ought to plow in hope, and the
thresher (thresh) in hope of receiving a share. 11 If we have sown spiritual seed
among you, is it too much that we should reap a material harvest from you? 12 If
others share this rightful claim on you, should not we all the more so? Yet we have
not used this right. Rather, we put up with everything so as not to put an obstacle
in the way of the gospel of Christ. 13Do you not realize that those who are engaged
in temple service eat [what] belongs to the temple, and those who minister at the
altar share in what is offered on the altar? 14 In the same way the Lord too has or-
dered those who preach the gospel to get their living from the gospel. 15 I, how-
ever, have used none of these things. Nor do I write this that it may be done so in
my case. I would rather die than have someone deprive me of my boast. 16 If I
preach the gospel, there is no reason for me to boast. For compulsion lies upon
me! Woe to me if I do not preach it! 17 If I do so willingly, I have a recompense; but
if I do so unwillingly, I have been entrusted with a stewardship. 18What then is my
recompense? That, when I preach, I may offer the gospel free of charge so as not
to make full use of my right in preaching the gospel. 19For though I am free and
belong to no one, I have made myself a slave to all so that I may win over as many
as possible. 20To Jews I became like a Jew to win over Jews; to those under the law
I became like one under the law—though I myself am not under the law—that I
might win over those under the law. 21To those without the law I became like one
without the law—though I am not without God’s law, being under the law of
Christ—that I might win over those without the law. 22To the weak I became
weak, that I might win over the weak. I have become all things to all people that I
might save at least some. 23 I do it all for the sake of the gospel, so that I may have a
share in it. 24Do you not realize that all runners in the stadium run in the race, but
only one wins the prize? Run, then, so as to win. 25Every athlete exercises self-
control in every way; they do it to win a perishable crown, but we an imperishable
one. 26 I at least do not run aimlessly; I do not box as if I were beating the air.
27Rather, I pommel my body and subjugate it, lest in preaching to others I myself
might be disqualified.

21 10:1 I do not want you to be unaware, brothers, that all our ancestors were
under the cloud and that all passed through the sea. 2All of them were baptized
into Moses in the cloud and in the sea. 3All ate the same spiritual food, 4and all
drank the same spiritual drink, for they used to drink of a spiritual rock that fol-
lowed them, and the rock was Christ. 5Nevertheless, God was not pleased with
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most of them, for they were laid low in the wilderness. 6Now in view of these
things they have become archetypes for us, so that we may not crave for evil as they
did. 7Do not become idolaters as some of them did, as it stands written: “The peo-

ple sat down to eat and drink, and they got up to revel.” j 8We should not indulge in
fornication, as some of them did; and twenty-three thousand of them fell in a sin-
gle day. 9We should not put Christ to the test, as some of them did, and were de-
stroyed by serpents. 10Do not grumble, as some of them did, and were destroyed
by the Destroyer. 11These things were happening to them prefiguratively and
were written down as a warning for us, upon whom the ends of the ages have met.
12Consequently, whoever thinks that he is standing firm should see to it that he
does not fall. 13No trial has overtaken you but what is human. God is trustworthy,
and he will not allow you to be tried beyond what you can bear; but with the trial
he will provide also a way out, so that you may be able to endure it. 14Therefore,
my dear friends, flee from idolatry. 15 I am speaking as to wise people; judge for
yourselves what I am saying. 16 Is not the cup of blessing that we bless a participa-
tion in the blood of Christ? Is not the bread that we break a participation in the
body of Christ? 17Because there is one loaf, we, though many, are one body, for
we all partake of the one loaf. 18Consider the people of Israel. Are not those who
eat the sacrifices participants in the altar? 19What then am I saying? That meat
sacrificed to idols is something? Or that an idol is something? 20Rather, what they
sacrifice [they sacrifice] to demons and not to God, and I do not want you to be-
come partners of the demons. 21You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup
of demons as well; you cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of de-
mons. 22Or are we stirring the Lord to jealousy? Are we stronger than he?
22 23“All things are permissible,” but not all are beneficial. “All things are
permissible,” but not all edify. 24No one should seek his own advantage, but that
of his neighbor. 25Eat whatever is sold in the meat market, without raising a ques-
tion in conscience. 26“For the earth and its fullness are the Lord’s.” k 27 If some un-
believer invites you (to dinner) and you want to go, eat whatever is put before you
without raising a question in conscience. 28But if someone says to you, “This is
sacrificial meat,” do not eat it for the sake of the one who informed you and for the
sake of conscience— 29I mean, not your conscience, but the other’s. For why
should my freedom be determined by someone else’s conscience? 30 If I partake
with thanks (to God), why am I reviled for what I give thanks? 31So whether you
eat or drink or whatever you do, do all for the glory of God. 32Avoid giving offense,
whether to Jews or Greeks or the church of God, 33even as I try to please everyone
in every way, not seeking my own good but that of the many that they may be
saved. 11:1Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ.

23 11:2 I praise you because you have been mindful of me in everything and
are holding to the traditions, just as I passed them on to you. 3But I want you to re-
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alize that Christ is the head of every man, man is the head of woman, and God is
the head of Christ. 4Every man who prays or prophesies with covered head brings
disgrace upon his head; 5and every woman who prays or prophesies with uncov-
ered head brings disgrace upon her head, for that is one and the same thing as her
shaved head. 6For if a woman does not cover her head, she should have her hair
cut off; but if it is disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or to be shaved,
then she should cover her head. 7A man ought not cover his head, since he is the
image and glory of God; but a woman is the glory of man. 8For man did not come
from woman; but woman from man. 9Nor was man created for woman, but
woman for man. 10For this reason a woman ought to have authority over her head,
because of the angels. 11 In the Lord, however, neither is woman independent of
man, nor man of woman. 12For just as woman came from man, so man is born of
woman; but everything comes from God. 13 Judge for yourselves: Is it proper for a
woman to pray to God with uncovered head? 14Does not nature itself teach you
that if a man wears his hair long, it is degrading for him; 15but if a woman wears
her hair long, it is her glory? For her hair has been given [to her] for a covering.
16 If anyone is inclined to be argumentative (about this), we have no such custom,
nor do the churches of God.
24 17 In giving the following instructions, I do not praise (you), because you
hold your meetings not to your advantage, but to your disadvantage. 18First of all,
I hear that, when you meet as a church, there are divisions among you, and in part
I believe it. 19No doubt there have to be factions among you, so that the tried and
true among you may be recognized. 20Although you hold your meetings in one
place, it is not to eat the Lord’s supper. 21For as you eat, each one goes ahead with
his own meal, and one goes hungry, while another gets drunk. 22Do you not have
houses to eat and drink in? Are you not showing contempt for the church of God
and making those who have nothing feel ashamed? What am I to say to you?
Should I praise you? In this I offer no praise. 23For I received from the Lord what
I passed on to you, that the Lord Jesus, on the night he was handed over, took
bread, 24and having given thanks, broke it, and said, “This is my body, which is for
you. Do this in remembrance of me.” 25 In the same way, the cup too, after the
supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood. Do this, whenever you
drink it, in remembrance of me.” 26For as often as you eat this bread and drink the
cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes. 27Consequently, whoever eats
the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will have to answer for the body
and blood of the Lord. 28One should take stock of himself and so eat of the bread
and drink of the cup. 29For anyone who eats and drinks without acknowledging
the body eats and drinks judgment upon himself. 30For this reason many among
you are weak and infirm, and a number are dying. 31But if we were to evaluate
ourselves correctly, we would not be subject to judgment. 32Since we are being
judged by [the] Lord, we are being chastened, that we may not be condemned
along with the world. 33Consequently, my brothers, when you meet together to
eat, await the arrival of one another. 34 If anyone gets hungry, he should eat at
home, that you may not meet together only to be condemned. As for the other
matters I shall give directives when I come.
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25 12:1Now, brothers, I do not want you to be uninformed about spiritual
gifts. 2You realize that, when you were pagans, you were attracted and carried
away again and again to dumb idols. 3Therefore, I make known to you that no one
who is speaking by the Spirit of God says, “Accursed is Jesus”; and no one can say,
“Jesus is Lord,” save by the Holy Spirit.
26 4There are different sorts of gifts, but the same Spirit; 5 there are different
sorts of service, but the same Lord; 6 there are different sorts of work, but the same
God, who produces all of them in everyone. 7To each individual is given the
manifestation of the Spirit for some good. 8To one is given through the Spirit 
the utterance of wisdom; to another, the utterance of knowledge through the
same Spirit; 9 to another, faith by the same Spirit, and to another, gifts of healing
by that one Spirit; 10 to another, the working of mighty deeds; to another, proph-
ecy; to another, discernment of spirits; to another, kinds of tongues; to another,
the interpretation of tongues. 11But one and the same Spirit produces all these,
bestowing them individually on each one as it wills.
27 12For as the body is a unit and has many members, and all the members of
the body, though many, form one body, so too it is with Christ. 13For by one Spirit
we were all baptized, in fact, into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free,
and we were all given one Spirit to drink. 14 Indeed, the body does not consist of
one member, but of many. 15 If the foot says, “Because I am not a hand, I do not be-
long to the body,” it would not for that reason belong any less to the body. 16And if
the ear says, “Because I am not an eye, I do not belong to the body,” it would not for
that reason belong any less to the body. 17 If the whole body were an eye, where
would hearing be? If the whole body were hearing, where would the sense of smell
be? 18Now as it is, God has arranged the members in the body, each one of them,
just as he wanted them. 19 If they were all one member, where would the body be?
20As it is, there are many members, but one body. 21So the eye cannot say to the
hand, “I have no need of you”; or again, the head to the feet, “I have no need of
you.” 22Rather, the members of the body that seem to be weaker are all the more
necessary; 23and those parts of the body that we consider less honorable we sur-
round with greater honor; and our unpresentable parts are treated with greater pro-
priety, 24whereas our presentable parts have no need of this. Indeed, God has so
blended the body, giving greater honor to a part that lacks it, 25 so that there may be
no discord in the body, but that the members have the same concern for each
other. 26 If, indeed, one member suffers, all suffer with it; if [one] member is hon-
ored, all the members rejoice with it. 27Now you are the body of Christ, and indi-
vidually members of it; 28and in the church God has appointed some to be, first of
all, apostles; second, prophets; third, teachers; then, workers of mighty deeds, then
those with gifts of healing, assistants, administrators, speakers of kinds of tongues.
29Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work mighty deeds?
30Do all have gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues? Do all interpret? 31But are
you striving for the greater gifts? Now I shall show you a still more excellent way.

28 13:1 If I speak with human and angelic tongues, but do not have love, I am
only resounding brass or a clanging cymbal. 2 If I have the gift of prophecy and

T R A N S L AT I O N 1 2 : 1 – 1 3 : 2 13



comprehend all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all the faith to move
mountains, but do not have love, I am nothing. 3 If I dole out all I own and hand
over my body in order to boast, but do not have love, I gain nothing. 4Love is pa-
tient; love is kind. [Love] is not jealous; it does not brag; it is not arrogant. 5 It is not
rude; it does not seek its own interest; it does not become irritated; it does not
reckon with wrongs. 6 It does not delight in wrongdoing, but rejoices with the
truth. 7 It puts up with all things, believes all things, hopes for all things, endures
all things. 8Love never fails. If there are prophecies, they will be brought to
naught; if tongues, they will come to an end; if knowledge, it will be brought to
naught. 9For we know in part, and we prophesy in part, 10but when what is perfect
comes, the partial will be brought to naught. 11When I was a child, I spoke as a
child, I thought as a child, I reasoned as a child. When I became a man, I did away
with childish things. 12For at present we see by reflection, as in a mirror, but then
face to face; at present I know only in part, but then I shall know fully, even as I
have been fully known. 13And now faith, hope, love remain, these three; but the
greatest of these is love.

29 14:1Pursue love, and strive earnestly for spiritual gifts, especially that you
may prophesy. 2For one who speaks in a tongue speaks not to human beings, but
to God, since no one comprehends, and he utters mysteries in spirit. 3The one
who prophesies, however, speaks to human beings for their edification, encour-
agement, and consolation. 4The one who speaks in a tongue edifies himself, but
the one who prophesies edifies the church. 5 I should like everyone of you to speak
in tongues, but even more so to prophesy. One who prophesies is greater than one
who speaks in tongues, unless he interprets, so that the church may be edified.
6Now, brothers, if I come to you speaking in tongues, what good will I be to you, if
I do not speak to you with some revelation or knowledge or prophecy or instruc-
tion? 7Similarly, if inanimate things that make sounds, such as a flute or a harp, do
not emit their tones distinctly, how will what is being played with flute or harp be
recognized? 8 In fact, if a trumpet gives an unclear sound, who will get ready for
battle? 9So with you too. Unless you utter intelligible speech with your tongue,
how will the utterance be comprehended? For you will be speaking into the
breeze. 10For there are perhaps many different kinds of languages in the world,
and none without meaning. 11 If then I do not understand the meaning of a utter-
ance, I shall be a foreigner to the one who speaks, and the speaker a foreigner to
me. 12So too with you. Since you strive earnestly for spirits, seek to abound in
them for the edification of the church. 13For this reason, the one who speaks in 
a tongue should pray that he may interpret (what he says). 14 [For] if I pray in a
tongue, my spirit is praying, but my mind is unproductive. 15So what is to be
done? I shall pray with my spirit, but I shall also pray with my mind; I shall sing
with my spirit, but I shall also sing with my mind. 16Otherwise, if you bless [with]
your spirit, how shall one who holds the place of an outsider say “Amen” to your
thanksgiving, when he does not know what you are saying? 17You are giving
thanks well enough, but the other person is not edified. 18 I thank God that I speak
in tongues more than all of you! 19But in church I prefer to speak five words with
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my mind, so as to instruct others, than ten thousand words in a tongue. 20Brothers,
stop being childish in your thinking; rather be infants in regard to wickedness, but
in thinking be mature. 21 It stands written in the law:

“By people speaking strange tongues and by lips of foreigners

will I speak to this people,

but even so they will not listen to me,” l says the Lord.
22Consequently, tongues are meant to be a sign not for believers, but for unbe-
lievers; prophecy, however, is not for unbelievers, but for believers. 23 If then the
whole church meets in one place and everyone speaks in tongues and outsiders or
unbelievers come in, will they not say that you are out of your mind? 24But if
everyone prophesies and some unbeliever or outsider comes in, he will be con-
vinced by all and called to account by all: 25 the secrets of his heart will be laid
bare, and so, falling down, he will worship God and declare, “God is truly in your

midst.” m

30 26So what is to be done, brothers? When you come to a meeting, everyone
has a psalm, an instruction, a revelation, a tongue, or an interpretation. All these
things should be for edification. 27 If someone speaks in a tongue, it should be two,
or at most three, but each in turn, and someone should give an interpretation.
28But if there is no interpreter, the speaker should keep silent in church and speak
only to himself and to God. 29Two or three prophets should speak, and the rest
should evaluate (what is said). 30 If something is revealed to another person sitting
there, the first speaker should become silent. 31For you are all able to prophesy
one by one, in order that all may learn and all be encouraged. 32 Indeed, spirits of
prophets are subject to the control of prophets. 33For God is not a God of disorder,
but of peace, as in all the churches of the saints.
31 34“Women should remain silent in the churches. For they are not allowed
to speak, but should be subordinate, even as the law says. 35 If they want to learn
something, they should ask their own husbands at home. For it is disgraceful for a
woman to speak in church.” 36What, did the word of God originate with you? Or
are you the only ones it has reached?
32 37 If anyone considers himself a prophet or a spiritual person, he should
know well that what I am writing to you is a commandment of the Lord. 38 If 
anyone disregards it, he is disregarded. 39Consequently, [my] brothers, strive
earnestly to prophesy, and do not forbid speaking in tongues. 40But all things
should be done properly and in due order.

33 15:1 I make known to you, brothers, the gospel that I preached to you,
which you received, and on which you have taken your stand; 2by it you are also
being saved, if you hold fast to the word I preached to you. Otherwise you have be-
lieved in vain. 3For I passed on to you as of prime importance what I also received:
that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures; 4 that he was buried; that
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he was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures; 5and that he appeared
to Cephas. Then to the Twelve; 6 thereafter he appeared at one time to more than
five hundred brothers, most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen
asleep. 7Thereafter he appeared to James, and then to all the apostles. 8Last of all,
as to one untimely born, he appeared to me. 9For I am the least of the apostles,
and not fit to be called an apostle, because I persecuted the church of God. 10But
by the grace of God I am what I am, and his grace in me has not been without ef-
fect; rather, I worked harder than all of them—not I, but the grace of God [that is]
with me. 11So whether it was I or they, in this way we preach, and in this way you
came to believe.
34 12 If, then, Christ is preached as raised from the dead, how can some of you
say that there is no resurrection of the dead? 13 If there is no resurrection of the
dead, then neither has Christ been raised. 14 If Christ has not been raised, then our
preaching has [also] been useless, and useless has been your faith. 15Then we
have been found to be false witnesses about God, because we testified of God that
he raised Christ, when he did not raise him, if indeed the dead are not raised.
16For if the dead are not raised, neither has Christ been raised. 17Yet if Christ has
not been raised, your faith is worthless, and you are still in your sins; 18and those
who have fallen asleep have perished in Christ. 19 If only for this life we have
hoped in Christ, then we are of all human beings the most to be pitied.
35 20Now, then, Christ has been raised from the dead as the firstfruits of those
who have fallen asleep. 21For since death came through a human being, so the
resurrection of the dead comes also through a human being. 22For just as in Adam
all die, so too in Christ all will be brought to life; 23but each one in turn: Christ the
firstfruits, then at his coming, those who belong to Christ. 24Then will come the
end, when he hands over the kingdom to God the Father, after having destroyed
every dominion, authority, and power. 25For he must reign until he has put all en-

emies under his feet.n 26The last enemy to be destroyed is death; 27 for he has put all

things in subjection under his feet.o When it says that “all things” have been sub-
jected, it clearly means, apart from him who subjected all things to him. 28When
all things are subjected to him, then the Son himself will [also] be made subject to
him who subjected all things to him, so that God may be all in all.
36 29Otherwise what will people do who undergo baptism on behalf of the
dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why then are people baptized on their be-
half? 30As for us, why do we endanger ourselves at every hour? 31Day after day I
face death—as surely as is the boast over you, [brothers], that I have in Christ Jesus
our Lord. 32 If, humanly speaking, I fought with wild beasts at Ephesus, what did I
gain? If the dead are not raised, “Let us eat and drink. for tomorrow we die.”p 33Do
not be led astray. “ Bad company corrupts good habits.” 34Become sober as you
ought, and sin no more. For some have no knowledge of God, and I say this to
your shame.
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37 35But someone will say, “How are the dead raised? With what kind of a
body will they come?” 36Fool! What you sow is not brought to life unless it dies.
37And what you sow is not the body that will come to be, but a bare kernel, per-
haps of wheat or of something else. 38God gives it a body as he has chosen, and to
each kind of seed its own body. 39For all flesh is not the same; there is one kind for
human beings, another for animals, another for birds, and another for fish.
40There are both heavenly bodies and earthly bodies; the splendor of the heavenly
bodies is one thing; that of the earthly is another. 41There is one splendor for the
sun, another for the moon, and still another for the stars. For star differs from star
in splendor.
38 42So too it is at the resurrection of the dead. What is sown is perishable;
what is raised is imperishable. 43 It is sown in dishonor; it is raised in splendor. It is
sown in weakness; it is raised in power. 44An animated body is sown, a spiritual
body is raised. If there is an animated body, there is also a spiritual body. 45Thus it
also stands written: The first man, Adam, became a living being; q the last Adam, a
life-giving Spirit. 46But the spiritual was not first; rather, the animated was, and
thereafter the spiritual. 47The first man was from the earth, earthly; the second
man, from heaven. 48As was the earthly one, so too are all the earthly; and as is the
heavenly one, so too are all the heavenly. 49 Just as we have borne the image of the
earthly one, so too shall we bear the image of the heavenly one.
39 50Now, what I mean, brothers, is that flesh and blood cannot inherit the
kingdom of God; nor does the perishable inherit imperishability. 51Look, I am
telling you a mystery: we shall not all fall asleep, but we shall all be changed, 52 in
an instant, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet. For the trumpet will
sound, and the dead will be raised imperishable, and we shall all be changed.
53For what is perishable must don imperishability; and what is mortal, immortal-
ity. 54When what is perishable dons imperishability and what is mortal dons im-
mortality, then the saying that stands written will come true:

“Death has been swallowed up in victory.r

55Where, O death, is your victory?

Where, O death, is your sting?” s

56The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law. 57But thanks be to God!
He grants us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ. 58Consequently, my dear
brothers, be steadfast, unshaken, devoting yourselves at all times to the work of the
Lord, knowing that in the Lord your toil is not in vain.

40 16:1Now for the collection for God’s dedicated people: As I ordered the
churches of Galatia, so you too should do. 2On the first day of every week, each
one of you should lay something aside and store it up, in keeping with your in-
come, so that there will be no collections at the time when I come. 3When I 
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arrive, I shall send those whom you accredit with letters to carry your gift to Jeru-
salem. 4 If it will be fitting for me to go too, they will go along with me.
41 5 I shall come to you, after I pass through Macedonia; for I shall be going
through Macedonia. 6Perhaps I shall stay or even spend the winter with you so
that you may send me on my way, wherever I shall be going. 7For I do not want to
see you now only in passing. I hope to spend some time with you, if the Lord per-
mits. 8But I shall stay on in Ephesus until Pentecost. 9A great door for effective
work has opened to me, but there are many opponents.
42 10 If Timothy comes, see that he has nothing to fear in your company; for
he is doing the work of the Lord, just as I am. 11No one, then, should disdain him.
Send him on his way in peace, so that he may come to me, for I am awaiting him
with the brothers. 12As for our brother Apollos, I strongly urged him to come to
you with the brothers; but it was not at all his will to come now. He will come
when he has the opportunity.
43 13Be on your guard. Stand fast in the faith; be courageous; be strong. 14Let
all your deeds be done in love. 15You know that the household of Stephanas is the
firstfruits of Achaia, and that they have devoted themselves to the service of God’s
dedicated people—so I urge you, brothers, 16be submissive to such people and to
every fellow worker and laborer (among them). 17 I was happy at the arrival of
Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, because they have made up for what was
lacking from you. 18They have refreshed my spirit as well as yours. So give recog-
nition to such people.
44 19The churches of Asia send you greetings. Aquila and Prisca, together
with the church at their house, send you many greetings in the Lord. 20All the
brothers greet you. Greet one another with a holy kiss. 21 I, Paul, write this greeting
in my own hand. 22 If anyone does not love the Lord, let him be accursed! Marana

tha! 23The grace of our Lord Jesus be with you! 24My love be with all of you in
Christ Jesus!
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INTRODUCTION
◆





I. CORINTH: THE CITY AND

ITS HISTORY
◆

The ancient city of Corinth lay just a short distance south of the narrow isthmus
that joins the Peloponnesus to the central part of Greece. Its location thus enabled
it to achieve an importance in ancient Greece that few other cities could have ri-
valed. Anyone traveling from Macedonia, Attica, or Athens to Arcadia, Argos,
Achaia, or Sparta, would have had to travel across the isthmus of 5,950 meters and
pass Corinth en route. Its strategic location also enabled it to dominate two im-
portant harbors, one on each side of the isthmus. Eight and a half kilometers to
the east was Cenchreae (Kenchreai) on the Saronic Gulf, which gave access to
ships traveling from Asia and the Aegean Sea (Apuleius, Metamorphoses 10.35);
and two kilometers to the north was Lechaeum (Lechaion) on the Gulf of Cor-
inth, which gave access to the Adriatic Sea and Italy. This ideal situation of Cor-
inth was noted by the ancient geographer Strabo (Geogr. 8.6.20) and was known
to Latin writers, who spoke of bimaris Corinthus, “Corinth on two seas” (Horace,
Carm. 1.7.2; Ovid, Heroides 12.27). Consequently, after classical Athens, Corinth
was the second most important city in ancient Greece, but in the first century a.d.

it would have been more important than Athens. Along with Rome, Alexandria,
and Antioch on the Orontes (Syria), it would have been one of the four most im-
portant cities of the Mediterranean world.

Many springs in the area and the nearby rivers, Nemea and Longopotamus,
made the coastal area about Corinth quite fertile and rich. The city of Corinth
was built to the north of the base of a peak called Acrocorinth, which was 575 me-
ters high, and from at least the fourth century b.c. it served as the citadel of Cor-
inth. On the summit of Acrocorinth was a Temple of Aphrodite Hoplismene
(with a statue of her bearing arms), the patroness of Corinth. Behind the temple
was a spring, apparently fed by the same water as the Peirene fountain in the agora
(forum) of Corinth (Pausanias, Descr. Graec. 2.3).

Both Acrocorinth and the city were enclosed within a walled area, more or less
trapezoidal in shape, which was over four square kilometers in area. The circum-
ference of the walls was over 10,000 meters. Two other parallel walls connected
the enclosed city with the port of Lechaeum. Not all of that enclosed area was
built up and populated, so there was considerable open space for parks and
springs. Corinthia, the territory controled by the city-state, stretched well beyond
the narrow isthmus and included to the north the promontory along the Halcyon
Bay and to the south the area roughly up to Mount Onium.



The area of Corinthia had been settled already in Neolithic times, and early
Helladic settlements were extensive there. The origins of the city of Corinth, how-
ever, are shrouded in legends. Apparently it was called at one time Ephyr≤, and
Sisyphus, son of Aeolus, whom Homer called “the most crafty of men” (Iliad

6.152–54), was said to be the king of Ephyr≤.
The historical period of Corinth is divided into two eras. The earlier era begins

with the Dorian invasion of the Peloponnesus in the tenth century b.c., when
Temenos, one of the Heraclidae, conquered Argos. Around 850 b.c., the Dorian
oligarchy of the Bacchiadae ruled in Corinth, named after Bacchis, king of Cor-
inth. In this early period, about 733, the city spread its influence by establishing
colonies at Corcyra (modern Korfu), off the coast of Epirus, at Syracuse in Sicily,
and elsewhere. About 725, a renowned style of Greek pottery was developed that
came to be known as Proto-Corinthian and Corinthian ware, which was widely
used in the eastern Mediterranean world. Corinth was famous also for a fleet of
triremes, which the historian Thucydides later praised (Hist. 1.13.2–4). Homer
sang of “wealthy Corinth” (Iliad 2.570), and that was echoed by Strabo centuries
later (Geogr. 8.6.20).

About 657, Cypselus overthrew the Bacchiadian oligarchy and set himself up as
tyrannos of Corinth, under whom the city again thrived in prosperity, power, and
colonization. Cypselus reigned until 625, when he was succeeded by his son 
Periander (625–585), who continued his father’s policies. In the sixth century, 
Periander built the diolkos across the isthmus at its narrowest point, i.e., from
Schoenus on the Saronic Gulf, not far from Cenchreae, to the opposite bank, a
distance of 5950 meters (Strabo, Geogr. 8.2.1; 8.6.22). Diolkos means “hauling
across,” and it was the name given to a stone-paved road with channels con-
structed in it, which guided the wheels of a movable platform used to transfer
small boats and their cargo across the isthmus from one gulf to the other. This was
intended to be a shortcut for shipping freight from Asia to Italy, which would spare
small craft from coping with the wind-swept and dangerous route around Cape
Maleae and the other capes at the southern tip of the Peloponnesus. (The diolkos

was a substitute for a canal, which many administrators of Corinth and elsewhere
had hoped to construct throughout the centuries, e.g., Demetrius I Poliorcetes of
Macedon [end of the fourth century b.c.]; Julius Caesar, Caligula, and Nero [in
the first century b.c. and a.d.]. Only in 1881–93 was the Corinthian Canal finally
cut through the isthmus by French engineers to connect the two gulfs.)

When Periander died, the rule passed to his nephew Psammetichus (Cypselus
II), who was assassinated within a short time. Then a constitutional government
was set up with eight probouloi (executive magistrates) and a council of 80 men 
to rule instead. In the early sixth century, the Isthmian Games were started, and
they continued to be sponsored by the city of Corinth for centuries. In the sixth
and fifth centuries, Corinth often sided with other Peloponnesian city-states 
and battled against other cities throughout Greece, especially Sparta, Athens, and
Thebes. In the fifth century, in particular, it countered the influence of Athens,
which sought to spread its dominion over Megara and other towns about the 
Corinthian Gulf. This led eventually to the Peloponnesian War (431–404 b.c.).
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Corinth suffered greatly during the war, but in the end the Athenian fleet was de-
feated at Aegospotami in the Hellespont, after which Athens capitulated (404).
Eventually, in 395 Corinth joined forces with Argos, Athens, and Boeotia to curb
the spread of Sparta’s domination, which led to the so-called Corinthian War. As
a result of the war Corinth lost its independence and was united with Argos
(395–386).

By this time the influence of Macedonia in northern Greece was spreading,
and in 338 the battle of Chaeronea took place, when Philip II of Macedon con-
quered the Greek city-states and strove to unite Greece into one kingdom. That
was also the beginning of the Hellenic League, which was proclaimed at Corinth

I. Corinth: The City and Its History 23

Figure 1. City plan of Corinth (Redrawn from Murphy-O’Connor 1983a: 20, fig. 4.)



by Philip, as he started his crusade against Persian interference in the land. In 280,
the Achaean League was refounded, and it lasted until 146. In 243, a leading
statesman of the League was Aratus of Sicyon, a neighboring city-state; he freed
Acrocorinth and Corinth from Macedonian domination and its degrading influ-
ence; he adopted an explicit anti-Macedonian policy, which Corinth eventually
also espoused.

Roman contact with Greek city-states began about 228 b.c., and Roman inter-
ference in the Peloponnesus became strong in 197, after the Second Macedonian
War (200–197), when Roman officials sought to reorganize boundaries and alter
civic governments. A few years later Corinth became the chief city-state of the
Achaean League, which was then seeking to offset Roman interference. In 147, a
Roman delegation arrived in Corinth, demanding the dissolution of the League.
The result was the Achaean War. Then under the leadership of the Roman gen-
eral, Lucius Mummius, Corinth was defeated in battle in 146; the city was sacked,
burned, and razed to the ground. All the male citizens were killed, and the
women and children sold into slavery (Pausanias, Descr. Graec. 1.20.4; Cicero,
Verr. 2.55). “The Sicyonians obtained most of the Corinthian territory” (Strabo,
Geogr. 8.6.23). Mummius, however, shipped most of the art treasures of Corinth
to Rome (Cicero, De Officiis 3.11.46; Vitruvius, De archit. 5.5.8), and he was
awarded the title “Achaicus,” so that he is known in history as Lucius Mummius
Achaicus (Pliny, Nat. Hist. 35.8.24; Arafat, Pausanias’ Greece, 89–97). City-states
such as Corinth, Euboea, Phokis, came under Roman domination, rule, and tax-
ation. So ended the early era of Corinth.

Ancient writers report that for more than a century the site of Corinth was deso-
late and largely deserted. The ch∑ra, or site where the city had been, became ager

publicus (Roman public property). Sometime between 79–77 b.c., the future
Roman orator and statesman, M. Tullius Cicero (106–43), while still a student in
Greece, visited the site of Corinth and wrote of it: Corinthi vestigium vix relictum

est, “hardly a trace of Corinth has been left” (De lege agraria 2.32 §87 [composed
in 63]). Among Cicero’s letters there is also one sent to him by S. Sulpicius Rufus,
who speaks of Piraeus and Corinth as towns once most florishing, but now lying
prostrate and demolished before one’s very eyes (oppida quodam tempore floren-

tissima, nunc prostrata et diruta ante oculos iacent [Ad Fam. 4.5.4]). See also
Velleius Paterculus, Hist. Romae 1.13.1. However, elsewhere Cicero admits that
as a youth he was in Peloponnesus and saw “Corinthians” living there, as he had
seen Argives and Sicyonians (Tusc. Disp. 3.22.53 [composed in 45 b.c.]). For
some natives continued to dwell in Corinth as squatters, as material archaeologi-
cal evidence shows. Williams (“Corinth 1977,” 21) reports: “Some evidence has
been accumulating over the years of excavation, however, that reinforces the
statement made by Cicero that persons did live among the ruins of the city in the
interim period.” He mentions stamped amphoras, coins from before the Roman
refounding of Corinth, continuity of cult places, pottery, and glassware. So it ap-
pears that the destruction of ancient Corinth may have been far less extensive
than is normally thought. Similarly, Wiseman reports, “The destruction of Cor-
inth was far less extensive than scholars have preferred to believe. . . . At the South
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Stoa the monuments along the terrace were carried away, but the buiding itself
was standing ‘fairly intact’ when the colony was established in 44 b.c.” (“Corinth
and Rome I,” 494). See further Broneer, South Stoa, 100–155; Oster, “Use, Mis-
use,” 54–55.

At any rate, the second era of ancient Corinth began in 44 b.c., when Julius
Caesar, a short time before he was assassinated, issued a decree refounding Cor-
inth as a Roman colony, Colonia Laus Iulia Corinthiensis, “Corinthian Colony,
to the honor of Julius” (Dio Cassius, Rom. Hist. 43.50.3–5; cf. Pausanias, Descr,

Graec. 2.1.2; 3.11.4; Broneer, “Colonia”). This second period is usually called
Roman Corinth, which differed considerably from the older Greek city and its
glorious past. As a Roman colony, its culture and laws were those of Rome; the
Roman town was laid out in a grid of parallel streets according to Roman town-
planning, with fine public buildings. The new town’s forum was built about three
feet higher than the old Greek agora and was expanded to the south. Some edi-
fices of the pre-146 Corinth were rebuilt. The south stoa of the old city was reused,
as was the archaic temple (of Apollo?), but they were rebuilt in italic architectural
style. Temple E (see fig. 2, no. 19), dedicated to the imperial cult, at the west end
of the forum, was built totally in Roman design and dominated the forum.

Some of the intrigues of J. Caesar, Brutus, Octavian, and M. Antony ensued on
Grecian territory, especially the battle of Actium (31 b.c.) off the coast of Epirus.
In time, Roman Corinth became the capital of the province of Achaia and the seat
of the Roman governor, the center for assizes and the collection of taxes. Under
Augustus, about 27 b.c., Achaia (roughly the equivalent of modern Greece, save
for Thessaly, Macedonia, and Crete) was made a senatorial province. The strate-
gic location of the capital, with Acrocorinth as a point of defense, and its character
of a crossroad between East and West made it necessary for the Roman occupiers
to rebuild the city. This they did, stressing discontinuity with the past (old Greek
Corinth). Romanitas and a prolonged pax Romana reigned until Byzantine times.

About 7 b.c., Roman Corinth recovered the administration of the Isthmian
Games, which ranked in importance just after the Olympics; they were held every
other year. To these were added the Caesarean Games and the Imperial Contests,
which were held every four years in honor of the emperor Tiberius. Because of
later administrative difficulties, Tiberius attached Achaia to the imperial province
of Moesia (a.d. 15 [Tacitus, Ann. 1.76]), but eventually, in a.d. 44, the emperor
Claudius restored Achaia to the full status of a senatorial province. So Corinth
continued to be the seat of the proconsul governing the Roman province of
Achaia in the time when Paul first visited and evangelized the city.

After Paul’s time, noteworthy events in Corinth included the fifteen-month
visit of Nero to Greece in the years 66–67, when he granted the province of
Achaia autonomy, libertas, and immunitas (which proved to be shortlived [Pausa-
nias, Descr, Graec. 7.17.3–4]) and started the building of a canal across the isth-
mus, where the diolkos had been; but that project did not continue long. In the
year 77, an earthquake struck the area and destroyed much of Roman Corinth,
which was subsequently rebuilt. Under the Flavian emperors, the Latin name of
the colony was sometimes given as Colonia Iulia Flavia Augusta Corinthiensis,
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Figure 2. Plan of Corinth—central area, ca. 50 c.e. 1, theater; 2, N market; 3, archaic
temple, 6th century b.c.; 4, Fountain of Glauke, 6th century b.c.; 5, temple C
(unidentified); 6, NW stoa; 7, N basilica; 8, Lechaeum Road; 9, bath (of Eurycles?); 
10, Peribolos of Apollo; 11, Fountain of Peirene; 12, Propylaea; 13, Tripod; 14, statue 
of Athena; 15, altar (unidentified); 16, temple D (Tych≤); 17, Babbius monument; 
18, Fountain of Poseidon (Neptune); 19, temple of the imperial cult; 20, temple G
(Pantheon?); 21, temple F (Aphrodite); 22, unidentified building (temple or 
civic structure); 23, “Cellar Building” (public restaurant or tavern); 24, W shops; 
25, central shops; 26, b≤ma; 27, S stoa; 28, room XX (Sarapis shrine); 29, Bouleut≤rion;

30, “Fountain House”; 31, S basilica; 32, room C (Agonotheteion); 33, room B; 
34, room A; 35, SE building (Tabularium and library?); 36, Julian Basilica. 
(Redrawn from Furnish, II Corinthians AB, 11, fig 2.)

“Julian, Flavian, Augustan, Corinthian Colony.” So it appears at times on coins of
the Flavian period, especially in the 80s. The earthquake and the rebuilding of
Corinth must be kept in mind when one reads Pausanias’s description of the Cor-
inth that he knew. In the second century, Corinth retained its importance, as is 
evident from a remark of Apuleius (a.d. 123–?), calling it caput totius Achaiae

provinciae, “head of the entire province of Achaia” (Metamorphoses 10.18).



Much can be learned about the shape of Roman Corinth, because details of 
its history and geography have been recorded by Strabo (64 b.c–a.d. 21) in his 
Geographia 1.3.11; 10.5.4.; 17.3.25; and esp. 8.6.20–23; and also by second-
century Pausanias (fl. ca. a.d. 150) in his Descriptio Graeciae 2.1.1–2.5.5 (also
5.1.2; 7.16.7–10). Strabo visited Roman Corinth in 29 b.c. and completed his ge-
ographical work about 7 b.c., but revised it about a.d. 18, a few years before his
death. Hence much of what Strabo records about ancient Corinth would be true
of the Roman city that Paul knew. Pausanias, however, seems to have visited re-
built Corinth sometime after a.d. 165; consequently, his elaborate description of
Corinth sometimes includes things that would not have been seen when the apos-
tle Paul was there. Yet his account, when read with care and in comparison with
Strabo, is still valuable for our knowledge of first-century Corinth.

The texts of Strabo and Pausanias, along with many details about Roman Cor-
inth found in other ancient Greek and Latin authors can be found in the very use-
ful book of Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth: Texts and Archaeology. It not
only supplies a translation of the ancient texts, but summarizes the work of the ar-
chaeologists who have labored for over a century (since 1896) excavating the site
of ancient Corinth (see Corinth: Results of Excavations Conducted by the Ameri-

can School of Classical Studies at Athens [18 vols.; Princeton, 1929–1997]). Fun-
damental to the study of ancient Corinth are two works by Wiseman, “Corinth
and Rome I: 228 b.c.–a.d. 267” and The Land of the Ancient Corinthians, on both
of which Murphy-O’Connor heavily depends, as he himself admits. See also Fur-
nish, “Corinth in Paul’s Time,” for good illustrations.

When one looks at a plan of Roman Corinth in Paul’s day (fig. 2), one studies it
from the perspective of Acrocorinth, therefore looking toward the north. From the
forum, which more or less corresponded to the agora of ancient Corinth, the
Lechaeum Road (8) led to the northern city-wall. Near to the wall and to the west
of the road were the Asclepieion and the Lerna Fountain. Access to that road from
the forum was gained by a massive gate, called Propylaea (12). To the right of that
gate was the Peirene Fountain (11). Leading north from the gate was a ramp to the
Lechaeum Road, which was flanked on the left by the North Basilica (7) and on
the right by the colonnaded Peribolos (Basilica) of Apollo (10). To the west of that
basilica and perpendicular to its southern end ran the Northwest Stoa (6), to the
north of which was the Archaic Temple (3), dedicated to Apollo [?]. Farther north
and beyond the courtyard of that temple was the North Market (2). The western
edge of the temple’s courtyard was flanked by a road that turned and led westward
to the city-state of Sicyon. Across the road was a colonnaded courtyard in the cen-
ter of which was the Temple C (of Hera Acraea?[5]), and on the western edge of
the courtyard was situated the ancient Glauke Fountain (4). To the south of Tem-
ple C was the large colonnaded court of Temple E, the Temple of Octavia (19),
the main entrance to which, flanked by shops, opened also onto the road to
Sicyon.

In the forum proper, one found to the west a small Temple of Tyche (16), the
Monument of Babbius (17), and Temple G (of Apollo?[20]) and Temple F of
Aphrodite (21). Within the forum, almost due east of the Temple of Aphrodite,
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was a line of structures: a stone platform, the B≤ma or judicial tribunal (26), shops
(25), a structure dedicated (it seems) to Artemis of Ephesus, and more shops. To
the east of these structures were the Julian Basilica (36) and the Tabularium

or Records Office (35). The south border of the forum was marked by the South
Stoa (27), onto which a number of structures opened. Chief among them was 
the City Council Chamber (29), and nearby a shrine to Sarapis (probably 28). 
To the south of it was the South Basilica (31). The forum itself was the most 
important part of Roman Corinth, and in the center of it was a great statue of
Athena (14).

When leaving the forum of Roman Corinth to the south, just behind the South
Basilica, one met the juncture of four roads: one led to the east and the
Cenchrean Gate, which gave access to the road going to Corinth’s other port,
Cenchreae; the second road headed toward the Southeast Gate and to Mycenae;
the third road headed south, skirted the Acrocorinth on its west side, and led to
Tenea; and the fourth road led southwest to the Phliasian Gate and the town of
Phlius (figure 1).
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II. THE PEOPLE OF CORINTH
◆

The people who inhabited old Corinth called themselves Hell≤nes. They were ac-
tually descendants of Myceneans and Dorians. By the fifth century b.c., the Co-
rinthians were speaking a dialect of Greek, Doric, along with most of the people
in the Peloponnesus, except for Arcadia and Elis. Their culture was that of the
great classical period, and Cicero in the first century could reminisce about Cor-
inth as totius Graeciae lumen, “the light of all Greece” (Pro lege Manilia 5.11).

Pausanias says of Corinth restored in 44 b.c., “none of the old Corinthians
dwells in Corinth; the inhabitants are those sent out by the Romans” (Descr.

Graec. 2.1.2; cf. 2.3.7). Latin became the official language for the rest of the first
century b.c. and a.d.; this is shown by official inscriptions found in Roman Cor-
inth: of the 104 texts which are prior to the reign of Hadrian (a.d. 117–38), 101 are
in Latin and only three in Greek (Kent, Inscriptions, 8/3, 19). This was to be ex-
pected because the colonial administration had seen to the introduction of
Roman people, laws, culture, customs, taxation, and religion; in other words 
Romanitas. Coins used in Corinth were inscribed in Latin as late as a.d. 69, and
pottery was made up to the middle of the first century a.d. by potters with Latin
names inscribed in the Latin alphabet. Latin-speaking Corinthians referred to
themselves as Corinthienses in order to distinguish themselves from the people of
old Corinth, whom they called Corinthii (see Winter, After Paul, 12–14).

It would be a mistake, however, to think that Greek was not used also in the
colony. After all, in the mid-50s a.d. Paul wrote at least two letters in Greek to Co-
rinthian Christians, and many educated Romans spoke Greek. Moreover,
Plutarch (a.d. 46/47–120), who would have been a young boy when Paul visited
Corinth, knows of it as a city where Greek was spoken (De Herodoti malignitate 39
§870F). Part of the reason for the reemergence of the Greek language in Roman
Corinth in the second century was owed to the hellenizing influence of the
Roman emperor Hadrian, who was much enamoured of classical Greek culture,
and to the rise of the Second Sophistic (see Alcock, Graecia Capta, 16–17; also
Pliny, Ep. 8.24.1–4).

Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians seems at times to be coping with secular
thinking among the members of the Christian community there, thinking that is
at times akin to Epicurean teaching, Stoic tenets, and the rhetoric of the Sophists.
That elements of such popular Greek philosophy and secular education were 



affecting the Christians of Corinth, along with the Roman culture that predomi-
nated, is to be expected, because of the heritage of Greek culture and philosophy
that would have been there (see Tomlin, “Christians and Epicureans”; Deming,
Paul on Marriage and Celibacy, 5–10; Winter, Philo and Paul among the

Sophists, 109–40).
Although Roman Corinth would not have had a landed aristocracy, its popula-

tion became rich, prosperous, and independent. In addition to many Roman
colonists, the population would have also included resident aliens (metoikoi),
who would have been attracted to this strategically located metropolis, bimaris

Corinthus. Such aliens would have brought with them their own customs, cul-
tures, and religions. This influx of aliens would account for some of the traits that
relate Roman Corinth not only to Egypt, but also to Syria, Asia Minor, and the rest
of the eastern Mediterranean world (see Alcock, Graecia Capta, 156, 161–62).

Among such inhabitants of Roman Corinth would have been Jews from Judea,
although they are not mentioned by the ancient Greek writers who have de-
scribed Corinth for us. A Greek inscription, discovered in 1898, was inscribed on
a white marble lintel-slab, said to have been found on the east side of the
Lechaeum Road about 100 meters from the Propylaea and the entrance to the
forum. It is preserved only in part, but clearly reads [syn]ag∑g≤ ebr[ai∑n], “syna-
gogue of Hebrews” (see Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I,” pl. V, §8; Powell,
“Greek Inscriptions,” 60–61 [§40]). This inscription has often been taken as a
confirmation of Jewish presence in Corinth and even of the Jewish synagogue
mentioned in Acts 18:4 (Barrett, 1 Cor, 2; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 12). The inscrip-
tion was not found in situ, however, and it is impossible to date the crudely written
Greek characters; so no one knows how old it really is; it probably comes from
more than a century or two later than Paul (see de Waele, “Uit de geschiedenis,”
165, 170). The presence of Jews in the nearby city-state of Sicyon is implied in 
1 Macc 15:23, and Philo speaks of the Jewish diaspora in Greece as found in
“Thessaly, Boeotia, Macedonia, Aetolia, Attica, Argos, Corinth, and most of the
best areas of the Peloponnesus” (Leg. ad Gaium 36 §281). So a Jewish community
in Corinth would have been part of that diaspora. Moreover, Acts 18:4 tells of Paul
“arguing in the synagogue” of Corinth every sabbath.

Christians recognize Jerusalem, the chief city of Roman-occupied Judea, as the
matrix of their religion. Having come to life there, Christianity spread through the
evangelistic activity of apostles and disciples to the great urban centers of the east-
ern Mediterranean world. Thus, “within a decade of the crucifixion of Jesus, the
village culture of Palestine had been left behind, and the Greco-Roman city be-
came the dominant environment of the Christian movement” (Meeks, First

Urban Christians, 11). The result was that “the mission of the Pauline circle was
conceived from start to finish as an urban movement” (ibid., 10). It is not surpris-
ing that Paul spent a considerable amount of time in the metropolis of Corinth, 
laboring among Greeks, Roman colonists, Jews, and resident aliens of that impor-
tant city, dominated by Roman culture and law, which thrived because of its priv-
ileged status of being refounded by a Roman ruler.

There Paul encountered “the household of Stephanas,” whom he calls “the
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firstfruits of Achaia” (1 Cor 16:15), and whose household he admits having bap-
tized along with “Crispus and Gaius” (1:14, 16). To judge from their names,
Stephanas may have been a Greek, but Crispus and Gaius seem to have been
Greek-speaking Romans, for their names are Latin. Another Corinthian Christian
with a Greek name is mentioned in Rom 16:23, “Erastus, the treasurer of this
city,” probably the same person as the one mentioned in Acts 19:22 and 2 Tim
4:20, and undoubtedly the same as the aedile who paved a square in first-century
Roman Corinth, according to a Latin inscription still partly in situ in the square
near the eastern parados of the theater: erastvs pro aedilit[at]e s p stravit,

“Erastus, in return for (his) aedileship, laid the pavement at his own expense (s. p.

= sua pecunia). See Kent, Inscriptions, 8/3, 17–31, 99–100 (pl. 21, no. 232 [dated
to time of Nero]). Although Cadbury (“Erastus”), Roos (“De titulo”), and Lane
Fox (Pagans, 293) have been reluctant to identify the Erastus of the Corinthian
inscription with the Erastus of Paul’s letter, Broneer, Furnish, Kent, and Murphy-
O’Connor see no difficulty in accepting the likelihood of the identity. A second
Corinthian inscription mentioning an Erastus has also been found (see Clarke,
“Another”), but it scarcely refers to the same person, since it is dated to the second
century a.d.

It is not easy to determine the social status of inhabitants of Roman Corinth.
The evidence for any landed aristocracy is almost nil. According to Strabo, many
freedmen (liberti, apeleutheroi) were settled there (Geogr. 8.6.23; cf. Pausanias,
Descr. Graec. 2.3.1). Plutarch knows also of veteran soldiers who were brought
there (Vita Caesaris 57.5). The freedmen would have been emancipated slaves;
hence members of a social class just above slaves. Among them were the poor,
who begged for food (Appian, Libyca 8.20.136). The strategic location of the city,
however, would have attracted many people to a thriving Corinth, and a good
number of the inhabitants would have become well-to-do merchants who flour-
ished on the prosperity of the Roman colony. A Greek poet of the first century
b.c., named Crinagoras, composed a hardly flattering epigram when he wrote
about the populace of Roman Corinth: “O city to be pitied, what inhabitants you
have found! Alas for the fate of mighty Greece! It were better for you, O Corinth,
to lie lower than the ground and more abandoned than the sands of Libya, than to
be given over wholly to good-for-nothing slaves, and so distress the bones of the an-
cient Bacchiadae!” (Anthologia Graeca 9.294). As a philhellene, he compared the
colonial settlers with the earlier Greek inhabitants of ancient Corinth and did not
care for the Romanized population of his day (see Oster, “When Men Wore
Veils,” 490–91).

However, many of the settlers, along with some slaves, would have become the
artisans and craftsmen in the city, who would have profited eventually from the
traffic and wealth of the metropolis. Many shops have been uncovered in the ex-
cavations of the forum and along the roads leading to it and in the different mar-
kets surrounding the forum. The North Market (fig. 2, 2) was constructed not long
before Paul arrived in Corinth. Paul himself calls attention to the social status of
Corinthian Christians, when he says, “Not many of you were wise by human stan-
dards; not many were powerful; not many were of noble birth” (1 Cor 1:26). His
mode of formulation, however, implies that there were indeed some Christians of
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each class mentioned: a few wise, a few powerful, a few of noble birth. Still later,
as he insists on the unique character of the community as the body of Christ, he
recalls that they have all been “baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks,
slaves or free” (12:13). The last two phrases probably describe the majority of the
Corinthian Christian population. The Isthmian Games, held every other year,
and the other games of Roman Corinth would also have attracted many visitors,
some of whom may have become resident aliens. Gill (“In Search of the Social
Élite”) has amassed a considerable amount of evidence, however, to show that in
the Corinth of Paul’s day there were many persons who would have been among
the socially élite, and some of these would have been among the converts to
Christianity.

Diverse, then, would have been not only the sociological and economic char-
acter of Roman Corinth, but also the religious character of its cosmopolitan pop-
ulation. Many of its inhabitants would have venerated a number of gods, to judge
from the temples excavated in and near the forum. These were not only tradi-
tional Greek deities, but also foreign gods. Both Strabo (Geogr. 8.6.20) and 
Pausanias (Descr. Graec. 2.5.1) tell of the Temple of Aphrodite, the chief goddess
of the city, on the summit of ancient Acrocorinth. Nearby, on the slope leading up
to the citadel, were smaller temples dedicated to Demeter and Kor≤, which have
been excavated (see Bookidis-Fisher, “Sanctuary”). In the forum itself, north of
the North Stoa, was an Archaic Temple dating from the sixth century (fig. 2, 3),
which the Romans restored. It was dedicated to either Apollo or Athena (uncer-
tain, see Wiseman, “Corinth and Rome I,” 530). Behind it, across the road lead-
ing to Sicyon, was a smaller Temple, possibly of Hera Acraea (fig. 2, 5). Along the
western side of the forum were temples dedicated to Tych≤ (Fortune), Apollo,
and Aphrodite. In the center of the forum stood a statue of Athena (fig. 2, 14), but
near the b≤ma was a shrine of Artemis of Ephesus (recall Acts 19:24–28). In
nearby Isthmia, Poseidon was venerated in a Doric Temple, and in the port 
of Cenchreae, archaeological evidence reveals the cult of Aphrodite, Poseidon,
Asclepius, and Egyptian Isis. Pausanias (Descr. Graec. 2.4.6) mentions that as one
goes up the road to Acrocorinth one passes two precincts dedicated to Isis (Isis
Pelagia and Isis Aegyptia) and two to Sarapis. The cult of Isis is noted at 
Cenchreae by Apuleius (Metamorphoses 11.3–5) and Pausanias (Descr. Graec.

2.2.3), and inscriptions from Roman Corinth mention Isis and Sarapis (Smith,
“Egyptian Cults”). Hence, the cult in Roman Corinth was not confined to Greek
deities only, but included foreign gods such as the Egyptian Isis and Sarapis, and
also Artemis of the Ephesians. Greek gods, such as Poseidon, Zeus, and Aphro-
dite, were venerated under Latin titles as Neptune, Jupiter, and Venus (see 
Engels, Roman Corinth, 93–105).

Moreover, shortly after Paul had been in Corinth the imperial cult or worship
of the Roman emperor was established there ca. a.d. 54, having been initiated by
the province and approved by the emperor and the Roman Senate. It was a mode
of emphasizing loyalty to the emperor and was promoted by the Achaean League
(Spawforth, “The Achaean Federal Imperial Cult”); it was celebrated every year
in Corinth. Although Tiberius wanted nothing to do with divine honors, the cult
of him is attested on inscriptions, and the rest of the Julio-Claudian emperors and
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others from Augustus on were so honored. The Temple of Octavia (fig. 2, 19),
dedicated to the deified sister of Augustus, dominated the forum and older Greek
temples, because it was constructed on a raised area and was the site of the impe-
rial cult in Roman Corinth.

A question is often raised about some of the Corinthians: Were any of them
known to be Gnostics in Paul’s day? This question is raised because some (mainly
German) commentators have maintained that Paul’s letters to the Corinthians
were intended to counter Gnostic thinking among Corinthian Christians (see
Fascher, “Die Korintherbriefe”; Grassi, “Underground Christians”). Part of the
reason for raising this question is Paul’s use of gn∑sis, sophia, pneumatikos, and
psychikos in chaps. 1–4 of this letter, which are often considered to be patent allu-
sions to such Gnostic teaching that he is seeking to correct. What Paul says about
knowledge and wisdom, however, differs considerably from the knowledge 
the Gnostics once claimed to have about an innate spark of the divine, differing
from body and soul, which enabled them to escape from the degrading and de-
monic elements of this visible world and to come to “know” the unknown god
who provides redemption for those who through this knowledge are related to
him. Schmithals’s book, Gnosticism in Corinth, and that of Wilckens, Weisheit

und Torheit, are leading examples of such an interpretation.
The Gnostic heresy, however, had not yet raised its head in Paul’s day. That

had to await the coming of Valentinus or Basilides of Alexandria and their 
followers in the mid-second century. The matrix of that varied and complex 
second-century phenomenon, however, is to be sought much more in Greek
philosophical thinking, especially as it developed in religious circles of Egypt,
than it is confronted in Paul and other Christian writers of the third quarter of the
first Christian century. That some OT ideas and some Pauline terms or ideas fed
into later Gnosticism is certainly admissible, but there is simply no evidence of
Gnostic sophia-myths in Corinth in Paul’s day, not to mention alleged full-blown
Gnosticism in pre-Christian times. Eventually in the second century, Gnosticism
tainted Christian teaching and met with the reaction of Tertullian, Irenaeus 
of Lyons, and Clement of Alexandria. Hence to label the error that Paul is com-
bating in this letter as “Gnostic” is simply petitio principii and an anachronism.
Normally, I shall refrain from commenting further on this issue in the course of
the commentary, but a few cases will have to be discussed (see Wilson, “How
Gnostic Were the Corinthians?”; Prümm, “Zur neutestamentlichen Gnosis-
Problematik”; Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism, 39–43, 172, 184–86; Sevrin,
“La gnose à Corinthe,” 129–30; Arai, “Die Gegner des Paulus”; Williams, Re-

thinking “Gnosticism”).
An often-quoted statement of Strabo about the Corinthians and their cult of

Aphrodite needs some explanation, since he wrote in the time of Roman Corinth.
Strabo wrote:

The Temple of Aphrodite became so wealthy that it acquired more than a thou-
sand temple-slaves (hierodoulous), courtesans (hetairas) whom both men and
women dedicated to the goddess. Consequently, because of these women the
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city became crowded with people and grew rich. For ship-captains carelessly
squandered their money there; hence the saying, “Not for every man is the trip
to Corinth!” Moreover, a certain courtesan is remembered as having said to a
woman who reproached her that she did not like to work or come into contact
with wool, “Yet, such as I am, I have already in a short time brought down three
masts” [i.e., debauched three ship-captains]. (Geogr. 8.6.20)

Moreover, at the end of the fifth century, the playwright Aristophanes (450–385
b.c.) coined the verb korinthiazomai, “act like a Corinthian,” i.e., be a fornicator,
harlot (Fragm. 354), and Plato (429–347 B.C.) used the phrase, korinthia kor≤, “a
Corinthian maid,” to mean a harlot (Resp. 3.404d). The saying that Strabo quoted
eventually found its way into a Latin proverb, Non cuivis homini contingit adire

Corinthum, “It’s not the lot of every man to go to Corinth” (Horace, Ep. 1.17.36).
So grew the reputation of ancient Corinth! (That Latin saying, however, was
meant actually in a different sense: life is full of ups and downs [sedit qui timuit ne

non succederet, “he who was afraid that he might not win sat still”].)
Strabo, however, must have been referring, not to the Roman Corinth that he

knew, but to old Corinth, the days prior to 146. For “excavations have not revealed
any temple of Aphrodite of any period capable of accommodating the numbers
mentioned” by Strabo (Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth, 56; cf. Conzel-
mann, “Korinth und die Mädchen”). Indeed, it has been questioned whether
Aphrodite’s temple was ever a place of sacred prostitution (Saffrey, “Aphrodite à
Corinthe”). So Strabo’s story about Corinth has to be taken with a grain of salt, at
least as far as Roman Corinth is concerned . As in any metropolis, Corinth may
have had its red-light district, but it was probably no worse than other seaport
towns, where money was wantonly spent.
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III. PAUL’S RELATION TO

CORINTH AND ITS CHURCH
◆

From the two letters to the Corinthians in the NT we know that Paul evangelized
Corinth. In 1 Cor 2:3 Paul himself speaks of coming to Corinth for the first time
“in weakness, fear, and much trembling.”

In Acts 16:8, Luke tells of a night vision that Paul had at Troas, about “a man of
Macedonia beckoning him and saying, ‘Come over to Macedonia and help us!’ ”
Paul understands that as a call to begin the evangelization of Europe. He responds
to the call and makes his way to Philippi, then to Thessalonica, Beroea, Athens,
and finally to Corinth. All of this happens on Paul’s so-called second missionary
journey (15:36–18:22), roughly a.d. 50–52. The Lucan story of that journey tells
how Paul came from Athens and arrived in Corinth (18:1). That was Paul’s first
contact with Corinthians, and it occurred not long after “Claudius had ordered all
Jews to leave Rome” (18:2), some of whom undoubtedly made their way to
Roman Corinth. Paul then, in effect, became the founder of the church in Cor-
inth, only a short time after he had founded the church in Thessalonica, to which
he has also written correspondence that is still available to us. How different is 
1 Thessalonians from 1 Corinthians; for a comparison of the different ways in
which these churches developed, see Barclay, “Thessalonica and Corinth.”

The expulsion of Jews from Rome by Claudius helps us to date Paul’s arrival in
Corinth. Suetonius, a Roman biographer who wrote Lives of the Caesars, re-
counts the same incident: Iudaeos impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantis Roma

expulit, “He [Claudius] expelled Jews from Rome, who were constantly making
disturbances at the instigation of Chrestus” (Claudii vita 25.4). That remark
might seem to mean that someone called “Chrestus” was inciting Roman Jews to
an uprising. The Greek adjective, chr≤stos, “good, worthwhile,” was often used as
a name for a slave. So it might seem that a slave (or some “extremist” [Benko,
“The Edict,” 417]) named Chr≤stos was the cause of those disturbances in Rome.
The Greek name, however, would have been pronounced Christos (by itacism) in
Suetonius’s day. As a result, the reason given by Suetonius for the disturbances,
impulsore Chresto, undoubtedly refers to a controversy in Rome that arose be-
tween Jews and Jewish Christians feuding over “the Christ,” i.e., whether Jesus of
Nazareth was indeed the “messiah” or not. Not understanding the Greek name
Christos, “anointed (one),” the equivalent of Hebrew m≠πî∞∂, “messiah,” Sueto-
nius seems to have confused it with the more commonly used name, Chr≤stos,



which he wrote in Latin as Chrestus. So his report is interpreted often today 
by many modern historians of ancient Rome (Momigliano, Claudius, 31–34;
Scramuzza, Emperor Claudius, 151; Piganiol, Histoire de Rome, 258). Centuries
ago, Tertullian commented on the confusion between the hated name Chris-

tianus and its mispronunciation as Chrestianus (Apologeticum 3.5; CCLat 1.92;
cf. Lactantius, Institutiones divinae 4.7.5; SC 377.70).

A fifth-century Christian writer, Paulus Orosius (Historiae adversum paganos

7.6.15–16; CSEL 5.451), quoted Suetonius’s text and dated the expulsion of the
Jews to Claudius’s ninth regnal year (25 Jan. 49–24 Jan. 50):

Josephus refers to the expulsion of Jews by Claudius in his ninth year, but Sue-
tonius means more to me when he says, ‘Claudius expelled from Rome the
Jews constantly making disturbances at the instigation of Christus.’ It cannot be
determined whether he ordered only the Jews agitating against Christ to be re-
strained and suppressed, or whether he also wanted to expel Christians as being
people of a related faith.

Although Orosius quotes Suetonius accurately, he claims that Josephus recorded
the same expulsion. The Jewish historian, however, never wrote a word about it;
or, if he did, it is no longer extant. For this reason and because of the way Orosius
speaks about “Christians being people of related faith,” his testimony about the
date of the expulsion, is considered untrustworthy by some modern scholars, who
maintain that his information is erroneous. In fact, no one knows where Orosius
got the information about the ninth year; but it remains not unlikely, and a num-
ber of interpreters rightly accept it (Smallwood, Jews under Roman Rule, 211–16;
Jewett, Chronology, 36–38; Schürer, HJPAJC, 3:77–78; Benko, “The Edict,”
417). Unfortunately, some of the arguments used to support Orosius’s dating have
been specious, and Murphy-O’Connor (St. Paul’s Corinth, 132–34) has done
well to expose them, e.g., the use of the so-called Nazareth inscription, which is ir-
relevant.

Murphy-O’Connor and some others, however, have sought to interpret Sueto-
nius’s testimony as referring to a decision made by Claudius, not in his ninth 
regnal year (a.d. 49–50), but in his first regnal year (a.d. 41). The latter decision is
reported by Dio Cassius (Roman History 60.6.6), who writes that the emperor,
noting the growing number of Jews in Rome and realizing that it would be diffi-
cult to expel them from the city without causing a tumult, “did not drive them
out,” but ordered them “not to hold meetings.” In other words, both Suetonius
and Dio Cassius are said by Murphy-O’Connor and others to be referring to the
same Claudian decision, and the two reports would be only two different views of
what Claudius did. Murphy-O’Connor argues that Suetonius’s statement means
that “Claudius expelled only the trouble-makers among the Jews” (St. Paul’s Cor-

inth, 156). Following Lüdemann, he also maintains that Dio Cassius was con-
sciously correcting the obvious meaning of Suetonius’s text. Being unaware of any
such punishment as expulsion, he substituted a lesser penalty, because Sueto-
nius’s words would not refer to “the entire Jewish population” of Rome, but “in all
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probability it would have been directed only against a single synagogue” (ibid.;
note how that “probability” becomes a certainty on p. 139).

In all probability, such an interpretation of Suetonius is erroneous. Murphy-
O’Connor also argues:

If neither Suetonius nor Dio Cassius can be taken at face value, we cannot con-
clude that they are referring to two distinct events. It is preferable, according to
the rules of normal literary criticism, to see them as partial accounts, confused
and inaccurate, of the same episode. The historical kernel underlying both ac-
counts can be reconstructed as follows. As a result of a disturbance concerning
Christ in a Roman synagogue, Claudius expelled the missionaries who were
not Roman citizens, and temporarily withdrew from that Jewish community
the right of assembly. (Lüdemann 1984, 188, quoted in St. Paul’s Corinth, 156)

Lüdemann (Early Christianity, 11) even says that “most scholars all over the
world are agreed” about the date of a.d. 41. That, however, is an exaggeration.
Such a reconstruction is wholly gratuitous. Even Murphy-O’Connor once
granted that his mode of reconciling Suetonius and Dio Cassius was “admittedly
tenuous” (St. Paul’s Corinth [1st ed., 1983], 136), but now maintains that it “is
confirmed by Philo” (3d ed., 2002, 156). With all due respect, it is not supported
by the quotation from Philo (Leg. ad Gaium 23 §§156–57), as Murphy-O’Connor
claims. That passage speaks about Augustus, and not about Claudius. Nor is the
reconstruction supported by what is known about Claudius’s benign attitude to-
ward the Jews at the beginning of his reign, as recorded by Josephus (Ant. 19.5.3
§§287–91). That attitude may have been true at the beginning of his reign, but it
says nothing about what would have prompted Claudius’s expulsion of Jews re-
ported by Suetonius.

According to the rules of normal literary criticism, one must conclude that Sue-
tonius and Dio Cassius were writing about two different incidents in Claudius’s
reign. Dio Cassius says explicitly that Claudius did not expel Jews at that time
(Roman History 60.6.6), which would be in his first regnal year. Moreover, Dio
Cassius makes no mention of Chr≤stos, which is a major obstacle to the identifi-
cation of the two events. Yet, as both Suetonius and Luke affirm, without indicat-
ing the date, Claudius expelled Jews (which could be a.d. 49–50). (Admittedly,
one has to allow for Lucan hyperbole, when he says “all the Jews,” whereas Sueto-
nius writes merely Iudaeos, “Jews” or “the Jews.”) Unfortunately, Dio Cassius’s
history for the year 49–50 exists only in a Byzantine epitome, and the lack of a ref-
erence to such an expulsion in his writing for that year may be owing to the sum-
mary nature of the extant epitome (see Hemer, Book of Acts, 168; Tajra, Trial, 53;
Hengel, Acts and the History, 108; Slingerland, JQR 79, 305–22). Pace Slinger-
land (JQR 83), the year 49 still remains the best explanation, because despite
problems in Orosius’s testimony the Lucan witness is not wholly “unreliable.”

The mention of Claudius’s expulsion yields, then, a date about 49–50 for the
arrival from Italy of Aquila, a Jewish native of Pontus in Asia Minor, with his wife
Priscilla (Acts 18:2). It is difficult to say whether they were Jews or Jewish Chris-
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tians at the time of their arrival. They appear later in the Lucan account (Acts
18:18, 22, 26), and in 1 Cor 16:19; Rom 16:3–5a (cf. 2 Tim 4:19), from which we
learn that they were Jewish Christians. (Luke uses the diminutive form Priskilla of
the wife’s name, whereas Paul calls her Priska.)

A short time later, perhaps at the beginning of the year 51, Paul arrived in Cor-
inth and not only lodged with Aquila and Priscilla, but engaged in the same kind
of work with them (Acts 18:3). Luke says that they were sk≤nopoioi, a term whose
meaning is debated. Literally, it means “tent makers,” i.e., weavers of tent fabric;
but patristic writers often interpreted it to mean skyotomoi, “leather workers,” con-
sidering tents to have been made of hides. In Roman times, tents were often made
of cilicium, “(goat’s) haircloth;” the name even suggests its provenience in Cilicia,
the name of the province in which Paul’s native city, Tarsus, was found. Hence
the debate about the nature of Paul’s handicraft. Acts 20:34; 1 Cor 4:12; 1 Thess
2:9 also suggest that his work was technical and carried out in a metropolitan area.

Luke describes Paul’s evangelical activity in Corinth thus: “Every sabbath Paul
would lead discussions in the synagogue and tried to convince both Jews and
Greeks, . . . bearing witness to Jews that Jesus was the Messiah” (Acts 18:4–6).
While thus engaged in Corinth, Paul was joined in his evangelical activity by Silas
and Timothy, who had come from Macedonia. Early during his sojourn in Cor-
inth, probably shortly after his arrival, Paul wrote 1 Thessalonians (see 1 Thess
3:1, 6). He eventually changed his residence and lodged with Titius Justus, who
lived next door to a synagogue. Luke likewise recounts that “many were the Co-
rinthians who also listened (to Paul), came to believe, and were baptized,” chief
among whom was “Crispus, the leader of the synagogue” (Acts 18:8; cf. 1 Cor
1:14). Paul’s efforts, however, were not always successful, even though on this first
visit to Corinth he was active there for “a year and six months, teaching the word
of God among them” (18:11).

Toward the end of that sojourn in Corinth, as Luke records it, “while Gallio
was proconsul of Achaia, the Jews rose up in a body against Paul and brought 
him to court, charging, ‘This fellow is influencing people to worship God in ways
that are against the law’ ” (Acts 18:12–13). This refers to Lucius Junius Gallio 
Annaeus, the governor of Achaia. Luke’s text speaks of the b≤ma, “dais, platform,”
which was often used in the sense of a judicial bench or seat of judgment (18:12).
Its place has been discovered in the rostrum of the excavated forum (fig. 2, 26); it
would have been the “court” before which Paul was haled. Gallio dismissed the
case against Paul as having no pertinence in Roman law: “If it were a crime or
some serious evil trick, I would tolerate the complaint of you Jews, but since this is
a dispute about words and titles and your own law, you must see to it yourselves. I
refuse to judge such matters” (18:14–15).

This incident in the life of Paul, which is not mentioned in any of his letters, is
generally judged as the “one link between the apostle’s career and general history
that is accepted by all scholars” (Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth, 161)—
even by those who tend to distrust the historical value of much of the Lucan nar-
rative. The reason for this judgment is that Gallio’s proconsulship is mentioned in
a Greek inscription that had been set up in a temple of Apollo at Delphi. Four
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fragments of it were discovered and published by Emile Bourguet in 1905, and
three others discovered by him in 1910 were published by A. Brassac in 1913. Two
further fragments were eventually found, and the full publication of all nine frag-
ments (by A. Plassart) occurred only in 1970.

The inscription is a copy of a letter sent by Claudius to the city of Delphi about
its depopulation problems. The main part of the inscription runs as follows:

1 Tiber[ios Klaudios Kais]ar S[ebast]os G[ermanikos, d≤marchik≤s exou]

2 sias [to IB', autokrat∑r t]o KZ, p[at≤r p]atridos . . . chairein].

3 Pal[ai men t]≤i p[olei t≤] t∑n Delph[∑n ≤n o]u mo[non eunous all’ 

epimel≤s ty]

4 ch≤s aei d’ et≤r≤[sa t]≤n thr≤skei[an t]ou Apo[ll∑nos tou Pythiou. epei de]

5 nyn legetai kai [pol]eit∑n er≤[mo]s einai, h∑[s moi arti ap≤ngeile L. Iou]

6 nios Galli∑n ph[ilos] mou ka[i anthy]patos, [boulomenos tous Delphous]

7 eti hexein ton pr[oteron kosmon entel]≤ e[tellomai hymein kai ex al]

8 l∑n pole∑n kal[ein eu gegonotas eis Delphous h∑s neous katoikous kai]

9 autois epitre[pein ekgonois te ta] pres[beia panta echein ta t∑n Del]

10 ph∑n h∑s pole[itais ep’ is≤ kai homoia, e]i men gar tines . . . h∑s polei]

11 tai met∑kis[anto eis toutous tou]s topous, kr[ . . . ]

1Tiber[ius Claudius Caes]ar A[ugust]us G[ermanicus, invested with tribuni-
cian po]wer 2 [for the 12th time, acclaimed imperator for t]he 26th time,
F[ather of the Fa]ther[land . . . sends greetings to . . . ]. 3For a l[ong time I have
been not onl]y [well disposed toward t]he ci[ty] of Delph[i, but also solicitous
for its 4pros]perity, and I have always sup[ported th]e cul[t of Pythian] Apol[lo.
But] 5now [since] it is said to be desti[tu]te of [citi]zens, as [L. Jun]6 ius Gallio,
my fri[end] an[d procon]sul, [recently reported to me, and being desirous that
Delphi] 7 should continue to retain [inta]ct its for[mer rank, I] or[der you (pl.)
to in]vite [well-born people also from 8ot]her cities [to Delphi as new inhabi-
tants and to] 9all[ow] them [and their children to have all the] privi[leges of
Del]phi 10as being citi[zens on equal and like (basis). For i[f] so[me . . . ]
11were to trans[fer as citi]zens [to those regions . . . (The rest of the document is

broken and inconsequential; the text follows the reading of J. H. Oliver.)

From the text of this inscription, one sees that Gallio was proconsul of Achaia
during the twelfth regnal year of Claudius (a.d. 41–54) and after the twenty-sixth
acclamation of him as imperator. The emperor was invested with potestas tribuni-

cia, “tribunician power,” each year, and that investment marked his regnal years.
The emperor’s name and the twelfth year of his tribunician power have in large
part been reconstructed in this inscription, but the reconstruction is certain,
being based on other known inscriptions of Claudius (see Charlesworth, Docu-

ments, 11–14). Claudius’s twelfth regnal year began on 25 January a.d. 52.
Acclamation as imperator, “Victor,” was sporadic and depended on military vic-

tories in which the emperor was engaged or at least indirectly involved. To date an
event by such acclamations, one has to learn when a given acclamation occurred.
From other inscriptions it is known that the twenty-second to the twenty-fifth ac-
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clamations took place in Claudius’s eleventh regnal year (25 Jan. 51–24 Jan. 52)
and that the twenty-seventh acclamation occurred in his twelfth regnal year be-
fore 1 August a.d. 52. Theoretically, then, the twenty-sixth acclamation could
have occurred during the winter of 51 or in the spring or early summer of 52. The
matter is settled by a Greek inscription often neglected in the discussions of
Pauline chronology and the Delphi inscription: an inscription from Kys in Caria
(published 1887). It combines the twenty-sixth acclamation with the twelfth reg-
nal year: d≤marchik≤s exousias to d∑dekaton, hypaton to penpton, autokratora 

to eikoston kai hekton, “(invested with) tribunician power for the twelfth time,
consul for the fifth, imperator for the twenty-sixth time” (see G. Cousin and 
G. Deschamps, “Emplacements,” 306–8; cf. CIL 6.1256; 8.14727; Frontinus, De

Aquis 1.13). So the combination of the twenty-sixth acclamation of Claudius 
as imperator and his twelfth regnal year points to a time between 25 January 52
and 1 August 52. Claudius would have written the letter, in which he mentions
Gallio, to the people of Delphi in this period.

Because Achaia was a senatorial province of praetorian rank, it was governed by
a proconsul (Gk. anthypatos, Acts 18:12; 13:7; Josephus, Ant. 14.10.21 §244).
Such a provincial governor normally ruled for a year and was expected to assume
his task by 1 June (Dio Cassius, Roman History 57.14.5) and to leave for the
province by 1 April, or mid-April at the latest (ibid., 60.11.6; 60.17.3). Claudius’s
letter mentions that Gallio had reported to him about conditions in Delphi on his
arrival. This would mean that Gallio was already in Achaia by late spring or early
summer of 52 and had written to Claudius about the situation that he found there.

The problem has always been to determine whether Gallio’s proconsular year
stretched from a time in 51–52 or 52–53. In other words, was Paul haled before
Gallio at the end of his proconsular year or at the beginning of it? Deissmann
(Paul, 272), Finegan (Handbook, §501), and Hemer (Book of Acts, 168) have es-
poused the former view and have influenced many others. However, Gallio had a
younger brother, the Latin writer Seneca, who recorded that Gallio developed a
fever in Achaia and “took ship immediately,” insisting that the disease was not of
the body, but of the place” (Ep. 104.2). So it seems that Gallio cut short his pro-
consular stay in Achaia and hurried home to Italy. Having arrived in Achaia in the
spring of 52 and reported to Claudius about conditions there, he must have spent
the summer of 52 in Achaia, but departed from the province not later than the end
of October, before mare clausum (the closed sea), when ship travel on the
Mediterranean was impossible because of winter storms (see Acts 27:9). This
means, then, that Paul would have been haled before Gallio at the beginning of
his proconsular year, some time in the late spring, summer, or early autumn of 52.

Not all interpreters reckon the year of Gallio’s proconsulship in this way, often
neglecting the Carian inscription, and preferring to use 51–52 instead. The sug-
gestion of Lüdemann (Paul, 163–64) that Claudius’s letter was actually sent to
Gallio’s successor and that Gallio’s term should be reckoned as falling “in the
years 51/52 c.e.” is far-fetched and based on mere speculation.

According to Acts 18:18, “Paul stayed on in Corinth for a considerable time”
after the Gallio incident. Eventually he sailed for Syria with Priscilla and Aquila
and landed at Ephesus, went to Jerusalem to greet the church there (18:22), and
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then to Antioch. After some time spent there, he started out on his third mission-
ary journey (18:23, roughly a.d. 54–58).

During the third missionary journey (described in Acts 18:23–20:38), Paul was
based in Ephesus, the capital of the Roman province of Asia. There he spent
“three years” (Acts 20:31), preaching the word of the Lord to Jews and Greeks for
“two years” in the hall of Tyrannus (Acts 19:10). The three years would mean
roughly 54–57, and during this time he wrote his letters to the Galatians (ca. 
a.d. 54), to the Philippians, and possibly to Philemon (a.d. 56–57).

During this time in Ephesus, reports came to Paul about the situation in the
Corinthian community—dissensions, doubts, scandals, and resentment of Paul
himself. To cope with this situation, Paul wrote at least five different letters to the
Corinthian Christians, two of which survive, 1 Corinthians and 2 Corinthians
(the latter in its present form undoubtedly being a composite made up of some of
these writings). The order of such correspondence would be aCor, 1 Cor, a pain-
ful visit, bCor, 2 Cor; then the apocryphal correspondence.

One letter (aCor), about which we know only from 1 Cor 5:9, preceded 1 Co-
rinthians: “I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral peo-
ple.” It apparently counseled the Corinthian Christians against other problems
too and also urged them to take up a collection in Corinth for the poor of Jerusa-
lem. This letter raised questions, about which the Corinthians seem to have sent
a subsequent inquiry, to which Paul replies in 1 Cor 7:1; see also 16:1. This earlier
letter (aCor) is now lost, but some interpreters have thought that 2 Cor 6:14–7:1
was part of it (J. Weiss, Héring). That view, however, is not likely, because pornoi,

“sexually immoral,” does not appear in those verses of 2 Corinthians, which oth-
erwise have a contrast of negative and positive elements that might have included
such an issue.

Having sent off that letter (aCor), Paul sent Timothy to Corinth by way of Mac-
edonia (1 Cor 4:17; 16:10; cf. Acts 19:22), apparently hoping that Timothy would
be able to bring some order to the Corinthian community and ameliorate his 
relations with it. Meanwhile, more reports about Corinth (from Chloe’s people, 
1 Cor 1:11; cf. 11:18) reached Paul in Ephesus, and messengers sent to him
(Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, 16:17–18) from Corinth arrived with
questions of the community, and perhaps bearing the letter mentioned in 7:1 (a
reply to aCor[?]). In order to comment on the reports and answer questions sent to
him, Paul composed a second letter, what we call First Corinthians (1 Cor). It was
written from Ephesus sometime before Pentecost (1 Cor 16:8), probably early in
the year 57 (but the end of 56 is also possible). This letter was apparently not well
received, and Paul’s relations with the Corinthian community only worsened.

That situation called for a hasty second visit to Corinth, which Paul mentions
in 2 Cor 2:1 (“a painful visit”); 12:14, 21; 13:1–2. It apparently did little good. So
Paul, on his return to Ephesus, wrote a third letter (bCor), composed “with many
tears” (2 Cor 2:3–4, 9; 7:8, 12; 10:9). This letter is not extant, unless we are to be-
lieve, as some have proposed (T. W. Manson), that it forms part of 2 Corinthians
(= 2 Cor 10:1–13:10). It seems to have been carried to Corinth by Titus, who went
there in an attempt to smooth out relations with the Corinthian Christians.

Eventually, Paul left Ephesus in the late summer of a.d. 57 and traveled to
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Troas (2 Cor 2:12). Not finding Titus there, as he had hoped, he went on to Mac-
edonia (2:13). Somewhere in Macedonia, possibly at Philippi, he met the return-
ing Titus and learned from him that a reconciliation with the Corinthians had
been effected. From Macedonia Paul wrote his fourth letter to the Corinthians,
which is part of what we call 2 Corinthians (2 Cor 1:1–9:15) in the autumn of 
a.d. 57. For a slightly different reconstruction of this sequence of letters and visits,
see Gilchrist, “Paul and the Corinthians.”

Paul does not seem to have proceeded directly to Achaia, but went rather from
Macedonia into Illyricum, which he mentions in Rom 15:19 as the farthest limit
of his evangelization of the eastern Mediterranean world from Jerusalem.

In time Paul arrived in Corinth on his third visit, probably in the winter of 
a.d. 57–58, “where he stayed for three months” (Acts 20:3), during which time he
wrote his Letter to the Romans (in either Corinth or its port, Cenchreae). Certain
elements in 1 Corinthians show that this letter is temporally related to the Letter
to the Romans. Following Conzelmann (1 Cor, 5), one can compare 1 Cor
1:18–20 with Rom 1:16–21; 1 Cor 8–10 with Rom 14:1–15:6; 1 Cor 12 with Rom
12:3–8; 1 Cor 15:19, 44–49 with Rom 5:12–14. These elements are treated in 
1 Corinthians in a more practical way, whereas the treatment in Romans is more
theoretical and thematic. (See also Richards [“Romans and I Corinthians”] who
seeks to invert the chronological order of the two letters and establish the priority
of Romans, which is hardly likely.)

In the spring of a.d. 58, Paul traveled back to Jerusalem with the collection
taken up in the churches of Galatia, Macedonia, and Achaia for the poor among
God’s dedicated people there (1 Cor 16:3–4). That was the last stage of his evan-
gelization of the eastern Mediterranean world, and his thoughts and plans turned
thereafter to Rome and Spain in the west.

That, however, may not have been the end of Paul’s dealings with Corinth and
its Christian community, because two further ancient writings tell us of further
correspondence between him and the Christians of that city. These writings are
not part of the NT canon but are among the apocryphal writings related to it.
Moreover, it is not easy to say how authentic they are or how trustworthy the in-
formation contained in them really is.

One is a letter sent by Stephanas (probably the same individual as in 1 Cor 1:16;
16:15, 17) and four presbyters of the Corinthian church to Paul with questions
about further problems that have arisen since his last visit there, and the other is
usually called “Third Corinthians,” which gives Paul’s reply to the letter from
Stephanas and the presbyters of Corinth and its problems. The two writings 
are often considered part of the Acts of Paul, an ancient writing that Tertullian
(a.d. 160–225) considered to be a forgery foisted on Paul by “a presbyter in Asia”
(De Baptismo 17.5; CCLat 1.291–92). The two writings have also been transmit-
ted to us independently of the Acts of Paul; they seem to have been originally sep-
arate compositions only subsequently made part of the Acts of Paul.

The apocryphal correspondence of the Corinthians and Paul has been trans-
mitted in various ancient writings: (a) as part of the NT in eleven mss of the 
Armenian Bible; (b) in five independent Latin mss; (c) in Ephrem’s Syriac com-
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mentary on Paul’s epistles; (d) in a Coptic translation of the Acts of Paul (Papyrus
Heidelberg 1); and (e) in the Greek Papyrus Bodmer X (of the third century a.d.).
For details, see Klijn, “Apocryphal Correspondence,” 2–4; Schneemelcher,
NTApocr, 2:217, 254–56; V. Hovhanessian, Third Corinthians.

The letter sent to Paul by Stephanas and the four presbyters of the Corinthian
church informs him about the problems caused by two men, Simon and Cleo-
bius, who have come to Corinth and have been spreading troublesome teaching
about various topics: (a) one should not pay attention to the [OT] prophets; 
(b) God is not almighty; (c) there is no resurrection of the flesh; (d) creation of
mankind is not (the work) of God; (e) the Lord Jesus did not come in the flesh and
was not born of Mary; (f) the world is not (the work) of God, but of angels. Hence
Paul must come to Corinth, so that the church may remain without scandal and
the folly of these two men may be laid bare.

In 3 Corinthians, the imprisoned Paul recognizes such teaching as the work of
“the Evil One” and assures the Corinthians that the Lord Jesus Christ will come
soon. He then recalls how he preached to them what he had received from those
who were apostles before him: that the Lord was born of Mary of the line of David,
when God sent his Spirit into her; that the Lord came into this world to redeem all
flesh by his own flesh; that he might raise human mortals from the dead by being
himself the type [of the resurrection]; that since humanity had been created by
the Father, it was sought out when it went astray that it might be made alive again
in adoptive sonship; that the God of all things, the Almighty One, the maker of
heaven and earth, first sent prophets to the Jews that they might be drawn away
from their sins, for he had determined to save the house of Israel and had appor-
tioned to it some of the Spirit of Christ.

So Paul sought to offset the false teachings of Simon and Cleobius among the
Corinthians. For the rest of 3 Corinthians, see NTApocr, 2:255–56. The next cor-
respondence with the Corinthian church comes from Clement of Rome among
the writings of the Apostolic Fathers, First Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians,

written ca. a.d. 75–110. At times it refers to Paul’s first canonical letter (e.g.,
47.1–4).
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IV. THE FIRST LETTER

TO THE CORINTHIANS
◆

The letter that is commonly called “First Corinthians” was written from Ephesus
toward the end of Paul’s three-year ministry there, either toward the end of a.d. 56
or, more likely, at the beginning of a.d. 57, before Pentecost (see 1 Cor 16:8, 19).
(For an explanation of how this letter fits into the chronology of Paul’s life and
ministry that is being presupposed here, see PAHT, §P38–45.)

Echoes of 1 Corinthians are found elsewhere in the Pauline corpus, especially
in the Deutero-Pauline and Pastoral letters: Col 2:5 seems to echo 1 Cor 5:3 (ab-
sent in body, but not in spirit); Eph 3:8 and 1 Cor 15:9–10 (God’s grace given to
the least of the saints); 1 Tim 1:20 and 1 Cor 5:5 (delivering someone to Satan); 
1 Tim 2:11–12 and 1 Cor 14:34–35 (women silent in church).

Clement of Rome (fl. ca. a.d. 96), in a letter addressed to Corinthian Chris-
tians, not only quoted or alluded to passages in Paul’s 1 Corinthians (1 Clem. 37.5;
49.5), but also ascribed this letter to “the blessed Paul, the Apostle” (47.1), allud-
ing there to 1 Cor 1:10–12. He apparently knew of only this letter of Paul to the
Corinthians.

Similar allusions to 1 Corinthians occur in the writings of Ignatius of Antioch
(ca. 35–107) in Eph. 12.2 (echo of 1 Cor 1:2); 16.1 (1 Cor 6:9–10); 18.1 (1 Cor
1:18–23); Rom. 5.1 (1 Cor 4:4b); Phld. 3.3 (1 Cor 6:9–10); 4.1; Trall. 12.3 (1 Cor
9:27). Also in Polycarp, Phil. 11.2 (1 Cor 6:2); Pastor Hermae, Mand. 4.4.1–2 
(1 Cor 7:39–40). Marcion (died ca. 160) admitted 1 Corinthians into his Aposto-

lus (see Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem 3.5.4; CCLat 1.513 [alluding to 1 Cor 9:9];
cf. 3.5.6–10); and Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons (a.d.140–200), often quoted it as a
Pauline writing, as he argued against the Gnostics of his day (Adv. Haer. 5.6.1 [SC
153.72–74]; 5.11.1 [SC 153.136]). So for centuries thereafter the Pauline author-
ship of this letter has been acknowledged, and it is not seriously questioned today.

Some interpreters have regarded 1 Corinthians as a composite letter, made up
of several Pauline writings. This view has been proposed because of the difference
of topics treated in this long letter, its abrupt transitions, its mention of an earlier
letter in 5:9, and certain tensions in the argumentation. For instance, Paul criti-
cizes factions in chaps. 1–4, but then reckons with the inevitability of them
(11:18–19). Paul promises to come quickly to Corinth in 4:19, after which further
diverse topics are then discussed at some length; and in 16:5 he mentions a long
journey through Macedonia that he has to make in coming to them. Moreover, in



5:1–13 and 6:12–20 he discusses various problems related to porneia, which is in-
terrupted in 6:1–11 by the problem of petty lawsuits. Again, in 10:1–22 he forbids
the partaking of cultic meals, whereas in 8:1–13 and 10:23–11:1 he prohibits the
eating of food offered to idols only because of weak members of the Corinthian
community. In 11:2–16 he discusses the head-covering of women in public
prayer, but silence is demanded of them in 14:34–35. Paul speaks of reports (from
Chloe’s people, 1:11), things that he has “heard” (5:1; 11:18), the letter that he has
received (7:1), and various new topics introduced by peri de (8:1; 12:1).

Because of such features in 1 Corinthians, some interpreters have concluded
that Paul wrote distinct letters on the various topics, which were eventually gath-
ered into the one letter called today “First Corinthians.” Such a view (Teilungs-

hypothese) was first proposed by Hagge in 1876; and ever since, others have tried
to analyze the letter on this basis. Their analysis has resulted in theories about its
composition from two letters (J. Weiss 1910, Héring 1949, Dinkler 1960); three
letters (J. Weiss 1914, Schmithals 1956, Sellin 1987); four letters (Schenk 1969,
Senft 1979); six letters (Jewett 1978); and nine letters (Schmithals 1973). Some of
these proposals involve 2 Corinthians (or parts of it). Such an analysis of 1 Corin-
thians has yielded no certainty, and the very multiplicity and diversity of the theo-
ries about the composition are the best evidence of its improbability. The pros 
and cons of the Teilungshypothese have been well discussed by Merklein (“Die
Einheitlichkeit”), who opts for its integrity.

Many other interpreters have insisted on 1 Corinthians as a unified letter: Bar-
rett, Belleville, Bruce, Collins, Conzelmann, Fee, Garland, Hurd, Kümmel,
Marxsen, Mitchell, Murphy-O’Connor. This would not necessarily mean that
Paul wrote it all at one time, in a single draft, because he may have composed it in
stages as he reacted to reports brought to him about the Corinthian community
(1:11), the letter sent to him (7:1), or questions asked of him by messengers
(16:16–17). This is the reasonable explanation given by de Boer, who argues plau-
sibly that Paul had written chaps. 1–4 as an answer to the reports from Chloe’s
people, and then added chaps. 5–16 after the arrival of Stephanas and the others
(16:17) together with the letter mentioned in 7:1. He thinks, then, that 1 Corin-
thians is “in a qualified sense a composite of two letters, a composite of Paul’s 

own making” (“Composition,” 230–31 [his emphasis]). Moreover, as Murphy-
O’Connor, following Fee, has remarked, “all the so-called internal contradictions
in 1 Corinthians can be resolved by a more exacting exegesis” (Paul, a Critical

Life, 254).
An opposite extreme position has been adopted by Goulder who insists on “the

unity of the Corinthian correspondence,” meaning that in both 1 and 2 Corin-
thians Paul is arguing against “a single opposition behind both letters,” viz., “Jew-
ish Christian enthusiasts who spoke of themselves as ‘of Cephas,’ and whom I
shall call ‘Petrines’ ” (“Unity,” 221). His arguments, presented under seven head-
ings, however, are derived largely from 1 Corinthians, and the evidence from 
2 Corinthians to support most of them is tenuous and far from convincing.

Some commentators, even some who admit that 1 Corinthians is a unified 
writing, think, however, that a few passages have been interpolated, viz., 1:2c;
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14:33b–36; and chap. 13. In 1:2c, one finds the phrase, “together with all those
who in every place call upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, their Lord and
ours.” This is considered a catholicizing interpolation because it ill-suits this let-
ter, which otherwise is pointed so concretely at the Corinthians that it could not
have been intended for all Christians (so J. Weiss, Dinkler, Schmithals [Gnosti-

cism, 89 n. 13]). Yet, as it has often been noted, Paul may be borrowing here a
liturgical formula that merely fills out the greeting he is sending to the Corin-
thians.

Again, when Paul says that “women should remain silent in the churches, . . .”
in 14:34–36, those words are seen as problematic when they are compared with
11:5, “every woman who prays or prophesies . . . ,” or with 11:13, “Is it proper for
a woman to pray to God with uncovered head?” Moreover, 14:33 leads smoothly
into 14:37, so that the intervening verses seem to be difficult to explain in such a
context. Hence, it is argued that vv. 34–36 have been interpolated and were not re-
ally written by Paul. However, those verses are found in all the Greek mss of 1 Co-
rinthians, even in the few Western mss that transpose vv. 34–35 to follow v. 40 (D,
F, G, 88*). Although no one has yet been able to explain convincingly why 
vv. 34–35 appear where they do, the explanation that they have been interpolated
is highly improbable.

As for chap. 13, the so-called hymn to love, which is said to disturb the se-
quence of chaps. 12 and 14, there is little reason to regard it as an interpolation,
given the mention of wisdom, knowledge, and faith in 13:2, which alludes to
12:8–9. See further the Comment on chap. 13.

In sum, then, one has to consider that such passages as these, with their abrupt
transitions and tensions, may owe more to their being dictated by Paul to a scribal
secretary, possibly at various times, than we realize today. In 16:21, Paul says that
he writes the closing greeting in his “own hand,” which seems to imply that he has
been dictating the letter to a scribe.

The thesis of Hurd in The Origin of I Corinthians is another matter. Although
he insists on the unity and integrity of 1 Corinthians (see “Good News”), he ex-
plains it as a product of Paul’s developing relations with the Corinthians. The first
stage was constituted by what Paul had preached to the Corinthians early in his
ministry. On sexual morality, he would have taught them that it was good for a
man not to touch a woman, thus encouraging intramarital asceticism, “spiritual”
marriage, and celibacy (remaining unmarried on principle). On life in the world,
he would have advocated that all things were permissible, that an idol was noth-
ing, and that one could eat meat from public markets. On worship, he would have
tolerated unveiled women in liturgical gatherings and would have spoken in
tongues more than others. On eschatology, he would have believed that the end
was near at hand, that all would soon enter the kingdom, and that the Lord’s Sup-
per would preserve all until then. The second stage developed when he wrote a
letter that preceded 1 Corinthians, mentioned in 5:9, in which he sought to en-
force the so-called Apostolic Decree (Acts 15:20, 29), with its prohibition of
porneia and eid∑lothyta. Now he would have commended marriage as a remedy
for fornication, rejected all association with pornoi, forbidden the eating of idol-
meat (and blood?), sought to keep the liturgy free from pagan contamination (un-
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veiled women, speaking in tongues), taught the resurrection of the dead at the
Parousia, and recommended a collection for the poor of Jerusalem. The third
stage was the reply that Corinthian Christians sent him, both by a letter (1 Cor
7:1) and messengers (1 Cor 1:11; 16:15, 17), in effect, asking him where he stood:
do we marry or not? do we eat idol meat? do we veil women in liturgical gather-
ings? how do the dead rise again? The fourth stage was the writing of 1 Corin-
thians, in which Paul synthesizes and adjusts his teaching on various points
(marriage in chap. 7, idols in 8:1–11:1, liturgy in chap. 11, spiritual gifts in chaps.
12–14, resurrection in chap. 15, and the collection in chap. 16).

Although this analysis of the origin of 1 Corinthians is ingenious, it encounters
certain major difficulties. First, nowhere in 1 Corinthians or in any other Pauline
letter is any mention of, or allusion to, the so-called Apostolic Decree ever found.
Second, even in the Lucan story Paul learns about that Jerusalem decision when
he returns to the city at the end of his third missionary journey (Acts 21:25), when
he goes up to greet James and the presbyters of that church (21:18). Third, in Gal
2:1–10, where Paul refers to the decision made at the Jerusalem “Council,” he
maintains that Gentile Christians do not have to be circumcised or have to ob-
serve the Mosaic law (as it is recorded in the narrative of Acts 15:1–12). Nothing is
said in Galatians about the four topics treated in the Jerusalem Decree (Acts
15:20, 29). Indeed, how would the Antioch Incident (Gal 2:11–14) have oc-
curred, if that decree were a decision of the Jerusalem “Council”? Nevertheless,
Gal 2:10 does know about the advice “to remember the poor” (= the collection).
Fourth, it is well recognized today by many commentators on Acts that chap. 15 is
composite, with a record of two decisions made at Jerusalem: the “Council” deci-
sion not to impose circumcision and obligation to observe the Mosaic law on
Gentile converts (15:3–12), and the decision made by James and the presbyters
about the four topics that are to be observed by Gentile Christians living with Jew-
ish Christians in local churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia (15:13–29), usually
misnamed “Apostolic Decree.” Finally, many topics in 1 Corinthians have noth-
ing to do with that Decree (e.g., women with head-coverings, resurrection of the
dead). See further Acts, 544–54; Barclay, “Thessalonica and Corinth,” 67 n. 32;
Freeborn, “Development of Doctrine.” So one has to reckon with the problems of
1 Corinthians without any reference to the so-called Apostolic Decree of Acts 15.

As for the occasion of the writing of 1 Corinthians, it is customary to consider
the following five points:

1. Paul speaks in 1:10–12 about reports of “dissensions” (schismata) and “ri-
valries” (erides) brought to him by “some of Chloe’s people.”

2. Paul mentions “the matters about which” the Corinthians have written to
him (7:1); although the letter is no longer extant, it is answered, beginning
in chap. 7.

3. Paul mentions how glad he has been “at the arrival of Stephanas, Fortuna-
tus, and Achaicus” (16:15–17), who by their presence have reminded him
of the Corinthian community and “refreshed” his spirit. They may have
brought reports about problems and scandals other than those brought to
him by Chloe’s people and the letter; see 3:4–5; 5:1; 6:1–11; 8:1; 11:18–19;
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12:1. Some questions of the letter Paul introduces with peri de, each of
which de la Serna (“Los orígenes”) takes as a new topic mentioned in the
letter, but Mitchell disputes this interpretation of the preposition.

4. Paul also knows somehow of the Corinthians’ desire to have Apollos visit
them again. He writes now to assure them that he has urged Apollos to
come there “when he has the opportunity” (16:12).

5. Although Paul says in 4:21 that he will come to them “very soon,” he even-
tually realizes that it may not be immediately, because he has to wait until
Timothy, whom he is sending to them, comes back to him (16:10–11).
These reasons are different in character, but taken together they reveal the
occasion of Paul’s writing this letter to Corinthian Christians.

The purpose of the letter is clearly to bring order and unity into the Corinthian
community, about whose unhappy condition Paul has heard from the numerous
reports mentioned above. He writes to the community as a whole as its founder
(3:10): to stress the need for unity among them and to restore proper order (14:40).
He castigates them for their arrogant attitude of freedom and tolerance of sexual
immorality and petty litigation; and seeks to dispel all doubts about marriage,
celibacy, and the eating of food offered to idols; and counsels them about wisdom,
spiritual gifts, speaking in tongues, and about the place of Christian love in their
lives. He wants to teach them to think rightly about the gifts of the Spirit, the
Lord’s Supper, their common meals, and the most important issue of all, the res-
urrection of the dead.

These matters are diverse, but Paul’s intention in treating them is, above all, to
reassert his apostolic authority (1:1) and to restore respect for the Christian gospel,
which he, as the founder of the community, has already preached to them (15:1),
as Fee (1 Cor, 6) has rightly recognized. Paul’s initial preaching of that gospel in
Roman Corinth resulted in his making a considerable number of converts there.
When other preachers came, such as Apollos and perhaps Cephas, the original
Corinthian Christians heard the same gospel preached in other forms, which
seems to have distracted them gradually from the nucleus of the gospel message.
So Paul is concerned to recall them to that fundamental message of the cross and
of the risen Christ, and of the role of his Spirit in their lives.

Paul clearly is not engaging in a polemic against outsiders in this letter; he sees
his adversaries as “some of you” (4:18; 15:12). He is not seeking to counter the in-
fluence of Judaizers, as some commentators have tried to maintain (T. W. Man-
son, Schoeps). That may have been the purpose of the letter to the Galatians, but
there is no such attitude evident in this letter. Moreover (pace Schmithals, Jewett,
Kümmel, Wilckens), Paul is not building up a “front against a Gnostic perversion
of the Christian message” (Kümmel, Introduction, 274).

Moreover, Paul during the course of his discussion of the diverse problems is
not addressing now one group, and now another. He is addressing the Corinthian
community as a whole; and the second plural dominates throughout the letter.
He recognizes, especially in chaps. 1–4, that there are diverse groups within the
community, but his aim is to recall such groups to unity, and so he addresses them
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all equally and at the same time. They may be ethnic groups, socially stratified
groups, people of diverse status (men, women, slaves, free, rich, poor); see Klauck,
“Gemeindestrukturen.” Those in the Corinthian community who have been re-
acting against him (4:18–19) have, in effect, not only been undermining his au-
thority, but have been watering down the gospel that he has been preaching.
Their secular Roman and Hellenistic background may be making them consider
themselves to be “wise,” but Paul seeks to counter that “wisdom of the world” with
his “message of the cross” (1:18–20). The purpose of the letter is summed up in
one verse: “We proclaim Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews and folly to
Gentiles.” (1:23).
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V. THE FORM OF

FIRST CORINTHIANS
◆

First Corinthians has to be understood as a “letter,” and not as an “epistle,” in the
sense in which Deissmann proposed his often-used distinction. “A letter is some-
thing non-literary, a means of communication between persons who are sepa-
rated from each other. Confidential and personal in nature, it is intended only for
the person or persons to whom it is addressed, and not at all for the public or any
kind of publicity” (LAE, 218). Its tone, style, and form can be intimate, free, or fa-
miliar as conversation itself. An epistle, however, is “an artistic literary form, just
like the dialogue, the oration, or the drama. It has nothing in common with the
letter except its form: apart from that one might venture the paradox that the epis-
tle is the opposite of a real letter. The contents of an epistle are intended for pub-
licity—they aim at interesting ‘the public’ ” (ibid., 220; cf. Bible Studies, 9–10).

Although the Pauline writings form a corpus today, which have often been
given the title “epistles,” it is far from certain that they were originally intended as
such by their author; this title for Romans and 1 Corinthians has often been
queried, and especially for the latter. Moreover, Deissmann’s distinction has in re-
cent times been considered too rigid (see Doty, Letters, 4–8; Rahn, Morphologie,

157–59; Fitzmyer, Romans, 68–69). In the case of 1 Corinthians, though as a
whole it is a letter, it has passages that transcend the immediate preoccupying
problems for which it has been written, e.g., the so-called hymn to love (13:1–13),
and the instruction about the kerygma, gospel, and resurrection of the dead
(15:1–58). Such passages would relate it more to the form of an epistle, but, im-
portant as they are, they do not overshadow the multiple other topics of ad hoc

character that make this missive a letter.
Moreover, 1 Corinthians is a substitute for Paul’s personal presence at the

church in Roman Corinth, even though he envisages a future visit to it. Like
many other ancient Greek letters in Hellenistic times, the letter expresses Paul’s
parousia (“presence” [see Koskenniemi, Studien, 38–42]), even though he him-
self is physically absent. Indeed, in 5:3 Paul will call attention explicitly to this dif-
ference. In expressing his epistolary presence in this way, Paul is engaging in “the
other half of a dialogue,” as the ancient grammarian Artemon, quoted by Deme-
trius, once described such letter-writing (On Style 223). The letter is, then, an au-
thoritative means by which Paul communicates with the Christian community
that he has founded, giving his apostolic reactions to multiple reports and infor-



mation about the situation in that church. Paul is writing as an individual, despite
the mention of a co-sender, “brother Sosthenes” (1:1). He addresses members of
the Corinthian church and writes more as an apostle and its founder.

It is not easy to specify the literary form of 1 Corinthians because of the length
of the letter and multiplicity of topics discussed in it. Lührmann believes that it
belongs to the ancient category of a friendship-letter because of its rhetorical
buildup and despite its tensions. Because of 1:4 and the use of parakal∑, “I appeal”
(1:10; 4:16), the whole letter can be seen as Paraklese, “exhortation.” There is cer-
tainly much exhortation coming from a friend, but that fails to account for some
of the stern advice that occurs at times in it.

Betz and Mitchell have analyzed 1 Corinthians rather as a “deliberative letter,”
making use of well-known elements of ancient rhetoric to set forth its structure:
Prescript (1:1–3); Exordium (Thanksgiving, 1:4–9); Narratio (Statement of Facts,
1:10–17, with the prothesis [proposition] in 1:10); Probatio (Proof, 1:18–15:57 [in
four subsections: 1:18–4:21; 5:1–11:1; 11:2–14:40; 15:1–57]); Peroratio (Conclu-
sion and Epistolary Ending, 15:58–16:24). Thus “the argument of the entire let-
ter . . . calls on the Corinthians to end their factions and be reconciled with one
another” (“Corinthians,” 1143). That is indeed the burden of chaps. 1–4, but it is
an oversimplification of the argument of “the entire letter,” and sections in the
probatio, with their multiple and diverse topics, scarcely function as a proof of the
alleged narratio. In an effort to show the rhetoric of the letter, a procrustean bed
has been made. As the outline of 1 Corinthians given below makes clear, certain
details in it relate this writing to the ancient Greek letter-form: its opening pre-
script, thanksgiving, concluding exhortation, greetings, and farewell. In between,
the structure is free, or what K. Barth called “the haphazard character of the series
of subjects dealt with in 1 Cor. i–xiv,” for the topics discussed do not have a per-
ceptible logical order—or even a rhetorical order, despite the contention of
Collins (1 Cor, 29–30), who also has outlined the letter according to six rhetorical
demonstrations, which stress the alleged oratorical aspect, but leave the reader in
the dark about their content. That Paul makes use at times of rhetoric in his argu-
mentation no one will deny (see Smit, “Epideictic Rhetoric”). That this letter as a
whole, however, follows a deliberate rhetorical pattern is highly questionable.
The order of topics is dictated almost certainly by the sequence of topics that have
come to Paul’s attention in the reports about the scandals in the Corinthian com-
munity and by the questions sent to him in its letter (7:1).

In taking up each topic, Paul is concerned to relate it to the Christian faith of
the Corinthians, especially to the way that faith should be working itself out in
love, i.e., in their charitable dealings with one another in the Christian ekkl≤sia,

“church,” of which they are all part. This is why he so often and so variedly recalls
their fundamental status “in Christ (Jesus)” (e.g., 1:30; 3:1, 23; 4:10, 17; 6:11, 15;
12:27). In spite of this unstructured order of topics, Paul’s teaching and exhorta-
tion are perceived quite clearly. In trying to determine the kind of letter that Paul
is writing, one should recall 4:14, where Paul says, “I am writing this not to make
you ashamed, but to admonish you as my beloved children” (all’ h∑s tekna mou

agap≤ta nouthet∑[n]). In using the verb nouthete∑, Paul is putting his letter in the
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ancient letter-type known as typos nouthetikos, an admonition intended to instill
proper action in the person(s) so counseled (see Collins, “Hellenistic Letter,”
47–48).

Yet what is striking about this admonitory letter is the absence of a clear-cut 
hortatory section, separate from the doctrinal section, such as one finds in Rom
12:1–15:13 or Gal 5:1–6:10. In 1 Corinthians the teaching and the exhortation
are rather intermingled in the discussion of each topic. The imperative follows di-
rectly from the indicative, “become what you are,” as Bultmann once put it (TNT,

1:332–33). “You are a Christian!” “Act like a Christian!”
One should note how frequently Paul quotes or alludes to sayings of Corin-

thians, about which he has learned from the oral reports or the letter sent to him,
in order to criticize them. Thus 6:12a, 13a; 8:1, 4, 5; 10:23; 15:12b; possibly 1:12;
7:1b; 8:8; 11:2 (see Notes on these verses); and probably 14:34–35; cf. Omanson,
“Acknowledging.” Such quotations or allusions reveal the source of the topic
under discussion, and undoubtedly its order in the discussion. In each case, “the
more Paul’s position is attacked, the more firmly must he ground his statements”
(Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 7).

1 Corinthians is unique in the Pauline corpus of the NT in the amount of allu-
sions to the sayings of Jesus of Nazareth. The two most prominent are the prohibi-
tion of divorce passed on in 7:10–11 and the words of institution at the Last
Supper preserved in 11:23–25. Allusions to other sayings have been noted else-
where (4:12; 9:14; 13:2), and interpreters have sought to relate some of these say-
ings to the source “Q” of the Synoptic Gospels (Robinson, “Basic Shifts,” 82–86;
Balch, “Backgrounds,” 352–58; Kuhn, “Der irdische Jesus,” 311–16); but that at-
tempt has not been wholly convincing (see Tuckett, “1 Corinthians and Q”).

The structure of 1 Corinthians is relatively easy to analyze in its major parts, but
the subdivisions of those parts are analyzed in widely different ways by individual
interpreters. Quot homines, tot sententiae, as the Roman poet Terence once put it,
“As numerous are humans, so are opinions.” As in other Pauline letters, one can
easily discern in 1 Corinthians its opening address or epistolary prescript (1:1–3),
its thanksgiving (1:4–9), its epistolary conclusion (16:13–24). In between, the
body of the letter has three major parts: a section in which Paul reacts to oral re-
ports about scandals that have been plaguing the Corinthian church (1:10–6:20);
a second section in which he replies to queries sent to him in a letter or comments
on other reports about moral and liturgical problems (7:1–14:40); and a third sec-
tion in which Paul instructs the Corinthians about the kerygma, the gospel, and
the resurrection of the dead (15:1–58).

The outline that follows will enable the reader who uses this commentary to see
the contents of 1 Corinthians as a whole in its five major sections (indicated by
capital roman numerals). The numbers on the left (1–44) indicate the pericopes
as they will be annotated in the commentary proper.
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I. Introduction (1:1–9)
1. Address and Greeting (1:1–3)
2. Thanksgiving (1:4–9)

II. Scandals Reported Orally to Paul about the Corinthian Church
(1:10–6:20)
A. Scandal of Preacher-Factions: Its Fact and Roots (1:10–4:21)

3. a. Dissensions in the Corinthian Church (1:10–17)
4. b. False and Correct Ideas of Wisdom (1:18–31)
5. c. Paul Preaches God’s Wisdom Revealed through the Spirit

(2:1–3:4)
6. d. False Idea of the Role of Preachers Corrected (3:5–17)
7. e. Admonition about Preachers and Wisdom (3:18–23)
8. f. Think of Paul and Apollos as Lowly Servants of Christ

(4:1–21)
9. B. Scandal of Incest and Association with Immoral People (5:1–13)

10. C. Scandal of Christians Haling One Another into Pagan Courts
(6:1–11)

11. D. Scandal of Prostitution (6:12–20)

III. Answers to Queries about Moral and Liturgical Problems
(7:1–14:40)
A. Marriage and Celibacy in the Passing World (7:1–40)

12. a. Marriage Is Good; Celibacy Is Good: Their Obligations 
and Place (7:1–9)

13. b. The Lord’s Command: No Divorce (7:10–11)
14. c. Paul’s Advice: Peaceful Mixed Marriage, but Pauline

Concession (7:12–16)
15. d. Basic Principle: Remain in the Status in Which You Were

Called (7:17–24)
16. e. Advantage of Virginity (7:25–35)
17. f. Marriage of a Virgin in Certain Conditions (7:36–38)
18. g. Marriage of a Widow (7:39–40)

B. Freedom and the Eating of Meat Sacrificed to Idols (8:1–11:1)
19. a. Idol Meat and the Role of Knowledge and Love in Christian

Fellowship (8:1–13)
20. b. Freedom and Restraint of an Apostle (9:1–27)
21. c. Israel’s Example Warns Christians Not to Partake of Pagan

Temple Meals (10:1–22)
22. d. Dictates of Conscience about Market and Idol Meat

(10:23–11:1)
C. Problems about Sacred Assemblies (11:2–34)

23. a. Women Worshiping with Uncovered Heads (11:2–16)
24. b. Abuses at the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper and Its

Meaning (11:17–34)
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D. Problems Caused by Charismatics in the Body of Christ
(12:1–14:40)

25. a. Discernment of Spirits (12:1–3)
26. b. The Variety of Gifts and the One Spirit (12:4–11)
27. c. The Many Members of the One Body (12:12–31)
28. d. The More Excellent Way: Hymn to Love (13:1–13)
29. e. The Value of Certain Spiritual Gifts: Prophecy and Tongues

(14:1–25)
30. f. Order in the Use of Gifts (14:26–33)
31. g. Women Speaking in Cultic Assemblies (14:34–36)
32. h. Due Order in All Things (14:37–40)

IV. Instruction about the Kerygma, Gospel, and Resurrection of the
Dead (15:1–58)

33. A. The Preached Gospel and Kerygma about the Risen Christ
(15:1–11)

B. Belief in the Resurrection of the Dead Rooted in Christ’s
Resurrection (15:12–34)

34. a. If Christ Has Not Been Raised (15:12–19)
35. b. Christ Has Been Raised as the Firstfruits! (15:20–28)
36. c. Ad hominem Arguments for the Resurrection of the Dead

(15:29–34)
C. How Will the Resurrection of the Dead Take Place? (15:35–49)

37. a. Analogies of Seeds, Bodies, and Splendor (15:35–41)
38. b. Application of the Analogies (15:42–49)
39. D. The Resurrection as Victory over Death through Christ

(15:50–58)

V. Conclusion (16:1–24)
40. A. Collection for God’s Dedicated People (16:1–4)
41. B. Paul’s Travel Plans (16:5–9)
42. C. Commendation of Timothy and Apollos (16:10–12)
43. D. Concluding Exhortation (16:13–18)
44. E. Greetings and Final Farewell (16:19–24)

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Balch, D. L., “Backgrounds of I Cor. vii: Sayings of the Lord in Q; Moses as an Ascetic
theios an≤r in II Cor. iii,” NTS 18 (1971–72) 351–64.

Betz, H. D., and M. M. Mitchell, “Corinthians, First Epistle to the,” ABD 1:1139–48.
Collins, R. F., “Reflections on 1 Corinthians as a Hellenistic Letter,” The Corinthian Cor-

respondence (BETL 125; ed. R. Bieringer), 39–61.
Deissmann, G. A., Bible Studies (Edinburgh: Clark, 1909).
Doty, W. G., Letters in Primitive Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1973).
Koskenniemi, H., Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie des griechischen Briefes bis 400 n. Chr.



(Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae B/102.2; Helsinki: Suomalaisen Tiede-
akatemia, 1956).

Kuhn, H.-W., “Der irdische Jesus bei Paulus als traditionsgeschichtliches und theo-
logisches Problem,” ZTK 67 (1970) 295–320.

Lührmann, D., “Freundschaftsbrief trotz Spannungen: Zu Gattung und Aufbau des 
Ersten Korintherbriefs,” Studien zum Text und zur Ethik des Neuen Testaments:

Festschrift . . . Heinrich Greeven (BZNW 47; ed. W. Schrage; Berlin: de Gruyter,
1986) 298–314.

Moody, D., “The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (A.D. 55),” RevExp 57 (1960)
450–53.

Omanson, R. L., “Acknowledging Paul’s Quotations,” BT 43 (1992) 201–13.
Rahn, H., Morphologie der antiken Literatur: Eine Einführung (Darmstadt: Wissen-

schaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1969).
Robinson, J. M., “Basic Shifts in German Theology,” Int 16 (1962) 76–97.
———, and H. Koester, Trajectories through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress,

1971) 40–43.
Tuckett, C. M., “1 Corinthians and Q,” JBL 102 (1983) 607–19.

V. The Form of First Corinthians 59



VI. THE GREEK TEXT OF 

FIRST CORINTHIANS
◆

The Greek text of 1 Corinthians on which this translation and commentary have
been based is that of E. Nestle and B. and K. Aland, Novum Testamentum graece

(27th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993; hereafter N-A27). It is dom-
inated by the Hesychian or Alexandrian text-tradition in the transmission of 
the Greek writings of the NT and represents the best available form of the text of 
1 Corinthians. It is impossible in a commentary such as this to set forth in de-
tail the reasons for preferring this form of the Greek text. A few details must be
mentioned, however, so that the reader will know on what the decision has been
made to follow this Greek form of 1 Corinthians, even though one may not com-
prehend all the intricacies of this abstruse, but necessary, aspect of NT scholar-
ship.

The oldest copies of the Greek text of 1 Corinthians are found on papyrus man-
uscripts, either in the form of a codex or leaves of a codex. They are the following
seven papyrus mss:

Papyrus Date Name Contents

1. P11 6th cent. Ross. Nac. Bibl., Gr. 1:17–22; 2:9–12, 14; 3:1–3, 5–6; 
258A (St. Petersburg) 4:3–5:5, 7–8; 6:5–9, 11–18; 7:3–6,

10–14

2. P14 6th cent. St. Catherine Monastery, 1:25–27; 2:6–8; 3:8–10, 20
P. Sinai II, Harris 14 
(Mt. Sinai)

3. P15 3d cent. Egyptian Museum, 7:18–8:14
JE 47423; P. Oxy. 1008 
(Cairo)

4. P34 7th cent. Österr. Nat. Bibl. Pap. 16:4–7, 10
G. 39784 (Vienna)

5. P46 ca. 200 Chester Beatty Libr., 1:1–9:2; 9:4–14:14; 14:16–15:15; 
P. Chester Beatty II 15:17–16:22
(Dublin); Univ. of 
Michigan, Inv. 6238 
(Ann Arbor)



Papyrus Date Name Contents

6. P61 ca. 700 Pierpont Morgan Libr., 1:1–2, 4–6; 5:1–3, 5–6, 9–13
P. Colt 5 (New York)

7. P68 7th cent.(?) Ross. Nac. Bibl., Gr. 4:12–17; 4:19–5:3
258B (St. Petersburg)

The most important parchment mss of 1 Corinthians are those written in un-
cials or majuscules and dating from the third to the ninth centuries. These are the
following 23 codices or leaves of codices:

Parchment Gregory
Manuscript Numbering Date Name Contents

1. ± 01 4th cent. Sinaiticus, Brit. Libr. All of 1 Corinthians
Add. 43725 (London)

2. A 02 5th cent. Alexandrinus, Brit. All
Libr., Royal I D. VIII 
(London)

3. B 03 4th cent. Vaticanus, Vatican All
Libr. Gr. 1209 
(Rome)

4. C 04 5th cent. Ephraemi Rescriptus, All, exc. 1:1–2; 
Bibl. Nat., Gr. 9 7:18–9:6; 13:8–15:40
(Paris)

5. Dp 06 6th cent. Claromontanus, Bibl. All, exc. 14:13–22
Nat., Gr. 107, 107AB 
(Paris)

6. F 010 9th cent. Augiensis, Trinity All, exc. 3:8–15; 
Coll. Libr., BXVII.1 6:7–14
(Cambridge, UK)

7. Gp 012 9th cent. Boernerianus, All, exc. 3:8–15; 
Sächische 6:7–14
Landesbibl. A 145B 
(Dresden)

8. H 015 6th cent. Great Lavra s. n. (Mt. 10:22–29; 11:9–16
Athos); Centr. Nau. 
Bibl. F. 301 (Kiev)

9. I 016 5th cent. Freer Gallery of Art, 10:29; 11:9–10, 18–
06.275 (Washington) 19, 26–27; 12:3–4,

14, 27–28; 14:12–13,
22, 32–33; 15:3, 15,
27–28, 38–39, 49–
50; 16:1–2, 12–13

10. K 018 9th cent. Hist. Mus. V. 93, All, exc. 1:1–6, 13; 
S. 97 (Moscow) 8:8–11
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Parchment Gregory
Manuscript Numbering Date Name Contents

11. L 020 9th cent. Bibl. Angelica 39 All
(Rome)

12. P 025 9th cent. Ross. Nac. Bibl., All, exc. 7:15–17; 
Gr. 225 12:23–13:5; 
(St. Petersburg) 14:23–39

13. ¥ 044 8th/9th Lavra, B' 52 All
cent. (Mt. Athos)

14. 048 5th cent. Vatican Libr., 2:1–3:11, 22; 4:4–6; 
Gr. 2061 (Rome) 5:5–11; 6:3–11;

12:23–15:17, 20–27

15. 088 5th/6th Ross. Nac. Bibl., 15:53–16:9
cent. Gr. 6, II, fol. 5–6 

(St. Petersburg)

16. 0185 4th cent. Österr. Nat. Bibl., 2:5–6, 9, 13; 3:2–3
Pap. G. 39787 
(Vienna)

17. 0199 6th/7th Brit. Libr., 11:17–19, 22–24
cent. Pap. 2077B (London)

18. 0201 5th cent. Brit. Libr., Pap. 2240 12:2–3, 6–13; 
(London) 14:20–29

19. 0222 6th cent. Österr. Nat. Bibl., 9:5–7, 10, 12–13
Pap. G. 29299 
(Vienna)

20. 0270 4th/5th Univ. Bibl. GX 200 15:10–15, 19–25
cent. (Amsterdam)

21. 0278 9th cent. St. Catherine Mon., 7:37–40; 8:1–6
N.E.M÷ 2 
(Mt. Sinai)

22. 0285 6th cent. St. Catherine Mon., 4:2–7; 12:16, 18, 
cum 081 N.E.M÷ 70 21–30; 14:26–33

(Mt. Sinai); Ross. 
Nac. Bibl., Gr. 9 
(St. Petersburg)

23. 0289 7th/8th St. Catherine Mon., 2:11–4:12; 13:13–
cent. N.E.M÷ 99 14:1, 3–11, 13–19

(Mt. Sinai)

There are also many parchment mss written in minuscules that have the Greek
text of Corinthians, which cannot be recorded here. The two most important of
them are (in the Gregory numbering) the 9th century ms 33 (Athos, Lavra B' 64,
called “the Queen of the Minuscules”) and the 10th century ms 1739 (Paris, Bibl.
Nat., Gr. 14).
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It is remarkable how uniformly the Greek text of 1 Corinthians as a whole has
been transmitted in the various text-traditions. It is found in the usual threefold
text-traditions of the Pauline corpus: (a) the Alexandrian or Hesychian, which is
represented mainly by P46 (sometimes called a Free Text), P11, ±, B, C, and 
minuscules 33, 1739; (b) the Western, in D, F, G, and VL and various patristic
writers; and (c) the Byzantine or Koine, e.g., in L, 049.
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VII. LANGUAGE AND STYLE
◆

Although Latin was spoken in Roman Corinth since 44 b.c., Greek was the lan-
guage of the indigenous people, some of whom continued to live there, and of
others who came to Corinth, as it began to thrive anew. Greek was also widely
used in the eastern Mediterranean world under Roman domination, and even by
the Romans themselves who dwelt there. It had become the lingua franca of that
area, even in Asia Minor, Syria, and Palestine, taking the place of Aramaic, which
had functioned as such since about the eighth or seventh century b.c. Greek sup-
planted Aramaic mainly as a result of the conquests of Alexander the Great
(356–323) and the subsequent hellenization of that whole region. The Attic dia-
lect that dominated the Golden Age of Greek literature (fifth–fourth centuries
b.c.) was supplanted by a pan-Hellenic form of Greek known as Koin≤ (“com-
mon” [language]). It served as the lingua franca in the Hellenistic period after Al-
exander and perdured until the Byzantine era.

The Greek that Paul writes in 1 Corinthians is a good example of such Koin≤.
Although it is not as good as the Greek of Luke-Acts or of the Epistle to the He-
brews, it is still a good example of literary Koin≤, and at times (e.g., in 1 Corin-
thians 13) is a very good instance of it. Paul’s Greek is normally correct, even
though it is punctuated at times by anacoluthon (syntactical inconsistency, e.g.,
2:9; 7:37 [see BDF §468.3]; 9:15 [BDF §393.2]; 11:14 [BDF §466.1], 18 [BDF
§447.4]; 12:28 [BDF §442.9]) or zeugma (use of a word to modify or govern two
words in different senses, e.g., 3:2; 14:34 [created by copyists of some mss; cf. BDF
§479.2]). Both of these features may be owing to Paul’s practice of dictating his
letters to a scribe. This practice would account also for the ubiquitous conjunc-
tion gar, “for,” found at the beginning of many sentences (e.g., 1:11, 17, 18, 19,
21, 26; 2:8, 10, 11, 14, 16); indeed, it is so common (106 occurrences in 1 Corin-
thians) that it becomes tiresome, and one cannot always translate it properly
(BDF §452).

Paul’s use of the Greek language reveals not only his good Hellenistic educa-
tion and knowledge of the popular Greek philosophical thinking and rhetoric of
the day, but also his Jewish training and background. Norden once claimed that
Paul’s style was “as a whole, unhellenic” (Die antike Kunstprosa, 499), as he al-
luded to Paul’s Semitic background; but that was certainly an exaggeration, be-
cause his Greek prose is not saturated with Aramaisms or Semitisms, as are the



Gospels and Acts. It is noteworthy that, when M. Black published his book about
Aramaic interference in NT Greek, he limited his discussion to the Gospels and
Acts. Moreover, van Unnik’s attempt to discover Aramaisms in Pauline writings
really did not succeed. (“Aramaisms”).

Paul’s Greek, even in 1 Corinthians, is affected by that of the LXX, from which
he draws his quotations of the OT (e.g., 1:19, 31; 2:9, 16; 3:19, 20; 5:13; 6:16; 9:9;
10:7, 26; 14:21, 25; 15:25, 27, 32, 45, 54, 55). His Septuagintisms can be seen in
the following features, some of which also can be found at times in earlier classi-
cal Greek, but the frequency of these features in his writings leads one to think of
Septuagintal influence.

1. The use of the article before a noun and again before its modifier: ho logos

ho tou staurou, “the message of the cross” (1:18); ho an≤r ho apistos . . . h≤ gyn≤ h≤

apist≤, “the unbelieving husband . . . the unbelieving wife” (7:14); ho logos ho

gegrammenos, “the saying that stands written” (15:54); to pneuma to ek theou, “the
Spirit from God” (2:12); tas hodous mou tas en Christou [I≤sou], “my ways in
Christ [Jesus]” (4:17); see also 2:11–12; 15:10 bis. This feature is known also from
classical Greek: to strateuma to t∑n Ath≤nai∑n, “the army of the Athenians”
(Thucydides, Hist. 8.50). In the LXX, see Gen 9:24 (ho huios autou ho ne∑teros).

2. The use of the article with a substantivized neut. adj. instead of an abstract
noun: to m∑ron tou theou, “God’s foolishness” (1:25); to hym∑n aut∑n symphoron,

“your own good” (7:35); to eusch≤mon kai euparedron, “good order and devotion”
(7:35); similarly 7:5. This usage is said not to appear in Greek papyrus texts, but
does show up in Hellenistic writers like Josephus and Strabo, and rarely in classi-
cal Greek: to koinon, “the comonwealth” (Aristophanes, Eccles. 208).

3. The position of the verb at the head of a sentence or clause: ed≤l∑th≤ gar moi

peri hym∑n, “for it has been reported to me about you” (1:11); ou gar apesteilen me

Christos baptizein, “for Christ did not send me to baptize” (1:17); tolma tis hym∑n

pragma ech∑n pros ton heteron krinesthai epi t∑n adik∑n kai ouchi t∑n hagi∑n,

“does anyone of you who has a case against another dare to take it to court before
the ungodly instead of before God’s dedicated people?” (6:1); h≤giastai gar ho

an≤r ho apistos en t≤ gynaiki kai h≤giastai h≤ gyn≤ h≤ apistos en t∑ adelph∑, “for the
unbelieving husband has been made holy through his wife, and the unbelieving
wife has been made holy through the brother” (7:14). Compare the LXX usage:
kai eplasen ho theos ton anthr∑pon choun apo t≤s g≤s, “and God formed man as
dust from the earth” (Gen 2:7); kai ephyteusen kyrios ho theos paradeison en Eden,

“and the Lord God planted a garden in Eden” (Gen 2:8). See BDF §472.
4. The use of eis to with the infin. to express purpose or result: oikodom≤-

th≤setai eis to ta eid∑lothyta esthiein, “be emboldened to eat meat sacrificed to
idols” (8:10); eis to m≤ katachr≤sasthai t≤ exousia mou en t∑ euangeli∑, “so as not to
make full use of my right in preaching the gospel” (9:18); tauta de typoi h≤m∑n

egen≤th≤san eis to m≤ einai h≤mas epithym≤tas kak∑n, “now in view of these things
have become archetypes for us so that we may not crave for evil” (10:6); similarly
11:22, 33. See BDF §§402.2, 406.3. This feature is found at times in earlier
Greek, e.g., megiston agathon to peitharchein phainetai eis to kataprattein

tagatha, “obedience appears to be the greatest advantage for accomplishing ex-
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cellent objects” (Xenophon, Cyropaedia 8.1.3; cf. Smyth, Greek Grammar,

§2034); to thysiast≤rion to chrysoun eis to thymian, “the golden altar for burning
incense” (LXX Exod 40:5); tois de neois hypodeigma gennaion kataleloip∑s eis to

prothym∑s kai gennai∑s hyper t∑n semn∑n kai hagi∑n nom∑n apeuthanatizein,

“having left for the youth a noble example to die willingly and nobly for the
revered and holy laws” (2 Macc 6:28; see Beckwith, “Articular Infinitive,”
162–66).

5. The use of en t∑ with the infin. in a temporal sense: en t∑ phagein, “as you
eat” (lit., “in eating,” 11:21). See BDF §404.1. This feature too is found in earlier
Greek: en t∑ phronein gar m≤den h≤distos bios, “for life is sweetest in being con-
scious of nothing” (Sophocles, Ajax 553).

When it comes to matters of Greek style or literary subforms, one has to note
the use in this letter of a number of rhetorical devices, such as:

1. Anaphora, i.e., emphatic repetition: “not many of you . . . , not many . . . ,
not many . . .” (1:26); similarly 9:20; 12:4, 5, 6; 13:7; 14:15, 31; 15:10,
13–14.

2. Antithesis: “to those who are perishing, but to us who are being saved”
(1:18); similarly, 1:22, 23, 25; 2:5, 13; 4:10, 19, 20, 21; 5:3, 8; 7:38; 9:25;
11:17; 13:11, 12; 14:2, 4, 20; 15:21, 22, 42, 44, 49, 51.

3. Asyndeton: “in an instant, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet”
(15:52); similarly, 4:12–13; 12:28; 13:4–5, 13a; 14:26; 15:23.

4. Chiasmus, i.e., inversion of the order of syntactical elements in the second
of two juxtaposed and syntactically parallel phrases or clauses: ho gar en

kyri∑ kl≤theis doulos, apeleutheros kyriou, “for the one who was a slave
when called by the Lord is the Lord’s freedman” (7:22); similarly, 1:24–25;
4:10, 13; 6:13; 7:22; 13:2, 4; 14:22. See BDF §477.2; but also Jeremias,
“Chiasmus.”

5. Homoioteleuton, i.e., similar ending of words or phrases: ean eip≤ ho

pous . . . , ean eip≤ to ous, “if the foot says . . . , if the ear says . . .”
(12:15–16); similarly 3:15.

6. Paronomasia, i.e., play on similar-sounding words: dei gar to phtharton

touto endysasthai aphtharsian kai to thn≤ton touto endysasthai athanasian,

“for what is perishable must don imperishability, and what is mortal im-
mortality” (15:53); similarly, 12:23, 26; 15:42–43, 54.

7. Polysyndeton, i.e., multiple conjunctions: “in weakness and in fear and in
much trembling” (2:3); similarly, 4:11–12; 6:9; 15:29–30.

8. Rhetorical Questions: Paul’s use of rhetorical questions is important in this
letter, because they are often used to drive home a point in his admonitory
argument, and sometimes they express his exasperation at the situation to
which he refers. Thus 1:13; 9:1, 4–8, 9b–12; 10:16, 18b, 19, 22; 11:22;
12:29; 14:6–8, 23, 36; 15:29, 30, 32, 35. See BDF §496; Wuellner, “Paul as
Pastor.”

9. Enthymeme, i.e., a truncated syllogism in which one of the propositions or
premises is understood but not stated: “If the world is to be judged by you,
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are you unqualified for petty courts” (6:2); similarly 6:1, 3,:15; see Hol-
loway, “Enthymeme.”

10. Diatrib≤, i.e., a dialogical form of argumentation developed by certain
teachers such as Bion the Borysthenite (ca. 325–255 b.c.), Teles (fl. ca. 235
b.c.), Dio Chrysostom of Prusa (a.d. 40–112[?]), Musonius Rufus (ca. 
a.d. 30–102), and Epictetus of Hierapolis (a.d. 55–135) and used in the
Cynic and Stoic schools of philosophy. It was a pedagogical discourse con-
ducted in lively debate and familiar conversational style with an interlocu-
tor, real or imaginary, which was peppered with apostrophes, proverbs,
rhetorical questions, paradoxes, parodies, antitheses, and fictitious speech.
This subform was used by Paul in the Letter to the Romans (1:18–2:11;
8:1–39; 11:1–24; cf. Stowers, The Diatribe). Elements of this style can be
found in 1 Cor 4:6–15; 6:12–13; 7:16, 18–22; 9:1–18; 15:29–34, 35–49.
The use of m≤ genoito, “of course not!” (6:15) is an example of this style, 
according to Malherbe; it occurs only once in this letter, but frequently 
in other Pauline writings (e.g., Rom 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2; Gal 2:17; 3:21). See
Schmeller, Paulus und die “Diatribe”.

One has to note also the so-called hymn to love in 1 Corinthians 13, a compo-
sition that excels in its Greek rhetorical phraseology, even if its character as a
“hymn” is seriously questioned today.

Note, too, Paul’s use of supplication—a gentle urging expressed by using
parakal∑, “I appeal” (1:10; 4:16; 15:15–16)—a usage that appears much more fre-
quently in other Pauline letters and is characteristic of official and private letters
in the Hellenistic age (see Bjerklund, Parakal∑; Turner, “Style,” 83).
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VIII. PAULINE TEACHING IN

FIRST CORINTHIANS
◆

By “Pauline teaching” is meant an attempt to synthesize the reflections on the gos-
pel that the apostle preached to ancient Corinthians as he tried to cope with vari-
ous problems that had arisen in the Christian community in Roman Corinth
since the time of his first evangelization of that town. Such reflections are scat-
tered throughout the letter, because Paul writes as an apostle with a practical, mis-
sionary outlook. He has not written a systematic treatise on the topics that he has
addressed. In his presentation of the teaching of this letter, Furnish wisely speaks
of “Paul’s theological reflection” on the gospel, which entails his exposition of
Scripture (various OT passages quoted or alluded to), church traditions, and his
own apostolic vocation and experience (Theology, 1, 18–25). This means that one
is reading a synthetic organization of Paul’s reflections that strives to paint a com-
prehensive picture of his teaching as a whole and prescinds from the concrete
ways in which Paul himself has formulated matters.

The teaching found in Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians is not as sublime or
exalted as that in the letter to the Romans, and yet it is important. In fact, it con-
tains significant topics that the letter to the Romans does not treat at all, or perhaps
only fleetingly, e.g., ecclesiology, eucharist, eschatology. In 1 Corinthians, how-
ever, one finds little on justification or other effects of the Christ-event, which are
treated at some length in the letter to the Romans. The main reason for the differ-
ence is the diversity of problems that Paul has to handle in this ad hoc letter,
which is so diverse from the essay-letter that Romans is. If Romans is the most 
important letter in the Pauline corpus, 1 Corinthians is the second most impor-
tant. For this reason it is necessary to concentrate on the theological teaching of 
1 Corinthians in and for itself, with only minor comparisons with other Pauline
writings, when they seem to be called for. Although 1 Corinthians is related to 
2 Corinthians and at times shares with it some common topics, because of their
common destination, it is necessary to treat the topics as they appear in the first 
letter.

Elsewhere I have discussed the key to Pauline theology and regard it as a Chris-
tological soteriology (PAHT §PT28). That formulation of the key is derived from
a short passage in 1 Corinthians, which I believe sums up best the heart of the
Apostle’s theological teaching: “God was pleased to save those who believe
through the folly of the proclamation (k≤rygma). Whereas Jews demand signs and



Greeks seek wisdom, we proclaim Christ crucified (k≤ryssomen Christon es-

taur∑menon), a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles, but for those who
are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of
God” (1 Cor 1:21–24). That proclamation is echoed in Rom 1:16, when Paul
speaks of “the gospel” (euangelion) as “God’s power (unleashed) for the salvation
of everyone who believes, for the Jew first but also for the Greek.” This is “the mes-
sage of the cross” (1 Cor 1:18), and it puts Christ himself at the center of soteriol-
ogy, God’s new mode of salvation, and all else in Pauline teaching has to be
understood in relation to it. That is why the sketch of Pauline teaching in this let-
ter also has to take as its starting point that message of the cross, “we proclaim
Christ crucified.”

In that message, “Christ crucified” is the object of both k≤rygma and euangelion

for Paul, because it encapsulates the content of all his preaching and teaching.
Because of the ad hoc character of 1 Corinthians, which has already been empha-
sized in earlier introductory remarks, the succession of unrelated problems that
Paul handles in this letter in response to reports about the Corinthian church
(1:11), questions sent to him by Corinthian Christians (7:1), and other informa-
tion about their conduct that he has acquired, his reactions and answers are al-
ways related to this basic k≤rygma and euangelion. For although Paul manifests
himself as a conscious letter writer (16:21), he writes much more as the apostolic
founder of the Corinthian church (1:1; 9:1–2; cf. 3:10; 4:15). He is concerned
about its unity and solidarity and makes authoritative decisions concerning them
in light of the gospel that he preaches. So this sketch of Pauline teaching begins
with an analysis of his proclamation and gospel.

K≤rygma, “proclamation,” and its cognate verb k≤ryss∑, “proclaim, preach,” are
used by Paul not only in his discussion of wisdom and rival preachers (chaps.
1–4), but elsewhere as well. In the passage quoted above as the key of Pauline the-
ology, the noun appears for the first time (1:21) along with the verb (1:23). In 2:4,
Paul admits that his “proclamation” was not adorned “with persuasive [words of]
wisdom,” when he first evangelized Corinth. Then in stressing his apostolic free-
dom and his restraint in making use of it, he invokes his disciplined example in
“preaching to others” (9:27). Striking is the way he relates his preaching to the
faith of Corinthian Christians so evangelized: “So whether it was I or they [i.e.,
other evangelists], in this way we preach (k≤ryssomen), and in this way you came to
believe” (15:11). To which he adds immediately the essential object of that
proclamation: “Christ is preached as raised from the dead” (15:12a). He contin-
ues, “If Christ has not been raised, then our preaching (to k≤rygma h≤m∑n) has
been useless, and useless has been your faith” (15:14).

It is this important use of k≤rygma and k≤ryss∑, especially in chap. 15, that has
made commentators regard 15:3b–5a as a fragment of pre-Pauline proclamation
of the early church that he passes on. Even though neither the noun nor the verb
is found there, those verses (with the fourfold “that”) are rightly understood as a
nugget of early Christian k≤rygma.

Moreover, the beginning of chap. 15, where that proclamatory nugget appears,
is clearly introduced as “the gospel that I preached to you” (to euangelion ho

eu≤ngelisam≤n hymin, 15:1). Here both the noun euangelion and the verb euan-
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gelizomai are connected with the primitive k≤rygma. The verb is repeated in the
following verse, “the word that I preached to you” (15:2), lit. with what formula-
tion of words (tíni log∑) I preached. The object of such preaching is not only
“Christ crucified” (1:23), but now also Christ as “raised on the third day according
to the Scriptures” (15:4b) or “Christ raised from the dead” (15:12). For Paul insists
that his mission stems from the risen Christ and involves the gospel, “Christ did
not send me to baptize, but to preach the gospel” (euangelizesthai, 1:17). In the
long discussion of his apostolic freedom and his restraint to exploit it in chap. 9,
Paul often refers to “the gospel” (9:12, 14 bis, 18 bis, 23; 4:15 [see Note there])
and employs the verb (9:16 bis, 18), stressing that he has always served the gospel
and has wanted to put no obstacle in the way of Christ’s gospel (9:12). Even if the
Lord wanted preachers of it to get their living from it (9:14), Paul boasts that he of-
fers it free of charge (9:18) and does not exploit his right to do so. Hence his
proclamation and gospel have as their content Jesus Christ and what he did for
humanity in his crucifixion and resurrection. This leads to our first major topic of
Pauline teaching, Christology.

A. Christology, Teaching about Christ Jesus

In writing 1 Corinthians, Paul assumes that his addressees have already heard
from him the basic proclamation about Jesus Christ to which he alludes in this
letter, because he has been the founding evangelist of that community. If Paul
had ever met Jesus of Nazareth personally, he gives no hint of such an encounter
in this letter, even if he does echo some of Jesus’ sayings: on, e.g., divorce
(7:10–11), gospel-preachers getting their living from it (9:14), the institution of
the eucharist (11:23–25), and an unidentified commandment of the Lord
(14:37).

Paul’s Christology in 1 Corinthians can be synthesized under the following
headings: the names and titles used of Jesus, the role ascribed to him, and the ef-
fects of the Christ-event.

Names and Title Use of Jesus of Nazareth

Jesus. The name “Jesus” alone is found only in the curse-formula, “Accursed is
Jesus” (12:3a), as I≤sous. Paul does not seem to be aware of its heaven-given origin,
even though it was a male name commonly used at that time in Palestinian Juda-
ism. It is a grecized form of the Hebrew name Y≤πû∞‹, “Jeshua” (RSV, Ezra 2:2; cf.
LXX), a postexilic contracted form of Y≥hôπû∞‹, “Joshua” (Josh 1:1), which means
“Yahweh, help!” (= Yhw + impv. πw‹). Paul never plays on the meaning of the
name, undoubtedly because Jesus of Nazareth had already become for him
“Christ our Lord.”

In 12:3, where the curse-formula appears, its counterpart, the confession-
formula, joins “Jesus” with the title Kyrios, “Jesus is Lord” (12:3b). That combina-
tion, “the/our Lord Jesus,” occurs a few times elsewhere in the letter (5:4 bis, 5; 9:1
[inverted]; 11:23; 16:23), more often in the formula, “the/our Lord Jesus Christ”

VIII. Pauline Teaching in First Corinthians 71



(1:2, 3, 7, 8, 10; 6:11; 8:6; 15:57), and once in inverted form, “Jesus Christ our
Lord” (1:9). In the latter, one finds the combination also of “Jesus” and “Christ,”
as also in 2:2; 3:11.

Christ. In this letter, Paul makes no reference to the basic meaning of Christos,

“anointed” (= Hebrew m≠πî∞∂; cf. Rom 9:5), and in the instances given in the 
preceding paragraph he has already used it as Jesus’ second name, having so 
inherited it from the early tradition before him. On occasion, Paul will use only
the second name, “Christ,” the name that became common after Jesus’ death and
resurrection as the result of Easter-faith among his disciples, as they acknowl-
edged him as God’s Messiah in a new sense (1:6, 12, 13, 17 bis, 23, 24; 2:16; 3:1,
23 bis; 4:1, 10 bis, 15; 5:7; 6:15 bis; 7:22; 8:11, 12; 9:12, 21; 10:4, 9, 16 bis; 11:1, 
3 bis; 12:12, 27; 15:3, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23 bis). Its most 
important form in this letter is “Christ crucified” (1:23; 2:2), the name that 
counteracts “human wisdom” (1:25) and “the wisdom of the world” (1:20). Some-
times Paul inverts the two names, “Christ Jesus” (1:1, 2, 4, 30; 4:15, 17; 15:31
[with “our Lord” added]; 16:24). Only he among NT writers uses the inverted
form; instances where it is found in Acts (3:20; 5:42; 17:3; 18:5, 28; 24:24) are 
all variant readings, secondarily introduced by copyists familiar with Pauline
usage.

Lord. Although Kyrios is a name for God in some OT passages that Paul quotes
(3:20 [= Ps 94:11]; 10:26 [= Ps 24:1]), he uses it of Jesus, retaining its titular sense.
For Paul it is the title par excellence for the risen Christ: “Jesus is Lord” (12:3b),
thus repeating its kerygmatic and confessional usage from among those who were
apostles before him. As Paul acknowledges in Rom 10:9b, it denotes that “God
raised him from the dead,” or is the title proper to his exalted status (Phil 2:11b). It
thus expresses the risen Christ’s lordship over all who accept him in faith. Note-
worthy in this letter is the way Paul emphasizes the uniqueness of that lordship,
when he asserts that “for us . . . there is one Lord (heis kyrios), Jesus Christ,
through whom all things come and through whom we are destined” (8:6), thus
playing down the other “many ‘lords’ ” acknowledged in the contemporary world.
He alone is “the Lord of glory” (2:8).

Paul often uses “(the) Lord” alone for the risen Christ in this letter (1:31; 4:4, 5,
17; 6:13, 14, 17; 7:10, 12, 22 bis, 25 bis, 32 bis, 34, 35, 39; 9:1, 2, 5; 10:9, 21 bis, 22;
11:11, 23, 26, 27, 32; 12:5; 14:37; 15:58; 16:10, 19, 22). Kyrios is also combined
with other titles (see above). Only in this letter does Paul preserve an ancient
prayer formula related to this title, maranatha, which is a transliteration of Ara-
maic m≠rán≠› th≠›, “our Lord, come!” (16:22 [see Note there]).

In so using Kyrios, Paul acknowledges along with the rest of the early church
that the risen Christ is on a par with Yahweh of the OT. This is evident in Phil
2:10–11, where the same adoration is accorded him as Kyrios, as Isa 45:22–23 ac-
cords to God. By the time Paul writes, Palestinian Jews have come to call God
“the Lord” (contrary to Bultmann’s contention that “the unmodified expression
‘the Lord’ is unthinkable in Jewish usage” [TNT, 1:51]). For in the OT, Hebrew
›≠dôn usually denotes a human “master, lord” (Gen 45:8–9), ›∞d∑nî, “my master”
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(Exod 21:5), and ›∞d∑n≠y (lit., “my lords”) was sometimes a surrogate for “Lord”
(= God), but unmodified ›≠dôn was on occasion applied to Yahweh (Ps 114:7).
Moreover, QL reveals that Palestinian Jews in the last pre-Christian century re-
ferred indeed to Yahweh as “(the) Lord”: 4Q403 1 i 28, b≠rûk [ha]›≠dôn mele[k

hak]kôl, “Blest be the Lord, King of the universe”; 11QPsa 28:7–8, possibly to be
read as ma‹∞∫ê ‘≠dôn, “the works of the Lord.” Or in Aramaic, one said m≠rêh,

“Lord,” or m≠ry≠’, “the Lord” (11QtgJob 24:6–7; 4QEnochb 1 iv 5). Even the Jew-
ish historian Josephus in the first Christian century used Greek kyrios of God (Ant.

20.4.2 §90; 134.3.1 §68). See Fitzmyer, “Semitic Background.”

The Son. Although Paul refers to Jesus Christ as ho huios only twice in this letter,
one instance is unique in that it expresses his relationship to God the Father as
autos ho huios, “the Son himself,” without a possessive pronoun or other modifier
(15:28); it thus resembles the absolute formulation in Mark 13:32. Otherwise it is
found only in 1:9, where Paul speaks of Christians called by God “into compan-
ionship with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.” Strikingly, the formal title, “Son of
God,” is absent from 1 Corinthians, and there is little that otherwise stresses this
special relationship to God, which is found elsewhere in the NT.

Adam of the Eschaton. In 15:45, Paul speaks of Jesus Christ as “the last Adam,”
who has become “a life-giving Spirit,” as of his resurrection from the dead. This is
affirmed in contrast to “the first man, Adam,” who became “a living being,” as a
result of God’s creative action in the Genesis account (2:7). As Adam was the head
of humanity, so now the risen Christ is the head of a new humanity given life
through the Spirit. Therefore Christ is the Adam of the eschaton. For “Christ has
been raised from the dead as the firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep”
(15:20), and “just as in Adam all die, so too in Christ all will be brought to life”
(15:22). Here in 1 Corinthians the contrast of Adam and Christ is worked out in
terms of death, whereas in Romans, although death is mentioned, the stress of the
contrast falls on sin (5:12). The contrast is also expressed differently in that “all”
are said to die “in Adam,” by a sort of incorporation of humanity in him (1 Cor
15:22), whereas all humanity’s sinfulness is partly ascribed to Adam as a conse-
quence of his sin, but not through incorporation (Rom 5:12; see Romans,

405–23). Implied in Paul’s assertions about Christ as the Last Adam is the idea
that “Christ had first to share fully in the conditions and limitations of the life of
Adam. He had borne fully the image of the man of dust before he became the
man of heaven” (Caird, “Everything,” 390). See 15:46–47. Pace Gaffin (“ ‘Life-
Giving Spirit’ ”), this is one of the places in Pauline letters where the Apostle does
not clearly distinguish the risen Christ from the Spirit (see also Rom 1:4; 8:9–11;
2 Cor 3:17), as he does in clearly triadic texts on other occasions (2 Cor 1:21–22;
13:13; 1 Cor 2:7–16; 12:4–6); see further PAHT §PT60–61.

The Role Ascribed to Jesus Christ in 1 Corinthians

The last two titles, “Son” and “Last Adam,” already tell us something about how
Paul understands the role of Jesus Christ in this letter. Implicit in the title “Son”
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may be his preexistence, to which Paul may allude in 10:4, where he identifies as
“Christ” the “spiritual rock that followed” the Israelites wandering in the wilder-
ness, from which they drank. According to many commentators, the last line of
the acclamation in 8:6 likewise alludes to Christ’s preexistence, when it says that
he is the one Lord, “through whom all things come,” i.e., come into being—a ref-
erence to his role in creation.

As far as the earthly life of Jesus is concerned, Paul makes only a few fleetings
references to it in this letter. He knows of “the Lord’s brothers” (9:5), his “apostles”
(9:5; 15:5–7), Jesus’ Last Supper and some of its elements: “on the night he was
handed over” (11:23), his cross (1:17–18), his crucifixion (1:23), and his death
and burial (15:3).

Implied in the use of the title Kyrios is Paul’s affirmation of Christ’s resurrection
from the dead, to which he also devotes an explicit paragraph in chap. 15, as the
basis of his teaching about the general resurrection of the dead (15:12–23), in ad-
dition to other passing references to it, e.g., “God has raised up the Lord, and he
will raise us up too by his power” (6:14).

In quoting the primitive Christian k≤rygma in 15:3, Paul echoes the funda-
mental proclamation that “Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures.”
That is simply a formulaic repetition of what he called earlier “the message of the
cross” (1:18), i.e., the vicarious character of his giving up his life “for you” (11:23),
but it is also a summary of Christ’s role in this letter. The message, however, does
not stop there, because that primitive kerygma also asserts “that he was raised on
the third day according to the Scriptures” (15:4b). Although Paul separates the
mention of the crucifixion and death of Jesus Christ (1:18–23) from the mention
of his resurrection (15:12, 20), that is merely for the sake of his argument, for he
clearly understands the role of Christ as that of Christ crucified and raised, as the
quoted kerygma itself has proclaimed (15:3b–4b). In his critique of the preacher-
rivalries and their undue emphasis on human wisdom, Paul finds it proper to em-
phasize Christ crucified, because that “message of the cross” is precisely the folly
that God uses to confound “the wisdom of the world” (1:20). Then in time Paul
will make use of the resurrection of Christ to show how victory over death has
been achieved through the risen Christ so that those who belong to Christ and
“have fallen asleep” will be “brought to life” (15:20–24). See Lampe, “Theologi-
cal Wisdom,” 119–28.

Paul goes still further in describing the role of the risen Christ in this letter, for
he depicts him not only appearing to Cephas, James, and others (15:5–7) and to
himself (9:1c; 15:8), but also “reigning until he has put all enemies under his feet”
(15:25 [alluding to Ps 110:1]). His “last enemy to be destroyed is death” (15:26), as
Christ is portrayed as the victor over death, who thus guarantees the resurrection
of the dead, of all those who belong to Christ, but have fallen asleep.

A very distinctive role is set forth, however, in this letter, when Paul describes
“Christ Jesus who became for us wisdom from God” (1:29), because that is Paul’s
answer in the first part of the letter to the world that “did not come to know God
through its own wisdom” (1:21), to Jews who “demand signs and Greeks (who)
seek wisdom” (1:22): “Christ (is) the power of God and the wisdom of God”
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(1:24). As Furnish recognizes, “when we have come to terms with what Paul is
saying about knowing God and belonging to Christ, we shall be very close to the
theological center of 1 Corinthians, and with that, very close to the heart of his
gospel as it finds expression here” (Theology, 29).

The one norm by which Paul judges almost every problem in the Corinthian
church is its relationship to Christ Jesus, who is for him not only the content of the
gospel that he preaches or the motivation of his exhortations, but also the norm of
conduct for all individual Christians and of the activity of the community as a
whole. Indeed, he even uses Christos in a collective sense as a surrogate for their
corporate existence, asking in 1:13, “Is Christ divided?” See also 12:12.

When he speaks of Christ, he has the whole Christ before his eyes. For he en-
visages the risen Christ (15:1ff.) as well as the exalted Lord (8:6), the One who
is to come (7:29ff.) as well as the One present to the community (10:16ff.). The
risen and exalted One is not to be separated from the earthly Jesus. He refers his
own followers and those wisdom-seekers to the crucified One (1:17–18; 2:2).
The community must sever itself from the incestuous man, “for Christ, our
passover lamb, has been sacrificed (5:7). Paul reminds both the married and
those who disrupt the celebration of the Lord’s Supper about sayings of the
Lord (7:10; 11:23–25), and through his death on the cross Jesus has redeemed
both masters and slaves (7:22–23); for he died for the weak brother (8:11). As
the confession, “Jesus is Lord,” and the words of the Last Supper reveal, the
earthly Jesus and the exalted Kyrios belong together. (Friedrich, “Christus, Ein-
heit und Norm,” 258)

Noteworthy in this letter is the number of references to the parousia of Christ.
It first appears in the thanksgiving section, when Paul acknowledges that Corin-
thian Christians lack no spiritual gift as they “eagerly await the revelation of our
Lord Jesus Christ” (1:7) and will be kept “blameless on the Day of our Lord Jesus
[Christ]” (1:8). That revelation (apokalypsis) and Day (h≤mera) are eventually re-
lated to “his coming” (h≤ parousia autou, 15:23). That seems also to be the refer-
ence intended in the testing of evangelization, which “the Day will bring to light”
(3:13). Paul urges that Corinthian Christians “not judge anything before the
proper time, before the Lord comes who will bring to light what is hidden in dark-
ness and will expose the motives of our hearts. At that time, the commendation of
each one will come from God” (4:5; cf. 11:26b). Unfortunately, these references
to the parousia of Christ are hardly clear in details, apart from the implication of
some kind of judgment of human conduct and attitude (5:13a). Likewise unclear
is whether “the impending crisis” (7:25) is a covert reference to that parousia, be-
fore which “time is running out” (7:29) and “the shape of this world is passing
away” (7:31), in light of which Paul recommends celibacy, etc. The lack of clarity
is owing to the futurity of the Day, of which Paul has had no experience, and so he
resorts to apocalyptic assertions about it.

Because of the emphasis that is put on ecclesiology in 1 Corinthians, it is not
surprising to find Paul affirming that Jesus Christ is the unique “foundation” of
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the church, the one that has already been laid (themelion . . . ton keimenon, 3:11),
which no one else can lay. See Furnish, Theology, 124–27.

The Effects of the Christ-Event

In describing what Christ has achieved for humanity, Paul in 1 Corinthians
makes use of images drawn from his Jewish and Hellenistic background and ap-
plies them to the soteriological work of Christ. That work is difficult to describe,
and that is why Paul does not always speak of it figuratively with the same image.
In Pauline theology one can find at least ten different images that he uses, but they
do not all occur in this letter (see PAHT §PT67–80), or with the same frequency
as in the letter to the Romans.

Three of them are listed together in 6:11, “now you have been washed, you
have been sanctified, you have been justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ
and by the Spirit of our God.” The “washing” refers to baptism, the initiatory rite
by which sinners are cleansed from sin and introduced into “a new way of life”
(Rom 6:4).

Sanctification as an effect is mentioned also in 1:2, where it is explained as
those “called to be holy,” and again in 1:30 (where it is listed in the abstract as 
hagiasmos along with two other effects). It expresses the dedication of Christians
to the awesome service of God. The figure is derived by Paul from the OT, where
things and persons were often said to be “holy,” i.e., marked off from the profane
or secular for cultic service of God or His Temple (e.g., Exod 3:5; 19:14; 26:33;
Lev 19:2; Isa 48:2).

Justification is likewise a figure drawn from Paul’s Jewish background, to ex-
press the right judicial relationship of human beings with God as they stand be-
fore His tribunal acquitted or vindicated (as in Exod 23:7; 1 Kgs 8:32; Job
31:35–37; cf. Ps 7:9–12; 119:1–8). Its effect is called “uprightness” or “righteous-
ness” and is mentioned in 1:30 (along with sanctification and redemption). The
three effects are attributed by Paul to “the Lord Jesus Christ,” who through his
life, ministry, passion, death, resurrection, and heavenly intercession graciously
brings them about for sinful people (see further Romans, 116–19, 123, 139). This
effect, so important in Pauline theology in general and especially in the letters to
the Galatians and Romans, is thus alluded to only in two verses, 1:30; 6:11. In the
former, it is related to “Christ Jesus” as “wisdom from God,” and in the latter to
“the name of our Lord Jesus Christ” and “the Spirit of our God.” Nowhere in this
letter is justification by grace through faith linked to the gospel that Paul preaches,
which shows that for all its importance in Pauline theology, it is not the sole way of
summing up what Paul means by “gospel.”

In 1:30, Paul also singles out apolytr∑sis, “redemption,” as another abstract ef-
fect of the Christ-event. It has often been explained as a term related to the eman-
cipation of war prisoners or the sacral manumission of slaves in the Greco-Roman
world (see Ep. Arist. 12.35; Josephus, Ant. 12.2.3 §27; Deissmann, LAE, 320–23);
more than a thousand Delphic inscriptions record that “Pythian Apollo pur-
chased so-and-so for freedom.” From 7:20–22 it is clear that Paul was aware of the
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social institution of emancipation in the Greco-Roman world, but his terminol-
ogy is notably different from that in Delphic inscriptions, and so the pertinence of
such an institution to Pauline “redemption” has been seriously questioned. Since
his verb apolytro∑ is found for the “redeeming” of a slave in LXX Exod 21:8 and
the noun apolytr∑sis occurs in LXX Dan 4:34 (however, in a different sense), and
the simple forms lytron, “ransom,” and lytro∑, “redeem,” occur often in the LXX,
it seems better to explain the Pauline notion of redemption from this background
(Exod 6:6; 15:13–16; 21:30; 30:12). Behind the OT usage lies the idea of Yahweh
as Israel’s gô›≤l, “redeemer,” the kinsman who had the duty of buying back an 
enslaved Israelite (Isa 41:14; 43:14; 44:6). So Yahweh is described because of 
His ransom of Israel from Egyptian bondage (Deut 7:6–8; 9:26; 13:6; Ps 74:2;
111:9). Later on, the idea acquired an eschatological nuance (Hos 13:14; Isa
59:29; see further Romans, 122–23; EDNT, 1:138–40). Paul now teaches that
through Christ Jesus such “redemption” is extended to Christians by God Him-
self (1:30).

Although Paul does not use the abstract s∑t≤ria, “salvation,” in this letter, he
often speaks of Christians who are “being saved” (hoi s∑zomenoi, 1:18; cf. 15:2), of
God “saving” those who believe (1:21), or of himself helping others to be saved
(9:22; 10:33). In 1 Corinthians this effect is not ascribed directly to Christ, but it
would have to be reckoned as an implicit effect of the Christ-event, because of the
way it is used elsewhere in Paul’s writings (see PAHT, §PT71). Indeed, it is not
easy to say what is meant by “being saved” in this letter, since none of the few pas-
sages where the verb occurs even hints at an explanation. Hence one has to be
wary of much of the discussion about so-called Corinthian spiritual enthusiasts
who “believed themselves to have reached the goal of salvation already” (Käse-
mann, “On the Subject,” 125). Such discussion is tied up with one way of ex-
plaining the denial of the resurrection of the dead among Corinthian Christians
(see Comment on 15:12–19; cf. Doughty, “Presence and Future of Salvation”).

A most distinctive effect of the Christ-event in this letter, however, is the vic-
tory over death that comes through the risen Christ in the resurrection of the dead
(15: 54–57). This effect is the one up to which all the others have been leading, for
it explains the goal of washing, sanctification, justification, redemption, salvation.
See de Boer, The Defeat of Death, 93–140.

The name of Jesus Christ is involved in a number of minor ways in this letter,
which indirectly say something more about his role. For instance, in his name
Paul sends his greeting of “grace and peace” to the Corinthians (1:3); he regards
himself as “an apostle of Christ Jesus” (1:1). He speaks of “Christ our passover
lamb” as “sacrificed” (5:7), and in the eucharist—Christians participate in “the
body of Christ” and “the blood of Christ” (10:16). He quotes the slogan of those
who say, “I side with Christ” (1:12) and asks whether Christ is “divided” (1:13), as
the other slogans might imply. Paul considers himself as having become the fa-
ther of the Corinthian Christians “in Christ Jesus” and “through the gospel”
(4:15). Nevertheless, the most important affirmation is that “you belong to Christ”
(3:23), for that is the heart of the Christian vocation, and that leads to our next
consideration, because “Christ belongs to God” (3:23).

VIII. Pauline Teaching in First Corinthians 77



B. Theology Proper, Teaching about God

(Ho) Theos occurs in 1 Corinthians as the designation of God, the God of the OT,
the God of Israel, the God to whom Christ “belongs” (3:23), and whom Paul wor-
ships (1:4) and thanks for the graces given to him (1:14; 3:10; 14:18; 15:10 bis, 56).
By His will, Paul has been “called to be an apostle of Christ Jesus” (1:1). The
name theos occurs almost twice as frequently as Christos in the letter (105 times
vs. 62 times; and 43 of them are concentrated in 1:18–4:21); e.g., theos is found
three times in 1:21 alone, and again in 3:9. On occasion, Paul makes it clear that
theos is the designation for God the Father (1:3; 8:6; 15:24) and even calls Him
“the head of Christ” (11:3). That is also the reason why Paul ends his discussion in
3:23 with “all belongs to you, and you belong to Christ, and Christ to God,” which
is, in effect, Paul’s corrective answer to the slogan of 1:12d, “I side with Christ,” if
that were really representative of some group rivalry in the Corinthian church.
See further Richardson, Paul’s Language, 107–16. (Ho) kyrios is also used alone
for God in the following passages: 2:16; 3:5, 20; 4:19; 7:17; 14:21; 16:7.

Having asserted that “an idol is nothing at all in this world,” Paul continues
with “there is no God but one” (8:4), because “there is one God, the Father, from
whom come all things and toward whom we tend” (8:6a, b). Thus he affirms that
God is not only the efficient cause of all that exists (cf. 11:12), but also the final
cause toward which all human life is destined (cf. 15:28). This is the unique and
essential teaching about the creator God in this letter.

In contrast to the important divine attributes that Paul mentions in Romans
(God’s love, uprightness or righteousness, wrath, and power; see Romans, 105–8),
the attributes that Paul singles out in 1 Corinthians are God’s trustworthiness,
power, and wisdom: pistos ho theos, “trustworthy is God” (1:9; 10:13); dynamis

theou, “God’s power” (1:18; 2:5; cf. 6:14); sophia theou, “God’s wisdom” (1:21;
2:7). Then he goes on to identify Christ as “the power of God and the wisdom of
God” (1:24). These personifications are unique to this letter.

The first feature ascribed to God in this letter is the divine reaction to human
wisdom, as Paul queries, “Has not God made the wisdom of the world foolish?”
(1:20). His answer is given in different formulations: “the wisdom of this world is
folly in God’s sight” (3:19); “God’s folly is wiser than human wisdom” (1:25);
“God chose what is foolish in the world in order to shame the wise” (1:27; cf.
1:28–29). The reason for this divine reaction: “in God’s wisdom, the world did not
come to know God through its own wisdom” (1:21a), and so God was pleased to
make salvation available “through the folly of the proclamation” (k≤rygma,

1:21b), which is none other than “the message of the cross” (1:18). This funda-
mental teaching, to which Paul devotes much of chaps. 1–4, is his answer to the
folly of preacher rivalries and their divisive effect on the Christian community of
Roman Corinth.

Moreover, that proclamation is the wisdom of God, “God’s mystery” (2:1),
which none of the rulers of this age have understood (2:8), for that wisdom has
been “hidden in a mystery, which God predetermined for our glory before time
began” (2:7). So Paul speaks in this letter of what has often been called God’s plan
of salvation for humanity: “what God has prepared for those who love him” (2:9).
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Now, however, that mystery “God has revealed to us through the Spirit” (2:10; 
cf. 2:12–14), and Paul has been announcing it without the trappings of human
wisdom and eloquence (2:1), for he and other evangelists have become “the stew-
ards of God’s mysteries” (4:1). In these passages Paul is using myst≤rion not in the
sense of something opaque and hard to understand, but rather as a secret hidden
in God for ages and now revealed in Christ.

A second important feature of God in this letter is the divine indwelling in the
Christian community: “Do you not realize that you (plural) are the temple of God
and that the Spirit of God dwells in you” (3:16); “for the temple of God, which
you are, is sacred” (3:17c). God dwelling in the midst of Israel was an OT motif
(e.g., Exod 25:8; 29:45; Num 35:34), which Paul adopts and applies anew to the
Christian community. Differently from Rom 8:9–11, where Paul restricts the in-
dwelling to the Spirit, it is said of theos first and then of the Spirit. Moreover, in
6:19 he will speak of the individual human body as “the temple of the Holy Spirit,
which is within you and which you have from God,” but that is an indwelling that
differs from the corporate indwelling.

A third very important feature about God in this letter is the way Paul ascribes
the raising of Christ from the dead and the coming resurrection of the dead: “God
raised up the Lord, and he will raise us up too by his power” (6:14); “we testified of
God that he raised Christ” (15:15b); “Christ has been raised from the dead as the
firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep” (15:20), expressed with a divine passive
verb.

A fourth feature is “the kingdom of God” (see Note on 4:20), which “flesh and
blood cannot inherit” (15:50); this is affirmed in the context of attaining the res-
urrection of the dead. In other words, no merely human power can reach that
goal. A fortiori, it will not be inherited by “evildoers” (6:9), i.e., any of the unright-
eous people listed in 6:9–10. “The kingdom” also denotes the regal status that the
risen Christ enjoys and that at “the end” will hand over to “God the Father”
(15:24), “for he must reign until he has put all enemies under his feet” (15:25).

Finally, God is mentioned in a number of isolated ways of lesser significance: as
the one “who causes the growth” (3:7) of what has been planted and watered; who
gives the body its shape (15:38; cf. 12:18, 24); who “will do away with” both food
and stomach (6:13); who “grants victory” (over death) (15:56); who “has ap-
pointed in the church some . . . to be apostles, prophets,” etc. (12:28); who “is not
a God of disorder, but of peace” (14:33) and “has called you in peace” (7:15); who
“will judge those outside” the Christian community (5:13); and from whom
“commendation of each one will come” (4:5) at the time of the Lord’s coming.
Paul also mentions “the grace of God” that has been granted to Corinthian Chris-
tians (1:4) and to himself (3:10; 15:10bis).

C. Pneumatology, Teaching about God’s Spirit

No account of Pauline teaching in 1 Corinthians about God would be complete
without a consideration of the relation of pneuma, “Spirit,” to theos, as some of the
passages already quoted in section B show, because the activity of God’s Spirit is
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prominent in chaps. 2–6 and in chap. 12. These are important passages about the
Spirit in this letter, but none so important as the treatment of the Spirit in the let-
ter to the Romans (see Romans, 124–26).

When Paul speaks of God’s Spirit, he does not understand pneuma as in the
Greco-Roman world of his day, as the power of thaumaturgy and ecstasy. Rather,
he takes over an aspect of OT teaching about rû∞∂, which was often considered as
a manifestation of God’s presence. In the OT, “Spirit” expresses God’s presence
to His people, agents, or world in a creative, prophetic, quickening, or renovating
mode (Gen 1:2; Num 24:2; 1 Sam 19:20, 23; 2 Chr 15:1; 24:20; Pss 51:12; 139:7;
Isa 11:2; 61:1; Ezek 2:2; 11:5). That manifestation of God’s presence is continued
here too, as Paul adapts it to his understanding of the risen Christ. Above, note was
taken of the “last Adam,” who became “a life-giving Spirit” (15:45), which reveals
something of the relation of “Spirit” to the risen Christ, for Paul does not always
clearly distinguish them (see Rom 1:4; cf. Romans, 235–37).

The main role of the Spirit in 1 Corinthians is described in its external “mani-
festation” or in the bestowal of pneumatika, “spiritual gifts” (12:1) for the good 
of the Christian church. Although Paul distinguishes the pneumatika into differ-
ent sorts, charismata, “gifts,” diakoniai, “services,” and energ≤mata, “works,” and
ascribes the source of them respectively as the “same Spirit,” “same Lord,” and
“same God” (12:4–6), eventually they are also said to be “the manifestation of the
Spirit for some good” (12:7), i.e., for the good of the community as a whole.

To one is given through the Spirit the utterance of wisdom; to another, the 
utterance of knowledge through the same Spirit; to another, faith by the same
Spirit, and to another gifts of healing by that one Spirit; to another, the working
of mighty deeds; to another, prophecy; to another, discernment of spirits; to an-
other, kinds of tongues; to another, the interpretation of tongues. But one and
the same Spirit produces all these, bestowing them individually on each one as
it wills. (12:8–11)

Although Paul acknowledges the diversity of pneumatika that Corinthian Chris-
tians enjoy, he wants them to reflect on the purpose of them for the good of the
unique community that they make up, despite the diversity. Hence he stresses,
“by one Spirit we were all baptized, in fact, into one body, whether Jews or
Greeks, slaves or free, and we were all given one Spirit to drink” (12:13). More-
over, the individual baptized believer can acknowledge the lordship of the risen
Christ only through the Spirit of God: “No one can say, ‘Jesus is Lord,’ save by the
Holy Spirit” (12:3c). Yet, as all have been baptized into one body, they constitute
“the temple of God,” because “the Spirit of God dwells in” them (3:16), as already
noted. Hence, “you have been washed, you have been sanctified, you have been
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God” (6:11).
See further Martin, The Spirit and the Congregation.

To a “demonstration” of this Spirit, Paul also ascribes his own message or
proclamation (2:4), which was not delivered “with persuasive [words of] wisdom,”
so that the faith of Corinthian Christians did not result from “human wisdom,”
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but from “God’s power.” For Paul speaks “with words taught by the Spirit, inter-
preting spiritual realities in spiritual terms” (2:13). Consequently, since “no one
comprehends what pertains to God except the Spirit of God” (2:11), through it we
receive not “the spirit of the world, but rather the spirit coming from God so that
we may understand the gifts bestowed on us by God” (2:12). All the good things
that God has prepared for those who love Him are “revealed to us through the
Spirit” (2:10). Finally, at the end of his lengthy chapter on marriage and celibacy,
Paul concludes his own recommendations by saying, “I think that I too have the
Spirit of God” (7:40); in other words, his recommendations having divine appro-
bation.

D. Ecclesiology, Teaching about the Church

As important as the Pauline teaching in 1 Corinthians is about Christ, God, and
the Spirit, this letter excels in what it teaches about the Apostle’s understanding of
the Christian community. In his letter to the Romans, Paul has very little to say
about ekkl≤sia, “church,” which occurs there only in chap. 16 and then only in
the sense of a local church or a house church. He does not even address the letter
to “the church at Rome,” and when he speaks of Christians becoming “one body
in Christ” (Rom 12:4), he never even hints that it could be called “the church.”
By contrast, his teaching about the church and its unity in 1 Corinthians is re-
markably detailed. For this reason, Schlier has rightly emphasized it as the letter’s
Hauptanliegen (chief concern).

In the initial prescript of this letter, Paul addresses “the church of God that is in
Corinth” (1:2). The phrase h≤ ekkl≤sia tou theou has been found in earlier Pauline
letters, denoting the primitive local Christian community in Judea (1 Thess 2:14
[plur.]; Gal 1:13; cf. 2 Thess 1:4 [plur.]), and it seems to carry the nuance of the
mother-church. In this sense, it appears again in 1 Cor 11:16 (plur.); and possibly
in 15:9. According to Cerfaux (The Church, 112–14), this use of the titular phrase
does not denote the “universal church” as embodied at Corinth, but is rather a
Pauline way of flattering a particular church with which he has had some difficult
relations, now that they are beginning to be smoothed out (see 2 Cor 1:1). Paul
would be according the Corinthian community the title that he has previously
used of the mother-church(es) of Judea (see 1 Cor 10:32; 11:22). In this extension
of the titular usage, however, one detects a broadening of Paul’s understanding of
ekkl≤sia, which initially was used of a local or particular Christian community
(e.g., Gal 1:2 [plur.]), but which was beginning to denote the community as tran-
scending local boundaries, hence the universal church.

In any case, ekkl≤sia as a name for the Christian community was almost cer-
tainly in use among Greek-speaking Christians before Paul, but it is impossible to
tell how early it came to be used among them and how it gradually supplanted
other more primitive names, such as adelphoi, “brothers” (Acts 1:15), math≤tai,

“disciples” (Acts 6:1), koin∑nia, “communal form of life” (Acts 2:42), h≤ hodos,

“the Way” (Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 22:4; 24:14, 22 [cf. Acts, 423–24]), or even Chris-
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tianoi, “Christians” (Acts 11:26 [cf. Acts, 477–78]). The etymology of the name
(from ekkale∑, “call out”) does not really help to explain its usage.

In ancient Greek literature, the noun ekkl≤sia meant “gathering, meeting, or 
assembly” often in a civic, political, or military sense. Acts 19:32, 40 shows that
ekkl≤sia can designate a disorderly gathering of a mob, which the town-clerk of
Ephesus contrasted with a “statutory assembly” (19:39). Indeed, the Greek noun
normally denoted the gathering or meeting itself, and not the body of people so 
assembled. Normally, when the gathering dispersed, the ekkl≤sia ceased to exist.
In ancient Athens, there was a body called boul≤, “council,” even when it was not
in session, and its meeting would have been an ekkl≤sia. Hence the Christian use
of the word to designate a group or body of Christian believers would not have de-
veloped from the simple Hellenistic usage of ekkl≤sia (see further Campbell,
“Origin and Meaning”).

In the LXX, however, the noun ekkl≤sia often designates the Hebrews wander-
ing as a group in the desert (e.g., Deut 4:10 [“day of the gathering at Horeb”]; 9:10;
18:16; 31:30), or the gathering of returned exiles (Ezra 10:8), or the cultic gather-
ing of Israel (2 Chr 6:3). There it often translates Hebrew q≠h≠l, “gathering, as-
sembly,” which was also rendered at times by Greek synag∑g≤, “congregation,”
the term that more often translated Hebrew ‹≤d≠h, “the (Israelite) congregation.”
For instance, when Korah and 250 leaders of the congregation (n≥∫î›ê ‹≤d≠h; LXX:
arch≤goi synag∑g≤s) gathered together (wayyiqq≠h∞lû) against Moses and Aaron
and accused them of exalting themselves above “the assembly of the Lord” (q≥hal

Yahweh), the LXX renders that last phrase as t≤n synag∑g≤n kyriou (Num 16:3).
When, however, David assembled all Israel in Jerusalem to transmit to the leaders
of the people the plans for the building of the Jerusalem Temple by his son
Solomon, he instructed the people, “Now, then, in the sight of all Israel, the as-
sembly of the Lord (q≥hal Yahw≤h; LXX: ekkl≤sia kyriou), observe and seek out all
the commandments of the Lord your God” (1 Chr 28:8). See also Deut 23:2–4, 9
for a list of those not fit to enter “the assembly of the Lord” (q≥hal Yahw≤h; LXX:
ekkl≤sia kyriou). Here the “assembly of the Lord” begins to denote the religious
community of Israel. See also Sir 50:13, 20 (“whole congregation [ekkl≤sia] of Is-
rael”); 31:11. Q≠h≠l occurs occasionally also in QL as a name for the Essene com-
munity, and one finds there the exact Hebrew counterpart of the Pauline phrase
(e.g., 1QM 4:10 [q≥hal ‘≤l, “assembly of God”]; 1QSa 1:25; 2:4; CD 7:17; 11:22;
12:6). This Qumran usage shows its aptness for describing a group of persons
holding the same religious convictions.

From such a use of ekkl≤sia by Greek-speaking Jews, there eventually devel-
oped the common word “church” for the Christian community, at first for the
local or particular community (1 Cor 14:23, 33, 34; 16:19 bis), and eventually for
the universal church that transcended local boundaries (Acts 9:31). Certain in-
stances in 1 Corinthians (e.g., 6:4; 10:32; 11:22; 12:28; 14:19, 28, 35) contributed
to the latter understanding of it, for it is the gathering of God’s people who have
been “called to be holy” (1:2).

In this letter, Paul speaks as one aware of his apostolic foundation of the Corin-
thian church: “I planted” (3:6); “I laid a foundation as an expert builder” (3:10); “I
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write this not to make you ashamed, but to admonish you as my beloved children.
Even if you have ten thousand guides in Christ, you do not have many fathers, for
in Christ Jesus I became your father through the gospel” (4:14–15). He also recalls
how he first came to announce “God’s mystery” to the Corinthians, “not with sub-
limity of word or wisdom” (2:10). For the details, see Introduction pp. 37, 39–40.

The body of 1 Corinthians is devoted to multiple and diverse problems that
have arisen in the young Corinthian church, especially since Paul left Corinth
after the initial evangelization of it. In his treatment of these problems, however,
Paul is most concerned about two aspects of the Corinthian church, its unity or
solidarity, and the building up of the community that constitutes it.

In this letter, Paul insists that for Christians there is “one God, the Father” and
“one Lord, Jesus Christ” (8:6), yet he never brings himself to speak of mia ekkl≤sia,

“one church.” The descriptive metaphors that he applies to the Corinthian com-
munity, however, such as theou ge∑rgion, theou oikodom≤, “God’s field, God’s
building” (3:9), imply oneness, as does also naos theou, “God’s temple” (3:16).
That is why Paul criticizes Corinthian Christians for their tolerance of schismata,

“dissensions, divisions” (1:10; 11:18), erides, “rivalries” (1:11), z≤los kai eris, “jeal-
ousy and strife” (3:3), and haireseis, “factions” (11:19) among them; and he takes
careful note of their individuality, when he recalls that hekastos hym∑n legei,

“each one of you says . . .” (1:12). This dissension and individuality, however,
emerge not only because of Corinthians expressing their allegiance to certain
preachers (chaps. 1–4), but also because of the selfish way some of them are cele-
brating the Lord’s Supper. Apropos of the latter, Paul writes, “I hear that, when
you meet as a church (synerchomen∑n hym∑n en ekkl≤si≠), there are divisions
among you, and in part I believe it” (11:18).

In such an ecclesial context, Paul recalls what Christ did at the Last Supper, as
he passes on a tradition about the institution of the Eucharist: “that the Lord Jesus,
on the night he was betrayed, took bread, and having given thanks, broke it, and
said, ‘This is my body, which is for you. Do this in remembrance of me.’ In the
same way, the cup too, after the supper, saying, ‘This cup is the new covenant in
my blood. Do this, whenever you drink it, in remembrance of me’ ” (11:23–25).
Thus, the Lord’s giving of himself “for you” in this context is particularly signifi-
cant, especially when the words quoted are recalled together with the idea of
“Christ as the sacrificed passover lamb” (5:7) and with what Paul has taught 
earlier about “the cup of blessing” as “a participation in the blood of Christ” and
the bread that is broken as “a participation in the body of Christ” (10:16). Thus
when Paul uses koin∑nia for “participation” in this passage, he is stressing the 
ecclesial aspect of that eucharistic meal. For Paul uses the phrase, “the body of
Christ,” not only in the eucharistic sense (10:16), but for the first time in his writ-
ings in the ecclesial sense. In 12:27, having asserted that “you are the body of
Christ, and individually members of it,” thus expressing the ecclesial sense very
clearly, he continues, “and in the church God has appointed some to be, first of
all, apostles, second, prophets . . .” (12:28). Here it is clear the “the body of
Christ” now means “the church.” (This identification becomes a major affirma-
tion in the Deutero-Pauline writings: Col 1:18, 24; Eph 1:22–23.)
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For this reason Paul urges the Corinthians to “be united in the same mind and
purpose” (≤te de kat≤rtismenoi en t∑ aut∑ noï kai en t≤ aut≤ gn∑m≤, 1:10). Such ad-
vice is supported by the rhetorical question that Paul poses later in the same 
passage, “Is Christ divided?” (1:13), where he uses a collective sense of Christos

to denote the Christian community, called by God “into companionship
(koin∑nian) with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord” (1:9). To counteract the divisive
conduct of some at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, Paul asks, “Are you not
showing contempt for the church of God and making those who have nothing
feel ashamed?” (11:22). So he handles the problems that tend to undermine the
unity of the Corinthian community or church. See further Mitchell, “Reconcilia-

tion.”
Other scandals that Paul treats in the letter are not equally divisive, but they are

of a sort that fails to “build up” the Christian community, and in these matters he
displays again his apostolic concern for oikodom≤, “upbuilding, edification” of the
church. Even though oikodom≤ is used metaphorically of the Christian commu-
nity considered as “God’s building” (3:9), Paul also uses the same word for 
the “building up” or the “edification” of the community, i.e., for its common 
improvement, especially in the discussion of the two pneumatika handled in
chap. 14. There he finds that the gift of prophecy contributes to the “edification”
of human beings or of “the church,” whereas the one who speaks in tongues “edi-
fies himself” (14:3–5). Paul’s remedy: “Since you strive earnestly for spirits, seek to
abound in them for the edification of the church” (14:12); “all these things should
be for edification” (14:26d), because “to each individual is given the manifesta-
tion of the Spirit for some good” (12:7), i.e., for the common good of all. Even
when Paul discusses the problem of eating idol meat and a repeated Corinthian
slogan is quoted, “All things are permissible,” he retorts, “but not all edify”
(10:23), i.e., build up community life. To another Corinthian slogan, “We all 
possess knowledge” (8:1), Paul answers, “Knowledge puffs up, but love builds 
up” (8:1). So whether it be in favor of his preferred “prophecy” or of love, Paul
shows his concern in these matters for the building up of the Christian church. In
chap. 13, Paul will explain how love can do that, but he does not explicitly name
“the church” in that context. Similarly, in giving instructions about women pray-
ing with uncovered heads, Paul is concerned about good order and the building
up of the community, as he ends his discussion by saying, “We have no such cus-
tom, nor do the churches of God” (11:16). Toward the end of his discussion of
speaking in tongues and prophesying, Paul concludes, “For God is not a God of
disorder, but of peace, as in all the churches of the saints” (14:33). See further
Schlier, “Über das Hauptanliegen”; Ward, “Theological Issues,” 427–33.

Even when Paul’s main concern in this letter is the treatment of the multiple
problems facing the Christian community of Roman Corinth, he seeks to relate
this community to other churches evangelized by him elsewhere. Hence, “I am
sending to you Timothy,” who “will remind you about my ways in Christ [Jesus],
just as I teach them everywhere in every church” (4:17). Similarly, when he coun-
sels Corinthian Christians to “lead the life that the Lord has assigned, as God has
called each of you,” he adds immediately, “So I teach in all the churches” (7:17).
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Again, “if anyone is inclined to be argumentative (about this), we have no such
custom, nor do the churches of God” (11:16). Finally, at the end of the letter,
when he writes about the collection to be taken up, he says, “As I ordered the
churches of Galatia, so you too should do” (16:1). See Furnish, Theology, 130–31.

In all these churches, Paul is concerned about those whom he calls hoi hagioi,

“the holy ones, saints,” which I have often translated as “God’s dedicated people”
(see 1:2; 6:1, 2; 14:33; 16:1, 15), i.e., “those sanctified in Christ Jesus” (1:2b). It is
also the Apostle’s generic term for members of the Christian church, i.e., “all
those who call upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, their Lord and ours”
(1:2c). Their “sanctification” (1:30), as an effect of the Christ-event, is thus a char-
acteristic of the Corinthian community or church, “for the temple of God, which
you are, is sacred” (3:17).

E. Anthropology, Teaching about Human Beings

In some of the passages from 1 Corinthians already cited, details are found that re-
veal Paul’s understanding of humanity itself. In this matter, however, one finds
more of a difference from his understanding of human nature in the letter to the
Romans. There the great issues of life and death, uprightness and sin, law and
grace are dealt with in some depth, whereas in 1 Corinthians one meets such is-
sues only in one verse, “the sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law”
(15:56). That is a statement that Paul never explains in this letter, where the con-
text deals with the victory over death that has come with Christ. So one has to rely
on other Pauline writings for the explanation of it (see Note there). Rather in 
1 Corinthians, Paul is preoccupied with a multitude of minor issues, some of
which are sinful, seriously so or less so, and others almost indifferent, even if they
are the cause of division or disorder on a scale that concerns the corporate good of
the community much more than that of individuals. This letter has no discussion
like that of the famous Eg∑ of Romans 7, and its relation to law.

Nevertheless, in this letter Paul does use a number of terms that appear also in
other of his writings, including Romans, that give us some idea of his understand-
ing of human beings and their problems, corporate and individual. The physical
makeup of a human being includes “body,” “soul,” “flesh,” “spirit,” “mind,”
“heart,” and “conscience,” some of which tolerate the same description as that
given in Romans, 126–28, but others do not.

Body. In 1 Cor 9:27;13:3, s∑ma may designate the visible, tangible, biological as-
pect of a human being, so that it has the nuance of “self,” as Bultmann once main-
tained (TNT, 1:194), as I once accepted for the letter to the Romans. Now,
however, in the majority of the instances of the word in 1 Corinthians, it denotes
what was commonly understood in Greek philosophical writings that distinguish
the “body” and the “soul” (s∑ma kai psych≤): 5:3; 6:13 bis, 15, 18 bis, 19, 20; 7:4
bis; 12:12 ter, 14, 15 bis, 16 bis, 17 bis, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25; 15:44a, c. Even
in chap. 15 (vv. 35, 37, 44b), s∑ma is used of the resurrection-body, and applied
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analogously to other objects (vv. 38 bis, 40 bis). “An animated body is sown, a spir-
itual body is raised. If there is an animated body, there is also a spiritual body”
(15:44). The often-quoted interpretation of s∑ma given by Bultmann simply does
not work in most of these instances, as Gundry (Soma in Biblical Theology) has
made clear. There are, moreover, a few instances of the metaphorical use of
“body”: for instance, “we, though many, are one body, for we all partake of the one
loaf” (10:17); see also 6:16; 12:13, 27.

Soul. The noun psych≤ occurs only in 15:45 (“the first man, Adam, became a liv-
ing being”), where LXX Gen 2:7 is quoted, and where its basic meaning as the
vital principle of biological life is important to Paul’s argument. From it he derives
the adjectival form psychikos, “animated,” in 2:14; 15:44 bis, 46 (in the last three
instances modifying “body”).

Flesh. Apart from two idiomatic expressions, kata sarka (“according to the flesh,”
meaning “by a human standard,” 1:26; 10:18) and sarx kai haima (“flesh and
blood,” meaning “frail human nature,” powerless to inherit the kingdom of God,
15:50), the noun sarx denotes a “human being” (1:29), or that which can be pun-
ished in a human being (5:5) or troubled (7:28), i.e., the substance that makes up
a body (15:39 [four occurrences]), where it is almost the equivalent of s∑ma. Only
in 5:5 does one find it in contrast to “spirit,” and the meaning of the latter is con-
troverted (see Note there). There is no instance in this letter of the notorious
spirit vs. flesh contrast (well known from Rom 8:4–9, 13). Related to the noun is
the adj. sarkinos, “fleshy, worldly” (3:1) or sarkikos, “fleshy” (3:3 bis; 9:11). See
Note on 1:26.

Spirit. Besides the numerous instances cited above, where the noun denotes the
Holy Spirit or the risen Christ (once, 15:45) as a “life-giving Spirit,” pneuma oc-
curs frequently in 1 Corinthians as that faculty or organ of a human being that 
is the affective and willing self; it expresses what is especially open to or apt to 
receive God’s Spirit: 2:11a, 12 bis; 4:21; 5:3, 4; 6:17; 7:34; 12:10; 14:2, 12, 14, 
15 bis, 16, 32; 16:18. Related to it is the adj. pneumatikos, “spiritual” (2:23 bis, 15;
3:1; 9:11; 10:2, 4 bis; 12:1; 14:1, 37; 15:44 bis, 46 bis) and the adv. pneumatik∑s

(2:13, 14).

Mind. The noun nous denotes the faculty in a human being that knows, plans,
judges, and criticizes; it expresses intelligence and reflects on God’s created world
as a human being’s highest capacity (1:10; 2:16 bis;14:14,15 bis, 19). In chap. 14,
it stands in contrast and is considered superior to “the spirit” (involved in tongue
speaking).

Heart. The noun kardia is taken over by Paul from LXX usage, where it translates
Hebrew l≤b or l≤b≠b, “inner person, heart, mind” (Ps 104:15; 1 Sam 16:7); it is a
literary variant, denoting practically the same thing as nous (2:9; 4:5; 7:37 bis;
14:25).
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Conscience. Also related to nous is the noun syneid≤sis, “conscience” (Latin con-

scientia), which expresses the ability of the intelligent human being to judge one’s
actions in retrospect as right or wrong or in prospect as a guide for proper action
(8:7 [see Note there], 10, 12; 10:25, 27, 28, 29 bis. Paul refers to it only in his dis-
cussion of the eating of idol meat.

Humanity. Apart from such notions about the physical makeup of human beings,
Paul reckons in this letter with people of different cultural, ethnic, and religious
backgrounds, distinguishing them as Jews (Ioudaioi, 1:22, 23, 24; 9:20 ter; 10:32;
12:13) or “people of Israel” (10:18), Greeks (Hell≤nes, 1:22, 24; 10:32; 12:13), and
Gentiles or pagans (ethn≤, 1:23; 5:1; 10:20; 12:2). The noun barbaros occurs only
in the generic sense of “foreigner” (14:11 bis). Such distinctions are made as Paul
discusses the quest of human wisdom among them in chaps. 1–4, or their eating
or avoidance of idol meat in chap. 10. “Though I am free and belong to no one, I
have made myself a slave to all so that I may win over as many as possible” (9:19),
i.e., to the gospel. “I have become all things to all people that I might save at least
some” (9:22b).

Paul testifies to the “faith” (pistis) of Corinthian Christians. It is based not “on
human wisdom, but on God’s power” (2:5), which is the only way he hints in this
letter at its grace-character: “No one can say ‘Jesus is Lord,’ save by the Holy
Spirit” (12:3b). It is for him the response to “the gospel that I preached to you,
which you received . . . ; by it you are also being saved, if you hold fast to the word
I preached to you. Otherwise you have believed in vain” (15:1–2). “So whether it
was I or they, in this way we [i.e., Paul, Apollos, Cephas] preach, and in this way
you came to believe” (15:11; cf. 3:5). Hence, Paul urges Corinthian Christians to
“stand fast in the faith” (16:13), i.e., in their loyalty to the preached gospel,
through the proclamation of which those who believe are saved (1:21).

This saving faith, however, differs from the pistis mentioned in 12:9; 13:2,
which is rather one of the pneumatika, the “faith to move mountains,” a manifes-
tation of the Spirit. In this letter, there is no mention of the justifying faith of the
letters to the Romans or Galatians or any explanation of the relation of faith to
love, such as one finds in Gal 5:6, “faith working itself out through love” (on
which see Romans, 137–38). The latter omission is striking in view of the elabo-
rate rhetorical treatment of agap≤, “love,” in chap. 13, which ends, “Now faith,
hope, and love remain, these three; but the greatest of these is love.”

Linked to the human experience of union with Christ through faith is baptism,
the initiatory rite that incorporates human beings into Christ and the church,
which already existed in pre-Pauline Christianity. Apart from the several rather
negative statements about baptism conferred by Paul himself in 1:13–17, there is
only one meaningful reference to the rite in this letter: “By one Spirit we were, in
fact, all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free, and we
were all given one Spirit to drink” (12:13). From the immediately preceding verse
one learns that all Christians, like the members of a body, many though they are,
“form one body,” and so too “it is with Christ” (Christos now used in a collective
sense). Hence Paul adds in 12:27, “you are the body of Christ.” Thus baptism is
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the rite of Christian unification, incorporating the many members of the church
into the one body of Christ. Alluding to this experience as a prime analog, Paul
even says that “all our ancestors . . . were baptized into Moses in the cloud”
(10:1–2), thus explaining the unique relationship of ancient Israelites to Moses as
somehow similar to the incorporation of Christians into Christ. The details of that
incorporation, however, have to await Paul’s writing of the letter to the Romans
(see Romans, 139–40), where his fuller teaching on baptism is proposed. Paul’s
reference to those “who undergo baptism on behalf of the dead” remains enig-
matic (see Note on 15:29).

Paul is, moreover, aware of the varied cultural, social, and economic back-
grounds of the Corinthians whom he is addressing. The variety of terms that he
uses to express their differences give some inkling of the numerous problems with
which he has to cope in the Corinthian Christian community: some are “slaves”
(7:21–23); some “wise” or “sages” (sophoi, 1:20, 26, 27; 3:18; phronimoi, 4:10;
10:15); some “scribes” or philosophical “inquirers” (1:20); some “powerful” and
“of noble birth” (1:26); some “weak” (1:27; 8:11; 9:22; 11:30); some “strong”
(1:25, 27; 4:10); some “spiritual” (3:1; 14:32); some “worldly” (3:1, 3); some “sex-
ually immoral” (5:9–11; 6:9); some “married” (7:10, 33, 34), “unmarried” (7:8,
32, 34), “virgins” (7:25, 28, 34, 36–38); or “widows” (7:8, 39); some “evildoers”
(6:1, 9); some “speakers in tongues” (12:29; 14:2, 4); some “prophets” (12:28–30;
14:2, 4).

Yet with due allowance for such diversity of cultural and social backgrounds,
Paul emphasizes two human qualities, freedom and love. For a Christian, “called
by the Lord” is basically the “Lord’s freedman” (7:22), having been “bought at a
price” and being a “slave” to no “human beings” (7:23). Such liberty includes
freedom of conscience: “Why should my freedom be determined by someone
else’s conscience?” (10:29). That, however, is not the whole story, because the
love that “builds up” (8:1c) the community demands that the very right one has
because of such freedom must not “become a stumbling block for the weak” (8:9).
This relationship of freedom and love is exemplied fully by what Paul writes about
himself in chap. 9 about his apostolic right and his reluctance to exploit that right,
when occasion demands consideration of others. So he concludes, “If food causes
my brother to fall, I shall never eat meat again, so that I may not cause my brother
to fall” (8:13). See Friedrich, “Freiheit und Liebe.”

Another unique teaching in this letter is the way Paul speaks about virginity or
celibacy as a mode of Christian life. Although some commentators describe his
discussion of this topic as “the superiority of virginity” (Furnish, Theology, 137),
that is hardly the way to sum up what he says about it in chap. 7. Even though he
says, “I wish that all were as I myself am,” he quickly adds, “but each one has a par-
ticular gift from God (idion charisma ek theou), one of one kind and one of 
another” (7:7). He uses the adj. kalos, “good,” to describe his own status (7:8; 
cf. 7:26), but that is the same description that he used when beginning his discus-
sion of reasons for monogamous marriage (7:1). The only comparative expres-
sions used in chap. 7 (vv. 9b, 40) have nothing to do with a comparison of
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marriage and virginity. Once one has noted that aspect of Paul’s discussion in
chap. 7, one can proceed to examine the reasons for the celibate way of Christian
life that he advocates. He finds two reasons for it: one is derived from his convic-
tion that “the shape of this world is passing away” (7:31; cf. 7:26–27, 29a), i.e., an
eschatological consideration; the other is the single-minded service that the celi-
bate person can devote to “the Lord’s affairs” (7:32), i.e., how one “may please the
Lord” without distraction from “the affairs of this world,” how one may please the
spouse (7:33). That emphasis on a virginal mode of Christian life is found only 
in this letter, and it is an important Pauline view, which should not always be 
encumbered with the way later patristic writers (e.g., Tertullian, Jerome) inter-
preted it.

When Paul is critical of the conduct of Corinthian Christians, he reminds
them of the arrogance that governs their behavior and their tendency to boast.
Such attitudes are manifest in their predilection for preachers, and his counsel is,
therefore, “no one should boast about human beings. For all things belong to you,
whether it be Paul or Apollos or Cephas . . .” (3:21–22). Again, “now, brothers, I
have transferred this to myself and Apollos for your sake, . . . that none of you will
become arrogant, siding with one over against another. For who concedes you any
distinction? What do you have that you did not receive? If then you did really re-
ceive it, why are you boasting as though you did not?” (4:6–7). This same “arro-
gance” and “boasting” are what Paul finds to be at fault in the Corinthian
toleration of incest in their midst (5:2, 6), and the claim of some of them to possess
knowledge that enables them to eat idol meat (8:1, “knowledge puffs up”), which
can, however, “become a stumbling block for the weak” (8:9). So he urges them,
“whoever thinks that he is standing firm should see to it that he does not fall”
(10:12), and “no one should seek his own advantage, but that of his neighbor”
(10:24). Finally, he finds this arrogance even in their attitude toward himself:
“Some have become arrogant in pretending that I am not coming to you” (4:18;
cf. 4:19). How serious does Paul consider this attitude among Corinthian Chris-
tians? It is not easy to say. It is noteworthy that the few instances in the letter in
which the noun or verb “sin” occurs have nothing to do with Paul’s comments on
such arrogance or boasting.

The noun hamartia, “sin,” occurs only in chap. 15 of 1 Corinthians: first, in the
kerygmatic fragment, “Christ died for our sins” (15:3). Then, “if Christ has not
been raised, . . . you are still in your sins” (15:17); and “the sting of death is sin,
and the power of sin is the law” (15:56), already cited above. The verb hamartan∑

apears there too in a hortatory injunction, “Sin no more!” (15:34). Otherwise, one
finds it only in chaps. 6–8. In 6:18, Paul exhorts the Corinthian Christians: “Flee
from fornication!” Then having quoted what is most likely a Corinthian saying,
“every sin that one commits is outside the body,” Paul retorts, “But the fornicator
sins against his own body.” In chap. 7, Paul assures the Corinthians that to marry
would not be a sin (v. 28 bis, 36d), and in chap. 8, Paul regards those Corinthians
who possess knowledge about idol meat and fail to consider the weak consciences
of fellow Christians a sinful situation: “When you sin in this way against your
brothers and strike at their conscience, weak as it is, you are sinning against
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Christ” (8:12). Neither the noun nor the verb “sin” occurs in the passage about in-
cest (5:1–5) or in the lists of those who will not “inherit the kingdom of God”
(6:9–10; cf. 5:9–13). Again, despite the few instances in which Paul allows us to
understand some of the things he considers sinful, one has to look to other
Pauline writings to discern what he thinks sin really is in human life.

In two passages of this letter, however, Paul does express himself strongly as he
lists those whom he considers “evildoers” (adikoi, 6:1, 9). In 5:9–11, he classes
them as “sexually immoral, . . . greedy, swindlers, idolaters, slanderers, drunk-
ards,” and in 6:9–10, as “fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, catamites, sodomites,
thieves, greedy, drunkards, slanderers, and swindlers.” Such people “will not in-
herit the kingdom of God” (6:9), and that is why he advises, “Drive out the evil
one from among you” (5:13, quoting Deut 17:7).

Those two passages, however, express Paul’s reaction to evildoing in its extreme
forms, and there are many other passages in which he counsels wisely the conduct
of men and women in their sexual relationships. If in 6:13, he warns against forni-
cation, stressing that “the body is not meant for fornication, but for the Lord, 
and the Lord for the body,” he eventually makes it clear that “because of instances
of fornication, each man should have his own wife, and each woman her own 
husband” (7:2). This is a clear affirmation of the goodness and propriety of 
monogamous marriage, in which sexual relationships are fully approved, even if
he does concede that spouses might want to abstain from such relationship for a
good reason at times (7:3–6). It is wrong to read 7:1–6 as if Paul were merely toler-
ating marriage or reckoning with it as something inferior to the celibacy that he
prefers. He clearly recognizes the good in marriage, as he does also in celibacy, 
affirming that “each one has a particular gift from God, one of one kind and one
of another” (7:7bc), thus acknowledging the divine call to both marriage and
celibacy.

A different, yet important aspect of Paul’s exhortation in this letter is the way he
proposes himself as a model, sometimes implicitly, sometimes explicitly. “When
I came to you, brothers, announcing to you God’s mystery, I did not come with
sublimity or word or wisdom . . . , so that your faith might not be based on human
wisdom, but on God’s power” (2:1–5). “Therefore, I urge you, be imitators of me”
(4:16), a counsel that he later repeats, while adding, “as I am of Christ” (11:1). He
sends Timothy to the Corinthian Christians to “remind” them “about my ways in
Christ [Jesus]” (4:17). Even though Paul is absent “in body, but present in spirit,”
he has “already passed judgment on the one who has committed this deed” (of in-
cest), and he bids them do the same (5:2–5). The unmarried Paul exclaims, “I
wish that all were as I myself am, but each one has a particular gift from God, one
of one kind and one of another” (7:7; cf. 7:8, 40). In the matter of eating idol meat,
he admits, “If food causes my brother to fall, I shall never eat meat again, so that I
may not cause my brother to fall” (8:13), implying that they should do the same.
This is especially true of the whole of chap. 9, where he asserts his apostolic free-
dom and rights, but willingly forgoes the exploitation of them. He even praises
Corinthian Christians for being mindful of him and holding to the traditions that
he has passed on to them (11:2)
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F. Eschatology

Pauline eschatological teaching in this letter is especially pronounced. Mention
has already been made in section A above of the references to Christ’s parousia.
They are scattered through various chapters, beginning in the letter’s thanksgiv-
ing section (1:7–8), and reveal how pervasively Paul’s thinking has been normed
by this consideration, that “God has raised up the Lord, and he will raise us up too
by his power” (6:14). His reflections on this topic, however, surface also in
7:29–31, where Paul introduces the passing character of “this world” in his dis-
cussion of virginity or celibacy, and they especially come to a peak in his treat-
ment of the resurrection of the dead in chap. 15, where he is astonished that there
are “some” among the Corinthian Christians who are questioning such a belief.

Paul’s reflections, however, do not amount to a full treatise on eschatology, for
the discussion even in chap. 15 remains ad hoc, treating the denial of the resur-
rection of the dead. Although some interpreters consider Paul’s argument in this
chapter to be wholly apocalyptic (e.g., Beker, Paul the Apostle, 135), it is better 
to analyze the flow of the argument differently. For in vv. 1–11, his argument 
is kerygmatic, i.e., based on the preaching of the early church about Christ’s res-
urrection. Then, in vv. 12–19 and 29–34, it becomes argumentum ad hominem,

i.e., a logical, quasi-philosophical discussion. In vv. 20–28, the discussion is at 
first typological (vv. 21–23), and then it becomes apocalyptic (vv. 24–28), and 
his apocalyptic argument is continued later in vv. 42–58, whereas that in vv.
35–41 is analogical, i.e., as he argues from three different analogies (seeds, bodies,
splendors).

Now Paul once again speaks of Christ’s “coming” (parousia, 15:23), when all
“those who belong to Christ” will be “brought to life” (15:22–23). Then he con-
tinues, “Then will come the end,” where to telos (15:24), the meaning of which is
quite debated (see Note there), probably is only another way of expressing the
parousia, when Christ will hand over “the kingdom to God the Father.” In all of
this discussion, Paul is most concerned to repeat the primitive kerygma, that
Christ “has been raised,” which he fills out as he asserts not only that he “has been
raised from the dead” (15:12, 20), but also “as the firstfruits of those who have
fallen asleep” (15:20). Hence the guarantee of the resurrection of the dead is the
resurrection of Christ itself, as proclaimed in the primitive kerygma. This will be
the final victory over death that comes “through our Lord Jesus Christ” (15:57).

Paul indulges in an apocalyptic description of the “mystery” of that victory,
maintaining that “we shall all be changed” (15:51) and that “what is mortal dons
immortality” (15:54); for the merely animated body is raised as “a spiritual body”
(15:44 [see Note there]). Some of this eschatological teaching recalls what Paul
wrote in 1 Thess 4:13–17, where he likewise indulged in an apocalyptic descrip-
tion of the destiny that awaits the Christian who will “always be with the Lord”
(4:17; cf. Phil 1:23, where the same destiny is taught, but without apocalyptic trap-
pings). Underlying this Pauline conviction is the idea that the resurrection of
Christ itself is the guarantee of the general resurrection of the Christian dead.
This eschatological teaching, then, is a christological development of a belief that
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began to emerge in Palestinian Judaism in the last two pre-Christian centuries
(e.g., Dan 12:2; 1 Enoch 62:15; 1QS 4:7–8; see Furnish, Theology, 128–30).

The way that Paul has written 1 Corinthians, in which his hortatory counsel is
mingled so closely with his doctrinal instruction, makes the theology that this let-
ter contains important for Christian life even in the twenty-first century. Certain
aspects of his teaching may indeed be time-conditioned and tied to his own day
(e.g., the question of eating idol meat, or the problem of certain pneumatika, such
as speaking in tongues), but invariably in such passages Paul enunciates a princi-
ple of conduct or behavior that is easily applied to Christian life today, so that the
modern reader of chaps. 8, 10, 12, 14 can often find therein counsels for present-
day Christian behavior. As Furnish has put it, “. . . because 1 Corinthians is . . . in
its own way a profoundly theological letter, it undoubtedly does have a signifi-
cance for Christian thought that transcends the particularities of its own time and
place” (Theology, 143).

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ahern, B. M., “The Christian’s Union with the Body of Christ in Cor, Gal, and Rom,”
CBQ 23 (1961) 199–209.

Becker, J., Paul Apostle to the Gentiles (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1993)
187–239.

Beker, J. C., Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1980).

Blank, J., “Gemeinsam glauben in Korinth,” Diakonia 14 (1983) 16–24.
Boer, M. C. de, The Defeat of Death: Apocalyptic Eschatology in 1 Corinthians 15 and 

Romans 5 (JSNTSup 22; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1988).
Brister, C. W., “The Ministry in I Corinthians,” SwJT 26/1 (1983) 18–31.
Caird, G. B., “Everything to Everyone: The Theology of the Corinthian Epistles,” Int 13

(1959) 387–99.
Campbell, J. Y., “The Origin and Meaning of the Christian Use of the Word ekkl≤sia,” JTS

49 (1948) 130–42.
Cerfaux, L., The Church in the Theology of St. Paul (New York: Herder and Herder, 1959).
Doughty, D. J., “The Presence and Future of Salvation in Corinth,” ZNW 66 (1975)

61–90.
Dunn, J. D. G., The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998).
Fee, G. D., “Toward a Theology of 1 Corinthians,” Pauline Theology Volume II (see Hay

below) 37–58.
Fitzmyer, J. A., “The Semitic Background of the New Testament Kyrios-Title,” WA,

115–42; SBNT 115–42.
Friedrich, G., “Christus, Einheit und Norm der Christen: Das Grundmotiv des 1. 

Korintherbriefs,” KD 9 (1963) 235–58.
———, “Freiheit und Liebe im ersten Korintherbrief,” TZ 26 (1970) 81–98.
Furnish, V. P., “Belonging to Christ: A Paradigm for Ethics in First Corinthians,” Int 44

(1990) 145–57.
———, “Theology in 1 Corinthians,” Pauline Theology Volume II (see Hay below), 59–89.
———, The Theology of the First Letter to the Corinthians (New Testament Theology;

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

92 I N T R O D U C T I O N



Gaffin, R. B., Jr., “ ‘Life-Giving Spirit’: Probing the Center of Paul’s Pneumatology,” JETS

41 (1998) 573–89.
Hall, D. R., “Pauline Church Discipline,” TynBul 20 (1969) 3–26.
Hasler, V., “Das Evangelium des Paulus in Korinth: Erwägungen zur Hermeneutik,” NTS

30 (1984) 109–29.
Hay, D. M. (ed.), Pauline Theology Volume II: 1 and 2 Corinthians (Minneapolis: Fortress,

1993).
Hays, R. B., “The Conversion of Imagination: Scripture and Eschatology in 1 Corin-

thians,” NTS 45 (1999) 391–412.
———, “Ecclesiology and Ethics in 1 Corinthians,” Ex auditu 10 (1994) 31–43.
Käsemann, E., “On the Subject of Primitive Christian Apocalyptic,” New Testament Ques-

tions of Today (ed. E. Käsemann; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969), 108–37.
Lambrecht, J., “Christ the Universal Savior according to 1 and 2 Corinthians,” Pauline

Studies (BETL 115; Louvain: Leuven University/Peeters, 1994), 161–73.
Lampe, P., “Theological Wisdom and the ‘Word about the Cross,’ ” Int 44 (1990) 117–31.
Lemcio, E. E., “Images of the Church in 1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy: An Exercise in

Canonical Hermeneutics,” AsTJ 56 (2001) 45–59.
Martin, R. P., The Spirit and the Congregation: Studies in 1 Corinthians 12–15 (Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984).
Mearns, C. L., “Early Eschatological Development in Paul: The Evidence of 1 Corin-

thians,” JSNT 22 (1984) 19–35.
Mitchell, M. M., “Reconciliation: Biblical Reflections: III. Paul’s 1 Corinthians on Recon-

ciliation in the Church: Promise and Pitfalls,” NTR 10/2 (1997) 39–48.
Pujana, J., “El Espíritu Santo en la vida cristiana según la primera carta a los Corintios,”

EstTrin 17 (1983) 215–54.
Richardson, N., Paul’s Language about God (JSNTSup 99; Shefield: Sheffield Academic

Press, 1994).
Schlier, H., “Über das Hauptanliegen des 1. Briefes an die Korinther,” Die Zeit der Kirche:

Exegetische Aufsätze und Vorträge (Freiburg im B.: Herder, 1972) 147–59.
Sellin, G., “Hauptprobleme des Ersten Korintherbriefes,” ANRW II/25.4 (ed. H. Tempo-

rini and W. Haase; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1987) 2940–3044.
———, Der Streit um die Auferstehung der Toten: Eine religionsgeschichtliche und exegeti-

sche Untersuchung von 1. Korinther 15 (FRLANT 138; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1986).

Söding, T., “Kreuzestheologie und Rechtfertigungslehre: Zur Verbindung von Christo-
logie und Soteriologie im Ersten Korintherbrief und im Galaterbrief,” Catholica 46
(1992) 31–60.

Tomlin, G., “The Theology of the Cross: Subversive Theology for a Postmodern World,”
Themelios 23/1 (1997) 59–73.

Van Linden, P., “Paul’s Christology in First Corinthians,” TBT 18 (1980) 379–86.
Ward, W. E., “Theological Issues Raised in First Corinthians,” RevExp 57 (1960) 422–37.
Williams, H. H. D., “Living as Christ Crucified: The Cross as a Foundation for Christian

Ethics in 1 Corinthians,” EvQ 75 (2003) 117–31.

VIII. Pauline Teaching in First Corinthians 93



This page intentionally left blank 



GENERAL
BIBLIOGRAPHY

◆



This page intentionally left blank 



Introductory Surveys

Langevin, P.-E., Bibliographie Biblique, Biblical Bibliography, Biblische Bibli-

ographie, Bibliografia Biblica, Bibliografía Bíblica (3 vols.; Quebec: Presses
de l’Université Laval, 1972, 1978, 1985), 1:427–37; 2:859–77; 3:1021–36.

Metzger, B. M., Index to Periodical Literature on the Apostle Paul (NTTS 1; 
Leiden: Brill, 1960) 60–75.

Mills, W. E., 1 Corinthians (Bibliographies for Biblical Research, NT Series 7;
Lewiston, NY: Mellen Biblical Press, 1996).

Commentaries

I. Patristic Period

general items
Biblia patristica: Index des citations et allusions bibliques dans la littérature patris-

tique (6 vols.; ed. J. Allenbach et al.; Paris: Editions du Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique, 1975, 1977, 1980, 1987, 1991, 1995).

Bray, G., 1–2 Corinthians (Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture, NT 7;
Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 1999) 1–190.

Cramer, J. A. (1793–1848), Catenae graecorum patrum in Novum Testamentum

(8 vols.; Oxford: Typographeum academicum, 1840–44; repr. Hildesheim:
Olms, 1967).

Devreese, R., “Chaînes exégétiques grecques, Saint Paul,” DBSup 1:1209–24.
Kovacs, J. L., 1 Corinthians Interpreted by Early Christian Commentators (The

Church’s Bible; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005).
Staab, K., Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen Kirche: Aus Katenenhand-

schriften gesammelt und herausgegeben (NTAbh 15; Münster in W.: Aschen-
dorff, 1933).

specific items: greek writers
Origen (185–ca. 254), “Fragmenta,” Cramer, Catenae, 5, 1844. Cf. C. Jenkins,

“Origen on I Corinthians,” JTS 9 (1907–8) 231–47, 353–72, 500–514; 10
(1908–9) 29–51; D. D. Hannah, The Text of I Corinthians in the Writings of

Origen (SBL NT in the Greek Fathers 4; Atlanta: Scholars, 1997).
Didymus the Blind of Alexandria (313–398), “Fragmenta (1 Cor 15–16),” PKGK,

6–14.
John Chrysostom (347–407), Homiliae in Epistolam I ad Corinthios, PG

61.7–382. Cf. Homilies on the Epistles of Paul to the Corinthians (NPNF
1/12; ed. P. Schaff; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994) 1–269.

Theodore of Mopsuestia (350–428), “Fragmenta,” PKGK, 172–96.
Theodoret of Cyrrhus (393–460), Interpretatio primae epistolae ad Corinthios,

PG 82.225–376.
Severian of Gabala (fl. ca. 400), “Fragmenta,” PKGK, 225–77.

Commentaries: I. Patristic Period 97



Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444), Explanatio in epistolam I ad Corinthios, PG
74.855–916. Cf. P. E. Pusey, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexan-

drini in d. Joannis evangelium . . . (3 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1868–72),
3:249–319.

Gennadius of Constantinople (d. 471), “Fragmenta,” PKGK, 418–19.

specific items: latin writers
Tertullian (160–225), Adversus Marcionem 5.5.1–5.10.15 (CCLat 1.675–95).
Ambrosiaster (4th cent.), Ambrosiastri qui dicitur commentarius in epistulas pauli-

nas: Pars secunda in epistulas ad Corinthios (CSEL 81/2; ed. H. J. Vogels; 
Vienna: Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1968) 1–194. Cf. Commentarius in epis-

tolam b. Pauli ad Corinthios primam, PL 17.193–290.
Pelagius (ca. 354–ca. 420), In primam epistolam ad Corinthios, PL 30:745–806.

Cf. A. Souter, Pelagius’s Exposition of Thirteen Epistles of St Paul: II. Text

and Apparatus Criticus (Texts and Studies 9/1–3; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1926) 127-230; III. Pseudo-Jerome Interpolations (1931)
27–43.

II. Medieval Period
greek writers
Photius of Constantinople (810–895), “Fragmenta,” PKGK, 544–83; cf. PG

101–4.
Arethas of Caesarea (860–940), “Fragmenta,” PKGK, 659–70.
Oecumenius of Tricca (10th cent.), Commentarius in epistolam I ad Corinthios,

PG 118.635–906.
Theophylact of Okhrid (Bulgaria) (1050/60-1125?), Epistolae primae divi Pauli

ad Corinthios expositio, PG 124.559–794.

latin writers
Hatto of Vercelli (924–961), Epistola prima ad Corinthios, PL 134.287–412.
Hervaeus Burgidolensis (Hervé de Bourg-Dieu) (1080–1150), In epistolam I ad

Corinthios expositio, PL 181.813–1002.
Petrus Lombardus (1100–1160), In epistolam I ad Corinthios, PL 191.1533–1696.

Cf. Collectanea in omnes d. Pauli apostoli epistolas . . . (Esslingen: Conrad
Fyner, 1473; Paris: I. Badius Ascensius, 1535); A. Landgraf, “Ein neuer
Fund zur Kommentierung des Paulinenkommentares des Petrus Lombar-
dus,” Bib 25 (1944) 50–61.

Gilbert de la Porrée (d. 1154), In primam epistolam ad Corinthios, reworked by
some unknown writer. Cf. A. M. Landgraf (ed.), Commentarius Porretanus

in Primam Epistolam ad Corinthios (Studi e Testi 117; Vatican City: Bib-
lioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1945).

Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274), In omnes d. Pauli apostoli epistolas commentaria

(3 vols.; Liège: Dessain, 1857–58), 1.291–549; “Epistola I ad Corinthios,” in
Sancti Thomae Aquinatis . . . opera omnia (25 vols.; Parma: P. Fiaccadori,
1852–73; repr. New York: Musurgia, 1948–50), 13.157–298.

98 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



III. Fifteenth- to Eighteenth-Century Writers

Erasmus, Desiderius (1459–1536), Epistola Pauli ad Corinthios prima, in Opera

omnia (ed. J. Leclerc; Leiden, 1705; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 1962),
6.661–748. Cf. Erasmus’ Annotations on the New Testament: Acts—

Romans—I and II Corinthians: Facsimile of the Final Latin Text with All

Earlier Variants (Studies in the History of Christian Thought 42; ed. 
A. Reeve and M. A. Screech; Leiden: Brill, 1990).

Colet, John (1466–1519), An Exposition of St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corin-

thians Now First Published, with a Translation, Introduction, and Notes 

(tr. J. H. Lupton; London, 1874; repr. Ridgewood, NJ: Gregg, 1965). Cf. 
B. O’Kelly and C. A. L. Jarrott (eds.), John Colet’s Commentary on First Co-

rinthians: A New Edition of the Latin Text, with Translation, Annotations,

and Introduction (Binghamton, NY: Medieval & Renaissance Texts & Stud-
ies, 1985).

Luther, Martin (1483–1546), “Commentary on 1 Corinthians 7,” “Commentary
on 1 Corinthians 15,” in Luther’s Works 28 (ed. H. C. Oswald; St. Louis:
Concordia, 1973) 1–56, 57–213. Cf. WAusg. 12.95–142; 36.478–696.

Melanchthon, P. (1497–1560), “Annotationes in epistulas Pauli ad Corinthios,”
Melanchthons Werke in Auswahl (Gütersloh: Mohn, 1963), 4.15–84. Cf. An-

notations on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (tr. J. P. Donnelly; Milwau-
kee: Marquette University Press, 1995).

Calvin, Jean (1509–1564), The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (Calvin’s
NT Commentaries 9; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1960). Cf. O. Weber, Ausle-

gung des Römerbriefes und der beiden Korintherbriefe (Auslegung der heili-
gen Schrift 16; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Erziehungsverein, 1960).

Estius, Gulielmus (1542–1613), In omnes d. Pauli epistolas, item in catholicas

commentarii . . . (3 vols.; ed. J. Holzammer; 2d ed.; Mainz: Kirchheim,
1858–59), 1:360–792.

Cornelius a Lapide (Cornelis Cornelissen van den Steen, 1567–1637), Commen-

taria in omnes d. Pauli epistolas (Antwerp: M. Nutius and J. Meursius, 1614).
Locke, John (1632–1704), A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles of St Paul to the

Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans, Ephesians (2 vols.; ed. A. W. Wain-
wright; Oxford: Clarendon, 1987) 161–259, 413–60, 685.

Bengel, J. A. (1687–1752), Gnomon Novi Testamenti (Tübingen: L. F. Fues,
1742; 3d ed., 1855; also London: D. Nutt, 1855). Cf. Gnomon of the New

Testament: A New Translation (tr. C. T. Lewis and M. R. Vincent; 2 vols.;
Philadelphia: Perkinpine & Higgins, 1862); repr. as New Testament Word

Studies (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1971), 2:165–273.
Wettstein, J. J. (1693–1754), H≤ Kain≤ Diath≤k≤: Novum Testamentum

graece . . . (2 vols.; Amsterdam: Dommer, 1751–52), 2:101–76.

Commentaries: III. Fifteenth- to Eighteenth-Century Writers 99



IV. Nineteenth- to Twenty-First-Century Writers

Allo, E.-B., Saint Paul: Première épître aux Corinthiens (EBib; Paris: Gabalda,
1934; 2d ed., 1956).

Bachmann, P., Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther (3d ed.; Leipzig: 
Deichert, 1921; 4th ed.; rev. E. Stauffer, 1936).

Baljon, J. M. S., De tekst der brieven van Paulus aan de Romeinen, de Corinthiërs

en de Galatiërs als voorwerp van de conjecturaalkrititiek beschouwd (Utrecht:
J. van Boekhoven, 1884).

Balz, H. R., Christus in Korinth: Eine Einführung in den ersten Korintherbrief

(Kleine Kasseler Bibelhilfe; Kassel: Oncken, 1970).
Barclay, W., The Letters to the Corinthians (Daily Study Bible; 2d ed.; Philadel-

phia: Westminster, 1956) 1–169.
Barnes, A., Notes on the New Testament Explanatory and Practical: I. Corinthians

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1949).
Barrett, C. K., A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (HNTC; New

York: Harper & Row; London: Black, 1968; repr. Peabody, MA: Hendrick-
son, 1993).

Barton, B. B., et al., 1 and 2 Corinthians (Life Application Bible Commentary;
Wheaton, IL: Tyndale House, 1999).

Bassler, J. M., “1 Corinthians,” The Women’s Bible Commentary (ed. C. A. New-
som and S. H. Ringe; London: SPCK; Louisville: Westminster/John Knox,
1992) 321–29.

Baudraz, F., Les épîtres aux Corinthiens: Commentaire (Collection de commen-
taires bibliques; Geneva: Labor et Fides; Paris: Librairie Protestante, 1965)
19–135.

Beardslee, W. A., First Corinthians: A Commentary for Today (St. Louis: Chalice,
1994).

Beet, J. A., Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Corinthians (New York: Whit-
taker, 1883) 1–316.

Billroth, G., A Commentary on the Epistles of Paul to the Corinthians (Biblical
Cabinet; 2 vols.; Edinburgh: Clark, 1837–38), 1:1–289; 2:1–135.

Bisping, A., Erklärung des ersten Briefes an die Korinther (Exegetisches Handbuch
zum Neuen Testament 5/2; 3d ed.; Münster in W.: Aschendorff, 1883).

Blomberg, C., 1 Corinthians (NIV Application Commentary; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1994).

Boer, C. den, De eerste brief van Paulus aan de Korinthiërs (3 vols.; Kampen: Kok
Voorhoeve, 1992–93).

Boor, W. de, Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther (Wuppertaler Studien-
bibel; Wuppertal: Brockhaus, 1968; 2d ed., 1976).

Branick, V. P., First Corinthians: Building Up the Church (Hyde Park, NY: New
City Press, 2001).

Bratcher, R. G., A Translator’s Guide to Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians

(Helps for Translators; London/New York: United Bible Societies, 1982).
Brown, E. F., The First Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians with Intro-

duction and Notes (Indian Church Commentaries; London: SPCK, 1923).

100 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Brown, R. B., “1 Corinthians,” Broadman Bible Commentary (12 vols.; Nashville:
Broadman) 10 (1970) 287–397.

Bruce, F. F., 1 and 2 Corinthians (New Century Bible Commentary; London:
Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1971; repr. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981)
17–162.

Butler, P. T., Studies in First Corinthians (Bible Study Textbook Series; Joplin,
MO: College Press, 1985).

Callan, C. J., The Epistles of St. Paul: Vol. 1. Romans, First and Second Corin-

thians, Galatians (London: B. Herder; New York: Wagner, 1922) 246–445.
Cantinat, J., The Epistles of St. Paul Explained (Staten Island: Alba House, 1967)

45–71.
Caudill, R. P., First Corinthians: A Translation with Notes (Nashville: Broadman,

1983).
Chafin, K. L., 1, 2 Corinthians (Communicators Commentary 7; Waco: Word,

1985) 15–195.
Clark, G. H., First Corinthians: A Contemporary Commentary (Trinity Paper 29;

2d ed.; Jefferson, MD: Trinity Foundation, 1991).
Collins, R. F., First Corinthians (Sacra Pagina 7; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical

Press, 1999).
Conzelmann, H., 1 Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corin-

thians (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975).
Cornely, R., Commentarius in s. Pauli apostoli epistolas: II. Prior epistola ad

Corinthios (Cursus Sacrae Scripturae; Paris: Lethielleux, 1890; 2d ed.,
1909).

Craig, C. T., and J. Short, “The First Epistle to the Corinthians,” IB 10 (1953)
1–262.

Deluz, G., A Companion to I Corinthians (London: Darton, Longman & Todd,
1963).

Dods, M., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Expositor’s Bible; London: 
Hodder and Stoughton, 1889).

Dumortier, F., Croyants en terres païennes: Première épître aux Corinthiens (Paris:
Editions Ouvrières, 1982).

Dunn, J. D. G., 1 Corinthians (NT Guides: Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995).
Edwards, T. C., A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (3d ed.;

New York: Armstrong, 1896; London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1897; 4th ed.,
1903).

Ellicott, C. J., St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians: With a Critical and

Grammatical Commentary (London: Longmans, Green, 1887).
Ellingworth, P., and H. Hatton, A Handbook on Paul’s First Letter to the Corin-

thians (UBS Translators Handbook; New York: UBS, 1985; 2d ed., 1994).
Erdman, C. R., The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians: An Exposition

(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1928).
Evans, E., The Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians in the Revised Ver-

sion with Introduction and Commentary (Clarendon Bible; Oxford: Claren-
don, 1930) 9–152.

Fascher, E., Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther: Erster Teil, Einführung

Commentaries: IV. Nineteenth- to Twenty-First-Century Writers 101



und Auslegung der Kapitel 1–7 (THKNT 7/1; Berlin: Evangelische Ver-
lagsanstalt, 1975; Zweiter Teil, Kapitel 8–16 by C. Wolff; 3d ed., 1984). See
C. Wolff below.

Fee, G. D., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1987).

Findlay, G. G., St Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians (EGT; London, 1900;
repr. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1979).

Fisher, F. L., Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (World Bible Commentary 
Series; Waco: Word Books, 1975).

Fisk, B. N., First Corinthians (Interpretation Bible Studies; Louisville: Geneva,
2000).

Garland, D. E., 1 Corinthians (Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testa-
ment; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003).

Gavigan, J., et al., St Paul’s Epistles to the Corinthians (Navarre Bible; Blackrock,
Ireland: Four Courts, 1991) 24–159.

Getty, M. A., “1 Corinthians,” The Collegeville Bible Commentary . . . (ed. 
D. Bergant and R. J. Karris; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical, 1989) 1100–33.

Getty-Sullivan, M. A., First Corinthians, Second Corinthians (Collegeville Bible
Commentary 7; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical, 1983) 7–82.

Giavini, G., Vita, peccati e speranze di una chiesa: Introduzione e note alla prima

lettera di s. Paolo alla chiesa di Corinto (Milan: Ancora, 1978).
Godet, F. L., Commentary on St. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians (2 vols.;

Edinburgh: Clark, 1886–87; repr. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1971).
Goudge, H. L., The First Epistle to the Corinthians, with Introduction and Notes

(Westminster Commentaries 43/1; 5th ed.; London: Methuen, 1926).
Grasso, S., Prima Lettera ai Corinzi (Rome: Città Nova Editrice, 2002).
Gromacki, R. G., Called to Be Saints: An Exposition of 1 Corinthians (Grand

Rapids: Baker, 1977).
Grosheide, F. W., Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians: The 

English Text with Introduction, Exposition and Notes (NICNT; London:
Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1954; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953).

Gutjahr, F. S., Die zwei Briefe an die Korinther erklärt (2 vols.; Graz: Styria, 1907;
2d ed., 1922) part 1.

Gutzke, M. G., Plain Talk on First and Second Corinthians (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, 1978) 11–155.

Hamar, P. A., The Book of First Corinthians (Radiant Commentary on the New
Testament; Springfield, MO: Gospel, 1980).

Hargreaves, J., A Guide to 1 Corinthians (London: SPCK, 1978).
Harner, P. B., First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians (Bryn Mawr Commen-

taries; Bryn Mawr, PA: Bryn Mawr College, Dept. of Greek, 1983).
Harris, W. B., The First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians (Madras

[Tamizhgam], India: Serampore Christian Literature Society, 1958).
Harrisville, R. A., I Corinthians (Augsburg Commentary on the New Testament;

Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1987).
Hays, R. B., First Corinthians (Interpretation; Louisville: John Knox, 1997).

102 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Heinrici, C. F. G., Der erste Brief an die Korinther (MeyerK 5; 8th ed.; Göttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1896).

———, Das erste Sendschreiben des Apostels Paulus an die Korinther (Berlin:
Hertz, 1880).

Héring, J., The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians (London: Epworth,
1962).

Hodge, C., An Exposition of the First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1965).

Hofmann, J. C. K., Der erste Brief Pauli an die Korinther (Die Heilige Schrift
Neuen Testaments 2/2; 2d ed.; Nördlingen: Beck’sche Buchhandlung,
1874).

Holladay, C., The First Letter of Paul to the Corinthians (Living Word Commen-
tary; Austin: Sweet, 1979).

Holtzmann, O., Das Neue Testament nach dem Stuttgarter griechischen Text

übersetzt und erklärt: II. Die Paulusbriefe . . . (3 vols.; Giessen: Töpelmann,
1925–26).

Horsley, R. A., 1 Corinthians (Abingdon New Testament Commentaries;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1998).

Horton, S. M., I and II Corinthians (Springfield, MO: Logion, 1999).
Huby, J., Saint Paul: Première épître aux Corinthiens (VS 13; Paris: Beauchesne,

1946).
Hughes, R. B., First Corinthians (Everyman’s Bible Commentary; Chicago:

Moody, 1985).
Ironside, H. A., 1 Corinthians (rev. ed.; Neptune, NJ: Loizeaux, 2001).
Jacono, V., Le epistole di S. Paolo ai Romani, ai Corinti e ai Galati (Sacra Bibbia;

Turin: Marietti, 1951) 253–409.
Jensen, I. L., Corinthians (Chicago: Moody Bible Institute, 1972).
Kilgallen, J. J., First Corinthians: An Introduction and Study Guide (New York:

Paulist, 1987).
Kistemaker, S. J., Exposition of the First Epistle to the Corinthians (New Testa-

ment Commentary; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993).
Klauck, H.-J., 1. Korintherbrief (Neue Echter-Bibel, NT 7; Würzburg: Echter-V.,

1984).
Kling, C. F., The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (rev. D. W. Poor; New

York: Scribner, 1868).
Kremer, J., Der erste Brief an die Korinther übersetzt und erklärt (RNT; Regens-

burg: Pustet, 1997).
Kugelman, R., “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” JBC art. 51, 2:254–75.
Kürzinger, J., Die Briefe des Apostels Paulus: Die Briefe an die Korinther und

Galater (Echter-Bibel, NT 2; Würzburg: Echter-V., 1954) 3–41.
Kuss, O., Die Briefe an die Römer, Korinther und Galater übersetzt und erklärt

(RNT 6; Regensburg: Pustet, 1940) 118–96.
Lambrecht, J., “1 Corinthians,” The International Bible Commentary: A Catho-

lic and Ecumenical Commentary for the Twenty-First Century (ed. W. R.
Farmer et al.; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical, 1998) 1601–32.

Commentaries: IV. Nineteenth- to Twenty-First-Century Writers 103



Lamparter, H., Der 1. Korintherbrief (Christus heute 12; Stuttgart: Kreuz-V.,
1955).

Lang, F., Die Briefe an die Korinther (NTD 7; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1986).

Lattey, C., Readings in First Corinthians: Church Beginnings in Greece (London/
St. Louis: B. Herder, 1928).

Leal, J., “Primera carta a los Corintios,” La Sagrada Escritura (BAC 211/1;
Madrid: Editorial Católica, 1962) 329–480.

Lemonnyer, A., Epîtres de Saint Paul: Traduction et commentaire (2 vols.; Paris:
Bloud & Cie., 1907–8), 1: 89–176.

Lenski, R. C. H., The Interpretation of St. Paul’s First and Second Epistles to the

Corinthians (Columbus, OH: Lutheran Book Concern, 1935).
Lias, J. J., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Cambridge Greek Testament for

Schools and Colleges; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1886, repr.
1905).

Lietzmann, H., An die Korinther I/II (HNT 9; 5th ed.; rev. W. G. Kümmel;
Tübingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1969) 1–96.

Lightfoot, J., Horae hebraicae et talmudicae (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1859; repr. as A Commentary on the New Testament from the Talmud and 

Hebraica (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 4:165–314.
Lightfoot, J. B., Notes on the Epistles of St Paul from Unpublished Commentaries

(2d ed.; London: Macmillan, 1904; repr. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1957)
137–235.

Lindemann, A., Der erste Korintherbrief (HNT 9/1; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2000).

Lockwood, G. J., 1 Corinthians (Concordia Commentary; Saint Louis: Con-
cordia, 2000).

MacArthur, J., 1 Corinthians (Chicago: Moody, 1984).
McFadyen, J. E., The Epistles to the Corinthians and Galatians (Interpreter’s

Commentary on the New Testament 6; New York: Barnes, 1909) 1–116.
MacRory, J., The Epistles of St Paul to the Corinthians with Introductions and

Commentary (Dublin: Gill & Son; St. Louis: B. Herder, 1915) i–xxvi, 1–267.
Maillot, A., L’Eglise au présent: Commentaire de la première épître de St. Paul aux

Corinthiens (Tournon: Réveil, 1978).
Maly, K., Der erste Brief an die Korinther (Die Welt der Bibel, Kleinkommentare

zur Heiligen Schrift 13; Düsseldorf: Patmos, 1971).
Mare, W. H., 1 Corinthians (Expositor’s Bible Commentary 10; Grand Rapids:

Zondervan, 1976) 173–297.
Martin, A., First Corinthians (Neptune, NJ: Loizeaux Bros., 1990).
Martin, R. P., 1, 2 Corinthians, Galatians (London: Scripture Union; Philadel-

phia: Holman, 1968).
Massie, J., Corinthians (New York: Frowde; Edinburgh: Jack, n.d.) 1–259.
Maunoury, A.-F., Commentaire sur les deux épîtres de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens

(Paris: Bloud et Barral, 1879) 1–345.
Merklein, H., Der erste Brief an die Korinther (Ökumenischer Taschenbuchkom-

104 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



mentar zum Neuen Testament 7/1–2; Gütersloh: Mohn; Würzburg: 
Echter-V., 1992, 2000)

———, and M. Gielen, Der erste Brief and die Korinther, Kapital 11,2—16,24

(Ökumenischer Taschenbuchkommentar zum Neuen Testament 7/3;
Gütersloh; Gütersloher Verlagshaus, 2005).

Meyer, H. A. W., Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament:

Handbook to the Epistles to the Corinthians (2 vols.; Edinburgh: Clark,
1877–79; repr. 1883–84).

Meyer, W., Der erste Korintherbrief (Prophezei; Zurich: Zwingli-V., 1947).
Micklem, N., A First Century Letter, Being an Exposition of Paul’s First Epistle to

the Corinthians (London: Students Christian Mission, 1920).
Moffatt, J., The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (MNTC 7/1; London:

Hodder and Stoughton; New York: Harper and Bros., 1938; 8th ed., 1954).
Morris, L., The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians: An Introduction and Com-

mentary (Tyndale New Testament Commentaries; Leicester, UK: Inter-
Varsity; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1958; 2d ed. 1985).

Murphy-O’Connor, J., 1 Corinthians (New Testament Message 10; Wilmington:
Michael Glazier, 1979; repr. Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1991).

———, 1 Corinthians (Doubleday Bible Commentary; New York: Doubleday,
1998).

———, “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” NJBC (1990) art. 49, 798–815.
Noack, B., Kommentarhæfte til Første Korinterbrev (Copenhagen: Gad, 1967).
Olshausen, H., Biblical Commentary on St Paul’s First and Second Epistles to the

Corinthians (Edinburgh: Clark, 1855) 1–268.
O’Rourke, J. J., “1 Corinthians,” A New Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture

(ed. R. C. Fuller et al.; London: Nelson, 1969) 1143–60 (§§867–86).
Orr, W. F., and J. A. Walther, I Corinthians: A New Translation: Introduction with

a Study of the Life of Paul, Notes, and Commentary (AB 32; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1976).

Ortkemper, F.-J., 1. Korintherbrief (Stuttgarter kleiner Kommentar, NT 7;
Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1993).

Oster, R., 1 Corinthians (College Press NIV Commentary; Joplin, MO: College
Press, 1995).

Osty, E., Les Épîtres de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens (SBJ; 3d ed.; Paris: Cerf, 1959)
7–70.

Parry, R. St J., The First Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians (Cambridge
Bible for Schools and Colleges; Cambridge; Cambridge University Press,
1916).

Patterson, P., The Troubled, Triumphant Church: An Exposition of First Corin-

thians (Nashville: Nelson, 1983).
Picirilli, R. E., 1, 2 Corinthians (Randall House Bible Commentary; Nashville:

Randall House Publications, 1987), 1–250.
Price, J. L., “The First Letter of Paul to the Corinthians,” Interpreter’s One-

Volume Commentary on the Bible (ed. C. M. Laymon; Nashville: Abingdon,
1971) 795–812.

Commentaries: IV. Nineteenth- to Twenty-First-Century Writers 105



Prior, D., The Message of 1 Corinthians: Life in the Local Church (The Bible
Speaks Today; Leicester, UK/Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 1985).

Proctor, W. C. G., “The Epistles to the Corinthians,” The New Bible Commentary

(ed. F. Davidson et al.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953) 967–89.
Ramsay, W. M., “Historical Commentary on the Epistles to the Corinthians,”

Expos 6/1 (1900) 19–31, 91–111, 203–17, 273–89, 380–87; 6/2 (1900)
287–302, 368–81, 429–44; 6/3 (1901) 93–110, 220–40, 343–60.

———, Historical Commentary on First Corinthians (ed. M. Wilson; Grand
Rapids: Kregel, 1996).

Rendell, K. G., Expository Outlines from 1 and 2 Corinthians (London: Pickering
and Inglis, 1969).

Robertson, A., and A. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the

First Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians (ICC; New York: Scribner’s Sons,
1911; 2d ed. 1914; repr. 1975).

Robertson, E. H., Corinthians 1 and 2 (J. B. Phillips’ Commentaries 7; New York:
Macmillan, 1973) 11–101.

Rückert, L. I., Die Briefe Pauli an die Korinther: Erster Teil, Der erste Brief (2 vols.;
Leipzig: Köhler, 1836–37).

Ruef, J. S., Paul’s First Letter to Corinth (Pelican New Testament Commentaries;
Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1971; repr. Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977).

Sacchi, A., Una comunità si interroga: Prima lettera di Paolo ai Corinzi (Milan:
Paoline, 1998).

Sampley, J., “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” The New Interpreter’s Bible,

Vol. 10 (Nashville: Abingdon, 2002) 771–1003.
Schlatter, A., “Der frühere Brief an die Korinther,” Erläuterungen zum Neuen

Testament (3 vols.; Stuttgart: Calwer, 1928), 2:1–217.
———, Die Korintherbriefe ausgelegt für Bibelleser (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1950; repr.

1962).
———, Paulus der Bote Jesu: Eine Deutung seiner Briefe an die Korinther (2d ed.;

Stuttgart: Calwer, 1956; 3d ed., 1962).
Schmidt, J., Letter to Corinth (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg, 1947).
Schmiedel, P. W., Die Briefe an die Thessalonicher und an die Korinther (Hand-

Commentar zum Neuen Testament 2; 2d ed.; Freiburg/Leipzig: Mohr
[Siebeck], 1893) 47–209.

Schmitz, O., Urchristliche Gemeindenöte: Eine Einführung in den ersten Korin-

therbrief (Die urchristliche Botschaft 7; Berlin: Im Furche-V., 1939).
Schnedermann, G., Die Briefe an die . . . Korinther . . . (Kurzgefasster Kommen-

tar zu den heiligen Schriften des Alten und Neuen Testamentes, NT 3; 
Munich: Beck, 1894) 127–287.

Schoch, M., Information über Freiheit und Liebe: Der erste Korintherbrief des 

Paulus ausgelegt (Zurich/Stuttgart: Gotthelf-V., 1969).
Schrage, W., Der erste Brief an die Korinther (EKKNT 7/1–4; Zurich: Benziger;

Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener-V.; 1991–2001).
Schüssler Fiorenza, E., “1 Corinthians,” Harper’s Bible Commentary (ed. J. L.

Mays; San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988) 1168–89.

106 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Senft, C., La première épître de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens (CNT 2/7; Neuchâtel:
Delachaux et Niestlé, 1979; 2d ed., Geneva: Labor et Fides, 1990).

Sickenberger, J., Die Briefe des heiligen Paulus an die Korinther und Römer (BB 6;
4th ed.; Bonn: Hanstein, 1932) 1–88.

Simon, W. G. H., The First Epistle to the Corinthians: Introduction and Com-

mentary (Torch Bible Commentaries; London: SCM, 1959).
Snyder, G. F., First Corinthians: A Faith Community Commentary (Macon: 

Mercer University Press, 1992).
Soards, M. L., “First Corinthians,” Mercer Commentary on the Bible (ed. W. E.

Mills and R. F. Wilson; Macon: Mercer University Press, 1995) 1163–89.
———, 1 Corinthians (New International Biblical Commentary, NT 7; Peabody,

MA: Hendrickson, 1999).
Somerville, R., La première épître de Paul aux Corinthiens: Tome I (Commentaire

évangélique de la Bible 22; Vaux-sur-Seine: ÉDIFAC, 2001).
Spicq, C., “Épîtres aux Corinthiens,” La Sainte Bible (ed. L. Pirot et A. Clamer;

Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1948), 11/2:161–297.
Stam, C. R., Commentary on the First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (Chicago:

Berean Bible Society, 1988).
Stanley, A. P., The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians: With Critical Notes and

Dissertations (5th ed.; London: John Murray, 1882) 1–341.
Strobel, A., Der erste Brief an die Korinther (ZBKNT 6/1; Zurich: Theologi-

scher-V., 1989).
Surgy, P. de and M. Carrez, Les épîtres de Paul: Vol. 1, Corinthiens: Commentaire

pastoral (Paris: Bayard/Centurion, 1996).
Talbert, C. H., Reading Corinthians: A Literary and Theological Commentary on

1 and 2 Corinthians (New York: Crossroad, 1987) 1–107.
Thiselton, A. C., The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the 

Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle, UK: Paternoster,
2000).

Thrall, M. E., The First and Second Letters of Paul to the Corinthians (Cambridge
Bible Commentary: New English Bible; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1965) 1–118.

Toussaint, C., Épîtres de S. Paul: Leçons d’exégèse (2 vols.; Paris: Beauchesne,
1910–13), 1:224–425.

Vaughan, C., and T. D. Lea, 1 Corinthians (Bible Study Commentary; Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1983).

Walter, E., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (New Testament for Spiritual
Reading 13; London: Sheed and Ward; New York: Herder and Herder,
1971).

Watson, N., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Epworth Commentaries; Lon-
don: Epworth, 1992).

Weiss, B., A Commentary on the New Testament (4 vols.; New York/London:
Funk & Wagnalls, 1906), 3:147–276.

Weiss, J., Der erste Korintherbrief (MeyerK 5; 9th ed.; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1910; repr. 1977).

Commentaries: IV. Nineteenth- to Twenty-First-Century Writers 107



Wendland, H.-D., Die Briefe an die Korinther übersetzt und erklärt (NTD 7; 13th
ed.; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972) 1–163.

Wette, W. M. L. de, Kurze Erklärung der Briefe an die Corinther (Kurzgefasstes 
exegetisches Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 2/2; Leipzig: Weidmann,
1841; 3d ed., 1855).

Williams, C. S. C., “I and II Corinthians,” Peake’s Commentary on the Bible (ed.
M. Black and H. H. Rowley; London: Nelson, 1962) 954–66.

Willis, M., A Commentary on Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians (Fairmount,
IN: Cogdill Foundation, 1979).

Willoughby, W. R., First Corinthians: Fostering Spirituality (Deeper Life Pulpit
Commentary; Camp Hill, PA: Christian Publications, 1996).

Wilson, G. B., I Corinthians: A Digest of Reformed Comment (London: Banner of
Truth Trust, 1971).

Witherington, B., III, Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical

Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Carlisle,
UK: Paternoster, 1995) 69–324.

Wolff, C., Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther (THKNT 7; Leipzig: 
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1996; 2d ed., 2000).

V. Monographs

Applebury, T. R., Studies in First Corinthians (Bible Study Textbook; Joplin,
MO: College Press, 1963).

Arrington, F. L., Paul’s Aeon Theology in 1 Corinthians (Washington, DC: Uni-
versity Press of America, 1978).

Aune, D. E., Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984).
Baird, W., The Corinthian Church—A Biblical Approach to Urban Culture

(Nashville: Abingdon, 1964).
Balthasar, H. U. von, Paul Struggles with His Congregation: The Pastoral Message

of the Letters to the Corinthians (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1992).
Barth, K., The Resurrection of the Dead (London: Hodder and Stoughton; New

York: Fleming H. Revell, 1933; repr. New York: Arno, 1977).
Batelaan, L., De kerk van Korinthe en wij: De actualiteit van Paulus’ eerste brief

aan Korinthiërs (1 Kor. 8–11:1) (Franeker: Wever, 1971).
Baumann, R., Mitte und Norm des Christlichen: Eine Auslegung von 1 Korinther

1:1–3:14 (NTAbh n.s. 5; Münster in W.: Aschendorff, 1968).
Baumgarten, J., Paulus und die Apokalyptik: Die Auslegung apokalyptischer Über-

lieferungen in den echten Paulusbriefen (WMANT 44; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener-V., 1975).

Berquist, M. J., Studies in First Corinthians (Nashville: Convention, 1960).
Bétoulières, J., and V. Guénel (eds.), Le corps et le Corps du Christ dans la pre-

mière épître aux Corinthiens: Congrès de l’ACFEB, Tarbes (1981) (LD 114;
Paris: Cerf, 1983).

Bieringer, R., (ed.), The Corinthian Correspondence (BETL 125; Louvain: 
Leuven University/Peeters, 1996).

108 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Birge, M. K., The Language of Belonging: A Rhetorical Analysis of Kinship Lan-

guage in First Corinthians (CBET 31; Louvain: Peeters, 2002).
Boldrey, R., and J. Boldrey, Chauvinist or Feminist? Paul’s View of Women

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1976).
Bornkamm, G., Early Christian Experience (London: SCM; New York: Harper &

Row, 1969).
Bouttier, M., En Christ: Étude d’exégèse et de théologie pauliniennes (Études

d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses; Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France, 1962).

Boyer, J. L., For a World Like Ours: Studies in I Corinthians (Grand Rapids:
Baker, 1971).

Braun, H., Qumran und das Neue Testament (2 vols; Tübingen: Mohr [Siebeck],
1966).

Bristow, J. T., What Paul Really Said about Women (San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1988).

Brown, A. R., The Cross and Human Transformation: Paul’s Apocalyptic Word in

1 Corinthians (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1995).
Brown, R. E., An Introduction to the New Testament (ABRL; New York: Double-

day, 1997).
Bultmann, R., Theology of the New Testament (2 vols.; London: SCM, 1952).
Byrne, B., Paul and the Christian Woman (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical, 1989).
Campbell, R. C., The Gospel of Paul (Valley Forge: Judson, 1973).
Carson, D. A., The Cross and Christian Ministry: An Exposition of Passages from 

1 Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993).
Chester, S. J., Conversion at Corinth (Edinburgh: Clark, 2003).
Chow, J. K., Patronage and Power: A Study of Social Networks in Corinth

(JSNTSup 75; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992).
Clarke, A. D., Secular and Christian Leadership in Corinth: A Socio-Historical

and Exegetical Study of 1 Corinthians 1–6 (AGJU 18; Leiden: Brill, 1993).
Cousar, C. B., A Theology of the Cross: The Death of Jesus in the Pauline Letters

(Overtures to Biblical Theology 24; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990).
Davies, R. E., Studies in I Corinthians (London: Epworth, 1962).
Davies, W. D., Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline

Theology (London: SPCK, 1965).
Dean, R. J., First Corinthians for Today (Nashville: Broadman, 1972).
Doohan, H., Corinthian Correspondence: Ministering in the Best and Worst of

Times (San Jose: Resource Publications, 1996).
Dowling, R., and S. Dray, 1 Corinthians: Free to Grow (Baker Bible Guides;

Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996).
Dungan, D. L., The Sayings of Jesus in the Churches of Paul: The Use of the Syn-

optic Tradition in the Regulation of Early Church Life (Philadelphia: For-
tress, 1971).

Dupont, J., Gnosis: La connaissance religieuse dans les épîtres de Saint Paul (Uni-
versitas Catholica Lovaniensis, Dissertationes 2/40; Louvain: Nauwelaerts,
1949).

Eckstein, H.-J., Der Begriff Syneidesis bei Paulus: Eine neutestamentlich-

Commentaries: V. Monographs 109



exegetische Untersuchung zum ‘Gewissensbegriff’ (WUNT 2/10; Tübingen:
Mohr [Siebeck], 1983).

Engberg-Pedersen, T., (ed.), Paul in His Hellenistic Context (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1995).

Eriksson, A., Traditions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 Corin-

thians (ConNeot 29; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1998).
Evans, C. A., and J. A. Sanders (eds.), Paul and the Scriptures of Israel (JSNTSup

83; Sheffield: JSOT, 1993).
Fee, G. D., God’s Empowering Presence: The Holy Spirit in the Letters of Paul

(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1994).
Feuillet, A., Le Christ Sagesse de Dieu d’après les épîtres pauliniennes (EBib;

Paris: Gabalda, 1966).
Fitzgerald, J. T., Cracks in an Earthen Vessel: An Examination of the Catalogues

of Hardships in the Corinthian Correspondence (SBLDS 99; Atlanta: Schol-
ars, 1988).

Fjärstedt, B., Synoptic Tradition in 1 Corinthians: Themes and Clusters of 

Theme Words in 1 Corinthians 1–4 and 9 (Uppsala: Teologiska Institutio-
nen, 1974).

Fröhlich, U., (ed.), Epistula ad Corinthios 1: 1. Lieferung, Einleitung (Vetus
Latina: Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel 22; Freiburg im B.: Herder), 1.3
(1995), 1.2 (1996), 1.3 (1998).

Gerhardsson, B., Memory and Manuscript: Oral Tradition and Written Transmis-

sion in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity (Acta seminarii neotesta-
mentici upsaliensis 22; Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, 1961; repr. together
with Tradition and Transmission in Early Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans; Livonia, MI: Dove Booksellers, 1998).

Gillièron, B., Pour l’amour de Corinthe: L’Apôtre Paul dicte ses souvenirs (Poliez-
le-Grand: Editions du Moulin, 1999).

Glen, J. S., Pastoral Problems in First Corinthians (London: Epworth; Philadel-
phia: Westminster, 1964).

Gooch, P. W., Partial Knowledge: Philosophical Studies in Paul (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1987).

Grant, R. M., Paul in the Roman World: The Conflict at Corinth (Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 2001).

Green, M., To Corinth with Love: Paul’s Message to the Troubled Church at 

Corinth—and Its Relevance to Christians Today (Waco: Word Books, 1988).
Grudem, W., Evangelical Feminism & Biblical Truth (Sisters, OR: Multnomah,

2000).
Gundry, R. H., S∑ma in Biblical Theology with Emphasis on Pauline Anthropol-

ogy (SNTSMS 29; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976; repr.
Grand Rapids: Academic Books, 1987).

Hainz, J., Ekklesia: Strukturen paulinischer Gemeinde-Theologie und Gemeinde-

Ordnung (BU 9; Regensburg: Pustet, 1972).
———, Koinonia: “Kirche” als Gemeinschaft bei Paulus (BU 16; Regensburg:

Pustet, 1982).

110 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Hanson, A. T., The Paradox of the Cross in the Thought of St Paul (JSNTSup 17;
Sheffield: JSOT, 1987).

Heim, K., Die Gemeinde des Auferstandenen: Tübinger Vorlesungen über der 

ersten Korintherbrief (TVG Monographien und Studienbücher 239; 2d ed.;
Giessen/Basel: Brunnen, 1987)

Heitmüller, W., “Im Namen Jesu”: Eine sprach- und religionsgeschichtliche 

Untersuchung zum Neuen Testament, speziell zur altchristlichen Taufe

(FRLANT I/2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1903)
Hengel, M., Crucifixion: In the Ancient World and the Folly of the Message of the

Cross (London: SCM; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977).
Hofius, O., Paulusstudien I (WUNT 51; Tübingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1989); II

(WUNT 143, 2002).
Hooker, M. D., Pauline Pieces (London: Epworth, 1979); published in U.S.A. as

A Preface to Paul (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980).
Hoppe, R., Der Triumph des Kreuzes: Studien zum Verhältnis des Kolosserbriefs

zur paulinischen Kreuzestheologie (SBB 28; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibel-
werk, 1994).

Horrell, D. G., The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence: Interests and

Ideology from 1 Corinthians to 1 Clement (Studies of the New Testament and
Its World; Edinburgh: Clark, 1996).

Horsley, R. A., Paul and Empire: Religion and Power in Roman Imperial Society

(Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997) 242–52.
Hübner, H., Vetus Testamentum in Novo: Band 2, Corpus Paulinum (Göttingen:

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997) 221–305.
Hunt, A. R., The Inspired Body: Paul, the Corinthians, and Divine Inspiration

(Macon: Mercer University Press, 1996).
Hurd, J. C., The Origin of I Corinthians (London: SPCK; New York: Seabury,

1965; new ed., Macon: Mercer University Press, 1983).
Jeremias, J., The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (London: SCM; Philadelphia:

Fortress, 1966).
Jervell, J., Imago Dei: Gen 1,26f. im Spätjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den

paulinischen Briefen (FRLANT 76; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1960).

Jervis, L. A., and P. Richardson (eds.), Gospel in Paul: Studies on Corinthians, Ga-

latians and Romans for Richard N. Longenecker (JSNTSup 108; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1994).

Jewett, R., Paul’s Anthropologiocal Terms: A Study of Their Use in Conflict Set-

tings (AGJU 10; Leiden: Brill, 1971) 23–40.
Käsemann, E., Essays on New Testament Themes (SBT 41; London: SCM 1964).
———, ed., New Testament Questions of Today (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969).
Keener, C. S., Paul, Women and Wives: Marriage and Women’s Ministry in the

Letters of Paul (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1992).
Klauck, H.-J., Herrenmahl und hellenistischer Kult: Eine religionsgeschichtliche

Untersuchung zum ersten Korintherbrief (NTAbh n.s. 15; Münster in W.: 
Aschendorff, 1982).

Commentaries: V. Monographs 111



Klein, G., Die Zwölf Apostel: Ursprung und Gehalt einer Idee (FRLANT 79; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961).

Knox, J., Chapters in a Life of Paul (New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1950; Lon-
don: Black, 1954).

Kramer, W., Christ, Lord, Son of God (SBT 50; London: SCM, 1966).
Lambrecht, J., Collected Studies on Pauline Literature and on the Book of Revela-

tion (AnBib 147; Rome: Biblical Institute, 2001).
———, Pauline Studies (BETL 115; Louvain: Leuven University/Peeters, 1994).
Lamp, J. S., First Corinthians 1–4 in Light of Jewish Wisdom Traditions: Christ,

Wisdom and Spirituality (SBEC 42; Lewiston, NY: Mellen, 2000).
Lanci, J. R., A New Temple for Corinth: Rhetorical and Archaeological Approaches

to Pauline Imagery (Studies in Biblical Literature 1; New York: P. Lang,
1997).

Laurin, R. L., First Corinthians: Where Life Matures (Grand Rapids: Kregel,
1987).

Liftin, D., St. Paul’s Theology of Proclamation: 1 Corinthians 1–4 and Greco-

Roman Rhetoric (SNTSMS 79; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1994).

Longenecker, R. N., Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1973).

Lorenzi, L. de (ed.), Charisma und Agape (1 Ko 12–14) (Monographische Reihe
von Benedictina 7; Rome: St. Paul’s Abbey, 1983).

———, Freedom and Love: The Guide for Christian Life (1 Co 8–10; Rm 14–15)

(Monographic Series of Benedictina 6; Rome: St. Paul’s Abbey, 1981).
———, Paolo a una chiesa divisa (1 Co 1–4) (Série monografica di Benedictina 5;

Rome: St. Paul’s Abbey, 1980).
———, Paul de Tarse: Apôtre de notre temps (Série monographique de Bene-

dictina 1; Rome: St. Paul’s Abbey, 1979).
———, Résurrection du Christ et des chrétiens (1 Co 15) (Série monographique de

Benedictina 8; Rome: St. Paul’s Abbey, 1985).
MacArthur, J., Guidelines for Singleness and Marriage (Chicago: Moody, 1986).
Maleparampil, J., The “Trinitarian” Formula in St. Paul: An Exegetical Investiga-

tion into the Meaning and Function of Those Pauline Sayings Which Com-

positely Make Mention of God, Christ and the Holy Spirit (European
University Studies 23/546; Frankfurt am M./New York: P. Lang, 1995).

Maly, K., Mündige Gemeinde: Untersuchungen zur pastoralen Führung des Apos-

tels Paulus im 1. Korintherbrief (SBM 2; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk,
1967).

Manson, T. W., Studies in the Gospels and Epistles (ed. M. Black; Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1962).

Marshall, P., Enmity in Corinth: Social Conventions in Paul’s Relations with the

Corinthians (WUNT 2/23; Tübingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1987; 2d ed., 1991).
Martin, R. P., 1, 2 Corinthians (Word Biblical Themes; Dallas: Word, 1988).
Meeks, W. A., The First Urban Christians: The Social World of the Apostle Paul

(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).

112 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Meyer, B. F., (ed.), One Loaf, One Cup: Ecumenical Studies of 1 Cor 11 and

Other Eucharistic Texts: The Cambridge Conference on the Eucharist, Au-

gust 1988 (Louvain: Peeters; Macon: Mercer University Press, 1993).
Meyer, M. W., The Ancient Mysteries: A Source-Book (San Francisco: Harper &

Row, 1987).
Mitchell, M. M., Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation: An Exegetical Investiga-

tion of the Language and Composition of 1 Corinthians (HUT 28; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck; Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1991).

Morton, A. Q., A Critical Concordance to I and II Corinthians (Computer Bible
19; Wooster, OH: Biblical Research Associates, 1979).

Mühlberger, S., Mitarbeiter Gottes: Ein Arbeitsheft zum 1. Korintherbrief

(Gespräch zur Bibel 4; Klosterneuburg: Österreichisches Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1978).

Müller, E., Anstoss und Gericht: Eine Studie zum jüdischen Hintergrund des

paulinischen Skandalon-Begriffs (SANT 19; Munich: Kösel, 1969).
Murphy, D. J., The Apostle of Corinth (Melbourne: Campion, 1966).
Murphy-O’Connor, J., Paul: A Critical Life (Oxford/New York: Oxford University

Press, 1997).
———, Paul the Letter-Writer: His World, His Options, His Skills (GNS 41; 

Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1995).
Neugebauer, F., In Christus, En Christ∑: Eine Untersuchung zum paulinischen

Glaubensverständnis (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961).
Ollrog, W.-H., Paulus und seine Mitarbeiter: Untersuchungen zu Theorie und

Praxis der paulinischen Mission (WMANT 50; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener-V., 1979).

Oropeza, B. J., Paul and Apostasy: Eschatology, Perseverance, and Falling Away in

the Corinthian Congregation (WUNT 2/115; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2000)

Ortkemper, F.-J., Das Kreuz in der Verkündigung des Apostels Paulus: Dargestellt

an den Texten der paulinischen Hauptbriefe (SBS 24; Stuttgart: Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1967).

Panikulam, G., Koin∑nia in the New Testament: A Dynamic Expression of Chris-

tian Life (AnBib 85; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1979).
Pappas, B., The Christian Life in the Early Church and Today according to St.

Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians (Westchester, IL: Amnos Publications,
1989).

Pesch, R., Paulus ringt um die Lebensform der Kirche: Vier Briefe an die Gemeinde

Gottes in Korinth: Paulus—neu gesehen (Herderbücherei 1291; Freiburg im
B.: Herder, 1986).

Peterson, B. K., Eloquence and the Proclamation of the Gospel in Corinth

(SBLDS 163; Atlanta: Scholars, 1998).
Pfammatter, J., Die Kirche als Bau: Eine exegetisch-theologische Studie zur Ekkle-

siologie der Paulusbriefe (AnGreg 110; Rome: Università Gregoriana, 1960).
Pickett, R., The Cross in Corinth: The Social Significance of the Death of Jesus

(JSNTSup 143; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1997).

Commentaries: V. Monographs 113



Plank, K. A., Paul and the Irony of Affliction (SBL Semeia Studies; Atlanta: Schol-
ars, 1987).

Pöttner, M., Realität als Kommunikation: Ansätze zur Beschreibung der Gram-

matik des paulinischen Sprechens in 1 Kor 1,4–4,21 im Blick auf literarische

Problematik und Situationsbezug des 1. Korintherbriefes (Theologie 2; 
Münster: Lit, 1995).

Prat, F., The Theology of Saint Paul (2 vols.; Westminster, MD: Newman, 1956),
1:85–144.

Preisker, H., Christentum und Ehe in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten: Eine Studie

zur Kulturgeschichte der alten Welt (Neue Studien zur Geschichte der 
Theologie und der Kirche 23; Berlin: Trowitsch & Sohn, 1927).

Quast, K., Reading the Corinthian Correspondence: An Introduction (New York:
Paulist, 1994) 17–99.

Ramsaran, R. A., Liberating Words: Paul’s Use of Rhetorical Maxims in 1 Corin-

thians 1–10 (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1996).
Reitzenstein, R., Hellenistic Mystery-Religions: Their Basic Ideas and Significance

(PTMS 15; Pittsburgh: Pickwick, 1978).
Richards, W. L., 1 Corinthians: The Essentials and Nonessentials of Christian Liv-

ing (Abundant Life Bible Amplifier; Nampa, ID: Pacific Press, 1997).
Robertson, F. W., Expository Lectures on St. Paul’s Epistles to the Corin-

thians . . . (London: Smith, Elder, 1859) 1–314.
Robinson, J. A. T., The Body: A Study in Pauline Theology (2d ed.; Philadelphia:

Westminster, 1977).
Rohr, I., Paulus und die Gemeinde von Korinth auf Grund der beiden Korinther-

briefe (BibS[F] 4; Freiburg im B.: Herder, 1899).
Rosner, B. S., Paul, Scripture and Ethics: A Study of 1 Corinthians 5–7 (AGJU 22;

Leiden: Brill, 1994; repr. Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1999).
Sand, A., Der Begriff “Fleisch” in den paulinischen Hauptbriefen (BU 2; Regens-

burg: Pustet, 1967).
Schäfer, K., Gemeinde als “Bruderschaft”: Ein Beitrag zum Kirchenverständnis des

Paulus (Europäische Hochschulschriften 23/333; Frankfurt am M./New
York: P. Lang, 1989).

Schenk, W. et al., Gemeinde im Lernprozess: Die Korintherbriefe (Bibelauslegung
für die Praxis 22; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1979) 9–101.

Schlatter, A., Die korinthische Theologie (BFCT 18/2; Gütersloh: Bertelsmann,
1914).

Schmithals, W., Gnosticism in Corinth: An Investigation of the Letters to the Co-

rinthians (Nashville: Abingdon, 1971).
———, The Office of the Apostle in the Early Church (Nashville: Abingdon, 1969).
———, Paul & the Gnostics (Nashville: Abingdon, 1972).
Schreiber, A., Die Gemeinde in Korinth: Versuch einer gruppendynamischen 

Betrachtung der Entwicklung der Gemeinde von Korinth auf der Basis des 

ersten Korintherbriefes (NTAbh n.s. 12; Münster in W.: Aschendorff, 1977).
Schüssler, Fiorenza, E., In Memory of Her (New York: Crossroad, 1984)
Schütz, J. H., Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority (SNTSMS 26; Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975) 187–203.

114 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



South, J. T., Disciplinary Practices in Pauline Texts (Lewiston, NY: Mellen,
1992).

Spittler, R. P., The Corinthian Correspondence (Springfield: Gospel, 1976).
Stanley, C. D., Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in the

Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature (SNTSMS 69; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992) 185–215.

Stedman, R. C., Expository Studies in 1 Corinthians: The Deep Things of God

(Waco: Word Books, 1981).
Theis, J., Paulus als Weisheitslehrer: Der Gekreuzigte und die Weisheit Gottes in 

1 Kor 1–4 (BU 22; Regensburg: Pustet, 1991).
Theissen, G., The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity: Essays on Corinth

(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982).
Thrall, M. E., Greek Particles in the New Testament: Linguistic and Exegetical

Studies (NTTS 3; Leiden: Brill, 1962).
Tomson, P. J., Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakha in the Letters of the Apostle to the

Gentiles (CRINT 3/1; Assen: Van Gorcum; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990).
Trail, R., An Exegetical Summary of 1 Corinthians 10–16 (Dallas: SIL Interna-

tional, 2001).
Trobisch, D., Paul’s Letter Collection: Tracing the Origins (Minneapolis:

Fortress, 1994).
Vanhoye, A., (ed.), L’Apôtre Paul: Personnalité, style et conception du ministère

(BETL 73; Louvain: Leuven University/Peeters, 1986).
Weder, H., Das Kreuz Jesu bei Paulus: Ein Versuch, über den Geschichtsbezug des

christlichen Glaubens nachzudenken (FRLANT 125; Göttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1981).

Welborn, L. L., Politics and Rhetoric in the Corinthian Epistles (Macon: Mercer
University Press, 1997).

Wilckens, U., Weisheit und Torheit: Eine exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Unter-

suchung zu 1. Kor. 1 und 2 (BzHT 26; Tübingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1959).
Wingard, R. W., Paul and the Corinthians: The Life and Letters of Paul

(Nashville: Abingdon, 1999).
Winter, B. W., After Paul Left Corinth: The Influence of Secular Ethics and Social

Change (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001).
Wire, A. C., The Corinthian Women Prophets: A Reconstruction through Paul’s

Rhetoric (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990).
Yinger, K. L., Paul, Judaism and Judgment according to Deeds (SNTSMS 105;

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

VI. Articles on General Topics

Barclay, J. M. G., “Thessalonica and Corinth: Social Contrasts in Pauline Chris-
tianity,” JSNT 47 (1992) 49–74.

Barefoot, H. E., “Discipline in the Corinthian Letters,” RevExp 57 (1960)
438–49.

Barton, S. C., “Christian Community in the Light of 1 Corinthians,” SCE 10
(1997) 1–15.

Commentaries: VI. Articles on General Topics 115



Batey, R., “Paul’s Interactions with the Corinthians,” JBL 84 (1965) 139–46.
Betz, H. D., and M. M. Mitchell, “Corinthians, First Epistle to the,” ABD,

1:1139–48.
Blomberg, C. L., “Applying 1 Corinthians in the Early Twenty-first Century,”

SwJT 45 (2002) 19–38.
Bowe, B. E., “Paul and First Corinthians,” TBT 35 (1997) 268–74.
Braun, H., “Exegetische Randglossen zum 1 Kor,” ThViat 8 (1948–49) 26–50.
Brown, R., “The Nature of the Corinthian Correspondence,” RevExp 57 (1960)

389–97.
Byars, R. P., “Sectarian Division and the Wisdom of the Cross: Preaching from

First Corinthians,” QR 9/4 (1989) 65–96.
Caird, G. B., “The Corinthian Letters,” Int 13 (1959) 387–99.
Casey, M., “Paul’s Response to Corinthian Enthusiasm,” TBT 88 (1977)

1075–81.
Castelli, E. A., “Interpretations of Power in 1 Corinthians,” Semeia 54 (1991)

197–222.
Cleary, P., “The Epistles to the Corinthians,” CBQ 12 (1950) 10–33.
Corry, N., “Questions of Authority, Status and Power,” Scriptura 70 (1999)

181–94.
Craddock, F. B., “Preaching to Corinthians,” Int 44 (1990) 158–68.
Cullmann, O., “Parousieverzögerung und Urchristentum: Der gegenwärtige

Stand der Diskussion,” TLZ 83 (1958) 1–12.
Dinkler, E., “Korintherbriefe,” RGG 4:17–23.
Durken, D., “The Corinthian Connection,” TBT 35 (1997) 295–99.
Ellingworth, P., “Translating 1 Corinthians,” BT 31 (1980) 234–38; CV 23 (1980)

29–34.
Engberg-Pedersen, T., “The Gospel and Social Practice according to 1 Corin-

thians,” NTS 33 (1987) 557–84.
Feuillet, A., “Paul: 2. Corinthiens (Les épîtres aux),” DBSup, 7:170–95, esp.

171–83.
Gächter, P., “Zum Pneumabegriff des hl. Paulus,” ZKT 53 (1929) 345–408.
Genest, O., “L’Interprétation de la mort de Jésus en situation discursive: Un cas-

type: L’articulation des figures de cette mort en 1–2 Corinthiens,” NTS 34
(1988) 506–35.

Gilmour, S. M., “Corinthians, First Letter to the,” IDB, 1:684–92.
Graham, R. W., “Paul’s Pastorate in Corinth: A Keyhole View of His Ministry,”

LTQ 17 (1982) 45–58.
Harrison, J., “St Paul’s Letters to the Corinthians,” ExpTim 77 (1965–66) 285–86.
Hemphill, K., “Preaching from First Corinthians,” SwJT 45 (2002) 39–52.
Hogan, L. L., “Wrestling with the World: Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians,”

QR 19 (1999) 303–22.
Jewett, R., “Paul’s Dialogue with the Corinthians . . . and Us,” QR 13 (1993)

89–112.
———, “The Redaction of I Corinthians and the Trajectory of the Pauline

School,” JAARSup 44 (1978) 389–444.

116 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



Kijne, J. J., “We, Us and Our in I and II Corinthians,” NovT 8 (1966) 170–79.
Klauck, H.-J., “Gemeindestrukturen im ersten Korintherbrief,” BK 40 (1985)

9–15.
Koenig, J., “Christ and the Hierarchies in First Corinthians,” ATRSup 11 (1990)

99–113.
Krentz, E., “Preaching to an Alien Culture: Resources in the Corinthian Letters,”

WW 16 (1996) 465–72.
Lea, T. D., “An Introduction to 1 Corinthians,” TTE 14/1 (1983) 22–34.
Melconian, V. D., “First Corinthians,” Int 7 (1953) 62–77.
Moore, R., “The Letters to Corinth,” FQ 25 (1988) 125–33.
Morgan-Wynne, J., “Introduction to 1 Corinthians,” SwJT 26 (1983) 4–15.
Morton, A. Q., “Dislocations in 1 and 2 Corinthians,” ExpTim 78 (1966–67) 119.
Mounce, R. H., “Continuity of the Primitive Tradition: Some Pre-Pauline Ele-

ments in I Corinthians,” Int 13 (1959) 417–24.
Murphy-O’Connor, J., “Interpolations in 1 Corinthians,” CBQ 48 (1986) 81–94.
Nichols, D. R., “The Problem of Two-Level Christianity at Corinth,” Pneuma 11

(1989) 99–111.
Oepke, A., “Irrwege in den neueren Paulusforschung,” TLZ 77 (1952) 449–58.
Omanson, R. L., “Acknowledging Paul’s Quotations,” BT 43 (1992) 201–13.
Padgett, A., “Feminism in First Corinthians: A Dialogue with Elisabeth Schüssler

Fiorenza,” EvQ 58 (1984) 121–32.
Perkins, D. W., “Superspirituality in Corinth,” TTE 14/1 (1983) 41–52.
Peterlin, D., “The Corinthian Church between Paul and Clement’s Time,” AsTJ

53 (1998) 49–57.
Pfitzner, V. C., “Proclaiming the Name: Cultic, Narrative and Eucharistic

Proclamation in First Corinthians,” LTJ 25 (1991) 15–25.
Pietrantonio, R., “Para leer la correspondencia corintia,” CdT 19 (2000) 59–86.
Prümm, K., “Die pastorale Einheit des 1 Kor,” ZKT 64 (1940) 202–14.
Reinmuth, E., “Narratio und Argumentatio—Zur Auslegung der Jesus-Christus-

Geschichte im ersten Korintherbrief: Ein Beitrag zur mimetischen Kompe-
tenz des Paulus,” ZTK 92 (1995) 13–27.

Richardson, P., and P. W. Gooch, “Accommodation Ethics,” TynBul 29 (1978)
89–142.

Robbins, J. K., “The Second Thoughts of a Captive Intellect: Pastoral Reflections
on Paul’s Letters to the Corinthians,” WW 16 (1996) 401–12.

Sanders, J. T., “Paul between Jews and Gentiles in Corinth,” JSNT 65 (1997)
67–83.

Schüssler Fiorenza, E., “Rhetorical Situation and Historical Reconstruction in 1
Corinthians,” NTS 33 (1987) 386–403.

Sciotti, G., “Problemi introdottivi e significati più rilevanti,” RBR 8 (1973) 9–27.
Sellin, G. “Hauptprobleme des Ersten Korintherbriefes,” ANRW II/25.4 (1987)

2940–3044.
Summers, R., “First Corinthians: An Exposition,” RevExp 57 (1960) 398–421.
Swartz, S. M., “Praising or Prophesying: What Were the Corinthians Doing?”

Notes 6/2 (1992) 25–36.

Commentaries: VI. Articles on General Topics 117



Terry, R. B., “Patterns of Discourse Structure in 1 Corinthians,” JOTT 7 (1996)
1–32.

Theissen, G., “Soziale Schichtung in der korinthischen Gemeinde: Ein Beitrag
zur Soziologie des hellenistischen Urchristentums,” ZNW 65 (1974)
232–72.

Thiselton, A. C., “Realized Eschatology at Corinth,” NTS 24 (1977–78) 510–26.
Tomson, P. J., “La première épître aux Corinthiens comme document de la tra-

dition apostolique de Halakha,” The Corinthian Correspondence (BETL
125; ed. R. Bieringer) 459–70.

Vos, J. S., “Theologische und historisch-kritische Exegese des Neuen Testa-
ments: Bemerkungen zu K. Barths Auslegung des ersten Korintherbriefes,”
ZfdT 13 (1997) 12–31.

Ward, W. E., “Theological Issues Raised in First Corinthians,” RevExp 57 (1960)
422–37.

Weder, H., “Un nouveau commentaire de la première épître aux Corinthiens,”
RTP 31 (1981) 167–71.

Wenham, D., “Whatever Went Wrong in Corinth?” ExpTim 108 (1977) 137–41.
Winter, B. W., “Secular and Christian Responses to Corinthian Famines,” Tyn-

Bul 40 (1989) 86–106.
Young, F., “Mission in the Corinthian Correspondence,” EpRev 16 (1989)

76–84.

118 G E N E R A L B I B L I O G R A P H Y



COMMENTARY
AND NOTES

◆



This page intentionally left blank 



I. INTRODUCTION (1:1–9)
◆

1 ADDRESS AND GREETING
(1:1–3)

1:1Paul, called by the will of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus, and our brother
Sosthenes, 2 to the church of God that is in Corinth, to those sanctified in Christ
Jesus, called to be holy, together with all those who in every place call upon the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, their Lord and ours. 3Grace and peace to you from
God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ!

COMMENT

In addressing the Christians of Roman Corinth, Paul was fully aware that he not
only had been involved in founding the church there (3:10), but also that his rela-
tions with that church had been affected by much of what had happened there 
recently since he left Corinth in a.d. 52. As he begins this letter to them, he sum-
mons the Corinthian Christians to recall not only his own God-given role and re-
lation to them, but the goal of their own vocation as well as that of all who, like
them, reverence the Lord Jesus Christ.

Paul does not send this letter as an individual as he has done in some other 
instances, e.g., when writing to the Galatians or to the Romans. He mentions 
Sosthenes as a co-sender, even if he himself is the one who is actually dictating the
message that this letter will bring to the Christians of Roman Corinth. Sosthenes
is mentioned because he is known to them, and Paul is making use of Sosthenes’
acquaintance and reputation among them as a way to influence them in the mat-
ters about which he is going to address them.

This epistolary prescript is not as lengthy as that in Rom 1:1–7, but it too forms
one sentence in the Greek text, even if it is customary to break it up into shorter
sentences in modern translations. Moreover, it follows the customary form of an
ancient praescriptio or opening formula of many ancient Greek letters: X (nom.)
to Y (dat.), and a stereotyped infin. chairein, meaning lit. “to rejoice,” but = “greet-
ings” (as in Acts 15:23; 23:26; Jas 1:1). Note also the similar formula in the Ara-



maic letter of King Artaxerxes to Ezra in Ezra 7:12; cf. Dan 3:31. Paul never uses
the simple secular greeting chairein; rather he substitutes for it his own character-
istic combination, charis hymin kai eir≤n≤, “grace and peace (be) to you.” The el-
ements of the customary formula are found in vv. 1 and 3; the rest is the Pauline
expansion of the formula (see further NJBC, art. 45 §§6–8; Romans, 227–28; cf.
Lieu, “ ‘Grace to You’ ”; Doty, Letters, 22).

In addition to the mention of Sosthenes as the co-sender of the letter, Paul ex-
pands the opening formula by a single identification of himself, “called by the will
of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus.” He thus attributes his role as apostolos (re-
call Rom 1:1) to God’s will. This is an idea that he explains more in Gal 1:15,
maintaining that he has been set apart for this role even before he was born. Paul
also looks on himself as one sent forth by Christ Jesus, and to this notion he will re-
turn in 9:1. He now addresses Corinthian Christians in an ad hoc apostolic letter,
which is best seen as an admonitory discourse set forth in epistolary form (see fur-
ther Berger, “Apostelbrief”; Introduction pp. 55–56).

Paul further expands the opening formula by recalling to the Christians of
Roman Corinth that they have been “sanctified in Christ Jesus” and are “called to
be holy.” In saying that, Paul not only mentions one of the effects of the Christ-
event, “sanctification,” but associates these Gentile Christians with the holiness of
the people of God in the OT heritage (Lev 19:2: “You shall be holy, for I the Lord
your God am holy”). In the Greek world in which they lived, persons and things
were often said to be hagios, “holy,” i.e., dedicated to the gods (Herodotus, Hist.

2.41.44; Aristophanes, Birds 522). Paul’s notion of holiness, however, is derived
more from his Jewish background, where the adj. q≠dôπ characterized things (e.g.,
the ground [Exod 3:5]; Jerusalem [Isa 48:2]; its Temple [Isa 64:10]); or people (Is-
raelites [Exod 19:14]; priests [1 Macc 2:54]; or prophets [Wis 11:1]). The term did
not express so much an inner state of ethical piety as the dedication of people or
things to the awesome service of God. It was above all a cultic term that set them
off from the secular or profane for such service. Paul sees such holiness or sancti-
fication rooted in what Christ Jesus has done for humanity: he is our “sanctifica-
tion” (1 Cor 1:30).

Paul also expands the opening formula by associating Christians of Roman
Corinth with “all those who in every place call upon the name of the Lord Jesus
Christ, their Lord and ours.” Calling on the name of the Lord is a well-known OT
notion (see Note on 1:2), but Paul modifies it by identifying “the Lord” as Jesus
Christ. In this he is simply echoing the most primitive Christian proclamation,
“Jesus is Lord” (Phil 2:11; Rom 10:9), which he will repeat in 1 Cor 12:3. He thus
acknowledges Christ as the risen Kyrios.

So Paul begins an important letter addressed to “the church of God” in Cor-
inth. His authoritative words as a called apostle of Christ Jesus speak also to the
church of God today, reminding individual Christians that they too are “called to
be holy.” His words have become part of the written Word of God, and what he
will seek to persuade the Christians of Roman Corinth about in the rest of the let-
ter, he addresses also to all Christians of the twenty-first century. As he expanded
his greeting to hail “all those who in every place call upon the name of our Lord
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Jesus Christ,” so he invites the modern reader to reflect on what he is about to call
to the attention of the Corinthian Christians.

NOTES

1:1. Paul. The Apostle identifies himself as Paulos, the only name that he uses in
all his uncontested letters or that is used of him in the Deutero-Paulines, Pas-
torals, and 2 Pet 3:15. Paulos is the Greek form of a well-known Roman name,
Paul(l)us, a cognomen used by the gens Aemilia, the Sergii, Vettenii, and others
(see F. Münzer, “Paullus,” PW 18.4.2362–63). It is the only thing in Paul’s letters
that supports the Lucan identification of him as a Roman citizen (Acts 16:37;
22:25–29; 23:27). Paul himself mentions neither his Roman citizenship nor his
birth in Tarsus of Cilicia, inhabitants of which enjoyed Roman citizenship. 
Ramsay (The Cities, 205) traces Roman citizenship in Tarsus to Pompey’s con-
quest of Cilicia in 64 b.c.

Luke alone records Paul’s other name, Saul (in the grecized form Saulos [Acts
7:58; 8:1, etc.] or in the transliterated Hebrew form Saoul [Acts 9:4, 17; 22:7, 13;
26:14]). The two names occur together in Acts 13:9, Saulos de, ho kai Paulos,

“Saul, also called Paul.” This reflects the custom of Jews bearing two names, one
Semitic, the other Greco-Roman. Paul was his (cog)nomen, and Saul was the Se-
mitic signum or supernomen (see PAHT §P3; cf. Dessau, “Der Name”; Harrer,
“Saul Who also Is Called Paul”). His Semitic name associated him with the an-
cient King Saul, son of Kish, of the tribe of Benjamin (1 Sam 9:1–2), the tribe to
which Paul himself belonged (Phil 3:5).

Paul will name himself again in 1:13 bis; 3:5, 22; 16:21; and in 1:12; 3:4 he will
quote the Corinthian slogan that names him. Cf. 1 Thess 2:18; Gal 5:2; 2 Cor
10:1; Phlm 9, 19.

called by the will of God to be an apostle of Christ Jesus. Lit. “called (as) an apos-
tle.” Paul attributes his call to be apostolos to God’s will, as in 2 Cor 1:1; Gal 1:15;
and as he does with other events in his life (see Rom 1:10; 15:32; 2 Cor 8:5; Gal
1:4). His call stems not from the earthly Jesus, as was true of the Twelve, but from
“Jesus Christ and God the Father, who raised him from the dead” (Gal 1:1). Paul
insists on this status of being “called” by God because it indicates his official posi-
tion in the Christian community and forms the basis of his authority. As “an apos-
tle of Christ Jesus,” he emphasizes that the risen Lord has appeared to him (9:1)
and commissioned him to evangelize, and in this capacity he writes this letter to
the Christians of Roman Corinth. He does not have this status because of personal
qualities; nor has he assumed it by a personal decision. He has been called by
God, as were prophets of old (Jer 1:5; Isa 6:8–9; Amos 7:14–15). Paul described
that call in Gal 1:15–16. The verbal adj. kl≤tos, “called,” is omitted here in some
mss (P61, A, D, 81), perhaps because of homoeoteleuton, and “Christ Jesus” is in-
verted in some (±, A, L, P).

Apostolos, derived from the vb. apostellein, “send,” means “someone/some-
thing sent.” In extrabiblical Greek, it is not normaly used in a religious sense,
where it denotes rather a naval “expedition” (Lysias, Or. 19.21; Demosthenes, Or.
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3.5; 18.80, 107), or “a colony to be sent out” (Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Antiq.

Rom. 9.59.2), or “a trade vessel” (Plato, Ep. 346a), or “an envoy, messenger”
(Herodotus, Hist. 1.21; 5.38). In the last sense, it also occurs in the NT (Phil 2:25;
John 13:16). Apostolos is found only once in the LXX (1 Kgs 14:6), translating the
pass. ptc. π≠lûa∂, “sent,” used of Ahaziah dispatched by God as a stern messenger
to the wife of Jeroboam. Consequently, the religious sense of apostolos is not eas-
ily explained from such an extrabiblical or LXX background. It has been related
rather to a Palestinian Jewish institution, in which Jerusalem authorities sent out
rabbis as π≥lû∂îm (Hebrew) or π≥lî∂în (Aramaic), “commissioned emissaries,” em-
powered to act in their name to settle financial, calendaric, or doctrinal questions
among Jews living outside Jerusalem. Vogelstein (“Development of the Aposto-
late”) has even traced this notion back to the Book of Chronicles; cf. Rengstorf,
TDNT 1:407–20, esp. 414–17. Although this Palestinian origin of the Christian
apostolate has been questioned at times (e.g., Klein, Die zwölf Apostel, 22–32;
Schmithals, Office of Apostle, 98–110), it still remains the best explanation. It is
rooted in the use of π≥lî∞∂ in Ezra 7:14 and builds on such OT data about God
sending messengers to his people on religious matters, and specifically on pas-
sages such as 2 Chr 17:7–9, where Jehoshaphat “sends” princes, Levites, and
priests to teach the people in all the cities of Judah. Here the Hebrew text uses πl∂,

and the LXX apostellein. Between the Palestinian Jewish institution of π≥lû∂îm

and the Christian apostolate intervened the action of the risen Christ commis-
sioning followers to bear witness or preach in his name (Luke 24:47–48; Acts 1:8;
cf. Matt 28:19–20; John 20:21). From this commission developed the specifically
Christian sense of apostolos, which was not translated into Latin as nuntius, “mes-
senger,” but merely transliterated as apostolus and preserved in many modern lan-
guages as “apostle.” So it has become a specifically Christian word.

In writing “Christ Jesus,” Paul is employing Christos in its nontitular sense. He
is aware of its titular meaning, because in Rom 9:5 he adds it, “the Messiah,” to
the seven prerogatives of Israel that he has listed in 9:4. In the vast majority of the
instances when he uses Christos, however, it is Jesus’ second name, “Jesus Christ”
(e.g., Rom 1:4, 6, 8), a double name that he has inherited from the early Christian
tradition before him. In a distinctive way, Paul often reverses the order of the
names, “Christ Jesus,” as here (see also 1:2, 4, 30; 15:31; Rom 6:3, 11; 8:1, 39;
15:5, 16, 17; 16:3; 2 Cor 1:1; Gal 2:4, 16; 3:14, 26). Only he among NT writers
uses this form (the inverted names in Acts 3:20; 5:42; 17:3; 18:5, 28; 24:24 are vari-
ant readings introduced by copyists familiar with the Pauline usage).

and our brother Sosthenes. Lit. “Sosthenes the brother.” Paul names S∑sthen≤s

as the cosender of this letter, not as the coauthor, as Ellis (“Coworkers,” 188) and
Lindemann (1 Cor, 26) rightly recognize. Paul clearly regards him as a fellow
worker in Ephesus, but even more as one who is known to the Christians of Cor-
inth. He appears nowhere else in Paul’s letters. The plur. verbs in 1:18–31 and
2:6–16, followed by an emphatic kag∑, “I myself,” cannot be taken as a sign that
Sosthenes was actually involved in the writing of this letter along with Paul, pace

Murphy-O’Connor (“Co-authorship”), Soards (1 Cor, 18); see further Verhoef,
“The Senders,” 418–21.
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Adelphos, meaning “fellow-Christian,” imitates the Jewish use of Hebrew or 
Aramaic ›a∂, “brother,” for a fellow Jew (see Lev 19:17; 2 Macc 1:1; Josephus,
J.W. 2.8.3 §122), and that broad meaning of adelphos will occur frequently in this
letter (e.g., 1:10, 11, 26; 2:1; 3:1; 4:6; 5:11; 6:5, 6, 8; 7:12, 14, 15, 24, 29; 8:9, 12,
13; 10:1; 11:33; 12:1; 14:6, 20, 26, 39; 15:1, 6, 31, 50, 53). (Christianos [Acts
11:26] had not yet come into common usage.) For the broad metaphorical use of
adelphos for officials, friends, business partners, members of guilds and mystery
cults in Greek documentary texts, see Arzt-Grabner, “ ‘Brothers’ and ‘Sisters’ ”;
Harland, “Familial Dimensions.”

A Sosthenes is mentioned in Acts 18:17 as a “leader of the synagogue” (archisy-

nag∑gos) in Roman Corinth, on whom Paul’s Jewish opponents pounced and
whom they beat “in full view of the court” (b≤ma), when the Roman proconsul of
Achaia, Lucius Junius Gallio, refused to hear the case brought by them against
Paul. See Acts, 630. This Sosthenes may be the same person whom Paul now
mentions, as has been suggested often since John Chrysostom (In Acta Apost.

hom. 39; PG 60.278) and Theodoret (Interpr. Ep. 1 ad Cor. 1:1; PG 82.229), but
there is no certainty about it despite the fact that he was a prominent person in
Corinth and connected with Paul’s missionary work there. (In fact, Chrysostom
even identified him with Crispus [1 Cor 1:14], because the latter is called archisy-

nag∑gos in Acts 18:8 and is said to have become a Christian along with his house-
hold; see Myrou, “Sosthenes.”) If this Sosthenes were the same person, then he
must have been converted subsequently to Christianity, for Paul now calls him
“brother,” i.e., fellow Christian. The identification of the two has been accepted
by Bengel, Godet, Moffatt, Barrett. However, “Sosthenes,” although not a very
common Greek name, has been found in inscriptions; so the persons could be dif-
ferent. Lietzmann regarded the identification as fantasy (1 Cor, 4), and it has been
rejected by Ramsay. Eusebius (HE 1.12.1) regarded Sosthenes as one of the Sev-
enty disciples of Jesus (Luke 10:1). It is sometimes maintained that Sosthenes was
Paul’s “secretary”; so Prior (Paul the Letter-Writer, 42; Fee, 1 Cor, 31, 837).

2. to the church of God that is in Corinth. Lit. “the one being in Corinth.” This
last participial phrase follows “to those sanctified in Christ Jesus” in the important
mss (P46, B, D*, F, G), but it creates a difficult combination of words, which “ap-
parently arose through the accidental omission of one or more phrases and their
subsequent reintroduction at a wrong position” (Metzger, TCGNT, 478). “The
transposition is stylistically intolerable. T≤ ous≤ . . . cannot be separated from
ekkl≤si≠ (cf. 1 Thess 2:14)” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 21).

The phrase h≤ ekkl≤sia tou theou turns up in earlier Pauline letters as a designa-
tion for the local primitive Christian community in Judea (Gal 1:13; 1 Thess 2:14
[plur.]; cf. 2 Thess 1:4 [plur.]), where it seems to have the sense of mother-church,
as again in 1 Cor 11:16 (plur.); possibly 15:9. See Introduction pp. 81–82. In 
addressing this letter to the Corinthian “church,” Paul was fully aware of its social
stratification, which he does not try to change, but in spite of its diversity he seeks
to strengthen its unity and solidarity (see Spilly, “Church in Corinth”).

Korinthos was a city in Greece near the isthmus of Corinth, which funneled
traffic from northern and central Greece to the southern Peloponnesus, and lay
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about 60 km W of Athens. It was situated between two ports: Cenchreae (Rom
16:1; Acts 18:18), eight-and-a-half km to the E on the Saronic Gulf, serving trade
with Asia, and Lechaeum, two km to the NW on the Gulf of Corinth, serving
trade with Italy. See further Introduction, pp. 21–28. For the Lucan account of
Paul’s first evangelization of Corinth, see Acts 18:1–17 (cf. Acts, 617–31).

to those sanctified in Christ Jesus. I.e., made holy in God’s sight by what Christ
Jesus has done for humanity in his life, passion, death, resurrection, and exalta-
tion. The ptc. h≤giasmenois is in the dat. plural, but stands in apposition to the sin-
gular t≤ ekkl≤si≠, “the church of God that is in Corinth,” to which the letter is
being sent. Christ has set Christians apart from the Roman colony in which they
were living for the cultic service of God. To this dedicated status God “has called”
these Christians (1 Thess 4:7), making them such through his “Holy Spirit” (Rom
15:16). This dedicated service echoes the role of ancient Israel, called to be “holy”
(Exod 19:5–6; Lev 19:2; 22:32; Deut 7:6), precisely as God’s people; cf. 1QM 3:5;
12:7. This status explains the following phrase too. Paul mentions Christ (with
varying titles) nine times over in the course of this opening formula and the fol-
lowing thanksgiving. This repetition may be deliberate in order to stress the im-
portance of Christ in light of the preacher factions and rivalries. This letter is
being sent to “that church of God that is in Corinth,” which is clearly addressed as
singular, even though it is made up of individuals whose plurality is noted (by the
plur. ptc.). Thus Paul is laying the groundwork for the argument of unity that he
will develop, as Mitchell (Paul, 193) rightly stresses.

called to be holy. Lit. “called saints,” i.e., dedicated people. Thus hagioi be-
comes a common designation for Christians in Paul’s letters (e.g., Rom 1:7; Phil
1:1). He recognizes that God’s call has not come to him alone, but includes 
the addressees to whom he writes, even though the call is now more generic than
his own.

together with all those who in every place call upon the name of our Lord Jesus

Christ. This clause is not easily interpreted. It is scarcely to be taken with
“Paul, . . . and our brother Sosthenes,” which is too far removed from syn

pasin. . . . It is best understood as modifying “the church of God that is in Cor-
inth.” Ever since the time of J. Weiss, however, commentators have queried
whether this clause (to the end of the verse) is actually a generalizing post-Pauline
interpolation, because the greeting strangely associates with the Corinthians, to
whom the letter is addressed, “all” other Christians “in every place.” Similarly
Fascher, Schmithals. Is it meant to express a secondary set of addressees? Hardly,
because Paul does not use kai, “and” (to all those), but rather syn, “(together)
with” or “in company with,” so that he merely is associating his addressees with
other Christians and reminding them of their solidarity with the others. It could
be part of a liturgical formula that Paul simply adds to achieve this effect (Allo, 
1 Cor, 2–3; Fee, 1 Cor, 33–34). Thus Paul is saying that the status of Christians of
Roman Corinth is not isolated, because by reason of their sanctification they share
in this effect of the Christ-event with all others who acknowledge the lordship of
Jesus Christ no matter where they are or how they are living in conditions of dis-
tance from one another.
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“To call upon the name of the Lord” is a well-known OT expression for the
recognition, praise, and worship of Yahweh as the God of Israel (e.g., by patri-
archs, Gen 4:26; 12:8; 13:4; by others, 2 Kgs 5:11; Ps 79:6; 99:6). Paul adapts it for
the risen Christ, whom he acknowledges as the risen Kyrios. The expression thus
becomes a designation for all Christians, as in Rom 10:12–13, because it binds to-
gether all those who invoke and acknowledge the name of Christ as Lord to whom
they turn; they are Christianoi (so called in Acts 11:26), because they belong to
him and acknowledge his lordship. Cf. 2 Tim 2:22; Acts 9:14, 21. Here it takes on
an ecclesial connotation, being addressed to the church of God in Corinth. Pace

Guerra, it is not a role restricted to directors of the Christian community. Paul will
use “the name of our Lord Jesus Christ” again in 1:10 (with prep. dia); 5:4; 6:11
(with prep. en); cf. Rom 10:13 (where Joel 3:5 [2:32 ET] is quoted). See further
Cullmann, “All Who”; Langevin, “Ceux qui”; Steyn, “Reflections.”

their Lord and ours. Lit. “theirs and ours,” with no noun expressed. Since these
words follow in the Greek text immediately on the prepositional phrase, “in every
place” (where they gather), they could be taken with that phrase; but that would
be a rather banal assertion; and so it is better to understand the words with “Lord.”
Wickert (“Einheit und Eintracht”) notes that Paul is stressing his own solidarity
with the Christians of Corinth (“our Lord”) and all others (“their Lord”), because
of the exhortation to unity and companionship, to which he will soon summon
the Corinthians in 1:10.

Not only does Paul use kyrios of the risen Christ and acknowledge that “Jesus is
Lord” (1 Cor 12:3), but he repeats the primitive kerygma of those who were apos-
tles before him and who carried the good news from Jerusalem to the Mediter-
ranean world, for that title had become for him the confessional affirmation of all
Christians, who recognized that “God raised him from the dead” (Rom 10:9b). In
using Kyrios, Paul acknowedges along with the rest of early Christians that the
risen Christ is on a par with Yahweh of the OT; see Introduction pp. 72–73.
Thus Paul acknowledges that the risen Christ has become an ever-abiding influ-
ence in his life, and in that of all Christians.

3. Grace and peace to you from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ! For
the ellipsis of the verb “to be,” either (impv.) est∑ or (opt.) ei≤, see BDF §128.5.
The same greeting is found in Rom 1:7; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3 (expanded); Phil 1:2;
Phlm 3; cf. Eph 1:2; 2 Thess 1:2. Note the modification in the Pastorals (Titus 1:4;
1 Tim 1:2; 2 Tim 1:2).

Pace Barrett (1 Cor, 34), Paul’s “combination” does not occur in 2 Macc 1:1
(which rather has chairein . . . eir≤n≤n agath≤n), or in Syr. Apoc. Baruch 78:2
(which rather has “mercy and peace”). Lohmeyer regards the Pauline greeting as
a pre-Pauline liturgical salutation used at the beginning of a cultic service (“Prob-
leme”), but that it is hardly correct, as Friedrich rightly noted (“Lohmeyers
These”), defending the Pauline origin of the formula.

The Pauline substitution of charis kai eir≤n≤ (v. 3) for the conventional Greek
greeting has often been explained as the combination of Greek chairein, for
which Paul substitutes charis, “grace,” and the Greek equivalent of Hebrew π≠lôm

or Aramaic π≥l≠m, “peace” (Ezra 4:17 [LXX: eir≤n≤n]; 5:7 [LXX: eir≤n≤ pasa];
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5/6H
˙
ev 4:1; 10:2; cf. Fitzmyer, “Aramaic Epistolography,” 34; an interesting vari-

ant of this formula, in which X similarly sends a letter to Y, can be found in Dan
3:31; 6:26).

An explanation of this type is found as early as Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem

5.5.1; CCLat 1.675. It may be so formed, but the combination “grace and peace”
may also be an echo of elements of the priestly blessing uttered by sons of Aaron
over the Israelites (Num 6:24–26): “May the Lord bless you and keep you; may the
Lord make his face shine upon you, and may he be gracious to you; may the Lord
lift up his countenance on you and give you peace.” If Paul’s greeting does echo
this blessing, then “grace” would represent God’s merciful bounty or covenantal
favor (∂≤n) revealed in Christ Jesus, and “peace” would connote the fullness of
prosperity and well-being characteristic of God’s goodness to Israel of old. For all
of this Paul prays: may grace come to the Christians of Corinth from God our Fa-
ther and the Lord Jesus Christ as the sum of evangelical blessings and may they
share in this divinely bestowed peace (see Eastman, Significance of Grace,

33–69). Lieu has rightly shown that the Pauline greeting, with its Semitic influ-
ence, “was a Pauline innovation” and that “the weight of the evidence does point
to Pauline priority,” for he “deliberately chose not to use the conventional Greek
greeting with which to open his letters. Instead he used a form that would proba-
bly have something of a ‘Scriptural’ feel about it, but which would do more than
this” (“Grace to You and Peace,” 170).

For Paul theos is clearly the Father, and “our Father” is a phrase derived from
LXX Isa 63:16; 64:7. In Rom 15:6 he is hailed as “the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ,” and in Rom 8:15 Paul explains in what sense he is regarded as Father for
Christians: “you received a Spirit of sonship, one in which we cry, ‘Abba, Fa-
ther.’ ” The source of the blessing is now double, coming not only from God our
Father, but also from Jesus Christ as Lord (see Delling, “Zusammengesetzte
Gottes- und Christusbezeichnungen”; Buscemi, “Dio Padre”).

The lordship of Jesus Christ is thus affirmed. Jesus of Nazareth is given a second
name, Christ, which originally was a title acknowledging his messianic status (re-
call Rom 9:5).
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2 THANKSGIVING
(1:4–9)

1:4 I constantly give thanks to my God on your behalf for the grace of God granted
to you in Christ Jesus. 5For in him you have been enriched in every way, in all dis-
course and all knowledge, 6as the testimony about Christ has grown strong among
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you. 7Consequently, you do not lack any spiritual gift, as you eagerly await the rev-
elation of our Lord Jesus Christ. 8He will also keep you strong to the end, blame-
less on the day of our Lord Jesus [Christ]. 9Trustworthy is God, through whom
you have been called into companionship with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.

COMMENT

Paul adds to his opening greeting sent to the Christians of Roman Corinth an ex-
pression of thanks. This Thanksgiving follows the pattern that one finds in other
Pauline letters (1 Thess 1:2–5; Phil 1:3–8 [or 3–11]; Rom 1:8–9; Phlm 4–7); in 
2 Cor 1:3–11 Paul substitutes a blessing, which is more appropriate to that letter of
reconciliation. Here one finds only a thanksgiving without a petitionary prayer. In
Gal 1:6–9 there is no thanksgiving at all, because Paul there expresses his annoyed
surprise that Galatians were turning to another gospel. Compare also the
Deutero-Pauline 2 Thess 1:3–10; Col 1:3–8; and esp. Eph 1:15–23, where a
thanksgiving follows a blessing and is joined to a prayer of intercession. See also 
2 Macc 1:11.

In thus introducing the Thanksgiving, Paul is following the custom of Greek
letter writing of his day, in which a thanksgiving often had to do with the ad-
dressee’s good health (see 3 John 2; cf. NJBC art. 45 §8). Pauline Thanksgivings
are constructed carefully and rhetorically and often incorporate elements that 
annonce main themes of the body of the letter (e.g., logos, “discourse,” gn∑sis,

“knowledge,” martyrion, “testimony,” apokalypsis, “revelation,” h≤mera tou

kyriou, “day of the Lord,” and koin∑nia, “sharing, companionship”). In light of
what he is going to say about these topics in the letter itself, the mention of them
now forms a sort of captatio benevolentiae (striving for good attention). Paul, how-
ever, does not thank God for the faith or love of the Corinthian Christians, as he
does in other letters (1 Thess 1:3; Rom 1:8); the absence of that in this Thanksgiv-
ing is, in part, due to the issues that he will discuss in the letter. Again, there is in
it no mention of the gospel, which appears so frequently in the Thanksgiving of
other letters (Rom 1:9; Phil 1:5, 7; 1 Thess 1:5). Nor does a petitionary prayer play
any part in it (O’Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings, 107).

In this prayer, Paul thanks God the Father for the rich grace and spiritual gifts
that have come to Corinthian Christians through Christ Jesus, who is mentioned
in every verse of this prayer with differing formulaic titles. Paul prays to “my God,”
meaning the God of the OT whom he still worships even as a Christian apostle.
He expresses his thanks because he recognizes the divine favors that have been
shown to the Corinthian commnity in and through Christ Jesus. Paul also intro-
duces into his Thanksgiving an eschatological perspective, as he speaks of the Co-
rinthians awaiting “the revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:7). He also assures
the Corinthians that God will sustain them and keep them blameless until that
“day of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:8). Moreover, he recalls God’s trustworthiness,
in that they have already been called to “companionship with his son, Jesus Christ
our Lord” (1:9). Finally, Paul reflects that these graces have come as a way of rati-
fying the testimony about Christ that he once bore to them. Thus, Paul’s prayer
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not only thanks God, but also encourages his Corinthian addressees about their
relationship to God and his son, Jesus Christ, the risen Lord. Strangely enough,
there is no mention of the Holy Spirit in the Thanksgiving, even though the Spirit
will play an important role later in the discussion of the gifts received.

Paul introduces into the Thanksgiving-prayer itself an element that will be im-
portant in the first four chapters of the epistle: the Corinthians have in every way
been enriched “in all discourse and knowledge.” This enrichment he attributes to
“testimony about Christ,” which he recognizes has already “grown strong” among
his addressees.

Paul’s Thanksgiving invites Christian readers of this letter to realize how they
too have been enriched in every way by the grace of God granted them in Christ
Jesus. The conviction of faith that they enjoy is itself a spiritual gift that should en-
lighten all their knowledge and discourse. Such rich graces received within the
Christian community should not blind them to the awaited revelation of the
Lord. For God who cannot but be faithful will keep them strong and blameless
until then, since he has called them into companionship with His Son, as Paul
has tried to assure the Corinthian addressees of his letter.

NOTES

1:4. I constantly give thanks to my God on your behalf. Paul speaks in the first 
singular, showing that Sosthenes is not a coauthor of the letter. To express his 
own incessant prayer for the Christians of Roman Corinth, Paul uses the verb 
eucharistein, as in 1 Thess 1:2; 2:13; Phil 1:3; Rom 1:8; Phlm 4; cf. 2 Thess 1:3;
Col 1:3; Eph 5:20; 2 Macc 1:11 and also the adv. pantote, “at all times”(as in Rom
1:10; 2 Cor 2:14; Phil 1:4). See EDNT 2:88 for the background of the thanksgiv-
ing formula; also J. M. Robinson, “Hodajot-Formel.” Paul is praying for the Co-
rinthian Christians not only as he writes this letter, but also on many other
occasions. Cf. Rom 1:9.

The phrase “my God” is also found in Phil 1:3; 4:19; 2 Cor 12:21; Rom 1:8;
Phlm 4. The meaning of the phrase is given in Rom 1:9, “God whom I worship
with my spirit in the evangelization of his Son” (see Romans, 244). Actually, it is
an OT phrase, being found in Pss 3:8; 5:3; 7:2, where the LXX reads ho theos mou.
The reading the∑ mou is well attested in many good Greek mss, but mou is omit-
ted in ±*, B.

for the grace of God granted to you in Christ Jesus. The grace of which Paul
speaks has its origin in God and has been accorded the Christians of Roman Cor-
inth in Christ Jesus, who is the channel through which new life has come to them,
enabling them to serve one another and the church as a whole. The combination
of charis and the vb. did∑mi is also found in Rom 12:3, 6; 15:15; 1 Cor 3:10; 2 Cor
8:1; Gal 2:9, and often in the context of the evangelization of Gentiles. The next
verse explains what specifically the “grace” is.

One meets here the first instance of en Christ∑ I≤sou, “in Christ Jesus,” a for-
mula that occurs very frequently in Pauline writings. The prep. en with the object
“Christ” or “the Lord” or “him” occurs about 165 times, and commentators have
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debated its various uses and meanings: spatial, mystical, dynamic, instrumental,
or eschatological. With the object “Christ,” it often has the instrumental sense, es-
pecially when it refers to the historical activity of Jesus (2 Cor 5:19) or to an effect
of that activity (Gal 2:17; Rom 3:24). That seems to be the sense intended here
(see Büchsel, “ ‘In Christus,’ ” 145; cf. Neugebauer, In Christus, 86).

5. For in him you have been enriched in every way. Paul repeats the idea of the
last phrase of v. 4, stressing that divine favor has been accorded abundantly to Co-
rinthian Christians, and that they have not been enriched by their own endeavors.
Paul uses ploutizein, “enrich, make wealthy,” also in 2 Cor 6:10; 8:9; 9:11.

in all discourse and all knowledge. The combination of logos and gn∑sis is found
again in 2 Cor 8:7, along with other qualities. The combination may be derived
from LXX of Prov 22:21, “I therefore teach you true discourse and knowledge
good to hear.” Here the pair concretizes the form in which God’s grace has been
made manifest among Corinthian Christians, in the way they speak eloquently of
their faith-experience and in the knowledge and insight they have of its benefits.
Compare 12:8, where logos sophias and logos gn∑se∑s appear together as gifts of
the Spirit. This may sound a bit ironic, because Paul will have to criticize the Co-
rinthians in this letter (1:18–25; 2:1–5) because of some of their pretensions to
wisdom and the rivalries that have arisen as a consequence. Note the threefold
emphatic use of pas, “every, all,” in the verse.

6. as the testimony about Christ has grown strong among you. Lit. “the testimony
of Christ has been made strong” (ebebai∑th≤). Paul means that his evangelization
of Corinth and that of others have been validated and confirmed by gifts that the
Corinthians have received. He has borne witness to Christ among them by the
preaching of the gospel, upon which the Corinthian community has been
founded; and it has consequently been enriched by the divine favors shown them.
Christou is best understood as an objective genitive (so Collins, 1 Cor, 63; Fee, 
1 Cor, 40; O’Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings, 120), but Kremer (1 Cor, 25)
thinks that the gen. could be taken as subj.; so too Soards: “ ‘the testimony of
Christ’ is another way of referring to the gospel” (1 Cor, 25). The pass. verb 
ebebai∑th≤ is to be taken as divine (“made strong by God” [through the spiritual
gifts to be mentioned in v. 7]), as Lindemann (1 Cor, 31) understands it. In a few
mss (B*, F, G, 81, 1175) the gen. is rather theou, “(testimony) about God,” per-
haps influenced by 2:1.

7. Consequently, you do not lack any spiritual gift. Lit. “you are not lacking in
any. . . .” The clause is introduced by h∑ste, which has to be understood in a con-
secutive, not a final sense, pace Allo (1 Cor, 4). What is meant by charisma will be-
come clear in chap. 12. Paul is content now to use the word merely in a generic
way, as the gift of Christian existence. This verse repeats v. 5, but in a negative for-
mulation.

as you eagerly await the revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ. Paul introduces an
eschatological perspective into his prayer of thanks. What he calls here apokalyp-

sis kyriou, he calls h≤ parousia tou kyriou h≤m∑n I≤sou, “the coming of our Lord
Jesus,” in 1 Thess 3:13, even though he does not otherwise use apokalypsis, “reve-
lation,” in the parousiac sense. In 1 Cor 4:5, he will clearly speak of this revela-
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tion: “before the Lord comes”; and in 15:23 of “his coming” (en t≤ parousi≠

autou). Compare, however, the Deutero-Pauline letter, 2 Thess 1:7, and 1 Pet 1:7,
13; 4:13 for the same sense of apokalypsis. The awaited presence of the Lord is ex-
pressed as “the day of our Lord Jesus [Christ]” in v. 8 (cf. 5:5; 2 Cor 1:4; Phil 1:6),
and differently in 7:29.

Kyrios occurs elsewhere in Pauline passages when he alludes to the parousia
(see 4:4–5; 11:26; Phil 3:20; 4:5). Recall too the prayer with which Paul will end
this letter, marana tha, “Our Lord, come!” (16:22). That Paul is using a common
early Christian mode of referring to the coming of the Lord Jesus is evident from
Luke 17:30. This verse then contributes to the eschatological teaching of this 
letter.

8. He will also keep you strong to the end. The eschatological perspective is 
continued, but the rel. clause, introduced by hos kai, at first sight might seem to
have as its antecedent the immediately preceding “Lord Jesus Christ” (v. 7). It is
rather “God” (v. 4) who is meant, as the rest of the verse makes clear, and as many
commentators have understood it (J. Weiss, Conzelmann, Fee, Kremer, Senft);
cf. 2 Cor 1:21. Barrett, Robertson-Plummer, Lindemann, Soards, however, take
the antecedent to be Christ, as did Origen and Chrysostom.

Von der Osten-Sacken (“Gottes Treue”) thinks that Paul in vv.8–9 has reversed
the order of a traditional formula, pistos ho . . . , hos kai . . . , “God is trustworthy,
by whom you were called into companionship with his Son ( . . . ), who will also
keep you strong ( . . . ) blameless ( . . . ), as you await the revealing of our Lord.”

As he continues his eschatological perspective, Paul uses the fut. verb
bebai∑sei, the same verb that appears in v. 6, where it is employed in the passive of
the “testimony” about Christ that has been borne to the Corinthians in his
preaching (see MacRae, “A Note.”). Now he asserts that God will sustain them
until the parousia of the Lord. He will not permit what has been begun to come to
naught or be undone. The best Greek mss read he∑s telous, “up to the end,” but
mss D, F, G, read rather achri, “until”; and P 46 reads teleious instead of the prepo-
sitional phrase, “will keep you perfect,” which may be a copyist’s correction lead-
ing up to the characterization in the following phrase.

blameless on the day of our Lord Jesus [Christ]. This ending of the verse echoes
that of v. 7. Mss P46 and B omit “Christ,” possibly because the full name occurs in
vv. 7 and 9 (Metzger, TCGNT, 479), or possibly because of homoeoteleuton. Paul
is certain that the Christians of Corinth will appear blameless at the time of
Christ’s parousia (cf. Phil 1:6, 10; 2:16). This is a strange admission to make in
view of the topics that Paul is going to discuss in the letter and some of the criti-
cism that he is going to level against the Corinthians, but it is undoubtedly his
mode of captatio benevolentiae.

Paul adapts an often-used OT expression, yôm Yhwh, LXX (h≤) h≤mera (tou)

kyriou (Amos 5:18, 20; Joel 2:31; Isa 2:12; 13:6, 9; Zeph 1:17–18), which denoted
the time of Yhwh’s coming to judge his people. Paul not only understands kyriou

in the Christological sense, but also alludes to the expected judgment of Chris-
tians by the risen Christ. The phrase appears again in 5:5, and is alluded to in
15:23, 50–58 (now anticipated here in the Thanksgiving); see also 2 Cor 1:14;
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5:10. In 3:13 it becomes simply “the Day.” Mss of the western tradition (D, F, G)
substitute parousi≠ for h≤mer≠ (see 1 Thess 5:23).

9. Trustworthy is God. Paul ends his prayer of Thanksgiving with the praise of
God’s fidelity. The epithet pistos is used of God again in 10:13; 2 Cor 1:18; 
1 Thess 5:24; cf. 2 Tim 2:13; Heb 10:23. It imitates Deut 7:9 h≠’≤l hanne’≥m≠n,

“the faithful God”; cf. Deut 32:4; Isa 49:7. The Christian’s conviction of eschato-
logical salvation is based on such trust in God, whose fidelity is assured, and Paul
seeks to instill this assurance in Corinthian Christians.

through whom you have been called into companionship with his Son, Jesus

Christ our Lord. The prep. dia denotes the source, not the mediation, of assurance
that comes from God (BDR §223.3). Soards (1 Cor, 30), however, strangely un-
derstands di’ hou, “through whom,” to refer “to the Lord Jesus Christ through
whom God acts in relation to humanity.” That might be a good Pauline idea, 
but that is not what the text says. The rel. pronoun in the prep. phrase di’ hou has
God as its antecedent, and the relation to Christ is expressed by eis koin∑nian.
Rather than di’ hou, mss D, F, G, read rather hyph’ hou, “by whom,” followed by
the RSV.

The verb “you have been called” echoes the call of v. 2 above, and also that of
the OT idea of a divine call (Isa 41:9; 42:6; 48:12). In this case, the call envisages
a goal or purpose, expressed by the prep. eis, as in 1 Thess 2:12 (see Klein, “Paul’s
Use,” 60–61).

“Companionship” or “fellowship” is only one of a variety of meanings that
koin∑nia has in Pauline writings; in 10:16 it will denote rather the “participation”
of Christians in the “table of the Lord.” By it Paul now emphasizes rather the
union of Christians with Christ in the church as a result of their call by God to be
a holy people associated with his Son through faith and baptism (1:2; 6:11; see
Reumann, “Koinonia in Scripture,” 45; Hainz, Koinonia, 15–17; Panikulam,
Koin∑nia, 8–16). The companionship is above all with God’s Son, through whom
God has been achieving the salvation of His people in a new way (recall Gal
4:4–6; Rom 8:29), but it also connotes the companionship of Christians one with
another, resulting from all that Paul has said in vv. 4–8, and not just from the es-
chatological perspective of vv.7–8. With this thought Paul ends his Thanksgiving.
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II. SCANDALS REPORTED ORALLY

TO PAUL ABOUT THE CORINTHIAN

CHURCH (1:10–6:20)
◆

A. SCANDAL OF PREACHER-FACTIONS:
ITS FACT AND ROOTS (1:10–4:21)

3 a. Dissensions in the Corinthian Church 

(1:10–17)
1:10 I appeal to you, brothers, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that all of you
may agree in what you say and that there be no dissensions among you, but that
you may be united in the same mind and the same purpose. 11For it has been re-
ported to me about you, my brothers, by some of Chloe’s people that there are ri-
valries among you. 12What I mean is this: One of you says, “I side with Paul!”;
another, “I side with Apollos!”; or “I side with Cephas!”; or “I side with Christ!”
13 Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the
name of Paul? 14 I give thanks [to God] that I baptized none of you, save Crispus
and Gaius, 15 so that no one can say that you were baptized in my name. 16 I did
baptize the household of Stephanas too; otherwise I do not know whether I bap-
tized anyone else. 17For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the gos-
pel, and not with eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of Christ be emptied of its
meaning.

COMMENT

Paul now opens the body of his letter to the Christians of Roman Corinth with a
plea that they come to agreement and unity among them. He begins by telling
them what he has heard about them: how dissensions among them have caused
division and rivalry in their community, which he does not consider proper. Paul
makes it clear that he is commenting on reports that have come to him “by some
of Chloe’s people” (v. 11). Chloe seems to have been a prominent Christian
woman, someone known to Paul from his earlier dealings with the Corinthian
church and apparently known to the rest of the Christians there, for Paul men-
tions her by name.



The dissensions and quarrels stem mainly from Corinthians who have been ar-
guing about different Christian preachers who have evangelized them or some-
how influenced their lives. As a result, these Christians seem to be divided into
rival groups expressing allegiance to such preachers, either to Paul himself, or
Apollos, or Cephas, and even to Christ. Perhaps, however, some Christians are
annoyed at such rivalries, often called factions, and such allegiance to human
preachers; and they are vaunting allegiance only to Christ. It is hard to tell
whether there are three or four groups that Paul is mentioning. The parallelism of
the four clauses, “I side with . . . ,” may mean that there are actually four rival fac-
tions; and it should be noted that Paul writes, eg∑ men eimi Paulou, and then joins
the following three with the correlative de, which seems to indicate that there was
a Christ-Party, parallel to the Apollos-Party and the Cephas-Party. In 3:4–5, how-
ever, Paul mentions only two preachers (Apollos and himself), and in 3:22 he
names three (Paul, Apollos, and Cephas). From these different passages arises the
problem of determining how many are the groups with which Paul is coping.
Even though Munck, in his reaction to the radical thesis of Baur (that Paul was
opposed in Corinth by a Judaizing faction headed by Cephas), maintained that
there were neither factions nor Judaizers in the Corinthian church, but only
much quarrelling and the cult of personalities, one has to reckon with factions, at
least three of them, in the Corinthian Christian community of Paul’s day. That is
the surface issue with which Paul is dealing in chaps. 1–4 of this letter. This is
commonly held today.

As Paul begins his argument in this first section of the letter, he deals with three
main themes, which do not follow any particular sequence, but which are inter-
woven and thus make the argument somewhat difficult to follow: the factions in
the Corinthian community (1:10–17; 3:4–5, 21; 4;6); the fascination of that com-
munity with a certain mode of wisdom-preaching (1:18–2:16; 3:18–20; 4:10); and
how one is to estimate Christian ministry (1:17; 2:1–5; 3:1–4:13).

It is important, however, to understand how the section of 1 Corinthians that
begins here (1:10–4:21) functions in the letter as a whole. In analyzing it, I am fol-
lowing basically the analysis of Dahl (“Paul and the Church at Corinth”). He
agrees with Baur in regarding this part of the letter as the first apologetic section,
in which Paul seeks to gives a justification for his apostolic authority and ministry.
It is a section that is framed by exhortations (1:10 and 4:16), both using the verb
parakal∑, “I appeal to you.” Many statements and clues are given in this section
that reveal the situation in the Corinthian church with which Paul was coping, as
he sought to assert his authority. Chapters 5 and 6, which follow this apologetic
section, are also related to problems treated in it, but they are also transitional to
the topics that will be dealt with in chapters 7–15, beginning with the questions
raised in the letter of 7:1.

The surface problem of this first section is the scandal of preacher-factions in
the Corinthian church, but underlying that scandal is Paul’s attempt to reestab-
lish his authority and proper relation with the Corinthian community in view of
the opposition to him that has grown up there. The dissension and quarrels at
Corinth were manifestations of that opposition, and they have been reported
orally to Paul by “some of Chloe’s people” (1:11), who have come on a visit to
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Ephesus. Such reports tell of “dissensions,” “rivalries” (erides, 1:11; 3:3), and arro-
gance (4:18), based on the belief that Paul would never come back to Corinth (see
4:19). This situation arose after Paul had left Corinth, when the Corinthian
Christians decided to send a delegation (Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus
[16:17]) along with a letter to Paul (7:1), asking him to help them understand
what they should do and think about various problems that have arisen since his
departure. Because many believed that Paul would not return and did not really
care about them, opposition to him seems to have broken out in the form of the
factions. Quarreling Corinthians were opposing the delegates as much as they
were opposing Paul and were annoyed that the delegation had been sent. As Dahl
imaginatively sums up the opposition,

Why write to Paul? He has left us and is not likely to come back. He lacks elo-
quence and wisdom. He supported himself by his own work; either he does not
have the full rights of an apostle, or he did not esteem us to be worthy of sup-
porting him. Why not write to Apollos, who is a wise teacher? I am his man! Or,
if we turn to anybody, why not write to Cephas, who is the foremost of he
twelve. I am for Cephas! But why ask anyone for counsel? Should we not rather
say: I belong myself to Christ? As spiritual men we ought to be wise enough to
decide for ourselves. (325)

The opposition to Paul also came from the fact that he had baptized so few of the
Corinthians (1:14–16), and he felt that he had been “roughly handled” (4:11).

Before Paul could answer the questions in the letter, he had to overcome the
false appraisals and reestablish his apostolic authority as the founder and spiritual
father of the whole church at Corinth. For this reason he does not champion any
group, but writes as the Apostle of Christ to the church as a whole.

Paul begins with a plea and resolutely calls on the Christians of Corinth, “that
all of you may agree in what you say”; and “that there be no dissensions among
you, but that you may be united in the same mind and the same purpose” (v. 10).
Paul does not defend those who side with him, for he is concerned about the gen-
eral situation, realizing how the Corinthian Christians have misunderstood the
relative value of the community’s teachers; they have also misunderstood them-
selves and have exaggerated the knowledge they have. He feels that Christ himself
is suffering division (v. 13): the lack of unity in the community implies a misun-
derstanding of Christ among them. He fears that such a situation might even
empty the very cross of Christ of its meaning (v. 17). Implied in his argumentation
is the conviction that Christ died for all human beings, and not only for those who
pledge allegiance to one of his preachers. His answer to this problem will be 
expressed in 3:5, 22–23, and esp. in 4:6, “that none of you will become arrogant,
siding with one over against another.”

In the course of his remarks about this divisive situation, Paul tells us something
about how he understands his own apostolate and the mission to which he has
been called by God and the risen Christ. He is convinced that he has been sent,
not to baptize, but “to preach the gospel” (v. 17). What he says here about his com-
mission finds an echo later on in 15:9–11 and in Rom 10:8–10.



That there would be groups with differing opinions in the Corinthian church is
not surprising and could be taken for granted, but the way Paul writes about them
makes it clear that the differences were serious and of no little concern to him.
The nature of the rival groups, often called factions, has been a matter of much
discussion, even though it is difficult to distinguish them or ascertain their differ-
ences with any certainty. John Chrysostom (In Ep. I ad Cor. hom. 3.1; PG 61.24)
thought that there really were not four parties and that Paul, for reasons of tact,
mentioned four names “by way of hyperbole” instead of the real “dividers of the
church.” Indeed, commentators who hold that there were four or three parties are
hard pressed to provide real evidence of them or how they differed one from the
other (see Hurd, Origin, 117; Munck, “Church without Factions,” 135). Be that
as it may, Paul’s argument is not directed against any one group, but at the church
of Roman Corinth as a whole; so Strüder would speak of preferences, not parties
in 1:12.

Baur reduced the four factions to two, Paul and Apollos vs. Cephas and Christ,
as Paulinists vs. Petrine Judaizers. Reitzenstein considered them to be like the 
thiasoi, “guilds,” of the Greek mystery religions, in which the confrères grouped
about a certain master who had initiated them into the mystery (Hellenistic Mys-

tery Religions, 426). Schmithals reduces them to “one opponent” as the Gnostic
Christ-Party (Gnosticism in Corinth, 114). Such explanations of the factions are
problematic because there is no evidence in the letter that Paul is coping with Ju-
daizers (as he was in the Epistle to the Galatians) or with Gnostics (who have not
appeared on the scene in the first century). As for the guilds of the mystery reli-
gions, there is no evidence that they were competitive and contentious.

Other explanations have been given: The factions have been interpreted as
those who align themselves with the preachers who baptized them (as v. 13 might
suggest [Barrett]), or perhaps with those belonging to differing social levels in
Corinth (as v. 26 might suggest [Theissen]), or with differing political parties
(Welborn), or with preachers of differing eloquence or rhetorical training (an ex-
planation derived from the emphasis in chap. 1 on sophia and logos, “wisdom”
and “discourse”): new Christians, having been affected by the secular educational
mores of Roman Corinth, were acting like the disciples of the Sophists in the
Roman empire. Such Sophists were wandering teachers of rhetoric who had
come of Corinth and vied with each other to attract followers who would be loyal
to them in their competitive rivalry. Having lived in such an environment before
their conversion to Christianity, Corinthian Christians would still be influenced
by such practices and so came to express their allegiance to either Paul, or Apol-
los, or Cephas (Winter, After Paul Left Corinth, 31–43). It does not seem best to
follow Chrysostom and regard the names of the first three in v. 12 as creations of
Paul merely to illustrate the dissensions. The opposition to Paul comes from the
Christian community as a whole because of such dissensions that have arisen
since he left Corinth, which show that they have not comprehended “the gospel”
that he was sent to preach, the gospel about Christ crucified (1:17–18; 2:2).

Some commentators take v. 17 as the first verse of the following passage (so
George), but that verse is introduced by gar, “for,” and gives the reason why Paul
has said what he has been saying in vv. 10–16. So it is best taken as the concluding
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verse of this passage. Lindemann (1 Cor, 33–34) considers this first passage to ex-
tend to v. 25, but even he admits a caesura between v. 17 and v. 18.

As a whole, this passage reveals how concerned Paul was about the unity and
solidarity of the early Christian community in Roman Corinth. His appeal “in the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ” to those whom he does not hesitate to call “broth-
ers” becomes a challenge to Christians of all ages, who also have to consider the
dangers of liberal or conservative thinking within the communities in which they
live. The source of the dissension in Roman Corinth was nominally siding with
various preachers, but the underlying favoritism is the perennial problem of arro-
gance that can afflict the Christian community anywhere and at any time. “Is
Christ divided?” Paul asks, in an effort to counteract the divisiveness. As he wants
the Corinthian Christians to consider well the consequences of their rivalries, he
also calls on all Christians to reflect on the consequences of such favoritism in
order to make sure that the message of the cross of Christ is not emptied of its sig-
nificance in any way. For Christ was crucified for all, not just for a favored few.

NOTES

10. I appeal to you, brothers, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. As often, Paul
uses parakale∑, a verb denoting an urgent appeal (see 4:16 [which corresponds to
the problem in the first section of this letter]; 16:12, 15; Rom 12:1; 15:30; 16:17; 
2 Cor 2:8; 10:1; Phil 4:2; 1 Thess 4:10; Phlm 10; cf. Bjerkelund, Parakalô, 14, 18,
142, 146). Paul appeals as an authorized apostle (1:1; Rom 1:5), as “the apostle of
the Gentiles” (Rom 11:13), and does not hesitate to urge or implore the Christians
of Roman Corinth. He makes use of a standard literary form called “petition,”
along with a divine-authority phrase (see Mullins, “Petition,” 53; White, “Intro-
ductory Formulae,” 93–94). That is formulated “in the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ” (recall 1:2 and its Note). Paul does not appeal in his own name, but in
Christ’s name, because the divided Christians of Roman Corinth have forgotten
that Christ is among them as the source of their unity. Cf. 2 Thess 3:6. In exhort-
ing them to unity, he addresses them as adelphoi, “brothers,” i.e., fellow Chris-
tians, whether male or female, using the same term as for Sosthenes in v. 1 above
(see Note there). Because they are adelphoi, Paul believes that he must address
them, even if some of the things he is going to say may not be what they want to
hear.

that all of you may agree in what you say. Lit. “that all may say the same thing.”
This appeal for unity is phrased positively and generically at first, but as one reads
further, it not only concerns the essential unity expected of a Christian commu-
nity, but acquires a negative formulation. Paul is not forbidding the expression of
different opinions in general, but is urging agreement in conduct that will guar-
antee common unity (= community). He uses an idiom well known in classical
Greek; see Thucydides, Hist. 5.31.6: “The Boeotians and Megarians, holding the
same opinion (to auto legontes), kept silent” (cf. 4.20.4).

that there be no dissensions among you. Paul adds a negative appeal, introduced
by hina m≤, as in vv. 15, 17, as he likens the situation in the Corinthian commu-
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nity to the conflicts between city-states in the Greco-Roman world, using the
noun schisma derived from the verb schiz∑ that historians employ for such con-
flicts (eschizonto, Herodotus, Hist. 7.219.2; 4.119.1; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist.

12.66.2; see Welborn, “On the Discord,” 86). Most Greek mss read the plur. schis-

mata, “divisions, dissensions, schisms,” but P46, 33 have the sing. schisma. Such
dissension has resulted from allegiance to the different preachers to be named and
the struggles for domination that they engendered. Paul will speak again of schis-

mata in a different, but perhaps related, sense in 11:18 (dissensions at the celebra-
tion of the Lord’s Supper) and 12:25 (cf. John 7:43; 9:16; 10:19, where the word
denotes dissension among people). Clement of Rome repeats the Pauline termi-
nology and adds to it: ereis kai thymoi kai dichostasiai kai schismata kai polemos,

“strife and passion and cleavage and dissension and war” (1Clem. 46.5). One can-
not say that the term necessarily connotes “parties” or “factions” with fixed mem-
bership, ideology, or structure (Mitchell, Paul, 71; Meinertz, “Schisma,” 115).
Nor does the term yet have the connotation it will acquire in later centuries, as in
canon law, “schism.”

that you may be united in the same mind and the same purpose. Or “conviction.”
This clause reformulates the first clause of this verse. The agreement that Paul
recommends concerns not only what they say, but also how they think and plan,
when it comes to what is really needed for Christian unity. Bultmann (TDNT,

1:717) rightly notes that it is very difficult to differentiate nous, “mind” and gn∑m≤,

“disposition.” The former stresses more the notion of thinking and observing,
whereas the latter that of judging and planning. See Phlm 14 (cf. Philemon, 111).

11. For it has been reported to me about you, my brothers. Mss P 46, C*, 104 omit
“my.” This statement supplies the reason why interpreters label this section of the
letter as oral reports.

by some of Chloe’s people. Lit. “by those of Chloe.” She is otherwise unknown,
but was probably a resident of Corinth with friends in Ephesus, where Paul now
is; most likely a Christian woman. If she were rather a resident of Ephesus, she
must have been known at least to Christians of Corinth, because Paul’s use of her
name would imply that. Who her “people” are is not clear; possibly members of
her household, slaves or former slaves (so Meeks, First Urban, 59, 63), or business
partners. Because Paul mentions her, that does not mean that she was one of “the
outstanding women leaders” of the Corinthian church, pace Schüssler Fiorenza
(In Memory, 219). Nothing in the text suggests that she was the overseer of a house
church or that she sent them to Paul with a message or report; they seem to have
been in Ephesus for some other reason and simply told Paul of the situation. In
any case, there is no evidence that these people belonged to any of the groups
mentioned. Hitchcock (“Who Are”) claims that Paul would not have mentioned
a Corinthian lady by name in connection with a report that reflected discredit on
Corinthian Christians; so, because Chlo≤ is a well-known epithet of the goddess
Demeter (e.g., Aristophanes, Lysistrata 835; Pausanias, Descr. Graec. 1.22.3; and
various Greek inscriptions), he understands hoi Chlo≤s to denote “some votaries
(mystai) of Demeter with whom Paul was acquainted.” There was a temple of
Demeter on the slopes of Acrocorinth. This explanation is ingenious, but far-
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fetched. As a Thracian woman’s name, “Chloe” is known elsewhere in antiquity
(Horace, Carmina 1.23.1; 3.9.6, 9; the “Daphnis and Chloe,” of Longus, 1.6.3).

that there are rivalries among you. Now Paul calls the Corinthian dissension
eris, “strife, discord, quarrel, wrangling,” a literary variant for schisma (1:10), used
again in 3:3 (z≤los kai eris); it was often used of political disputes and quarrels
(Plutarch, Caesar 33; Aristophanes, Thesm. 788; Thucydides, Hist. 6.31). Al-
though the Corinthian community may appear outwardly united, not all are act-
ing in the same way or thinking and saying the same thing.

12. What I mean is this. Lit. “this I say” (leg∑ de touto). Paul begins the state-
ment with leg∑, a verb that he uses elsewhere (7:6, 35; 15:51; 2 Cor 6:13; 11:16)
when he wants to address the Corinthian community with emphasis.

One of you says, “I side with Paul.” Lit. “Each one of you says, ‘I am of Paul.’ ”
So Paul explains what he meant in v. 11. In good Greek style, Paul puts himself
first in the lineup of rival preachers to be named. It is not a question of theological
differences or personal quarrels, but of the secular mind-set of individual Chris-
tians in the Corinthian community. When Paul speaks of “each one,” he rhetori-
cally expresses the individuality and divisive character of the situation in Corinth.
“I side with Paul” sounds like a Corinthian slogan, but it could also be merely
Paul’s way of formulating such allegiance. It imitates the twice-repeated phrase,
tou theou eimi of LXX Isa 44:5, and it is hardly the noted revelation formula (John
8:58). It is a mere genitive of relationship (BDF §162.7), as in Acts 27:23; and at
best a possible “declaration of party allegiance” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 33). Paul is
thought of as the head of such a group, because he was the church founder (3:6,
10), the leader who first preached the gospel in Corinth (15:1–11). Mitchell
notes, however, that no comparable party slogans have yet been discovered in an-
cient political texts. So they seem to be rather Paul’s own creation, a caricature
that employs the language “most commonly used of parent-child relationships
and master-slave relationships” (Paul, 85). “While the Corinthians themselves
may not have expressed their allegiance in this fashion, Paul interprets their fac-
tional activity as indicative, not of political sophistication, but of childishness and
renunciation of their precious freedom through their alignment behind various
missionaries” (ibid., 86).

another, “I side with Apollos.” Lit. “but I of Apollos.” Apoll∑s was a Christian
preacher from Alexandria who worked in Ephesus and Corinth; he is mentioned
again in 3:4–6, 22; 4:6; 16:12; see also Titus 3:13; 1 Clem. 47.3 (which refers to
this Pauline passage). He would have arrived in Corinth only after Paul had de-
parted, and the two of them would never have worked there together. Apollos was
undoubtedly responsible for the conversion of further Corinthians to Christianity,
who may not have known Paul. The group that is said here to use his name prob-
ably emerged after Apollos had also departed from Corinth. Paul knows that some
Corinthian Christians had a high regard for Apollos and may think that they even
preferred to have Apollos among them rather than himself (see 16:12). Despite
that awareness, however, Paul remains in contact with Apollos and considers him
a colleague, not a rival, even if he does not speak of him as much as he does about
himself, because Paul is concerned not only to mend the disunity of the Corin-
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thian community, but also to establish his own apostolic authority there. Yet in
16:12, Paul will speak of Apollos as an equal and will scarcely seek to undercut his
ministry, pace Ker, “Paul and Apollos.”

In Acts 18:24–28, Luke describes Apollos as “a Jew, a native of Alexandria, an
eloquent speaker (an≤r logios), learned in the Scriptures” (dynatos ∑n en tais

graphais, lit. “capable in the [OT] writings”), who has just arrived in Ephesus. Al-
though he had been instructed in the Way of the Lord, he knew only the baptism
of John. So Priscilla and Aquila schooled him “more accurately” about the Way so
that he could proceed to “Achaia” to work there. In Acts 19:1 he is said to be al-
ready in Corinth, when Paul arrives in Ephesus (see Acts, 638–40). What Apollos’s
particular preaching or teaching was is not easy to say. Schwarz (“Wo’s Weisheit
ist”) thinks that his followers identified Christ with preexistent Wisdom (Sirach
24; Wisdom of Solomon).

This Pauline passage implies that Apollos was well known in Corinth and has
been an eloquent preacher there. Because of the Lucan description of Apollos as
an≤r logios, one tends to identify him with the sophia, “wisdom,” that Paul criti-
cizes in 1:18–31. His mode of interpreting Scripture may have been similar to the
allegorical method of Philo of Alexandria and of the Alexandrian Church Fathers,
but one cannot extrapolate from either Philo or the patristic writers to say for sure
what his preaching was like. A fortiori, it had nothing to do with Gnostic teaching
(see Sellin, “Das ‘Geheimnis’ ”; Ollrog, Paulus und seine Mitarbeiter, 37–41).

or “I side with Cephas.” Lit. “but I (am) of Cephas.” K≤phas is the name that
Paul normally uses for the apostle Simon Peter (3:22; 9:5; 15:5; Gal 1:18; 2:9, 11,
14), but Petros appears in Gal 2:7–8.

“Cephas” recalls the name-change attributed to Jesus in the Gospels (John
1:42; Matt 16:17–18: “Blessed are you, Simon bar Jonah! . . . I tell you, you are
Peter (Petros), and on this rock (petra) I will build my church.”). On the basis of
John 1:42, the early church interpreted K≤phas as Petros. The wordplay in Matt
16:18 has often been explained by referring to the Hebrew common noun, k≤ph,

“rock” (Jer 4:29; Job 30:6); or Aramaic k≤ph≠› (the form reflected in the Greek
K≤phas). The common noun appears in Qumran Aramaic texts: 11QtgJob 32:1;
33:9 (“on the crag it [the black eagle] dwells, and it nests”); 4QEnoche 4 iii 19
(“and the sheep climbed to the summit of a certain high crag” [= 1 Enoch 89:29]);
4QEnochc 4:3 (= 1 Enoch 89:32). In all these instances, k≤ph≠› means “rock” or
“crag,” part of a mountainous or hilly region. The word has also turned up in a
pre-Christian Aramaic text as a personal name, the patronymic of a witness in a
legal document from Elephantine (BMAP 8:10), dated to 416 B.C.: ∫hd ‹qb br kp›,

“Witness: ‘Aqab son of Kepha’ ” (see Fitzmyer, “Aramaic K≤ph≠›,” TAG, 112–24,
esp.113–18). Pace U. Luz, k≤ph≠› would not have been heard by Aramaic-
speaking people only as “stone” or “round stone” (Matthew 8–20 [Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001] 358–59); it meant “a crag” or a “rock,” at least big
enough for an eagle to build its nest on it or for a sheep to climb on; and so it is 
an apt basis for the building of a structure and for the figurative use of it in Jesus’
saying.

Allegiance to Cephas creates a problem, however, because it is difficult to trace
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Peter’s movements on the basis of NT evidence. When would Cephas have been
in Corinth? Because both Paul and Apollos have preached in Corinth, this pas-
sage implies that Cephas had been there too and even evangelized the town.
When would he have been there? Scholars such as Lietzmann, Lake, E. Meyer et
al., who admit that Peter made his way to Rome, think that he arrived there from
Corinth. Moreover, Eusebius later wrote to this effect: “That they [Peter and
Paul] were martyred together at the same time, Dionysius, a bishop of the Corin-
thians, thus asserts in a passage of his correspondence with Roman [Christians],
‘By so great an instruction you too have linked together the planting of Romans
and Corinthians that took place under Peter and Paul. For both of them planted
our Corinth and taught us in the same way; and likewise they taught together in
Italy and were martyred at the same time’ ” (HE 2.25.8). This testimony, however,
is often dismissed as a “worthless deduction from 1 Corinthians” (Barrett, “Ce-
phas and Corinth,” 6). However, Barrett (ibid.) sought to make a strong case for
Peter having evangelized Corinth as well as Paul (see also Manson, “St. Paul in
Ephesus,” 194; Dockx, “Essai,” 230; Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 7, 167; Vielhauer, “Paul
and the Cephas Party,” 132–33 [Vielhauer exaggerates when he speaks of Paul op-
posing Petrine primacy; that issue simply does not emerge in this letter]).

Such a Petrine evangelization of Corinth, however, is usually thought to con-
flict with what Paul says in 3:6 (“I planted, Apollos watered, but God caused the
growth”), 3:10 (“I laid a foundation as an expert builder”), 4:15b (“In Christ Jesus
I became your father through the gospel”), and 2 Cor 10:14. If Peter had been
there before Paul, would the latter have undertaken the evangelization of Cor-
inth, in light of his claim in Rom 15:20, “It has been my ambition to preach the
good news where Christ has not been named, lest I build on the foundation of
someone else”? It is practically impossible to say when Peter might have come to
Corinth after Paul had founded the church there. So no matter how one handles
these testimonies, one has to reckon in this letter with the presence of some mode
of apostolic preaching that differs from that of Paul and Apollos, which is being as-
sociated with Cephas.

Certain other details in this letter are said to point to Peter’s presence in Cor-
inth: e.g., the mention of Cephas and his wife, or Cephas’s relation to the rest of
the apostles (9:5); God’s fellow workers (3:1–9); even 5:9–13 (claimed to echo the
Antioch controversy of Gal 2:11–14); and 6:1–6 have been so interpreted (Barrett,
“Cephas and Corinth,” 6–7). Yet none of these passages enables one to conclude
with certainty that Peter was there before Paul wrote this letter (see Goguel,
“L’Apôtre Pierre, 469–70, 488–89; Kremer, 1 Cor, 32; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 39–40;
Romaniuk, “Le problème”).

Another explanation of the Cephas-group has been that the phrase may mean
no more than that some Jewish Christian devotees of Peter, to whom he may have
preached elsewhere, have migrated to Corinth and become rivals to the others
(Bachmann). Or they may have learned about Cephas from what Paul told them
about him (Dahl, “Paul and the Church,” 323 n. 1). In any case, Paul is not argu-
ing against Peter, as he once did in Gal 2:11, 14. Nor is he arguing only against
Peter’s people; he is against all rival groups, no matter to whom their allegiance is.
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Moreover, there is no evidence in the letter that the Cephas-group has been 
contesting the apostolic role of Paul, as Lietzmann once maintained apropos of
9:1–2; or that it was making concessions to Judaizers, as Fitch contends (“Paul,
Apollos,” 20).

or “I side with Christ.” The strict parallelism of this last statement with the three
that precede suggests that there was a fourth group in Corinth that so identified 
itself. The wording (esp. the men . . . de construction) and the logic of this 
verse would argue for that interpretation. They have been said to be Jewish Chris-
tians, who would not align themselves with Paul, the “apostle of the Gentiles”
(Rom 11:13), or who regarded Jesus as “the promised Messiah” and dissociated
“themselves from the more developed Christology of Paul” (Fitch, “Paul and
Apollos,” 21).

Was there actually such a group? The identification of those who might use this
phrase as a slogan is more problematic than the other three. Would Paul be put-
ting Christ on the same level as himself, Apollos, and Cephas? It is also problem-
atic, because in 3:22 Paul mentions only himself, Apollos, and Cephas and
declares that Corinthian Christians belong to Christ. Hence interpreters ever
since the time of John Chrysostom have concluded that only three rival groups are
mentioned. This is suggested also by 1 Clem. 47:3, “In truth, he [Paul] spiritually
charged you about himself, and Cephas, and Apollos, because even then you had
made yourselves partisans.”

Hence, “I side with Christ” may have been added in irony by Paul (or possibly
by some Corinthian Christians) to the three preceding groups to reduce them to
absurdity, as if to say, “You acknowledge human preachers, but I acknowledge
only Christ.” Such an understanding of the fourth statement accords well with the
following v. 13, where Paul asks whether they were not dividing Christ. Cf. 2 Cor
10:7, where Paul may be giving yet another answer to this problem: “If anyone is
confident that he belongs to Christ, let him remind himself that as he sides with
Christ, so do we too.” The phrase, however, may represent what all Christians
should be saying, as in 1 Cor 3:23: “You belong to Christ, and Christ to God.”

13. Is Christ divided? Lit. “has Christ been broken in pieces?” Possibly one
should translate, “Christ is divided!” since the Greek sentence could be taken as
either a question or a declaration (i.e., a judgment accusing the Corinthian com-
munity). In view of the two following rhetorical questions, however, it is better to
take it as a question; moreover, mss P 46, 326, 1962, etc. add m≤ before the verb,
making it a question expecting the answer “no.” The verb meriz∑ is used in a sim-
ilar sense by Polybius, Hist. 8.21.9, for political strife; also Appian, Bell. Civ. 1.1; a
different sense is found in 1 Cor 7:17.

In any case, the three questions make it likely that Paul is speaking only of three
groups, which he considers to be divisive of Christ. He is not accusing the Corin-
thians of rejecting Christ in favor of one of his disciples (Paul, Cephas, or Apol-
los), but he finds the church in Corinth divided indeed by such strife. That
situation affects its relation to Christ himself, who died for all without distinction,
in whose name all have been baptized, and into whose koin∑nia they have all
been called (1:9). Christ is one and cannot be divided; so his church should not
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be divided either. There is no need to introduce here the notion of the church as
body of Christ; that will appear in due course, in 12:27–28. Rather Christos may
have here the collective sense, as in 12:12 (see Note there).

Was Paul crucified for you? Lit. “Paul was not crucified for you, was he?” The
sentence is introduced by m≤, expecting the answer “no.” Paul singles himself out,
even if he could have mentioned either Cephas or Apollos instead, to stress the ab-
surdity of the factious groups, as he molds his question on the confessional for-
mula (15:3). It is rather the vicarious death of Christ on the cross that has brought
salvation to humanity (see Rom 4:25). With this verse Paul is beginning to formu-
late his answer to the opposition to him encountered in Corinth and his relation
to the Corinthian church; his answer will continue in various ways until it reaches
its climax in 4:14–21.

Or were you baptized in the name of Paul? Again the answer is “no,” as in the
two preceding questions. Paul is parodying an early Christian formula, bap-

tizesthai eis to onoma tou, “be baptized in the name of . . . ,” which he himself
does not otherwise use. It is found in Matt 28:19; Acts 8:16; 19:5; with en in Acts
10:48; with epi in Acts 2:38; cf. Rom 6:3–4; 1 Cor 12:13 (for related assertions).
The formula has been explained by Heitmüller (“Im Namen Jesu”) as derived
from Hellenistic texts that record the transfer of money from one account to an-
other; hence the one baptized is recorded in the financial ledger to the account of
Christ. This meaning, however, has been contested by Bietenhard (TDNT,

5:275–76 and nn. 214, 219), who claims that the formula has been shown to have
rather a Semitic origin (= Hebrew l≥π≤m) “in Rabb. usage”; but when one scruti-
nizes the evidence for this usage (5:267–68), it is all derived from late sources such
as the sixth-century Babylonian Talmud, even though l≥π≤m itself is often used in
the OT (in various senses). There does not seem to be any evidence for the precise
sense of it used here (of ritual washings) that would be prior to or contemporary
with Paul or the early Christian usage. Similarly Hartman, EDNT, 2:522.

14. I give thanks [to God] that I baptized none of you, save Crispus and Gaius.

Despite the fact that Paul was largely responsible for the evangelization of Cor-
inth, he admits (with irony) that he baptized only a few Corinthians. He under-
stands his mission to be other than the administration of baptism. “To God” is
bracketed because it is missing in the important mss ±*, B, 6, 1739 and Coptic
versions; in some mss (A, 33, 81, 326) one finds t∑ the∑ mou, “my God,” a copyist’s
addition undoubtedly derived from 1:4. The same rhetorical expression is found
in 14:18, something like our colloquialism, “Thank God!” Paul realizes the ab-
surdity of the Corinthian situation and reacts accordingly, even as he reacts with
irony in 14:18.

Krispos was the “leader of the synagogue” in Corinth (Acts 18:8), who “put his
faith in the Lord” (see Note on Sosthenes, 1:1). This is the same individual,
whom Paul now says he baptized. Gaïos of Corinth is the same as Gaius, whom
Paul calls his “host” and the host of “the whole church” in Rom 16:23, i.e., the
church of Corinth that probably met in his house.

By “baptism” Paul means the new washing by which people become followers
of Jesus Christ. It is presented as linked to the Christian experience of union with
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Christ through faith. This initiatory rite, which incorporates human beings into
Christ and the church, already existed in the pre-Pauline Christian tradition, but
it is Paul who has developed its significance (esp. in his Letter to the Romans).
Through baptism the Christian is identified with the death, burial, and resurrec-
tion of Christ, the main phases of his salvific activity (Rom 6:4–5). Identified with
Christ in death, Christians die to the law and to sin (Rom 6:6, 10; 7:4); they are
said to have “grown into union with him” (Rom 6:5), so that they now share his
risen life and have been baptized into one body (1 Cor 12:13).

15. so that no one can say that you were baptized in my name. Paul repeats the
idea expressed in the third question of v. 13 in a different way. The conj. hina ex-
presses result (ZBG §352; BDF §391.5). Paul thus insists that no matter what re-
lationship the Paul-group of Corinth might be claiming to him, it does not stem
from him as their baptizer. Some interpreters have argued that this was the nature
of the rival groups, that Corinthians who had been baptized by a certain preacher
developed a bond of allegiance to him. Now Paul would be countering that
claim.

16. I did baptize the household of Stephanas too. Paul corrects the sweeping
statement made in v. 14, as he recalls what he did for Stephanas and his oikos,

“house” (probably household, but “house church” is not impossible). Stephanas

and his oikia are mentioned again in 16:15, where they are called “the first fruits
of Achaia” and are said to “have devoted themselves to the service of God’s dedi-
cated people.” His name is Greek, and so he may not have been one of the
colonists, but either an indigenous citizen or an immigrant (so Meeks, First

Urban, 58). Since Stephanas has come to Ephesus with other delegates (16:17),
his presence may have sparked the correction recorded here. He seems to have
been a fairly important person in Roman Corinth, possibly sent by the church
there to Paul.

otherwise I do not know whether I baptized anyone else. All told, then, Paul ad-
mits that he baptized at Corinth Crispus, Gaius, and the household of Stephanas.
At least he cannot recall others.

17. For Christ did not send me to baptize. This startling statement is not meant
to undermine the value of baptism or liturgical actions. It reveals only how Paul
understands his own authorized mission: cultic or liturgical ministry was not as
important to him as that of preaching the gospel. Others can baptize, but he must
preach, because he was called by God to preach his son “among the Gentiles”
(Gal 1:16); now he ascribes his call and sending to Christ himself (Christos with-
out an article, hence Jesus’ second name).

but to preach the gospel. I.e., to proclaim the good news (euangelizesthai) of sal-
vation that comes through Christ Jesus. What Paul says here he will develop fur-
ther in Rom 1:15; 15:20, and esp. 10:8–10: “ ‘The word is near to you, on your lips

and in your heart’ [quotation of Deut 30:14] (that is, the word of faith that we
preach): if you profess with your lips that ‘Jesus is Lord,’ and believe in your heart
that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved. Such faith of the heart leads
to uprightness; such profession of the lips to salvation.” Cf. Gal 1:8–10, 16, 23. 
For Paul’s idea of euangelion, “gospel,” see Introduction pp. 70–71; PAHT
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§PT31–36. Implied here is that Paul’s preaching does not depend on speculative
thinking or on rhetorical artifice. It is certainly more than “a ministry of public
speaking,” pace Litfin (St. Paul’s Theology of Proclamation, 152). There is in this
passage, however, not the slightest hint that Paul’s reluctance to baptize had any-
thing to do with his reaction to people claiming to speak in tongues, as Ford
would have us believe: “ ‘induced tongues’ associated with baptism may have led
him to refrain from administering” baptism (“Paul’s Reluctance,” 520).

and not with eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of Christ be emptied of its meaning.

Lit. “not with the wisdom of word/speech (en sophi≠ logou) lest there be emptied
the cross of Christ.” Noteworthy is the emphatic position that the phrase ho stau-

ros tou Christou occupies at the end of the verse, as J. Weiss recognized (1 Cor,

23 n. 1). In this part of this verse, Paul introduces a theme that will be developed
in the coming passages of his letter, “eloquent wisdom,” i.e., human wisdom or
the wisdom of this world (1:18–2:5).

Wisdom (sophia) usually means accumulated philosophic, scientific, and ex-
periential learning that includes an ability to discern essential relationships of
people and things. It connotes competence in and a profound understanding of
domains of human endeavor (philosophy, literature, art, science). It was highly
prized and an important characteristic of the Greco-Roman culture in Paul’s day,
but he feels it necessary to pit himself as a preacher of the gospel over against the
rhetorical eloquence of trained orators, whom he regards as merely human sages.
His reason? “Lest the cross of Christ be emptied of its meaning,” i.e., be dissipated
in a cloud of learned rhetoric and words. The cross has been introduced in v. 13,
where Paul alludes to the crucifixion of Jesus, and in the following v. 18 he will
speak of “the message of the cross” (ho logos ho tou staurou), which is the heart of
his gospel and which stands over against sophia logou, which may even be a
phrase bandied about in Roman Corinth. Needless to say, Paul is not an anti-
intellectual and is not inveighing against the use of philosophy or other polished
modes of communication in his endeavor to preach the gospel, but he is con-
cerned that such preaching modes not obscure the mystery of the cross. “The evi-
dence of Paul’s own testimony strongly suggests that the apostle deliberately chose
not to make use of ancient rhetoric in his preaching of the Gospel and his written
correspondence with various churches” (Weima, “What Does Aristotle,” 467). I
hesitate to go along with Goulder’s sense of “wisdom” in this letter, which he sees
as a way of life in accord with the Torah and halakhic regulations (“Sophia”).
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4 b. False and Correct Ideas 

of Wisdom (1:18–31)
1:18For the message of the cross is folly to those who are perishing, but to us who
are being saved it is the power of God. 19For it stands written, “I will destroy the

wisdom of the wise, and the learning of the learned I will confound.” 20Where is the
sage? Where is the scribe? Where is the inquirer of this age? Has not God made
the wisdom of the world foolish? 21For since, in God’s wisdom, the world did not
come to know God through its own wisdom, God was pleased to save those who
have faith through the folly of the proclamation. 22Whereas Jews demand signs
and Greeks seek wisdom, 23we proclaim Christ crucified, a stumbling block to
Jews and folly to Gentiles, 24but for those who are called, both Jews and Greeks,
Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of God. 25For God’s foolishness is
wiser than human wisdom, and God’s weakness is stronger than human strength.
26Look now at your own calling, brothers. For not many of you were wise by
human standards; not many were powerful; not many were of noble birth. 27But
God chose what is foolish in the world in order to shame the wise, and what is
weak in the world to shame the strong. 28God chose what is lowly and despised in
the world, things that do not exist, to nullify the things that do, 29 so that no human
being might boast in God’s sight. 30 It is because of him that you are in Christ
Jesus, who became for us wisdom from God, uprightness and sanctification and
redemption, 31 so that, as it stands written, “Let the one who would boast, boast of

the Lord.”

COMMENT

Paul continues his treatment of the scandal of preacher-factions with a further
consideration. Because some Corinthian Christians seem to have preferred the
eloquence of Apollos (an≤r logios, Acts 18:24) and Paul maintained that he him-
self had not been preaching “with eloquent wisdom” (1:17), he now feels the
need to say more about human wisdom and its relation to the Christian gospel. So
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he contrasts these ideas and the effects that they have on human beings, whether
Jews or Greeks.

Noteworthy are the eight assertions that he makes concerning the gospel in this
pericope. For Paul it is (1) “the message of the cross” (18a); (2) “the power of
God” (18b); (3) “the folly of proclamation” (21b); (4) “Christ crucified” (23a); 
(5) “a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles” (23b); (6) “Christ the power
of God and the wisdom of God” (24); (7) “what is foolish in the world” (27); 
(8) “wisdom from God, uprightness and sanctification and redemption” (30).

Over against such a characterization of the gospel stand the five ways he regards
human wisdom or the wisdom of this world: (1) “the wisdom of the wise,” a phrase
derived from Isa 29:14 (19); (2) unable “to know God” (21); (3) wisdom “of
human beings” (25); (4) “the things that exist” (ta onta, 28); and (5) boasting (29).

The paragraph has two parts: vv. 18–25 and vv. 26–31. In 1:18–25 Paul devel-
ops the contrast by four comparisons and a quotation from the OT. In v. 18, the
contrast is double, comparing the folly of the message of the cross and God’s
power in it and comparing those who are perishing with those who are saved by it.
In vv. 20–21, the contrast is again double, as Paul compares the sage, the scribe,
and the debater of this age with God, and the wisdom of this world with the folly
of Christian proclamation. In vv. 22–23, the Jewish demand for signs and the
Greek search for wisdom are contrasted with Christ crucified. In v. 25, God’s fool-
ishness and weakness are contrasted with human wisdom and strength. In v. 24,
Paul concludes as he states his fundamental thesis: “For those who are called,
both Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of God.”

In vv. 26–31 Paul applies what he has been propounding to Corinthian Chris-
tians to their initial call to faith: many of them were not wise, or powerful, or of
noble birth. Yet God chose the foolish and the weak, the lowly and the despised,
“even things that are not, to nullify the things that are” (v. 28). Paul again con-
cludes by insisting that because of God Corinthian Christians are “in Christ Jesus,
who became for us wisdom from God, uprightness and sanctification and re-
demption” (v. 30). Thus Paul emphasizes such diverse effects of the Christ-event.
He further maintains that no human being, then, can boast in God’s sight, be-
cause the condition and status of Corinthian Christians come from God alone,
and Paul ends by summarizing Jer 9:22–23.

Although Paul is inveighing against human eloquence, he employs many sty-
listic devices: rhetorical questions (v. 20), various kinds of parallelism (standard,
antithetical) (v. 18, 22), anaphora (the threefold “where?” v. 20), and developed
contrasts. Whether one can speak of the passage as poetry, as does Bailey (“Recov-
ering the Poetic Structure”) is highly questionable; his attempt to lay our the
verses in parallel lines is scarcely successful.

Interpreters have sometimes found little coherence between Paul’s reaction to
the factional strife expressed in 1:10–17 and the topic of wisdom treated in
1:18–31; 2:6–16; and 3:18–23. The latter three passages are even said to have been
a carefully composed homily on wisdom, “very probably written for another
group” rather than the Christians of Corinth, for whom it has only general rele-
vance and little specific pertinence. So Branick, “Source and Redaction,” 267,
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269. However, it may be at first a bit difficult to see a connection between the fac-
tional strife of 1:10–17 and what Paul develops in this paragraph, where he speaks
of God’s negative judgment on human wisdom, or even in 2:6–16; but in 3:5–23
he joins the two topics and relates the general discussion of wisdom to the specific
topic of factional strife (see further Lampe, “Theological Wisdom”; Borghi, “Il
tema sophia”).

A prime teaching of Pauline theology comes to expression in this passage, the
theology of the cross or of Christ crucified. It is a teaching that he has inherited
from the early Christians before him, as the primitive k≤rygma quoted in 15:3
makes clear: “Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures.” That is the
basis of what he teaches in this paragraph about those who are saved. The salvific
character of the crucifixion of the historical Jesus is the background and basis of
Paul’s thinking. He understands Jesus to have died as a representative of sinful
human beings and to have sacrificed himself as the Passover lamb as a mean to 
expiate human sin, as 1 Cor 5:7; Rom 8:3; and 2 Cor 5:21 make clear (see Dunn,
“Paul’s Understanding”). All of this is seen also as a manifestation of God’s wis-
dom and power. That is why he even calls Jesus Christ “the wisdom of God” 
(v. 24) or the “wisdom from God” (v. 30); for Paul nothing is true wisdom but
Christ crucified.

Although some interpreters have tried to single out the particular rival faction
(e.g., the Apollos-group) against which Paul is making his diverse statements
about wisdom in this paragraph, it is really an idle endeavor, because his state-
ments are generic. He obviously intended them for all the different groups.

In v. 23 (also 2:7), Paul uses “we” in contrast to the “I” of vv. 14, 16, 17 and
2:1–4. From this difference, Murphy-O’Connor (“Co-authorship”) concludes
that the “we” includes Sosthenes as the co-author, who is thus addressing the Co-
rinthian Christians too. This conclusion, however, is unlikely, because the “us” in
v. 18 clearly refers to more than Paul and Sosthenes, his co-sender, who are rather
identifying themselves with all the “saved.” When Paul says, “We proclaim Christ
crucified” (v. 23), that statement is not limited to the preaching of Sosthenes and
himself, as 15:11 makes clear, “So whether it was I or they, in this way we preach,
and in this way you came to believe.” By using the first plural, Paul is identifying
himself with all other Christian preachers, as well as with all Christian believers,
as v. 30 makes clear (so too Lindemann, 1 Cor, 44).

Similarly far-fetched is the alleged connection of this paragraph with the cry of
jubilation uttered by Jesus in Matt 11:25–27; Luke 10:21–22 (a “Q” passage), as 
if that dominical logion might have been the subject of controversy in the Co-
rinthian community. There may be a few verbal similarities, but nothing really es-
tablishes the connection, pace Henaut, “Matthew 11:27.” Likewise overdrawn is
the view of Horsley ( “Spiritual Marriage with Sophia”) that the Corinthian pneu-

matikoi also thought in terms of a spiritual marriage with Sophia [whom he claims
to be a ‘divine figure’] and that this is related to their ascetism [i.e., sexual asceti-
cism as expressed in chap. 7, like Philo’s Therapeutae].

Paul continues to reflect on the risks of human wisdom when it is exalted dis-
proportionately to the detriment of the meaning of Christ and his cross. Wisdom,
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eloquence, and rhetoric may have their place in human life, but there is a further
consideration for Christians, whether they come from a Jewish or a Gentile back-
ground, viz., the gospel or the message of the cross. Paul insists that all Christians
must draw strength for human life and its endeavors from “Christ crucified,” who
is “wisdom from God,” the only one in whom we can find our uprightness, sancti-
fication, and redemption.

NOTES

1:18. For the message of the cross is folly to those who are perishing. This statement,
introduced by gar, “for,” explains the last part of v. 17. Ho logos ho tou staurou,

“the word of the cross,” which is the heart and norm of all that is Christian, stands
in contrast to sophia logou, “eloquent wisdom.” It also summarizes the gospel that
Paul preaches, as 1:23; 2:2 make clear, “Jesus Christ and him crucified,” because
it proclaims God’s power and wisdom. By anaphora, “the message of the cross”
also picks up on “the cross of Christ” of v. 17; cf. Gal 3:1. Some mss (P 46, B, F*,
G*, 630, 1739) omit the second ho before the attributive gen. (see BDF §271).

“The message of the cross” is the answer that Paul is giving to those whom he
will call pneumatikoi in 2:15, whose opinion he respects, whether they be Jews or
Greeks (1:22). His discussion in this paragraph is also an answer to the implicit
question that they pose by their queries and seeking: A mature Christian can be a
mature wisdom-seeking Greek. That wisdom, however, has to come from “the
message of the cross,” God’s wisdom (so Betz, “The Gospel”).

The Greek word stauros means “an upright, pointed stake,” but it came to be
used of the T-shaped instrument of execution to which criminals were nailed in
the Roman world; hence the translation, “cross.” Crucifixion had been derived
from the Persians (see Herodotus, Hist. 1.128.2; 3.125.3; 3.132.2). For the use 
of it in Roman-occupied ancient Palestine, see Fitzmyer, “Crucifixion.” The
Roman orator Cicero called crucifixion crudelissimum taeterrimumque suppli-

cium, “a most cruel and disgusting punishment” (In C. Verrem 2.5.65); and “un-
worthy of a Roman citizen” (Pro Rabirio 5.16; cf. Hengel, Crucifixion, 22–24;
TDNT, 7:573–74). For Gospel passages that speak of the “cross” as the mode of
Jesus’ execution and death, see Mark 15:21, 30, 32; Matt 27:32, 40, 42; Luke
23:26; John 19:17, 25, 31.

Paul’s gospel proves indeed to be “folly” to most of his contemporaries because
of the contemporary conventional wisdom about crucifixion in the Roman world.
Justin Martyr recalls how people in his day reacted to Christian “madness”
(mania): “They say that our madness consists in this that we put a crucified man
in second place after the unchangeable and eternal God, the Creator of the
world” (Apology I, 13.4). Pliny the Younger called Christianity a madness (amen-

tia) and a perverse and outlandish superstition (superstitio prava et immodica,

Ep.10.96.4, 8). Similarly Tacitus, “a pernicious superstition” (exitiabilis supersti-

tio, Annales 15.44.3); Suetonius, “a new and mischievous superstition” (supersti-

tio nova ac malefica, Nero 16.2). So the crucifixion of Jesus differentiates “the
message of the cross” from all the myths of the ancient world (see Hengel, Cruci-

fixion, 1–10).
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“Those who are perishing” occurs elsewhere (2 Cor 2:15; 4:3; cf. 2 Thess 2:10)
and denotes those who have not accepted the Christian gospel, and hence can
eventually be “lost” in the sight of God. It stands in contrast to those “who are
being saved” in the next clause. There is no implication that those perishing or
being saved are the object of a divine predestinarian decree or call (1:24), but the
contrast of folly and wisdom implies judgment of eschatological nature. Compare
Bar 3:28.

but to us who are being saved it is the power of God. The same contrast is found
in 2 Cor 2:15. Salvation is one of the effects of the Christ-event in Pauline theol-
ogy. Although Paul looks at this effect as already achieved in the Christ-event, he
recognizes that it will be accomplished only in the future, because it is an escha-
tological blessing (1 Thess 2:16; 5:8–9; 1 Cor 3:15; 5:5; Rom 5:9–10; 8:24 [“In
hope we have been saved”]). See PAHT §PT71; cf. Luke 13:23; Acts 2:47; for the
contrast of perishing and salvation, see Phil 1:28. In some mss (F, G, 6) and some
patristic citations, the pron. h≤min, “to us,” is omitted.

The gospel or the message of the cross is the power of God, because in that mes-
sage the crucified Jesus is proclaimed as the one who brings God’s power to de-
liver human beings from the evil of sin and moral destruction. Thus the cross of
Christ is not emptied of its meaning (1:17). Cf. 2 Cor 4:3–5. The anarthrous
phrase dynamis theou, “power of God,” denotes not only an attribute of God, but
also designates what God has done for those whom he calls (1:24), as in Rom 1:16.
This will be echoed in 2:4–5, which is a résumé of what Paul affirms in 1:17–18.
See Lambrecht, “The Power of God.”

19. For it stands written. Lit. “for it has been written,” i.e., in Scripture. So Paul
often explicitly introduces an OT quotation (sometimes with kath∑s, “as”): 1:31;
2:9; 3:19; 2 Cor 8:15; 9:9; Rom 1:17; 2:24; 3:4, 10; 4:17; 8:36; 9:13, 33; 10:15; 11:8,
26; 12:19; 14:11; 15:3, 9, 21. In 1 Cor 14:21, Paul writes, en t∑ nom∑ gegraptai, “it
stands written in the law.” Kath∑s gegraptai occurs in Dan 9:13 (Theodotion),
translating Hebrew ka›∞πer k≠tûb, and in 2 Kgs 14:6, translating kakk≠tûb. The for-
mer of these Hebrew introductory formulas is often found in QL (1QS 5:17; 8:14;
CD 7:19; 4QFlor 1–2 i 12; 4Q178 3:2; see Fitzmyer, ESBNT, 3–58, esp. 8–9).

“I will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and the learning of the learned I will con-

found.” Paul cites LXX Isa 29:14, which has the same wording save for the final
word, kryps∑, “I will hide,” instead of Paul’s athet≤s∑, “I will thwart, confound,”
perhaps adopted from LXX Ps 33:10. The MT of Isaiah reads rather, “The wisdom
of its wise men will perish; the discernment of its discerning people will be hid-
den.” Paul quotes Scripture, convinced that the warning that God expressed of
old is still valid even for Christians (see 9:10; Rom 4:23). God will not only “hide”
such wisdom, as the LXX puts it, but He will confound or thwart it. Compare also
Isa 5:21. This introductory quotation will find its counterpart in 3:19–20, where
Paul says that “the wisdom of this world is foolishness in God’s sight,” and he there
quotes Job 5:13 and Ps 94:11, to bolster his argument further. See also Stanley,
Paul and the Language of Scripture, 185–86.

God will sit in judgment and bring to naught both sophia, “wisdom,” and syne-

sis, “intelligence, learning,” so highly esteemed among those who now consider
the message of the cross to be foolishness. The two nouns often occur together in



Greek writings (LXX Deut 4:6; Aristotle, Nich. Ethics 1.13.20; Diodorus Siculus,
Bibl. Hist. 9.3.3). See Malan, “The Use.”

20. Where is the sage? Where is the scribe? Where is the inquirer of this age?

Paul’s three verbless rhetorical questions imitate, or perhaps allude to, Isa 19:12,
pou eisin nyn hoi sophoi sou?, “Where now are your wise men?” In Isaiah, it was a
rhetorical device to stress the uselessness of the Egyptian princes of Zoan, coun-
sellors of the Pharaoh. See also Isa 33:18, where one finds a similar use of the
triple pou, “where?”; and one being, pou eisin hoi grammateis, “Where are the
scribes?” Cf. Bar 3:9–4:4, esp. 3:14–16, which has a similar question in what has
often been regarded as a homily based on Jer 8:13–9:24, a text used in Jewish
liturgy for the Day of Atonement (Peterson, “1 Korinther 1,18f.”). The last phrase,
“of this age,” is to be understood with all three individuals, not just the “inquirer.”
It will turn up again in 2:6 bis, 8; 3:18; its counterpart, “the age to come,” occurs
in Eph 2:7. Verses 20–25 are the first stage of Paul’s argument, as he contrasts the
proclamation of the cross as God’s power and wisdom with the wisdom of this
world.

Since patristic times, the sophos has been understood as the wise man among
Greeks (or Egyptians), the grammateus, “scribe,” as the learned man among Jews
(an expert interpreter of the Mosaic Law [Matt 2:4; Mark 12:38; Acts 23:9]), and
suz≤t≤t≤s has often been taken to be a pejorative term, “disputant, debater.” Lau-
tenschlager (“Abschied vom Disputierer”), however, has shown that the real
meaning of syz≤t≤t≤s is not pejorative, but rather a technical term for a seeker after
truth. It was so used in the Greek philosophical and patristic tradition and often
meant a Greek philosopher. In the Greek philosophical tradition, the verb
suz≤tein commonly means “join in examining” (Plato, Cratylus 384c; Meno 80d,
90b); and the noun syz≤t≤t≤s denotes the “(philosophical) searcher, student”
(Resp. 10.618c). Cf. Acts 28:29 (a verse preserved only in the Western Text: poll≤n

echontes en heautois syz≤t≤sin, “seriously arguing among themselves”). Latin ver-
sions of the NT (VL, Vg) and Latin patristic writers (Tertullian, Ambrose) trans-
late the noun not with disputator, but with conquisitor, “inquirer.”

The three rhetorical questions emphasize with irony the futility of such learn-
ing in view of “the message of the cross,” which makes known “the power of God,”
who is implementing the threat announced in v. 19.

Welborn thinks that Paul has actually appropriated the role of a “fool” from the
popular theater and mime, so that “folly” would be best understood as a designa-
tion of an attitude and behavior of a particular social type, the lower class buffoon,
who would then stand in contrast with the eloquent and sophisticated Apollos
(“M∑ros genesth∑”). Perhaps.

Has not God made the wisdom of the world foolish? So the sentence is read in
mss P46, ±*, A, B, C*, D, 33, etc., but many other good mss add toutou, “this
(world),” as at the end of the preceding sentence (Metzger, TCGNT, 479–80). In
using the verb m∑rain∑, “make foolish,” Paul may be alluding to LXX Isa 19:11,
where its fut. pass. is employed for the “counsel” of Egyptian sages, which “will be
made foolish.” The same idea is formulated a bit differently in Rom 1:22, “Pre-
tending to be wise, they became fools,”or “they were made foolish.” Cf. Jer 10:14,
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“Every human being has become a fool without knowledge”; also Wis 11:15. For
Paul, this has happened because God’s power is having an effect; it has turned
“the wisdom of the world” into folly. Kosmos appears as a synonym for “this age”
(v. 20c) and has to be understood as the “world” with all in it that is hostile to and
alienated from God (BDAG, 562b); it is a subj. gen., the world that supports such
wisdom. Cf. Ps.-Philo (LAB 40.4), “I [the Lord] have tied up the tongue of the
wise ones of my people in this generation. . . .” (see Reinmuth, “LAB 40,4”).

“The wisdom of the world” will be called “human wisdom” (sophia anthr∑p∑n)
in 2:5. What is meant by it? The answer has to be based on Paul’s discussion here
in the first section of the letter, even though “the utterance of wisdom” is men-
tioned among the spiritual gifts (12:8), which are misunderstood. That is found,
however, in an entirely different context, where gifts of the Spirit are the problem.
Now it is human wisdom, and there is no hint that this “human wisdom” involves
a mistaken eschatological perspective, some sort of realized eschatology, which is
not the issue in these early chapters. Rather, it denotes the mindset of some Co-
rinthian Christians who were denying the soteriological significance of Christ’s
cross or crucifixion (Wilckens, Weisheit, 20, 214).

21. For since, in God’s wisdom, the world did not come to know God through wis-

dom. I.e., through its own wisdom, or by way of wisdom (dia being used as a modal
prep.). This clause is not easily rendered because of the prep. phrase after the
causal conj. epeid≤, “since.” Apart from that phrase, the rest of the clause is readily
understood, being a statement that Paul will develop more at length in Rom
1:19–23, when he discusses the failure of the pagan world to come to a proper
knowledge of God in spite of His having made evident for it what can be known
about Him ever since the creation of the world. This clause, then, is the begin-
ning of an explanation of God’s attitude expressed in v. 20.

Problematic is the sense of the prep. in the phrase, en t≤ sophi≠ tou theou: how
did the world fail to know God through its wisdom “in God’s wisdom”? Inter-
preters have sought to understand the prep. en in four different ways: (1) causally:
“owing to the wise dispensation of God” (J. B. Lightfoot, Schlatter, Schottroff),
but this is a rare use of en; (2) modally, “by God’s wisdom,” i.e., as it has made 
itself manifest in creation, but human philosophy failed to recognize God 
(J. Weiss), but is sophia elsewhere used as a manifestation of wisdom; (3) tempo-
rally, “in (the time of) God’s wisdom” (Lietzmann), i.e., while the world was
under the influence of a revelation of God’s wisdom, but that adds a nuance not
expressed in the text; (4) locally, “in (the works of) God’s wisdom,” as it is revealed
in them, as understood in the Jewish tradition (Bornkamm, Schlier, Lindemann).
The best of these ways is a modification of the first one, as Barrett has taken it, “by
God’s wisdom,” meaning His wise plan, which then stands in contrast to the last
prep. phrase in the sentence, dia t≤s sophias, “through (its own) wisdom.” In other
words, “the wise God saw fit that the world of men should not come to know him
through its own wisdom” (Wedderburn, En t≤ sophi≠, 133–34). So “the wisdom of
God” stands in contrast to “the wisdom of this world.” The “world” would include
Greeks (pagans) and Jews, as vv. 22–24 make clear. Paul seems to be prescinding
from what he might otherwise say about Jews’ knowledge of God.
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No matter which one of these ways may be preferred, Paul is evidently dis-
cussing the matter in light of his Jewish wisdom tradition, as Schlier, Conzel-
mann, and others have noted, according to which real wisdom has disappeared
among humans, and that which now comes from God is known only to “those
who are called” (v. 24) or to “those who are being saved” (v. 18). The idiom
gin∑skein en, “to recognize something by,” is found in Luke 24:35; John 13:35; 
1 John 3:16; Sir 11:28.

God was pleased to save those who have faith through the folly of the proclama-

tion. Lit. “those believing,” i.e., those who respond with faith to the preaching of
the Christian gospel about God’s activity in Christ crucified, as Paul will explain
in Rom 10:8c–10. “The folly of the proclamation” corresponds to “God’s wis-
dom” in the preceding verse. It is called “folly,” because of its content: the procla-
mation makes known “the message of the cross” (1:18). For the first time, Paul
mentions k≤rygma, “proclamation,” the technical term for what apostles and early
Christian missionaries announced to their contemporaries, as they preached that
“Jesus is Lord” (12:3; Rom 10:9). It will appear again in 2:4; 15:14. Paul, however,
now calls that k≤rygma “folly” (m∑ria), echoing what he said in v. 18, as he quotes
the reaction of skeptical humanity that cannot accept the idea that human salva-
tion comes from a crucified man. Yet he insists that it is the sovereign God’s good
pleasure to make use of such folly to confound “the wisdom of the world” and to
save those who are believers (tous pisteuontas). It is “God’s resolve” (Conzel-
mann) to use what is indeed folly. “The folly of the proclamation” is nothing less
than “the wisdom of God,” the way God deals wisely with the world of humanity,
not only revealing to it something about Himself, but thereby communicating the
means of salvation. For an OT instance of salvation through faith or belief, see 
1 Macc 2:59.

22. Whereas Jews demand signs and Greeks seek wisdom. Lit. “seeing that. . . .”
Paul now passes from “the world” to its inhabitants, and as often he uses the pair,
Jew(s) and Greek(s), as a division of humanity, when he speaks about its reaction
to the Christ-event (Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 1:23–24; 10:32; 12:13; Rom 1:16; 2:9, 10; 3:9;
10:12). This is a Jewish way of speaking of humanity; in Rom 1:14 he uses the
Greek way, Greeks and barbarians, when he wants to express his indebtedness to
the non-Jewish world (see Romans, 250). In this case, although Paul distinguishes
Jews and Greeks, he finds that they are alike in their psychological reaction to the
Christ-event, in that both are demanding proof. “In this way they set themselves
up as an authority that can pass judgment upon God. This is what makes their at-
titude ‘worldly’ ” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 47). Paul has used what H. D. Betz (“The
Gospel”) calls “ethnic clichés”: “Jews demand signs” and “Greeks seek wisdom.”

Jews want “signs,” and such a demand is recorded as made of Jesus by scribes
and Pharisees in Mark 8:11; Matt 12:38; Luke 11:16; cf. Matt 16:1–4; John 6:30.
In the LXX, the phrase terata kai s≤meia, “portents and signs,” often occurs (Exod
7:3; Deut 4:34; 28:46; 34:11; Ps 135:9; Isa 8:18) to describe the mighty acts of God
on behalf of his people Israel. From this tradition came the practice of asking 
God for a sign (Isa 7:11), but Paul does not specify what signs such Jews were 
seeking.
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In contrast, “Greeks” want “wisdom,” in the sense of the philosophical advan-
tage and power that those who have it can exert over those who do not. Herodotus
(Hist. 4.77.1) knows the proverb, “All Greeks are busily engaged in the pursuit of
all wisdom”; Aristotle (Nic. Ethics 6.7.2): “It is clear that wisdom is the most pre-
cise of the modes of understanding”; Aelius Aristides (1.330): “The Athenians are
the leaders in all education and wisdom.” Barrett rightly notes, however, “Greeks

does not means Hellenes; this is shown by the synonymous use in the same sen-
tence of Gentiles” (1 Cor, 55). It does not follow, however, that “the wisdom
sought is that of gnosticism, religious thought without the practice of religion (in
the cultic sense)” (ibid.). Nor is there any evidence of “Jewish gnosticism in Cor-
inth” (ibid.) in Paul’s day.

23. we proclaim Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles.

The “we” are Paul and those “who are being saved” (v. 18); they stand over against
the Jews and Greeks. So Paul sums up the primitive Christian k≤rygma as “Christ
crucified,” which he will repeat in 2:2. It also explains “the message of the cross”
(v. 18), because Christ crucified is the one who speaks in that message that the
cross conveys. Recall too how Paul speaks of Jesus’ demise as “even death on a
cross” (Phil 2:8), and how he would not boast “save in the cross of our Lord Jesus
Christ, through which the world has been crucified to me, and I to the world”
(Gal 6:14). The consequence is that the believing Christian knows that he or she
is “co-crucified with Christ; it is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me;
and the life I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me
and gave himself for me” (Gal 2:20). For the Christian “always carries in the body
the death of Jesus, so that the life of Jesus may also be manifested in our bodies” 
(2 Cor 4:10).

Paul writes Christon estaur∑menon, using the perf. pass. ptc. of stauro∑, “fasten
to a cross” (BDAG, 941), a verb that was used by Greek historians and others who
mention crucifixion (Polybius, Hist. 1.86.4; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist. 16.61.2;
Epictetus, Diss. 2.2.20; Josephus, Ant. 2.5.4 §77; 17.10.10 §295; cf. LXX Esth 1:9;
8:12r [= 16:18 ET]). Such an expression, however, has become and remains for
Jews skandalon, “a stumbling block,” i.e., “the stumbling block of the cross” (Gal
5:11). It is such because, as Paul puts it in Gal 3:13, Christ became a “curse” of the
law, an allusion to Deut 21:23, which says that a “hanged man is accursed 
by God.” In the Roman period of Palestine, that saying of Deuteronomy was un-
derstood to refer to crucifixion, as 4QpNah 3–4 i 4–9 and 11QTemplea 64:6–13
now make clear, when they are related to Josephus, Ant. 13.14.2 §380; J.W. 1.4.5
§§93–98. Hence the crucified Christ could be seen as accursed, and thus a stum-
bling block (see Fitzmyer, “Paul and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 607–9).

It is also “folly to Gentiles,” because such wisdom seekers regard the k≤rygma as
the opposite of the goal of their search. Above, in vv. 18–20, “folly” was contrasted
with the “wisdom” of all unbelievers; now it is restricted, as it stands in contrast to
the wisdom of “Gentiles.” So the satirical Sophist, Lucian of Samosata (a.d.

120–180?), mocked Christians: ton de aneskolopismenon ekeinon sophist≤n auton

proskyn∑sin kai kata tous ekeinou nomous bi∑sin, “they worship that crucified
sophist himself and live according to his laws” (De morte Peregrini 13). What lies
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behind such an attitude is the recognition that Jesus died the death that was
known in the contemporary Roman world as servile supplicium, “the slave’s pun-
ishment” (Valerius Maximus, Factorum 7.12; cf. Hengel, Crucifixion, 51–63).

In effect, both Jew and Greek become adversaries of the crucified Christ. “The
cross always remains scandal and foolishness for Jew and Gentile, inasmuch as it
exposes man’s illusion that he can transcend himself and effect his own salvation,
that he can all by himself maintain his own strength, his own wisdom, his own
piety, and his own self-praise even toward God” (Käsemann, “Saving Signifi-
cance,” 40). There is more involved in this theology of Christ crucified, because
Paul is going to use it to transcend all individualism and interpersonal disputes in
order to make it the basis on which the Christians of Corinth should be building
their unity, agreement, and community life itself (see Pickett, The Cross in Cor-

inth, 37–68). Finney (“Christ Crucified”) goes so far as to maintain that Paul is
seeking to undermine the imperial cult (emperor worship) among the Corin-
thians, at least among those who became Christians.

Ethnesin, “Gentiles,” is the reading in the vast majority of Greek mss, but a few
(C 3, D2, 6, 1739, 1881, etc.) read rather Hell≤si, “to Greeks,” a copyist correction
to make Paul’s terminology consistent in 1:22–24.

This formulation, “Christ crucified,” supplies the key to Pauline theology, be-
cause from it Paul develops all his other doctrinal and ethical teaching, for Christ
crucified is for Paul the criterion and norm of all Christian thought and conduct
(see PAHT §PT24–29; Romaniuk, “Nos autem”).

24. but for those who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power of God

and the wisdom of God. The pron. autois is in emphatic position at the head of the
verse. For them Christ crucified is neither a stumbling-block nor foolishness.
“Those who are called” are those “who are being saved” of v. 18 and “those who
have faith” of v. 21, i.e., Jewish and Gentile Christians, as this verse now makes
clear. For Paul preaching to and converting Jews, see 9:20. All are “called,” i.e.,
invited to faith by the preached gospel. For them, if truly believers, the person of
the crucified Jesus Christ has become the manifestation of God’s power and wis-
dom (1:18, 21). That God is powerful and wise needs no demonstration, but how
he is such and how he manifests such qualities is now made clear in Christ Jesus
himself. Paul, however, realizes that even some Christian factions of Corinth
could be making themselves adversaries of the crucified Christ, and these he is
warning by this consideration of Jews and Greeks.

This elliptical clause of v. 24, Christon theou dynamin kai theou sophian, stands
in apposition to Christon estauromenon, “Christ crucified,” of v. 23, which is also
accusative and the object of “we proclaim,” but P46 casts the clause in the nomi-
native: Christos theou dynamis kai theou sophia, and that would mean, “but for
those who are called . . . Christ is the power of God. . . . “ Noteworthy is the em-
phatic position of theou, which precedes both dynamis and sophia. The first at-
tribute, “power of God,” echoes v. 18, where it explains “the message of the cross.”
By linking “power” and “wisdom,” Paul is showing that wisdom is not merely
speculative, but is a manifestation of God’s dynamic action. As attributes of God,
“wisdom” and “power” are found together in LXX Job 12:13; Jer 10:12; Dan 2:20,
23 (see Mangan, “Christ the Power”).
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Whence does Paul derive the notion of Christ as “the wisdom of God”? Ac-
cording to Sir 24:23–25, “the law that Moses commanded” overflows “with wis-
dom”; cf. Sir 6:37; Bar 4:1. Paul has transformed this Hellenistic Jewish teaching
about the tôr≠h or law as “wisdom,” which was perceived to be “a breath of the
power of God, an unalloyed emanation of the radiance of the Almighty” (Wis
7:25), as he adopts that typology and applies it to Christ, who is for Christians an
“instruction” in the form of “the wisdom of God.” There is a difference, however,
because Paul neither identifies Christ as a wisdom teacher, as he appears in the
gospel tradition, nor as wisdom personified, as in the Jewish tradition (Wis
6:12–18; 9:4, 10); nor does he speak of the preexistent Christ as wisdom, as van
Roon (“The Relation”) rightly argues. He rather identifies “Christ crucified” as
the wisdom of God, and also as the power of God “for the salvation of everyone
who believes” (Rom 1:16). In doing so, he is preparing for a development on
God’s wisdom to be set forth in 1:30; 2:2; 2:6–3:4. However, van Roon goes too far
when he relates Paul’s idea of Christ as the wisdom of God to the Messiah and
even to God’s hidden wisdom. There is no evidence for these relationships in this
letter (see further Klauck, “Christus, Gottes Kraft und Gottes Weisheit”; Davis,
Wisdom and Spirit).

25. For God’s foolishness is wiser than human wisdom. Lit. “than human be-
ings.” This verse formulates a maxim or epigram of timeless validity. Paul does not
use his usual word for folly, m∑ria, but rather the neut. sing. of the adj. m∑ros,

“foolish,” as a noun, because he is trying to express “God’s foolishness,” as it is
judged by unbelievers. What appears such to them is what is superior to their own
so-called wisdom. This verse draws a temporary conclusion to Paul’s discussion in
vv. 18–24; in vv. 26–31 he will apply his teaching about worldly wisdom to the Co-
rinthian scene.

and God’s weakness is stronger than human strength. Lit. “than human beings.”
The parallelism with the first clause is evident; not so evident is the order a, b, b',
a' in vv. 24–25: the power of God : the wisdom of God :: God’s foolishness : God’s
weakness, as Lindemann (1 Cor, 48) has noted. What God has done in the cruci-
fixion of Christ directly contradicts what human beings consider wisdom and
might, but it accomplishes what human wisdom and might can never achieve. So
Paul concludes this discussion about wisdom.

26. Look now at your own calling, brothers. Paul seeks to apply what he has been
saying about divine and human wisdom to the situation of Corinthian Christians.
Verses 26–31 thus form the second stage of his argument, as he shifts to the second
plural and addresses the Christians of Roman Corinth. The “calling”of them
echoes “those who are called” of vv. 9 and 24. In an argumentum ad hominem,

Paul summons these Christians to consider their initial status at the time the gos-
pel of Christ crucified actively accosted them and the divine act brought them to
faith. In effect, they are the best proof that God does not make much of human
wisdom or might. So they should not take the paradoxes expressed in vv. 22–25 as
empty rhetoric. Paul addresses them as adelphoi in the sense of “fellow-
Christians” (see Note on 1:1), who have been called by God. He will refer further
to such a divine call in 7:15, 17–18, 20–22, 24.

For not many of you were wise by human standards; not many were powerful; not



many were of noble birth. Lit. “according to the flesh,” i.e., from a purely human
viewpoint. Paul uses kata sarka in a transferred sense, as in 2 Cor 11:18; cf. Col
3:22; Eph 6:5. This is the first mention in this letter of sarx, “flesh,” which Paul
uses in various ways to designate: (1) the substance covering the bones of a human
or animal body, as in 15:39 four times; 2 Cor 12:7; Gal 6:13; (2) the physical body,
as in 5:5; 6:16 quoting Gen 2:24; 2 Cor 7:1; Gal 4:13–14; (3) a physical limitation
of human existence, as in 7:28; 2 Cor 4:11; (4) flesh as prone to sin or dominated
by sin, as in Rom 6:19; 7:18, 25; 8:3a, 4–9 (often opposite pneuma, “spirit,” as in
Rom 8:13; Gal 3:3; 5:16. (5) fleshy being (= human being), as in 1:29 (cf. LXX 
Isa 42:5); Gal 2:16; (6) a variant of 5, “flesh and blood,” as in 15:50; Gal 1:16; 
(7) earthly, ancestral connection, as in 10:18; (8) outward side of life, as in this
verse (1:26); 10:18; 2 Cor 5:16; 11:18; Phil 3:3–4; Phlm 16. Many of these nu-
ances of sarx can be found in the use of b≠s≠r in QL; see Frey, “Notion of Flesh”;
“Flesh and Spirit.”

There is no verb in the three parallel statements expressed with litotes; Paul
writes merely ou polloi sophoi, ou polloi dynatoi, ou polloi eugeneis. For that rea-
son, Bailey (“Recovering,” 282) translates the statements with pres. tense copulas,
claiming that that is required because the verb in v. 25 is pres.; but he neglects the
first clause of v. 26, where Paul invites the Corinthian Christians to think about
the time of their “calling” (kl≤sis).

The mention of the three groups undoubtedly refers to the social status of Co-
rinthian Christians, diverse as it was. For few among them would have been
philosophers or even members of the educated class; few would have been influ-
ential people or even politically adept; few were wellborn or of the upper class of
Corinthian society. That also means, however, that some were such, so that it can-
not be said that the early Christians of Roman Corinth were all lower-class prole-
tarians or the poor. For one at least, Erastus of Rom 16:23, was undoubtedly a man
of means. Sänger (“Die dynatoi”) maintains that the “powerful” were actually the
“rich,” whose wealth enabled them to wield power in their society, as the term is
used in Josephus, JW 1.17.2 §326; 2.17.3 §411. For Nordling (Philemon, 115),
“the vigorous Christianity revealed in the texts of the NT was quintessentially a

slaves’ religion” (his emphasis), but Hengel (Crucifixion, 62) thinks differently:
“early Christianity was not particularly a religion of slaves.” Meggitt is certainly
right in saying that Paul’s meaning here is “more elusive than has traditionally
been assumed,” but he goes too far when he says that “the verse can no longer be
taken as unambiguous evidence of the presence of the élite, or near élite, within a
Pauline church” (Paul, Poverty and Survival, 105–6).

Wuellner (“The Sociological Implications”) would understand the three
clauses as questions: “Were not many of you wise by human standards, were not
many powerful, were not many of noble birth?” To which the Corinthians would
reply in the affirmative. Such an interpretation changes the traditional way of
reading this verse, and it makes Paul admit that the Christians of Corinth were in-
deed of higher social standing than is usually thought. Is it really an improve-
ment? O’Day (“Jeremiah 9:22–23”) thinks that it is, because she says that Paul is
speaking in irony. She also sees the Corinthian triad, the wise, powerful, and of
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noble birth, as derived from the triad of Jer 9:22, the sage, the mighty, and the rich
man. It would be better to say that Paul is imitating the triad of Jeremiah, because
of the difference in Greek wording (Paul has dynatoi, but Jeremiah ischyros

[sing.]; Paul has eugeneis, but Jeremiah plousios [sing.]). Moreover, it is not cor-
rect to say that hoti at the head of the first clause is “interrogative” (ibid., 265), an
error that she repeats from Wuellner’s discussion. The object of blepete is t≤n

kl≤sin, and the conj. hoti denotes causality, “because,” or more loosely, “for”
(BDAG, 732). Even if one understands the clauses as statements, ou . . . alla still
marks a contrast, which is what v. 27 supplies.

27. But God chose what is foolish in the world to shame the wise, and what is

weak in the world to shame the strong. Lit. “the foolish things of the world . . . the
weak things”; in both cases the plur. is neuter, and so Paul is not restricting his ex-
amples to persons. After the triple negation of v. 26, the conj. alla marks a strong
difference. In this verse, Paul is commenting on 1:26bc and emphasizing the sov-
ereignty of God in his purposeful decision to cope with the would-be wisdom and
the power of human beings in Corinth, when he summoned some of them to
Christian commitment: God deliberately chose what was foolish and weak. The
wording exelexato ho theos (vv. 27–28) imitates that of LXX Bar 3:27.

28. God chose what is lowly and despised in the world, things that do not exist, to

nullify the things that do. This verse comments on 1:26d, for agen≤, “lowly born”
(neut.), stands in contrast to eugeneis, “of noble birth” (masc.), and Paul expands
this comment by adding ta exouthen≤mena, lit. “the things that have been treated
as nothing,” which evokes the further comment, “things that do not exist”; cf. Dan
4:14 (Theodotion). The upshot is that God has reversed all modes of human judg-
ment and would-be wise counsel; no one can claim to be something in God’s
sight (10:12). Theissen (Social Setting, 71) has shown that oudenia, “nothing-
ness,” was a topos employed in philosophical ridicule; Socrates called the truly
wise “nothing” (Plato, Phaedrus 234E; Theatetus 176c); also that to m≤den onta,

“what is nothing,” is an expression used in Euripides, Trojan Women 613–14, as a
contrast to to eugenes, “wellborn, nobility.” Hence these terms can also designate
social standing. Cf. 4:10. Conzelmann (1 Cor, 50) translates ta m≤ onta as “things
that are nothing,” but that is already expressed in exouthen≤mena; it would be bet-
ter to say, “things that are nonentities.” In Rom 4:17, Paul uses the same words in
the sense of “things that exist not,” which is preferable here too. Kosmos, “world,”
denotes human beings who oppose God, as also in 11:32.

29. so that no human being might boast in God’s sight. Lit. “so that all flesh
might not boast before God,” or “before him,” as some mss have it ([±2], C*, ¥,
629, 1241). Paul uses pasa sarx in the OT sense of “all humanity” (see Isa 40:5;
Joel 3:1). Boasting is excluded because of God’s reaction to human self-reliance
and pretense of wisdom. In vv. 27–28, Paul expressed God’s immediate purpose,
using the conj. hina, “in order to,” three times; now he employs another final
conj. hop∑s to convey God’s ultimate purpose in all His reactions to human wis-
dom. For Paul, boasting denotes the fundamental mindset of human beings in
their relation to God, manifested especially in the pursuit of their own ability and
wisdom. It is an attitude with which God in the OT already found fault: “lest Israel
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vaunt itself against me and say, ‘My hand has saved me’ ” (Judg 7:2). In 3:21 Paul
will extend the object of such boasting even to individual “human beings,” mean-
ing the preacher-allegiance that has been so divisive in the Corinthian commu-
nity. For Paul insists: humans cannot bring about their salvation by wisdom in any
ordinary or natural sense through allegiance to human beings or by their accom-
plishments. In 4:7 he will insist further that one’s standing before God is itself a
gift: “What do you have that you did not receive?”

30. It is because of him that you are in Christ Jesus. The union that Corinthian
Christians now enjoy with Christ comes only from God and his gracious call (1:9,
24), which is still challenging them through the proclamation of the gospel. Com-
pare 2 Cor 5:18, where Paul will again assert that “all comes from God.” To be “in
Christ (Jesus)” is a Pauline way of expressing the essential Christian mode of exis-
tence (Rom 8:1, 39; 12:5; 16:7; 1 Cor 3:1; 2 Cor 5:17; Gal 2:4; 3:28; 5:6; Phil 1:1),
because it is a mode of explaining the effects of the Christ-event that follow. In any
case, he is now stressing that Corinthians owe that existence to God, and not to
themselves, or any pursuit of wisdom, or any allegiance to a preacher.

who became for us wisdom from God, uprightness and sanctification and re-

demption. Or “who was made for us. . . .” In v. 24, Paul identified Christ as “the
wisdom of God,” but now as “wisdom from God,” which is only a literary variant
of the same idea. It is a way of introducing three effects of the Christ-event that are
related to it, which are expressed in other Pauline writings: uprightness (or righ-
teousness [see Romans, 258, for my preference in rendering dikaiosyn≤]), sanctifi-
cation (hagiasmos), and redemption (apolytr∑sis); see Introduction pp. 76–77;
PAHT §PT68–70, 75, 77. Their relation to wisdom, however, is peculiar to this
letter.

In his person, Jesus Christ brings God’s wisdom to human beings willing to ac-
cept it in faith. This is no longer the wisdom of this world, but “wisdom from
God.” In Prov 8:22–31 and Wis 7:22b–8:1, wisdom is personified as a mediator
between God and his created world and the human race. Paul adopts this notion
of Jewish theology and applies is to the crucified Christ in order to emphasize that
true wisdom is not found in rhetorical eloquence, but in a gift of God, viz. Christ
Jesus himself. Similarly, the crucified Christ has become for Christians “upright-
ness” or “righteousness.” In 2 Cor 5:21 Paul will maintain that “in him [Christ]
we may become the uprightness of God” (dikaiosyn≤ theou), an abstract way of ex-
pressing the status of uprightness that Christians possess through what Christ has
done for them. That summary expression for justification is paralleled in this
verse, but it is related in this paragraph to “the message of the cross,” so that the gift
of justification comes from the crucified Christ. Cf. Phil 3:9; Rom 3:23–24.

“Sanctification” is also an abstract way of expressing the dedication of Chris-
tians to God and his cultic service that is derived from the crucified Christ. In 6:11
Paul will again link justification and sanctification as effects of the Christ-event:
“you have been washed, you have been sanctified, you have been justified.” Cf. 
1 Thess 4:7; Rom 15:16.

Likewise “redemption” denotes that Christians have been ransomed or bought
back from bondage to sin to become God’s people through the crucified Christ.
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Cf. Rom 3:24; 8:23. All of this has come about through the gracious activity of
God on behalf of humanity, as Lindemann rightly stresses (1 Cor, 51–52); simi-
larly Schrage, 1 Cor, 1:215–16; Garland, 1 Cor, 79. The three qualities that Chris-
tians inherit from Christ supply the reason for what is to be said in the next verse.

Bender (“Bemerkungen”), however, claims that the prep. phrase en Christ∑

I≤sou is always used in an instrumental sense in Pauline writings, and so it must be
understood here, where it is followed by a parenthetical rel. clause, “who became
for us wisdom from God,” and then by the three real predicates of hymeis este:
“Because of him [God] you are through Christ Jesus . . . uprightness and sanctifi-
cation and redemption.” He understands the three predicates in the same way as
dikaiosyn≤ theou in 2 Cor 5:21, as three abstract expressions of effects of the
Christ-event. That, however, is somewhat far-fetched, even though the abstract
expressions have some parallels elsewhere in Pauline letters, because it is not true
that en Christ∑ I≤sou is always used in an instrumental sense; see the instances
given above in the Note on the first clause in this verse.

31. so that, as it stands written, “Let the one who would boast, boast of the Lord.”

Although this saying is introduced as a quotation of the OT (see Note on 1:19), it
is actually a concise summary of Jer 9:22–23, which reads in the LXX version, “Let
not the sage boast of his wisdom, let not the mighty boast of his might, and let not
the rich man boast of his riches, but let the boaster boast of this, that he under-
stands and knows that I am the Lord displaying mercy, justice, and uprightness on
the earth.” See also a differently worded form of this same saying in LXX 1 Sam
2:10. Thus Paul not only understands “the Lord” in the words from Jeremiah as
the crucified Christ (as Collins, Fee rightly note), but he also echoes his Jewish
tradition, for Philo also teaches it: “Let God alone be your boast and your supreme
glory” (De spec. leg. 1.57 §311). As Jeremiah found fault with wisdom, power, and
wealth, so too does Paul, because they impede what God does in Christ Jesus (see
O’Day, “Jeremiah 9:22–23”). In any case, the summary allusion serves as an apt
conclusion to the rhetorical discussion that Paul has engaged in on the value of
human wisdom confronted by the message of the cross. In 4:7 Paul will return to
this boasting and ask, “What do you have that you did not receive? Why are you
boasting as if you did not (receive it)?” “So no one should boast about human be-
ings” (3:21). Cf. 2 Cor 10:17. For Paul’s dependence on the Book of Jeremiah, see
Rusche, “Zum ‘jeremianischen’ Hintergrund.”
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5 c. Paul Preaches God’s Wisdom 

Revealed through the Spirit (2:1–3:4)
2:1When I came to you, brothers, announcing to you God’s mystery, I did not
come with sublimity of words or wisdom. 2For I resolved to know nothing while 
I was with you except Jesus Christ and him crucified. 3 I was among you in weak-
ness, fear, and much trembling; 4and my message and my proclamation were 
not adorned with persuasive [words of] wisdom, but with a demonstration of the
Spirit and of power, 5 so that your faith might not be based on human wisdom, 
but on God’s power. 6Yet to those who are mature we do utter wisdom, not a wis-
dom of this age or of the rulers of this age who are doomed to destruction. 7We
speak rather of God’s wisdom, hidden in a mystery, which God predetermined for
our glory before time began. 8None of the rulers of this age understood it; for, 
if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory. 9But, as it stands 
written,

What eye has not seen and ear has not heard,

and what has not surged in a human heart,

what God has prepared for those who love him—
10and this God has revealed to us through the Spirit. For the Spirit scrutinizes
everything, even the profound things of God. 11For among human beings, who
understands what is truly human, except the human spirit that is within? Simi-
larly, no one comprehends what pertains to God except the Spirit of God. 12Now
we have not received the spirit of the world, but rather the spirit coming from God
so that we may understand the gifts bestowed on us by God. 13We also speak about
them not with words taught by human wisdom, but with words taught by the
Spirit, interpreting spiritual realities in spiritual terms. 14The animated human
being does not accept what comes from God’s Spirit; for to such a one that is folly,
and he is unable to understand it, because it is spiritually discerned. 15The spiri-
tual human being, however, discerns all things, but is himself subject to no one’s
scrutiny. 16For who has known the mind of the Lord so as to instruct him? But we
have the mind of Christ.

3:1Brothers, I could not speak to you as spiritual people, but only as worldly,
mere infants in Christ. 2 I fed you milk, not solid food, because you were not yet
able to take it. Even now, you are still unable. 3For you are still worldly. Wherever
jealousy and strife exist among you, are you not worldly and behaving in a secular
human way? 4Whenever someone says, “I side with Paul,” and another says, “I
side with Apollos,” are you not merely human?

COMMENT

Paul now continues his treatment of the contrast of the gospel and the wisdom of
the world that was begun in 1:18–31, as he unfolds his understanding of wisdom
still further. In vv. 2–5, Paul develops what he has been saying in 1:18–25 and ap-



plied to Corinthian Christians in 1:26–31, now referring to himself and his min-
istry. He shows that his own preaching among the Corinthians has been done, not
with the eloquent wisdom of noted Greek and Roman orators or sages (see Note

on 1:17), but with the inspiration of God’s Spirit. He did not come among them as
one of the contemporary Sophists or as someone wise in the ways of the world; his
message was the gospel about Christ alone, and him crucified (1:23a). From v. 6
on, Paul will explain more in detail what he means by “God’s wisdom.” As he 
addressed the Corinthian Christians as adelphoi in 1:26, he does so again in 2:1
and 3:1.

Verses 6–16 of chap. 2 are somewhat problematic, because for a number of
commentators they seem to be a self-contained unit distinct from its context. The
problem begins with the style of these verses. Whereas in 2:1–5 Paul has been
writing in the 1st pers. sing., as he reminisces about his original evangelization of
Corinth and continues to write so in 3:1–2, in 2:6–16 he writes rather in the 1st
pers. plur. Moreover, 3:1–4 seems to such commentators to be a logical sequel to
2:1–5. Conzelmann even maintains that vv. 6–16 are a “contradiction” of Paul’s
“previous statements” (1 Cor, 57), a “direct polemic against the Corinthians”
(ibid., 59), and that “the content . . . is in substance not Christian” (ibid.). Older
commentators, such as Bousset and Bultmann, were convinced that Paul had ac-
commodated his thinking about wisdom, esp. in vv. 6–16, to contemporary Hel-
lenistic mystery-religions and the thought-world of Gnosticism; that conviction
still persists in the interpretations of Käsemann, Wilckens, Conzelmann (1 Cor,

58–61) and Weder (Das Kreuz Jesu, 165–67). Others have judged that vv. 6–16
are actually an interpolation (Widmann, “Ein Einspruch”; Walker, “1 Corin-
thians 2.6–16”). For some who regard the verses as authentically Pauline, they are
interpreted as midrashic (Ellis, Prophecy, 213–16), or as a Pauline interpretation
of Jesus’ words preserved in the “Q” saying of Matt 11:25–27; Luke 10:22–23
(Gaffin, “Some Epistemological Reflections”).

Such interpretations of 2:6–16 are, however, equally problematic, because, 
as Lindemann (1 Cor, 60–61) rightly notes, they are neither interpolated (see
Murphy-O’Connor, “Interpolations,” 81–84), nor polemical in tone or style, nor
ill-suited to the context. This is evident because, when the verses are rightly ana-
lyzed, they fall into three parts: (1) vv. 6–9, where Paul continues to proclaim
“God’s wisdom,” as already in 1:21, 24; 2:2; (2) vv. 10–12, where Paul affirms that
such wisdom, hidden until now in a mystery (cf. 2:1), is revealed through God’s
Spirit; and (3) vv. 13–16, where Paul asserts that what he proclaims is done with
words taught by the Spirit, a further clarification of 2:4–5.

As for the use of the 1st pers. plur., one has to recall its use already in 1:23. By it,
Paul is not speaking editorially or identifying himself with other apostolic preach-
ers (pace Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 34–35), but he means simply “we Chris-
tians” (so Lindemann, 1 Cor, 61; Collins, 1 Cor, 120).

In these verses, Paul is not saying anything different from what he has already
said in 1:24, 30, but they do make up an important paragraph in the letter as a
whole, because Paul clarifies in them what he means by real “wisdom.” When he
uses the 1st pers. plur., he is summoning the individuals of the Corinthian com-
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munity (and modern readers) to reflect on their understanding of their common
calling and conduct, which should be properly oriented to God’s saving wisdom.

In this entire section (2:1–3:4), Paul develops his explanation of the gospel 
that he proclaims under four headings: (1) It is “God’s mystery” (2:1), or “God’s
wisdom, hidden in a mystery . . . predetermined for our glory before time began”
(2:7); (2) “a demonstration of the Spirit and of power” (2:4); (3) “revealed to us
through the Spirit” (2:10), through “the spirit coming from God” (2:12b); and 
(4) “with words taught by the Spirit” (2:13).

The wisdom of this world, however, is contrasted as a “sublimity of words” (2:1);
“persuasive [words of] wisdom” (2:4); the “wisdom” of human beings (2:5), “of
this age or the rulers of this age” (2:6); and “words taught by human wisdom”
(2:13).

Paul insists that God has revealed his wisdom to Christians through the Holy
Spirit. Such wisdom once imparted makes receptive Christians “mature” (teleioi,

2:6) and “spiritual” (pneumatikoi, 2:15), capable of comprehending spiritual real-
ities. They are differentiated from the merely “animated” or worldly (psychikoi,

3:1), who are said even to be “infants” (nepioi, 3:1). What makes the difference 
between such individuals is “faith” (pistis), which is not a form of human wis-
dom, but proceeds from God’s power (2:5). For “faith” is the human response 
to the gospel, as Paul teaches in Rom 10:7, 9, 17 (where it begins as a hearing 
and ends in personal commitment [Rom 1:5; 16:26]). It is a faith that works itself
out through love (Gal 5:6), and that means that it must govern an individual’s 
behavior or conduct. Hence Paul’s message is indeed a form of real wisdom des-
tined for all Christians of all ages, for it is “God’s wisdom” (2:7), which is not com-
prehended by the rulers of this age; if they had grasped it, they would never have
crucified “the Lord of glory” (2:8). A paradox indeed is involved, because the
“folly” of the cross is “wisdom” for Christian believers. Such wisdom, coming
from God’s Spirit, makes human beings different from those who fail to open
themselves to God’s Spirit or consider all such realities as incomprehensible fool-
ishness.

Finally, Paul admonishes Corinthian Christians, reminding them that they are
in reality “mere infants in Christ” (3:1), immature and worldly, because of the ri-
valries they have allowed to develop among them. When they side with Apollos or
himself, they are conducting themselves in a merely human way and revealing
that they are not “spiritual” or guided by God’s Spirit. Paul realizes that he has fed
the Corinthians like a mother who feeds an infant milk (3:2); later on, Paul will
contrast his dealing with them as a father (4:5).

This passage makes it clear that Paul understood the rivalries among the Chris-
tians of Roman Corinth to be not merely sociological (so Theissen) or even ethi-
cal differences (so Munck), but fundamentally symptomatic of theological error,
as Grindheim (“Wisdom for the Perfect”) has shown.

It is all too easy for Christians of any time to fail to grasp the implications of
what Paul has been saying about the important place that “God’s wisdom,” made
known through His Spirit, should be playing in their lives and dealings with one
another.
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NOTES

2:1. When I came to you, brothers. Lit. “and I, coming to you.” Paul recalls his first
arrival in Corinth, during what is often called his second missionary journey 
described in Acts 15:36–18:22. According to Acts 18:1–2, he came there from 
Athens and lodged with Aquila and Priscilla (ca. a.d. 50). See Gal 3:1–5; 4:13;
Phil 1:5; 1 Thess 1:5 for other instances of Paul recalling his intial contact with
Christians of other towns. Paul begins with kag∑, “and I,” which he will repeat in
v. 3; it stands in contrast to hym∑n, “you” (plur.) of 1:26, as he stresses his mode of
presence among the Corinthian Christians. Again, adelphoi occurs in the sense of
“fellow Christians” (see Note on 1:1).

announcing to you God’s mystery. Or perhaps “the testimony of God,” if one
prefers to read martyrion with mss ±2, B, D, F, G, ¥, 33, 1739, 1881, and the
Koine text-tradition. That reading, however, seems to be dependent on 1:6, “the
testimony about Christ.” As there, the gen. would be objective. However,
myst≤rion, “mystery,” is found in mss P 46vid?, ±*, A, C, 88, 436; and it suits the con-
text better (see 2:7 below; cf. Metzger, TCGNT, 480). It is preferred by Collins,
Lindemann, Senft, but Fee maintains that “the reading martyrion is to be pre-
ferred on all counts” (1 Cor, 88); similarly Kistemaker, Robertson-Plummer,
Soards; cf. Vg, testimonium. Yet the combination of myst≤rion and sophia is found
also in Dan 2:30 (LXX and Theodotion), and it is comprehensible.

By “God’s mystery” Paul means “the message of the cross” (1:18), preached by
him in his own rhetorical form, with the Spirit’s assistance. It stands in contrast to
sophia anthr∑p∑n, “human wisdom” (2:5). In other words, when Paul first
preached in Corinth, he announced this mystery, or truth hidden in God, to all
who would listen. See v. 7 (“God’s wisdom”) and Söding, “Das Geheimnis.”

Myst≤rion, “secret,” was a term widely used in the Greco-Roman world of
Paul’s day in so-called Mystery Religions (Eleusinian, Dionysiac, Mithraic),
which offered some form of salvation, new life, or fertility to their adepts. Those
initiated into them had to swear to guard the esoteric cult-secrets (see Meyer, An-

cient Mysteries, 17–45, 63–109, 197–221).
The word myst≤rion is also found in the LXX, not only in deuterocanonical

writings (e.g., Wis 2:22; 6:22; 14:15, 23), but in the Greek translation of Daniel
too (2:18, 19, 27–30, 47; esp. Theodotion Dan 2:30). There it renders Aramaic
r≠z, a Persian loanword for “secret,” which usually connotes heavenly secrets re-
vealed in a dream or vision. In this Semitic sense, although it may seem to mean
something opaque or hard to understand, it more commonly denotes a truth,
teaching, or decision made in God’s heavenly court, hitherto hidden but now
made known or revealed, as in Rom 16:25. See Brown, The Semitic Background of

the Term “Mystery”, 40–50. In using this term, Paul is referring to the meaning
that God has revealed in “the message of the cross,” i.e., the love of God for
human beings manifested in the crucified Jesus, who is the savior of humanity.

I did not come with sublimity of words or wisdom. I.e., not like the contemporary
Sophists who excelled in human eloquence and gave samples of it in order to be
accepted as sages in the city. He refused to provide such a display, and his frank



172 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S

admission echoes the phrase “eloquent wisdom” of 1:17, as he strives to develop
his theme further. Paul wanted to be known not as a Sophist, but as a preacher of
Christ crucified (see Winter, Philo and Paul, 155–59).

2. For I resolved to know nothing while I was with you except Jesus Christ and

him crucified. Paul explains his behavior as indicated in v.1. What might have
been considered consummate human wisdom was not a concern for Paul, as he
evangelized the Corinthians. He realized that an ornate preaching style would
not suit the object of his preaching, Christ crucified. He repeats what he has said
already in 1:17, 23a, stressing the meaning of “the message of the cross,” what it
meant and what it still means for humanity. In 15:3, Paul will speak differently
when he adds mention of the risen Christ, but, as in Gal 3:1, Paul now concen-
trates his preaching on Christ crucified. This is the heart of Pauline christology
(see Popkes, “1Kor 2,2”).

3. I was among you in weakness, fear, and much trembling. Lit. “and I, I was
among you,” repeating the kag∑ of v. 1. Paul was among them not only without
the characteristics of a practised and eloquent orator, but as a person who lacked
prestige. In 1:18, Paul compared the message of the cross with God’s power, but
now he speaks of himself as the weak and insignificant bearer of that message,
echoing 1:27. According to the Lucan account, Paul arrived in Corinth after his
discourse at the Areopagus failed to convince the Athenians who listened, an ex-
perience that unsettled him (Acts 17:16–32). In 2 Cor 10:10, Paul even quotes
what people were saying of him, “His letters are grave and strong, but his bodily
presence is weak, and his speech of no significance.” He will speak again of his
“weakness” in 1 Cor 4:10; 9:22; 2 Cor 11:30, but now he combines it with “fear
and trembling,” emotions that display his weakness (see Burchard, “Fussnoten,”
169). The pair of words can be found also in 2 Cor 7:15; Phil 2:12; cf. Eph 6:5;
often in the LXX (Exod 15:16; Deut 2:25; Judg 2:28; Ps 55:5; Isa 19:16; 4 Macc
4:10). It sums up the dread that people sense in God’s presence or at the thought
of His judgment. Paul uses the terms to describe his attitude as he undertook the
evangelization of Corinth. They serve to recall for Corinthian Christians how un-
like his preaching was to discourses of Sophists and how paradoxical was the suc-
cess of his preaching among them.

4. and my message and my proclamation were not adorned with persuasive

[words of] wisdom. This part of the verbless verse is badly transmitted. Mss ± c, A,
C, P, ¥, 81, 614, 1962, 2495 add anthr∑pin≤s either before or after sophias,

“human wisdom.” Moreover, the adj. peithois is found in no other passage in all 
of Greek literature, and the poorly attested variant peithoi (dat. of peith∑, “per-
suasion”) creates a syntactic problem. N-A27 reads en peithoi[s] sophias [logois]
(translated above), but logois is lacking in P46, G, 35* (see Metzger, TCGNT,

481). Huby (“Comment”) prefers the short reading, ouk en peithoi sophias,

“n’était point dans une persuasion de sagesse” (not at all with an argument of 
wisdom).

Paul combines logos, “message,” and k≤rygma, “proclamation,” as a rhetorical
pair to describe his own preaching, insignificant in eloquence, as lacking per-
suasive force. Cf. 2 Cor 11:6, where he again admits that he was “unskilled in
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speaking”(but “not in knowledge”). Thus Paul is rejecting explicitly the art of per-
suasion cultivated by the orators trained in Greco-Roman rhetorical tradition.
Peith∑, “persuasion,” was the goal of such orators, and this is undoubtedly why he
uses the prep. phrase in his rejection of their rhetorical mode. According to Quin-
tilian, the renowned first-century teacher of oratory, rhetoric was vis persuadendi,

“the power of persuading” (Inst. orat. 2.15.3–22). Compare Josephus’s statement
about Plato’s eloquence (Ag. Ap. 2.31 §223: dynamei log∑n kai peithoi, “with
power of words and persuasion.”

but with a demonstration of the Spirit and of power. This is rather what has made
Paul’s preaching effective and significant; it is the opposite of “persuasive words.”
He rejects the use of the studied art of persuasive speech for preaching the mes-
sage of the cross. What he has achieved is derived from the Spirit and accompa-
nied by its power, which is the antidote of his “weakness” (2:3). BDAG (109)
understands the “power” to be “miracle-working power,” perhaps to be under-
stood as a gift of the Spirit (see 1:18, 24b; but also Gal 3:5; 1 Thess 1:5); however,
the phrase may be hendiadys, and Rom 15:13 provides an interesting parallel: 
en dynamei pneumatos hagiou, “by the power of the Holy Spirit.” Conzelmann 
(1 Cor, 55) maintains that pneumatos and dyname∑s are to be understood as poss.
gen., but that is hardly correct; they are rather obj. gens. Apodeixis is a technical
term commonly used in Greek rhetoric for a “compelling or conclusive demon-
stration, evident proof” (Philo, De Vita Mosis, 1.16 §95). As Paul employs it, he
means that God’s Spirit and power provide such proof (see Hartman, “Some Re-
marks,” 116–18; Lim, “ ‘Not in Persuasive Words,’ ” 147).

Pneuma, “spirit,” appears now for the first time in this letter. It is often a prob-
lem to determine its sense, whether the human spirit or God’s Spirit is meant.
When it is used anthropologically, as in v. 11a, it denotes that aspect of a human
being that is the affective and willing self. As such, it expresses what is especiallly
suited in a human being to receive the Spirit of God, as in Rom 1:9; 8:16 (see Ro-

mans, 127); see also 1 Cor 5:3–5; 7:34; 14:14; 16:18; Gal 6:18; Phil 4:23; Phlm 25;
Rom 8:16. In 2:12a Paul will also speak of “the spirit of the world,” which is an ex-
tension of the anthropological sense.

Here, however, the preferred meaning is God’s Spirit, as in 2:10 bis, 11b, 12b,
14a; 3:16; 6:11; 7:40; 12:3 bis, 4, 7, 8 bis, 9 bis, 11, 13 bis, as it is rendered in the
KJV, NKJV, RSV, NRSV, EVS, NIV, NJB, but others use “a demonstration of
spirit and power” (NAB) or “convincing spiritual power” (Goodspeed; cf. NEB,
REB). The meaning of pneuma as “Spirit” is not normal in secular Greek of the
Classical or Hellenistic periods of the language; a supramundane intelligent
being would rather have been called daim∑n or daimonion (see Paige, “Who Be-
lieves”). As such, the term now used by Paul comes from the LXX, where it often
denotes the presence and controlling influence of God in a creative, prophetic, or
renovating way (Gen 1:2; Ps 51:13; 139:7; Isa 11:2; 61:1; Ezek 2:2). It is not con-
sidered there to be a distinct being, or person, and normally it is not even personi-
fied (see further PAHT §PT61–64; Gächter, “Zum Pneumabegriff”; Kleinknecht
et al., “Pneuma, ktl,” TDNT, 6:332–455; Puech, “L’Esprit saint à Qumrân”;
Rossano, “La parola”). Paul means that God’s Spirit has provided him in his weak-



ness with the power needed for him to preach Christ crucified effectively, as the
next clause makes clear.

5. so that your faith might not be based on human wisdom, but on God’s power.

Lit. “on the wisdom of human beings.” Because pistis, “faith,” is the human reac-
tion to the proclamation of the gospel (1:21) or the “preached word” (Rom 10:8),
it clearly cannot rest on or be born of human wisdom and its achievements (see 
1 Thess 1:5). Faith begins as a “hearing” (ako≤, Rom 10:17) of the “word” about
Christ and his salvific role, results in an assent of the mind acknowledging that
“Jesus is Lord” (Rom 10:9), and ends in hypako≤ piste∑s (Rom 1:5; 16:26), “a com-
mitment of faith,” i.e., a commitment of the whole person to the lordship of the
risen Christ. Hence “human wisdom” has nothing to do with it. In order to be-
lieve, however, one depends on “God’s power” (see 1:18; cf. Rom 1:16); so Paul
hints at the grace-character of Christian faith: “no one can say, ‘Jesus is Lord,’ save
by the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor 12:3b). Later Eph 2:8 will state it formally: “For by
grace you have been saved through faith; and this does not come from you; it is the
gift of God” (see further PAHT §PT109). Cf. 1 Pet 1:5.

So Paul reminisces about his first evangelization of Corinth, which was suc-
cessful not because of human eloquence or wisdom, but because of God’s power,
which remedied Paul’s weakness, as he sought to proclaim God’s mystery, the
message of Christ crucified.

6. Yet to those who are mature we do utter wisdom. Lit. “among the perfect” (en

tois teleiois). Paul’s 1st pers. plur. formulation echoes the use he made of it in 1:23
(“we proclaim”). The verb lale∑ is used frequently in this letter, often meaning
merely “say, utter,” but it can also connote “proclaim, announce,” as in 14:3; 
1 Thess 2:2, 4, 16; Phil 1:14. What Paul proclaims is the message to which he re-
ferred in vv. 4–5 above; and Paul is now insisting it too can be called sophia, “wis-
dom,” but it is a wisdom that counteracts any so-called wisdom that some
Corinthian Christians may have been vaunting, as they missed the real meaning
of the gospel preached about Christ crucified (see Horsley, “Wisdom of Word”).

The adj. teleios is substantivized and would denote Christians who have devel-
oped fully in their faith-lives, as 3:1–3, 18 will indicate. Per se, it denotes some-
thing that is “perfect,” that pertains to the acme of quality. Some commentators
have claimed that Paul has derived this term from Hellenistic mystery religions,
where allegedly it was used to designate those “initiated” into mystic rites
(Iamblichus, De Myst. 3.7; Philo, De somniis 2 §234 [Reitzenstein, Hellenistic

Mystery Religions, 432]). This derivation has been contested, however (see
Delling, TDNT, 8:69); others would relate it to Gnostic writings, where it is said to
denote “a higher class of believers” (Wilckens, Weisheit, 52–60). Teleios con-
trasted with n≤pios, “infant,” is also found in Philo, De Agricultura 2 §9; Legum al-

legoria 1.30 §94. That Paul is using a term known in other religious movements of
the time may be admitted, but it is difficult to see how such extrabiblical usage has
shaped his use of it either here or elsewhere (14:20; Phil 3:15; cf. Col 1:28). How-
ever, in speaking of Corinthian Christians as teleioi, he could be speaking with no
little irony, meaning that some may think of themselves as different from others,
claiming to be more mature in their openness to God’s Spirit or grace. In 3:1 Paul
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will speak of others as n≤pioi, people considered to be less developed in their spir-
itual lives. It is, however, far from clear that Paul himself admits such a distinction
or “two strata of Christians” (Willis, “The ‘Mind of Christ,’ ” 113), because for
him all Christians are “the elect,” “the called,” “the beloved.” Hence “mature”
has rather to be understood from the context, that those who hear the revealed
word thereby become teleioi.

With sophia Paul no longer speaks of human wisdom. If he is borrowing per-
haps the term from Corinthian Christians with whom he is finding fault, he is uti-
lizing it to characterize instead “the message of the cross” (1:18), as is made clear
in the following clause. Recall that in 1:24 he has already spoken of Christ as “the
wisdom of God.”

not a wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this age who are doomed to destruction.

Or “of this world.” The wisdom that Paul passes on does not come from or belong
to the segment of human history in which Paul and the Corinthians live (see
1:20). The “wisdom of this age” is parallel to “the wisdom of this world” (3:19).

Paul uses the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew phrase h≠‹ôl≠m hazzeh, “the
present age” (used frequently in later rabbinic literature, together with h≠‹ôl≠m

habb≠›, “the age to come”), but practically unattested in Jewish writings prior to
a.d. 70 (TDNT, 1:206). Neither Philo nor Josephus nor QL makes such a distinc-
tion of aeons (see BDAG, 32). The counterpart of “a wisdom of this age” is an es-
chatological type of wisdom, which this age fails to comprehend; its telos escapes
them.

The phrase, “the rulers of this age,” which occurs again in 2:8, where it is said
that they “crucified the Lord of glory,” is problematic. It has been interpreted in
three different ways: (1) As “spirits or demons” associated with Beelzebul, arch∑n

t∑n daimoni∑n, “ruler of demons” (Matt 12:24); cf. 2 Cor 4:4; Col 2:15; Eph 1:21;
2:2. So Tertullian, Origen, and among modern commentators Adeyemi, Barrett,
Bousset, Bultmann, Conzelmann, Héring, Kümmel, Lietzmann, Ling, Schrage,
J. Weiss, Wilckens. (2) As “human political and social authorities” (e.g., Pilate,
Herod, Caiaphas), because of the contrast between God’s wisdom and human
wisdom in the context of this paragraph. So Ballarini, Carr, Fee, Godet, Lightfoot,
Lindemann, Miller, Munck, Pesce, Peterson, Robertson-Plummer, Schniewind,
Strobel. (3) As “human rulers and the spiritual forces behind them,” something
like the angels of the nations (Deut 32:8; Sir 17:17; Dan 10:12–21). So Boyd,
Caird, Collins, Cullmann, Garland, Macgregor, Thiselton.

The plur. archontes is used elsewhere in the NT only for human rulers, whereas
the sing. arch∑n is found for a demon such as Beelzebul (Matt 9:34; 12:24; Mark
3:22; Luke 11:15; John 12:31; 14:30; 16:30). The plur. archontes, denoting
human rulers, occurs often in a context having to do with the passion or death of
Jesus: Luke 23:13, 35; 24:20; Acts 3:17; 4:8, 26 (quotation of Ps 2:1–2); 13:27. For
other uses, see also Matt 20:25; Luke 14:1; John 7:26, 48; 12:42; Acts 4:5; 14:5;
16:19; Rom 13:3. Such ocurrences make it highly likely that the Pauline phrase
here is to be understood in this way. This interpretation is further supported, first,
by the use of “this age” in 1:20 and 3:19, where it refers to this world (kosmos) of
human beings and, secondly, by the following ptc. katargoumen∑n, which is more
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suited to those who trust their human wisdom than to spirits (see further Adeyemi,
“The Rulers”; Carr, “The Rulers; Miller, “Archont∑n”).

The pres. ptc. katargoumen∑n, lit. “being made powerless,” has to be under-
stood as in 1:28 and like the proskaira of 2 Cor 4:18, “transitory,” for they are
“doomed to perish” (BDAG, 525–26). Such rulers are part of the passing, unsta-
ble world (1 Cor 7:31).

7. We speak rather of God’s wisdom, hidden in a mystery. I.e., the antithesis of
the wisdom of this age, which has remained a mystery hidden until now (see
Note on 2:1). Paul is thinking of himself as the one who by his preaching has
been making known and revealing this divine secret as God’s wisdom. He speaks
of this mystery as a special wisdom (as in 1:21, 24), because he is seeking to correct
Corinthian Christians, who apparently have been claiming to be wise. In reality,
the mystery is “Jesus Christ and him crucified” (2:2), “the message of the cross”
(1:18), not “a superior stage of Christian teaching, a kind of Christian theosophy
(‘theou sophia’),” pace Héring, 1 Cor, 15. For Paul makes no real distinction be-
tween two kinds of teaching, and the OT background of this wisdom-teaching is
found in Wis 6:22.

which God predetermined for our glory before time began. Lit. “before the ages.”
Paul thus traces the content of the hidden mystery (i.e., the new mode of salvation
implemented through Jesus Christ) to a divine plan conceived aeons ago. Its pur-
pose was to bring all believers to “glory,” i.e., to a share in the risen life of Christ:
“If we have died with Christ, we believe that we shall also come to live with him”
(Rom 6:8).

Doxa, like Hebrew k≠bôd in the OT, denoted the radiant external manifesta-
tion of God’s presence to His people (in the Tabernacle or Temple), an attribute
allowed to no other being (Isa 42:8; see Weinfeld, TDOT, 7:22–38). In time, how-
ever, it came to be applied to objects of the cult and also to human beings, as ex-
pressive of the enhancing quality of a creature of God as well as the eschatological
condition of human destiny. It was thought of as being communicated to them as
they drew close to God (Rom 5:2; 8:18, 21; 9:23; 1 Thess 2:12; 2 Cor 3:18; 4:6;
Phil 3:21). Estranged from that intimate presence of God, sinful humanity has
been deprived of that enhancing quality for which it was destined (Rom 3:23). To
that condition Paul now alludes as having been destined from of old.

8. None of the rulers of this age understood it. Lit. “which none . . . compre-
hended,” another rel. clause parallel to v. 7b (see Note on 2:6). This clause con-
tinues the judgment of v. 6b and expresses negatively the consequence of “God’s
wisdom hidden in a mystery.” To it the adversative clause introduced by alla (v. 9)
stands in contrast.

for, if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory. God’s wisdom,
hidden in mystery, was incomprehensible to rulers such as Pilate, Herod Antipas,
or Caiaphas. It does not mean that the crucifixion of Jesus was the result of a mis-
understanding, but rather that such rulers never comprehended what God was in-
tending by it. Paul’s contrary-to-fact condition highlights the problem of the
crucifixion of Jesus. The rulers failed to realize that he would become thereby
“the Lord of glory.” In calling Jesus Kyrios, “Lord,” Paul is using the title par ex-
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cellence for the risen Christ (see Note on 1:2), retrojecting it into the end of the
earthly ministry of Jesus. He is the “Lord of glory,” because by his resurrection he
has entered the glorious presence of the Father and so been glorified (see Rom
6:4; 2 Cor 3:18; 4:6; Phil 3:21). In applying “glory” to the risen Christ, Paul im-
plicitly is putting him on the same level as Yahweh (see Ps 29:3, quoted in Acts
7:2).

The phrase “Lord of Glory” is found also in Jas 2:1; and in 1 Enoch 63:2, where
mighty kings of the earth fail in the same way to acknowledge God (see also 
1 Enoch 22:14; 25:3; 27:3, 5; 36:4; 40:3). Paul, however, now applies the title to
the crucified Jesus of Nazareth (cf. Freeborn, “Lord of Glory”).

9. But, as it stands written. See Note on 1:19. This clause introduces a quota-
tion that is problematic, because it introduces a sentence made up of relative
clauses that lack a main verb and its subject. Schrage, followed by Lindemann,
Garland, thinks that these clauses are the object of laloumen, “we speak” (v. 7),
which is highly unlikely. The introductory clause begins with the strong adversa-
tive conj., alla, “but,” and it states positively a contrast to the negative statement in
v. 8, “which none . . . understood.” It can be said to be parallel to the conj. alla,

“rather,” in v. 7 and thus introduces an explanation of “God’s wisdom,” which
Paul proclaims and reveals (v. 7), and all the relative clauses that follow in vv.7–9
logically have “God’s wisdom” as their antecedent.

In this verse, the initial neut. rel. pron. ha of the quotation is not only the object
of the verbs “seen” and “heard,” but also the subject of “surged.” One simply has
to reckon with anacoluthon here (see Frid, “Enigmatic alla”).

What eye has not seen and ear has not heard, / and what has not surged in a

human heart, / what God has prepared for those who love him. So Paul states posi-
tively the knowledge that he and other Christians have in contrast to the igno-
rance of “the rulers of this age.” The three clauses, in fact, purport to state the
contents of the mystery of God’s wisdom. Mss P 11vid, A, B, Cvid read hosa, “how
many (things)” instead of ha at the beginning of the last clause; that is a minor, in-
consequential variant reading.

Although the words quoted are introduced with the common formula used
when an OT passage is cited, no one has been able to identify the exact source of
the words. The first clause echoes formulas found in Isa 64:3 (LXX: “From of old
we have not heard, nor have our eyes seen any God but you and your deeds, which
you do for those who await mercy”) and 52:15 (LXX: “For they will see who have
not been told about it, and those who have not heard will understand”). The sec-
ond clause may echo either LXX Isa 65:16e (“it [distress of the past] will not surge
in their hearts”) or LXX Jer 3:16 (“it will not surge in the heart” [i.e., it will not
come to mind]), or Jer 39:35; 51:21. The last clause may echo LXX Sir 1:10 (“he
lavished her [wisdom] on those who love him”); cf. Rom 8:28, for a different way
of expressing this idea). Cf. also Job 13:1–2; 19:26–27; 28:11, 17, 20, 22; Bar 3:16.
Yet none of these OT passages corresponds exactly to the wording that Paul uses
here.

Origen (Comm. in Matt. 27.9 §117 ad finem; GCS 38.250) maintained that
the quotation “is found in no regular [i.e., canonical] book, but only in the apoc-
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ryphon of Elijah the prophet” (in secretis Eliae prophetae); similarly Ambrosiaster,
Ad Corinthios Prima 2.9; CSEL 81.26. Jerome, however, disagreed and main-
tained that Paul was not rendering uerbum ex uerbo, but simply quoting the sub-
stance of Isaiah (In Esaiam 17.64.4–5; CCLat 73A.734–35). See also Jerome, Ep.

57.9.5–7 (Ad Pammachium); CSEL 54.519–20 (cf. Verheyden, “Origen on the
Origin,” 496 n. 18).

An Apocalypse of Elijah is preserved in two Coptic recensions (with partial
overlaps), dating from the fourth or fifth century, but they are clearly Christian
compositions despite claims that are made sometimes about a Jewish core. This
may be the writing to which Origen in the third century refers, but there is no ev-
idence that it existed already in the time of Paul, and it contains no phrases that
would correspond to what Paul writes here (see Wintermute, OTP, 1:728; Frank-
furter, Elijah in Upper Egypt, 46–47; K. H. Kuhn, “The Apocalypse of Elijah,”
AOT, 759).

A similar saying in Ascension of Isaiah 11:34, a late second-century writing with
Christian elements, most likely imitates Paul’s formulation here; so too 1 Clem.

34.8; Gosp. Thomas §17. Berger (“Zur Diskussion”) has cited a number of paral-
lels to the quotation in Jewish and early Christian literature: Ethiopic Apocalypse

of Ezra, Syriac Apocalypse of Daniel, Apocalypse of Ps.-Hippolytus, Apocalypse 

of Peter, Arabic Gospel of Ps.-John, Ethiopic Apocalypse of Mary, and Letter of 

Ps.-Titus. These parallels are all later imitations of what Paul writes and cannot be
regarded as the “origin” of Paul’s quotation, pace Berger (see Ponsot, “D’Isaïe”).
In the same way, it is highly unlikely that the Coptic Testament of Jacob 8.8, de-
spite its almost identical wording, could be the source that Paul has used for 2:9,
as von Nordheim (“Das Zitat”) claims, because it contains all too many echoes of
Pauline passages, such as 1 Cor 6:9; Rom 1:30; and other Christian writings (Rev
21:8; 22:15; Did. 2–5), as Hofius (“Das Zitat”) and Sparks (“1 Kor 2,9”) have
shown. See further Prigent (“Ce que l’oeil”) who thinks that the citation results
from a freely quoted Isa 64:3, joined with words from Ps 31:20, as used in a Jewish
synagogue liturgical tradition, such as is echoed in later rabbinic texts, like Sifre,

Deut 3:26.
A few lines from the final hymn of the Essene Manual of Discipline, to which

Feuillet (“L’Énigme,” 58) has called attention are similar, but hardly the source
of Paul’s version:

My eye has perceived the wisdom that is hidden from mankind, knowledge and
prudent understanding (hidden) from the sons of man, a fountain of righteous-
ness, a well of might, and a spring of glory (hidden) from the assembly of flesh.
To those whom God has chosen, He has given them as an everlasting posses-
sion and has accorded them an inheritance in the lot of the saints. He has
joined their assembly with the sons of heaven to become a council of the com-
munity and a foundation of a holy building for all ages to come. (1QS 11:6–9)

Noteworthy, however, is the parallel found in Pseudo-Philo (LAB, 26.13): quod

oculus non vidit nec auris audivit, et in cor hominis non ascendit, quousque tale
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aliquid fieret in seculum, “What eye has not seen and ear has not heard and has not
surged in a human heart.” Paul has not derived his form of the composite quota-
tion from Pseudo-Philo, since LAB comes from a slightly later date, and Pseudo-
Philo is, practically speaking, unaware of Christianity and specifically of the
Pauline letters. Hence perhaps both Paul and Pseudo-Philo have derived it from a
common Jewish source known in the first Christian century (see Philonenko,
“Quod oculus”).

In any case, the words cited are intended to sum up the content of the hidden
mystery, i.e., the wisdom of God: “what God has prepared for those who love
him,” viz., the eschatological blessings of salvation (see Rom 8:28), which no
human being has ever imagined or desired. This eschatological interpretation of
v. 9, proposed by Robertson-Plummer, Dupont, Merklein, Garland (?), is to be
preferred rather than a mere reference to wisdom of the immediate context (so
Huby, Héring, Wendland, Wilckens).

The quotation ends significantly with the blessings that God has prepared 
“for those who love him,” a note that Paul will repeat in 8:3 and in Rom 8:28 (see
Romans 521–22). It not only picks up an OT motif (Deut 6:5; 7:9; 10:12; 
Josh 22:5; 23:11; Ps 31:24; 97:10; Neh 1:5; Sir 1:10), but is made to suit Paul’s the-
ology, in which a Christian is one who loves God (see Bauer, “. . . tois agap∑sin”;
Wischmeyer, “Theon agapan”). The quotation introduces the all-important state-
ment that Paul makes in the next verse.

10. and this God has revealed to us through the Spirit. Or “through his Spirit,” if
one were to follow the reading autou found in mss ± c, D, F, G, L. H≤min de is the
reading given in mss ±, A, C, D, G, P, ¥, 33, etc., but mss P46, B, 88, 181, 326,
1739, etc. have rather h≤min gar, “for (this God has revealed) to us,” a reading that
is normally explained as a copyist’s attempt at improvement (Metzger, TCGNT,

481). The verb apekalypsen actually has no object in the Greek text, probably be-
cause Paul is emphasizing the fact of revelation; something like “this” has to be
understood, a reference to what precedes in v. 9, or possibly to “his wisdom.” For
God as revealer, see Matt 11:25; Dan 2:22. Verses 10–12 constitute the second
part of this paragraph and thus present God’s wisdom as revealed through the
Spirit, which no human spirit can comprehend. This is one of the rare places in
the NT in which the Spirit is said to be involved in “revelation,” and it is not to be
confused with the “inspiration” of Scripture, pace Kaiser (“Neglected Text”).
That too is a divine gift, but quite different from revelation, and it is a notion de-
rived from 2 Tim 3:16; 1 Pet 1:20–21, not from this passage.

The hidden mystery is made known by God Himself, but the mediation of the
Spirit is emphasized. The Spirit makes known what God has prepared eschato-
logically for Christians, but it also aids the Christians’ love of God. This activity of
the Spirit resumes what was said in v. 4 about a “demonstration of the Spirit and
power.” H≤min, “to us,” is put at the beginning of the clause for emphasis; it des-
ignates not only the teleioi, “mature” Christians or the pneumatikoi, as Conzel-
mann (1 Cor, 65) would have it, but all Christians, who are the object of such
revelation and who “love him” (2:9; so Lindemann, 1 Cor, 68, following J. Weiss).
It is Paul’s way of stating the contrast between Christians who know and the rulers
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of this age who do not know (v. 8). Parallels in Jewish sapiential literature similarly
extol wisdom: Wis 7:21–22, 25, “Whatever is hidden and whatever is manifest 
I have learned, for wisdom, the fashioner of all things, has taught me. There is 
in her a spirit that is intelligent, holy, unique, manifold, subtle, mobile, clear, un-
stained. . . . She is the breath of God’s power.” Similarly, 1QHa 9(old 1):21:
“These things I know from your knowledge, because you opened my ears to won-
drous mysteries, even though I am a creature of clay.” Paul, however, distin-
guishes wisdom from the Spirit, which he makes God’s Spirit.

For the Spirit scrutinizes everything, even the profound things of God. Lit. “the
depths of God.” Paul attributes to the Spirit the power of searching and probing
all things, even the inscrutable judgments and untraceable ways of God (Rom
11:33–34), which no human being can do. Cf. Job 11:7–8, which speaks of
ha∂≤qer ›≥lô∞h, “the deep things of God,” but the LXX renders it as ichnos kyriou,

“trace of the Lord”; so the phrase that Paul uses, ta bath≤ tou theou is not found in
the LXX as such. In the Test. Job (37.6c), a phrase closer to Paul’s occurs: “Who
can comprehend the depths of the Lord (ta bath≤ tou kyriou) and his wisdom, and
does anyone dare to ascribe iniquity to the Lord?” Jdt 8:14, however, has a similar
idea: “The depths of the human heart you cannot plumb, or understand the
thoughts of the human mind. So how will you search out God, who has made all
these things, and really know his mind or understand his thought?”

11. For among human beings, who understands what is truly human, except the

human spirit that is within? Lit. “understands the things of a human being (tou

anthr∑pou), if not the spirit of the human being, which is within him?” In another
similarly formulated sentence, Paul draws an analogy between the divine Spirit
and the human spirit. In effect, he is making use of the Greek philosophical prov-
erb, “Like is known only by like,” peri tou ta homoia t∑n homoi∑n einai gn∑ristika

(Diels fr. 68 [Demokritos] B 164), which Plato also quotes, Laws 4.716C: hoti t∑

men homoi∑ to homoion oute metri∑ philon an ei≤, “would not like be dear to like
for the moderate [= the good]?”; cf. Philo, De Gigantibus 2 §9; Homer, Odys.
17.218.

Paul’s rhetorical question encapsulates the essence of being human, and the
answer to it is no one. “The things of a human being” are what makes a human
being what he or she is, and this is comprehended really only by the human self.
By using pneuma of a human being, as in 16:18, he is saying the same thing as the
“self” (BDAG, 833; see Note on 2:4). Paul writes with the presupposition that
God has created the human spirit, as in Zech 12:1, which tells of God creating
heavens and earth and “forming the human spirit within a being.”

Similarly, no one comprehends what pertains to God except the Spirit of God.

Lit. “the things of God,” the parallel to “the things of man,” in the preceding sen-
tence, and the answer to the implied question is again no one. Paul uses the perf.
egn∑ken not as a past tense, but as expressing the foregone conclusion about the
knowledge of God’s nature. The basis of this assertion is the Jewish conviction that
no one has ever seen God (Exod 33:18–20; 19:21), which is echoed also by Chris-
tian writers (John 1:18; 5:37; 1 John 4:12, 20; 1 Tim 6:16).

12. Now we have not received the spirit of the world. Mss D, E, F, G add toutou,
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“this world,” probably under the influence of 3:19; 5:10a or of “this age” (2:6).
After the digression in vv. 10–11, Paul returns to his main topic and applies the
principle to the issue at hand, God’s wisdom, as contrasted with the wisdom of the
world. Kosmos is now used with a pejorative connotation of what is at odds with
the realm of God. By “the spirit of the world,” Paul means the ability to know what
is peculiar or proper to that world, i.e., what makes it secular; it has nothing to do
with the influence of evil spirits or demons, pace Ellis, J. Weiss (their way of un-
derstanding to pneuma tou kosmou as personal comes from the parallel sense of
the phrase in the second half of the verse, to pneuma to ek theou, which they take
to mean “God’s Spirit,” but which is incorrect). Here to pneuma tou kosmou sim-
ply denotes a spirit that comprehends what is actually of no consequence, because
it echoes h≤ sophia tou kosmou (1:20), and sophian tou ai∑nos toutou (2:6). For the
expression, “receive the spirit,” see Gal 3:2, 14; 2 Cor 11:4; Rom 8:15. The pron.
h≤meis stands at the head of the sentence for emphasis, and it makes no distinction
between kinds of believers. The formulation of the verse follows that of vv. 4b–5
above (“not . . . , but . . . , so that”).

but rather the spirit coming from God so that we may understand the gifts be-

stowed on us by God. Lit. “the things graciously given to us.” The phrase to

pneuma to ek theou does not mean “the Spirit of God” or “Holy Spirit” (so RSV,
MacRory, Cornely, Schrage [1 Cor, 1:260], Collins [1 Cor, 134]), but rather the
human “spirit” that we have received from God, as in Zech 12:1 (quoted above),
not because the former meaning “would contradict v. 11” (so Lindemann, 1 Cor,

70, who otherwise rightly interprets the phrase), but because pneuma has to be
understood as impersonal owing to its parallelism with “the spirit of the world” in
the same verse (Martin, “ ‘Spirit,’ ” 393). “The spirit (coming) from God” makes
Christians understand and appreciate what God has prepared for them who love
him; so Paul explains the fuller meaning of the last part of the quotation in v. 9.
Such a spirit confers true wisdom, the proper understanding of eschatological sal-
vation now available through the crucified Christ, which is nothing less than a
gracious gift from God himself. Cf. Rom 8:32; John 16:13–14. The purpose
clause expresses the sovereign intention of God, as in 1:27, 29; Rom 4:16; 8:4.

13. We also talk about them not with words taught by human wisdom. Paul refers
to the way he preaches about God’s gifts, meaning that they are really indescrib-
able, when judged by human standards. The verse begins with a neut. plur. rel.
pron. ha, “which,” the antecedent of which is ta hypo tou theou charisthenta, “the
gifts bestowed by God.” The sense of this verse, however, is linked to what Paul as-
serted in 2:6. Verses 13–16 make up the third part of this paragraph, in which the
proclamation is described as uttered with words taught by the Spirit.

but with words taught by the Spirit, interpreting spiritual realities in spiritual

terms. Or “by the holy Spirit,” if one follows ms D and the Koine text-tradition. In-
stead of the dat. pneumatikois, mss B and 33 read rather the adv. pneumatik∑s,

“spiritually,” probably a copyist’s change influenced by v. 14.
Two major problems are encountered here: the meaning of the dat. plur. pneu-

matikois and the meaning of the ptc. synkrinontes. Four modes of interpretation
are current: (1) Understanding both pneumatikois and pneumatika as neut., “spir-
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itual things,” and the verb synkrin∑ as meaning “compare,” as in 2 Cor 10:12:
“comparing spiritual realities with spiritual realities” (so Reitzenstein, Hellenistic

Mystery Religions, 336, who paraphrases, “comparing spiritual gifts and revela-
tions [which we already possess] with spiritual gifts and revelations [which we 
are to receive] and judging them thereby”; similarly Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 14;
Schrage, 1 Cor, 1:262; KJV). But since the ptc. synkrinontes modifies the subject
of laloumen, it is not a question of receiving pneumatika, but of proclaiming
them. (2) Understanding pneumatika as neut., pneumatikois as masc. and modi-
fying logois, “words” (understood from earlier in the verse), and synkrinontes as
“interpreting,” i.e., with the meaning the verb often has in the LXX (Gen 40:8, 16,
22; 41:12; Judg 7:15; Dan 5:7): “interpreting spiritual realities in spiritual terms”
(so Fee, 1 Cor, 97, 115; Holladay; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 67 [but he says dat. is
neut.!]; Barrett, 1 Cor, 76; NIV). (3) Understanding pneumatika as neut., pneu-

matikois as a masc. subst., and synkrinontes as “interpreting”: “interpreting spiri-
tual realities for spiritual people” (or, “for those who possess the Spirit”; so RSV,
NRSV; Collins, 1 Cor, 40; Kremer, 1 Cor, 61; Senft, Sickenberger, Heinrici,
Bruce, Lindemann?). But this anticipates the antithesis of vv. 14–15. (4) Under-
standing pneumatika and pneumatikois as neut. and synkrinontes as meaning
“combining, fitting together,” a common meaning of the verb: “fitting spiritual
things to spiritual expression” (so Kaiser, “Neglected Text,” 317; Garland, 1 Cor,

91, 100). Of these interpretations, #2 is preferred.
Here pneuma means God’s “Spirit,” for His Spirit enables Paul to interpret

God’s gifts properly for Christians: spiritual truths expressed in words inspired by
God’s Spirit. This is Paul’s way of describing the influence of the Spirit in Chris-
tian life, with which one can compare the Johannine way of speaking about the
Paraclete (John 16:13; cf. 1 John 5:20).

Paul uses now for the first time the adj. pneumatikos, “spiritual,” which occurs
also at 2:14 (as an adv.), 15; 3:1; 9:11; 10:3, 4 bis; 12:1; 14:1, 37; 15:44 bis, 46 bis.
It modifies diverse things (food, drink, rock, body, and persons), which are always
thought to be under the influence of God’s Spirit in some way. Sometimes it is
contrasted with psychikos, “animated” (2:14; 15:44 bis, 46); sometimes with sarki-

nos (sarkikos), “fleshy” (3:1, 3 bis; 9:11).
14. The animated human being does not accept what comes from God’s Spirit.

Lit. “the things of God’s Spirit.” In vv. 14–16, Paul analyses the human response
to the revelation given through the Spirit: believing Christians welcome with faith
the Spirit-effected revelation now made known by Paul’s Spirit-guided preaching.
He is echoing what he wrote in 1:18, applying it to people who are considered psy-

chikoi. (If by pneumatikois Paul meant “for spiritual people” in v. 13 [alternate
translation #3], then this verse, which mentions the opposite, psychikos anthr∑pos,

would be repeating what he has just asserted in different terms.)
The adj. psychikos is not easily translated. It means “animated,” i.e., having an

anima (= Greek psych≤) and is intended to describe a human being whose activity
is determined by the psych≤ in contrast to pneumatikos, one who is influenced by
pneuma, “Spirit.” RSV, NRSV, NEB render the first adj. as “unspiritual,” which
captures the contrast, but not the meaning; others use “natural” (NAB, ESV), or
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“worldly”; the Vg has animalis homo. Each has its drawbacks. The problem is 
that the adj. is formed from the noun psych≤, “soul, life principle,” the immaterial
but vitalizing part of a living being, otherwise composed of skin, flesh, and bones.
The whole being, animal or human, would be composed of s∑ma kai psych≤,

“body and soul” (Wis 9:15; Xenophon, Memor. 1.3.5; Anab. 3.2.20; Plato, Alcib.

1.130a), with psych≤ as the animating principle of natural life, a common way of
speaking in Greek philosophy.

The contrast of pneumatikoi and psychikoi is formed from the distinction be-
tween pneuma and psych≤, in which both terms are related to the vital principle of
living things: pneuma means the affective and willing part of that principle, and
psych≤ the lower, merely vitalizing part, whereas nous, “mind,” would be its intel-
lectual part (which Paul clearly distinguishes from pneuma in 14:14).

When applied to people, as here, the adj. psychikoi means that they are living
only with psych≤ or anima and do not have the ability to be open to revelation or
wisdom that comes from God’s Spirit, whereas the pneumatikoi are those who do
have the ability. As Paul uses the contrast to distinguish different Corinthian
Christians, he is almost certainly borrowing the terminology from them; they
seem to have been using the contrast to distinguish themselves one from another.
Since this contrast appears only in this letter and nowhere else in the Pauline cor-
pus, that seems to mean that Paul has borrowed it from Corinthian usage.

The contrast, however, really tells us nothing about the Gnostic character of the
Corinthians with whom Paul is dealing, despite the claims of Reitzenstein (Hel-

lenistic Mystery Religions), Wilckens (Weisheit), and others that it does. Gnostic
literature uses “mind” (nous), but not “spirit” (pneuma) or “soul” (psych≤), from
which the adjectives could have been formed; and there is no evidence that Gnos-
tics were already on the scene in Paul’s day, despite the contention of Schmithals.
The contrast of pneumatikos and psychikos is borrowed by patristic writers, espe-
cially in their refutation of the Gnostics of their day (e.g., Irenaeus, Adv. Haereses

1.6.1–2 [SC 264.92–9]; Clement of Alexandria, Excerpta ex Theodoto 54.1 [SC
23.170]; Origen, Contra Celsum 5.61.17 [SC 147.166]).

Dupont admitted that he could find no evidence for the provenience of the
contrast of pneumatikoi and psychikoi in any pre-Pauline Greek sources (Gnosis,

17); he then explained it as derived from the reference to Adam in 15:45–47,
where the contrast is found again, as well as the words psych≤ and pneuma, in an
allusion to Gen 2:7. There God is described breathing into Adam’s nostrils pno≤n

z∑≤s, “a breath of life,” so that he became psych≤ z∑sa, “a living being” (ibid.,
172–77). In this explanation of the provenience, Dupont has been followed by
Pearson (The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology), who regards it as derived
from a Hellenistic Jewish interpretation of Gen 2:7, especially as used by Philo.
The specific contrast, pneumatikos-psychikos, however, is not found in Philo’s
writings or in Wisdom of Solomon; and it is very difficult to see in these writings
the same distinction being made between pneuma, nous, or psych≤, even though
Philo does distinguish two ways of speaking of psych≤: psych≤ hol≤, “the whole
soul” and to h≤gemonikon aut≤s meros, ho kyri∑s eipein psych≤ psych≤s esti, “its
principal part, which properly speaking is the soul’s soul” (Quis rer. div. heres 11
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§55). Using Lev 17:11, Philo identifies hol≤ psych≤ with the blood, but to

h≤gemonikon aut≤s meros with the breath of life blown into the nostrils of created
man. Using this distinction, Philo speaks of two kinds of human beings: those who
live by reason (= by thei∑ pneumati, “divine inbreathing”), and those who live by
blood (= sarkos h≤don≤, “by the pleasure of the flesh,” ibid., §57). Even though the
distinction does not use the same adjectives that Paul has, one finds a similar divi-
sion of humanity in this Philonic use of psych≤. See also De opif. mundi 46 §135;
Wis 15:11. So even though one does not yet find the exact provenience of the con-
trast that Paul is using, one can relate it to this sort of Hellenistic Jewish back-
ground. See Horsley, “Pneumatikos vs. Psychikos,” 271–72.

In any case, the distinction between the adjs. pneumatikos, “spiritual,” and psy-

chikos, “animated, natural, worldly, unspiritual,” as descriptive of two different
types of Christians is clear. The former describes the human being who is open to
God’s Spirit and enlightened by it, whereas the latter is not. As Schweizer has put
it, “Psychikos means neutrally the natural man who lives without the eschatologi-
cal gift of the pneuma and who thus belongs to the world (v. 12) and not to God 
(v. 10)” (TDNT, 9:663). Paul asserts that such a natural person would “not accept
what comes from God’s Spirit.” The philosophical principle lying behind Paul’s
estimate is that used above in v. 11, “Like is known only by like.”

Kuhn (“The Wisdom Passage,” 248–53) calls attention to Qumran texts that
have some of the same elements of Paul’s discussion: “wisdom,” “Spirit of God,”
“mystery,” and “revelation”; see 1QHa 20(old 12):4–13 || 4QHa (4Q427) 3 ii
5–13; 1QS 11:5–9. Whereas Paul speaks of every believer as pneumatikos, having
such wisdom from the Spirit, it is the Instructor (ma∫kîl) who is so endowed in the
Qumran texts. Dependence on Paul’s distinction is found in the third-century
Gnostic text, Hypostasis of the Archons 11.87.17–20 (NHL, 163); cf. Winter,
Pneumatiker, 175–80.

for to such a one that is folly, and he is unable to understand it, because it is spir-

itually discerned. Or, “that it is spiritually discerned,” because the force of hoti is
not clear, whether it should be understood as causal (BDF §456.1) or as factual
(BDF §456.2). To receive something from God’s Spirit would make no sense for
the merely animated human being, who is incapable of grasping what can only be
discerned in a spiritual way, i.e., guided by God’s Spirit. “Folly” is now taken up
again, as an echo of 1:18, 21, “folly to those who are perishing.” In this context,
that means that the psychikoi do not attain the knowledge required for salvation.
Paul’s argument does not proceed from an analysis of human nature as such, but
rather from humanity’s encounter with the revealed wisdom of God about what
leads to salvation.

15. The spiritual human being, however, discerns all things. The pneumatikos,

by contrast, judges rightly not only affairs of this world or age, but also “what
comes from God’s Spirit,” and “the gifts bestowed on us by God” (v. 12). The rea-
son is that such a person judges “spiritually,” i.e., under the influence of God’s re-
newing and enlightening Spirit. On the minor text-critical problems involving
[ta] panta, “all things,” see Metzger, TCGNT, 482.

but is himself subject to no one’s scrutiny. Spiritual human beings are not sub-
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jected to the judgment of other human beings, because they transcend human
limitations inasmuch as they are enlightened by God’s Spirit. The sweeping na-
ture of this assertion is startling. Paul means that the pneumatikos is subject to
God’s judgment (see Rom 2:6). Is he excluding judgment by other pneumatikoi or
judgment by those who are only psychikoi? The basis of his assertion is given in 
2 Cor 5:16–17: “From now on, then, we regard no one from a human point of
view (kata sarka); even though we once regarded Christ from a human point of
view, so we regard him no longer. Hence, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new cre-
ation (or: creature); the old has passed away; look, the new has come!” Paul is 
asserting the sovereignty of the conscience of the pneumatikos and personal judg-
ment, but not the spiritual person as infallible or all-knowing.

16. For who has known the mind of the Lord so as to instruct him? In this case,
Paul does not use an introductory formula, as he quotes Isa 40:13 in a shortened
form.

The LXX reads:
tís egn∑ noun kyriou, “Who has known the mind of the Lord;
kai tís autou symboulos egeneto, who has been his counselor,
hos symbib≠ auton?, who instructs him?”

The MT has:
mî tikk≤n ›et rû∞∂ Yhwh “who has meted out the spirit of Yahweh,
w≥›îπ ‹∞Ω≠tô yôdî‹ennû. and instructs him as his counsellor?”

In the original context of Isaiah, the question refers to the deliverance of the Jew-
ish people from Babylonian captivity by God’s creative power, and they accord-
ingly extol His great wisdom in providing for them. That question expects the
answer, “No one.” Paul accommodates the words of Isaiah to bring his discussion
of God’s wisdom to a fitting conclusion, because they support his contention that
no ordinary human being can judge or scrutinize what comes from God and His
Spirit. Paul also quotes part of the same verse of Isaiah in Rom 11:34, in his hymn
of praise to God’s wisdom and mercy; see also Wis 9:13; Jer 23:18; Jdt 8:14.

But we have the mind of Christ. Mss B, D*, F, G, 81 read kyriou instead of
Christou. Although Howard defends the former as the more original reading
(“The Tetragram,” 80), the choice of the critical text (N-A27) is Christou. That
means that Paul now has changed the reading of the LXX (kyriou), which he re-
tains in Rom 11:34, because kyriou could be ambiguous in this context. “We”
means Paul and all Christians, as 3:1 will make clear. In using nous, “mind,” he is
adopting this word from the LXX form of Isa 40:13, and by it he means the intel-
lectual part of psych≤, by which a human being thinks and reasons what he or 
she will communicate. Hence for Paul the “mind” is the equivalent of “the spirit
coming from God” (v. 12), but now it comes more immediately from Christ.
Hence the mind of the Christian is influenced by Christ and is oriented toward
him. In 14:14, Paul will make a clear distinction between pneuma and nous,

which he does not do here (see Gaffin, “Some Epistemological Reflections”).
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The “mind of Christ” is best explained by reference to the hymn to Christ in
Phil 2:5–11, which begins with the words, “Have this mind which you have in
Christ Jesus.” That hymn stresses Christ’s “obedient self-emptying and sacrificial
death” (Willis, “The ‘Mind of Christ,’ ” 119). Such an ethical outlook formed by
the message of the cross should be the guide of community life and conduct, as
Paul will make clear in 3:1–4.

3:1. Brothers, I could not speak to you as spiritual people, but only as worldly,

mere infants in Christ. Lit. “but only as fleshy,” i.e., people whose mind-set is that
of sarx, “flesh.” Paul begins with kag∑ and speaks once more in the 1st pers. sing.,
as in 2:1–5, but uses a form of the verb lale∑, as in 2:6, 13. Again, Paul addresses
the Corinthians as adelphoi, “fellow Christians,” as in 1:10, 11, 26; 2:1 (see Note

on 1:1), even though he cannot identify them as pneumatikoi, “spiritual people,”
as he has defined that term in chap. 2. In his eyes, they are rather sarkinoi, “fleshy,
composed of flesh,” i.e., dominated by “worldly” ways. He has been discussing the
wisdom that comes from God’s Spirit, and he has not been trying to keep it to him-
self; but immature, worldly Corinthian Christians have not been able to under-
stand it or cope with his communication.

Mss P46, ±, A, B, C*, D*, 0289, 33, 1739 read sarkinois, “made of flesh,” but
mss C 3, D2, F, G, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition have sarkikois, “characteristic of
flesh,” which would be the form better suited to Paul’s meaning. The two forms of
the adj., however, are often used interchangeably by copyists; but those who
copied mss F and G attempted to retain the proper nuances of these words (see
Parsons, “Sarkinos, Sarkikos”; BDF §113.2).

Paul often contrasts pneuma and sarx, “spirit” and “flesh” (5:5), especially in his
other writings (2 Cor 7:1; Rom 8:4, 5, 6, 9, 13; Gal 3:3; 4:29; 5:17). In that con-
trast, sarx denotes all that keeps a human being tied to earthly, worldly, or selfish
tendencies and makes him or her unresponsive to God’s Spirit. “Those who live
according to the flesh are concerned about things of the flesh” (Rom 8:5); “those
who live by the flesh cannot please God” (Rom 8:8). The adjectival forms used
here have the same sense. Sarkinoi may be a literary variant for psychikoi (2:14),
but Schweizer (TDNT, 9:663) maintains that psychikos denotes “the neutrally
natural man who lives without the eschatological gift of the pneuma,” whereas
sarkikos is “the believer who is making no progress.”

In addition, Paul calls his Corinthian addressees n≤pioi, “infants,” in their spir-
itual lives and in their relation to Christ, because they regard spiritual things from
the viewpoint of a small child who is unable to comprehend their real meaning
and worth. Such Corinthians may be “in Christ” (1:2, 4, 30), but they, having 
accepted the gospel and been converted, are behaving in childish, immature,
worldly ways. Their conduct does not measure up to their conversion. “Paul
chides his readers not for failure to advance their understanding (some were ex-
ceedingly proud of their knowledge), but for failing to allow what they had known
and realised to be true to inform their on-going Christian life”; no little part of 
this is their failure to recognize Paul’s apostolic authority (Francis, “ ‘As Babes in
Christ,’ ” 57).

Paul has moved from the contrast between pneumatikoi and psychikoi, for
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which he now substitutes sarkinoi, to a contrast between n≤pioi, “infants, imma-
ture” and teleioi, “perfect, mature,” a term that he already employed in 2:6 (see
Note there). This contrast basically makes the same distinction of human beings,
even though the terminology is different.

2. I fed you milk, not solid food, because you were not yet able to take it. Lit. “I
made you drink milk, not solid food,” an elliptical expression called zeugma
(BDF §479.2). Paul continues the metaphoric comparison of the Corinthian
Christians with infants, by stressing that he was like a mother to them (see
Gaventa, “Our Mother”). Cf. the similar metaphor of the Qumran psalmist in
1QH a 15(old 7):20–21: “They [men of marvel] have opened their mouths like a
child at the breast of its mother.”

What Paul had taught them was like baby food (“the message of the cross”), not
the food of mature adults, which he is now trying to pass on to them in this letter,
as he tries to instruct them about further spiritual implications of that message
concerning Christ crucified, “the wisdom of God,” or Christ, who is not the wis-
dom of this world. The real contrast, then, is not between “two quite different
diets which he has to offer, but between the true food of the Gospel with which he
has fed them (whether milk or meat) and the synthetic substitutes which the Co-
rinthians have preferred” (Hooker, “Hard Sayings,” 21). The same contrast of
milk and solid food is used by the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews in his ex-
hortation addressed to backsliding Christians (5:12–14), and by Philo, De agricul-

tura 2 §9, where he too speaks of milk as food for n≤pioi, but wheat-bread for
teleioi, as does Paul in the next verse (see also Legum alleg. 1.30 §94; cf. Sterling,
“Wisdom,” 367–76; Grundmann, “Die n≤pioi”). The Corinthian Christians, fed
on such milk, may have criticized Paul, claiming that they were seeking, indeed,
the solid food of philosophical speculation, rhetorical eloquence, and advanced
knowledge. Then Paul would be refuting their contention, making the point that
they are still babes, as the next clause makes clear. His solid food is the wisdom of
God, which is foolishness to the world, and nothing other than “the message of
the cross,” but now presented as “Christ crucified” (1:30), a wisdom turned upside
down, for it is not the wisdom the Corinthian Christians were seeking.

Even now, you are still unable. This is added by Paul, who will explain it in the
next verse. As in the preceding clause, the complementary infin. has to be sup-
plied. The adv. eti, “still,” is omitted in mss P 46, B, 0185. Paul does not exclude a
future possibility of their taking solid food.

3. For you are still worldly. Lit. “fleshy” (sarkikoi, in the best mss). They are still
affected by the customs and secular culture of pagan Roman Corinth. This con-
dition would make Paul hesitate in his attempt to feed Corinthian Christians with
solid food. Why they are still worldly is explained in the next sentence, which
comments on their conduct.

Wherever jealousy and strife exist among you, are you not worldly and behaving

in a secular human way? Lit. “fleshy and walking as a (mere) human being,” with
kata anthr∑pon, a phrase known from classical Greek writings to express the status
of a member of the human race or an ordinary way of viewing or doing things
(Aeschylus, Sept. 425; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist. 16.11.2; Plato, Phileb. 370f);
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see also 9:8; 15:32; Gal 3:15; Rom 3:5. They are still influenced by the secular so-
cial conventions of Roman Corinth. Some mss (P46, D, F, G, 33, and the Koine
text-tradition) add a third cause, kai dichostasiai, “and dissensions,” to the two
causes.

So Paul characterizes the Corinthian situation caught up in its factious rivalries
(1:10–11), which give rise to the “jealousy and strife” found among them: the
Christian status of the members of the Corinthian church calls for more elevated
and gracious conduct. Paul mentions the same pair, z≤los kai eris, “jealousy and
strife,” in an eschatological exhortation (Rom 13:13). and in a list of vices (2 Cor
12:20). Cf. Gal 5:20, where they are listed among the erga t≤s sarkos, “works of the
flesh.” For this reason Oropeza speaks of vv. 3–4 as including one of Paul’s various
“vice lists” of this letter; see further 5:9–11; 6:9–10; 10:6–10; 13:4–7 (“Situational
Immorality”).

4. Whenever someone says, “I side with Paul,” and another says, “I side with

Apollos,” are you not being merely human? Lit. “are you not human beings?” (ouk

[or ouchi] anthr∑poi este). Are you not like the rest of Roman Corinth? Paul re-
calls what has been reported to him (1:10–12). Rival factions in the Corinthian
church reveal that the addressees have been neglecting the nobility of their Chris-
tian calling to substitute for it allegiance to one preacher or another in a purely
secular fashion. Mention of two groups is made only by way of example, not 
because of a difference in his relations with Apollos and Cephas, pace Barrett 
(1 Cor, 82).
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6 d. False Idea of the Role of

Preachers Corrected (3:5–17)
3:5What after all is Apollos, and what is Paul? Only servants through whom you
came to believe, just as the Lord assigned to each. 6 I planted, Apollos watered, but
God caused the growth. 7Consequently, neither the one who plants nor the one
who waters amounts to anything, but only God who causes the growth. 8The one
who plants and the one who waters have one purpose, but each will be recom-
pensed according to his labor. 9For we are God’s fellow-workers; you are God’s
field, God’s building. 10According to the grace of God granted me, I laid a foun-
dation as an expert builder, and someone else is building upon it. But each one
should see to it how he builds on it. 11For no one can lay a foundation other than
the one already laid, which is Jesus Christ. 12 If someone builds on the foundation
with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, or straw, 13 the work of each builder
will become obvious, because the Day will bring it to light. It will be revealed by
fire. Fire [itself] will test the quality of each one’s work. 14 If the work that someone
has built survives, he will be recompensed. 15 If someone’s work is burned up, he
will be deprived of recompense, but he himself will be saved, but only as through
fire. 16Do you not realize that you are the temple of God and that the Spirit of God
dwells in you? 17 If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy him. For the
temple of God, which you are, is sacred.

COMMENT

Paul continues his instruction about the contrast of the gospel and the wisdom of
this world or the role of real wisdom in Christian life by explaining the role of
preachers, because he realizes that Corinthian Christians have come to a false
idea about their role (recall 3:4 from the end of the preceding pericope, “When-
ever someone says, ‘I side with Paul,’ and another says, ‘I side with Apollos,’ are
you not merely human?”). The problem comes from the fact that both Paul and
Apollos, and perhaps Cephas too, have evangelized Corinth. If Corinthians be-
came believers through such human evangelists, they should not think that they
owe allegiance to those who were merely human instruments that God was em-
ploying in their coming to faith. In thus referring in 3:4 to the so-called slogans
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that first surfaced in 1:12, Paul is preparing for an inclusio that will appear in 3:22,
where Paul will again use the genitives to turn such slogans on their head, when
he will say, “all belongs to you,” even Paul, Apollos, and Cephas (see further
Byrne, “Ministry and Maturity”).

Paul’s argument runs thus: first, he asserts that he and Apollos are only servants
(diakonoi, 3:5) and God’s fellow workers (synergoi, 3:9), carrying out tasks to
which the Lord God has assigned them. Each preacher has to see how he builds
(3:10b), for all the construction is going to be tested (3:12–15). Paul puts all the
emphasis on “God” in this pericope, mentioning Him in vv. 6, 7, 9, 10, 16, 17, 19,
with a climax in v. 23. Second, to make his point clear, Paul continues to use fig-
urative language or metaphors. He begins with an agricultural image, changes to
an architectural image, and eventually to the kind and quality of the building ma-
terial being used. Paul depicts himself as a planter (3:6–9a), then as an expert
builder (3:10–15); in effect, he presents himself as the founder of the Corinthian
church. Third, Paul offers the needed correction: God has caused the growth
(3:6–7), and Jesus Christ is the only foundation of it all (3:11). Fourth, Corinthian
Christians must realize that they are “God’s field, God’s building” (3:9), “the tem-
ple of God” (3:16a, 17b), and that “the Spirit of God dwells in them” (3:16b).

At first, the missionary Paul likens himself to a farmer who has planted seed by
his evangelization, and Apollos to a fellow farmer who has watered the seeded
ground. Each has his job to do, but neither of them makes the plants grow. The
growth comes from God, who alone causes it. God may indeed reward such “fel-
low workers,” but the field so seeded and watered belongs to God. That is why
Paul ends his first comparison by telling the Corinthian community that it is
“God’s field,” a field possessed by God.

Paul changes the metaphor and adds in the same sentence that they are “God’s
building,” enabling him to introduce an architectural image, as he compares
himself to a master builder who has laid a foundation by his evangelization. He
does not name Apollos as a fellow builder in this comparison, as he did in the first
one, but the unnamed person who builds on that foundation so laid might well be
Cephas, otherwise unnamed. Paul, however, immediately corrects all that, insist-
ing that the one foundation is none other than Jesus Christ, about whom he has
been preaching (1:23; 2:2). Hence, Corinthian Christians must be aware that any-
one who proceeds to build on such a foundation must choose carefully the mate-
rials with which the further construction is to be made. For in the long run, the
work of any such builder will be scrutinized and judged for its adequacy and dura-
bility; it will be brought to light and tested by fire. If the construction withstands
the fire, the builder will be duly recompensed. So the quality of evangelization is
all important.

Although Branick considers vv. 10c–15 to be a “digression inserted here be-
cause of the key word sophos at 3:10b and is probably itself a composition written
independently of both the homily on wisdom as well as the letter to the Corin-
thians” (“Source,” 263), these verses make up an important element in Paul’s ar-
gument about the diversity of the Corinthian Christian community and expand
the thought of v. 8b, as Hollander (“The Testing,” 89) and Kuck (Judgment, 171)
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rightly note. Although vv. 10–15 are vague, Paul expects his readers to apply what
he is saying to all their teachers, and even to themselves as participants in the work
of building.

The image of building enables Paul to push his instruction one step further, as
he tells the Corinthians twice that as a community they are “the temple of God,”
because the Spirit of God dwells in them. Consequently, they are sacred (hagioi),
i.e., dedicated to God’s cultic service.

In this passage we meet with Paul’s affirmation of judgment of “the work of
each builder” that is to take place on “the Day” (i.e., the day of judgment), when
“it is revealed by fire” (3:13). It is important, however, to realize that Paul is not
discussing the deeds of individual Christians, as is often supposed, but the evan-
gelistic work of Christian missionaries, especially those who have sought to erect a
superstructure on the foundation that Paul has laid, or better, on the foundation
“already laid, which is Jesus Christ” (v. 11; see Donfried, “Justification,” 148–49).

What Paul writes in these verses of chap. 3 about esteem for human preachers
of the gospel and proclaimers of God’s wisdom now becomes a counsel that must
guide all Christians in their attitude toward church leaders. Such authorities have
been fitted out for their tasks in the Christian community by the gracious deter-
mination of God, and their effectiveness depends on the extent to which they co-
operate with the grace of God, who alone causes the “growth” in the field in
which they labor. Their competence comes only from God (2 Cor 3:5), and their
different qualities depend on the gifts of His Spirit (1 Cor 12:28–30). They are,
however, nothing more than “God’s fellow-workers” (3:9). Even Paul un-
abashedly admitted that whatever foundation he laid, he did it only “according to
the grace granted me” (3:10).

NOTES

3:5. What after all is Apollos, and what is Paul? Paul reverts to the report received
from Chloe’s people (1:11–12) about the rivalries grouped by names of the former
evangelists of Roman Corinth. As in 3:4, he mentions only two of them, Apollos
and himself. They were both well known as preachers in Corinth, but Paul seeks
to correct the Corinthian Christians’ understanding of their role. Note the rhetor-
ical chiasmus in vv. 5–6: Apollos, Paul, I (Paul), Apollos. Paul does not ask, “Who
is Apollos?” but “what is . . . ,” in effect, imitating the question in Ps 8:5, “What is
man . . . ,” but mss P 46vid, ± 2, C, D, F, G, ¥, 1881, and the Koine text-tradition
read tís, “Who?”; but see v. 7, which shows that neut. tí is correctly read as the orig-
inal reading. From these verses it is clear that Paul never blames Apollos for the 
rivalry and does not regard him as a rival; both are coworkers, servants, and stew-
ards.

Only servants through whom you came to believe. Apollos and Paul are called 
diakonoi, not of the community itself, but of God (or Christ, as in 4:1); compare 
2 Cor 6:4; 11:23.

Diakonos in the Greek language denotes an intermediary or agent in some 
activity, business, or transaction in which one gives assistance. So Josephus de-
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scribes Rachel, who brings Jacob to Laban (Ant. 1.19.6 §298) and Elisha who fol-
lows Elijah (Ant. 8.13.7 §354). It was often used in Greek culture to denote agents
of gods: Diogenes as tou Dios diakonos, “agent of Zeus” (Epictetus, Diss. 3.24.65;
3.22.63); diakonos the∑n (Achilles Tatius 3.18.5). Similarly, Paul in 2 Cor 3:6 
(diakonous kain≤s diath≤k≤s, “agents of a new covenant”); 1 Thess 3:2 (as a variant
for synergos); Rom 16:1. Here diakonoi denotes agents through whom Corin-
thians came to faith in God and Christ Jesus (cf. 2:5). Their work was diakonia,

what Paul calls diakonia t≤s katall≤g≤s, “a ministry of reconciliation” (2 Cor 5:18).
just as the Lord assigned to each. Lit. “and to each as the Lord gave,” the dat.

hekast∑ should really be a nom., hekastos, but its case is attracted to the indirect
obj. of the verb ed∑ken in the subordinate clause (BDF §475.1). Paul insists that
he and Apollos were merely performing the task for which they had been called by
the Lord and commissioned with a certain authority. He further develops this no-
tion of his own commission in 15:10; 2 Cor 4:5. It may seem unclear whether ho

kyrios, “the Lord,” refers to the risen Christ or to God the Father, as in 4:19; 7:17;
2 Cor 8:21; but in view of the next verse, it is best understood as a title for God.

6. I planted, Apollos watered, but God caused the growth. So Paul describes the
different but complementary tasks that the Lord desired the pair of them to per-
form as individuals in the Corinthian community. He sowed the seed (aor. tense),
which Apollos later watered (aor.), but neither of them was responsible for the 
resulting gradual growth (imperf.), “a planting of the Lord” (Isa 61:3). That
growth Paul ascribes clearly to God alone, which is consistent with his theology of
grace. Cf. Rom 9:16; 2 Cor 9:10. This means that allegiance to a Paul-group or an
Apollos-group in the Corinthian community is meaningless and only destructive
of the unity it should have.

From this statement, one usually concludes that Paul was the founder of the
Corinthian church. Paul’s arrival in Corinth is recounted in Acts 18:1–4, where it
is noted that there he discovered Aquila, a Jew from Pontus, who with his wife,
Priscilla, had arrived a short time before from Italy. It is hard to say whether they
were still Jews, whom Paul converted (about which neither he nor Luke ever say a
word) or were already Jewish Christians, who had to leave Rome, when Claudius
expelled Jews ca. a.d. 49–50 (see Introduction pp. 37–40; cf. Acts, 619–20). If
they were already Christians, then there would have been at least two Christians
in Corinth prior to Paul’s evangelization of it, but he could still regard himself as
the founder of the community there.

For the community as a “planting” in Jewish writings, see Isa 5:7; Jer 32:41;
1QS 8:5–8; CD 1:7; Jub. 1:16; 16:26; cf. Braun, Qumran, 1:190; Str-B 1:720–21.

7. Consequently, neither the one who plants nor the one who waters amounts to

anything, but only God who causes the growth. In v. 6, Paul reflected on what
Apollos and he had accomplished; now he concludes (in the pres. tense) from his
agricultural metaphor, repeating in effect the statement of v. 6 and putting theos

emphatically in the last place in the sentence, because God alone counts. God is
the only “something” (ti) that matters. He and Apollos have no claim to allegiance
among the Christians of Roman Corinth; they amount to nothing. Compare
Paul’s statement about others who were apostles before him in Gal 2:6. Paul is

194 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S



stressing that he and Apollos, as well as all other teachers among Corinthian
Christians, notwithstanding their unique contributions, are equal in God’s sight;
they are all part of His workforce, and each is recompensed according to the work
that has been done, whatever that might be. For the phraseology, “neither . . .
nor . . . , but . . . ,” see 1 Thess 2:5–7; Gal 5:6; 6:15.

8. The one who plants and the one who waters have one purpose. Lit. “are one,”
an elliptical assertion, which may refer to the goal they both have in their activity,
or it may refer to their status and responsibility: “are equal” (RSV), i.e., from a
human point of view. Although they are “not . . . anything” (v. 7), the two are not
opposed, but complement each other; the basis of this unity has been stated in 
v. 7: neither one amounts to anything, as they prepare together for the real (di-
vine) activity.

but each will be recompensed according to his labor. Lit. “each will receive his
own wages (ton idion misthon) according to his own labor.” In other words, the re-
muneration for Apollos and Paul will come from God who has assigned them to
their individual tasks, and not from the reputation or glory that they might enjoy
among those who might side with them or show them allegiance in some way. Al-
though Paul and Apollos have no merit by which they might claim recompense,
they realize that in the end God will reward graciously those who serve Him in
this special way. This part of v. 8 may sound like a parenthetic remark, but Paul is
stating briefly what he will develop in 3:14–15, and again in 4:1–5, especially in
an eschatological sense.

Paul uses ton idion kopon, “his own labor” (or “toil”), a term chosen to denote
“the work done” (BDAG, 558) in evangelization. Paul is adopting an OT term:
“where wisdom rewards the labor of holy ones” (Wis 10:17; see Ps 61:13; Prov
24:12; see further von Harnack, “Kopos”; Kuist, “Labors”; Pesch, “Der Sonder-
lohn”).

9. For we are God’s fellow-workers. The conj. gar links this verse to v. 8a, and the
whole verse contrasts “we” (= Paul and Apollos) with “you” (= Corinthian Chris-
tians), and the emphasis in the verse falls on the triple use of theos, which stands
emphatically in the first place in each clause and sums up the meaning of vv. 5–7.
Since the gospel expresses God’s power (1:18), its bearers are those who collabo-
rate with God.

In the first clause, Paul regards both Apollos and himself as synergoi theou, a
title that he used also of Timothy in 1 Thess 3:2. The phrase synergoi theou has
been understood in two ways: (1) “God’s fellow-workers,” i.e., those who work to-
gether with God and are engaged in a common endeavor with God himself, who
is the principal worker. It is so understood by KJV, RSV, NIV, NAB, Conzel-
mann, Godet, Kremer, J. B. Lightfoot, Lietzmann, Robertson-Plummer, Senft,
Schrage, J. Weiss. This interpretation takes the Greek phrase for what it says, and
means what is suggested by 2 Cor 6:1, “working together with Him, we entreat
you. . . .” It may sound like synergism, but there is nothing wrong with that; and it
is not rendering the Greek by a paraphrase, as in the next interpretation. (2) “Fel-
low workers in God’s service,” or “God’s servants, working together” (NRSV), or
“fellow workers who belong to God,” i.e., Paul and his colleagues are those who
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work together and thus serve God by such shared labor. It is so understood by 
Barrett, Collins, Fee, Furnish (“Fellow Workers”), Garland, Grosheide, Hays,
Lindemann, Merklein, Soards, Thiselton, Wolff. This interpretation claims that
the phrase is not to be understood “synergistically ‘God’s fellow workers,’ as the
context clearly [?] shows, by emphasizing God’s origination of the mission work,
the responsibility of each worker’s work, and the examination of the work of each
before God (vv. 5–15)” (Ollrog, EDNT, 3:304). “ ‘God’s coworkers’ implies that
Paul and Apollos are coworkers who work with one another and for God. They be-
long to God just as the field and the construction of v. 9b belong to God” (Collins,
1 Cor, 147). Robertson-Plummer, however, rightly note that, if Paul had meant
the second way of understanding the phrase, he would have expressed it as he did
in Rom 16:3, where he speaks of Prisca and Aquila as tous synergous mou en

Christ∑ I≤sou, “my fellow-workers in Christ Jesus.”
you are God’s field, God’s building. As he brings his agricultural metaphor to an

end, Paul calls the Corinthian community ge∑rgion, “cultivated land, field.” That
explains why he has spoken of his own evangelical work in Corinth as a planting
of seed, and of Apollos’s work as a watering of it. The field so cultivated, however,
belongs to God, not to Apollos or Paul. Ge∑rgion occurs a few times in the LXX
meaning a real field; but in Sir 27:6 “the cultivation of a tree (ge∑rgion xylou) is
shown by its fruit,” and in Test. Issachar 5:3–6:2, the field takes on a symbolic
meaning. Hence as “God’s field,” Corinthian Christians manifest God’s activity
among them, who are the spiritual fruit of His farming.

To this description, Paul adds another, as he mixes his metaphors: for the Co-
rinthian community is also “God’s building” (oikodom≤). So Paul introduces an
important second metaphorical argument, which he applies to the community
also in 2 Cor 12:19, but which he will exploit in chap. 14.

For the Jewish background of the idea of the community as a plantation and a
temple of God, see Jer 1:10d (“to build and to plant”); 18:9; 24:6; Ezek 17:5–8;
36:9–10; Deut 20:5–6; and esp. in QL, where Essenes speak of their community
as “the temple of God.” That was in part owing to their refusal to share in the Je-
rusalem Temple cult, which was not being conducted in their view with requisite
propriety; hence their community was a substitute for the Temple of Jerusalem:
“When these things come to be in Israel, the community council will be founded
on fidelity to become an everlasting plantation, a holy house for Israel and a foun-
dation for the holy of holies for Aaron, true witnesses for judgment and chosen by
the will (of God) to make expiation for the land and render the wicked their retri-
bution” (1QS 8:4–7; see also 9:3–6). Cf. Gärtner, The Temple and the Commu-

nity, 16–46, 56–60. The notion is likewise used in Philo, De mut. nom. 37 §211
(see further Müller, Gottes Pflanzung).

10. According to the grace of God granted me, I laid a foundation as an expert

builder. Besides being a planter, Paul presents himself as sophos architekt∑n, “a
skilled master-builder,” a phrase he borrows from LXX Isa 3:3 (which is, however,
supposed to translate MT ∂∞kam ∂∞r≠πîm, “one skilled in magic”). His evange-
lization of Corinth resulted from a vocation to which God’s special grace had
called him. He is not referring to the grace that made him an apostle (pace Senft,
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1 Cor, 59), but to that which made him the founder of the new church of Roman
Corinth (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 60). Paul’s preaching has laid what he calls
themelion, “a foundation,” for what he achieved thereby was fundamental for the
Corinthian church, but he does not call himself the foundation. It is, however,
the basis of the authority that he now exercises over the community, and to it he
will return in 9:1–2. Paul calls himself architekt∑n, “builder,” a title found only
here in the NT. For the idea of a “foundation of the community,” see 1QS 7:17.
Of what sort of building was Paul thinking? It is often thought that it was a “tem-
ple,” which would link vv. 10–15 to vv. 16–17 (so Peterson), but it is in reality in-
consequential.

Paul’s awareness of God’s grace in his life is often mentioned (15:10; Rom 12:3,
6; 15:15; Gal 2:9). Cf. 2 Pet 3:15. Some mss (P46, 81, 1505) omit “of God.”

and someone else is building upon it. Paul recognizes this further activity, per-
haps alluding to the work that Apollos did there after he had laid the foundation
by beginning the evangelization of Roman Corinth (3:6), but Apollos is not men-
tioned in vv. 10–17. The “someone” (tis) may be neither a specific individual nor
a specific group. As the master builder of this spiritual temple, which is the Co-
rinthian community, Paul is exercising his authority over the other craftsmen who
are working on it, whoever they may be. His activity is similar to that of head con-
tractor mentioned in an Arcadian inscription from Tegea in Arcadia, engaged in
the construction and repair of the temple of Athena Alea (see Shanor, “Paul as
Master Builder”).

According to T. W. Manson and Barrett, however, allos, “someone else,”
would be a covert reference to Cephas. The basis of such speculation is Matt
16:18, Jesus’ saying to Peter, “on this rock I will build my church” (oikodom≤s∑, a
verb related to epoikodomei used here). See Barrett, “Cephas and Corinth,” 6–7;
similarly Vielhauer (“Paul and the Cephas Party,” 132–33), who even thinks that
Paul has added this statement about the founding of the Corinthian church as a
polemic against Petrine primacy. Yet there is not even a hint of this polemic in
this letter, and Paul himself was reluctant to build upon someone else’s founda-
tion, as he says in Rom 15:20, in spite of the fact that at the beginning of that letter
he announced to those Romans who had already become Christians his eagerness
“to preach the gospel also to you who are in Rome” (1:13, 15).

But each one should see to it how he builds on it. Lit. “but let each one see to it.”
Paul introduces still another instruction; he has not only shifted the metaphor
from planting to building, but now speaks about the quality of the superstructure
and about the choice of materials with which it is to be constructed. This idea of
building the house of God will become very important later in this letter, when
Paul will use the word oikdom≤ no longer to mean “building,” as v. 9, but in the
sense of “edification” or the “building up” of the community as God’s house (see
14:3, 5, 12, 26; even with the cog. verb oikodome∑ in 14:4, 17; see further MacRae,
“Building”).

11. For no one can lay a foundation other than the one already laid, which is

Jesus Christ. Before Paul explains in vv. 12–15 what he means about quality, he of-
fers a needed correction to the metaphor of building, as he stresses something
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basic. He returns to his fundamental conviction, that the entire structure of the
Christian church is based on Jesus Christ, on his person, as in 2 Cor 11:4 (no
“other Jesus”), and on his gospel, as in Gal 1:9 (no other gospel). Paul implies that
he himself is not the “foundation” and makes this assertion as an answer to the va-
riety of Corinthian groups and the preacher-allegiance that they advocate.

Paul adopts a technical expression used in architecture, ho keimenos themelios,

found in a third-century b.c. Greek inscription from Lesbos (Hermes 90 [1915]
34; see Fridrichsen, “Neutestamentliche Wortforschung”).

Paul’s statement about Christ as the foundation stands in contrast to what is
found in the Deutero-Pauline letter, Eph 2:20, where Christians are said to be
members of God’s household, “built on the foundation of apostles and prophets,
Christ Jesus himself being the cornerstone.” It is a different conception of the role
of Christ in his church. Here Paul is insisting that the foundation he laid for the
Corinthian community was nothing else than Jesus Christ himself and his gospel.

Paul seems to be inconsistent here, because in v. 10 he said that he had laid a
foundation as an expert builder, but now he says that the foundation has already
been laid (“Jesus Christ”) and that no other foundation can be laid. The founda-
tion laid in v. 10, however, was Paul’s preaching, which made Jesus Christ known
to the Corinthians, and so through his preaching Christ became known as the real
fundament of the church. It was God who made Christ such; the ptc. keimenos

has to be understood as a divine passive (ZBG §236). Paul wants to make sure that
no one regards him as the foundation, and Conzelmann rightly notes that “the ex-
pression is paradoxical” (1 Cor, 75). Cf. 2 Cor 4:5, “What we preach is not our-
selves, but Jesus Christ as Lord.”

12. If someone builds on the foundation with gold, silver, precious stones, wood,

hay, or straw. Paul returns to the metaphorical instruction of vv. 9–10. Some mss

(± 2, C3, D, ¥, 33, 1739, 1881) add touton, “this,” to “foundation,” but that is 
almost certainly a secondary reading (Metzger, TCGNT, 483). Again, tis, “some-
one,” is neither a specific individual, nor a specific group. The materials men-
tioned for the superstructure are symbolic. Paul does not really think that a
superstructure might be built from such materials, even if some of them might be
used for adornments. He lists them from the most resistant to flames to the least re-
sistant, meaning that the preaching of subsequent evangelists might be of fine
quality (the gospel itself) or of very poor quality (stories and anecdotes of human
wisdom), and that in time that difference would become apparent. It is not that
Paul “had in mind imaginary buildings” (BDAG, 595) or “apocalyptic buildings”
(Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 76). The latter might suit Rev 21:18, but Paul’s use of such
materials is merely metaphorical. The possible materials are given in two sets of
three. The first threesome, the fire-resistant gold, silver, and precious stones, is
found also in 1 Chr 29:2; 2 Chr 32:27; Prov 8:10–11; Dan 11:38 (Theod.); 1QM
5:5–6; 12:2. The order of the materials mentioned differs in some mss (see appa-

ratus criticus). Busto Saiz (“¿Se salvará”) regards v. 12 as a protasis of a condition,
which is followed by parenthetical remarks in vv. 13–15a, and v. 15b as the real
apodosis of the condition.

13. the work of each builder will become obvious, because the Day will bring it to
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light. Lit. “will make (it) clear.” The implied obj. of the verb d≤l∑sei is “the work”
(to ergon), i.e., the superstructure, the quality of which will be made known. The
term h≤ h≤mera, “the day,” is being used absolutely as the day of divine eschato-
logical judgment, when the Lord will be revealed (1:7–8; 5:5), or as in 1 Thess 5:4,
referring to “the day of the Lord” (5:2; cf. 1 Cor 5:5; 2 Cor 1:14; Phil 1:6,10; 2:16,
which is usually a day of salvation or condemnation, whereas in Rom 2:5–6, 16 it
is a day of judgment, as it is here). “Day of the Lord” is derived from OT usage in
Mal 3:19; Isa 13:6, 9; Joel 1:15; 2:1, 11. The scrutiny of that Day will lay bare the
quality of the superstructure, i.e., the further evangelization; and consequently
the quality of the rivalries dependent on such evangelization. Although Paul
seems to be using an apocalyptic description of judgment Day; his main emphasis
falls on the note of disclosure. Compare 4:5. The implied exhortation that he is
addressing to Corinthian Christians is that, since Jesus Christ is the foundation of
the building, those who build on it with materials like gold, silver, and precious
stones, will find their work tested by fire, and it will survive; but those who build
with wood, hay, or straw will suffer loss of their superstructure, even if they them-
selves manage to find deliverance and rescue. One can also translate, “because
the Day will make clear that it is revealed by fire,” i.e., that (the work) is revealed
(or possibly “reveals itself”). The object of d≤l∑sei is then the clause introduced 
by hoti.

The word ergon in this verse and vv. 14–15 has a special nuance, “building,” as
in 1 Macc 10:11; Aristophanes, Birds 1125; Polybius, Hist. 5.3.6; and in Greek in-
scriptions (Peterson, “Ergon”; BDAG, 391). Cf. 1 Cor 9:1; Rom 14:20.

it is revealed by fire. I.e., not the Day, despite the proximity of the noun in the
preceding clause, pace Fee, Garland, Kistemaker, Kremer, Kuck, Lietzmann,
Merklein, Robertson-Plummer, Schrage, J. Weiss, but “the work.” The “Day” is
not usually said to be revealed. Rather it is “the work of each (builder),” as Bach-
mann, Collins, Vielhauer, Hollander rightly understand it; compare Sir 11:27b.
There is no tautology with v. 13d, as Kuck claims, because even he recognizes that
v. 13d has “a different slant” (Judgment, 180). This is a generic statement about
the action of that Day. Thus fire is recognized as a means of eschatological testing
of the quality or purity of materials (cf. Rev 3:18). Judgment by fire is an OT motif
(Isa 31:9; 43:2; 66:15–16; Zeph 1:18; Mal 3:2–3, 19; Isa 66:15–16; Joel 3:3; Sir 2:5;
Zech 13:9). Gold or silver would stand the test, but the wood, straw, or hay would
not. For the joint use of “fire” and “revelation,” see 2 Thess 1:7–8 (“at the revela-
tion of the Lord Jesus from heaven with his mighty angels in flaming fire”); 1 Pet
1:7 (see Proctor, “Fire in God’s House”).

Fire [itself] will test the quality of each one’s work. I.e., the apostolic value of var-
ious preachers as they build the superstructure. The fire is understood as a testing
agent, not a punitive agent. This clause spells out concretely what was implied in
v. 13a. A close parallel to Paul’s discussion has been found in the Testament of

Abraham 13:18–20 (AOT, 412–13), which tells of an angel, Pyruel, who holds in
his hand fire and probes the deeds of human beings with it. “If the fire burns up
the deeds of anyone, immediately the angel of judgment takes him and carries
him away into the place of sinners . . . ; but if the fire probes the deeds of anyone
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and does not destroy them, such a one is justified, and the angel of righteousness
takes him and carries him up to be saved, in the lot of the righteous. Thus, most
righteous Abraham, all things among all human beings will be tested and probed
by fire and balance.” Even the wording of phrases in vv. 3–15 finds parallels in the
Greek text of the Testament, which causes a problem: Which is dependent on the
other? James (Testament of Abraham, 55) claimed that the writing was composed
by a second-century Jewish Christian, but Fishburne has contested that claim (“I
Corinthians iii. 10–15”), maintaining that Paul depends on a genuinely Jewish
writing. More likely, both Paul and the author of the Testament have composed
independently, because despite the similarities of wording there are substantial
differences (e.g., Abel as the judge of human beings after death [in the Testa-

ment]), as Hollander rightly notes (“The Testing,” 99), who cites a more-or-less
fixed tradition about fire as a means of testing human beings on the Last Day, also
found in Pseudo-Philo, LAB 6:16–18; 39:3–4; Pss. Sol. 15:4–6; Sib. Or. 2:252–55.
It is not, however, the fire of Gehenna, pace Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 65); nor
is it correct to compare this testing of a “work” (or building) by fire (v. 13) with the
judgment of all Christians before Christ’s tribunal mentioned in 2 Cor 5:10. 
Cf. that passage rather with 2 Thess 1:7–8, where “fire” and “Day” again appear
together; also 1 Thess 5:2–3. Evans (“How Are the Apostles”) maintains that the
work of apostolic missionaries will be revealed and tested during the eschatologi-
cal time of persecution and tribulation that will precede the Lord’s parousia.

The pron. auto, “itself,” is missing in some mss (P46vid, ±, D, L, ¥, 104). The
“work” has to be understood as the “building,” or more precisely, the superstruc-
ture erected on the foundation, as the next verse makes clear; it continues Paul’s
metaphor for the Corinthian community in its corporate status, which is being
compared to a house on fire. Paul is distinguishing two kinds of preachers, those
who build with gold or silver (v. 14), i.e., the gospel, and those who build with
wood, hay, and straw, i.e., stories and anecdotes of worldly wisdom, who thus
allow their superstructure to be destroyed.

14. If the work that someone has built survives, he will be recompensed. Or “will
survive,” because menei can be taken either as present or future (depending on
the accent, cf. BDF §372.2). If the superstructure remains as it was and withstands
the fire, then there will be a good recompense for the builder. So Paul views the
result of the testing fire in a positive conditional sentence; in v. 15a, he will set
forth its counterpart in a negative clause. The “recompense” (misthos) is not sal-
vation, because v. 15 makes it clear that if it is lost, one can still be delivered.
Hence it must be something other than eternal salvation. The theme of such rec-
ompense resumes what was stated above in v. 8b.

15. If someone’s work is burned up, he will be deprived of recompense, but he him-

self will be saved, but only as through fire. This verse is the negative counterpart of
v. 14. The verb z≤mi∑th≤setai is problematic: it may mean “he will be punished”
(BDAG, 428), but that seems to be in conflict with the next clause, “he himself
will be saved.” It has been translated as “he will suffer loss” (RSV), but that is al-
ready implied in the first clause. The verb has to be understood as a contrast to
misthon l≤mpsetai, “he will be recompensed” (3:14); so it must mean “will be de-
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prived of recompense,” i.e., the potential reward (so Barrett, 1 Cor, 89: “will be
mulcted of his pay”).

The apodosis begins with autos de, “but he himself,” which stands in contrast to
the “recompense” (misthos). For Busto Sais (“¿Se Salvará”), this apodosis resumes
the protasis of v. 12. In any case, Paul means that the Christian preacher who has
done a poor job in using ill-suited building materials will not get an expected re-
ward and will even lose what he sought to build, i.e., the superstructure. Yet he
will find salvation, but only like a person who escapes from a burning house by
going through a wall of fire (BDAG, 898). Paul is using “a proverbial saying to
make the point that only with the skin of one’s teeth, and not without great peril,
will the one concerned attain to eternal salvation” (Lang, TDNT, 6:944). Escape
from a burning house is “a symbol for the attainment of salvation,” (BDAG, 983).
One can agree with Conzelmann that Paul is using a particularly striking notion
“of a punishment which does not cancel our eternal salvation,” but whether Paul
is envisaging “the wider context of the doctrine of justification” (1 Cor, 77) is an
entirely different matter, one that has no pertinence here, as Kuck recognizes
(Judgment, 185). Although this passage has nothing to do with “the good works of
the individual Christian,” it does refer to the “personal salvation” of the Christian
preacher and “the validity and effectiveness” of his apostolic ministry, because “all
apostolic work, good or bad, is known to God and will be judged by him on the last
day” (pace Donfried, “Justification,” 149). Paul is not using s∑th≤setai merely in
the sense of narrowly escaping from mundane flames, because the verb s∑z∑ is al-
ways used by Paul in its full soteriological sense (see 1 Thess 2:16; 1 Cor 1:18, 21;
5:5; 7:16 bis; 9:22; 10:33; 15:2; 2 Cor 2:15; Rom 5:9, 10; 8:24; 9:27; 10:9, 13;
11:14, 26; so Barrett, 1 Cor, 89). If he meant something less here, Paul would have
used ryomai, as he does in Rom 15:31 (see Klinghardt, “Sünde und Gericht”;
Kuck, Judgment, 183). Moreover, there is in the text no indication that Paul is
thinking of two judgments on that “Day,” one of preachers and the other of all
other human beings.

From at least the time of Gregory the Great (who lived a.d. 540–604), this verse
and all of vv. 11–15 have been cited in the teaching of the Western Church about
the “purifying fire” of purgatory (Dialogues 4.41.5: de igne futurae purgationis,

“about a fire of future purification”; SC 265.150). These verses are quoted explic-
itly in the letter, “Sub catholicae professione,” of the First Council of Lyons, 
a.d. 1254 (DH 838); cf. Council of Florence, a.d. 1439–45 (DH 1304). That
teaching, however, freely accommodates not only the metaphorical sense of these
Pauline verses, but also other biblical passages, 2 Macc 12:39–45; Matt 12:32, 36,
so that Cevetello rightly recognizes that it is “based on tradition, not Sacred Scrip-
ture” (“Purgatory,” NCE, 11:825); and Gnilka has shown that the tradition is nei-
ther precise nor constant (Ist 1. Kor. 3,10–15).

Verses 14–15 do not speak of a purification or refining by fire, but rather of a
testing of constancy and a subsequent deliverance achieved only with great diffi-
culty. They thus give the addressees a criterion for judging preachers who have ap-
peared on the scene in Corinth after Paul and caution them about overestimating
their worth.
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The later idea of a purifying fire apparently first surfaced with Origen’s inter-
pretation of this verse in terms of an eschatological fire that would consume the
world (tou kosmou ekpyr∑sin) as one of purification (Contra Celsum 5.15; SC
147.50: to pyr katharsion; Hom. in Exodum 6.4; SC 321.182: igni resoluitur et pur-

gatur). It is found also in Augustine (Enchiridion 18.69; CCLat 46:87: per ignem

quendam purgatorium; also Enarr. in Ps. 37 3; CCLat 38.384). See further Anrich,
“Clemens und Origenes”; Bietenhard, “Kennt das Neue Testament”; Cipriani,
“Insegna”; Michl, “Gerichtsfeuer.”

A Jewish tradition, known from later rabbinic writings, attributed to the school
of Shammai, is a belief in the existence of an intermediate Gehinnom, one of an
atoning and purifying nature. It interpreted Zech 13:9 (“I will put this third [i.e.,
human beings, neither righteous nor godless, but those whose merit and guilt
hung in the balance] into the fire and refine them as one refines silver, and test
them as gold is tested. They will call on my name, and I will answer them”) and 
1 Sam 2:6 (Hannah’s prayer, “The Lord kills and brings to life; he brings down to
Sheol and raises up”) and concluded to such an afterlife purification. See Str-B,
4/2:1036–49. However, Stauffer (New Testament Theology, 212 and n. 696) has
claimed that this idea could already be found in “pre-Christian apocalyptic” writ-
ings, such as Life of Adam and Eve §47 [sic, but read §48.1–3]; 1 Enoch 22:10. 
Cf. Bietenhard, “Kennt das Neue Testament?,” 110–20, who has scrutinized rad-
ically the alleged pre-Christian Jewish evidence that Stauffer has set forth.

16. Do you not realize that you are the temple of God and that the Spirit of God

dwells in you? Paul now changes his mode of argument, asking a question that im-
plies that the Corinthian Christians should be familiar already with what he is
about to ask. This is the first occurrence in this letter of a frequently-used expres-
sion, ouk oidate hoti, “Do you not realize that,” as a means of introducing an im-
portant rhetorical question; see 5:6; 6:2, 3, 9, 15, 16, 19; 9:13, 24; also Rom 6:16.
Cf. thel∑ de hymas eidenai, “I want you to realize,” 1 Cor 11:3.

This double question, formulated in diatribe-like style, is the conclusion of
Paul’s metaphorical discussion of the evangelized community as a building. At
the end of his first comparison of evangelization with planting and watering, he
told the Corinthian Christian community that it was “God’s field” (3:9); now he
concludes his second comparison of evangelization with a building, telling them
that it is “God’s temple” (naos theou). The phrase, “God’s temple,” is an OT term
found in Dan 5:3 (Theodotion) and Jdt 4:2 for the actual Temple in Jerusalem,
but Paul uses it now in a metaphorical sense, which does not imply any antago-
nism for the Jerusalem Temple. The Christian congregation is no longer just a
building belonging to God (3:9), but is God’s very dwelling place, “the temple of
God,” the place where God’s presence with Christians is to be found. It is called
by this title also in 3:17; 2 Cor 6:16 (quoting Lev 26:11); cf. Eph 2:21. What Paul
means by it is explained in the second part of the question: “The Spirit of God
dwells in you,” i.e., in their corporate being. On Spirit of God, see Note on 2:4.
Paul speaks of the indwelling Spirit as the animating presence of God in the midst
of the Christian community, making it in a special sense the place where God is
present to Christians in their corporate being. Behind Paul’s cultic imagery is the
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OT idea of one place, Jerusalem, where Israel was to worship Yahweh (2 Kgs
23:4–25 [Josiah’s reform]), because it was the symbol of the unity of Israel as one
people of God; see also Wis 9:8, 17. Now the notion of God’s temple again em-
phasizes the oneness of the Christian community, which can therefore tolerate 
no division or faction, no matter how widely it is spread out in area. The image is
not limited to community leaders, but refers to all Christians (see MacRae,
“Building”).

In Rom 8:9, Paul asserts the same thing about the indwelling Spirit, but there it
refers to Christians as individuals, which will appear again in 1 Cor 6:19. Here,
however, the corporate idea of the indwelling is all-important, and it excludes any
“individualistic, pietistic sense,” as Draper has rightly noted (“Tip of an Ice-Berg,”
57, 61). Pace Ford (“You Are God’s ‘Sukkah’ ”), Paul is not speaking about the
sukk≠h, “booth,” or the feast of Tabernacles; he writes about naos theou, not sk≤n≤

(the word used in the LXX to translate sukk≠h, Neh 8:14).
17. If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy him. This is a “sentence of

holy law,” as Käsemann has termed it (“Sentences,” 66). Its legal style is obvious,
as it serves as a parenetic warning, expressed in chiastic formulation. See Gen 9:6
for a parallel: “Whoever sheds the blood of a human being, by a human being
shall his blood be shed.” The future tense of the apodosis introduces the eschato-
logical consideration, “divine action on the Last Day” (ibid., 67). Paul is warning
everyone of the consequences that would flow from all activity that would damage
the oneness of the community. In the present context, the “destruction of the tem-
ple” would mean the undermining of the Corinthian community by perverse or
poor preaching and by rivalries. Such undermining would invoke the ius talionis,

the tit-for-tat or appropriate reaction of God, because rivalries can destroy any po-
litical body (Mitchell, Paul, 103). Cf. Aeschylus, Choephori 312–13: Anti de

pl≤g≤s phonias phonian pl≤g≤n tinet∑, “For a murderous blow, let him pay a mur-
derous blow.” Again, the destruction of the spiritual temple of the Corinthian
community is similar to the damage done to the physical temple of Athena Alea in
the Arcadian inscription of Tegea mentioned above. Paul is concerned that none
of the subcontractors damage the metaphorical temple, the foundation of which
he himself has laid. Even though Paul speaks generically of “anyone” (tis), he is
thinking specifically of preachers who have succeeded him in Corinth.

For the temple of God, which you are, is sacred. Paul predicates of the Corin-
thian community the adj. hagios, a description often used in the OT to convey the
character of persons or objects set apart for or dedicated to the service of God 
in the Jerusalem Temple. In fact, hagion is sometimes predicated of the Temple
(Ps 11:4; 65:5; 79:1) and to hagion is used as the name for “the temple” itself (LXX
Num 3:38; Ezek 45:18). What was true of the sanctity of the Jerusalem Temple
must be true also of the Corinthian community. Whoever violates the commu-
nity, violates what pertains to God, which is sacrilege. The Corinthian commu-
nity is also “sacred,” because the Spirit of God dwells within it (3:16). As “the
temple of God,” its sacred character must be respected.

The relative clause is introduced not by a masc. sing. rel. pron., which one
would expect, agreeing with the noun naos, but rather by the masc. plur. com-
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pound rel. pron. hoitines, which has been attracted to the plur. number of este

hymeis, “which you are.” Many though they are as individuals, they form one unit
as the “temple of God.”
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7 e. Admonition about 

Preachers and Wisdom (3:18–23)
3:18Let no one deceive himself. If someone among you thinks that he is wise in
this age, let him become a fool, in order to become wise. 19For the wisdom of this
world is folly in God’s sight. As it stands written, “He catches the wise in their crafti-

ness.” 20And again, “The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are futile.”
21Consequently, no one should boast about human beings. For all things belong
to you, 22whether it be Paul or Apollos or Cephas, or the world, or life or death, or
the present or the future—all belongs to you, 23and you belong to Christ, and
Christ to God.

COMMENT

The concluding verses of chap. 3 are uncomplicated and hortatory in character,
especially vv. 18, 21. They exhort the Christians of Roman Corinth to think 
correctly about those who have been evangelizing them, as Paul returns to the
“wisdom/folly theme” of 1:18–25. Allegiance to one preacher or another is not the
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mark of right-thinking Christians, especially if that allegiance causes rivalry and
dissension among them. It may seem like “wisdom” in this world, but it is not
rightly oriented in God’s sight. Paul concludes that “the wisdom of this world is
folly in God’s sight,” echoing what he said in 1:18–20. For this reason he seeks to
discourage the Corinthians from boasting over human beings, or over anything of
this world, as he alludes to 1:12–13. The right order of their existence is to see
themselves in their proper relation to Christ and God.

This admonition amounts to a critique of boasting, because it is all too human
and relies too much on human achievement, whereas real Christian ministry
must be totally theocentric and serve the glory of God: soli Deo gloria! Note also
the rhetorical inclusio in v. 22, referring to 3:4–5; and how the gen. of 1:12 and 3:4
are reversed in vv. 21 and 23.

The exhortation that Paul includes now addresses all Christians about the dan-
gers of self-deception and trusting in one’s own thinking and judging, which is
misleading as a form of human wisdom. Paul will continue this mode of argu-
mentation in 4:1–5.

NOTES

3:18. Let no one deceive himself. Paul begins his exhortation with a 3d pers. sing.
negative impv., which is a warning about self-deceit, and this rebuke finds a paral-
lel in 6:9; 15:33. Paul is addressing this warning to all members of the Corinthian
community, and not just to those preaching to them. He considers such self-
deception dangerous and disruptive of God’s people, because it is not a deception
that comes from without, as in Eph 5:6, whence probably comes the added phrase
in ms D, kenois logois, “with empty words,” i.e., meaningless claims. The added
phrase is also found in LXX Exod 5:9; Deut 32:47 (sing.); as well as in Greek liter-
ature (Plato, Laches 196B; Josephus, Ag.Ap. 2.31 §225; Ant. 13.4.3 §89).

If someone among you thinks that he is wise in this age, let him become a fool, in

order to become wise. Lit. “imagines that he is wise.” Paul repeats what he said at
the beginning of his discussion about wisdom among human beings in 1:20,
where he spoke of “the wisdom of the world” made foolish by God. His repetition
is a mere literary variant of the earlier formulation. Cf. 2:6–8. For Paul, self-
deception is the mark of those who imagine that they are wise with the wisdom of
this age; so he prefers that Christians be accounted fools, when it comes to the way
people normally judge, seeing “the message of the cross” as sheer folly (1:18).
Once Christians become foolish in this sense, they can become wise in God’s
sight. For there is no room in the sight of God for wisdom that amounts to self-
assertion or self-deception; one must become foolish by acknowledging the folly
of the cross. N-A27 has rightly punctuated this verse, with a comma after en t∑ ai∑ni

tout∑, “in this age,” and not after en hymin, “among you,” but some commentators
prefer the latter. Theoretically, en t∑ ai∑ni tout∑ could also be understood with the
following words, “let him become a fool in this age, in order to. . . .” (so Schrage,
1 Cor, 1:310, 312). That phrase, however, does not usually precede the word(s)
that it modifies (Lindemann, 1 Cor, 91; similarly Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 70).
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In using the indef. tis, “someone,” Paul is scarcely thinking of Apollos or Cephas.
It refers to an unnamed Corinthian Christian. Recall the indef. use of sophos in
1:20.

19. For the wisdom of this world is folly in God’s sight. Lit. “before God,” as in
Rom 2:13. Paul reformulates the paradox of 1:18, where he spoke of “the message
of the cross” as “foolishness to those who are perishing.” What was called there
“the wisdom of this age” has now become “the wisdom of this world,” as in 1:20.

As it stands written. See Note on 1:19.
He catches the wise in their craftiness. These words, ho drassomenos tous 

sophous en t≤ panourgi≠ aut∑n, seem to be a quotation of LXX Job 5:13, which de-
scribes God as ho katalamban∑n sophous en t≤ phron≤sei, “the one overtaking the
wise in their intelligence.” The preceding verse 5:12, however, speaks of the
“plans of the crafty” (panourg∑n), which immediately gives “intelligence” a pejo-
rative connotation. Paul’s form simplifies the citation, using the verb, drassomai,

“grasp, grip,” which does not appear elsewhere in his writings. It may come from
a Greek translation of the Book of Job different from the LXX (see Cerfaux, “Ves-
tiges”). In the Book of Job, the words form part of Eliphaz’s first discourse, in
which he argues that hope for mortals lies in God’s greatness, when He confounds
the crafty designs of human beings. Paul cites the words in order to upset the un-
derhanded conduct of some Corinthian Christians and to turn human wisdom
into its opposite. Cf. 1:20d, and recall the pertinence of 2:8.

20. And again. The words kai palin often introduce a second (or third) quota-
tion of Scripture: Rom 15:10–12; Heb 1:5; 2:13; 4;5; 10:30; 1 Clem. 10.4; 15.3–4.
They are found also in secular Greek writers: Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. hist. 37.30.2
(quoting poetry); 1.96.6; Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 2.18; 3.16; Plutarch, Moralia

361a.
The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are futile. These words are

taken from Ps 94:11, which in the LXX reads t∑n anthr∑p∑n, “of human beings,” a
term that is also read in some mss of this letter (33, 630, 1506). That, however, is
clearly a copyist’s harmonization of the Pauline text with the LXX. Paul has
changed that word to soph∑n, “the wise,” which better suits his argument. In any
case, the psalmist’s words were contrasting the plans of human beings with those
of God; but they correspond to Paul’s judgment about human reasoning. Cf. Rom
1:21. Kyrios probably is to be understood as “God,” as in the psalm, and not the
risen Christ, because of v. 19.

21. Consequently, no one should boast about human beings. Lit. “let no one
boast.” This is Paul’s hortatory answer to the problem of rival preachers in Roman
Corinth. Christians should not be conceited in their wisdom or vaunt their alle-
giance to any preacher who is merely human. Boasting should not be the mark of
any Christian, because it robs God of due glory. Recall 1:29–31, where Paul
ended by summarizing Jer 9:22–23, “Let the one who would boast boast of the
Lord.” See Rom 3:27.

For all things belong to you. The following verse explains “all things,” and the
“you” has to be taken in the corporate sense of the entire Corinthian community.
This conclusion turns the so-called slogans on their head: instead of saying, “I be-
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long to Paul,” or “I belong to Cephas,” Paul asserts, “all things (including Paul,
Apollos, and Cephas) belong to you.”

Conzelmann (1 Cor, 80), Collins (1 Cor, 66), Lindemann (1 Cor, 93) maintain
that Paul has borrowed “a Stoic maxim,” that “all things belong to the wise man,”
i.e., he is lord over all that comes to him from without (see Diogenes Laertius,
Vitae 6.37: panta ara esti t∑n soph∑n, “for all things belong to the sage”; 7.125.8;
Seneca, De Beneficiis 7.2.5: omnia illius [i.e., sapientis] sunt, “all are his [i.e,, the
sage’s]”; Ep. Mor. 109.1: dicimus plenum omni bono esse sapientem, “we say that
the sage is full of everything good”; Cicero, De finibus 3.22.75: recte eius [i.e., sapi-

entis] omnia dicentur, “rightly all will be said to belong to him [i.e., the sage]”). If
so, then Paul not only adopts the maxim, but makes it a principle for Christian
faith and for the acceptance of “the message of the cross,” which is otherwise folly
in ordinary human eyes. For Paul, “all things” in this world belong to the Chris-
tian, who as such becomes rich and a king (4:8) and even judges the world (6:2);
yet he understands the maxim also according to his Jewish background (see Gen
1:26–28; Ps 8:6–8), as Kremer rightly notes (1 Cor, 80).

22. whether it be Paul or Apollos or Cephas, or the world, or life or death, or the

present or the future. Lit. “or things at hand or things coming to be,” expressed 
by two ptcs., eite enest∑ta eite mellonta. Paul indulges in rhetoric in order to ex-
plain “all things” of v. 21; eight elements are detailed, each separated by eite,

“whether . . . or,” a threesome (the evangelists Paul, Apollos, Cephas, through
whom Corinthians first became believers [3:5]), another threesome (world, life,
death), and a twosome (present, future), with the principle repeated.

Paul mentions again the evangelists of Corinth, who first were named in 1:12 in
the same order (see Note there). He implies that it is foolishness and self-
deception to pledge allegiance to one or other such preacher. The addition of 
Cephas is striking, because the discussion from 3:1 on has been about Paul 
and Apollos. Barrett maintains that, “Peter was in fact a more dangerous poten-
tial cause of schism in Corinth than either Paul or Apollos” (“Cephas and Cor-
inth,” 5).

To the three evangelists, Paul adds mythical superhuman elements, spatial,
vital, and temporal, almost personifying them: the kosmos, “the world” (actually
the whole ordered universe, in which human beings live, as in 6:2), physical “life”
(to which human beings cling), and “death” (which they dread); finally “the pres-
ent” (with its earthly tensions and pressures) and “the future” (with its earthly anx-
ieties). Cf. Rom 8:38–39; 14:8, where Paul spells out some of these same
existential elements in greater detail. In Gal 1:4, Paul acknowledges that Christ
Jesus gave himself for our sins in order to deliver us “from the present evil age,”
using the same perf. ptc. enest∑tos, lit. “that is at hand.” On death, see 15:26. Pace

Senft, there is no advantage in understanding life, death, present, and future as a
totality explaining kosmos, “world,” because that leaves kosmos all alone.

all belongs to you. I.e., as Christians. This is the principle of v. 21b now re-
peated.

23. you belong to Christ, and Christ to God. Lit. “you (are) of Christ, and Christ
(is) of God.” Cf. Rom 14:8; Gal 3:29. Even though all things belong to Christians,
they do not own themselves, because they belong to Christ and even bear the
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name of Christ, i.e., Christianoi (see Acts 11:26d; cf. Acts, 477–78). The perti-
nence of the Corinthian community to Christ does not stop with him, because of
Christ’s relation to God the Father as His Son. God has called Corinthian Chris-
tians “into companionship with his son, Jesus Christ our Lord” (1:9), and he it is
who has revealed and implemented his Father’s designs for them, as Rom 8:31
makes clear. This relationship will be expressed in yet another way in 11:3; 15:28;
Phil 2:9–11 (see Thüsing, Per Christum, 10–20).

Related to this notion of belonging to Christ is the title that Paul sometimes
uses of himself, doulos Christou I≤sou, “slave of Christ Jesus” (Rom 1:1; Gal 1:10;
Phil 1:1), which stresses his total submission and commitment to Christ, who is
his kyrios, “master,” but also his “Lord” (see Romans, 231). Such allegiance to the
crucified Christ and his lordship should replace allegiance to rival preachers, be-
cause now he is recognized as “the power of God and the wisdom of God” (1:24),
and this assertion fittingly concludes Paul’s monitory exhortation.
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8 f. Think of Paul and Apollos 

as Lowly Servants of Christ (4:1–21)
4:1One should think of us in this way: as servants of Christ and stewards of God’s
mysteries. 2 In this case, moreover, it is required of stewards that they be found
trustworthy. 3But for me it matters little that I be judged by you or by any human
court. I do not even judge myself. 4 I am not conscious of anything against me, but
in this I do not stand vindicated; the one who judges me is the Lord. 5So do not
judge anything before the proper time, before the Lord comes who will bring to
light what is hidden in darkness and will expose the motives of our hearts. At that
time, the commendation of each one will come from God. 6Now, brothers, I have
transferred this to myself and Apollos for your sake, that you may learn from us not
(to go) beyond what is written, that none of you may become arrogant, siding with
one over against another. 7For who concedes you any distinction? What do you
have that you did not receive? If then you did really receive it, why are you boast-
ing as though you did not? 8You have already been sated! You have become rich
already! Without us, you have become kings! Would that you had become kings
so that we too might be kings with you! 9For it seems to me that God has depicted



us, the apostles, as last of all, as people sentenced to death, because we have be-
come a spectacle to the world, both to angels and human beings. 10We are fools
for Christ, but you are wise in Christ; we are weak, but you are strong; you are hon-
ored, but we are despised. 11Up to this very hour we go hungry and thirsty; we are
in rags; we are mistreated; we are homeless. 12We toil, working with our own
hands. When reviled, we bless; when persecuted, we put up with it. 13When slan-
dered, we answer kindly. We have become, and are even now, like the rubbish of
the world, the scum of the earth.

14 I am writing this not to make you ashamed, but to admonish you as my be-
loved children. 15Even if you have ten thousand guides in Christ, you do not have
many fathers, for in Christ Jesus I became your father through the gospel.
16Therefore, I urge you, be imitators of me. 17For this reason I am sending to you
Timothy, who is my dear and faithful child in the Lord; he will remind you about
my ways in Christ [Jesus], just as I teach them everywhere in every church.
18Some have become arrogant pretending that I am not coming to you. 19 I shall
come to you very soon, if the Lord wills, and I shall ascertain not the talk of these
arrogant people, but their power. 20For the kingdom of God is not a matter of talk,
but of power. 21What do you prefer? Shall I come to you with a stick or with love
and a gentle spirit?

COMMENT

Paul now concludes his discussion of wisdom and its bearing on allegiance to rival
preachers in the Corinthian community by trying to instruct it further in the
proper way to regard preachers like Apollos and himself who have labored in it.
This concluding admonition is closely linked to 3:21–22, where Paul insisted that
“all things belong to you,” even Paul, Apollos, or Cephas, and even more closely
to 3:1–17, because he will continue to contrast Apollos and himself with Corin-
thian Christians in order to explain their relationship in even more detail.

First, Paul describes anew his role and that of the other preachers. They are not
only “servants” (3:5) or “God’s fellow-workers” (3:9), but above all “servants of
Christ and stewards of God’s mysteries” (4:1). This leads Paul to recall the prime
quality expected of such servants and stewards, viz., trustworthiness and fidelity.
Since allegiance to one preacher implicitly involves judgment of other preachers,
Paul makes it clear that he is not concerned about how human beings judge him.
The only thing that matters is the Lord’s eschatological judgment, which will fol-
low, when the Lord comes (4:3–5). Then each will earn God’s commendation.
Moreover, they may be “apostles” (4:9), but they are at the end of the list, “last of
all,” and like “people sentenced to death.” Furthermore, they have become “fools
for Christ” (4:10), even “the rubbish of the world, the scum of the earth” (4:13). In
spite of all this, Paul insists that he is a “father” to the Corinthian community, be-
cause he has begotten them “through the gospel” (4:15). So runs the description
that Paul gives of himself in this pericope. In effect, he is formulating finally his re-
lationship with the Corinthian church, with which his dealings have become
somewhat stormy.
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Second, Paul proceeds to contrast the new description of preachers with 
the Corinthian community. He insists that, though community members may be
priding themselves over differing achievements, any distinctions they may have
all come from what they have received. Consequently, there can be no arrogant
boasting and no expression of allegiance to one preacher or another among them.
Paul’s rhetoric indulges in a lavish description of the gifts the Corinthians have re-
ceived: they are sated, rich, and even “kings,” but he and his fellow preachers are
of the lowest rank. Corinthian Christians may have become wise, strong, and hon-
ored, but Paul and the preachers have become fools, weak, and despised. Verses
7–13 are full of irony, as Paul recalls his toil, deprivation, and suffering as a
preacher among them.

Third, Paul insists that he is not writing all this to shame the Christians of Cor-
inth, who are indeed his “beloved children” (4:14). Rather, his admonition is a
commentary on all that he has been saying, and it seeks only to make them realize
what really must shape the relationship between them and him. They must learn
to “imitate” him (4:16) and his “ways in Christ Jesus” (4:17c).

Fourth, Paul concludes by telling the Christians of Corinth that they will learn
more about this relationship from Timothy, whom he is sending to them (4:17a).
He ends his concluding remarks by noting that some of them have been thinking
that they could act arrogantly when he was not around. So Paul promises to come
soon; but the question is whether they want him to come with a stick to curb such
arrogance, or with love and a gentle spirit toward those who are his children.

Some commentators separate vv. 1–5 from the rest of chap. 4. For Robertson-
Plummer, Garland, and a few others, 3:18–23 + 4:1–5 belong together. Schrage
(1 Cor, 1:319) considers 4:1–5 to be a refutation (similarly Kremer, 1 Cor, 82), but
for Merklein (1 Cor, 1:289) 4:1–5 is a transitional paragraph that introduces a
refutation in 4:6–13. Such attempts, however, isolate vv. 1–5 from the following
vv. 6–21, or at least from vv. 6–16, and that is eventually futile. For in vv. 1–16,
Paul sees no need to defend himself or to refute any opposite claims; he is rather
trying to get the Christians of Corinth to think correctly about himself and other
preachers such as Apollos. In doing so, he makes some passing remarks that may
sound like self-defense (vv. 3–4), but they are really intended to get Corinthian
Christians to understand the real role of Apollos and himself as “servants of Christ
and stewards of God’s mysteries.” The stern tone that he adopts in vv. 19–21 re-
veals the seriousness of the admonition that he is addressing in this chapter.

This passage may well have been the end of the letter that Paul originally in-
tended to write to the Corinthians, commenting on the reports that have come to
him from “some of Chloe’s people” (1:11). In it he has brought his discussion of
wisdom and the rivalries of preacher-allegiance to a close. The next two chapters
will deal with matters indirectly related to this first section, and after them eight
further chapters will deal with entirely different affairs, some as answers to ques-
tions that Corinthian Christians have asked in a letter sent to Paul (7:1). The se-
quence of topics may be guided by the sequence of reports that have reached
Paul, which caused him to expand what he had originally planned to write.

In 4:16, Paul again introduces his exhortation with parakal∑ oun hymas, which
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corresponds to that of 1:10, with which he opened the apologetic first section of
the letter (see Comment there).

In this section of his letter, Paul insists that he and other preachers have no fear
of human judgment or criticism, but want only to be found trustworthy in God’s
sight. This is an attitude that all Christians have to cultivate, for it will curb any
tendency to arrogance and boasting. Moreover, it will lead most of them to an
awareness that what they have or are is entirely a gift of God, whether they be rich,
honored, or otherwise well-off. He may have become their father in Christ, hav-
ing founded the church in Corinth, but he is aware that for many he is despised
and considered at the bottom of the heap, even though this status has not been
without divine sanction. So he has become a model for all, and he wants all who
read his letter to realize that he has not written in order to shame his addressees.
He wants all his readers to become imitators of him and to recall his “ways in
Christ Jesus.”

NOTES

4:1. One should think of us in this way. Lit. “let a human being so think of us,” i.e.,
of Paul, Apollos, and Cephas, just mentioned in 3:22; but it could just as well
apply to all evangelists. Paul wants Corinthian Christians to judge those who
preach to them as objectively as possible, and not by the subjective standards of
party allegiance. Hout∑s, “in this way,” refers not to what has been said at the end
of chap. 3 (pace Lindemann, 1 Cor, 95), but to what follows (BDAG, 742 §2).

as servants of Christ and stewards of God’s mysteries. Although Paul repeats the
idea expressed in 3:5, “servants through whom you came to believe,” where he
used the term diakonoi, now he uses hyp≤retai Christou, lit. “Christ’s assistants,”
or “helpers.” He thus insists on the role of preachers as secondary; they render ser-
vice to Christ, who plays the principal role. Hyp≤ret≤s is used by Josephus along
with hiereus for Temple ministers: pas men hiereus pas d’hyp≤ret≤s tou theou,

“every priest and every minister of God” (J.W. 2.15.4 §321). Byron (“Slave of
Christ”) would translate it “willing servant.”

They are also “stewards of God’s mysteries.” Oikonomos (from oikos, “house,”
and nem∑, “distribute, manage, administer”) was the title given to a “steward” or
“manager,” a slave or other person who administered with responsibility the prop-
erty or estate of a householder (as in Luke 12:42; 16:1, 3, 8). It was widely used,
however, as a term for a business agent, city treasurer (cf. Rom 16:23), or political
administrator; and even as a title for a treasurer in private societies or guilds. It
turns up in pre-Christian Greek texts also with a religious connotation, e.g., in the
cult of Sarapis and in Hermes-Trismegistos (see New Docs, 4:160–61; TLNT,

2:568–75; Reumann, “ ‘Stewards of God,’ ” 345–48).
Paul applies the term to preachers of the Christian gospel. As such, they dis-

pense the secret counsels of God announced in that gospel and the treasures of
His teaching (see BDAG, 662); “the truths which the stewards are commissioned
to teach” (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 75). Cf. Titus 1:7; 1 Pet 4:10. On “myster-
ies,” see Note on 2:1.

2. In this case, moreover, it is required of stewards that they be found trustworthy.
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Lit. “that one be found trustworthy,” i.e., that individuals be worthy of the trust
that has been put in them; it is not merely a matter of wisdom or eloquence, but
rather of fidelity. The verb z≤teitai is a divine passive, “required” by God (ZBG
§236). The Lucan Jesus also speaks of a trustworthy manager (Luke 12:42), and
Sir 44:20 speaks of Abraham found to be pistos. The best mss (P 46, ±, A, B, C, D*,
F, G, P, ¥, 33) read h∑de loipon, “in this connection, moreover,” but a few (D2,
1739, 1881) have the neut. rel. pron. ho de, “which (is required).” For the intro-
ductory conj. h∑de, see BDF §451.6; Thrall, Greek Particles, 26–27.

3. But for me it matters very little that I be judged by you or by any human court.

Lit. “by a human day,” where h≤mera is being used in the sense of a day of judg-
ment, fixed by some human judge. Although Lindemann (1 Cor, 97) says that this
use of h≤mera is not a technical term, but fashioned by Paul from h≤ h≤mera tou

kyriou, the use of h≤mera in the sense of “judgment” is attested extrabiblically on a
Greek amulet inscription; see Bonner who thinks that “the writer of the amulet
was familiar with the passage in Paul’s letter” (“Reminiscence,” 165–68). In any
case, this comment is Paul’s reply to the Corinthian Christians who have fostered
the rivalries, for allegiance to Apollos or Cephas implies that some of them have
been passing judgment on Paul. Judgment by them or by any human being
means little to Paul, because he knows that his faithfulness will be judged by the
one who committed the task to him, and the spiritual human being is “subject to
no one’s scrutiny” (2:15). God can demand trustworthiness of him as a steward of
His mysteries, but he fears no human judge.

I do not even judge myself. I.e., since I am a human being, my self-judgment is
likewise of little value.

4. I am not conscious of anything against me. Paul uses a clause found in LXX
Job 27:6, ou gar synoida emaut∑ atopa praxas, “I am not conscious of having done
outlandish things,” as Job comments with irony on his lot in God’s judgment. In
using the words of Job, Paul is insisting on his clear conscience, as he does again
in 2 Cor 7:2 (“wronged no one, destroyed no one, took advantage of no one”); Phil
3:6b (“as to uprightness under the law, blameless”).

How Paul can say this has always been puzzling in light of what he says in Gal
1:13 about having persecuted “the church of God violently and sought to destroy
it”; similarly 1 Cor 15:9. Cf. 1 Tim 1:13; Acts 8:3. However, one has to respect the
context of the statement that Paul makes in this verse. He is speaking against the
background of the rivalries and the implied critical judgments made of him by
those who side with others. Certainly, in this regard he can stress that he is not
aware of any failing, and his conscience is clear; he has not sought for allegiance
to himself as a preacher.

but in this I do not stand vindicated. Lit. “I have not been justified,” i.e., in
God’s sight. Paul’s justification in this matter does not depend on human judg-
ment. He is not using the verb dikaio∑ in the sense of “justification of the sinner”
(pace Melanchthon, Maurer, TDNT, 7:916; Barrett, 1 Cor, 102; Kistemaker 
[1 Cor, 131), because it is not a matter of pistis, “faith.” His concern is rather in-
tegrity or honesty, and it is a verdict about workmanship or ministry, as noted by
Merklein, 1 Cor, 1:295; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 77; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 98.

the one who judges me is the Lord. As Paul rejects all human judgment of him-



self and his missionary role, he acknowledges that the Lord will judge him (the
pres. tense has future connotation, as v. 5b makes clear). Here kyrios refers to the
risen Christ at his parousia.

5. So do not judge anything before the proper time. Paul draws the conclusion
that he wants his readers to understand. The prep. phrase uses kairos, “decisive
time.” What the kairos is the next clause reveals. Cf. the “Q” saying of Jesus in
Luke 6:37; Matt 7:1.

before the Lord comes who will bring to light what is hidden in darkness and ex-

pose the motives of our hearts. Paul is thinking of the role of the risen Christ who 
at his parousia (1 Thess 4:16) will judge human actions, as he also emphasizes in
2 Cor 5:10: “We must all appear before the tribunal of Christ in order that each
may receive good or evil, according to what he has done in the body.” Similarly
Rom 2:16. Paul will repeat his teaching about the disclosure of secrets of human
hearts in 14:5. Cf. 3:13; and Luke 8:17.

At that time, the commendation of each one will come from God. In 3:8 Paul
spoke of each preacher being recompensed according to his labor. There God’s
response is expressed as misthos, “pay, wages,” but now the reward is praise
(epainos) coming from God, through the judgment of Christ. Cf. 1 Thess 2:4;
Rom 2:29; 13:3.

6. Now, brothers, I have transferred this to myself and Apollos for your sake. I.e., I
have changed this teaching of mine into an exposition concerning Apollos and
myself. In saying tauta, “these things,” Paul is commenting on his own argument
and referring to all his advice in 1:10–4:5 about Apollos and himself as servants of
Christ and about how one should judge such preachers, not on just 3:5–4:5, as
some commentators (e.g., Vos) prefer to understand the antecedent of this neut.
pron. Again Paul addresses the Corinthian Christians as “brothers” (see Note on
1:1), as his argument moves closer to its end.

The verb metesch≤matisa is not easily explained. Metasch≤matiz∑ means, “to
change the form of” something (into something else), and it was so understood
here by John Chrysostom (In Ep. I ad Cor. Hom. 12.1; PG 61.95–96); Theodoret
(Interpr. Ep. I ad Cor. 4.6; PG 82.256); Theophylact (Expos. in Ep. I ad Cor. 1.12;
PG 124.572). Among modern commentators, this meaning has been used by
Meyer, and Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 80–81), who paraphrase, “ ‘I have trans-
ferred these warnings to myself and Apollos for the purpose of a covert allusion,
and that for your sakes, that in our persons you may get instruction.’ The
metasch≤matismos, therefore, consists in putting forward the names of those not
really responsible for the staseis instead of the names of others who were more to
blame.” The prep. eis indicates the end product of the transformation, and in this
case it denotes people, Paul and Apollos. So Paul would be saying that he has
been changing something or someone else into Apollos and himself. “In other
words, when Paul describes the relationship between himself and Apollos, what
he is really concerned about is certain unnamed teachers who were at work in the
church at Corinth, and competing for allegiance of church members” (Hall, “A
Disguise for the Wise,” 144; similarly Schneider, TDNT, 7:958).

However, many modern commentators have been reluctant to use that normal
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meaning here or to adopt the sense of it found in 2 Cor 11:13–15 (“transform, dis-
guise [oneself]”) or Phil 3:21 (“change”) for this passage and claim that it seems to
have the sense of saying something with the help of a figure of speech. Hence the
translation often employed, “I have applied,” e.g., in RSV, NRSV, NAB, REB,
Barrett, Collins, Fee, Kistemaker, Soards, Thiselton; others use similar transla-
tions, “exemplified” (Conzelmann). Since sch≤ma was used in Greek rhetoric for
a “figure of speech,” some commentators have tried to render metasch≤matiz∑ as
“change the figure of speech” (Colson, “Metasch≤matisa”), but the word sch≤ma

is not used in the text, and that explanation introduces it gratuitously. Paul’s pur-
pose in making such a transfer or application is expressed in the rest of the verse
(see further Pherigo, “Rival Leadership”; Vos, “Der metasch≤matismos”).

that you may learn from us not (to go) beyond what is written. These words,
along with the clause that follows, are even more obscure than metasch≤matisa,

because two clauses are introduced by hina, both of which seem to express pur-
pose. The first, translated in the lemma, is very problematic: hina en hymin

math≤te to m≤ hyper ha gegraptai, which seems to say something like, “that you
may learn in us the not beyond what has been written.” (Note that in mss D, F, G,
and the Koine text-tradition one finds the sing. ho instead of the plur. ha, a minor
insignificant variant.) However, the expression is elliptical, because to (neut. arti-
cle) with m≤ (negative adv.) is a standard way of introducing an infin., but no
infin. is found in any of the best mss (P 46, ±*, A, B, D*, F, G, ¥, 1739, 1881),
whereas a few mms (2 ±, Cvid, D2, 0285) add phronein, “think”: “not to think be-
yond what has been written”: “that ye might learn in us not (to think of men)
above that which is written” (KJV).

Four different explanations have been given to the five words, to m≤ hyper ha

gegraptai.
(1) They are considered an integral part of the verse and are understood either

as (a) elliptical, as in the lemma above (so RSV, NAB); or (b) “what has been writ-
ten” is taken to mean Scripture, either (i) generically, e.g., about preachers (e.g.,
Matt 7:1 or 23:12) or (ii) specifically, i.e., the passages already quoted in 1:19, 31;
2:16; 3:19–20 (Kremer, Lietzmann, J. B. Lightfoot, Robertson-Plummer, Schlat-
ter, Schrage), or (iii) even more specifically to 1:31 alone (Wagner). For a critique
of this mode of explanation, see Wallis, “Ein neuer Auslegungsversuch,” 506–7.

Or (c) the words are understood to refer to the metaphors of planting and 
building used in 3:5–17: Paul would be warning false teachers not to add human
wisdom to the gospel because they would be going “beyond the things that are
written” (Hooker).

Or (d) the words would refer more generally to all that Paul himself has written
in the preceding chapters as he set forth his views on Christian conduct (Erasmus,
Luther). In this case, Paul would undoubtedly have written ha proegrapsa, as in
Rom 15:4; Eph 3:3.

Or (e) the article to is said to introduce a Corinthian slogan or proverb, “Noth-
ing beyond what has been written,” such as was commonly used by philosophers
or others addressing those who sought to arouse discord. in an effort to conciliate
(NIV, NRSV, REB, Barrett, Fee, Lindemann, Ross, Soards, Tyler, Welborn).
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Paul would mean that he and Apollos were living examples of playing within 
the rules. Similarly Wallis (507–8), who prefers, however, to take to m≤ h∆per as a
separate Schlagwort, followed by a comma, meaning simply, “Not too much!,”
“Don’t exaggerate!”

(2) The words are considered utterly corrupt, and the text is simply left blank in
the translation (Moffatt, 1 Cor, 46: the meaning is “beyond recovery”); some de-
clare the words unintelligible, but at least translate them somewhat as in the
lemma (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 85–86; Weiss).

(3) The words are considered to be a marginal gloss that has been introduced
secondarily into the text. A scribe perceived that the negative (m≤) was missing
from the first hina clause, and because the text without it would have read, “Now,
brother, I have transferred this to myself and Apollos for your sake, that you may
learn from us to become arrogant, siding with one against another,” it would flatly
contradict the point that Paul has been trying to make. So the scribe emended the
text, writing m≤ above the alpha (the final letter) of hina and calling attention to 
it in a marginal note, which was subsequently added to the text. Baljon (De tekst,

49–51) was among the first to propose this explanation; it has been adopted 
by many others: Bousset, Héring, Howard, Legault, MacDonald, Murphy-
O’Connor, Strugnell, C. S. C. Williams; cf. IBNTG, 64; BDR §230.4). (Although
it is not noted in the usual apparatus criticus, the m≤ is absent in mss D and E.)
Even though this explanation seems attractive, it involves anacoluthon in the first
hina clause and makes the second hina clause the obj. of the verb math≤te, which
is strange. Murphy-O’Connor, acknowledging these difficulties, nevertheless
considers Strugnell’s translation “undoubtedly correct” and raising “the hypothe-
sis of a gloss to the level of certitude” (“Interpolations,” 85); but Kilpatrick (“Con-
jectural Emendation,” 352) remains “unconvinced by Strugnell’s suggestion”;
similarly Lindemann, 1 Cor, 103.

(4) According to Hanges (“1 Corinthians 4:6”), ha gegraptai, “what is written,”
would refer to a public document of the Corinthian church modeled on cultic by-
laws that would have been familiar to its members, in which Paul would have laid
out guidelines and principles necessary for the church’s peace and prosperity. A
far-fetched explanation with allegedly pertinent evidence.

Interpretation #1e above seems the best, but no matter what explanation is pre-
ferred for these five highly controverted words, the first hina clause introduces the
second one, in which Paul’s purpose is clearly stated.

that none of you may become arrogant, siding with one over against another. Lit.
“that no one of you be puffed up for one against another.” This second purpose
clause expresses Paul’s main contention: he wants to promote concord and har-
mony and dissuade individual Corinthian Christians from their arrogance in
forming rivalries and allegiances to one or another preacher. For preachers are
only instruments that God employs. The general meaning of the verse is clear,
even if its formulation is complicated. Cf. a similar counsel in Rom 12:3.

The verb physio∑ occurs again in 4:18–19; 5:2; 8:1; 13:4, but its form is strange
here, an indicative introduced by hina, with which one normally expects the sub-
junctive or optative. Also strange is the verb in the 2d pers. plur. form physiousthe,
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when the subject is m≤ heis, “none” (sing.); the agreement is logical, not gram-
matical.

7. For who concedes you any distinction? I.e., sees any differing (or superior)
quality in you (sing., an individual Christian of Roman Corinth), or in the fac-
tions that you are fomenting? The implied answer is “No one.” The verb diakrinei

is employed in the sense of “differentiate, conclude that there is a difference”
(BDAG, 231). The question introduces a reason why such conceit is inadmissi-
ble. In irony, Paul formulates three rhetorical questions with catchword bonds
and antitheses, as in diatribe-like style, which continues until v. 15.

What do you have that you did not receive? The implied answer is “Nothing.”
Paul is suggesting that any distinguishing characteristics of individual Corinthian
Christians (or even of the groups) come from more than their own efforts or
achievement. He is hinting at the role of God’s grace in their lives, an idea that he
expresses in Rom 12:3. He also turns on its head what he said in 3:21, “all things
belong to you,” which now becomes “nothing belongs to you,” meaning that it is
all a gift of God (or of Christ Jesus), and certainly not of Apollos or Paul. Cf. Paul’s
saying here with John 3:27.

If then you did really receive it, why are you boasting as though you did not? Lit.
“as one not receiving.” Once again Paul criticizes the notion of priding oneself on
one’s achievements so as to exclude it from a genuine concept of Christian life, as
he did in 1:29–31; 3:21. Whatever superiority individual Corinthian Christians
may have is not a product of their achievement; it is a gift of God. Hence the
teachers, about whom the Corinthians are boasting, are only stewards of what 
they too have received from God. Recall the gift of God’s Spirit in 2:12. The Ep.

Aristeas has an interesting parallel: “. . . admonishing (your) descendants not 
to be struck by fame or riches, because it is God who gives these gifts, and not
through themselves do they have preeminence over all” (196).

8. You have already been sated! I.e., you think you already have all the spiritual
food you need (BDAG, 559); or, you are filled with self-assurance and sense no
need of anything. Paul now shifts to the 2d pers. plur., addressing the Corinthian
Christians as a community, as he indulges in bitter irony. Some commentators
prefer to punctuate the first three statements of this verse as questions: “Are you al-
ready sated?” Thiselton (“Realized Eschatology”), however, interprets these state-
ments as an indication that the Corinthian Christians were living on a new plane
of life, being in the Spirit already and thus were believing in a realized eschatol-
ogy. Similarly Schrage, 1 Cor, 1:338; but see Ellis (“Christ Crucified,” 73–74) for
a telling criticism of such an interpretation.

You have become rich already! I.e., you have been plentifully supplied with
wealth and even transcendent values. The aor. tense is ingressive (BDF §331). In
an entirely different sense, Paul thanked God that the Corinthian community has
already been enriched (1:5). Cf. Rev 3:17.

Without us, you have become kings! Lit. “you have come to rule (as kings),” i.e.,
attained the status of sovereignty. Paul may be using a motif well known in Greek
philosophy that the sage in the world is as rich as a “king.” See Horace, Ep.

1.1.16–7: Sapiens uno minor est Iove, dives, liber, honoratus, pulcher, rex denique
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regum, “The sage is second only to Jupiter, rich, free, noble, handsome, finally a
king of kings.” Similarly Philo, De sobrietate 11 §57, who also depicts the sage as
God’s “only son” (monos huios), “unique king” (monos basileus), and “sole free-
man” (monos eleutheros), released from the tyranny of “vain opinion” (ken≤ doxa).

The Corinthian Christians in their wisdom may be persuaded that they have al-
ready a prominent part in God’s kingdom, because they have been richly evan-
gelized by noted preachers. Contrast this attitude with what Paul says about
himself in Phil 3:12–14:

Not that I have obtained this already or am already perfect; but I press forward
to make it my own, because Christ Jesus has made me his own. Brothers, I do
not consider that I have made it my own; but one thing I do, forgetting what lies
behind and straining forward to what lies ahead, I press on toward the goal for
the prize of the upward call of God in Christ Jesus.

The prep. phrase does not seem to mean “without our aid” or “without the as-
sistance of such nonentities as Paul and Apollos” (Barrett, 1 Cor, 108), but rather
“without our company,” as Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 84) understand it, i.e., in
deliberately turning from us (preachers). The contrast is between the alleged sta-
tus of Corinthian Christians and the actual condition of preachers like Paul.

Would that you had become kings so that we too might be kings with you! Lit.
“did reign . . . might reign with you.” To the three ironic statements, Paul adds an
unattainable wish, introduced by an unaugmented second aor. ophelon ge, which
is used as a particle introducing the wish (BDF §359.1). By it, Paul turns his three
statements upside down and seeks to tell the Corinthian Christians that he refuses
to consider them “kings.” He says this even though they had indeed become such,
Apollos and he would be sharing such a status in this world with them. Paul’s wish
prepares for what he will assert in the following verse.

9. For it seems to me that God has depicted us, the apostles, as the last of all, as

people sentenced to death. Paul has already called himself an “apostle” (1:1), and
will again do so (9:1); in 15:7 he speaks of “all the apostles,” meaning there as here
a restricted group of commissioned Christian emissaries (see Note on 1:1). If in
1:1 Paul mentions his apostolic status to enhance his authority as he addresses the
Corinthian community, his use of the term here is paradoxical, because now in
his view of God’s designs such preachers have not been set up to govern, but they
have become eschatous, “last (of all)” in rank, and epithanatious, “marked for
death.” Paul is really thinking of himself when he says “us,” but he immediately
adds mention of others with whom he shared apostolic authority and commission.

Paul sees himself as someone engaged by God in the service of Christ crucified
and cast in a situation analogous to that of the crucified Christ, perhaps like a glad-
iator. Cf. Rom 8:36; 1 Cor 15:31.

because we have become a spectacle to the world, both to angels and to human

beings. Or “to the world and angels and human beings,” since kosmos may be used
independently of the other two elements instead of taking them as the compo-
nents of the world (EDNT, 1:14). Paul uses theatron, which can mean “a theater”
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(as in Acts 19:29, 31) or “a play, spectacle,” what one sees in a theater. The latter
sense of the term is found in Stoic philosophical writings about the philosopher’s
struggle with fate as a spectacle (spectaculum) for gods and men (Seneca, De prov-

identia 2.9; Ep. 64.4–6). There is, however, a difference for Paul, because the
term expresses the fate that has come about for him and other apostles whom peo-
ple consider to be a wretched “spectacle,” like gladiators fighting in an arena,
when in reality they are viewing what God has ordained, who depicts the apos-
tles as weak in the struggle of Christian missionaries in the world (TDNT, 3:43).
Cf. Ps 69:12, for a Jewish mode of expressing the same idea.

For the first time, angelos appears; see further 6:3; 11:10; 13:1. In each case, the
word does not denote merely a “messenger” or “envoy,” but rather a transcendent
being, connected in the Greco-Roman world with the nether realm, but depicted
in Jewish literature as a messenger sent from God (see LXX Gen 16:10–11; 31:11;
32:2; Josephus, J.W. 5.9.4 §388; Philo, Quod Deus immut. sit 1 §1). The mention
of “world” and “angels” gives a cosmic dimension to the spectacle that Paul and
the other apostles have become.

10. We are fools for Christ, but you are wise in Christ; we are weak, but you are

strong; you are honored, but we are despised. Paul uses three antithetical, verbless
sentences, and the last two in chiastic order, as he contrasts ironically “we” and
“you.” Who are the “we”? The apostles of v. 9? Or is Paul using an editorial “we”?
In v. 9, Paul used the 1st pers. sing. verb dok∑ and will use the 1st pers. sing. again
in v. 14 (graph∑). So the “we” here probably refers to himself and the other apos-
tles or preachers (like Apollos and Cephas) who proclaim the foolishness of the
crucified Christ (1:18, 23). In the eyes of the Corinthians and their contempo-
raries, they are fools (see 1:20–25, 27; 3:18), weak (1:25, 27), and despised. In for-
mulating this triple description, Paul is echoing the three characteristics of 1:26,
even though he changes the terms: phronimoi, “wise, thoughtful,” instead of
sophoi; ischyroi, “strong” instead of dynatoi, “capable” ; and endoxoi, “honored,”
instead of eugeneis, “noble.” He is willing to tolerate this condition, since it is dia

Christon, “because of Christ,” i.e., Christ supplies the motivation for such toler-
ance. He states, in contrast, that Corinthian Christians are wise, strong, and hon-
ored, again in their own eyes and those of their contemporaries. Cf. 2 Cor
4:11–12.

It is a problem, however, to determine how they are such en Christ∑, “in
Christ,” because Paul has been maintaining that Corinthians, torn by rivalries,
were really only wise with “the wisdom of the world” (1:20). Accordingly, he con-
sidered them to be “infants in Christ” (3:1), but now he is willing to admit that in
some sense they are “wise in Christ,” i.e., Christians who happen to be “wise.”
That, however, may be said with irony. Cf. 2 Cor 4:8–12; 6:4–10; 11:23–33; 13:9.

11. Up to this very hour we go hungry and thirsty; we are in rags; we are mis-

treated; we are homeless. In this and the two following verses, Paul abandons his
irony and describes the actual adverse conditions of life as a missionary or evange-
list. For passages in his writings that contain similar descriptions about his condi-
tion, see 2 Cor 4:8–10; 6:4–5; 11:23–27; 12:10. Gymniteu∑ means “be poorly
clad”; kolaphiz∑ means “hit with the fist, buffet,” which is often used metaphori-
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cally of mistreatment, as in 2 Cor 12:7; and astate∑ means “to be without a
foothold,” which often means “be unsteady,” but now denotes rather “without
fixed abode” (Oepke, TDNT, 1:503). Going “hungry and thirsty” stands in con-
trast to what Paul admitted of the Corinthian Christians, who were “sated” (4:8).

12. We toil, working with our hands. See 9:6, 14–15; also 2 Cor 11:7–11; 12:13;
1 Thess 2:9; 2 Thess 3:8, where Paul also tells of his own handiwork, and 1 Cor 3:8
of such work in general. Acts 18:3 depicts Paul as plying the same trade as Aquila
and Priscilla, that of tent makers (sk≤nopoioi, the meaning of which is disputed
[see Acts, 626; BDAG, 928–29]); cf. Acts 20:34. Working with one’s hands was no
disgrace in antiquity, and Paul will say more about it in 9:4–18. Cf. 1 Thess 2:9;
4:11; 2 Thess 3:8–12. The same two verbs, kopia∑ and ergazomai are found to-
gether in the Greek version of 1 Enoch 103:11: [eko]piasamen ergazomenoi, “we
toiled, working hard” (see von Harnack, “Kopos (kopian)”).

When reviled, we bless; when persecuted, we put up with it. 13. When slandered,

we answer kindly. Three antitheses record Paul’s further reaction to some of the
adverse criticisms that he has encountered. He does not return evil for evil and is
still open to concern for others. In the first antithesis, there may be an echo of
Jesus’ words recorded in Luke 6:28a (“Bless those who curse you”), and in the sec-
ond Paul is carrying out, in effect, the words of Jesus recorded in Matt 5:44 (“Pray
for those who persecute you”). Cf. Ps 109:28; 1 Pet 2:23; 3:9; Did. 1.3 (see
Neirynck, “The Sayings of Jesus,” 156–58). Instead of dysph≤moumenoi, “reviled”
(read by mss P 46, ±*, A, C, P, 33, 81, 1175), some mss have blasph≤moumenoi,

“defamed” (P68, ±2, B, D, F, G, ¥, 1739, and the Koine text-tradition), which has
the same meaning. Cf. the list of adverse circumstances recorded in 1 Enoch

103:9–13.
13b. We have become, and are even now, like the rubbish of the world, the scum

of the earth. Lit. “the dirt of the world, of all things the offscouring,” formulated
with chiasmus. So Paul records the impression that his missionary activity has
been making among some of his contemporaries. The two terms, perikatharmata,

“what is removed in a thorough cleansing,” and perips≤ma, “what is scraped all
around,” appear also in profane Greek texts as invectives or insults used against
reprobate persons. However, because perikatharma occurs in Prov 21:18 and
perips≤ma in Tob 5:19 with the sense of “ransom,” some interpreters have tried to
use this meaning here: Paul, scorned and rejected by people, offers himself for
them, being willing to become an expiatory victim or scapegoat, and so he assim-
ilates himself to the crucified Redeemer (Spicq, TLNT, 3:94–95; Barrett,
Héring). That, however, is far-fetched and goes beyond what suits the context (so
Senft, 1 Cor, 89 n. 19). Hanson (“1 Corinthians”), however, thinks that Lam 3:45
lies behind the comparison. The Hebrew text does say, “You have made us off-
scouring and refuse among the peoples,” whereas the LXX is quite different. If the
suggestion were correct, one would have to suppose that Paul was using a different
Greek translation that reflected better the Hebrew of the MT, or that he was trans-
lating the Hebrew.

In vv. 6–13, Paul has been trying to describe the tension between the way some
Corinthian Christians have been thinking about him (and Apollos) and the real-
ity of apostolic ministry or evangelization. With no little irony, he has been seek-
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ing to correct their way of evaluating those who have preached among them. He is
stressing that the lowly status that he and other apostles have in the eyes of some is
something that they endure because of Christ: “We are fools for Christ” (4:10).

14. I am writing this not to make you ashamed, but to admonish you as my be-

loved children. Since the argument that began at 1:10 has now come close to an
end, Paul adopts a different style of addressing the Corinthian Christians and a
different tone, as he seeks to conciliate them, while continuing to exhort them.
His attitude is similar to that expressed in 4:6 above, and also 3:1–2. He contrasts
the ptcs. entrep∑n, “shaming,” and nouthet∑n, “admonishing,” and calls the Co-
rinthian Christians his “beloved children,” as in 2 Cor 6:13. See also Gal 4:19; 
cf. Wis 11:10. Cf. his attitude in 6:5. The object tauta, “this,” refers directly to
4:6–13, which precedes, and only indirectly to 1:10–3:23, as some would under-
stand it. It is far from likely that “graph∑ in 1 Cor. 4.14 refers to the tearful letter”
of 2 Cor 2:4, as well as to 1 Corinthians, pace Fellows (“Was Titus,” 51); it refers
to this letter alone.

15. Even if you have ten thousand guides in Christ, you do not have many fa-

thers. Lit. “ten thousand child-leaders.” Paul uses paidag∑gos, from which En-
glish “pedagogue” is derived, but which etymologically has a different meaning,
“child-leader.” In the ancient Greek-speaking world, it denoted a man, usually an
elderly slave (oiket≤s) and often of foreign origin (or prisoner of war), who had to
take a boy to school and supervise his conduct (seeing that he studied and did not
play truant); he was not per se a teacher (didaskalos) but was one who had author-
ity and to whom respect was owed. He usually had a great deal to do with the char-
acter training of those of whom he was in charge. His task often included shaming
and admonishing (see Young, “Paidagogos”). Paidag∑goi . . . en Christ∑ would
have been those who have been leading Corinthians to Christian instruction, pos-
sibly even the same as those who are said in 3:10 to have been “building upon” the
foundation that Paul had laid (so Schrage, 1 Cor, 1:356).

Paul thus alludes to Apollos, Cephas, and other preachers at Corinth with
rhetorical exaggeration, meaning that they may have functioned as boy leaders for
the Corinthians who were thus led to Christ in countless ways, but they have only
one who can claim to have begotten them in Christian faith. So Paul describes his
own relationship “in Christ” to Corinthian Christians: their community was born
through his evangelization, because he was their “father” in Christ, even though
he has not used this title explicitly. Recall that in 3:2 Paul spoke as if he were their
“mother,” who fed them milk, because they were still “mere infants.”

for in Christ Jesus I became your father through the gospel. Lit. “I have begotten
you.” Paul uses the same verb (genna∑) of the converted slave Onesimus, whom
he calls “my child” in Phlm 10; cf. Gal 4:19. So he asserts a form of fatherhood 
vis-à-vis the Corinthian community, because he has founded it by his preaching
of the gospel. This is also what he meant by “planting” (3:6) and laying “a founda-
tion” (3:10); his position among the various preachers and tutors who have evan-
gelized and instructed the Corinthians is, therefore, unique, and he does not
hesitate to imply that he himself is their “father.” Apparently he was unaware of
the saying of Jesus about calling no one father on earth, recorded in Matt 23:9.

The paternity of which Paul speaks has been interpreted in three ways: 1. As a



metaphor without any particular significance (so Theodoret of Cyrus, In Ep. I 

ad Cor. 4.15; PG 82.260; John Damascene, In Ep. I ad Cor. 4.15; PG 95.604;
Büchsel, TDNT, 1:666). 2. Begotten through preaching (k≤rygma) as a prepara-
tion for baptism. Baptized Christians recognize Paul as father (so Oecumenius, In
Ep. I ad Cor. 4.14–16; PG 118.693). 3. Begotten unto a new life through Paul’s
gospel. Christians enjoy a relation to him as children to a father, a honorific title
(so John Chrysostom, Hom. 13 in Ep. I ad Cor. 2; PG 61.109–10; Conzelmann, 
1 Cor, 91: “no mere metaphor,” but a “spiritual fatherhood”; not merely, however,
in the manner of a mystagogue, reckoned as “father” by the initiands, as in Hel-
lenistic mystery religions). The last mentioned is the preferred explanation, be-
cause Paul stresses that his spiritual fatherhood is “in Christ Jesus through the
gospel” (see Saillard, “C’est moi”). Lindemann (1 Cor, 114) prefers to derive the
title from the rabbinic usage of father for one who teaches the Torah (see Str-B,
3:340–41); but all the examples he uses are derived from texts centuries later than
Paul. Lassen (“Use of the Father Image”) has shown that Paul is following the idea
of pater current in contemporary Roman society, where it was used as a title for
generals, soldiers, and others who provided salus for the people (e.g., given to 
Romulus, Marius, Sulla). Julius Caesar was called pater patriae, “father of the
country”; also Augustus.

For the first time in this letter, Paul uses euangelion, “gospel”; it will appear
again in 9:12, 14, 18, 23; 15:1. By it he means the good news about God’s salvific
plan and activity manifested in the ministry, passion, death, and resurrection of
Jesus Christ, which he proclaims: “God’s gospel” (Rom 1:1). The term is derived
from the LXX, where it occurs seven times in the sense of “good news” (2 Sam
18:20, 22, 25, 27; 2 Kgs 7:9) or “reward for good news” given to a herald (2 Sam
4:10; 18:22 [cf. Homer, Odys. 14.152–53, 166]). The cognate verb euangelizomai

occurs in Isa 52:7; 60:6; 61:1 and is part of the OT background of the Christian
usage. This verb has helped to give euangelion a religious connotation, which it
did not have in pre-Christian times, and which makes of it a distinctively Chris-
tian word. This is why it was not translated later into Latin as nuntius bonus, but
merely transliterated as euangelium (and then retained even in modern languages
as évangile, vangelo, evangelio, Evangelium).

Paul sees the gospel as “apocalyptic,” revealing God’s salvific power and activ-
ity for His people in a new way (through Christ, Rom 1:17). It continues the prom-
ises made by God of old, “promised beforehand through the prophets in the holy
Scriptures” (Rom 1:1). For Paul it is also a “force” (dynamis) unleashed by God in
human history to bring about the salvation of all, Jew and Greek alike (Rom 1:16).
It announces that “Jesus is Lord” (Rom 10:9; cf. 1 Cor 12:3) and proclaims him 
as risen (1 Cor 15:1, 3). See Introduction pp. 70–71; PAHT §PT31–36. In this
instance, it is difficult to say whether euangelium denotes content (“the message
of the cross”) or the activity (evangelization), because it has both senses in Pauline
writings.

16. Therefore, I urge you, be imitators of me. Paul will repeat this exhortation in
11:1, where he adds, “as I am of Christ,” an addition that some inferior mss (104,
614, 629) have added even here. Paul employs the verb parakal∑ again; see 1:10,
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which is echoed now. He is giving paternal advice as he urges the Corinthians 
to regard him as a model for their Christian mode of life. He wants his “children”
to imitate him, i.e., follow his way of living out the gospel, which is a humble way
of life with much suffering, described in the foregoing vv. 11–13. Cf. 1 Thess
1:6–7; 2:14; Phil 3:17; 2 Thess 3:7–9; Eph 4:32–5:1. Normally Paul does not urge
Christians to imitate Christ; the exception is 11:1, where it is only by indirection,
because his own life is dedicated to service of the risen Lord (see Sanders, “Imitat-
ing”; Stanley, “ ‘Become Imitators,’ ” 303–5). In speaking of imitation, Paul is not
merely using mim≤t≤s in the sense of Greek mim≤sis, “imitation,” which played an
important role in ancient Greek education, as Xenophon notes: t∑n all∑n erg∑n

hoi didaskaloi tous math≤tas mim≤tas heaut∑n apodeiknyousin, “the teachers of
other subjects instruct their students (to be) imitators of themselves” (Memora-

bilia 1.6.3). Elsewhere Paul has been accustomed to ask fellow Christians to pray
for him in his sufferings (Phil 1:19; 2 Cor 1:10–11), but now he is concerned that
those in Corinth will understand rightly his father-children relationship and imi-
tate his service of the undivided Christ and the unity of what he will eventually
call “the body of Christ” (12:27).

17. For this reason I am sending to you Timothy, who is my dear and faithful

child in the Lord. Paul does not explain immediately what he means by imitation
of himself, because he is sending Timothy who will explain it to the Corinthian
Christians. In sending Timothy as an emissary, Paul is exercising his apostolic au-
thority and power, because through Timothy he himself will be present to them.
Timothy may also be carrying a letter from Paul, through which he would also be
making himself present to them. This is what Funk has called Paul’s “apostolic
parousia.” “Timothy will remind the Corinthians not only by words, but he will
represent in his own personal conduct the ways he has learned from Paul (cf. Phil
2:19–22) and thus the patterns of behavior [that] can overcome the divisiveness in
the church” (Sanders, “Imitating Paul,” 363). He calls Timothy mou teknon, “my
child,” a term also used of the converted slave Onesimus in Phlm 10. Compare
the way Mark is called “my son” in 1 Pet 5:13.

Epempsa (lit. “I sent”) is an epistolary aor. denoting time contemporary with
the writing and sending of the letter (BDF §334). Timothy has been sent already,
and so he is not the bearer of this letter; he is already on his way to Corinth. Tim-
othy will be mentioned again in 16:10 (“If Timothy comes”). That seems to mean
that this letter may reach Corinth before Timothy arrives; he may have been sent
by an indirect route through Macedonia (see Acts 19:21–22).

Timotheos ( “One who honors God”) is a Greek name, found in extrabiblical
literature and the LXX (1 Macc 5:6, 11). How Timothy became a companion and
fellow worker of Paul is recounted in Acts 16:1–4. There he is described as “a dis-
ciple (= a Christian), the son of a believing Jewish woman and a Greek father,”
who lived in the town of Lystra of Lycaonia. Since local Christians spoke highly of
him, Paul wanted him to accompany him on his missionary journey. So Paul
“took him and had him circumcised because of the Jews of those regions, for they
all knew that his father was a Greek.” Timothy sometimes appears as a co-sender
of Pauline letters (1 Thess 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1; Phil 1:1; Phlm 1; cf. Col 1:1; 2 Thess
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1:1); to him two of the Pastoral Letters are addressed (1 Tim 1:1; 2 Tim 1:1). He is
mentioned at times in other Pauline writings (as having worked in Corinth, Rom
16:21; 2 Cor 1:19; Phil 2:19; 1 Thess 3:6), as he is here; cf. Acts 19:21–22. Al-
though Paul calls him mou teknon agap≤ton kai piston, “my dear and faithful
child in the Lord,” which might suggest that Paul was involved in Timothy’s be-
coming a Christian (so Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 92 n. 19), that differs from the ac-
count in Acts 16:1 (quoted above). He came to Corinth earlier and was with Paul
when 1 Thessalonians was written (see 1 Thess 3:2, 6). From this letter we now see
that he must have been in Ephesus with Paul. Cf. the way Paul speaks of Timothy
in Phil 2:19–22, where he hopes to send him to the Philippians and commends
him, “as a child with a father, he served along with me in evangelization.” Fellows
(“Was Titus Timothy?”) thinks that Timothy and Titus were the same person.
That is hardly so.

he will remind you about my ways in Christ [Jesus], just as I teach them every-

where in every church. By tas hodous mou Paul means “my Christian directives
(i.e., instructions, teachings)” (BDAG, 692). It is not that Corinthian Christians
have forgotten all about what Paul taught them, but rather that Timothy will in-
struct them how to follow Paul in imitation (v. 16). mss A, B, ¥, 0150 read simply
Christ∑, but others (P 46, ±, C, 33, 81, 1739) have Christ∑ I≤sou; hence the square
brackets.

The metaphorical use of hodos, “way,” to denote a form of philosophical teach-
ing is found in Greek literature (e.g., Lucian, Herotimus 46), but the LXX also
provides instances of it as a way of speaking of God’s commands (Deut 8:6; 5:33;
Jer 7:23; Ps 25:4; 16:11). Moreover, it often translates Hebrew derek, which is used
in the same way. In QL, derek is found in 1QS 8:14–15, where Isa 40:3 is quoted
(“Prepare in the desert the way of ••••, make straight in the wilderness a path for
our God”), and “the way” is interpreted as “the study of the law” (midraπ hattôr≠h;
see further McCasland, “The Way”). On the final prep. phrase, “in every
church,” see 7:17c; 14:33; it means that in this regard Corinth is not a special case.

18. Some have become arrogant pretending that I am not coming to you. Lit.
“have become puffed up, conceited,” i.e., have swollen with self-importance.
Paul seeks to correct the mistaken idea on which “some” Corinthians have been
judging him and also the opposition among “some” of them, as he did already 
in 4:6. They seem to believe that he would not come back to them and do not 
care for his being among them, preferring even to have Apollos return (16:12). 
Cf. 2 Cor 10:14. How Paul has learned this is not said, but he is sure that the
Christians of Corinth will know who the “some” are.

19. I shall come to you very soon, if the Lord wills. So he emphatically contra-
dicts the assumption of some Corinthians that he did not care to return to their
community, even if he does not say how quickly he will come (cf. Phil 2:24). At
the end of this letter, Paul will reformulate this promise; see 16:5–9; cf. 11:34. 
He ends his promise with a paraphrase of a commonly-used saying, tou theou 

thelontos, “Deo volente” (Acts 18:21); see also 1 Cor 16:7; Heb 6:3; Jas 4:15; also
in extrabiblical usage: Josephus, Ant.2.15.5 §333; 2.16.5 §347; 7.14.9 §373; Plato,
Alcibiades 1.31 §135d. It is meant to eliminate arbitrary decisions of an individ-
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ual. Paul’s form (ean ho kyrios thel≤s≤) is similar to that in Sir 39:6, and kyrios in
this expression undoubtedly refers to God, not the risen Christ.

and I shall ascertain not the talk of these arrogant people, but their power. In
irony, Paul is implying that the Corinthians who are causing dissension rely too
much on “talk” or eloquence, but he will assess what “power” they have and coun-
ter it with his own authority. See 2:1–4, for the proper understanding of his power,
which he possesses in Christ despite his own weakness and sufferings (4:11–13).
Logos now has a meaning different from that in 1:18; it is closer to that of 1:17; 2:1.
The contrast of logos, “talk,” and dynamis, “power,” is also found in 1 Thess 1:5
(see Spencer, “The Power”).

20. For the kingdom of God is not a matter of talk, but of power. This statement
is added to provide the basis for the assessment Paul will undertake on his coming
arrival in Corinth. It is formulated like an aphorism, as in Rom 14:17. H≤ basileia

tou theou, “the kingdom of God,” will recur in 6:9–10; 15:50; cf. 15:24. The asso-
ciation of “the kingdom of God” with “power” is also found in Mark 9:1.

“Kingdom of God” is the prime kerygmatic topic of Jesus’ preaching in the Syn-
optic Gospels, especially in Matthew, where it appears more frequently as the
“kingdom of heaven” (55 times, but only 38 times in Luke, 14 times in Mark, [5
times in John]). Strangely enough, no explanation is ever given of its meaning ei-
ther in the Synoptic tradition or by Paul. It is a phrase that echoes the OT idea of
Yahweh as king (1 Sam 12:12; Isa 6:5; 33:22; 43:15; Jer 8:19; Mic 2:3; Ps 47:3, 8)
or the kingship and royal authority that are ascribed to Him (Obad 21; Pss 103:19;
145:11–13) or His governance as king (Exod 15:18; Isa 24:23). The NT phrase
finds its closest counterpart in postexilic writings (1 Chr 28:5, malkût Yhwh, LXX:
basileia kyriou, “the Lord’s kingship”; or 2 Chr 13:8, mamleket Yhwh, LXX:
basileia kyriou, “the Lord’s kingdom”). In the OT, the phrase can express an es-
chatological hope for a period when God’s salvation would be realized, when his
dominion over the minds, hearts, and lives of human beings would be imple-
mented, and they would be drawn from subjection to danger, evil, and sin. It im-
plies at times the divine guidance of human history, thwarted no longer by hostile
opposition (Judg 21:25; Dan 7:22). In the NT, the OT understanding assumes a
specific determination: the kingdom of God enters human history in Jesus’ min-
istry, passion, death, and resurrection. Jesus proclaimed that kingdom and sought
to establish it among people whom he accosted: “The kingdom of God is among
you” (Luke 17:21). In the Pauline writings, the kingdom appears only a few times
(1 Thess 2:12; 1 Cor 6:9–10; 15:50; Gal 5:21; Rom 14:17; cf. 1 Cor 15:24; Col
1:13; 4:11; Eph 5:5; 2 Thess 1:5), and it is scarcely the operative or dynamic ele-
ment that it is in the Synoptics. It is used at times in catalogues of vices or state-
ments reflecting early Christian catechetics (Gal 5:21; 1 Cor 6:9–10; 15:50). The
phrase often has an eschatological or futurist connotation, but that is clearly lack-
ing in this instance, as in Rom 14:17 (see Johnston, “ ‘Kingdom of God’ Sayings”).

As Paul uses the phrase here, it is meant to undercut the arrogance of those Co-
rinthians who have been causing dissension with their would-be eloquence, their
rivalries, and their allegiance to certain preachers. Dynamis, which is associated
with the kingdom has been explained variously: “the power of working miracles”
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(Chrysostom, Hom. in Ep. I ad Cor. 14.2; PG 61.116), a meaning that does not
suit this context; the power of “winning men over to a Christian life” (Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 92); or “the power of the Gospel” (Ruef, 1 Cor, 36–37; Linde-
mann, 1 Cor, 117), which better suits this context and is supported by 1 Thess 1:5;
Rom 1:16; or possibly the power displayed in Paul’s sufferings in imitation of
Christ as explained in the preceding context, vv. 11–13 (see Spencer, “The
Power,” 54–57).

21. What do you prefer? Shall I come to you with a stick or with love and a gentle

spirit? Lit. “a spirit of gentleness,” as in Gal 6:1; cf. 2 Tim 2:25. In conclusion,
Paul leaves the choice to the Corinthian Christians, as in 2 Cor 12:20. Should he
come with force or with fatherly affection? The “stick” is meant as the instrument
of a superior or a disciplinarian (paidag∑gos, v. 15a)—in effect, a sign of Paul’s 
authoritative power that he is willing to use, if necessary, on his beloved, but un-
ruly “children.” The “gentle spirit” is meant as a sign of a father figure, used in 
v. 15b. Spicq (“Une réminiscence”) finds in this verse a reminiscence of Job
37:13, although that text is hopelessly distorted in both the MT and the LXX. He
sees there an antithesis between punishment and mercy. If that is all there is, it
would be fine; but both the Hebrew and the Greek say much more, even if it can
hardly be rendered in English in any intelligible way.
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9 B. SCANDAL OF INCEST AND 
ASSOCIATION WITH IMMORAL

PEOPLE (5:1–13)

5:1 It is widely reported that there is sexual immorality in your midst, and of such a
kind found not even among pagans: a man living with his father’s wife. 2And you
have become arrogant! Should you not rather have grieved, so that the one who
has done this should be removed from your midst? 3 I, for my part, though absent
in body but present in spirit, have already passed judgment on the one who has
committed this deed, just as if I were present. 4When you are gathered together in
the name of [our] Lord Jesus and (with) my spirit, 5hand this man over with the
power of our Lord Jesus to Satan for the destruction of the flesh so that the Spirit
may be saved on the Day of the Lord.

6Your boasting is not a good thing. Do you not realize that a little leaven fer-
ments the whole batch of dough? 7Clear out the old leaven so that you may be-
come a new batch, as you really are unleavened. For Christ, our passover lamb,
has been sacrificed. 8Let us, then, celebrate the feast, not with old leaven, or with
the leaven of wickedness and evil, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and
truth.

9 I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral people, 10not
at all meaning the immoral people of this world, or the greedy and swindling, or
idolaters, since then you would have to leave this world. 11But now I am writing to
you not to associate with anyone who bears the name of brother, if he is sexually
immoral or greedy or an idolater, slanderer, drunkard, or swindler; do not even eat
with such a one. 12For what have I to do with judging outsiders? Is it not those
within, you are to judge? 13God will judge those outside. “Drive out the evil one

from among you.”

COMMENT

Paul has now finished his comments on the first problem about which he had
heard from Chloe’s people (1:11), the rivalries that were dividing the Corinthian
community because of its mistaken ideas about human wisdom and allegiance to
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preachers, and because of arrogance, which is at the root of it all. He turns now to
an unrelated problem concerning Christian behavior, about which he has heard
(akouetai, 5:1), but one which stems from the same root cause. It is not clear, how-
ever, whether the scandal that he now takes up has been reported to him by the
same people of 1:11; or whether it has been recounted by the delegates from the
community mentioned in 16:17, Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus; or per-
haps by those who brought the letter to be mentioned in 7:1, if they are different
from the delegates.

In any case, Paul hinted in 4:18–21 at further problems that are born of arro-
gance, and he now takes up a scandal he has learned about and addresses it with
even harsher terms than those he used in chaps.1–4. The issue now is not so theo-
retical or abstract as that of wisdom and folly, but a matter of how Corinthians are
leading their Christian lives and how they are conducting themselves as a com-
munity of God’s holy people. In v. 9, Paul reminds them that he has already writ-
ten in a previous letter (no longer extant), “not to associate with sexually immoral
people.” Having counseled the Corinthians once about such a topic, he is now
scandalized to hear that a heinous disregard of such advice has come to his atten-
tion.

The scandal has been made by a specific case of “sexual immorality,” viz., a
man living with his father’s wife. He is annoyed that the Corinthian Christian
church has tolerated such a situation in its midst. Paul is not reacting so much
against what the individual Corinthian Christian has done as against the image
that the Corinthian community is projecting of itself. Are the Christians of
Roman Corinth really aware of themselves as an assembly that meets in the Lord’s
name (5:4)? More fundamental, however, to the scandalous situation is that these
Christians have become so smug in their mode of life. Paul calls it arrogance (5:2)
and even “boasting” (5:6), which in his view is “not a good thing,” as he once
again utilizes terms that relate this problem to that discussed in chaps. 1–4. If they
were not so confident about the way they have been conducting themselves, they
would have reacted more properly to such a scandal. For what each believer does
affects the whole community. Each as a Christian may be free, but each has obli-
gations to the whole, because they are all insiders (5:12b).

Schmithals maintains that this situation has developed in the Corinthian com-
munity because “the evildoer belonged to that Gnostic ecclesiola in ecclesia from
which the writers of the church’s letter knew themselves to be dissociated from
the first” (Gnosticism in Corinth, 237); he would identify those called “arrogant”
(v. 2) with “the Gnostics with their haughty selfconsciousness” (ibid.). That is a
highly questionable interpretation based on speculation.

In any case, Paul instructs the Corinthian Christians that, when they gather to-
gether “in the name of the Lord Jesus” (and he is with them in spirit), they are to
“hand this man over to Satan” in order that the good name of the community may
be restored. The Corinthian Christians are to function as a faith-community, in
the local church as a whole, and not just their leaders. This is why Paul says that
he is with them in spirit; it is not just the leaders who are to react (see Pfitzner,
“Purified Community”).
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The specific case, however, is only one aspect, serious though it may be, of 
the condition in which the Corinthian community finds itself, because Paul real-
izes that it has been tolerating in its midst many other immoral persons. He can-
not understand how they can allow this to be. So he counsels them “to clear out
the old leaven” (5:7), which is nothing else but “wickedness and evil” (5:8). They
are to “drive out the evil one” from among them (5:13). The basis for this advice is
Paul’s recommendation not to associate with a fellow Christian (“one who bears
the name of brother”), who carries on in immoral ways that he considers unbe-
coming of a Christian (sexual immorality, greed, idolatry, slander, drunkenness,
swindling). He insists that members of the community should not even eat with
them (5:11).

The motivation for the remedy that Paul is applying to this situation in the Co-
rinthian community is double: (a) eschatological: in view of judgment on the Day
of the Lord (5:5); and (b) Christological: expressed in another metaphor, this time
drawn from the baking of bread and the annual celebration of Passover. In the
making of bread, a bit of leaven ferments the whole batch of dough. Immorality
and other evil conduct have contaminated the community like “old leaven,” be-
cause they have produced their evil effects in its corporate life. As Jews used to
clear out of their houses on the eve of Passover all leavened products, so Corin-
thian Christians must now clear out of their midst the “old leaven,” that they may
celebrate the Christian Passover, and also that they may become “unleavened.”
The more remote motivation for this cleansing is Christ himself, who is called
“our passover lamb,” and who has been sacrificed (5:7). Hence Christians should
celebrate their Passover not with “the leaven of wickedness and evil,” but with
“the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth” (5:8). That is Paul’s fundamental
answer to the boasting and over-confidence of the Corinthian Christian com-
munity.

Four further things should be noted in this pericope. First, Paul’s concern
about the image that the Corinthian church is projecting among “pagans” (5:1,
ethnesin) and among “outsiders” (5:12–13a, tous ex∑). He is clearly speaking from
his Jewish background in reacting to the problems that have been reported about
the Corinthian community. Whereas only one verse describes what the wrong-
doer has done (v. 1), the rest of the verses (2–13) treat of the community as a whole
and the image that it is projecting to heathen citizens of Corinth.

Second, Paul is really concerned about the relationship between faith in the
risen Christ and responsible moral conduct of Christians. The passage is, there-
fore, important for the study of Pauline ethics.

Third, the passage is developed with the rhetorical composition of deliberate
persuasion, a hortatory argument that seeks to persuade the community to act 
corporately and urges it to adopt practical measures for its immediate future (see
Puskas, Letters of Paul, 59–60; Smit, “That Someone”). The passage is also an ex-
ample of what has been called the “judgment form” in Pauline writings (Roetzel).
Such a form developed from preexilic prophetic pronouncements and has four
parts: (a) introduction: “It is widely reported . . .” (5:1a); (b) offense: “a man living
with his father’s wife” (5:1c); (c) punishment: “the one who has done this should
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be removed from your midst . . .” (5:2c–5); (d) hortatory conclusion: “Clear out
the old leaven so that you may become new dough” (5:7). The form is also found
later in rabbinic writings (see Francis, “Baraita”).

Fourth, the passage deals with what later came to be called “excommunica-
tion,” for Paul recommends not only that “the one who has done this should be re-
moved from your midst” (v. 2c; cf. v. 13b), but that Corinthian Christians should
not associate with immoral fellow Christians (vv. 9–11).

The roots of such exclusion are found in the OT, where a person could be cut
off from Israel or the assembly of God’s people for violation of Passover regula-
tions (Exod 12:15, 19), sacrificial rules and the eating of blood (Lev 17:4, 9–10,
14), defilement of the sanctuary (Num 19:20), or a marriage with a foreign
woman (Ezra 10:2–3, 8). The reason for the exclusion was the corporate responsi-
bility of Israel, if the wrongdoer were not cut off, as in the prayer of Moses and
Aaron in Num 16:22, “O God, God of the spirits of all flesh, (if) one man sins, will
you be enraged against the whole congregation?” That is why Paul ends his dis-
cussion with a modified quotation of Deut 17:7 (see Rosner, “Ouchi mallon”). Al-
though Paul borrows an expression from LXX Lev 18:8 (gynaikos patros, “father’s
wife”), his argument against the wrong that has been done is not based on the
Torah or any OT teaching; it is rather governed by what ethne, “pagans,” think.
Corinthian Christians should have “mourned,” confessing their corporate sin of
tolerating such an errant fellow Christian.

The Qumran Jewish community also developed its own elaborate system of 
exclusion for various faults: 1QS 6:24–7:18 (see Kuhn, “A Legal Issue,” 497–99;
Forkman, Limits, 39–86). For still later forms of exclusion in rabbinic Judaism,
see m. Kerithoth 1:1 (among the 36 transgressions listed one is “connexion with
his father’s wife”); cf. Str-B, 4/1:309–18 for lists of further transgressions.

This exclusion, however, has to be related also to the punishment in Roman
law, which punished an adulterous couple with relegatio, the sending of them off
to separate islands or to an Egyptian oasis. To understand this passage properly,
one has to recall that in the Corinth of Paul’s day Roman law would have been in
vogue, according to which adultery was a crime, and not a mere civil offense. In
the provinces such a crime fell under the jurisdiction of a proconsul (anthypatos),
who exercised imperium, “supreme administrative power,” which included the
making of war, interpreting and executing laws, and inflicting the death penalty.
A criminal case of adultery would have entailed a formal accusation before the
proconsul and was regulated specifically by the lex Iulia de adulteriis coercendis,

which stemmed from the reign of Augustus in 18 b.c. (see Treggiari, Roman Mar-

riage, 277–90). It decreed that a husband who knew of his wife’s adultery had to
divorce her, and he or her father had to prosecute her within 60 days. Her punish-
ment would be the loss of half of her dowry, a third of her other property, and rel-
egation to some island. The adulterous partner could be prosecuted too and lose
half of his property and be relegated to a different island. The husband who failed
to prosecute his adulterous wife was considered leno, “a panderer.” A wife, how-
ever, could not prosecute her husband for his adultery with a married woman.

The case of incest that Paul mentions in this passage would have fallen under
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such Roman legislation, and this situation makes it all the more serious that the
Christian community was not reacting properly to the evil that existed among
them (see Winter, After Paul Left, 44–52; Robinson, Criminal Law, 55–57).

Even though this chapter may seem, at first sight, to have little relation to the
topics to be discussed in chap. 6, there is a connection that has to be recognized,
just as there are elements in this chapter that echo themes of chaps. 1–4. Verse 6
mentions the “boasting” of Corinthian Christians, an attitude that Paul has al-
ready addressed in 1:29, 31; 3:21; 4:7; and the verb physio∑, which occurs in 4:6,
18, 19, appears again in 5:2. Similarly, the topic of chap. 5 will find echoes in
chap. 6, esp. in vv. 9–11, 12–20, where pornoi and porneia again appear and thus
unite these two chapters (see Bernard, “The Connexion”). Verses 1–11 in chap. 6
deal with judicial altercations, but 5:1–13 and 6:12–20 also have their criminal as-
pects. Moreover, Deming (“The Unity,” 294–97), in trying to show the unity of
chaps. 5 and 6, maintains that the Corinthian community actually was divided in
its reaction to the offense of 5:1, and that those who wanted the offender punished
took the man to court and lost the case, which only exacerbated the animosity in
the community. To such a situation, Paul would be reacting, having learned
about it. Hence there may be a subtle link between 5:1–2 and chap. 6, in that the
case of incest might have led to a legal case such as Paul mentions in 6:1–11.
However, the details in this explanation remain highly speculative, with little
basis in the text itself, as Lindemann (1 Cor, 122) also recognizes. Moreover, the
sexual offense mentioned in 5:1–13 would not have been a matter for “petty
courts” (6:2b), because Roman law against incest and adultery was applicable in
Roman Corinth of that time (see above). Another association of chaps. 5 and 6
can be seen in that 5:12–13 has different forms of the verb krin∑, “judge,” which
appears again in 6:1–2. See further McDonough, “Competent to Judge.”

In this chapter, which is a self-contained unit, there are five sections: (1) Paul’s
reproach about the scandal, vv. 1–2; (2) Paul’s sentence of expulsion passed
against the wrongdoer, vv. 3–5; (3) a generic exhortation about Christian life rela-
tive to its celebration of Passover, vv. 6–8; (4) further directives about associating
with the immoral, vv. 9–11; and (5) return to the initial problem, vv. 12–13. Al-
though the sections may seem at first disparate, Paul gives one and the same coun-
sel throughout: “(he) should be removed from your midst” (v. 2); “clear out the
old leaven” (v. 7); and “drive out the evil one from among you” (v. 13).

Paul’s discussion at the end of this chapter, especially in vv. 9–12, is aimed at
setting boundary limits for Corinthian Christianity. When he opposes idolatry
and various forms of extramarital sexual activity, he is seeking to form the pre-
dominantly Gentile Christian community according to norms of his Jewish back-
ground (see the way Josephus sums up Judaism in Ag.Ap. 2.1.22–24 §§190–203:
worship of the one God in the Jerusalem Temple and the Law’s recognition of 
no sexual intercourse, except the natural union of husband and wife for the pro-
creation of children). By way of contrast to what Paul is doing here, in his letter to
the Galatians he was likewise setting boundaries for the Christians of Galatian
communities in adopting Gentile practices in the face of Judaizing attempts: 
no circumcision, no obligation to observe the Mosaic law, especially its obser-
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vance of the Sabbath and dietary regulations (see Sanders, “Paul between Jews
and Gentiles”).

NOTES

5:1. It is widely reported that there is sexual immorality in your midst. Lit. “it is
heard everywhere,” or possibly “it is actually heard,” because the adv. hol∑s may
be understood either in a extensive sense or an emphatic sense (BDAG, 704), al-
though Lindemann (1 Cor, 122) claims that the former meaning of the adv. is not
attested elsewhere. Yet Weiss (1 Cor, 124) has defended its use, and it appears 
in NAB, Conzelmann, Godet, Héring. In either case, it introduces a new topic
that has nothing to do with the final verses of chap. 4. Paul addresses his moral 
exhortation not to the wrongdoer personally, but to the Christian community, in
“whose midst” such sexually immoral conduct has been tolerated. En hymin

means in the midst of the Christian community, and it finds its parallel expression
in the following clause, oude en tois ethnesin, “not even among pagans” (Garland,
1 Cor, 159).

The noun porneia occurs twice for the first time; it will appear again in 6:13, 18;
7:2; a person is called pornos in 5:9, 10, 11; 6:9; and the cog. verb porneu∑ is found
in 6:18; 10:8. Strictly speaking, the abs. noun means “fornication, harlotry” (as in
6:9 [see Note there]), but the word was used widely in both biblical and extrabib-
lical Greek for many kinds of “unsanctioned sexual intercourse” (BDAG, 854),
even apart from its OT metaphorical meaning of “idolatry” (TDNT, 6:580–90). In
this verse, the first occurrence has a generic sense, “sexual immorality,” but in the
following clause it is used of a specific kind of it. In using the word twice, Paul
gives the impression that the case to be mentioned was not even recognized as sex-
ual immorality in the Corinthian community.

and of such a kind found not even among pagans: a man living with his father’s

wife. Lit. “and such immorality, which not even among the nations: that someone
has the wife of the father.” The word order is peculiar, kai toiaut≤ porneia h≤tis

oude en tois ethnesin: h∑ste gynaika tina tou patros echein, with a verbless rel.
clause, followed by a result clause (h∑ste + infin.), in which the indef. pron. tina

is placed within the phrase gynaikos tou patros (see BDF §473.1). mss P68, ±2, 
¥, 1881 and the Koine text-tradition supply a verb at the end of the rel. clause,
onomazetai, “(which) is (not even) named (among) . . . ,” a scribal addition ap-
parently borrowed from Eph 5:3, in an attempt to improve the grammar or in-
crease the heinous character of the crime. Ethn≤ does not mean “Gentiles,” as 
in 1:23 (opposite of Jews), but rather “pagans,” as in 12:2; 10:20 (as variant read-
ing). The expression gynaika echein, “have a wife,” denotes a continuous state of
union, not a casual adulterous act, as also in 7:2, 12, 13, 29; Gal 4:27 (quoting
LXX Isa 54:1); John 4:17–18.

Generally, commentators refuse to understand tina gynaika tou patros echein

directly of a son’s marriage with his mother, because Paul would have written 
instead heautou m≤tera, “his own mother.” Such a marital union not only was 
forbidden in Jewish law (Lev 18:7), but was equally unacceptable in the Greco-
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Roman world (Iamblichus, Vita Pythagorica. 31.210; Aelian, De natura anima-

lium 3.47).
It has usually been understood as a form of incest, viz., intercourse with a step-

mother (so R. E. Brown [Introduction, 528], Collins, Conzelmann, Deming, Fee,
Murphy-O’Connor, Yarbro Collins). Theoretically, this might mean that after 
the father’s death his son has married the widowed second wife; so Lindemann 
(1 Cor, 123) has understood it. It is, however, much more likely that the son has
entered into a continuous union with his father’s second wife, who is separated
from him, while he is still alive. Hence it would be a case of adulterous incest,
which was a blatant violation of the lex Iulia in Roman law (Gaius, Institutiones

1.63: Item eam [uxorem ducere non liquet] quae mihi quondam socrus aut nurus

aut priuigna aut nouerca fuit, “Likewise [it is not allowed to marry] her who was
once to me a mother-in-law or daughter-in-law or stepdaughter or stepmother”).
Cf. Treggiari, Roman Marriage, 37–39, 281; Robinson, Criminal Law, 54–55.
Even though Barrett (1 Cor, 121) admits that the woman “was probably the of-
fender’s stepmother,” he claims that the offence was neither adultery (Paul does
not “call” it so), nor incest, but “fornication.” Call it what one will, it seems to be
not an isolated act of harlotry, but adulterous incest because of the ongoing state
of the union (see above). Such a union is known in the Roman world from Mar-
tial (a.d. 40–103), Epigram. 4.16.

However, De Vos has argued that the woman was not the Christian man’s step-
mother, but rather his father’s concubina, which would have been an unusual but
not an unknown or illegal relationship in the Roman world, of which the Corin-
thian Christians were aware, but which Paul has judged to be porneia. That is an
interesting explanation, but hardly convincing, because such a relationship could
not be described by Paul as “found not even among pagans,” as recognized by 
Lindemann (1 Cor, 124). Paul’s assessment of the relationship makes use of a for-
mulaic phrase borrowed from the LXX (see below), which denotes the relation-
ship with what one normally calls a “stepmother.”

The son was a Christian, because Paul so refers to him in vv. 2, 3, 5, using a
masc. ptc. or pron., whereas the stepmother undoubtedly was not, and that is the
reason why he says nothing about her. Paul seems to treat her as an “outsider”
(5:12–13).

In any case, this sort of union was strictly forbidden in Jewish tradition: see Lev
18:8, “you shall not uncover the nakedness of your father’s wife” (LXX: gynaikos

patros, whence Paul derives his terminology); the LXX does not speak of it as
porneia; also Lev 20:11; Deut 23:1; 27:20; cf. 11QTemplea (11Q19) 66:12. Philo
(De spec. legibus 3.3 §§20–21) mentions that Jewish law does not permit the son
of a first marriage to marry his stepmother (m≤truia) because the names m≤t≤r,

“mother,” and m≤truia are closely akin; and a fortiori to marry his natural mother
(h≤ physei m≤t≤r). Similarly, Sentences of Ps.-Phocylides 179–80: “Touch not your
stepmother (m≤truia), your father’s second wife.” Cf. the later rabbinic condem-
nation (m. Sanhedrin 7:4; m. Kerithoth 1:1; cf. Str-B, 3:347–50), where death by
stoning is prescribed in such a case. That punishment is also mentioned in Jub.

33:10–13, which is a rewriting of the account of Reuben and Bilhah (his father’s
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concubine [pallak≤]) of Gen 35:22, but which is not the same case as that dis-
cussed by Paul. Josephus (Ant. 3.12.1 §274), however, calls intercourse with one’s
mother the “greatest evil” (kakon megiston) and says that union with one’s step-
mother (patros gam≤t≤) is punishable by death.

When Paul says that such porneia is not found among pagans, he does not
mean that no pagan has ever committed it, but his rhetorical exaggeration is cop-
ing with the recognition that even pagans did not tolerate it (Gaius, Institutes 1.63
[quoted above]; see also Apuleius, Metamorph. 10.2.3, which calls intercourse of
a woman with her stepson extremum flagitium, “enormous outrage”). Paul knows
that Gentiles developed certain moral standards, as he admits in Rom 2:14, and
he was undoubtedly aware of the severe penalties of Roman law, which had no le-
niency for such conduct. That is the reason why pagans are used in his argument
with the Christian community of Roman Corinth, and why no appeal is made to
the Mosaic law.

Although Kruse (“The Offender and the Offence”) would identify “the one
who has caused pain” of 2 Cor 2:5–6 and 7:12 with the incestuous wrongdoer of
this passage, there is no certainty regarding such an identification. More than
likely Paul is referring there to an entirely different case of a wrongdoer who has
caused pain to the Corinthian community. Kruse himself admits that his argu-
ments “fall short of positive proof” (139).

2. And you have become arrogant! Lit. “become puffed up,” which expresses the
pride and self-confidence of some Corinthians, who were apparently considering
themselves different or superior to such conduct. The incestuous union was not
carried out secretly or out of weakness, but was known among many otherwise
reputable members of the Corinthian community. They may have become a
“new creation” in Christ (2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15) and claimed Christian freedom
from the Mosaic law, but that would hardly mean license in behavior or even a
boastful attitude tolerant of such a criminal act, with something like the attitude
expressed in 6:12, “All things are permissible for me.” On this aspect of the matter,
Paul will comment further in v. 6. The same verb physio∑ appears in 4:6, where
Paul spoke of the arrogance in siding with one preacher over against another. Its
use provides an indirect link of this chapter to the preceding chapter(s).

Should you not rather have grieved? Lit. “have you not rather grieved/
mourned?” Paul’s rhetorical question sums up the matter: in shame, they should
have mourned for themselves that a Christian man has done such a thing and that
he is still among them; they have not sized up the situation properly in their Chris-
tian community. Paul maintains that the community should have purified itself
of such a deleterious person. Some commentators, however, think that he means
that the Corinthian Christians should be mourning over the impending loss of
the wrongdoing fellow member (so Héring, Morris, Robertson-Plummer); that is
possible, but more likely the reason for mourning should be shame at the toler-
ance of such evil among them and the realization that they as a community are
corporately responsible. 

so that the one who has done this should be removed from your midst? Part of the
motivation for the removal of this wrongdoer from their midst is the notion that
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the Christian community is “the temple of God”: “the temple of God, which you
are, is sacred” (3:16–17). The holiness of such a temple calls for the removal of all
that might defile it (cf. Deut 23:2–9; Ezek 20:38–40; see Rosner, “Temple and
Holiness”). Mss P 11vid, ±, A, C, 33, 81, 104, 326, 1175 read praxas, whereas mss

P46, P48, B, D, F, G, ¥, 1739, 1881 and the Koine text-tradition read poi≤sas,

which means practically the same thing, perhaps a bit less forcefully.
Paul’s words hina arth≤ (or in some mss exarth≤) ex hym∑n, lit. “that he should

be taken from you,” with hina used in a consecutive sense (BDF §379), owe their
formulation to LXX Deut 17:7, which Paul will quote in v. 13, to sum up his dis-
cussion. Cf. the Hebrew of 1QS 6:25, wybdylhw mtwk, “he shall be excluded from
the midst of”; 2:16, wnkrt mtwk kwl bny ›wr, “may he be cut off from the midst of
all the sons of light.” Thus Paul makes use of a traditional formula of exclusion for
an ultimately good purpose, which he will express further in v. 5. One should
guard against reading Paul’s words as though they were execratory and nothing
more (see Cambier, “La chair et l’esprit”).

3. I, for my part, though absent in body but present in spirit, have already passed

judgment on the one who has committed this deed, just as if I were present. Paul
makes clear his own view of the matter, using eg∑ men gar as an introductory
phrase, which sets him apart from the Corinthian community, for it now has to
react to this situation as a community. Paul states his individual apostolic opinion,
as he considers himself present among them in spirit. He even repeats this idea of
presence (par∑n de t∑ pneumati . . . h∑s par∑n) in order to stress that by this letter,
by “this written judgment,” he is indeed with the Corinthian community in this
crisis, even though he personally is not in Corinth (Cole, “1 Cor 5:4: ‘ . . . with my
spirit’ ”). Cf. 2 Cor 10:11; 13:10 for similar expressions of spiritual presence. Pace

Fee (1 Cor, 205) and Thiselton (1 Cor, 391), it is not a matter of God’s Spirit being
present with them; it is Paul’s spirit, as the parallels in 2 Corinthians make clear.
Moreover, he contrasts s∑ma, “body,” with pneuma, “spirit,” as a way of empha-
sizing his personal interest in the Corinthian community. His body is not in Cor-
inth, but in Ephesus (16:8), yet he is with them “in spirit,” i.e., psychologically.
Cf. Col 2:5, where the same idea is expressed with sarx, “flesh,” and pneuma. In
contrast to the community’s attitude in this situation, Paul personally has taken a
different view of it; he himself has already made a formal and authoritative judg-
ment against the culprit so that the community may be purified.

Verses 3–5 are closely related in the Greek text, but the syntax of them is quite
complicated. Modern translations often break up the verses into shorter sen-
tences, as has been done in the lemma above. One can read v. 3 as a self-standing
unit, but then that reading encounters four problems: (1) With what is one to take
the opening prep. phrase of v. 4, en t∑ onomati tou kyriou [h≤m∑n] I≤sou, “in the
name of [our] Lord Jesus”? (2) On what is the infin. paradounai, “to hand over,”
of v. 5 dependent? (3) With what is one to take the final prep. phrase of v. 4, syn t≤

dynamei tou kyriou h≤m∑n I≤sou, “with the power of our Lord Jesus”? (4) Verse 4
strangely has no main verb and consists only of a gen. absol. and two prep. phrases,
which introduce v. 5.

4. When you are gathered together in the name of [our] Lord Jesus and (with) my
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spirit. The prep. phrase, “in the name of [our] Lord Jesus,” stands at the head of 
v. 4, and it cannot modify the final clause of v. 3, “the one who has done this deed”
(katergasmenon), since that would create nonsense, pace Murphy-O’Connor 
(“1 Corinthians v, 3–5”), who so takes it, understanding it as an expression of the
“overweening confidence in their own rightness,” born of the difference they ex-
perience because of baptism in the name of Jesus and a new freedom that Corin-
thians have found in Christ; so also NAB, Yarbro Collins (“Function,” 253).
Horsley (1 Cor, 79), Lindemann (1 Cor, 121, 125), Giblin (“Pauline Sexual
Morality,” 111 n. 11). However, would a Christian son having illicit intercourse
with his stepmother invoke the name of Jesus to justify his actions? (Kistemaker, 
1 Cor, 160; similarly Garland, 1 Cor, 166). The prep. phrase scarcely refers to the
corporate confidence of the Corinthian Christians. Consequently, it has to be
taken rather with the immediately following gen. absol. synachthent∑n hym∑n kai

tou emou pneumatos (lit. “when you and my spirit are gathered together”), as in
NJB, REB, ESV, NIV, NKJV; also J. Weiss, Lietzmann, Senft. Its meaning: with
the sponsorship of the Lord Jesus.

Some commentators (Allo, Bachmann, Robertson-Plummer) prefer to take
that prep. phrase with the infin. paradounai at the beginning of v. 5. That, how-
ever, is problematic, being too far removed, for it unduly complicates the syntax of
these verses. Still others (Schlatter, RSV, NRSV) take it with kekrika, “have passed
judgment in the name. . . .” (5:3), which is not impossible. See Heitmüller, “Im

Namen Jesu”, 73–74.
In any case, Paul is instructing the Corinthians that they should gather as a

community and exercise their corporate obligation, taking united action against
the man who has so sinned. They are to assemble in Jesus’ name, as in Matt 18:20,
and realize that his authority and sponsorship are with them, which is more im-
portant than the presence of Paul. “In the name of (the Lord) Jesus” occurs else-
where in various forms (6:11; Col 3:17; 2 Thess 3:6; Acts 2:38; 16:18), but it does
not always follow the verb that it is modifying, as Murphy-O’Connor contends 
(“1 Corinthians v, 3–5”); see Phil 2:10; Acts 3:6; 4:10. Paul is urging the Corin-
thian Christians to come to the same judgment that he has already made and to
pass judgment with him. When he speaks of “my spirit,” he is expressing at least
his associative presence, but it may also be his epistolary presence, i.e., through
this very letter (see above) they hear his apostolic voice.

5. hand this man over with the power of our Lord Jesus to Satan. Lit. “to hand
over such a man as this. . . .” The infin. paradounai may be indirectly dependent
on kekrika of v. 3, but it is separated from it by the gen. absol. and the prep. phrases
that make up v. 4. Some commentators prefer to understand dei, “it is necessary,”
before paradounai at the beginning of v. 5 (SBJ; Murphy-O’Connor). Still others
take the infin. as an imperative, as in the lemma above, which can be compared
with Rom 12:15; Phil 3:16 (Collins, 1 Cor, 212), even though BDF §389 and
GGBB 608 limit the impv. infin. to those two NT passages only. In any case, Paul
has already judged that such a person is to be handed over to Satan, and in v. 4 
he is urging the Corinthian community to join him in so judging. The expres-
sion ton toiouton, “such a man,” merely repeats “the one who has done this” (5:2);
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cf. 2 Cor 2:6–7. The same sense of paradid∑mi is predicated of God allowing his
agent, Satan, to test Job (2:6, LXX: paradid∑mi soi auton, “I hand him over to
you”), which may well be the source of Paul’s use of it here. This negative sense of
the verb is found in the LXX (Judg 15:12; 16:23–24) and in Greek incantations on
magical papyri of later date: paradid∑mi se eis to melan chaos en tais ap∑leiais, “I
am giving you over to dark chaos in utter destruction” (P. Paris. 574 1247 [3d cent.
a.d.]). Cf. Spicq, TLNT, 3:19–20; New Docs, 4:165 §73; Yarbro Collins, “Func-
tion,” 255–56.

The phrase, syn t≤ dynamei tou kyriou h≤m∑n I≤sou, “with power of the Lord
Jesus,” is also problematic, because it follows the gen. absol., synachthent∑n

hym∑n, and precedes the infin., paradounai, “hand over,” and commentators de-
bate with which it should be taken. It makes sense with either, but extrabiblical
parallels suggest that it is understood better with the infin.: d≤s∑ eg∑ kein≤n . . . syn

th’H≤kat≤ chth∑ni≠ kai Erinysin, “I shall bind her . . . with below-the-earth
Hecate and the Erinyes” (IG 3.3.108; cf. Deissmann, LAE, 303).

Handing someone over to Satan is an expression found also in 1 Tim 1:20. It de-
notes the transfer of a wrongdoer from the salutary lordship of Jesus Christ to the
realm and authority of inimical Satan; the wrongdoer is “severed from Christ”
(Gal 5:4), and this is to be done “with the power” of the Lord himself. It thus 
connotes the exclusion of the person from the Christian community—what 
later came to be called excommunication. Although Paul will teach that Christ
through his death and resurrection has “destroyed every dominion, authority, and
power” (15:24), he now consigns this man to Satan’s authority in order to exclude
him from the influence of the risen Christ.

Hebrew ∫≠√≠n, “adversary,” as a common noun, often denotes a human or heav-
enly figure sent to thwart a wrongdoer (Num 22:22, 32; 1 Kgs 11:14, 23; 1 Chr
21:1). In Job 1–2 and Zech 3:1–2 it is applied as a name to one of “the sons of 
Elohim,” the accuser or prosecutor in God’s heavenly tribunal. (There the LXX
translates it as diabolos, “accuser,” which becomes in time “devil.”) In later Jew-
ish literature, ∫≠√≠n becomes the name of a supramundane being who acts in 
opposition to God and seeks to frustrate divine influence and activity (Sir 21:27
[Vg 21:30]). So it occurs in QL in 11QPsa 19:15 (“let Satan not rule over me, or
any impure spirit”); otherwise it is used there as a common noun, “adversary.” In
that literature, however, Satan often bears other names such as Belial (b≥lîya‹al,

1QS 1:18, 24; 2:5, 19; CD 4:13; 5:18); or Ma∫√≤m≠h (4QPs-Juba [4Q225] 2 ii 6,
13, 14), a name developed from the same root (∫√n) as ∫≠√≠n. Note especially the
parallel to this Pauline judgment in CD 8:1–2, “Thus will be the judgment
against all those who enter His covenant, but who do not remain steadfast in them
[the covenant rules]; they will be visited with destruction at the hand of Belial.”
See also 1QS 2:5–6, 15–17: “cut off from the midst of the sons of light” [i.e., ex-
cluded from the community]. From such a Jewish background, Paul has derived
not only the name for the creature to whom he would consign the incestuous
wrongdoer in this passage, but also the idea of exclusion itself; also 1QS 8:21–24.
He otherwise mentions Satan in 1 Thess 2:18; 1 Cor 7:5; 2 Cor 2:11; 11:14; 12:7,
Rom 16:20 (where Satan does not always appear as an enemy of God, but some-
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times as His agent), but never in the letters to the Galatians, Philippians, or Phile-
mon. Cf. 2 Thess 2:9; 1 Tim 1:20; 5:15. A concentration of references to Satan oc-
curs in the Corinthian correspondence.

Pace Orr-Walther (1 Cor, 186), “Satan” does not refer “to the public prosecu-
tor” or “Roman officials,” who would punish the wrongdoer for the violation of
Roman law. For what reason would Paul ever designate such officials as “Satan”?
Similarly, it is eisegetical to say that Paul was thinking here of Azazel (Lev 16:7,
10) as a name “virtually synonymous with the name Satan” and of the scapegoat
traditions of Judaism (Shillington, “Atonement Texture,” 47). Where does one
ever find such a virtual synonymous usage? It is likewise eisegetical to introduce
into the discussion of Satan allusions to the social dynamics of witchcraft soci-
eties, pace Johnson, “Satan Talk in Corinth.” Nor is there any evidence that the
Corinthian Christians, allegedly “ascetics,” were condoning the incest because
the offender was an important member of their community, pace Goulder (“Lib-
ertines”).

for the destruction of the flesh. The immediate goal of the action that the Corin-
thian community is to take is to rid it of the evil that it has been tolerating.
Olethros, “ruin, destruction,” is found again 1 Thess 5:3; cf. 1 Tim 6:9 (where it is
parallel to ap∑leia), but it is not said to be olethros ai∑nios, “eternal destruction,” as
in 2 Thess 1:9. The problem is the meaning of sarx, “flesh,” which is taken to be a
synonym for s∑ma, “body” (as in 2 Cor 7:1, 5; Gal 4:13–14). Paul may be using
here the contrast of “flesh” and “spirit” in the dualistic sense in which he does
elsewhere (e.g., Rom 8:5–8; Gal 5:17), but the contrast of sarx and pneuma is
stated absolutely (without a poss. “his” in either case) and with a certain openness.
In using sarx, however, Paul seems to be speaking of bodily suffering, but scarcely
of death (pace Barrett, 1 Cor, 126; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 97; Senft, 1 Cor, 74). The
idea seems to be that Satan “must be given his due, but can claim no more; if he
has the flesh he has no right to the spirit, even of a sinner” (Barrett, 1 Cor, 127).
The “destruction” is rather to be understood in a figurative, eschatological sense
(as in 10:10–11; cf. LXX Jer 5:6; Ezek 6:14) as temporal torments and ruin result-
ing from exclusion of the wrongdoer from God’s new people, as vv. 2, 7, and 13
imply (see South, “A Critique,” 553–55). Note also 11:30–32, which may express
the principle of Paul’s thinking here: “Since we are being judged by [the] Lord,
we are being chastened that we may not be condemned along with the world.”

so that the Spirit may be saved on the Day of the Lord. I.e., “God’s Spirit present
in the Corinthian congregation” (Donfried, “Justification,” 150). Such an inter-
pretation of pneuma runs counter to the common mode of understanding
pneuma in this verse, which reads it as if Paul had written autou pneuma, “his
spirit,” i.e., the wrongdoer’s spirit (so interpreted in the RSV, NRSV, NAB, NIV,
ESV, REB, and by Merklein, Kremer, Robertson-Plummer [1 Cor, 100], Fee 
[1 Cor, 198, 211]; Schweizer [TDNT, 6:435]). However, Paul did not write autou

pneuma; but just as t≤s sarkos lacks a poss. pron., so too pneuma. It seems rather to
mean “Spirit,” i.e., God’s Spirit, either as the Spirit given to the man, when he be-
came a Christian (so Senft, 1 Cor, 74); or as in 6:19, where Paul tells individual
Christians that their bodies are the temple of the Holy Spirit, so that the man may
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still have it until judgment day; or as the Spirit present to the community, as 
in 3:16–17, where Paul tells Corinthian Christians that they are God’s temple 
and that the Spirit of God dwells in them, so that it may not be lost to the commu-
nity, but may continue to preserve the congregation for the day of judgment. The
last alternative is the more likely, as it has been understood by Tertullian, De 

Pudicitia 13.24–25 (CCLat 2.1306), Ambrosiaster, Ad I Cor. 5.3.3 (CSEL 81.54),
Donfried, Lindemann. In any case, this is the more remote goal of the handing
over of the wrongdoer to Satan. Whatever is to happen to the wrongdoer, Paul is
desirous that the community itself does not suffer; its Spirit is to be saved for the
life of the community (Campbell, “Flesh and Spirit”). On “the Day of the Lord,”
see Note on 1:8.

In the long run, Paul is not so much concerned about the sin of the individual
as he is about the smugness of community members in tolerating such a wrong-
doer among them, which jeopardizes their status in God’s sight and will not be in
their interest on the Day of the Lord; hence his recommendation of the exclusion
of all that is immoral. Cf. Gal 5:5, “For through the Spirit, by faith, we await the
hope of righteousness,” i.e., the congregation must see to it in faith that God’s
Spirit continues to dwell within it. So also Collins (1 Cor, 213); Yarbro Collins
(“Function,” 259); Lindemann (1 Cor, 127).

The added goal raises a further question about the role of Satan, who is not
thought of as God’s enemy, but is seen as an agent of God, as in Job 1–2, and
specifically as an agent either for the salvation of the wrongdoer or for the good of
the community. Recall 2 Cor 12:7, angelos satana, a thorn in the flesh, as “a mes-
senger of Satan,” to keep Paul from being too elated; cf. 1 Tim 1:20 (see Thorn-
ton, “Satan”). Some mss (P 61vid, ±, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition) add at the end
“Jesus.”

6. Your boasting is not a good thing. Lit. “not good (is the obj. of) your (2d plur.)
boasting.” At first sight, this statement follows strangely on the preceding five
verses; but it is really fundamental to them, because Paul sees the underlying dif-
ficulty to be that the Christians of Roman Corinth have been too smug in their
way of thinking and reacting to this scandalous situation that they have permitted
to exist among them. Such “boasting” echoes 4:7 and is the result of the arrogance
mentioned in 5:2.

Do you not realize that a little leaven ferments the whole batch of dough? Cf. the
“Q” saying in Luke 13:20–21; Matt 13:33. Paul’s rhetorical question quotes a
common popular proverb, as also in Gal 5:9. The proverb suggests that it takes
only one small instance of improper sexual conduct to contaminate the whole
community; cf. the proverb cited in 15:33, “Bad company corrupts good habits.”
Philo (De spec. leg. 1.53 §293) mentions the “rising” effect of leaven and under-
stands it as a symbol of arrogant conduct. The proverb is introduced by the ex-
pression, ouk oidate hoti, “Do you not realize,” on which see Note on 3:16; Paul
thus stresses a notion plainly admitted by everybody.

Zym≤, though often, and wrongly, translated “yeast” (e.g., BDAG, 429), was ac-
tually old, sour dough that had been subjected to fermenting juices and stored
away (see Luke 13:21) until it was to be used in new dough as a rising agent, to
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make the new bread light and palatable. Moreover, only a small amount of leaven
was needed to impregnate the whole batch of new dough (EDNT 2:104–5). Such
old dough, however, could easily be contaminated and could infect dangerously
the whole batch of new dough into which it was introduced; hence the yearly Jew-
ish practice of destroying all old leaven before the celebration of Passover. From
that came the further connotation of “old leaven” (see Mitton, “New Wine”).

7. Clear out the old leaven so that you may become a new batch. Now Paul al-
ludes to the association of leaven with the celebration of the feast of Unleavened
Bread and that of Passover. He writes ekkatharate, “clean out” (plur. impv.),
which in this context means not only purification, but also connotes exclusion of
that which contaminates, so that the community may become neon phyrama, “a
new mixture,” i.e., a new batch of dough. Paul uses “leaven” symbolically, as well
as its Jewish association with Passover to make his point: Christians of Roman
Corinth are to clear out from their midst that which has made it impossible for
them to be celebrating the new Passover. One corrupt member in their midst is
enough to make the whole community unworthy.

Passover was celebrated at sundown marking the beginning of 14 Nisan, the
first month in the Babylonian/Jewish year. Then the Passover lamb, slain in the
late afternoon hours of 13 Nisan, was roasted and eaten in a family circle at sun-
down (Lev 23:5–8). Everything leavened had to be “cleaned out” and removed
from the dwelling (Exod 12:15) before the cultic slaying of the lamb (Deut 16:4;
for further details, see the later regulations in m. Pesa∂im 1:1–4). The meal was
not only eaten with unleavened bread and bitter herbs (Exod 12:8), but only that
kind of bread might be eaten for seven days thereafter (Exod 12:17–20; 23:15;
34:18). This seven-day period was called technically “the feast of Unleavened
Bread.” In time, however, “Passover” became the name for all eight days (Deut
16:1–4; Ezek 45:21–25; Josephus, Ant. 6.9.3 §423; 20.5.3 §106); see Luke 22:1, 7,
where the two are treated as one. The two feasts are mentioned together in 2 Chr
35:17.

as you are really unleavened. Paul mixes his metaphors as he tells the Corin-
thian Christians that they must recognize that they themselves are really “unleav-
ened,” i.e., already cleansed of the old leaven of their former selves, “in view of the
fact that they have entered into a new Exodus through the death of a new Paschal
Victim” (Howard, “ ‘Christ Our Passover’ ”). Therefore, they must now get rid of
this corrupting element as well as of all arrogance.

For Christ, our passover lamb, has been sacrificed. Paul states his fundamental
reason for their condition as azymoi, “unleavened,” and for the instruction he has
been giving. He derives his expression from the impv. of LXX Exod 12:21 (thysate

to pascha, “slaughter the passover lamb”; cf. Deut 16:2, 6) and makes it a tempo-
rally past tense, thus supplying a reason why Christians are “unleavened.” They
have already passed through Passover (in Jesus’ death). Paul regards Jesus Christ,
who died on the cross (1:18) at Passover, as the passover lamb of a new dispensa-
tion. (For the motif of Christ as passover lamb, see also 1 Pet 1:19; John 19:36; Rev
5:6–12.) According to Jewish custom, one had to clean the dwelling of anything
leavened in order to celebrate Passover; but Paul inverts the procedure, saying
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that Christ has already been sacrificed, and so unleavened Corinthian Christians
must now clean out all corrupting material, like old leaven, from their midst.
Through Christ they have entered a new Exodus experience; they have been re-
leased from bondage to the old order and now live in a new paschal situation (see
Howard, “ ‘Christ Our Passover’ ”).

Paul writes to pascha h≤m∑n, “our passover lamb” or simply “our passover,” be-
cause the noun pascha can denote either the feast or the animal. In the NT, the
Greek form is pascha, but Josephus writes phaska (Ant. 5.1.4 §20; 17.9.3 §213).
Both forms represent attempts to transliterate Aramaic pas∂≠›. The Hebrew form
is pesa∂, which is sometimes transliterated in the LXX as phasek (2 Chr 30:1, 2, 5)
or phasech (2 Chr 35:1, 6, 7). The etymology of Hebrew pesa∂ is uncertain, but it
is popularly explained as the “passing over” (i.e., the sparing) of the Hebrew first-
born during the night of deliverance of the Hebrews from bondage, when Yahweh
slew all other firstborn in the land of Egypt (Exod 12:13, 29).

Sometimes it is said that “the Paschal victim was not a sin-offering or regarded
as a means of expiating or removing sins” (Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament,

397; cf. Lindemann, 1 Cor, 129). However, Num 28:22 uses l≥kapp≤r ‹∞lêkem, “to
make expiation on your behalf,” as part of the passover offering by fire; and Ezek
45:22 speaks of the prince providing “a young bull for a sin offering” (par ∂a√√≠›t),
as part of the passover sacrifice. These passages, then, show that the celebration of
passover came indeed to connote the wiping away of sins. In any case, the Pauline
understanding of the feast associates with Passover the expiating character of
Jesus’ death.

8. Let us, then, celebrate the feast, not with old leaven, or with the leaven of

wickedness and evil, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth. To the
past indicative expressed in v. 7, Paul adds a hortatory subjunctive, introduced by
h∑ste (BDF §391.2), in order to stress that, because Christians are to celebrate that
classic feast in a new sense, they themselves (the “unleavened”) must get rid of all
the “old leaven,” now explained in a moral sense by the synonymous pair,
“wickedness and evil” (a phrase derived from LXX Sir 25:17, 19). In celebrating
the new Passover, Christians must still consume “unleavened bread,” now simi-
larly explained by the pair, “sincerity and truth,” i.e., sincerity of conduct and
character (2 Cor 1:12; 2:17). These qualities must take the place of boasting and
arrogance, which enabled them to tolerate the “wickedness and evil” among
them, and so come to the knowledge of the truth.

Whether or not Corinthians were already celebrating the feast of Passover in a
Christian sense is difficult to say; Jeremias thinks they were (TDNT, 5:901). So
Paul may be using the image of a Christian Passover to make his hortatory point.
Has Paul used this image because he was writing this letter near the time of Pass-
over? Some commentators have raised the question, appealing to 16:8, where he
speaks of staying in Ephesus until Pentecost. Perhaps, then, the image is derived
from the time of the composition of the letter (Barrett, 1 Cor, 129–30), an idea
summarily dismissed by Garland (1 Cor, 180).

9. I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with sexually immoral people. That
earlier letter is no longer extant (see Introduction, p. 43), and no paragraph in
any other letter deals with that topic (not even 1 Cor 5:1–5). To it Corinthians
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may have been replying in the letter Paul mentions in 7:1, as they asked how his
advice was to be carried out. This gives him the occasion to make further com-
ments (vv. 9–11) on what he meant and to show that he is aware of himself as a let-
ter writer. The aorist egrapsa expresses past time; it is not an epistolary aorist.

Paul is not concerned about outsiders (v. 12), but about Christians in Roman
Corinth who have been involved in social relations with people who are pornoi,

“sexually immoral.” The verb Paul uses, synanamignymi, “mix up together with,
mingle,” echoes similar OT expressions of association (LXX Hos 8:7; Ezek 20:18).

10. not at all meaning the immoral people of this world, or the greedy and swin-

dling, or idolaters. The pornoi are only one class of wrongdoers in “this world,” and
Paul adds three other classes of them: pleonektai, “the greedy” (governed by a vice
that Paul will condemn in Rom 1:29, as they are already in Sir 14:9); harpages,

“the rapacious, robbers, swindlers” (who were to be excluded from Israel, Deut
24:7); and eid∑lolatrai, “idolaters” (worshipers of pagan gods, criticized by Jews as
well, Deut 17:5–7). The three classes of wrongdoers will reappear in v. 11, where
others will be added, and in 6:9–10 (some are named in Eph 5:3, 5). Paul is not re-
ferring to all non-Christians who indulge in such practices, as the next clause
makes clear. He is constructing an ethical list or catalogue of evil deeds (see 
further PAHT §PT142; Segalla, “Cataloghi dei peccati in S. Paolo”; Vögtle, Die

Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 31–32).
since then you would have to leave this world. I.e., the kosmos, as the habitation

of humanity (BDAG, 562), where Christians live together with such wrongdoers.
Although Paul recognizes that Corinthian Christians share this world with such
people, he is scarcely advocating that Christians live in a ghetto, or retire to a
desert retreat, as did some Essenes, who “withdrew from the dwelling of the men
of perversity to walk in the desert (and) open there the path of HIM, as it stands
written, ‘In the desert, prepare the way of ••••, make straight in the wilderness a
road for our God.’ This is the study of the law” (1QS 8:13–14, quoting Isa 40:3).

11. But now I am writing to you not to associate with anyone who bears the name

of brother. Lit. “if someone named a brother.” Paul uses the epistolary aorist,
egrapsa (BDF §334), “I wrote, have written,” but its epistolary character is assured
by the initial adv. nyn, “now,” hence the present tense in English translations.
Contrast the real aorist at the beginning of v. 9. The RSV, however, understands it
as a real aorist, “But rather I wrote to you”; contrast the NRSV. Again, adelphos,

“brother,” means “Christian” (see Note on 1:1). Paul’s advice is to avoid close as-
sociation with any Christian who is one of the following six characters.

if he is sexually immoral or greedy or an idolater, slanderer, drunkard, or swindler.

Four of these types are already mentioned in v. 10; two others are added, the
fourth and fifth in this list: loidoros, “slanderer, reviler”; and methysos, “drunkard.”
They will be met again in 6:10, where a similar catalogue of evildoers is presented,
which again relates this chapter to that one (see Zaas, “Catalogues”). This 
description gives one some idea of Pauline ethical teaching, for such modes of
conduct are found incompatible with a Christian way of life, just as the Mosaic
law proscribed association with certain types of wrongdoers (Deut 19:15–19;
21:20–21)

do not even eat with such a one. Not only is one not to share the Lord’s Supper



with such a wrongdoer, but one should not be found in social contact with him, or
even dine with him. This expresses the extent of the exclusion to which Paul was
referring in vv. 3–5, apparently because he has learned that Corinthian Christians
were still eating with the man of v. 1. For an OT precedent, see Ps 101:5, “with
him I have not eaten.”

This Pauline injunction may seem to conflict with the practice of Jesus de-
scribed in Mark 2:15–17 (his eating with “toll-collectors and sinners,” to the scan-
dal of scribes and Pharisees). Jesus’ reason is explained: “I came not to summon
the righteous, but sinners,” i.e., those who could be converted to his cause. Paul’s
principle, however, is different: it concerns the purity of the Christian commu-
nity, tainted unfortunately by the moral failure of one who was already a convert.
Cf. his reaction to Peter’s dining in Gal 2:11–14.

12. For what have I to do with judging outsiders? Paul uses two rhetorical ques-
tions in a highly compressed style of writing. This and the following question ex-
press the basic reasoning behind what he counseled in vv. 9–11. Since Paul does
not want Christians to withdraw from the world in which they live and in which
they have become followers of Jesus Christ, his characterization of people as
pornoi, etc. was a judgment indeed, but its object was Christians who might in-
dulge in such questionable practices. That is why he now insists that he was not
judging non-Christians, not even the “wife” of v. 1. This first rhetorical question is
verbless and introduced by tí gar moi (see BDF §§127.3; 299.3); his implied an-
swer to it would be, “Nothing at all!” In Matt 7:1, Jesus says, “Do not judge, lest
you be judged!”

Is it not those within, you are to judge? Lit. “are you not judges of those within?”
i.e., within the Christian community. If one does engage in judging, the object
should be those who are within the community. It matters little to Paul that some
Corinthians have been judging him (4:3–5); they should be judging those who
are wrongdoers in their midst, and they have not yet done so. So when Paul calls
for judgment, he is not necessarily setting up a church court in Corinth, even
though this passage is sometimes seen as the sociological beginning of church dis-
cipline (Harris, “The Beginnings”); that can be admitted, but one is still at a con-
siderable distance from what came to be called canon law.

13. God will judge those outside. Or “God judges those outside,” because the
verb krinei can be taken as present (so the RSV) or as future (so the NAB), de-
pending how it is accented. Paul leaves the judgment of non-Christians to God,
who is their creator, for that is the divine prerogative. In 6:2a, however, Paul will
add something different (in an eschatological sense).

This explains why he says nothing in this passage about the “father’s wife,” who
has been dallying with the Christian son; she was apparently an “outsider.” Cf. the
view of God’s judgment in Heb 13:4, “God will judge fornicators and adulterers.”

Drive out the evil one from among you. Paul concludes this discussion of sexual
immorality with a modified quotation of Deut 17:7, but without an introductory
formula. In the LXX it reads: exareis ton pon≤ron ex hym∑n aut∑n, “you (sing.) are
to drive out the evil one from among you (plur.),” an injunction leveled against
one who transgresses the covenant and becomes an idolater. Paul substitutes for
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the first word the plur. impv. exarate. The wrongdoer, who has not been called
pornos in these verses, is now branded as pon≤ros, “evil one.”

Such an injunction is found also in LXX Deut 19:19; 21:21; 22:21, 24; 24:7 
(cf. 13:6), appended to cases of covenant transgression, false testimony, adultery,
kidnapping, and theft. Thus, Paul uses the OT to bolster up his judgment already
expressed in vv. 2c, 5a, 7a, 11a above, but not so bluntly as here. The Christian
community is obliged to preserve its sanctity by excluding the wrongdoer from its
midst, which is “the main point of the passage” (Rosner, “Function of Scripture,”
515). The quoted Scripture is put in a rhetorically climactic position at the end to
support the main theme of this chapter; according to McDonough (“Competent
to Judge”), it is also the OT quotation that connects chaps. 5 and 6 of this letter.

Paul’s final instruction is thus similar to the punishment of Roman law, which
made use of relegatio. For the wrongdoer no longer belongs to the body of those
who are being saved, but to those who are perishing (1:18). Tuckett (“Paul, Scrip-
ture and Ethics”) queries whether first-century readers of Paul’s letter would have
recognized and taken account of the broken OT context of the citation used here
or would have appreciated the allusion to such OT exclusion formulas. Zaas
(“ ‘Cast out the Evil Man’ ”), however, affirms just that, noting especially the
wordplay in pornos (vv. 9, 10, 11) and pon≤ros (v. 13).
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10 C. SCANDAL OF CHRISTIANS 
HALING ONE ANOTHER INTO 

PAGAN COURTS (6:1–11)

6:1Does any one of you, who has a case against another, dare to take it to court be-
fore evildoers instead of before God’s dedicated people? 2Or do you not realize
that God’s people are going to judge the world? And if the world is to be judged by
you, are you unqualified for petty courts? 3Do you not realize that we are to judge
angels—not to mention affairs of everyday life? 4 If, then, you have courts for
everyday affairs, do you seat as judges those who have no standing in the church?
5I say this to your shame. Can it be that there is no one among you wise enough to
settle a case between brothers? 6Yet does a brother go to court against a brother,
and this before unbelievers? 7 In fact [then], it is already a disaster on your part that
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you have lawsuits against one another. Why not rather put up with injustice? Why
not rather be cheated? 8 Instead, you yourselves do wrong and cheat, and this to
your brothers. 9Or do you not realize that evildoers will not inherit the kingdom of
God? Do not be deceived! Neither fornicators nor idolaters, neither adulterers
nor catamites, neither sodomites 10nor thieves, neither the greedy nor drunkards,
neither slanderers nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God. 11This is what
some of you were; but now you have been washed, you have been sanctified, you
have been justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of 
our God.

COMMENT

Having reacted to the scandal of incestuous behavior in the Corinthian commu-
nity that has been reported to him, Paul now turns to another questionable prac-
tice in vogue among Christians in Corinth. He has not yet finished his discussion
of sexual matters, because he will resume it in 6:12–20, and then deal further with
them in chap. 7. Another practice among Corinthian Christians, however, affect-
ing church order and discipline needs his attention, viz., that of haling fellow
Christians into pagan courts over trifling matters. Although Paul does not say how
he learned about this situation, he considers that such a practice seriously con-
cerns how individual Christians should be conducting themselves with one an-
other while living in this world. There may be some connection of this situation
with the sexual case that precedes it, but that connection is not evident, apart from
superficial links involving the use of the verb krino in 5:12–13 and 6:1–2, and in
judgment, which in chap. 5 was corporate, but now is individual. Moreover, the
situation does not involve an individual case, as vv. 4 and 8 reveal, pace Fee 
(1 Cor, 228–29). Paul does not find fault with secular civil courts, but his reaction
to such a practice developing among Corinthian Christians, about which he has
learned, is strong and expressed in two stages. In vv.1–6, he tells them that they
should be settling their disputes among themselves; but then in vv. 7–11, he reacts
more firmly and tells them that they should not be having lawsuits at all. Some in-
terpreters consider vv. 1–6 to be Jewish-Christian criticism, such as would come
from the Cephas party (so Barrett, “Cephas and Corinth,” 7), but that hardly ex-
plains why Paul recommends that hagioi, “God’s dedicated people” should not
try to settle their differences before judges who are apistoi, “unbelievers.”

First, Paul recalls to the Corinthians that they are hagioi, and not “evildoers”
(6:1, 9); they are adelphoi, not “unbelievers” (6:6). Second, as such, they have a
role to play in this world. Eschatologically, they are destined “to judge the world,”
and even “to judge angels” (6:2b-3). This means, a fortiori, that they are qualified
to handle “everyday affairs” and treat them in “petty courts” (6:2b-4); Paul’s argu-
ment proceeds by enthymemes in vv. 1–3. Third, the scandal is that they have
failed: “a brother goes to court against a brother, and this before unbelievers”
(6:6); worse still, they “have lawsuits against one another” (6:7), do wrong, and
cheat one another (6:8). Going to court against a fellow Christian is fundamen-
tally wrong, and Christians who do such a thing have failed in the life to which
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they have been called. Fourth, instead of all this Paul recommends that they learn
to put up with injustice and cheating, remembering that “evildoers will not in-
herit the kingdom of God” (6:9). Paul then lists ten different kinds of wrongdoers
(6:9b-10): fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, catamites, sodomites, thieves, greedy
people, drunkards, slanderers, and swindlers. His list includes the four examples
of 5:10 and the six of 5:11, to which he now adds four more. Fifth, in any case, the
list enables Paul to formulate his basic conviction about the vocation of a Chris-
tian: you have been washed, sanctified, and justified in the name of the Lord Jesus
and by God’s Spirit. Such a calling summons Corinthian Christians to a mode of
life that cannot be marked by trivial lawsuits or other questionable conduct.

Paul’s advice in 6:1–6 is the basis of the Christian church’s development of an
internal legal system parallel to that of civil society, with jurisdiction over its mem-
bers in given cases. Paul’s thinking may even have been colored by such OT pas-
sages as Exod 18:13–27 or Deut 1:9–17; 16:18–20, where Moses appointed judges
for God’s people, long before they became a nation or were regarded as a civil so-
ciety (see Rosner, “Moses Appointing,” 276).

At any rate, Paul himself does not pass the same severe judgment on this situa-
tion, as he did in the case of incest in 5:3–5. Instead, he asks, “Why not rather put
up with injustice?” (6:7), as he will in another formulation, “Why then do you sit
in judgment over your brother?” (Rom 14:10). Or again, “If your brother is indeed
distressed because of what you eat, you are no longer conducting yourself in love”
(Rom 14:15). The issue in Romans is different, indeed, but his solution is basi-
cally the same: a Christian’s conduct should be governed by “love,” which should
enable the Christian to put up with even injustice and cheating. “Love does no
wrong to a neighbor” (Rom 13:10).

In Rom 1:29–31, Paul presents a similar list of vices and evildoers, but there he
does not relate them to “the kingdom of God.” Here it sounds like an early Chris-
tian catechetical summary or a piece of traditional exhortation that Paul is quot-
ing, using twice the expression “inherit the kingdom of God,” as he has already in
Gal 5:19–21.

Verses 9b–10 are generically formulated and belong to the literary form of a cat-
alogue of vices, even if it mentions evil persons and not the vices as such. Elliott
(“No Kingdom,” 22) lists further examples of such catalogues. Although some
commentators consider vv. 9b-10 (or even vv. 9–11) to be only loosely connected
to Paul’s argument (Orr-Walther, 1 Cor, 198; Rosner, “The Origin”; Vischer,
Auslegungsgeschichte), Zaas (“1 Corinthians 6.9ff”) has rightly insisted on their
close relation to the epistolary context in which they appear (see Note on 5:11).
They may, however, be influenced in their formulation by the LXX of Dan 7:22
(with its mention of judgment, saints, and inheritance of the kingdom).

Most Christians today would agree with Paul’s condemnation of such evildoers
as idolaters, adulterers, thieves, greedy people, drunkards, slanderers, and swin-
dlers (6:9–10), even though they might not be so severe in their judgment. Some,
however, would express hesitation when it comes to the people he calls pornoi,

malakoi, and arsenokoitai. These terms refer to offenders in certain types of sex
and are problematic, above all, because of the way that they are often translated
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(see the Notes below), but they are per se clear. They name three types of persons
whose conduct is no better than the other seven in the list; none of such adikoi

will inherit God’s kingdom. Paul’s condemnation of such persons is forthright,
and it has to be reckoned with as a norm for all Christian behavior.

By pornoi Paul is not castigating the (sexually) “immoral” in a generic sense,
but rather “fornicators,” i.e., unmarried men and women who cohabit or have ca-
sual sexual intercourse, or male and female prostitutes. This specific meaning is
clear, because it heads the list of other specific evildoers, is distinguished from
“adulterers” and other sex offenders, and is the subject matter of his exhortation in
6:13, 15–18.

The words malakoi and arsenokoitai denote male persons who practice differ-
ent kinds of sexual acts with other males. Although such persons fall under Paul’s
condemnation, along with other evildoers, they were often tolerated in ancient
Greco-Roman society more than one realizes today (see Dover, Greek Homosexu-

ality; Boswell, Christianity, Social Tolerance). Homosexual activity among males,
especially ephebophiles, was common, especially because of the esteem held for
the beauty of the youthful male body in Greek education, athletics, statuary, and
vase painting (see Schrage, 1 Cor, 1:431; Garland, 1 Cor, 217–18). Although one
commonly distinguishes today between homosexual orientation (an innate [?]
erotic attraction toward a person of the same sex) and homosexual activity, that is 
a distinction that came into being only in modern times and was unknown in
Paul’s day. What he is writing about is homosexual acts of males (the terms are of
masc. gender [for Paul’s criticism of female homosexual activity, see Rom
1:26b–27a]). His condemnation of such acts stems from his Jewish background,
where they were roundly denounced; see Gen 19:4–5, 11, 24–25; Lev 18:22;
20:13; Judg 19:22–26; Aristeas, Letter to Philocrates, 152; Sibylline Oracles 2.73;
Philo, De spec. leg. 3.7 §§37–43 (paiderastein); De Abrahamo 26 §§135–36; De

vita cont. 6 §52; 7 §§59–62; Hypothetica 7.1 (paiderast≤s; cf. Ellis, “Philo’s View”);
Josephus, Ag.Ap. 2.24 §199 (t≤n [mixin] pros arrenas arren∑n, “[intercourse] of
males with males”); and later m. Sanhedrin 7:4 (stoning for miπkab z≠k≠r, “sleep-
ing with a male”). Indeed, in using the compound noun arsenokoit≤s, Paul was cer-
tainly aware of the formulation of the condemnation in LXX Lev 20:13 (“a man
lying with a male as with a woman” [RSV]); 18:22. He now uses two specific Greek
words for the activity that he will also criticize in Rom 1:27b. Since he lists persons
who engage in such activity among the evildoers who will not inherit the kingdom,
he implies awareness of such persons among the Christians of Roman Corinth,
where the mores of their former way of life could still have an influence in their
conduct. Whatever the sense of vv. 9–10 proves to be, “it must be consistent with
[the] integrating and unifying aim of the letter as a whole,” as Elliott (“No King-
dom,” 20) has rightly argued, because the behavior described there can pollute the
sanctity of the community that Christians should be forming. Verse 11 concludes,
“This is what some of you were; but now you have been washed, you have been
sanctified, you have been justified. . . .”

Another aspect of this pericope must be considered, because Richardson
(“Judgment”), following Bernard (“The Connexion”), argues that all of chaps. 5
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and 6, including 6:1–11, has to do with sexual questions. The difficulty in this
pericope is that Paul does not mention the reasons why Corinthian Christians
have been haling others into pagan courts. Some commentators have suggested
that he is referring to cheating in financial matters or unjust business practices as
the background of the lawsuits. It is, however, possible that some of the terms used
in this pericope are to be understood of sexual misconduct and that the lawsuits
involved some sexual problem. The mention of pornoi and moichoi in v. 9 forms a
link with the preceding context of 5:1, 9–11 and with the following one of 6:13,
15, 18. The lawsuit could, then, conceivably be one of adultery (possibly leading
to divorce). Richardson thinks that it might be a case of males involved in some
sexual fraud. The question, however, will always remain highly speculative (see
also Shillington, “People of God”).

NOTES

6:1. Does any one of you, who has a case against another, dare to take it to court be-

fore evildoers instead of before God’s dedicated people? Lit. “before the unjust
(adikoi) and not before the saints (hagioi)?” Paul begins his rhetorical question
with tolma, “dares” or “presumes” to press charges, as he expresses his exaspera-
tion at the turn of events (TDNT, 8:185). His style now adopts a series of seven
rhetorical questions (vv. 1, 2a, 2b, 3, 4, 5b, 6), as he challenges the Corinthians
and seeks to make his point. Tís hym∑n singles out an individual, as in 5:1, but the
instance is not isolated, as the plur. verbs in vv. 4 and 8 show.

Although the noun pragma simply means “deed, occurrence, matter,” it often
developed specific nuances in Greek literature, depending on the context in
which it was used. Here pragma ech∑n pros tina means, “having a case/lawsuit
against someone,” as in Xenophon, Mem. 2.9.1; Epictetus, Diss. 2.2.17; Josephus,
Ag.Ap. 2.18 §177 (LSJ, 1457–58). It could be a lawsuit involving business (as in 
1 Thess 4:6), or possibly involving adultery, because ever since the time of Augus-
tus the lex Iulia de adulteriis coercendis considered adultery a crime that was to be
tried in a special court (under a praetor; see Digest §48.5; Suetonius, Div. Aug. 34;
Dio Cassius, Rom. Hist. 54.30.4; cf. OCD, 15; TDNT, 4:733).

Paul’s use of adikoi, “evildoers,” does not imply that the secular courts in
Roman Corinth would have been benches where injustice was doled out rou-
tinely. The adj. simply describes non-Christians who are, from a Christian per-
spective, those who do not pursue justice or righteousness in the OT sense (Isa
51:1; Sir 27:8). Although this first occurrence of adikoi has a predominantly legal
sense, Paul will use it again in 6:9 in a clearly moral sense, “evildoers”; and its ver-
bal cog., adikein, “do wrong,” appears in 6:7–8. Even Garland (1 Cor, 196), who
insists on the moral sense of adikoi in this verse, has to admit that the term “may be
a bit of rhetorical hyperbole” (following Winter). For “saints,” as a designation for
Christians, see Note on 1:2. For later rabbinic regulations against haling Jews be-
fore non-Jewish judges, see Str-B, 3:362–63. See Stein (“Wo trugen”) for a mis-
conceived attempt to explain the problem of this verse by appealing to such late
Jewish legal procedures.
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2. Or do you not realize that God’s people are going to judge the world? Lit. “the
saints.” Paul continues his rhetorical questions. In 5:12–13, Paul, rejecting the
idea of censorious criticism of members of the Corinthian community in the pres-
ent age, wrote, “God will judge those outside.” Now he asserts that God’s dedi-
cated people will share in the judgment of the world. This is meant as an
eschatological destiny of Christians: Christ, the judge of the world, will associate
with his prerogatives those who are united with him. This idea is based on the OT
motif of judgment given over to the “holy ones” of the Most High (Dan 7:22; 
cf. Wis 3:8; 4:16). Similarly in QL, “Through his chosen ones God will pass judg-
ment on all nations, and by their reproof will all evildoers of his people be pro-
nounced guilty” (1QpHab 5:4–5; cf. 4QpIsaa [4Q161] 8–10:20; 1 Enoch 1:9;
38:6; 108:12–13). Paul adopts this Jewish notion and adapts it to his Christology
and ecclesiology (see Hoskins, “Use”). Polycarp (Phil. 11.2) quotes this very idea
from Paul’s letter. Kosmos denotes the complex of personal beings, human (as in
1 Cor 1:20–21), but also angelic (as the next verse makes clear).

Paul does not mean that one day earthly courts will be filled with Christian
judges (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 111). The best reading here is the future kri-

noûsin, “will judge,” but some accented mss (B2, 81, 1175) have krínousin, “are
judging” (pres. tense). On the rhetorical question, “Do you not realize?” see
Note on 3:16; it will appear again five more times in this chapter (vv. 3, 9, 15, 
16, 19).

And if the world is to be judged by you, are you unqualified for petty courts? I.e.,
are you unfit to handle cases dealing with the petty details of everyday life? With
irony, Paul argues a maiore ad minus. Those who will be judges of the world in the
eschaton are surely already fit to handle the minor problems of this life.

3. Do you not realize that we are to judge angels—not to mention affairs of every-

day life? Lit. “everyday life-matters,” i.e., matters of life in the present world. This
rhetorical question shifts to the 1st pers. plur., as Paul repeats his question of v. 2
in a new form. The angeloi have to be understood comprehensively of good and
bad angels, because Paul means not only human beings, but any higher order of
God’s creatures (EDNT, 1:14). So august is his sense of the calling of God’s dedi-
cated people. See 1 Cor 4:9; 11:10; 13:1 for other references to angels; also 2 Pet
2:4; Jude 6 (sinful angels); in 2 Cor 12:7 Paul knows of an angel of Satan. It is 
not easy to say where Paul has derived this idea of Christians judging angels. The
closest one comes to it is found in 1 Enoch 13–16, where Enoch is sent to judge
the Watchers and other evil spirits (4QEnochc 1 vi 14–15); or 91.15, where the
judgment of the Watchers is mentioned (4QEnochg 1 iv 22–23). Whatever 
the meaning may be, Paul is using the judgment of angels only as an illustrative
example to contrast the eschatological destiny of Christians with their preoccupa-
tion with petty legal matters, such as bi∑tika, “things needed for ordinary human
life.”

4. If, then, you have courts for everyday affairs, do you seat as judges those 

who have no standing in the church? Lit. “those who have been counted as noth-
ing.” The verb in the apodosis of this present general condition is problem-
atic. Kathizete is often understood as asking a question, “Do you seat?” (so RSV,
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NKJV); but it may be a statement or an exclamation, “you seat” (so NJB, and some
modern commentators); but it is hardly an impv., “seat!” (as it is understood by
KJV, NIV; Kinman, “Appoint the Despised as Judges!”; Garland, 1 Cor, 207). If
one uses for the meaning of the ptc. exouth≤menous, “been counted as nothing,”
which is found in 1:28, it might refer to lowly Corinthian Christians who are to be
set up as judges in the community, but that hardly suits this context. The series of
rhetorical questions seems to call for the verb kathizete to be taken as a question in
this case too. Paul would then be recalling to the Corinthian Christians that they
are destined to judge at God’s tribunal but already have courts for everyday prob-
lems; hence they should not appear in lawsuits before a proconsul or other
Roman judge, no matter how competent he may be in Roman law and ordinary
civil affairs; because such people are counted as nothing in the church, even if
Christians have been involved in seating such judges on the b≤ma in the forum of
Roman Corinth. Cf. LXX of Ps 53:6c, where the verb exoudeno∑ is used of God’s
treatment of Israel’s enemies (see Lewis, “Law Courts in Corinth”).

5. I say this to your shame. This statement refers to the five rhetorical questions
just posed, even though the verb has no object in the Greek text. It is frankly ut-
tered and differs considerably from what Paul said in 4:14, where he denied that
he was so writing.

Can it be that there is no one among you wise enough to settle a case between

brothers? Lit. “. . . who will be able to settle a case in the midst of his brother
(sing.).” In a community where wisdom is so important (recall chaps. 1–2), Paul
wants to know whether there is no Christian sage to handle such trivial legal issues
that arise among fellow Christians. Again, sophos has a negative connotation.

This ironic rhetorical question is elliptical, and the verse may not be correctly
transmitted. Some versions have the equivalent of an added phrase: “in the midst
of a brother and his brother” (adding kai tou adelphou before autou [mss f, g of
VL; VgMSS, syr, boh]. This addition seems to be derived from v. 7, but it may be in-
fluenced by LXX Deut 1:16, diakouete ana meson t∑n adelph∑n hym∑n kai krinate

dikai∑s, “Hear the cases between your brothers and judge rightly” (see Rosner,
“Moses Appointing Judges”; also Kloha, “1 Corinthians 6:5”). Mss D2, L, and the
Koine text-tradition read sophos oude heis, “Is there not even one sage?” Adelphos

is used again in the sense of “fellow Christian” (see Note on 1:1).
6. Yet does a brother go to court against a brother, and this before unbelievers?

Lit. “is a brother being judged with a brother, and this before unbelievers.” Paul
complains that the Corinthian community has failed in that some members think
that they can get justice more easily from a pagan court than from a Christian one,
from unbelievers rather than from believers. Apistos, “unbeliever,” occurs for the
first time; Paul uses it only in the Corinthian correspondence (7:12–15; 10:27;
14:22–24; 2 Cor 4:4; 6:14–15). This rhetorical question leads up to another
Pauline statement of concern (v. 7).

7. In fact [then], it is already a disaster on your part that you have lawsuits

against one another. Now Paul begins his second and more fundamental argu-
ment (vv. 7–11) against this Corinthian practice. From a Christian perspective,
such Corinthians have already lost the case, in so bringing suit. That Christians
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should have a court for everyday affairs is tolerated by Paul, but his real reaction is
that there should be no lawsuits at all. He sees the disaster (h≤tt≤ma, “defeat,” as in
LXX Isa:18) to be a moral one in that Corinthian Christians are not giving up the
right to arbitration, when fellow Christians are involved. In 6:1, Paul used pragma

ech∑n pros, “have a case against,” but now he writes krimata echete meth’ heauton,

“you have lawsuits against (lit. “with”) one another.” Krima, normally “judgment,
decision,” here has the nuance, “legal action taken against someone” (BDAG,
567), which is found in LXX Exod 18:22 (pace Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 105; see
Mitchell, Paul, 231–32).

Why not rather put up with injustice? Lit. “why not rather be wronged?” or “why
not let yourselves be wronged” (BDF §314 [incorrectly labelled a “passive in the
sense of ‘to allow oneself to be . . .’ ”; adikeisthe and the majority of the examples
cited are simply middle voice]). Paul asks two decisive questions, because he sees
the matter of contest and appeal to a third party for arbitration as a failure and a
lack of Christian love, which he will discuss in chap. 13. Cf. Jesus’ sayings
recorded later in Matt 5:39–42; Jesus’ conduct described in 1 Pet 2:23; Paul’s
teaching in Rom 12:17–19.

Greek philosophers taught similarly. Plato (Gorg. 509c): “We say that to do
wrong is the greater evil, to suffer wrong the lesser”; also 469bc. Cf. Epictetus,
Diss. 4.5.10; Marcus Aurelius, Medit. 2.1; Philo, De Josepho 4 §20.

Why not rather be cheated? Or, “why not let yourselves be cheated?” The verb
apostere∑ means “steal, rob, defraud,” and often connotes theft of money or prop-
erty of another (e.g., Mark 10:11, quoting prohibition of the Decalogue; Jas 5:4).
In 1 Cor 7:5, it will be used of cheating in marital rights; cf. 1 Thess 4:3–6. Hence
the suggestion that adultery, the third form of evildoing mentioned below in v. 9,
might be a reason for a lawsuit in a secular court is plausible.

8. Instead, you yourselves do wrong and cheat, and this to your brothers. Paul
goes a step further, turning from rhetorical questions to an accusatory statement.
It is not simply that some Corinthian Christians were haling other Christians into
pagan courts over wrongs done to them, but he even indicts them for doing the
same wrongful things themselves. On what Paul bases this accusation is not indi-
cated; was this also something reported to him? More than likely he is simply in-
terpreting the litigious situation as wrong, as he tries to get to the root of the
problem: Christians doing wrong to Christians. He is not aiming his remark at any
specific group of Corinthians.

9. Or do you not realize that evildoers will not inherit the kingdom of God? Paul
speaks again of adikoi (see Note on 6:1). Pace Garland (1 Cor, 211), such evil-
doers cannot be restricted to “those outside the church.” Paul’s last rhetorical
question begins as did v. 2 above and includes the expression theou basileian

kl≤ronomein, “to inherit the kingdom of God,” which recurs in 6:10; 15:50; Gal
5:21. It echoes Jesus’ saying recorded in Matt 25:34, where it has a clearly escha-
tological nuance and is related to the question posed, tí poi≤s∑ hina z∑≤n ai∑nion

kl≤ronom≤s∑, “What am I to do to inherit eternal life?” (Matt 10:17; Luke 10:25;
18:18). The use of the verb kl≤ronomein with “the kingdom of God” imitates the
OT motif of inheriting the promised land (LXX Exod 23:30; Deut 1:38–39; Isa
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49:8; Ps 25:13; 37:9, 11, 22; 1 Macc 2:56; cf. LXX Dan 7:22; see Rosner, “Origin
and Meaning”). Christians are called to share in that inheritance, but they too can
fail to attain it, if they do evil. On “kingdom of God,” see Note on 4:20. For a
“pastoral exposition” of this question of Paul that turns it upside down, see Tiede,
“Will Idolaters,” 154.

Do not be deceived! This introductory impv. is often found in exhortations; see
15:33; Gal 6:7; Jas 1:16. It also occurs in Stoic diatribes; see Epictetus, Diss.

4.6.23; 2.20.7; cf. TDNT, 6:244.
9b–10. Neither fornicators nor idolaters, neither adulterers or catamites, neither

sodomites nor thieves, neither the greedy nor drunkards, neither slanderers nor

swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God. Paul lists ten types of evildoers who will
not come into possession of the kingdom of God or be part of it; the first seven are
separated by oute, the last three simply by ou(ch). This is Paul’s second list of evil-
doers; see 5:10–11 (cf. Eph 5:5); in Gal 5:19, the list is a catalogue of vices.
Whether Paul has constructed this list himself or borrowed it from Hellenistic Ju-
daism, as some commentators maintain, is impossible to determine; he is using a
well-known literary form in any case. Cf. the later rabbinic teaching about various
sinners who will have no share in the world to come listed in m. Sanhedrin 10:1–4:
the one who says that there is no resurrection of the dead, that the Law is not from
heaven; Epicureans; three kings, and four commoners; etc.

fornicators. Often pornoi is translated here generically as “immoral” (RSV,
Goodspeed), “impudiques” (SBJ) or “sexually immoral people” (NJB, NIV,
ESV); but “fornicators” is the correct rendering, because it heads the list of other
specific kinds of sexual immorality, and in 6:13, 15–18, Paul will treat of it (so
NAB, NRSV, NEB, REB). Its meaning is explained in Notes on 5:1; 6:13. Cf. 
1 Tim 1:10; Polycarp, Phil. 5.3.

idolaters. See Note on 5:10. The association of idolatry with fornication or
adultery is well known in the OT, where the latter terms are used metaphorically
to designate idolatry or apostasy (Num 14:33; Hos 4:11; 6:10; Jer 2:20–23; 3:6–10;
Wis 14:12, “The beginning of fornication is the invention of idols”). Cf. Eph 5:5;
Rev 14:8; 17:1, 2, 4, 5, 15, 16; Philo, De migr. Abr. 12 §69.

adulterers. Paul employs the specific term moichos, “one who is unfaithful to 
a marital spouse.” Though the form is masc., in this context it is used generi-
cally and would include adulteresses. Rom 7:3 has the specifically fem. noun,
moichalis. Adultery is condemned by Paul again in Rom 13:9, where he repeats
the prohibition of the Decalogue (Exod 20:14; Deut 5:18). In ancient Israel, adul-
tery was the violation of the rights of a married man by either his wife if she had in-
tercourse with another man or by the man who seduced the wife. It was severely
punished in Jewish law (cf. Lev 20:10: death), as well as in Roman law (Lex Iulia

de adulteriis coercendis: relegatio, and loss of part of dowry; cf. OCD, 10–11, 603).
catamites. The term malakos means “soft” (as used of garments in Luke 7:25),

but it was often used in the ancient Greek world to denote someone who was 
“effeminate,” or passive in same-sex relations: a catamite, a youth or boy kept 
for sodomy by another male; a “boy prostitute” (NAB). The word is so used in 
Dio Chrysostom, Disc. 66.25; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Rom. Antiq. 7.2.4
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(Malakos . . . hoti th≤lydrias egeneto pais ∑n kai ta gynaixin harmottonta

epaschen, “[he was called] Malakos . . . because, when a boy, he was effeminate
and allowed himself to be treated as a woman”); Diogenes Laertius, 7.173; 
cf. BDAG, 613; Romans, 287–88. The technical Greek name for such a person
was kinaidos (Plato, Gorgias 494e), which was transliterated in Latin as cinaedus.
Another Latin name was catamitus, which was actually a form of the name,
Ganymedes. In Greek mythology, he was the son of a Trojan prince and was
snatched up by gods to be the youthful cup bearer of Zeus.

Malakos is often mistranslated as “dépravés” (SBJ); “homosexuals” (NKJV);
“self-indulgent” (NJB); “sensual” (Goodspeed); “masturbators” (Boswell). The
NEB renders this and the following word together as “guilty . . . of sexual perver-
sion”; similarly the RSV, “sexual perverts.” Elliott’s (“No Kingdom,” 24, 27) at-
tempt to translate it as “soft males,” i.e., aristocratic wealthy fops given to the
luxuries and refinements of life, or even males with soft physical features, or
youths who made their bodies soft by shaving them and powdering them is no bet-
ter; in the end such “softies” are said to submit sexually to older males, perhaps for
pay (ibid., 28). So what is the difference? The word malakos is attested, indeed, in
the Greek language in the sexual sense indicated in the preceding paragraph.

sodomites. The term arsenokoitai occurs again in a similar catalogue of evil-
doers in 1 Tim 1:10, but it is not found in the LXX or other Jewish Greek writings
(Test. Levi 17.11 uses paidophthoroi). The compound noun is formed from ars≤n,

“male,” and koit≤, “bed” or “sexual relation” (this meaning is known from Rom
13:13; LXX Num 5:20), and reflects the use of the two words in LXX Lev 20:13
(hos an koim≤th≤ meta arsenos koit≤n gynaikos, bdelygma epoi≤san amphoteroi,

“whoever sleeps with a male [as in] sexual relation with a woman, both of them
have committed an abomination” [in MT: ›îπ ›∞πer yiπkab ›et z≠k≠r miπk≥bê ›iππ≠h

tô‹≤b≠h ‹≠∫û πnêhem]); also Lev 18:22 (see Wright, “Homosexuals”). The mean-
ing of the term is clear and denotes the active partner in same-sex (anal) inter-
course with another male; hence it can be translated “sodomite” (as in LSJ, 246;
NRSV, NJB, NKJV), even though this name originally denoted the violation of
hospitality by the rape of male guests.

It too is often mistranslated: “sexual perverts” (RSV, REB), “practicing homo-
sexuals” (NAB), “men who practice homosexuality” (NIV), “abusers of them-
selves with mankind” (KJV), “given to unnatural vice” (Goodspeed), “gens de
moeurs infâmes” (people of unspeakable morality, SBJ), “active male prostitutes”
(Boswell)—such versions paraphrase and fail to express what Paul’s Greek does,
especially the last-mentioned version, for which the Greeks used pornokopoi.

Arsenokoit≤s should not be translated as “homosexual,” because that is a mod-
ern term for male or female sexual orientation as well as activity, coined only in
the nineteenth century to denote the affectional preference of a person for some-
one of the same sex and was unknown as a name for sexual intercourse between
such persons in antiquity (see Petersen, “Can arsenokoitai”; Elliott, “No King-
dom,” 18).

The term arsenokoit≤s is rare in Greek literature, being an alternate form of ar-

renokoit≤s: see Anthologia Graeca 9.686 (barbaron ou tromeeis, ouk arrenas ar-
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renokoitas, “You do not have to be afraid of a barbarian or male sodomites”). 
Cf. Codex Parisinus 82 (Catalogus codicum astrologorum graecorum VIII/4 [ed. 
P. Boudreaux and F. Cumont; Brussels: M. Lamertin, 1921] 196): arrenokoitas;
Oracula Sibyllina, 2.73 (m≤ arsenokoitein [ed. Geffcken, GCS, 8.30; which in its
Latin version is rendered as ne corrumpe mares, “do not corupt males”]). Also in
Acta Johannis 36 (CCserApocr 1.189); ho arsenokoit≤s. De Young (“The Source”)
suggests that Paul himself probably coined the word from LXX Lev 20:13.

Because of its relatively rare occurrence, some writers have contested the
meaning of the term here in Paul’s letter, and considerable debate has sur-
rounded the understanding of this term, the meaning of which is per se clear and
is in no way limited to pederasty. No Pauline text expresses even a qualified ap-
proval of such same-sex activity, no matter what Greek words are used by him (see
Turner, “Biblical Texts”; D. F. Wright, “Homosexuality”). Even if it eventually
proves correct that Paul has coined the word arsenokoitai from the LXX of Leviti-
cus and that his strictures against homosexual practice were taken over from Hel-
lenistic Judaism, it does no good to accuse Paul of subverting a web of human
relations, as if that would make it possible to ignore his strictures in our ethics
today, pace M. Davies (“New Testament Ethics and Ours”). Paul has simply re-
peated the attitude of his own Jewish tradition about homosexual activity, which
has been said to have been “unique in the ancient world” (Wenham, “Old Testa-
ment Attitude,” 360). That he has not gone beyond that tradition does not devalue
his strictures (Wright, “Homosexuality,” 300).

For the debate about the word and the issue, see Boswell, Christianity, 106–17,
335–53, 363–64; McNeill, The Church, 50–53; Scroggs, The New Testament,

106–8; Brawley, Biblical Ethics; Malick, “The Condemnation”; Petersen, “Can
arsenokoitai”; D. F. Wright, “Homosexuals” and “Translating”; J. R.Wright,
“Boswell”; Gagnon, Bible and Homosexual Practice; Hays, “Relations” (especially
on Boswell’s erroneous interpretation of Rom 1:26–27) ; Soards, Scripture;
Williams, Roman Homosexuality; Garland, 1 Cor, 211–13.

The term arsenokoitai is found later in a number of patristic writers who have
derived it from this Pauline passage or, perhaps, from the LXX of Lev 18:22;
20:13: Polycarp, Phil. 5.3; Eusebius, Dem. evang. 1.6.67 (GCS 23.33); Praepar.

evang. 6.10.25 (GCS 43/1.339); 13.20.7 (GCS 43/2.251–52); Constitutio apos-

tolica 6.28 (PG 1.984). Cf. Origen, Comm. in Rom. 4.4 (PG 14.973), quoting 
1 Tim 1:9–10 and Lev 18:22; in Latin, cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem 1.29.4
(CCLat 1.473).

Because malakoi and arsenokoitai occur in a list of evildoers, where a number
of the offenses are of lesser seriousness, it is not easy to grasp how seriously Paul re-
gards these diverse sexual practices. His considered thinking about male and fe-
male homoerotic acts, however, is set forth still more clearly in Rom 1:26–27,

where he bases himself on God’s creation of man and woman for each other, to
cleave together as one. Accordingly he denounces as a graphic distortion of
God’s created order women who have exchanged natural intercourse for that
against nature and men who have abandoned natural relations with women
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and burned with lust for one another. Overall, then, the evidence strongly fa-
vors the thesis that Paul was condemning not only sexual activity by pederasts
but also by homosexuals—indeed any sexual activity outside of marriage be-
tween a man and a woman (R. E. Brown, Introduction, 530).

As Malick has put it, “Paul’s prohibitions against homosexuality were indeed
against all forms of sexual relationships between persons of the same sex” (“Con-
demnation,” 479), and not “only ‘abuses’ in homosexual behavior” (ibid., 492).

10. nor thieves. Paul expands the list, which initially began with pornoi

(5:9–10); several of those listed there are now repeated. Here Paul uses kleptai,

whereas it was harpages in 5:10, which may be a more specific kind of thief. 
Cf. Rom 2:21; 13:9; 1 Pet 4:15.

neither the greedy. Or “covetous,” i.e., those who seek to have more than their
share in life; see Note on 5:10. Cf. Eph 5:5; Ep. Barn. 19.6; Did. 2.6.

nor drunkards, neither slanderers nor swindlers. See Note on 5:11.
will inherit the kingdom of God. See Note on 6:9 above.
11. This is what some of you were. Some Corinthian Christians before their con-

version were undoubtedly to be found among the adikoi Paul has just enumer-
ated.

but now you have been washed, you have been sanctified, you have been justified

in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God. Three effects 
of the Christ-event are singled out: “washed,” referring to baptism, the Christian
rite by which the sinful status of the vices mentioned in vv. 9–10 is washed 
away (cf. Acts 22:16; Eph 5:26); “sanctified,” or made holy (see Note on 1:2; cf. 2
Thess 2:12); “justified,” or set in a right relationship with God, as in Rom 5:19
(saved by Christ from [God’s] wrath; see Romans, 400). The three effects are 
simply mentioned with no chronological or logical order among them. Steyn
(“Reflections,” 488) notes that apelousasthe is aor. middle, lit. “you have washed
yourselves” (BDAG, 117: in NT “only mid.”), which distinguishes the human 
act of baptismal washing from the divine action of sanctification and justifica-
tion expressed by the aor. passives, which are divine passives (BDF §342.1; 
ZBG §236).

in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ. See Notes on 1:2; 5:4. This phrase has to
be understood with each of the three preceding verbs. Cf. 1 John 2:12.

and by the Spirit of our God. The effects of baptismal washing, sanctification,
and justification are thus related explicitly to the activity of the Holy Spirit; cf. 
1 Tim 3:16. Noteworthy is the triadic ending of this section: God (the Father),
Jesus Christ, Spirit of God.
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11 D. SCANDAL OF PROSTITUTION 
(6:12–20)

6:12“For me all things are permissible”; but not all are beneficial. “For me all
things are permissible,” but I will not be dominated by anything. 13“Food for the
stomach, and the stomach for food, and God will do away with both the one and
the other.” Yet the body is not meant for fornication, but for the Lord; and the
Lord for the body. 14But God has raised up the Lord, and he will raise us up too by
his power. 15Do you not realize that your bodies are members of Christ? Shall I
then take Christ’s members and make them members of a prostitute? Of course
not! 16 [Or] do you not realize that anyone who joins himself to a prostitute be-
comes one body with her? For it says, “The two will become one flesh.” 17But who-
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ever is joined to the Lord becomes one spirit (with him). 18Flee from fornication!
“Every sin that one commits is outside the body.” But the fornicator sins against
his own body. 19Or do you not realize that your body is the temple of the Holy
Spirit, which is within you and which you have from God, and that you are not
your own? 20For you have been bought at a price. So glorify God with your body.

COMMENT

Paul continues his discussion of sexual immorality (begun in 5:1–13), but now in
the broader context of human freedom. His discussion begins with the quotation
of a double slogan about human freedom, and with another about food to be
eaten. These slogans may have been reported to him as mantras or maxims in use
among Corinthian Christians, and their character expresses well the problem that
Paul now takes up. He again engages in diatribe-like style throughout this passage,
as he quotes the sayings, comments on the implications of them, and asks rhetori-
cal questions, because such factors are basic to human and Christian conduct. He
realizes that they touch the fundamental question of the purpose of human free-
dom, and even of the human body and food that one gladly eats. He wants the Co-
rinthian Christians to reflect on the purpose of the human body and its sexuality,
especially in light of human freedom, even though he does not present a thorough
and formal treatise on either topic. His main message is stated succinctly in v. 18a:
“Flee from fornication!” Thus Christian freedom can have nothing to do with
harlotry, and this for five reasons: (1) the human body is “made for the Lord”
(6:13), because human destiny is to be with the Lord; (2) the bodies of Christians
are members of the risen Christ (6:14–15); (3) Christians are “joined to the Lord”
and become “one spirit” with him (6:17); (4) the body of the Christian is actually
the temple of the Holy Spirit, which is within and comes from God (6:19); and 
(5) Christians “have been bought at a price” (6:20); as a result, they must glorify
God with their bodies. Although some interpreters see in this pericope no “indi-
cations of concrete abuses of this nature [i.e., of harlotry] in the Corinthian com-
munity” (Byrne, “Eschatologies,” 290) and think that this pericope merely looks
ahead to the treatment of marriage and celibacy in chap. 7, it is more likely that
Paul is dealing with yet another abuse in the Christian community of Roman Cor-
inth. He treats the abuse of harlotry in terms of a larger question, whether a Chris-
tian is free to do what he or she wants.

The passage has two sections: vv. 12–17 and vv. 18–20. The first section 
is marked by several parallel statements: v.12ab–12cd, vv.13abc–13def–14ab, 
v. 15abc, v. 16ab. An enthymeme is used in v. 15. The second section begins and
ends with an impv. (v. 18a, v. 20b).

Freedom does not mean license to do what one wants without any regard for
one’s obligations. Not everything that is possible or permissible contributes to the
good in life. So Paul seeks to inculcate detachment, lest Corinthian Christians be
dominated by earthly or natural attractions. He is concerned that they reflect on
why they have a body and its sexual instincts, and what the relation of both is to
their life in Christ. As in 5:1–5, Paul deals with the matter of freedom or a libertine
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attitude towards a certain kind of sexual intercourse, especially in vv. 12–20, but
even more generically in vv. 9–10. His stance is different here from what he will
say in chap. 7, where other matters involving human sexuality will be discussed. It
is, however, an obvious exaggeration to speak of “the glaring apparent contradic-
tion, in contiguous passages 6:12–20/7:1–11,” pace Goulder (“Libertines?”).

Although Paul used s∑ma, “body,” in passing in 5:3, this is the first place where
the term occurs with some extended treatment (6:13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20), and the
interpretation of the word in these verses is complicated and somewhat debated.
The term s∑ma is often understood in a holistic sense, meaning the whole human
being or self under a certain aspect, especially when the person is the subject to
which something happens or the object of one’s own actions (so J. Weiss; Bult-
mann, TNT, 1:194–96; J. A. T. Robinson). That interpretation of s∑ma in these
verses is controverted, and a number of other commentators take the term to
mean the physical living body itself in the full Greek sense, as one of the compo-
nents of the human complex along with psych≤, “soul” (Gundry, S∑ma; Murphy-
O’Connor). That is the meaning of s∑ma in the LXX in the vast majority of its
occurrences: physical human body (sometimes even the dead body). In only
seven instances it seems to have a broader connotation, meaning person as a
whole (Gen 47:12; 1 Chron 28:1; 1 Esdr 3:4; Tob 11:15; 13:7; Sir 51:2; Job 33:11;
see Ziesler, “S∑ma”). This physical sense is pressed still further by Käsemann 
(Essays, 129) and Byrne (“Sinning”), who stress that the physical body also pro-
vides the possibility of “personal self-communication,” by which human beings
are related to others and subject to the world in which they live; fornication or har-
lotry perverts the human faculty intended to be the instrument of intimate com-
munication with another person.

Pace Rosner (“Temple Prostitution”), what gives rise to Paul’s discussion in this
paragraph is not temple prostitution, which, although it might be historically
credible, has little to commend itself in the present context and lacks any real link
with the kind of idolatry to be discussed in 1 Corinthians 10, where neither
porneia, nor pornos, nor porn≤ is found, and porneu∑ is used with a different con-
notation. Rosner, however, rightly objects to the understanding of this paragraph
in terms of sexual immorality in general or specifically of the incest of 5:1. Paul
writes only about porn≤, a common word for “prostitute” and never mentions ei-
ther hetaira, “courtesan” (thought to be of higher class) or hierodoulos, “sacred
prostitute,” the two terms that Strabo (Geogr. 8.6.20) once used of the Temple of
Aphrodite in pre-Roman Corinth.

In this final paragraph of chap. 6, Paul is enunciating a thesis against fornica-
tion and harlotry, which he regards as a sin against the human body, because that
body has a special relationship to “the Lord,” the risen Christ, and to “God,” be-
cause from Him that body has become “the temple of the Holy Spirit.” In this way
Paul has enunciated a thesis about sexual ethics and a sexual asceticism, but here
in chap. 6 it is discussed only in terms of fornication or harlotry. In chap. 7, when
he begins to answer questions that Corinthian Christians have asked him in the
letter mentioned there, he will continue to apply the thesis to other matters, to
marriage and to celibacy. It is important that Paul’s thesis be rightly understood
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and not subjected to any manipulation or toning down (see Nejsum, “The Apolo-
getic Tendency”).

NOTES

6:12. “For me all things are permissible.” Some commentators (e.g., Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 121; Spicq) understand this saying as Paul’s “own words,” be-
cause they are used again in 10:23. Similarly, Dodd (“Paul’s Paradigmatic ‘I’ ”),
for whom Paul is the author of v. 12 “in its entirety,” because there are 32 in-
stances where Paul clearly indicates that he is citing the words of others, whereas
nothing similar is found here in this so-called slogan. Yet even though Paul may at
times use the 1st pers. sing. in hortatory statements, or as in Rom 7:7–25, that is far
from the situation envisaged in this verse, where the statement is rather proverbial.
Dodd’s explanation fails to cope with the following all’ ou(k), which is found in
each instance and which pits Paul’s reaction over against the saying. Conse-
quently, panta moi exestin, “for me all things are possible,” is best taken as a slogan
that sums up the attitude of freedom of certain Corinthian Christians in their at-
tending moral problems (see Hurd, Origin, 68; and also many commentators).
Paul disagrees with the slogan. He will repeat it again in the second half of this
verse, and later in 10:23 (without “for me” [an insignificant difference]), and in
each case, he reacts to it. This generic slogan is cited now as a justification for sex-
ual licence, as some of the following verses reveal.

Some commentators ascribe the slogan to a “gnosticizing party in the church
which was impatient of the restraints of conventional morality” (Bruce, 1 Cor,

62); similarly Schmithals, Gnosticism, 230: “gnostically understood eleutheria”;
Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 108–9; Barrett, 1 Cor, 144–45). This is highly questionable,
as Lindemann (1 Cor, 145) notes. Evidence for Gnostics in Corinth at this time is
nonexistent; hence it is better left merely as a Corinthian slogan, perhaps derived
from Stoic ideas about freedom (eleutheria) and the “right of self-determined con-
duct” (exousia autopragias, Diogenes Laertius 7.121; Epictetus, Diss. 1.1.21).
Such an idea is also known, however, to Philo, Quod omn. prob. lib. 9 §59: The
one who acts rightly “will have the power to do anything and to live as he wishes,
and having it would be free” (h∑st’ exousian sch≤sei panta dran kai z≤n h∑s boule-

tai. h∑ de taut’ exestin, eleutheros an ei≤). Hence it is difficult to say whether Paul
is consciously reacting to a specific Stoic slogan; more than likely he knows that it
is being bandied about in Roman Corinth, and that is sufficient reason for him to
react to it (see further D’Agostino, “Un Paolo stoico?”).

but not all are beneficial. I.e., do not contribute to my good or the good of the
community. Paul’s reaction echoes in fact an idea found in Sir 37:28, ou gar

panta pasin sympherei, “not everything contributes to the good of everyone.” Not
everything builds up the community, a notion to which Paul will return in 7:35,
also 10:23. Individualism or selfishness contributes nothing to the common good.
In both Aristotelian and Stoic philosophy, to sympheron, “the beneficial,” and to
agathon, “the good,” are so identified (see TDNT, 9:71).

“For me all things are permissible,” but I will not be dominated by anything. Or
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“. . . by anyone,” since tinos can be neut. or masc. As he repeats the slogan, Paul
engages in a wordplay that cannot be reproduced in English. In the slogan, 
exestin, “it is permissible, right,” is employed, but in Paul’s second reaction to the
slogan the fut. pass. of exousiaz∑, “have the right of control over” (someone/some-
thing), the verb is related to exousia, “right, power.” With such a wordplay, Paul
stresses that a real Christian will not be enslaved by anything. He is thus advocat-
ing detachment from all earthly things, which should characterize a follower of
Christ. Cf. Gal 4:9b. It is difficult to determine whether “I” in Paul’s reaction is to
be emphasized (so Lindemann, 1 Cor, 145) or it is merely reflecting the “me” of
the slogan (so Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 122); either is possible.

13. “Food for the stomach, and the stomach for food, and God will do away with

both the one and the other.” Lit. “foods for the belly” (koilia, a noun with a wide
connotation, sometimes meaning “womb, uterus” [Gal 1:15], “seat of desires”
[LXX Job 15:35], but also “stomach,” a part of the human body). Again, the chias-
tic two-part saying and its sequel is another Corinthian slogan that Paul is quoting,
which is related somehow to the previous one cited twice. In a context that es-
capes us, the first-quoted generic slogan may have been utilized to curb restric-
tions on certain kinds of food and then developed into a more specific form that is
now cited. Some interpreters understand the last clause as part of Paul’s reaction
to the slogan expressed in the first two clauses (so Miguens, “Christ’s ‘Members,’ ”
26), but the relationship expressed in the last part of v. 13 and v. 14 and especially
the parallelism between v. 13a and v. 13b make it clear that God’s reaction to food
and stomach is matched by His reaction to the Lord’s body and that of Christians.
Whatever the relation is between the two slogans quoted, the relation in human
life between food and sex is sufficient to have them joined here.

The antinomian who is being quoted regards fornication as fulfilling a human
need, just as food and drink fulfill such a need. That God will do away with both
stomach and food means that in good time (at the parousia) God will see to a
change in the human constitution and the sensitive world in general so that nei-
ther the organs of digestion nor the foods usually consumed will be existent.
“When the s∑ma ceases to be psychikon and becomes pneumatikon (xv. 44), nei-
ther br∑mata nor the koilia will have any further function, and therefore ‘God will
bring to nought’ both of them” (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 123).

Paul, however, is not concerned about the purpose of food, and the last part of
this verse reveals his real concern. He cites the slogan merely to build up his argu-
ment. What is implied in such a liberal slogan is that sexual intercourse is likewise
for the human physical body, and the body for such intercourse. Hence his next
statement, which is his reaction to the Corinthian slogan, as the parallelism of
wording reveals; in it he will descend from the generic sense of sexual intercourse
to the specific kind that he finds wrong.

Yet the body is not meant for fornication, but for the Lord; and the Lord for the

body. The “stomach” (koilia) is indeed part of the body, but a human being is not
all “body” (s∑ma). The physical body of a human being is indeed involved in and
even intended for sexual intercourse, but not for porneia, because that mode of
free intercourse is now seen to be contrary to the destiny of a human being. See
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Note on porneia (5:1); although its generic sense of sexual prosmiscuity might
seem to be meant here and is often so taken (e.g., RSV, Gundry), it soon becomes
clear that the specific sense of “fornication” or “harlotry” is intended (vv. 15–16),
i.e., casual coitus with a prostitute. What is affirmed in this verse shows that s∑ma

cannot be understood in the Bultmannian sense of “self” or “der Mensch”; it has
to be taken as the physical, living human body, and not as Bof (“Il s∑ma”) would
have it.

Pace Kempthorne (“Incest”), Malina (“Does porneia,” 14), and Miguens 
(“Christ’s ‘Members,’ ” 43), the word porneia does not mean “incest” throughout
chaps. 5 and 6; that meaning is restricted to 5:1–5. Here (in vv. 9, 13, 15, 16, 18)
porneia means specifically either “harlotry, prostitution” (i.e., commercial sexual
intercourse), as also in 10:8; Matt 21:31, 32; Luke 15:30; or simply “fornication,”
i.e., prebetrothal, premarital, or extramarital heterosexual intercourse, as in 
1 Thess 4:3; LXX Tob 4:12 (see Jensen, “Does porneia,” especially for the OT
usage in the LXX; also O’Rourke, “Does the New Testament”). Paul makes no
mention of marital infidelity here, and it is far from clear that one is to assume that
some of the Corinthian men involved were married. If indeed some of them were
so involved, that could be moicheia, “adultery,” and Paul has distinguished al-
ready pornoi from moichoi in v. 9 above.

God, who is mentioned in the second Corinthian slogan, has other designs for
the human body than its use in fornication. For the destiny of a human being is
rather “the Lord,” i.e., the risen Christ (see Note on 1:2), as Paul makes clear in
the second part of the verse as well as in the next verse. He also states it plainly in
1 Thess 4:3–7, and especially in 4:17b (hout∑s pantote syn Kyri∑ esometha, “so we
shall always be with the Lord”); cf. Phil 1:23b. To make sure that he is understood,
Paul not only asserts that the “body” is for the Lord, but he inverts the relationship:
“the Lord (is) for the body,” i.e., constitutes its destiny or goal, and consequently
the body cannot be freely used in an arbitrary way.

Note the parallelism of formulation, as pointed out by Murphy-O’Connor
(“Corinthian Slogans,” 394): As the Corinthian slogan spoke of “food for the
stomach, and the stomach for food,” so Paul retorts, “the body . . . for the Lord,
and the Lord for the body,” making use of chiasmus. As the slogan used: ho de

theos kai taut≤n kai tauta katarg≤sei, “and God will do away with both the one and
the other,” so Paul retorts, ho de theos kai ton kyrion ≤geiren kai h≤mas exegerei,

“but God has raised up even the Lord and will raise us up too.”
Gundry (S∑ma, 59–60) rightly insists on the meaning of s∑ma here as the “phys-

ical body”; it does not mean the “human person” or the “inner man.” “Paul’s ref-
erence to the resurrection reinforces the physical connotation of s∑ma. Otherwise
the Corinthians would not have entertained their objections to the doctrine, ob-
jections with which Paul must deal in ch. 15, to say nothing of the physicalness of
resurrection in Paul’s own Jewish, Pharisaical heritage.” Surprising is the con-
cluding clause of v. 13, “and the Lord for the body,” because in Paul’s view the re-
lation of the Lord to a human being is not restricted to the spirit but involves even
“the body.”

14. But God has raised up the Lord, and he will raise us up too by his power. Paul
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not only ascribes to the Father the resurrection of Jesus Christ, but associates the
destiny of the Christian, determined by God, with that glorious status of the risen
Christ. The “body” of the Christian is destined to share in that status, and not just
the stomach. The “power” of which Paul speaks may refer to 1:18, but more prob-
ably it is “the power of his resurrection” (Phil 3:10), which must be traced back to
the Father (see Fitzmyer, TAG, 202–17; cf. 1 Cor 15:15, 20; Rom 8:11; 2 Cor
4:14; 13:4). In the second clause, some mss (P 46c2, B, 6, 1739) read rather the 
aor. ex≤geiren, “raised” (us up [proleptically]); and others (P11,46*, A, D*, P) have
the pres. exegeirei, “raises,” but the fut. katarg≤sei, “will do away with, will destroy”
(v. 13) makes the parallel fut. exegerei the better reading here.

Because Paul writes “us” instead of “our s∑mata,” it does not mean that he 
is giving the noun s∑ma in this passage a meaning “which is most intimately 
connected with man and amounts to the same thing as ‘self’ ” (Bultmann, TNT,

1:195; similarly J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 161; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 29: “fre-
quently . . . s∑ma is simply a periphrasis for the personal pronoun,” as in 1 Cor
6:15, which is parallel to 1 Cor 12:27; also 31: “the body . . . stands throughout
this passage for the ‘personality’ ”); similarly Lindemann (1 Cor, 147). However,
as Gundry rightly notes, Paul has used the noun s∑ma twice in v. 13 and will use 
it again in v. 15; so his use of the pers. pron. in this verse instead is merely a 
stylistic variant. This is clearly a better explanation than that of Schnelle(“1 Kor
6:14”), who regards the whole verse as a post-Pauline gloss introduced because of
the use of kyrios, “the Lord,” in v. 13 and in light of the discussion coming in
15:12–19, 38, 42, 44, 48, 51–53; moreover, he claims that v. 14 would interrupt
the otherwise cohesive argument of 6:12–20 to stress the salvific value of Christ’s
resurrection for Christians. The interruption is really only apparent (see Murphy-
O’Connor, “Interpolations,” 85–87).

15. Do you not realize that your bodies are members of Christ? As in vv. 2, 3, 9
above, Paul expostulates as he addresses the Corinthian Christians. This verse
now explains why the body of a Christian “is for the Lord” (6:13). The physical
s∑mata of Christians are identified as “members” (mel≤) of Christ. This verse an-
ticipates what will be explained further in 12:12–14, 27; and in Rom 12:4–5,
where Christians themselves are said to be “members” of Christ or of his body;
their bodies are united to him as his limbs etc., and their corporate existence in
him makes him known in the world. The power of the risen Christ is now active
in the bodies of Christians. In the present context, the emphasis is on the physical
“bodies,” because the topic being discussed involves such a body. S∑ma does not
have here a “more-than-physical meaning, . . . but . . . melos and s∑ma in ch. 12
have a figurative meaning when used ecclesiastically. . . . Verse 15a simply antic-
ipates the figure of the Church as Christ’s Body” (Gundry, S∑ma, 61), but Linde-
mann (1 Cor, 148) contests this ecclesiastical aspect.

Shall I then take Christ’s members and make them members of a prostitute? I.e.,
shall I take my body, the member that belongs to Christ, and indulge in bodily
contact with a harlot? That would relate Christ to a harlot, and the even casual in-
tercourse involved in harlotry would undo the Christian’s commitment to Christ
and the manifestation of him in the world. Paul asks this question of an imaginary
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interlocutor; it is a rhetorical question used in diatribe-like style, which also de-
pends on his understanding of the verse of Genesis that he is going to quote in 
v. 16 about the mingling or contact of bodies in sexual intercourse.

The first Greek word is poorly transmitted; instead of the ptc. aras, “taking,”
found in the best mss, some mss (P, ¥, 81) read the particle ara, which together
with oun would mean, “Shall I consequently make Christ’s members . . . ?”

Of course not! Lit. “May it not be (so)!” The Classical Greek optative mood is
retained in a wish as a strong rejection of what has been suggested in the rhetori-
cal question, as Paul moves to a new stage in his argument. On this exclamatory
answer, which appears only here in 1 Corinthians, but often elsewhere in Pauline
letters, see Malherbe, “M≤ genoito.”

16. [Or] do you not realize that anyone who joins himself to a prostitute becomes

one body with her? Lit. “anyone clinging to a prostitute is one body.” For the for-
mula ouk oidate hoti, see Note on 3:16. The formula introduces another rhetori-
cal question that shows that the imaginary objection is a false conclusion of what
Paul has been saying. Paul will cite Genesis to show that even casual copulation
with a harlot has a lasting unitive effect and aligns the Christian against the Lord
(v. 17). “To have extramarital sexual intercourse is to repudiate the relationship of
belonging to the body of Christ” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 111; similarly Rosner,
“Function of Scripture,” 526–27).

Paul uses the ptc. koll∑menos, the simple form of the compound Greek verb
proskoll≤th≤setai, “will cling” (to his wife), which is in the full form of the Gene-
sis verse to be quoted. Pace Miller (“Fresh Look”), there is no difference in the
meaning, as the Greek form of Gen 2:24 quoted in Matt 19:5 shows (simple
koll≤th≤setai); both refer to intercourse or copulation, and the simple verb does
not mean necessarily only “adhesion or loyalty” (see Sir 19:2, ho koll∑menos 

pornais, “one consorting with harlots”). Admittedly, a nonsexual metaphorical
use of (pros)kollasthai is found also in LXX Deut 10:20; Ps 73:28; 2 Kgs 18:6, as
well as Ruth 2:21, 23 (cited by Miller), but that is not its only meaning.

Porter (“How Should”) argues that koll∑menos should be rendered, “the one
who sells himself into bondage (i.e., obligates himself) to a prostitute,” as in Luke
15:15 (where ekoll≤th≤ is used of the prodigal son). That, however, unduly intro-
duces an economic nuance, which is not operative here. Mitchell more rightly
recognizes that Paul’s argument “centers on relations between insiders and out-
siders. The insiders are mel≤ Christou, but the prostitute clearly is not (6:15), and
thus should not be mingled with. She is beyond the boundary and is indeed a
threat to the health of the whole community” (Paul, 120).

For it says, “The two will become one flesh.” Paul cites Gen 2:24 according to the
LXX, esontai hoi dyo eis sarka mian, where “the two” has been added to the MT,
which has only, “and they will become one flesh.” In Genesis, the verse records
the divine institution of human marriage and the full union of husband and wife,
which casual and transitory copulation completely ignores; indeed, it even con-
tradicts its very purpose. Even though the Genesis text speaks of “one flesh” (sarx

mia), Paul applies the words to extramarital sexual intercourse, because, although
he recognizes that the same union of flesh takes place, such intercourse not only
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militates against the divine institution of marriage, but also against the relation-
ship of Christians to the body of Christ and their union with the risen Lord. Union
with a prostitute is deleterious of the unique union that should be with Christ (see
Baldanza, “L’uso”). Paul’s application of Gen 2:24 to fornication is not a misuse
of the OT, because it indirectly repeats the teaching of Genesis, while directly
speaking against casual sexual intercourse, in that it expresses the mingling of
human bodies that is indeed pertinent to his argument. Rosner rightly argues for
Paul’s correct use of Gen 2:24 to support his assertion at the beginning of this
verse, because Paul appeals to that Genesis passage to remind the Corinthians
that “sexual relations belong to marriage” (“Function of Scripture,” 516). The
quotation is introduced only by ph≤sin, “it says,” which assumes that the readers
will understand its subject to be something like h≤ graph≤, “Scripture” (says); cf. 
1 Clem. 30:2; 2 Clem. 7:6; Ep. Barn. 7:7.

In citing Gen 2:24, which uses sarx, “flesh,” Paul is understanding it as a syn-
onym for s∑ma (sarx mia = hen s∑ma). Cf. the fuller use of Gen 2:24 in Eph 5:31,
and the different application of it to the problem of divorce in Matt 19:5; Mark
10:8–9.

17. But whoever is joined to the Lord becomes one spirit (with him). Lit. “is one
spirit” (hen pneuma), in contrast to “one body” or “one flesh” of v. 16. One would
have expected Paul to say “becomes one body” with the Lord, but instead he shifts
because of his often-used contrast of “flesh” and “spirit.” The union of Christians
with the Lord is real, but on a different level; it has nothing to do with “flesh,” for
it is of a spiritual nature, being an intimate union with the risen Lord. As such, it
precludes all free and casual use of the body (or flesh) in sexual intercourse.
“Being joined to the Lord” means that a Christian cannot be “joined to a prosti-
tute,” even in a casual act. The quotation of Gen 2:24, which per se refers to the
union of man and women in the marital act, now suggests that the spiritual union
of the Christian with “the Lord” has a marital connotation (recall 6:13e: the body
is “meant for the Lord”). Whoever thus joins himself to the Lord transcends
human bodily existence and acquires a new identity, as one becomes “one spirit”
with Christ (see Baldanza, “L’Uso”).

18. Flee from fornication! This hortatory imperative is the main message of the
pericope, resuming the last impv. of 5:13. The impv. pheugete may be an imitative
allusion to Joseph’s flight from Potiphar’s wife in Gen 39:12 (so Godet, 1 Cor,

1:311; Bruce, 1 Cor, 65). T. Reuben 5.5 has the same advice, pheugete oun t≤n

porneian, the wording of which also depends on the Joseph story, as 4.8 reveals.
For the double allusion, see Rosner, “A Possible Quotation.” Even though
Joseph’s example was well known in ancient Judaism, Paul makes no explicit use
of it.

“Every sin that one commits is outside the body.” This sweeping rhetorical state-
ment is uttered in the immediate context of a relationship with a prostitute. Again,
from the context of harlotry, the physical body must be meant, and the statement
asserts that the body has nothing to do with sin. Some versions read, “Every other
sin” (so ESV, NAB, NEB, REB, RSV) or “All other sins” (NJB), but the Greek text
has simply pan hamart≤ma, and no variant reading adds allo, “other.”
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This puzzling statement has been subject to many varying interpretations (Allo
[1 Cor, 148] counted almost thirty of them; cf. Dautzenberg, Studien, 142–47),
and a very common interpretation is comparative: “other sins do not leave any-
thing like the same filthy stain on our bodies as fornication does” (Calvin, quoted
by Barrett, 1 Cor, 150–51; similarly Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 128; see further
Gundry, S∑ma, 71–75).

Perhaps the best way to understand it is as yet another Corinthian slogan, as
Murphy-O’Connor has argued (“Corinthian Slogans”; similarly Collins, Hays,
Horsley; Romaniuk, “Exégèse,” 201–2; Miguens, “Christ’s ‘Members,’ ” 39; Rad-
cliffe, “ ‘Glorify God,’ ” 310). The slogan would mean that “the physical body is
morally irrelevant, for sin takes place on an entirely different level of one’s being”
(Murphy-O’Connor, 393). Paul, however, answers that sinning Christians have
put their “members slavishly at the disposal of impurity and iniquity” (Rom 6:19;
cf. Rom 12:1–2), and they may not invoke such a slogan. This Paul explains in the
next clause.

but the fornicator sins against his own body. This is Paul’s reaction to such a 
slogan. He is formulating a criticism of it and prescinds from what he wrote in 
vv. 9–10 about fornicators, the greedy and idolaters, whose sins prevent them from
inheriting the kingdom of God. Greed and idolatry might be “outside the body,”
but they are not a concern to Paul now. Fornication, however, is committed
against the body of the individual who engages in it, because to idion s∑ma, “his
(or her) own body,” is meant to be the means of “personal self-comunication.”
“The immoral person perverts precisely that faculty within himself that is meant
to be the instrument of the most intimate bodily communication between per-
sons” (Byrne, “Sinning,” 613). The Christian who thus sins ruins his own status
before God, as Paul prescinds from the effect such a sin would have on the prosti-
tute. In saying “his own body,” Paul may be echoing a notion found in LXX Sir
23:17, which reads:

anthr∑pos pornos en s∑mati sarkos autou ou m≤ paus≤tai he∑s an ekkaus≤ pyr;

anthr∑p∑ porn∑ pas artos h≤dys, ou m≤ kopas≤ he∑s an teleut≤s≤,

a man who commits fornication in the body of his flesh will not cease until
fire burns (him) up; to a fornicator all bread is sweet, he will not cease until he
dies.”

See also LXX Prov 20:2 (hamartanei eis t≤n heautou psych≤n, “sins against his
own soul”); Sir 10:29; 19:2–3 (cf. Fisk, “Porneuein”).

S∑ma here cannot be “perhaps the body of Christ” (pace Soards, 1 Cor, 132),
because there is no hint in this text of the ecclesiastical sense of s∑ma. It denotes
rather the physical human body that is “in touch with the outside world of per-
sons, powers, and events” (Byrne, “Sinning,” 610 [following Käsemann]).

19. Or do you not realize that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit, which is

within you and which you have from God? In 3:16, Paul called the Christian com-
munity of Corinth “the temple of God” and said that “the Spirit of God” dwelt in
it, but now he teaches something very similar about the individual Christian and
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his or her body. Thus Paul affirms not only the corporate, but also the individual
sense of the indwelling Spirit of God, without seeking to explain which one is
speculatively prior to the other. See Rom 8:9–11, where he also says that “the
Spirit of God dwells in you,” and makes a number of other assertions about the re-
lation of the individual Christian to Christ and the Spirit (see Romans, 480–81,
490–91). Individual Christians have the Spirit, because they have been “washed”
(6:11), and this is another reason why they cannot enter into a union with a harlot.
Although Paul usually writes pneuma hagion, he now emphasizes the sanctity of
the Spirit by putting hagion first. Philo also calls the human soul a house of God
(De somniis 1.23 §149): Spoudaze oun, ∑ psych≤, theou oikos genesthai hieron 

hagion, “Be zealous, O soul, to become a house of God, a holy temple.”
and that you are not your own. This concluding clause gives Paul’s answer to

the question about freedom implied in v. 12 above. In effect, Paul is contrasting
the indic. and the impv. as he says, You are a Christian; so live as a Christian, for
“you belong to Christ” (3:23): you as an individual Christian do not belong to
yourself, but to Christ Jesus, whom you reckon to be your kyrios.

20. For you have been bought at a price. This is the reason why Christians are
not their own and may not misuse their bodies. Paul refers to the death of Jesus
Christ and views that shedding of his blood as a price paid for the redemption of
his followers, the onerous burden that Christ Jesus bore for humanity. Yet he
never explains further the meaning of the “price,” either its amount or to whom it
has been paid. It fits in, however, with his idea of redemption as an effect of the
Christ-event (recall 1:30), i.e., that Christians have been ransomed or bought
back by Christ from bondage to sin and now belong to a new kyrios (see PAHT

§PT75). Cf. Gal 3:13; 4:5, where Paul has employed exagoraz∑, the compound of
agoraz∑ used here, to express the same idea; these verbs differ considerably from
the usual Greek word used for the sale or manumission of slaves in the contempo-
rary world (see Lyonnet, “L’emploi,” 85–89; Spicq, TLNT, 1:26–28). Cf. 1 Pet
1:18–19; Rev 5:9. The Vg speaks of it as pretio magno, “great price.” Paul will re-
peat this idea in 7:23.

So glorify God with your body. Or “in your body.” The impv. is plur., as is the
poss. adj. “your.” So Paul is recommending to the Christian community of Cor-
inth a corporate honoring of God. S∑ma, however, is sing., and in light of the fore-
going context it suggests that all Corinthian Christians should see to it that God is
honored in the individual conduct of their bodily lives. Rather than use the phys-
ical “body” for fornication, they should use it to honor and praise God. This is the
only time that Paul exhorts Christians to glorify God in this way, and it serves to
show that even the human body can enter such service of God. Yet Paul wrote
about himself to the Philippians, “According to my eager expectation and hope, I
shall not be put to shame in any way, but with all boldness, both now and always,
Christ will be magnified in my body, whether through life or through death” (Phil
1:20).

Some mss (C 3, D2, K, L, P, ¥, 1739mg) add at the end of the verse: kai en t∑

pneumati hym∑n, hatina estin tou theou, “and with your spirit, which are of God.”
This is an added gloss, unrelated to the argument of the paragraph, which speaks
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of the sanctity only of the body, with no mention of the human spirit (see Metzger,
TCGNT, 488). It is also ungrammatical, because the neut. plur. rel. pron. has no
antecedent.
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III. ANSWERS TO QUERIES ABOUT 

MORAL AND LITURGICAL

PROBLEMS (7:1–14:40)
◆

A. MARRIAGE AND CELIBACY
IN THE PASSING WORLD (7:1–40)

12 a. Marriage Is Good, 

Celibacy Is Good: Their Obligations 

and Place (7:1–9)
7:1Now for the matters about which you wrote: It is good for a man not to touch a
woman. 2Yet because of instances of fornication, each man should have his own
wife, and each woman her own husband. 3The husband should fulfill his conju-
gal duty to his wife, and likewise the wife to her husband. 4The wife does not have
authority over her own body, but rather her husband does; likewise a husband
does not have authority over his own body, but rather his wife does. 5Do not de-
prive one another, except perhaps by mutual consent for a time, to be free for
prayer; but then be together again, so that Satan may not tempt you because of
your lack of self-control. 6 I say this as a concession, not as a command. 7 I wish that
all were as I myself am, but each one has a particular gift from God, one of one
kind and one of another. 8Now to the unmarried and to widows I say: it is good for
them to remain as I am, 9but if they are not exercising self-control, they should
marry; for it is better to marry than to burn.

COMMENT

Paul now turns to topics treated in a letter that has been sent to him by Corinthian
Christians. No one knows how he received such a missive. It might have been
brought to him by “some of Chloe’s people” (1:11) or, more likely, by the mes-
sengers mentioned in 16:17, Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus. It seems to
have been occasioned by Paul’s previous letter mentioned in 5:9, in which he
counseled Corinthian Christians “not to associate with sexually immoral people.”



That undoubtedly raised questions in the minds of some Corinthian Christians
about various topics, such as, “Is sexual intercourse to be allowed at all?” “Is it
right for a man to touch his wife?” Paul now answers such queries in an ad hoc
fashion, and his discussion should not be taken as a formal treatise on marriage or
virginity. The order of topics may be following that of the queries posed to him in
the letter. One need only look at vv. 6, 10, 12, 17, 25, 26, 35, 40 to see how Paul is
developing a set of regulations concerning marriage and virginity, as Richardson
(“I Say, not the Lord”) has pointed out, even if one hesitates to label them “early
Christian Halakah.”

A fortiori, what Paul now writes about these topics does not cope with findings
of modern psychology or sociology bearing on marriage, celibacy, or human sex-
uality. Hence it is misguided to subject this chapter to a psychoanalytical study,
such as Eickhoff has done, who catalogues Paul’s “false” presupposition[s], “erro-
neous” misunderstanding of woman as “a conscious temptress for man,” or “delu-
sion[s]” in various areas, and even ends with “a little speculation about Paul’s
understanding of his own sex drive” (“A Psychoanalytical Study,” 36). This turns
out to be an analysis of a man who lived about 2000 years ago, and limited to pas-
sages in 1 Corinthians (the only Pauline writing cited!). To many other writers,
this chapter is a misguided treatise on marriage and virginity, as they read it with
preconceptions often derived from modern attitudes or even from other passages
in the Pauline corpus. They at times fail to discern adequately what Paul is actu-
ally saying. Without agreeing with all the details in his article, I find myself in
basic agreement with the “reassessment” of this chapter proposed by Moiser. Al-
though marriage and virginity (or celibacy) are the main topics in this chapter, it
deals with a number of other issues that are often overlooked: the widowed, virgin
daughters, slaves, freedmen, and children.

The first topic that Paul takes up is marriage. This topic is related to the issues
of sexual morality treated in chaps. 5 and 6, and v. 2 will echo what Paul has been
discussing in 6:12–20. In those chapters, sexuality was partly a matter of an open
and free way of living (“for me all things are permissible”), and Paul had to deal
with adulterous incest and fornication or harlotry in such a context. Now the topic
has a different perspective, reflecting a more restricted view of Christian life. In
the first section (vv. 1–9), Paul deals with some aspects of marriage, and only inci-
dentally with virginity or celibacy. His views are not dominated by idealism, but
by a positive realistic view of such states of life, which per se have nothing to do
with sexual immorality of any sort.

Paul begins with a general statement: “It is good for a man not to touch a
woman.” Unfortunately, he does not explain that statement further, simply taking
it for granted that he will be understood. Some versions and many commentators
think that Paul is quoting a saying from the letter that has been sent to him, asking
whether he would approve of such an idea, i.e., that abstention from marriage or
abstention from intercourse within marriage would be the answer to sexual im-
morality. It may even have been a slogan that some Corinthians were espousing,
and that others were querying. Whether it is a Corinthian slogan or not, Paul
enunciates it at the very beginning of his discussion in this chapter and gives the
impression that he is per se in favor of the idea that it expresses, although some in-
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terpreters claim that he is rejecting the Corinthian saying (e.g., Phipps, “Is Paul’s
Attitude”). Certainly Paul realizes the problem that such a view so stated can
cause in human life, and so he proceeds to qualify it in v. 2, in which he comes out
strongly in favor of monogamous marriage. Qualifications or exceptions run
throughout this chapter: in vv. 5, 9, 11a, 21, 28, 36, 39; in some cases they are ex-
pressed as a present general condition (vv. 11a, 28, 39), in others as a simple con-
dition (vv. 9, 21, 36).

Having advocated monogamous marriage, Paul enunciates another principle,
stressing the mutual obligation that married persons have to their spouses in inter-
course (7:3–4). In marriage, the husband has the right to intercourse with his wife,
and she with him; both are equal in this regard, and neither can deprive the other
of that right, and neither can act as though he or she owned his or her own body.
In this regard, having expressed the principle, Paul again adds a qualification:
“Do not deprive one another,” except perhaps by mutual consent, for a time, and
for a good reason (e.g., prayer). This Paul acknowledges by way of concession.
Thus in vv. 1–4 Paul affirms not only monogamous marriage, but also the equal-
ity of spouses in that union. He does this without invoking the formula he will use
in Gal 3:28: “neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor free, neither male nor fe-
male”; or what he will imply in vv. 32–34, when he enlarges his view of Christian
marriage and the spouses’ mutual concern for each other, even beyond the matter
of intercourse that is mentioned in vv. 3–4.

The first statement that Paul quoted or enunciated in v. 1b, however, is given
further development when he says, “I wish that all were as I myself am” (7:7a);
now he counsels the unmarried and widow(er)s “to remain as I am” (7:8). Again
he qualifies his principle by adding a fundamental conviction: God calls human
beings to diverse modes of life, “Each one has a particular gift from God” (7:7bc);
some are called to marriage, and some to virginity.

In this pericope, one notes three reasons for what Paul has been saying about
marriage, each of them negative: (a) “because of instances of fornication” (7:2);
(b) “that Satan may not tempt you because of your lack of self-control” (7:5e); 
(c) “it is better to marry than to burn” (7:9c). Such negative reasons are undoubt-
edly evoked by what he realizes is the problem in the Corinthian community, but
it does not follow that Paul “evaluates marriage as a thing of less value than ‘not
touching a woman’ (v. 1); indeed, he regards it as an unavoidable evil” (Bult-
mann, TNT, 1:202). That is to exaggerate the negative assertions. What has to be
noted in the course of this lengthy chapter, however, is the otherwise positive form
of the statements that Paul makes. He makes use of the comparative kreitton/

kreisson, “better,” only in the restricted remarks of vv. 9 and 38; so he is not saying 
that celibacy or virginity is a better calling than marriage, as the teaching of this
chapter is often paraphrased or encapsulated. For otherwise he employs kalon,

“good,” especially when he sets forth his principles (vv. 1, 8, 26 bis). His state-
ments are consequently measured and should be judged accordingly (see further
Léon-Dufour, “Mariage et continence,” 324–25; Bartling, “Sexuality, Marriage,”
361–62); for a view that interprets kalon in a comparative sense, see Zeller, “Der
Vorrang.”

Paul’s thoughts on human marriage are colored somewhat by the tradition of
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his Jewish background, in which marriage was seen to be the object of the first im-
perative laid on human beings in the OT, “Increase and multiply” (Gen 1:28), for
marriage was considered a divine institution (Gen 2:24). Cf. also Exod 20:14, 17b;
Lev 18:20; Qoh 9:9; Ps 128:3. Josephus summarized Jewish teaching on it thus:

The law [of Moses] recognizes only the natural sexual intercourse with a wife,
and that if one intends to procreate children. . . . It orders (us), in marrying, not
to be influenced by dowry, nor to take a woman by force, nor to win her by
craftiness or deceit, but to woo her from him who is authorized to give her
away. . . . The husband must have intercourse with this (wife) alone, and it is
impious to assault her who belongs to another man. (Ag. Ap. 2.24 §§199–201)

Paul, however, says nothing in this chapter (or elsewhere) about the procreation
of children as the intention of marriage, as mentioned by Josephus. See also
Philo, De spec. leg. 3.6 §§32–36, who interprets Lev 18:19–22. Certain elements
of Paul’s teaching on marriage and celibacy find parallels in ideas also current in
the Greek world of his time, especially in the writings of Stoics and Cynics. By and
large, Stoic teachers maintained that people who respected the gods would con-
sider it a moral duty to marry and have children, because that fostered the city-
state. An example is C. Musonius Rufus, Fragm. XIIIA, which reads:

biou kai genese∑s paid∑n The main point of marriage is
koin∑nian kephalaion einai gamou. a sharing of life and procreation of 

children.
ton gar gamounta, eph≤, For, he used to say, the husband
kai t≤n gamoumen≤n epi tout∑ synienai chr≤ and his spouse must come together,
hekateron thater∑, h∑sth’ hama one with the other in such wise that they

men all≤lois bioun, live with each other together,
hama de <paido>poieisthai, procreate [children] together,
kai koina de h≤geisthai panta and hold all things in common,
kai m≤den idion, m≤d’ auto to s∑ma, and nothing as one’s own, not even the 

body itself.

Such a view of human life differed from that of the Cynics, who often maintained
that marriage distracted one from the pursuit of a really simple life of independ-
ence, renunciation of possessions and social entanglements. There are, however,
other elements that distance Paul from Musonius’s views on marriage and the gift
of celibacy, and Musonius maintained that erotic desire was justified only when
indulged in for procreation (see Ward, “Musonius and Paul”).

As for Paul’s advocacy of virginity, that is usually judged to be something new
on the Jewish scene. The only clear instance of nonmarriage in the OT is the
prophet Jeremiah, to whom the word of the Lord came instructing him not to take
a wife in view of the doom facing the country at that time (Jer 16:1–4). Later on,
some Essene Jews in Judea practiced celibacy (Pliny the Elder, Nat. Hist.

5.15.73). Josephus even records that they did not marry because they held mar-
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riage in “contempt” (J.W. 2.8.2 §120); but cf. 2.8.13 §§160–61, where he knows of
some Essenes who did marry. Cf. the account in Philo, Hypothetica 11.14 §380,
and also that about the related Therapeutae in Egypt, who avoided marriage. Jo-
sephus also mentions Bannus (Life 2 §11), who lived as a hermit in the desert. The
NT says nothing about John the Baptist or Jesus of Nazareth marrying. Isolated in-
stances of celibacy are also known in the much later rabbinic tradition, e.g.,
Simeon ben Azzai (Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law, 106 n. 60; cf. van der
Horst, “Celibacy in Early Judaism”).

In the Greek world of Paul’s day, there were likewise instances of what has been
misnamed sacral celibacy: Plutarch (De Iside et Osiride 2 §§351f–352a) tells of
service in the Temple of Isis requiring abstention from food and sexual inter-
course. In the first century, Apollonius of Tyana was a noted celibate Neopytha-
gorean wandering sage (Philostratus, Vita Apollonii 1.13 ad finem). See further
Deming, Paul.

In this first section (7:1–9), Paul is confronting the Corinthian situation, as v. 1
makes clear, but nowhere in this text does one find traces of Gnostic tenets or
ideas of contemporary mystery religions, sometimes said to be reflected in various
verses of chap. 7. Similarly, the evidence that Corinthian Christians were advo-
cating ascetic ideas based on words of Jesus preserved in “Q” passages of the Syn-
optic tradition (Balch, “Backgrounds of I Cor. VII,” 356–57) is highly tenuous
and speculative, despite the occasional, coincidental occurrence of similar verbs,
as Schrage (“Zur Frontstellung,” 227) has rightly shown. The same has to be said
about alleged archaeological evidence of “sacral celibacy” within marriage, pace

Oster (“Use, Misuse,” 62). The views about marriage and virginity that are found
in chap. 7 are those that Paul has developed in light of problems in the church of
Roman Corinth with which he has had to cope, but they are relativized by his
basic service of Jesus Christ and what was inaugurated by him (see Adinolfi, “Il
matrimonio”).

NOTES

7:1. Now for the matters about which you wrote. Corinthian Christians were seek-
ing advice from the founder of their community, who is now far removed from
them. The prep. phrase peri de will recur in 7:25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1, 12. There is no
guarantee that its further instances will refer to the same letter sent by the Corin-
thians; it may simply introduce a new topic (M. Mitchell, “Concerning peri de”).
For the omission of the rel. pron. ha, “which,” see BDF §294.4. Some mss (A, D,
F, G, ¥, Koine text-tradition) add moi, “to me,” which is lacking in the best mss

(P46, ±, B, C, 33, 81, 1739).
It is good for a man not to touch a woman. The statement employs kalon,

“good,” as in vv. 8, 26; 9:15; Rom 14:21; Gal 4:18. Pace Weiss (1 Cor, 170),
Conzelmann (1 Cor, 115), Caragounis (“ ‘Fornication,’ ” 546), it should not be
translated, “it is better”; that introduces a comparative not expressed in Paul’s
Greek text, a comparative that has often led to the tendentious reading of this
chapter mentioned in the Comment above. Kalon has often been understood as a
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reflection of LXX Gen 2:18, ou kalon einai ton anthr∑pon monon, “It is not good
for the man to be alone.” That is also perhaps the reason why the statement is for-
mulated from the viewpoint of the man, in addition to the prevailing emphasis in
the culture of Paul’s day. In using kalon, Paul is not justifying his position by 
invoking a divine command; he is formulating the thesis abstractly, in a philo-
sophical way: “it is good,” perhaps even morally good (as BDAG, 505, takes it) or
ethically good.

The statement may reflect a debate among Christians of Corinth; if it does, it
might have been a slogan in use among them and could have been set in quota-
tion marks (as in NRSV, NAB, REB, ESV; for a list of interpreters who so under-
stand these words, see Phipps, “Is Paul’s Attitude,” 131 n. 16). In this instance,
however, it is far from certain that it is a slogan, because it might also be a Pau-
line answer to a question posed in the letter that he has received (as argued by
Gramaglia, “Le fonti,” 483–501; Yarbrough, Not Like, 93); cf. RSV, NJB, NEB.
As Barrett notes, “Even if Paul did not himself coin the sentence he quotes it with-
out immediate indication of disapproval, and yet goes on not merely to sanction
marriage but to disapprove of abstinence within marriage” (1 Cor, 154). Whatever
its origin, Paul puts it first, agreeing with it, and so it serves as a principle for what
he is going to say about marriage. As such, it presupposes that Christians are free
and capable of following such a norm as he is introducing for the guidance of a
man and a woman in their dealings with each other in such a union.

Paul writes kalon anthr∑p∑ gynaikos m≤ haptesthai, with no article before either
noun. Although anthr∑pos means “human being,” the contrast with gyn≤,

“woman,” shows that he understands it as “a male human being,” as in Gal 5:3
and often in the LXX. Hence it should not be translated in v. 1b, “. . . not to touch
his wife,” pace Winter (After Paul Left, 225; Baumert, Woman and Man, 30, 33).
Moreover, no limitation of the statement is implied, such as “(on occasion)”
(ibid., 30). Eventually, Paul comes to the question of abstinence in marriage in 
v. 5, but the principle stated now is generic, and it is not expressed as a command
(with an impv.). Hence, questionable indeed are such versions as “not to marry”
(NIV; see Fee, “1 Corinthians 7:1”), or “to remain unmarried” (Goodspeed), be-
cause they introduce a specific meaning not in the Greek text; even worse is the
rendering, “to have nothing to do with women” (NEB). In v. 2 Paul will use gyn≤

and an≤r in the sense of “wife” and “husband,” but that is because he is speaking
of them in a marital union.

Paul uses the mid. voice of hapt∑, “touch,” in the sense of sexual contact, as the
verb is used in LXX Gen 20:4, 6; Ruth 2:9; Prov 6:29; also Plato, Leg. 8.840a; Aris-
totle, Pol. 7.14.12 (1335b); Josephus, Ant. 1.8.1 §163. As Fee has shown, the
phrase haptesthai gynaikos is “a euphemism for sexual intercourse” (“1 Corin-
thians 7:1,” 307–8). To make it mean “to marry” upsets the balance that Paul oth-
erwise has in the chapter, which is merely introduced by v. 1, between marriage
and celibacy. For he is using a phrase that builds on what he has been saying in
6:12–20 and is important for 7:2, where he clearly comes out in favor of marriage.

Ever since Paul wrote it, the saying has been regarded as an ascetic ideal, some-
times paraphrased with philosophical, ideological, and even gnostic nuances 
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that he himself would never have recognized. For it as an ascetic principle, see
Tertullian, De Monogamia 3.2; CCLat 2.1231; Jerome, Adv. Iovinianum 1.7; PL
23.229; Augustine, Confess. 2.2.3; CSEL 33.31; De Nuptiis et Concupiscientia

1.16.18; CSEL 42.230–31. See Deming, Paul, 110–15.
2. Yet because of instances of fornication, each man should have his own wife,

and each woman her own husband. Lit. “because of fornications.” The acc. plur.
porneias is used, as also in Matt 15:19; Mark 7:21 (distinguished from “adultery”),
to denote individual acts of fornication that can happen among human beings.
Many think that porneia is employed here in a more generic sense, “sexual im-
morality” (see Notes on 5:1, 9); that is possible, but the version in JB is surely
awry (“since sex is always a danger”). In any case, this verse qualifies the principle
expressed in v. 1b and adapts it to Paul’s view of monogamous marriage, even if it
does not express a positive reason for marriage. The motivation is expressed only
negatively as the avoidance of acts of porneia, and this is stated as the mutual obli-
gation of both man and woman. Generic exclusion of fornication from human
conduct was already set forth in 6:16, 18; now the exclusion is expressed explicitly
as a reason for marriage. See also 1 Thess 4:3, apechesthai hymas apo t≤s porneias,

“to keep yourselves from fornication.”
For the idiom echein gynaika/andra, “have a wife/husband” = “be married,” see

Note on 5:1; it is not the same as gamein, “marry,” i.e., enter into marriage. The
3d pers. sing. impv. echet∑ formulates a command (Lindemann, 1 Cor, 158); and
the modifiers heautou, “his own,” and idion, “her own,” stress the exclusivity of
the marital bond (= no other partner). What Paul says here and in v. 3 shows how
he conceived husband and wife to be on a par, how marriage provides the only
place for the legitimate expression of sexuality, and how different it was from the
prevailing standards in Roman society, where fidelity was expected of the woman,
but extramarital relations were presumed for the man (see Peterman, “Mar-
riage”).

At the heart of Paul’s thinking about the marital union lies Gen 2:18–24, and
especially v. 24, which was quoted by him in 6:16 as an argument against fornica-
tion (see Note there), even though it is not cited here. Cf. 1 Thess 4:3–8; also
Test. Levi 9.9–10; Collins, “The Unity.”

3. The husband should fulfill his conjugal duty to his wife, and likewise the wife

to her husband. Lit. “to the woman let the man render . . . , and the woman to the
man,” in chiastic arrangement. The 3d pers. sing. pres. impv. apodidot∑, “let him/
her render,” expresses the abiding mutual obligation (opheil≤n) that husband and
wife have in the marital union. The husband’s body is not his own once he enters
marriage, and the wife’s body is not her own either. Although this verse explains
the mutual obligation of husband and wife in marriage, it says nothing about the
purpose of that obligation. Paul prescinds from the Jewish emphasis on the pro-
creation of children (see Josephus, Ag. Ap. 2.24 §199 [quoted above]). Instead of
opheil≤n, mss K, L, and the Koine-text tradition soften the meaning in reading
opheilomen≤n eunoian, “the goodwill owed (to her)” (Metzger, TCGNT, 488).

The Greek language uses an≤r for a “male human being” or “man” as well as for
“husband,” and gyn≤ for a “female human being” or “woman” as well as for
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“wife.” In v. 1 the translation “man” and “woman” was preferred because of the
generic principle there enunciated. However, in v. 2 the same words are rendered
“husband” and “wife,” because that verse speaks of monogamous marriage, an as-
pect of which Paul now discusses.

Paul’s comment and what he says further in vv. 4–5 have been occasioned by
problems about intercourse and abstinence from it, which apparently caused
quarreling (and perhaps even attempts at divorce) among Corinthian Christian
spouses. Having quoted vv. 3–5, Tomson remarks, “Here Paul moves along the
lines of the Tannaic halakha” (Paul and the Jewish Law, 107). That Paul is re-
flecting some Palestinian Jewish tradition about the mutual obligation of spouses
is correct, but that he is somehow echoing later Tannaitic tradition is another
matter, because that is not attested earlier than the third century a.d.

4. The wife does not have authority over her own body, but rather her husband

does; likewise a husband does not have authority over his own body, but rather his

wife does. The mutuality of obligation is pressed further and expressed in parallel
statements so as to become a curb to the freedom of persons who have entered the
marital union. The opheil≤, “duty, obligation” or what is owed to one’s consort, is
more important than the exousia, “right, freedom of choice, authority,” of the in-
dividual spouse. Precedence was given to the husband in v. 3, but now it is given
equally to the wife. Thus Paul insists that “husband and wife have equal conjugal
obligations and equal sexual rights” (Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 224). Verses
3–4 imply that there were instances in Corinth of Christian spouses not agreeing
on abstention from marital intercourse or asserting one’s rights over one’s body.
Paul, however, emphasizes the value of Christian marriage, in which the physical
body (s∑ma) of the husband or wife is meant for marital intercourse with the
spouse, as his Jewish heritage based on Gen 2:24 recognized. It thus seeks to elim-
inate all selfishness from this aspect of marital life. What Paul teaches in v. 4 finds
parallels in some Greek writers: Plutarch, Moralia 139c; Musonius Rufus, Frg.

9.5, 7.
By s∑ma Paul does not mean “the whole, indivisible body-spirit human 

being in its stance over against God, people, and the world,” pace Bruns (“Die
Frau,” 193; similarly Padgett “Feminism,” 126). Nor is Paul engaged in polemics
against “gnosticizing tendencies in Corinth” (Bruns, “Die Frau,” 182 n. 13),
which are scarcely “universally recognized”; there is hardly a hint in this text of its
sarx/pneuma dualism (ibid., 186). What should be noted is that in vv. 32–34,
where Paul contrasts the unmarried with the married (man and woman), he 
at least implies other mutual concerns of one spouse for the other as part of mar-
riage that go beyond that of intercourse. Moreover, what he says both here in 
v. 4 and later in vv. 32–34 has nothing to do with the formula he will use in 
Gal 3:28.

5. Do not deprive one another, except perhaps by mutual consent for a time. Lit.
“do not cheat one another,” the negative impv. m≤ apostereite echoes what Paul
said in 6:7–8 about cheating. Paul recognizes, however, the possibility of individ-
ual preferences of married spouses, and so he qualifies his command; he stresses
that even abstention from marital intercourse must be temporary and governed by
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“mutual consent,” lest a spouse feel cheated and lest it become an end in itself.
That is why he uses pros kairon, “for a limited time” (BDAG, 497), as in 1 Thess
2:17; LXX Wis 4:4; Josephus, J.W. 6.3.2 §190. The phrase does not mean “on suit-
able occasions,” pace Scarpat (“Nisi forte”), as Prete (“Il significato”) has shown; it
means “for a short time.” This advice undoubtedly was sparked by a question that
the Corinthian Christians had asked in their letter. Perhaps the query was moti-
vated by OT passages that speak of abstention from intercourse with a woman 
on certain occasions, such as 1 Sam 21:4–6; Lev 15:18; Exod 19:15, as Lietzmann
(1 Cor, 30) has suggested; cf. Deming, Paul, 122–26. What Paul is speaking about
is clearly not a “practice of celibacy when it confronts a spouse’s conjugal rights,”
pace Poirier and Frankovic, “Celibacy and Charism,” 2. Celibacy denotes a state
of living unmarried, or of not having a spouse, or of living as a virgin; the practice
of it does not encounter a spouse’s conjugal rights.

to be free for prayer. Lit. “that you (plur.) may have time for prayer.” This is to be
understood as an example of a legitimate reason for such temporary abstinence
from intercourse within marriage. Cf. Test. Naphtali 8.8, “There is a time for in-
tercourse with a wife, and a time to abstain for the purpose of his prayer.” This was
also recognized in the later Jewish tradition, as was abstention in order to study the
Torah (see Str-B 3.371–72). Recall also Tob 8:4–8, where Tobiah summons his
bride Sarah to get out of bed in order to pray that the Lord grant them mercy. But
beware of Jerome’s translation in the Vg, where Tobiah and Sarah are said to ab-
stain from intercourse for three nights in order to pray. An instance of such prayer
might be that for the city, recommended in Jer 29:7. Some mss (±2, Koine text-
tradition) read t≤ n≤stei≠ kai t≤ proseuch≤, “for fasting and prayer,” undoubtedly a
copyist’s correction influenced by Mark 9:29.

but then be together again. The Greek phrase epi to auto, “together,” is used 
euphemistically for marital intercourse (BDAG, 363). Some mss (P 46, ¥, Koine
text-tradition) read synerch≤sthe, “(that) you come together” (influenced by
11:20?) instead of the better-attested ≤te, “(that) you be.” Schrage (1 Cor, 2:69)
prefers to read synerch≤sthe.

so that Satan may not tempt you because of your lack of self-control. Lit. “be-
cause of your self-indulgence, incontinence,” but akrasia was often used in antiq-
uity as a synonym of akrateia, “without self-control” (LSJ, 54), which would give
Satan scope for his testing. On Satan, see Note on 5:5. Paul speaks of the archen-
emy of humanity as seeking to seduce married couples, when he means that they
themselves might succumb to a lack of self-control. Recall the role of Satan in Job
1:12a–c, which, however, lacks any mention of temptation; cf. 1 Thess 3:5, where
he is called “the tempter.” In 1QS 3:24, the one who causes the Sons of Light to
stumble is the “Angel of Darkness.”

6. I say this as a concession, not as a command. Lit. “by way of concession,” 
i.e., to meet you halfway (BDAG, 950), “This” refers to the abstention of v. 5, as
Kremer (1 Cor, 132) rightly notes; it is meant to bolster the “except” of that verse
(Barrett, 1 Cor, 157); similarly Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 214; Schrage, 1 Cor, 71–72
(also “Zur Frontstellung,” 232); Lindemann, 1 Cor, 160. Some commentators,
however, claim that “this” refers to either v. 2 or to the whole of vv. 2–5, i.e., that
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Paul is not really bidding Corinthian Christians to marry, but in light of the prob-
lems of porneia, he is only conceding that they may marry (Lietzmann, 1 Cor,

30; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 118; Merklein, 1 Cor, 2:110–11; Robertson-Plummer, 
1 Cor, 135). That, however, is far from clear, because the imperatives in vv. 2–3 do
not express merely a concession being made by Paul. Indeed, they come closer to
epitag≤, “command,” as Schrage notes. Cf. 2 Cor 8:8, where Paul similarly for-
mulates a strong suggestion that he says is not a command. In the next verse, Paul
will go beyond this mere concession. In using the 1st pers. sing. (leg∑), Paul is in-
troducing his personal authority behind the concession that he is making (see
Gooch, “Authority and Justification,” 65).

B. Winter (“1 Corinthians 7:6–7,” and After Paul, 233–40) relates touto, “this,”
to what is to come, appealing to 1:12; 7:26, 35; 15:50; Rom 6:6; Gal 3:17, where
Paul writes leg∑/nomiz∑/ gin∑sk∑ de touto . . . hoti/hina . . . , and touto introduces
a following object clause. So the concession of v. 6 would refer not to anything in
vv. 2–5, but to v. 7: “And this I am saying . . . by way of concession and not of com-
mand, [that] I wish rather . . .”(After Paul, 234). That, however, is a last-ditch so-
lution; Winter has to put brackets around “that” in his translation and speak of “an
implied ‘that’ ” (ibid.). True, at times touto introduces a coming hoti/hina clause
(BDF §289.3), but then that conj. is not lacking in the sentence. Here, however,
touto does not so function; it is pointing to something previously mentioned
(BDF §290.1), i.e., what he conceded in v. 5.

7. I wish that all were as I myself am. Lit. “I desire all human beings to be even
as myself,” i.e., unmarried or celibate—or at least capable to resist sensual allure-
ments, “which make it possible for him to live without marriage” (Barrett, 1 Cor,

158). Paul’s words express an attainable wish and explain why what he is saying is
not by way of a command (v. 6); the reason for his words will come in v. 8. The
verb thel∑ is used similarly in 7:32; 10:20, 27; 11:3; 14:5.

but each one has a particular gift from God, one of one kind and one of another.

Cf. Rom 12:6, where Paul likewise speaks of gifts (charismata) that differ accord-
ing to the grace (charin) given to individual Christians. Hence marriage or non-
marriage is not just a matter of individual preference, but a divine gift to the
individual person. In this context, both states of life are regarded as a “particular
gift (idion charisma) from God.” Conzelmann states that marriage is not “here de-
scribed as a charisma” (1 Cor, 118); but that is what the text clearly says. Instead of
adversative de, many mss (±2, B, D2, ¥,1739, 1881 and the Koine text-tradition)
have gar, “for,” which expresses the reason for v. 6a.

Celibacy or virginity as a gift involves enkrateia, “self-control,” which in Gal
5:23 is listed specifically among the fruits of the Spirit; it is the opposite of akrasia,

“lack of self-control” (v. 5). There is, however, more to the celibate state of life
than merely enkrateia, as will emerge in vv. 25–35 below. Paul uses no term like
“command” or “counsel” but speaks of both marriage and celibacy as gifts of God,
hence as an invitation or call.

What Paul says in v. 7bc makes it clear that he does not regard marriage as a
“necessary evil” (vielfach notwendigwerdendes Übel, Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 29) and
can recognize in it “nothing good,” but at most a basic adiaphoron or indifferent
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matter (ibid.). Pace Lindemann (1 Cor, 161), idion . . . charisma does not mean
merely “Christian life generally,” in which asceticism or the lack of it plays no
role. It may be precisely the opposite of that view, if that “gift” involves a call to
celibate life.

8. Now to the unmarried and to widows I say: it is good for them to remain as I

am. The RSV, ESV render this verse, “to remain single as I do”; similarly NRSV,
NIV: “remain unmarried as I am.” Although that might be a legitimate interpre-
tation of Paul’s words, “single” or “unmarried” is not found in the Greek text. The
REB has “stay as they are,” which is a gratuitous change of the text. Barrett (1 Cor,

161) has “remain as they are, as I do myself,” which reads more into the text than
is there.

Paul is concluding his discussion of the principles that should govern marriage
as he mentions two groups of Christians who are not married: the agamoi, “un-
married,” and ch≤rai, “widows” (or widowers). To these he recommends that they
should remain as he is, which may be a further application of what he said in the
statement with which he began in v. 1. Again he uses kalon, as there; it is a philo-
sophical recommendation, a follow-up of his use of thel∑ in v. 7, and not a com-
mand. As Senft (1 Cor, 91) notes, “Paul says again to this group what he has
already said in vv. 1 and 7a,” recalling with Bachmann that leg∑ is emphatic, “I de-
clare.” It is wrong to interpret kalon as “preferable,” as do some interpreters. Paul
states it as the choice that he has made and recommends it as a good thing; and the
reasons for it he sets out in vv. 26, 28, 32–35 below.

The adj. agamos, “unmarried,” occurs in the NT only in this chapter (vv. 8, 11,
32, 34). In v. 11 it denotes a woman separated in divorce; in v. 32, a single man,
contrasted with ho gam≤sas, “married man”; and in v. 34, a single woman, who is
also called h≤ parthenos, “virgin” (in some mss; see Note there). Here in v. 8, it
occurs along with “widows” in a paragraph where Paul’s main concern is mar-
riage. Does that mean that agamos means “no longer married”? Arens thinks so
(“Was St. Paul Married,” 1189; similarly Murphy-O’Connor, Paul: A Critical

Life, 64–65). That, however, is far from clear, because it loads the alpha-privative
of the adj. with unexpected freight. Moreover, 1 Cor 9:5 (“Do we not have the
right to bring along a Christian wife, as do the rest of the apostles?”) means that, in
giving up that right, Paul was agamos in the sense of 7:32, i.e., that he was
parthenos and that that is what he meant when he wished that “all were as” he
himself was (7:7a). Pace Arens (ibid.), that does not necessarily “suggest that Paul
was in principle opposed to marriage,” because v. 7b states his genuine convic-
tion.

Was Paul a widower? Jeremias (“War Paulus Witwer?”) once argued that Paul,
prior to his Christian call, was such, because, as an ordained Jewish ∂≠k≠m with
ability to make legal decisions (see Acts 9:1–2), he would have had to be married
and 40 years old according to rabbinic tradition. That thesis, however, is not with-
out its anachronistic problems, and it has met with little favor (see Fascher, “Zur
Witwerschaft”; Oepke, “Probleme,” 406–10). The same understanding of this
verse, however, has been advocated by Phipps (“Is Paul’s Attitude,” 128); and
Menoud (“Mariage et célibat,” 23 n. 1), who conjectures that Paul “lived, ever
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since his conversion, separated from his wife (agamos), who remained faithful to
the Jewish law,” a view questioned by Wili, “Privilegium Paulinum.” For Fee 
(1 Cor, 287–88), agamoi = “widowers.” (For what it is worth, Eusebius quotes
Clement of Alexandria who maintained that Paul did “not hesitate in one of his
letters to address his wife whom he did not take about with him in order to facili-
tate his mission” [HE 3.30.1]. Clement refers to Phil 4:3, where Paul addresses
someone as se, gn≤sie syzyge, taking it to mean “you, dear wife” [Strom. 3.53.1;
GCS 52.220]; cf. Origen, Comm. in Rom. 1.1; PL 14.839; RSV has rather “true
yokefellow”; ESV, “true companion”; NRSV, “my loyal companion”; NAB, “my
true yokemate.”)

9. but if they are not exercising self-control, they should marry. I.e., “marriage is a
necessity if one cannot live the asexual life demanded by freedom from the mar-
riage bond” (Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 223). The verb in the protasis of this
qualification is the pres. ouk enkrateuontai, which expresses the actual lack of
“sexual continence” (BDAG, 275 [with neg. ou instead of m≤ for emphasis in a
simple condition, as in Rom 8:9c]); so understood also by Lindemann, 1 Cor, 163.
Cf. the meaning of the same verb in 9:25. It is often translated, “if they cannot ex-
ercise self-control” (RSV; similarly NIV, ESV, Conzelmann, Soards, Robertson-
Plummer, Kremer), but the verb does not say “cannot,” and Paul did not write 
ei de ou dynantai enkrateuesthai. He is saying that, if unmarried persons or wid-
ow(er)s are falling into the same problem of porneia as the persons mentioned in
v. 2, then let them get married. Paul is reckoning with a factual situation (the lack
of the same enkrateia), and so he concludes his general remarks about married
life. At any rate, he is not speaking of individuals endowed with celibacy as a gift of
God (v. 7).

for it is better to marry than to burn. Or “than to be burned.” Now one meets the
first instance of the comparative kreitton, “better,” in this chapter, and it does not
occur in a comparison of marriage and celibacy. The infin. pyrousthai is being
used, but in what sense? When “cannot” is used in the protasis, then it is under-
stood as mid. voice and in a metaphorical sense, “burn with sexual desire”
(BDAG, 899), which is the sense frequently presented in this apodosis (so Conzel-
mann, invoking Lang, TDNT, 6:948–51; Barrett, 1 Cor, 161; Fee, 1 Cor, 289; 
Kremer, 1 Cor, 133; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 163). In support of such a meaning, one
often appeals to 2 Cor 11:29 (burn with emotion [indignation]); and extrabibli-
cally to the late poems associated with the name of Anacreon (Er∑s, sy d’ euthe∑s

me pyr∑son. ei de m≤, sy kata phlogos tak≤s≤i, “O Love, set me immediately aflame;
if not, you yourself will melt in flames” (Anacreontea 11.14–16).

However, Barré has argued that pyroun, though used in the LXX with the
meaning “burn” with emotion (Sir 23:17; 2 Macc 4:38; 10:35; 3 Macc 4:2), is not
used there absolutely, but always with modifiers expressing the emotion (thymois

or stenagmois). Moreover, he cites other NT occurrences of the verb (Eph 6:16; 
2 Pet 3:12; Rev 1:15; 3:18) and the cog. noun pyr∑sis (1 Pet 4:12; Rev 19:8, 18), all
of which are found in contexts of eschatological judgment. Since in this chapter
Paul discusses various marital and nonmarital states in light of an imminent
parousia (7:17–35), Barré argues that “to burn” means “to be burned in the fires of
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judgment or Gehenna” (“To Marry,” 200; so too Russell, “That Embarrassing
Verse”; Bruce, 1 Cor, 68 [“may mean ‘to burn with passion’, but might possibly
mean ‘to burn in Gehenna’ because of falling into fornication (in thought if not in
action)”]; Witherington, Women, 31: “Barré’s view cannot be ruled out”). A simi-
lar interpretation has been proposed by Binni (“1 Cor 7,9”), who claims that Paul
is using a “midrash,” which exploits the similarity of Hebrew words reflected in
this verse: ›≤π, “fire,” and ›îπ, “man,” and ›iππ≠h, “woman”; an intriguing sugges-
tion, but unfortunately there is no evidence of a rabbinic midrash in the Greek
text of this verse.

Nevertheless, as Cambier notes, one has to put Paul’s statement “in its histori-
cal and sociological context. . . . [It] is not a Pauline judgment about marriage! It
is an occasional remark addressed to Christians of a community of a precise date:
let them, such Christians, not make a pretense of living a celibate life to which
they have not been called!” (“Doctrine paulinienne,” 21).
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13 b. The Lord’s Command: 

No Divorce (7:10–11)
7:10To the married, however, I give this command, not I but the Lord: that a wife
should not be separated from her husband; 11but if indeed she is separated, she
must either remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband; and that a hus-
band should not divorce his wife.

COMMENT

Paul’s discussion moves on to another topic about marriage. Whereas he has
counseled the unmarried and widows to remain unmarried (7:8), his advice now
to married Christians is that they remain married. In v. 5, he conceded that
spouses could abstain from intercourse within marriage, but now he prohibits
their breaking up their marital union. In v. 6, Paul made a distinction between
what he considered a concession and a command, as he passed on his own prefer-
ence for consideration by Corinthian Christians. Now he passes on a command
about divorce, which comes not from himself, but from the Lord.

In this matter, Paul is tributary to an early Christian tradition. Although his for-
mulation of the prohibition of divorce is not an exact reproduction of Jesus’ words,
it is the earliest extant form of a reminiscence of them. The prohibition stemming
from Jesus of Nazareth is diversely attested elsewhere in the NT: Mark 10:2–12,
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esp. vv. 9, 11 (where what was once addressed by God to Jews of old is extended by
Jesus to all human beings); Luke 16:18; Matt 5:31–32; 19:3–9, esp. v. 6. In light of
this inherited teaching, it seems strange that Paul would have to reiterate it for Co-
rinthians, stressing it in such wise that it almost sounds like new teaching. Yet
something in the Corinthian Christian community has given rise to a discussion
of marriage and divorce, to which Paul now reacts.

The prohibition of divorce, as formulated by Paul, is absolute, with no excep-
tions envisaged, as it appears also in Mark 10:9–12 and Luke 16:18. The form of
the prohibition preserved in the Matthean Gospel, however, envisages an excep-
tion: in 5:31–32, parektos logou porneias, “except in the matter of illicit marital
union”; in 19:6–9, m≤ epi porneia, “except for illicit marital union” (for the spe-
cific meaning of porneia in the Matthean Gospel and the reason for the excep-
tions there, see Fitzmyer, “Matthean Divorce Texts”). Pace Olender (“Paul’s
Source”), allusions in the Pauline text to the divorce tradition as it is preserved in
Matt 19:3–12 are overdrawn and practically nonexistent. If Paul knew about the
exceptions mentioned in the later Matthean texts, which in itself is highly un-
likely, he must have considered them inapplicable to the Corinthian situation
(see Laney, “Paul and the Permanence,” 285).

The prohibition of divorce, coming from Jesus, differs from the Palestinian
Jewish custom of permitting divorce (based mainly on Deut 24:1–4, where Mo-
saic legislation allowed a man to give his wife a “writ of divorce”), of which Paul
was certainly aware. For him, however, neither husband nor wife is to be sepa-
rated or divorced from the other. If a woman is divorced, she is to remain unmar-
ried or be reconciled. Thus, Paul envisages no further marriage for the woman
after such a separation. Moreover, he adds explicitly, the husband is not to divorce
his wife (v. 11c). According to Schüssler Fiorenza, “despite the explicit instruc-
tion of the Lord, wives—who are mentioned first and with more elaboration in
7:10f—still have the possibility of freeing themselves from the bondage of patriar-
chal marriage, in order to live a marriage-free life. If they have done so, however,
they must remain in this marriage-free state. They are allowed to return to their
husbands, but they may not marry someone else” (In Memory, 222). Nowhere in
the text, however, is there any basis for what is called “the bondage of patriarchal
marriage,” and the instruction of the Lord applies equally to the Christian woman
and the Christian man; neither of them is to be divorced from the other.

The prohibition in v. 10, expressed by the aor. pass. infin. (m≤ ch∑risth≤nai, “not
to be separated”), is formulated at first from the woman’s position: she is not to be
divorced from her husband. That formulation reflects the Palestinian Jewish view
of marriage according to Mosaic law, which Paul sums up in Rom 7:2–3: “A mar-
ried woman is bound by law to her husband while he is alive. But if the husband
dies, she is released from the law regarding her husband. Accordingly, she will be
called an adulteress if she gives herself to another man, while her husband is still
alive. But if her husband dies, she is free of that law and does not become an adul-
teress if she gives herself to another man.” See also v. 39a below, “A wife is bound
to her husband as long as he lives.”

Underlying this understanding of marriage is the OT view of the wife as the
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chattel or possession of the husband. Sarah, who was taken from Abraham by
Abimelech, king of Gerar, is described as w≥hî› b≥‹≈lat ba‹al, “for she is a man’s
wife” (RSV), but lit. “for she is lorded over [or owned] by a master/owner” (Gen
20:3; cf. Deut 22:22). The “married man” was ba‹al ›iππ≠h, “master/owner of a
woman” (Exod 21:3, 22; cf. 2 Sam 11:26b; Prov 12:4a; Deut 21:13de). For this
reason many OT passages assert the husband’s rights and authority: Exod 20:17b;
21:22; Deut 5:21; 22:22; Num 30:6–8,10–14; Sir 25:26 (cf. de Vaux, AI, 26).
Hence the wife could commit adultery against her husband, and another man
lying with her would do the same (Lev 20:10), i.e., violate the rights of her hus-
band.

Moreover, in Palestinian Judaism the wife could not divorce her husband,
whereas he could divorce her (Deut 24:1–4; cf. Jer 3:1). The “writ of divorce”
(s≤pher k≥rîtût, Jer 3:8; Isa 50:1 [LXX: biblion apostasiou]), written by the hus-
band, was given to the woman, often with a clause explicitly permitting her to give
herself to another man or go wherever she pleased. See the Murabba‹at Aramaic
papyrus (§19, dated a.d. 111? [DJD, 2:104–9]), called spr trwkyn wg√ πbqyn, “writ
of repudiation and bill of divorce,” authored by Joseph bar Naqsan and issued to
Miryam b≥rat Yehonatan (see Fitzmyer, “Divorce among First-Century Palestin-
ian Jews”). Thus divorce was tolerated in ancient Palestinian Judaism (Deut
24:1–4), even though voices also spoke against it: Mal 2:14, 16; Prov 2:17; Sir
7:19, 26, and the Essenes of Qumran (see below).

At times it has been claimed that ancient Jewish women could divorce their
husbands, i.e., initiate proceedings against them. Brooten (“Konnten Frauen”;
“Zur Debatte”), misusing alleged evidence gathered by Bammel (“Markus
10,11f”), claimed that they could do so in ancient Palestine. Her thesis, however,
has been contested seriously (see Schweizer, “Scheidungsrecht,” 294–97; Tom-
son, Paul and the Jewish Law, 109 n.78; Weder, “Perspektive”; Fitzmyer, “So-
Called Aramaic Divorce Text”). Obviously, some women in ancient Judea were
what Jeremiah called a “faithless wife” (3:20, b≠g≥d≠h ›iππ≠h), who even tried to
divorce their husbands. Josephus tells of the most famous case, that of Salome, the
sister of Herod the Great, who had quarreled with her husband Costobarus and
“immediately sent him a document, dissolving the marriage” (grammateion,

apolymen≤ ton gamon). Josephus, however, adds immediately that that was not 
according to Jewish laws (ou kata tous Ioudai∑n nomous): “For a man among us 
it is possible to do this, but not even a divorced woman may marry again on 
her own initiative unless her former husband consents” (Ant. 15.7.10 §259); see
other instances in Josephus, Ant. 18.5.4 §136 (Herodias); Ant. 20.7.2 §§142–43
(Drusilla); Ant. 4.8.23 §253; cf. Philo, De spec. leg. 3.5 §§30–31 (comment on
Deut 24:4). For Josephus’s own divorces, see Life 75 §§414–15, 426.

What Josephus says differs little from the later rabbinic regulation recorded in
m. Yebamoth 14:1: “A woman is put away with her consent or without it, but a hus-
band can put away his wife only with his own consent” (ed. H. Danby, 240). See
further m. Gittin 9:1–3, 8, 10; m. Ketuboth 7:9–10; m. Kiddushin 1:1; cf. Schubert,
“Ehescheidung.” Care must be used, however, in citing the later rabbinic regula-
tions, because it is far from clear that such regulations were already in vogue in

Comment 7 : 1 0 – 1 1 289



pre-70 a.d. Palestinian Judaism, pace Lövestam (“Divorce”), who naively cites not
only the Mishnah, but also the sixth-century Babylonian Talmud and the still
later Midrash Rabbah.

Divorce initiated by a woman was envisaged as a possibility in the fifth-century
Jewish military colony at Elephantine in Egypt; a number of Aramaic marriage
contracts from that place provide for it explicitly: “Should Mipta∂iah rise up in 
an assembly tomorrow [or] some other [da]y and say, ‘I divorce [lit. I hate] my 
husband Es∂or,’ the divorce-fee is on her head” (AP 15:22–23; see WA, 243–71;
AP 9:8–11; BMAP 2:9; 7:25). That possibility, however, is almost certainly owing
to the special circumstances of Jews living in Egypt, and no evidence from con-
temporary or later Palestinian Judaism supports anything of the kind, not even
Mur 20 i 6 (wrongly restored by Milik in DJD, 2:113; see Fitzmyer, “So-Called Ar-
amaic Divorce Text”).

In fact, Qumran literature records that some Palestinian Jews (Essenes) op-
posed divorce. In the Temple Scroll (11QTemplea [11Q19] 57:17–19) one reads:
“And he shall not take in addition to her another wife, for she alone shall be with
him all the days of her life; and if she dies, he shall take for himself another (wife)
from his father’s house, from his clan.” This is part of the statutes for the king and
the army, which is a paraphrase of Deut 17:17a (“He [the king] shall not multiply
wives for himself lest his heart turn away” [RSV]). The first clause of the sectarian
text (11Q19) precludes polygamy, but the reason added in the second clause
makes it clear that the king is not to divorce his wife. This prohibition casts light
on CD 4:12b–5:14a (the first instance of z≥nût proscribed there); see further
Yadin, Temple Scroll, 1:355–57, whose interpretation I am following; cf. Fitz-
myer, “Matthean Divorce Texts,” 91–99; Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law, 111;
Schubert, “Ehescheidung,” 27.

By way of contrast to the normal Palestinian Jewish practice in this matter, di-
vorce was possible in the Greco-Roman world either by common agreement of
the spouses, or at the instigation of either the husband or the wife. See Seneca, De

beneficiis 3.16.2; cf. Delling, “Ehescheidung” (for Assyrian, Egyptian, Greek, and
Roman practice); Erdmann, Die Ehe, 386–403; Harrison, The Law of Athens,

39–44. Greek writers who mention divorce are: Diodorus Siculus (Hist. 12.18.1),
who notes the woman’s right to divorce [apolyein] her husband; Plutarch, Pericles

24.5 §165d; Isaeus, Or. 2.8–9; 3.78; Demosthenes, Or. 30.4, 15, 17–18, 26; 41.4;
Herodotus, Hist. 6.63. Roman writers are: Cicero, Philipp. 2.28.69; De Orat. 3.40;
Pro Cluen. 5.14; Plautus, Miles Glor. 4.4.3 §1167.

Three further things should be noted about the Pauline formulation. First, the
prohibition is attributed to “the Lord.” Thus Paul invests the prohibition with the
authority of ho Kyrios, meaning not only that the teaching does not originate with
himself, in contrast to 7:12, 25, but also that, even though it stems from the earthly
Jesus, it now bears the authority of the risen Christ. “It is a supratemporal com-
mand” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 120). Second, Paul passes on the prohibition in in-
direct discourse, whereas the pronouncement in the Synoptics is presented as 
a dominical saying in direct discourse: “What God has joined together, let no
human being put asunder,” and “Anyone who divorces his wife and marries an-
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other woman commits adultery.” This explains also the shift from Paul giving a
command to the Lord giving it; Paul does not quote the dominical saying, but
paraphrases it in his own words. Third, the Greek text of N-A27 sets v. 11a–b in
dashes, and the RSV translates the words in parentheses: “but if she does [sepa-
rate], let her remain single or else be reconciled to her husband.” This reflects the
view of some interpreters (e.g., Baltensweiler [Ehe, 187], Kremer, Lindemann),
who regard the words so marked off as a Pauline insertion into the charge that
stems from Jesus, which would be identified only with vv. 10c and 11c. In fact, 
J. Weiss (1 Cor, 178–79) considers them to be probably an interpolation. The in-
sertion is said to be an explication of the charge about divorce itself in terms of a
possible subsequent marriage with another person. Since other forms of Jesus’
prohibition of divorce in the NT, however, refer at times to a subsequent marriage
(Mark 10:11a; Matt 19:9b; Luke 16:18), it is far from certain that it is a Pauline in-
sertion, even though it is a Pauline formulation; it could represent a development
in the pre-Pauline tradition beyond that which stems from Jesus himself. My
translation has done away with the dashes and parentheses, because vv. 10c and
11 (in its entirety) are Paul’s rephrasing of the dominical saying.

Murphy-O’Connor thinks that the insertion refers to “a specific incident at
Corinth,” which is envisaged in Paul’s statements in vv. 3–5 above, i.e., a case of
Corinthian spouses quarreling over intercourse and abstention from it (see Note

on v. 3), and quarreling so intensely that the ascetic husband had already decided
to divorce his wife because of it. Paul’s answer would be to counsel against such
divorce and recommend reconciliation. This leads Murphy-O’Connor to main-
tain that the dominical logion of v. 10c “does not control Paul’s thought in
7:1–11,” but is “an afterthought” added to this specific instance “because of its
pastoral utility.” “Paul considered Jesus’ prohibition of divorce, not as a binding
precept, but as a significant directive whose relevance to a particular situation 
had to be evaluated by the pastor responsible for the community” (“Divorced
Woman,” 606; followed by Omanson, “Some Comments”). That v. 10c is an af-
terthought and not a binding precept is highly speculative and ultimately to be re-
jected. Rather, the prohibition of divorce that Paul passes on has been occasioned
by a Corinthian Christian woman either refusing sexual relations with her hus-
band or perhaps even trying to seek her own divorce, because Paul formulates the
prohibition first apropos of the wife (Fee, 1 Cor, 290). Others think that the ques-
tion of a possible divorce has arisen in Roman Corinth because some Christian
spouses there were already abstaining from intercourse for ascetic reasons and
were minded to separate completely to achieve better asceticism (so Hurd, Ori-

gin, 167; Barrett, 1 Cor, 162).

In a culture in which divorce has become the norm, this text has become a
bone of contention. Some find Paul and Jesus too harsh and try to find ways
around the plain sense of the text. Others . . . make divorce the worst of all sins
in the church. Neither of these seems an appropriate response. . . . there is little
question that both Paul and Jesus disallowed divorce between two believers, es-
pecially when it served as grounds for remarriage. (Fee, 1 Cor, 296)
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For Paul, the reason for disallowing divorce is the unitive character of marriage
and the mutual giving of the persons of the spouses, yes even of their bodies 
(vv. 3–4), in the spirit of Christian love, which “does not seek its own interests”
(13:5b).

NOTES

7:10. To the married, however, I give this command. Paul uses parangell∑, “I en-
join, give orders, command,” as again in 11:17; 1 Thess 4:11, which differs from a
“concession” (syngn∑m≤), but would not differ from epitag≤ (see 7:6 above). This
would be an example of what Paul called in 4:17c “my ways in Christ [Jesus],”
which he taught in every church.

not I but the Lord. Thus Paul not only corrects himself, but knowingly cites
Jesus’ prohibition of divorce and passes it on in indirect discourse to married 
believers in an absolute, unqualified form, as coming from the risen Christ. 
Cf. 14:37, “a commandment of the Lord.”

that a wife should not be separated from her husband. Or “not be divorced.” As
formulated, the prohibition of divorce is stated universally, with no specification
of its being intended only for Christians (contrast vv. 12–15, where “brother” or
“sister” appears). The verb is the aor. pass. infin., m≤ ch∑risth≤nai, which depends
on a verb implicit in the preceding clause: the Lord commands that. . . . For the
passive meaning, see BDAG (1095), “be separated, of divorce.”

Some mss (A, D, F, G, 1505, 1881) read rather the pres. infin., ch∑rizesthai, an
insignificant variant, if it is understood as pass.; but if taken as middle, it could tol-
erate the meaning, “separate herself,” which may be a copyist’s correction to pre-
pare for vv. 13c and 15. Other mss (P 46, 614) have the 3d pers. sing. pres. impv., m≤

ch∑rizesth∑, “let her not be separated,” or “let her not separate herself,” which
eliminates the need to understand the implicit verb of command for the infin.,
but which is almost certainly a copyist’s correction in light of Mark 10:9 or of 
1 Cor 7:15. Moreover, it creates an anomaly, because the infin. aphienai (v. 11c)
is read in the second part and has no similar variant; that argues for the correctness
of the aor. pass. infin.

The RSV, NRSV, ESV, NAB, however, translate the aor. pass. infin. as intran-
sitive act., “should not separate”; similarly Baltensweiler, Ehe, 187; Baumert,
Woman and Man, 50; Collins, 1 Cor, 262; Fee, 1 Cor, 293; Garland, 1 Cor,

280–81; Kremer, 1 Cor, 137–38; Lövestam, “Divorce,” 62; Neirynck, “The Say-
ings,” 161; Pesch, Freie Treue, 60; Schrage, 1 Cor, 2:89, 99 (sich . . . nicht schei-

den soll); Senft, 1 Cor, 90, 92 (ne se sépare pas). Thus the aor. pass. infin. is taken
as parallel to the act. infin. aphienai, said of the husband (v. 11c). This under-
standing of the aor. pass. infin. was proposed by Lietzmann (1 Cor, 31), who as-
serts that it “must have (this) meaning.” The aor. pass. of ch∑riz∑ is translated as
“departed, went away” in such texts as Acts 18:1; 1 Chr 12:9; 2 Macc 5:21; 12:12;
1 Esdr 5:39; Neh 9:2, but the nuance is not always clear, and some of these in-
stances can just as easily be rendered as real passive forms. See also Polybius, Hist.

3.94.9; Heraclitus, De incred. 8.
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If the act. intransitive were a correct translation, it would mean that Jesus’ pro-
hibition of divorce had already been recast in pre-Pauline tradition, adapting it 
to a non-Palestinian setting, viz., the Greco-Roman world, in which a woman
could divorce her husband, as Lietzmann recognized. (This recasting has hap-
pened, indeed, in the second part of the prohibitive saying of Jesus preserved in
Mark 10:12: “If she divorces her husband and marries another, she commits adul-
tery,” where the evangelist explicitly has extended Jesus’ prohibition to the Gen-
tile world for which his Gospel was being written. Lindemann [1 Cor, 164] goes so
far as to think that Paul shared this view—but that is scarcely expressed in his
Greek text.)

It is, however, far from certain that the Pauline formulation should be taken as
act., “should not separate.” I once succumbed to this mode of translation, because
of the common way Paul’s words have often been rendered (PAHT §PT147), but
I now revert to the translation that I had proposed earlier (TAG, 81), that m≤

ch∑risth≤nai is to be taken as passive, as NJB, Warren (“Did Moses,” 49), and Orr-
Walther have understood it (1 Cor, 211 [with no discussion of the problem]). Pace

Fee (1 Cor, 293 n. 14), a point has to be made of the passive, since there is no jus-
tification for taking an aor. pass. infin. as equivalent to an intransitive act. form
such as aphienai (his reference to koima∑ is not a valid parallel, since it means
“lull, put to sleep” [LSJ, 967]); or as a form that can have “a middle sense” (Gar-
land, 1 Cor, 281; Thiselton, 1 Cor, 520). It is to be understood as passive, just as is
katallag≤t∑ in v. 11, “be reconciled.”

Moreover, because Paul’s formulation of the prohibition, even though
couched in indirect discourse, is the earliest form that we have inherited, the pas-
sive interpretation of it agrees better with the Palestinian Jewish context in which
Jesus would have uttered it. (See the formulation in Luke 16:18, which is the most
primitive form among the Synoptics; cf. Luke, 1120.) Murphy-O’Connor, who
has acknowledged the passive force of ch∑risth≤nai, says that “in Paul the passive is
sometimes used with the connotation ‘to allow oneself to be’ (e.g., 1 Cor 6:7; Rom
12:2),” with a note referring to BDF §314 (“Divorced Woman,” 602). The two
Pauline passages he cites, however, have pres. mid.-pass. forms, and they should
be taken as mid. (not pass.), which is likewise true of most of the instances in BDF
§314. None of them shows that an aor. pass. infin. can be taken in any other sense
than passive: hence, not “that she should not allow herself to be divorced,” but
“that she should not be divorced (at all).” The verse, therefore, says nothing about
a wife’s “willing acceptance.”

In this verse Paul uses ch∑riz∑, the verb that commonly means “divorce” in
Classical and Hellenistic Greek writers (e.g., Isaeus, Or. 8.36; Euripides, Frg.
1063.13; Polybius, Hist. 31.26.6), as well as in Greek marriage contracts (MM,
696; P. Rylands, 2.154:25 [LCL Select Papyri, 1.14–15]; Preisigke-Kiessling,
Wörterbuch, 2. 767). It also appears in Jesus’ words in Mark 10:9 and Matt 19:6,
m≤ ch∑rizet∑. It may not be “a technical expression for ‘divorce,’ ” as some writers
have maintained (e.g., Fischer, “1 Cor. 7:8–24,” 27), but it certainly was em-
ployed in ancient Greek to designate what is commonly called divorce, i.e., the
sending away of a spouse, thereby dissolving the marital union. Pace Borchert 
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(“1 Corinthians 7:15,” 128), there is no real distinction between Malachi’s use of
πalla∂, “sending away” (2:16) and Jeremiah’s use of k≥rîtût, “dismissal, divorce”
(3:8), even though they may express different aspects of the separation. They
occur together in the classic MT passage about divorce, LXX Deut 24:1 (see also
Baltensweiler, Ehe, 45: ch∑riz∑ as “Terminus technicus für die Ehescheidung”).

11. but if indeed she is separated, she must either remain unmarried or be recon-

ciled to her husband. Lit. “let her remain . . . let her be reconciled”—both verbs in
the apodosis are 3d pers. sing. impvs. Paul is qualifying his command of v. 10c and
is simply reckoning with a hypothetical situation in a generic way. The RSV trans-
lates the aor. pass. subjunct. ch∑risth≤ as an act. intransitive, “but if she does” (i.e.,
separate), which is, again, equally questionable.

Is Paul recommending one or two options to the separated woman: remain un-
married or be reconciled to her believing husband, or remain unmarried and be
reconciled? Schrage (1 Cor, 2:102) takes it the first way; but Collins (1 Cor, 262,
269–70), the second way. The Greek text itself supports the former: two alterna-
tives (remain unmarried or be reconciled), but not a third way (marriage to an-
other man; see Laney, “Paul and the Permanence,” 285). According to the
Synoptic Gospels, that would be adultery (Mark 10:11; Luke 16:18), which Paul
does not mention.

Is Paul addressing a specific existing situation (perhaps that of some Corinthian
Christian woman who has been divorced)? Hardly, for he formulates the matter as
a hypothetical case that could happen, either in a present general or future more
vivid condition (BDF §373.3). Cf. 7:28, ean de kai gam≤s≤s, “if indeed you do
marry.” In such a condition, the aor. pass. subjunctive cannot refer to a past event,
“un fait déjà posé, connu” (pace Allo, 1 Cor, 163; Dungan, Sayings, 89; Conzel-
mann, 1 Cor, 120). Similarly, Murphy-O’Connor (“Divorced Woman,” 603),
who cites BDF §373 to the effect that the subjunctive can be used in conditions
“referring to something that was impending in past time”; but he fails to notice
that BDF gives no example of an aor. pass. that supports such an interpretation.
See also Collins, Divorce, 15; Fee, 1 Cor, 294–95; Garland, 1 Cor, 283; Linde-
mann, 1 Cor, 164, who argue similarly; also Pearson in his review of Dungan’s
book (“Jesus’ Teachings,” 350).

Paul asserts a general prohibition of another marriage after divorce, such as was
actually possible according to Deut 24:2. He is not contemplating a future excep-
tion to the dominical command but is addressing a hypothetical situation: the
possible divorce of a Christian woman, which should not happen, but which 
may happen (understanding a situation similar to what Mark 10:12bc is coping
with). Similarly, Garland 1 Cor, 283; Baumert, Ehelosigkeit 66. It does not mean
that “Paul permits the divorce if it has taken place: ‘let her remain unmarried’ ”
(Dungan, Sayings, 92 [his italics]). Paul is simply reckoning with a possible future
situation and forbidding further marriage, even if he does not introduce the term
“adultery.” The prohibition of further marriage is intended to support reconcilia-
tion. Paul may envisage the case of impossible reconciliation, when he says that
she should remain unmarried.

and that a husband should not divorce his wife. Lit. “and a husband (is) not to di-
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vorce (his) wife.” Paul restates the same prohibition as in v.10c, but now from the
standpoint of the man, using m≤ aphienai, pres. infin. of aphi≤mi, also governed
by the verb of command implicit in v. 10ab. Aphi≤mi was likewise commonly em-
ployed for divorce in Greek writers of the Classical and Hellenistic periods (e.g.,
Herodotus, Hist. 5.39; Euripides, Androm. 973; Plutarch, Pomp. 44; possibly Jose-
phus, Ant. 15.7.10 §259 [doubtful reading]). Elliott (“Paul’s Teaching,” 223–25)
tries to distinguish between aphi≤mi and ch∑rizein, understanding the former to
mean legal divorce and the latter mere separation: so Paul would permit separa-
tion, but not divorce; similarly Witherington, Women, 31–32. That distinction,
however, is untenable, since both words are well attested in the sense of separation
meaning divorce, and Paul does not show any awareness of the modern distinc-
tion of “separation” and “divorce” (see Hays, 1 Cor, 120). The whole point in vv.
10–11 is that Christians must not divorce.
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14 c. Paul’s Advice: Peaceful 

Mixed Marriage, but Pauline 

Concession (7:12–16)
7:12To the rest I say, I and not the Lord: if any brother has a wife who is an unbe-
liever and she agrees to live with him, he should not divorce her; 13and if any
woman has a husband who is not a believer and he agrees to live with her, she
should not divorce her husband. 14For the unbelieving husband has been made
holy through his wife, and the unbelieving wife has been made holy through 
the brother. Otherwise your children would be unclean, but as it is they are holy.
15 If the unbelieving partner separates, however, let him do so. The brother or sis-
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ter is not bound in such cases. But God has called you in peace. 16For all you
know, wife, you might save your husband; or for all you know, husband, you
might save your wife.

COMMENT

So far Paul has written about both the marriage and the single status of Corin-
thians who have become converts to Christianity; now he continues his com-
ments, taking up the issue of mixed marriage, the union of a believing Christian
with one who is not, and the consequent problems that might arise from such a
union. He realizes that some Corinthians had married before their conversion
and so would now have a pagan husband or wife. He says nothing to discourage
such a union or bring it to an end. What Paul now writes, he clearly distinguishes
from the command of the Lord that he discussed in vv. 10–11, implying that he is
unaware of any similar dominical command concerning such a marital union. So
it is a matter of Paul’s advice and pastoral counsel for a situation, which differ from
the prohibition of divorce for Christians.

Some commentators (e.g., Menoud, “Mariage et célibat”; Bouwman, “Paulus
en het celibaat”) think that Paul is describing in these verses his own personal ex-
perience, the separation from his wife caused by his conversion to Christianity.
However, this is highly unlikely in view of what he writes in vv. 7–8 and 9:5 and
what we otherwise know of his life, as Wili (“Das Privilegium Paulinum”) has
shown.

If an unbeliever can live in peace with a Christian, Paul is all in favor of such a
marital union, because he realizes that the Christian spouse brings holiness to the
unbeliever and to the children who are born of such a union. If, however, the un-
believing spouse cannot continue to live peacefully in such a union, Paul is will-
ing to concede separation, i.e., divorce. In his view, the Christian spouse is not
bound in such a case, because “God has called you in peace,” i.e., to live in peace;
and thus he indirectly ascribes to God the advice that he is passing on about put-
ting asunder a marital union (see Bartling, “Sexuality, Marriage,” 366). Such
peace, however, involves something more, because in Paul’s view a peaceful
union is ordered as a means of the salvation for husband and wife.

In effect, two questions are discussed in this pericope: (1) May Christians and
non-Christians live together in a marital union, or should such a union be broken
up? Or, to put the question in light of what Paul taught in chap. 6 about fornica-
tion, “Can a ‘member of Christ’ have sexual intercourse with someone who does
not belong to the body of Christ?” (Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 222). (2) If the
non-Christian spouse obtains a divorce, is the Christian bound to remain unmar-
ried in light of v. 11 above, i.e., is the Christian still bound by the union already
entered into? Paul answers the questions by making a distinction, but in reality he
gives one answer to both questions: peace is the goal of married life. This consid-
eration is implied in his first answer and is stated explicitly in the second. So his
concession gives an authoritative interpretation to the dominical prohibition of
divorce.

Three aspects of marriage should be noted in this pericope. First, it implies that
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a marital union brings holiness to the spouses. Even though Paul in this pericope
is speaking of mixed marriages, he would scarcely deny that effect to the peaceful
marriage of Christian spouses as well. Second, the same extension of his argu-
ment would be valid for the children born of two Christian spouses, who are also
“holy.” Third, Paul sees the husband and wife as the possible source of salvation to
each other. Unfortunately, he never explains further this aspect of marriage, and
one is left to speculate about his intended meaning.

In effect, Paul has modified in v. 15 the prohibition of divorce, which stems
from Jesus, and in this he is like the evangelist of the First Gospel, who added the
exceptive phrases mentioned above. Yet even though these modifications do not
come from Jesus of Nazareth himself, they are found in the inspired writings of
the NT. Together these two instances raise a crucial question today, which I once
formulated: “If Matthew under inspiration could have been moved to add an ex-
ceptive phrase to the saying of Jesus about divorce that he found in an absolute
form in either his Marcan source or in ‘Q,’ or if Paul likewise under inspiration
could introduce into his writing an exception on his own authority, then why can-
not the Spirit-guided institutional church of a later generation make a similar 
exception in view of problems confronting Christian married life of its day or
so-called broken marriages (not really envisaged in the NT)—as it has done in
some situations?” (TAG, 100). For an evangelical reaction to this question, see
Stein, “ ‘Is It Lawful,’ ” 121 n. 18.

The problems that Paul discusses in these verses are related to those discussed
by patristic writers of the following centuries of the early church, and MacDonald
(“Early Christian Women”) has shown that for the most part they concerned
mixed marriages of pagan husbands with Christian wives.

NOTES

7:12. To the rest I say, I and not the Lord. Although the phrase hoi loipoi, “the rest,”
could refer to all other Christians in Corinth (e.g., the agamoi of v. 8), it has to be
understood as “others,” because the second part of the verse immediately restricts
it to Christians married to non-Christians, i.e., to people in mixed marriages. Paul
gives his advice in an authoritative manner, even though it is not a counsel de-
rived from Jesus Christ. Cf. the Pauline use of hoi loipoi for predominantly pagan
groups in 1 Thess 4:13; 5:6; Phil 1:13; cf. Eph 3:2.

if any brother has a wife who is an unbeliever and she agrees to live with him, he

should not divorce her. Lit. “let him not divorce her.” M≤ aphiet∑ is another form
of the infin. used in v. 11c. For “to have a wife,” meaning to live in continuous
union with a woman, see Note on 7:2. The concord in which the two spouses live
is a sign of the good will that is needed for such peaceful cohabitation. The verb
syneudokei, meaning “joins in approval” (of such a union) and expresses the active
willingness of the wife to share married life with a Christian husband. Paul uses
again adelphos for a believing Christian, as in 1:1 (see Note there), and by con-
trast he employs apistos, “unbelieving,” of the wife, which denotes that she is a
pagan, as in 6:6 (see Note there), i.e., one who does not live in Christian faith.
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Pace Tomson (Paul, 118), Paul is not talking about anything like “informal mar-
riage,” an option given in Hellenistic law; such an interpretation reads unrelated
notions into Paul’s words. Only modern eisegesis finds apistos to include those
baptized in infancy as “Christians only in name and who do not have any true
faith” (Byron, “Brother or Sister,” 519), a distinction of which Paul scarcely
dreams; similarly for the view of Christian that apistos means “unfaithful,” and
not “unbeliever” (“1 Corinthians 7:10–16”). What Paul is saying here is that a
Christian spouse is not to seek divorce, even if married to an unbeliever; see also
v. 27a, 39a.

13. and if any woman has a husband who is not a believer and he agrees to live

with her, she should not divorce her husband. Lit. “let her not divorce (her) hus-
band.” So Paul expresses the equality of spouses in the marital union, but
strangely enough, he simply employs gyn≤, “woman,” when he might have used
adelph≤, “sister” (= female Christian) to make the parallel perfect; his formulation
otherwise repeats words of the preceding verse. The situation, however, is ex-
pressed now in terms of Greco-Roman customs, according to which a woman
could divorce her husband. In writing to Christians of Roman Corinth about this
matter, Paul no longer limits his perspective to his Jewish background, and the
impossibility of a woman divorcing her husband, as was the case in vv. 10–11.
Some mss (A, B, D 2, ¥, 33, 1739, 1881) read h≤tis, the fem. rel. pron., “who,” at
the beginning of the verse, instead of ei tis, “if any,” which is read by the best mss.

Mss ¥, 1881, and the Koine text-tradition read rather auton, “him,” instead of
“her husband,” a copyist’s correction to make a parallel with the end of v. 12

14. For the unbelieving husband has been made holy through his wife, and the

unbelieving wife has been made holy through the brother. I.e., when the Christian
spouse has decided to maintain the marital union despite problems that might
arise. Paul writes en t≤ gynaiki and en t∑ adelph∑, which many versions render as
“through,” but BDAG (329 §9a) takes en in a causal sense, “on account of”; Gar-
land (1 Cor, 287) understands it in a locative sense. Some mss (±2, D2, and the
Koine text-tradition) read rather at the end, andri, “the husband”; and ms 629 has
andri t∑ pist∑, “the believing husband,” as mss D, F, G, 629 add t≤ pist≤, “the be-
lieving,” to “wife,” earlier in the verse.

Of both the unbelieving husband and wife, Paul uses the verb h≤giastai, the
perf. pass. of hagiaz∑, “set something aside for a cultic purpose, consecrate, make
holy,” as in LXX Exod 29:37, 43–44, with the implication that this consecration is
produced by God (divine passive); cf. 6:11. The perf. tense would express the con-
dition resulting from such consecration. In the following clause it is seen that
“holy” is contrasted with “unclean.” Perhaps some Christians of Roman Corinth
feared that a mixed marriage would make the Christian spouse (and perhaps the
community itself) “unclean.” Paul is not suggesting that the believer should try to
convert the unbelieving spouse, but rather that such a marriage is legitimate in
God’s sight and that the unbelieving husband somehow shares “in God’s cove-
nanted people through her” (Collins, 1 Cor, 271; similarly, Martens, “First Co-
rinthians 7:14”). How? By marriage itself (Orr-Walther, 1 Cor, 212); through
baptism of the Christian (Collins, 1 Cor, 266).
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It is not easy to explain the concept of holiness of which Paul speaks here. 
For many commentators, he is using hagiaz∑ and the adj. hagios in a unique way
(Barrett, 1 Cor, 164; Allo, 1 Cor, 166; Kümmel in Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 176–77),
which differs from the status of holiness that comes from faith of a believing Chris-
tian, because the unbeliever lacks that. It would denote rather an extrinsic holi-
ness through contact with the conduct and love of a person who is holy, i.e., a
Christian regarded as h≤giasmenos/≤, “consecrated,” as Israelites of old (Deut
33:3; 4 Macc 17:19). Moreover, because of 6:11 (“you have been washed, you
have been sanctified”), Robertson-Plummer even say that h≤giastai refers to “the
baptismal consecration . . . in which the unbelieving husband shares through
union with a Christian wife” (1 Cor, 141–42). Others maintain that, just as in Is-
rael females belonged to the covenant not through circumcision, demanded of
males, but through a “contagious holiness” derived from the male head of the
household; so children born to a Christian parent were considered holy by conta-
gion (Walther, “Übergreifende Heiligkeit”; similarly Daube, “Pauline Contribu-
tions,” 240: “In Judaism, it is invariably the woman who is consecrated to spouse
by the man. . . . His [Paul’s] extension of consecration [to the woman] is totally
untraditional”). Cf. Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 222–23. This seems the best
explanation.

Murphy-O’Connor argues, however, that Paul uses the hagios-terms, in two 
different ways: (1) to denote “holiness” as a characteristic of those baptized into
Christ, who are called “saints” (1 Cor 1:2; 6:11) and are separated from the pro-
fane and sinful world (Rom 6:22); and (2) to denote “holiness” as a pattern of be-
havior, as in 1 Cor 7:34 (predicated of the unmarried woman or virgin); 1 Thess
4:1–7 (the ethical conduct of adelphoi, who walk with and please God); Rom
6:19–22; 12:1–2 (holiness realized through a continuous effort of fidelity). “Those
who in virtue of a divine call have been separated from the ‘world’ are expected 
to exhibit a pattern of behaviour that is the antithesis of their former con-
duct” (“Works,” 355). The latter sense of holiness is found in 7:14, where the
pagan spouse, agreeing to live with a Christian, thus brings his or her behavior in
line with both the Creator’s intention in marriage (Gen 2:24) and the Lord’s 
directive prohibiting divorce (7:10–11). In this regard, the pagan’s behavior is
identical with that of the Christian, and predication of holiness in this sense is 
justified, despite the difference that the believer’s internal attitude is involved 
in an explicit commitment to Christ, whereas the pagan’s internal attitude for
maintaining marriage may be quite different. There is an external identity in 
the holiness of conduct. This may explain why Paul can continue with the senti-
ment expressed in the following sentence. In any case, the Christian in such 
a mixed marriage is quite different from the one who has intercourse with a 
harlot (6:15–16; 7:1b), and God’s sanctifying power is stronger than the dis-
belief of the spouse (recall Lev 21:8: “I, the Lord, who sanctify you, am holy”). 
Cf. 1 Clem. 46.2: “Cling to the saints, because those who so cling will be made
holy.”

Otherwise your children would be unclean, but as it is they are holy. Paul intro-
duces another reason, as he addresses Corinthian Christians directly, as he did
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above in v. 5. The reason, now introduced by “otherwise,” seems to mean that, if
the reason given in v. 14a does not convince, this one has to be considered. The
phrase, “your (plur.) children,” might seem at first to refer to all children of Co-
rinthian Christians, including those of believing spouses. Best (“1 Corinthians
7:14,” 159) so understands it, noting that tekna, “children,” could be both young
and adult (as in Titus 1:6; 1 Tim 3:4–5; Col 3:20–21); similarly Senft (1 Cor,

93–94). In the present context, however, the presumption is that children men-
tioned are unbelievers and not baptized. As such, they might be regarded as
akatharta, “unclean,” understood in a Jewish ethical sense as contaminated by 
paganism or polytheism and defiled by such contact (as in Isa 52:1d; Amos 7:17e),
and not merely in a ritual sense. Yet born of a mixed marriage, where a spiritual
peace reigns, the status of such children would be affected by the behavior of their
peaceful parents. So the children too share their parents’ holiness, because they
are remotely part of the Christian community, even though their mother or father
might not be a believer. Thus they “now” (nyn de) benefit also from the spiritual
milieu in which they live and grow up, because God’s sanctifying power is greater
than any unbelief. They are hagia, because they share somehow in the consecra-
tion expressed by hegiastai of v. 14b.

Sometimes commentators have tried to interpret akatharta as “illegitimate,” or
“of doubtful stock” (Ford, “Hast,” 77), but there is no evidence for that meaning of
the adj. Nor is there evidence in the text that Paul is thinking of the children as
“holy,” because they have been baptized.

15. If the unbelieving partner separates, however, let him do so. Lit. “separates
himself, let him be separated.” In this qualification of what he said in v. 12, Paul
concedes full divorce in the case of an unbeliever who deserts his Christian
spouse or gives her a writ of divorce so as to separate from her. This case is differ-
ent from that of vv. 12–14, and it bears a certain similarity to the Jewish divorce of
foreign (pagan) wives (Ezra 10:3, 19). Although Paul uses the same verb ch∑riz∑,

as in vv. 10–11, it is no longer the aor. pass. infin. or subjunct. as there, but the
pres. mid. indic., followed by the pres. mid.-pass. 3d sing. impv. Hence a married
Christian person is freed from the marital bond, not by divorce (vv. 10–11), not by
adultery, but by desertion of the unbelieving spouse (v. 15).

The brother or sister is not bound in such cases. Lit. “has not been enslaved” or
“is not held in a state of slavery” to such a deserting spouse. There is no conj. in-
troducing v. 15b, and that raises a question about the relation of v. 15b to v. 15a
and v. 15c. Although the verb doulo∑, “enslave,” occurs here and the notion of
slavery appears in vv. 17–24, v. 15b may seem to introduce “what follows rather
than concludes what precedes” (Deming, Paul, 150). However, v. 16 is related
rather closely to vv. 12–15a; so v. 15b is best taken with what precedes. It may seem
strange that Paul would associate marriage to slavery, but that association is found
in Philo, who, in telling of Essenes who did not take wives, ascribes to them the
idea that one who is bound to a wife and children “has passed from freedom into
slavery” (ant’ eleutherou doulos, Hypothetica 11.17).

Paul uses the perf. pass. verb dedoul∑tai, which technically expresses the condi-
tion of a slave (doulos), who would be contrasted with one who is free (eleutheros
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[see Rom 7:3]). So he concedes the freedom and right to remarriage for the Chris-
tian (see Note on 1:1 for adelphos = Christian) after such a divorce, as Conzel-
mann (1 Cor, 123), Héring (1 Cor, 153) acknowledge. A similar situation was
contemplated for a divorced wife in Judaism, as Deut 24:2 makes clear; for later
rabbinic legislation, see m. Gittin 9:3. Likewise in the Greco-Roman world
(Delling, “Ehescheidung,” 709–13). However, Fee claims that Paul means only
that the Christian spouse “is not bound to maintain the marriage if the pagan part-
ner opts out,” and that remarriage “is not an issue at all. . . . [o]ne is bound to a
marriage until death breaks the bond (7:39)” (1 Cor, 302–3; similarly, Olender,
“Pauline Privilege”). Lindemann (1 Cor, 166) rightly comments that the state-
ment ou dedoul∑tai would make no sense, if it meant that the Christian spouse
after the separation of the unbeliever were still bound. For Paul it all depends on
who the person is from whom the desire of separation proceeds. In v. 11a, he says
menet∑ and katallag≤t∑ because the spouses are Christian, but in v. 15a the unbe-
liever is the active agent of divorce, to whom Paul says chorizesth∑, without adding
menet∑ or katallag≤t∑. Hence ou dedoul∑tai. In vv. 12–16, Paul says nothing
against a further marriage (differently from Mark 10:11–12).

But God has called you in peace. Or “into peace,” if the prep. en is understood
as interchangeable with eis (see BDF §206.1; IBNTG, 79). At first sight, this seems
to give the reason for Paul’s concession: peace should be the characteristic of a
Christian life. Such a divorce would lead to peace.

The problem is to decide whether this sentence is to be taken with what pre-
cedes or what follows. Since it uses de, “but,” it seems to have an adversative sense
introducing a restriction to what precedes, i.e., to the concession admitted in 
v. 15a. In that case, the clause would then introduce what follows in v. 16. Some
argue that if it were intended to explain what precedes, one would have expected
gar, “for,” instead of de, “but.”

At any rate, “peace” seems to mean harmony in personal relationships, but then
one wonders how this would be descriptive of divorced spouses, for whom recon-
ciliation seems out of the question. Paul, however, seems to mean that a Christian
spouse divorced by such an unbeliever is still one “called” by God to live in some
sense “in peace” (cf. Rom 12:18; 14:19). Therefore the one “called” to Christian-
ity should be able to enjoy such peace in the new condition in which he or she
now exists, after the unbelieving spouse has gone off. Conzelmann (1 Cor, 124)
rightly notes, “Paul is not thinking of remarriage (after reconciliation); the peace
in question is valid independently of the behavior of the pagan partner.”

Some mss (P 46, ±2, B, D, F, G, ¥, 33, 1739, 1881, and the Koine text-tradition)
read rather h≤mas, “us,” which would give the sentence an even wider extension
and create even more of a problem.

In the later tradition and practice of the Roman Catholic Church, this Pauline
verse is normally seen as the basis of what came to be called the “Pauline Privi-
lege” (see DH §§768–69, 777–79), viz., a partner of a heathen marriage can con-
tract a new marriage on becoming a Christian, if the other (non-Christian)
partner wanted to separate or put obstacles in the way of the Christian’s faith or
conduct. That is a development in Canon Law that goes beyond the limits of the
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case envisaged by Paul (see further Prete, Matrimonio, 156–60; Giavini, “I Cor.
7,” 259).

16. For all you know, wife, you might save your husband; or for all you know, hus-

band, you might save your wife. Lit. “you will save . . . , you will save. . . .” This
verse, with its double rhetorical formulation is meant to conclude the section, in
which Paul has been discussing mixed marriages, but in reality the sentiment ex-
pressed in it could be applied to marriage in general and probably should not be
limited only to mixed marital unions. Paul is trying to get spouses in all marital
unions to reflect on the ultimate good that they can do to and for each other.

The Greek text begins, tí gar oidas, gynai, ei . . . , which has often been trans-
lated as a double rhetorical question: “For how do you know, wife, whether you
will save . . . ?” (RSV, NAB, NIV). The sense of the question would be expressing
a doubt: You cannot be sure that by continuing to live with such an unbeliever
you might convert or save him or her.

In the late nineteenth century, however, J. B. Lightfoot called attention to the
meaning of the idiom, tí oidas/oiden ei, which does not emphasize a doubt, but ex-
presses a hope. He cited the LXX usage in 2 Sam 12:22 (tís oiden ei ele≤sei me ho

kyrios kai z≤setai to paidarion, “Who knows, perhaps the Lord will take pity on me,
and the lad will live”); Esth 4:14; Jon 3:9; Joel 2:14, and concluded that “the
whole sentence expresses a hope” and that “this saving of the husband (or wife) is
worth any temporal inconvenience” (Notes on Epistles, 227). This interpretation
has been furthered by Jeremias (“Die missionarische Aufgabe”), who understands
the expression to mean “perhaps,” and has added references to extrabiblical
Greek writers: Epictetus, Diss. 2.20.30; 2.22.31; 2.25.2; Joseph and Aseneth

54.12–13; Ps.-Philo, LAB 9.6; 25.7; 30.4; 39.3 (quis scit si); cf. Homer, Odys.

3.216; Sophocles, Antig. 521; Plato, Gorg. 492e); see also Burchard, “Ei nach”;
“Fussnoten,” 170–71. For Jeremias, the sense of the verse would be: Do not break
up your marriage with an unbelieving partner willing to remain with you; perhaps
you will be his (or her) salvation. Paul’s thought, then, would be similar to 1 Pet
3:1b–2, where the author similarly exhorts wives in a mixed marriage. That sense,
however, would make this verse refer to the peaceful mixed marriage of vv. 12–14;
it hardly refers to the situation of v. 15. One must remain skeptical, however,
about Jeremias’s characterization of marriage as a missionary endeavor.

It seems preferable to follow J. B. Lightfoot and then extend it to all marriages,
not just to the different kinds of mixed marriage treated in vv. 12–15, because the
verse, with its generic address of “wife” and “husband” not only unifies Paul’s ad-
vice about mixed marriages, but hints at the broader salvific aspect of Christian
marriage too. A translation similar to that given in the lemma is found in 
the NRSV, NEB, REB. Such an understanding of this verse was known also to
Tertullian (Ad Uxorem 2.2.3); Theodoret (In. Ep. ad Cor. I 7.16; PG 82.277); Au-
gustine (De Adulter. Coniugiis 1.13) and some other patristic writers. Kubo (“I
Corinthians vii. 16”), however, maintains that many of the alleged parallels in the
LXX and extrabiblical texts are uncertain and that the tone of 7:16 is also one of
uncertainty; he prefers the pessimistic translation of the RSV, but his skepticism is
not fully convincing.
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15 d. Basic Principle: 

Remain in the Status in Which You 

Were Called (7:17–24)
7:17Nevertheless, each one should lead the life that the Lord has assigned, as God
has called each of you. So I order in all the churches. 18Was anyone called when
he was circumcised? He should not try to undo his circumcision. Was anyone
called when he was uncircumcised? He should not be circumcised. 19Circum-
cision means nothing, and uncircumcision means nothing; but obeying God’s
commandments is what counts 20Each one should remain in the state in which
he was called. 21Were you a slave when you were called? Do not worry about it,
but if indeed you can gain your freedom, take advantage rather of it. 22For the one
who was a slave when called by the Lord is the Lord’s freedman; so too the one
who was free when called is Christ’s slave. 23You were bought at a price; do not be-
come slaves to human beings. 24Brothers, each one should remain before God in
the state in which he was called.

COMMENT

In continuing his comments on the problems that have beset the Corinthian
Christians in the matters of sex and marriage, Paul now introduces a fundamental
principle that should govern all their thinking and conduct. What Paul enunci-
ates in this pericope is immediately occasioned by his discussion of marriage and
celibacy in 7:1–9, marriage and divorce in 7:10–11, and mixed marriages in
7:12–16. These problems are specific, and Paul handles them as applications of
the general principle now to be discussed in vv. 17–24 (see Fischer, “1 Cor.
7:8–24”). His discussion reverts in effect to the qualification that he enunciated 
in 7:7b, that “each one has a particular gift from God.” That gift is treated now in
diatribe-like style.

Christians are to consider well the status to which God has called them, remain
in it, and not try to change it. This is fundamental to the Christian vocation: Lead
the life the Lord has assigned to you (7:17, 24). This is what Paul has insisted on in
all the communities that he has founded and evangelized. One’s ethnic, social, or
legal status in life is of little importance. Whether one has come from a Jewish or
Gentile background makes no difference; whether one is a slave or a free person is
immaterial. One can be a Jewish Christian or a Gentile Christian; one can be a
Christian slave or a Christian free person. The all-important aspect of life is to rec-
ognize that one is a Christian, which means that one stands before God in a
proper relationship of service and obedience to His commandments in the con-
duct of life, as taught by Jesus of Nazareth. Concern to change one’s social or
worldly status, e.g., by marriage or divorce, could distract from the fundamental
obligation of every called Christian. The believer is thus challenged to remain
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married or unmarried, circumcised or uncircumcised, slave or free, or as Paul
phrased it in the so-called baptismal formula of Gal 3:26–28, “For in Christ Jesus
you are all sons of God through faith; for as many of you were baptized into Christ
have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free,
there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus.” See also 
1 Cor 12:13.

Some commentators consider these verses (17–24) to be a digression because
the topics treated in vv. 1–16 and 25–40 are not mentioned (so Senft, 1 Cor, 95
[“excursus”]; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 168 [“reichende digressio”]; Kistemaker, 1 Cor,

229). These verses, however, present a theological reflection that is fundamental
to the rest, and it is best to recognize them as formulating a principle on which the
other more specific topics are based, for the verses in this pericope have been care-
fully formulated. Verse 17 has a double subordinate clause, both introduced by
h∑s, “as,” and a double instruction, both introduced by hout∑s, “so,” with the com-
mand expressed first as an impv. (lit. “let him walk”) and then with the verb of
command (“I order”). Two examples are given: about circumcision/uncircumci-
sion (vv. 18–19); then about slavery/freedom (vv. 21–23). There is also a double
repetition (vv. 20, 24) of the principle of v. 17.

As important as these verses are to the discussion about marriage, etc. in 
chap. 7, one has to ask why Paul singles out these two examples of social status in
this context. The first may come from Paul’s own background as a Jewish Chris-
tian and his call to become “the apostle of the Gentiles” (Rom 11:13). The second
example may be derived from the sexual availability of slaves in the ancient world
where they were owned often for porneia; as such, when they were converted to
Christianity, certain problems arose, as Glancy (“Obstacles”) has shown. In the
second of the examples, Paul touches, as it were in passing, on a question that has
more aspects than can be handled in a commentary such as this, viz., the matter of
slavery. To appreciate the aspect of it presented in this paragraph, one must real-
ize that Paul reckons with the institution of slavery, which was fully accepted in
the Greco-Roman world in which he lived and worked, i.e., the legal ownership
and manumission of slaves. This differed considerably from the modern political
problem of the emancipation of slaves or the abolition of slavery. A manumitted
slave became a freed person (Greek apeleutheros, Latin libertus), who normally
lived in a certain relationship to the former master, now usually called a patron
(Greek prostat≤s, Latin patronus). In time, perhaps after a generation or so, such
freed persons’ status or relationship disappeared or was forgotten, and their de-
scendants were no longer so regarded (which may even have been the situation
from which Paul himself came, given his Jewish background; nevertheless in Acts
22:27, Paul boasts, “I was born a Roman citizen”). The possibility of manumission
often colored the life, conduct, and obedience of a slave, and for many it became
a goal. Now Paul considers the question of the manumission of a slave who has be-
come a Christian. Although the status of the Christian slave is mentioned, it is not
the major thrust of his discussion in this pericope, because it acts only as an exam-
ple along with others. For another Pauline reaction to slavery, one should read his
letter to Philemon about the slave Onesimus. Even though the sentiment ex-
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pressed in this passage echoes in part the baptismal formula of Gal 3:26–28,
quoted above, Paul significantly omits one of the pairs, “neither male nor fe-
male,” revealing the status that it occupied in his thinking.

Paul’s main stress is that the Christian belongs to the Lord, whether one be a
freed person or a slave, because “you were bought at a price” (7:23a), repeating a
notion already expressed in 6:20, and meaning by the death and resurrection of
Jesus Christ, who is now the slave’s kyrios, “master/Lord.”

NOTES

7:17. Nevertheless, each one should lead the life that the Lord has assigned, as God

has called each of you. Lit. “but, as the Lord has allotted to each one, as God has
called each one, so let him walk.” The repetition of “each” is important, because
Paul wants the Corinthians to realize the divine concern for the individual in the
call that God has made. God’s gracious call to Christianity comes to individuals as
they are. This call explains in fact what Paul meant by idion charisma, “particular
gift,” of v. 7 above. Greek mss vary considerably between ho kyrios and ho theos;
see apparatus criticus. In any case, ho kyrios here equals ho theos. The sentence
begins with ei m≤, “but, nevertheless,” as in Gal 1:19, in the adversative, non-
exceptive sense (see BDF §§376; 448.8; BDAG, 278 §6i; Harder, “Miszelle”).

The verb kalein denotes not merely a “call” to salvation or to Christianity, as in
1:9 (see Note there; also Gal 1:15; Rom 8:30; 9:24), but a call to it in a certain eth-
nic, legal, or social status, reiterated in vv. 20 and 24; with the same verb in vv. 18,
21–22. Paul’s principle presupposes what he has already said in 1:9; 7:7b, 15c.
Again he uses peripatein, “walk,” for the conduct of human life; see Note on 3:3.

So I order in all the churches. I.e., founded by Paul. Some mss (D*, F, G) read
rather didask∑, “I teach,” a reading that may be influenced by 4:17. Cf. 11:34;
16:1; 2 Cor 8:1; see Note on 1:2 and Introduction pp. 81–82.

18. Was anyone called when he was circumcised? He should not try to undo his

circumcision. Lit. “let him not pull (the foreskin) over,” the mid. voice of epispa∑

in this sense is found only here. It would refer to what some Palestinian Jews had
tried to do, when games played in the nude were introduced along with the Hel-
lenistic gymnasium in Jerusalem in the secularizing reign of Antiochus IV Epiph-
anes, as recorded in 1 Macc 1:15 (epoi≤san heautois akrobystias, “they made for
themselves foreskins”); that is also noted in Josephus, Ant. 12.5.1 §241.

Paul’s first example of a social status that is inconsequential to the Christian vo-
cation is taken from the mixed community of Jewish and Gentile Christians in
Roman Corinth. He uses an example from his own Jewish background to show
that it makes no difference that one comes to Christianity from Judaism. There is
no need to deny that ethnic background. One’s physical condition has no bearing
on the grace of vocation; to try to alter that condition would be a misunderstand-
ing of God’s election.

Was anyone called when he was uncircumcised? He should not be circumcised.

This is the counterpart of v. 18a. The Gentile converted to Christianity has no
need of circumcision, as Paul recognized in the case of Titus (Gal 2:3). His reason
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is stated in the following verse. (On the Lucan account of the circumcision of
Timothy, see Note on 4:17; cf. Acts, 573–76.)

19. Circumcision means nothing, and uncircumcision means nothing. I.e., as far
as the Christian vocation is concerned. As a Jew, Paul would have thought other-
wise, for he knew that God commanded Abraham and his descendants, “Every
male among you shall be circumcised” (Gen 17:10c; cf. Josephus, Ant. 1.10.5
§192; 1.12.2 §214). Now Paul repeats in effect what he had written to the Gala-
tians, “If you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no advantage to you” (Gal
5:2; cf. 5:6; 6:15). As Schüssler Fiorenza has put it, “The religious/biological sign
of initiation to Jewish religion is no longer of any relevance to Christianity” (In
Memory, 221).

but obeying God’s commandments is what counts. Paul’s formulation is ellipti-
cal; one has to supply: “is something” (i.e., the opposite of “nothing”). The t≤r≤sis

entol∑n, which echoes Sir 32:23, is demanded of the individual Christian no mat-
ter what his or her ethnic background or social status might be. Paul is referring to
other “commandments” than that of circumcision ordered in Gen 17:9–13.
“Keeping the commandments” was a technical expression (Matt 19:17; 1 Tim
6:14) for the Jew, but Paul’s stance (stated in Gal 5:2, 6; 6:15) was confirmed in
the “council” of Jerusalem (Gal 2:1–10; cf. Acts 15:5–12). For him, the Christian
is a “new creation” (Gal 6:15), guided by hypako≤ piste∑s, “the commitment of
faith” (Rom 1:5; 16:26), and all that that entails. Although some commandments
of the Mosaic law have become obsolete, others continue to be valid, even for
Christians; see Thielman, “Coherence.”

20. Each one should remain in the state in which he was called. Lit. “in the call
in which each was called, in that let him (or her) remain.” So Paul repeats in ef-
fect the principle enunciated in v. 17. The noun kl≤sis might be understood as the
call to Christianity (as in Phil 3:14; cf. Eph 4:1; 2 Tim 1:9), which is also the sense
in which the verb kalein is used in the subordinate clause of this verse. The noun
has to be understood, however, in a broader sense to include the “status” or “con-
dition” of being a Jew or a Gentile, slave or free, in which the call to Christianity
has come to the individual involved, as in 1:26. See Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 32; Linde-
mann, 1 Cor, 171; cf. especially Schmidt, TDNT, 3: 491–92 n. 1. Note how the
matter is formulated in 7:24.

21. Were you a slave when you were called? Do not worry about it. Lit. “as a slave
you were called; let it not be a concern to you.” The first part of this problematic
verse gives the same answer as that of vv. 18–19, and the two following parts are
more or less parenthetical, because they provide a second example drawn from so-
cial status that is of little ultimate consequence for the called Christian. They
counsel slaves with comforting words in a manner that has little relevance to the
rest of the paragraph, advising them to appreciate better their call to freedom pre-
cisely as Christians. The first clause (v. 21a) may be a question (as translated
here), or an elliptical protasis of a conditional sentence, to which v. 21b is the
apodosis; it gives then the same answer as vv. 18–19. Then follows v. 21c, which
acts as a qualification. A slave could be a good Christian, as Paul recognizes in the
Letter to Philemon. He seeks now only to bring slaves to a better understanding of
their social condition.
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Doulos, “slave,” used here and in vv. 22–23 and 12:13, denoted in ancient cul-
ture and in Greek and Roman law an “animated tool” (empsychon organon, Aris-
totle, Nicom. Ethics 8.11.6 §1161b). As such, the slave had no rights: nullum ius

habet (Digest 4.5.1) and no obligation (to serve anyone but the master) (Digest

50.17.22). The slave had, however, certain advantages at times, and these made
some of them prefer to remain in slavery.

but even if you can gain your freedom, take advantage rather of it. I.e., if you can
be manumitted in a legal procedure. This is a qualification of what has been said
in v. 21ab, but it is expressed in a difficult shortened sentence that is ambiguous.
The protasis is introduced by adversative and conditional conjs., all’ ei kai, “but
even if,” and the apodosis contains an enigmatic comparative adv. mallon and an
aor. impv., chr≤sai, lit. “use more” or “use rather,” which has no object expressed.
So make use of what? The relation of this clause to v. 21ab as well as to what fol-
lows in vv. 22–23 is not easy to explain. Since v. 22 forms a logical sequel to 
v. 21ab, v. 21c seems to be parenthetic (so interpreted by Thrall, Greek Particles,

78–82; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 172–73) and may address a situation different from 
v. 21ab.

Four different interpretations have been given to the last two words (mallon

chr≤sai) of the apodosis:
(1) Some would take them as they stand, without an object understood (as in

Epictetus, Diss. 2.21.20; P.Oxy. 16.1865.4; cf. Dodd, “Notes from Papyri,” and to
mean, “be all the more useful,” i.e., work all the harder; or even though a freed
person, be as industrious as a slave (BDAG, 1087).

(2) Bartchy (First-Century Slavery, 183) would understand the indirect obj. of
chr≤sai to be the dat. t≤ kl≤sei (understood from v. 20): “But if, indeed, you become
manumitted, by all means [as a freedman] live according to [God’s calling].” 
This interpretation finds support in the sense of the verb chraomai as used by 
Josephus, Ant. 11.6.12 §281; 13.9.1 §257; 14.7.2 §116 (“living according to the
laws” [of the Jews]). This meaning, however, is subtle and not easily suited to 
the context, because the verb basically means “to make use of, employ” (see Fee,
1 Cor, 316).

(3) Some would understand a dat., doulei≠, “make better use of (your) slavery,”
i.e., make better use of your present condition (e.g., RSV, note, NRSV, NAB, SBJ,
1 Cor, 40; Peshitta; John Chrysostom [Hom. in I Cor. 19.4; PG 16.156],
Theodoret [Interpr. Ep. I Cor. 7.21; PG 82.280], and most older commentators;
among moderns, Bellen, Benanti, Conzelmann, Corcoran, Kremer, Lietzmann,
Schlier). This understanding is said to accord better with Paul’s instruction in 
v. 20b, en taut≤ menet∑, “in that let him remain”; and with v. 21a (cf. 12:13; Gal
3:28). It is considered strange, however, because one would expect the pres.
impv., not the aor. chr≤sai.

(4) Others would understand a dat., eleutheri≠, “take advantage rather of (such)
freedom,” i.e., make the most of the opportunity to be freed (so RSV, REB; Eras-
mus, Luther [Comm. on 1 Cor. 7: LW 28.42–43], Calvin, T. de Bèze; among
moderns, Braxton, Callahan, Dawes, Deming, Fee, Godet, Goudge, Harrill, J. B.
Lightfoot, Lindemann, Robertson-Plummer, Schrage, Schüssler Fiorenza,
Trummer). This best suits the parenthetic character of v. 21b, the initial adversa-
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tive conj. alla, and the aor. impv. chr≤sai, and it finds support in 7:23b. It also is an
example of a pattern of argument attested in other ancient writers, where one
finds a statement of fact (or a rhetorical question), followed by an imperative, and
then a different recommendation: 21a, 21b, 21c; Paul himself argues similarly in
vv. 18–19, 27. Some interpreters even invoke the principle of 7:15 in favor of this
view (Kremer), but rightly so? See further Bartchy, First-Century Slavery; Harrill,
Manumission; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 172–73.

22. For the one who was a slave when called by the Lord is the Lord’s freedman.

Lit. “the slave called in the Lord is the Lord’s freedman,” in chiastic formulation.
In this verse, Paul is contrasting the Christian status of a slave (doulos) and that of
a freed person (apeleutheros). His explanation directly explains v. 21ab, but also
has a bearing on v. 21c. In the Greco-Roman world of Paul’s time, a slave who was
manumitted became apeleutheros or libertus and entered a new relationship with
his former kyrios, who became his patronus. So Paul draws an analogy: a slave
called to Christianity may be a slave of the earthly master but achieves the status of
apeleutheros, “freed person,” as far as the Lord is concerned, because he is liber-
ated from “the powers of darkness, the slaveholders of this age” (BDAG, 101). As a
slave, he should continue to serve his earthly master, but with a renewed Christian
motivation. Cf. 1 Pet 5:10, “the God of all grace, who has called you in Christ”;
also John 8:36.

so too the one who was free when called is Christ’s slave. The one who enjoys
“free” social and political status, however, in responding to the Christian call, be-
comes doulos Christou, a designation that Paul often uses of himself (Rom 1:1;
Gal 1:10; Phil 1:1; cf. Eph 6:6), as did other early Christians (Jas 1:1; 2 Pet 1:1;
Jude 1). The reason for this designation is the allegiance denoted thereby to the
lordship of the risen Christ, recognized as Kyrios (see Note on 1:2 and Intro-

duction pp. 72–73). Cf. Phlm 16, where the pair doulos and kyrios, “slave” and
“master, lord,” are found together.

23. You were bought at a price. In this context of slavery, Paul repeats what he
had enunciated earlier in 6:20. There it was a question of avoiding the immorality
of fornication, and it was quoted to recall to Corinthian Christians that their 
bodies were temples of the Holy Spirit and that they did not belong to themselves
(i.e., they were not free to do with their bodies whatever they pleased). Now he
employs the saying to explain why they are slaves of Christ, bought for the service
of the Kyrios, because “you belong to Christ” (3:23). In this way, both slaves and
freeborn are equal in the Christian community.

do not become slaves to human beings, i.e., to the mentality of pagans of Roman
Corinth, among whom you live. As Christians, their bondage is to the risen
Christ, who should be the master (kyrios) of their lives, and in no sense should
they become indentured to other human beings. If one asks about those who were
already slaves in the Greco-Roman system before the call to Christianity, the
fourth way of understanding v. 21cd provides the sense in which Paul’s words now
are to be understood.

24. Brothers, each one should remain before God in the state in which he was

called. Lit. “each one in what one was called, brothers, let him remain in that be-
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fore God.” This cumbersome conclusion repeats in effect the fundamental prin-
ciple enunciated in v. 17 above, and reiterated in v. 20, but now without the prob-
lematic kl≤sis.
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16 e. Advantage of Virginity 

(7:25–35)
7:25Now concerning virgins, I do not have a command from the Lord, but I give
my opinion as one who by the Lord’s mercy is trustworthy. 26 I think, therefore,
that, in view of the impending crisis, it is good for a person to remain as he is. 27Are
you bound to a wife? Do not seek release. Are you without a wife? Do not look for
one. 28But if indeed you do marry, you would not sin; and if a virgin marries, she
would not sin. Yet such people will face troubles in earthly life, and I would spare
you that. 29What I mean, brothers, is that time is running out. From now on let
even those who have wives live as though they had none; 30 those who mourn as
though they did not; those who are happy as though they were not; those who buy
as though they had no possessions; 31and those who deal with the world as though
they had no use of it. For the shape of this world is passing away. 32 I want you to be
free of concern. The unmarried man is concerned about the Lord’s affairs, how
he may please the Lord. 33But a married man is concerned about the affairs of this
world, how he may please his wife; 34and he is divided. An unmarried woman or
virgin is concerned about the Lord’s affairs, that she may be holy in both body and
spirit; but the married woman is concerned about the affairs of this world, how she
may please her husband. 35 I am saying this for your own good, not to lay a restric-
tion on you, but for the sake of good order and devotion to the Lord without dis-
traction.

COMMENT

Paul returns to the specific topics such as he had been discussing before he took
up in the preceding pericope (vv. 17–24), the fundamental norm or principle that
he is applying to the questions of marriage and celibacy: not changing the kind of
life to which Christians have been called. He will repeat the principle in v. 26b. In
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7:8, he has given some counsel to the “unmarried and widows,” and he now turns
to further issues concerning hoi agamoi, “the unmarried,” dealing with a specific
group of them, parthenoi, “virgins,” those who have not yet been married. (In v. 11
Paul used agamos to denote a married woman who had been divorced: she was to
remain unmarried, i.e., was not to seek another spouse.)

Although parthenos is understood from vv. 28 and 34 to mean a girl of mar-
riageable age, not yet engaged or joined in a marital union, some of Paul’s re-
marks in vv. 25–35 are at times applicable also to celibate males. Commentators
since the time of Theodore of Mopsuestia have often understood Paul’s advice in
this part of chap. 7 to mean parthenos in this broader sense, because he addresses
a husband in v. 27a, a bachelor in v. 27c, and speaks about an “unmarried man” in
v. 32, who is contrasted with a “married man” in v. 33.

Although Paul begins this discussion with peri de, which echoes that of 7:1a,
there is no certainty that the topic of “virgins” was one about which Corinthian
Christians had inquired in their letter to him; but it could have been. Because
they were inquiring about the role of sex in their lives (7:1b–2), he may well be an-
swering now a related query, the role of virginity in Christian life.

In this matter, Paul has no dominical saying derived from Jesus of Nazareth to
pass on (in contrast to v. 10) and gives only his counsel about virginity as a trust-
worthy opinion, which is based on three reasons. First, it is colored by his view of
“the shape of this world” (7:31), which involves an “impending crisis” (7:26a), be-
cause “time is running out” (7:29). With that eschatological conviction in mind,
Paul applies the principle enunciated in vv. 17, 20, and 24 to the state of marriage
and virginity in general: “It is good for a person to remain as he is” (7:26b). This
application he further explains in vv. 27–28ab.

Second, another reason for his opinion, likewise motivated by the shape of this
world, “I want you to be free of concern” (7:32; cf. 7:28cd). This reason leads him
to advise the nonuse of marriage, mourning, happiness, possessions, and even of
“this world” (7:30–31). Concern about such matters could preoccupy one, for
whom service of the Lord should be more important.

Third, his real motivation for virginal life is concern “for the Lord’s affairs,”
how one may “please the Lord” (7:32), i.e., a “devotion to the Lord without dis-
traction” (7:35).

“The whole discussion of marriage in this chapter is influenced by Paul’s es-
chatological awareness in addition to his pastoral concern” (Bruce, 1 Cor, 74).
For Paul, virginity is not only “good” (kalon, 7:8, 26), “a gift from God” (7:7), but
also something that he prefers (7:7a, 28f, 32a, 38b). His opinion stands in contrast
to the view of virginity expressed in the OT, especially that of Jephthah’s daughter
who mourns her passing from this life as a mere virgin (Judg 11:37–40), or that be-
moans the fallen virgin Israel (Amos 5:2; Joel 1:8), and the virgin daughter Judah
(Lam 1:15). Although Paul cites no saying of Jesus in favor of virginity, the saying
recorded in Matt 19:12cd, about those who have made themselves eunuchs for
the kingdom of heaven, was new, and it may have begun already to inform Chris-
tian thinking even prior to Paul. Recall also what was said by the eunuch in Isa
56:3b–5b about his being “a dry tree,” but to whom God promises “an everlasting
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name.” In any case, Paul clearly sees the unmarried man or woman differently
from the married, when it is a question of dedication to “the affairs of the Lord”
(7:32–34): of the latter he says, “he is divided” (7:34a). Even if one reads these
Pauline verses as disqualifying “married people theologically as less engaged mis-
sionaries,” it cannot be said that “his theology was wrong,” pace Schüssler
Fiorenza (In Memory, 226). His theology has withstood and will withstand all
such advocacy interpretation.

What Paul says about marriage and virginity in this passage sounds at times like
views advocated by some Stoic writers in the Greco-Roman world; in an earlier
Comment (on 7:1–9) notice has already been taken of such views, and further de-
tails will be given in the Notes that follow. Finally, one should guard against in-
terpreting Paul’s words in this passage as giving advice and counsel to a group of
ascetic virgins in Corinth, who were exercising some sort of spiritual leadership in
the Corinthian church, pace Cha (“Ascetic Virgin”). There is Pauline counsel
here for “virgins,” and ultimately in the pericope that follows for a specific “vir-
gin,” but that this means he was addressing a problem created by a group of per-
sons under some kind of vow in ascetic life is simply not evident in the text.

NOTES

25. Now concerning virgins. Paul begins a new topic with the introductory peri de,

“virgins,” which has not yet been treated in vv. 1–24. The noun parthenos denoted
in antiquity a girl apeiros andros, “without experience of a man” (Menander, Sicy-

onius 372–73); h≤ m≤ ekdedomen≤ andri, “who has not been given to a man’ (LXX
Lev 21:3); cf. LXX Judg 21:12; Delling, TDNT, 5:826–37). Elsewhere in the NT
it denotes (14 times) a chaste marriageable girl (except Rev 14:4, where it is figu-
rative: parthenoi, those who have not defiled themselves with idolatry). Its fem.
gender is clear in vv. 34, 36–38, and probably also in v. 28, where the fem. article
is missing in some mss (B, F, G). Here, however, parthenoi has to be understood
as masc. as well as fem., because v. 26 extends its connotation to anthr∑pos,

“human being,” and v. 32 applies it to masc. ho agamos. For this reason, the RSV,
REB render it “the unmarried.” The translation “betrothed” (ESV, Hurley, “To
Marry,” 16; Elliott, “Paul’s Teaching”) is tendentious and wrong; and parthenoi,

as “widow(er)s married only once” (Ford, “Levirate Marriage,” 362) is bizarre.
The noun occurs elsewhere in the Pauline corpus only in 2 Cor 11:2 (in a figura-
tive sense; see EDNT, 3:40).

I do not have a command from the Lord, but I give my opinion as one who by the

Lord’s mercy is trustworthy. Lit. “pitied enough to be trustworthy,” an epexegetical
infin. (IBNTG, 127). Contrast 7:10, and compare 2 Cor 8:8–10, where the same
contrast of epitag≤ and gn∑m≤ is noted about another matter. Even though he ex-
presses an opinion, Paul knows that his ministry is graced by divine mercy (see 
2 Cor 4:1), and so he claims that he can be trusted; cf. 1 Thess 2:4., where Paul
similarly mentions God’s approval that he enjoys and the gospel with which he
has been entrusted. Greek gn∑m≤ actually means more than the modern English
“opinion,” bearing even the nuance of “judgment,” as in 7:40; often it means
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“purpose,” “decision,” “counsel,” and even “maxim,” as in the rhetorical tradition
of ethical teaching among ancient Greeks and Romans (see Ramsaran, “More
than an Opinion,” who argues that its use is a mark of Paul’s argumentative craft
to convince Corinthian Christians of his trustworthy view of the matter). It is far
from clear that, in so expressing himself, it is merely “Paul the theologian speak-
ing in his own name,” and not giving “an apostolic judgment” (pace Guillemette,
“Is Celibacy Better?” 15).

26. I think, therefore, that, in view of the impending crisis, it is good for a person

to remain as he is. Lit. “I think therefore this to be good because of the impending
need, that it is good for a human being to be in this way,” where the infin. to
hout∑s einai (preceded by the neut. anaphoric article to) means “as one is” (BDF
§399.1). The Greek of this verse is cumbersome.

Paul gives a reason for repeating the principle enunciated in vv. 17, 20, and 24:
“in view of the impending crisis.” Anank≤ can denote “necessity, pressure” of any
kind (Matt 18:7; Rom 13:5), but at times in apocalyptic writings it refers to a com-
ing crisis or distress (e.g., the final days of a siege or persecution: Luke 21:23; 
2 Cor 6:4; Josephus, J.W. 5.13.7 §571). The perf. ptc. enest≤k∑s can mean either
“happening now, present” (3:22; Rom 8:38; Gal 1:4; Heb 9:9; 3 Macc 1:16;
BDAG, 337) or “threatening, being imminent” (1 Macc 12:44; LXX 1 Kgs 12:24x;
Isocrates, Or. 5.2; Polybius, Hist. 3.97.1; cf. BDAG, 337).

What is the “impending crisis”? Is it restricted to “troubles in earthly life” 
(en sarki, 7:28c)? So SBJ, 1 Cor, 41. “Famine, grain shortages” (Winter, After Paul,

6, 224)—a meaning that hardly suits the present context!—Or is it related to “the
shape of this world” that “is passing away” (7:31b)? It does not seem to be the for-
mer, because the climax of vv. 25–31, expressed in v. 31, implies that “impending
crisis” has an eschatological nuance. As Baasland rightly notes, it denotes here
“etwa endzeitliche Drangsal” (hardship of the last days) and differs from its mean-
ing in 7:37 (“sexual impulse”) or in 9:16 (“[divine] compulsion”). It resembles its
use in LXX Zeph 1:15, h≤mera thlipse∑s kai anank≤s, “a day of distress and an-
guish” (“Anank≤ bei Paulus,” 358, 365). Conzelmann (1 Cor, 132) also recognizes
that this phrase “at last affords the long-awaited eschatological grounding”; simi-
larly Bellinato, “O pensamento.” This motivation for celibacy finds a parallel in
the life of the prophet Jeremiah, who was warned by Yahweh “not to take a wife” in
view of the doom coming upon the land in the Babylonian Captivity (Jer 16:2–4).

27. Are you bound to a wife? Do not seek release. I.e., separation from her. Paul’s
counsel echoes, in effect, vv. 10–11 (about no divorce), but now it is because of
the “impending crisis” (anank≤). The perf. tense in dedesai expresses the condi-
tion of the marital bond that began in the past and continues to exist. Rom 7:2 (h≤

gar hypandros gyn≤ t∑ z∑nti andri dedetai nom∑, “thus a married woman is bound
by law to her husband as long as he is alive”) shows that Paul is speaking about a
husband and wife, and not merely about an engaged couple, as J. K. Elliott main-
tains (“Paul’s Teaching”); cf. BDAG, 222. Paul recommends that such a union
continue, even in view of the impending crisis, because of the principle of v. 20:
“each should remain in the state in which he was called.” However, Paul consid-
ers first a husband in this and the following alternative, which widens the mean-
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ing of virginity so that it is not restricted only to females; see also v. 32b (ho 

agamos). Paul’s style here is noteworthy: the resolution of a periodic sentence into
disconnected components (see BDF §§464, 494).

Are you without a wife? Do not look for one. The perf. lelysai might seem to
mean, “have you been loosed from a wife,” i.e., by death or divorce. The NEB un-
derstands it of one whose marriage has “been dissolved.” In view of the preceding
question, however, it must mean, “Have you been free of any bond to a wife?”
BDAG notes that “a previous state of being ‘bound’ need not be assumed” (607).
So Paul’s words would be directed to bachelors as well as widowers, because they
are simply echoing his fundamental principle stated above. The initial verb lelysai

picks up on the last word of the preceding sentence, another disconnected com-
ponent, lysin, “release.” In saying this, Paul is not speaking against marriage as
such.

28. But if you marry, you would not sin. Since Paul states only his opinion and
gives advice, the person concerned must take responsibility and decide. If one
makes a different decision and adopts a different form of life, Paul hastens to add
that that is not sinful. The conditional sentence is strange, because the protasis ex-
presses a present general condition (ean with the subjunct. gam≤s≤s [which could
also be taken as future more vivid, as does Conzelmann]), but the apodosis uses
ouk h≤martes, which has been called a proleptic aor. (ZBG §257) or a futuristic
aor. (BDF §333.2); hence the translation given in the lemma.

The best reading of the verb in the protasis is gam≤s≤s, but some mss (K, L) use
the more correct, classical aor. subjunc. g≤m≤s; and others (D, F, G) read rather
lab≤s gynaika, “take a wife,” a reading probably influenced by v. 29b.

and if a virgin marries, she would not sin. Another example singles out h≤

parthenos, “the virgin,” with fem. art., which relates this instance to the topic
begun in v. 25, even though the fem. art. is lacking in mss B, F, G (because of hap-
lography). The article (h≤) is generic (BDF §252). Again the conditional sentence
has the same strange mixture of tenses.

Yet such people will face troubles in earthly life. Lit. “trouble in the flesh,” where
thlipsis is not “synonymous with anank≤” of v. 26 (pace Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 132),
because, although the verb is fut., the “trouble” will not be caused only by an out-
ward circumstance, persecution or the “shape of this world.” Thlipsis will afflict
the flesh of human beings (cf. 2 Cor 2:4; 12:7), where “in the flesh” does not de-
note merely sexual enticements (as in 7:2, 9), but connotes also the troubling and
worrisome lives that many people lead in this world, with a spouse and children.

and I would spare you that. Lit. “and I am sparing you that.” Having made a
concession (v. 28ab) in light of his fundamental principle, Paul stresses a consid-
eration still expressed in eschatological terms, as the next verse makes clear. He
prefers to spare Corinthian Christians the agony of deciding what is better for
themselves, their spouses, and their children.

29. What I mean, brothers, is that time is running out. Lit. “this I declare (ph≤mi,

cf. 15:50), the critical time has been limited/shortened,” where the perf. pass. ptc.
of systell∑, “draw together, shorten,” is used without any indication of the agent by
which it has been done. Paul is emphasizing that one should not regard the pres-
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ent age, in which the Corinthian Christian community is living, as everlasting. In
the apocalyptic passage of Mark 13:20, a shortening of days is ascribed to “the
Lord,” and that has given rise to a similar understanding of this Pauline expres-
sion, especially if it is related to Paul’s reference to the Parousia itself, “the day of
our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:8). “Time” is not the translation of chronos, which mea-
sures the passing of hours and days, but kairos, “critical time,” the same as what
Paul calls in Rom 3:26 ho nyn kairos, “the present time,” i.e., the eschatological
now (see Romans, 343–44, 353), marked by God’s intervention and guidance
through the salvific Christ-event. Paul adds a different aspect to this “time,” viz.,
its curtailment, as he seeks to intensify in vv. 29–31 the eschatological motivation
of his treatment of marriage and virginity for Christians, “upon whom the ends of
the ages have met” (10:11). Cf. Rom 13:1. He wants to express freedom to engage
in life in this world as if one were not in it, and so he takes an apocalyptic view of
the world.

From now on let even those who have wives live as though they had none. Or
“therefore,” because it is difficult to say whether the adv. phrase to loipon is being
used in a temporal sense (Cavallin) or in an inferential sense (BDAG, 602–3).
The temporal sense may be preferred because of the general future or eschatolog-
ical thrust of Paul’s argument in this part of chap. 7.

In saying this, Paul is not uttering a deprecating judgment against marriage,
even though he recognizes that married men become absorbed in family affairs
and problems; he is not recommending that they abandon their responsibilities to
spouses and children, but rather wants them to learn to live as if they no longer
had wives and children. For the thrust of his argument is: because of the impend-
ing crisis it is not good to marry; for if one were to marry, one would be assuming
obligations that the crisis will make it impossible to fulfill. Cf. the saying of the
Lucan Jesus (Luke 14:26), about a disciple who is expected to hate father, mother,
wife, children, and even his own life.

Paul uses h∑s m≤, “as though not,” five times, not necessarily in dependence 
on Stoic argumentation, even though his formulation may resemble Stoic an-
titheses (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 133), but on a tradition inspired by the words of
Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 6:19–34), who urged his followers not 
to store up treasures on earth, but in heaven. To such a tradition, Paul gives 
a clearer eschatological cast. The five instances juxtapose “five examples of
‘worldly’ involvement—including marriage—and five corresponding, suggested
ideal modes of behavior” (Wimbush, Paul the Worldly Ascetic, 28). Wimbush
compares the imperatives in 6 Ezra 16:40–44, and eventually concludes rightly
that Paul’s relativizing argument “(h∑s m≤ = amerimnos) is used not for debunking,

but for accepting involvement in, the structures of the world, with the proviso that

concern for ‘the things of the Lord’ take priority” (ibid., 96 [his italics]).
For a striking example of similar Cynic antitheses, see Diogenes of Sinope, pre-

served in Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 6.29 (cf. Penna “San Paolo”; also Schrage,
“Die Stellung”). What in Stoic thinking was an aloof reaction to the world of
human existence has now been cast in terms of another world dominated by the
Christ-event, with a destiny that is different. Christians may live in the world, but
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Paul calls them to consider a lifestyle that is detached from it so that they may de-
vote themselves to the Lord’s affairs.

30. those who mourn as though they did not; those who are happy as though they

were not; those who buy as though they had no possessions. Three further examples
of people affected by the impending crisis are mourners, rejoicers, and buyers. In
each case, what is crucial in these aspects of human life takes on a Judeo-Christian
dimension that is eschatologically different. Cf. Luke 6:16–21, 25b; Rom 12:15.
The dialectic tension in these instances is not merely between the present and the
future, but between Christians and the world in which they find themselves. The
four antitheses expressed in vv. 30–31 have been compared with similar antitheses
in Stoic diatribe, but they should rather be compared with 4 Ezra 16:42–45, and
more closely even with those expressed by Paul in 4:10–13a.

31. and those who deal with this world as though they had no use of it. Lit. “and
those using the world.” The fourth and last example is comprehensive, summing
up the others. In other words, Christians should live in this world as it has been
transformed by the Christ-event, as though they were not ruled and dominated by
deceptive demands of this world. “Those who are called by God to remain in the
world (vv. 17–24) are exhorted rather to live ‘as though not exploiting the world’ ”
(Doughty, “Presence and Future,” 71–72). Cf. Rom 12:2, where Paul urges his
addressees not to conform themselves to this present world (m≤ sch≤matizesthe t∑

ai∑ni tout∑).
For the shape of this world is passing away. The pres. tense of paragei in this

statement explains the comprehensive antithesis just expressed: the outward ap-
pearance of the present mode of earthly life is going out of existence, because it is
to be transformed as a result of the Christ-event. So Paul views the age in which he
was living as he adds this to what he has already said about it in vv. 26 and 29. Par-

agei, “is passing away,” is a form of the verb used in LXX Ps 144:4, “The days of 
a human being are like a passing shadow.” The phrase to sch≤ma tou kosmou,

however, is known in Greek literature, found (with a different connotation) in Eu-
rpides, Bacchae 832; Philostratus, Vita Apoll. 8.7 §312, and lacking an eschato-
logical connotation.

32. I want you to be free of concern. This statement could refer to what Paul has
already written in v. 28cd, but it more directly refers to what is coming in the fol-
lowing verses, because the adj. amerimnous, “without concern,” is echoed in 
the verb in the following sentence, merimn≠. Paul is expressing his pastoral care
by providing guidance to the celibate male, and is undoubtedly using a notion
often associated with marriage in Stoic writings, merimna, “anxiety, worry, care”
(BDAG, 632), along with perispasmos, “distraction, preoccupation.” See Hiero-
cles, Peri gamou 22.24, excerpted in Stobaeus, Anthologium (ed. O. Hense,
4.504); also Balch, “1 Cor 7:32–35.”

The unmarried man is concerned about the Lord’s affairs, how he may please the

Lord. Paul understands that ho agamos is spared worry about a wife and children
and other related concerns so that he can concentrate on “the Lord’s affairs” (ta
tou kyriou). Paul makes this assertion about an unmarried man in the context of
an exhortation in favor of virginity. What he thus asserts is intended as a recom-
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mendation to consider the appropriateness of “pleasing the Lord” in a celibate
way of life. “To please the Lord” is a consideration found elsewhere in Pauline
writings, when the Apostle seeks to motivate human conduct (1 Thess 4:1; 2:4, 15;
Rom 8:8; 2 Cor 5:9). Some of the other passages speak of pleasing “God,” whence
the variant the∑ for this verse in mss F, G, and Latin versions. Pace Guillemette
(“Is Celibacy Better,” 18), Jerome did not “wrongly” translate, when he wrote 
quomodo placeat Deo; he translated what he read in such mss.

What are ta tou kyriou, “the Lord’s affairs”? Even though Paul adds immedi-
ately, “How he may please the Lord” and such a clause can be found elsewhere in
his writings, it does not help much in determining the connotation of “the Lord’s
affairs.” One might think of prayer, presence in cultic or church assemblies, char-
itable works, even preaching, but are such items sufficient motivation for an un-
married life? Perhaps what Paul says in 9:19–23 about his own dedication gives a
hint about what is meant here by “the Lord’s affairs.” It is gratuitous eisegesis to in-
troduce the explanation of working “full time” for the affairs of the Lord, meaning
thereby “the spread of the Gospel on foreign soil or even simply the founding of
Churches” (Guillemette, ibid., 21). Wimbush rightly sees that Paul is speaking
rather about a form of asceticism or “ascetic behavior (or renunciation in general)
and self-understanding” (Paul the Worldly Ascetic, 7).

33. But a married man is concerned about the affairs of this world, how he may

please his wife. This is simply the opposite formulation of v. 32b, with ta tou 

kosmou replacing ta tou kyriou, and t≤ gynaiki replacing t∑ kyri∑.
34. and he is divided. Lit. “and he has been divided,” the verb, being perf. pass.

memeristai expresses the conclusion of v. 33. This is the reading in the earliest 
Alexandrian and Western mss (P 15, 46, ±, A, B, D*, P, 33, 1739). Some mss (Dc, F,
G, K, L, ¥, 614), however, omit the first kai, and so memeristai would be taken
with the following sentence (in ms 1241 it is followed by de), and its subj. would
be h≤ gyn≤ h≤ agamos, “the unmarried woman.” This reading, however, is not fa-
vored by text critics today (Metzger, TCGNT, 490).

As the text stands, Paul is saying that the attention of a married man is divided as
he seeks to please both his wife and the Lord. Even though Paul may be agreeing
with Stoic thought to some extent in this regard about concern and distraction, he
does have a nuance that is not found in Stoic writers, the concern for the things of
the risen Christ as well as an eschatological perspective in which he casts his dis-
cussion of unmarried life.

An unmarried woman or virgin is concerned about the Lord’s affairs, that she

may be holy in both body and spirit. Lit. “and the unmarried woman and the vir-
gin” (with a sing. verb), which is the preferred reading today, but it is not univer-
sally attested; some mss (P46, ±, A, 33) have the adj. agamos with both gyn≤ and
parthenos, so that h≤ gyn≤ h≤ agamos could refer to a widow and h≤ parthenos h≤

agamos to a virgin (see Metzger, TCGNT, 490). Guenther (“One Woman or
Two”), however, has shown that Paul is speaking here of only one woman, “the
unmarried and chaste woman.”

The first part of this sentence parallels that about the unmarried man in v. 32b.
Paul thus treats the virgin equally with the unmarried man. The second part of the
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sentence adds a new consideration, “that she may be holy in both body and spirit,”
i.e., that her dedication to the Lord and ascetic withdrawal from worldly concerns
may be expressed in all that she is. In writing “body and spirit” (see Note on 2:4),
which are terms not used in opposition here, but in a sense of wholeness, Paul is
referring to the unmarried woman’s entire person; such a woman is holy not only
in her inward being, but also in her physical virginal body.

MacDonald (“Women Holy”) argues that Paul was extending to ordinary Co-
rinthian Christian women, who were striving to be holy in remaining unmarried,
the hope of a new kind of freedom in the social world of Roman Corinth. Paul’s
remarks are cautious, because he realizes that celibacy for them might not always
remain possible. Even though Paul has spoken first about “the unmarried man”
(v. 32), “the impulse for celibacy came mainly from women, since the celibate ef-
forts of these traditionally subordinate members of the community would most
likely require the blessing of males if the community was to continue as a mixed
group” (ibid., 172). Paul’s comments then instill a sense of eschatological reserva-
tion into such concerns, as he warns Corinthian Christians of a concern that
could engulf both ways of life and be distracting. Cf. 1 Thess 5:23; 1 Cor 5:3 (used
in contrast).

but the married woman is concerned about the affairs of this world, how she may

please her husband. This is the exact counterpart of the married man in v. 33.
35. I am saying this for your own good. Lit. “for what is advantageous to you

(plur.),” i.e., for the benefit of the Corinthian church, and not for any benefit to
Paul himself.

not to lay a restriction on you. Lit. “not to throw a noose (brochon) about you.”
Paul utilizes a term known to the Cynic philosopher Diogenes of Sinope, who
taught that for the conduct of life one needs “reason or a halter” (dein logon ≤ bro-

chon), i.e., self-control or suicide (quoted in Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 6.24). Paul,
however, does not seek to curtail the freedom of Corinthian Christians or deprive
them of it, but rather to order their outlook properly and lead them to a better role
in the service of the Lord and the community. See 2 Cor 4:5.

but for the sake of good order and devotion to the Lord without distraction. Three
qualities sum up Paul’s counsel to the Corinthians about virginity; they are ex-
pressed in two substantivized adj. and an adv. His advice about virginity seeks to
eusch≤mon, “that which is seen to contribute to propriety and good order,” or what
Greek society would advocate for public decorum (see Epictetus, Diss. 4.1.163;
4.12.6); to euparedron, “that which sits well in attendance upon” (the Lord), like
wisdom attending God’s throne (Wis 9:4); and aperispast∑s, “without distraction.”
The last quality is the most important, for Paul’s whole discussion about virginity
has been building up to this significant adv., with which the verse emphatically
ends. In using this adv., Paul may have been borrowing an idea from current Stoic
philosophy; see Epictetus, Diss. 3.22.69: m≤ pot’ aperispaston einai dei ton

Kynikon holon pros t≤ diakoni≠ tou theou, “whether the Cynic should (not) be
undistracted, wholly (devoted) to the service of God.” This would have entailed
abstention from marriage and other mundane obligations (BDAG, 101). See fur-
ther Epictetus, Diss. 1.29.59; 2.21.22; also Balch, “1 Cor 7:32–35”; Fredrickson,
“No Noose,” 421–23.
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17 f. Marriage of a Virgin 

in Certain Conditions (7:36–38)
7:36 If someone thinks that he is behaving improperly toward his virgin, and if she
(or he) is at a critical stage, and so it has to be, let him do as he wishes. He is com-
mitting no sin; let them get married. 37But the one who stands firm in his mind,
who is under no compulsion and has control of his own will, and has made up 
his mind to keep his virgin (unmarried) will be doing well. 38So then both the 
one who marries his virgin does well, and the one who does not marry her will do
better.

COMMENT

Although these three verses are related to the foregoing passage (vv. 25–35), they
are more concerned with marriage than with virginity. In v. 34, Paul spoke of “an
unmarried woman or virgin,” but now he takes up two special cases of marriage,
one the marriage of a virgin in a special situation (vv. 36–38), and the other that of
a widow (vv. 39–40). In both cases it is a question of a possible change in marital
status, and Paul’s advice is diverse.

In the first instance, treated in this pericope, the issue concerns parthenos, but
what Paul says about her is far from clear. Three main interpretations of this diffi-
cult passage have been proposed, and none of them is without its problems.

First, the difficulty begins with tis, “someone,” who is clearly a man because of
the masc. poss. pron. autou, “his virgin,” but what is meant by parthenos? A long-
standing meaning has been “virgin daughter,” as the word is used at times in some
Greek writers (Sophocles, Oed. Tyr. 1462; Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 3.86;
Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist. 16.55.3; 20.84.3; Josephus, Ant. 1.11.5 §205); cf. the
Vg: super virgine sua. Tis would then refer to her father, who in ancient society
had the authority (patria potestas in the Roman concept of the family [= exousia,

v. 37]) and the duty of giving his daughter away in marriage to a suitor. The com-
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pound adj. hyperakmos (v. 36) would be understood as fem. and mean that she is
“past the bloom of youth,” or superadulta. This interpretation is often supported
by reference to Sir 42:9, where a father worries about his daughter, whether she be
married, or unmarried past her prime (m≤pote parakmas≤), or unfaithful in mar-
riage. At first sight, this meaning of tis seems to be called for by the verb gamiz∑,

“give in marriage” (v. 38). However, parthenos, meaning “daughter,” encounters
serious difficulty with the verb gameit∑san, “let them get married” (v. 36). Who is
meant by the 3d pers. plur. verb? It hardly seems to be, “Let the father and his
daughter marry.” Further objections against this interpretation are: Why would
Paul use tis and t≤n parthenon autou to refer to a father and his daughter, when he
could have used the specific words, pat≤r and thygat≤r; and nothing in the pre-
ceding ten verses prepares for such a relationship.

To get around such objections, a variant of this interpretation is proposed some-
times, which understands the verses to refer to a guardian (tutor) and his ward
(pupilla) or adopted daughter; or even to a master and his slave, to whom he had
promised virginal status (Schiwietz, O’Rourke, Klauck) . In such a case, the im-
proper behavior might be the guardian’s or master’s desire to marry her or perhaps
his reluctance to allow the girl to marry and his desire to keep her to be an old
maid. The crucial verses, then, are translated:

If someone thinks that he is behaving improperly toward his virgin (daughter/
ward/slave), if she is past the bloom of youth, and so it has to be, let him do as he
wishes. He is committing no sin; let them get married. . . . So then both the one
who gives his virgin in marriage does right, and the one who does not give her
in marriage will do better.

This interpretation has been proposed by many commentators (with varying nu-
ances): John Chrysostom (De virginitate 78; PG 48.590), Theodoret (In ep. I ad

Cor. 7.36; PG 82.284), Epiphanius, Ambrose, Augustine; Luther (7. Kap. Cor.

[1523] 36; WAusg. 12.140), Calvin (1 Ep. Cor. 7.36; ed. Pringle, 39.264–65),
Bengel; Allo, Bachmann, Edwards, Godet, Grosheide, Heinrici, Huby, Jacono,
Kuss, J. B. Lightfoot, Morris, Robertson-Plummer, Sickenberger, Spicq; also the
KJV, JB. Of the three interpretations, this long-standing one has the least to be said
for it today (see Schrenk, TDNT, 3:60).

Second, parthenos is understood rather of a “betrothed virgin,” one to whom tis
has been engaged, or his fiancée. This is explained sometimes by recalling the dif-
ference in Jewish marriage between betrothal (’≤rûsîn) and actual taking in mar-
riage (nî∫û›în) and imagining some reason to postpone the latter. The betrothal
was a formal engagement to marry, which made the woman committed to the
prospective husband so much so that any intercourse with another man would
have made her an adulteress. A similar engagement was known also in the Roman
world. In this case, hyperakmos is understood usually as masc. and refers to the
fiancé’s strong passions (although the NIV still understands it as “if she is getting
along in years”). Such an understanding of parthenos makes the verb gameit∑san,

“let them marry” (v. 36), easier to understand, but it creates a problem for gamiz∑n
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(v. 38), if one tries to take it in its usual sense. It is further problematic in making
Paul’s comment on such a man’s decision to marry his fiancée seem strange, 
“He is committing no sin” (v. 36e), because Paul has already addressed this issue
(v. 9). Another objection against this interpretation comes from the lack of other
instances of parthenos meaning “betrothed” without some specifying adj. (e.g.,
emn≤steumen≤, as in Luke 1:27). In any case, Paul would be counseling the en-
gaged man either to marry or, better, to put off the marriage and let her remain as
betrothed. The crucial verses, then, are translated:

If someone thinks that he is behaving improperly toward his (betrothed) virgin,
if he is at his sexual peak, and so it has to be, let him do as he wishes. He is com-
mitting no sin; let them get married. . . . So then both the one who marries his
betrothed does right, and the one who does not marry her will do better.

This interpretation was first proposed in 1874 by W. C. van Manen and is used
(with varying nuances) by Barrett, Belkin, Bruce, Chadwick, Collins, Conzel-
mann (?), Deming, Fee, Garland, Horsley, Hurley, Kistemaker, Kruse, Kümmel,
Leal, Lindemann, Marinelli, Merklein, Schrage, Senft, Thiselton, and others; see
also RSV, NAB, NRSV, ESV, REB, NIV, NJB.

Third, a different situation has been envisaged: that of a Christian “virgin”
committed to preserving her virginity who has taken up ascetic cohabitation with
a unmarried man who would respect her resolve. This has been called a “spiritual
marriage,” in which intercourse was not practiced by such ascetic partners. Such
a union was unknown in Judaism, and this would be the earliest attestation of it
among Christian men and women. It may be hinted at also in the Shepherd of
Hermas, Sim. 9.11.1–9. The improper behavior would in this case be the man’s
inability to control his sexual desire and his indulgence in unwanted advances.
Paul’s counsel advises such individuals about further conduct in such a union.
The crucial verses, then, are translated:

If someone thinks that he is behaving improperly toward his (spiritual) virgin, if
he is at his sexual peak, and so it has to be, let him do as he wishes. He is com-
mitting no sin; let them get married. . . . So then both the one who marries his
virgin does right, and the one who does not marry her will do better.

This interpretation is sometimes said to have been first proposed in 1892 by 
C. Weissäcker, and it has been extended by Grafe and Achelis, who related it 
to the third-century practice of virgines subintroductae (inducted virgins) in 
some forms of monastic life. It is still proposed (with varying nuances) by Beck,
Conzelmann (?), Delling, Héring, Hurd, Kruse, Lietzmann, Moffatt, Murphy-
O’Connor, Niederwimmer, Peters, Seboldt, and others, especially in the last hun-
dred years (Peters, “Spiritual Marriage”); NEB. In this interpretation, the verb
gameit∑san, “let them get married,” becomes otiose, because they are already
married. It is a matter of debate, moreover, whether there actually were in Roman
Corinth such ascetic virgins as part of the Christian community; there is no evi-
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dence for them. How would the idea of a spiritual marriage be reconciled with
what Paul has written about the physical relationship of Christian marriage in 
vv. 1–5? (Garland, 1 Cor, 339). One should hesitate to read into Paul’s words all
the later problems of ecclesiastical discipline about virgines subintroductae or
parthenoi syneisaktai (see Oepke, “Irrwege”; Deming, Paul on Marriage, 40–47).

In this pericope, Paul undoubtedly is addressing either those who have not yet
been married or, more likely, have not yet indulged in marital intercourse. Realist
that he is, he recommends marriage, when “it has to be” (v. 36c), which is an ap-
plication of what he has already said in v. 9, even though he himself prefers that
the virgin be kept as she is, i.e., unmarried, so that she may be “concerned about
the Lord’s affairs” and may be “holy in both body and spirit” (v. 34).

NOTES

7:36. If someone thinks that he is not behaving properly toward his virgin. The
clause is introduced by de, “but,” and the infin. asch≤monein, “behave improp-
erly,” stands in contrast to to eusch≤mon, “(contributing to) good order,” of v. 35.
The impropriety is not specified, but would have to be judged from the context,
which could be social, legal, or moral. It will vary here depending on the sense
given to “his virgin,” as explained above, and on the meaning given to the adj. in
the following clause. Pace Bound (“Who Are the ‘Virgins’ ”), t≤n parthenon autou

cannot mean the man’s own “virginity,” because parthenos is a concrete noun,
not the abs. parthenia or partheneia. This meaning was used also by certain pa-
tristic writers (see Allo, 1 Cor, 185, who recognizes it for what it is, a subterfuge).

and if she (or he) is at a critical stage. Lit. “if he (she) is hyperakmos.” The com-
pound adj. hyperakmos (= hyper, “beyond” [as in 2 Cor 1:8] + akm≤, “highest
point, peak”) is of common gender, either masc. or fem.; so one cannot tell from
it how the subject of the verb “is” should be understood, whether “he” or “she.”
Moreover, the adj. has been understood often either in a temporal sense, “beyond
the bloom of youth” (Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist. 32.11.1, using akm≤ of a mar-
riageable woman’s highest age); or in an intensive sense, “oversexed,” or “strain-
ing at one’s sexual peak” (Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. Hist. 36.2.3, which uses the cog.
verb akmaz∑ of a man’s er∑s, “love”). The first of these meanings is contested 
at times (see Winter, “Puberty or Passion”), and the second even more so
(O’Rourke, “Hypotheses,” 292; Allo, 1 Cor, 192). In any case, the adj. certainly
means more than that the girl has reached puberty and is “fully developed,” as
Ford would have it (“Levirate Marriage,” 364), regardless of the later rabbinic
usage to which she refers.

The different ways of understanding tis and the adj. hyperakmos have been
listed in the Comment above, along with the choices of various versions. The
NAB paraphrases the clause and disregards the gender of the adj., leaving it unde-
cided, “if a critical moment has come.”

and so it has to be. The subj. of the verb opheilei is unclear; it does not seem to
be either parthenos or tis; so it is often taken as impersonal, referring to the situa-
tion described so far as inevitably leading to marital union, or perhaps referring to

Notes 7 : 3 6 325



external social pressure in the culture in which the person was living (see Chad-
wick, “ ‘All Things,’ ” 267).

let him do as he wishes. Or possibly “let her do as she wishes.” Although it is im-
possible to tell who the subject is, more than likely it refers to the man (tis). In ei-
ther case, it expresses the complete freedom that the subject has. Interpreters who
take parthenos to be “virgin daughter” understand this clause as an expression of
patria potestas, the father’s authority and power to give his daughter away in mar-
riage. If it is a spiritual marriage, it could refer to either spouse, but again the man
is the more likely subject.

He is committing no sin. Or possibly, “she is committing no sin.” Paul repeats
what he has already said in v. 28, making sure that no one misunderstands him in
this matter, that marriage in itself, and even in such a situation, is not sinful.

let them get married. Lit. “let them marry.” This is the problematic 3d pers.
plur. verb (gameit∑san) that causes difficulty for the traditional interpretation 
(father or guardian of a virgin daughter or ward); see Comment above. To obvi-
ate the difficulty, some mss of the western text-tradition (D*, F, G, 1505) read 
the sing. impv. gameit∑, “let him get married,” which does not really help, be-
cause the text still would not indicate who the man is. Robertson-Plummer trans-
late the verb, “Let the daughter and her suitor marry” (1 Cor, 159; similarly
Kugelman, “1 Cor. 7:36–38,” 65); O’Rourke (“Hypotheses,” 298): “her future
partner”; but “suitor” or “partner” is supplied from their argument and read into
the Greek text, which has no such term. In the spiritual-marriage interpretation,
this word would have to mean, “let them consummate the marriage by inter-
course,” which it does not really mean (Fee, 1 Cor, 352). The verb is best under-
stood when either the second or third interpretation mentioned in the Comment

is used.
37. But the one who stands firm in his mind, who is under no compulsion and has

control of his own will. Paul states in three ways the freedom of conviction of the
man (masc. hos, autou, ech∑n) in such a marital situation. This insistence on the
freedom of decision suits better the man in an engagement or a spiritual marriage
than it does a father or a guardian. Anank≤ is now used in the sense of “sexual im-
pulse”; see Note on 7:26, but thel≤ma, “will,” is rarely so employed, because else-
where in Pauline writings it denotes God’s will; in extrabiblical writings it
sometimes has a sexual connotation (desire). That, however, would suit more the
engaged man than a father. For the anacoluthon here, see BDF §478.3.

and has made up his mind to keep his virgin (unmarried) will be doing well. Lit.
“has decided this in his own heart, to keep his own virgin,” i.e., not to follow his
sexual desire but to keep her as she is (as a virgin). The opinion Paul expresses now
agrees with what he said in vv. 7–8 above. For a parallel use of t≤rein in regard to
marriage, see Achilles Tatius, Clitophon et Leucippe 8.18.2 (parthenon gar t≤n

kor≤n mechri toutou tet≤r≤ka, “I have kept the girl a virgin up to now”). Pace Ford
(“Levirate Marriage,” 364), t≤rein in this context does not mean to “support finan-
cially.”

38. So then both the one who marries his virgin does well, and the one who does

not marry her will do better. In both clauses Paul writes kai ho gamiz∑n, the pres.
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ptc. of the verb that normally means “give (a woman) in marriage,” as in Mark
12:25; Matt 24:38; Luke 17:27.

The second-century grammarian, Apollonius Dyscolus, explained the differ-
ence between game∑ and gamiz∑ respectively as gamou metalamban∑, “I take in
marriage,” and gamou tini metadid∑mi, “I give to someone in marriage” (De syn-

taxi 3.31 [p. 280, 11]). This meaning makes some commentators insist that Paul is
speaking about a father (or guardian) and his daughter (or ward); e.g., Robertson-
Plummer.

Lietzmann (1 Cor, 35–36), however, noted that such a grammatical rule of 
Apollonius has many known exceptions (e.g., hystere∑/hysteriz∑; kome∑/komiz∑;

gin∑sk∑/gn∑riz∑) and that Hellenistic Greek has many verbs ending in -iz∑ without
a causative meaning. So he concluded that one should render gamiz∑ here 
as gamon poiein, “make a marriage” (= game∑, “marry”). His opinion has been
widely followed (see BDF §101; MM, 121; BDAG, 188), even though no one has
been able to document such a meaning of gamiz∑ apart from this occurrence.

A number of commentators fail even to note the problem that this difference of
verbs makes: Collins, 1 Cor, 302–3; Soards, 1 Cor, 164. Hurley, in dependence on
Pötscher, suggests that gamiz∑n can also mean “celebrate the wedding,” but then
he translates the first instance (v. 38a) as “he who marries his betrothed,” but the
second as “he who does not celebrate the wedding” (“To Marry,” 31). That is puz-
zling, to say the least.

Paul may be expressing his preference for the preservation of a spiritual mar-
riage among Corinthian Christians, or may be advising an engaged couple. In ei-
ther case, his preference (v. 38b) is not a statement of a principle, but it is given as
a solution to an isolated troubling case; it certainly contributed to the develop-
ment of attitudes about marriage and celibacy in the course of the history of the
Christian church.
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18 g. Marriage of a Widow 

(7:39–40)
7:39A wife is bound to her husband as long as he lives; but if her husband dies, she
is free to be married to whomever she wishes, but only in the Lord. 40 In my judg-
ment, she is more blessed if she remains as she is—and I think that I too have
God’s Spirit.

COMMENT

By an association of ideas, Paul now turns to a second case of a possible change in
marital status, viz., that of a Christian widow. The topic has already been intro-
duced in 7:8–9 above.

NOTES

7:39. A wife is bound to her husband as long as he lives. This notion of marriage is
presupposed in what Paul wrote in v. 10 above; it is formulated from the stand-
point of Jewish tradition. See the regulation in 11QTemplea (11Q19) 57:18: “She
alone shall be with him all the days of her life” (recall the Comment on 7:10–11
above). Cf. Rom 7:2, where Paul speaks of hypandros gyn≤, “a married woman,”
and adds nom∑ (a reference to the Mosaic law), which is added also here in some
mss (±2, D, F, G, ¥). This reading caused Tertullian to forbid a second marriage
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even to Christian widows (see Bauer, “Was las”). Ms K and the Bohairic version
add to the main clause gam∑, “in marriage.”

but if her husband dies. Lit. “is put to sleep,” aor. pass. subjunctive in a pres.
general condition (see Note on 7:10). This euphemism for death is common in
Greek literature (e.g., Homer, Il. 11.241; Sophocles, Electra 509; in LXX Gen
47:30; Deut 31:16; 1 Kgs 11:43; in funerary epitaphs [New Docs 3:93]), and it 
is used elsewhere by Paul (11:30; 15:6, 18, 20, 51; 1 Thess 4:14–15). Some mss

(A, 0278) read rather apothan≤, “dies.”
she is free to be married to whomever she wishes. In v. 8, Paul expressed his opin-

ion that a widow should not marry; now he asserts her freedom to do so, obviously
from the standpoint of Jewish tradition, which would also be true of the Greco-
Roman world. Her situation is similar to that of the woman in Deut 21:14,
eleuthera de estin, “she is free.”

but only in the Lord. This nuance is new, in that Paul prefers that she marry a
Christian, which is a counsel against entering into a mixed marriage. Paul is un-
doubtedly extending a Jewish notion, expressed in such OT endogamic regula-
tions as Deut 7:3; Ezra 9:2; 11QTemplea (11Q19) 57:19 (“from his father’s house
and from his family”), to the Christians of Corinth. Cf. the stipulation in an Ara-
maic Jewish writ of divorce of a.d. 111, which allows the divorced woman “to go
off and become the wife of any Jewish man that she wishes” (Mur 19:6–7; DJD
2:105).

40. In my judgment, she is more blessed if she remains as she is, i.e., as a widow.
So Paul returns to the preference expressed in v. 8, which is now called gn∑m≤,

“opinion, way of thinking,” and recalls what he said in v. 25. It thus differs from
parangell∑, “give command,” of v. 10 and epitag≤, “command,” of v. 25 (see Note

there). Cf. 2 Cor 8:10, where Paul speaks similarly of his “opinion”; and also 
the advice about young widows in 1 Tim 5:14. The widow will be makari∑tera, the
comparative of the word usually used for beatitudes (cf. Rom 14:22); hence “more
blessed,” in the sight of God, and not merely in her own eyes or those of other
human beings.

and I think that I too have God’s Spirit. I.e., what it takes to make Paul hikanos,

“competent,” as a minister of the new covenant and preacher of God’s gospel; see
2 Cor 3:5–6. Paul thus supports his gn∑m≤ against those who in the Corinthian
community were claiming apparently the Spirit’s inspiration for their own views
(see Note on 2:4). Mss P15 and 33 read rather Christou, “Christ’s Spirit,” an in-
sigificant variant.
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B. FREEDOM AND THE EATING 
OF MEAT SACRIFICED TO IDOLS 

(8:1–11:1)

19 a. Idol Meat and the Role of 

Knowledge and Love in Christian 

Fellowship (8:1–13)
8:1Now for meat sacrificed to idols: we realize that “we all possess knowledge.”
Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up. 2 If anyone imagines that he knows some-
thing, he does not yet know it as he ought to. 3But if one loves God, one is known
by him. 4So about the eating of meat sacrificed to idols: we know that “an idol is
nothing at all in this world” and that “there is no God but one.” 5For even if there
are so-called gods either in heaven or on earth—indeed, there are many “gods”
and many “lords”—

6yet for us there is one God, the Father,
from whom come all things and toward whom we tend;
and there is one Lord, Jesus Christ,
through whom all things come and through whom we are destined.

7But all do not possess this knowledge. Some because of their habitual association
up to this time with idols eat such meat as sacrificed to idols, and their conscience,
being weak, is defiled. 8Yet food will not bring us before God. We are neither
worse off if we do not eat, nor better off if we do. 9Only see to it that this very right
of yours does not become a stumbling block for the weak. 10For if someone sees
you, with your knowledge, reclining at table in an idol’s temple, will not his con-
science, weak as it is, be emboldened to eat meat sacrificed to idols? 11So because
of your knowledge this weak person, a brother for whom Christ died, is brought to
destruction. 12When you sin in this way against your brothers and strike at their
conscience, weak as it is, you are sinning against Christ. 13Therefore, if food
causes my brother to fall, I shall never eat meat again, so that I may not cause my
brother to fall.

COMMENT

Paul now moves on to another topic, once again introduced by peri de, a topic that
has caused trouble in the Christian community of Roman Corinth, about which
he has learned in some way. There is no certainty that it was mentioned in the let-
ter sent to him (7:1). There are, however, in this pericope a number of sayings that
seem to reflect ideas that were being bandied about in the community, and Paul
may be quoting them (vv. 1b, 4b) in order to comment on their pertinence to the
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topic at hand, viz., the eating in temple banquets of meat that has been sacrificed
to idols. The topic of chap. 8 is linked to what follows up to 11:1, and indirectly
with the eating of other food and the Lord’s Supper in 10:14–22 and 11:17–34;
this must be noted even though there are other topics that intrude into the discus-
sion at times, some with abrupt transitions.

As with topics treated in earlier chapters, Paul sees the immediate problem of
eating meat that has been sacrificed to idols against a larger background and with
implications that some of the Corinthian Christians do not realize. This accounts
for the manner in which he treats the topic, when he contrasts knowledge and
love and introduces the question of sinning against fellow Christians, or even sin-
ning against Christ himself in the eating of such food. Moreover, he relates the
whole issue to a basic affirmation of Christian faith in vv. 5–6.

Paul begins his discussion of the topic with the eating of meat sacrificed to idols
in a temple of a pagan god and how Christians should regard such a practice. In
Roman Corinth, the cult of Greek, Roman, and other foreign gods was ubiqui-
tous; it probably did not differ much from that of ancient Athens described by
Luke in Acts 17:16, 22–23b. A glance at the plan of the excavated forum of Roman
Corinth (fig. 2) detects the numerous temples and shrines in it dedicated to vari-
ous gods that non-Christian Corinthians reverenced. Civic and social life in such
a city would have meant an obligation to join in festivals, celebrations, and public
ceremonies on occasions when religion and politics were not clearly demarcated;
there were also many guilds of tradesmen and other voluntary associations in
which specific gods were honored with banquets and sacrificial meals. Feasts in
honor of various deities were celebrated regularly in numerous temples, when
food (cereals, cheese, honey) were offered and animals (goats, cows, bulls, horses)
were sacrificed to them, according to the manuals of the pontifices. The meat of
animals so slaughtered, when not fully consumed in sacrifice, was often eaten by
the offerers and attending temple servants. The latter sold at times the surplus
meat on markets (see Ogilvie, Romans and Their Gods, 41–52, on the Roman
mode of sacrifice; Scullard, Festivals, 22–27; Casabona, Récherches, 28–38).

For Jewish Christians in Corinth, such deities and the sacrifices made to them
would have meant little or nothing, because they would have been guided by their
own monotheistic tradition, which inveighed against foreign gods and was formu-
lated in such OT passages as Deut 32:15–18 (“They provoked Him to jealousy
with strange gods; with abominable practices they stirred Him to wrath”); 
Ps 106:34–39. Philo warned fellow Jews, who were inclined to join others in con-
tributions (symbolai) and club subscriptions (eranoi), as he commented on Exod
23:2 about “following many to do evil” (De inebrietate 7 §§25–26).

For non-Jewish Corinthians converted to Christianity, however, banquets in
Greek and Roman temples would have become a problem, because of their for-
mer habits of partaking in such banquets and the popular pressure of such cus-
toms. In this pericope, Paul recognizes the force of habit (8:7b) and the effect that
the customary dining in temple ceremonies would create for some Corinthian
Christians. Can Christians take part in such sacred meals offered to those gods
and before their idols? Paul’s reaction to this problem seems to be double. On the
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one hand, in vv. 1–6 he formulates a principle about idol meat: for Christians who
love God, an idol is nothing at all, i.e., has no reality; so per se idol-meat would be
inconsequential. On the other hand, however, in vv. 7–13 he realizes that the eat-
ing of meat sacrificed to idols in temple banquets could scandalize fellow Chris-
tians, especially those with weak consciences.

Three further pericopes will follow that are related to what Paul begins here.
The first is a digression on his example as an apostle, sparked by what he will say in
8:13, in which he discusses his apostolic authority and his consequent right to re-
ceive support from the community that he has been serving, but also his restraint
in the use of that right (9:1–27). The second pericope is again double, in which
Paul reacts to the danger of idolatry in the Corinthian practice (10:1–22). Finally
Paul adds his advice about eating at home meat bought in pagan markets or that
which is to be consumed by one who is a guest invited to dine in a house of a Co-
rinthian who is not a Christian (10:23–11:1).

Three interpretations of these chapters (8–10) are currently given.

1. Some commentators maintain that, though Paul agrees with those who
possess knowledge (about the nonentity of idols and its implications), he
encourages them to be sensitive of their fellow Christians who have a weak
conscience about idol meat. So Barrett (“Things Sacrificed”).

2. Others claim that Paul intends to persuade those who have knowledge to
abstain completely from idol meats precisely because it has been associ-
ated so much with idolatry. So Cheung, Fee, Witherington.

3. Still others think that Paul seeks to persuade those who possess knowledge
to adopt his policy of not using their very “right” to consume such idol
meat even in temple banquets. So Still. The last mode of interpretation
seems to be the best.

Even though these issues seem secondary to us many centuries later, they rep-
resent problems that can affect Christians of any age: e.g., the relation of the
Christian community to the surrounding secular culture, the strained relations
between individuals or groups within the community, and the problem of the re-
lation of abstract knowledge to the pursuit of love or charity in the conduct of
Christian life.

In this first pericope, Paul, who has at times already written about idolatry 
(1 Thess 1:9–10; Gal 4:8–9; 5:20), turns now to comment on eating food possibly
related to it. Pace Garland (1 Cor, 353–54), there is no evidence that Paul has al-
ready “discussed this issue with the Corinthians,” and none that Paul has taken up
a new policy on idol meat “adopted by the apostolic council, which conflicted
with his earlier instructions.” Even though the same word eid∑lothyta, “idol
meats,” also occurs in Acts 15:29, there is no indication in 8:1–10 or 10:19 of this
letter, where the word appears, that the issue is the same as in Acts (see further
below). In vv. 1–6, Paul agrees partly with the thinking of those Corinthian Chris-
tians who “possess knowledge”: nothing is wrong with such idol meat per se; so
they have a right to eat it. In vv. 7–13, however, Paul introduces a restriction about
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eating it, which comes not from the meat itself, but from the context in which it is
eaten (in a temple banquet honoring a pagan god) and from one’s concern for
other individual fellow Christians, some of whose consciences may be weak in
this regard. Hence one has to be guided, not only by knowledge, but also by love
and concern, and indirectly by Paul’s own example (as he argues in the end).

In developing his thoughts about this problem, Paul mentions certain basic
ideas that Christians should be expected to know, but might overlook: (1) that 
an idol has no reality in this world (8:4b); (2) that there is no God but one (8:4c);
(3) that the fundamental Christian confession is, One God and one Lord of all
(8:6); (4) that food will not bring us closer to God (8:8a); and (5) that a fellow
Christian, no matter how weak in conscience, is one for whom Christ has died
(8:11).

The topic of chap. 8 and of 10:1–11:1, the eating of idol meat in different con-
texts, may seem to be related to Rom 14:1–15:13, part of a letter that Paul still has
to compose. Some commentators assume that the problem of those “weak” in
conscience in 1 Corinthians 8 is the same as that in Romans, because in both let-
ters there is a common idea that what one eats may affect others. That, however, is
a superficial way of discussing the matter, because there are notable differences in
the two contexts:

1. In Romans, the contrast is between the “weak” (asthen≤s or adynatos) and the
“strong” (dynatos). Some commentators on 1 Corinthians also speak of the
“strong,” as if they were a group of Christians in Roman Corinth who differed
from the weak group (e.g., Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth, 190; “Free-
dom,” 545; Mitchell, Paul, 126 [she even identifies the “weak” and the “strong” as
“factions within the community”]). Paul, however, never uses the expression, “the
strong,” in these chapters, and nothing indicates that either the weak or the strong
were groups or factions. In this passage, Paul does speak of some individual Co-
rinthians as astheneis, “weak,” (8:9, 11) or of those whose conscience is “weak”
(8:7, 10, 12; again 9:22); but they stand in contrast to those who “possess knowl-
edge” (8:1b, 7, 10).

2. The kind of food is different. In 1 Corinthians, the problem is eid∑lothyta,

“meat sacrificed to idols” (8:1, 4, 7, 10; 10:19) or hierothyton (10:28), whereas in
Romans the “weak” eat only vegetables (14:2) and the others “eat meat or drink
wine” (14:21), and they are at length called “the strong” (15:1); the issue there is
related to Jewish dietary regulations, whereas here the matter is pagan food. Paul
fully agrees with the “strong” in Romans, when he declares “all things are indeed
clean” (14:20), i.e., all foods can be eaten. In 1 Corinthians, however, he agrees
only partly with those who “possess knowledge” that one can eat meat that has
been sacrificed to idols, because “an idol is nothing at all in this world” (6:4); but
one cannot eat it precisely “as sacrificed to idols” (6:7).

3. In 1 Corinthians, Paul speaks about a weak person’s “conscience”
(syneid≤sis) being defiled, whereas that term, although it appears in Rom 2:15;
9:1; 13:5, is never used in the discussion about food in 14:1–15:13. There pistis oc-
curs instead, which many translate as “faith,” but which I prefer to render as “con-
viction” (see Romans, 686–700).
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4. What Paul says in Romans is undoubtedly a more mature reflection on the
problem of eating certain kinds of food, but it is understood there from the view-
point of the Christian gospel and its implications. Here in 1 Corinthians, the issue
is discussed from the more practical viewpoint of knowledge, love, conscience,
and freedom.

The difference between the two types of Corinthian Christian individuals has
been explained by Theissen (Social Setting, 121–43) as a clash between two so-
cioeconomic groups, the indigent “weak” and the affluent “strong.” The weak, as
members of the lower strata of Corinthian society, would seldom have eaten meat
in their everyday lives and when they did, it would have been as part of pagan reli-
gious celebrations, whence would have come their hesitations. The strong, how-
ever, were the prosperous group accustomed to eating meat, and they would have
developed no negative reactions. Whether one can thus explain the difference be-
tween the weak and those possessing knowledge in this context is problematic. It
has more recently been shown that, although meat was more expensive than such
staples as cereals and vegetables, it was eaten more regularly by the nonprosperous
in the Roman world than Theissen allows. Ancient writers have been cited in
abundance to show how often meat was consumed (see Meggitt, “Meat Con-
sumption”). Hence, one should be careful not to explain the contrast between the
weak and those possessing knowledge in these Pauline chapters solely in terms of
socioeconomic factors. It is important to note that, as Brunt has put it,

Paul treats the question [of idol meat] by changing the focus to the issue of
Christian love rather than simply giving ‘the answer’ to the question, and in
doing so he presents an example of principled, ethical thinking where love and
respect for others transcend the rightness or wrongness of the act itself. The bot-
tom line of Paul’s treatment of the issue is not the eating or not eating of food 
offered to idols, but the love which should govern relationships where food of-
fered to idols is concerned.” (“Rejected, Ignored,” 115)

Although the question in 8:1–13 has to do with eid∑lothyta, “meats sacrificed to
idols,” Paul’s treatment of it has nothing to do with the Jerusalem decision of Acts
15:13–29, pace T. W. Manson, “Corinthian Correspondence,” 200–201; Hurd,
Origin, 259–62; Barrett, “Things Sacrificed,” 149–51; Garland, 1 Cor, 353, 357.

That decision made in Jerusalem was sent by James and others in the form of a
letter to the local churches of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia. The letter uses the same
term eid∑lothyta in v. 29 as one of the four things that are to be avoided by Gentile
Christians of those churches who are living in close proximity with Jewish Chris-
tians (food contaminated by idols, illicit marital unions, meat of strangled ani-
mals, and blood). As far as one can reconstruct the situation today, Paul knew
nothing of that Jerusalem decision. Moreover, it had nothing to do with the other
decision made at the “Council” (Acts 15:3–12), which settled in the negative the
issue of circumcision and obligation to observe the Mosaic law for Gentile Chris-
tians. That “conciliar” decision corresponds to what Paul wrote about in Gal
2:1–10. There were two different Jerusalem decisions: one made by the “Coun-
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cil” (Acts 15:3–12), and the other made by James and others for the local churches
of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia (Acts 15:22–29). The latter Jerusalem decision was
sent by James and other Jerusalem authorities, and it is often wrongly called “the
Apostolic Decree” by many interpreters, who consider it to be a decision of 
the “Council.” That is because they fail to recognize that Luke has joined the two
Jerusalem decisions into one story and thereby gives the impression that the
so-called Apostolic Decree was issued at the “Council” itself. Yet even in the
Lucan story of Acts, Paul, who was present at the “Council” and refers to it in Gal
2:1–10, only learns about that second decision several years later from James him-
self, when he returns to Jerusalem at the end of his third missionary journey in
Acts 21:25. Moreover, the eating of blood and of meat improperly slaughtered is
wholly absent from this Corinthian passage, as is also porneia in the sense in
which it is used in Acts. So the Corinthian question of the eating of idol meat
while reclining at table in an idol’s temple has to be interpreted in and for itself,
without any reference to the abstract problem of Acts 15:22–29 (see further Acts,

538–69; cf. J. Weiss, History of Primitive Christianity, 1.260–61). Moreover, the
later treatment of eid∑lothyta by Luke in Acts 15 shows “no awareness of Paul’s 
approach,” despite Luke’s interest in Paul’s ministry (see Brunt, “Rejected, Ig-
nored,” 120). Hence, it is wrong to try to interpret these three chapters of 1 Corin-
thians in light of the Lucan story about a Jerusalem decree involving eid∑lothyta,

despite the use of the same term in Acts 15:29. There is no evidence that Paul had
taught the Corinthians one thing about idol meat and that he had to change it 
in view of an alleged “new policy on idol food” (Garland, 1 Cor, 353). The “con-
ciliar” decision (Acts 15:3–12) and the letter sent by James and others (Acts
15:22–29) may have happened prior to Paul’s writing of this letter to Corinthian
Christians, but the Lucan account of those two Jerusalem decisions was not com-
posed until several decades later, and that Lucan account shows no awareness of
the problem that Paul is facing in this episode (see Introduction pp. 50–51).

Moreover, the issue of eid∑lothyta in 1 Corinthians has nothing to do with the
use of the word in Rev 2:14, 20, where it also occurs, along with phagein, “eat,”
and porneusai, “fornicate,” despite the superficial pairing of such words. The ref-
erents there are rather Balaam and his influence at Peor (Num 31:16) and the Jez-
ebel story (LXX 1 Kgs 16:31; 18:19). Even though Revelation was composed
several decades after 1 Corinthians, the issue of eid∑lothyta treated there shows no
dependence on this Pauline letter. Similarly for the prohibition of eating
eid∑lothyton in Did. 6.3, which may repeat general NT teaching about it, but it
scarcely echoes the nuanced Pauline treatment of the matter in this passage, es-
pecially because of the reason given there, latreia gar esti the∑n nekr∑n, “for it is
the worship of dead gods.”

Furthermore, it is sheer speculation to suggest that the question of eating idol
meat in a pagan temple at Corinth was raised by the Cephas faction. Such a con-
sideration would relate this question to the issue of the rivalries in chaps. 1–4, but
there is no evidence in 1 Corinthians, even indirect, that connects these two mat-
ters, pace Barrett (“Things Sacrificed,” 150).

This pericope is important, however, not only because of Paul’s treatment of
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idol meat, knowledge, conscience, and love, but also because of the fundamental
affirmation of Christian faith that it also contains about one God and one Lord in
v. 6. Three questions are normally asked about this affirmation: Is Paul citing an
already existent formula? What literary form is involved in it? What intellectual
background does it reflect?

To the first question, some commentators regard the affirmation as a citation of
a preexistent formula, because its formulation is somewhat different from Paul’s
usual mode of expression: “The phrasing has not been chosen by Paul ad hoc.
The content is not ‘Pauline’; and it reaches far beyond the context” (Conzel-
mann, 1 Cor, 144 n. 38). The phrase heis theos ho pat≤r does not appear elsewhere
in the Pauline corpus, and the relation of Christ to ta panta as one of mediation is
expressed only here. So it seems most likely that Paul is borrowing a pre-Pauline
formula.

Apropos of the second question, Murphy-O’Connor (“I Cor., viii, 6,” 254–59)
has shown that the formula is not a confession, but an acclamation, a spontaneous
reaction of wonder at the power experienced by adherents of a deity (recall that of
Acts 19:28, 34: “Great is Artemis of the Ephesians”). He agrees with Kerst (“1 Kor
8,6”) that it is most likely a baptismal acclamation, and it would be acclaiming
“the salvific action of God in Christ,” which is derived from some pre-Pauline
liturgical usage.

Third, the background of the acclamation is double, because the first part
echoes the OT monotheistic affirmation of “one God” (Deut 5:7; 6:4), and the
second part echoes the primitive Christian kerygma (cf. 1 Cor 12:3; Rom 10:9).
Conzelmann (1 Cor, 144 n. 38) has analyzed it as “a formal framework into which
the detailed, in itself independent, Christological exposition was inserted.” That
does not say much, however, about the double set of prep. phrases. Others have
related them to various Greek philosophical formulas. Ever since the studies of
Norden (Agnostos Theos, 240–50), Peterson (Heis Theos, 253–56), and Dupont
(Gnosis, 335–41), many interpreters have related the acclamation to Greek Stoic
cosmological formulas that speak of panta, “all things” or to pan, “the All” (= the
universe), with parallel prep. phrases. These are said to have influenced Paul here
and also in 1 Cor 11:12; Rom 11:36; Col 1:16–20. The Pauline acclamation is not
simply the same as the pantheistic formula, hen to pan kai di’ autou to pan kai eis

auto to pan (“All is one, and through it [comes] all; and for it the all exists,”
Alchim. Gr. 133 [Norden, Agnostos Theos, 249]), even though it may come close
to the Stoic doxology found in second-century Marcus Aurelius, Medit. 4.23: 
∑ physis, ek sou panta, en soi panta, eis se panta, “O Nature, from you are all things,
in you are all, toward you are all” (said of the World [as a Stoic deity]). However,
the double set of phrases is not fully accounted for, because different sorts of
causality are expressed in them. More recently Horsley (“The Background”) has
called attention to formulas derived from earlier Greek philosophical writings,
Platonic and Aristotelian, which were used of the archai, “(primal) causes,” and
were taken over by Philo of Alexandria (Quaestiones in Genesim 1.58 or De Cher-

ubim 35 §§125–27). They explain better the background of the Pauline double ac-
clamation with its diverse prep. phrases expressing different causalities.

Murphy-O’Connor, however, has questioned this cosmological interpretation
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of v. 6 in this chapter. He rightly notes that Rom 11:36 may be similar to the Stoic
parallels, because there Paul’s prep. phrases all refer to the same subject: ex autou

kai di’ autou kai eis auton ta panta. This, however, is not true of 1 Cor 8:6, where
there is a twice-repeated shift from ta panta to h≤meis, and the four prep. phrases
(ex hou, di’ hou, di’ autou, eis auton) do not refer to the same subject. Hence there
are no precise parallels for this Pauline formulation, which both Norden and
Dupont themselves had to admit. Moreover, Murphy-O’Connor has rightly ar-
gued that no convincing evidence has been brought forth to show that Paul’s for-
mulation has “a purely cosmological meaning” (“I Cor., viii, 6,” 262). Some
Pauline passages may be evocative of Stoic parallels (Rom 11:36; 1 Cor 11:12; Col
1:16–20; Eph 4:6), but he queries whether ta panta in them really “means ‘das
All,’ ” and whether, even in Rom 11:36, Paul is “thinking in cosmic terms” (ibid.,
263). Elsewhere in Pauline letters ta panta is referred to God in a soteriological
sense (1 Cor 2:10–13; 12:4–6; 2 Cor 4:14–15; 5:18; Rom 8:28, 31–32), and in light
of this usage the soteriological sense of v. 4 must be stressed. The acclamation,
therefore, expresses a movement and a direction, which can be paraphrased:
“From God come all things which enable us to return to him. All these things are
given through Christ and in him we go to the Father” (ibid., 265). That is what has
to be emphasized in the interpretation of this chapter. This Pauline passage is re-
markably relevant now.

In countries with a religiously mixed population, Christians are constantly 
confronted with analogous situations which involve questions of religious col-
laboration, integration, syncretism, apartheid and social obligations toward
non-Christians concerning some form of cultic involvement. On a broader
scale, whatever the cultural background may be, every Christian community
has to deal with basic ethical problems comparable to those raised by the con-
flict in Corinth. Paul’s nuanced reaction and masterly solution appears to be of
lasting relevance.” (Delobel, “Coherence and Relevance,” 190)

Paul shows that

acting on the basis of mere propositional knowledge about God is insufficient.
Believers must understand fully the broad sweep of theological implications
and let their conduct be leavened with love. Presuming to possess knowledge
gives one a false sense of superiority and security. Fee . . . states, “The abuse of
others in the name of ‘knowledge’ indicates a total misunderstanding of the na-
ture of Christian ethics, which springs not from knowledge but from love.”
Love deflates the vanity and arrogance that knowledge feeds and disarms it so
that it is not used to hurt others. (Garland, 1 Cor, 391–92)

NOTES

8:1. Now for meat sacrificed to idols. Lit. “but concerning things (cultically) sacri-
ficed to an idol.” The compound Greek noun eid∑lothyton is rare and usually is
said to be derived from Jewish usage (Büchsel, TDNT 2:373; Songer, “Problems,”
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364), with a derogatory connotation, because it is a combination of eid∑lon, “idol”
(a noun that often occurs in the LXX) and the substantivized Greek verbal adj.,
thyton, “something offered by burning.” Christian writers imitate the Jewish
usage (Acts 15:29; 21:25; Rev 2:14, 20; Did. 6.3). Usually Greek speakers would
say hierothyton, “something sacred offered/sacrificed (to a deity),” which appears
in 10:28, where a Greek is being quoted. However, eid∑lothyton occurs in ear-
lier(?) Jewish Greek writings only in 4 Macc 5:2 (dated a.d. 35–118) and perhaps
in Or. Sibyll. 2.96 (if that passage is not influenced by Acts 15). Afterwards, it is
abundantly attested in patristic writings (Witherington, “Not so Idle Thoughts,”
but his distinction between eidol∑thyton as an animal sacrificed before an idol and
eaten in its presence and hierothyton as meat coming from an idol’s temple and
eaten elsewhere is not certainly correct). From v. 7b, one learns that the problem
in vv. 1–13 is not the meat in itself, but the “eating” of it by converts while “reclin-
ing at table in an idol’s temple” (v. 10), i.e., eating it precisely as sacrificed to a
pagan god (h∑s eidol∑thyton), as Fee rightly insists (“Eid∑lothyta Once Again”).
Before he takes up that aspect, however, Paul discusses idol meat and its relation
to Christian faith and more generally to abstract knowledge and love among
Christians.

Portions of sacrificial meat were burned on altars of a Greek or Roman god
(Aristotle, Oeconomica 1349b 13; Plutarch, Quaest. conviv. 8.8.3 §729c), as the
deity’s portion, but other portions were either consumed in the temple by those of-
fering sacrifice (thus honoring the god), or sold later on the market (makellon,

10:25); the problem of such meat in markets will preoccupy Paul in chap. 10.
we realize that “we all possess knowledge.” I.e., about such matters as eating

eid∑lothyta. Again Paul, making use of diatribe-like style, quotes a Corinthian slo-
gan and agrees with it in principle, even if he qualifies it in the following com-
ment (vv. 1c–3b). The slogan sounds like an aphorism, and it may be just another
way of saying what was in another slogan, “For me all things are permissible”
(6:12). Undoubtedly it was being bandied about by individual Christians with a
robust conscience, by those “possessing knowledge.” “All” means not all human
beings, but all individuals who utter such a slogan. Why their stance is described
in terms of “knowledge” will emerge in v. 4, where its connotation has to do with
a philosophical estimate of idols. Pace Fee (1 Cor, 366 n. 34) and Garland (1 Cor,

368), “knowledge” here is hardly “a gift of the Spirit” or an “illumination that
comes from the Spirit,” because, if it were, Paul would not say about it what ap-
pears in his next comment. The idiom gn∑sin echein, “have or possess knowl-
edge,” is found in the LXX (Hos 4:6; 2 Macc 6:30). Needless to say, this mention
of gn∑sis has nothing to do with Gnosticism, which should not be introduced into
the understanding of what Paul says or presupposes here.

As Paul introduces his own critical comment, he says oidamen, “we realize,”
identifying himself with Corinthian Christians to whom he is writing, perhaps
even borrowing the first plural from the slogan quoted. He himself uses oidamen

elsewhere at times (8:4; 2 Cor 5:1; Rom 2:2; 3:19; 7:14; 8:22, 28); but some com-
mentators prefer to read here oida men, “I realize,” with the contrasting particle
men, noting that ms P 46 reads the corresponding de in the following sentence. To
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accept that reading, however, would be to destroy the important parallel between
8:1b and 8:4, where the first plur. oidamen occurs again, after Paul’s critical com-
ment in 8:2–3.

Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up. So Paul qualifies the Corinthian slogan;
in v. 7 he will comment further on it. Knowledge, he knows, is important, when it
is right, but it can lead to arrogance, and he has already used the verb physio∑,

“puff up,” in 4:6, 18, 19; 5:2 to indicate other ways in which Corinthian Christians
were acting arrogantly (in asserting allegiance to a favorite preacher; in tolerating
incest in their midst). Now he applies it to a more abstract matter, gn∑sis, “knowl-
edge,” which can puff up without filling. As Greeks, with a noble heritage in their
philosophical tradition in which “knowledge” was esteemed, such Christians may
have been defending their stance by appealing to that heritage. Paul, however,
proposes another consideration, viz., the edifying or upbuilding character of
agap≤, “love,” which must be the measure of all Christian conduct and freedom.
This factor has already been mentioned in 4:21 (in an entirely different context),
and to it he will return in 13:1–13, esp. 13:4. Such “love” must be shown to all, es-
pecially to “a brother for whom Christ died” (v. 11), weak though he may be.

Although Paul recognizes a certain kind of “knowledge” to be among the pneu-

matika bestowed by the Spirit (12:8), he will express his reservations even about
such an endowment in his treatment of love in 13:2, 8. The reason for his reserva-
tion is set forth now: its possible tendency to arrogance, along with its inability to
do what love can do, i.e., to “build up” (as in 3:10–17; 10:23; 14:4, 17), or have a
salutary effect on the community as a whole; cf. 1 Thess 5:11. For the proper
Christian relationship of love to knowledge, see Phil 1:9–10, where Paul prays
that his addressees’ love may increase ever more and more in knowledge and
every kind of perception. What Paul says now about knowledge and love is echoed
in the third-century Coptic Gospel of Philip 110a: “ ‘Knowledge’ of the truth lifts
up . . . , ‘but love builds up’ ” (see Schneemelcher, NTApocr, 1:202).

2. If anyone imagines that he knows something, he does not yet know it as he

ought to. Paul introduces two parallel simple conditional sentences in vv. 2–3 to
explain what he said in v. 1cd (BDF §372.2). The first one stresses that one should
not be too confident about what one claims to know, because proper knowledge
has its conditions. But what does Paul mean by “something” (omitted, by ho-
moeoteleuton, in the oldest Greek ms, P46), and what does he imply by the “not
yet”? Since the latter adv. is scarcely an allusion to the afterlife, it may refer to bet-
ter or more profound wisdom “in this age” (3:18). The “something” is a topic only
partly understood now; but if one had real knowledge of it, one would perhaps be
less confident. Eventually, however, that “something” turns out to be God, as the
following verse suggests, supported by v. 6 (so Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 141 n. 16).
Kath∑s dei, “as one ought to,” suggests that genuine knowledge is something rela-
tive; cf. Rom 8:26; 12:3. One can understand something to a degree, but not fully
comprehend it without an affectionate awareness that should accompany it.
Hence real Christian knowledge cannot be content with the mere acquisition of
information about a thing, even about God (or gods). For that kind of knowledge
depends on God’s knowing of the human person: God’s initiative, accepted in
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faith, results in knowledge of Him, and above all in love of Him, as the next verse
makes clear. As a result, love becomes more important than knowledge.

3. But if anyone loves God, that one is known by him. This second condition ex-
presses the important alternative, as it introduces “love” and its object, which is no
longer a vague “something,” but “God,” as in Deut 6:5; 10:12; 11:1, 13, 22; Josh
22:5; Ps 18:1; 31:22. Although its apodosis (houtos egn∑stai hyp’ autou, “that one
is known by him”) might seem at first sight to be ambiguous, because the masc.
prons., houtos or autou could refer either to tis, “anyone,” or to theon, “God,”
Paul’s words echo an OT sentiment: “The Lord knows those who are his” (LXX
Num 16:5 [even quoted in 2 Tim 2:19]). See also Ps 139:1; Deut 34:10. Paul thus
continues to explain the role of love that he mentioned in v. 1, because without
love real knowledge cannot exist. Knowledge and love are related, but each in a
different way. The love of God that a Christian may have has already been men-
tioned in 2:9 (see Note there ad finem) and will reappear in Rom 8:28 (a prob-
lematic verse transmitted in diverse forms; see Romans, 523–24). Such a love is
very different from the knowledge one has of things in this world. In fact, it springs
from the fact that such a lover has already been known by no one other than God.
Implied is the love that God has for such a known one and the way that it has been
manifested by divine election. Paul will return to this proper form of knowledge
and love in 13:12. Cf. Gal 4:9, where Paul speaks of reciprocal knowledge; also 1
John 4:19, where it is a matter of reciprocal love. Paul is using this idea of the love
of God, which he has inherited from his Jewish background, to offset any merely
abstract knowledge of God (gin∑skein theon), and this is important for his entire
discussion in chaps. 8–10 (see Wischmeyer, “Theon agapan”). Thus Paul relates
“knowledge” about meat sacrificed to idols to what a Christian should really know
and realize about how related love can build up. Such knowledge will provide the
proper perspective to judge idols, as v. 4 will show.

The oldest ms of 1 Corinthians (P46) lacks both ton theon and hyp’ autou, and
the latter phrase is absent also in mss ±*, 33, resulting in the strange reading, “if
anyone loves, that one is known,” declared by Fee to be “the Pauline original 
or else the work of an editorial genius” (1 Cor, 367). See, however, Metzger,
TCGNT, 490–91 for a better assessment of the reading: a correction probably in-
troduced as a parallel to v. 2 by a scribe who expected Paul was going to say, “If
anyone loves God, this man truly knows him,” but the surprising turn of expres-
sion is characteristically Pauline (Gal 4:9; cf. also 1 Cor 13:12).

4. So about eating meat sacrificed to idols: we know that “an idol is nothing at all

in this world” and that “there is no God but one.” Again Paul quotes two sayings
being used as slogans by the Corinthian Christians who “possess knowledge.” It is
difficult to express in English the parallelism of the two verbless Greek sayings:
“(there is) no idol in the world” (or “an idol in the world [is] nothing”) and “(there
is) no God but one.” Emphasis falls on the nonexistence of the idol (i.e., no divine
being really exists in the idol, 1 Thess 1:9) and on the uniqueness of God. An idol
was supposed to be an image of a Canaanite, Greek, Roman, or Egyptian god; so
if such gods really do not exist, their idols are meaningless entities (see Giblin,
“Three Monotheistic,” 529–32). Hence food offered to them cannot be contami-
nated or affected by them (see 10:19). Christians in Roman Corinth “possessing
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knowledge” (8:10) were exercising their right and freedom with such slogans,
even sharing in temple banquets, because their outlook was untroubled by such
nonentities as unreal idols.

The first saying reflects the OT prohibition of idols: Lev 19:4 (“you shall not fol-
low after idols”); 26:1 (called in Hebrew ›≥lîlîm, “nonentities,” but in the LXX
eid∑la); Deut 32:21; Jer 8:19c; 10:8 (called in Hebrew h∞b≠lîm, lit. “vapors,
breaths,” but in the LXX eid∑la or mataia, “vanities”); Ps 115:4–8; LXX 1 Chr
16:26, “All the gods of the nations are idols, but our God has made the heavens.”
Sometimes Jewish teaching equated idols with “demons” (daimonia, Deut 32:17;
Ps 106:36–37). The etymology of the Hebrew word for idol (›≥lîl) is uncertain, but
it is often explained as “worthless” or “nonentity” (TDOT, 1:285). If the latter
meaning were correct, those who “possess knowledge” might have been using the
basic sense of the term in calling it “nothing at all.” This term became frequent for
“idols” in the later rabbinic tradition (see Str-B, 3:53–60), naively used by some
commentators as if it might have some relevance for interpreting first-century
Greek texts (e.g., Garland, 1 Cor, 372, quoting the sixth-century Babylonian Tal-
mud, ‹Abod. Zar. 55a).

The second slogan echoes the famous commandment or ◊≥ma‹ of ancient Is-
rael, Deut 6:4, “Hear, O Israel: Yahweh is our God, Yahweh alone” (MT: Yhwh

›e∂≠d). This becomes in the LXX: akoue, Isra≤l, kyrios ho theos h≤m∑n kyrios heis

estin, “Hear, O Israel, the Lord is our God, the Lord alone.” So the oneness of the
God of Israel was emphasized, and Paul repeats it in his own formulation (see also
LXX Deut 4:35, 39; Isa 44:6, 8; 45:5).

5. For even if there are so-called gods either in heaven or on earth—indeed there

are many “gods” and many “lords.” Lit. “. . . , as there are (indeed). . . .” Paul
makes a concession for the sake of his argument, admitting that he is aware of the
belief of Canaanites, Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, and others in many “gods” (e.g.,
El, Elyan, Baal; Horus, Isis, Osiris; Zeus, Apollo, Athena, Aphrodite, Poseidon,
Dionysus, Ares, Artemis; Jupiter, Mars, Juno, Minerva, Roma) and their respect
for many “heroes” called kyrioi (apotheosized humans such as Heracles, Ascle-
pius, various Roman emperors, who were accorded the title divus), as well as of
the sacrifices offered in honor of such beings. He is recalling this fact to all Corin-
thians, but especially to the individual Christians who “possess knowledge” and
who have been asserting their right and freedom to eat idol meat. Although idols
are nonentities, many people subjectively consider them to be really existent, and
Pausanias (Descr. Graec. 1–5) lists the gods worshipped by Corinthians in the sec-
ond century of the Christian era.

Theos, “god,” and thea, “goddess,” were titles given in the contemporary Greco-
Roman world to awesome transcendent beings believed to exercise control over
human life and affairs and to bestow benefits on human beings (see Acts 7:40, 43;
12:22; 19:37; 28:6; 2 Thess 2:4). In the Greek world, polytheism or the belief in
many gods (in a hierarchical system, with Zeus as the “father of men and gods”
(pat≤r andr∑n te the∑n te, Homer, Iliad 15.47), was typical in the Greco-Roman
period. See Betz, EDNT, 140–42; Kleinknecht, TDNT, 65–79 (on the Greek
concept of deity); Anderson, IDB, 2:407–17 (on names of gods).

Kyrios, “lord,” occurs absolutely as a Greek title for both gods and human rulers
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in the ancient world of the eastern Mediterranean area, being attested from 
at least the beginning of the first century b.c. in texts from Egypt, Syria, and Asia
Minor (see Fauth, “Kyrios,” Der kleine Pauly, 3:413–17; Fitzmyer, “Semitic Back-
ground,” 135 n. 26).

The words eiper eisin, “even if there are,” express a simple, real condition (BDF
§372), which is not contrary to fact, and to it corresponds the clause, h∑sper eisin,

lit. “as there are (indeed),” which means that the verb in each case has to be un-
derstood in the same sense. Although it might seem that Paul is thus affirming the
existence of such beings, it is really his way of expressing his awareness of a belief
in their alleged existence and of worship of them, or perhaps his awareness of 
the reality of idols that depict them. It is probably the latter, because elsewhere he
speaks more negatively, e.g., in Gal 4:8, “You were enslaved to gods that by nature
do not exist” (tois physei m≤ ousin theois).

The phrase “either in heaven or on earth” expresses only a lack of interest in de-
tail, as in 3:22; it is not an attempt to universalize or to admit that some gods are ac-
tive in an upperworld and others in the underworld, or even to reckon with deified
Roman rulers. Lindemann (1 Cor, 191) understands both v. 5 and v. 6 to be an
anacoluthon.

6. yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom come all things and toward

whom we tend. This verse begins with all’ h≤min, “but for us,” an adversative conj.
that seems to begin Paul’s reaction, although Hofius (“Einer ist Gott,” 99–101)
would understand vv. 4–6 as a quotation from the letter of the Corinthians. In this
context, h≤min does not mean “for us human beings,” but “for us Christians” (a
so-called ethical dative, BDF §192: dativus commodi), who are thus set over
against heathen contemporaries.

Paul now gives a summary of traditional Christian belief in one God, which re-
states the monotheism inherited from Judaism and stands over against the poly-
theism expressed in v. 5. As Conzelmann has put it, “The gods become gods by
being believed in, and faith in the one God and the one Lord creates freedom no
longer to recognize these powers” (1 Cor, 145). The uniqueness of God is re-
peated in Rom 3:29–30, the God not only of Jews, but of Gentiles too. Faith in the
“one God” means belief in His sameness toward all human beings (see Demke,
“ ‘Ein Gott’ ”).

In the first statement, heis theos, “one God,” echoes the OT tradition (LXX
Deut 6:4, quoted above; see also LXX Deut 32:39; Isa 43:10–11; 44:6; 45:6); but it
is modified in two ways. First, heis theos is explained as ho pat≤r, which has to be
taken as the distinctively Christian epithet for God. God is now understood as the
origin or source from which come all things (11:12), as well as the blessings that
Christians enjoy; and He is likewise the goal of Christian existence. The two prep.
phrases express God’s efficient and final causality in Pauline soteriology: ex hou,

“from whom,” and eis auton, “toward Him” (see Rom 11:36a).
For Paul’s own use of pat≤r as a title for God, see 1:3; 15:24; 2 Cor 1:2, 3; 11:31;

Rom 1:7; 6:4; 8:15; 15:6; etc. In the OT, God is acknowledged as Father of corpo-
rate Israel: “Has not one God created us? Is there not one Father of all of us?”
(LXX Mal 2:10; cf. Isa 63:16; 64:8; Deut 32:6; Jer 3:19; 31:9; Ps 103:13; TDNT,

5:973–74). In saying “one God,” Paul means not only an indivisible or discretely
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unique being, but also “one” in contrast to the “many” gods just mentioned,
something like Eph 4:6, heis theos kai pat≤r pant∑n, “one God and father of all.”

Although many commentators speak of Paul’s cosmic perspective, expressed in
both clauses by ta panta, “all things,” which is supposed to echo Stoic philosoph-
ical usage, the Pauline (or better, the pre-Pauline) formulation found here differs
considerably from such usage (see Comment above).

Second, the first statement is joined by the parallel statement about “one Lord,”
with two further explicative prep. phrases. The whole complex is a double nomi-
nal sentence, which needs no verbs in Greek, but which has to be rendered with
verbs in English, and the peculiar sense of the prep. phrases has to be filled out
(see Sagnard, “A propos”). The bountiful activity is initiated by the Father, but it
is mediated by the Lord, as the following clause makes clear.

and there is one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all things come and through

whom we are destined. Lit. “through whom all things and we through him,” an 
ellipsis with two pregnant prep. phrases, di’ hou and di’ autou. Just as ho pat≤r was
used as the Christian epithet for theos, so now I≤sous Christos is given as the name
of the specifically Christian kyrios. He is further understood not only as the medi-
ator through whom (di’ hou) all things come to be, but also as the means through
whom (di’autou) Christians attain the goal of their existence, that toward which
Christians are tending or are destined (viz., the eis auton of v. 6b). The two prep.
phrases express instrumental causality with reference to origin and goal.

Although Murphy-O’Connnor (NJBC, 806) says, “There is no allusion to the
preexistence of Christ,” Lindemann rightly speaks of the kyrios here as “the preex-
istent mediator of creation” in his explanation of the first phrase (1 Cor, 193); sim-
ilarly Collins (1 Cor, 320); Conzelmann (1 Cor, 145); Fee (1 Cor, 375–76);
Héring (1 Cor, 66); Kremer (1 Cor, 175); Merklein (1 Cor, 2:190); Robertson-
Plummer (1 Cor, 168); J. Weiss (1 Cor, 225). What was asserted as the role of per-
sonified Wisdom in creation in the OT (Prov 8:22, 27, 30; Wis 9:1–2; cf. Jer
10:12) or of God’s word (Ps 33:9; Sir 42:15) is now predicated of Christ himself
(cf. John 1:3; Col 1:15–16). The second phrase, however, goes beyond that, as it
hints at Christ’s soteriological role on behalf of Christians, viz., his mediatorial
role in their destiny as well or in the goal of the “new creation.”

Although this Pauline acclamation is being made over against the polytheism
of the Greco-Roman world, in which Corinthian Christians were living, the dis-
tinction that Paul makes between heis theos and heis kyrios (note the parallel
anarthrous use of heis) sets him over against his own Jewish background. This is
clear when one compares this acclamation with Deut 10:17, which reads:

ho gar kyrios ho theos hym∑n, For the Lord (is) your God;
houtos theos t∑n the∑n kai kyrios t∑n kyri∑n, he is God of gods and Lord of lords,
ho theos ho megas kai ischyros kai ho a great, mighty, and awesome God.

phoberos,

A binitarian pattern of Christianity is likewise expressed here; it is the origin of the
worship of Christ, who is reverenced along with the God of Judaism (see Hurtado,
“Origins”). For a likely explanation of the development of this pre-Pauline accla-
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mation, see Langkammer (“Literarische und theologische Einzelstücke”), who
ascribes to Paul himself its soteriological nuances.

7. But all do not possess this knowledge. Lit. “but (this) knowledge is not in all
(people).” Although the explanation given in vv. 4bc–6 refers immediately to the
knowledge of those designated by the “we know” of v. 4, it indirectly includes the
“all” who “possess knowledge” (v. 1) about the eating of meat sacrificed to idols;
thus it has corrected the slogan quoted in v. 1b. Having laid down the monotheis-
tic and Christological basis of his argument in vv. 4bc–6, Paul now returns to the
problem of v. 1b and qualifies it still further, denying that “all possess knowledge.”
At first he continues in the 3d pers. plur., which he had been using in the forego-
ing verses.

For there are among Corinthian Christians some individuals who “do not pos-
sess” such knowledge, because they are still influenced by their former ways of
thinking about gods and food associated with sacrifices to them. They regard the
eating of such food as the consuming of it in honor of a pagan god. These individ-
uals cannot “bring themselves to believe that these gods, who formerly seemed so
real, were in fact nothing” (Dawes, “The Danger,” 89).

Some because of their habitual association up to this time with idols eat such

meat as sacrificed to idols, and their conscience, being weak, is defiled. Paul recog-
nizes the force of habit (what people had been doing before conversion) and real-
izes that some of them have not yet fully adjusted their outlook to their new
situation, i.e., to the monotheism of Christianity and the reverence of the risen
Christ. The danger they face is that, if they “eat such meat as sacrificed to idols”
(h∑s eid∑lothyton), their conscience is defiled. This is the major problem that Paul
discusses, as Fee rightly recognizes (“Eidol∑thyta Once Again”), pace Fisk (“Eat-
ing”). In using “weak,” Paul may be adopting a term employed by the knowledge-
able Corinthian Christians who were referring to confrères as such (Collins, 
1 Cor, 326), or he himself may be constructing hypothetically a title for such indi-
viduals (Hurd, Origin, 125). He predicates that name of them in vv. 9, 11, but
here he applies it to their “conscience.” That into which the weak are being led is
the “sin of idolatry, which is so forcefully condemned in chap. 10. In particular,
the behavior of those ‘having knowledge’ is leading the ‘weak’ into the mistaken
judgment that they may take part in cultic meals in pagan temples. Because the
‘weak’ lack a clear conviction regarding the nonexistence of pagan gods, this ac-
tion is for them an act of idolatry” (ibid., 98). Since Paul says “up to this time,” he
is not speaking of Jewish Christians, but is alluding to the pagan past of other Co-
rinthian Christians.

The best reading is syn≤theia, “habit, habitual association,” but some mss (±2,
D, G, 88, 614) have syneid≤sei, “conscience,” a copyist’s error or, more likely, as-
similation to that word in the next clause.

Although Paul spoke of himself in 4:4 with the cog. verb, ouden . . . emaut∑ 

synoida, “I am not conscious of anything,” he now uses the noun syneid≤sis for the
first time (see also 8:10, 12; 10:25, 27, 28, 29 bis; 2 Cor 1:12; 4:2; 5:11; Rom 2:15;
9:1; 13:5). In fact, this is its earliest occurrence in the NT, and some say that Paul
first introduced the notion into Christian writings (EDNT, 3:301). In the Greek
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language, syneid≤sis first appeared in the sense of “consciousness, awareness of in-
formation about something” (Chrysippus, quoted in Diogenes Laertius, Vitae

7.85: “every animal has consciousness of its makeup”; cf. LXX Qoh 10:20). In
time it was applied to the awareness one has of deeds about to be done or already
done, especially in regard to their good or bad character. As such, it is a quality of
the “mind” that acts as a moral arbiter or internal judge of what is right or wrong,
as a guide for coming moral action, but also as a judge of one’s past actions or of
those of others. Indeed, some Pauline instances of nous, “mind,” function in the
same way (Rom 7:23, 25) . Syneid≤sis has no counterpart in the Hebrew OT or in
QL; it is a Greek notion derived from contemporary popular philosophy. It enters
the Jewish tradition via the LXX (Qoh 10:20 [as a translation of Hebrew madda‹,

“knowledge”]); is found in deuterocanonical Wis 17:10; and perhaps in Sir 42:18.
In LXX Job 27:6 one finds the cog. verb, synoida emaut∑, “I am conscious of. “
That syneid≤sis in the moral sense is derived from Stoicism is hardly correct, as is
sometimes held; so Pierce has shown (Conscience, 13–20).

What is important to realize in the Pauline use of the term, however, is the in-
fluence of what Tôr≠h, “law,” meant for a Jew, for this colors somewhat the Greek
notion, as Thrall has rightly noted (“Pauline Use”). See further PAHT, §PT144;
Romans, 128; Gooch, “Conscience”; Dawes, “The Danger,” 93–97.

The conscience of the weak is defiled (molynetai), because, in eating
eid∑lothyta precisely, “as sacrificed to idols,” that person’s conscience is stained by
an idolatrous act. However, the person who “possesses knowledge” (that an idol is
nothing) does not regard meat eaten in a pagan temple in that way, “as sacrificed
to idols.” Paul makes no effort here to correct or strengthen the weak persons; in-
stead he seeks only to have others respect such fellow Christians; in 10:14–22, he
will again address the problem, from a slightly different perspective.

8. Yet food will not bring us before God. The shift from the 3d pers. plur., used 
in v. 7 and the foregoing verses, to the 1st pers. plur. is undoubtedly a sign that 
this whole verse might well be a saying that those who “possess knowledge” in the
Corinthian community were actually using (Grosheide, 1 Cor, 194; Murphy-
O’Connor, “Food,” 293). It reads like a protest from them and may be another
way of phrasing the slogan about food in 6:13. God, who is said there to do away
with both food and stomach, may now be thought of as a judge, because the verb
parast≤sei can have the nuance of “bringing” a matter “before” a judge, as in 2 Cor
4:14; cf. Rom 14:10. The forensic nuance is not certain, and perhaps it means
only “to bring close to God” (BDAG, 778). “The men of knowledge deny that
they are in any danger of incurring the wrath of God, and in order to drive this
point home offer a concrete criterion” (Murphy-O’Connor, “Food,” 297), which
follows in the rest of the verse. Although Paul makes the saying his own, he does
not say that one has to eat idol meat to prove that one is free; he leaves it open, to
eat or not to eat. Some mss (±2, D, ¥, 1881 and the Koine text-tradition), however,
read the pres. verb parist≤si (and F, G have synist≤si, “brings together”), which
might be an attempt to line up v. 8a with v. 8bc, where the verbs are in the present
tense.

We are neither worse off if we do not eat, nor better off if we do. Lit. “neither, if we
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do not eat, are we left deficient, nor, if we do eat, do we have abundance,” i.e., left
with a deficiency or an abundance of divine approval. Pace Collins (1 Cor, 321,
325), the main verbs do not mean “be inferior,” “be superior”; they express a lack
or an abundance.

The reading translated in the lemma is that of mss P46, A*, B, 33*, 1739, etc.,
whereas mss D, F, G, and many patristic citations invert the verbs, putting the pos-
itive first, “neither, if we eat, do we have an abundance, nor, if we do not eat, 
are we left deficient.” A third reading is given by mss A2, 17, which transposes the
negative m≤ from the second to the first clause (in the second reading above),
“neither, if we do not eat, do we have an abundance, nor, if we eat, are we left 
deficient.” Zuntz (The Text, 161–62) prefers the second reading; Murphy-
O’Connor (“Food,” 295), the third reading (“it is precisely what one would have
expected the Corinthian men of knowledge to have said”); but the majority of
commentators adopt the first reading (many of whom do not discuss the text-
critical problem). Lindemann (1 Cor, 196) argues against the third reading and
rightly defends the first. Paul is drawing a conclusion from the explanation al-
ready given in vv. 4–6, according to which the eating of eid∑lothyta is per se indif-
ferent; but the quoted saying speaks only of “food” (br∑ma), not of eid∑lothyta; and
of “eating” in general, not h∑s eid∑lothyton (v. 7).

Murphy-O’Connor (“Food,” 298) considers the “abundance” to be a reference
to spiritual gifts, which are neither increased nor decreased as one abstains or par-
takes, because the verb perisseu∑ is invariably used by Paul “in reference to spiri-
tual goods of the New Age.” Similarly Garland, 1 Cor, 385. This meaning is not
impossible, but it is far from certain; and Paul’s real concern is something differ-
ent, as the following verse reveals.

9. Only see to it that this very right of yours does not become a stumbling block for

the weak. Shifting to the 2d pers. plur., Paul addresses his imperative to imaginary
individuals among the Corinthian Christians who “possess knowledge.” Even
though he agrees basically with their thinking, he refuses to go along with their
conclusion and their conduct, because he is concerned about the influence their
thinking may have on fellow Christians. The “right” (exousia) of such knowledge-
able Christians to freedom of judgment about such food and consequent con-
sumption of it cannot be the ultimate criterion of Christian conduct, especially if
it may become proskomma, “a stumbling block,” for a weak fellow Christian. The
contrast is between a “right” and a “stumbling block.” In Rom 14:13, Paul uses
proskomma ≤ skandalon, “a stumbling block or an obstacle,” in a very similar way.

B. Winter (After Paul Left, 5) illustrates the “right,” of which Paul speaks, with
that of those who enjoyed Corinthian (i.e., Roman) citizenship and could attend
the civic dinners that the president of the Isthmian Games regularly hosted in the
temple of Poseidon at nearby Isthmia (see Gebhard, “Isthmian Games”). Con-
verts to Christianity with weak consciences would have been uncertain and hesi-
tant about partaking in such dinners, whereas those for whom an idol was
“nothing,” would have exploited such a “right.” Even if those who possess knowl-
edge have the right to eat at such dinners, Paul in this pericope is not relating their
consumption of such food to idolatry and demons, as he will later (10:1–22). He
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does not say here that the act in which the right is exercised “inherently defiles 
the knower. The only warning deals with the effect on the weaker brother” (Still,
“Paul’s Aims,” 335). In view of this, Paul is building up his argument for the
nonuse of the right that those who possess knowledge actually have.

10. For if someone sees you, with your knowledge, reclining at table in an idol’s

temple. Lit. “you (sing.) possessing knowledge.” Paul now gives a specific exam-
ple, switching to the 2d pers. sing., as he speaks of an individual who possesses
knowledge. Reference is being made to banquets that Corinthians held, not nec-
essarily in the main part of a temple, but in side rooms often constructed with 
triclinia (three-sided, U-shaped benches on which diners reclined while eating).
Murphy-O’Connor has called attention to the Corinthian temple Asclepieion,
which had been constructed originally in the fourth century b.c., damaged when
the city was sacked in 146, and restored in part by the colonists in 44 b.c. It seems
to have had three dining rooms built on the east side of a courtyard. In each one
there were couches around the walls that could accommodate eleven persons, in
front of which there were seven smaller tables, and in the center an area for cook-
ing. The dining rooms were part of the temple, but they accommodated private
parties or banquets (St. Paul’s Corinth, 186–90). Ancient invitations to such tem-
ple banquets are extant (New Docs, 1:5 §1b ; cf. P. Oxy. 111:52; 1,100:2 [to sup at
the couch of the lord Serapis in the Serapeum]).

Some Corinthian Christian, possessing the knowledge (gn∑sis) described in 
vv. 4–6, would partake of such food without staining his or her conscience; but
such dining could have repercussions, if such an individual were seen by “weak”
Christians consuming it in eid∑leion, in a “place of worship with a cult image”
(BDAG, 280). The implication would be that such an individual was honoring
the god worshipped there. Eid∑leion is found in the LXX (Dan 1:2; 1 Esdr 2:7; Bel
10; 1 Macc 1:47; 10:83) and extrabiblically only in Jewish writings (Test. Job 5.2).
The verb katakeimai is the technical term for “reclining at table,” see Mark 14:3;
Luke 5:29; 7:37. Paul’s argument here means that someone seen dining in an
“idol’s temple” is consuming the meat precisely “as sacrificed to idols” (v. 7); that
is why the conscience of the weak person is defiled. It is impossible to say whether,
when Paul speaks of “seeing,” he refers to a real instance of such observation or is
merely constructing a hypothetical case.

will not his conscience, weak as it is, be emboldened to eat meat sacrificed to

idols? Lit. “be built up,” i.e., persons with a weak conscience would be encour-
aged to the extent that they too might eat such meat precisely as offered to a pagan
god (v. 7). Such upbuilding or encouragement is said in irony (Conzelmann, 
1 Cor, 149: “with grim irony”; Héring, 1 Cor, 68), because the example given by
those who have knowledge is no edification at all. For those so “edified,” to take
part in such meals would be “an act of idolatry” (Dawes, “The Danger,” 96). So
Paul answers in these vv. 7–13 those who possess knowledge about idols and food
offered to them, but he is indirectly urging such people to the nonuse of the right
they have to do so.

11. So because of your knowledge this weak person, a brother for whom Christ

died, is brought to destruction. Lit. “for destroyed is the weak one by your knowl-
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edge . . . ,” with the main verb (apollytai) placed at the head of the sentence for
emphasis. Using the conj. gar, “for,” Paul joins his concluding remarks not only to
the concrete instance of v. 10, but also to his exhortation of v. 9. He now invokes
tradition when he says, “for whom Christ died,” as he will again in Rom 14:15,
“Let not the food you eat bring ruin to such a one for whom Christ died”; 
cf. 14:20, “Do not demolish the work of God for the sake of food” (see Romans,

694–98). For the tradition, see 15:3; 1 Thess 5:10; Rom 5:6, 8. Paul’s concern is
not just for the weak conscience (v. 7), but for ho asthen∑n, “the weak person,”
who happens to be adelphos, “a fellow Christian.” He or she really is not be-
ing “built up” by the other Christian’s knowledge, which no longer merely “puffs
up” (v. 1), but has become destructive (of the weak person’s salvation, as the verb
often connotes [1:18; 10:10; 15:18; Rom 14:15; 2 Cor 2:15]). The “weak person”
is being led through “knowledge” to ruin, the opposite of the effect of Christ’s
death.

12. When you sin in this way against your brothers and strike at their conscience,

weak as it is, you are sinning against Christ. Paul returns to the 2d pers. plur., as in
his exhortation of v. 9, for he seeks to get all the Corinthian Christians to reflect on
the example just given and the implications of it. His emphasis falls both on the
adv. hout∑s, “in this way,” and on “Christ,” at the end of the sentence. Again he
uses hamartanein eis, “sin against,” as in 6:18 (with a different object, “one’s own
body”); the idiom occurs elsewhere in the NT (Luke 15:18, 21; 17:4; Acts 25:8),
imitating a usage of the LXX (Gen 20:6, 9; Exod 10:16; 1 Kgs 15:18). To “strike 
at their conscience” means that such activity would mislead “weak persons,” who
would be led to believe that they too could indulge in an act which for them
would be idolatrous. Paul judges that such activity constitutes a “sin” against a 
fellow Christian, and even against Christ himself, because he died for such a 
confrère. Recall the Lucan story of Paul’s experience of the risen Christ on 
the road to Damascus in Acts 9:4–5: “ I am Jesus, whom you are persecuting.”
Murphy-O’Connor would understand “Christ” here as designating “the commu-
nity” of Corinthian Christians, as in 6:15; 12:12 (NJBC, 806). That may be valid
for 12:12, but it is far from certain here because of the personal “Christ” in v. 11.
BDF §442.9 understands kai before the ptc. typtontes as explicative, “even strik-
ing . . . ,” which is possible, but not certain.

13. Therefore, if food causes my brother to fall into sin, I shall never eat meat

again, so that I may not cause my brother to fall. Paul finally formulates his con-
clusion about the eating of idol meat in terms of what he personally would do, and
so he avoids commanding others to do the same. Indirectly he is commending
himself as an example of Christian conduct (cf. 4:16; and the end of this discus-
sion in 11:1). Paul recognizes that he too has the same “right” (exousia, v. 9) as
those who possess knowledge, but he is willing to relinquish it. He thereby teaches
concern and love for fellow Christians as something far more important than right
thinking or abstract knowledge about eid∑lothyta. He also speaks in hyperbole of
kreas, “meat,” meaning every kind of meat, because he wants to stress the serious-
ness of the issue and the responsibility that individuals with knowledge have to-
ward those who are weak. In such a way, love will truly build up (8:1d). In both
subordinate clauses, Paul uses the verb skandaliz∑, “cause to stumble, cause to
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sin,” which is related to the “stumbling-block” (proskomma) of v. 9. The possessive
pron. mou is missing twice in mss (D2), F, G, and in mss a, b of the VL, which
gives an even broader extension to Paul’s resolve.
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20 b. Freedom and 

Restraint of an Apostle (9:1–27)
9:1Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are you not
the product of my work in the Lord? 2 If to others I am not an apostle, surely I am
to you. For you are the seal of my apostolate in the Lord. 3This is the defense I
make before those who would pass judgment on me. 4Do we not have the right to
eat and drink? 5Do we not have the right to bring along a Christian wife, as do the
rest of the apostles, and the Lord’s brothers, and Cephas? 6Or is it only I and Bar-
nabas who do not have the right not to work? 7Who serves as a soldier at his own
expense? Who plants a vineyard and does not eat of its fruit? Who shepherds a
flock and does not drink of its milk? 8Am I saying this merely from a human point
of view, or does not the law also say the same thing? 9For it stands written in the
law of Moses, “You shall not muzzle the ox while it is threshing.” Is God concerned
about oxen? 10Or does he really speak for our sake? For it was written for our sake,
because the plowman ought to plow in hope, and the thresher (thresh) in hope of
receiving a share. 11 If we have sown spiritual seed among you, is it too much that
we should reap a material harvest from you? 12 If others share this rightful claim on
you, should not we all the more so? Yet we have not used this right. Rather, we put
up with everything so as not to put an obstacle in the way of the gospel of Christ.
13Do you not realize that those who are engaged in temple service eat [what] be-
longs to the temple, and those who minister at the altar share in what is offered on
the altar? 14 In the same way the Lord too has ordered those who preach the gospel
to get their living from the gospel. 15 I, however, have used none of these things.
Nor do I write this that it may be done so in my case. I would rather die than have
someone deprive me of my boast. 16 If I preach the gospel, there is no reason for
me to boast. For compulsion lies upon me! Woe to me if I do not preach it! 17 If I
do so willingly, I have a recompense; but if I do so unwillingly, I have been en-
trusted with a stewardship. 18What then is my recompense? That, when I preach,
I may offer the gospel free of charge so as not to make full use of my right in
preaching the gospel. 19For though I am free and belong to no one, I have made
myself a slave to all so that I may win over as many as possible. 20To Jews I became
like a Jew to win over Jews; to those under the law I became like one under 
the law—though I myself am not under the law—that I might win over those
under the law. 21To those without the law I became like one without the law—
though I am not without God’s law, being under the law of Christ—that I might
win over those without the law. 22To the weak I became weak, that I might win
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over the weak. I have become all things to all people that I might save at least
some. 23 I do it all for the sake of the gospel, so that I may have a share in it. 24Do
you not realize that all runners in the stadium run in the race, but only one 
wins the prize? Run, then, so as to win. 25Every athlete exercises self-control in
every way; they do it to win a perishable crown, but we an imperishable one. 26 I 
at least do not run aimlessly; I do not box as if I were beating the air. 27Rather, I
pommel my body and subjugate it, lest in preaching to others I myself might be
disqualified.

COMMENT

Paul has finished his immediate comments on one aspect of the problem of meat
sacrificed to idols, a topic to which he will return in chap. 10, to treat it from dif-
ferent perspectives. In the meantime, he takes up an issue important to him, even
though it constitutes a digression in the arguments that he is addressing to the Co-
rinthian Christians on idol meat. It is not introduced by peri de, as were the topics
in 7:1, 25; 8:1, but it has to do with both the liberty and the right that Paul has as
an apostle, and only indirectly with those who “possess knowledge,” but eventu-
ally with the situation of every Christian.

This topic may have emerged because of the slogan in 6:12, “For me all things
are permissible,” a slogan on which Paul will comment again in 10:23, since it for-
mulates an attitude about freedom. Some Corinthian Christians might well won-
der whether there is any sense in which the slogan might apply even to Paul. This
topic has also been involved more directly in the stance of some Corinthian indi-
viduals in 8:7–12 about the eating of idol meat in temples of pagan gods. Even
though Paul basically has agreed with them about the nonentity of idols and the
right that those who “possess knowledge” to partake of such food there, he invoked
another principle and expressed his own personal concern for fellow Christians,
especially those with a weak conscience. Some of his readers might be surprised
by his generic conclusion in 8:13, where he willingly accepts a restriction of his
personal apostolic right and liberty. This now has occasioned the digression on
Paul’s authority and his willingness to give up his right, about which one reads in
this chapter.

Paul also seems to be responding to opposition to him in Roman Corinth
among some who have queried his use of the title “apostle,” as he does in 1:1; 4:9
of this letter. They seem to have found it difficult to allow that he was on the same
level as the Jerusalem apostles (cf. 15:5–8). He has also proposed himself as some-
one to imitate (4:16) and will do so again in 11:1. The arguments that he sets out
in this chapter about his apostolic role continue that idea, as Schrage has rightly
recognized in calling Paul’s discussion an exemplum (1 Cor, 2:280). That was the
implicit point of what Paul asserted about resolving to eat no meat in 8:13, and it
will be also in the first verses of this chapter. Moreover, the rivalries of which he
spoke in chaps. 1–4 reveal that some of the opposition to him may have been cen-
tered in different house-churches in Corinth, other than that of Stephanas (1:16;
16:15; see Betz-Mitchell, “Corinthians,” 1:1141; Klauck, Hausgemeinde, 20–40).
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Perhaps, too, because Paul did not exploit the right of an apostle to be supported
by the community, some were concluding that he was not really an apostle. In any
case, Paul in this chapter gives not only a defense of himself as apostolos (v. 3), but
also proposes himself as someone with an apostolic “right” (exousia, vv. 4–6, 12),
who has chosen not to exploit it. The freedom that he thus enjoys has a connec-
tion with the “right” that he acknowledged in 8:9, but it is not quite the same, be-
cause it now has to do with his personal liberty as an apostle, which he claims but
chooses to exercise with restraint (9:12cd, 15, 23). This digression, then, tells us
much about Paul himself and how he views his apostolic role in his evangelistic
endeavors.

In the first section (9:1–18), Paul explains why he has conducted himself
among the Corinthian Christians as he has and presents reasons for his apostolic
authority and the rights that flow from that status supported by Scripture and the
command of the Lord; but he carefully explains why he has chosen freely to re-
nounce such rights. In the second section (9:19–23), he presents himself as a
model for the Corinthian community: through faith he is free and subject to no
one, but in love he is a slave, who has freely become all things to all people in the
hope of saving some of them. In the last section (9:24–27), he exhorts the Corin-
thian Christians to share his self-discipline as he freely seeks to attain his goal and
to imitate his nonuse of his right.

For some interpreters, vv. 24–27 at the end of this section create a special prob-
lem, because they do not seem to help the argument that Paul has been present-
ing up to v. 23, and some see them as more closely related to the discussion in
10:1–22 (J. Weiss, Schmithals, Gnosticism, 93–95; Sumney, “The Place,”
331–32). These verses, however, are transitional and serve to bring Paul’s argu-
ment back to the topics that he will treat in chap. 10. Even though Paul in 
vv. 24–27 focuses on disciplined living, he is still presenting himself as an exam-
ple of one who gives up a right for the good of the community. That is why he ends
his remarks with: “Lest in preaching to others I myself might be disqualified” 
(v. 27). Sumney rightly argues that Paul’s argument in 9:19–23 parallels 8:9–13
and spells out the possible consequences of the participation of those who “pos-
sess knowledge” in pagan temple meals for both themselves and the “weak.” That
parallel, however, does not undo the exemplary character of Paul’s disciplined life
and what it should mean to the community of Corinthians who may be debating
about him. What Paul says in vv. 24–27 shows that he is concerned about his own
salvation, but it shows much more, because it presents him as an example and
model for others, especially in light of the examples that he is going to draw from
Israel’s ancestors in 10:1–5. That is why these verses are transitional, but also part
of the unit that makes up chap. 9 (see further Pfitzner, Paul and the Agon Motif,

83–87; Hays, 1 Cor, 155).
Above all to be noted in this chapter is the diatribe-like style of argumentation

and the abundant use of rhetorical questions (19 of them), which make up the
way Paul marshals his argumentative discussion. The questions appear at seven
places in the course of this digression, sometimes in groups to make a particular
point, sometimes more or less alone in support of a certain consideration:
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1. Four simple rhetorical questions appear in v. 1, using the 1st pers. sing. in
some way; they are followed by three statements (likewise in the 1st pers.
sing. in vv. 2–3). Together they constitute Paul’s defense as an apostle.

2 Eight (or seven, with the last one double) questions are formulated in 
vv. 4–8, with three expressed in the 1st pers. plur. (vv. 4–5, and implicitly 
v. 6). This group seeks to establish Paul’s apostolic rights (to eat and drink,
to have a wife-companion, not to have to do other kinds of work), and it
ends with a quotation of Scripture.

3. Two rhetorical questions are posed concerning God’s concern about sup-
port for evangelists (vv. 9c, 10a).

4. Two further questions form the apodosis of conditions posed in the 1st
pers. plur. (vv.11b, 12b), which either contrast a material harvest and spiri-
tual seed sown or contrast Paul and other evangelists; they are followed by
two statements, giving Paul’s first conclusion (v. 12cd).

5. A compound rhetorical question appears in v. 13a–b, comparing Paul with
temple servants, which is followed by a command of the Lord about the
gospel preacher’s recompense (v. 14).

6. A further rhetorical question occurs in v. 18a, explaining Paul’s view of his
recompense in this whole matter.

7. The final rhetorical question (v. 24a) introduces a metaphorical argument
drawn from athletic contests and the discipline they demand, which Paul
introduces to explain his own self-restraint in preaching the gospel. Here
he introduces a more generic consideration and even formulates an im-
perative about such discipline (v. 24b).

In this complex series of rhetorical questions, three crucial statements set forth
Paul’s fundamental attitude: v. 12cd, “Yet we have not used this right”; v. 15a, “I,
however, have used none of these rights”; and v. 23, “All this I do for the sake of
the gospel, so that I may have a share in it.” The basis of his explanation is found
in vv. 16–22: his obligation to preach the gospel to all alike, Jew or Greek; and it
all ends with the metaphorical exposé of self-restraint needed in athletic contests
(vv. 24–27).

What Paul says in vv. 19–23 about his freedom and making himself “all things
to all people” has at times been seen as inconsistent with the way he reacted to
Peter in the so-called Antioch incident (Gal 2:11–14). Is it inconsistency, or only
apparently so? See Carson, “Pauline Inconsistency”; Richardson, “Pauline In-
consistency.”

NOTES

9:1. Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Paul begins this digression with four
rhetorical questions, each one introduced by a form of ou, which implies an affir-
mative answer. He speaks in the 1st pers. sing., continuing his statement of 8:13,
and asks about his personal liberty, using again the adj. eleutheros already em-
ployed of others (7:22, 39). His questions imply that Corinthian Christians should
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know well his freedom and his apostolic authority, but may be overlooking them.
He enjoys, moreover, not just a generic Christian freedom, but rather an apostolic
freedom, having opened this letter to the Corinthians with the self-identification,
apostolos Christou I≤sou (see Note on 1:1). Now he uses that status as the basis of
his personal liberty and will reiterate it in a different way in v. 19. In mss D, F, G,
¥, and the Koine text-tradition, the first two questions appear in the opposite
order.

Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? This is Paul’s essential reason for insisting on his
apostolic calling and status, again something that the Corinthian Christians
should know. He has been a witness of the risen Christ, as he will assert again in
15:8: ∑phth≤ kamoi, “he appeared to me.” In Gal 1:16, he wrote, God “was pleased
to reveal his Son to me, in order that I might preach him among the Gentiles.” So
Paul often recalled his call and the divine commission to act as an authoritative
emissary; cf. 2 Cor 11:5; 12:11–12; Rom 11:13.

In Acts 1:22, Luke uses the same idea as one of his qualifications for member-
ship in the Twelve, but phrases it abstractly: one had to be “a witness to his resur-
rection,” to which Luke adds two other qualifications: he had to be “a man” (an≤r)
and “one of those who have been part of our company all the while the Lord Jesus
moved in and out among us.” According to the Lucan criteria, Paul could not
have been numbered among the Twelve (see Acts, 226), and in fact is never so
presented in the NT. Yet even Luke recorded that Paul had seen the Lord (Acts
9:17 [ophtheis], 27 [eiden]; 22:14 [idein]). For the relatively rare Pauline expres-
sion, “Jesus our Lord” (without “Christ”), see 5:4; Rom 4:24; 16:20.

Are you not the product of my work in the Lord? Lit. “my work” or “my work-
manship” (RSV). The fourth rhetorical question flows directly from the second
one. Ergon expresses what the “Apostle” has achieved among the Christians of
Roman Corinth as a commissioned emissary of the risen Lord, which they should
know. Indirectly, he is referring to himself as the founder of the Corinthian
church (recall 3:6a, 10b; 4:15b). The “proclamation” that he has made in the
midst of that congregation came “with a demonstration of the Spirit and with
power” (2:4); that is his gifted “work.”

2. If to others I am not an apostle, surely I am to you. Paul adds two related state-
ments to his four rhetorical questions. He, who had to do battle to be recognized
as apostolos in the early church, vehemently insists on this status, as he does in Gal
1:1; and in different terms in 2 Cor 3:1b–2, when he will ask whether he needs a
letter of recommendation for acceptance among Corinthian Christians. They
should be the last people to question his claim to apostleship. Who the “others”
are who might question his claim to be an apostle is a matter for speculation, be-
cause Paul has not identified them. Other Christian communities do exist, with
which Paul has had nothing to do. The “others,” however, seem to be among the
rival groups of chaps. 1–4 or members of some such local church. There is no ev-
idence that Paul is referring to Cephas as one who questions his right to be called
an apostle, pace Vielhauer (“Paul and the Cephas Party”).

For you are the seal of my apostolate in the Lord. This is Paul’s stately affirma-
tion as he makes use of a technical term for ancient authentication, sphragis,
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“seal, signet(-ring),” a means of certifying ownership or verifying validity or 
empowerment. The Christians of Roman Corinth are themselves the authentic
proof that Paul has carried out among them his authorized mission as an 
“apostle.”

3. This is the defense I make before those who would pass judgment on me. Those
“passing judgment” directly refers to the “others” of v. 2, whoever they may be; in-
directly they may include those who have sided with other preachers, for their pre-
ferred allegiance would imply passing judgment on Paul. He now urges them to
check his authentication. The pron. haut≤, “this,” although occupying the last
place in the Greek sentence, refers to what Paul has just said in vv. 1–2, as in 7:20
(BDR §290.3; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 179; Schrage, 1 Cor, 2:281). That is all
that he is going to say in defense of his apostolic authority (see Nickel, “Paren-
thetical Apologia”).

Paul makes use of two forensic terms in this verse, apologia, “defense,” as he
speaks on his own behalf (compare its use in Acts 25:16; 2 Tim 4:16), and
anakrin∑, “conduct a judicial hearing or examination,” as he mentions those who
pass judgment (cf. Luke 23:14; Acts 24:8).

4. Do we not have the right to eat and drink? Now Paul introduces a new series
of rhetorical questions in vv. 4–8, this time seven of them, and the last one is dou-
ble (the first two, introduced by m≤ ouk, expect an affirmative answer, BDF
§427.2). As a truly valid and authentic “apostle,” he enjoys exousia, “a right,”
which flows from that status; it is a right that he claims but that he may give up
freely. He sets it forth in detail in the following questions. The first concerns his
freedom to eat and drink as he pleases, a right that he has willingly restricted al-
ready in 8:13. Now he reasserts his fundamental and apostolic right in this matter
as the background for that restriction. As formulated now in generic terms, it
hardly concerns only idol meat, the problem that gave rise to Paul’s argument in
8:7–12 and the eventual expression of a restriction of it in 8:13. There it concerns
“meat” in general (kreas), and not just idol meat (eid∑lothyton). However, it also
means his “right” (as founder and evangelizer) to eat and drink at the Corinthian
community’s expense, as the following context makes clear.

5. Do we not have a right to bring along a Christian wife? Or “a woman who is a
believer?” (adelph≤n gynaika, lit. “a sister (as) a wife/woman”). Adelph≤, “sister,”
means not a female sibling, but a female fellow Christian (see Note on 1:1; 
cf. 7:15; Rom 16:1; Phlm 2). The infin. periagein refers to having a woman as a
companion on his missionary journeys (e.g., to care for one’s material needs). If
gynaika is to be understood as “wife,” then Paul is asserting a right of which he is
actually not making use (recall 7:7a, 8, where he speaks of himself in the 1st pers.
sing. as unmarried). The 1st pers. plur. now could be editorial, meaning himself,
or it could refer to Barnabas and himself, as in v. 6. Examples of such husband-
wife pairs would be Prisca and Aquila (Rom 16:3) and Andronicus and Junia
(Rom 16:7 [see Romans, 737–38]; cf. Klauck, Hausgemeinde, 30, 59). Mss F, G
and a, b of the VL omit adelph≤n and read instead only the plur. gynaikas, “wives,”
which Bauer (“Uxores”) claims is the original reading; moreover he maintains
that gynaika periagein means simply “to have a wife,” and not “to take a wife about
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with one,” but Diogenes Laertius (Vitae 6.97) uses a cog. verb (symperi≤ei, “went
about with”) in his account about the Cynic philosopher Crates who took his like-
minded wife on his philosophical excursions (BDAG, 798). So the usual transla-
tion, “bring/take along,” is to be preferred.

Clement of Alexandria had a different understanding of the words adelph≤n gy-

naika: “They [the Apostles], in conformity with their ministry, concentrated with-
out distraction on preaching, and took their women as sisters, not as wives, to be
their fellow-ministers for house-wives, through whom the teaching about the
Lord penetrated into the women’s quarters without scandal” (Stromateis 3.6.53.3;
GCS 15.220 [cf. FC 85.289]). Similarly, Augustine, De opere monachorum 4;
CSEL 41.538–39; FC 16.338. That is a possible meaning, but it seems to read
more into the matter than the Greek text expresses.

More is almost certainly implied in Paul’s question than that apostles had the
right to marry, which would have been taken for granted then. From vv. 6–8,
where apostles and missionaries have the right to maintenance from the church
or community evangelized, it seems to be implied in the question that Paul now
asks whether the Christian wife who accompanies an apostle would be entitled to
the same support? So Lietzmann (1 Cor, 40) argued, basing his argument not only
on the conj. ≤, “or,” (which introduces v. 6, and Paul’s emphasis given to the sub-
ject, “only I and Barnabas”), but also on the interpretation of John Chrysostom
and Theodoret: “at the expense of the community.” Similarly Conzelmann,
Robertson-Plummer, Kremer, Lindemann.

as do the rest of the apostles. Who the hoi loipoi apostoloi are in this case is not
easy to say. They are distinguished clearly from “the Lord’s brothers” (see the next
phrase). Since Cephas is to be mentioned, the adj. “other” may mean apostles dif-
ferent from Paul, Barnabas, and Cephas (the first two mentioned are called apos-

toloi in Acts 14:4, 14 [a problematic text; see Acts, 526]). Certainly the phrase does
not mean missionaries in general, because the “apostles” were a definite group in
the primitive church, which initially shaped its structure, but which eventually
gave way to others (see Acts, 220–21). Although Luke restricted the meaning of
apostoloi to the Twelve (see Luke 6:13, “he chose twelve of them, whom he
named apostles”; also his account of the reconstitution of the Twelve, Acts
1:15–26), there is no evidence that Paul shared that view. In 1 Cor 15:5–7, he dis-
tinguishes “the Twelve” from “all the apostles” (who are, hence, a larger group).
Together with the Twelve, he and Barnabas would number fourteen, which
might even grow to sixteen, if Andronicus and Junia (Rom 16:7) are considered
“apostles,” as some commentators have maintained since patristic times (another
problematic text; see Romans, 737–38). See also 2 Cor 8:23, where unnamed
apostoloi are mentioned. Who, then, is meant by hoi loipoi apostoloi? No one can
say for sure.

The testimony of Papias, recorded in Eusebius, HE 3.39.9, about the marital
status of “Philip the Apostle” (and his daughters) is a classic confusion of “Philip
the evangelist,” known from Acts 6:5; 8:5–13, 26–40; 21:8–9, with one of the
Twelve having the same name (Acts 1:13), about whom nothing is known, apart
from what is recounted in John 12:21–22.
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and the Lord’s brothers. This phrase is equally problematic. In Gal 1:19, Paul
speaks of James of Jerusalem as ton adelphon tou kyriou, “the Lord’s brother.” Pos-
sibly he is now referring to this James. Was James of Jerusalem an apostle? It de-
pends on how ei m≤ in Gal 1:19 is understood: It can be exceptive, meaning, “I
saw none of the other apostles [apart from Cephas] except James. . . .” (so trans-
lated in KJV, NKJV, RSV, NRSV, ESV, NEB, REB). That would make this James
an apostle (contrary to 1 Cor 15:5–7, where he is distinguished from the Twelve
and “all the apostles”). Or ei m≤ can be adversative, the equivalent of alla, “but”
(as it is used in Gal 1:7; 2:16 [ean m≤]; Matt 5:13; 12:4; 17:8; Mark 4:22; 9:8 [see
app. crit. alla]; Luke 2:46; 4:26, 27), and would mean, “I saw none of the other
apostles, but only James, the Lord’s brother” (as it is rendered in NIV, NAB; 
cf. ZBG §470; Moulton, Grammar, 2:468; 3:330). Then he would not be an apos-
tle. If James of Jerusalem were an apostle, then he would be part of the preceding
group, “the apostles,” and the problem would be compounded: Who, then, would
be “the Lord’s brothers”?

A further question is: How is one to understand adelphoi, “brothers”? Certainly,
it does not mean fellow Christians, as often in this letter (see Note on 1:1), but
rather is to be understood as in Acts 1:14c. In Classical and Hellenistic Greek, the
normal meaning of adelphos is “blood brother,” i.e., a male child born of the same
mother. This is the sense that Meier finds here (“Brothers and Sisters”).

In the LXX, however, adelphos translates Hebrew ›≠∂, even when it is used in
the broader sense of “kinsman, relative” (e.g., Gen 13:8; 14:16; 24:48; 29:12, 15;
31:23, 32; Lev 10:4; 1 Chr 9:6; 23:22; Tob 5:13–14; 7:2 [in ms S, whereas mss A, B
read anepsi∑, “cousin”]; see BDAG, 18). The wider sense is also attested for Ara-
maic ›∞∂≠› (see WA, 221; Grelot, “Noms de parenté”). In Greek papyri from
Egypt, adelphos sometimes has this broader meaning (see Tscherikower, “Jewish
Religious Influence,” 32–33 [and p. 36: said to occur also in Adler Pap. Gebelen

7.6]); but adelphos is found also in other metaphorical senses (for officials, friends,
business partners; see Arzt-Grabner, “ ‘Brothers’ and ‘Sisters’ ”). In which sense is
adelphos to be understood here, “blood brother” or “relative”? (In any case,
adelphos in the broader sense is not to be translated “cousin,” since Greek has a
specific word for that relationship, either adelphidous or anepsios [the latter ap-
pears in Col 4:10]).

The reason why “the Lord’s brothers” is problematic is because of Mark 6:3, “Is
not this the craftsman, the son of Mary, and brother of James, Joses, Judas, and
Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?” when that Marcan verse is considered
along with Mark 15:40, 47; 16:1, where two of the four adelphoi are mentioned
again. In the latter passages, “Mary, the mother of James the younger and Joses”
can scarcely be a circumlocution used by the evangelist to designate the mother
of the person crucified on Golgotha, before whose cross she is standing. Hence
adelphos in Mark 6:3, where the four are mentioned, must be understood in the
broader sense, “kinsman, relative.” This is why some interpreters hesitate to un-
derstand adelphos as “blood brother” in this passage (see Chapman, “Brethren,”
417). “In any case they were persons whose close relationship to the Lord gave
them distinction in the primitive Church: what they did constituted a precedent”
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(Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 182). See Eusebius, HE 2.1.2; 2.23.1; 7.19.1 (on
their succession to the bishopric of Jerusalem). Cf. Blinzler, Brüder, 18–23, 45,
92, 123; Bienert, “Relatives of Jesus.”

and Cephas? For his marital status, see Mark 1:30, where his mother-in-law
(penthera Sim∑nos) is mentioned. Although Cephas would be part of the “apos-
tles” mentioned earlier in the verse, he is singled out and mentioned last simply
because of his importance in the early church and because his influence was al-
ready invoked in Corinth (1:12 [see Note there]; 3:22). Here Paul is saying that
Cephas was accompanied on his ministry by his wife, whose name is unknown
(see Klauck, Hausgemeinde, 30, 59). To see Cephas as the head of the opposition
to Paul in Corinth goes beyond the evidence provided in this letter.

6. Or is it only I and Barnabas who do not have the right not to work? I.e., not to
enjoy support from the community they have evangelized. Because monos is sin-
gular and refers only to the following eg∑, “I,” Paul must have added “Barnabas” as
an afterthought, presupposing that the Corinthians would know of instances
where the two of them did not have such support. Paul uses the infin. ergazesthai,

“work,” which from 4:12 clearly means “to toil, work with one’s hands,” a form of
labor that was not commonly done by one who was a teacher. It is not easy to ex-
plain the “right” (exousia) of which Paul speaks here, because one cannot tell
whether he is thinking of support from the Corinthians for the evangelization of
Corinth or for some other missionary endeavor, such as he mentions in Phil
4:15–18. In any case, he will be mentioning soon his giving up of such a right to
support.

Barnabas is mentioned for the first and only time in this letter. Presumably, he
was known to the Corinthians; otherwise Paul would not be mentioning him. No
one knows how the Corinthians would have come to know about him. He is men-
tioned by Paul in Gal 2:1, 9, 13, a letter that theoretically could have come to the
knowledge of Corinthian Christians, but it is not otherwise known to have
reached them. This reference to Barnabas was written from Ephesus toward the
end of Paul’s third missionary journey, and the way Paul refers to him implies that
they are still good friends.

From Acts 4:36 one learns that his name was Joseph and that he was called Bar-
nabas by the apostles (with a strange Lucan explanation of its meaning [see Acts,

320–21]). Thereafter in the Lucan account of Paul’s missionary journeys, Barna-
bas is a companion and coworker of Paul (9:27; 11:22, 30; 12:25), especially dur-
ing the first mission (13:1, 2, 7, 43, 46, 50; 14:12, 14, 20), at the “Council” (15:2,
12), and in Antioch (11:15–26; 15:22, 25, 35). When Paul decides after the
“Council” to set out on the second mission, there is a break between them over
the conduct of John Mark (15:36–39), after which one hears no more about Bar-
nabas, until he appears in Eusebius, HE 1.12.1; 2.1.4 (where he is said to have
been one of the Seventy disciples sent out by Jesus); 2.3.3; 2.8.2; 7.25.15 (as a
coworker of Paul). The Ep. Barn. is listed by Eusebius among the nongenuine
(i.e., noncanonical) writings of the NT (HE 3.35.4; but cf. 6.14.1).

7. Who serves as a soldier at his own expense? Or “with his own rations?” The
Greek word ops∑nion originally referred to cooked rations given to soldiers, but in
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time it came to connote the money given for the purchase of such rations (see
Caragounis, “Ops∑nion”). The implied answer to Paul’s question is: “No one.”
Having cited the example of the rights of other Christian missionaries in the early
church, Paul now turns to commonsense analogies. This rhetorical question is
the first of series of three similarly formulated commonsense arguments in sup-
port of Paul’s contention expressed in the question of v. 6 and implied in that of
vv. 4–5. The Christian apostle is compared with a soldier serving his country in
time of war, who does not have to provide for his own rations, meals, or means 
of livelihood, but has a right to such sustenance from the country’s government.
Cf. 2 Tim 2:4–6; and contrast 2 Thess 3:6–12.

Who plants a vineyard and does not eat of its fruit? Paul’s second comparison of
the apostle with a vintner echoes Deut 20:6, “What man is there that has planted
a vineyard and has not enjoyed its fruit?” Cf. Prov 27:18. Even the vintner has a
right to the fruit of the vine.

Who shepherds a flock and does not drink of its milk? Lit. “of the milk of the
flock,” Paul’s third comparison of the apostle with a shepherd, who has a right to
drink the milk of the flock that he tends. The threesome, soldier, vintner, and
shepherd, though drawn from different social levels and with differing modes of
recompense, produces the convincing argument that Paul seeks to make.

8. Am I saying this merely from a human point of view, or does not the law also

say the same thing? This double rhetorical question shifts the argument from the
common-sense level to a legal and biblical one. Paul introduces the two questions
with m≤, expecting a negative answer in the first and a positive answer in the sec-
ond, which also has ou (BDF §427.2). In order to stress the ordinary way of view-
ing things, he uses again kata anthr∑pon (lit. “according to a human being”), as in
3:3 (see Note there). By way of contrast, he cites ho nomos, “the law” (as in 14:34;
Gal 4:21), which is clarified in the next verse as the Mosaic law. The same mode
of reference is found in Josephus, J.W. 7.5.7 §162.

9. For it stands written. See Note on 1:19.
in the law of Moses. This is the only occurrence of this phrase in Pauline writ-

ings; cf. Luke 2:22; 24:44; John 7:23; Acts 13:38; 15:5; 28:23; Heb 10:28. It imi-
tates LXX Josh 9:2, katha gegraptai en t∑ nom∑ M∑ys≤, “As it has been written in
the law of Moses,” and its sense is based on LXX Deut 31:9, egrapsen M∑ys≤s ta

r≤mata tou nomou toutou eis biblion, “Moses wrote the words of this law in a
book.” Paul will refer to this law in 14:21 (without mentioning Moses) and in
14:34 (without “Moses” or an explicit introductory formula); both here and in
9:20–22 it is used only in a generic way (see Hollander, “Meaning of the Term”).
Cf. 15:56.

This law was also known among writers in the Greco-Roman world: e.g.,
Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. hist. 1.94.2) records that Moses gave laws to the Jews from
a god called Ia∑ (an ancient Greek way of writing Y≠hû, an alternative form of
Yahweh used as the theophoric element of many Hebrew masc. names; the Greek
form Ia∑ is also found in 4QLXXLevb 20–21:4 [DJD 9.174]).

“You shall not muzzle the ox while it is threshing.” Paul cites Deut 25:4, which
in the LXX reads, ou phim∑seis boun alo∑nta, “you shall not muzzle a threshing
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ox,” with which some mss of this passage agree verbatim (P46, ±, A, B2, C, D1, 
¥, 33, 1881), whereas others (B*, D*, F, G, 1739) substitute a nonliterary verb,
k≤m∑seis, with the same meaning (read by N-A27, as lectio difficilior and avoiding
assimilation to the LXX). So the Mosaic law prescribed that the farmer should not
prevent an ox from enjoying the benefits of its threshing work. Jewish interpreters
extended the provision: Josephus alludes to the same text (Ant. 4.8.21 §233),
when he explains Deut 24:19, about harvesters leaving sheaves for sojourners, the
fatherless, and widows and about having regard for the support of other human be-
ings. At least since the time of Calvin, commentators have mentioned that Deut
24:14–15 (about not depriving the poor and needy, the hired hand, or the so-
journer of his daily wage) would have been a more apt OT text to suit Paul’s 
argument. That consideration, however, makes Paul’s use of Deut 25:4 all the
more intriguing, for this same OT text is cited also in 1 Tim 5:18 (see Smit, “You
Shall Not”).

In its original pentateuchal context, the saying seems isolated, because the pre-
ceding verses (Deut 25:1–3) deal with the restricted number of stripes that one
may inflict in the corporal punishment on an offender, and the following vv. 5–10
with the obligation of levirate marriage. The whole is preceded by a variety of hu-
manitarian and cultic regulations (23:15–24:22). In such a context, it becomes
apparent that, though the words of v. 4 historically concerned the treatment of the
threshing ox, they are addressed to the human being who sets the animal to work;
it is merely a part of instructions for the people of Israel. The implication of the
quotation is that it is more important for the apostle to derive some benefit from
his work of evangelization.

Commentators have debated how Paul is using this quotation. Some think that
he is interpreting Deuteronomy in a figurative sense (without further specifica-
tion): so Grosheide, 1 Cor, 205; Schrage, 1 Cor, 2.299; Soards, 1 Cor,189. Others
in an allegorical sense: so Arndt, “Meaning”; Hanson, Living Utterances, 136; 
Jeremias, “Paulus als Hillelit,” 88–89; Kremer, 1 Cor, 187; Lee, “Studies,” 123;
Lohse, “Kümmert,” 314; Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis, 126. Instone Brewer 
(“1 Corinthians 9.9–11”), however, claims that Paul uses a “literal interpretation
of the plain meaning of the [OT] text”; but his explanation depends not so much
on the OT text of the saying as on far-fetched rabbinic interpretations dating from
centuries later than Paul, which can scarcely pass for contemporary exegesis or a
“literal” meaning. Some interpreters have tried to insist that Paul is giving a literal
theological exegesis of Deut 25:4: so Kaiser, “Current Crisis,” 13–14. This would
be close to the meaning that I perceive here, but it is problematic, because, when
one uses literal, it must have the historical sense expressed by the author, whereas
Paul, in asking the following questions, is adding a sense, which is no longer lit-
eral (see the excursus in Lindemann, 1 Cor, 204–5).

Is God concerned about oxen? Paul’s first rhetorical question is introduced 
again by m≤, which expects a negative answer. Pace Lee (“Studies,” 123), it can-
not mean a cautious deprecatory assertion like haud scio an, “I do not know
whether . . .”; that would require m≤ with the subjunctive (Goodwin, Moods and

Tenses, 92–93). Because of his Jewish background, Paul would know that his He-
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brew Scriptures depicted God concerned for animals (e.g., Ps 104:14, 21, 27); yet
in this context he also gives to the prohibition of Deut 25:4 an added connotation,
a sensus plenior (fuller sense): “If God cares for animals he cares more for human
beings” (Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 807). If the threshing ox may feed on the
grain on which it works, then the apostle may find his needs provided for from 
his preaching of the gospel. Paul’s question sounds like the statement of Philo,
“The law is not concerned with irrational beings, but with those that have mind
and reason” (De spec. leg. 1.48 §260; see also De virtutibus 27 §145; De somniis

16 §§93–94). Whereas Philo’s outlook led to his allegorical mode of interpreting
Scripture, Paul’s mentality merely gives a fuller meaning to an OT statement,
which is seen in his second rhetorical question, “Or does he really speak for our
sake?” For Paul is not only actualizing the literal meaning of the OT verse, but 
his quotation of it expresses its sensus plenior (which must be understood in the
strict theological sense in which that phrase was originally coined [see Brown, The

Sensus Plenior, 92], and restricted only to those OT texts that are so extended in
Scripture itself or in its theological, dogmatic outgrowth [see Romans, 409]). So
understood, it is clear that not every verse of Scripture has a sensus plenior. In any
case, there is no need to invoke here a figurative or allegorical understanding of
Deut 25:4, which is being used in a sense other than literal.

Lohse (“Kümmert”) has called attention to a similar Stoic teaching preserved
in Cicero, De natura deorum 2.133, which says that the vast system of the universe
(the ebb and flow of rivers, alternation of night and day, etc.) has been mar-
velously administered by divine intelligence “not for the sake of animals” (bes-

tiarum) or “for dumb and irrational beings” (mutorum et nihil intelligentium

causa), but “that the world and all the things that it contains were made for the
sake of gods and human beings” (deorum et hominum causa factum esse mundum

quaeque in eo sint omnia).
10. Or does he really speak for our sake? I.e., for us Christians. Paul’s further

question uses pant∑s, “by all means, certainly” (BDAG, 755) and the 1st pers.
plur., as he did in 8:6. It is, in part, an actualization or rereading of an OT passage,
in a way that is not completely heterogeneous to the OT sense. Others (Conzel-
mann, 1 Cor, 155) take the 1st pers. plur. as meaning “men in general.”

For it was written for our sake. The prep. phrase occupies the first place in the
Greek of this clause, thus giving an emphatic yes to the preceding question, for
gar (not translated here) introduces the reason for the quoting of Deut 25:4 and
conveys that “yes” (BDF §452.2). See further actualizing statements of Paul in
10:11, “were written down as a warning for us”; Rom 4:23–24, “were written not
only for his [Abraham’s] sake, but for ours too”; 15:4. What was written of old,
even in the OT, often has lasting pertinence for Christian life, and Paul quotes the
OT as an integral part of his rhetorical argument (see Collins, “ ‘It Was Indeed
Written’ ”).

because the plowman ought to plow in hope, and the thresher (thresh) in hope of

receiving a share. The meaning and function of this double subordinate clause are
problematic because of the meaning of the introductory conj. hoti, the elliptical
form of the second half, and its transmitted text.
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Some commentators (Collins, Conzelmann, Lindemann, Senft, J. Weiss) un-
derstand hoti to mean “that” and take it as introducing a quotation from some un-
known apocryphal writing. N-A27 even cites the following words in italic Greek, as
if they were a quotation, but with the marginal note unde? (whence?). However,
“to take egraph≤ as referring to what follows, and introducing another quotation, 
is a most improbable construction: there is no such Scripture” (Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 185). Some commentators, however, try to explain the words as
a citation of Sir 6:19, “Approach her as the plowman and sower, and await her
good fruits.” That may have some similarity, but it is scarcely the source of Paul’s
words. Hoti, however, is understood better in a causal sense, “because,” since it
then introduces the following words as an elaboration of the meaning of Deut
25:4, in which Paul extends the analogy of the threshing ox to other types of farm-
ing (so Barrett, 1 Cor, 206; Fee, 1 Cor, 398, 408; Garland, 1 Cor, 411; Kistemaker,
1 Cor, 293; Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 41). For both the plowman at the start of the season
and the thresher at its end expectantly await the results of the harvest. The “hope”
of the two of them is natural, and Paul extends such a hope analogously in the
next verse.

The text of the last phrase is not uniformly transmitted. In mss P46, ±*, (A), B,
C, P 33, 69, it is read as ep’ elpidi tou metechein (translated in the lemma), where
the infin. aloan, “to thresh,” has to be understood after the subject of the second
clause, ho alo∑n, “the thresher,” as the parallel to the infin. “to plow” in the first
part. Copyists, who failed to notice that understood infin., changed the words to
t≤s elpidos autou metechein, “to share in his hope” (mss D*, F, G, 181, 197, 1836).
Subsequent copyists combined the readings: t≤s elpidos autou metechein ep’ elpidi

(mss ±c, Db, c, K, L, ¥, 88, 326; see Metzger, TCGNT, 492). So one has to follow
the text of N-A27 but disregard the italic Greek.

11. If we have sown spiritual seed among you, is it too much that we should reap

a material harvest from you? Lit. “if we sowed spiritual things in you, is it a great
(thing) if we reap fleshy things of you?” So Paul concludes this part of his discus-
sion. The 1st pers. plur. is at least editorial, as in vv. 4, 5 above, but it could also
refer to Barnabas and himself. Once again Paul contrasts pneumatika and sarkika;
cf. 3:1, and esp. Rom 15:27, where he uses the contrast of the same terms in speak-
ing about the contributions of the Gentile Christians of Macedonia and Achaia
for the poor of the Jerusalem community. Now in Roman Corinth he has sown
the seed that has led to spiritual benefits for the Christians there, but what mate-
rial things he might have gained from them, yet never took, were trivial in com-
parison.

12. If others share this rightful claim on you, should not we all the more so? The
“others” were such preachers as Apollos (1:12; 3:4, 22), Cephas (1:12; 3:22), or
even Timothy (4:17), whom the Corinthian Christians may have supported mate-
rially when they worked among them, but none of them is identified by Paul, who
is thinking again implicitly of his role as founder of the Corinthian community.

Yet we have not used this right. Rather, we put up with everything so as not to put

an obstacle in the way of the gospel of Christ. Lit. “so as not to produce any hin-
drance to the gospel of Christ.” Paul finally adds a statement to the long series of
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rhetorical questions that began in v. 4. He asserts boldly that he has not used any
of the rights for which he was arguing and hints at what he said about working
with his own hands in 4:12. In 2 Cor 11:7–9, he goes even further, insisting that he
preached God’s gospel to the Corinthians d∑rean, “for nothing,” because his
needs were taken care of by fellow Christians of Macedonia (cf. 12:13; 1 Thess
2:9). Instead, his concern has always been for “the gospel of Christ,” undoubtedly
an obj. gen., the good news that he has been preaching about Christ.

13. Do you not realize that. See Note on 3:16.
those who are engaged in temple service eat [what] belongs to the temple, and

those who minister at the altar share in what is offered on the altar? In vv. 13–18,
Paul’s argument moves into another dimension, even though it resembles what
he has been saying in vv. 7–12. It is no longer a comparison of himself with sol-
diers, vintners, or shepherds, but now with temple ministers, lit., “those officiating
at sacred rites” (ta hiera) and “those posted alongside the altar of sacrifice” (pare-

dreuontes t∑ thysiast≤ri∑). One is reminded of the OT regulations about portions
of sacrifices reserved for priests in the tent of meeting and later in the Jerusalem
Temple (Num 18:8–20), and also of tithes for the Levites (Num 18:21–24); 
cf. Deut 18:1–5. There were similar regulations for ministers who served in Greek
and Roman temples so that the predominantly Gentile Christians of Corinth
would readily have understood Paul’s argument, no matter which custom he had
in mind. Given what Paul writes in 10:20 about pagan services, it is not likely that
he is thinking so much of Greek or Roman ministers. He is citing the instance of
those engaged in temple service merely for the sake of comparison in order to
make a point in his argument about entitlements and rights of apostles.

14. In the same way the Lord too has ordered those who preach the gospel to get

their living from the gospel. Lit. “to live from the gospel.” In beginning with hout∑s

kai, “in the same way,” Paul introduces a further argument drawn from authority.
He is aware of a saying of Jesus of Nazareth, recorded in the Synoptic Gospels as
addressed to disciples sent out during his earthly ministry, “Stay at that one house,
eating and drinking what they have, for the laborer deserves his pay.” Paul’s use of
misthos in vv. 17–18 echoes the form of the saying in the missionary discourse of
the Lucan Gospel (Luke 10:7) more closely than that in the Matthean (Matt
10:10b), which has troph≤ instead of misthos. There are other echoes of the Syn-
optic tradition here (see Murphy-O’Connor, “What Paul Knew,” 39; Neirynck,
“Paul and the Sayings,” 304–6). How Paul would have learned about that saying
of Jesus is difficult to say; it may have been part of what he learned from “those
who were apostles before me” (Gal 1:17), or even from Cephas, with whom he
stayed for “fifteen days” on a visit to Jerusalem (Gal 1:18). The saying turns up
again in 1 Tim 5:18; and Did. 13.1 echoes the Matthean form in its paraphrase ap-
plied to a prophet (see Harvey, “ ‘The Workman’ ”). For the OT background of
the saying, see Num 18:31; 2 Chr 15:7.

Paul, however, formulates the saying in indirect discourse as a command of
“the Lord” (ho kyrios dietaxen), as he did the saying about divorce in 7:10; now he
applies such a saying to the preaching of “the gospel,” his favorite way of summing
up the Christian message (see Notes on 1:17 and 4:15). Cf. Gal 6:6; 1 Tim 5:18c;
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Did. 13.1 for various ways the saying of Jesus has been transmitted (see Harvey,
“ ‘The Workman’ ”).

According to Murphy-O’Connor, “The arguments in vv. 7, 8, and 13 gave Paul
a privilege that he was free to waive, but the dominical directive imposed an obli-
gation. The fact that he did not obey indicates that for him even commands of the
Lord were not binding precepts” (NJBC, 807; cf. “What Paul,” 40). By “com-
mands,” Murphy-O’Connor means not only 9:14, but also 7:10 (about divorce);
similarly Dungan, Sayings, 20. The two instances, however, are not the same.
The “command” in 9:14, even though expressed as dietaxen, “has ordered,” is
Paul’s own formulation of an instruction that was meant to give missionaries a
benefit, which they could exploit or not; it laid an obligation not on them, but on
the community that they evangelized. According to Fee, “Jesus’ word itself is not
a ‘command’ but a proverb” (1 Cor, 413); the reason for so regarding it can be seen
in 1 Tim 5:18 and Did. 13.1. Horrell maintains that the object of dietaxen is “the
missionaries” (“ ‘The Lord Commanded,’ ” 595), which is perhaps correct, but
the verb is still Paul’s formulation of the command, or his way of establishing the
right that he had for support from the preaching of the gospel. Paul could con-
sider something to be a command of the Lord and still judge that he himself did
not have to take advantage of a “right” that such a command accorded him (see
further Neirynck, “The Sayings,” 174–76; Schrage, 1 Cor, 2:310). That Paul’s re-
nunciation of his right to support from the community is the basis for “the Corin-
thians’ subsequent anger against Paul” is sheer speculation, 2 Cor 11:7–12;
12:13–18 notwithstanding, because it is far from certain that those verses of that
letter refer to the situation Paul is discussing here. Moreover, the later use of
parangell∑ in Mark 6:6; Matt 10:5, which formulates a command given to the
apostles, is irrelevant to this discussion in 1 Corinthians. For Paul’s use of “the
Lord,” when citing a saying of Jesus, see Note on 7:10.

15. I, however, have used none of these things. Lit. “not one of these things”
(oudeni tout∑n), but the antecedent of this neut. expression is not clear. It is regu-
larly taken to mean “right(s)” (so the RSV, NRSV, ESV, NAB, NIV). In this para-
graph, however, “right” is exousia, a fem. noun (vv. 4–6, 12, 18 [usually sing.]). In
using the neut. plur. tout∑n, Paul is probably referring to the various things men-
tioned in the preceding verses that support such a “right,” as he repeats in stronger
form what he said in v. 12c and even begins the repetition with the emphatic eg∑

de, no longer using the editorial “we.” Others have used these rights, but not he.
Indirectly he is proposing himself as an example (see 11:1). The perf. tense in
kechr≤mai stresses the ongoing nature of Paul’s refusal to exploit the rights that his
status as an apostle gives to him. There is not even a hint that he has refused to ex-
ploit them to the benefit of others; he speaks solely about himself.

Nor do I write this that it may be done so in my case. Paul seeks no provision for
himself; see v. 18c below. He again uses the epistolary aor., as in 5:11, because he
is not saying this to draw his nonuse of support to the attention of the Corinthian
Christians so that they may think of supporting him in the future.

I would rather die than have someone deprive me of my boast. Lit. “for it is good
for me to die rather than (that) no one will empty my boast,” reading with the best
mss (P46, ±*, B, D*, 33, 1739), kalon gar moi mallon apothanein ≤ to kauch≤ma
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mou oudeis ken∑sei. There is, however, no guarantee that the verse has been 
correctly transmitted (Metzger, TCGNT, 492). Perhaps Paul deliberately has
changed the sentence in midstream (anacoluthon noted in BDF §393.2; cf. Lietz-
mann, 1 Cor, 43). Other mss (±c, C, Db, K, P, ¥, etc.) read hina tis, “in order that
someone,” instead of oudeis, “no one,” thus correcting the anomalous text. The
translation in the lemma carries enough sense in the present context, whatever
the true reading might be. Just as he relinquished his right to “eat meat” (8:13), so
now he “insists that he will continue his actual practice of not using his right to
material support from the Corinthians” (Still, “Paul’s Aims,” 339).

16. If I preach the gospel, there is no reason for me to boast. Lit. “there is for me
no boast.” The following statement explains why Paul makes this disclaimer.
Some mss (±*, D*, F, G) strangely read charis, “grace,” instead of kauch≤ma,

“boast.”
For compulsion lies upon me! Woe to me if I do not preach it! There can be no

boasting in what one has to do, and Paul must preach the gospel. This “compul-
sion” (anank≤) is not merely a psychological condition; it expresses a compulsion
exercised on Paul from outside.

“Ananke lies upon me” is said of destiny which lays hold on a man, not of feel-
ings which animate us, nor of an obligation which we have to satisfy. The rec-
ollection of the Damascus experience, however, does serve as an illustration;
yet it will not do as a canon of interpretation, because Paul is not looking back
on what happened in the past and on its effects, but speaking of his service in
the present. In the last resort, it is not just any situation which is calling the
apostle to the work, nor is it an emergency. His commission, and the compul-
sion arising out of it, originate with his Lord. . . . the voices of Old Testament
prophets have not infrequently been recognized as the closest parallels to our
Pauline passage; in them, similarly, the commission to preach is described an
an ineluctable destiny and the prophet even haggles with God about his fate. If
the Old Testament “Woe is me” stands as an antithesis to the Pauline “Ananke

lies upon me,” this acts as a reminder that “Woe,” both in the Old and New
Testaments, can signify a personification of the divine curse and eschatological
wrath, in the power of which God executes his judgments. (Käsemann,
“Pauline Version,” 229)

Paul’s words about this need to preach the gospel echo those of Jeremiah and
his need to proclaim God’s word (Jer 1:6–7; 20:9); also Amos’s words (3:8).
Anank≤ denotes here “the power of the divine will which radically and success-
fully challenges man and makes its servant its instrument.” As a converted Jew,
Paul cannot be speaking, “like the Greek with his anank≤ or the Roman with his
fatum, of an impersonal force of blind ill-omen or chance. He may indeed be
making use of the Greek concept, but only in order to delineate the character of
the divine power as sovereign, inexorable and ineluctable” (ibid., 230). Yet that
does not mean that Paul must preach the gospel gratis, even though that is what
he has been doing, and therein lies his “boast.”

In the second exclamation, Paul uses an OT imprecatory formula, ouai moi,
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“woe to me,” which is found verbatim with the 1st pers. sing. pron. only in Tob
10:5 (ms S), but abundantly elsewhere with other persons (e.g., LXX Hos 9:12
[ouai autois = Hebrew ›ôy l≠hem]). Cf. the related formulas, oimmoi eg∑, LXX 
Jer 15:10; and Hebrew ›ôy lî, Isa 6:5, which becomes in the LXX, ∑ talas eg∑,

“O wretch that I am.”
17. If I do so willingly, I have a recompense. Paul makes use of a financial term,

misthos, “remuneration for work done.” That remuneration is neither an echato-
logical recompense nor the material support of the Corinthian community, but
rather the satisfaction of doing what he is expected to do. At least that seems to be
the meaning of the first part of this verse, which along with the following part of
the verse has always been a crux interpretum.

but if I do so unwillingly, I have been entrusted with a stewardship. I.e., what I
have in such a case is a stewardship with which I have been entrusted—something
that I am expected to carry out with fidelity. Paul’s sentiment seems to be like that
of Luke 17:10, “So you too should say, when you have done all that is commanded
you, ‘We are unprofitable servants; we have only done what we were supposed 
to do.’ ”

18. What then is my recompense? That, when I preach, I may offer the gospel free

of charge so as not to make full use of my right in preaching the gospel. This verse is
the logical conclusion of the second alternative of v. 17. It means that Paul is iden-
tifying his “recompense” (misthos) with his “boast” (kauch≤ma, v. 15). He must
preach the gospel; that is the “stewardship” (oikonomia) with which he has been
entrusted; but he is under no obligation to preach it “free of charge” (adapanon),
as he has been doing (cf. 2 Cor 11:7). In so acting, he has a reason for his “boast,”
and this is his “recompense.” This brings to an end the first section of Paul’s dis-
cussion in this chapter.

19. For though I am free and belong to no one, I have made myself a slave to all

so that I may win over as many as possible. Lit. “being free of all, to all have I en-
slaved myself that I might gain the more.” As Paul returns to the first topic, free-
dom, announced in 9:1, he enunciates a principle that lies under all that he has
been saying so far in this chapter. In this section (vv. 19–23), he explains further
his motivation for the right that he has freely renounced in vv. 15–18.

Paul is scarcely referring to his freedom as a Roman citizen, which he never
mentions in any of his letters, but rather to a more basic freedom, the indepen-
dence from all other human beings as a Christian apostle. And yet, there is the
paradox, because he has indentured himself to the service of others to win over as
many of them as possible to the Christian gospel and to Christ Jesus. This is a
global statement using “all,” as it introduces three specific groups that Paul will
mention whom he has sought to “win over” to Christ, which in v. 22b will be in-
terpreted as salvation (s∑s∑). As Bornkamm has rightly noted, “Paul could not
modify the gospel itself according to the particular characteristics of his hearers.
The whole of his concern is to make clear that the changeless gospel, which lies
upon him as his anank≤ (9:16), empowers him to be free to change his stance”
(“Missionary Stance,” 196). The changeless gospel accosts its hearers in their his-
torical situation, and Paul does not seek to change that (1 Cor 7:17–24). So he ac-
commodates himself to the situation of his different hearers.
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Daube (“Kerdain∑ as a Missionary Term”) has contested the “missionary” sense
of the verb, insisting rather that its use with a pers. obj. in the sense of “gaining,
winning over” someone for the kingdom is rather an idea borrowed from various
Hebrew verbs used in rabbinic literature such as k≠nas, “gather,” or q≠n≠h, “ac-
quire.” Yet he gives no example of such verbs being translated by kerdain∑; and his
whole argument merely shows that sages of the later rabbinic tradition had similar
ideas. On the contrary, BDAG (541) clearly admits the sense of kerdain∑ meaning
“gain” someone for the Reign of God. “To win over” means to “bring them closer
to Christ’s way” (see Neller, “1 Corinthians 9:19–23”).

In vv. 19–23, Paul’s argument becomes a parallel to what he asserted in 8:9–13,
and it provides a justification for what he has maintained in those verses. A chias-
mus exists in the Greek text that can be seen in a literal English version: “free of
all—to all have I enslaved myself.” It is, however, problematic in that pant∑n and
pasin may be either masc. or neut.; I have taken them as masc. because later on in
the sentence pleionas, “the more,” is masc. plur., and the examples in the coming
verses are persons.

20. To Jews I became like a Jew to win over Jews. Paul speaks of his conduct as a
Christian apostle of Jewish background who has sought to win over some of his
former coreligionists to the gospel, the first of the three specific groups. He is re-
ferring to either Jewish Christians or Judaizers who would consider themselves to
be under the law. Because, however, he was born a Jew, it is strange that he now
says, “I became like a Jew.” He undoubtedly means that he not only lived with
them and dealt with them socially, but deliberately followed Jewish practices dic-
tated by the Mosaic law, even though it is not easy to explain specifically what
these might have been from any of his writings. That he evangelized Jews in vari-
ous situations is implied by 2 Cor 11:24, where he speaks of having “received at
the hands of Jews the forty lashes less one,” where hypo Ioudai∑n suggests that he
so suffered as a Christian, but he never tells us for what reasons he experienced
such synagogue floggings. See m. Makkoth 3.1–8 for many reasons for such flog-
ging in the later rabbinic tradition. In any case, the following clause explains the
sense in which the Christian Paul now means his becoming “like a Jew.”

In Acts, however, Luke depicts the converted Paul so observing Jewish prac-
tices (having Timothy circumcised [16:1–3]; cutting his hair at Cenchreae [be-
cause of a Nazirite vow, 18:18]; purifying himself in the Jerusalem Temple
[21:23–26]), although Bornkamm is one of several interpreters willing to speak
out “against the reliability of the report” of Timothy’s circumcision (“Missionary
Stance,” 203). Paul himself recognized at times the privileged situation of his for-
mer coreligionists in God’s salvific plan (Rom 1:16; 2:9: “the Jew first but also the
Greek”), which explains why he is depicted often by Luke going first to the Jewish
synagogue on his arrival in a new town to begin his evangelization of it (13:5, 14,
46; 14:1; 17:1, 10, 17; 18:4).

to those under the law I became like one under the law. This clause is best un-
derstood as a mere parallel to the first clause in this verse, even though there is no
similar parallel expressed in vv. 21–22; Paul adds it in view of what he will assert in
the coming clause. On “the law,” see Note on 9:8. “Those under the law” is a des-
ignation for Jews in Gal 4:5, and the opposite, “those not under the law,” denotes
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Christians in Gal 5:18; Rom 6:14–15. Consequently, Paul, in adding this clause
to the first one where Jews are explicitly mentioned is scarcely distinguishing
Torah-faithful Jews from judaizing Christians, pace Lindemann (1 Cor, 212), Gal
4:21 notwithstanding. How Paul became “like one under the law” creates the
same problem as “like a Jew” in the first clause (see above).

though I myself am not under the law. This important qualification finds an ex-
planation in Gal 2:15–16, where Paul speaks of himself and Cephas, “We our-
selves, who are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners, know that a human being is
not justified by works of the law, but through faith in Jesus Christ.” That is why he
can now phrase his relation to the law as he does here; to be justified Paul feels no
obligation to observe the Mosaic law and all its precepts.

This clause, however, is missing in mss D2, (L), ¥, 1881, and the Koine text-
tradition, but found in mss ±, A, B, C, D*, F, G, P, 33, 104, 365, 1175, 1505, 1739.
Despite its being read in these important copies, Tomson regards it as “added
later . . . in view of the development of anti-Judaism” (Paul, 277), but offers no ev-
idence of such development. Note the Lucan formulation of the matter in Acts
13:38–39, the only place in the Lucan writings where Paul is depicted preaching
justification, but where it is interpreted as “the forgiveness of sins,” a Lucan effect
of the Christ-event (see Acts, 518–19).

that I might win over those under the law. In Rom 11:13–14, Paul similarly as-
serts, “I make much of this ministry of mine in the hope that I may stir up my own
people [lit. my own flesh] to jealousy and save some of them.”

21. To those without the law I became like one without the law. I.e., like Gen-
tiles, or “Greeks” (1:22), with no obligation to observe the Mosaic law, the second
of the three specific groups. Paul himself was not “lawless” or an antinomian with
disdain for all legal regulations, as the next clause will make clear, but he became
like those who were “law-less.” This statement merely formulates his conviction as
ethn∑n apostolos, “apostle of the Gentiles” (Rom 11:13), a conviction explained
in Gal 2:19–20: “Through the law I died to the law, that I might live for God. I
have been crucified with Christ. It is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives 
in me.”

It is not easy to capture the rhetoric of this verse and express its equivalence in
English, because four times Paul uses words that are compounds of nomos, “law,”
which refers in this passage to the Mosaic law. He begins by referring to Gentiles
as people who are anomoi, “law-less,” i.e., “without the (Mosaic) law,” and identi-
fies himself also as anomos in the same sense; but then he denies that he is
anomos, “lawless,” i.e., one who spurns all law in the sight of God, because he 
is ennomos Christou, “in/under the law of Christ,” a law different from that of
Moses.

though I am not without God’s law, being under the law of Christ. Whereas Paul
once lived as one under “God’s law,” as it was given to Israel by Moses, he now
sees himself legally bound in some sense to Christ. In Gal 6:2, he speaks of fulfill-
ing “the law of Christ,” in a context where it means bearing the burdens of one an-
other (a matter of fraternal correction). Dodd once sought to explain ennomos

Christou as “a code of precepts to which a Christian . . . is obliged to conform,”
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because Gal 6:2 “is embedded in a series of moral injunctions forming part of
what is called the ‘ethical section’ of the epistle” (“Ennomos Christou,” 138). In
the same article, Dodd tried to relate to this phrase other references to “com-
mands” of the Lord in 1 Cor 7:10, 25; 9:14. Yet even if one has to reckon with such
commands in this letter, it is quite another thing to speak of ennomos Christou as
connoting a “code,” similar to that of Moses. Nowhere in Pauline writings is “the
law of Christ” further explained; yet it is hardly meant as a new legal code, even if
it is meant to be something that replaces the code of old. No better is the explana-
tion of Tomson that Paul “positively . . . is Law-respecting ‘under the aspect of
Christ’: he does not observe the Law as an aim in itself and standing alone but as
one among various members of Christ’s body” (Paul, 280). That is hardly correct.

The sense of ennomos Christou has to be sought in what Paul has written about
Christ and faith in him that he regards as the response to “God’s gospel” (Rom
1:1). In Gal 5:6, Paul speaks of Christian faith “working itself out through love,”
and in Rom 13:8–10 he explains how love works in Christian life: “the one who
loves another has fulfilled the law. . . . Love does no wrong to a neighbor, for love
is the fulfillment of the law.” There, although “law” refers again to the Mosaic law
(quoted in 13:9), it can be seen that Christian love, which springs from faith, and
to which Paul will devote chap. 13, constitutes “the law of Christ,” “the law of the
Spirit of life in Christ Jesus” (Rom 8:2), or “the law of faith” (Rom 3:27), which is
the “principle” of faith. So it is not to be understood as a legal code; nor is it the
Mosaic law respected by Paul “under the aspect of Christ,” but it is only “law” in a
wholly analogous sense. It is the way Christ exercises his lordship over those who
are called to him (see Winger, “Law of Christ”).

that I might win over those without the law. I.e., to win over Gentiles to Christ
Jesus. The same purpose clause expresses Paul’s goal again, even though the form
is no longer kerd≤s∑, as in vv. 19, 20be, but kerdan∑, a variant form of the aor. sub-
junctive (BDAG, 541). The latter is read in mss ±*, A, B, C, F, G, P, but mss P46,
±2, D, ¥ have kerd≤s∑, a copyist’s harmonization with vv. 19, 20, 22.

22. To the weak I became weak, that I might win over the weak. The “weak” 
(astheneis) are the third specific group that Paul has sought to win over. For many
commentators, Paul thus returns to the topic of chap. 8 and refers to those “weak”
in conscience about idol meat (8:7–13); but it might perhaps be understood in a
broader sense, as he will use the term in Rom 14:1; 15:1 For Barrett (1 Cor, 215),
they are “Christians not yet fully emancipated from legalism”; similarly (with 
differing nuances) for Conzelmann (1 Cor, 161); Hays (1 Cor, 155); Kremer 
(1 Cor, 195); Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 192); Soards (1 Cor, 193). For others,
the “weak” are the sociologically insecure, as in 1:27b (so Fee, 1 Cor, 431). In
such interpretations, the “weak” are considered Christians, and the meaning of
kerdain∑ has then to have a nuance slightly different from vv. 19, 20, 21 (Barrett;
Grosheide, 1 Cor, 214). That, however, becomes even more problematic. For 
Lietzmann (1 Cor, 43), they are “Halbchristen” (half-Christians), a term that
needs further explanation. Others understand the “weak” as non-Christians (Jews
or Gentiles), as are the other groups in vv. 19–21, people whom Paul sought to
win over to Christ as converts. The “weak,” then, would be like those mentioned
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in Rom 5:6, “While we were still helpless (ont∑n h≤m∑n asthen∑n eti), Christ
died . . . for the godless,” i.e., those powerless to achieve salvation for themselves
(Black, “A Note”; Garland, 1 Cor, 433–34; somewhat similarly, J. Weiss, 1 Cor,

245; Schrage, 1 Cor, 2:345–46: “timid and superstitious non-Christians”). This
seems to be a better interpretation, for there is no certainty that the “weak” people
now mentioned are to be found only in Corinth; they could be found elsewhere.
They are mentioned last in the list of three groups, because “weak” is the climac-
tic and comprehensive term summing up the situation of the other two groups
(Jews and Gentiles); so Hays, 1 Cor, 154. It is perhaps better to leave the weak fur-
ther undetermined, whether they be Christians or not, because Paul’s argument
applies to “all.”

When Paul says, “I became weak,” there is no conj. h∑s, “as, like,” as in h∑s

Ioudaios (v. 20) or h∑s anomos (v. 21), even though it is read here in some mss (±2,
C, D, F, G, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition), which is recognized as a copyist’s har-
monization. Nor is there an explanatory clause, as in vv. 20d, 21b. In saying that
he “became weak,” Paul is giving up his right to be “strong,” and it might even
mean that Paul is abasing himself socially as he identifies himself with those men-
tioned (1:27b) or, more likely, even considering himself theologically one of the
godless in order to win the different groups over to Christ.

I have become all things to all people that I might save at least some. Or “that by
all means I might save some,” because the adv. pant∑s can express either the low-
est possible estimate or a strong assumption (BDAG, 755). Whereas Paul had
used the aor. egenom≤n in vv. 20, 22a, he now employs he perf. gegona, “I have be-
come,” to stress the lasting effect of his condition (Lindemann, 1 Cor, 213). So
Paul formulates his fundamental principle in evangelization, whether those he
would win over be weak or knowing, Jew or Greek, slave or free. This statement,
using pasin, panta, pant∑s, shows that the groups are merely examples by which
Paul illustrates his principle. Implied is his love and concern for the salvation 
of “all,” no matter what their social or ethnic condition or religious conviction
may be. Cf. 10:33, which fills out what Paul says here; see also Rom 11:14. The
“some” stands in contrast to the “as many as possible” (tous pleionas, lit., “the
more,” v. 19).

23. I do it all for the sake of the gospel, so that I may have a share in it. Lit. “so
that I may become a sharer in it,” i.e., a participant in its benefits. Two points are
asserted here: The preaching of the gospel and its progress have constituted a goal
in Paul’s life, as 1:17 and 1 Thess 2:2 also make clear, for he regarded it as some-
thing very precious to him, and likewise the treasuring of a share that he was able
to have in its blessings, especially the salvation that it promises. In using
synkoin∑nos, Paul could also mean a share that he might have in the ministry of
spreading the gospel (BDAG, 952; cf. Hooker, “Partner”). He “who loves can and
must renounce his rights, however well-founded they may be, if he is to go on re-
ally loving and serving effectively. Once that is clear, the fundamental problem of
our passage can be formulated thus: ‘How can the man who experiences the com-
pulsion of the Gospel as that of his destiny at the same time be, and remain, the
man who loves?’ ” (Käsemann, “Pauline Version,” 233). So Paul draws the second
section of this chapter to an end, to which he now adds a transitional exhortation.
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24. Do you not realize that. Again Paul makes use of a rhetorical question as an
introduction, as in v. 13 above, where a different illustration was brought in; see
Note on 3:16.

all runners in the stadium run in the race, but only one wins the prize? Run, then,

so as to win. So Paul introduces another consideration of the way his freedom has
been restricted; it is drawn from the discipline needed in athletic contests. The
verb trech∑, “run,” is taken from foot racing in a stadium, and brabeion has its pri-
mary sense of “prize, award” (in an athletic contest). The second-century writer,
Lucian of Samosata, composed a dialogue on athletics in which he records a sim-
ilar account of contests: Many are the contestants, who undergo hardships in the
chance that they might win, “but only one of all of them, the victor” gets the prize
(Anacharsis 13). Paul makes use of this comparison because of the second point
he made in v. 23, his sharing in the blessings of the gospel. He must be careful to
respect the demands of the gospel in his own life, just as the runner must in a race.
Cf. Phil 3:14; 2 Tim 4:7. Although the goal concerns Paul personally, he formu-
lates it generically and even includes an impv., as if he were coaching prospective
runners.

The discipline of which Paul speaks may be drawn from what he undoubtedly
knew of the Isthmian Games, which were celebrated every other year at Isthmia,
in honor of the sea god Poseidon and the youth god Palaimon, under the auspices
of the neighboring city of Corinth (see Broneer, “Apostle Paul,” 7–12). There
were also the well-known Olympic Games, from which philosophers in the
Greco-Roman world, especially of the Stoic and Cynic traditions, derived meta-
phors for expressing their ethical teaching (see Pfitzner, Paul and the Agon Motif,

28–35; Schwankl, “ ‘Lauft’ ”).
25. Every athlete exercises self-control in every way. Although Paul used the verb

enkrateuomai in 7:9 in a context of sexual continence, he now uses it in a more
generic sense of self-control, such as would be demanded by athletic contests. A
generic sense of enkrateia is found likewise in Philo, when he speaks of the Ther-
apeutae and their cultivation of it as “the foundation of life” (De vita contempla-

tiva 4 §34). Cf. 2 Pet 1:6.
they do it to win a perishable crown, but we an imperishable one. The victory

crown (stephanos) at the Isthmian Games was a wreath made of either pine 
needles (stephanos ek pityos, Lucian, Anarchasis 9–10) or wild celery; and in the
first century a.d., most likely of the latter (so Broneer, “Apostle Paul,” 16–17; 
cf. Papathomas, “Das agonistische Motiv,” 225–33). Lucian tells of what com-
petitors endure to get possession “of an apple and an olive-branch” (Anacharsis

13). Whatever runners in such games may contend for, Paul’s goal is entirely dif-
ferent, a crown that does not wither. The “we” may again be editorial, or refer to
Paul and Barnabas as examples of runners, or to Christians in general, with whom
Paul would identify himself. Martyrdom of Polycarp (19.2) speaks of Polycarp as a
martyr who won ton t≤s aphtharsias stephanon, “the crown of immortality.”

26. I at least do not run aimlessly; I do not box as if I were beating the air. Lit. 
“I at least run as not without purpose, I so box, as one not beating air.” So Paul 
applies the metaphor to himself in the contest in which he is engaged, as he
preaches the gospel. He is serious about what he is doing and does not spare him-
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self in the effort needed in his evangelization. Paul shifts the image of himself
from a runner in a race to an another kindred strenuous athlete, that of a boxer in
a ring, as he employs the verb pykteu∑, “box,” i.e., strike “with the fist” (pyx [adv.]).
The boxing may not involve another boxer, as the next verse suggests.

27. Rather, I pommel my body and subjugate it, lest in preaching to others I my-

self might be disqualified. Lit. “I strike under the eye” (hyp∑piaz∑), which actually
means to give (someone) a black eye, but here it has “my body” as its object, a
strange combination; and it is followed by an equally strange verb with the same
object, “I lead (my body) into slavery” (doulag∑g∑). Despite the images that the
two verbs convey, Paul is employing contemporary vivid athletic images that ex-
press the self-restraint and discipline necessary to achieve a goal, and these he ap-
plies to his apostolic task (see Papathomas, “Das agonistische Motiv,” 240–41,
who shows that Paul’s use of such terminology conforms well with the athletic
contests of his day and the motivation that inspired them). Paul’s purpose is ex-
pressed in the last clause, m≤ p∑s . . . autos adokimos gen∑mai, “lest I myself might
become (one) not standing the test,” i.e., not having achieved the goal, to which
his preaching would have been summoning others. Paul’s disciplined life in the
service of the gospel is meant to be an example for Corinthian Christians in their
pursuit of life. Cf. his use of athletic imagery and the goal of life in Phil 3:12–16
(see Metzner, “Paulus und der Wettkampf”).
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21 c. Israel’s Example Warns 

Christians Not to Partake of Pagan

Temple Meals (10:1–22)
10:1 I do not want you to be unaware, brothers, that all our ancestors were under the
cloud and that all passed through the sea. 2All of them were baptized into Moses
in the cloud and in the sea. 3All ate the same spiritual food, 4and all drank the
same spiritual drink, for they used to drink of a spiritual rock that followed them,
and the rock was Christ. 5Nevertheless, God was not pleased with most of them,
for they were laid low in the wilderness. 6Now in view of these things they have be-
come archetypes for us, so that we may not crave for evil even as they did. 7Do not
become idolaters as some of them did, as it stands written: “The people sat down to
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eat and drink, and they got up to revel.” 8We should not indulge in fornication, as
some of them did; and twenty-three thousand of them fell in a single day. 9We
should not put Christ to the test, as some of them did; and were destroyed by ser-
pents. 10Do not grumble, as some of them did, and were destroyed by the De-
stroyer. 11These things were happening to them prefiguratively and were written
down as a warning for us, upon whom the ends of the ages have met. 12Conse-
quently, whoever thinks that he is standing firm should see to it that he does not
fall. 13No trial has overtaken you but what is human. God is trustworthy, and he
will not allow you to be tried beyond what you can bear; but with the trial he will
provide also a way out, so that you may be able to endure it. 14Therefore, my dear
friends, flee from idolatry. 15 I am speaking as to wise people; judge for yourselves
what I am saying. 16 Is not the cup of blessing that we bless a participation in the
blood of Christ? Is not the bread that we break a participation in the body of
Christ? 17Because there is one loaf, we, though many, are one body, for we all par-
take of the one loaf. 18Consider the people of Israel. Are not those who eat the sac-
rifices participants in the altar? 19What then am I saying? That meat sacrificed to
idols is something? Or that an idol is something? 20Rather, what they sacrifice
[they sacrifice] to demons and not to God, and I do not want you to become part-
ners of the demons. 21You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of de-
mons as well; you cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons.
22Or are we stirring the Lord to jealousy? Are we stronger than he?

COMMENT

Paul has finished his digression about his status as an apostle and its consequent
freedom and rights, but also about his example as one who exercises self-restraint
in exploiting such rights on behalf of preaching the gospel to others. Now he re-
turns to the question of idol meat, in order to discuss other aspects of it. Eid∑lothy-

ton, “meat sacrificed to idols,” was used in 8:1, 4, 7, 10; it turns up in this section
only in 10:19. Although Paul mentioned eid∑lolatr≤s, “idolater,” in 5:10, 11; 6:9,
he will refer to that kind of person again in 10:7 and will formulate a generic warn-
ing, “flee from idolatry” in 10:14, echoing his admonition about flight from forni-
cation (6:18). Now one sees that the eating of idol meat has assumed a broader
perspective; it is no longer simply a problem for those whose conscience is “weak”
(8:7), but one related to idolatry, which a Christian must shun. Verses 1–22 form
a unit, because v. 1a calls attention to the topic to be discussed now, and its con-
clusion is set forth in v. 21, to which the rhetorical questions of v. 22 resound.

The desert experience of Israel of old presented monitory examples and teaches
Christians not only how they should deal with idol meat (vv. 1–14), but also how
they should think about their participation in the Lord’s Supper (vv. 15–22),
which is not unrelated. Paul discusses that experience from this double perspec-
tive. He treats it under four headings:

1. Beginning with “our ancestors,” he cites five privileges of “all” the Israelites
who wandered in the desert after their deliverance from Egyptian bondage:
how God accompanied them in a cloud, rescued them from the pursuing
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Egyptians at the Reed Sea, guided them through Moses, supplied them
with food, and gave them water to drink (vv. 1–4).

2. Paul then recounts five incidents that tell how God became displeased at
the rebellious conduct of “most/some of them”: their covetous craving for
evil, their adoration and idolatrous feasting in the Golden Calf episode,
their fornication with Moabite women, their testing the Lord, and their
grumbling against Him (see Perrot, “Les exemples”). Because of all this,
God laid them low in the desert and destroyed them (vv. 5–10).

3. In all that happened to them, they became premonitory archetypes for us
Christians, who live in a new age, when God does not try us beyond what
we can bear. Consequently, we must flee from all idolatry (vv. 11–14).

4. Furthermore, as Christians, who share in the body and blood of Christ at
the Table of the Lord, we cannot share also in the table of demons, thus
provoking the Lord to anger (vv.15–22). Note the contrast between pantes,

“all,” in vv. 1–4 and pleiones/tines aut∑n, “most/some of them,” in vv. 5–10,
each occurring five times.

The major problem in this pericope is the way it is to be related to the rest of
Paul’s discussion of the problem of idol meat. In chap. 8, he adopted a double,
rather lenient view of the matter, agreeing basically with those who “possess
knowledge” that an idol was a nonentity in this world (vv. 1–6), but insisting on a
restriction to their basic freedom derived from such knowledge for the sake of the
“weak” (vv. 7–13); and in the case that he will discuss in 10:23–31 he will again re-
turn to such a point of view. Now, however, Paul’s attitude is much more ab-
solute: “flee from idolatry” (v. 14), because “you cannot partake of the table of the
Lord and the table of demons” (v. 21). That is addressed to all Corinthian Chris-
tians, both the weak and those who possess knowledge. Other minor problems are
found in the reference to baptism in v. 2, the meaning of “spiritual” in vv. 3–4, the
reference to Christ as the following rock (v. 4), the testing of Christ ([if the reading
is correct] v. 9), and the hortatory applications in the whole passage. Moreover,
the references to the Lord’s Supper (vv. 16–21) are all indirect, as Porter (“Inter-
pretaton,” 34) has called them, because they are brought in not as a discussion of
the Eucharist as such, but only to advance Paul’s argument against idolatry.

If one prescinds from the minor issues, is Paul making use of a Jewish composi-
tion—something like Psalm 78, esp. vv. 12–22? There may be a similarity, but
nothing allows one to conclude that Paul is borrowing an already existing compo-
sition. Some commentators try to distinguish different literary genres in the pas-
sage: a midrash in vv. 1–5 (J. Weiss, Borgen, Lindemann, Martelet); a previously
composed brief homily in vv. 1–13 or 14, or even vv. 1–22 (Meeks, Senft, Collier
[with differing nuances and analyses]); or “a piece of teaching that was already 
established before the composing of the epistle” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 165). 
Cope even regards it as a section that does not belong here, being a later editor’s
interpolation “intended to bring Paul into line with the widely held views of sub-
sequent Christianity” (“First Corinthians 8–10,” 115). Such attempts are interest-
ing, but useless in the long run, since they carry little conviction, mainly because
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of the multiple variety of analyses proposed. Paul is not constructing a detailed 
exegesis of the OT passages he mentions; they are rather instances cited to address
a Corinthian problem and supply premonitory instances to support his admo-
nitions.

The first part of this pericope is heavily dependent on passages in Numbers (al-
luding to 11:4, 34–35; 14:20–35; 21:4–9; 25:1–9 esp. in its LXX form), even apart
from Exod 32:6, which is explicitly quoted in v. 7. The extent to which it uses Jew-
ish traditions attested only later in rabbinic writings is a debatable issue (v. 4). In
any case, Paul’s use of the OT is neither midrashic nor pesher-like, pace

McEwen, “Paul’s Use”; those literary genres have a definite form, which is well
known, but which is not in evidence here.

The interpretation of this passage has been bedeviled by a number of issues,
often hermeneutical, that have little to do with Paul’s message. The first of these
issues concerns the extent of the passage: is the unit to be found in vv. 1–13 or 
vv. 1–22? Many commentators recognize that 10:23–11:1 is closely related to the
argument of 8:1–13, because Paul’s discussion of the eating of idol meat follows
similar lines, but that in 10:1–22 he proposes an entirely different and basic con-
sideration. Yet the discussion of it does not stop at 10:13, even though one may be
inclined to regard vv. 1–13 as a homily (with pantes in five parallel clauses and
with “some” in five negative statements) and an inclusio in vv. 6, 11 (so Meeks,
“ ‘And Rose up’ ”). In fact, however, vv. 14–22 contain Paul’s main argument, to
which vv. 1–13 are merely building up. Hence, pace Allo, Barrett, Bruce, Collins,
Conzelmann, Fee, Garland, Grosheide, Héring, Horsley, Kistemaker, Kremer,
Kugelman, Merklein, Murphy-O’Connor, Robertson-Plummer, Senft, Schrage,
Soards, Thiselton, it is not right to treat vv. 1–13 separately from vv. 14–22. In 
vv. 1–13, Paul does criticize a Corinthian practice using examples drawn from
“our ancestors,” and that criticism is different from the one he draws from the
Lord’s Supper in vv. 16–21; but it is only in the latter part (vv. 14–22) that Paul
makes his main point, in vv. 14, 20–21. So Hays, Lietzmann, Lindemann, Smit, 
J. Weiss, M. Willis rightly interpret vv. 1–22 as a unit.

Second, in this passage Paul refers in various ways to baptism, the Lord’s Sup-
per, and “Christ” (v. 4c), uses “spiritual” three times (of food, drink, and rock),
and adopts the terms typoi (v. 6) and typik∑s (v. 11), which show that he is dis-
cussing what happened to “our ancestors” not only from a historical perspective,
but is actualizing those instances as premonitions for Christians of Roman Cor-
inth. As a result, many commentators on this passage introduce terms such as
“sacraments,” “sacramentalism,” or maintain that what Paul was counteracting in
Corinth was a form of “hypersacramentalism.” Such terms, however, are mislead-
ing, because, even though what Paul calls baptism and the Lord’s Supper indeed
became sacraments in the later Christian dogmatic tradition, he himself never
refers to them as such, and the problems in Corinth, as described in this letter,
give no evidence of any form of sacramentalism. For this reason, to cite but one
example, it is awry when Conzelmann (1 Cor, 165) asks, “Does he [Paul] think
that the process recounted in the Old Testament [v. 2: the baptism of all into
Moses] was really a sacrament?” Conzelmann later qualifies his phraseology
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when he speaks of the “spiritual” food, drink, and rock of vv. 3–4 as “not of a real
Old Testament sacrament, but of prefiguration” (ibid., 166); similarly Linde-
mann, 1 Cor, 219, 223. It is awry because one should not refer to OT rites as sacra-
ments.

Third, Paul’s use of typoi (v. 6) encourages some commentators to indulge in
typological interpretation, a mode of interpretation that was born of later concep-
tions, and is sometimes strange to what Paul is saying in this passage.

Lastly, some of the OT passages to which Paul refers in this passage underwent
further development in later Jewish interpretation of the rabbinic tradition, and
some commentators bring in such later Jewish interpretation to explain Paul’s
words. Thus Barrett thinks that Paul coins the phrase about baptism “into Moses,”
not only because God delivered his people from Egyptian bondage through
Moses, “but also because of the Jewish belief that the ‘latter Redeemer’ [the Mes-
siah] would be as the ‘former Redeemer’ [Moses]” (1 Cor, 221). See also Garland,
who quotes the text to which Barrett alludes, Eccles. Rab. 1.9, in full. The trouble
is the dating of such late Jewish traditions, because “the text . . . may have origi-
nated in the eighth century in Palestine” (Strack-Stemberger, ITM, 345).

In any case, the pericope is very important, not only because it deals with what
should be the Christians’ attitude to idolatry, but also because it reveals how im-
portant the reverent celebration of the Lord’s Supper is for the life of the Christian
community at any time and for the common ethical conduct of life in that com-
munity. One has to recognize the importance of “one loaf” and “one body” for its
unity in Christ.

NOTES

10:1. I do not want you to be unaware, brothers. Paul indulges in litotes in this in-
troductory formula, and he will use it again in 12:1; 2 Cor 1:8 (1st pers. plur.);
Rom 1:13; 11:25; 1 Thess 4:13 (1st pers. plur.). It introduces something that he
considers important and wishes to make explicit. At times he substitutes for it the
positive verb, gn∑riz∑, “make known,” as in 12:3; 15:1; Gal 1:11; 2 Cor 8:1; 
cf. 11:3, “I want you to realize.” On “brothers,” see Note on 1:1. The translation
in the lemma has omitted the introductory conj. gar, “for,” which shows that the
discussion now beginning is meant to give the basis for the preceding exhortation
with which chap. 9 ended. The discussion will continue until 11:1.

that all our ancestors were under the cloud. In vv. 1–4, Paul writes of the privi-
leged experiences of those whom he calls “our ancestors” (hoi pateres h≤m∑n), i.e.,
the desert generation of Israelites, as hoi pateres is used again in Heb 1:1; 8:9; 
1 Clem. 30.7; 60.4 In mentioning them as “our” ancestors, Paul speaks as one of
Jewish birth, but he is including the predominantly Gentile Christian commu-
nity of Roman Corinth in “our,” because Christians are for him in a new sense
“the Israel of God” (Gal 6:16). In Phil 3:3, he even thinks of Christians as “the 
circumcision, those who worship by the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus.”
Cf. the use of hoi pateres in Rom 9:5; 11:28; Acts 3:13, 25, where the sense of this
title is restricted to “the patriarchs,” just as the sing. pat≤r is used of Abraham in
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Rom 4:1, 16. Pace Barrett (1 Cor, 220), there is no evidence that Paul has derived
the term from “an existing Exodus midrash.” Paul is simply assuming that the
Christians of Corinth are familiar with the OT episodes to which he alludes. His
emphasis falls on “all,” used twice in this verse and repeated in vv. 2, 3, 4, but then
restricted in vv. 5, 7, 8. In this first verse Paul alludes to two of the desert experi-
ences of Israel of old, their being led by God by a cloud and their passing through
the Reed Sea.

In saying “under the cloud,” Paul alludes to LXX Exod 13:21–22, which reads:

ho de theos ≤geito aut∑n, h≤meras men en styl∑ nephel≤s d≤ixai autois t≤n hodon

ouk exelipen ho stylos t≤s nephel≤s h≤meras . . . enantion pantos tou laou,

God led them, during the day in a pillar of cloud to show them the way . . .
and the pillar of cloud did not depart during the day from the presence of all the
people.

Cf. Ps 105:39: “He spread a cloud for a covering.” It refers to the deliverance of Is-
rael fleeing from Egypt and wandering in the desert toward the Reed Sea: “When-
ever the cloud went up from over the tent, the people of Israel thereupon set out;
in the place where the cloud stood still, they encamped” (Num 9:17; used in
4Q365 31a–c:5; see also Exod 40:38; Wis 19:7). That is why Paul says they were
“under” the cloud, which otherwise accompanies them. In the later rabbinic tra-
dition, one reads that the Hebrews were covered by the cloud, undoubtedly in de-
pendence on Ps 105:39; see Str-B, 3:405–6. Nothing in this part of the verse
suggests that Paul is already alluding to baptism, pace Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 165; or
even to Jewish proselyte baptism, pace Kümmel in Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 180; Jere-
mias, “Paulus als Hillelit,” 90.

and that all passed through the sea. Paul alludes further to the crossing of the
Reed Sea by the Israelites in LXX Exod 14:22, eis≤lthon hoi huioi Isra≤l eis meson

t≤s thalass≤s kata to x≤ron, “the Israelites entered into the midst of the sea on dry
ground.” Cf. Ps 78:13: “He divided the sea and made them pass through it, and
caused the waters to stand like a heap.”

2. All of them were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea. In this verse,
Paul interprets the desert experience of the ancient Israelites by likening it to the
salvific baptismal experience of Christians. As Christians are saved by being “bap-
tized into Christ Jesus” (Rom 6:3; cf. Gal 3:27), so Israel of old was related sal-
vifically to Moses by the cloud and the sea; he brought them to deliverance and
safety.

Cf. 1 Pet 3:20–21, where baptism is compared with an OT event, viz., Noah’s
ark, in which eight persons “were saved through water.” One might have expected
Paul to argue similarly, i.e., the other way round; but for him Christian “baptism”
is clearly the prime analogate in his comparison. In Exodus, the “cloud” is the
privileged sign of God’s salvific presence to the Israelites wandering in the desert
with Moses, as it guides them on their way to the Promised Land; and the “sea” re-
calls how God delivers them from pursuing Egyptians, as Moses leads them across
the Reed Sea. Their relation to him is, therefore, special (see Exod 14:31); but
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nothing in the OT expresses that relation in terms of “baptism.” It is Paul who for-
mulates the baptism “into Moses,” in imitation of the expression he will use about
Christian baptism in Rom 6:3. He means only that the Israelites had in Moses
someone analogous to Christ, into whom Christians are baptized. Moses is asso-
ciated with hoi pateres, which is being used in the generic sense, “ancestors, fore-
bears.” They are related to Moses through the cloud and the sea, just as Christians
are related to Christ through baptism. Moses appears elsewhere as a figure fore-
shadowing Jesus Christ (Rom 10:5; 2 Cor 3:7–15). Some mss (P46c, B, 1739, 1881,
and Koine text-tradition) read the aor. mid. ebaptisanto, “they got themselves
plunged/baptized for Moses” (BDAG, 165), thereby stressing the voluntary act
that affirms dependence on his leadership.

3. All ate the same spiritual food. Paul now alludes to the privileged feeding of
the Israelites, for God told Moses, “Say to them: ‘In the evening twilight you will
eat meat (Hebrew b≠∫≠r; LXX krea), and in the morning you will have your fill of
bread, so that you will recognize that I am Yahweh, your God’ ” (Exod 16:12).
Thus the Israelites were fed with quail (Hebrew ∫≥l≠w; LXX ortygom≤tra, Exod
16:13; cf. Num 11:31; Ps 78:27 [‹ôph k≠n≠ph, “winged fowl”]; 105:40a; Wis
16:2b; 19:12; Josephus, Ant. 3.1.5 §25 [ortyg∑n pl≤thos]), and with “bread from
heaven” (le∂em min haππ≠mayim, LXX: artous ek tou ouranou), which was rained
down upon them in the desert (Exod 16:4). Eventually, the bread came to be
called “manna” (Aramaic mann≠›, derived from the Hebrew question that the 
Israelites asked when they first saw it, m≠n hû›, “what is it?” Exod 16:14–15, 31,
35; Deut 8:3). In Ps 78:24–25, it becomes “the bread of angels” (LXX); Wis 16:20,
“food of angels.” In Neh 9:20, manna is associated with God’s gift of his “good
Spirit.” Josephus refers to it as “sent down from heaven to them, food for forty
years” (Ant. 3.1.6 §32; cf. Exod 16:35). The adj. auto, “same,” is not read in P46.

The food is called “spiritual” by Paul, mainly because it was given to them by
God in a wondrous way to sustain their natural lives, and it symbolized His pres-
ence among them through the gift of His Spirit (Neh 9:20). It may also be “spiri-
tual,” because Paul sees it prefiguring the eucharistic bread, which probably also
explains why it is said to be the “same” food for “all,” as he prepares for the
koin∑nia that he will introduce in v. 16.

4. and all drank the same spiritual drink. Paul alludes to the privileged water
that Moses provided for the Israelites to drink, when he at God’s command struck
the rock at Horeb (Exod 17:6) or at Kadesh (Num 20:7–11); cf. Ps 78:15. Again, it
is called the “same spiritual,” mainly because it was God-given, but perhaps also
because it is prefiguring the sharing of the eucharistic drink (v. 16).

for they used to drink of a spiritual rock that followed them. Or “accompanied
them.” Exod 17:6 says nothing about such a rock at Horeb; nor does Deut 8:15,
“water from the flinty rock”; or Isa 48:21; Neh 9:15; Ps 105:41; 114:8. Paul seems
to be alluding to a passage in Numbers 20, which recounts the march of the Isra-
elites through Moabite territory. When they arrive at Ar, its chief city (Num
21:15), a poetic fragment, often called the “Song of the Well” (Num 21:16–18),
narrates how water was wondrously supplied to them. Verse 16 begins, ûmiππ≠m

b≥’≤r≠h hî› b≥›≤r, “and (they journeyed) from there [from Ar] to Be›er, that is (the)
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Well”; and the text continues, “of which the Lord said to Moses, ‘Gather the peo-
ple, and I shall give them water’ ” (a reference to the story of Moses supplying the
Israelites with water at Kadesh, Num 20:7–11). Again, the rock is called “spiri-
tual,” because it is God-given.

From these poetic verses there eventually developed in Jewish tradition the
idea of the rock itself, which supplied the water, “accompanying” the wandering
Israelites, just as the cloud, quail, and the manna did. The earliest attestation of
this tradition about the accompanying rock, after this Pauline reference, is found
in Pseudo-Philo, LAB 10.7: Populum autem suum deduxit in heremum quadra-

ginta annis . . . et puteum aqu[a]e consequentis eduxit eis, “For forty years he led
his people in the desert . . . and provided for them a well of following water” (usu-
ally dated a.d. 70–100); also 11:15; 20:3 (see OTP, 2:317, 319, 329). For the still
later targumic (Tg. Onqelos Num 21:16–20) and rabbinic development (Tos.

Sukkah 3.11), in which the rock (or well) is described as peripatetic, see Str-B,
3:406–8; also Cullmann, TDNT, 6:97; Enns, The ‘Moveable Well’ ”; but cf. Dri-
ver, “Notes,” 15–18; Ellis, “A Note”; Schmitt, “Petra autem.” 

Pace Bandstra (“Interpretation,” 12–13), the more or less contemporary inter-
pretation (Quod deterius 31 §§115–18; Leg. alleg. 2.21 §86) that Philo gives about
the “rock” in the wilderness has interesting allegorical meanings, but they have
nothing to do with the Jewish legend that Paul uses here.

and the rock was Christ. Although this is a parenthetical remark, Paul thinks
that Christ was actually the accompanying rock, conceived of as the source of
water that saved the Israelites in their desert wanderings. Paul thus applies to
Christ an appellation often given to Yahweh as the helper or aide of Israel, called
in Hebrew Ωûr, “Rock” (Deut 32:4, 15, 18, 30, 31 [MT; LXX: ho theos]; 2 Sam 22:3
[LXX: petra mou]). He now makes it refer to the rock of Horeb (Exod 17:6) or of
Kadesh (Num 20:8), from which the Israelites were given the water.

Cf. the way Wis 11:4 speaks of those who journeyed through the wilderness and
called upon Wisdom, who supplied them with wisdom, which is called “water
from flinty rock” (edoth≤ autois ek petras akrotomou hyd∑r [see Deut 8:15]), an as-
pect that Philo exploits in Leg. alleg. 2.21 §86. Cullmann rightly notes, “Later Ju-
daism does not interpret the rock of Ex. 17 and Nu. 20 Messianically” (TDNT

6:97), but Kreitzer (“1 Corinthians 10:4,” 112–17) naively thinks that he can find
evidence in Jewish legends for “a Pre-existent Messiah,” misinterpreting Philo,
Leg. alleg. 2.21; Wis 11:1–4; and (3d-cent.) Tg. Onqelos of Exod 17:5–7.

Paul uses the impf. ≤n, “was,” which implies that he is thinking of the preexis-
tent Christ as that rock (so Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 166–67; Robertson-Plummer, 
1 Cor, 201–2; Bandstra, “Interpretation,” 14; et al.; but cf. Garland, 1 Cor, 458).
The impf. stands in contrast to Gal 3:16, where Christ is (estin) the “offspring” of
Abraham in a parallel predication. Conzelmann (1 Cor, 167 n. 26) cites a similar
interpretation of an OT text in QL: “The well is the law” (CD 6:4 [an interpreta-
tion of the same OT passage, Num 21:18!]), which is likewise pres. tense. See also
1QS 8:7, “It [the community] is the tested wall/rampart”; CD 20:3 (= 9:3). Recall
the allegorical use of estin in Acts 4:11, “This is the stone”; Gal 4:24–25. There
was already a hint at the preexistence of Christ in 8:6d; cf. 2 Cor 8:9
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(ept∑cheusen); Gal 4:4; Rom 1:3; 8:3; Phil 2:5 (see Romans, 484–85). Unfortu-
nately, Paul does not develop further the nature of the relationship of Christ to the
rock, or its connection to what he said of him in 8:6. He implies, however, that
Christ in some way was already a salvific force for the Israelites of old.

5. Nevertheless, God was not pleased with most of them, for they were laid low in

the wilderness. Having recounted the four privileges accorded to “all our ances-
tors,” Paul now tells of the catastrophe that “most of them” (hoi pleiones) encoun-
tered as a result of their rebellious reaction to God’s aid during the exodus. Paul
uses the neg. of eudokein en to express God’s displeasure, as in LXX Jer 2:19;
14:10, 12; Ps 151:5; Sir 34:19. Conzelmann (1 Cor, 167) rightly says that eudokein

does not express “an emotion on God’s part”; but when he goes on to say that it
rather “means his election, or, to put it otherwise, negates his rejection,” that is al-
most certainly wrong. Paul is saying that God rejected “most of them,” whom he
laid low in the desert. The verb katestr∑th≤san, “were laid low, killed,” is a divine
passive.

Paul is alluding to an OT passage such as Num 14:16, 29–32, where the Israel-
ites made a foolhardy attack on Canaan, and the Lord laid them low in the desert.
When Moses prayed for the rest of the Israelites, he was told that only Caleb,
Joshua, and “little ones” would enter the Promised Land. In LXX Num 14:16, the
act. voice of the same verb and the prep. phrase occur, katestr∑sen autous en t≤

er≤m∑, “(the Lord) laid them low in the wilderness,” i.e., the foolhardy Israelites,
whom Paul calls hoi pleiones. Cf. Heb 3:17, which also alludes to Num 14:29–32.
See Ps 78:31 (LXX msB, S: pleiosin); Sir 45:19.

Mitchell (Paul, 138–39), however, claims that the event referred to in v. 5 “is
clearly Num 11:33, where God ‘struck a very great plague against the people’ ” for
craving after the food they had eaten in Egypt. That reference, however, is un-
likely, given the verbal similarity of v. 5 to Num 14:16, which many commentators
have recognized (e.g., Robertson-Plummer, Conzelmann, Lindemann), and de-
spite the fact that v. 6 ends with kath∑s kakeinoi epethym≤san, “as they too craved.”
That may indeed echo the craving in Num 11:4 (epethym≤san epithymian, “they
craved exceedingly [lit., “they craved a craving”]), or 11:13, to which Mitchell
refers; but it cannot invalidate the verbal allusion to Num 14:16. Moreover, her
reference to Josephus, Ant. 3.13.1 §295 and his use of stasiazein, “to rebel,” apro-
pos of Num 11:4, as related to “factionalism” is simply far-fetched.

6. Now in view of these things they have become archetypes for us. The pron.
tauta is not to be taken as the subj. of the verb, as is often done, but rather as an
adv. acc., as Baumert has rightly shown (“Eis to,” 13); and the subject of the 3d
pers. plur. verb is “most of them,” i.e., most of “our ancestors,” immediately before
(v. 5).

Greek typos means a “mark made by a blow” (typtein, “strike”); “impression,
stamp, engraved mark.” It was often used to mean “copy, image, replica,” and
from this meaning it developed into “archetype, pattern, model” (LSJ, 1835), and
even “example” (1 Thess 1:7; Phil 3:17). In this verse, Paul calls “the ancestors”
typoi h≤min, “archetypes for us.” They are prototypes who should influence Chris-
tian conduct in a monitory way (see v. 11), so that our mode of life might not be
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governed similarly by craving instead of pure and blameless conduct before the
Day of the Lord (cf. Phil 1:10). Because Paul uses typoi, we can understand the
foreshadowing connotations of other terms already used in this section, such as
“baptized” (v. 2), “spiritual food” (v. 3), “spiritual drink” (v. 4a), and “the rock was
Christ” (v. 4c).

From Paul’s use of typos, there develops in Christian tradition the technical no-
tion of an OT “type,” to which corresponds a NT “antitype” (cf. Rom 5:14)—or
what has been called “typology,” a loaded term with many connotations, not all of
which would be found this early in the NT itself (see Goppelt, Typos; Brown,
NJBC, art. 71 §§45–48).

so that we may not crave for evil even as they did. Lit. “so that we may not be
cravers of evil things, as they too craved.” This subordinate clause is introduced by
eis to with the acc. subj. of the infin. Acording to BDF §402.2, it denotes “purpose
or result,” but Baumert (“Eis to”) has shown that it expresses only result, whereas
eis to with an infin. (without the acc. subj.) expresses purpose. Paul then is trying
to forestall a consequence that is destructive.

Paul’s use of epithym≤tas, “cravers,” and of the verb epethym≤san alludes to the
LXX Num 11:4, 34–35; Ps 78:29–30; 106:14, which mentions the craving (ep-

ithymia) of the wandering Israelites after the food (meat, fish, cucumbers, melons,
leeks, onions, and garlic) that they had eaten in Egypt. The food in itself would
not have been evil, but the craving for it became evil in the situation in which the
Israelites found themselves, having been freed from Egyptian bondage and led
into the desert by God’s chosen leaders, Moses and Aaron. The craving was a form
of complaint against God and His providence for them. When Philo (De spec. leg.

4.24 §§126–29) comments on the craving (epithymia) of Num 11:31–34, he cites
gluttony (gastrimargia), greed (akrat∑r), and self-indulgence (kath≤dypathein) as
examples of it.

7. Do not become idolaters, as some of them did. Paul warns the Corinthians
about the danger of idol worship as he switches now from the 1st pers. plur. of v. 6
to the 2d pers. plur. impv. It is a concluding exhortation that he derives from the
account of the craving of Israelite ancestors. Craving for food might lead to crav-
ing for idol meat, and so he now introduces idolatry as a specific danger, against
the background of which his further remarks about “our ancestors” will be made.

Paul now alludes to Exod 32:1–6, where the Israelites during the forty-day ab-
sence of Moses on the mountain rebelled against him and begged Aaron to fash-
ion for them “gods who shall go before us.” Aaron consented and took their gold
rings to fashion them into a molten calf. Then he proclaimed a feast on the 
morrow, when the people rose early to adore it and feast before it. This was the
classic incident in the Exodus from Egypt when the grumbling Israelites became
idolaters. Their grumbling and craving had led even to such idolatry. To empha-
size the seriousness of such craving Paul quotes the OT verse about idolatry,
which is the only explicit OT quotation in this passage.

as it stands written. See Note on 1:19.
“The people sat down to eat and drink, and they got up to revel.” This is an exact

quotation of LXX Exod 32:6. The idolatrous worship of the Israelites took the
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form not only of a banquet, in which Israel ate (probably quail and manna) and
drank water (from the rock), but also of a sport or dance, in which they reveled be-
fore the golden calf that they were worshipping. Recall Ps 106:19, “They made a
calf in Horeb and worshipped a molten image.” Ironically, the same verb (paiz∑)
is used of David and the house of Israel making merry “before the Lord” in 2 Sam
6:5, as they feast before the ark of the covenant (6:17–19). In Exod 32:19, Moses is
said to see “the calf and the dancing” (ton moschon kai tous chorous); so the revel-
ing is interpreted as “dancing” (BDAG, 1087). That it has an erotic or sexual over-
tone is far from certain, even though paiz∑ is said to have that sense in Gen 26:8
(TDNT, 5:629), a passage that is wholly unrelated to this one. Paul cites the pas-
sage from Exodus 32 because he realizes that Christians would not worship idols
explicitly, but they might be moved to join in festivities that their heathen neigh-
bors held in honor of gods. “What evil desires had led the fathers so to desecrate
the manna? After receiving food and drink, had they felt secure (v. 12), superior,
immune to rejection, expectant of an easier lot, and therefore inclined by dancing
‘to put the Lord to the test’?” (Minear, “Paul’s Teaching,” 87).

8. We should not indulge in fornication, as some of them did; and twenty-three

thousand of them fell in a single day. Lit. “and let us not fornicate.” Paul now shifts
to the 1st pers. plur., as he alludes to another OT incident of idolatry, that at
Shittim, where Israelites are said to have played the harlot with daughters of
Moab, who invited them to the sacrifices of their gods, “and the people ate, and
bowed down to their gods” (Num 25:1–2). As a result, God’s anger burned against
Israel, and Num 25:9 records that 24,000 Israelites died by plague. Thus an asso-
ciation of idolatry and fornication is made in vv. 7–8; but Paul does not say explic-
itly what Wis 14:12 does, “The idea of making idols was the origin of fornication.”

The number Paul uses (23,000), however, differs from Num 25:9 (MT and
LXX). Possibly he is alluding to the OT incident from memory (so Barrett, 1 Cor,

225; Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 47; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 205); or he may be influ-
enced by yet another incident recorded in Num 26:62, where the number of dead
Israelites is given as 23,000, “every male from a month old and upward” (so
Collins, 1 Cor, 371; Kremer, 1 Cor, 206). Even though the Greek text of Paul’s
second clause in this verse resembles Exod 32:28 (“there fell of the people on that
day about three thousand men”), the number used there almost certainly has had
nothing to do with Paul’s 23,000, pace Koet, “Old Testament Background,”
611–12.

9. We should not put Christ to the test, as some of them did. Lit. “and let us not
test Christ.” The reading Christon is the lectio difficilior (mss P46, D, E, F, G, K, L,
¥, 1739, 1881, the Koine text-tradition, and many patristic quotations [see Os-
burn, “The Text,” 201–2]), but other mss (±, B, C, P, 33, 104, 326, 365) and some
patristic quotations read kyrion, “Lord”; and a few (A, 2, 61*, 81, 254) have theon,

“God.” The two latter readings are undoubtedly a correction of copyists who
could not see how Israelite ancestors would have tried to put Christ to the proof
(Metzger, TCGNT, 494). However, most older commentators preferred to read
kyrion and to understand it as in the LXX, meaning Yahweh.

Paul is referring to Israel’s frequent trying of the Lord’s patience during its
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desert wanderings, such as is recorded in Exod 16:2–3; 17:2–3, 7; 32:1–4; Num
14:22; 21:4–9; Deut 6:16; Ps 78:18 (LXX has the same verb, exepeirasan). Paul’s
exhortation (m≤de ekpeiraz∑men, “let us not test”) addressed to the Corinthians re-
mains generic, but it connotes conduct related to idol meat and fornication, two
topics that he has already discussed and related to Christ (8:11–12; 6:15). As in
10:4, Paul is again linking christologically the desert experience of Israel to that 
of Corinthian Christians; as Corinthians are putting Christ to the test by their 
conduct, so “our ancestors” of old did to God. Some typology is involved. As in 
1 Thess 4:6, Paul is warning his addressees that “the Lord is an avenger” (ekdikos

kyrios), and so they should not try his patience.
and they were destroyed by serpents. Lit. “they perished.” Paul is alluding to

Num 21:5–6, where the Lord sent fiery serpents among the Israelites because they
spoke up against him and Moses, even though the OT text there does not speak of
testing.

10. Do not grumble, as some of them did. Lit. “as some of them grumbled.” This
exhortation becomes even more generic, as Paul switches from the 1st pers. plur.
hortatory remark to a 2d pers. plur. impv. Grumbling was a form of rebellious dis-
content for which the Israelites during their wanderings were well known ( LXX
Exod 16:2, 7–9, 12; Num 11:1; 14:2, 27, 29, 36; 16:11–35; 17:6), expressed by the
same noun or verb, gongysmos or (dia)gongyz∑. It was another form of putting
God to the test, because it stemmed from the precarious form of their existence
and their lack of trust in Moses and God. Cf. Ps 106:13–15, 25–26, 28

and were destroyed by the Destroyer. Paul may be alluding to Exod 12:23, where
the firstborn of Egypt were slain by a “Destroyer” sent by God against all the
houses, the lintels and doorposts of which were not marked with the blood of the
Passover lamb. Paul’s word olothreut≤s, “Destroyer,” is found only in Christian
writings. It is derived from the pres. ptc., ton olethreuonta, “the destroying one,”
used of the angelic agent of divine punishment in that Exodus passage (TDNT,

5:169–70). Paul is applying it to a much broader context, the general grumbling
of the Israelites of old, some of whom perished indeed because of their grumbling
(Num 16:11–35; 17:6–15), but the specific agent of their perdition was not called
a “Destroyer,” and the ptc. (ex)olethreu∑n also occurs elsewhere in LXX 1 Chr
21:12, 15; Wis 18:25. On the difference of spelling (NT olothreu∑, but LXX and
Classical Greek olethreu∑), see BDF §32.1 (remote vocalic assimilation).

11. These things were happening to them prefiguratively and were written down

as a warning for us. With this summary, Paul concludes his exhortation drawn
from the conduct of Israelite ancestors. He writes typik∑s, using an adv. form of the
noun typoi (v. 6), which sums up the exhortation of that verse. What happened to
those of “our ancestors” has to serve as a warning to Christians of every age, but
Paul sees it as especially applicable to the Christians of his day, as the next clause
reveals.

upon whom the ends of the ages have met. This clause is meant to designate the
time in which the Corinthian Christians find themselves, but its meaning is prob-
lematic. Some commentators insist that telos means “end” and translate the
clause, “upon whom the end of the ages has come,” taking the plur. tel≤ as sing.,
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as in Aelius Aristides 44.17K. So it would refer to “the end of a unity” (Barrett, 
1 Cor, 227–28; Bruce, 1 Cor, 93; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 164, 168; BDAG, 32–33;
Garland, 1 Cor, 465; Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 47 [referring to Heb 9:26 as parallel]; 
Lindemann, 1 Cor, 222), but that rendering gives a rare meaning to the plur. tel≤

and does not explain the plur. ai∑n∑n adequately.
Others, however, insist that the verb katanta∑ cannot mean simply “come.” It

denotes rather “arrive at, reach, come opposite to, meet” (J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 254;
similarly H≤ring, 1 Cor, 80–81), as in 14:36; Phil 3:11; Eph 4:13. This rendering
would understand “the ages” (ai∑nes) as two, the first of which has come to com-
pletion, and the second, just begun: the contemporary generation of early Chris-
tians are those for whom the two ages have “come opposite” each other or “met”
in their lifetimes. One age has reached its telos, and the other has just begun (in
the coming of Jesus of Nazareth). There is nothing in the present context to sug-
gest that Paul is thinking in terms of “les temps messianiques” (SBJ, 1 Cor, 48). 
J. Weiss’s interpretation seems preferable, because Paul, with his Jewish back-
ground, would have been acquainted with the apocalyptic division of time or his-
tory into such periods (4 Ezra 6:7–10; 1 Enoch 91.12–17; T. Levi 14.1; 1QpHab
7:1–9; see further PAHT, §PT42).

A third meaning has been suggested by Bogle, that telos is used in the sense of a
“sacred rite,” as in Plato, Rep. 560e (“the soul of someone initiated with grand
rites” [teloumenou psych≤n megaloisi telesi]). Hence Paul’s text would mean,
“. . . for us, who are the heirs of the Mysteries of the ages,” i.e., those “to whom the
eternal mysteries have come down.” That, however, is a far-fetched suggestion
that scarcely suits the context.

No matter which interpretation of “ends” is preferred, Paul’s implication is that
such events about “our ancestors” have been recorded in the OT for the instruc-
tion of Christians, to admonish them in every age about God’s reaction to human
complaints, rebellion, testing, and probing.

12. Consequently, whoever thinks that he is standing firm should see to it that he

does not fall. Lit. “let him who believes he is standing see to it lest he fall.” So Paul
begins to formulate the climax of his hortatory discussion based on the monitory
prototypes of “our ancestors” (10:1–4). He again uses the 3d pers. sing. impv. in
the apodosis of a condition; cf. 3:18; 8:2. He is warning against self-deception, in a
maxim-like utterance. “Standing” is a Pauline way of expressing Christian exis-
tence based on faith, the response to the gospel; see 7:37; 15:1; 2 Cor 1:24; Rom
11:20; Gal 5:1. “Does not fall” echoes the “fall” of the ancestors mentioned in v. 8.
Paul is urging that Corinthian Christians, especially those who “possess knowl-
edge” (8:1,10) or who confidently utter the slogan of 6:12, see to it that they do not
suffer the same fate as such ancestors.

13. No trial has overtaken you but what is human. Paul assures the Corinthian
community that it is not yet facing a probing or testing that comes from God. If
there is some distress or trial, it stems only from a human source that may be of lit-
tle consequence and may have to be tolerated. It may be trying those who possess
knowledge. There is no hint here of tentatio daemoniaca and 10:20–21 is not yet
in view.

388 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S



God is trustworthy. See Note on 1:9, and cf. 2 Cor 1:18; 1 Thess 5:24.
and he will not allow you to be tried beyond what you can bear. Lit. “and God is

faithful, who will not allow you. . . . “ The connecting particle de in this case is not
adversative, but asseverative, because God is trustworthy. Each instance will show
that He is such indeed, even to the end, but He may permit Christians to be con-
fronted with a trial that is suited to their ability.

but with the trial he will provide also a way out, so that you may be able to endure

it. It is not clear whether this verse is to be understood generically of every trial that
a Christian may face, or the eschatological trial involving one’s salvation? The
noun ekbasis, “way out,” certainly could mean the latter, the eschatological trial,
but Christians may also rely on God for the ekbasis of lesser struggles throughout
the course of life. In this context, Paul seems to be thinking primarily of trials in-
volving idol meat or seduction to idolatry.

14. Therefore, my dear friends, flee from idolatry. This is Paul’s basic exhortation
about idol meat, repeating what he said in v. 7a, but now in a more abstract 
way. He thereby implies that no matter what good one does in life, the Christian
must flee from the worship of false gods and serve only “the one God, the Fa-
ther, . . . and the one Lord, Jesus Christ” (8:6). The reason for that will be given in
the relation of dumb idols to demons in vv. 20–21. Cf. 1 John 5:21, “Children,
keep yourselves from idols.” The connection of this verse to what immediately
precedes is not the most logical, but the introductory conj. dioper, “therefore,” is
really connecting the following verses (15–22) with vv. 1–13; cf. 8:13. Israel’s in-
volvement with idolatry and fornication led to its downfall, despite its attempts to
follow the teaching of Moses.

Paul addresses the Corinthians as agap≤toi mou, “my beloved,” expressing his
genuine affection for Corinthian Christians, as he will again in 15:58; cf. Phil
2:12; 4:1. The impv. pheugete, “flee,” echoes his admonition about fornication in
6:18.

15. I am speaking as to wise people; judge for yourselves what I am saying. This
verse is a generic introduction to what Paul now proposes, a perspective on idola-
try that he derives from Christian celebration of the Lord’s Supper (vv. 16–17) and
from Jewish participation in the Temple sacrifices (v. 18). He wants those Corin-
thians, who “possess knowledge” and who think that they can freely take part in
pagan temple banquets, to reflect with him on the relation of eating such idol
meat to their dining at the table of the Lord. Their social conduct has an objective
dimension that they, wise people though they are, have not been considering. In
reality, that dimension is a matter of Christian faith. Paul begins his discussion
with a reference to himself, as he did in 1:12; 6:5; 7:6, 8. In speaking to the ad-
dressees as phronimoi, “wise, sensible,” Paul is not being ironic, but he is flattering
them into recognizing the correctness of his counsel.

16. Is not the cup of blessing that we bless a participation in the blood of Christ?

Or “a communion with” (RSV marginal note). I.e., do not we Christians share in
the life-blood of the crucified Christ, when we partake together of the contents of
the cup in the liturgical celebration of his death (11:26)? In drinking from that
cup, the believing Christian partakes of Christ’s blood and shares in the benefits
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of his death, the shedding of that blood. Paul’s question is intended to recall to
Corinthian Christians what they should know but may be overlooking. He thus
makes the Christian celebration of the Lord’s Supper a criterion for judging other
meals, especially those involving idol meat.

“The cup of blessing” is an expression apparently derived from the Jewish Pass-
over meal (kôs πel b≥r≠k≠h [Str-B 4/2:630]), but it is being applied by Paul to the
eucharistic cup (and its contents) in the Christian celebration of the Lord’s Sup-
per. In his account of the institution of that Supper, Paul will refer to “the cup
after the supper” (11:25 [see Note there]), which may be the same. There, how-
ever, Paul does not cite a liturgical formula with the verb eulogein, “bless,” nor
does Luke in his similar narrative (22:20); and both Mark 14:23 and Matt 26:27
have the verb eucharistein, “give thanks” (cf. Luke 22:17). Whether there was
much difference in Hebrew or Aramaic between “blessing” and “giving thanks” is
a minor debatable issue. The phrase does not mean that the cup brings a blessing;
it is rather the cup over which one pronounces a blessing, as the rel. clauses indi-
cate (cf. Mark 8:7). It is disputed whether the name, “cup of blessing,” is to be
given to the third cup (birkat hamm≠zôn), as is commonly suggested, or to the
fourth cup at the Passover meal (birkat haππîr, so Cohn-Sherbok), or to the second
cup (Sigal), as they are identified in the later Mishnaic tractate Pesa∂im 10:1–7.

What the cup of blessing brings in the Lord’s Supper is koin∑nia, “communal
participation” or “sharing” in the blood of Jesus Christ. This means that Chris-
tians who partake of the Lord’s Supper are “united with the Lord in intimacy un-
dreamed of by the OT worshipper who (through the priest) poured the blood on
the altar, or, at best, was sprinkled with it” (Siegman, “Blood of Christ,” 20). Since
the association of “life” with “blood” is made clear in Lev 17:11, “the life-principle
of the flesh is in the blood” (nepheπ habb≠∫≠r badd≠m; in the LXX: h≤ gar psych≤

pas≤s sarkos haima autou estin, “for the life-principle of all flesh in its blood”), 
the participation means a communal sharing in the life-blood of Christ. Cf. 
also Lev 17:14; EDNT, 1:37–39. In speaking of such a participation, Paul is in-
voking a primitive Christian tradition, which will emerge more clearly in chap.
11. On “participation,” see Note on 1:9; cf. Panikulam, Koin∑nia, 17–30; also 
Sebothoma, “Koinonia in 1 Cor. 10.6”; William-Tinajero, “Christian Unity.”

Is not the bread that we break a participation in the body of Christ? Or “a com-
munion with” (RSV marginal note). Breaking bread was a common expression
for taking a meal (Mark 8:6, 19), but it became in time a stereotyped expression for
sharing in the Christian Eucharist as a whole (see Note on 11:24). Now, how-
ever, Paul uses it as an expression parallel to “the cup of blessing that we bless.” As
that cup was a participation in or commmunion with the blood of Christ, so the
bread is a participation in or communion with the body of Christ. Koin∑nia, how-
ever, also implies a common sharing with one another in this body and blood of
Christ, as v. 17 makes clear. The KJV translated koin∑nia as “communion,” and
this rendering provided English-speaking Christians with the biblical basis for the
term, “Holy Communion,” for what is normally called today the Eucharist.

Artos would normally denote ordinary bread, but it was used also for unleav-
ened bread, such as would be eaten at a Passover meal (see Note on 11:23). In-
stead of the nom. ho artos as the subject of estin, followed by the rel. pron. in the
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acc. case, Paul uses ton arton, the acc., which has been attracted to the case of the
rel. pron., by inverse attraction (BDF §295).

To s∑ma tou Christou is used in three different senses in Pauline writings: (1) lit-
erally, of the historical body of Christ crucified (Rom 7:4); (2) analogously, of the
ecclesiastical body of Christ (1 Cor 12:27 [with ekkl≤sia mentioned explicitly in
12:28]; cf. Eph 4:12); and (3) liturgically of the eucharistic body of Christ (1 Cor
10:16; 11:27). The phrase also occurs in Col 2:17, but in an entirely different
sense, juxtaposed there to skia, “shadow.” Lindemann (1 Cor, 224) notes the dif-
ferent word order in this part of v. 16, where the verb estin stands at the end of the
sentence and establishes a stronger connection of koin∑nia to s∑ma. It also helps
one to understand better the corporate sense of the ecclesiastical meaning of the
phrase (see Sklba, “Body of Christ”).

Although this verse teaches some important effects of the Lord’s Supper, which
will have to be recalled when 11:23–25 is interpreted, the participation now men-
tioned is meant to provide the background for Paul’s argument against Christians
taking part in meals in pagan temples and consuming meat sacrificed to idols. In
reality, however, what he says here about participation in the cup and bread ex-
presses “the consequence of Paul’s understanding of the words of institution. In it
he draws a parallel between Christian participation in the Eucharist (10:16–17)
and the participation of Jews (10:18) and pagans (10:19–20) in their ritual meals.
It is often assumed that Paul is arguing from the implications of such rituals to the
meaning of the Eucharist, but the very structure of the text makes it much more
probable that the reverse is true” (Murphy-O’Connor, “Eucharist and Commu-
nity,” 58).

The fact that it mentions the cup before the bread has been related to other 
ancient testimonies about the Eucharist with the order cup-bread (Did. 9.1–2; 
the questionable short text of Luke 22:15–20; and a Papias quotation preserved in
Irenaeus, Adv. Haer 5.33.3–4; see McGowan, “First Regarding the Cup”). Noth-
ing much can be made of this fact.

17. Because there is one loaf, we, though many, are one body, for we all partake of

the one loaf. Lit. “because (there is) one bread, we the many are one body.”
Conzelmann (1 Cor, 170), however, translates, “For we are one body, one bread,
many as we are,” but that is not what Paul has written, because we are not “one
bread.” The “one bread,” of which we partake makes us “one”; it unifies us.
Though Christians are many and diverse, they are united in union with Christ
through sharing in the one bread. This is the climax of Paul’s argument. There is
“a shift in meaning here from the body of Christ crucified for Christians to that
body which they form. But as this makes the one person of Christ, crucified and
risen, given for all, shared by all, to be that which constitutes the unity of the many
members of the community, it is very difficult to regard the idea of the Church as
the Body of the risen Christ as prior to, or independent of, that of Christians shar-
ing in the death of Christ” (Wedderburn, “Body of Christ,” 76). We recognize the
“one body” in the one loaf that we break and the purpose of Jesus’ death, which is
to summon all those who share in consuming that one loaf to unity in and with
Christ (see Prout, “ ‘One Loaf ’ ”).

The effect of koin∑nia in the one eucharistic body of Christ is that “we share”
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(metechomen) with one another in that one loaf, which brings about a unity of all
Christians with the risen Lord, in “one body,” which now takes on the further nu-
ance of the ecclesiastical body, or what Mitchell calls “the cultic unity” (Paul,

142). Bread is a form of food for life, and so our common sharing in the oneness of
that sustenance brings about a union of all Christians in and through the life of
Christ himself. The phrase, hen s∑ma, expresses the unity of the ecclesiastical
body without the mention of Christ, as in 12:13; Rom 12:5; cf. Col 3:15; Eph 2:16;
4:4; and even without the adj. hen, in Col 1:18, 24; Eph 1:23; 5:23, 30. A few mss

(D, F, G) add kai tou henos pot≤riou, “and of the one cup,” but that is a copyist’s
harmonization.

18. Consider the people of Israel. Lit. “look at Israel according to the flesh,” the
ethnic or historical-empirical Israel of old, which Paul will distinguish in Rom 9:6
from those who are truly “Israel,” the people of God in the OT (see Romans,

559–60). Now Paul contrasts old Israel with Christians, whom he has called “the
Israel of God” (Gal 6:16). For the same use of kata sarka, see Rom 4:1 (said of
Abraham as forefather) and Gal 4:23.

Are not those who eat of the sacrifices participants in the altar? I.e., partners,
sharers in the altar. Another rhetorical question compares Christian partakers of
the Lord’s Supper with Israel of old. When the Israelites offered their sacrifices
and partook of them (Deut 12:6–7; 14:26; Lev 3:1–17; 7:11–36; 10:12–15; 1 Sam
9:12–13), they in effect identified themselves with what was offered on the altar of
sacrifice and with the Lord, on whose altar the sacrifice was offered (see de Vaux,
Studies, 32: “the victim is immolated . . . it is shared between God, the priest, and
the offerer”; Kremer, 1 Cor, 213; Collins, 1 Cor, 380; Soards, 1 Cor, 210). Paul’s
question formulates the matter in the abstract, but one will look in vain for such
an abstract formulation in the OT itself. What Paul says here about koin∑noi 

tou thysiast≤riou, “participants of the altar,” reflects his Jewish background, and
that kind of thinking is still further developed in the later rabbinic tradition, which
even speaks of the altar acquiring “the right to the flesh of the offering” (m. 

Zebahim 12.2; m. Menahoth 6.2).
Some commentators (e.g., Garland, 1 Cor, 478; Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 346;

Schrage, 1 Cor, 2.443; Thiselton, 1 Cor, 771), however, would refer this Israelite
practice, not to sacrifices in the Jerusalem Temple, but rather to the altar (thysi-

ast≤rion) erected before the golden calf (Exod 32:5), as in 10:7–8. Such an inter-
pretation is possible; but Paul’s words are not so limited, being more generic in
their formulation, and the view that he enunciates would be applicable even to
sacrifices offered by Gentiles to heathen gods.

In any case, Paul is arguing primarily from the function of the altar in the cult
of Israel and the relation of worshippers who offered sacrifices at it. What he says
is predicated by implication of the table of the Lord in the Christian cult (see
Brunner, “Bedeutung des Altars”).

19. What then am I saying? This question refers, not to v. 18 alone (pace

Schrage), but to the verb (“I am saying”) that Paul used in v. 15, when he began
his discussion about the worship of idols (v. 14).

That meat sacrificed to idols is something? Paul’s further rhetorical question
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(hoti eid∑lothyton ti estin;) returns finally to the topic of 8:1, 4, 10. With it he is
forestalling an objection. Even though this and the following rhetorical question
are not introduced by m≤, his questions expect a negative answer. He means that
eid∑lothyton is only a piece of meat, really unchanged in being offered to a
temple’s idol.

Or that an idol is something? The idol is no more, in reality, than the wood,
metal, or stone out of which it has been made; it might be an image of a god, but
does such a god really exist? That question takes care of the objective situation,
but what about the subjective conviction of the person who so sacrifices? Paul’s
answer to that aspect comes in the next verse, which stresses the demonic reality of
such eating.

20. Rather what they sacrifice [they sacrifice] to demons and not to God. Some
mss (P46vid, ±, A, C, P, ¥, 33vid, 81, 104, 1739, etc.) read ha thyousin ta ethn≤,

“what the Gentiles sacrifice.” That subject of this clause has usually been consid-
ered an ancient gloss introduced into the text in these mss lest the 3d pers. plur.
verb be understood to refer to the Israelites of v. 18 (see Metzger, TCGNT, 494).
The reading is also problematic, because a neut. plur. subject usually takes a sing.
verb in Greek.

Paul is alluding to LXX Deut 32:17a, ethysan daimoniois kai ou the∑, theois hois

ouk eid≤san, “they [rebellious Israelites] sacrificed to demons [Canaanite deities]
and not to God, to gods whom they knew not.” The last words in Paul’s statement,
kai ou the∑, however, do not mean “and to a non-god,” as some commentators
render them, following the unfortunate RSV translation of Deut 32:17a (Fee, 1
Cor, 472 n. 47; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 216). Paul implicitly applies the
words, however, to heathen Corinthians and the meats offered in sacrifice to their
gods. Moreover, he implies that Christians of Corinth, who “possess knowledge”
that allows them freely to associate with heathen Corinthians and to eat idol meat,
were forgetting the connection of such meat to the subjective conviction of idola-
ters, who were indeed sacrificing to such demons. Cf. LXX Ps 106:28.

In Classical Greek texts, daimonion is a substantivized neut. of the adj. daimo-

nios, a shortened expression for pneuma daimonion, “demonic spirit.” The adj.
denotes something “coming from heaven, heaven-sent,” and its neut. often means
a transcendent incorporeal being of divine character. Daimonion can even mean
“Divine Power” or “Divinity” (Herodotus, Hist. 5.87), and often an “inferior di-
vine being” (Plato, Sympos. 202e: pan to daimonion metaxy esti theou te kai

thn≤tou, “every daimonion is between a god and a mortal”) or even the “genius” or
“deity” that inspired Socrates (Xenophon, Memor. 1.1.2). In time, it came to de-
note a “spirit,” either good or evil, and then especially an “evil spirit, demon”
(TDNT, 2:8–10); and so it is used often in the LXX (Deut 32:17; Tob 3:8; Ps 91:6).
In this last sense, Paul uses the word here.

and I do not want you to become partners of the demons. I.e., those who share in
a worship service of such gods (in reality, demons). Whereas Paul uses no art. with
“demons” in v. 20a, he now inserts one before “demons” in v. 20b, meaning those
in Corinth. Cf. this last statement with what Paul said in 8:4–5 about the reality of
idols. Now he is not warning the Corinthian Christians about becoming partners
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of idols (which have no reality), but rather partners with idolaters and so with the
demons in whose honor they consume the idol meat.

21. You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons as well. Paul
concludes his argument about the idolatry involved in eating idol meat, first with
two parallel neg. statements. If Christians understand what participation in the
Lord’s Supper really means, then sharing a cup in honor of pagan gods is out of
the question. The two cannot go together. Paul employs “drink the cup of” as in
LXX Isa 51;17; Ezek 23:31–33. So Paul sharply states the dilemma and continues
it in the following parallel sentence. Paul again uses Kyrios as a Christological
title; see Note on 1:2.

you cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons. The phrase
trapeza kyriou, “table of the Lord,” is found in LXX Mal 1:7, 12, where the post-
exilic prophet inveighs against priests in Judah who offered polluted food on the
altar and thus despised the name of the Lord (Yahweh). Paul adopts it and applies
it to the Christian celebration of the “Lord’s Supper” (11:20), alluding to what 
he said in v. 16 above. Imitation of the LXX phrase may explain the omission of
the art. before all four gens. in this verse (but see DBF §259.3). He then extends
the meaning of trapeza even to the altar of pagan gods, as in LXX Isa 65:11: 
hetoimazontes t∑ daimoni trapezan, “setting a table for a demon.” That his exten-
sion is not gratuitous is shown by an ancient Greek dinner invitation, the text of
which invites someone to “dine in the Serapeion at the klin≤ (reclining dinner-
couch) of the Lord Serapis tomorrow” (P. Oxy. 110, lines 1–3; New Docs, 1:5).
The Serapeion was a structure dedicated to the god Serapis.

22. Or are we stirring the Lord to jealousy? Paul adds to his conclusion a further
consideration, which he formulates in the 1st pers. plur., making himself one with
his addressees. He sees the issue once again as involving something more than the
mere consumption of idol meat in a pagan temple. Idolatrous conduct on the part
of Israelites of old once provoked Yahweh to anger, and Paul’s further comment
alludes to such anger recorded, for instance, in the Song of Moses in Deut 32:21,
“They have stirred me to jealousy with what is not a god (ep’ ou the∑); they have
provoked me with their idols.” See also Exod 32:5, the OT passage that Paul cited
in 10:7. In alluding to the Song of Moses, Paul stresses that God’s anger cannot be
braved with impunity. Cf. Exod 20:4–5; 34:14; Josh 24:19–20; Ps 78:58. Paul
makes a different use of Deut 32:21 in Rom 10:19, where it is a question of stirring
Israel to jealousy of the Gentiles who are accepting the gospel (see Romans,

599–600).
Are we stronger than he? Paul’s final rhetorical question on this topic is intro-

duced by m≤, expecting a neg. answer, and amounts to a comment that is puzzling
in its present context, especially since he formulates it again in the 1st pers. plur.
One wonders what the comparison of the strength of believers with God’ strength
has to do with idolatry. Some commentators think that Paul is implying that God
is stronger than the so-called strong (those who “possess knowledge”) in the Co-
rinthian community, who care not about the “weak.” That implication, however,
would be ironic, but it is problematic because in this letter Paul has nowhere des-
ignated a group in Corinth as “the strong.”
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Paul may rather be thinking of such OT passages as Qoh 6:10b, “It is known
what a human being is, and that he cannot dispute with one stronger than he”; or
even Job 9:32; 37:23; Isa 45:9. None of these passages, however, says anything
about divine jealousy or idolatry. Since in v. 7 Paul has cited Exod 32:6 in a refer-
ence to the episode about the Golden Calf and in the rest of that passage in Exod
32 there is mention of God’s wrath burning against the people whom he brought
from Egypt “with great power and mighty hand” (32:11), perhaps one need 
look no further for the OT background to v. 22b. This suggestion builds on what
Rosner (“ ‘Stronger than He’ ”) has written, who complicates the matter, how-
ever, with elaborate anachronistic quotations from later targumic traditions about
God’s strength.
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22 d. Dictates of Conscience about 

Market and Idol Meat (10:23–11:1)
10:23“All things are permissible,” but not all are beneficial. “All things are permis-
sible,” but not all edify. 24No one should seek his own advantage, but that of his
neighbor. 25Eat whatever is sold in the meat market, without raising a question in
conscience. 26“For the earth and its fullness are the Lord’s.” 27 If some unbeliever
invites you (to dinner) and you want to go, eat whatever is put before you without
raising a question in conscience. 28But if someone says to you, “This is sacrificial
meat,” do not eat it for the sake of the one who informed you and for the sake of
conscience. 29 I mean, not your conscience, but the other’s. For why should my
freedom be determined by someone else’s conscience? 30 If I partake with thanks
(to God), why am I reviled for what I give thanks? 31So whether you eat or drink or
whatever you do, do all for the glory of God. 32Avoid giving offense, whether to
Jews or Greeks or the church of God, 33even as I try to please everyone in every
way, not seeking my own good but that of the many that they may be saved. 11:1Be
imitators of me, as I am of Christ.

COMMENT

Paul returns more directly to what he had been saying in 8:1–13, esp. 8:7–13, be-
fore his digression in chap. 9 and his discussion of the consumption of idol meat
from the double perspective of idolatry and participation in the Lord’s table
(10:1–22). This passage is not directly connected with the topic of the preceding
pericope, but it is not unrelated. It has to do with food bought in a market or served
to one as a guest in a private home. Paul begins it with the double repetition of the
Corinthian slogan, “All things are permissible,” already commented on in 6:12.
His first comment is the same, but the second immediately recasts it on a wider
scale, the building up of the community.

The connection of this passage with 8:1–13 is seen in the use again of the same
vocabulary, such as “edify,” “conscience,” and “offense,” and of Paul’s argument
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about concern for others in the community. The situation with which Paul deals,
however, is no longer that of a banquet “in an idol’s temple” (8:10), but the eating
at home of meat bought in a marketplace (10:23–26) or a meal of a guest invited
to a private dinner (10:27–31). Apparently, Paul himself had eaten such meat, be-
cause he speaks of being “reviled” for what he gives thanks (10:29). In the course
of his discussion, however, Paul again takes up the question of the conscience of 
a “weak” Christian, even though the person is not so named in this pericope
(10:28–29). He stresses rather the edification of the community as a whole (10:23;
recall 8:1, 10), while counseling Corinthians not to scruple about eating at home
meat bought in a market or consuming meat at a dinner to which one is invited by
an unbelieving friend. In such a private setting, however, Paul introduces an im-
portant exception about meat declared to be hierothyton, which brings in the mat-
ter of conscience in a new way. In all things, one should be concerned not to give
offense, either to Jew, Gentile, or Christian; rather “do all for the glory of God”
(10:31b). “Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ” (11:1).

The RSV sets vv. 28–29a in parentheses, which makes v. 29b function as a com-
ment on v. 24 and on the conscience mentioned in v. 27; the parentheses have
been abandoned in NRSV and ESV, but the problem of those verses remains.

After a brief introduction, the pericope contains a series of seven imperatives
and three explanatory comments, one of which is an OT quotation. The seven
imperatives: Let no one seek his own advantage (v. 24); eat what is sold in the mar-
ket (v. 25); eat what is put before you as a guest (v. 27); do not eat meat declared
sacrificial (v. 28); do all for the glory of God (v. 31); avoid giving offense to anyone
(v. 32); and be imitators of me, as I am of Christ (11:1). The OT reason is set forth
in v. 26; and other reasons in vv. 29–30 and 33.

The argument proceeds in chiastic form, as Fee (1 Cor, 478) has shown:

A (23–24) Criterion: the good of others
B (25–27) Personal freedom with regard to meat

C (28–29a) Criterion illustrated: Freedom curtailed for sake of 
others

B' (29b–30) Personal freedom defended
A' (31–33f) Criterion generalized: that all may be saved

Such a form reveals that vv. 32–33 are scarcely meant to be Paul’s “manifesto,” in-
troducing what he will set forth in 11:1–16, pace Rigato (“Una rilettura”).

NOTES

10:23. “All things are permissible,” but not all are beneficial. “All things are per-

missible,” but not all edify. As in 6:12, the slogan is quoted twice, and in each case
Paul adds a restrictive comment, but “for me” is omitted, save in some mss (±2,
C3, H, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition), where copyists have secondarily intro-
duced it. Paul’s first comment echoes Sir 37:28a, “Not everything is good for
everyone.” Paul’s second comment differs in introducing a broader, ecclesiologi-
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cal consideration, viz., the building up of the Corinthian Christian community,
whereas in 6:12 it concerned an individual’s conscience being dominated un-
duly. By putting the two comments together, Paul means that the only really “ben-
eficial” thing is that which edifies or builds up the community. Cf. Rom 14:19.

24. No one should seek his own advantage, but that of his neighbor. Lit. “let no
one seek what is his own,” a 3d pers. sing. impv., the first of the seven impvs.; but
the subject and verb of the second clause have to be supplied, “let each one seek.”
So Paul returns to the topic of 8:1–13, and the proverb-like statement shows that
he is not speaking of individual edification in v. 23, but that of the community.
His comment is a sapiential aphorism and resembles what he says elsewhere
(Rom 15:2–3; Phil 2:4–5), when he refers to the example of Christ. The “neigh-
bor” is expressed in Greek simply as “the other,” and may have the connotation of
one “with whom I instinctively disagree” (Barrett, 1 Cor, 240).

25. Eat whatever is sold in the meat market. Paul’s second impv. is clear: no one
should scruple over the meat that is commonly sold in the markets of the Corin-
thian forum. It is adiaphoron, an “indifferent” matter of no consequence.

The Greek word makellon is known from an inscription of Epidaurus (ca. 400
b.c.), meaning “enclosure” (Inscriptiones Graecae . . . Vol. IV ed. minor [Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1929] §102:296, 298). It is debated whether it is related to Latin 
macellum, which means “meat market” (Plautus, Amphitryon 1012; Terence, Eu-

nuchus 255; Cicero, De div. 2.27 §59). A later Greek masc. noun, makellos, also
meaning “meat market,” is known from Aesop, Vitae G 51 P* (ho makellos, where
pork can be bought); Plutarch, Quaest. Rom. 54§277d–e; cf. Dio Cassius, Rom.

Hist. 62.18.3 (Nero dedicated t≤n agoran t∑n ops∑n, to makellon ∑nomasmenon).
Remains of a makellon seem to have been found in the excavations of Corinth,
and a fragmentary Latin inscription with MACELLV[ ] has turned up (West,
Corinth 8/2 §124). Other makella are known from Pompeii, Rome, and Gerasa,
which shed some light on that at Corinth (see Cadbury, “The Macellum”; Gill,
“The Meat-Market”; Koch, “ ‘Alles’ ”).

It is far from clear that “very little other meat [other than that ‘coming from
pagan temples’] was available” in a city like Corinth, pace Schneider, TDNT,

4:372. Meat offered in sacrifice to pagan gods did appear at times in makella,

which were often found close to temples, but there is no reason to say that it 
alone and no other meat or food was available there (such as fish, olives, cheese,
vegetables—see the list of ancient foods in Plato, Resp. 372c; or the expensive
meats [lamb, beef, veal, fish, pork], about which Euclio complains in Plautus,
Aulularia 373–75). There is no way of knowing how much food bought in the
makellon would have a connection with idols (cf. Cadbury, “The Macellum,”
141; Barrett, “Things Sacrificed,” 144–47; esp. Koch, “ ‘Alles’ ”).

without raising a question in conscience. Lit. “examining nothing in con-
science.” That seems to mean that more than idol meat would be available in the
usual makellon. Such questioning about the source of the meat, however, is pre-
cisely what a Jew would do. According to the third-century Mishnah, a Jew could
buy meat in a common market only when the animal had not been slaughtered by
a non-Jewish butcher, had not been associated with a pagan cult, and was not
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√≥rêp≠h (having a fatal, organic disease); see m. H
˙

ullin 1:1; m. Abodah Zarah 2:3;
5:5 cf. Str-B, 3:420. Hence “Paul is nowhere more un-Jewish than in this m≤den

anakrinontes. His whole life as a Pharisee had been essentially one of anakrisis,

not least into foods” (Barrett, “Things Sacrificed,” 146). The Vita Aesopi 51 
(W-text) mentions that idol meat in the market was at times distinguished from or-
dinary meat, and Pliny the Elder (Ep. 10.96.10) speaks of the availability of sacri-
ficed meat for the purchaser (see Isenberg, “Sale”). Commentators sometimes ask
how many Corinthian Christians would have been rich enough to buy meat from
a makellon regularly. That question, however, does not concern Paul, but see
Meggitt, “Meat Consumption.” (The prohibition of eating eid∑lothyta in Acts
15:29 is wholly unrelated to what Paul says here; see Comment on 8:1–13.)

26. “For the earth and its fullness are the Lord’s.” As the basis for what he has 
just said in v, 25, Paul quotes the LXX of Ps 24:1, adding only the introductory gar.
Cf. Ps 50:12; 89:12. The words later became part of a standard Jewish blessing of
food; see Lohse, “Zu I Cor.” As Paul cites them in this context, they supply the rea-
son for his second imperative, meaning that even meat which has been offered to
an idol, which is now being sold indiscriminately in a market, still belongs to God
and is part of his gifts to human beings. For another way of phrasing the matter,
see Rom 14:14. Here kyrios is used of God, as in the Christian mss of the LXX it-
self, and not of the risen Christ, pace Murphy-O’Connor (“Freedom,” 557–58),
who thinks that “God” is the source of the distinction of clean and unclean foods
and hence the freedom the Christian now has comes from Christ; but see Acts
10:15. From a different point of view, the same idea is affirmed in 1 Tim 4:4; Mark
7:1–8, 19 (esp. 19b).

27. If some unbeliever invites you (to dinner) and you want to go, eat whatever is

put before you without raising a question in conscience. Paul’s third impv. supplies
the logical conclusion from what Paul has been saying in vv. 25–26: the freedom
of Christians to dine privately with unbelievers in their houses, without scruples.
The pron. “you” is 2d pers. plur.; so Paul is addressing the Corinthian commu-
nity, or at least several members of it, and not necessarily only those “possessing
knowledge,” even though the inviting host is tis t∑n apist∑n, “some individual
among the unbelievers.” Many Corinthian Christians would have had nonbeliev-
ing friends who might tender an invitation to dine in their houses, and such din-
ing would not have been a participation in “the table of demons” for such
Christians (v. 21), because the setting of the meal is different, a private home, and
not an idol’s temple, as in 8:10. The intermediate clause, “and you want to go,” ex-
presses not a reluctant desire, but rather the proper freedom of desiring to accept
the invitation. Paul repeats the concluding clause of v. 25, which thus joins this
case to the foregoing in vv. 25–26. Nothing should arouse the Christian con-
science in such acceptance.

As an illustration of an ancient invitation to dinner, some commentators (e.g.,
Lindemann, 1 Cor, 232) cite that found in P. Oxy. 1.110 (see Note on 8:10), but
that is an invitation not to dine in a private home, but en t∑ Sarapei∑, “in the tem-
ple of (the god) Sarapis.” It is, then, irrelevant here. Furthermore, an allusion to
Exod 34:15, which has some similarity of wording, is sometimes said to be found
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here, but that too is irrelevant, because that passage has to do with sacrifices to for-
eign gods.

28. But if someone says to you, “This is sacrificial meat,” do not eat it for the sake

of the one who informed you. In this verse and v. 29a, Paul’s fourth impv. is uttered
in the context of a private meal, and not that of 8:10, “reclining at table in an idol’s
temple,” to which what Paul has written in 10:21–22 would rather apply. He par-
enthetically introduces a hypothetical case that is the opposite of v. 27, and the
meat is now called hierothyton, “something offered or sacrificed to a deity,” as a
non-Jewish Greek-speaking person might put it (see Note on 8:1). (Hierothyton

is the reading in the best mss, but mss C, D, F, G, ¥, 33 have eid∑lothyton, a
copyist’s harmonization of the term with what is found in other verses of these
chapters.)

The problem now is to decide who “someone” might be in this private setting.
First, it is hardly the host himself, pace Witherington (Conflict, 227), because tis
(v. 28) is a subject different from that in v. 27 (= the host). Second, although the
words quoted might seem like the remark of a Corinthian nonbelieving dinner-
guest (so Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 51; Garland, 1 Cor, 496; N. Watson, 1 Cor, 108), such
a person is scarcely the informant meant by the rest of the verse; how would he
know about it? Third, it could be a Greek-speaking Christian fellow guest at the
dinner, one convinced that the meat is hieron, “sacred.” Collins (1 Cor, 384),
however, understands him to be a slave serving the dinner, “who speaks out of
concern for the Christian,” who would have been like the “weak” of 8:10 and 9:22
(even though that term does not appear in this chapter). He or she might still use
the older noun, hierothyton, out of habit and would be an object of Paul’s con-
cern, as he refers to “the one who informed you.” The difficulty is that nothing in
the text reveals the motivation of the remark (scruples?, attempt to embarrass or
test?), and so there is no way of being sure.

and for the sake of conscience. I.e., once again the conscience is involved,
whereas it was not mentioned in the cases of vv. 25, 27, where the food was an 
adiaphoron. This situation, then, differs too from that of vv. 19–20, where Paul
spoke of the objective reality of idols and of the meat sacrificed to them as to de-
mons. Now it is a matter of subjective judgment, how that meat is being judged by
a conscience as hieron, “sacred.” For that reason, Paul says, “Do not eat it,” a neg.
plur. impv., addressed to the Corinthian community.

29. I mean, not your conscience, but the other’s. Lit. “I mean not one’s own con-
science, but that of the other (person),” i.e., the conscience of the fellow guest or
the slave who is the informant. Paul’s words are vague, but he most likely refers to
a fellow Christian, not an unbeliever. A pagan’s conscience presumably would
not be offended by a Christian eating hierothyton. Mss F, G read apistou, which
makes the “other” an unbeliever (also Latin versions, VL, Vg). “Christian free-
dom must be exercised with the conscience of others in mind” (Watson, “1 Co-
rinthians 10:23–11:1,” 315).

For why should my freedom be determined by someone else’s conscience? After
the parenthesis of vv. 28–29a, Paul himself now comments further on what he
said about conscience in v. 27, continuing in the 1st pers. sing., as in v. 29a, and
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understanding the conj. gar, “for,” as the link with v. 27. In the context of the pri-
vate meal served even by an unbeliever, there is no reason for the Christian guest
not to eat what is served him or her, for there is no reason to question it “in con-
science.” Moreover, v. 30 follows logically on this. In v. 31, Paul resumes the 2d
pers. plur. impv. He introduces this question in v. 29b with hinatí (in many mss

written as two words), which stands for hina tí gen≤tai, “for what reason does it
happen (that)?” (BDF §12.3; §299.4), hence, “to what end, why?” In effect, the
question agrees with the position of those who possess knowledge in chap. 8 and
asserts the freedom of the individual conscience.

The second part of this verse and the next verse have been much debated, being
notoriously difficult to interpret. For instance, (1) for Lietzmann (1 Cor, 52), they
are an expostulation of the so-called strong Christian, in diatribe-like style, but
they are not directly answered; Paul continues in his own way with 10:31–11:1.
But how does one know that the verses are a diatribe-like expostulation? There is
no dialogue in the text. (2) Tomson (Paul, 213–16) claims that syneid≤sis should
be understood as “intention,” analogous to the rabbinic use of Hebrew da‹at, and
hence Paul’s words would mean, “the pagan’s intention toward idolatry prohibits
the Christian’s eating.” But that interpretation hardly corresponds to Paul’s usual
use of syneid≤sis. (3) The best solution is to take vv. 29b–30 as commentary on 
v. 27 (so RSV; Bruce, 1 Cor, 100–101; Hays, 1 Cor, 177–78; Garland, 1 Cor, 499).

30. If I partake with thanks (to God), why am I reviled for what I give thanks? I.e.,
when a Christian says grace before a meal (perhaps silently when invited by a un-
believing host), how can he or she thank God for something that is evil or wrong,
and so he or she would have to be faulted for consumption of such food? Paul will
not allow “someone else’s conscience” to be a judge of him or restrict his freedom
or rights, even though he might restrain that freedom himself, as he has already
done in 8:13. This stance provides the basis for what he will assert in vv. 31–32. 
Cf. Rom 14:6b; also 1 Tim 4:3–4.

31. So whether you eat or drink or whatever you do, do all for the glory of God.

This is Paul’s fifth impv., which states the principle governing his discussion in
the latter part of this chapter, as he shifts from the 1st pers. sing. used in vv. 29b–30
to the 2d pers. plur. All human activity should be carried out “for the glory of
God,” i.e., as a form of praise of God, and not motivated by food laws or the satis-
faction of one’s natural appetite, or even by the assertion of one’s personal liberty
(Bruce, 1 Cor, 101).

Paul repeats this motivation for human conduct, which is derived from his Jew-
ish doxological background, again in 2 Cor 1:20; 4:15; Rom 15:7; Phil 1:11; 2:11;
cf. Rom 11:36; pace Lindemann (1 Cor, 234), not Rom 1:23; 3:23, where the
same phrase is used, but not in doxological fashion. The Jewish usage (likbôd ›∆l)
is found in 1Q19 13:1; 1QS 10:9; or as likbôd ›≥l∑hê Ω≥b≠›[ôt] in 1QSb 4:25; 
cf. 1QH 16(old 8):5; 18(old 10):12; 1QM 4:6, 8; cf. 1 Esdr 9:8; 4 Macc 1:12 (“giv-
ing glory”).

32. Avoid giving offense, whether to Jews or Greeks or the church of God. Lit. “be-
come those not causing (others) to stumble,” with aproskoptoi used as in Sir
32:21; Phil 1:10. This sixth impv. is only a simple application of the principle just
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stated in v. 31. Paul does not specify what the offense might be. Three groups of
humanity (Jews, Gentiles, and Christians) are singled out, the first two of which
are “outsiders” (5:12), described by the pair, “Jews or Greeks,” a combination 
that appears elsewhere (1:22, 24; 12:13; Gal 3:28; Rom 1:16; 2:9–10 [collective
sing.]). Paul would want God’s church to be attractive to both of them as out-
siders; cf. 1 Thess 4:12 (see Romans, 250–51). As Lindemann (1 Cor, 234) notes,
this is the earliest instance in Christian literature of “the church of God” recorded
as an entity set over against Jews and Greeks in human history. On “church of
God,” see Note on 1:2.

33. even as I try to please everyone in every way, not seeking my own good but that

of the many that they may be saved. The verb aresk∑ has many nuances, and Paul
scarcely means that he is merely currying favor (cf. 1 Thess 2:4; Gal 1:10); he
seems rather to be using it as it occurs in Greek public documents that honor in-
dividual citizens for having pleased the populace by their public service (see
Demosthenes, Ep. 3.27). Paul has been seeking to render service to everyone
without deference, either to himself or any other individual. The goal in his entire
ministerial activity is the salvation of all, of which he has already spoken in 1:18,
21; 9:22. The contrast between “everyone” (pasin) and “the many” (t∑n poll∑n) is
not to be pressed, because the latter is often used as a literary circumlocution for
“all” (cf. Rom 5:15, 19; 2 Cor 2:17; BDAG, 848; Romans, 419).

11:1. Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ. Paul’s final impv. repeats what he said
in 4:16 (see Note there), as he urges Corinthian Christians to follow his example,
now in his unstinting service of all. He has already proposed himself implicitly as
a model in the matter of not eating meat in 8:13; now he repeats that even on a
broader scale. The subordinate clause that he adds to his imperative finds its ex-
planation in what Timothy would explain to them in 4:17, “my ways in Christ
[Jesus].” It also eliminates any suggestion of pride or arrogance on Paul’s part, be-
cause he acknowledges that he himself is an imitator. Cf. Phil 3:17; 1 Thess 1:6.
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C. PROBLEMS ABOUT 
SACRED ASSEMBLIES (11:2–34)

23 a. Women Worshipping with 

Uncovered Heads (11:2–16)
11:2 I praise you because you have been mindful of me in everything and are hold-
ing to the traditions, just as I passed them on to you. 3But I want you to realize that
Christ is the head of every man, man is the head of woman, and God is the head
of Christ. 4Every man who prays or prophesies with covered head brings disgrace
upon his head; 5and every woman who prays or prophesies with uncovered head
brings disgrace upon her head, for that is one and the same thing as her shaved
head. 6For if a woman does not cover her head, she should have her hair cut off;
but if it is disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or to be shaved, then she
should cover her head. 7A man ought not cover his head, since he is the image
and glory of God; but a woman is the glory of man. 8For man did not come from
woman; but woman from man. 9Nor was man created for woman, but woman for
man. 10For this reason a woman ought to have authority over her head, because of
the angels. 11 In the Lord, however, neither is woman independent of man, nor
man of woman. 12For just as woman came from man, so man is born of woman;
but everything comes from God. 13 Judge for yourselves: Is it proper for a woman
to pray to God with uncovered head? 14Does not nature itself teach you that if a
man wears his hair long, it is degrading for him; 15but if a woman wears her hair
long, it is her glory? For her hair has been given [to her] for a covering. 16 If anyone
is inclined to be argumentative (about this), we have no such custom, nor do the
churches of God.
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COMMENT

Paul now moves on to another topic, which has nothing to do with meat sacrificed
to idols but with the conduct of Christians in their cultic assemblies. This is the
third set of problems (the two passages in chap. 11) that he has been discussing in
this part of his letter. Nothing indicates with certainty that such problems were
mentioned in the letter sent to Paul (7:1), but they may have been. He takes up
these matters, having somehow learned about them, and finds fault with such Co-
rinthian Christian conduct. His discussion has to do with sacred assemblies, in
which Christians gather to pray and prophesy, and to celebrate the Lord’s Supper
(11:2–23). It deals at first (vv. 2–16) with an aspect of worship that is in itself triv-
ial, but in which he once again finds considerations of greater import. This is not
surprising, because by now in this letter one has learned how Paul often judges
matters against a greater theological background than what at first appears.

The surface issue now is: May a Christian woman take part in a liturgical ser-
vice with uncovered head? It is not easy to state just what was going on in the Co-
rinthian community, with which Paul finds fault. It is often thought that Greek
women were accustomed to wear a veil in public and often even at home, if they
were married, but at times removed it in heathen religious assemblies, and that
such a custom was being imitated by Christian women in Roman Corinth in their
cultic gatherings (e.g., Allo, 1 Cor, 258). Whether that is the practice or not to
which Paul is reacting, he is seeking to counteract what he considers an abuse
among Christian Corinthian women. His reaction is complicated, because his
reasons for it involve the way he understands the role of man and woman in their
relation to Christ and God.

There are many analyses of this pericope, which do not always agree in detail;
so it is necessary at the outset to clear the air about some of the details. First, the
problem that Paul is addressing is that of Christian women praying or prophesying
with uncovered heads; this emerges from vv. 5–6, 10, 13, 15. In the course of his
discussion, Paul compares the woman with a man. Although some recent com-
mentators have understood the topic to be “Men and Women in Prayer and
Proclamation” (Lindemann, 1 Cor, 237) or “the manner in which women and
men should wear their hair praying and prophesying” (Schüssler Fiorenza, 
In Memory, 227; similarly Barrett, Fee, Kistemaker, Thiselton), it has normally
been seen as a discussion about women and the covering of their heads in worship
(and still is among many modern commentators: Bruce, Conzelmann, Delobel,
Garland, Grosheide, Kremer, Lietzmann, D. B. Martin, Perriman, Robertson-
Plummer, Schrage, Senft, J. Weiss). The problem is not that Corinthian men
were praying or prophesying with covered heads, even though Paul’s rhetorical
comparison leads him to formulate it so in order to make his point by contrast. It
is important not to confuse such rhetoric with the substance of his argument.
Hence, pace Winter (After Paul, 121), this passage continues, indeed, to be
“about ‘the veiling of women.’ ” Of the fifteen verses in this pericope, two are neu-
tral (vv. 2, 16); two deal with an≤r, “man” (vv. 4, 14); but five with gyn≤, “woman”
(vv. 5, 6, 10, 13, 15); and six mention both an≤r and gyn≤ (vv. 3, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12
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[where apart from the last two the rest express the relationship of woman, the
main subject, to man]). From such data one gets the impression that Paul is in-
deed concerned with the head-covering of women in this pericope, and it “does
not deal with the men” (Padgett, “Feminism,” 127). Similarly Garland, 1 Cor,

506–8; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 247.
Second, the problem is about a woman wearing a head-covering or her failure

to do so (v. 5, akatakalypt∑ t≤ kephal≤ [“with uncovered head”]; v. 6, kataka-

lyptesth∑ [“let her cover herself”]; v. 13); it is not a way of dressing her hair or a spe-
cific hairdo, despite some of Paul’s comparisons that refer to shorn hair (v. 6),
shaved head (v. 6), or long hair (vv. 14, 15), pace Isaksson (Marriage, 165–68);
Murphy-O’Connor (CBQ 50:268–69); Schüssler Fiorenza (In Memory, 227). It
has nothing to do with “disheveled hair” or “flowing and unbound hair” (ibid.), or
with “a bare-faced woman” (Robertson-Plummer), or with the oriental face cover-
ing of some Islamic cultures. It concerns the use of something like a head veil, a
mantilla, but could have been part of a garment drawn up over the head (see
Motta, “The Question”).

Third, it is wholly gratuitous to introduce into the interpretation of this peri-
cope a consideration of male homosexual styles of wearing hair. Paul speaks of the
degrading case of a man wearing long hair (v. 14). This has been explained by
Murphy-O’Connor (“Sex,” 485–87; CBQ 50:268) and some others, by referring
to Philo’s negative description of pederasts and their mode of braiding and adorn-
ing the hair of their heads (De spec. leg. 3.7 §37). Philo does not use the verb
koma∑, which Paul has in vv. 14–15, and none of the verbs that he does use ap-
pears in this Pauline passage. To introduce such a consideration into the inter-
pretation of this passage is simply an unnecessary distraction from its many real
problems (see Martin, Corinthian Body, 296 n. 19).

Fourth, some interpreters (e.g., Holmyard, Bachmann), recalling Paul’s later
comment that “women should remain silent in the churches” (14:34), have tried
to interpret the praying and prophesying of women in this pericope as having
nothing to do with church assemblies. Paul almost certainly has this kind of cultic
gathering in mind, because v. 16 ends by saying that the practice which has ap-
peared in the Corinthian community is not what is done in “the churches of
God,” i.e., in other Christian cultic assemblies. The problem has indeed arisen
precisely in the Corinthian church’s liturgical gathering.

Fifth, this passage has to do with community worship, but it is not related to the
problems of chaps. 12–14, even though chap. 14 deals also with community gath-
erings and a woman’s role is an issue toward the end of it (14:34–35). Schüssler
Fiorenza argues that in chaps. 11–14 Paul’s main argument concerns “indecency
and right order, values which are not specifically Christian” (In Memory, 227).
What she says about the argument from order is correct for chap. 14, but it has lit-
tle relevance here in chap. 11, where the matter concerns a Christian woman
praying or prophesying in public with uncovered head and the disgrace that that
implies.

Sixth, Paul is dealing with a specific problem about the activity of Corinthian
women in the community’s cultic assembly, not with general questions such as
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the “eschatological woman,” the inferiority of women, women’s ministry, the role
of women in the church, or even about the ordination of women. When this pas-
sage is read with such questions in mind, there is the tendency to read more into
the text than what Paul has expressed. True, some of Paul’s statements have at
times a broad connotation, because he has curtailed his mode of speech or even
generalized a formulation. When one prescinds from the immediate context in
which such speech or formulation occurs, however, there is danger of raising is-
sues foreign to the context. (For an example of how a Pauline generalization can
create exegetical problems, when the context is not kept in mind, see Rom 4:2
[about Abraham’s “deeds”]; cf. Romans, 361, 372–73.)

In the course of his intricate comments on the conduct of such Corinthian
Christian women, Paul sets forth with some rhetoric and a surprising sobriety of
tone five reasons why a woman should not pray or prophesy in a cultic assembly
with uncovered head:

1. Biblically, the order of creation found in the Genesis story reveals that
woman has been created “for man,” to be his companion and helper;
hence as “the glory of man,” she should cover her head (vv. 7–12).

2. Theologically, the ordered headship of God, Christ, man, and woman
calls for it (v. 3).

3. Sociologically, convention, based on “nature” itself, considers a woman’s
uncovered head in such a situation as shameful and a disgrace (vv. 6,
13–15).

4. As a matter of ecclesiastical discipline, “the churches of God” have no such
custom as uncovered heads of women at prayer in a cultic assembly (v. 16).

5. “Because of the angels” (v. 10).

In the long run, Paul himself is aware that his arguments in this matter are not
going to convince everyone; hence his protasis in v. 16, “If anyone is inclined 
to be argumentative (about this),” as he invokes church discipline to end the dis-
cussion. Paul’s argument is complicated, but it is not “notoriously obscure,” as
Hays would have us believe (1 Cor, 183), or “far from being intelligible even
today” (Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 219). Padgett, who has called Schüssler
Fiorenza’s interpretation of this passage “an exciting one” and “an interesting in-
terpretation,” finally admits that “it has all the marks of being read into the text on
the basis of parallel movements in Hellenistic religions, rather than arising from
the text” (“Feminism,” 126–27).

Some interpreters (Walker, Cope, Trompf, Mount) have even argued that
these verses (or at least vv. 3–16) are interpolated and have not been composed by
Paul, and that v. 17 is a logical sequel to v. 2. That view of this passage, however,
has not gone without strong criticism (see Murphy-O’Connor, “The Non-Pauline
Character” and “Interpolations,” 87–90). It is too easy a way to get rid of a com-
plicated passage in Pauline writings. Ellis (NTS 32:493), however, considers 
vv. 3–16 to be a Pauline composition, but introduced secondarily by him into the
already-composed letter.
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To appreciate Paul’s discussion in this pericope, one should note the flow of his
argument:

v. 3: Programmatic statement: Paul’s basic theological principle.
vv. 4–6: His thesis set forth: the difference between the heads of man 

and woman in public prayer (a rhetorical contrast).
vv. 7–9: His explanatory argument that asserts the relation of woman 

to man.
v. 10: Concluding statement: the woman’s obligation to have authority

over her head (with an added reason, “because of the angels”).
vv. 11–12: His qualifying counterargument “in the Lord,” corresponding to

vv. 7–9.
vv. 13–15: Social-propriety argument: referring again to the topic of vv. 4–6,

now in terms of “nature.”
v. 16: Admonition based on church discipline.

In verses 5b–6 and 13b, Paul in no way asserts that “recreated woman has an 
authority equal to that of the man (vv. 10–12),” pace Murphy-O’Connor, “Sex,”
498. That is to read a distracting issue into the text, which says nothing about it.

NOTES

11:2. I praise you because you have been mindful of me in everything and are hold-

ing to the traditions, just as I passed them on to you. In this introductory verse, Paul
begins with captatio benevolentiae, a conciliatory note, which joins well his coun-
sel in v. 1 to be imitators of him, but which he will modify in the next passage; 
cf. vv. 17 and 22 with this verse. He begins with “praise,” because, although he
cannot approve of the Corinthian practice that he will now discuss, he admits that
Corinthian Christians in general have been adhering to traditions that he has al-
ready taught them (B. W. Winter, After Paul, 3). Hurd (Origins, 67) relates what
Paul says about “traditions” in this verse to the letter of 7:1; his words may even be
an indirect quotation of what the Corinthians wrote. Theoretically, this is possi-
ble, but it may be only initial conciliatory rhetoric designed “to placate them so
that they will be receptive to critical advice” (Mitchell, Paul, 260). The “tradi-
tions” are unspecified, but they must have some connection with the topic to 
be discussed in vv. 3–16, and are so regarded by Meier (“On the Veiling”). Cf. 
2 Thess 2:15; 3:6. Ellis identifies the “traditions” mentioned here (and in
14:34–35) as “principles of a domestic code on the relationship of husband and
wife which . . . had been adapted from Jewish antecedents and was probably in
use within the Pauline and Petrine missions from the beginning” (“Traditions,”
492); that sounds plausible, but this passage deals with more than the relationship
of husband and wife.

Although Paul has used the verb paradid∑mi, “hand over” (someone, 5:5) and
will so use it in 11:23b; 13:3; 15:24; Rom 1:24, 26, 28; 4:25; 6:17; 8:32, he now em-
ploys it (with the cog. noun, paradosis) in the technical sense of “transmitting” or

408 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S



“passing on” a tradition; in this sense, it will occur again in 11:23a; 15:3; also in 
1 Thess 2:13; 4:1; Gal 1:9, 12; Phil 4:9. For the use of such Greek terms about Jew-
ish traditions, see Mark 7:3–4; Acts 6:14; Josephus, Ant. 13.10.6 §297 (Pharisaic
rules); also Ant. 19.1.5 §31 (passing on a Roman s≤meion, “password”). Cf. the
corresponding later rabbinic use of qibb≤l min, “receive from,” and m≠sar l≥-,

“pass on to” (m. Aboth 1.1; pace Jeremias [Eucharistic Words, 104], Mishnaic ter-
minology is not “pre-Pauline”). In QL the verb m≠sar occurs in this sense only in
CD 3:3, where Abraham is said to “pass on” God’s commandments (miΩw∑t ›∆l)
to Isaac and Jacob. Cf. Wis 14:15, where Greek pared∑ken is used of a pagan grief-
stricken father who fashioned an image of his dead child and “passed on” secret
rites and initiations in his idolatry. The Greek terms paradidonai and paralam-

banein were also used similarly in the Greek world, at least since Plato (see
Klauck, “Presence,” 61).

3. But I want you to realize that. Again Paul uses this introductory clause for an
important statement; see Note on 3:16. Cf. 10:1; 12:1; Rom 1:13; Col 2:1.

Christ is the head of every man, man is the head of woman, and God is the head

of Christ. This is the fundamental theological principle that will govern Paul’s dis-
cussion in this pericope, a principle of headship or preeminence that prevails in
the Christian community—a three-part enunciation that he asserts but does not
further explain.

“Of every man Christ is the head”: Paul’s word order is noteworthy, for pantos

andros stands in first place, “of every male of the human family” (Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 229), not pantos anthr∑pou, “of every human being.” The art. ho

before Christos is omitted in some mss (B*, D*, F, G), but read in many others
(P46, ±, A, Bc, C, D2, ¥, 33, 1739), as it is before Christou at the end of the verse.
It would make little difference to understand the term as “the Messiah” rather
than as Jesus’ second name; in either case, he is the Son sent by the Father so that
we might be adopted as sons (Gal 4:4; cf. Rom 8:32; 1 Thess 1:10). The sense of
the verse is clear: As God is preeminent over Christ, so Christ is preeminent over
every man, and man is preeminent over woman. The meaning of the last clause
echoes what is explicit in God’s words to the woman in Gen 3:16e (“He shall rule
over you”). The whole verse is but another way of affirming what Paul has already
asserted in 3:23, “You belong to Christ, and Christ to God.” This principle so
enunciated shows that Paul is indeed propounding a hierarchy; and the third ele-
ment of it is part of it, and not just an affirmation of gender differences or of func-
tions between partners, pace Fiddes, “ ‘Woman’s Head.’ ” Despite the contention
of some commentators, there is no need to invoke here an eik∑n-series (series of
images) rooted in Hellenistic-Jewish cosmological speculation, as Delobel rightly
notes (“1 Cor 11:2–16,” 377). Cf. Col 2:10; Eph 1:22; 4:15.

The crucial term is kephal≤, and its meaning is controverted:
(1) Basically, it denotes the physical, anatomical “head” of a human being or 

animal; it is used in this sense of the human head in vv. 4a, 5a, 7, 10; 12:21 (letters
indicating which occurrence is meant when there is more than one instance in a
given verse). This meaning agrees with thousands of instances of the word in
Greek literature.
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(2) Metaphorically, kephal≤ stands at times for the whole person, especially in
an apostrophe or salutation, phil≤ kephal≤, “Dear Head” (Homer, Iliad 8.281);
this may be its meaning in v. 4b, 5b.

(3) Again metaphorically, kephal≤ is said to mean “source” in a few instances:
Herodotus, Hist. 4.91 (kephalai, “sources” of a river [along with p≤gai, “springs”];
Orphic Frag. 21A (Zeus possibly as “source” or “beginning” of all things); Philo,
De cong. erud. causa 12 §61 (Esau as kephal≤ of a clan, progenitor); De praem. et

poen. 20 §215; Artemidorus Daldianus, Oneirocriticon 1.2; 1.35; 3.66 (= father,
source or cause of life). There is no instance of it meaning the “source” of indi-
vidual persons.

(4) Again metaphorically, kephal≤ is also used as “head,” meaning “controlling
agent,” “ruler,” or “leader,” as in “head” of a department or “headmaster.” For in-
stance, Plato (Timaeus 44d) calls the physical head “the most divine [part] and
governor of everything within us.” This metaphorical sense is found often in the
LXX: e.g., Judg 11:11; 2 Sam 22:44: Ps 18:43; Isa 7:8–9; Jer 38:7; Deut 28:13, 44;
Isa 9:13–14; 19:15 (in the last four instances contrasted with figurative oura,

“tail”); Philo, De spec. leg. 3.33 §184; Josephus, J.W. 4.4.3 §261 (Jerusalem as
“head” of whole nation); Plutarch, Cicero 14.4–6 (head of the republic = leader);
Libanius, Or. 20.3. Traditionally, it has been understood in this sense here: Paul
would be asserting the “superior rank” (BDAG, 542) of God, Christ, and man
(an≤r) in v. 3, and perhaps in vv. 4b, 5b. Paul would be using this sense in his the-
ological principle because it bears on what individuals do with the anatomical
head in worship.

See further Grudem, “Does kephal≤” (an examination of 2,336 instances in
Greek literature); “Meaning . . . Response”; “Meaning of kephal≤”; Evangelical

Feminism, 590–97; Fitzmyer, “Kephal≤ in 1 Corinthians 11.3,” TAG, 341–48;
Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics, 145. For perfunctory criticism of such exam-
ples, see Perriman, “The Head” (not always cogent); Cervin, “Does kephal≤

Mean “ ‘Source’ ”; Fee, 1 Cor, 502 n. 42; Fiddes, “ ‘Woman’s Head.’ ”
It is sometimes said that the metaphorical meaning “head,” denoting a human

being of preeminence or superior rank, did not exist in ancient Greek prior to the
Byzantine or patristic period, and that neither LSJ, nor MM, nor the lexica of
Preisigke or Chantraine have listed any instances of kephal≤ in this sense (Schlier,
TDNT, 3:674; Murphy-O’Connor, “Sex,” 491–92). It is found, however, in the re-
cent BDAG (542: “being of high status,” “head”. . . to denote superior rank), with
no mention of the meaning “source.” Also in Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lex-

icon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible
Societies, 1988) §87.51; and in the dictionaries of F. Passow (Handwörterbuch der

griechischen Sprache [2 vols.; Leipzig: Vogel, 1831], 1. 1270: Hauptperson) and
H. van Herwerden (Lexicon graecum suppletorium et dialecticum [2 vols.; Leiden:
Sijthoff, 1910] 797: dux). Hence it is clear that, when Paul as a Hellenistic Jewish
Christian writer used kephal≤, he could have meant by it “preeminent person” or
even “a person having authority over” others. See further Grudem, Evangelical

Feminism, 587–90 (esp. the letter of P. Glare, the editor of the Supplement to LSJ,
to Grudem about the “not very satisfactory” entry on kephal≤ in LSJ).
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The metaphorical meaning, “source,” however, has been preferred by Bar-
rett, Baumert, Bruce, Cervin, Colpe, Delobel, Fee, Kroeger, Mickelsen, Scroggs,
Murphy-O’Connor (“G[ree]k kephal≤ never connotes authority or superior-
ity . . . ; ‘source’ (LSJ 945) is the only appropriate meaning here, the source of every

person’s new being is Christ” [NJBC, 808 (his emphasis; note his translation of
pantos andros!); also CBQ 42:491–94]). Thus Paul would only be stating the rela-
tion of woman, man, and Christ to their origin or source. It is not explained, how-
ever, in what sense Christ can be said to be the “origin” or “source” of an≤r to suit
this context. Moreover, to say that in this passage “Christ is seen as a sort of ‘second
Adam’ ” (Baumert, Woman, 185) is exegetically unsound, even apart from “sec-
ond Adam” being a patristic, non-Pauline formulation (cf. 15:45, “last Adam”!).
Even if he were such, what would that mean in this context? However, this figura-
tive meaning, “source,” has also been contested seriously (Cotterell and Turner,
Linguistics, 145; Grudem, “Meaning of kephal≤”; Perriman, “The Head,” 616);
and it is questionable whether it suits the Pauline context any better than the tra-
ditional figurative sense. Schlier (TDNT, 3:679) tried to combine the two figura-
tive meanings: “kephal≤ implies one who stands over another in the sense of being
the ground of his being.” But what does that mean? Lindemann (1 Cor, 240) re-
jects both “authority over” and “source” and claims that the word means only that
one person precedes another, that kephal≤ means only “that which is preemi-
nent,” so that the person receives honor or glory. Having said that, Lindemann
concludes that the verse formulates “eine durchgehende Hierarchie (Gott-
Christus-Mann-Frau [a thorough hierarchy, God-Christ-man-woman]).” If, how-
ever, such a “hierarchy” is found here, it cannot imply only preeminence.
Similarly Garland (1 Cor, 516), who follows Perriman and prefers the meaning,
“that which is most prominent, . . . preeminent.” For criticism of the meaning
“preeminence,” see Grudem, “The Meaning,” 37–39. In any case, this verse for-
mulates the theological grounding for the rest of Paul’s argument in the following
verses.

Finally, one should compare the related, but slightly different concept in Eph
5:23: an≤r estin kephal≤ t≤s gynaikos, h∑s kai ho Christos kephal≤ t≤s ekkl≤sias, “the
husband is the head of the wife, just as Christ is the head of the church.” There
the translation of an≤r and gyn≤ as “husband” and “wife” is correct, as the context
shows.

4. Every man who prays or prophesies with covered head brings disgrace upon his

head. Lit. “. . . prophesies having (something) down from (the) head disgraces his
head.” Pace Garland (1 Cor, 511, 517), the English language will not tolerate the
literal translation, “having down from the head.” The phrase kata kephal≤s ech∑n

is usually understood as meaning a veil or cover hanging from the head (BDAG,
511; BDF §225.2; IBNTG, 60), as in LXX Esth 6:12 (lypou-menos kata kephal≤s,

“mourning with head covered”; cf. Plutarch, Mor. 200f: kata t≤s kephal≤s ech∑n 

to himation, “having a cloak (hanging) from the head; also Plutarch, Caesar

739cd; Brutus 991f; Cicero 885c. In Josephus, the passages usually cited (see
Oster, “When Men,” 486 n. 6) use the words, but apply them to someone else’s
head. Pace Schrage (1 Cor, 2.505–6); Lindemann (1 Cor, 240), that the phrase
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means the same thing as a man wearing long hair, mentioned in v. 14, is far from
certain. If Paul intended to speak of such a male hairstyle, he would have ex-
pressed it here as clearly as he does in v. 14, as Fee rightly recognizes (1 Cor, 506).

Nor is there any hint that this clause refers to “male homosexuals” wearing long
hair (so Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 809). The translation of kata kephal≤s ech∑n

as “makes motions with his head” (Baumert, Woman, 184) is simply far-fetched.
The expression t≤n kephal≤n kataischynein is also found in Josephus, Ant. 20.4.2
§89, but in a different sense, “to befoul the head” (with ashes, while fasting and
praying).

That Roman statues have been found depicting men capite velato (“with veiled
head,” i.e., with part of their toga drawn over their heads) while praying or offering
a libation to gods is clear (see Gill, “The Importance”; Oster, “When Men,”
496–502). There is even such a statue said to be of Augustus from the first-century
Julian Basilica in the Corinthian forum; another of Nero (see Johnson, Corinth 9:

Sculpture, 70–72 §134). They portray the emperors as Roman magistrates, com-
bining their religious, civil, and legal roles as head of the empire. It is further ar-
gued that the “socially elite” of Corinth adopted this practice and that “Christians
who were not among the elite also chose to follow this custom when they under-
took to pray or prophesy” (B. W. Winter, After Paul, 122–23). The evidence for
such a custom is far from clear, and even though there is abundant evidence of
such men covering their heads in Roman worship, it has little to do with what
Paul is talking about in this passage. Is one to understand this verse as an expres-
sion of Paul’s criticism (“brings disgrace upon his head”) or condemnation of a
Roman official custom or religious practice? Hardly. What is the connection be-
tween such a Roman practice and the alleged use of head coverings of Corinthian
Christian men? Nothing emerges.

The context of prayer and prophecy that are mentioned is the Christian cultic
or church assembly; hence “prays” means praying aloud to God, possibly even as
a leader of the gathering in a house-church. “Prophecy” has to be understood as it
will be used in 13:9; 14:1, 3, 22, 24, 31, 39, of a form of delivering God’s word to
the assembly by Spirit-inspired preaching based on Scripture (see Perrot,
“Prophètes”). Pace Hooker (“Authority,” 414), praying to God or prophesying
does not mean that one is “obedient to God alone.” Such exclusivity is not even
implied.

In the context that Paul envisages, the “disgrace” stems from the man’s con-
cealing his status as the “image and glory of God,” as it will be expressed in v. 7.
The words, “disgraces his head,” could mean “disgraces himself,” if sense 2 above
of kephal≤ were to be understood, meaning the whole person (see above; 
cf. Schlier, TDNT, 3:674; Murphy-O’Connor, “Sex,” 485); but preferably it
means that he disgraces Christ, “the head of every man,” as in v. 3, from whom he
would be concealing himself (SBJ, Cor, 50; Fee, 1 Cor, 506; Schrage, 1 Cor,

2:505). It is eisegetical to read into the meaning of this verse “the clear association
of this practice with pagan devotion, pulling the toga over the physical head in
Christian worship would shame the spiritual head of the man, Christ” (Garland,
1 Cor, 517).
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Is Paul referring to an actual practice among Corinthian male Christians? Or is
his example merely a rhetorical and hypothetical counterpart to the problem that
he is really discussing, viz., Corinthian Christian women praying or prophesying
with heads uncovered? The latter is the better explanation, because of vv. 5–6, the
thrust of vv. 7 and 10, and esp. because of v. 13. Similarly Fee, 1 Cor, 505 (“a 
hypothetical situation for the man”); Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 229; Garland, 
1 Cor, 517.

5. and every woman who prays or prophesies with uncovered head brings disgrace

upon her head. This is the concluding counterpart of v. 4, for which that verse was
a rhetorical preparation, and with all the same exegetical problems. “Her head”
could mean “the man” of v. 3, but in light of what follows in vv. 5b–6c, it probably
means her own physical head, and not both “heads,” because the noun is singular.

Two things, however, are important in this verse: (1) Paul speaks of akataka-

lypt∑ t≤ kephal≤, “the uncovered head,” of the woman as the counterpart of kata

kephal≤s ech∑n of the man in v. 4, which shows that the latter phrase cannot mean
merely the man’s wearing of long hair as in v. 14, but rather the covered head of a
male (BDF §225.2); (2) Paul recognizes that Christian women did partake ac-
tively in such public prayer and prophecy in a church assembly. This new status of
women is not the problem, even if it differs from the custom with which Paul as a
Jew would have been acquainted, as Hooker has rightly argued (“Authority,” 416).
It seems rather that Paul has learned that some Christian married women in Cor-
inth were praying or prophesying in such a cultic assembly without the customary
head covering. Such a woman would bring disgrace to her husband because she
seems to consider herself on the same level as he.

Is Paul’s assertion restricted to “married women”? Greek gyn≤ can mean either
“woman” (14:34–35) or “wife” (7:16). The former sense is almost certainly meant
in 11:3c. Here in v. 5 it might have the latter sense, as some commentators under-
stand it (e.g., B. W. Winter, After Paul, 127), because of the mention of the head
covering, which was characteristic of married women outside their homes in
Roman culture. The phrase pasa de gyn≤, “every woman,” however, seems to ex-
press a wider extension: a woman of indeterminate marriage status. As Williams
has put it, “The veil is a symbol of a woman’s shame, worn in public to mark her
off as a private person intent on guarding her purity and so maintaining the hon-
our of her husband or father” (“Lifting the Veil,” 57–58).

Some commentators have argued that the modal dat. akatakalypt∑ t≤ kephal≤

does not mean “with uncovered head” and has nothing to do with a veil or cover,
but means rather “loosed hair” itself as a “covering” of the head (Murphy-
O’Connor, “Sex,” 488; similarly Lindemann, 1 Cor, 241; Hays, 1 Cor, 185–86;
Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 227: “with flowing and unbound hair”; de
Mingo, “Saint Paul,” 14; Khiok-khng, “Differentiation,” 12).

Some of these commentators even argue that akatakalyptos in LXX Lev 13:45
is used of the head of a leper and translate the Hebrew, as does the RSV, “Let the
hair of his head hang loose.” However, the Hebrew pass. ptc. in the clause, r∑’πô 

yihyeh p≠rû∞‘, means, “Let his head be unbound,” in the sense, “let him not wear
a turban” (see BDB, 828). That, however, does not mean that the LXX adj.
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akatakalyptos has the same semantic connotation as the Hebrew ptc. The Greek
clearly means, “let his head be uncovered” (h≤ kephal≤ autou akatakalyptos), and
it says nothing about the state of the leper’s hair itself, whether groomed and
kempt or disheveled and loosed, the RSV and Hurley (“Did Paul,” 198–99)
notwithstanding. Cf. the description of a woman in prayer coming with an offer-
ing of barley meal akatakalypt∑ t≤ kephal≤, “with uncovered head” (Philo, De

spec. leg. 3.10 §60). Finally, the last word in v. 6, a 3d pers. sing. pres. mid. impv.,
katakalyptesth∑, lit. “let her cover herself,” clinches the matter. All of this means
that Paul is talking about a veil or some kind of head covering distinct from the
woman’s hair itself. Garland (1 Cor, 519) rightly insists, “Paul’s mention of hair 
in 11:14–15 and shaved heads in this passage . . . is only by way of illustration. 
It serves to bolster his argument about head covering and is not the central 
problem.”

for that is one and the same thing as her shaved head. Or possibly “as a shaved
woman,” since no noun is expressed in the Greek, and the fem. ptc. exyr≤men≤,

“shaved,” can modify either kephal≤ or gyn≤ (understood). One would not have
expected this added reason for the disgrace, that the uncovered head of a woman
differed not from a female shaved head, which Paul considers not only offensive,
but also shameful. This added reason, based on conventional thinking, is ex-
pressed with hyperbole and is important for what follows in Paul’s argument. Pace

Lindemann (1 Cor, 241), this comparison does not settle the matter that it has to
do with Haartracht (hairdo) and not head covering or veil. It is also going too far
to say that “the removal of their hair symbolizes the shameful uncovering of their
genitals that has transpired in some socially unacceptable transgression,” as D. B.
Martin would have it (Corinthian Body, 243). Such symbolism is eisegetical; it is
scarcely to be found in Paul’s text.

6. For if a woman does not cover her head, she should have her hair cut off. Lit.
“does not cover herself, let her have her hair cut off,” since keirasth∑ is 3d pers.
sing. aor. mid. impv. with the causative sense, “let her have herself shorn” (BDF
§317; BDAG, 538). So judges Paul with a touch of sarcasm. Offensive as this state-
ment may seem today, it is clear that Paul meant what he wrote here.

but if it is disgraceful for a woman to have her hair cut off or to be shaved, then she

should cover her head. Lit. “let her cover herself.” The subj. of the protasis is actu-
ally a substantivized double infin., to keirasthai (aor. mid.) ≤ xyrasthai (either pres.
mid. of xyra∑ [strange combination] or aor. mid. of xyr∑ [BDF §101]), which is al-
most impossible to translate exactly. Paul means that the woman should go the
full way, not just being shorn (as in v. 6a), but even being shaved. That expresses
the extent of her disgrace. He is appealing to social convention, which normally
would regard the shorn or shaved female head as shameful, and which he will
eventually relate to nature itself (v. 14). For the shaved female head as a disgrace,
see Aristophanes, Thesm. 837; T. Job 23:7; 24:7–10. The verb in the apodosis,
katakalyptesth∑ (3d pers. sing. pres. mid. impv.), can only mean, “let her cover
herself,” i.e., put a covering on her head of hair (cf. the same verb with t≤n

kephal≤n in v. 7).
7. A man ought not cover his head, since he is the image and glory of God. This
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verse and the two following formulate Paul’s explanation about why a man has
preeminence over a woman. A negative obligation is expressed by ouk opheilei

katakalyptesthai, lit. “he must not cover himself (as to the head),” which will find
its positive correspondent obligation in v. 10 below, used of the woman; cf. ouk

opheilomen (Acts 17:29). The complementary infin. does not mean “bind up 
his head,” pace Murphy-O’Connor (NJBC, 809). Cf. Josephus, Ant. 7.10.5 §254:
katakalypsamenou de tou basile∑s kai stenontos, “While the king with covered
head was moaning” (for his son, a reference to 2 Sam 1:5[6]).

“Image and glory of God” is a description developed by Paul from LXX Gen
1:26, where God in deciding to create human beings says:

poi≤s∑men anthr∑pon kat’ eikona h≤meteran kai kath’ homoi∑sin,

let us make a human being according to our image and likeness.

See also Gen 1:27; cf. 5:1. Because of what he has written in v. 3 above, Paul now
modifies that allusion, applying it to an≤r and thus restricting it to a male human
being, and using doxa, “glory, splendor” instead of homoi∑sis, “likeness.” Cf. Wis
2:23; Sir 17:3b. Paul does not exploit the idea of “image,” but is interested rather
in doxa, “glory, honor,” because that offsets the idea of disgrace or shame that
dominates his discussion in vv. 4–6. This status of an≤r is especially true when he
would be praying or prophesying, when he may not disguise the fact that, as a
creature, he gives God glory (see further Feuillet, “L’Homme ‘gloire de Dieu,’ ”
who rightly insists that doxa does not mean “reflection” [as Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 52
has it], but rather “glory” given to another, as Gen 2:18–25 suggests [also in “La
dignité”]; cf. Jervell, Imago Dei, 292–312). Cf. the different way in which Paul
uses “image” and “glory” of Christ in 2 Cor 4:4; and the different treatment of the
“image” of Gen 1:26 in Philo, Leg. alleg. 1.12 §§31–33.

but a woman is the glory of man. In Gen 1:26–27 the woman was included in
the creation of anthr∑pos (= Hebrew ›≠d≠m, “human being”), but Paul avoids that
inclusion in order to express the difference of the sexes: what an≤r is with respect
to God, that “woman” is with respect to “man”; each gives glory to the higher
being. Such glory does not imply submission, subjection (hypotag≤), or obedi-
ence (hypako≤), terms that Paul does not use in this context. Again, in line with
what he asserted in v. 3, he regards the woman as doxa andros, “glory of man,” be-
cause of what he will say in v. 9. Instead of alluding merely to Gen 1:16–27, Paul
is rather giving abstract formulation to what is taught in Gen 2:18, 21–24, where
“woman” is formed from “man.” As an equal creature, she too is an image of God,
but Paul passes over that idea of “image” and now makes her “the glory of man.”
She is a person in whom a man can take pride (see Feuillet, “L’homme ‘gloire de
Dieu’ ”). This assertion thus becomes part of the basis for Paul’s concluding dia

touto, “for this reason,” in v. 10. Cf. the OT way of putting the relation of woman
to man in LXX Prov 11:16, gyn≤ eucharistos egeirei andri doxan, “a gracious wife
brings glory to her husband” (see Jaubert, “Le voile”).

8. For man did not come from woman; but woman from man. Lit. “man is not
from woman.” In this and the following parenthetical verse, Paul is arguing from
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the order in the second creation account (Gen 2:7), where “the man” (h≠’≠d≠m,

ton anthr∑pon) is fashioned first, then the woman in vv. 20–23 (›iππ≠h, gynaika),
and esp. 2:23: ek tou andros aut≤s el≤mphth≤ aut≤, “she was taken from her man.”
He may also be aware of what his own Jewish tradition derived from such a pas-
sage, viz., the subordination of the wife to the husband, as Josephus records it,
Ag.Ap. 2.24 §201: “God has given authority [to kratos] to the man”; but Paul does
not repeat that idea and will modify it in v. 11 below. His argument about the re-
lation of woman to man from the order of creation does not contradict the
so-called baptismal formula of Gal 3:28, when that verse is rightly understood (see
Röhser, “Mann und Frau”).

Gal 3:28 reads, “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free,
there is neither male nor female (ouk eni arsen kai th≤ly), for you are all one in
Christ Jesus (pantes gar hymeis heis este en Christ∑ I≤sou).” In vv. 27–29, Paul ar-
gues that such differences as exist in this earthly life (ethnic, social, sexual) may
have to continue to distinguish Christians, but they do not upset the unity that
Christians enjoy “in Christ Jesus.” In the immediately preceding context, Paul ar-
gued that human beings were subjected to a “custodian” (paidag∑gos), i.e., the
law, but now faith has come and liberated those who have faith in Christ Jesus;
and so they are no longer so subjugated, but despite all their ethnic, social, and
sexual differences they are all incorporated into Christ (“all one in Christ”) and so
are “Abraham’s offspring, heirs according to the promise” (v. 29). Because the
promise is eschatological, Christians do not yet have full possession of it.

9. Nor was man created for woman, but woman for man. Lit. “for the sake of
woman . . . for the sake of man,” as Paul paraphrases the Genesis account (see
IBNTG, 55; BDF §222). In this, the second part of his parenthetical statement,
Paul alludes to Gen 2:18, 20, where the woman is said to have been created lô
‹≤zer k≥negdô; in the LXX, aut∑ bo≤thon kat’ auton, “(as) a helper fit for him.”

10. For this reason a woman ought to have authority over her head. Paul draws a
conclusion from the theological and biblical arguments that precede about the
maintenance of order and the relation of woman to man (respectively, vv. 3–7 and
the parenthetical remarks in vv. 8–9), beginning it with a resumptive dia touto,

“for this reason.” In using opheilei, he formulates the woman’s positive obligation
(“moral duty,” TDNT, 2:574), which corresponds to the negative obligation of the
man in v. 7.

The meaning of exousia, lit. “authority, state of control over something,” is
much debated. Although the Vg translated it literally as potestatem, many ancient
versions and patristic comments rendered it by Greek kalymma, “veil,” as a variant
reading (still present in the app. crit. of N-A 27), whence the RSV rendering, “veil.”
This is a reading, however, that is found in no Greek ms (Metzger, TCGNT, 495).
Older commentators often tried to explain exousia as a mistranslation of some Ar-
amaic word (either πl√›, said to mean “veil,” which was confused with πl√, “power”
[A. Jirku] or πl√wnyh, same explanation [G. Kittel]; or ∂ûmr≠›, meaning “power”
or “veil” [G. Schwarz]; cf. TDNT, 2:574). Although I once followed Kittel’s ex-
planation (ESBNT, 194), I recognize today that that meaning of Greek exousia

would scarcely have been understood by Paul’s Corinthian readers.
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Today, one finds two main interpretative translations:
(1) “Sign/symbol of authority” (NRSV, NAB, JB, ESV, NEB, REB, Einheit-

sübersetzung, French Bishops’ La Bible), by which is meant a “symbol of her au-
thority over her head,” but sometimes a “symbol of the authority . . . of the
woman’s husband, to whom she is subordinate,” but then it would say nothing
about an unmarried woman (Hooker, “Authority,” 414).

(2) “Symbol/sign of subjection” (Theodoret, Theophylact, Goodspeed, SBJ),
or “sign of dependence” (Sacra Bibbia [UTET, Rizzoli]; French TOB). The latter
meaning of subjection atttributes to the noun a pass. sense that is unusual, be-
cause, although McGinn says that the idiom exousian echein “occurs only once in
the Greek NT, here in 1 Cor 11” (“exousian echein,” 97), it is actually found 29
times in the NT, and in all the other instances it has an act. meaning, “have the
right to control something or do something” (see Hall, “Problem of Authority”).
This is why the preponderance of modern versions uses the first sense, which gives
better expression to the woman’s obligation. When understood together with 
v. 11, “in the Lord,” it can even mean a sign of power from the risen Christ and of
the dignity to which she has been raised (see Feuillet, “Signe de puissance”).

However, the genuine force of exousia is best brought out by the simple transla-
tion, “a woman ought to have authority over her head,” in the sense that, in cover-
ing it, she actively exercises control over it, “so as not to expose it to indignity.” “If
she unveils it, every one has control over it and can gaze at her so as to put her out
of countenance” (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 232; similarly Hall, “Problem of
Authority,” 41–42; Garland, 1 Cor, 525). The head covering is a sign of the power
received from the Lord (v. 11) and of the dignity she has to worship and praise
God in the presence of the angels, as the Greek prep. phrase that follows in this
verse suggests.

Murphy-O’Connor (NJBC, 809) would rather explain the words thus: “Paul
takes it for granted that women play a leadership role in the community (v 5). She
enjoys this authority precisely as a woman, and so must stress her sex by her
hairdo.” That is a paraphrastic explanation, however, which reads far too much
into Paul’s words. The same has to be said for the interpretation of Christian
(“Prophets”), who maintains that the woman covers her head to show that she
speaks as a prophetess, as God’s messenger, and not on her own authority. Like-
wise eisegetical is the idea that the prophetic woman’s authority epi t≤s kephal≤s

means authority, even “ecclesial authority,” over her head, who is “ho an≤r, ‘the
man’ (v. 3)” (McGinn, “exousian echein,” 97), because that goes against all that
Paul has been asserting since v. 4.

because of the angels. This prep. phrase gives yet another reason for Paul’s con-
clusion, in addition to that introduced by dia touto, but it is highly enigmatic. At
least seven interpretations have been proposed for the phrase, dia tous angelous:

(1) “Because of the bishops” (or “presbyters”), understanding angelous as “an-
gels of the churches,” as in Rev 2:1, 8, 12. (Ephraem, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Pri-
masius of Hadrumetum, Bornhäuser, Rose); but such an explanation scarcely
suits this context.

(2) “Human messengers,” because attempts to explain them as heavenly beings
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yields no satisfactory explanation (Murphy-O’Connor, CBQ 50:271 n. 19; but
elsewhere he explains, “in order not to scandalize envoys from other churches.
Same usage in Gal 4:14” [NJBC, 809]; similarly Winandy, “Un curieux casus 

pendens”; Padgett, “Paul on Women,” 81); or inquisitive “messengers” sent as
spies by Roman authorities fearful lest the cultic assemblies of Corinthian Chris-
tians might have seditious intent, to whom an unveiled woman in such an assem-
bly might seem like a promiscuous Roman wife (Winter, After Paul, 133–38).
Again, this meaning hardly suits the context (so Garland, 1 Cor, 526), not to men-
tion that angelos is never so used elsewhere by Paul (see Luke 9:52; 7:24; Jas 2:25).

(3) “In imitation of the angels,” as in Isa 6:2, where seraphim, as subordinate
beings, cover feet and loins in the presence of the Lord (Meyer, Roesch, Mezza-
cassa, Lösch); a meaning that might suit the context, but is very subtle.

(4) “By way of the angels,” meaning the angels who appeared at the time of
Christ’s resurrection (Matt 28:2, 5; Mark 16:5; Luke 24:4, 23; John 20:12),
through which woman shares in the new creation (Rigato). This meaning has no
connection whatsoever with the context.

(5) “Because of (the work of) the angels,” i.e., woman was formed from man by
the creative act of angels, as vv. 7–9 suggest (BeDuhn). An unlikely interpretation.

(6) “Because of the (fallen) angels,” i.e., the “sons of God” of Gen 6:2. This in-
terpretation is traced back to Tertullian, De virginibus velandis 7.2 (CCLat
2.1216); Adv. Marcionem 5.8.2 (CCLat 1.685) and still is given by many modern
commentators, who at times understand exousia as “veil” in the sense of a “magic
power or charm” to frighten away such beings, or a sign of modesty to conceal the
woman’s seductive charms from the angels (so with varying nuances: Bousset,
Corrington, Dibelius, Ellul, Jervell, Lietzmann, D. B. Martin, Meier, Weber, 
J. Weiss; EDNT, 1:15; cf. T. Reuben 5.1, 5–6); but nowhere else in the NT does
angelos ever have such a negative meaning, which, moreover, is irrelevant to this
context of Christian prayer.

(7) “Because of the (good) angels,” who are considered assisting at gatherings of
public worship, as in Ps 138:1 (LXX: enantion angel∑n psal∑ soi, “before angels
shall I sing your praise”); cf. Tob 12:12; Rev 8:3, where an angel functions as a me-
diator of the prayers of holy people (so Theodoret, Brun, Collins, Delobel, Gar-
land, Hays, Moffatt, Schrage, 1 Cor, 2:517; also Murphy-O’Connor, “Sex,” 497).
These angels are explained further at times as cosmic guardians of the order of the
world (SBJ, Cor, 51; Str-B, 3:437–39); or even as those addressed, when God said
in Gen 1:26, “Let us make a human being” (as Philo held, De opificio mundi 24
§75, even though he never calls them angeloi, but rather God’s synergoi). “The
angels” here have nothing to do with the mediation of prophecy, Rev 22:7–10
notwithstanding. That they give the woman the “power” to prophesy is simply far-
fetched, pace Schüssler Fiorenza (In Memory, 228); nor is there any indication
that women letting their hair down in the presence of the angels would be “culti-
cally unclean persons” (ibid.), because there is “absolutely no indication that Paul
is speaking about uncleanness here” (Padgett, “Feminism,” 127). Nor is there any
indication in the text that the angels are the mediators, not just of prophecy, but of
prophetic authority, as McGinn would have us believe (“Exousian echein,” 100;
her only reference is to Schüssler Fiorenza).
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The seventh sense is the one to be preferred in this passage, for the woman must
have authority over her head and cover it, not only because she is in the presence
of men, but because she is praying in the presence of God and His angels. In their
presence she must not expose “the glory of man” (11:7). If she were to pray or
prophesy with uncovered head, she would be exposing herself, the glory of man,
and so would not be glorifying God (modifying slightly Hooker, “Authority,”
414–15). A woman, now sharing in public worship, contrary to Jewish practice,
has authority from God (or Christ) to do so; with the glory of man covered, she
gives God glory, as does the man with uncovered head (see Hall, “A Problem”).

A further consideration, however, can be added in support of the seventh inter-
pretation, derived from QL that speaks of “holy angels” being present at gather-
ings of the Essene community, to whose sight persons with bodily defects were not
to be exposed. Thus:

Nor shall anyone afflicted with any form of human uncleanness be admitted
into the assembly of these (people, bqhl ›lh); nor shall anyone who becomes af-
flicted in this way be allowed to retain his place in the midst of the congrega-
tion: no one afflicted with a bodily defect, injured in feet or hands, or who is
lame, blind, deaf or dumb, or who has a visible blemish in his flesh . . . , for
holy angels are in their [congre]gation. (1QSa 2:3–9)

Similarly in 1QM 7:4–6: “No lame, blind, or paralyzed man, or one with a per-
manent blemish in his flesh . . . for holy angels accompany their armies”; 4QMa

1–3:10; CD 15:15–17; 4QDb 17 i 6–8. The background for this regulation may be
found in the rules for Aaronid priests in Lev 21:17–23 (which, however, does not
mention angels). That tenet of Essene belief goes beyond the OT data. In any
case, it is similar to what Paul says in 11:10, for he has been speaking of a sacred as-
sembly in which people pray and prophesy, and he thinks that a woman doing this
should have her head covered “because of the angels,” i.e., so that they would not
have to gaze upon what he calls aischron, “something disgraceful” (v. 6), the un-
covered head, which is for him the equivalent of a shorn or shaved female head,
which would be like a defect for the Essenes (see Fitzmyer, “A Feature”; Cadbury,
“Qumran Parallel”; cf. Schelkle, Gemeinde von Qumran, 82). I continue to prefer
this explanation, even though D. B. Martin thinks that he has evidence for “pro-
phylactic veils” on women in antiquity that were intended to protect them from
“the angelic phallus”! (Corinthian Body, 245; cf. 299 n. 66).

11. In the Lord, however, neither is woman independent of man, nor man of

woman. Lit. “neither is woman without man nor man without woman,” and the
prep. ch∑ris is ambiguous, because it can mean either that “neither (is) woman
(anything) apart fr. man” (BDAG, 1095), or that “neither is woman otherwise
than man” (see LSJ, 2016). Kürzinger (“Frau und Mann”) prefers the latter, trans-
lating ch∑ris as “different from,” and appealing to the use of this prep. in LXX Gen
26:1 (“a famine different from the earlier famine”).

Having set forth the reasons for his position about a woman praying or proph-
esying with head covered, Paul now introduces a qualification about the relation
of woman to man in Christ Jesus. Although the biblical argument from Genesis,
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which Paul has used thus far and which would agree with his Jewish tradition, sets
up a definite relationship of woman to man, a further Christian consideration
now limits it, for “in the Lord,” i.e., in the sight of the risen Christ (see Note on
1:3), there can be no separation or independence of woman from man, or man
from woman (oute gyn≤ ch∑ris andros oute an≤r ch∑ris gynaikos). Paul introduces
the qualification with the conj. particle pl≤n, “however,” to conclude his discus-
sion and stress what is essential (BDF §449.2). It also serves to limit Paul’s words to
their context, the use of a head covering by a woman in public worship.

12. For just as woman came from man, so man is born of woman; but everything

comes from God. Lit., “just as the woman (is) from (ek) the man, so too the man (is)
through (dia) the woman.” The first clause (ek tou andros) alludes again to the
creation of woman in Gen 2:21–23, mentioned in v. 8b, and the second (dia t≤s

gynaikos) expresses a well-known fact. The third clause, however, affirms not only
that both man and woman have “come from God,” but everything (the whole uni-
verse) likewise does. Paul’s argument thus moves from a Christological consider-
ation (v. 11) to a theo-logical one, to the Creator-God. Panta, “all (things),” is
being used, not in a Stoic cosmological sense, but as in the OT (Gen 2:3; Neh 9:6;
Ps 8:7; 104:24; Isa 40:26; 44:24; cf. Ps 24:1–2; 89:12); see Murphy-O’Connor, RB

85 (1978) 263; W. J. Webb, “Balancing.” (The parentheses that surround 
vv. 11–12 in the RSV, intended apparently to mitigate what Paul had said in 
vv. 8–10, have been removed in the NRSV and ESV.)

13. Judge for yourselves: Is it proper for a woman to pray to God with uncovered

head? As he calls on Corinthian Christians to reflect on the matter, Paul begins
the conclusion of his argument, an appeal with two rhetorical questions, which
returns his discussion to that of vv. 4–6 above. The first question formulates an ar-
gument from propriety, partly governed by social convention (with human judg-
ment invoked), and partly by a further consideration of what he has been saying.
For he does not speak of a woman simply praying in a sacred assembly, as in v. 5
above, but now of her prayer addressed “to God.” Is this the kind of situation in
which a woman should assert her equality with man and uncover her head? Paul
expects the Corinthians to say no.

14. Does not nature itself teach you that if a man wears his hair long, it is de-

grading for him? Lit. “. . . that a man, if he wears his hair long, it is degrading for
him?” For the anacoluthon in the Greek sentence, see BDF §466.1. Paul’s sec-
ond rhetorical question, expecting the answer yes (introduced by oude), appeals 
to physis, “nature,” by which he means only “the regular or established order of
things” (BDAG, 1070). He also personifies it as a teacher of human beings, but “it
simply represents the general order of nature and its only task is to remind us of
what is seemly and becoming” (Koester, TDNT, 9:272). The order, however,
stems more from convention than from “nature,” as moderns normally under-
stand the word (see Wischmeyer, “Physis und ktisis”).

Koma∑, “wear the hair long,” denotes something quite different from wearing a
beard, by which “nature” has indeed distinguished men and women (Epictetus,
Disc. 1.16.9–10). If Paul means only custom or usual practice, he may be appeal-
ing to Roman custom, where short-cropped male hair was usual, but Greek cus-
tom was not so uniform or well established. In any case, in support of what he has
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just said, he is appealing from a consideration of social propriety, now joining to it
a consideration of atimia, “dishonor, disrespect, disgrace” which is the opposite of
doxa, “glory, honor, splendor,” in human society. That Paul thinks that long hair
for a man “is a sign of homosexuality” (Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 809) is highly
questionable, as Lietzmann (1 Cor, 55) recognized long ago.

15. but if a woman wears her hair long, it is her glory? This is the counterpart of
v. 14, and it corresponds more to convention, for doxa now has the connotation of
favorable reputation (BDAG, 257). Paul likewise says this in contrast to the “dis-
grace” of the uncovered or shaven female head mentioned in vv. 5b–6.

For her hair has been given [to her] for a covering. Lit. “has been given [to her]
instead of a wrap-around mantle” (anti peribolaiou). The word aut≤, “to her,” is
omitted in some mss (P 46, D, F, G, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition). The perf.
pass. dedotai indicates a permanent endowment by God, for it a divine pass. (ZBG
§236). The woman’s long hair is a gift of God for a definite purpose, i.e., for her
glory; and yet Paul wants her to cover this “wrap-around mantle” whenever she
prays to God in public. For ancient evidence of “Greco-Roman customs” of fe-
male hairdos, see Thompson, “Hairstyles,” 112; cf. Gill, “The Importance.” That
the hair of a woman in this passage “is part of the female genitalia” and that mod-
ern interpreters “confuse a testicle (peribolaion) with a head covering” (T. W.
Martin, “Paul’s Argument,” 84) is completely far-fetched.

16. If anyone is inclined to be argumentative (about this), we have no such cus-

tom, nor do the churches of God. Paul is aware that his complicated arguments
about this problem may not be convincing to everyone. So, in effect, he appeals to
Christian church discipline or custom (or what would later be called canon law);
and Schüssler Fiorenza rightly calls it “an authoritarian appeal” (In Memory,

229). On “church of God,” see Note on 1:2.
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24 b. Abuses at the Celebration 

of the Lord’s Supper and Its Meaning 

(11:17–34)
11:17 In giving the following instructions, I do not praise (you), because you hold
your meetings not to your advantage, but to your disadvantage. 18First of all, I hear
that, when you meet as a church, there are divisions among you, and in part I be-
lieve it. 19No doubt there have to be factions among you, so that the tried and true
among you may be recognized. 20Although you hold your meetings in one place,
it is not to eat the Lord’s supper. 21For as you eat, each one goes ahead with his
own meal, and one goes hungry, while another gets drunk. 22Do you not have
houses to eat and drink in? Are you not showing contempt for the church of God
and making those who have nothing feel ashamed? What am I to say to you?
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Should I praise you? In this I offer no praise. 23For I received from the Lord what
I passed on to you, that the Lord Jesus, on the night he was handed over took
bread, 24and having given thanks, broke it, and said, “This is my body, which is for
you. Do this in remembrance of me.” 25 In the same way, the cup too, after the
supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood. Do this, whenever you
drink it, in remembrance of me.” 26For as often as you eat this bread and drink the
cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes. 27Consequently, whoever eats
the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily will have to answer for the body
and blood of the Lord. 28One should take stock of himself and so eat of the bread
and drink of the cup. 29For anyone who eats and drinks without acknowledging
the body eats and drinks judgment upon himself. 30For this reason many among
you are weak and infirm, and a number are dying. 31But if we were to evaluate
ourselves correctly, we would not be subject to judgment. 32Since we are being
judged by [the] Lord, we are being chastened, that we may not be condemned
along with the world. 33Consequently, my brothers, when you meet together to
eat, await the arrival of one another. 34 If anyone gets hungry, he should eat at
home, that you may not meet together only to be condemned. As for the other
matters I shall give directives when I come.

COMMENT

Paul now turns to a more serious problem in the Christian assemblies of Roman
Corinth, which has to do with their gathering for a common meal and the cele-
bration of the Lord’s Supper. Again, we do not know how Paul has learned about
this problem, but he mentions that he has heard reports about “divisions” in their
meetings (v. 18), and it is clearly of greater importance to him than the trivial issue
treated in the preceding passage. He will now insist that there can be no real cele-
bration of the Lord’s Supper as long as their liturgical assemblies are marred by
unworthy conduct that is divisive and factious and not marked by the same con-
cern “for others” that Jesus manifested at the Last Supper.

This pericope has five parts:

1. 11:17–22, a description of the social conduct of Corinthian Christians for
which Paul has no praise. Although they come together for a common pur-
pose, their behavior is divisive, ill suits the celebration of the Lord’s Sup-
per, and shows contempt for God’s church.

2. 11:23–25, the tradition about the institution of the Lord’s Supper.
3. 11:26–28, Paul’s interpretation of the meaning of the memento directive:

reception of the Supper must be worthy.
4. 11:29–32, Paul’s verdict on the prevailing situation and its relation to

“judgment.”
5. 11:33–34, Paul’s concluding directives about “meeting together.”

In contrast to v. 2 above, Paul makes it clear that he has no praise for the Corin-
thians (vv. 17, 22d–e), because, when they come together as “church” to take a
common meal, they neglect the meaning of the Lord’s Supper.
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Their neglect has been described differently by various commentators:
1. J. Weiss considered vv. 18–34 to have been composed for a context entirely

different from the one in which they are now found, because the schismata are
not really explained.

2. Some (e.g., Lietzmann, Mass, 207–8) thought that Corinthian Christians
had abandoned the idea of receiving the Lord’s body and regarded the blessed
bread as ordinary food; their comon meal was no longer a commemorative cele-
bration of the Last Supper related to the death of the Lord, but rather a continua-
tion of table fellowship with the earthly Jesus, celebrated with joy over his
resurrection and in expectation of his Parousia.

3. Schmithals (Gnosticism in Corinth, 250–56) believed that the Corinthian
Christians whom Paul was criticizing were Gnostic pneumatics who were “oppos-
ing the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ. . . . For them a cultic meal at
the center of which stands the crucified, sarkical Jesus is inconceivable. If they
participate in the Supper, this is done from the outset not in order to observe 
the kyriakon deipnon but to eat a profane meal” (254). Their attitude toward the
Lord’s Supper is “no different in principle from that toward the sacrifices to the
idols. For them neither meal had any cultic meaning, since the ‘accursed’ Jesus
was just as much a ‘Nothing’ as were the gods of the heathen” (255). Such pneu-

matics espoused a radical, but spiritualized Christology, divorced from any rela-
tion to Jesus “according to the flesh,” and their private profane meal stands in
opposition to the common Lord’s Supper.

4. Chrupca·a (“Chi mangia”) thinks that the divisions arose because the well-
to-do at Corinth ate a secular meal separate from the common eucharistic ban-
quet, and that Paul was insisting that the Eucharist has to involve all believers;
those who preferred the secular meal were unworthy of the Eucharist.

5. Bornkamm (“Lord’s Supper”), along with many other commentators who
find the preceding explanations inadequate, explains the situation as one in
which the conduct of Corinthian Christians during the meal taken before the cel-
ebration of the Lord’s Supper makes it impossible for them to participate worthily
and properly in the body and blood of Christ (10:16). The Christians of Corinth
always regarded the celebration of the Lord’s Supper as a sacred meal, but they
have been celebrating it as a service in which the breaking of bread and the distri-
bution of the cup are separated from each other by a regular full meal, in which
they eat together what each has contributed according to his or her means, as is
suggested by Mark 14:22 (“As they were eating, he took bread . . .”; cf. Did. 10.1).
The problem is that the meal has become one that, although they come together
to dine in common, each one shapes it according to his or her likes and enjoy-
ment, and they fail to share with one another, as “each one goes ahead with his
own meal” (11:20–21) and does not wait for another (11:33). Thus the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper has become an occasion for social discrimination and divi-
sive conduct. In doing this, they are eating the bread and drinking the cup of the
Lord “unworthily” (v. 27). Such conduct only “shows contempt for the church of
God” (v. 22). That is why Paul advises that they “await the arrival of one another”
(v. 33) or eat at home, if they are hungry (v. 34). He is trying to correct a practice
that he considers out of accord with what the Lord’s Supper was meant to recall,
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viz., Christ’s sacrifice for others. Bornkamm’s analysis is basically correct, even if
one differs with him over some details (see also Hofius, “Herrenmahl”; Schottroff,
“Holiness and Justice”). One difference has been suggested by others (e.g., by
Klauck, 1 Cor, 81; Lang, 1 Cor, 148–49): the breaking of eucharistic bread and the
drinking of the eucharistic cup had already been joined together in a ritual and
situated at the end of what was meant to be the common meal.

Paul’s criticism of the way that Corinthian Christians have been celebrating
the Lord’s Supper with discriminatory practices has been explained further by 
appeals to the archaeological evidence from the excavations of ancient Corinth.
Murphy-O’Connor (St. Paul’s Corinth, 178) considers the excavated villa at
Anaploga as a typical house having a large room that he calls a triclinium (a dining
room with three couches in front of its walls in the shape of a U), which opens
onto an atrium. Because not all the congregants would fit into the triclinium, the
host would invite to it his closest friends among them, and the rest could take
places in the atrium, where conditions were greatly inferior, or in the nearby peri-
style court. Hence the house space would have partly contributed to the problem
of discrimination, especially if the congregants did not all arrive at the same time;
and socially lower-class people might also be so relegated. This explanation has
also been proposed by Lampe (“Das korinthische Herrenmahl,” 20), Collins 
(1 Cor, 418–19), Hays (1 Cor, 196), Garland (1 Cor, 536). Further study, how-
ever, of the archaeological evidence has called this explanation into question, be-
cause there is no evidence that the large room called triclinium was actually used
for such a purpose (banquet), and the issue of social strata of Corinthian Chris-
tians is likewise a controverted question, which no one can really answer today
(see Horrell, “Domestic Space,” 354–55, 357–59; also his Social Ethos, 91–101).
He writes:

Despite the major and long established excavations at Corinth, very little is
known about the character of many of the residential areas of Roman Corinth,
since excavations have been largely concentrated around the forum area, on
the sanctuaries of Demeter and Kore and of Asclepius, on a small number of se-
lected villas, and on other significant structures in and outside the city. (“Do-
mestic Space,” 360)

Buildings to the east of the Theatre have been excavated since 1980s, but none of
them offers evidence that “Christians ever met in any” of them, “any more than in
the villa at Anaploga” (ibid., 365). Moreover, “there is as yet no direct archaeolog-
ical evidence for Christianity at Corinth until around and after the fourth cen-
tury” (ibid., 365–66). Hence, “it means confessing that we are—and are likely to
remain—unable to ascertain any architectural explanation for the Corinthian
schismata” (ibid., 369).

As a result of Paul’s critical remarks in vv. 22 and 34, the consumption of the or-
dinary food and drink came to be separated in church tradition from the celebra-
tion of the Lord Supper. Eventually it was called Agap≤, sometimes translated as
“Love-Feast” (Ignatius, Smyrn. 8.2: agap≤n poiein; cf. Jude 12; and the variant
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reading agapais in some mss of 2 Pet 2:13). It is, however, a matter of debate
among commentators on this Pauline passage as to how clearly one can distin-
guish in it details belonging to the kyriakon deipnon and to others as part of a meal
separate from the Eucharist. Toward the end of the first century, the Didache

(9.1, 5) uses the noun eucharistia clearly as the name for the rite of drinking the
cup and breaking the bread. Moreover, ca. 110 Pliny the Younger, in his letter to
the emperor Trajan about Christians, speaks of them thus:

soliti stato die ante lucem convenire, carmenque Christo quasi deo dicere secum

invicem, quibus peractis morem sibi discedendi fuisse rursusque coeundi ad capi-

endum cibum promiscuum tamen et innoxium,

(they are) accustomed to assemble before dawn on a fixed day and chant alter-
nately a hymn to Christ as to a god when that is finished, they have the habit of
departing and gathering together again to partake of ordinary, harmless food.
(Ep. 10.96.7)

This double meeting that Pliny reports is usually thought to be a reference first to
the Eucharist and then to the Agape. By the time of Cyprian (died a.d. 258), there
was a clear distinction between the Eucharist, celebrated with fasting in the morn-
ing, and the Agape, taken in the evening (see further Keating, The Agapé).

In any case, we may presume that Corinthian Christians gathered together at
the house of a well-to-do Christian (e.g., at the house of Gaius, who is mentioned
in Rom 16:23), perhaps on “the first day of every week” (1 Cor 16:2) and brought
food with them to be shared with others, before they “broke bread” and “blessed
the cup” at the end of the meal, thus celebrating the Lord’s Supper with prayers,
hymns, and the reading of Scripture. The order of these elements of their assem-
bly is a matter of debate, whether one views it as a bread rite, then full meal, and a
cup rite, or otherwise. In any case, Paul’s account of such an assembly cites the
misdemeanors that occurred, and his verdict is that such Corinthians were not 
really celebrating the “Lord’s Supper.”

This pericope, however, is important, because, in vv. 23b–25, it contains the
earliest account of the institution of the Eucharist. Paul has given us no indication
of the source from which he has derived the account (a cultic aetiology) that he
passes on. One has to relate his verses to the accounts in the Synoptic Gospels:
Mark 14:22–24; Matt 26:26–28; and Luke 22:17–20. In each case, liturgical forms
of the early Christian tradition about the Lord’s Supper are being quoted. Even
though one is dealing with a tradition that is traced back ultimately to Jesus of
Nazareth, the differences in the various forms reveal that cultic or liturgical for-
mulas are being cited, and that none of them can be regarded as ipsissima verba

Iesu. There is some similarity in the Pauline and Lucan forms of the tradition 
(the only ones that contain the memento directive), and another similarity in the
Marcan and Matthean forms, which differ a bit from those of Paul and Luke. It is
sometimes thought that the Marcan and Matthean forms reflect a liturgical tradi-
tion inherited from Jerusalem, whereas the Pauline and Lucan forms reflect that
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of Antioch; but there is no certainty about such origins. The Notes below will list
the differences when they are important. In any case, the Pauline form is the 
earliest attested, and it thus rivals the earliest of the Synoptic accounts, i.e., Mark
14:22–24.

There has been considerable discussion about the Last Supper and the nature
of it. First of all, there is debate about its historicity. Did Jesus of Nazareth cele-
brate a final meal with his apostles on the night he was arrested? According to
Crossan, Jesus did not have a supper as a distinctive meal “known beforehand,
designated specifically, or ritually programmed” (Historical Jesus, 361). So the
Pauline and Synoptic accounts of Jesus’ words and gestures would be a creation of
the early church (“a cult legend”) to celebrate the saving death of Jesus. However,
in favor of the historical Last Supper, one can cite the following reasons:

1. Its multiple attestation: in Paul, in the interrelated Synoptic Gospels, and in
the independent Johannine Gospel, chap. 13 (which, although it lacks an ac-
count of the institution of the Eucharist, attests the gathering of Jesus and his apos-
tles for the Supper).

2. The criterion of coherence: for the Last Supper fits in with the series of other
meals taken by Jesus with his followers, for which he was at times criticized (Matt
11:19), but which he saw in a different sense as an extension of his salvific mission
to sinful or outcast fellow Israelites.

3. If these considerations support the historicity of the Supper as a whole, they
also can be applied to Jesus’ words and gestures in general; there are differences in
the wording of Jesus’ sayings over the bread and the cup, which are owing to the
individual evangelist’s literary reworking of inherited material, but they are
minor, noncontradictory, and do not affect the substance of the sayings.

4. Paul introduces Jesus’ words by appealing to an existing tradition, which he
has already passed on the Christians of Roman Corinth, when he first evangelized
them; and the lack of a perfect parallelism in the words over the cup with those
over the bread argues in favor of a tradition being quoted as received.

5. John 6:51 (“the bread which I shall give . . . is my flesh”) and 6:54–55 (“he
who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life . . . , for my flesh is truly
food, and my blood truly drink”) in its own literary way independently echoes the
tradition that Paul passes on now.

6. Perhaps the biggest problem about the historicity of the Last Supper is Jesus’
invitation to his Jewish disciples to drink his blood (in light of the prohibition of
eating blood in Lev 7:26–27; 17:10, 12, 14; see Cahill, “Drinking Blood”).

In general, see further Meier, “The Eucharist”; Fuller, “Double Origin”;
Reumann, “The Last”; Brawley, “Table Fellowship.”

Second, is the Last Supper an imitation of Hellenistic cult meals, or adopted
from “the gnostic myth of an Archetypal Man” (Käsemann, “Pauline Doctrine,”
109, 117), or developed from Jewish meals (a qiddûπ meal, with a special blessing
to “sanctify” it, eaten at the beginning of a Sabbath; a ∂∞bûrah meal, one shared
by a “company” of friends [religious Jews]; an Essene meal [K. G. Kuhn, “Lord’s
Supper”; 1QS 6:1–6; 1QSa (1Q28a) 2:17–21; also H. W. Kuhn, “Qumran
Meal”]; Josephus, J.W. 2.8.5 §§12–31; Flusser, “The Last Supper and the Es-
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senes”). Jeremias (Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 26–36) has discussed the pros and
cons of such proposals and shown most convincingly that the background of the
Last Supper or Eucharist is to be found in the Jewish Passover meal (ibid., 41–88).
Jesus would not only have celebrated the Passover meal with his apostles, but rein-
terpreted elements of it so that they became the Christian Eucharist (see Luke,

1389–95). Much of Jeremias’s explanation is used in the interpretation of verses
that follows. See Bahr, “Seder of Passover,” who comes to the same conclusion as
Jeremias, but who uses anachronistically much rabbinical evidence that has little
pertinence to the first century a.d.; also Thiselton, 1 Cor, 871–74, who concludes
that “a Passover frame is presupposed” for the interpretation of Jesus’ Last Supper
and “the Lord’s Supper (and its tradition)”; Routledge, “Passover and Last Sup-
per.” For arguments, not always convincing, against identifying the Last Supper
as a Passover meal, see Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 132–34.

Fuller (“Double Origin,” 66–69) notes that, even if one cannot be certain
about this background of the Last Supper and its relation to the Jewish Passover
meal, B. Lohse (Das Passafest) has shown that Christians at a very early date cele-
brated Passover in a specifically Christian way by fasting in reparation for the cru-
cifixion of Jesus at the season of Passover, and then feasting with both Agape and
Eucharist. Such an observance of Passover in this Christian sense supplies, then,
the best explanation for many of the details in the NT accounts of the institution
of the Eucharist. Pace Pesch (“Last Supper,” 68), “all characteristics which are
bound to and conditioned by the situation of the paschal meal” do not disappear
in the Pauline account; clearly some are still there.

This Pauline passage is important as the earliest attestation of the way Jesus in-
stituted the Eucharist, depicting his words and gestures over the bread and cup of
wine as he reinterprets some of the Passover elements anew. His words and deeds
have symbolic meaning, as they prefigure his coming death and imitate symbolic
acts of prophets of old. In Jeremiah 19, the prophet is told by God to buy a potter’s
earthen flask and break it in the sight of the elders and senior priests of Jerusalem,
saying, “So shall I break this people and this city, as one breaks a potter’s vessel”
(19:11). See also the symbolic actions of the prophet Ezekiel (4:1–3; 5:1–5); 
cf. the action of Agabus in Acts 21:21. With such prophetic symbolic action, Jesus
is depicted dining with his apostles at the Last Supper, as he celebrates it hyper

hym∑n, “for you,” thus stressing its vicarious character (see Dupont, “ ‘Ceci est
mon corps,’ ” 1033–36).

This passage and the Synoptic accounts of the eucharstic institution often give
rise to a further question about how Jesus of Nazareth viewed his coming death,
especially in light of what he said and did at the Last Supper. Certain elements in
this Pauline account may hint at an answer to such a question, but one must re-
member that it is, in the long run, a formulation composed some time after the
event and dependent on a liturgical tradition. Even though it is the earliest ac-
count we have, it is not a stenographic or cinematic report of Jesus dining with his
apostles on the night he was handed over. The full answer to that question would
depend on more than this Pauline account (cf. Pesch, “The Last Supper”).

Finally, noteworthy in this early Pauline record is the absence of any indication
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of who was to be the presider at the celebration of the Eucharist that Jesus directs
his followers to repeat. The question is often asked today: Who presided at the
early church’s liturgy? In this passage, the “you” whom Paul addresses (vv. 17–22)
is plural, denoting the group that meets “as a church” (v. 18), and the individual-
ity that he criticizes is indefinite (hekastos, “each one,” v. 21). Similarly in 
vv. 23–26, the “you” is again plural, meaning the congregation. So nothing can be
deduced from these verses about a eucharistic minister, even if Paul elsewhere is
aware of someone presiding over early congregational assemblies: proïstamenos,

“someone standing at the head” (1 Thess 5:12; cf. Rom 12:8 [see Romans, 649]).
Unfortunately, nothing is said there about the nature of such presiding or whether
it is envisaged as a eucharistic assembly. Cf. 1 Tim 5:17; Justin Martyr, Apology I

65,67 (proestos).

NOTES

11:17. In giving the following instructions, I do not praise (you). Lit. “in com-
manding this,” which refers to what follows. Indirectly Paul alludes to the concil-
iatory statement (v. 2) with which he began chap. 11, now qualifying it with a
reprimand (v. 20 gives its substance), as he will again in v. 22. To be noted is the
rhetorical inclusio with v. 22, “In this I offer no praise.” Some mss (A, C, and many
minuscules) read rather parangell∑ ouk epain∑n, “in not praising, I command,”
which alters the emphasis.

because you hold your meetings not to your advantage, but to your disadvantage.

Lit. “you come together,” explained in v. 18. The rest of the sentence is an under-
statement in light of Paul’s further remarks in vv. 18b–22b. His text says nothing
about when, where, or how often such Corinthian Christians were coming to-
gether. Cf. Acts 20:7, “On the first day of the week, when we gathered to break
bread. . . .”

18. First of all, I hear that, when you meet as a church, there are divisions among

you. Lit. “. . . meet in assembly” (or “in church”). Paul begins with pr∑ton men,

“first of all,” with no follow-up, as he does again in Rom 3:20; but he continues
rather in v. 20 with oun, “therefore.” Again he writes akou∑, “I hear,” as in 5:1, re-
ferring to some report that has come to him. In combining synerchesthai with en

ekkl≤si≠, Paul makes use of a well-known Greek expression for the gathering of 
an assembly of the body politic, but he now means it in a Christian sense, i.e., as
“in church,” or as members gathering in cultic assembly to celebrate the Lord’s
Supper. He speaks with irony, as he notes that there is no real unity of assembly
because of their schismata, “divisions.” Cf. the same generic use of ekkl≤sia in
14:4, 5, 19, 28, 35. The setting for such a cultic coming-together was undoubtedly
a house-church (cf. 16:19; Rom 16:5), since at this early period ekkl≤sia was not
yet used in the sense of a separate building called “a church” (see Murphy-
O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth, 178–85). In using “church” in this context of the
Eucharist, Paul is stressing the ecclesial significance of the Lord’s Supper, a sig-
nificance that he already implied in common participation in the blood and the
body of Christ in 10:16–17 (see Stuhlmacher, “Das neutestamentliche Zeugnis”).
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Although Paul uses the same word schismata as in 1:10, the dissensions within
the Corinthian church are now of a different kind; there they were created by
preacher allegiance, here it is a matter of bad manners of individuals (or perhaps
of separate social groups) who fail to share food in a common meal (see v. 34b).
Some commentators, however, do relate the present problem to the same factions
as in 1:10 (e.g., Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 55; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 250). At any rate, Paul
means that, though their gathering together was supposed to be a sign of unity,
their mode of gathering only highlights their inequality and lack of unity.

and in part I believe it. Paul is shrewd enough to admit that he does not believe
all that he has heard about Corinthian Christians.

19. No doubt there have to be factions among you, so that the tried and true

among you may be recognized. Paul joins this comment to the preceding verse
with gar, introducing an explanation. What Paul called schismata in v. 18, he now
calls haireseis, with little intended difference in meaning between them. (He is
not using either word in the later sense of schism and heresy.) He believes that
splits of this sort are almost inevitable, even in the Christian community that he
has founded, but he hopes that because of them those who are “genuinely” Chris-
tian (dokimoi) will come to be known; for those who conduct themselves in a truly
Christian manner will stand apart. In any case, Paul does not want the Corinthian
community to suffer from such discriminatory strife.

Is Paul speaking as someone “resigned,” or perhaps “with irony”? (so Lietz-
mann, Collins, Garland). The force of dei, “it is necessary,” however, is not clear.
Some think that the necessity of such factions is rather “divine, eschatological”
(Kümmel, followed by Barrett, 1 Cor, 262; Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 809;
Dupont, “L’Église,” 690–91; Fee, 1 Cor, 538). Justin Martyr (Dial. Tryph. 35.3)
went so far as to associate these divisions with sayings of Jesus about false prophets
recorded in Matt 7:15; 24:11, 24. Recall also the warning of Paul in his farewell
speech at Miletus (Acts 20:29–30).

In vv. 28–32 below, Paul will return to such inevitable divisions and factions
when he speaks of judgment, to which he could be alluding here; cf. 2 Cor 5:10.
The divisions, however, may just as well stem from local social conditions, seating
arrangments at dinners, or the kind of food served, etc. (see Martial, Epigr. 3.60;
Younger Pliny, Ep. 2.6; Juvenal, Sat. 5.162). It seems preferable to say that Paul is
indicating ironically the reason for his dismay at the dissensions and why he can-
not praise the Corinthian Christians. Thiselton (1 Cor, 858), however, would take
the saying, “there have to be factions,” as an utterance of the Corinthians them-
selves; see further Campbell, “Does Paul Acquiesce.”

20. Although you hold your meetings in one place. Lit. “you coming together in
one place,” the ptc. can be understood either concessively (as in the lemma) or
temporally, “when you. . . .” (IBNTG, 102). The prep. phrase epi to auto may
connote not only the gathering of Christians in one locality, as in 14:23, but also
their assembling there for one purpose. The latter connotation would make the
“divisions” and “factions” even more detrimental to the union for which they have
assembled. For other instances of the same phrase, see Acts 1:15; 2:1, 44. The im-
plied purpose of their assembly is to share a meal together and to celebrate the
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Lord’s Supper; this implication leads to Paul’s strict censure, stated in the follow-
ing main clause. Because Paul uses a form of the same verb (synerchomen∑n) em-
ployed in v. 17 (synerchesthe), that means that he is referring to the same problem
of their assembly; there is no need to think of some other abuse.

it is not to eat the Lord’s supper. I.e., you may have come together for a meal, but
you cannot call it the supper of “the Lord,” because your divisive and factious con-
duct negates that meal’s unitive purpose. “If the Lord’s Supper is not rightly cele-
brated, then it is not celebrated at all” (Hofius, “Lord’s Supper,” 78). Their
conduct Paul describes and criticizes in the next verse.

The anarthrous kyriakon deipnon, “the Lord’s supper,” is a technical term that
denotes the meal eaten by Christians who commemorate that taken by Jesus with
his apostles before he died, the so-called Last Supper, at which he instituted the
Eucharist. This is the only place in the NT where this term occurs, but kyriakos

appears also in Rev 1:10, “the Lord’s day,” i.e., Sunday. In the contemporary
Greek world, kyriakos meant “belonging to an owner” (kyrios) and often had the
connotation of “imperial,” when used for the treasury, services, and finances of
the Roman emperor (who was often called Kyrios); see Deissmann, LAE, 361–62;
Bible Studies (Edinburgh: Clark, 1901) 217–18; TDNT, 3:1095–96. The adj. was
adopted by early Christians and given the connotation that Kyrios normally has in
the NT (see Note on 1:3). Paul has already spoken of Christians drinking “the
cup of the Lord” and partaking of “the table of the Lord” (10:21), depicting the
risen Christ as the host who welcomes those “baptized in his name” (1:13; cf. Rev
3:20 [see Grelot, “Repas seigneurial,” 205–6]). The common noun, deipnon,
was used for the main daily meal, usually taken in the evening; see Luke 14:12 
(cf. Luke, 1047). It could also denote a festal meal or banquet (Luke 14:16, 24).

21. For as you eat, each one goes ahead with his own meal, and one goes hungry,

while another gets drunk. Lit. “for in eating, each goes on ahead to take one’s own
supper “ (BDAG, 872). Paul puts the pron. hekastos, “each one,” at the head of the
verse in order to emphasize the individuality. The phrase to idion deipnon, “one’s
own supper,” stands in contrast to kyriakon deipnon. It is not the Lord, but the
(selfish) individual who determines the consumption of food and drink. In using
hekastos, Paul is repeating an accusation that he made in 1:12 about a different
topic, for once again it is selfish behavior that is at fault, and the use of idion,

“one’s own,” intensifies it. The pron. will reappear in 14:26. The phrase en t∑

phagein, “in eating,” refers to what was intended to be a common meal, but is not.
Prolambanei means “takes in advance of” (others [see Mark 14:8]), i.e., not to-

gether with others. Instead of eating in a common group and sharing the food,
each partakes of what he or she has brought and does not “wait for one another”
(11:33). The further description of one such diner who goes ahead as “hungry”
and another as “drunk” stands in contrast to “those who have nothing” (v. 22).

Speculation reigns among interpreters who try to figure out the precise defect
to which Paul refers (see Fee, 1 Cor, 540; Garland, 1 Cor, 534; Theissen, Social

Setting, 147–50). Some maintain that prolambanei does not mean “take in ad-
vance,” but merely “consume” or “devour.” Such meanings, however, are ques-
tionable, especially in this context with v. 33, despite numerous attempts so to
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understand it (see Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 195 n. 22; Garland, 1 Cor, 540–41;
Hofius, “Lord’s Supper,” 91; Surburg, “The Situation”). In any case, real table fel-
lowship is lost through the inequality expressed (recall Paul’s analogous descrip-
tion of Corinthian Christians in 1:26); and individual selfishness causes further
social divisions and factions, neglect of the poor, those whom Paul calls “have-
nots” (v. 22). Cf. the description of the rich and poor in Jas 2:2–6.

22. Do you not have houses to eat and drink in? With emphasis Paul asks his first
rhetorical question in this passage, implying that Corinthian addressees should
separate eating and drinking for ordinary purposes (e.g., to satisfy hunger [see 
v. 34]) from the common celebration of the Lord’s Supper. He introduces his
question with m≤, expecting a neg. answer to the question, which, however, has a
further neg. ouk, as in 9:4, 5, 6 (see BDF §427.2). His fuller answer to such divisive
conduct is given only in vv. 33–34. Those verses, along with this one, eventually
led to the separation of the celebration of the Lord’s Supper from the taking of a
common ordinary meal, which came to be called Agape.

Are you not showing contempt for the church of God and making those who have

nothing feel ashamed? Lit. “making those-not-having feel ashamed,” usually taken
to mean the “have-nots,” but sometimes the substantivized ptc. tous m≤ echontas

is understood with the obj. oikias (from v. 22a), “those not having houses”; so Bar-
rett, 1 Cor, 263 (as a possible alternative). Paul, then, asks, Is not your conduct,
when each one eats for himself or herself, whether much or little, expressing dis-
respect for the congregation assembled to worship God? Worse still, are not some
of you, who are well off, making those who have nothing feel ashamed? Here 
finally Paul expresses the basis for the fault of the “divisions” and “factions” of 
vv. 18–19. Although he does not use those “possessing knowledge,” as in the ques-
tion of idol meat, the situation is analogous: a limited number of individual Chris-
tians is again at fault, even though Paul’s initial comments are addressed to all
church members, even those “who have nothing.” On “church of God,” see
Note on 1:2. This phrase, as used here, assumes a nuance of gravity that such Co-
rinthian Christians are neglecting.

What am I to say to you? Should I praise you? In this I offer no praise. So, with
rhetorical inclusio, Paul concludes the first part of his discussion, as he again qual-
ifies what he said in 11:2 and repeats more strongly what he wrote in 11:17.

Paul proceeds from his rebuke of the Corinthian Christians directly to a quota-
tion of the early tradition about the institution of the Eucharist, joining it only by
the vague connective gar and an emphatic eg∑. The tradition is cited, not “only by
way of illustration” (pace Garland, 1 Cor, 545), but as the basis for his further com-
ments on Corinthian Christian practice. It is an important step in his argument,
because that practice has in effect been neglecting the real meaning of the eu-
charistic celebration and its concern “for others.”

23. For I received from the Lord what I passed on to you. The technical language
of tradition, paralamban∑, “receive,” and paradid∑mi, “hand on, pass on,” reap-
pears, as it will again in 15:3 (see Note on 11:2). Paul appeals to tradition in his ar-
gumentation, to a tradition that has already taken shape in the first generation of
the church after Christ’s exaltation and before he joined it. It is a traditional for-
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mula that he has not only received himself, but has already passed on (ho kai

pared∑ka) to Corinthian Christians when he evangelized that Roman colony.
As in 7:10, an early tradition, derived ultimately from Jesus of Nazareth and

now quoted by Paul, is traced by him to “the Lord,” not in the sense that he has
had a direct communication from the risen Christ about this supper, but that
what he has received as tradition he now vests with the authority of the risen
Christ, the one who was given up to death but is now the Exalted One
(Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 131). In introducing this statement with eg∑, Paul
not only stresses his own reception of the tradition, but contrasts himself with
hymin, “you,” the Corinthians to whom he recalls what he has already taught
them. See 1 Thess 2:13.

that the Lord Jesus, on the night he was handed over, took bread. Lit. “on the
night on which he was handed over,” i.e., Paul again uses paradidomi, but this
time in the same sense as in 5:5, and absolutely. Paredideto, as impf. pass., could
refer to the arrest of Jesus following the activity of Judas Iscariot, well known from
the passion narratives of the Gospels (Matt 26:15 [parad∑s∑]; Mark 14:10, 21
[paradidotai]; Luke 22:4, 21; John 13:2), to which Paul is scarcely referring, 
because he never seems to refer to him elsewhere or to what he did. It could be
understood rather as either a divine pass. (handed over by God [Coleman, “Trans-
lation”]) or a mid., “he [Jesus] was handing himself over.”

This expression along with the verbs that follow are derived from an early litur-
gical tradition, which not only has retained the chronological reference, “on the
night he was handed over” (cf. Mark 14:30: taut≤ t≤ nykti, which also adds, “while
they were eating” [the Passover meal], 14:22), but has also invested the words with
a soteriological nuance, and probably even with an echo of the Servant Song of
LXX Isa 53:6 (pared∑ken), 12 (paredoth≤). Recall Rom 4:25; 8:32; Gal 2:20.
“. . . they are intended to remind the Corinthians of that grave earnestness of the
meal which they have tended to neglect” (Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 74 n. 4).
The emphatic naming of “the Lord Jesus” stresses that he, whose action is about to
be described, is the same one whose presence will be experienced in the sharing
of his “cup” and his “table” (10:21), or the “Lord’s supper” (11:20).

“Took bread” (elaben arton) is the same expression as that in Mark 14:22; Matt
26:26; Luke 22:19 (ptc. lab∑n). It is the first of four formulaic verbs in the eu-
charistic tradition. Although Wellhausen (“Arton”) once argued that artos re-
ferred to “leavened bread” and concluded that, therefore, the Last Supper could
not have been a Passover meal (also Finegan, Überlieferung, 62), that interpreta-
tion was duly questioned by Beer (Pesachim, 96) and others. That artos can mean
“unleavened bread” is seen from LXX Exod 29:2, where artous azymous translates
Hebrew le∂em maΩΩôt; cf. Lev 2:4; 8:26; Num 6:19; Philo, De spec. leg. 2.28 §158;
Josephus, Ant. 3.6.6 §142 (the bread of the Presence in the Temple is called 
artous d∑deka azymous, “12 unleavened loaves”); 3.10.7 §255; Jeremias, Eu-

charistic Words, 62–65. Mss of the Western textual tradition (D*, F. G) read ton

arton, “the bread,” which is hardly original.
24. and having given thanks. Paul writes eucharist≤sas, as does Luke 22:19,

whereas Mark and Matthew have rather eulog≤sas, “having blessed” or “having
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given praise.” (In the LXX eulogein regularly translates Hebrew brk, “bless,” and
only rarely the hiphil of ydy [e.g., Isa 12:1 (mss B, 5); 38:19], “thank”; this at least
shows the related meaning of eulog≤sas and eucharist≤sas.) The thanks is given to
God, as in LXX Jdt 8:25; 2 Macc 1:11; 10:7; Philo, De spec. leg. 2.33 §204; 3.1 §6;
Josephus, Ant. 1.10.5 §193. From the use of the ptc. eucharist≤sas in Paul and
Luke comes the common name “Eucharist” for the Christian rite, which carries
out the directive enshrined in vv. 24c, 25c. The “thanksgiving” connotes God’s
blessing on what is broken. Whereas it is often considered to be a term derived
from a Hellenistic Jewish Christian community, one should recall its likely Pales-
tinian background as well, for one finds ›ôd≥k≠h ›∞dôn≠y kî, “I thank you, O Lord,
that. . . ,” abundantly in the Qumran Thanksgiving Psalms (Robinson, “Die 
Hodajot-Formel,” 194–235; Audet, “Esquisse historique”). For a later Christian
thanksgiving formula, see Did. 9.3–4.

broke it, and said. I.e., the loaf is not cut, but divided in pieces in order to be
shared or distributed. The verb kla∑ occurs in the NT only in the context of break-
ing bread at a meal (Luke 24:20; Acts 2:46; 27:35; Mark 8:6, 19; 14:22; Matt 14:19;
15:36; 26:26; cf. LXX Jer 16:7; Lam 4:4), and “to break bread” was an ordinary way
of saying “to eat a meal.” From it Luke derives his special eucharistic term, “the
breaking of the bread” (24:35; Acts 2:42; 20:7, 11; cf. Did. 9.2–3). Despite what is
claimed at times, “the breaking of bread” was not the earliest title for the celebra-
tion of the Lord’s Supper, antedating “Eucharist.” It is a Lucan term for it. More-
over, Mark 8:6 shows that the two actions of giving thanks and breaking bread
were joined even in a non-Eucharistic meal.

The breaking of bread, however, scarcely is being used in a metaphorical sense
for the “breaking”of Jesus’ body (in his passion or death); that is too subtle and
hardly required in the understanding of this action (see Bornkamm, “Lord’s Sup-
per,” 139), although Winnett (“Breaking”) has so seen it.

This is my body. The sentence touto mou estin to s∑ma is basically the same in
Mark 14:22 and the other Synoptic Gospels, except for the word order (here mou

precedes the verb and the noun to which it refers, whereas it usually follows s∑ma

[in P46 it precedes the noun]). The placing of the pers. pron. before the noun 
may be a Pauline modification of the traditional wording (so Schürmann). In
some mss (C3, ¥, the Koine text-tradition) and some ancient versions, Jesus’
words begin with “Take, eat,” which are derived secondarily from Matt 26:26 (see
Metzger, TCGNT, 496).

What is striking is the neut. dem. pron. touto, “this,” when one would have ex-
pected the masc. houtos or even houtos ho artos, “this bread.” The bread, how-
ever, is that over which Jesus has given thanks, but the gender of the pron. is
attracted to that of neut. s∑ma, “body.” Jesus’ implicit distributive gesture, how-
ever, may bring it about that the pron. touto actually refers to Jesus’ action of giv-
ing the bread as his body. In v. 25b, the same pron. is used with “cup,” touto to

pot≤rion.

In the ancient Passover seder, the paterfamilias recited an Aramaic formula
that explained the unleavened bread with a reference to Exod 13:6–8 and Deut
26:5–11: ha› la∂ma› d≥‹ony≠› dî ›∞kalû ›∞b≠h≠tanû b≥›ar‘a› d≥miΩrayim, “This is
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the bread of affliction (= Hebrew le∂em ‹∑nî), which our ancestors ate in the land
of Egypt” (see m. Pesa∂im 10:4–5; Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 54). Jesus, how-
ever, while imitating that formula, interprets the bread of the new Passover (recall
5:7) by identifying it with his own body. He gives his followers not only bread to
eat, but a crucial part of himself, the part of himself that will suffer, “the body of
Christ” (Rom 7:4). The noun s∑ma has to be linked to haima in v. 25; the two
taken together are correlative terms and are not to be understood independently
of each other.

In the OT, Hebrew b≠∫≠r, “flesh,” often denoted “body” (Ezek 11:19; 36:26; 
Ps 63:2; Job 4:15); but because in the LXX s∑ma translates a variety of Hebrew
words and quite often Hebrew b≠∫≠r (Lev 15:13, 16, 19; 16:1, 24, 26, 28), “body
and blood” was a literary variant of “flesh and blood,” a way of speaking of the 
transient character of a mortal human being (Sir 14:18; 17:31 [sarx kai haima]; 
cf. Matt 16:17; Gal 1:16; 1 Cor 15:50); the words can also denote the components
of an animal to be slaughtered or sacrificed (Lev 17:11, 14; Jeremias, Eucharistic

Words, 221–22).
Some interpreters, however, have tried to understand Greek s∑ma here not as

“body,” but as “self” (so Léon-Dufour, “Prenez,” 225), a sense said to be found
elsewhere in the NT (1 Cor 9:27; 13:3; Rom 12:1; Phil 1:20), as well as in Classi-
cal and Hellenistic Greek (Aeschines, Or. 2.58; Xenophon, Anab. 1.9.12; Appian,
Rom. Hist. 11.7.41). So too BDAG, 984; Bultmann, TNT, 1:192, 195. In none of
these alleged instances, however, is the meaning “self” unambiguously the only
meaning; in fact, in some of them the meaning of physical living body is clearly
preferable (see Gundry, S∑ma, 12–13, 36–37, and esp. 25).

In rabbinic, medieval, and modern Hebrew, the word for “body” is gûph or
gûph≠h (fem.), which occurs only in ancient Hebrew in 1 Chr 10:12 and means a
“corpse.” It seems that influence from Greek philosophical thinking aided the se-
mantic development of it from “corpse” to “body” (in a living sense), but there is
no evidence that that development was already afoot in Jesus’ day. Paul’s empha-
sis on the physical, living “body” elsewhere in this letter (chaps. 6, 15) makes it
wise to retain that sense here too, and certainly not in the gnostic sense that Käse-
mann (“Doctrine,” 129–30) seeks to import.

From a philological point of view, it is impossible to tell whether the verb estin

is to be understood as “is really,” “is identical with” (as the verb “to be” is used in
Luke 3:22; 4:34; 6:5; Matt 3:17; 10:2; 13:55; 14:2) or “is symbolically,” “is analo-
gously” (as in John 10:7–11; 11:25; 15:1; Gal 4:24). That Jesus’ words and gestures
were symbolic is clear; but the question is whether the symbolism excludes all re-
alism or whether they might be both symbolic and realistic. (If Jesus of Nazareth
were using Aramaic, or even Hebrew, at the Last Supper, no verb would have
been used, since the juxtaposition of the subject and predicate in a nominal sen-
tence suffices in these languages to express the pres. tense of the verb “to be”: d≤n

bi∫rî, “this is my flesh.” One could add the 3d pers. pron. as the copula, without
changing the meaning: d≤n bi∫rî hû› (see Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 233; “Zur
Exegese,” 60). Jeremias insists that the words over the bread do not mean, “My
person means for you so much as eating and drinking,” as some have sought to un-
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derstand them. For in a Semitic nominal sentence the subject always stands first,
as in h≠› la∂m≠› d≥‹ony≠› (see above; ibid.). In later Syriac, the Aramaic word
pagr≠›, “body,” emerges: h≠naw pagry, “this is my body.”)

The Pauline interpretive vv. 26–29, however, when joined with the idea of
koin∑nia, “participation,” in the body and blood of Christ (10:16), became the
basis for the early Christian understanding of the Greek verb estin in the realistic
sense. By sharing in the action that constitutes the anamn≤sis of the Lord’s Supper,
his followers become participants in the new covenant that the giving of his body
and blood connotes (v. 25). What Paul thus teaches in this passage as a whole is
likewise affirmed in a different way in John 6:53–56. “Whatever objections may be
raised against the term ‘Real Presence’, it expresses exactly what Paul wanted to
say” (Käsemann, “Doctrine,” 128; similarly Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 139).

That realistic sense was not questioned until the Middle Ages (by Ratramnus of
Corbie, 9th century, and Berengar of Tours, 11th century [ODCC, 190–91,
1367]), but eventually was reaffirmed in church tradition by many theologians,
popes, and especially the Council of Trent (DH 1636, 1651), in its effort to 
curb the solely symbolic interpretation of some Reformers, especially Zwingli
(ODCC, 1784).

which is for you. Lit. “that for you,” i.e., (my body is) for you (plur.), who partic-
ipate in this meal. The prep. phrase, to hyper hym∑n, is not found in the Marcan
or Matthean form of the tradition (which has rather hyper/peri poll∑n, “for many,”
as part of the words over the cup). Luke 22:19 has a form with an added ptc., to
hyper hym∑n didomenon, “that being given for you,” with which one should com-
pare the reading in some mss of 1 Cor 11:24: to hyper hym∑n thryptomenon (D); to
hyper hym∑n kl∑menon (±c, C3, Db,c, G, K, P, ¥, 81, 614, 1739mg), both meaning,
“that being broken for you” (see Metzger, TCGNT, 496). The addition of such
ptcs. makes clear that “given” or “broken” is to be understood in a sacrificial sense
(see Luke, 2.1400); and it will be accomplished on the cross of the crucified Jesus,
about whom Paul wrote earlier (1:18, 23; 2:2); in Rom 7:4 he will refer to the his-
torical body and call it “the body of Christ.” That sense is implied also in the ref-
erence to the “covenant” in v. 25 and to Jesus’ “death” in v. 26, not to mention the
implication of 10:21–22. The prep. phrase alone in the Pauline formulation
(without “given” or “broken”) may possibly mean no more than “which is (food)
for you,” because, if one eats it, one finds life in a new sense. The use of the prep.
phrase (with an introductory article to) is usually judged as not coming from a 
Semitic tradition and is often regarded as a Pauline modification (see Jeremias,
Eucharistic Words, 104, 167; Käsemann, “Doctrine,” 129). But Hofius (“To s∑ma

to hyper hym∑n”) has shown that it has a parallel in Lev 5:8 (to peri t≤s hamartias

proteron, “the first one for the sin offering”) and Deut 28:23 (ho ouranos ho hyper

kephal≤s sou chalkous kai h≤ g≤ h≤ hypokat∑ sou sid≤ra, “the heavens over your
head [shall be] brass, and earth under you [shall be] iron”). So he queries the
Greek-speaking origin of the Pauline phrase.

To what does the art. to refer in the prep. phrase? It could be touto (= forward-
looking dem. pron. “this,” i.e., this broken piece of bread [BDF §290.3–4]). Or it
may be mou to s∑ma, “my body.” The first is not impossible, but the more obvious
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referent is “my body,” because the dem. pron. is already neut. to agree with the
predicate s∑ma, and not with the masc. artos (BDF §132.1). It hardly refers to the
action of breaking, as Betz (“Gemeinschaft,” 411) would have it.

In any case, the vicarious connotation of the prep. phrase is clear: this is the in-
tention of the word reinterpreting the Passover bread of old; it also implies a sote-
riological aspect of Jesus’ handing over his body in death for others. The vicarious
sense of the prep. hyper can be found in 1 Cor 15:3, 29; 2 Cor 5:14; Rom 5:6; 8:32.
See also Sir 29:15; 2 Macc 7:9; 8:21; Josephus, Ant. 13.1.1 §6 (apothn≤skein hyper

aut∑n, “to die for them”); J.W. 2.10.5 §201 (hyper tosout∑n hetoim∑s epid∑s∑ t≤n

emauton psych≤n, “for the sake of so many I shall readily give my life”). Above, I
admitted that the verb paredideto might echo Isa 53:6, 12, as other commentators
have often suggested, but it is going too far to say that to hyper hym∑n “reflects the
‘for you’ of Isa 53:12,” pace Thiselton (1 Cor, 877), because that phrase does not
occur in either the MT or the LXX of v. 12, which says only autos hamartias

poll∑n an≤nenken kai dia hamartias aut∑n paredoth≤, “He took away the sins of
many and was handed over for their sins.” The words, “which is for you,” are
meant to draw those who partake of the Lord’s Supper into the saving self-sacrifice
of Jesus, whose death is implied, but will be introduced explicitly in v. 26.

Do this in remembrance of me. Or even more lit., “Keep doing this. . . ,” i.e.,
keep performing the same action over bread as I am doing, and do it in memory of
me or as my memorial. This memento directive is found in neither the Marcan
nor the Matthean parallel, but appears verbatim in Luke 22:19d; in a slightly dif-
ferent form, it is repeated in v. 25c. Since it does not occur in the Marcan and
Matthean parallels, it may represent a secondary feature in the early tradition; but
because both Luke and Paul have it, without any evidence of a Lucan borrowing
from Paul, it must mean that they both have inherited the memento directive
from an earlier liturgical tradition. Possibly it was not part of the tradition at first,
when the celebration was actually carrying out its rubric-like direction. In time,
the rubric became part of the formula to be recited, and so it was inherited by Paul
and Luke (see Benoit, “Accounts,” 82–83), but B. Smith (“More Original Form,”
184–86) includes it twice in his reconstruction.

The phrase eis t≤n em≤n anamn≤sin, “in remembrance of me,” is a modification
of an OT phrase; see Lev 24:7 (eis anamn≤sin, “for a remembrance,” used for the
frankincense and salt put on the Bread of the Presence); Ps 38:1; 70:1; Wis 16:6
(see Jones, “Anamn≤sis in the LXX”; Betz, “Gemeinschaft,” 411). The modifica-
tion is the added em≤n, “my” or “of me,” i.e., a remembrance of Jesus and his ac-
tions at the Last Supper, but also “ ‘in remembrance of ’ the crucified one, who
gave up his body for his own” (Hofius, “Lord’s Supper,” 103). The purpose of the
anamn≤sis directive is not a reminder for God, but for human beings.

The directive, touto poieite, as anamn≤sis, is not to be understood as a borrow-
ing from Hellenistic memorial feasts commemorating dead persons, as older
commentators once wanted to interpret it (e.g., Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 58, 93 [§§5–7],
186); nor even from Palestinian Jewish prayer formulas, “. . . that God may re-
member me,” i.e., the Messiah (pace Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 252 [see Mil-
lard, “Covenant,” 245–46; Kosmala, “Das tut”; but cf. Capes, “Lord’s Table,” who
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tries to support Jeremias]); nor from various instances of “remembering” God’s
wondrous redemptive deeds in such passages as Neh 9:17 (LXX 2 Esdr 19:17); 
Ps 77:12; 78:42; Test. Job 14.3 (pace Kilpatrick, “L’Eucharistie,” 197–98). Nor is
anamn≤sis to be understood to mean “proclamation” (Kilpatrick, The Eucharist in

Bible, 14–16). It is rather a reinterpretation of the anamn≤sis that the Passover
meal itself was intended to be: “That you may remember the day of your depar-
ture from the land of Egypt all the days of your life” (Deut 16:3d; cf. Exod 12:14:
“This day will be for you a memorial” [l≥zikk≠rôn; LXX: mn≤mosynon]; 13:3; Jub.

49:7). So Käsemann (“Pauline Doctrine,” 120) has rightly understood it. As Jesus
has substituted himself for the Passover lamb (recall 5:7), so the memento of him
is to replace the anamn≤sis of Passover itself. Further implications of this will ap-
pear in v. 26: “The remembrance of the past is thought of as becoming actual in
the present” (Klauck, “Lord’s Supper,” 383). It is not merely a recollection of
Jesus and what he did at the Last Supper, but a representing of him and a reenact-

ment of his acts at the Last Supper for the conscious awareness of the Christians of
Roman Corinth, “une réalité actuelle et présente” (Dahl). Arnesen (“Myth”) and
Clancy (“Old Testament Roots”) argue against the notion of representing, but
their argument is scarcely convincing; see Childs, Memory, 74–75. Paul is con-
cerned to affirm the cultic nature of the eating of this bread and the drinking of
this cup (v. 26), which have been consecrated by the Lord’s words. They are thus
recalled in order to give the participants a share through faith in what God has
promised will be implemented through the saving death of Jesus and to invite
them to emulate his offering of himself on behalf of others in their treatment of
other Christians who share the Lord’s Supper with them. The memento directive
is not for the meal as a whole, but for the two acts of eating bread and drinking
from the cup in particular (Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 140–41 [modified]). As
Fuller has noted, “ ‘me’ stands for Jesus in his whole redemptive significance: it is
the eschatological redemptive event that is recalled in its dynamic power” (“Dou-
ble Origin,” 68; see also Klauck, “Presence,” 72–74).

The later rabbinic tradition also regarded the Passover celebration as a feast of
remembrance par excellence: “In every generation a man must so regard himself
as if he came forth himself out of Egypt, for it is written, And thou shalt tell thy son

in that day saying, It is because of that which the Lord did for me when I came forth

from Egypt” (Exod 13:8). Later Christian tradition understood the memento di-
rective in still another way, in terms of the Sacrament of Orders (see Thomas
Aquinas, Summa theologica, Suppl. 37, 5 ad 2; the Council of Trent, sess. XXII
[DH §§1740, 1752]).

25. In the same way, the cup too, after the supper, saying. I.e., “the cup of bless-
ing” (10:16), the cup over which a blessing is pronounced. Luke 22:20a has the
same words in a slightly different order: kai to pot≤rion h∑saut∑s meta to deipn≤sai,

where the adv. h∑saut∑s, “likewise, too,” separates the word for “cup” from the
prep. phrase. The “cup” referred originally to one of the various cups of wine
drunk at the Passover meal, but it is not possible today to say for certain to which
one it might refer, except that it followed the consumption of the Passover lamb.
It is often thought to have been the third cup (but see Bahr, “Seder of Passover,”
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201; also the debate mentioned in Note on 10:16). In its present context, how-
ever, “the cup too, after the supper,” means after the eating of the distributed eu-
charistic bread. Whether these words tell us anything about the order of the
elements of the Corinthian meal and its Eucharist is a matter of much debate
today, but it is really a question of little significance.

There is also some debate among commentators about the understanding 
of Paul’s phrase h∑saut∑s kai to pot≤rion meta to deipn≤sai, “in the same way, the
cup too after the supper.” Is the final prep. phrase to be understood in a temporal,
adv. sense, or is it to be taken in an adj. sense modifying “the cup”? The different
word order in Luke 22:20a, where the adv. h∑saut∑s separates the prep. phrase
from the noun, has already been mentioned. Pesch (Abendmahl, 44) and
Stuhlmacher (“Das neutestamentliche Zeugnis,” 14) understand the Pauline
phrase in the adj. sense, “the cup after the supper,” i.e., the third cup (at the end
of the Passover meal). However, Hofius maintains that this understanding of the
words is philologically “impossible,” because “the article would have necessarily
had to stand before the prepositional phrase: to poterion to [!] meta to deipnesai,”
and he cites BDR §§269.2; 272, and others who agree with him (“Lord’s Supper,”
81–82). Yet even BDR §272.3–4 gives occurrences of the adj. sense of a prep.
phrase without such an article; in addition to the Pauline instances cited there
(Rom 6:4; 10:1; 1 Cor 10:18; 2 Cor 9:13) one can further cite Rom 1:3 (huiou

theou en dynamei); 10:6; Gal 3:11; 1 Cor 2:7. Hofius further maintains that “no
reference of any kind to the Passover meal is in evidence” and that “the Pauline
tradition gives us a description of Jesus’ Last Supper that exhibits the typical ele-
ments of a Jewish meal” (“Lord’s Supper,” 83). Most of the rabbinic support that
he invokes, however, comes from texts dating long after the Pauline period.
Hofius concludes that the Lord’s Supper paradosis used by Paul, especially meta

to deipn≤sai, speaks of a meal between the bread rite and the cup rite (ibid., 88).
Perhaps, but even Hofius relates the memento directive to “statements about Pass-
over” (ibid., 104).

“This cup is the new covenant in my blood.” I.e., the new covenant is concluded
or ratified with my blood (or by means of my blood). Luke 22:20b has the same
formula, but without the verb estin, which appears here. Both the Pauline and the
Lucan formulas identify the cup (and its contents) with the new covenant,
whereas Mark 14:24 identifies the cup (and its contents) with the blood itself:
“This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many”—a form which
lacks the word pot≤rion, “cup,” and (in the best Greek mss) also the adj. kain≤s,

“new.” It is almost impossible to say which of the two forms of the saying over the
cup, Marcan or Pauline, is more original; Jeremias, Bultmann, and others think
that the Marcan form is (see Wagner, “Der Bedeutungswandel,” 539–40). The
Marcan formula is closer to Exod 24:8 (idou to haima t≤s diath≤k≤s), but not even
it has the addition found in Matt 26:28, “for the forgiveness of sins.” The Pauline
prep. phrase en t∑ em∑ haimati, “in my blood,” expresses the mode in which the
covenant is ratified. Pace Pesch (“Last Supper,” 70), this phrase hardly “presup-
poses the idea of expiation (Is 53:12),” because the alleged allusion in it to the
Fourth Isaian Servant Song is far-fetched.
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The Marcan formula, to haima mou t≤s diath≤k≤s, though clear enough in
Greek, becomes problematic, when one tries to retrovert it into Aramaic, because
a suffixal form (d≥mî, “my blood”) is not usually followed by a gen. expression (see
Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 193–94). There are, however, examples of such a
construction in later Aramaic, such as Syriac; see Emerton, “The Aramaic”; “To

haima”; but cf. Casey, “Original Aramaic Form” (dmy dnh, dqym› hw›, mt›πd 

‹l ∫g›yn—highly unlikely.). This problem, however, does not affect the Pauline
formulation.

“The new covenant” refers to a pact understood as already known. It is, in fact,
an allusion to Jer 31:31–34 (LXX 38:31–34), the promise made by Yahweh of a
pact that he would make with “the house of Israel and the house of Judah,” not
like that “made with their fathers. . . . I will put my law within them, and I will
write it upon their hearts, and I will be their God, and they shall be my people.”
The phrase, “new covenant,” was adopted also by the Essenes of Qumran among
pre-Christian Jews of Judea to describe their community (CD 6:19; 1QpHab
2:4–6). Wagner (“Der Bedeutungswandel,” 541–43) makes much of the absence
of any mention of blood in the Jeremiah passage, maintaining that it was used to
form the old covenant that was transgressible and was indeed transgressed,
whereas “blood” would be incompatible with the “new covenant,” of which Jere-
miah spoke. Hence the concept of “new covenant” has undergone a change of
meaning, when Jesus uses it in this Pauline formulation as a means of ratifying the
new covenant that is now established. Moreover, Wagner thinks that the Pauline
form of Jesus’ words, especially touto to pot≤rion h≤ kain≤ diath≤k≤ estin is the
more primitive form of the saying, older than the Marcan (with this Smith [“More
Original Form,” 182] would agree, adding the phrase, en t∑ haimati mou).
Wagner’s view may have some validity, but Jesus’ words over the cup, in either the
Marcan or Pauline form, are not without allusion to Exod 24:8. The promise of an
eschatological new covenant now finds implementation and fulfillment in words
of Jesus uttered over the cup, as he refers to the blood that he will shed in his death
on the cross as the means by which the new pact is established now between God
and His people. Cf. Heb 9:20; 10:16–18. This “new covenant” reflects the “old
covenant” (2 Cor 3:14), the pact made by Yahweh with the people of Israel on the
mountain (Sinai), when Moses took the blood of twelve sacrificed oxen and sprin-
kled it, half on the people and half on the twelve stones of the altar in token of the
pact: idou to haima t≤s diath≤k≤s h≤s dietheto kyrios pros hymas, “Look, the blood
of the covenant which the Lord has made with you!” (Exod 24:8). In this new
form, the covenant is established “in my blood,” i.e., the shedding of Jesus’ own
blood now functions in the thysia s∑t≤riou, “sacrifice of salvation” (LXX Exod
24:5). The Pauline formula may be less obviously an allusion to Exod 24:8 than
the Marcan, but the mention of both diath≤k≤ and haima make the allusion clear
nonetheless. Those who partake of the cup become the new covenant commu-
nity. For the figurative use of “cup,” recall Ps 116:13 (kôs y≥πû‹ôt, “cup of salva-
tion”).

Käsemann (“Doctrine,” 120) translates diath≤k≤ as “decree” or “ordinance,”
and explains it as that by which Christ has established the new divine order of the
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kingdom as a present reality (ibid., 128). Such a meaning suits an extrabiblical
meaning of the word diath≤k≤. One must recall, however, that diath≤k≤ regularly
translates Hebrew b≥rît, “covenant,” in the LXX, i.e., the pact that God made with
Israel. That pact was thought to be different from the parity treaty of old, which
would have been called in Greek synth≤k≤, “a pact between equals.” Rather the
“covenant” was closer in form and stipulations to the ancient suzerainty treaty, a
pact between an overlord and a vassal, for Yahweh and Israel resembled more the
overlord and vassal. That is why diath≤k≤ was used in the LXX, a word which in
the Hellenistic world eventually also meant “last will,” “testament,” as in Gal
3:15, i.e., a legal means of disposing of property (usually with promissory obliga-
tion; see BDAG, 228). From that double nuance comes the meaning of diath≤k≤

as both “covenant” and “testament” (see Karrer, “Der Kelch des neuen Bundes”).
Still another connotation of “blood” in the OT has to be considered, since

Jesus’ words over the cup imply, as did those over the bread, that his “life” is in-
volved. According to Lev 17:14, “the life (nepheπ) of all flesh is its blood” (see
Note on 10:16).

Do this, whenever you drink it, in remembrance of me. This is a repetition of 
v. 24d, now applied to the drinking of the cup, as often as one partakes of it. More
than likely, Paul is responsible for the repetition of the memento directive in this
verse, and the sense in which he understands it is expressed in v. 26. Although this
Pauline formula expresses no vicarious purpose for Christ’s blood, such as one
finds in Luke 22:20c, “which is poured out for you,” the directive to repeat what
Christ has done preserves the meaning of the death of Jesus and proclaims its re-
demptive significance (so Käsemann, “Doctrine,” 121; who, however, goes too far
when he claims that this is “an obligatory formula of sacred Law”).

26. For as often as you eat this bread and drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord’s

death. In this and the two following verses, introduced by gar, “for,” which shows
that they are no longer part of the paradosis that he has been passing on (pace Gar-
land, 1 Cor, 535; D. Smith, From Symposium, 188), Paul gives his interpretation
of the Lord’s Supper. Since Jesus is being spoken about in the 3d pers. sing. (“the
Lord’s death”), it is clearly not part of the inherited tradition. The first clause is a
Pauline comment on the memento directive and the frequency implied in the
last form of it in the subordinate clause of v. 25. The active sharing of the bread
and cup (recall 10:16) is a way not only of expressing one’s belief in the presence
of Christ in the Eucharist and of commemorating the Last Supper, but also of an-
nouncing to others what the death of Jesus has achieved for all Christian believ-
ers. The act of sharing is not only memory and recollection, but above all
proclamation, based on the Passover event of old, “For Christ, our Passover lamb,
has been sacrificed” (5:7). Pace Kilpatrick (The Eucharist in the Bible, 14–16), this
double aspect of the Eucharist, remembrance and proclamation, is not to be neg-
lected (see Garlatti, “La eucaristía”). Even if anamn≤sis itself does not mean
“proclamation,” the verb katangello, which in extrabiblical texts often denotes the
proclamation of events in sacred festivals (TDNT, 1:70), now associates such an
announcement with the recollection of this significant and salvific event. As
Pfitzner remarks, “There is no worship without remembering, and there is no
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liturgical remembering without proclamatory narrative” (“Proclaiming,” 16). In
Gal 2:20, Paul explains, “I have been crucified with Christ; it is no longer I who
live, but Christ who lives in me; and the life that I now live in the flesh I live by
faith in the Son of God who loved me and gave himself for me.” Cf. 2 Cor
4:10–11. The proclamation “has the character of a confession of praise, directed
to God, to whose revelation it responds, but simultaneously directed to the world,
to whom the saving death of Christ and his present rule are solemnly announced”
(Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 141). Note the 2d pers. plur. verbs, esthiete . . .
pinete . . . katangellete, which stress the involvement of the entire community,
viz., of all who share in the Lord’s Supper. It is for this reason that Christians
gather in unison to celebrate the Supper, and thus proclaim its enduring effects; it
is also the response of the church to God, because it is the Supper of the commu-
nity, and not merely of individuals. That corporate share can be good and salvific,
but it can also be disastrous, as the following verses make clear. Mss P 46, ±2, C1,
D1, ¥, 1739 and Koine text-tradition read touto after pot≤rion, “this cup.”

until he comes. The sharing in the Lord’s Supper not only looks back with
anamn≤sis to the death of Jesus on Calvary and proclaims it at present, but it 
also looks forward to his eschatological “coming,” to the Parousia of the risen and
exalted Christ (of which Paul will speak again, praying in Aramaic, Marana tha

[16:22]). In Did. 10:6, these words precede mention of eucharistein (possibly a ref-
erence to the use of them in a eucharistic celebration). Recall earlier Pauline 
references to the “Day” of the Lord (1:8; 5:5). In 12:13, Paul will speak of Chris-
tians as united in the meantime in the ecclesiastical “body of Christ” and “given
one Spirit to drink.” In that Spirit they are to proclaim the effects of the death 
of Christ until he arrives in glory. Jeremias (Eucharistic Words, 253) has pointed
out that achri hou elth≤ with a prospective subjunctive is not a mere temporal 
expression, but has the connotation of a final or purpose clause (BDF §383.2) so
that it means “until (the goal is reached, that) he comes.” This interpretation has
been supported by Hofius (“Bis dass er kommt”), who calls attention to the same
force of Hebrew ‹ad in Isa 62:1, 6–7; Job 14:14; Ps 123:2. Cf. the phrase for messi-
anic expectation in QL: ‹ad bô› (1QS 9:11; 4Q252 5:3) or ‹ad ‹∞môd (CD 12:23;
20:1).

27. Consequently, whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord un-

worthily will have to answer for the body and blood of the Lord. Lit. “will be caught
in (obligation to) the body and blood,” and the fut. enochos estai is to be under-
stood eschatologically. The unworthy reception of the Eucharist is regarded by
Paul as a serious matter, and he formulates it with a threat of judgment. Such un-
worthy recipients will be held responsible for the death of the Lord. In the present
context of his criticism of the way Corinthian Christians have been joining their
celebration of the Eucharist with other undignified modes of common dining, his
words are aimed directly at the Corinthian misdemeanors, as are also his com-
ments in vv. 28–29. Having used the 2d pers. plur. in v. 26, Paul now expresses the
matter in a more generalized fashion, using the 3d pers. sing. (“Whoever eats,”
hos an esthi≤) and undoubtedly intends to make his view of unworthy reception
apply to any mode of such reception. Bread and cup, body and blood of the Lord
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correspond to each other in an unmistakable way, and their implication should
not be missed; they have become for Paul the real “spiritual food” and “spiritual
drink” of 10:3–4. His words thus affirm the real presence of the Lord in the eu-
charistic food and drink, as he will again in v. 29.

28. One should take stock of himself and so eat of the bread and drink of the cup.

Lit. “let a human being examine himself,” i.e., let each one scrutinize whether he
rightly understands what remembrance of the Lord, his Supper, and his death ac-
tually mean and whether one is disposed to proclaim them by such eucharistic re-
ception. Self-examination and acknowledgement of one’s status are to precede
participation in the Supper. “Therefore any worshipper is behaving himself inap-
propriately at the Eucharist who does not reckon with the self-manifestation of the
Lord and therefore who is not in fact celebrating the kyriakon deipnon” (Käse-
mann, “Doctrine,” 123). This counsel is meant specifically for the Corinthian
Christians who are being summoned to reckon with the selflessness of Jesus at the
Last Supper and to cope with their questionable conduct; but, as elsewhere at
times, Paul generalizes in writing anthr∑pos here and “the one eating and drink-
ing” in the next verse so that his words take on a meaning for all time. Hence “to
eat the Lord’s Supper worthily, one must recognize that all Christians, rich and
poor, are joined together in Christ, share equally in his blessings, and should be
treated worthily” (Garland, 1 Cor, 551), but they have to “take stock” of them-
selves and so eat of the bread and drink of the cup.

29. For anyone who eats and drinks without acknowledging the body eats and

drinks judgment upon himself. Lit. “the one eating and drinking and not discern-
ing the body,” i.e., not recognizing how “the body” is now different. Some mss

(±2, C3, D, F, G, ¥, 1881) add the adv. anaxios, “unworthily,” but that is a sec-
ondary addition derived from v. 27. Similarly, most of the same mss add kyriou

after “the body,” which is again unnecessary. In mentioning only “the body” and
not “the blood” as well, Paul is merely simplifying his mode of speech; body and
blood are meant. What, however, is meant by “acknowledging the body”? Differ-
ent answers have been given: (1) acknowledging the body of the Lord in the
bread, i.e., distinguishing it from ordinary bread or profane food (so many me-
dieval interpreters; among moderns, J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 291; Allo, 1 Cor, 253; Lietz-
mann, 1 Cor, 59); this meaning, however, seems to be foreign to the present
context; (2) acknowledging the body of Christ in the church, as in 10:16–17;
12:27–28, i.e., the Lord’s presence among his people (e.g., Kümmel in Lietz-
mann, 186; Bruce, 1 Cor, 115; Kremer, 1 Cor, 253; Fee, 1 Cor, 553–54; Collins, 
1 Cor, 439; Bornkamm, “Lord’s Supper,” 149; Käsemann, “Doctrine,” 130); this
meaning, however, seems to strain the sense of the ptc. diakrin∑n, especially with
to s∑ma as its obj.; (3) in light of vv. 24 and 27, acknowledging the body would
mean taking stock of oneself in order to eat the bread and drink of the cup worthily
as “the body and blood of the Lord” (v. 27; e.g., Barrett, 1 Cor, 274–75; Kamp,
“With Due Honor”; Schrage, 1 Cor, 3.52; Thiselton, 1 Cor, 893). The last men-
tioned seems to be preferable in this context.

The “judgment” (krima), of which Paul speaks, is somewhat explained in the
verses that follow (30–34c), as he employs various forms of the cog. verb krin∑,
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“judge,” with different nuances, and it is not easy to capture them exactly in an
English translation. Note the sequence of krima, “judgment,” m≤ diakrin∑n, “not
acknowledging” (v. 29); diekrinomen, “we were to evaluate,” ekrinometha, “we
would be subject to judgment” (v. 31); krinomenoi, “being judged.” katakrit-

h∑men, “we may be condemned” (v. 32); eis krima, “to judgment” (v. 34c). Paul
means that the participant in the Lord’s Supper exposes himself or herself to judg-
ment, not only in the sense that all human beings must appear before the divine
tribunal (Rom 2:5–6; 14:10c; 2 Cor 5:10), but in the special sense called for in 
v. 27. Hence the proper scrutiny of “the body” would demand of Corinthian
Christians a change in the way they treat others in their coming together to cele-
brate the Lord’s Supper.

30. For this reason many among you are weak and infirm, and a number are

dying. Lit. “are being lulled to sleep,” used euphemistically for death, as in 7:39.
This statement is meant as an illustration of the “judgment” mentioned in v. 29.
Paul is alluding to the experience of Corinthian Christians, some of whom have
been afflicted with sickness and death. How he has come to know about this situ-
ation is not indicated. The “weak” are hardly the same as those “weak” in con-
science of 8:10, because the second adj., “infirm,” makes it clear that they are
physically weak; and that is supported by the following words about the dying.
Hence these terms are scarcely to be understood only in a spiritual sense, as “weak
in faith,” “spiritually ill,” or “spiritually asleep,” as Schneider (“Glaubensmän-
gel”) has tried to take them; see Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 253. The spiritual
food and drink of the Eucharist may have become for them like poison (phar-

makon thanatou, Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 59). Recall 10:5, where Paul argued similarly
about an OT crisis, and also 10:12, “Whoever thinks that he is standing firm
should see to it that he does not fall.” In the history of the exegesis of 1 Corin-
thians, this verse has not had many interpreters.

Paul’s comment may be made from his Jewish background, which sometimes
related sickness to divine punishment for sinful conduct and transgressions (re-
flected in Exod 4:11; Deut 32:39; Sir 27:27–29; 38:9–10; 2 Macc 4:38; 9:5–6; also
in Mark 2:1–12; John 9:2; cf. Str-B, 1:495–96; 2:193–97, for the later rabbinic tra-
dition). In any case, Paul does not mean that the worthy reception of the Eu-
charist protects from sickness or death; nor does he regard the breaking of bread as
pharmakon athanasias, “the medicine of immortality,” the antidote of not dying,
as did Ignatius of Antioch (Eph. 20.2). He may have the Corinthian church as a
whole in mind, for it is sick, and the unworthy reception of the Eucharist allows
such destructive forces to afflict it.

31. But if we were to evaluate ourselves correctly, we would not be subject to judg-

ment. Lit. “we would not be judged,” i.e., not be in a state of being judged. In this
contrary-to-fact condition (BDF §360.4), which Paul introduces with adversative
de, he identifies himself with his addressees, using the 1st pers. plur.; thus he soft-
ens the tone of his admonition: If Christians were in the habit of scrutinizing
themselves and their actions rightly in reference to the bread and cup of the Lord
in which they would share, they would not find themselves “being judged” or suf-
fering such things as weakness, illness, and death.
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32. Since we are being judged by [the] Lord, we are being chastened, that we may

not be condemned along with the world. Afflictions such as sickness and death may
reveal to us the Lord’s judgment, but they really have a medicinal and educative
purpose, that we may not share in the long run in any eschatological condemna-
tory judgment. Cf. Prov 3:12. Katakrith∑men is a compound form of krin∑ that al-
ways implies guilt; cf. Rom 2:1. The noun kosmos, “world,” carries the negative
connotation of the world of human beings who oppose God, as in 1:27–28; 6:2; 2
Cor 1:12; 5:19; Rom 3:6; cf. 1 Pet 4:17. The way that Paul has spoken of judgment
in vv. 27–32 helps one to understand properly the eschatological meaning of the
Lord’s Supper, “until he comes.”

33. Consequently, my brothers, when you meet together to eat, await the arrival of

one another. After his general remarks in vv. 31–32, Paul returns in this and the
following verse to the topic of the divisive situation in the Corinthian community
described above in vv. 18–22. With the ptc. synerchomenoi, “in coming together,”
which echoes synerchesthe of v. 17 above, he explains how their meetings should
be conducted in the house-churches of Roman Corinth. If they are going to meet
in order to share a common meal and at that gathering celebrate the Lord’s Sup-
per, they should do it in an orderly fashion, awaiting the arrival of all members.
See 16:11 for the same sense of ekdechomai, “wait for.” Then they would be “ac-
knowledging the body” of the Lord with proper deference. So Paul seeks to rein-
troduce the proper sense of fellowship and sharing that should characterize their
gatherings. This would prevent the greedy from “going ahead” with their own
meals (prolambanein), as in v. 21. Pace Fee, Paul is not “urging the wealthy to
demonstrate normal Christian hospitality” (1 Cor, 568); he is addressing his coun-
sel to all (all≤lous), no matter what their social status may be or the reason for not
arriving at the same time.

34. If anyone gets hungry, he should eat at home. If hunger really becomes a
problem, there is another way of handling it, apart from eating at the common
gathering ahead of others. Consumption at home would eliminate solitary or pri-
vate eating in a common setting. The prep. phrase en oik∑, “at home,” stands in
contrast to that of v. 18, en ekkl≤si≠, “in a church gathering.”

that you may not meet together only to be condemned. Lit. “that you may not
come together for judgment,” with the noun krima bearing the nuance of “con-
demnation” (= katakrima, the cog. noun of the last verbal form katakrith∑men in
v. 32). The gathering together in common by Christians should not be the cause
or even the occasion of negative judgment.

As for the other matters I shall give directives when I come. “One may guess for
ever, and without result, as to what things the Apostle was going to set in order”
(Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 255). Recall 4:19 and 7:17c.
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D. PROBLEMS CAUSED BY
CHARISMATICS IN THE BODY

OF CHRIST (12:1–14:40)

25 a. Discernment of Spirits 

(12:1–3)
12:1Now, brothers, I do not want you to be uninformed about spiritual gifts. 2You
realize that, when you were pagans, you were attracted and carried away again and
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again to dumb idols. 3Therefore, I make known to you that no one who is speak-
ing by the Spirit of God says, “Accursed is Jesus”; and no one can say, “Jesus is
Lord,” save by the Holy Spirit.

COMMENT

Paul now takes up yet another problem that was affecting life in the Christian
community of Roman Corinth. In this case, it is no longer a question of conduct
in sacred assemblies but has to do rather with the way Christians have been mak-
ing use of spiritual endowments they have diversely received, with a certain com-
petitiveness that does not always conduce to the good of the community, which
will eventually be identified as “Christ” and “the Body of Christ.” This topic of
spiritual endowments is lengthy and complicated, and in one way or another it
will occupy the next three chapters of this letter (12:4–14:40). Some commenta-
tors have even suggested that pneumatika is a title that should be given to chaps.
12–16 (Smalley, “Spiritual Gifts,” 431); that, however, is debatable, but it cer-
tainly applies to chaps. 12–14. As will emerge in due course, Paul is reacting
against some Corinthian Christians who are vaunting one gift over another (espe-
cially speaking in tongues as the main gift of the Spirit), and in order to counteract
that, he is seeking to put all pneumatika, “spiritual things,” especially the endow-
ments of the Spirit, in a proper perspective.

Once again, it is not easy to say how Paul has learned about this problem, but
he will discuss it at length and give his views on this important matter that con-
fronts the Corinthian community. He introduces the topic with peri de, as he did
in 7:1, 25; 8:1; as in the latter two instances, there is no certainty that this issue was
mentioned in the letter to which he began his reply in 7:1, although some com-
mentators still interpret the phrase in that way. In any case, the topic that Paul
now takes up has nothing to do with “the other matters” that he promised to han-
dle (11:34), when he came to Corinth the next time.

In this section of the letter, Paul discusses what constitutes the shape of the
Christian church. He has used the word ekkl≤sia a number of times already (1:2;
4:17; 6:4; 7:17; 10:32; 11:16, 18, 22), and it now appears before chap. 14 only once
(12:28), but the topic of these chapters says much about the relation of members
of the church to one another, and above all about it as a Spirit-guided, organized
body. He begins by stressing the animating guidance of the Spirit in the confess-
ing body of believers who make it up and who should be utilizing their manifold
gifts for the good order of the church and not for anarchic disorder.

Apparently, some Corinthian Christians have been maintaining that certain
gifts of the Spirit were better than others, were striving for so-called higher gifts,
and even claiming that speaking in tongues was a sign for unbelievers, and that
prophecy was meant for believers. They were also querying the role of women in
the church. In response, Paul shows that the gifts of the Spirit are varied but that
each is meant to contribute to the common good, but he insists that love must be
the indispensable motivation of all of them, that intelligible speech is needed for
common worship and evangelization, and that Christian worship demands the
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building up of all members in the community, male and female alike. So Paul ar-
gues in these three chapters, 12 through 14 (see further Talbert, “Paul’s Under-
standing”).

In the first passage, 12:1–3, Paul sets forth his fundamental thesis about the role
of the Spirit; it is not an initial digression, when rightly understood, because it
contrasts what Paul makes known about that Spirit with what Corinthian Chris-
tians have been ignoring or failing to recognize. The three verses are united by an
epistemological theme, which must be rightly understood. They are followed in
vv. 4–11 by a sober discussion of the various gifts that come from the one Spirit.
Thereafter, in chap. 12, Paul teaches that the many gifted members all form one
body, “the body of Christ,” which is the church.

The first topic is pneumatika, “spiritual things,” those aspects or factors of
Christian community life that stem from the influence of the Spirit (pneuma).
The first aspect concerns something very fundamental: How does one judge
whether the Spirit’s influence is behind certain practices in Corinth, either the
cursing of Jesus or the acknowledgment of his lordship? For one cannot make the
basic Christian profession of faith, save with the grace of the Spirit. Paul thus gives
a negative and a positive way of discerning who is speaking with that Spirit, or who
is a real Christian.

“Accursed is Jesus” seems to have been a slogan that some people in Roman
Corinth were using and that Paul has learned about. Some commentators, how-
ever, prefer to think that Paul himself has coined that saying as a literary device
that stands in contrast to the fundamental Christian confession, “Jesus is Lord”
(Maly, de Broglie, Conzelmann, Bassler, Fee, Hays, Holtz). This view, however,
is rather unlikely, even if it is not easy to say just who might have been using such
a slogan. The context seems to demand that this negative utterance would stem 
either from some Christians or from some pagan Corinthians.

Could it have been used by Jewish opponents of Christianity, as some com-
mentators have maintained (Cullmann, Derrett, Garland, Moffatt, Schlatter, 
Talbert)? Their main reason is that anathema as a curse formula comes from
“only Jewish usage” (Schmithals, Gnosticism, 125 [following many others: Behm,
TDNT, 1:354; Lietzmann, Kümmel]). Paul mentions ethn≤ in v. 2 as a descrip-
tion of the former status of Corinthian Christians to whom he is writing, and that
is a typically Jewish term for Gentiles (see Derrett, “Cursing Jesus,” for many at-
tempts to explain the phrase as a slogan).

Schmithals is convinced that they were Gnostic Christians, who “confess
‘Christ,’ whom Paul proclaims as the Son of God. But that this Christ is born 
ek gynaikos (Gal. 4:4), that he is thus ho I≤sous—this they deny, and in ecstasy 
they express this denial in the harsh words anathema I≤sous” (Gnosticism, 127).
The main argument for such an interpretation of this passage is derived from Ori-
gen, Contra Celsum 6.28 (GCS 3.98), which tells about Ophite Gnostics who
would “not admit anyone into their meeting, unless he has first pronounced
curses against Jesus” (ean m≤ aras th≤tai kata tou I≤sou [Chadwick, Origen, 344]).
See also Origen, Catena frg. 47: ei m≤ anathematis≤ ton I≤soun, “unless he (first)
curses Jesus” (Jenkins, “Origen,” 30). Similarly Brox (“Anathema”), who cites 
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also Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.24.4. This interpretation, however, is contested by
Pearson (“Did the Gnostics”; The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology, 47–50); 
cf. Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 205 n. 10. Moreover, it is far from clear that any Gnostics
existed in Roman Corinth in the first century, and “the contrast between the 
heavenly Christ and the earthly Jesus is only attested in much later sources,
among Christian Gnostics who were familiar with Paul’s letters” (van Unnik,
“Jesus,” 114).

However, Pliny the Younger, in writing to the emperor Trajan (ca. a.d. 110),
tells how he ordered people in his province (Bithynia in Asia Minor) to revile
Christ: . . . praeterea male dicerent Christo, quorum nihil cogi posse dicuntur qui

sunt re vera Christiani, “that they should moreover revile Christ; none of which
things those who are truly Christian, it is said, can be induced to do”; . . . et

Christo male dixerunt, “and they reviled Christ” (Ep. 10.96.5–6). Perhaps Paul al-
ready knew of similar attempts to revile Christ in Roman Corinth.

Recently, B. W. Winter has made a plea for the interpretation of these verses of
1 Corinthians in light of curse practices of the ancient world, especially of curse
tablets discovered in many places of the eastern Mediterranean area and even at
Corinth. He cites isolated words from a so-called Corinthian curse tablet “against
Karpime Babbia, Erme chthonie ta megala,” which he says means “ ‘Hermes of
the Underworld [grant] a curse.’ ” Hence “it would not be unreasonable to render
anathema I≤sous as ‘Jesus [grants or gives] a curse’ ” (After Paul Left, 175–76). The
full text of the inscription is not supplied so that one cannot judge the accuracy of
this translation or interpretation; and as Garland has noted, “In none of the in-
scriptions cited does the word anathema occur” (1 Cor, 569).

In the long run, the Gnostic anathema, the reviling of Christ mentioned by
Pliny, and the curse tablets of the ancient Greek world provide only a generic
background for the Pauline phrase, but none of them really helps in the interpre-
tation of the Pauline formula.

In this passage, Paul is instructing Corinthian Christians. He wants them to re-
alize what they have been ignoring or failing to recognize: what comes from the
inspiration of God’s Spirit and what attraction to dumb idols should mean in their
lives. To acknowledge that “Jesus is Lord” is not only to repeat the basic Christian
affirmation but to recognize what that has to mean in one’s life and conduct,
when one lives under such inspiration and for the good of the whole body, of
which they are merely members. In order to achieve his purpose, Paul cites an an-
cient cursing practice to illustrate how one should learn to discern the spirits be-
hind certain customs. Is one being led by God’s Spirit or by dumb idols?

NOTES

12:1. Now, brothers, I do not want you to be uninformed about spiritual gifts. Lit.
“but concerning spiritual things, I do not want you to be ignorant.” For peri de, see
Note on 7:1. Paul begins his teaching about “spiritual things” (t∑n pneumatik∑n)
with the formulaic introduction to an important topic (ou thel∑ hymas agnoein),
which he has already used in 10:1 (see Note there). He now softens the use of it
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by calling the Corinthians adelphoi, “fellow-Christians” (see Note on 1:1), but
he is insisting on their failure to recognize what is at stake; he criticizes their lack
of knowledge and their defective understanding.

Since t∑n pneumatik∑n is gen. plur., it could be understood as neut., as in 9:11;
10:3–4; 14:1b, “spiritual things,” or as masc., “spiritual persons,” as in 2:15; 3:1;
14:37. Seeing that it is introducing chapters dealing with “gifts” (charismata,

12:4) and that 14:1 has the neuter, commentators generally understand it here as
neut.; hence the translation in the lemma. Some, however, prefer to take it as
masc. (J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 294; Bruce, 1 Cor, 116; Schmithals, Gnosticism, 171–72;
Garland, 1 Cor, 561–64; Ekem, “Spiritual Gifts”).

The pneumatika come from the Spirit and are meant for the good of the Chris-
tian community as a whole. Pace Käsemann (“Ministry,” 66), it is far from certain
that Paul is “taking up and using a technical term of Hellenism” or adopting the
terminology of what he calls “the enthusiasts at Corinth.” That the word pneu-

matika has been used by Pre-Socratic and other Greek writers is admitted
(BDAG, 837), but whether it is used by them in the specific or technical sense
meant here is the problem. Moreover, pneumatika are not simply to be equated
with charismata, as do many interpreters (e.g., Kremer, 1 Cor, 258), using the lat-
ter term that is proper in Rom 12:6, but t∑n pneumatik∑n embraces not only
charismata but also other specific endowments of the Spirit (see vv. 4–6 below).

2. You realize that, when you were pagans, you were attracted and carried away

again and again to dumb idols. Lit. “you know that, when you were nations.” The
noun ethn≤ is employed in a specific Jewish sense, for that part of humanity that
does not worship the God of Israel, as in LXX Deut 18:9; 2 Kgs 17:8; Wis 14:11;
15:15; Lett Jer 6:4; Rom 3:29; 9:24; 11:13; 15:10 (= LXX Deut 32:43). Paul reacts
first to Corinthian Christians of pagan background, as he recalls their former hea-
then status, just as he addressed other Gentile Christians in 1 Thess 1:9; 4:5; Gal
4:8. It is, however, too much to say, as does Hays (1 Cor, 209), that “Gentile Co-
rinthian Christians have now been made part of Israel. . . . become grafted into Is-
rael (cf. Rom. 11:17–24).” That is how Paul will put the matter in Romans, but it
does not suit this context.

In contrast to their former status of ignorance, which Paul mentioned in v. 1, 
he now says (without a connecting particle), Oidate, “you know,” “you realize.”
Verse 2 is thus a comment on agnoein of v. 1, and in v. 3 he will continue this
theme of knowledge, gn∑riz∑ hymin, “I make known to you.” This link in these
three verses is important, because it emphasizes that a Christian too is led to such
a confession through knowledge coming from the guiding Spirit.

The syntax of the subordinate clause introduced by hoti, “that,” is difficult. The
fact that hoti is followed immediately by the temporal conj. hote, “when,” is not
the problem. The latter introduces a further subordinate clause, “when you were
pagans,” but its verb ≤te has to be understood again with the final word in the
verse, the ptc. apagomenoi, “(you were) being led/carried away (to dumb idols)”
in ignorance, which is the verb of the hoti clause. That verb is modified further by
another subordinate clause, h∑s an ≤gesthe, lit. “as you were attracted/led,” where
the impf. with an is not easily explained. BDF §367 and ZBG §358 explain it as a
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substitute for the Classical Greek use of the opt. “for iteration”; hence the transla-
tion in the lemma, “were attracted and carried away again and again.” Some mss

(B2, F, Gc, 1241) read rather h∑s an≤gesthe, “as you were led up.” The verb apag∑

means “lead away,” often by force (Mark 14:44; 15:16); but here it connotes rather
“being led astray” (BDAG, 95). Unfortunately, Paul does not say by whom or by
what, apart from the idols that he calls “dumb,” which characteristic such Corin-
thian Christians did not recognize in their ignorance.

It is often thought that Paul is alluding to orgiastic rites of some pagan cults, in
which participants in a trance were thought to be “led away” or “attracted,” i.e.,
possessed by preternatural beings. For instance, the second-century Greek writer,
Lucian of Samosata, depicts Paris, of Homer’s Iliad, speaking of the power of 
love and saying to his comrade at Troy, the commander Protesilaus, “You know
that it is not our choosing, but some powerful being (daim∑n tis) leads us wherever
it wills, and it is impossible to oppose it” (Mortuorum dialogi 27.1 §411). So the
“leading astray” has been interpreted by many commentators, who emphasize 
the subordinate clause, “when you were pagans,” and neglect the Jewish back-
ground of Paul’s criticism of idols now said to be “dumb” (Barrett, 1 Cor, 278–79;
Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 205; Collins, 1 Cor, 447; Bassler, “1 Cor 12:3,” 417; Kremer,
1 Cor, 258).

“Dumb idols,” however, is an echo of Jewish teaching; see Ps 115:5 (LXX
113:12); Hab 2:18–19 (eid∑la k∑pha); 1 Kgs 18:26–29; Bar 6:7; 3 Macc 4:16. Such
“idols” have revealed nothing, since they do not speak, and so cannot contribute
anything that might be considered pneumatika. Instead of aph∑na, “speech-less,
dumb,” some mss (F, G) read amorpha, “shape-less, misformed.”

This characterization of pagan idols, however, reveals that Paul is not inveigh-
ing so much against the ecstatic state of former pagans as he is against their “unin-
formed” ignorance about the relation of “spiritual things” to the Spirit of God,
which he is trying to correct (without engaging in polemic) by the use of the
knowledge theme that unites these three verses. Paul would be saying that such
former pagans had been led astray unconsciously and unwittingly by their misin-
formation to the worship of idols. Maly (“1 Kor 12,1–3”) thinks that there is an ab-
breviated allusion here to the idol worship of Deut 28:36–37. This is why Paul
seeks in v. 3 and later in 12:4–14:40 to set the Corinthians straight and get them to
realize that the basic confession of a Christian is inspired by the Spirit. Once this
is realized, then Corinthian Christians will understand how to assess properly the
variety of gifts that comes from the same Spirit. So basically Méhat (“L’Enseigne-
ment”), following in part de Broglie (“Le texte fondamental”), Cornely, and some
medieval interpreters. Similarly, Bassler, (“1 Cor 12:3,” 417): “the relationship
between v 2 and v 3 is viewed as one of analogy, not contrast.” Paul is appealing to
Corinthian experience, as he tries to instruct them. Vos (“Das Rätsel”) would
have us believe that the “riddle” of these three verses is best explained by their
rhetorical function, but that is a forced explanation of what is scarcely there. The
unity of these verses is to be found in their concentration on knowledge and real-
ization, and this is what Paul is stressing: he is “making known” (v. 3) what they
have been “uninformed” about (v. 1).
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3. Therefore, I make known to you that no one who is speaking by the Spirit of

God says, “Accursed is Jesus.” Lit. “Jesus (is) anathema,” i.e., a curse, which is par-
allel to the declaration or confession, “Jesus (is) Lord.” Paul begins his explana-
tion with dio, “therefore,” and emphasizes that he is correcting their ignorance, as
he cites first a negative, then a positive example of how one discerns the working
of the Holy Spirit. He has already spoken of “the Spirit of God” (2:10–11, 14; 7:40
[see Note on 2:4]), “the Spirit coming from God” (2:12), “the Spirit of God (that)
dwells in you” (3:16), and “the Spirit of our God” (6:11). To this Spirit, now un-
derstood as the presence of God in the community (see 12:11), Paul here explic-
itly refers. He stresses that no one influenced by that Spirit could ever utter
anything against Jesus of Nazareth. Paul uses gn∑riz∑ hymin, “I make known to
you,” as in Gal 1:11; 2 Cor 8:1; he will again introduce his discussion with it in 
1 Cor 15:1.

“Accursed is Jesus” (anathema I≤sous) is a Corinthian slogan, uttered by ene-
mies of the Christian gospel and of the movement that sought to propagate it,
even though some prefer to understand it as a literary device fashioned by Paul
himself as the opposite of Kyrios I≤sous (see the Comment above). So also Bassler,
who adds that Paul “is drawing on his own personal biography to support his argu-
ment” (“1 Cor 12:3,” 418), i.e., that Paul as a Jew would have cursed Jesus. Some
other commentators relate the slogan to the curse of Deut 21:22–23 (“cursed be
everyone who has been hanged on a tree”), as it is applied in Gal 3:13 to Christ
crucified, even though the LXX uses epikataratos, “cursed,” rather than anath-

ema (so Lindemann, 1Cor, 265; Kremer, 1 Cor, 259; van Unnik, “Jesus,” 120–21).
The slogan, then, would be that of unbelieving Corinthian Jews who regarded the
crucifixion of Jesus as an instance that fell under that Deuteronomic curse.

Because in the second part of this verse Kyrios I≤sous is almost universally un-
derstood as a declaration, “Jesus is Lord,” its counterpart anathema I≤sous must
also be so understood: hence “Accursed is Jesus” or “Jesus is accursed!” (ESV). It
is not to be taken as a wish, “Jesus be cursed!” (RSV), or “Let Jesus be cursed!”
(NRSV), even though Paul uses anathema as a wish in Rom 9:3; Gal 1:8–9; and 
1 Cor 16:22. The declarative form of the slogan is what is meant.

The phrase anathema I≤sous combines the name of Jesus of Nazareth with a
common imprecation or curse formula, anathema. Originally, this Greek word
denoted a “votive offering set up in a temple” (from ana + tith≤mi; cf. Luke 21:5
[v. l.]; 2 Macc 2:13; Philo, De Mos. 1.45 §253). Such dedicated objects came in
time to be regarded as taboo, i.e., removed from ordinary use or contact (espe-
cially among Jews, under OT influence), and the word connoted a “cursed ob-
ject.” Its earliest occurrence is found in the LXX, where it often renders Hebrew
∂≤rem, “something banned, devoted to destruction”: estai h≤ polis anathema, “the
city will be a curse” (Josh 6:17); to onoma tou topou ekeinou Anathema, “the name
of that place ‘Curse’ ” (Num 21:3); its older form, anath≤ma, is found in Deut
7:26; Jdt 16:19; cf. also LXX Lev 27:28–29; Deut 13:13–18. It also occurs in secu-
lar Greek curse tablets from Megara (IG, 3 §2; cf. MM, 33), and that means that it
had spread from its Jewish origin.

and no one can say, “Jesus is Lord,” save by the Holy Spirit. I.e., no one can utter
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the fundamental and traditional Christian confession of faith unless graced by
God’s Spirit. Thus Paul is reminding the Corinthian Christians that all of them
have acknowledged the risen Christ when they turned to him in faith.

Paul’s argument makes use of a traditional acclamation and repeats the same
idea in a different way in Rom 10:9. This affirmation is enshrined also at the end
of the famous pre-Pauline hymn to Christ in Phil 2:11 (see Fitzmyer, “Aramaic
Background”). It not only extols the name Kyrios, which Paul frequently uses for
the risen Christ, but it gives poetic utterance to the basic confession and procla-
mation of what has already shaped the Christian church, “Jesus is Lord.” In that
hymn, the church acknowledges that Jesus precisely as the risen Christ is worthy
of the same adoration that Isa 45:23 accords to Yahweh (see EDNT, 2:328–31). It
has often been regarded as derived from a baptismal liturgy (so Bassler, “1 Cor
12:3,” 416; Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, 65–70; Collins, 1 Cor, 446). More-
over, as Pearson has noted (The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology, 48), Paul
makes no distinction here between Christos and I≤sous: “It is not a matter of vari-
ant confessions or variant christologies.”

The difference is that no one can make that Christian confession “save by the
Holy Spirit,” i.e., the faith required to utter it comes only from God’s grace, be-
stowed by His Spirit. See also Rom 8:9; Eph 2:8; 1 John 4:2–3. Paul’s mode of ar-
gumentation in these three verses is paralleled elsewhere: 1 Thess 4:13–15; 1 Cor
8:1–4; 15:1–4 (see Méhat, “L’Enseignement,” 405–8). Holtz (“Kennzeichen”)
would insist that the only one who can say “Jesus is Lord” is the Christian whose
life is faithful to the Lord in obedience; but that is pressing beyond what Paul says
in these verses. The manifestation of the Spirit in a Christian’s life is not only a
matter of confessing, but why that is so, Paul continues to explain in the following
passage.
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26 b. The Variety of the Gifts 

and the One Spirit (12:4–11)
12:4There are different sorts of gifts, but the same Spirit; 5 there are different sorts of
service, but the same Lord; 6 there are different sorts of work, but the same God,
who produces all of them in everyone. 7To each individual is given the manifes-
tation of the Spirit for some good. 8To one is given through the Spirit the utter-
ance of wisdom; to another, the utterance of knowledge through the same Spirit;
9 to another, faith by the same Spirit, and to another, gifts of healing by that one
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Spirit; 10 to another, the working of mighty deeds; to another, prophecy; to an-
other, discernment of spirits; to another, kinds of tongues; to another, the inter-
pretation of tongues. 11But one and the same Spirit produces all these, bestowing
them individually on each one as it wills.

COMMENT

Paul continues his discussion of ta pneumatika recognized to be at work in the
Corinthian community. He has just given a negative and positive way of recog-
nizing the genuine influence of the Spirit, but now he realizes how diverse the
manifestations of the Spirit can be and wants Corinthian Christians to ac-
knowedge their real source and unique character so that the diversity of gifts may
not become detrimental to the unity of the community. As Käsemann has seen it,
“This is Paul’s way of putting an end to the confusion” in Corinth, for he is stress-
ing that “Pneuma is the power of the Transcendent and therefore the community
which received this Pneuma is, according to I Cor. 2.9ff., the place of the presence
of the heavenly reality in our world. . . . Pneuma is for Paul . . . the power of the
Resurrection because it is the power of the Risen One” (“Ministry,” 67–68). The
diversity of the Spirit’s endowments, however, must serve the common “good”
(pros to sympheron, v. 7).

When Paul lists the pneumatika, in addition to charismata, “gifts,” diakoniai,

“services,” and energ≤mata, “works” (vv. 4–6), he mentions nine more of them: 
utterance of wisdom, utterance of knowledge, faith, healing, miracle working,
prophecy, discernment of spirits, speaking in tongues, and interpretation of such
speech (vv. 8–10). This list of pneumatika (12:4–10) is similar to other lists in the
Pauline corpus: 12:28–30; Rom 12:6–8; cf. Eph 4:11. In general, no two lists agree
in content, and the order of the endowments is not the same; hence no signifi-
cance can be attributed to the order. In this list (12:4–10), in particular, the order
is of little significance, except that tongues and their interpretation are at the 
bottom of it, as they will be again in 12:28–30. Some commentators note the 
introductory prons. in the dat., h∑, “to one” (v. 8a), all∑, “to another” (vv. 8b, 9b,
10abce), and heter∑, “to (still) another” (vv. 9a, 10d), and try to use the last two as
signs setting off the last two classes, but no clear division is thus achieved, and the
diversity of attempts to classify them shows the futility of it.

The way in which the pneumatika are expressed in the Greek text, sometimes
by names of persons so endowed, sometimes as abstract abilities or actions, is
strange and difficult to render accurately in English; so the reader is forewarned
about differences in modern translations of the lists. All are gifts of the Spirit freely
endowed, but not all involve dramatic action or emotional experience. Three sig-
nificant endowments, however, “apostles,” “prophets,” and “teachers” are num-
bered explicitly (see below; cf. Nardoni, “The Concept”).

“Kinds of tongues” (12:10) was a phenomenon in the early church that is not
easy to understand. Because it is absent from the lists in Romans and Ephesians
and because Paul puts it and the interpretation of it at the end of two of his lists of
pneumatika in this chapter and devotes a considerable amount of space to them in
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14:1–33, he clearly had many difficulties with this phenomenon in the Corin-
thian community, even though he recognized it as a gift of the Spirit. Indeed, it is
undoubtedly the main reason why he takes up the whole question of pneumatika

at this point in his letter (see Mitchell, Paul, 270).
Noteworthy in this pericope is the way Paul describes the different pneumatika,

either as charismata, “gifts,” diakoniai, “services,” or en≤rg≤mata, “works,” and the
way he ascribes them, whatever their diversity, to the Spirit, the Lord, and God 
(= the Father). This triadic source of ta pneumatika is thus an important Pauline
contribution to the doctrine of the Trinity, to be formulated fully in the patristic
period. Nowhere, however, in his letters does Paul have a clear notion of the Spirit
as a person. Cf. 2 Cor 13:13(14) for another Pauline contribution to that develop-
ing doctrine.

In recent decades one has heard often about “charismatics” among Christians
of various denominations and their emphasis on speaking in tongues and other
phenomena as manifestations of intense religious experience ascribed to the
Spirit. Yet, as R. E. Brown asks, “Are charismatics today experiencing what is de-
scribed in I Cor 12?” (Introduction, 532).

NOTES

12:4. There are different sorts of gifts, but the same Spirit. Lit. “diverse allotments
(diaireseis [this noun occurs only here in the NT]) of gifts,” i.e., a different dispo-
sition, assignment of them. Though they come from the one Spirit, they are allot-
ted differently; though from one source, they are diverse in kind.

Paul has already used charisma in the sense of a “favor bestowed” or “gift” in 1:7
and 7:7 (sexual continence). Here and in v. 31 he employs the plur. generically to
denote nonmaterial endowments coming from “the same Spirit,” i.e., the one just
mentioned in 12:3, which enables all Christians, Jewish and Gentile alike, to ac-
knowledge the risen Christ as “Lord.” In vv. 9, 28, 30, the plur. appears again, but
with a specific modifier, charismata iamat∑n, thus denoting a special kind of
charism. For other ways in which Paul uses the noun charisma, see Rom 1:11;
5:15–16; 6:23; 11:29; 2 Cor 1:11; in none of these passages does it have the spe-
cific nuance it has in vv. 9, 28, 30 of this passage. Moreover, in Rom 12:6, Paul
plays on the similarity of charisma to charis, “grace,” words which are etymologi-
cally only remotely related, in order to stress how charismata denote specific par-
ticipations of individual Christians in God’s grace; in fact, some of the individual
endowments mentioned there as charismata are callled here generically pneu-

matika (see Romans, 646–47). Furthermore, the word charisma is never used for a
gift that one human being gives to another, but always denotes a divine gift (Rom
11:29; 1 Cor 7:7; 12:28). Here charismata are specific forms of pneumatika, dis-
tinct from those to be mentioned in vv. 5–6.

5. there are different sorts of service, but the same Lord. Paul sets diakoniai apart
from charismata, even though diakoniai are also forms of pneumatika.. The di-

akonia, “service” or “ministry,” that a Christian is equipped to perform within the
community, comes from the one Kyrios, viz., the risen Christ, acknowledged in
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the confession of 12:3, and to continue his work. The diakonia denotes not a ser-
vice to the community, but a service rendered within it to God. Cf. Rom 12:7,
where Paul speaks of community service as diakonia. In 1 Cor 3:5, diakonos was
used of a special minister (Apollos or Paul); in 16:15, diakonia will describe the
ministry of Stephanas and his household; in 2 Cor 4:1; 5:18; 6:3 it designates
Paul’s own ministry. The word, however, does not yet have the special connota-
tion (deacon) that it may have in Phil 1:1 and will acquire still later in 1 Tim 3:8,
12; Ignatius, Ephes. 2.1; Smyrn. 8.1 (see J. N. Collins, Diakonia, 232–33).

Hence, pace Käsemann, diakoniai are not “interchangeable with the charis-
mata” (“Ministry,” 65; 69 [mistakenly related to kl≤sis, “calling”]; 71 [mistakenly
related to “household codes”]). If they were interchangeable, why does Paul sepa-
rate them (employing diaireseis three times), ascribe them to different sources,
and in each case use to auto or ho autos? Nor do the charismata related to God’s
call of Israel in Rom 11:29 have anything to do with diakoniai or other gifts ac-
corded to Christians in this context. Moreover, those mentioned in 1 Cor 7:7 can
only be cited here with a great manipulation of context. The list of ministries 
or “different charismata” that Käsemann gives (ibid., 69) is simply overdrawn (see
J. N. Collins, “Ministry”; Vanhoye, I Carismi, 29, 54).

6. there are different sorts of work, but the same God, who produces all of them in

everyone. Lit. “the one producing all. . . .” Energ≤ma, which occurs only here and
in v. 10 in the NT, denotes a “work” or “task” different from the diakoniai of v. 5,
but something that one performs to promote the good of the community, as do the
other forms of pneumatika. An example of such energ≤mata is given in v. 10, “the
working of mighty deeds,” and perhaps others in v. 28 (antil≤mpseis, kybern≤seis,

“assistants, administrators”).
Such “works” are produced in Christians by Theos, “God,” meaning “the Fa-

ther,” as often in the NT (e.g., 2 Cor 3:3; 5:18; 13:12; Rom 5:11). Note how the 
expression ho autos theos, “the same God,” which follows upon to auto pneuma

(v. 4), and ho autos kyrios (v. 5), links the three sources of the different pneumatika

triadically.
Even though the last clause in the verse modifies only “God,” it could just as

easily have been added at the end of vv. 4 and 5 as well. The verb energein, “work
in,” “produce,” is found elsewhere of God’s activity (Gal 2:8; 3:5; Phil 2:13). Paul
is not trying to explain the differences among charismata, diakoniai, and
energ≤mata, but asserting rather the uniqueness of the triadic divine source of
such spiritual realities in the Christian community, as diverse as they may be.

7. To each individual is given the manifestation of the Spirit for some good. The
diverse pneumatika listed in vv. 4–6 are now summed up as “the manifestation of
the Spirit,” and their purpose is expressed as pros to sympheron, lit. “in accordance
with what is advantageous” (BDF §239.8), i.e., to the community (sympheron

being the substantivized neut. pres. ptc. of sympher∑). Paul’s contrasting emphasis
falls on the first and last words, “to each” and “for the good” (of all in the commu-
nity, as the context makes clear, and not merely for the good of the individual to
whom the endowment is allotted). “Each” denotes not only diversity, but also in-
dividuality, for Paul thinks indeed that “every last person in the community” is so
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endowed, pace Fee (1 Cor, 389); that is what ekast∑ at the head of the verse means.
Paul is implying that no one in the community has a monopoly on the Spirit, to
the neglect of others; the Spirit works in all, but in different ways.

The noun phaner∑sis, “manifestation,” is important, for Paul is not speaking
only of the internal gifts of the Spirit but of the external signs of the presence and
activity of the Spirit within the community. The “manifestation” is not different
from the “fruit” of the Spirit (Gal 5:22). Phaner∑sis occurs also in 2 Cor 4:2 with
an obj. gen., “manifestation of the truth,” and so the question is: Is the gen. pneu-

matos to be taken here as obj., i.e., that the gift manifests the Spirit (to others in the
community); or as subj., i.e., what the Spirit manifests in the gift given? Either
sense would suit the context. In the following verses (8–10), Paul will spell out in
detail a list of further manifestations.

8. To one is given through the Spirit the utterance of wisdom. This verse further
explains v. 7, in that it repeats the same verb (didotai) and now illustrates “each 
individual” as “one” and “another.” The phrase logos sophias, “an utterance of
wisdom,” would mean the power to communicate profound Christian truths to
others, because Paul is not speaking merely of the internal gift, but the way it is
manifested. It is probably the wisdom of which Paul spoke in 2:6–13 (God’s wis-
dom hidden in a mystery). Smalley (“Spiritual Gifts,” 428) relates this endow-
ment specifically to the “apostles” of 12:28–29, but there is no reason so to restrict
it. For an attempt to line up the individual manifestations in vv. 8–10, 28–29 in
parallel columns, see Garland, 1 Cor, 580; the attempt reveals more the diversity
than the similarity of them and that Paul was scarcely trying to construct such a
parallel.

to another, the utterance of knowledge through the same Spirit. How the com-
munication of gn∑sis now mentioned by Paul differs from that of sophia of the first
clause is not easy to say, especially since both have their source in the Spirit. Wis-
dom has already been explained as related to the hidden designs of God (2:6–13),
whereas knowledge may mean such elementary truths as knowing that “an idol is
nothing at all in this world” (6:4). In 13:2, gn∑sis will reappear in a list between
“prophecy” and “mysteries,” on the one hand, and “the faith to move mountains,”
on the other; and again in 14:6 between “revelation” and “prophecy and instruc-
tion.” Although Paul sometimes speaks negatively of gn∑sis (8:1, 7, 10, 11; 13:8),
he also speaks positively of it (1:5; 2 Cor 2:14; 4:6; 6:6; 8:7; 10:5; 11:6). So it seems
to connote some basic awareness given to Christians, perhaps analogous to the oc-
cult knowledge said to be associated with mystery religions in the ancient world of
Paul’s time.

9. to another, faith by the same Spirit. Since this pistis denotes a special kind of
pneumatika given only to some individuals, it cannot have the normal Pauline
sense of response to the gospel (as in Rom 10:8, “the word of faith that we preach”;
10:9–10, 17), as Lindemann (1 Cor, 267) prefers to interpret it, maintaining that
Paul does not distinguish levels of faith. Rather it is “the faith to move mountains”
(1 Cor 13:2; cf. Matt 17:20; 21:21; BDAG, 820; Kremer, 1 Cor, 264; Garland, 
1 Cor, 581), or perhaps “a faith especially effective in sustaining others” (Brown,
Introduction, 531 n. 59).
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to another, gifts of healing by that one Spirit. I.e., charismata, “gifts” resulting in
different kinds of cures (iamata), as in vv. 28, 30 below. Early Christians are de-
picted praying in Acts 4:30 for power to do so, where the related noun iasis, “abil-
ity to cure,” occurs. See Acts 3:1–10; 5:15, for accounts of such healings. Instead
of heni pneumati, “by (that) one Spirit,” some mss (±, C3, D, F, G) read aut∑, “the
same,” but that is a copyist’s harmonization with v. 9a.

10. to another, the working of mighty deeds. Lit. “workings of powers,” i.e., mir-
acles undoubtedly different from healings of v. 9b; see vv. 28–29 below (without
energ≤mata). Some mss (P 46, D, F, G) read rather energeia dyname∑s, “working of
power.” The word dynamis, “power, might,” especially in the plur. (dynameis), is
often used in the NT for the wondrous deeds or miracles of Jesus recounted in 
the Gospels (Mark 6:2; Matt 7:22; 11:20, 21, 23; 13:54, 58; Luke 10:13; 19:37); 
cf. Acts 2:22; 10:38. For such deeds within the Christian community, see 1 Thess
1:5; Gal 3:5; 2 Cor 12:12; Acts 19:11.

to another, prophecy. I.e., dynamic, effective, and hortatory preaching of the
gospel as a gift of the Spirit (see Note on 11:4). It is listed again in vv. 28–29
below, but as “prophets,” and as the first of the charismata in Rom 12:6; cf. 1 Cor
13:2, 8. The Christian sense of this word has to be set over against the use of
proph≤teia and proph≤t≤s in the contemporary Greek world, where proph≤teia de-
noted the “gift of interpreting the will of the gods,” or “an oracular response,”
often given in a trance or ecstasy. Lucian even calls it di≤s phrenos estin aporr∑x, “a
portion broken off of the divine mind” (Alex. 40, 60; LSJ, 1539). The prophet,
(Gk. ho proph≤t≤s) was the agent who did so (but cf. TDNT, 6:784, for the dates
when these Greek words are attested [proph≤teia only in 2d cent. a.d.]). Such a
Greek usage may have influenced the Christian understanding of the term, but it
has to be related also to that of the LXX, and especially to the OT meaning of
“prophecy,” which per se has nothing to do with predicting the future (even
though that might be involved on occasion). It was considered a gift of the Spirit
(e.g., Ezek 2:2–3), but also as something that was dying out in Israel (see Ps 74:9;
Dan 3:38; 1 Macc 9:27). Now it is understood as reappearing among Christians in
a new form.

Proph≤teia is a combination of prep. pro, “ in front of, in place of,” and ph≤mi,

“speak,” an utterance made for God; proph≤t≤s, “one who speaks for someone
else,” i.e., a spokesperson or mouthpiece of God. The OT sense is seen in Exod
4:10–16: Moses, having been told by God to go to speak to the Hebrews in Egypt,
protests that he is slow of speech and not eloquent enough. Moses is told to take
his brother Aaron with him; “you shall speak to him and put the words in his
mouth, and I will be with your mouth and his mouth. . . . He shall speak for you to
the people; he shall be a mouth for you, and you shall be to him as God.” Cf. Jer
1:9; 2 Sam 12:25; but NT prophecy has none of the trance or ecstasy sometimes
associated with prophecy in the OT (e.g., Num 11:25–29; 1 Sam 10:6, 10–11).
Hence the Christian sense of the word “prophecy” has to be understood as a
Spirit-inspired dynamic and effective preaching of the Scriptures and the gospel,
as Paul makes clear below, in 14:1, 3–6, 24, 29, 31 (see Aune, Prophecy, 256–58;
Grudem, Gift of Prophecy).
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to another, discernment of spirits. Lit. “discernings of spirits,” i.e., various abili-
ties to evaluate and distinguish the origin of diverse promptings in life (now
named pneumata), whether they come from God, or Satan, or other human be-
ings. The phrase, diakriseis pneumat∑n, occurs only here in the Greek Bible, and
such pneumata must not be confused with pneumatika (v. 1), which have already
been presented as the gifts of the Holy Spirit. These pneumata are derived at times
from the “human spirit” (2:11; cf. related expressions in 2:11–16; 14:29, also 
1 Thess 5:19–22; 1 John 4:1, which speak differently of the same activity). Later,
Did. 11.7–10 speaks of such discernment applied to prophets:

7Do not test or evaluate every prophet who speaks with spirit (en pneumati), ‘for
every sin will be forgiven, but not this one’ [Matt 12:31]. 8Yet not everyone who
speaks with spirit is a prophet, unless he has the ways (tropous) of the Lord.
From their ways, then, the false prophet and the (real) prophet will be known.
9No prophet who orders a meal (horiz∑n trapezan) with spirit will eat of it; oth-
erwise he is a false prophet. 10Every prophet who teaches the truth, if he does
not do what he teaches, is a false prophet.

See further Therrien, Discernement. The discernment, however, should not be
limited to prophets, because there is no indication in the text that Paul so in-
tended such a gift (pace Martucci “Diakriseis”). The attempt made by Dautzen-
berg (“Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund”) to interpret diakriseis

pneumat∑n as “interpretations of the revelations of the Spirit” is far from correct,
because diakrisis does not mean “interpretation,” but rather “distinguishing, dif-
ferentiation” (BDAG, 231), e.g., of good and evil. It is a term for evaluation, as
Grudem (“A Response”) has shown.

to another, kinds of tongues. Whereas Paul used h∑ men gar, “to one,” followed
by several instances of all∑ de, “to another,” in vv. 8–10abc, he now switches to
asyndetic heter∑, to express “to (still) another” (v. 10d), as he introduces this en-
dowment of the Spirit.

The phrase, gen≤ gl∑ss∑n, “kinds of tongues” or “kinds of language,” occurs
again only in v. 28. By gl∑ssa Paul does not mean the anatomical “tongue” of a
human being, the organ for eating and talking, but he uses it figuratively of
“speech, language.” Theoretically, gen≤ gl∑ss∑n could denote different foreign
languages spoken by human beings (xenologia), but, in referring it to pneu-

matikon, someone who speaks in such “tongues,” Paul means vocal utterances of
unusual nature not understood by others, as it becomes clear in chap. 14. Some-
times he calls them simply gl∑ssai, “tongues” (12:10e, 30; 13:1, 8; 14:5a, 5c, 6, 18,
22, 23, 39 [often with the verb lale∑, “speak”]), sometimes in the sing. gl∑ssa,

“tongue” (14:2, 4, 9, 13, 14, 19, 26, 27 [often with lale∑]). Since no article pre-
cedes the noun, an idiomatic usage is being employed.

Part of the problem in understanding the idiom is its origin. Is the expression
gl∑ssais lalein, “speak in tongues,” ever used before Paul? Some commentators
think that it was “a common Semitic idiom” (Engelbrecht, “ ‘To Speak,’ ” 295).
Reference is made to Isa 28:11, a verse that Paul quotes in 14:21, “By people
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speaking strange tongues and by lips of foreigners will I speak to this people.” In its
LXX form it has dia gl∑ss≤s heteras . . . lalousin, “through another (or different)
tongue . . . they will speak”; similarly Isa 19:18, which also uses the words of
speaking a foreign language. In five other passages of the LXX, gl∑ssa and lalein

occur together (Jer 9:4; Job 33:2; Pss 37:30; 39:4; 109:2), but they are all instances
of the anatomical “tongue” uttering something (justice, truth, lies), nothing unin-
telligible. In QL, moreover, a phrase of Isa 28:11 is applied figuratively to the
Seekers after Smooth Things who speak “with uncircumcised lip and an alien
tongue” to mislead “the men of truth,” i.e., the members of the comunity (1QHa

10[old 2]:18–19; similarly 12[old 4]:16). There are, then, in earlier Jewish writ-
ings metaphorical instances of “tongue” and “to speak” combined. Engelbrecht
also cites later rabbinic examples from the Mishnah and the targums (ibid.,
300–302), but none of them has the meaning used in chaps. 12 and 14 of this let-
ter (see also Harrisville, “Speaking in Tongues”).

A phenomenon related to such speaking in tongues is described later in Acts
2:4–11; 10:45–46; 19:6. There the nature of the phenomenon is complicated by
Luke’s description of the effect of the Spirit on Pentecost: “They began to speak in
other tongues” (2:4), which for most commentators means xenologia, “speaking in
foreign tongues,” a miraculous phenomenon that suits the first Christian pente-
costal situation (recall the many nations listed in Acts 2:6–11; cf. Acts, 239). Else-
where in Acts, however, Luke describes speaking in tongues (10:45–46; 19:6) in a
way similar to what Paul mentions in 1 Corinthians 12 and 14. Apart from these
Pauline and Lucan passages, the phenomenon is not known elsewhere in the NT,
although some interpreters try to understand “new tongues” (in the late, longer
ending of the Marcan Gospel, 16:17) in this way.

From the words Paul uses in 12:30 (gl∑ssais lalousin) is formed the commonly
used modern term, “glossolalia,” which appears nowhere in Pauline writings or in
any patristic writer; it is not found in standard Greek dictionaries (LSJ, Lampe,
Sophocles, Bailly). The closest form one can find is gl∑ssologia, a noun used by
the fifth-century rhetorician, Procopius of Gaza (Prov. 10:31; PG 87.1321D),
meaning “chatter.”

In general, patristic interpreters understood Pauline gen≤ gl∑ss∑n as xenologia
(as in Acts 2:4), or at times as “angelic tongues” (as in 1 Cor 13:1); see Parmentier,
“Zungenreden.” The latter term is also used by some modern commentators to
explain gen≤ gl∑ss∑n (D. B. Martin, “Tongues”; Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit,

243–44), but no one can say what that means, because no one knows whether 
angels have tongues. In 13:1 Paul uses “angelic tongues” in irony, and so it is bet-
ter avoided in the discussion of Paul’s phrase here.

From these NT passages come the two main ways in which the phrase gen≤

gl∑ss∑n is understood today: (1) as utterances made outside the normal patterns of
intelligible speech (BDAG, 201–2), sometimes translated as “ecstatic utterance”
(NEB), “various ecstatic utterances” (Goodspeed), or “the strange speech of per-
sons in religious ecstasy” (BDAG, 201); and (2) as foreign, unintelligible human
utterances. These two ways are formulated differently by various commentators;
for a useful survey, see Cartledge, “Nature and Function.”
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A reason for espousing the first explanation is given by Conzelmann, who
maintains:

The designation gl∑ssai, ‘tongues,’ tells us nothing about the phenomenon. If
we would explain it, then we must set out from comparable material in the 
history of religion, above all from the Greek motif of the inspiring pneuma,

which is expressed in Mantic sources, and is bound up more particularly with
Delphi. The deity speaks out of the inspired man’s mouth; he himself does not
know what he is saying. In Delphi the priests interpret the Pythia’s babblings 
(1 Cor, 234).

Conzelmann further cites Heraclitus, Frag. 92: 

Sibylla de mainomen∑ stomati agelasta kai akall∑pista kai amyrista phthengomen≤

chili∑n et∑n exikneitai t≤ ph∑n≤ dia ton theon,

The Sibyl with raving mouth uttering her unlaughing, unadorned, unincensed
words reaches out over a thousand years with her voice, through the (inspira-
tion of the) god.

It is, however, a matter of no little debate, whether Paul means anything like the
“ecstatic utterance” of the contemporary Greco-Roman world, even if it is so un-
derstood in NEB and by Harrisville, “Speaking”; Tuland, “Confusion,” 209.

Other interpreters insist rather on the second meaning, “the miraculously
given ability to speak a human language foreign to the speaker” (Gundry, “ ‘Ec-
static’ ”); similarly Davies, Greene, and Engelbrecht, who notes, “While exam-
ples of ecstatic speech are common [in Greek literature outside the NT], the
expression ‘to speak in a tongue’ is essentially unknown in pre-Christian Greek
apart from the passages in the Septuagint mentioned above” (“ ‘To Speak,’ ”296).
That has to be recalled in light of what Conzelmann has written above. From the
way Paul speaks of this phenomenon in the rest of this chap. and in chap. 14, how-
ever, it seems best to recognize it as some form of noncommunicative utterance or
incoherent babbling.

The trouble with these explanations is that they describe, on the one hand, the
psychological state of the speaker, and, on the other, the speech product (foreign
language), which is a problematic mixture, like comparing apples and oranges
(see Poythress, “The Nature”). Whatever the meaning of the phrase, Paul recog-
nizes the phenomenon as a spiritual gift to individuals in the Christian commu-
nity (12:10, 30), as an endowment or manifestation of the Spirit (12:7, 11). He will
have more to say about it in chap. 14, and his treatment of it in this letter shows
how little he esteems it, as he has to deal with this specific Corinthian phenome-
non. In v. 30, Paul asks whether pantes gl∑ssais lalousin, “all speak in tongues,”
which implies that all do not, but which also gives meaning to the phrase used
here: some do so talk. His further treatment of this phenomenon is found in 13:1;
14:2–33, 39, and in 13:8c he even predicts that it “will come to an end.” Signifi-
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cantly, he makes no mention of it among the charismata he lists in Rom 12:6–8,
and it does not appear in Eph 4:11.

For various analyses of the modern phenomenon of glossolalia, see Fabbro,
“Prospettive”; Goodman, Speaking in Tongues; Hoekema, What about Tongue-

Speaking?; Kildahl, Psychology; Landes and Koop, “Sociolinguistic Exploration”;
E. D. Mills, Speaking; Samarin, Tongues of Men and Angels. That the modern
phenomenon has anything to do with what Paul is talking about is a question not
easily answered, especially in light of what he says in 13:8c.

to another, the interpretation of tongues. This endowment is related to the pre-
ceding one and implies that what is spoken in tongues can be put into articulate
speech. Such articulation would be required, when speaking in tongues occurs in
a community assembly; it may even be a special kind of discernment. Since the
tongue utterance is presumably intelligible to the speaker, and to him or her
alone, someone else endowed with this related gift would have to be on hand to 
articulate whatever pertinence the mysterious utterance might have for the com-
munity (see Thiselton, “Interpretation”). It might even be given to the speakers
themselves, but then what guarantee would there be of the objective reality of ei-
ther endowment, the “tongues” or the “interpretation”?

11. But one and the same Spirit produces all these, bestowing them individually

on each one as it wills. “All these” (panta de tauta) stands in emphatic position at
the head of the sentence, summing up the endowments that Paul has set forth in
vv. 4–10. What was said above about “God” (v. 6b) is repeated about God’s Spirit,
now said to be “one and the same,” a combination of the two modifiers used in 
v. 9. Paul’s stress is on “all these” gifts in order to show that such characteristics
that individual Christians possess are not personal achievements, but endow-
ments derived solely from a divine source (Spirit, Lord, or Father) and destined
for the good (12:7) of the whole community, which Paul will now proceed to ex-
plain in greater detail.
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27 c. The Many Members 

of the One Body (12:12–31)
12:12For as the body is a unit and has many members, and all the members of the
body, though many, form one body, so too it is with Christ. 13For by one Spirit we
were all baptized, in fact, into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free,
and we were all given one Spirit to drink. 14 Indeed, the body does not consist of
one member, but of many. 15 If the foot says, “Because I am not a hand, I do not
belong to the body,” it would not for that reason belong any less to the body. 16And
if the ear says, “Because I am not an eye, I do not belong to the body,” it would not
for that reason belong any less to the body. 17 If the whole body were an eye, where
would hearing be? If the whole body were hearing, where would the sense of
smell be? 18Now as it is, God has arranged the members in the body, each one of
them, just as he wanted them. 19 If they were all one member, where would the
body be? 20As it is, there are many members, but one body. 21So the eye cannot
say to the hand, “I have no need of you”; or again, the head to the feet, “I have no
need of you.” 22Rather, the members of the body that seem to be weaker are all the
more necessary; 23and those parts of the body that we consider less honorable we
surround with greater honor; and our unpresentable parts are treated with greater
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propriety, 24whereas our presentable parts have no need of this. Indeed, God has
so blended the body, giving greater honor to a part that lacks it, 25 so that there may
be no discord in the body, but that the members have the same concern for each
other. 26 If, indeed, one member suffers, all suffer with it; if [one] member is hon-
ored, all the members rejoice with it. 27Now you are the body of Christ, and indi-
vidually members of it; 28and in the church God has appointed some to be, first of
all, apostles; second, prophets; third, teachers; then, workers of mighty deeds,
then those with gifts of healing, assistants, administrators, speakers of kinds of
tongues. 29Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work mighty
deeds? 30Do all have gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues? Do all interpret?
31But are you striving for the greater gifts? Now I shall show you a still more excel-
lent way.

COMMENT

Having set forth his understanding of the variety of pneumatika and their unique
divine source, Paul proceeds to another aspect of the phenomena that their diver-
sity creates in the Christian community. He passes, in effect, from the many to the
one, and from a discussion of pneuma, “Spirit” (vv. 7–9, 11) to that of s∑ma,

“body” (vv. 12–20, 22–25, 27), and likens the multiplicity of those who have
“manifestations” (12:7) of the Spirit to that of “members” in the one human body.
He identifies the members of the community, first, as “Christ” (12:12), then as the
“body of Christ” (12:27), and eventually as “the church” (12:28). As such, the
many members of the Christian community must use all their diverse manifesta-
tions of the Spirit “to the good” (12:7) of the whole, because Christ is the unifying
principle of the church. Just as the human body unifies the plurality of its mem-
bers, so Christ unifies the diversity of endowed Christians. As Soards rightly notes,
“in Christ unity dominates diversity and makes diversity genuinely meaningful
and constructive” (1 Cor, 263), so that no one can vaunt his or her individual en-
dowment over that of others at the expense of such unity. Because such vaunting
was at work in the Corinthian church, Paul seeks to correct it. His correction still
has to be recalled even when modern charismatics vaunt their experiences in
what should be the one body of Christ.

Paul’s argument proceeds in stages. First, in vv. 12–14 he describes the relation
of many members to one body (note the inclusio in s∑ma and polla in vv. 12 and
14 [disregard the paragraphing in N-A27]); v. 13 is parenthetic, as it joins with the
topic of vv. 4–11 and extends it to ethnic and social groups. Second, in vv. 15–26
Paul describes in detail how multiple and diverse members are related to and
serve the one human body formed by God’s design. Third, in v. 27 Paul shifts to
the 2d pers. plur. to apply his teaching about Christians forming “the body of
Christ.” Fourth, Paul identifies that body as the church and explains how various
endowed members play roles in it in vv. 28–30. Finally, he concludes with a ques-
tion and a statement in v. 31, which is transitional to chap. 13.

The main isssue in this pericope is the ecclesiastical sense of the “body of
Christ,” which now appears. Absent from earlier Pauline letters (1 Thessalonians,
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Galatians, and even Philippians), it now emerges, in a letter in which Paul has
been coping with various divisive phenomena in the Corinthian community (ri-
valries owing to allegiance to preachers, divisive problems in liturgical gatherings,
and diverse vaunting of individual spiritual gifts). This idea of the church as the
body of Christ only gradually dawned on Paul as he sought to cope with problems
in the Christian communities that he had founded. It was almost certainly not an
insight that he had at the time of his call on the road to Damascus. In the Lucan
account of that event, when he was accosted by the risen Christ, he asked, “Who
are you, sir?” He heard the answer, “I am Jesus whom you are persecuting” (Acts
9:5), but that answer cannot be so interpreted that he immediately became aware
of the church as the body of Christ. The church as the body of Christ is not an el-
ement in Lucan theology (see Acts, 425). Rather, it took time for this important
idea in Pauline theology to surface. Now by means of the “body of Christ,” Paul
seeks to instill in Corinthian Christians a sense of their corporate identity—of the
unity of all of them in Christ, different though they are individually. Paul uses the
same distinction of the one body and many members in Rom 12:4–5, but does not
relate them there to the church, as he does here.

The background or origin of this figurative use of s∑ma in such a phrase is dis-
puted. At least four explanations have been given for it:

1. A development of the OT idea of the corporate personality. “Basic to the
phrase ‘the Body of Christ’ is Christ as a corporate personality, and he is this to the
Church as a whole, and not to each of the individual congregations separately”
(Best, One Body, 104).

2. A development from the use of terracotta votive offerings (hands, feet, arms,
legs, breasts, etc.). These were found in the Asclepieion, a temple just inside the
north wall of the city of Corinth near the Lerna Spring (see fig. 1, p. 23), which
represented the healed parts of a human body that the god Asclepius was believed
to have cured. They are said to have reminded Paul of society as wounded hu-
manity and would have inspired his discussion of s∑ma in this passage (Hill, “The
Temple”; Murphy-O’Connor, St. Paul’s Corinth, 190–91; NJBC, 810; Garner,
“The Temple”).

3. A borrowing of the idea of the Urmensch, or “primal man,” from the Gnostic
myth of the Redeemer. He with the Gnostics among human beings form “his
soma a cosmic entity” (Bultmann, TNT, 1:299, cf. 106; Schmithals, Office of

Apostle, 201–4). On this notion, see Wedderburn, “Body of Christ,” 80–86.
4. A borrowing of the idea of the state or civil society conceived of as the “body

politic” from ancient Greek philosophy. This notion is found as early as Aristotle
(Polit. 5.2.7 §1302b, 35–36), and it became a tenet of Stoic philosophy: Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, Rom. Ant. 3.11.5; Dio Chrysostom, Disc. 34.20; Philo, De spec.

leg. 3.23 §131 (hina pasa h≤likia kai panta mer≤ tou ethnous h∑s henos s∑matos eis

mian kai t≤n aut≤n harmoz≤tai koin∑nian, “so that every age and all parts of the na-
tion may be united into one and the same fellowship as of one body”; Plutarch,
Coriolanus 6.3–4; Moralia 426a (“Is there not here a single body [hen s∑ma] com-
posed of disparate bodies, such as an assembly [ekkl≤sia] or an army or a chorus,
each one of which happens to have a faculty of living, thinking, and learn-
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ing . . . ?”); Philopoemen 8.3 (1.360c); Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Mathematicos

9.78). The idea is implied in Epictetus, Diss. 2.5.24–27; 2.10.3–4, and it also ap-
pears as corpus in Latin writers influenced by Stoics (Cicero, Or. Philip. 8.5.15;
De Officiis 3.5.21–22; Seneca, Ep. mor. 95.52). The figure would thus express the
moral unity of citizens or soldiers cooperating to achieve a common goal (of jus-
tice, peace, prosperity, and well-being for all).

Also to be noted is the famous parabolic fable of Menenius Agrippa, “The Belly
and the Limbs,” preserved in Livy, Ab urbe condita 2.32.9–12, which likewise
compares the state to a human body, as it exhorts the ordinary people (plebs) to
end rebellion and support the leaders (patres). This fable, comparing polis and
s∑ma, is used also in Dionysius Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom. 6.86.1–3 (cf. 6.83.2);
Xenophon, Mem. 2.3.18; Plutarch, Coriolanus 6.2–4 (see also Nestle, “Die
Fabel”).

Of these different explanations, the fourth is the most likely, as Mitchell (Paul,

268–29) rightly notes. Paul would then have taken over this Greek philosophical
notion and given it his own distinctive Christian nuance, the church as “the body
of Christ.” Cf. Wedderburn, “Body of Christ.”

Two further aspects of this figurative usage of s∑ma should be noted. First, of it-
self it expresses at most a moral unity of individual Christians in the body (as in
Rom 12:4–8). If more is to be associated with “the body of Christ,” one has to
bring in further considerations, such as the implications of 1 Cor 6:15–17, which
in its reference to the sexual union of “bodies” in fornication would express more
than merely a moral union with Christ; or 10:16–17, which expresses the partici-
pation of all Christians who share in the one eucharistic bread and cup as a “par-
ticipation in the body of Christ.” And yet, Christians are not physically united
with Christ as are the yolk and albumen of an egg. So it is not easy to describe
specifically the nature of this union of Christians and Christ. Second, because
Paul has already spoken of Christ as “the head” (11:3) and now speaks of his
“body,” one should not yet conclude that he has already developed the idea of
Christ as the head of the church. That will come in the Deutero-Pauline letters
(Colossians and Ephesians), where the themes of head, body, and church are are
all brought together in the cosmic view of Christ (Col 1:18, 24; Eph 1:23; see fur-
ther PAHT §PT122–27). Later on, Eusebius will even speak of “the body of Chris-
tians” (to s∑ma t∑n Christian∑n, HE 10.5.10–12).

NOTES

12:12. For as the body is a unit and has many members, and all the members of the

body, though many, form one body. Lit. “as the body is one.” Paul plays with the
distinction, well known in earlier Greek philosophy, of “the One and the Many”
(see Sprague, “Parmenides, Plato”). In the following verses he will give examples
of the “many” different members in the “one” body. In saying that they “form one
body,” he is using s∑ma in a figurative sense (see Comment above); by it he is re-
calling the organic unity of the body and connoting its relation to a human being
as a corporeal unit. This is offered as an explanation of the diversity of endow-
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ments mentioned in vv. 8–10, which has already been attributed to the one Spirit
in v. 11. Some mss (±2, D, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition) add tou henos after
s∑matos, “of the one body,” which may be a scribal attempt at harmonization.
Philo, who notes that “nature” delights in the number seven, counts seven mem-
bers of the human body: head, neck, breast, hands, belly, abdomen, feet (Leg.

alleg. 1.4 §§8, 12).
so too it is with Christ. Lit. “so also Christ (or the Christ).” This might seem like

an elliptical statement, but note the comparison, kathaper . . . to s∑ma . . . hout∑s

kai ho Christos, “as . . . the body, . . . so also the Christ”; and contrast the form of
the comparison made in Rom 12:4–5: “For just as we have many members in one
body and all of the members do not have the same function, so we, though many,
are one body in Christ and individually members of one another.”

This remarkable identification of Christians with Christ makes use of the name
Christos as a way to speak of what will be explained further in v. 27 as the “body of
Christ.” Allo (1 Cor, 328) regarded this occurrence of Christos in its collective
sense as unique; see also Wolff, 1 Cor, 2. 107; Kremer, 1 Cor, 270; but recall 1:13:
“Is Christ divided?” “The community is ‘Christ’ insofar as it is the sphere where
the saving power of the Spirit is at work” (Murphy-O’Connor, “Christ and Min-
istry,” 126).

The unity of Christ, as of the human body, is his [Paul’s] starting point. He then
proceeds to show that the body cannot in fact consist only of ‘one member’, but
must be ‘many’ (v. 14). The point of the verses that follow (15–21) is not that the
different members must be united among themselves (the question of schism
does not enter until v. 25, and then it is quite incidental to the passage), but pre-
cisely that there must be more than one member if there is to be a body at all.
(Robinson, The Body, 59)

It clearly does not mean only, “So it is also, where Christ is,” as some commenta-
tors have understood it (e.g., Schlier, Christus und die Kirche, 40–41). Paul is re-
peating, in effect, what he already said in 6:15, “Do you not realize that your
bodies are members of Christ?”

13. For by one Spirit we were all baptized, in fact, into one body. Or “in one
Spirit,” since the force of the prep. en is not clear, whether it is to be understood as
instrumental or local (BDF §§195, 219–20). The statement, introduced by ex-
planatory kai gar, “for in fact” (BDF §452.3), is made to say why all Christians
constitute “Christ” in a somatic sense. Through the “one Spirit” (already men-
tioned in 12:9, 11) all Christians have been plunged into or immersed in “one
body,” i.e., into Christ. As Paul asked in 1:13 whether Corinthians had been “bap-
tized” in his name (see Note there), he now uses the same formula to express
union with Christ; cf. also his formulation about the Israelites and Moses in 10:2.
Even though he adds the mention of the Spirit, it is highly unlikely that Paul is re-
ferring to anything different from the well-known early Christian tradition about
baptism by water and its effects (see Rom 6:3–4; 1 Cor 1:13–17, and esp. 6:11,
“you have been washed”). He is making use of such traditional teaching to ad-
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vance his argument about the one body of believers that baptism in one Spirit
brings about despite the remarkable variety of the members and their endow-
ments. This verse is one of the fundamental Pauline texts that teach the incorpo-
ration of baptized believers into Christ (see further PAHT §PT116–27). For the
understanding of this verse as water baptism, see Bultmann, TNT, 1:138; Beasley-
Murray, Baptism, 167–71; Schnackenburg, Baptism, 83. It is baffling to read that
“one is hard pressed to find an equation between baptism and the reception of the
Spirit in Paul’s letters” (Fee, 1 Cor, 604), when that is exactly what this verse is af-
firming (see Bultmann, TNT, 1:333).

It has, moreover, little to do with what is often called in modern times “baptism
in the Holy Spirit” by modern Pentecostalists (see Harrington, “Baptism in the
Holy Spirit,” 43–44). Indeed, the following clause, which speaks of “drinking” the
Spirit, implies that the baptism of which Paul speaks is one of water. There is no
“early Christian tradition” for a baptism in the Spirit as distinct from water bap-
tism (pace Garland, 1 Cor, 591; Cottle, “ ‘All Were Baptized,” 76). That is cer-
tainly not Pauline teaching, which is clearly a development of the OT teaching of
Ezek 36:25–27, where “clean water . . . a new heart . . . and a new spirit” are
promised; cf. Joel 2:28 (pouring out of God’s Spirit). That the verb baptiz∑ is used
at times in the NT in a figurative or analogous sense is admitted (e.g., Mark 10:38;
Luke 12:50), but this usage is not predicated of Christians and is not found so in
Pauline writings.

whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free. These phrases emphasize the meaning of
“we . . . all” in the main statement. For all believers, no matter what their diverse
religious, ethnic, social, or economic background may be, share one and the same
union with the risen Christ through baptism “in the one Spirit” and thus belong
to the “one body.” For the first pair, see Note on 1:23; cf. 10:32. The two pairs
occur also among the three mentioned in Gal 3:28, but speculation runs wild
when commentators try to determine why Paul omits here the third one, “male 
or female,” even though there is no reason why he should mention it. See, how-
ever, Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory, 218. For the Pauline assertion has nothing
to do with equality or with the relation of what she calls “patriarchal marriage” to
the constitution of the “new community in Christ” (ibid., 211). The affirmation
in Gal 3:28 means only that the “ethnic, social, and gender distinctions conven-
tionally made in society are irrelevant for determining who is ‘in Christ’ as a result
of baptism and confession of Jesus as Christ and Lord” (Elliott, “Jesus Move-
ment,” 180).

Lietzmann (1 Cor, 63) finds Paul’s use of these phrases “disruptive,” because,
though the use of them in Gal 3:28 aims at unity, the emphasis here is on diver-
sity. They are not disruptive, however, because they give a concrete illustration of
the unity that should dominate the diversity that they seek to express (so Linde-
mann, 1 Cor, 272).

and we were all given one Spirit to drink. Lit. “we were all caused to drink one
Spirit,” for the acc. with a pass. verb, see BDF §159.1. Paul repeats hen pneuma,

“one Spirit,” in the sense that it is the cause of the unity. The “drinking” of the
Spirit has been diversely explained: either as another figurative reference to bap-
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tism (already mentioned in the first part of the verse), or as the drinking of the eu-
charistic cup (so Augustine, Luther, Calvin, Schlatter, Wendland, Conzelmann;
see 1 Cor 10:4). The latter is less likely because nowhere in the NT or early patris-
tic writers is the Spirit ever said to be bestowed through the Eucharist. Cuming
(“Epotisth≤men”) calls attention to the meaning of potiz∑, “to water,” as when 
one waters a plant or a garden (already used in 3:6, “Apollos watered”), which 
was given by Chrysostom, who rejected the allusion to the Eucharist (Hom. in 

Ep. 1 ad Cor. 30.2; PG 61.251); it would then be a reference to baptism “adminis-
tered by affusion”: “we all had the one holy Spirit poured over us.” Cf. Rom 5:5.
Rogers (“Epotisth≤men Again”), however, insists rightly on the meaning of potiz∑

as “cause to drink” the “one Spirit,” in which the Christian has not only been im-
mersed, but which is “within” the Christian (6:19). Thus the second clause is
merely a literary parallel to the first, that affirms the same thing about water bap-
tism. “Baptism as the rite of initiation into the Christian society was at once the
means of entry into the one Body and into Christ: the baptized were made mem-
bers of the Christ, they were all one man in Christ” (Robinson, “ ‘In the Name,’ ”
199). All Christians endowed with diverse gifts of the Spirit have been joined “into
one body” and thus enjoy the same intimate union with Christ, as in Gal 3:27–28.
Pace Hanimann (“Nous avons”), the two clauses of this verse do not describe a
double rite of Christian initiation, baptism in the name of Jesus (as in Acts
8:12–17; 19:1–6), and imposition of hands conferring the Spirit. That is not only
a misreading of Acts (on these passages, see Acts, 406, 643–44), but a foisting on
the Pauline text concerns of later systematic theology (about the sacrament of
Confirmation).

14. Indeed, the body does not consist of one member, but of many. Paul now be-
gins an unusual and elaborate illlustration of the diversity of the many members
that constitute the one body, as he repeats the “one” and the “many” of v. 12. It
lasts through v. 24, and many of the verses need little comment. The differentia-
tion of the parts of the body is what is essential to the illustration; in vv.14–20 the
necessity of diversity is stressed.

15. If the foot says, “Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” it

would not for that reason belong any less to the body. In this instance, and also in
the following comparisons (vv. 16, 21), Paul resorts to a reductio ad absurdum as
he personifies an inferior part of the body and makes it grumble against a more im-
portant part. The phrase ou para touto, “not for that,” expresses causality; it is also
found in 4 Macc 10:19. Since the apodosis begins with ou and continues with the
neg. ouk estin, N-A27 and some commentators (i.e., Kremer) take the verse as 
a question, “Would it for that reason . . . ,” as in v. 17. In that case, however, 
one would expect an initial m≤, which would anticipate a negative answer. So oth-
ers (RSV, Robertson-Plummer, Conzelmann, Lindemann, BDAG, 758; BDF
§§236.5, 431.1) take the double negative as an emphatic affirmative statement, “It
would not. . . .”

16. And if the ear says, “Because I am not an eye, I do not belong to the body,” it

would not for that reason belong any less to the body. As in v. 15, now the ear is per-
sonified.
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17. If the whole body were an eye, where would hearing be? If the whole body were

hearing, where would the sense of smell be? With questions Paul emphasizes the
important differences of various members of the body. Each member has its own
function, and so it cannot look down on that of another or covet the function of
another. Sprague (“Parmenides, Plato,” 212) calls attention to the same kind of ar-
gument about different virtues in Plato, Meno 73D–74a.

18. Now as it is, God has arranged the members in the body, each one of them,

just as he wanted them. See 15:38, where Paul repeats this idea. God has made the
human body to be a unit, despite the diversity of members, which are not all uni-
form in structure or function. This Pauline comment about God’s design inter-
rupts the comparative illustration, which continues in the next verse.

19. If they were all one member, where would the body be? I.e., would it still be a
body? This verse, even though it resumes the thinking of v. 17, is actually the
counterpart of v. 14 above. Some mss (B, F, G, 33) omit ta panta, “all”; then “it”
(= body) must be understood from v. 18: “if it were one member.”

20. As it is, there are many members, but one body. This statement repeats in its
own way what Paul affirmed in v. 12a, and it is also analogous to v. 18. The suc-
cinctness of its expression, polla men mel≤, hen de s∑ma, suggests that Paul is quot-
ing a proverb, which is formulated like the Greek philosophical problem of “the
One and the Many.”

21. So the eye cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you”; or again, the head

to the feet, “I have no need of you.” The comparison now continues with connec-
tive de (BDF §462.1), and the more important organs of the body are personified
and mentioned first, but despite their importance they are not self-sufficient or in-
dependent; they do depend on organs that might seem less important. So Paul
emphasizes the interdependence of members of the body. The “eye” was already
used in vv. 16–17, and “hand” and feet” in v. 15, but the “head” is new. Note the
similar comparison of head and feet as parts of the body in 1 Clem. 37.5. “Eye”
and “head” are metaphors for leaders in the community, whereas “hand” and
“feet” stand for laborers and slaves, and they all need each other.

22. Rather, the members of the body that seem to be weaker are all the more nec-

essary. The apparently “weaker” members are, in fact, the more valuable parts of
the body, and even indispensable, such as the eyes. Paul now introduces a triple
comparison that involves the “weaker” (asthenestera), “less honorable” (ati-

motera), and “unpresentable” (asch≤mona) members of the human body, using
three alpha-privative adjs. (one of positive degree, and two of comparative de-
gree). In making such a comparison, Paul metaphorically reflects the status of var-
ious Corinthian Christians. The “weaker” may echo those in Roman Corinth to
whom he has already referred (in 8:9–10; 9:22; 11:30), but not necessarily so. In
any case, “this comment does not follow strictly from verse 21” (Hays, 1 Cor, 215).

23. and those parts of the body that we consider less honorable we surround with

greater honor. Lit. “we drape around with. . . .” Paul plays with negative and posi-
tive uses of tim≤, “honor,” contrasting it with an alpha-privative related adj., ati-

motera, “less honorable.” He is probably thinking of arms and legs that are usually
covered and sometimes adorned. It is not easy to say to whom Paul might be re-
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ferring in the Corinthian community by this or the following metaphorical use of
body parts. Cf. LXX Esth 1:20, where the same verb, peritith≤mi, occurs along
with the noun, tim≤, “honor,” but in an entirely different sense (about wives who
are to accord honor to their husbands, as a result of a royal edict).

and our unpresentable parts are treated with greater propriety. Paul alludes to
the elaborate use of clothing to cover the partes minus honestae, i.e., the private
parts. Important as they are to human life, they are protected from public expo-
sure.

24. whereas our presentable parts have no need of this. I.e., members of the body
that need neither covering nor adornment; they are called ta eusch≤mona (lit. “el-
egant in figure or shape,” and so appropriate for display), and they stand in con-
trast to the three classes of organs just mentioned.

Indeed, God has so blended the body, giving greater honor to a part that lacks it.

As in v. 18, Paul again speaks of God’s design in creating the human body, as he
now alludes to the natural instinct that human beings have to cover certain parts
of the male and female body. That instinct stems from the way God has designed
the human body, balancing its parts so that human beings develop a sense of pro-
priety and care for the proper order of all of them.

25. so that there may be no discord in the body, but that the members have the

same concern for each other. Significantly, Paul again uses schisma, “discord” (re-
call 1:19; 11:18), in this conclusion that he draws from the illustrative comparison
that he has been making since v. 12. As there can be no discord between parts of
the human body, whether weak, “less honorable,” and “unpresentable” or strong,
of “greater honor,” and “presentable,” there may be no discord in the body of the
Christian community, where concern for one another and due respect should
reign supreme. “Concern” is expressed by merimna∑, the verb that Paul used in
7:32–34, but it now explains why there can be no “discord” in the body, which
“ ‘is’ the working together of the parts” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 214). Cf. also Rom
12:5. In the second clause, the subject ta mel≤ is a neut. plur., which should have
a sing. verb, but Paul uses the plur. merimn∑sin, because “the argument requires
that the members be thought of as many and separate” (Robertson-Plummer, 
1 Cor, 276).

26. If, indeed, one member suffers, all suffer with it; if [one] member is honored,

all the members rejoice with it. This verse further illustrates Paul’s conclusion, as it
explains the mutual and reciprocal nature of the “concern” of v. 25: not only must
Christian sympathy reign in the community, but also corporate rejoicing, for they
share with one another such experiences. Cf. Rom 12:15.

27. Now you are the body of Christ, and individually members of it. Lit. “You are
Christ’s body, and members (of it) in part” (ek merous). Paul returns to what he
said in v. 12c above, thus explaining his identification of Corinthian Christians
with Christ. Again he uses s∑ma Christou, this time anarthrously, which in this
context must mean, “the body of Christ.” It is intended analogically in the eccle-
siastical sense (see Note on 10:16), as is clear from v. 28. When this assertion is
understood together with what Paul affirmed in 10:16 about the bread that we
break being “a participation in the body of Christ” and with the tradition quoted
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in 11:24, “This is my body, which is for you,” it is clear that the ecclesiastical sense
of “the body of Christ” has grown out of the sense of the crucified body of Christ,
who is now the risen Lord, as Wedderburn rightly argues: “If Christians are united
with Christ’s crucified body they are similarly united with his risen body. It is one
Christ, crucified and risen, with whom we are united” (“Body of Christ,” 80).

The phrase ek merous (lit. “from a part”) stresses the individuality of Christians
as parts of the body (BDF §212: “[each] for his part”); but it has at times been un-
derstood also in another sense, viz., that Corinthian Christians were not the whole
church, but part of the universal church (so John Chrysostom, Bengel). The Vg
strangely reads the second clause as: et membra de membro, “and members from a
member.”

28. and in the church God has appointed some to be, first of all, apostles. Lit.
“and whom God has put in the church, first, as apostles,” for the anacoluthon
(with v. 27), see BDF §442.9. The close association of ekkl≤sia with s∑ma Christou

(12:27) is to be noted. In Rom 12:4–5, where one finds a similar teaching about
individual Christians as members of the body of Christ, there is no mention of
ekkl≤sia (see PAHT §PT122–27, 133–37).

Paul gives specific examples to explain the phrase mel≤ ek merous, “individually
members of it,” of v. 27 and lists again individual pneumatika (12:1) that God has
granted to the church, some of them charismata, some diakoniai, and some
energ≤mata (12:4–6). The first three are singled out by being numbered and 
designated by the titles of persons who are officeholders. The numbering un-
doubtedly is meant to indicate an order of importance, as many commentators
understand it, but it could be simply an indication of historical time when such
functions emerged in the church. In either case, what is all-important is God’s ap-
pointment: those who are apostles in the Christian community have not chosen
this task for themselves.

The first place is assigned to apostoloi, “commissioned emissaries,” witnesses of
the risen Christ, a title already known from 1:1 (see Note there); 4:9; 9:1, 2, 5; see
further 12:29; 15:7, 9. Cf. Eph 4:11–12, where they similarly head the list of roles
“given” by the ascended Christ “for the work of ministry, for the building up of the
body of Christ.” The “apostles” are not, however, to be restricted in the Lucan
sense to the Twelve (Luke 6:13; Acts 1:13, 21–22, 26); for they would have in-
cluded Paul and Barnabas (Acts 14:4, 14 [on this problematic occurrence, see
Acts, 526]), possibly Andronicus and Junia (Rom 16:7 [see Romans 737–39]), pos-
sibly “James, the brother of the Lord” (Gal 1:19 [see NJBC, art. 47 §16, but also
the Note on 9:5 above]), and unnamed individuals (1 Cor 9:5; 15:7; 2 Cor 8:23).
In this passage the apostolic role is to be understood as a form of diakonia, “min-
istry” or “service” (12:5), as are the next two (so Kremer, 1 Cor, 262).

second, prophets. The second form of ministry is assigned to proph≤tai,

“prophets,” the dynamic and effective Spirit-guided preachers of the gospel (see
Note on 12:10). They head the list in Rom 12:6, where they are mentioned as 
a form of charismata; they occupy the second place too in the list of Eph 4:11, 
but the first place in the Antiochene church (Acts 13:1). More will be heard 
about such Christians in 14:3–4, 22–24, 29, 32, 37, or about those who might so
classify themselves. Paul understands them as a class distinct from apostles 
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and teachers. Apostles and prophets are also mentioned together in Eph 2:20; 3:5;
Rev 18:20 (hagioi, apostoloi, proph≤tai); Did. 11.3–6, 7–12 (see further Greeven,
“Propheten,” 3–15).

third teachers. The third form of ministry is assigned to didaskaloi, “teachers,”
who instruct and pass on the didach≤ t∑n apostol∑n, “the teaching of the apostles”
(Acts 2:42). They likewise appear in Rom 12:7 and Eph 4:11, but in the fifth
place. In Did. 11:1, however, they precede the apostles and prophets, but they
were not listed above in vv. 4–11. Barnabas, Simeon called Niger, Lucius of 
Cyrene, Manaen, and Saul [Paul] are mentioned among “prophets and teachers”
in the church of Antioch (Acts 13:1). Note also the threesome in 1 Tim 2:7, where
the author calls himself k≤ryx, apostolos, didaskalos, “herald, apostle, and
teacher”; cf. 2 Tim 1:11 (see Greeven, “Propheten,” 16–31).

The singling out of these three officeholders and the numbering of them imply
that Paul understands some endowments to be more significant than others be-
cause of their role in the founding and governance of the church, and this im-
pression will be supported by Paul’s treatment of prophecy and speaking in
tongues in chap. 14. The difference of the three roles, however, is part of the di-
versity that Paul sees in the church, but that diversity should not be used to under-
mine the unity of the one body.

then, workers of mighty deeds. Lit. “then mighty deeds.” Whereas the first three
ministries were designated by the titles of officeholders and by numbers, the last
five are listed simply as ministries by abstract nouns, without any indication of
their order or importance; they seem to be a group of less significance. The first 
of these is given as dynameis, but in v. 10 above the gift was called energ≤mata 

dyname∑n, “the workings of mighty deeds” (see Note there), and a form of the
first word is added in the translation of the lemma here. This would be a role in
the church that falls not under diakoniai, but energ≤mata, “works” (12:6). Cf. 3:5,
where the ptc. energ∑n dynameis is used of God himself.

then those with gifts of healing. The same phrase was used in 12:9, charismata

iamat∑n, clearly a reference to individuals with a specific charisma of curing, as 
in 12:4.

assistants. Lit. “helps, helpful deeds,” probably meaning individuals who man-
age things or who devote themselves to charitable aid. The term antil≤mpsis oc-
curs nowhere else in the NT, but see LXX Ps 22:20; Sir 11:12; 2 Macc 8:19; 
3 Macc 5:50. The related verb, however, antilambanesthai, “to help,” is found in
Acts 20:35. It is probably to be understood as an energ≤ma. This noun and the two
following are added asyndetically to the list. 

administrators. Lit. “administrations, acts of guidance,” probably another
energ≤ma, which is that of leadership and guidance in the church, because 
kybern≤sis denotes the task of a pilot of a ship (kybern≤t≤s, Acts 27:11; Rev 18:17);
perhaps like proïstamenos, “leader,” of Rom 12:8. The abstract noun is found only
here in the NT, but see LXX Prov 1:5; 11:14; 24:6, where it means “wise guid-
ance” (RSV). A gifted church administrator is not the sort of person one would
consider today among the pneumatikoi, but Paul does see his or her role as Spirit
endowed (see Roberts, “Seers”).

speakers of kinds of tongues. Lit. “kinds of tongues,” the same abstract phrase,
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gen≤ gl∑ss∑n, appears in v.10 above. Again it is mentioned at the end of the list, be-
cause it is the main difficulty that these endowments of the Spirit have been cre-
ating in the church of Roman Corinth, as will be seen in chap. 14.

29–30. Are all apostles? Are all prophets? Are all teachers? Do all work mighty

deeds? 30. Do all have gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues? Do all interpret? In
these two verses Paul merely asks seven rhetorical questions using the same terms
as in v. 28 and adding “the interpretation of tongues,” mentioned at the end of
12:10. His questions expect the answer “no” (m≤) and stress the diversity of roles
that members of the body of Christ have; no one individual has all these roles, just
as no role is played by everyone. Hence, diversity is needed for the good of the
unity of the whole church. Again, speaking in tongues and the interpretation of it
are at end of the list. One should compare Paul’s mode of argument here with a
similar one, using different titles drawn from military service, in 1 Clem. 37.3–4.

31. But are you striving for the greater gifts? I.e., charismata that are superior
(and not merely for such as speaking in tongues, as will emerge in chap. 14). So
Paul with irony queries Corinthian Christians as he realizes that some of them
covet important spiritual roles in the community. Although he does not specify,
he may be referring to the three numbered in v. 28 or at least to prophecy, with
which he will compare speaking in tongues in chap. 14, but only after he has fin-
ished saying what has to be said about all the listed pneumatika in their relation to
agap≤ in chap. 13. The irony is seen in that they are striving for what is in reality a
gift of the Spirit. Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 282), who take the verb z≤loute as an
impv., think that Paul is urging Corinthian Christians to strive “by prayer and ha-
bitual preparation” to obtain them; similarly Barrett (1 Cor, 296). How can one
reconcile such striving with the emphasis on the gift character of these endow-
ments? If Paul’s words are understood as an ironic question, however, they would
be merely a buildup to v. 31b and to his climax in chap. 13, which seems to be a
preferable way to understand them. Such a translation makes the next statement
(12:31b) an even more telling corrective.

The form z≤loute, usually understood as an impv. (as in 14:1, 39), could also be
understood as an indic. in a statement, “You are striving for (what you think are)
the greater gifts” (cf. 14:12; see Iber, “Zum Verständnis”; Louw, “The Function”).
Some mss (D, F, G, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition) read rather kreittona, “the
better” (gifts), an insignificant variant reading.

Now I shall show you a still more excellent way. Lit. “I am showing,” a pres. with
fut. connotation (BDF §323). This is Paul’s introduction to chap. 13. N-A27 reads
kai eti kath’ hyperbol≤n hodon hymin deiknymi, lit. “and I am still showing you a
way to an extraordinary degree.” Mss P 46, D*, (F, G) read ei ti, instead of the adv.
eti, “still,” and Debrunner would translate it: “if (there is) something in an ex-
traordinary way, then I show you a way” (“Über einige Lesarten,” 37). That is still
somewhat problematic in this context.

Paul employs the prep. phrase kath’ hyperbol≤n also in Gal 1:13; 2 Cor 1:8;
4:17; Rom 7:13 but in an adv. sense to mark the surpassing quality of something.
Here, however, it seems rather to function as an adj., because as an adv. it would
ill suit the verb deiknymi. Pace van Unnik (“Meaning,” 157), it cannot be taken as
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modifying z≤loute, be zealous “even to the highest degree,” because it is too far
separated from that verb. Barth (Resurrection, 79) comes closer to the sense in-
tended, when he speaks of “a way incomparable of its kind that leads more directly
to the goal than all other ways,” because the phrase “acquires a certain signifi-
cance only when to the comparative contained in kath’ hyperbol≤n we supply t∑n

charismat∑n, ‘than the gifts’ ” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 216). What follows in chap.
13 will help the understanding of how the diverse endowments of the Spirit set
forth in vv. 4–11 can find a “way” that goes beyond them and thus serves the “one
body” of the Christian church, “the body of Christ,” in a surpassing way.

Paul uses hodos, “way,” in a figurative sense of a “teaching”; it resembles a
usage found often in contemporary philosophical schools of the Greco-Roman
world (see TDNT, 5:43–47), but also in the LXX (Judg 2:22 [t≤n hodon kyriou]; 
Ps 1:6; 37:34; Prov 28:23); cf. Did. 1.1; Ep. Barn. 18.1; 19.1.
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28 d. The More Excellent Way: 

Hymn to Love (13:1–13)
13:1 If I speak with human and angelic tongues, but do not have love, I am only 
resounding brass or a clanging cymbal. 2 If I have the gift of prophecy and com-
prehend all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all the faith to move moun-
tains, but do not have love, I am nothing. 3 If I dole out all I own and hand over my
body in order to boast, but do not have love, I gain nothing. 4 [Love] is patient; love
is kind. Love is not jealous; [love] does not brag; it is not arrogant. 5 It is not rude;
it does not seek its own interest; it does not become irritated; it does not reckon
with wrongs. 6 It does not delight in wrongdoing, but rejoices with the truth. 7 It
puts up with all things, believes all things, hopes for all things, endures all things.
8Love never fails. If there are prophecies, they will be brought to naught; if
tongues, they will come to an end; if knowledge, it will be brought to naught. 9For
we know in part, and we prophesy in part, 10but when what is perfect comes, the
partial will be brought to naught. 11When I was a child, I spoke as a child, I
thought as a child, I reasoned as a child. When I became a man, I did away with
childish things. 12For at present we see by reflection, as in a mirror, but then face
to face; at present I know only in part, but then I shall know fully, even as I have
been fully known. 13And now faith, hope, love remain, these three; but the great-
est of these is love.

COMMENT

In this passage Paul explains what he meant by “a still more excellent way” in
12:31, and he devotes to it a discussion of agap≤, “love,” which in this chapter will
be presented as the highest and unsurpassed gift of God. Whether or not this 
passage should be called a hymn, ode, or psalm, as it has been known for a very
long time, is a matter of considerable debate today, mainly because it is lacking 
in meter. Those who have spoken against it as a hymn are mainly J. Weiss, von
Harnack, Fridrichsen, and Spicq (see Sanders, “First Corinthians 13,” 159), and
they have influenced many other interpreters. It is rather a descriptive, didactic,
and hortatory passage composed with no little rhetoric, and differs considerably
from the style of the rest of the letter, as well from other NT passages that are usu-
ally considered hymnic: Phil 2:6–11; Col 1:15–20. It has no liturgical traces, no
parallelism, and contains no mention of Christ (pace Johansson [“1 Cor. xiii”], his
historical person is not meant by agap≤), and even lacks all explicit reference to
God. Many interpreters, however, continue to entitle it as a hymn or psalm (e.g.,
R. E. Brown, Johansson [“a hymn to Christ”], Lietzmann, Robertson-Plummer),
and I have retained the title so often used, even though I recognize it as structured
prose, scarcely poetical or lyrical, yet marked with rhetorical and balanced pairs,
antithesis, chiasmus, hyperbole, and anaphora. It is a rhetorical encomium of
love, intended as an exhortation for Corinthian Christians (see Sigountos, “The
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Genre”). It is “an important instruction on the basic reality of Christian morality”
(Spicq, Agape, 2:141).

Literary parallels in Greek and Hellenistic Jewish writings to this extended
treatment of love are several. The most important parallel is found in Wis
7:22–23, with its 21 (3 × 7) characteristics of sophia, “wisdom,” and the subse-
quent development of it in 7:24–8:1. Of less significance are the parallels in Plato,
Symposium 197c–e (qualities of er∑s, “love”); Maximus of Tyre, Diss. 20.2 (er∑s);
1 Esdras 4:34–40 (al≤theia, “truth”); Sophocles, Antigone 332–75 (anthr∑pos).

This passage is often seen as problematic because it seems to interrupt Paul’s
discussion of pneumatika, “spiritual gifts,” begun in chap. 12 and continued in
chap. 14. It is somewhat like chap. 9 in its relation to chaps. 8 and 10. In this case,
it is not so much a digression, being more related to what has preceded in chap.
12, but it still reads like a small independent or self-contained treatise; and if
12:31b and 14:1a were disregarded, 14:1bc would be a good sequel to 12:31a.
Consequently, some commentators think of chap. 13 as out of place: J. Weiss 
(1 Cor, 311) considered the original place for this “fully self-contained unit” to be
after chap. 8; others that it was composed for another occasion and purpose and
then inserted here (Schenk, Héring); and still others that it is a non-Pauline inter-
polation (Titus, Walker). The majority of interpreters, however, reckon with it as
a genuinely Pauline composition, even though they often regard it as a rhetorical
digressio (so Corley, “Pauline Authorship”; Collins, 1 Cor, 471; Garland, 1 Cor,

605; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 285). A number of recent studies has been de-
voted specifically to the rhetoric of the chapter (M. M. Mitchell, Standaert, Smit),
but they actually contribute little to the real understanding of it (see Lambrecht,
“Most Eminent,” 83–87). I hesitate to label the passage a digression or an inser-
tion, because, as I see it, it is the climax to what Paul has been teaching in chap. 12
about the pneumatika and the diverse kinds of them, whether charismata, diako-

niai, or energ≤mata, even though there is no longer any mention of the Spirit in
the verses of this chapter. Love is different from those endowments of the Spirit,
surpassing all of them as the greatest gift of God. In their own way and somewhat
abstractly, these verses sum up what Paul has been saying elsewhere in this letter
about the characteristics of Christian life when lived in Christ. Just as “God’s fool-
ishness is wiser than human wisdom” (1:25), so love is greater than all other spiri-
tual endowments (see further Cuvillier, “Entre théologie de la croix”).

The teaching in this passage has often been discussed. The main treatises on
agap≤ have been written by Nygren (Agape and Eros), Spicq (Agape), Warnach
(Agape), and Söding (Das Liebesgebot and Die Trias).

Paul’s encomium of love falls into three sections, which can be distinguished
by their different rhetorical forms: (1) vv. 1–3, the need to have love, without
which all other gifts (tongues, prophecy, wisdom, knowledge, faith to move
mountains, and service of others) are worthless (expressed in three conditions
with anaphoric ean and the repeated secondary condition clause, “if I do not have
love”); (2) vv. 4–8a, sixteen Greek verbs that express characteristics of love, seven
positive and nine negative; and (3) vv. 8b–12, the lasting character and superiority
of love (formulated as three conditions with anaphoric eite, three temporal
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clauses with anaphoric hote, and two concluding antithetic temporal statements
involving arti, “now,” and tote, “then”). The conclusion is stated in v. 13, sum-
ming up the lasting nature of love and employing meiz∑n, “greatest,” which
echoes meizona of 12:31. Paul’s discussion of love is meant to exhort Christians of
Corinth to consider their behavior in light of it, because it must be the basis of 
all their social interaction (Mitchell, Paul, 274). Most commentators consider 
vv. 4–7 to be the second section, but I prefer to follow Focant, who includes the
sixteenth verb (v. 8a) with the 15 that precede, as does also Lacan (“Les trois”).

Thus in its present context, chap.13, while acting as a comment on the endow-
ments of the Spirit in chap. 12, discusses the basic element of Christian experi-
ence and on a level far higher than that of chaps. 12 or 14. Agap≤ is something in
that experience that transcends the endowments coming from the Spirit, and so it
is the highest of divine gifts. It cannot simply be considered a human virtue, and it
is in no sense the product of human effort or achievement.

Four words were used for “love” in ancient Greek literature: er∑s, philia, agap≤,

and storg≤, with their cog. verbs, era∑ or eraomai, phile∑, agapa∑, and sterg∑. Er∑s,

the most commonly used, meant love or desire generically as attracted by the
goodness of the object, and specifically connoted the proper conjugal passion of a
man and woman. Er∑s was personified as the god of love (Anacreon, 65). In Greek
philosophical texts, er∑s was thought to motivate also the search for perfect truth
and beauty in the world in their various degrees and manifestations. In the LXX,
er∑s occurs only twice (Prov 7:18; 30:16 [passages difficult to understand]). In the
NT, however, neither er∑s nor its verb era∑ or eraomai ever occur. Philia meant
“love, friendship,” especially that of equals, comrades, and members of a family; it
is found only in Jas 4:4 (“friendship with the world”). Paul uses its cog. verb,
phile∑, only in 1 Cor 16:22, in a formula that he may be borrowing; this verb is
found otherwise 28 times in the NT (Matthew, Luke, Titus, James, and especially
in John [of Jesus and his disciples]). Agap≤ was a rare word in extrabiblical Greek,
often regarded as a shortened form of agap≤sis, which occurs in Aristotle’s writings
(e.g., Metaphysica 980a 22). Agap≤ emerges first in the LXX, where it is used 18
times, often to translate Hebrew ›ah∞b≠h in the sense of sexual love (Cant 2:5–7;
8:6–7), but also of the love of God (Wis 3:9); from there it spreads to other Greek
Jewish writings. In secular Greek writings it appears for the first time in the first
century a.d. (Spicq, TLNT, 1:18). The NT preference for agap≤ and its verb
agapa∑ is undoubtedly owing to influence of the LXX, whether it expresses love of
human beings or of God (MM, 1–2; EDNT, 1:8–12; 3:425–26; TDOT, 1:99–118;
TDNT, 1:38–44; TLNT, 1:8–22). It can mean the “love” of husband and wife and
express erotic passion, but in time, especially in Hellenistic Jewish and Christian
writings, it acquired a more general, ethical connotation: a spontaneous inward
affection of one person for another that manifests itself in an outgoing concern for
the other and impels one to self-giving. Storg≤ was hardly ever used for sexual love,
but it did express the love of parents for children, and vice versa. Neither it nor its
cog. verb is ever found in the NT; in the LXX, it occurs in 3 Macc 5:32; 4 Macc
14:13, 14, 17. For the relation of two of the verbs, phile∑ and agapa∑, see Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.11.17 §1371a; cf. Xenophon, Memor. 2.7.9, 12. Söding (“Das Wort-
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feld”) has shown that the NT usage is closely related to the LXX usage, but also 
has some relation to extrabiblical religious and philosophical writings (see also
Wischmeyer, “Vorkommen”).

In the Judeo-Christian tradition, however, the supreme object of love would be
God (Deut 6:4–5; Mark 12:29–30), who is also said to love his people (Deut 33:3;
7:8, 13; Hos 3:1; 11:1, 8–9; 14:5; Isa 43:4). For Paul the process of love thus begins
in God, whose love “has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit that
has been given to us” (Rom 5:5), and this through Christ Jesus, who loved us
when we were still sinners (Rom 5:8; 8:31–39; 2 Cor 13:11, 13; 1 Thess 1:4). Ac-
cording to Gal 5:6, love is the way true Christian faith “works itself out,” because
it is “a fruit of the Spirit” (Gal 5:22). This is why Paul can maintain that “the one
who loves another has fulfilled the law . . . , for love is the fulfillment of the law”
(Rom 13:8–10). Although most of these qualities of “love” are found in other
Pauline writings, they fill in his description beyond what he says about it here,
where he uses the noun agap≤ nine times in thirteen verses. In vv. 4–8a, Paul even
personifies agap≤, as he does truth in v. 6b, and such personification raises the
question whether agap≤ does not ultimately tell us about God giving himself in
this gift, even though Paul mentions neither God nor Christ in this passage.
Nonetheless, agap≤ remains the supreme quality of Christian existence. Justified
and sanctified by Christ, Christians become the channel of passing on his love to
others, when they allow their love to vitalize the endowments that they have re-
ceived from the Spirit. Cf. the Johannine way of putting the same topic: John
3:16; 1 John 3:1; 4:7–12.

That agap≤ is regarded by Paul as another charisma (Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 64–65)
is hardly correct, as Bornkamm (“More Excellent,” 190 n. 18) has rightly seen,
since 14:1 separates it from pneumatika. Still more questionable is Käsemann’s
contention that agap≤ in this passage is to be interpreted as a gnostic eon and the
spiritual gifts as “ ‘parts’ of the eon,” which would return to the whole at the es-
chaton (Leib, 173–74).

The asyndetic formula, “faith, hope, love,” with which the passage comes to an
end (13:13), is unique even in Pauline writing, but it is scarcely his creation here,
because he has already used the threesome elsewhere in varied formulations 
(1 Thess 1:3; 5:8; Gal 5:5–6). J. Weiss thought that it was an inherited early Chris-
tian formula (1 Cor, 320), but there is no evidence of it before Paul’s use. After
Paul, the threesome frequently occurs: Col 1:4–5; Eph 4:2–5; 1 Pet 1:3–8; Heb
6:10–12; Ep.Barn. 1.4; 11.8; Polycarp, Phil. 3.2–3 (see W. Weiss, “Glaube—
Liebe—Hoffnung”).

Lietzmann (1 Cor, 67) and others, following Reitzenstein, cite a formula found
in the writings of the philosopher Porphyry of Tyre (a.d. 232–305), who in his Ep.

ad Marcellam 24 mentions: 

tessara stoicheia malista kekratynth∑ peri theou: pistis, al≤theia, er∑s, elpis. pis-

teusai gar dei, hoti mon≤ s∑t≤ria h≤ pros ton theon epistroph≤, kai pisteusanta h∑s

eni malista spoudasai tal≤th≤ gn∑nai peri autou, kai gnonta erasth≤nai tou

gn∑sthentos, erasthenta de elpisin agathais trephein t≤n psych≤n dia biou. . . .

stoicheia men oun tauta kai tosauta kekratynth∑.
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four first principles especially have been maintained about God: faith, truth,
love, hope. For one must believe that one’s only salvation is in turning to God,
and that the believer must make every effort possible to know the truth about
him; and that the one who knows must be enamored of the One known, and
the one who loves must nourish his soul during life with good hopes. . . . Let,
then, these our principles be maintained. (ed. Nauck, 289)

From such evidence it is argued that Corinthians would have had a similar four-
some, pistis, gn∑sis (instead of al≤theia), agap≤ (instead of er∑s), and elpis, and that
Paul would have stricken gn∑sis, in order to fashion his threesome. A similar ex-
planation was given by Bultmann, who even characterized gn∑sis as Gnostic
(TDNT, 1:710). Such an explanation, however, is problematic, because, though
the parallel is interesting, there is no evidence of its use among contemporary Co-
rinthian Christians—apart from such speculation. Paul has already used the
threesome elsewhere (see above); and the late date of Porphyry’s four-element for-
mula complicates the argument. Since this passage is not written in a polemical
tone, why would Paul want to eliminate “knowledge” from such a formula when
he has already mentioned it as a gift of the Spirit in 12:8 (Kümmel in Lietzmann,
1 Cor, 189)? The threesome seems to be employed as the counterpart of proph-
ecy, tongues, and knowledge of 13:8; they will “end” or “be brought to nothing,”
but “faith, hope, love remain.”

The reader should beware of the eisegetical interpretation of this chapter given
by K. Barth, Resurrection, 71–88. Chapter 13 is hardly the “direct prelude to the
theme of which chapter 15 will treat” (ibid., 72). The theme of chap. 13 is quite
different from that of chap. 15, despite the eschatological character that one may
find in both of them. This chapter forms, rather, the climax of Paul’s discussion of
pneumatika in chap. 12, giving a preeminent place to agap≤, “love,” after which
he returns in chap. 14 to two pneumatika to put them in a proper perspective (see
further Bultmann, “Karl Barth,” 78–80).

If for Kugelman this chapter is “one of the most sublime passages of the entire
Bible” (JBC art. 51 §78), it is for Stuart, “Paul at his most manipulative” because
“its message is that it is only through Paul that the Corinthians can experience the
love of God in Christ because only Paul, no other Christian teacher, possesses
that love. In short, love is Paul” (“Love Is . . . Paul,” 265)! Hardly; see C. J. Waters,
“ ‘Love is . . . Paul’—A Response.”

NOTES

13:1. If I speak with human and angelic tongues. I.e., with all tongues that possibly
can be imagined, even with hyperbole. This is the first of the three conditional
statements, in two of which the two-part protasis (positive and negative) alludes to
one or other of the spiritual endowments mentioned in chap. 12; the second is
even double or triple. The emphatic first position is given to tongues, which is the
next-to-last-mentioned in the preceding lists of pneumatika (12:10, 28–29) and
the least important among them—undoubtedly the one that was creating most of
the trouble at Corinth. There is no reason to restrict “human tongues” to foreign
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languages, pace I. J. Martin, because Paul is trying to say that even if he were the
most eloquent of human beings in any language or even the best-endowed
speaker in tongues, he would be nothing without love. On “angels,” see Note

on 4:9.
What is meant by “angelic tongues” is not easy to say. A similar expression is

found in T. Job 48.3, aphenxato de t≤ angelik≤ dialekt∑, “She [Hemera] chanted 
in the angelic language” (ed. S. Brock, 56). Later rabbinic tradition among Jews
considered Hebrew, l≥πôn haqq∑deπ, “language of the sanctuary,” to be angelic
speech (Str-B, 3:449). Sometimes it is thought that Paul is alluding to what he
heard in his vision and will call arr≤ta rh≤mata, “things that no human can ex-
press” (2 Cor 12:4), but angels are not mentioned there, and there is no reason to
think that the rh≤mata were uttered by such beings.

Paul is simply indulging in rhetorical hyperbole, and using a bit of irony, as he
joins contrary terms to express the totality of those who use speech. Pace Garland
(1 Cor, 611), it is not “misleading” to say that Paul is using hyperbole. No one
knows what angelic language is, or even whether angels have tongues; and it is far
from certain that Paul considers angelic tongues as “the very epitome of the gift of
tongues” (EDNT, 1:14), or even “the language of worship” (Spicq, Agape, 145).
Even if some Corinthian Christians were so referring to their endowment, Paul
considers such a language useless.

The “I” in these first statements, and in vv. 11–12, is to be understood as rhetor-
ical, as in Wis 7:8–10; Sir 51:13–22 (so J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 311; Lindemann, 1 Cor,

282; Wischmeyer, Der höchste Weg, 90–91; Mitchell, Paul, 58), meaning “homo

religiosus Christianus” (Bornkamm, “More Excellent,” 181). Far less likely is the
autobiographical meaning: that the seven things mentioned in vv. 1–3 are an-
chored in Paul’s own “apostolic behavior” (Holladay, “Apostolic Paradigm,” 89;
Lambrecht, “Most Eminent,” 87). 14:18 might seem to support the latter inter-
pretation, but see Note there for the sense of that problematic verse.

but I do not have love. I.e., if I lack this most crucial characteristic of Christian
life, expressed thus in the alternative protasis of the first three conditions. Love’s
worth is seen in the contrast it forms to the seven hypothetical gifts or acts with
which it is compared. The expression “to have love,” which recurs in 2 Cor 2:4;
Phil 2:2; cf. John 5:42; 13:35; 15:13, denotes not just the possession of love, but
the exercise of it toward other human beings or God. Earlier occurrences of this
notion are found in 2:9; 8:1, 3, where it refers to love of God.

I am only resounding brass or a clanging cymbal. In the apodosis, gegona, lit. “I
have become,” is a perf. that is the equivalent of a pres. tense, because the three
clauses are present general conditions (ean + subjunct., and pres. indic. [eimi,

v. 2; ∑pheloumai, v. 3]).
The phrase chalkos ≤ch∑n has often been translated as “a resounding/noisy

gong” (e.g., RSV, NEB, NIV, Goodspeed), but it is far from certain that chalkos,

“copper” (or “brass, bronze,” when alloyed with tin) is referring to another musi-
cal instrument parallel to kymbalon. Vitruvius (De architectura 5.3.8) tells of 
organa in aeneis lamminis aut corneis echeis [= ≤cheiois] ad cordarum sonitum

claritatem (“devices with bronze plates or horn [as] sounding boards [he uses the
Greek word] for the clear sound of string instruments”), employed in theaters for
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acoustical purposes (see also 5.5.1, 7–8). This seems to be the object to which
Paul alludes (see Harris, “ ‘Sounding Brass’ ”; Klein, “Noisy Gong”). It would
have been a well-understood comparison in Corinth, which was famous for its
manufacture of bronze vessels, especially that used for acoustical purposes (see
Murphy-O’Connor, “Corinthian Bronze,” who is a bit skeptical of Vitruvius’s tes-
timony). Cf. Herodotus, Hist. 4.200. Plato (Prot. 329a) compares the bombast of
Sophist orators to a bronze that echoes long after it is struck.

Kymbalon, usually plur., denotes metal basins that are struck against each other
to make a shrill sound, as in LXX 1 Sam 18:6; 1 Chr 13:8; 15:16, 19; Ps 150:5; they
were often employed in the liturgy of the Temple. With it Paul uses the neut. 
ptc. alalazon, which describes an inarticulate sound, often heard in wailing (see
Mark 5:38).

The two phrases, resounding brass and clanging cymbal, describe the empty
(meaningless) speech of someone speaking in tongues without love: sound per-
haps, but only reverberations of an empty mind having no effect on the Christian
community and its common endeavor. Note the similarity of argument in vv. 1–3
to that of Matt 23:16–22, where Jesus criticizes blind guides who swear by the
Temple, its gold, and its altar. Paul is not rejecting outright such speaking in
tongues, prophecy, or knowledge, but only maintaining that such would-be reli-
gious actions carried out without love become worthless and meaningless. T. K.
Sanders (“New Approach,” 617) understands ≤ as “rather than” and translates, “I
am a dinging piece of bronze rather than a joyfully sounding cymbal.” That, how-
ever, is not what the Greek text means, because the ptc. alalazon is related to
alala, an “outcry,” associated with wailing and mourning (BDAG, 41; cf. Thisel-
ton, 1 Cor, 1039).

2. If I have the gift of prophecy and comprehend all mysteries and all knowledge.

Lit. “if I have prophecy and . . . ,” which recalls the pneumatikon of 12:10, 28–29,
Spirit-inspired dynamic and effective preaching based on Scripture, and not the
gift of foretelling the future, as it has sometimes been interpretred. The compre-
hension of “all mysteries” may allude to Paul’s discussion of wisdom and its rela-
tion to the hidden counsels of God, the “heavenly secrets” of 2:1 (see Note there);
2:7; 4:1; the word occurs again in 14:2; 15:51 (J. Weiss [1 Cor, 314] thinks Paul is
referring to the last mentioned or to Rom 11:25). Cf. 4QEnGiants a (4Q203) 9:3:
dî kôl razayy≠› y≠d[≤∞‹ ›ant≠h], “for [you k]now all mysteries.” Gn∑sis, “knowl-
edge,” is neither that commended by Paul (1:5) nor that with which he found
fault (2:1–6; 8:1), but rather that listed among the pneumatika (12:8). Now Paul
degrades it, considering it worthless without love (see Bultmann, TDNT, 1:710,
but ignore what he calls Paul’s “opposition to Gnosticism”). Lindemann (1 Cor,

283) notes that “all knowledge” is a phrase used of God in 1QHa 19(old 11):8 (kwl

d‹h); see also 1QS 11:18; 4QInstructiond (4Q418) 69 ii 11. Chiasmus is found in
ta myst≤ria panta kai pasan t≤n gn∑sin, “mysteries all and all knowledge.”

and if I have all the faith to move mountains. Lit. “so as to move mountains,” a
result clause. An allusion to 12:9 (see Note there), where it was simply called 
pistis, without the clarifying modifiers used here. They remind one of the words of
Jesus recorded later in Mark 11:22–23; Matt 17:20; 21:21.

but do not have love, I am nothing. “Spiritually a cipher” (Robertson-Plummer).

Notes 1 3 : 1 – 2 493



In other words, all such pneumatika amount to zero without the animating force
of love, which Paul is going to describe in detail in vv. 4–8a.

3. If I dole out all I own and hand over my body. Lit. “ if I give away all bit by bit
to feed others.” Another double condition parallels the construction of v. 2 and ex-
presses self-denying situations that go beyond pneumatika and might still occur
without love. The first example may be an allusion to the God-appointed pneu-

matikon called antil≤mpseis, “assistants” (12:28), those who serve the physical
needs of others, perhaps the poor in the community. The extreme of such assis-
tance is expressed by giving away panta ta hyparchonta mou, “all that belongs to
me,” and not just that which I do not need. Possibly this is an allusion to the words
of Jesus recorded in Luke 12:33 (“Sell your belongings and give them away as
alms”) cf. Matt 19:21. Even such an extreme divesting of self would mean nothing
without love. For other uses of ps∑miz∑, “feed” (someone), see Rom 12:20; LXX
Deut 32:13; 1 Clem. 55.2.

The second example goes even further and expresses a climax, “handing over”
my body (parad∑, as in 5:5 [see Note there]) and not just my possessions, which
means to give up one’s life for the sake of others, or possibly to go into slavery in
place of someone else, i.e., some sort of ultimate self-sacrifice for the sake of an-
other.

in order to boast. I.e., as Paul himself has done in 9:15–16, if this reading is cor-
rect. The best mss (P46, ±, A, B, 048, 33) read subjunct. kauch≤s∑mai, “that I may
boast,” preferred by N-A27, NAB, NRSV, Benoit, Giesen, Héring, Petzer, et al.

Other mss (C, D, F, G, L, 81) have the fut. indic. kauth≤somai, and a few (¥,
1739c) have its more correct aor. subjunct. form kauth≤s∑mai, both meaning “that
I may be burned.” Such a reading suits better the second part of the protasis, be-
cause it supplies a concrete form of the way one might give up one’s life by fire (as
Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego were willing to do in Dan 3:95 [Theodo-
tion]), and it brings the comparison to a suitable climax. However, it is not the 
lectio difficilior, and both forms of the verb kai∑, “burn,” look like a copyist’s cor-
rection to make sense of a difficult reading, since boasting is harder to explain, be-
cause it sounds too much like self-glorification. Sometimes, however, Paul
regards boasting as apostolically justified, as in 2 Cor 8:24; Phil 2:16; 1 Thess 2:19
(see Metzger, TCGNT, 497–98). Many versions and commentators, however,
continue to read “that I may be burned” (RSV, NKJV, NIV, REB, ESV; Barrett,
Conzelmann, Fee, Garland, Kremer, Lietzmann, Lindemann, Robertson-
Plummer, Senft), considering the clause as parallel to the result clause of v. 2, “so
as to move mountains.” The reading is much debated: Benoit, “Codex,” 74;
Caragounis, “ ‘To Boast’ ”; Elliott, “In Favour”; Kieffer, “Afin que”; Petzer, “Con-
textual Evidence”; Riesenfeld, “Vorbildliches Martyrium”; J. F. Smit, “Two Puz-
zles,” 255–63.

but do not have love, I gain nothing. Notice the progression in the apodoses of
the first three verses: “I produce nothing of value” (v. 1); “I am of no value” (v. 2);
“I gain nothing of any value” (v. 3), i.e., gain nothing eschatologically, as ∑phele∑

means in Mark 8:36. In other words, human achievements and even spiritual gifts
prove to be worthless, if they have not been vitalized by love, which is the sine qua
non of Christian life.
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4. Love is patient; love is kind. With this verse Paul begins the second section of
his presentation (vv. 4–8a), in which he personifies love “as a thinking and choos-
ing being which inspires the behavior of the faithful in many different fields”
(Spicq, Agape, 150). He lists its sixteen characteristics by the use of the same num-
ber of verbs. The symmetry of his short sentences allows the character of love to
emerge. Paul shows that love is not a mere feeling, but it evokes a mode of action.

Patience and kindness are the first of seven pairs of characteristics. They are ex-
pressed positively, as will be the last two pairs introduced by the fourfold panta,

“all things.” Before the last two, a single positive statement is also introduced 
(v. 6b). The characteristics express the opposite of all that a human being in his or
her native condition may stand for, because Christian love transcends that condi-
tion. The opposite of such characteristics would undoubtedly describe the con-
duct of many Corinthian Christians to whom Paul is writing. The first pair is
chiastically arranged, but depending on how one punctuates the verse, one can
take the second h≤ agap≤ either with the verb that precedes (as in the lemma,
which respects the chiasmus), or with the verb that follows (as in the RSV, Lietz-
mann).

The first positive characteristic expresses a passive response to others: being
slow to lose tolerance of others; the second expresses an active response: looking
for a way to be constructive. Paul uses the pres. tense of two verbs, the compound
makrothyme∑, “be long-suffering, remain tranquil while waiting” (cf. the exhorta-
tion in 1 Thess 5:14), and chr≤steuomai, “be kind,” a verb found only here in the
Greek Scriptures (cf. 1 Clem. 13.2); it expresses a generous welcome that one ac-
cords another. Cf. 2 Cor 6:6; Gal 5:22. “Kindness” is to be distinguished from “en-
durance,” the last of the characteristics in v. 7d.

[Love] is not jealous; it does not brag. I.e., it is not intolerant of rivalry or un-
faithfulness, and it does not engage in self-glorification. At the beginning of this
first pair of negative characteristics, agap≤ is repeated in most Greek mss. In some
(B, 33), however, it is omitted; hence the square brackets (Metzger, TCGNT,

498–99). The verbs in this pair are z≤lo∑, which often means in a positive sense,
“strive, exert oneself earnestly” (12:31; 14:1, 39), but it also has a negative sense,
intended here, “envy, be jealous about” (the achievements or status of someone
else [Acts 7:9; 17:5]), and the rare perpereuomai, “be vainglorious,” or anxious to
impress others. This pair would suit the Corinthian problem of rivalry (3:3); cf. Jas
3:14; 4:2. (N-A27 wrongly puts a comma before bracketed h≤ agap≤, meaning that
it is the subj. of the following verb; that it is indeed, but then ou z≤loi “hangs in the
air” [Lindemann, 1 Cor, 287]. The comma should be omitted.)

it is not arrogant. Lit. “it does not puff itself up,” which says practically the same
thing as the preceding characteristic, because it means “being conceited,” or
cherishing inflated ideas of one’s own importance. Paul has used the verb physio∑

several times already in this letter (4:6, 18, 19; 5:2; 8:1), and now he offers an anti-
dote for it. The other part of this pair is expressed at the beginning of the next
verse; the verse numbering has not respected the pairs.

5. It is not rude. Lit. “does not behave discourteously,” i.e., it has good manners;
this second verb (asch≤monein) of the second negative pair occurred in a sexual
context at 7:36 (being indecent), but here it has a more generic nuance of lacking
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in propriety. It is actually the active (negative) sense of a verb that can also mean
“suffer shame” or “incur disgrace” (LXX Deut 25:3; Ezek 16:7, 22, 29). Ms P 46

strangely reads ouk eusch≤monei, “does not behave with decorum,” obviously a
scribal error caused by distraction (Metzger, TCGNT, 499), but preferred by De-
brunner, Kümmel in Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 189.

it does not seek its own interest. Lit. “the things of itself,” i.e., what is to its own
advantage. This first item of the third negative pair asserts fully the essence of
Christian love: disinterestedness. A form of the expression ta heaut≤s, “the things
of itself,” was already met in 10:24; cf. Phil 2:21. It criticizes selfishness or preccu-
pation with self, and it may even castigate the mentality behind the trivial lawsuits
of chap. 6. The implication is that love seeks rather the common good of the com-
munity. Some mss (P46c, B) read rather to m≤ ta heaut≤s, “what is not its own,” i.e.,
what does not belong to it, a notion that is quite different from the selfishness im-
plied in the reading translated in the lemma.

it does not become irritated. Or “it does not let itself be exasperated,” i.e., pro-
voked (to anger or impatience),” which is related to makrothymei of v. 4. The verb
paroxyn∑ is used of Paul in Athens irritated by the sight of many idols (Acts 17:16).
In the LXX it regularly expresses how God was “provoked” by the rebellion and
grumbling of the Israelites in the desert (Num 14:11; 16:30; Deut 9:7–8, 19).

It does not reckon with wrongs. Lit. “it takes no note of evil,” i.e., it cherishes no
resentment over an injury received. Or possibly ou logizetai to kakon means, “It
does not plot evil,” for this characteristic may echo LXX Zech 8:17, “nor should
anyone of you plot evil against his neighbor” (t≤n kakian tou pl≤sion autou m≤ 

logizesthe). This is the first verb of the fourth pair of negative characteristics; its
counterpart is found at the beginning of the next verse. Cf. 2 Cor 2:5–11 (Paul’s
own example).

6. It does not delight in wrongdoing. I.e., love takes no pleasure in seeing wrong
or injustice (adikia) done to someone else; it does not share the joy of those who
offend or gloat over evil they have done. This is further explained in the following
positive characteristic.

but rejoices with the truth. Truth is here personified, as love has been since v. 4.
What is meant by al≤theia is not that which is known about God (Rom 1:18) or the
“truth of the gospel” (Gal 2:5, 14), but truth in a more philosophical sense, proba-
bly the quality that reckons carefully with reality and is meant to guide all human
life, as in 2 Cor 13:8; Gal 4:16. When it prevails, then love can rejoice with it.

7. It puts up with all things, believes all things. This is the sixth pair, a positive
expression with panta twice, which will be followed by yet another pair that also
has panta twice. The first verbs are steg∑, “keep confidential,” i.e., be silent about
what is displeasing in another person (cf. 9:12; Sir 8:17), or makes allowance be-
cause it has no limit to its endurance; and pisteu∑, “believe, consider worthy of
trust.” In this context (following steg∑), the verb pisteu∑ must mean trusting bona
fide and accepting another’s word rather than suspecting it unduly; it gives a fa-
vorable interpretation to what it hears. The opposite of it is found in 1 Thess 3:1, 5
(“when we could bear with it no longer”).

hopes for all things, endures all things. So runs the final pair of positive charac-
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teristics of love. The verbs are elpiz∑, “hope (for),” and hypomen∑, “remain (be-
hind), hold out, endure,” i.e., Christian love knows no hopeless causes and no
fading of its hopes, because it does not despair of the future. Moreover, it holds fast
as it tolerates all things in its trust of the neighbor and is not crushed by coldness.
See Rom 8:24b; 12:12.

8. Love never fails. Lit. “never falls,” i.e., falls to pieces, collapses (BDAG, 815),
or proves to be ineffective, no matter what happens to all the other characteristics.
It stands when all else falls. The words oudepote piptei do not mean “never ends”
(RSV, NRSV, ESV) or “never comes to an end” (NEB); that nuance is still to be
expressed in v. 13. Paul repeats agap≤ again, as he lists its sixteenth characteristic,
and uses an emphatic adv. oudepote, which occurs only here in his writings.

This statement leads up to the third part of his discussion (vv. 8b–12), which
now begins, as he stresses the abiding and superior quality of love and compares it
with pneumatika, “spiritual things,” which are “for this world only” (Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 295). Agap≤ here opens a rhetorical inclusio with v. 13, the next
time the word appears, and it is the word with which his whole discussion ends.

If there are prophecies, they will be brought to naught. This and the two follow-
ing statements are introduced by the depreciatory conj. eite, which continues
Pauline skepticism about the endowments that was already mentioned in vv. 1–2.
What he will say about such speech phenomena as prophecy and tongues in
chap. 14 explains why he uses eite here. In contrast to never-failing love, they will
come to an end. The plur. of proph≤teia seems to mean different kinds of pro-
phetic talents. Earlier in the letter, “prophecy” was seen to mean Spirit-inspired
dynamic and effective preaching based on Scripture (12:10); now one learns that
even such an endowment will cease and pass away (BDAG, 525). That Paul is 
serious about this cessation of prophecy can be seen from the skepticism he has 
already expressed about it in 1 Thess 5:19–22. The same verb (katarge∑) is used
again of knowledge at the end of this verse; its fut. tense has an eschatological nu-
ance that will become clearer in the coming verses. What Plutarch similarly says
“About the Obsolescence of Oracles” may be comparable, but there is a differ-
ence between Christian prophecy and the divination of the Delphic Oracles (see
Green, “ ‘As for Prophecies’ ”).

if tongues, they will come to an end. Lit. “will cease” (pausontai, which specifies
clearly the eschatological sense of the other verb being used, katarge∑, “bring to
naught”). Paul alludes to gen≤ gl∑ss∑n of 12:10, 28–29. if knowledge, it will be

brought to naught. This is an allusion to gn∑sis in 12:8b, which despite its impor-
tance in human life, and even more so as pneumatikon, an endowment of the
Spirit, it too will have its limits. What is known will have little pertinence in the 
eschaton.

9. For we know in part, and we prophesy in part. In this and the following verse,
Paul shifts to the generic 1st pers. plur., as he discusses the partial and ephemeral
character of gn∑sis and proph≤teia. The phrase ek merous, lit. “from a part,” i.e.,
partially, is placed emphatically at the head of each clause and is meant differ-
ently from its use in 12:27. No matter what the endowment, it supplies only a bit
of the reality to be known or preached, understood either quantitatively (fragmen-
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tary knowledge) or qualitatively (indistinct or fuzzy concepts); (see McElhanon,
“1 Corinthians 13:8–12”).

10. but when what is perfect comes, the partial will be brought to naught. Again
the same verb (katarge∑) is used of “the partial.” Set in contrast to ek merous is to
teleion, “the perfect” or “the complete,” a term that conveys the idea of the high-
est standard, expressed by the substantivized neut. of the adj., which has already
been used in 2:6 for the “mature” Christian.

To what “the perfect” refers is much debated. It is scarcely related to the com-
pletion of the NT canon, as some have tried to take it; such an extraneous mean-
ing is foreign to this context. To teleion has been understood as Christian maturity,
as in 2:6 (so ancient Montanists, Mani; among modern interpreters, Salvoni,
“Quando sarà venuto”). It seems, however, to express rather some sort of goal; it
has undoubtedly something to do with the eschaton or what Paul calls “the Day of
the Lord” (1:8; 3:13; 5:5) or with the telos, “end” (of the present era), as in 15:24.
So it has been interpreted by many patristic writers (see Shogren, “How Did?”);
and among moderns by Bruce, Godet, Robertson-Plummer. When it “comes”
(eschatologically), tongues, knowledge, and prophecy, no matter how useful such
endowments may be at present, will cease to be, because Paul sees no continuity
between the partial and the complete. He maintains that “the partial” will be
brought to naught because it is transitory and incomplete (see Martens, “First Co-
rinthians 13:10”).

11. When I was a child, I spoke as a child, I thought as a child, I reasoned as a

child. Paul again shifts to the 1st pers. sing., as in vv. 1–3. He adopts the first sin-
gular expression as a rhetorical device to drive home the universal thrust of what
he has been saying about love. The singular shifts to the plural in v. 12. In com-
parison with love, all speech, thought, and reasoning are only of infantile dimen-
sion. Paul uses n≤pios in its basic sense, and not in the sense of the “immature”
Christian of 3:1 (see Note there). As n≤pios means in-fans, i.e., speech-less, so are
all such attempts at communication, which remain uncommunicative, because
the speech, thoughts, and reasoning of a child are governed by the wishes and
dreams of tiny childhood.

When I became a man, I did away with childish things. Lit. “I brought to naught
the things of a child.” Paul uses the perf. of the same verb as in vv. 8, 10. Infancy
and adulthood are set in contrast, as continuity is denied between them. The term
contrasted with “child” is an≤r, which in this case means not simply a male
human being, but a male adult close to the age of 50. (Pseudo-)Hippocrates,
whose work, Peri Hebdomad∑n, is quoted by Philo (De opificio mundi 36 §105),
gives the seven stages of human life as paidion, pais, meirakion, neaniskos, an≤r,

presbyt≤s, ger∑n, “little boy, boy, lad, young man, man, elderly man, old man,”
and Philo explains them. So an≤r would be someone about 49 years of age (see
Philemon, 105). Cf. Epictetus, Encheiridion 51.1. A saying somewhat similar to
Paul’s, but not identical, is found in Xenophon, Cyrop. 8.7.6, who distinguishes
his boyhood, youth, mature manhood, and old age.

12. For at present we see by reflection, as in a mirror. Lit. “we gaze with the help
of a mirror in riddle form (or in an indirect image),” i.e., we see not the thing itself,
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but only an image or reflection of it, as in a mirror. Unfortunately, Paul uses no
obj. with the verb blepomen and does not say what we see, because he is more in-
terested in the mode of seeing than its object.

Having contrasted in v. 11 the past (childhood) with the present (adult man-
hood), Paul further contrasts the present (arti) with what is to come (tote). He thus
introduces a new consideration, involving sight or vision, as he will again in 2 Cor
4:18; Rom 8:24c–25, but now he formulates it with apocalyptic dress (Rev 22:8).
His contrast is between the way we now see reality, and the way we shall see it,
when to teleion comes.

The phrase en aignimati is problematic, because ainigma means “riddle, puz-
zling saying,” and it is not clear how it can be said of vision or of what is seen. The
RSV, NRSV, and ESV translate it “dimly”; the NAB, “indistinctly”; the REB,
“puzzling reflections only.” Because the following phrase expresses clarity of vi-
sion, this phrase seems intended to say the opposite of such clarity; hence “dimly”
or “indirectly” seen. Its meaning is helped by ainigma used in LXX Num 12:8,
where God is said to speak to Moses, “mouth to mouth, plainly, and not in 
riddles” (stoma kata stoma lal≤s∑ aut∑, en eidei kai ou di’ ainigmat∑n), where
ainigmata stands in contrast to eidos, “form, appearance,” which enables one to
see that ainigma here can be used as the opposite of clarity (see Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 298). Cf. LXX Deut 28:37. Senft (1 Cor, 171) claims, however,
that “the mirror is a symbol of clarity,” and finds fault with commentators who
speak of the “bad quality” of ancient mirrors, the images of which were said to be
“blurred and distorted” (Spicq, Agape, 160). Senft is right in his criticism, because
there were many good mirrors; but the quality of the mirror is not the issue; it is
rather that in a mirror, whether good or poor, one sees only a reflection or image
of the thing, not the thing itself. Hence my translation, “by reflection.”

The mention of a “mirror” has led many commentators to seek parallels to
Paul’s use, but not many of them are really pertinent. Some (e.g., Hoffmann,
“Pauli Hymnus”; Perry) think that the mention of the mirror is an allusion to the
Platonic allegory of the cave (Rep. 7.1–3 §§514–18). That, however, is somewhat
far-fetched, because there is not a hint of Platonism in the text, and Plato speaks of
shadows and images, but not of a mirror. The same has to be said about an allu-
sion in the text to what has been called katoptromancy, i.e., the use of mirrors for
divination, which enabled a person to foresee the future and transform oneself
(Achelis, “Katoptromantie”; Héring, 1 Cor, 120). Or the mention of a mirror in
the Odes of Solomon 13: “The Lord is our mirror. Open (your) eyes and see them
in him, and learn the manner of your face” (OTP, 2:747).

One passage in Plutarch, however, might have some pertinence, since it uses
both ainigma, “riddle,” and esoptron, “mirror,” and in a sense not far removed
from Paul’s meaning. It speaks of the worship of animals among the Egyptians,
and Plutarch says that “in considering the problem of the Divine” (ainigma tou

theiou), one should honor animals “not in themselves, but through them honor
the Divine, since they are by their nature rather clear mirrors (h∑s enargester∑n

esoptr∑n)” (De Iside et Osiride 76 §382a–b; see Gill, “Through a Glass”; Hugedé,
Métaphore du miroir, 128, 145).
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Moreover, because wisdom is said to be “a spotless mirror (esoptron ak≤lid∑ton)
of God’s activity” (Wis 7:26), some commentators (e.g., Lindemann, 1 Cor, 291)
think that Paul is referring to our present indirect knowledge of God, with which
he is comparing what he expresses in the next phrase. This is a plausible sugges-
tion, and one can compare Philo’s similar use of “mirror” (katoptron) for God’s
activity in the world (De decalogo 21 §105). In this context, it enables one to sup-
ply an object for Paul’s verb blepomen.

Paul again shifts to the 1st pers. plur., making it likely that the sing. in v. 11 was
meant rhetorically, not personally (Kritzer, “Zum Wechsel”).

but then face to face. I.e., when “what is perfect” will have come. The phrase
pros∑pon pros pros∑pon is derived from LXX Gen 32:31, where Jacob is said so to
have seen God; cf. Deut 34:10 (Moses knew God pros∑pon kata pros∑pon); 5:4.
This phrase, which is borrowed from such OT passages and with which blepomen

is understood, further suggests that Paul is thinking of God as the obj. of the verb,
even though no object is expressed.

at present I know only in part, but then I shall know fully. This is again a rhetor-
ical 1st pers. sing. formulation of a self-evident truth, that what is known now
about God is only partial; but it will be different when “what is perfect comes.”
The contrast between arti, “now,” and tote, “then,” is the same as in v. 12a, but it
now becomes apparent that the contrast is not merely temporal, but also qualita-
tive. The fut. compound verb epign∑somai is likewise important, because, al-
though the compound often means no more than the simple gin∑sk∑ (TDNT,

1:703), it does have at times the connotation, “know fully, deeply” (Luke 24:16,
31; Acts 12:14; Rom 1:32; 2 Cor 6:9; cf. BDAG, 369 [1a, 3]), as is true also of 
the cog. noun, epign∑sis (Rom 3:20). Senft (1 Cor, 171) calls it “la connaissance
parfaite.” Moreover, the next clause explains that this knowledge, which the “I”
shall have, is intimately related to “being known,” as Lindemann rightly stresses 
(1 Cor, 292).

Some commentators would restrict this fuller knowledge to “this present 
life,” with “no reference to the beatific vision” (Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 810;
Miguens, “1 Cor 13:8–13,” 87; Standaert, 140). Admittedly, Paul is not using a
term like “beatific vision,” but it is far from clear that he is affirming something
only about this present life. Much depends here on the meaning given to v. 13.

even as I have been fully known. Paul now employs the pass. of the compound
verb epigin∑sk∑, which was used in the preceding clause; it is a divine passive
(ZBG §236). This knowing and being known have sometimes been said to be de-
rived from Hellenistic Mystery Religions, in which such knowledge is said to lead
to being deified. It is, however, characteristically Pauline, in that for him being
known by God precedes all other knowledge (see 8:2–3; Gal 4:9; Rom 8:28–30;
cf. 2 Tim 2:19), as he builds on various OT expressions about God’s prior knowl-
edge and election of His agents (see Gen 18:19; Exod 33:12; Jer 1:5; Hos 13:5;
Amos 3:2). Once again, the “I” is not Paul alone, but the Christian who “is
known” by God and is chosen by His prevenient grace (Bornkamm, “More Ex-
cellent,” 186). “Our knowledge of God will be a function of God’s knowledge of
us” (Spicq, Agape, 166), just as Paul has already said in 8:3, “If anyone loves God,
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that one is known by him.” When the “then” comes, “I shall have complete
knowledge, even as God has complete knowledge of me” (ibid.).

13. And now faith, hope, love remain, these three. So Paul draws his description
of love to a close, with a verse that has many problems, not the least of which is the
connection of the threesome to what has immediately preceded in vv. 10–12 and
the addition of faith and hope to a discussion that has involved so far only love. It
is a formula that is meant to terminate the discussion of love and its relation to the
pneumatika, but it introduces a further discussion of two of them; and its wording
raises a number of questions.

One thing is clear, however; pistis is not the same as that in v. 2, “faith to move
mountains”; rather it now denotes the full sense of saving and justifying “faith,”
the response to the Christian gospel, as in other Pauline passages (Rom 10:6–10:
belief in the death and resurrection of Christ Jesus), and especially in those in
which the triad further occurs (1 Thess 1:3; 5:8; Gal 5:5–6; cf. Col 1:4–5). Note
also the linking of love to faith in 1 Cor 16:13–14; 1 Thess 3:6; Phlm 5. The triad,
however, is meant to replace the threesome of tongues, prophecy, and knowledge
of vv. 1–2 and 8.

The first difficulty is the meaning of the adv. nyni, “now.” It is scarcely to be un-
derstood as the equivalent of the temporal adv. arti (v. 12a), which was contrasted
with tote, “then,” another adv. of time. It is rather expressing a logical conclusion,
as in Rom 7:17: “but now,” i.e., as the situation is (BDAG, 682). Cf. also 1 Cor
12:18; 15:20; 2 Cor 8:11, 12.

Because vv. 8b–12b already refer to the eschaton, faith, hope, and love are un-
derstood sometimes as remaining forever. In this interpretation, the verb menei

has a future nuance, as in 3:14; 2 Cor 3:11, and is taken as equivalent to oudepote

piptei, “never fails” (v. 8). Moreover, agap≤, which opened a rhetorical inclusio

there, closes it in this verse. In both cases, the affirmation is eschatological, “re-
mains forever,” i.e., “enduring not only in this age but also in the age to come”
(Barrett, 1 Cor, 308; similarly Johansson, “I Cor. xiii”; Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 470–71;
Lindemann, 1 Cor, 293; Neirynck, “De grote drie”; Schrage, 1 Cor, 3:318–19).

Such an eschatological understanding of v. 13, however, encounters a diffi-
culty, when it is compared with 2 Cor 5:7, “For we walk by faith, not by sight,” and
Rom 8:24bc, “A hope that is seen is no hope at all. Who hopes for what he sees?”
These two Pauline passages speak of faith and hope in this life, and they make it
difficult to think of them as remaining or lasting forever in an eschatological
sense, i.e., into “the age to come” (see Lacan, “Les trois”).

Others maintain that Paul is thinking rather of two stages in a Christian’s
earthly experience. In 2:6–3:4 Paul has already spoken of these stages, using the
vocabulary, n≤pios and teleios, of an “immature” and “mature” Christian, or refer-
ring to the “fleshy” and “spiritual” aspects of the earthly Christian life. Now he has
contrasted ek merous and to teleion in vv. 10 and 12, and the arti and the tote in 
v. 12 would refer to these two stages of such earthly life. (So Miguens, “1 Cor
13:8–13”; Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 811; Hays, 1 Cor, 230–31; Fee, 1 Cor, 650).

This interpretation encounters a difficulty when one asks what is meant by see-
ing “face to face” (13:12). It may be an allusion to the difference of Moses’ experi-
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ence of God from that of other prophets (Num 12:6–8), but is it merely a literary
allusion and nothing more? Moreover, if the spiritual gifts of prophecy, tongues,
and knowledge are to pass away (v. 8), when to teleion comes, and “love never
fails” (vv. 8–10), something must perdure. Again, the verbs blepomen, “we gaze,”
and gin∑sk∑, “I know,” have no obj. expressed; but God is almost certainly im-
plied, because the last clause in v. 12, “even as I have been fully known,” must
refer to God’s knowledge of “me.” Any other maturity in Christian life becomes
almost meaningless in this context, as Carson notes: “any preparousia maturity
simply trivializes the language of verse 12” (Showing the Spirit, 71).

One has, then, to steer a course between these two modes of understanding this
part of v. 13. Faith, hope, and love remain in this life for the Christian, even if all
other pneumatika pass away. They are essential to Christian life, “these three”;
they are implied in v. 7 above. Then one must listen to what Paul says in the last
clause of this verse.

The verb menei is sing., despite the plur. subject, perhaps agreeing with the
neut. plur. appositive, ta tria tauta (BDF §133). In ms P46 and some patristic writ-
ers (e.g., Clement, Augustine), there is a different word order, where the apposi-
tive becomes the subj., which then rightly calls for the sing.: menei ta tria tauta,

pistis, elpis, agap≤; but that may be a scribal correction. It is better to retain the
order in N-A27, and then one should distinguish the “remaining” that the verb de-
notes: the triad “remains” in this life, from the crucifixion to the parousia of Christ
(1:7–8), but love also “remains” beyond it, because of its superior quality ex-
plained in the next clause.

but the greatest of these is love. Lit. “the greater of these is love,” a good example
of the disappearance of a distinction between the comparative and superlative de-
grees of an adj. in Hellenistic Greek (BDF §244.1; ZBG §148). However, R. P.
Martin (“Suggested Exegesis”) would retain the comparative degree and trans-
late, “. . . greater than these (three) is the love [of God].” That may be good theol-
ogy, but Paul did not write what is now in the square brackets, and the foregoing
context, dealing with human love, demands that human love be included in h≤

agap≤, the predicate of this clause, at least in some way.
Love is superior to the other two, faith and hope, not only because it plays the

supreme role in Christian earthly life, but especially because it perdures even into
“the age to come.” Of the three, it is eschatological, has eternal value, and is the
reason why the Christian will “know fully” and be “fully known,” i.e., by God.

In Paul’s view of earthly Christian life, however, “by faith we walk” (2 Cor 5:7):
in this earthly life “faith remains,” as that by which we conduct ourselves. “Love,”
however, is also that through which faith “works itself out” (Gal 5:6) in this earthly
life. It is, then, the supreme way of Christian life: “Love does no wrong to a neigh-
bor, for love is the fulfillment of the law” (Rom 13:10; see further Romans, 679).
In this sense, then, love also “remains” in this life. Moreover, “hope remains” in
this life, but in this life only (Rom 8:24–25). Pace Bultmann, it is not a “confi-
dence which, directed away from the world to God, waits patiently for God’s gift,
and when it is received does not rest in possession but in the assurance that God
will maintain what He has given” (TDNT, 2:532). Such “confidence” and “assur-
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ance,” however, are marks of human faith, not of hope. In Rom 8:22–25, Paul
characterizes human hope and relates it to the expectation of all creation; and in
v. 7 above he even says, “Love hopes for all things, endures all things,” i.e., in this
life. “Faith and hope will pass away and be replaced by sight and fulfillment. Only
eschatological love will remain for ever and will never end” (Lambrecht, “Most
Eminent,” 102). When that for which the Christian hopes is reached, then only
love will still perdure, even in “the age to come”: menei eis ton ai∑na t∑n ai∑n∑n

(to borrow a saying about God’s righteousness from LXX Ps 112:9). That will be
true both of the Christian’s love of God and of God’s prior love of the Christian. As
a result, one can agree with Spicq that “it is not in the heaven that St. Paul has just
described that faith, hope, and charity ‘endure,’ but in Corinth under the circum-
stances of everyday Christian life. Charisms are only an accessory and even ex-
ceptional element in this life. The essential element is charity, but charity is not
alone” (Agape, 169). In other words, Paul is emphasizing the role of the triad for
Corinthian Christian life, but love or charity “will continue to exist in the next
world where it will guarantee the definitive vision and communion with God. Its
excellence is primarily eschatological” (ibid., 170). “Love” is also the greatest be-
cause with it the Christian shares in what is unique to God, who has neither faith
nor hope, whereas what God does is love, and without it he would not be God (see
Morton, “Gifts in the Context of Love”).

Other ways of considering it are sometimes added, but they can be questioned.
Thus, whereas faith and hope are the virtues of humans or creatures, love is divine
(Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 300). That is partly true, because love must charac-
terize human earthly life too.

In this way, then, Paul relates love to the overemphasis on pneumatika among
Corinthian Christians. These gifts have value, indeed, for earthly life, but love is
the essential characteristic of Christian life not only in this age, but also in the age
to come. It is the “greatest,” because it is the mark not only of eternity, but of the
present as well.
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29 e. The Value of Certain 

Spiritual Gifts: Prophecy and 

Tongues (14:1–25)
14:1Pursue love, and strive earnestly for spiritual gifts, especially that you may
prophesy. 2For one who speaks in a tongue speaks not to human beings, but to
God, since no one comprehends, and he utters mysteries in spirit. 3The one who
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prophesies, however, speaks to human beings for their edification, encourage-
ment, and consolation. 4The one who speaks in a tongue edifies himself, but the
one who prophesies edifies the church. 5 I should like everyone of you to speak in
tongues, but even more so to prophesy. One who prophesies is greater than one
who speaks in tongues, unless he interprets, so that the church may be edified.
6Now, brothers, if I come to you speaking in tongues, what good will I be to you, if
I do not speak to you with some revelation or knowledge or prophecy or instruc-
tion? 7Similarly, if inanimate things that make sounds, such as a flute or a harp, do
not emit their tones distinctly, how will what is being played with flute or harp be
recognized? 8 In fact, if a trumpet gives an unclear sound, who will get ready for
battle? 9So with you too. Unless you utter intelligible speech with your tongue,
how will the utterance be comprehended? For you will be speaking into the
breeze. 10For there are perhaps many different kinds of languages in the world,
and none without meaning. 11 If then I do not understand the meaning of a utter-
ance, I shall be a foreigner to the one who speaks, and the speaker a foreigner to
me. 12So too with you. Since you strive earnestly for spirits, seek to abound in
them for the edification of the church. 13For this reason, the one who speaks in a
tongue should pray that he may interpret (what he says). 14 [For] if I pray in a
tongue, my spirit is praying, but my mind is unproductive. 15So what is to be
done? I shall pray with my spirit, but I shall also pray with my mind; I shall sing
with my spirit, but I shall also sing with my mind. 16Otherwise, if you bless [with]
your spirit, how shall one who holds the place of an outsider say “Amen” to your
thanksgiving, when he does not know what you are saying? 17You are giving
thanks well enough, but the other person is not edified. 18 I thank God that I speak
in tongues more than all of you! 19But in church I prefer to speak five words with
my mind, so as to instruct others, than ten thousand words in a tongue. 20Brothers,
stop being childish in your thinking; rather be infants in regard to wickedness, but
in thinking be mature. 21 It stands written in the law:

“By people speaking strange tongues and by lips of foreigners

will I speak to this people,

but even so they will not listen to me,” says the Lord.
22Consequently, tongues are meant to be a sign not for believers, but for unbe-
lievers; prophecy, however, is not for unbelievers, but for believers. 23 If then the
whole church meets in one place and everyone speaks in tongues and outsiders or
unbelievers come in, will they not say that you are out of your mind? 24But if
everyone prophesies and some unbeliever or outsider comes in, he will be con-
vinced by all and called to account by all: 25 the secrets of his heart will be laid
bare, and so, falling down, he will worship God and declare, “God is truly in your

midst.”

COMMENT

Paul returns to the discussion of pneumatika, begun in chap. 12, where he related
them to the body of Christ or the church. Now after his climactic treatment of
love in chap. 13, which is more valuable in Christian life than any such spiritual
gift, he treats in particular two of the pneumatika, speaking in tongues and proph-

508 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S



ecy, and their relation to each other, especially when the Christian community
gathers in a worship service. As is evident from this passage, he thinks more highly
of the latter than he does of the former, even if he never forbids speaking in
tongues, but recognizes it as a gift of the Spirit and does not speak of it as a “prob-
lem,” as Stendahl notes (“Glossolalia,” 110). That phenomenon seems to have
been the major reason why he broached the topic of spiritual gifts in general in
this letter to the Christians of Roman Corinth. In chap. 12, Paul listed twelve
kinds of pneumatika, and the bottom of the list was reserved for speaking in
tongues and the interpretation of such utterance. Some Corinthians seem to have
given it an undue importance so that it even affected their social intercourse; ap-
parently it was vaunted as a sign that they were Spirit guided, and so they have cre-
ated some tension in the community. Of this Paul does not approve, because it
does not contribute in an intelligent way to the building up of the body of Christ,
whereas he grants that “prophecy,” i.e., the Spirit-inspired dynamic preaching of
the gospel could be such an intelligible mode. The main reason for this judgment
is that prophecy can profit both believers and unbelievers, whereas speaking in
tongues does not, being merely a way to emphasize individualism, at best a “sign
for unbelievers.”

Did Paul himself speak in tongues? One way of reading this passage, especially
v. 18, would lead one to answer that question affirmatively, and that way is com-
monly proposed by many commentators, who then wrestle with what some have
called the “contradiction” or “unexpected shift” that Paul writes in the following
verses; but that way usually misses the irony with which he speaks in certain
verses.

One can distinguish six sections in this passage: (1) 14:1–5, the contrast of
speaking in tongues and prophecy and their respective value for edification; 
(2) 14:6–11, three didactic arguments about intelligibility and the dubious merits
of tongues speaking, drawn from Paul’s ministry, the sounds of musical instru-
ments, and human foreign languages; (3) 14:12–13, Paul’s first conclusion; 
(4) 14:14–17, the speaking in tongues and its neglect of the mind in public wor-
ship; (5) 14:18–21, Paul’s ironic use of tongues and Scripture; (6) 14:22–25,
Paul’s conclusion: tongues and prophecy as signs and the effects that they usually
have.

NOTES

14:1. Pursue love, and strive earnestly for spiritual gifts, especially that you may

prophesy. Lit. “spiritual things” (neut. pneumatika). The first two clauses of this
verse are transitional, summing up both chaps. 13 and 12. Paul has just finished
his discussion of love, stating that it was the greatest quality of Christian life. So
not surprisingly, in returning to the topic of pneumatika, he counsels, first of all,
the pursuit of love. Although the verb di∑k∑ normally means “pursue” in the sense
of chasing after or pressing on (toward a goal, as in Phil 2:14), it is often used in a
figurative sense of striving for, aspiring to, as in Rom 9:30–31; 12:13; 14:19. So it is
meant here.

The second clause directly echoes 12:31, as the verb z≤loute is repeated in its
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positive sense (cf. 2 Cor 11:2; Phil 3:6), and less directly 12:1, where pneumatika

were first mentioned in this part of the letter. In the third clause, introduced by
mallon de (“rather” [BDAG, 614]), Paul corrects himself and expresses his prefer-
ence among the pneumatika that he will treat in this chapter, viz., prophecy (on
which see Notes on 11:4 and 12:10); in 12:28 it is numbered in the second place
as “prophets” (after “apostles”), and probably was meant to be understood among
the “greater gifts” of 12:31. In 1 Thess 5:20, Paul says, “Do not despise prophecy,”
because as Spirit-inspired preaching, it builds up the Christian community. How
different it is from some OT instances of “prophecy”; cf. Num 11:24–29; 1 Sam
10:5–6, where it resembles the glossolalia that Paul is criticizing (see Callan,
“Prophecy and Ecstasy”).

2. For one who speaks in a tongue speaks not to human beings, but to God.

The Greek words, ho lal∑n gl∑ss≤, lit. “the one speaking with a tongue,” are 
ambiguous—how else would one speak? See Jas 3:5a. Given the context of these
chapters, esp. 12:10, 28, however, the words have become a technical term (see
Note on gen≤ gl∑ss∑n at 12:10) and refer to what has come to be called glossolalia
(see TDNT, 1:722–26; cf. ABD, 6:596–600 for its possible relation to similar phe-
nomena in the Greco-Roman world [where it is never referred to as “speaking in
tongues”]). Such speech, which Paul admits can be “interpreted” or put into ar-
ticulate human speech (see vv. 5, 13), is not only addressed to God, being Spirit
inspired, but now is said to be intelligible only to God. Whoever so speaks, speaks
to no human being, and consoles only himself or herself. Having admitted this to
be speech addressed only to God, Paul becomes more pejorative in his judgment,
for in v. 9d he says that such a person speaks “into the breeze.”

The phenomenon cannot mean speaking in foreign tongues, pace Bellshaw,
“Confusion,” Zerhusen, “Problem Tongues.” That is undoubtedly the meaning
of lalein heterais gl∑ssais in Acts 2:4 (see Acts, 239), but, as elsewhere in Acts, it de-
notes here rather some sort of utterance beyond the patterns of normal human
speech (see Note on 12:10). Such an utterance may be audible to other human
beings, but it is addressed only to God. Paul makes this concession about God
being addressed thereby, because he realizes that the phenomenon is one of the
Spirit’s manifestations, but he so treats this phenomenon because he is seeking to
counteract the undue emphasis being given to it among Corinthian Christians.

It is not right to relate this phenomenon to what Paul speaks about in Rom
8:26–27, as does Stendahl (“Glossolalia,” 110–11). There Paul uses stenagmois

alal≤tois, “with ineffable sighs” (or “with sighs too deep for words,” RSV), but that
is his description of the way that the Spirit “intercedes for us,” as it “comes to the
aid of our weakness.” Nothing in that text of Romans suggests that the Spirit pro-
duces in human beings such utterances, and that passage in Romans has nothing
to do with such pneumatika as Paul is discussing here.

since no one comprehends. Lit. “no one hears,” i.e., hears with understanding, as
the verb is employed also in Gal 4:21, and often in the Gospels (e.g., Mark 4:9, 23;
7:15; Luke 8:8). No other human being in the worship service grasps the meaning
of what is being uttered.

and he utters mysteries in spirit. Here mysteria means what transcends normal
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human understanding (BDAG, 662b; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 297). Even if “myster-
ies” were taken to mean some sort of “revealed truths,” such an utterance of them
fails to pass them on to others, because “no one hears” the utterance with com-
prehension.

However, some commentators try to understand mysteria together with pneu-

mati, as uttering “secret truths [of God] in the Spirit,” which the speaker alone
shares with God (Vg: Spiritu autem loquitur), but which others, even those who
are Christians, do not understand (BDAG, 662a; see RSV, Hays, 1 Cor, 235). It is,
however, far from certain that the dat. pneumati refers to the Holy Spirit in this
case. Pneuma has been used of the human spirit in 2:11; 4:21; 5:3–4; 7:34, and
will so appear in vv. 14–15, 32 below; 2 Cor 2:13; it is better so understood here, as
in NAB, meaning that the speaker speaks to his or her own spirit. The speaker ut-
ters something transcendent, which his spirit may possibly grasp, but which his
own nous, “mind,” does not comprehend (note the distinction of terms in v. 15).
Mss F, G and some Latin versions read the nom. pneuma, which would rather
mean “the spirit utters mysteries.” Whose “spirit”? Metzger (TCGNT, 499) has no
comment on this variant reading, which is hardly an improvement.

3. The one who prophesies, however, speaks to human beings for their edification,

encouragement, and consolation. Lit. “addresses edification . . . to . . . ,” for the
verb lalei is being used with three abs. nouns as direct objs. Paul is not referring to
a group of Corinthian prophets, but the ptc., ho proph≤te∑n, refers to an isolated
instance when prophecy occurs in that community. The noun oikodom≤ is being
employed differently from its occurrence in 3:9, now in the more usual metaphor-
ical sense of “edification,” i.e., the qualitative building-up of the Christian com-
munity (as in 8:1; 10:23; 14:4, 5, 12, 26; 2 Cor 5:1; 10:8; 12:19; 13:10; Rom 14:19;
15:2; 1 Thess 5:11). Note the important contrast: speaking in tongues is addressed
to God, but prophecy to human beings. It is striking that the motivation for such
utterance is no longer love (as one might have expected after chap. 13), but edifi-
cation, encouragement (as in Rom 15:4–5), and consolation. Fee (1 Cor, 660)
thinks that by prophecy Paul does not mean “a prepared sermon, but the sponta-
neous word given to God’s people,” but such a limitation of NT “prophecy” is far
from clear—a “modern” distinction, which is recognized as such by Lindemann
(1 Cor, 299).

4. The one who speaks in a tongue edifies himself, but the one who prophesies ed-

ifies the church. So Paul sharpens the contrast between these two pneumatika.
Even though one speaks with a Spirit-inspired tongue, which “no one (else) com-
prehends” (v. 2), one thereby edifies only oneself; and therein lies the difficulty,
for it promotes excessive individualism. Paul’s remark is derogatory, pace Garland
(1 Cor, 634), who tries vainly to see in such speech some “benefit,” if “only to the
individual.” Paul’s preference is clearly for the use of the pneumatikon that builds
up the particular church, now called ekkl≤sia (even without the art., as if it were a
proper noun or its name, BDR §254.6). Mss F, G add theou, “of God.”

5. I should like everyone of you to speak in tongues, but even more so to prophesy.

What Paul admits about the gift of the Spirit in the first clause is conditioned by
what he says in the second, which is again introduced by the corrective mallon de
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(BDF §392), thus closing a rhetorical inclusio opened in 14:1. Paul never denies
the source of such speech, and that is the reason for the respect that the first clause
expresses. It is a concession, because Paul’s preference is given due utterance in
the second clause, since it is one of the “greater gifts” of 12:31. The syntax is
strange: in the first clause Paul uses thel∑, “I wish,” with a complementary infin.,
but in the second clause he shifts to hina with the subjunct., which is the usual
mode of expressing purpose. It is a way of repeating what he already wrote in v. 1.
He thus ends with an expressed wish that corresponds to his real estimate of these
pneumatika. The comparison of this Pauline judgment with the OT episode of
Moses and the prophets, Eldad and Medad, in Num 11:26–30 by some commen-
tators (Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 481; Thiselton, 1 Cor, 1097) is simply far-fetched. As 
already indicated, that episode involves a different kind of “prophecy,” and it has
nothing to do with speaking in tongues—or with Paul’s wish.

One who prophesies is greater than one who speaks in tongues. Again Paul states
his relative esteem for these pneumatika, and in the coming verses (6–12) he in-
sists on the inferiority of speaking in tongues.

unless he interprets, so that the church may be edified. Or possibly, “unless some-
one (different from the speaker) interprets,” i.e., puts into articulate words what
was uttered; see v. 13, but also v. 27 (and Note there; cf. Thiselton, “ ‘Interpreta-
tion’ ”). Some mss (0243, 1505, 1739, 1881) read dierm≤neuei tis, thus adding
“someone”; there are other readings of less importance for this verse, which has
not been transmitted uniformly. Thus Paul concedes that “interpretation” is the
only way that speaking in tongues might build up the Christian community. He
has already listed the “interpretation of tongues” as a pneumatikon (12:10, 30) and
is now referring to that gift, but he makes no mention here of the Spirit as its
source. What he says does not contradict 12:30, where Paul recognized that not
all have the gift of interpretation. He did not specify there who was endowed with
it; nor has he said that one person could have only one gift, either speaking or in-
terpreting. He is merely stressing the need of the articulation of the utterance of
the tongue speaker, if there is to be any benefit from it for the church. The clause
is introduced by ektos ei m≤, which is pleonastic: “except, unless” (see BDF §376);
it thus qualifies the first clause, which has asserted the greater value of prophecy
when it comes to building up the church. It expresses a condition that must be ful-
filled before speaking in tongues can achieve the same effect as prophecy, and
Paul never intimates that the interpreted utterance so succeeds.

6. Now, brothers, if I come to you speaking in tongues, what good will I be to you,

if I do not speak to you with some revelation or knowledge or prophecy or instruc-

tion? This humorous statement has to be compared with what Paul said in 2:1–2
as the way he first evangelized Corinthians. With the logical nyni de, adelphoi,

this verse introduces the first of three didactic arguments (vv. 6–11), in which Paul
proposes analogies about the relative merits of speaking in tongues and prophecy,
the theme already announced in v. 5: unless speech communicates intelligibly, it
accomplishes nothing.

Paul’s first analogical comparison refers to his own ministry, but the “I” is really
rhetorical, as in 13:1–3, 11, 12b; he could have said, “If someone comes. . . .”
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Since “no one comprehends” what is spoken in tongues (14:2), Paul realizes that
even he, with all his God-given apostolic authority and guidance, would be use-
less to the Christians of Corinth, if he were to speak in tongues.

Human utterance used in evangelization should take one of the four forms of
sacred communication: apokalypsis, “revelation,” or the disclosure of some heav-
enly or divine truth, as in 14:26; Gal 2:2; gn∑sis, “knowledge,” or a human expla-
nation of the same, possibly Spirit guided, as in 12:8; proph≤teia, “prophecy,” or
the utterance of a spokesperson for God, again possibly Spirit guided, as in 12:10,
28; 14:22; or didach≤, “instruction,” or a mode of teaching, which is now men-
tioned for the first time in this letter and is found elsewhere in Pauline writings
only in Rom 6:17; 16:17. It is, however, the abstract noun related to the “teachers”
of 12:28, the third of the numbered roles given to the church, and in effect one of
the pneumatika.

7. Similarly, if inanimate things that make sounds, such as a flute or a harp, do

not emit their tones distinctly, how will what is being played with flute or harp be

recognized? Lit. “do not make a distinction in their tones.” This is Paul’s second
analogical argument (vv. 7–8), drawn from lifeless musical instruments. If their
sounds cannot be heard properly and distinctly, they are kakophonous and convey
no melody that a human being can appreciate. So it is with speaking in tongues. If
lifeless musical instruments must have clarity of tone and distinctness to achieve
their purpose, so must human speech.

Paul mentions two different well-known musical instruments: aulos, “flute,”
which occurs only here in the NT (see LXX 1 Sam 10:5); and kithara, “harp, lyre,”
which appears in Rev 5:8; 14:2 (see LXX Gen 31:27); the two are mentioned to-
gether in Philo, Leg. alleg. 2.18 §75. The former is a wind instrument, whereas
the latter a stringed instrument, and the sounds they emit are quite different. The
verse begins with the adv. hom∑s, which normally is adversative, meaning “never-
theless,” but Paul now uses it rather in its older comparative meaning, “equally,
likewise,” as in Gal 3:15; Ps.-Clem. Hom. 3.15.3; 19.23.1. Cf. Homer, Od.11.565;
BDF §450.2; BDAG, 710 (see Jeremias, “Hom∑s”; Keydell, “Hom∑s”).

8. In fact, if a trumpet gives an unclear sound, who will get ready for battle? A fur-
ther example makes use of another musical instrument, the military trumpet or
bugle and its distinctive sound as a signal for attack, halt, or retreat in a battle (see
Exod 19:13; Num 10:9; 2 Sam 2:28; Zeph 1:16). The rhetorical question expects
the answer, “No one.”

9. So with you too. Unless you utter intelligible speech with your tongue, how will

the utterance be comprehended? Lit. “through the tongue, i.e., the physical organ
of speech (on dia and the article before gl∑ss≤s, see Note on 12:10). Paul applies
examples of musical instruments to human speech used by Corinthian Chris-
tians. Unless speech passes on something intelligible, it does not achieve its pur-
pose, and the utterance is incomprehensible. Here gl∑ssa is stressed by the
emphatic position of the phrase, preceding the introductory conj. of the clause.
The neg. of eus≤mon logon, “intelligible, recognizable speech,” could be illus-
trated by someone speaking a foreign language that is not understood by those
present, but more than likely it refers to an inarticulate succession of words that
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give the impression of language, but are unintelligible to the hearers. Having used
the rhetorical “I” in v. 6, Paul now shifts to the 2d pers. plur. “you” (in the same
rhetorical sense). Cf. Rom 6:11; 2 Cor 10:7c, for the same phrase (hout∑s kai

hymeis) in applying an argument to Paul’s addressees.
For you will be speaking into the breeze. Lit. “into the air,” i.e., to the winds.

Whereas, in v. 2 above, Paul admitted that someone speaking in tongues would be
speaking “to God,” as in prayer, he now maintains that the one uttering incom-
prehensible sounds would not be speaking “for God,” as in prophecy, but speak-
ing only to “the breeze” or “the air.”

10. For there are perhaps many different kinds of languages in the world, and

none without meaning. Lit. “so many, if it might be, are the kinds of voices . . . and
not one is voiceless (aph∑non).” Mss ±2, D2, ¥, and the Koine text-tradition add
aut∑n, “(not one) of them.” Paul’s third analogical argument (vv. 10–11) is drawn
from the many different sounds that the human tongue was meant to make, as he
refers to the diverse foreign “languages” that were spoken in his day. He calls them
ph∑nai, as in LXX 2 Macc 7:8, 21, 27; 4 Macc 12:7; 16:15, to distinguish them
from gl∑ssai, which he has been using for glosslalia. None of them was without
meaning to those who spoke them, even if they were incomprehensible to others
present. There may be an allusion to Gen 11:1, which (before the Tower of
Babel) mentions ph∑n≤ mia, “one voice.” The phrase gen≤ ph∑n∑n is modeled on
gen≤ gl∑ss∑n of 12:10. The final adj. is aph∑non, a combination of alpha privative
and the root ph∑n-, “sound heard or pronounced to convey an idea or emotion”;
hence “incapable of conveying meaning.”

The clause, ei tychoi, “if it might be, if it should turn out that way,” is a stock ex-
pression for “perhaps,” meant to restrict the adj. tosauta, “so many” (with the po-
tential opt., inherited from Classical Greek; BDF §385.2; BDAG, 1019).

11. If then I do not understand the meaning of an utterance, I shall be a foreigner

to the one who speaks, and the speaker a foreigner to me. Lit. “I shall be a barbar-
ian . . . , and the speaker a barbarian in me,” i.e., in my estimation. Paul applies
the third analogical argument to the rhetorical “I” again, making an illustrative
comparison. He uses dynamin t≤s ph∑n≤s, “force of the sound,” in the sense of its
“meaning” or “the capacity to convey thought” (BDAG, 263).

Barbaros originally referred to a non-Greek-speaking person. The adj. was
formed onomatopoetically from a reduplicated bar, which to ancient Greeks imi-
tated the unintelligible sounds of the speech of foreigners; they even likened them
to the twittering of birds (Herodotus, Hist. 2.57). The Roman poet Ovid recorded
a thought similar to that of Paul: Barbarus hic ego sum, quia non intelligor ulli,

“Here I am a barbarian, because I am not understood by anyone” (Tristia

5.10.37). Cf. Rom 1:14; Col 3:11. In the periods of Classical and Hellenistic
Greek, the adj. often connoted peoples less cultured, among whom were in-
cluded the noted enemies, Persians and Egyptians; and in the Roman period, the
Gauls, Germans, and Spaniards (see Windisch, TDNT, 1:547; Balz, EDNT,

1:197–98), but that is not the sense in which Paul is using the word. For him it
means that he would be a speaker of a foreign language that would not be under-
stood; but it also implies that he would be like an outsider to the community, in
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which he should be recognized as adelphos, and that is why speaking in tongues is
detrimental to the unity of the community. Just as differences of language make
people into foreigners, so unintelligible utterances create barriers to comprehen-
sion and foment disunity.

12. So too with you. Since you strive earnestly for spirits, seek to abound in them

for the edification of the church. Lit. “since you are strivers for spirits.” Paul’s first
conclusion (vv. 12–13) applies his three-part analogical argument to Corinthian
Christians. He uses a strange description of them, z≤l∑tai pneumat∑n, “strivers for
spirits,” which NRSV, NIV render as “eager for spiritual gifts,” and RSV, ESV as
“manifestations of the Spirit,” but NAB has “spirits,” as in the lemma. Pneu-

matik∑n is read instead in a few mss (P, 1175), but they are not important ones.
The verb of the subordinate clause (z≤loute) alludes to that in 12:31 and 14:1, and
so Paul does not criticize the Corinthians’ pursuit of such gifts, but he recom-
mends to them a proper motive for such pursuit and striving: that they abound in
them for the building up of the Christian community. The expression is still puz-
zling; how can they “seek to abound” in what is a gift? It is clear that Paul is trying
to inculcate a proper reason for the use that Corinthian Christians would make of
the abundance of spiritual gifts received.

13. For this reason, the one who speaks in a tongue should pray that he may in-

terpret (what he says). Lit. “wherefore, let the one speaking in a tongue pray that
he may interpret.” Or possibly, “that someone may interpret.” The subj. of the
subordinate verb is the same as that of the main verb, but many commentators
think that an indef. subject should be supplied (as in v. 27). Paul’s immediate in-
tention is to recommend that the gift of speaking in tongues always be accompa-
nied by the gift of making such an utterance articulate (12:10e), i.e., so that a
human mind or intelligence is somehow involved. Otherwise it has no value for
the good of the community. As a gift, “interpretation” is something for which one
may pray. The number of times that Paul repeats the need for interpretation, how-
ever, gives the impression that it does not happen very often and that “tongues” re-
main deficient.

14. [For] if I pray in a tongue, my spirit is praying, but my mind is unproductive.

Lit. “is fruitless.” Paul now introduces in vv. 14–17 a series of arguments from a
different viewpoint against speaking in tongues. This series is connected to the
preceding by the mention of prayer in vv. 13–14. Again, Paul speaks with the
rhetorical “I.”

In his reaction to the phenomenon of tongues, Paul’s arguments now appeal to
the mind (nous), which is the God-given intellect that human beings have by
which they think and judge rationally about things perceived or experienced
(Rom 7:23; 12:2): “a function of the man who is in posssession of his senses . . .
the understanding which produces clear thoughts in intelligible words” (TDNT,

4:959). The distinction that Paul makes between to pneuma mou and ho nous mou

is not easily understood at first. Fee (1 Cor, 670) only confuses matters by inter-
preting “my spirit” as “my S/spirit,” because Paul’s phrase would then imply that
the Holy Spirit could be “mine” in some way, as even Barrett had to admit even-
tually was problematic (1 Cor, 320). Although Collins (1 Cor, 501) rightly insists
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that Paul “pleads that the spirit and the mind work together,” it is far from certain
that for Paul “the spirit is the faculty by which one is in communion with the
deity. The mind is an organ of thought that allows for ordinary communication
among human beings” (ibid., 502). If that were true, how could Paul say in the
next verse that he will “pray” and “sing with my mind” (presumably to God)? By
pneuma, Paul cannot mean “the superior part of his soul,” pace Dupont (“Le
problème,” 5; similarly Collins, 1 Cor, 501), because Paul’s contrast of pneuma

and nous implies that the nous is superior to pneuma, which is rather the inward
immaterial faculty of a human being that wills and reacts emotionally to things
about them and that is open to the influence of the divine Spirit; it thus differs
from the nous that makes rational judgments about such things and enables a
human being to communicate consciously with God (in prayer and song). Note
the role that is ascribed to its cog. verb noe∑ in Rom 1:20, where God’s “invisible
qualities, his eternal power and divinity, are perceived by reflection” (nooumena

kathoratai), a function of the nous. Sometimes nous may be in conflict with
pneuma, which because of its emotional nature may blind the mind and interfere
with its rational conduct. The one “who speaks with tongues retains his nous even
though it is seized by the pneuma” (Behm, TDNT, 4:959 n. 37). Paul clearly con-
siders the nous more important, even if he concedes that such speaking in tongues
might be a form of prayer, a means of communing with one’s Maker. He speaks of
it as prayer, because in v. 2 he admitted it was a form of speaking “to God.” It is not
easy to say what form of prayer such a tongue utterance might be, whether adora-
tion, praise, thanksgiving, or supplication, because it may be nothing more than a
mode of speaking “into the breeze” (v. 9). In any case, during such utterances the
“mind is unproductive,” not reaping a spiritual benefit for the speaker or building
up the community: there is no “edification of the church” (v. 12). The ideal
prayer to God is that uttered by all human faculties working together. Again, Fee
(“Toward a Pauline Theology”) only confuses the matter by maintaining that
what Paul means here by speaking in tongues corresponds to his cryptic reference
to praying in the Spirit (Rom 8:26–27). The “ineffable sighs” of Rom 8:26 are not
human sighs, but those of the Spirit, which is the source of all genuine Christian
prayer, whether uttered by charismatics or eggheads; those sighs have nothing to
do with glossolalia (see further Romans, 518–19).

15. So what is to be done? I shall pray with my spirit, but I shall also pray with my

mind. I.e., without speaking in tongues. Paul begins with an elliptical question, tí
oun estin, “What then is (the upshot)?” As in 14:26; Rom 3:9; 6:15, it introduces
his concluding reaction to the phenomenon he has been discussing; in this case,
to the fruitlessness of speaking in tongues. To “pray with my spirit” might be a way
of praying in tongues, but it cannot be restricted to that mode, because the human
spirit can commune emotionally with God in other ways. Paul thus admits that
such praying with one’s spirit has some value, but praying with one’s mind is far
better and more important, because it makes use of the most important God-given
faculty that a human being possesses. The fut. tense is meant logically, as in a con-
clusion that expresses the summation of his argument.

I shall sing with my spirit, but I shall also sing with my mind. I.e., sing psalms to
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God, in such wise that I shall build up the community. Paul again uses the fut.
tense, this time of the verb psal∑, often found in the Greek Psalter (Ps 7:17; 9:2;
138:1). Such singing is but another example that bolsters up his argument; joined
with prayer it reflects both Jewish and early Christian worship services (ABD,

3:350–51). Cf. Rom 15:9; Eph 5:19.
16. Otherwise, if you bless [with] your spirit. I.e., if you do praise or thank God

only with a nonrational part of you, i.e., as you might pray in an utterance of
tongues, now said to be [en] pneumati, “[with] (your) spirit.” Mss P 46, ±*, A, F, G
omit the prep. en, probably in imitation of v. 15. Paul concedes this to provide a
basis for what he has just written in vv. 14–15. He also switches from the rhetorical
“I” to the 2d sing., also to be taken rhetorically. Once again, pneumati has to be
understood as the human “spirit,” not the Holy “Spirit,” pace Fee, 1 Cor, 671.

how shall one who holds the place of an outsider say “Amen” to your thanksgiv-

ing, when he does not know what you are saying? Paul’s argument involving the
nous takes a new turn. Using a rhetorical question, he makes it clear that no one
apart from the speaker will “know” or “understand” what is being said in tongues,
and so no one else will be able to join in with the utterance of the “spirit” and say
“Amen” to it, least of all the uninitiated. The Christian assembly will not pray but
rather grow silent.

The phrase, ho anapl≤r∑n ton topon tou idi∑tou, “who fills up the place of the
unskilled/uninstructed,” is problematic. It seems to mean someone without any
experience or acquaintance of the gift of speaking in tongues. The meaning of
idi∑t≤s is hardly to be restricted to apistoi, “unbelievers” (v. 22), even though in 
v. 23 idi∑tai are listed along with “unbelievers,” for the word could easily refer to
Christians unacquainted with such an arcane and irrational phenomenon
(EDNT, 2:172–73). BDAG (468) takes it to mean “prospects for membership” in
the Christian community, who would be “relatively outsiders.” Whatever the
sense of the term, they might be inclined to say “Amen” in community prayer. To
what ton topon, “the place,” refers is also debatable. It scarcely refers to a room in
a house-church, where Christians are gathered with some who speak in tongues,
and where some outsiders may have been welcomed. It seems to be used rather in
a generic sense, “place, position.”

Adding “Amen” to a prayer of praise or a doxology is a good Jewish custom at-
tested in the OT (LXX Neh 5:13; 8:6; 1 Chr 16:36) and in QL (1QS 1:20; 2:10, 18
[frequently doubled after blessings and curses]). It was adopted in the Christian
liturgy and is attested elsewhere in Pauline writings (Gal 1:5; Rom 1:25; 9:5;
11:36; 15:33; 16:24, 27).

The noun eucharistia does not mean Eucharist here, but simply “thanksgiv-
ing,” a form of prayer that Paul does not distinguish from “blessing” (v. 16a), be-
cause of his Semitic background (in Hebrew the hiphil conj. of ydy can mean
“praise” or “thank”). The cog. verb, euchariste∑, appears in 1:4, 14; 14:17, 18.

17. You are giving thanks well enough, but the other person is not edified. I.e., be-
cause he or she does not understand your irrational and unintelligible utterance,
and there is no building up of the community. Paul uses the 2d sing. pers. pron.,
sy, in the emphatic first position in the sentence; once again, it is rhetorical “you”
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and stands in contrast to the rhetorical “I” of vv. 11, 14–15. The “you” is the
tongue speaker, and the “other person” is the “outsider” of v. 16. The verb eu-

charisteis, “you are giving thanks,” is in parallel with eulog≤s, “you are blessing,” of
v. 16a. In using kal∑s, “well (enough),” Paul begins his irony (see Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 314: “perhaps a touch of irony”), which will continue in the fol-
lowing verses, despite the reluctance of commentators to recognize it here (Fee, 
1 Cor, 674 n. 48; Garland, 1 Cor, 642).

18. I thank God that I speak in tongues more than all of you! Verses 18–19 form
a remark that Paul introduces about himself, before he addresses the Corinthians
directly in v. 20 and quotes Scripture to them in v. 21. With the introductory verb
eucharist∑, Paul now uses the personal “I,” not the rhetorical “I” of vv. 6, 11,
14–15. The two clauses of this verse are asyndetic and paratactic (BDF §471.1,
415); the “that” has been added in the translation, as in RSV, NAB, NRSV, ESV.
Cf. Vg: Gratias ago Deo quod omnium vestrum lingua loquor.

At first sight, it might look as though Paul “has held back one important bit of
information” about himself, which he now discloses “for rhetorical impact,” as he
says that he enjoys the spiritual gift of speaking in tongues more frequently or
more intensely than all the Corinthians (Hays, 1 Cor, 237). So seriously are these
words of Paul understood by most commentators: Allo, 1 Cor, 364; Barrett, 1 Cor,

321; Beare, “Speaking,” 244; Chadwick, “All Things,” 269; Collins, 1 Cor, 503;
Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 239; Dupont, “Le problème,” 6; Fee, 1 Cor, 675; Garland, 
1 Cor, 642; Grosheide, 1 Cor, 327–28; Héring, 1 Cor, 127; Horsley, 1 Cor, 185;
Hurd, Origin, 185–88; Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 496; Kremer, 1 Cor, 304; Lindemann,
1 Cor, 306; Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 314; Schrage, 1 Cor, 3. 403; Senft, 1 Cor,

178; Soards, 1 Cor, 288; Stendahl, “Glossolalia,” 113; Sweet, “A Sign,” passim;
Thiselton, 1 Cor, 1117; J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 331.

Such an alleged endowment has a “doubtful relation to the experience” that
Paul describes in 2 Cor 12:3–4, when he heard “things that cannot be uttered,” as
Bruce well notes, who also says that “if he claims the gift here, it is to depreciate it
immediately” (1 Cor, 132). Yet that is to fail to appreciate that, as Paul’s argument
develops in the next few verses, his words in this verse continue the irony begun in
v. 17. It will continue in v. 21, as he quotes the OT in the same way and applies
that to himself. The ironic sense of “I thank God” is matched by Paul’s use of the
same expression in 1:14, where he shows the absurdity of people siding with him
as a preacher who baptized some of them. Hence, it is stretching a point to say that
Paul is merely seeking common ground here with the Corinthians whom he is try-
ing to correct and that he considers speaking in tongues to be “a wonderful and
treasured gift, part of the complete spectrum of Christian experience” (Stendahl,
“Glossolalia,” 113).

19. But in church I prefer to speak five words with my mind, so as to instruct oth-

ers, than ten thousand words in a tongue. I.e., in a Christian liturgical gathering,
five words uttered with rational intelligibility will have more hortatory and didac-
tic effect than thousands of twitterings in tongues. To “instruct others” means to
play the role of a “teacher” in the church, a pneumatikon that Paul has listed
among the “greater gifts” of the Spirit (12:31; cf. 12:28; 14:6 [end]).
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This verse carefully formulates the reason for the foregoing ironic statement.
“Five” is meant as an example, a typical amount, “several,” as in Luke 12:6; 14:19,
whereas “ten thousand” is the usual rhetorical exaggeration for innumerable
amounts. The contrast of five and ten thousand is deliberately grotesque and suits
the irony of the foregoing statement.

For the ellipsis of the adv. mallon with the verb thel∑, see BDF §§245.3, 480.4.
There is no reason to restrict the “others,” who would be instructed, to the unbe-
lieving spouses mentioned in 7:12–16; they are more likely the “outsiders” of v. 16
above or the “unbelievers” of vv. 22–24 below.

20. Brothers, stop being childish in your thinking; rather be infants in regard to

wickedness, but in thinking be mature. As Paul addresses the Corinthian Chris-
tians directly, this verse introduces an OT passage that deals with those who speak
in other tongues. It is the beginning of his concluding remarks after the argu-
ments that he has been presenting in vv. 14–17. His remarks also allude to what he
has said in 13:11 about speaking, thinking, and reasoning as a child (see also
3:1–3). Notice the antithetic parallelism in: (a) m≤ paidia ginesthe, (b) tais phresin

: : (b') tais de phresin, (a') teleioi ginesthe, (a) “stop being childish,” (b) “in think-
ing” : : (b') “but in thinking,” (a') “be infants.”

In speaking of “thinking,” Paul uses the plur. of phr≤n, “thought,” which is
roughly the equivalent of nous, “mind.” He recommends childlike guilelessness if
it is a question of doing or plotting evil, but he wants Corinthians to develop the
intelligent maturity that their status as adult Christians demands, as he once again
predicates of them the adj. teleioi (see Note on 2:6). Said in this context, the con-
trast means that they should grow up and realize that speaking in tongues is a very
immature way of Christian prayer or conduct. Paul, however, realizes that he may
not convince intellectually all of the Corinthian tongue speakers and that he
might just as well be “speaking in tongues” to them. That is why he now proceeds
to quote Scripture, especially a passage from Isaiah about tongues.

21. It stands written in the law: This introductory formula is added asyndetically
(see Notes on 1:19 and 9:9). Although Paul is about to quote words of the prophet
Isaiah, he introduces them as “the law,” using nomos, not in the specific sense of
the law of Moses or the Pentateuch, but as a generic term for the Hebrews Scrip-
tures or the OT, as he does in Rom 3:19a, 31b (see Romans, 131–32; cf. Hollan-
der, “The Meaning of the Term” [see Note on 9:8]). See John 10:34; 12:34;
15:25.

“By people speaking strange tongues and by lips of foreigners / will I speak to this

people, / but even so they will not listen to me,” says the Lord. Paul quotes a form of
Isa 28:11, 12d, which uses some of the words of Isaiah, but which differs consider-
ably from the wording and sense of both the LXX and the MT; and to it he himself
appends, “says the Lord.”

In the Book of Isaiah, the words are part of the threatening oracles uttered
against Ephraim and Judah, especially against the scoffing rulers in Jerusalem,
who have been rejecting the words of Yahweh’s prophet (see the almost unintelli-
gible context of Isa 28:10). Isa 28:11 is a rewriting of Deut 28:49, and in the He-
brew original, the Isaian text runs, “For by (invaders of) stammering lips and alien
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tongue he [the Lord] will speak to this people, / to whom he has said, ‘This is rest;
cause the weary to rest; this is the place of repose.’ But they were unwilling to lis-
ten.” Hence the people of Ephraim and Judah would have to listen unwillingly to
Yahweh’s words through invaders speaking in Assyrian. This, however, becomes
in the LXX: 

dia phaulismon cheile∑n dia gl∑ss≤s heteras, hoti lal≤sousin t∑ la∑ tout∑, legontes

aut∑, Touto to anapauma t∑ pein∑nti kai touto to syntrimma, kai ouk ≤thel≤san

akouein,

With contempt of lips, with another tongue, for they will speak to this people,
saying to it, “This is the rest for the hungry, and this is the affliction”; and they
were unwilling to listen.

Paul takes over some of the words and applies them to God, whom his formula-
tion depicts addressing the Corinthian Christians. His form of the quotation pre-
serves a few words from the beginning of v. 11 and from the last clause of v. 12 in
Isaiah, as he applies them to speaking in tongues as glossolalia. Noteworthy is the
change to the first person (“I,” meaning God) and also Paul’s addition of “says the
Lord,” which makes God utter this statement through the prophet to the Corin-
thians. He omits the prophet’s message about “rest” and makes the unintelligible
speech of the invaders the object of what they refuse to listen to. Although gl∑ss≤s

heteras in the LXX of Isaiah refers to a foreign language that is not understood,
Paul applies it to the incomprehensible speaking in tongues in his technical
sense.

Has Paul so reworded the Isaian text himself, or is he quoting a different Greek
translation, or perhaps a way that the words of Isaiah were being used in early-
church polemical circles? Sweet (“A Sign,” 244) thinks it is an instance of the last-
mentioned possibility, and Origen attributed the Pauline quotation to a Greek
version of Isaiah by Aquila (Philocalia 9), but no one can really say. More than
likely it is an instance of Paul’s free use of the words of Isaiah, or less likely a quo-
tation from memory, which is not verbatim.

Above in v. 2, Paul maintained that “speaking in tongues” is not understood be-
cause it is unintelligible (“no one comprehends”); now the words of Isaiah say that
it is because “this people” is unwilling to listen to those who so speak to them. The
reason for the difference is that Paul’s ironic use of the words of Isaiah continues
the latter idea in the following verse, because he is writing to those who are un-
willing to listen to him. Thus, with no little irony Paul is making the words of Isa-
iah refer to himself. In preaching to the Corinthians, he might just as well be
speaking in tongues or even in a foreign language for all the good it does with “this
people.” This, then, explains why he said above in irony that he speaks in tongues
more than all of the Corinthians (v. 18). It is, however, too much to say with Hays
that “Paul’s argument here is somewhat garbled” (1 Cor, 140), because he has
missed the irony of the statement.

22. Consequently, tongues are meant to be a sign not for believers, but for unbe-
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lievers. Paul now draws his conclusion, introduced by h∑ste, not so much from the
words of Isaiah, as from all his foregoing arguments. His concluding thesis now is:
“Speaking in tongues” is meant to be a “sign,” just as “prophecy” is. It is Paul him-
self who introduces s≤meion, “sign,” for it is a word not used in the quotation from
Isaiah, in order to relate such speaking in tongues and prophecy to believers and
unbelievers. (It is like eis s≤meion in Deut 6:8; 11:18; Josh 4:6 [prep. eis with the
accus. and the verb “to be” as a substitute for a predicate nom., possibly a Semi-
tism (BDF §145.1)]).

Many commentators relate this sign function of tongue speaking and prophecy
to the Isaian passage, as if “prophecy” were just as much a sign as “speaking in
tongues.” Isaiah’s words, however, are applicable only to the latter, not to the for-
mer, because they do not mention prophecy. Paul may be valiantly trying to find
some good in the irrational and childish phenomenon, but it is something which
believers realize that it is not meant to be a s≤meion, “sign,” for them.

prophecy, however, is not for unbelievers, but for believers. The clause is ellipti-
cal; one has to supply “is a sign” in this second part. Jeremias (“Chiasmus,” 147)
notes the chiastic arrangement of this verse:

h∑ste hai gl∑ssai eis s≤meion eisin

ou tois pisteuousin alla tois apistois

h≤ de proph≤teia

ou tois apistois alla tois pisteuousin.

Again, Paul finds advantage only in one of these two spiritual gifts, seeing Spirit-
inspired dynamic preaching of the gospel as a positive “sign” having its effect on
those who become “believers,” i.e., those who accept what is so preached. This
preference is not a conclusion from the quoted words of Isaiah, but simply a repe-
tition of what Paul has already said in vv. 1–5. The “sign” for unbelievers is “speak-
ing in tongues,” which is further explained in v. 23; and what is meant is that
“unbelievers will be confirmed in their unbelief” (Sweet, “A Sign,” 244). Glad-
stone (“Sign Language”) would paraphrase this verse thus: “Therefore tongues are
a sign, not resulting in believers, but in unbelievers. But prophecy [is a sign], not
resulting in unbelievers, but resulting in believers.” It should also be noted here
that Paul speaks only of “tongues” as such a “sign,” and he does not distinguish in-
terpreted tongues from uninterpreted tongues. As he sees it, the troublesome phe-
nomenon is “tongues,” pure and simple.

23. If then the whole church meets in one place and everyone speaks in tongues

and outsiders or unbelievers come in, will they not say that you are out of your mind?

Lit. “that you are crazy?” Paul uses the strong verb mainomai, “be crazy, rave,”
which often denoted in antiquity that someone was possessed by a daim∑n (He-
rodotus, Hist. 4.79; John 10:20). With two hypothetical examples, Paul stresses
that the Corinthian Christians, who are making so much of such tongue utter-
ances, should understand that they are giving a “sign” (v. 22) to unbelievers or out-
siders. Hence such people might deride them as maniacs or equate them with
devotees of the mystery religions of Cybele-Demeter or Dionysus, or the Bacchic
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rite, who were known for ecstatic forms of worship (see “Cybele” and “Dionysus,”
OCD, 303–4, 352–53, 716–17). They would never think of becoming Christians.
On “in one place,” see Note on 11:20.

24. But if everyone prophesies and some unbeliever or outsider comes in, he will

be convinced by all and called to account by all. This is a hypothetical example
parallel to v. 23. The “sign” given by Spirit-inspired preaching will have a three-
stage effect on the unbeliever or uninstructed person: conviction, scrutiny, and
exposure of his or her heart. Paul’s rhetoric leads him to speak of “everyone”
prophesying, because that is a formulation parallel to what he wrote in v. 23,
“everyone speaking in tongues.”

25. the secrets of his heart will be laid bare, and so, falling down, he will worship

God, and declare. Lit. “falling on his face.” The corresponding reactions of the un-
believer or uninstructed person, who is convinced by the Spirit-inspired preach-
ing, are conversion, submission, and adoration. Recall 4:5, where Paul speaks of
the Lord exposing the hidden “motives of our hearts.” Cf. 2 Cor 4:2; Rom 2:16.
The “heart” is understood as the part of a human being involved in faith (Rom
10:9–10: “If you profess with your lips that ‘Jesus is Lord,’ and believe in your heart
that God has raised him from the dead, you will be saved”). Falling on one’s face
is a LXX expression for homage; see Gen 17:3; Ruth 2:10. When the Christian
community assembled for worship gives such a sign through the gift of prophecy,
it becomes an important factor in the missionary endeavor of the church (see 
Rebell, “Gemeinde als Missionsfaktor”).

“God is truly in your midst.” Paul formulates the convert’s declaration by quot-
ing a clause from Isa 45:14, which in the LXX runs, en soi ho theos estin, but he
changes the sing. pron. of the LXX to the plur. In the context of Isaiah, the words
record what the nations (Egypt, Ethiopia, and Seba, which would bring their trib-
ute to Israel), would finally admit about Israel and its God (Isa 43:3). Cf. 1 Kgs
18:39; Zech 8:23; Dan 2:46–47. Paul quotes them without an introductory for-
mula in order to stress the good “sign” that prophecy could be, and he says noth-
ing comparable about the pneumatikon, the use of which he is reluctant to see
continue in practice among the Christians of Roman Corinth.
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30 f. Order in the 

Use of Gifts (14:26–33)
14:26So what is to be done, brothers? When you come to a meeting, everyone has a
psalm, an instruction, a revelation, a tongue, or an interpretation. All these things
should be for edification. 27 If someone speaks in a tongue, it should be two, or at
most three, but each in turn, and someone should give an interpretation. 28But if
there is no interpreter, the speaker should keep silent in church and speak only to
himself and to God. 29Two or three prophets should speak, and the rest should
evaluate (what is said). 30 If something is revealed to another person sitting there,
the first speaker should become silent. 31For you are all able to prophesy one 
by one, in order that all may learn and all be encouraged. 32 Indeed, spirits of 
prophets are subject to the control of prophets. 33For God is not a God of disorder,
but of peace, as in all the churches of the saints.

COMMENT

Paul ends the lengthy discussion of spiritual gifts given to individuals in the Co-
rinthian church by insisting on due order in the use of such gifts so that peace and
harmony may be preserved in the community. He begins by describing an imagi-
nary church gathering at which individuals, led by the creative activity of the
Spirit, arrive with five different gifts: with a psalm, an instruction, a revelation, an
utterance in tongues, and an interpretation of such utterance. They are to be used
only for the edification of the congregation as a whole. In commenting on the use
of individual gifts, Paul begins with the lowest and most troublesome in his list,
with speaking in tongues; for those who so speak, he gives directives. Then come
directives for prophets, and then for those who have the gift of revelation, which is
strange, because Paul has not mentioned apokalypsis, “revelation,” among the
pneumatika earlier. In fact, he now implicitly adds three further pneumatika to
the twelve presented in 12:4–10. Paul treats the three of them in ascending order,
beginning with speaking in tongues at the bottom. Strikingly, he says nothing
about the Eucharist or about who would preside over their gatherings, which
seem to lack all structure. For this reason he is moved to call for good order, even
in Spirit-led assemblies, lest spontaneity give way to disorder and chaos.

NOTES

14:26. So what is to be done, brothers? Lit. “what, then, is it?” i.e., what does it
mean or what is the upshot of this discussion. Paul repeats the question asked in 
v. 15 above and begins his concluding discussion with oun, “so, then, therefore.”
He again addresses the Corinthian Christians as “brothers,” as in vv. 6, 20; see
Note on 1:1.

When you come to a meeting. Lit. “when you come together,” i.e., in a liturgical
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or cultic gathering. Paul makes use of the same verb that he has in 11:17, 18, 20,
33, 34, when dealing with abuses related to the Lord’s Supper; see also 14:23.

everyone has a psalm, an instruction, a revelation, a tongue, or an interpretation.

Paul describes an imaginary prayer gathering, citing examples of the spiritual gifts
that individual Corinthian Christians might bring to it: one comes to sing a hymn
of praise (as in the OT Psalter), another to teach some Christian truth, another to
pass on some further understanding of God’s self-communication (recall v. 6), an-
other to speak in tongues, and still another with the gift to recast such an utterance
in articulate sounds. Such abundant diversity of pneumatika could create disorder
in their gathering, and Paul is anxious to have them conduct themselves with due
order.

All these things should be for edification. I.e., for the building up and harmony
of the community; “edification,” not love, is the primary motivation. Paul formu-
lates a comunity rule (panta pros oikodom≤n genesth∑), as he recommends again
the same idea as in 14:3–5, 12, 17 (cf. 10:23). The conclusion of this discussion 
is found in 14:40, when Paul says, “All things should be done properly and in 
due order,” with panta . . . genesth∑, “all things . . . be done” (forming a rhetori-
cal inclusio).

27. If someone speaks in a tongue, it should be two, or at most three, but each in

turn. Lit. “two, or at most three, at a time (i.e., in any given meeting) and accord-
ing to a part” (see BDAG, 57, 512). The protasis of this conditional sentence is
clear, but the first part of apodosis is elliptical (kata dyo ≤ to pleiston treis, kai ana

meros (lit., “by two or at most three, and in part”), with no verb expressed; and the
second part is introduced by the second kai, and has a 3d sing. pres. impv., “let
one interpret” (see next Note). Having mentioned five different spiritual gifts,
Paul begins with a regulation about the one that has been causing most of the
trouble. He does not forbid it outright, but his all-important regulation is intro-
duced: orderliness. The utterance may go on, but only under certain conditions:
one at a time, and in awaiting one’s turn. Two equally important regulations are
stated in the next clause and verse.

and someone should give an interpretation. I.e., in order that the minds of all
present at that time may comprehend what communication is being made to the
common gathering. The pron. heis makes it clear that someone other than the
speaker is to “interpret” the utterance, i.e., put it in articulate speech; contrast 
vv. 5, 13, where the speaker may be the one who is expected to interpret. As 
Lindemann (1 Cor, 313) points out, Paul treats the interpretation of tongues as a
gift distinct from tongues (12:10), and so the likelihood is that the interpreter is
usually different from the speaker.

28. But if there is no interpreter, the speaker should keep silent in church and

speak only to himself and to God. I.e., because no one in the congregation will un-
derstand the utterance being made. Paul softens his directive by adding the last
phrase, “and to God,” as a sort of afterthought. The basis for the addition has al-
ready been expressed in v. 2. Paul is speaking clearly and dismisses uninterpreted
tongue utterances.

The syntax in this verse is complicated. The verb, sigat∑, “let him be silent,” fol-
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lows immediately on the protasis, so that it might seem that the “interpreter” is the
subj. of that impv. What Paul means is clear: the subj. of the 3d sing. impv., the
one speaking in tongues, has to be supplied according to the context (= tis in 
v. 27). What is said in vv. 27–28 reveals that Paul would gladly do away with speak-
ing in tongues, but he knows that he cannot (see v. 39).

29. Two or three prophets should speak. The same limited number should be ap-
plied even to those whom the Spirit moves to preach dynamically, especially for
the sake of good order and the building up of the Christian community.

and the rest should evaluate (what is said). Lit. “let the others pass judgment
on,” what is being said by such Christian prophets (see Notes on 12:10, 28; 11:4).
Even those who exercise the ministry of proph≤teia are subject to the scrutiny of
others in the Christian community; cf. 14:16. The alloi, “rest,” theoretically could
mean other such prophets, but they are not the only members of the community
who have the gift of “the discernment of spirits” (12:10); hence “others” with this
gift would be among those who can evaluate carefully prophetic preaching (see 
1 Thess 5:20–21).

30. If something is revealed to another person sitting there. The verb apoka-

lyphth≤ is another instance of the divine passive (ZBG §236), meaning “revealed
by God” (as in Rom 1:17; cf. Phil 3:15). Such a gift of God’s Spirit would be
clearly more important even than the inspired preaching of the Christian prophet
or speaker in tongues who may already be at the podium. Pace Witherington
(Women, 93), it is far from clear that this verse refers to “prophecy,” because this
verse does not state “prophecy is the utterance of a revelation that comes to a per-
son spontaneously.” This verse deals with apokalypsis, “revelation,” a different
gift, even though it has not been mentioned in the list of pneumatika in chap. 12
(see Comment above).

the first speaker should become silent. Lit. “let the first become silent,” i.e., the
speaker who is number one at the moment, whether speaking in prophecy or in
tongues. Again Paul uses the 3d pers. sing. impv. sigat∑, as in v. 28, “let him be-
come silent,” so that order, not commotion, may reign. Paul’s regulation for the
Christian community thus resembles what the Qumran Manual of Discipline

regulated for the good order of sessions of its assembly (1QS 6:10–13): that no one
should talk during the discourse of his confrère, or before one who ranked ahead
of him, or without the consent of the Many.

31. For you are all able to prophesy one by one, in order that all may learn and all

be encouraged. I.e., if you make room, one for the other. The result of such Spirit-
inspired preaching will be that all will learn and will be exhorted mutually
(parakal∑ntai). The prep. phrase kath’ hena, “one by one,” qualifies pantes,

meaning “all” those who receive a pneumatikon, if and when they receive it. It
does not mean that Paul is encouraging all Corinthians “to try their hands at
prophesying,” pace Hays (1 Cor, 243). Because prophecy is one of the endowents
of the Spirit, “all” may be possible recipients of such a gift, but it does not depend
on their individual endeavors.

32. Indeed, spirits of prophets are subject to the control of prophets. In this 
proverb-like statement (see Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 323), Paul gives the basis
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for his remarks in vv. 29–31 and recognizes the difference between Christian 
prophets whose spirits enable them to speak in the name of God, and pagan sibyls
or pythonesses, whose oracles were beyond all their control and whose utterances
went on and on. In this way of understanding this difficult verse, the gen. plur.
proph≤t∑n refers to the same group of gifted Christian persons as proph≤tais.

Some commentators seek to distinguish the persons meant, as did Origen who
considered all Christians present to be prophets (see JTS 10:41). In this sense,
Paul’s counsel about not quenching the Spirit or despising prophecy, but testing
everything might be in order (1 Thess 5:19–21). It is, however, difficult to under-
stand how pneumata proph≤t∑n, “spirits of prophets,” should then be understood.
That phrase is found also in Rev 22:16 too, but in an entirely different sense,
which does not help here.

33. For God is not a God of disorder, but of peace. So Paul expresses the funda-
mental reason for the order that he has been advocating since v. 27. It is not a lim-
iting comment on v. 32 alone, as the comma used in N-A27 might suggest. God
himself, who is the source of the inspired preaching, is also on the side of good
order and peace in the Christian community, especially at its liturgical or cultic
gatherings. They cannot be dominated by akatastasia, “disorder,” or “opposition
to established authority” (BDAG, 35), a term used of civil strife or pandemonium,
but now applied to “the specific manifestation of Corinthian partisanship and di-
visiveness in the worship of the community” (Mitchell, Paul, 173).

as in all the churches of the saints. I.e., in all assemblies of God’s dedicated peo-
ple, i.e., Christians. Paul now uses ekkl≤sia in the sense of a congregational meet-
ing of Christians for worship or liturgy, as in 1:2 (see Note there); 4:17; 7:17;
11:16, designating, perhaps specifically, those meetings held in so-called house-
churches, as in 16:19. The phrase, “churches of the saints,” is unusual, since it is
found nowhere else in the Pauline writings, or even in the NT or writings of the
Apostolic Fathers. That is a factor that makes some commentators relate v. 33b 
to v. 34, especially those who think that vv. 34–35/36 are a non-Pauline interpola-
tion.

It is, then, a matter of debate just where this clause belongs. N-A27, many ver-
sions (RSV, NRSV, ESV, NIV, REB, Goodspeed), and many commentators
(Allo, Bruce, Collins, Conzelmann, Garland, Grosheide, Kistemaker, Kremer,
Lindemann, Soards, Thistleton) make it the introduction to vv. 34–35. That, how-
ever, then makes en tais ekkl≤siais, “in the churches” (v. 34), a redundancy that
does not sit well in this context. According to Clarke, it is “an ugly sentence” (“ ‘As
in All the Churches,’ ” 145). Attaching it to the end of the first part of v. 33, as I
have done, is better (as do also Barrett, Clarke, Fee, Hays, Murphy-O’Connor
[“Interpolations,” 90], Robertson-Plummer, Schrage; also KJV, NKJV); but the
connection is still not perfect, even if what is done in all such churches is a sign of
order and not disorder. The clause seems to be echoing what Paul has said in 4:17;
7:17; and especially 11:16, about customs or characteristics of other churches,
even though it has no verb such as “teach” or “command.” Order and peace, how-
ever, would characterize other “churches,” where God’s dedicated people are
found, and where God is found to be a God of peace. If, however, one were to take
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v. 33a (“for God is not a God of disorder, but of peace”) as a parenthetic statement,
then the “as” clause would modify either v. 32 or vv. 26–32, as Clarke recom-
mends (“ ‘As in All the Churches,’ ” 146).
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31 g. Women Speaking in 

Cultic Assemblies (14:34–36)
14:34“Women should remain silent in the churches. For they are not allowed to
speak, but should be subordinate, even as the law says. 35 If they want to learn
something, they should ask their own husbands at home. For it is disgraceful for a
woman to speak in church.” 36What, did the word of God originate with you? Or
are you the only ones it has reached?

COMMENT

Paul now moves to a very specific case of conduct in sacred assemblies. It may
seem to be only loosely related to the speaking in tongues and prophecy that he
has been discussing in the preceding pericopes, but it has to do with speaking and
the good order of the assembled congregation, in which “all these things should
be done for edification” (14:26). There is also a connection of these verses to the
mention of “silence” in vv. 28, 30, and to “learning” in v. 31. Now it is a question
of women speaking in church or in the cultic assembly, and whether that is a sign
of “disorder” (v. 33a). Per se it has nothing to do with gl∑ssais lalein, “speaking in
tongues,” because now lalein alone is the issue, although Eriksson (“Women
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Tongue Speakers”) has tried so to interpret this passage, as he differs with Wire,
who would see it as a case of their “prophesying” to each other (Corinthian

Women Prophets, 157). These three verses seem to be a self-contained unit, but
because they deal with women speaking in cultic gatherings, they have only a gen-
eral connection with what precedes and follows.

This practice in the Corinthian church may be an imitation of the part that
women took in some of the contemporary pagan cultic gatherings in honor of
Dionysus, Demeter, Aphrodite Acraea (see Oepke, TDNT, 1:786).

These verses are, however, the subject of much controversy because of several
difficulties that one encounters in this passage:

1. The verses interrupt the discussion about speaking in tongues and prophesy-
ing, to which Paul returns in vv. 37–40.

2. The prohibition of women speaking in church seems to counter what Paul
has already admitted in 11:5, where he spoke of a “woman who prays or proph-
esies” (in a common worship service), even though he criticized one who did so
“with uncovered head.” Perhaps too it runs counter to the “all” used of prophecy
in 14:31.

3. The allusion to “the law” in v. 34 is a most unusual way of arguing for Paul.
4. In v. 36, although “you” (hym∑n, hymas) could be either masc. or fem., in the

second question it is modified by a masc. adj., monous, “alone,” which raises a
question about who is meant by “you.”

5. Some mss of the Western text-tradition (D, E, F, G, 88*), some forms of the
Vetus Itala (d, g), and some patristic or medieval writers (Ambrosiaster, Sedulius
Scotus) read vv. 34–35 after what is now 14:40 (the text-critical problems are dis-
cussed fully by Miller, Niccum, Odell-Scott, Payne, Ross, and Wire).

6. This prohibition of women speaking in church is similar to 1 Tim 2:11–12
(“Let a woman learn in silence with all submissiveness. I allow no woman to teach
or to have authority over men; she is to keep silent”). That form of the prohibition
is even more generic, because there is no mention of “church” or a cultic setting,
but it uses some of the same vocabulary as the Corinthian passage; see also 1 Pet
3:1–5; 1 Clem. 1.3; 21.6–7.

7. The nature of v. 36, which is sometimes separated from vv. 34–35 and some-
times related to them, is just as problematic as v. 33b (does it belong to v. 33a, or
does it introduce vv. 34–35/36)?

Because of such difficulties, there are five main ways in which this passage has
been interpreted:

1. Verses 34–36 are regarded as a genuine Pauline composition, transmitted
somewhere in all Greek mss of 1 Corinthians, in which the Apostle reacts nega-
tively to the practice of some Corinthian Christian women who have been press-
ing for equality and speaking out in sacred assemblies; he would be trying to save
the women from disgracing themselves. In this attitude, he would be assuming a
position quite different from what he has written in Gal 3:28, because his concern
now is to insure the inner stability and order of this church. So (with varying nu-
ances: whether the words are intended as a universal directive or merely as a cor-
rective of a specific practice; or general chatter; or questions coming from those
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not leading public prayer) Baumert, Blum, Bruce, Holladay, Kremer, M. M.
Mitchell, Orr-Walther, Schüssler Fiorenza, Soards, Thrall, Witherington.

2. Verses 34–35 (33b–36) are Pauline but stem from a letter different from that
in which chap. 11 would have appeared, so that v. 37 follows logically on v. 33a.
Then there would be no real contradiction between chap. 11 and chap. 14. So
(with varying nuances among those who consider the letter to be compiled from a
number of Pauline writings) Klauck, Wolff, Schmithals. The problem that this ex-
planation faces is to explain how conditions in Corinth would have developed so
much in the period between such writings that makes Paul judge now that he has
to write so radically.

3. Verses 34–35 (33b–36) are said to be a post-Pauline interpolation, stemming
from the same milieu that produced 1 Tim 2:11–21, with even some of the same
vocabulary. It would, then, be “a reflection of the bourgeois consolidation of the
church, roughly on the level of the Pastoral Epistles; it binds itself to the general
custom” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 246), or even would be “the prohibition of a male
chauvinist” (Murphy-O’Connor, “Interpolations,” 94); some think that it reflects
a practice of Christian circles in Rome toward the end of the first century. So the
majority of commentators today (with varying nuances): Aalen, Barrett (with hes-
itation), Bousset, Cleary, Cope, Delling, Fee, Fitzer, Fuller, Hays, Keck, Linde-
mann, Munro, Payne, Roetzel, Schrage, Schweizer, Sellin, G. F. Snyder,
Trompf, Walker, J. Weiss, Zuntz; note too the parentheses in NRSV. This expla-
nation is problematic because little is ever said about why the interpolation was
introduced into this letter, and why precisely at this point.

4. Verses 34–35 (33–36) are not a post-Pauline interpolation, but a parenesis
added by Paul in a marginal note at 14:33a, which he considered appropriate to
his concern about proper order in the Christian community; this note was even-
tually drawn into the text, either after v. 33 or v. 40. So Ellis, Barton. See the criti-
cism of this view by Barrett (1 Cor, 332).

5. Verses 34–35 are considered to be a quotation of what some Corinthian
Christian men have been maintaining against women who have been speaking
out in cultic assemblies. It has come to Paul’s attention, just as did the slogans
quoted earlier in the letter (6:12, 13; 8:1, 4, 5; 10:23). Paul’s reaction to the state-
ment quoted is expressed in v. 36, which is introduced by the disjunctive particle
≤, “or,” used here twice with two rhetorical questions (as also in 11:22b), along
with the masc. monous modifying hymas, referring to such Corinthian men. So
(with differing nuances) Bilezikian, Flanagan, Gourgues, Kaiser, Snyder, Odell-
Scott, Talbert.

In this case, the three verses were written by Paul, but vv. 34–35 are the quota-
tion of a view that is not his. His reaction is expressed in v. 36, vague though it is,
and its implication would be egalitarian and would contradict neither 11:5 nor
Gal 3:28. Even though this last interpretation may not fully satisfy either the un-
derstanding of v. 36 or its connection with what precedes, it is better than the
other interpretations, pace Hays (1 Cor, 248), Garland (1 Cor, 667); and it rightly
severs the close connection of v. 36 to vv. 34–35, as even Murphy-O’Connor (“In-
terpolations,” 90, 92) has recognized.
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No matter what interpretation of these verses one adopts, one has to recognize
the contentious character of them. Unfortunately, that character has been ex-
ploited in all sorts of modern feminist movements. Perhaps one could agree some-
what with Baumert:

In any case Paul is not here intending to set limits to a basic movement for
emancipation, but rather to take the position that currently certain women, on
the basis of their newfound freedom, have gone too far—and this is even per-
ceived by other women. He is thus not anticipating a universal protest by
women, but, as with 11:16, from “some contentious people” (men and
women). Here, however, they should first subordinate themselves to the com-
munity assembly. This implies a subordination to the men only indirectly; and
it applies also to unmarried women and to widows. (Woman and Man, 197–98)

Lest too much be made of these controversial Pauline verses, it is well to repeat
the comment of Calvin (cited by Barrett, 1 Cor, 333): “The discerning reader
should come to the decision, that the things which Paul is dealing with here, are
indifferent, neither good nor bad; and that they are forbidden because they work
against seemliness and edification.”

NOTES

14:34. Women should remain silent in the churches. Lit. “let women be silent in
the cultic assemblies,” i.e., in the various house-churches of Corinth. Paul quotes
the saying of some Corinthian men who undoubtedly might allow the women to
join audibly in “Amen” to a prayer, as in the thanksgiving of 14:16, but would ex-
clude them from any form of active public speaking in churches (now in the plur.,
in contrast to the sing. “church” used so far in this chapter [vv. 4–5, 12, 19, 23,
28]); the prep. phrase echoes 11:16c. Some mss (D, F, G, K, L) add hym∑n, “your
(wives),” which is otherwise omitted in the best mss. In either case, one should
note the difference from 11:5, where the sing. gyn≤ is found, whereas here it is
plur. hai gynaikes. The silence is general and absolute, and not merely while
someone else is speaking (v. 30), as Kremer (1 Cor, 312) would have it; nor does it
refer to something specific (like idle gossip).

For they are not allowed to speak. Lit. “it is not permitted to them.” A form of the
same verb epitrep∑, “permit, allow,” is found in the parallel passage of 1 Tim 2:12.

but should be subordinate. Lit. “let them subordinate themselves” (3d plur.
pres. mid. impv.), but some mss (D, F, G, ¥, 0243, 1739, 1881, and the Koine
text-tradition) read rather the pres. mid. infin. hypotassesthai, which would be de-
pendent on the main verb, i.e., “(are allowed) to subordinate themselves”; for the
resulting zeugma, see BDF §419.2. The cog. noun hypotag≤, “submissiveness,” is
found in 1 Tim 2:11. The conj. alla introduces, not a contrast, but an additional
consideration in an emphatic way (BDF §448.6).

even as the law says. Paul writes ho nomos, which is an explicit reference to the
Mosaic law, as in 9:8 (see Note there), 9, 20–22; 14:21; cf. Rom 3:19; 7:7. There
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is not even a hint that Paul is thinking of Roman law. This clause refers, however,
not to any specific pentateuchal or OT regulation about women speaking in cul-
tic assemblies, but is meant to explain the immediately preceding clause about a
woman’s subordination to her husband, because LXX Gen 3:16 states, autos sou

kyrieusei, “he shall rule over you.” Josephus undoubtedly echoes a common Jew-
ish interpretation of this passage of Genesis: gyn≤ cheir∑n, ph≤sin, andros eis ha-

panta, “woman, it [the Law] says, is inferior to man in all things,” and theos gar

andri to kratos ed∑ken, “for God has given authority to the man” (Ag.Ap. 2.1.24
§201).

What connection that legal view of a wife’s relation to her husband has to do
with her keeping silent in cultic gatherings is not clear, except that it is invoking a
Jewish custom, apparently derived from it as a sort of “unwritten law,” forbidding
women to come to the lectern in the synagogue (Str-B, 3:467). The Corinthian
men would be echoing perhaps a custom derived from Jewish tradition, which
they think of as “the law.” It is not correct, however, to translate ho nomos simply
as “the Jewish tradition decrees,” as does Baumert (Woman and Man, 197 [his
italics]), because that would relativize the law itself.

35. If they want to learn something, they should ask their own husbands at home.

Or “they should ask their own men in (the) house,” because the conjugal setting
is not obvious, and “the phrase is appropriate not only for wives, since daughters,
widows, and women slaves are just as subordinate to the man of the house” (Wire,
Corinthian Women Prophets, 156). They might want to learn something about
what has been revealed or taught or announced in prophecy (14:26). Although
asking for a clarification would hardly be a sign of self-assertion or even of a lack of
submissiveness, some Corinthian men would apparently not permit even such a
question in church, even in a house-church. Even though unmarried women or
those married to unbelievers are not considered, there is little reason to think that
the prohibition is addressed only to wives.

For it is disgraceful for a woman to speak in church. Or “to talk in the assembly.”
This clause formulates the reason for the prohibition advocated by the Corinthian
men in a very generic statement. Paul himself has already made a similar deroga-
tory judgment of the woman who would pray or prophesy in a public worship ser-
vice with an uncovered head, regarded there as the equivalent of a shorn or shaved
head (11:6). Cf. Eph 5:12; Titus 1:11.

The disgrace would be seen not only from the viewpoint of Jewish custom or
tradition, but from what ancient society, in which the woman lived, would nor-
mally think about her behavior. That judgment would be conditioned by con-
temporary mores and culture, well illustrated by the negative criticism of the
public activity of women in Juvenal’s satire, “On the Ways of Women,” Sat.

6.434–56; in Plutarch, Coniugalia praecepta 31 §142d; or Aristophanes’ comedy,
Ecclesiazusae, in which the women of Athens take over the city’s ekkl≤sia, “(civil)
assembly,” from the vacillating male members and adopt a form of socialism with
common ownership of property and abolition of marriage (see further Barrett, 
1 Cor, 331; Garland, 1 Cor, 668).

Sometimes it is said that the verb lalein is being used in the old classical sense
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of “chatter” and that the criticism concerns “an outburst of feminine loquacity,”
but Barrett (1 Cor., 332) has shown that Paul, who employs the verb often, never
uses it in that sense. A questionable loaded sense is likewise given to lalein by
Baumert, who renders it, “speak her mind in public” (Woman and Man, 197
[even italicized in his translation of the passage]). Because vv. 1–33 have been
dealing with various forms of Spirit-inspired speaking, Blum thinks that the prohi-
bition of speaking concerns “all Spirit-granted speaking of women in community
assemblies” (“Das Amt,” 151). That seems, however, to restrict the meaning too
much. Would Paul have regarded proseuchesthai and proph≤teuein (11:5) as a
form of “speaking” (lalein)? This is where the inconsistency between chaps. 11
and 14 is usually seen.

36. What, did the word of God originate with you? Lit. “Or, has . . . come forth
from you?” This verse, with its double-rhetorical question, formulates Paul’s reac-
tion to the attitude of Corinthian Christian men quoted in the two preceding
verses. Paul’s phrase, ho logos tou theou, may be derived from LXX Jer 1:2, but he
is using it in the sense of the “gospel,” the Christian message, as in 1 Thess 2:13; 
2 Cor 2:17; 4:2; Rom 9:6. In the LXX the more common phrase is logos kyriou,

“the word of the Lord,” a communication from Yahweh. Paul wants the Corin-
thian Christian men to realize that neither the gospel nor its implications for life
have had a starting-point among them, and so they are in no way a law unto them-
selves. This interpretation of v. 36 seeks to give full force to the introductory ptc. ≤,

“or,” which Paul often writes when introducing rhetorical questions (e.g., 1:13;
6:2, 9, 19; 9:6; 11:22). Along with the RSV, I have translated it as “What!” in the
lemma above. It marks an alternative, as it introduces the two questions that ex-
press Paul’s impatience with the attitude of such Corinthian men expressed in 
vv. 34–35.

Some commentators, however, have understood ho logos tou theou as meaning
a communication from the God “of peace” (v. 33), with which verse they have al-
ways seen this verse linked (e.g., Barrett, 1 Cor, 333). That, however, might suit
the otherwise usual understanding of v. 36 as related to vv. 34–35. Murphy-
O’Connor (“Interpolations,” 92) would take v. 36 as a conclusion to vv. 26–33, but
those verses need no such conclusion (see Odell-Scott, “In Defense,” 101), and 
v. 36 is ill-suited as a comment on v. 33a–b. Moreover, there is no likelihood that
“v. 36 should be seen as a typical Pauline outburst that had been building up for a
while in reaction to all the abuses he had been dealing with in 1 Corinthians
11–14,” pace Witherington (Women, 98–99). Why should that “outburst” come
just here? It clearly is directed only against what has been quoted in vv. 34–35.

Or are you the only ones it has reached? Lit. “or has it reached you alone”
(hymas monous [masc.]). Christian men of Roman Corinth were not the only
ones evangelized, and so some respect must be had for Christians in other com-
munities and their customs. The masc. form of the pron. must not be missed, and
it is inadequate to translate them simply as “you people only” (Wire, Corinthian

Women Prophets, 157).
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32 h. Due Order in 

All Things (14:37–40)
37 If anyone considers himself a prophet or a spiritual person, he should know well
that what I am writing to you is a commandment of the Lord. 38 If anyone disre-
gards it, he is disregarded. 39Consequently, [my] brothers, strive earnestly to
prophesy, and do not forbid speaking in tongues. 40But all things should be done
properly and in due order.

COMMENT

Paul now concludes his discussion of the conduct of Corinthian Christians en-
dowed with pneumatika in cultic assemblies. He draws a general conclusion from
all that he has been saying about prophecy and speaking in tongues, the two pneu-

matika that he has been treating in this chapter. These verses, however, can also
be taken as a general conclusion to the whole topic of pneumatika, which began
at 12:1. Paul invokes a “commandment of the Lord” (v. 37), which echoes “the
word of God” of v. 36, and which cannot be disregarded. Moreover, all things are
to be done “properly and in due order” for the sake of building up the church.
Paul does not forbid speaking in tongues in a church gathering; nor does he deny
that it may come from the Spirit; but he does not think very highly of it, and that is
why he has put it at the bottom of his list of pneumatika. If it comes to a preference
between speaking in tongues or prophecy, he would prefer the latter, but he re-
stricts the use of that too, for the same reason.

NOTES

14:37. If anyone considers himself a prophet or a spiritual person, he should know

well that what I am writing to you is a commandment of the Lord. Paul’s argument
now resembles his concluding statement in 11:16, which also began with the
same introductory words, ei tis dokei, “if anyone thinks,” and expresses an author-
itative conclusion (cf. 3:18; 8:2; Gal 6:3; Phil 3:4). He invokes kyriou entol≤, “a
commandment of the Lord,” in order to offset the influence of someone who
might consider himself or herself a spokesperson for God (proph≤t≤s) or a mature
Christian (pneumatikos, as in 2:15, “subject to no one’s scrutiny”). Cf. Paul’s for-
mulation in 7:10, but also 7:12, 25. It is far from clear that pneumatikos refers to a
separate group in Corinth, the so-called pneumatics (pace Conzelmann, 1 Cor,

246, who even calls them “ecstatics”). If it did so refer, why is it sing.? Käsemann
regards these Pauline decisions as pronouncements of the Apostle made under
the sanction of divine law (New Testament Questions, 74). Some mss (D 2, ¥, and
the Koine text-tradition) read rather the plur. kyriou eisin entolai, “are command-
ments of the Lord.”

It is a matter of debate whether kyrios refers to God, last mentioned in v. 36,
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with whose name entol≤ usually occurs (so Wolff, 1 Cor, 347), or to the risen
Christ (Schrage, 1 Cor, 3:460; Lindemann, 1 Cor, 322). It is preferably to be un-
derstood as the latter, because that is the more common meaning of kyrios in the
Pauline writings, apart from his LXX quotations. Unfortunately, no one has been
able to specify what the commandment would be in the early Christian tradition,
in either case, whether it refers merely to vv. 34–35, or to the whole matter of
pneumatika, which seems more likely given the mention of “prophet” and “spiri-
tual person” in the same sentence. See further C. Stettler, “The ‘Command of the
Lord.’ ”

The verse stresses indirectly Paul’s authority; as an apostle, he cannot pass on a
commandment of the Lord without being ignored. He is referring to all that he
has said since v. 26 about edification or the building up of the church. Zuntz (Text

of the Epistles, 139–40), however, maintains that kyriou entol≤ is not a Pauline
term.

38. If anyone disregards it, he is disregarded. I.e., by God or by “the Lord,” an-
other instance of the divine passive (ZBG §236), and of a sentence of holy law
(Käsemann, New Testament Questions, 68–69). Cf. Paul’s similar statement in
3:17, “If anyone destroys God’s temple, God will destroy him.” Ius talionis, “the
right of retaliation,” is again involved, and Paul is proclaiming it. The implication
is that a person who disregards such a commandment is not really part of the com-
munity. In the Greek text, the verb in the protasis, agnoei, has no obj. expressed,
but it most probably is “the commandment of the Lord,” i.e., what Paul has just
said about the risen Christ as the ultimate critic of the conduct of Corinthian
Christians. However, one could understand “the Lord” as the obj., which would
make an equally telling criticism.

Some important mss (P46, B2, K, ¥, 81, 614) read rather 3d pers. sing. impv. 
agnoeit∑, “let him [the Lord] disregard (him),” in the apodosis. The alternation,
however, of act. and pass. forms of the same verb is found elsewhere in Paul’s style
(see 8:2–3); hence the preference in N-A27 for the pass. agnoeitai (see Metzger,
TCGNT, 500). This verb is the same as that with which Paul began his discussion
of pneumatika in 12:1, where it is used, however, in a different sense, “be igno-
rant, uninformed.”

39. Consequently, [my] brothers, strive earnestly to prophesy, and do not forbid

speaking in tongues. So Paul benevolently concludes his criticism, beginning
with h∑ste, “consequently,” and again addressing the Corinthian Christians as
“brothers” (recall vv. 6, 20, 26). After all his negative comments about the disorder
that speaking in tongues can cause, he does not forbid it, even though he once
again expresses his preference for prophecy, as in 14:1.

[T]he main purpose of Paul is to discourage the practice of speaking with
tongues among Christians. He does not suggest that it is an evil; for him, it is in
its own way a manifestation of the Spirit; but he certainly directs his readers to
seek other manifestations, and especially to seek gifts that will be helpful to the
church at large. The “prophecy” of which he speaks, which he sets far above the
“speaking with tongues,” is likewise an utterance prompted by the Holy Spirit;
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but it is intelligible, it brings penitence to the hearer, and convinces him that
God is present (v. 24 f.). Paul will not ask that speaking with tongues be forbid-
den (v. 39), but he certainly seeks to direct the energies of Christians into other
channels and insists that there are other ways of serving God in the power of his
Spirit, which will be of far more benefit to the church. . . .

It is perhaps sufficient to note that it [speaking with tongues] is not regarded
by any NT writer as a normal or invariable accompaniment of the life in grace,
and there is no justification in the classical documents of the Christian faith for
holding it to be a necessary element in the fullest spiritual development of 
the individual Christian or in the corporate life of the church. (Beare, “Speak-
ing,” 244)

The two infins. proph≤teuein and lalein gl∑ssais not only form a rhetorical in-

clusio with 14:1–2, but are fitted with the neut. article to as substantive objs. (BDF
§399.1) of the impv. z≤loute, which also closes the inclusio begun in 14:1. Impor-
tant mss omit the poss. pron. mou in the apostrophe (P46, B2, D*, F, G, ¥, 0243,
33, 1739, 1881); hence the square brackets. On the order of the Greek words and
the inclusion of the prep. en before gl∑ssais, see P46, which in this case supports
the reading of Western mss (D*, F, G), see Zuntz, Text of the Epistles, 29–31.

40. But all things should be done properly and in due order. Lit. “let all be in fit-
ting fashion and according to order.” Cf. 16:14. Harmony and order should reign
in any assembly of God’s people, “so that you may command the respect of out-
siders” (1 Thess 4:12a). Recall the rhetorical inclusio of v. 26, with panta . . .
ginesth∑, “let all things be done.” So Paul ends his exhortation about pneumatika

in the Corinthian church.
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IV. INSTRUCTION ABOUT 

THE KERYGMA, GOSPEL, AND

RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD

(15:1–58)

33 A. THE PREACHED GOSPEL
AND KERYGMAABOUT 

THE RISEN CHRIST (15:1–11)

15:1 I make known to you, brothers, the gospel that I preached to you, which you re-
ceived, and on which you have taken your stand; 2by it you are also being saved, if
you hold fast to the word I preached to you. Otherwise you have believed in vain.
3For I passed on to you as of prime importance what I also received: that Christ
died for our sins according to the Scriptures; 4 that he was buried; that he was
raised on the third day according to the Scriptures; 5and that he appeared to Ce-
phas. Then to the Twelve. 6Thereafter he appeared at one time to more than five
hundred brothers, most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen asleep.
7Thereafter he appeared to James, and then to all the apostles. 8Last of all, as to
one untimely born, he appeared to me. 9For I am the least of the apostles, and not
fit to be called an apostle, because I persecuted the church of God. 10But by the
grace of God I am what I am, and his grace in me has not been without effect;
rather, I worked harder than all of them—not I, but the grace of God [that is] with
me. 11So whether it was I or they, in this way we preach, and in this way you came
to believe.

COMMENT

Paul has now finished giving his answers to various questions that the Christians
of Corinth had sent to him in the letter mentioned in 7:1 and also his reactions to
various problems that he has learned about in the Corinthian church. These
questions and problems have occupied him since chap. 7, and more than a good
half of this letter has been devoted to them. He takes up now a new topic, and he
will deal with it in this lengthy chap. 15. Once again Paul has somehow learned
about a problem in the Corinthian community, that “some” Christians there
were saying that “there is no resurrection of the dead” (15:12b). In a sense, this is



the most serious problem that he addresses in this letter, and the instruction that
he will give about this eschatological topic is the most important in the whole let-
ter. As he has done in the case of other problems, he relates this one to a broader
issue, which is basic to the topic, viz., its relation to the fundamental Christian be-
lief, its kerygma and the gospel. With that he begins, almost without a formal tran-
sition, apart from the emphatic verb gn∑riz∑, “I make known to you.” In effect, he
is repeating what he has already proclaimed to them when he first evangelized
Corinth.

The somewhat abrupt beginning of this new topic has made some commenta-
tors query the pertinence of chap. 15 to the rest of the letter. Schmithals (Gnosti-

cism, 91–92) maintains that chap. 15 “breaks the connection of 16:1 (peri t≤s

logeias [“concerning the collection”]) with the statements peri t∑n pneumatik∑n

in chaps. 12–14”; chap. 15 belongs to what he calls Letter A, because “15:1 follows
well after 11:34.” Others, however, rightly insist on the place of chap.15 in the let-
ter as a whole, and this not only because of the importance of the topic relative to
the others treated earlier, but also because of the eschatological thrust of the
teaching found here. K. Barth has stressed this aspect of chap. 15, noting that, al-
though other topics have been rather loosely strung together, there is a unity in
the letter that is now perceived in this chapter, which is dominated by Paul’s es-
chatological teaching about the resurrection of the dead (Resurrection, 96–100;
cf. Schrage, 1 Cor, 4:8). For there have been eschatological considerations in
some earlier discussions (e.g., 1:7–8; 3:12–15; 4:5; 5:5; 6:14; 7:29–31; 11:26c;
13:13), which now find their climax here. It is, however, a matter of no little de-
bate, whether Paul’s treatment of love in chap. 13 is so intimately related to the
discussion of the resurrection of the dead, as Barth has proposed (love as the man-
ifestation of the Ultimate), and whether the topic is obscured here by apocalyptic
trappings. However, Price (“Apocryphal Apparitions”) would have us believe that
vv. 3–11 are an interpolation made by an “early catholic” scribe, because they
constitute a major problem for Pauline authorship in that in Gal 1:1, 11–12 Paul
assserts that his gospel was not of human origin.

Paul’s discussion of the resurrection of the dead is a well-defined treatise in this
chapter, and it falls into four major parts:

1. A preparatory introduction about the gospel, which he has already
preached to Corinthians, and its content: the basic kerygma about the
death and resurrection of Christ (15:1–11).

2. Belief in the coming resurrection of the dead as rooted in Christ’s resurrec-
tion (15:12–34).

3. How the resurrection of the dead will take place (15:35–49).
4. The resurrection as victory over death through Christ (15:50–58).

Subdivisions of parts 2 and 3 will be indicated below.
In the introductory verses 1–11, Paul’s argument is kerygmatic, i.e., based on

the common preaching of the early church. He recalls to the Corinthian Chris-
tians the salvific value of the gospel that has already been preached to them, by
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himself as the founder of the church in that city (3:10; 4:15), but also by other
evangelists whom he has mentioned earlier (1:12). Now he insists on that tradi-
tional good news of salvation, for which they must have due respect. Paul is not
trying to convince the Corinthian Christians of the reality of Christ’s resurrection,
which some of them are inclined to disregard; he offers no proof of this truth, but
makes use of it in his argument as an event that has already been proclaimed by
the church’s preaching.

Paul merely repeats the basic Christian k≤rygma, “proclamation,” which even-
tually developed into the gospel tradition and gave us the four canonical Gospels
(see Schwankl, “Auf der Suche”). In vv. 3b–5a, he passes on a formula, a fragment
of that primitive tradition that he himself has received (Dodd, Apostolic Preach-

ing, 9–11; Dibelius, From Tradition, 18–19; Baird, “What Is”). As he will argue,
the resurrection of the dead is based on the resurrection of Christ that that keryg-
matic tradition proclaims. In citing the kerygma, Paul is conscious of a genuine
continuity between his own preaching and the primitive proclamation of the Je-
rusalem community concerning the major events that gave life to the Christian
church (Delling, “Die bleibende Bedeutsamkeit”).

The pre-Pauline proclamation is evident in its stereotyped formulation: four
clauses, each introduced by hoti, “that.” It announces the death of Christ for our
sins, his burial, his resurrection, and his appearance to Cephas. It can be set forth
as follows:

(a) hoti Christos apethanen that Christ died for our sins
hyper t∑n hamarti∑n h≤m∑n

kata tas graphas according to the Scriptures
(a') kai hoti etaph≤ that he was buried

(b) kai hoti eg≤gertai t≤ h≤mer≠ t≤ trit≤ that he was raised on the third day
kata tas graphas according to the Scriptures

(b') kai hoti ∑phth≤ K≤ph≠. that he appeared to Cephas.

The two main parallel affirmations are (a) “Christ died” and (b) “he was raised.”
Each is modified by a prep. phrase, “for our sins” and “on the third day,” and each
has the addition, “according to the Scriptures.” Each affirmation is concluded
further with a short parallel assertion (a') “he was buried” and (b') “he appeared 
to Cephas.” The words kai hoti may be Pauline additions to emphasize the indi-
vidual items, as Murphy-O’Connor has argued (“Tradition,” 583–84); and he 
is also correct in insisting that K≤ph≠ belongs with ∑phth≤ as part of the original
formula (against Bammel, “Herkunft,” 402); similarly Pratscher, Herrenbruder

Jakobus, 30.
After that kerygmatic fragment, the terminology changes, with the names of

other persons to whom the risen Christ also appeared, being introduced by eita,

“then,” epeita, “thereafter” (twice), eita, and eschaton de, “and last of all.” (The
medieval verse division does not respect the Greek style.) To the fragment of the
kerygma quoted in vv. 3b–5a, Paul has added part of a list of early witnesses of 
the risen Christ in vv. 5b–7. The appearance to James and the apostles is a parallel
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to Cephas and the Twelve, and it undoubtedly comes from an equally early pre-
Pauline tradition, but was not necessarily part of the primitive kerygma itself
(Bartsch, “Argumentation”), although some writers so consider it (e.g., Allen,
“Lost Kerygma”). Winter (“I Corinthians xv 3b–7”) makes the suggestion that
Paul has contracted v. 7, which originally read: eita tois apostolois kai pasin tois

adelphois, “then to the apostles and all the brothers.” But not likely. That the par-
allel statement about James and the apostles is a testimony from a rival group 
in the early church, as von Harnack once claimed, is far from certain; “the list
does not contain a polemical note” (Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 252). “It is clear that 
the enumeration is meant as a historical, chronological one” (Conzelmann, 
“On the Analysis,” 23; see further Mussner, “Zur stilistischen und semantischen
Struktur”; Pratscher, Herrenbruder Jakobus, 41–43).

It is a matter of debate whether the Greek text in these verses is a translation of
a Semitic original from an Aramaic-speaking community (Jerusalem?) or a bor-
rowing from a mixed Jewish-Gentile Hellenistic church (Antioch?). Jeremias
(Eucharistic Words, 101–5) cited six items that he maintained were not Pauline
formulations and hence derived from a Semitic original: (1) hyper t∑n hamarti∑n

h≤m∑n, “for our sins”; (2) kata tas graphas, “according to the Scriptures”; (3) the
perf. verb eg≤gertai, “was raised”; (4) postpositive ordinal number trit≤, “third”; 
(5) the verb ∑phth≤, “appeared”; and (6) hoi d∑deka, “the Twelve,” a term not oth-
erwise used by Paul. He also cited at least seven Semitic features in these verses.
Others, however, have not been so sure about its original formulation in a Semitic
language, even though they are willing to trace the verses to a Palestinian origin,
especially since there is no known Semitic equivalent of kata tas graphas. More-
over, the verb ∑phth≤ occurs in many theophanies in the LXX (e.g., Gen 12:7;
17:1; 18:1; Exod 3:2–3), and t≤ h≤mer≠ t≤ trit≤ is found in LXX Hos 6:2 (see
Conzelmann, “On the Analysis”; Klappert, “Zur Frage”; and esp. van Cangh,
“ ‘Mort pour nos péchés’ ”). One should also be wary about the Aramaic or Se-
mitic evidence that Jeremias uses; much of it comes from periods far later than the
first Christian century (and the same goes for forms mentioned by Conzelmann
and use of the Targum of Isaiah by Klappert). Moreover, it is far from certain that
what Jeremias derives from the Mishnah “is . . . pre-Pauline” (Eucharistic Words,

104). Even if the formula is rooted in a Palestinian tradition, as is quite likely, this
Greek form of it could well have taken shape in a Hellenistic Christian commu-
nity (see also Güttgemanns, “Christos”; Webber, “A Note”).

The mention of the risen Christ’s appearance to Paul (v. 8) once again elicits a
defense of his apostolate (15:9–10), as he recalls his role as a persecutor and God’s
gracious call that turned him into a Christian apostle. His apostolate apparently
has been under attack again in Corinth, but he now maintains that he has worked
hard among Corinthian Christians, even if he has not solved all the problems that
have emerged among them. This is, then, a renewed development of Paul’s strug-
gle to be recognized as apostolos (see Note on 9:1). Even if he now emphasizes
that he is the “last” and the “least” of the apostles, he implies that he is on equal
footing with Cephas and the Twelve, who have just been mentioned. He has just
cited the traditional gospel and regards the interpretation of it as part of his apos-
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tolic authority (see further von der Osten-Sacken, “Die Apologie”). (One must
guard against using the three Lucan criteria for membership in the Twelve [Acts
1:21–22; cf. Acts, 226] as the basis for judging who an apostle is. Paul’s struggle for
recognition as an apostle was in part owing to the use of such criteria, especially
that of having been a witness of the ministry of the earthly Jesus.)

Finally, Paul ends this passage with the assertion (15:11) that Corinthian Chris-
tians came to belief in the risen Christ through the preaching of the same gospel
(15:1), whether it was done by him or by other commissioned emissaries. Thus he
provides the basis for his coming argument about the resurrection of the dead and
for the refutation of the view to be expressed in v. 12b. Since Jesus was indeed
raised from the dead, Christians too may expect to share in such a revival after
death.

Because Paul cites a bit of the early Christian kerygma about the risen Christ,
this passage is usually regarded as preserving the oldest record of the Christian be-
lief in the resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. Along with 1 Thess 1:10 and Rom
4:25; 6:3–4, which echo the same pre-Pauline kerygma, it is older than any of the
reports in the four Gospels, and for that reason is highly esteemed (see Kremer,
Das älteste Zeugnis; Lehmann, Auferweckt; Lichtenstein, “Die älteste christliche
Glaubensformel”).

A further issue about Paul’s argument is whether he was making belief in 
the resurrection of Christ credible as an objective historical event, which both 
K. Barth and Bultmann have questioned (Bultmann: “. . . the resurrection [of
Christ], of course, simply cannot be a visible fact in the realm of human history”
[TNT, 1:295; also 305]). In contrast to their position, many interpreters maintain
that Paul is insisting indeed in these verses on the “reality” of Christ’s resurrection
(so rightly Lambrecht, “Line of Thought,” 124; Schrage, 1 Cor, 4:72). The answer
to that question is complicated, however, because Paul’s argument is based on the
kerygma and the gospel, which were intended to evoke an affirmation of Chris-
tian faith, precisely that which Paul notes at the end of v. 11, “in this way you came
to believe.” His argument in vv. 1–11 stresses that Christ’s resurrection has been
the essence or core of the preached gospel. If there is any hesitation about that,
one need only look at the protasis of v. 12, ei de Christos k≤ryssetai: “If, then, Christ
is preached. . . . “ For this reason I hesitate to agree with Lambrecht that “in verses
1–11 Paul emphasizes the facticity of Christ’s resurrection” (Collected Studies,

89). The move from the preaching of Christ’s resurrection (vv. 1–12) to the fac-
tual character of it comes in vv. 14, 17, where it is expressed in a negative protasis.

Barrett has called attention to the keryma’s passive formulation, Christ “was
raised” (eg≤gertai), i.e., by God (a divine passive; but note the act. formulation in
v. 15; 6:14), which is

an affirmation about God which historical evidence as such cannot demon-
strate (or, for that matter, disprove). Yet it is not unrelated to history, for the af-
firmation began to be made at a particular point in time, which can be dated by
historical means, and it was motivated by occurrences which can be described
in historical terms. These occurrences Paul goes on to list in outline. . . .
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[They] cannot prove more than that, after the crucifixion, certain persons be-
lieved that they had seen Jesus again; they cannot prove the Christian doctrine
of the resurrection, since this involves a statement about the action of God in-
capable alike of observation and demonstration. . . . [Paul] includes them [the
names] as part of the primitive testimony which he begins to quote at verse 3b”
(1 Cor, 341).

Although one has to reckon with this aspect of the kerygma, Fuller, following
Niebuhr, rightly queries the application of modern historical methodology to the
resurrection of Christ and the imposition of “alien categories on Biblical
thought,” because the biblical sense of history, especially Heilsgeschichte, distin-
guishes empirical or observable occurrence and revelatory faith-event (“The Res-
urrection of Jesus Christ,” 9–10). Moreover, as Conzelmann has put it, “Paul does
not have to prove the resurrection [of Christ] to Corinthian Christians because
they do not doubt it” (“On the Analysis,” 23). What “some”of them have been
denying is the consequences of it, what flows from it about their own destiny.

NOTES

15:1. I make known to you, brothers. See 12:3, where Paul employed the same verb
to emphasize the importance of his assertion about speaking with God’s Spirit. In
using it now along with euangelion, Paul is politely chiding the Corinthians about
what they have already heard from his original evangelization of Corinth and is
coaxing them to renewed awareness. Cf. the use of the same verb in 2 Cor 8:1; Gal
1:11. Radl (“Der Sinn”) rightly insists on the meaning of the verb, “I make known
to you,” and criticizes the interpreters who understand it as “I would remind you”
(e.g., Ruef, 1 Cor, 157; Allo, 1 Cor, 389); he also argues that gn∑riz∑ introduces not
just the gospel, but the whole of vv. 1–11.

the gospel that I preached to you. Paul recalls what he said in 4:15, where he
noted that he became the father of the Corinthian community through the gospel
(see Note there for the implications of euangelion as the special word for the
Christian “good news”). Recall too the emphasis that Paul put on the “gospel” in
9:12–23; cf. 1:17; 1 Thess 2:13; Gal 1:11.

which you received, and on which you have taken your stand. In adding the first
rel. clause, which looks to the past, Paul is stressing that God’s gospel has, indeed,
been the essence of the Christian tradition (see Note on 11:23). Cf. Gal 1:9, for a
similar stress on the transmitted gospel, which tolerates no rival. The second rel.
clause stresses the present condition of Corinthian Christians, as also in Phil 4:9.
The perf. hest≤kate expresses a past action the effect of which continues into the
present, meaning that they have been living according to that gospel and have not
abandoned it. Cf. 2 Cor 1:24; Rom 5:2; 11:20.

2. by it you are also being saved. I.e., you are already in the process of salvation,
which is not yet complete; recall 1:18, 21. The gospel is not merely something
proclaimed in the past, but it also has present soteriological importance. The third
rel. clause looks to the future, as Paul links to the gospel “salvation,” which is an
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effect of the Christ-event that still has to come to its full implementation (see
PAHT §PT71).

if you hold fast to the word I preached to you. Lit. “. . . to what word (tíni log∑) I
preached (it) to you,” i.e., with what formulation of words I preached that gospel.
The continuing of the Corinthian Christians to be among hoi s∑zomenoi, “those
who are being saved” (1:18), is thus doubly conditional: first, they must adhere
firmly to the preached gospel. Instead of ei katechete, “if you hold fast,” some mss

(D*, F, G) and copies of the VL (a, b, t) and the Vg read opheilete katechein, “you
ought to hold fast.”

The syntax of this clause is a bit complicated. I have taken tíni log∑ as practi-
cally the equivalent of h∑ log∑, as another clause modifying euangelion, as do the
rels., ho, ho kai, en h∑, and di’ hou earlier (so Kümmel in Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 191;
Lindemann, 1 Cor, 327; cf. BDR §298.8; BDF §478). Others understand tíni log∑

as it is used in Acts 10:29, “for what reason,” “why”: “why I preached (it) to you, if
you hold fast (to it)” (so Kremer, 1 Cor, 321). Lietzmann (1 Cor, 76) also under-
stands it thus, but begins a new (interrogative) sentence with it: “With what sort of
formulation did I preach (it) to you?” See Conzelmann (1 Cor, 248 n. 4) for other
less likely modes of understanding the clause and its syntax. Pace Garland (1 Cor,

682), tíni log∑ does not refer to the “content” of the gospel; nor to its “substance”
(Thiselton, 1 Cor, 1185); it denotes form and means “what form of words,” as Bar-
rett (1 Cor, 336) rightly notes; see also Croy, “A Note.”

Otherwise you have believed in vain. Or possibly, “unless you have . . . ,” as in
14:5. The second condition: the credence they have put in the gospel as “good
news” may have been needless, not well considered. Paul is implying that at least
some Corinthian Christians are confused and may not have been clinging to the
gospel as it was preached to them, but that they must remedy that situation, if it is
really so. So he seriously, and not with “irony” (pace Fee, 1 Cor, 721), introduces
the importance of the preached gospel and its formulation, on which he is going
to build his argument. The verb episteusate will be repeated at the very end of 
v. 11, thus forming a rhetorical inclusio, indicating that vv. 1–11 are a literary unit.

3. For I passed on to you as of prime importance what I also received. Paul in-
tends this as an explanation of tíni log∑ of v. 2. In explaining it, he again makes use
of the technical Greek terms for tradition, paradidonai and paralambanein (see
Notes on 11:2, 23). To that vocabulary he adds the prep. phrase en pr∑tois, lit.
“among (the) first (things),” hence those “of prime importance.” The adj. “first,”
is not to be taken in a temporal sense, but in a qualitative sense, as Kremer rightly
insists (“Vor allem”). This invocation of tradition is thus very significant for his
whole argument in this long chapter, and that is why he invokes it at the outset. In
chap. 11, Paul traced the tradition he mentioned there to “the Lord,” but does not
do so here. In Gal 1:1, 11–12, Paul insisted that the gospel he was preaching was
not a human fabrication or coming from human beings, but that it came to him
di’apokalypse∑s I≤sou Christou, “through a revelation of Jesus Christ.” This insis-
tence does not contradict what he now asserts about his dependence on tradition,
because in Galatians he is referring not to the formulation, but to the content of
the gospel as a whole. In using tíni log∑, he insists on the very formulation, which
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he has inherited from tradition; failure to note this distinction has made Price
(“Apocryphal Apparitions”) claim that vv. 3–11 are an interpolation. For a differ-
ent explanation of the statements in Galatians 1 and here, see Sanders, “Paul’s
‘Autobiographical’ Statements.”

that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures. This is the first element
in the inherited form of the primitive Christian kerygma, which is repeated in a
slightly different formulation in 1 Pet 3:18. It begins with a statement affirming
Christ’s death, as in 1 Thess 4:14, and continues with an expression of the vicari-
ous character of that death hyper t∑n hamarti∑n h≤m∑n, “on behalf of our sins.”
This phrase occurs only here and in Gal 1:4a. It expresses, however, an early
Christian conviction differently formulated in 1 Thess 5:10; Rom 4:25a; 5:6, 8; 
2 Cor 5:15; cf. Heb 1:12; 1 John 4:10 (see Breytenbach, “Christus starb für uns”;
de Saeger, “ ‘Für unsere Sünden”). In 2 Cor 5:21, Paul writes about the real
meaning of that death: “On behalf of our sins he [God] made him [Christ] to be
sin who knew no sin, so that we might become the uprightness of God” (see Ro-

mans, 258). So the kerygma affirms the salvific effect of Jesus’ death; Paul himself
will link to it an affirmation of Christ’s resurrection in Rom 4:25: “who was
handed over (to death) for our trespasses and raised for our justification,” for in his
thinking the death and resurrection of Christ are intimately linked as the means of
human salvation and justification. Christos is used without an art., hence as Jesus’
second name, as in vv. 12–14, 16–20, 23a, as Güttgemanns has argued in great de-
tail against Jeremias’s contention that it was a title (“Christos in 1. Kor. 15, 3b”).

With the prep. phrase kata tas graphas, “according to the Scriptures,” the for-
mula makes use of a standard Greek phrase for referring to the Hebrew Scriptures
(LXX 1 Chr 15:15; 2 Chr 30:5), with the plur. hai graphai designating the whole
OT (cf. Rom 1:2; 15:4), the sacred writings entrusted to Israel of old (cf. Rom 3:2;
also Mark 12:24; 14:49; Matt 21:24; Luke 24:27, 32). This phrase is added in order
to call attention to Christ’s death as something that has happened in God’s plan
for the salvation of humanity; the same is true of its addition in v. 4b.

The phrase is problematic, because the kerygmatic fragment does not indicate
where Christ’s death for our sins would be found in the OT. Commentators gen-
erally understand it as an implicit reference to the fourth Servant Song of Isaiah,
especially LXX Isa 53:5 (dia tas hamartias h≤m∑n), 6, 8–9, 12, mainly because of
1 Pet 2:22–25 (see Lindemann, 1 Cor, 330). It is idle to try to trace the reference to
either the Hebrew original or a late targumic version of the Servant Song (pace

Pastor-Ramos, “Murió”), because pre-Christian Judaism never applied that Ser-
vant Song to the expiatory death of martyrs or righteous persons, not to mention a
suffering Messiah (see van Cangh, “ ‘Mort pour nos péchés”). However, Jeremias
maintained that Jesus of Nazareth himself spoke of his death in terms of this Ser-
vant Song (New Testament Theology, 287–88); he is followed by Fee, 1 Cor, 724;
Garland, 1 Cor, 685. That may be, but what is the evidence for it?

4. that he was buried. The second element of the kerygma thus stresses the real-
ity of Jesus’ death. Faith in the resurrection and the proclamation of it are set forth
in the context of Jesus’ death, which cannot be neglected, and his burial (recall
Rom 6:4, where Paul again mentions the latter; cf. Col 2:12). The gospel tradition
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records his burial in each of the four passion narratives (Mark 15:46; Matt 27:60;
Luke 23:53; John 19:42); see also Acts 13:29. Lindemann (1 Cor, 331) calls atten-
tion to the LXX formulation, apethanen . . . kai etaph≤, “died and was buried,” in
Gen 35:19; Deut 10:6; Judg 8:32, which is echoed in these verses; also Judg 12:7,
10, 15. Cf. Luke 16:22.

There is no mention of the empty tomb in this kerygmatic fragment, and its ab-
sence has often been used to question the Gospel accounts of it or to maintain that
it was an item that was only added to the primitive preaching at a later date. What
is usually overlooked, however, is the stereotyped four-part formulation of the tra-
dition cited here (set forth in the Comment above), which presents the essentials
of death, burial, resurrection, and appearance in a well-established enumerative
mode of expression, but not with all the details (see Mussner, “Zur stilistischen,”
408–9). It presumes that Christ’s risen body (unmentioned) was no longer where
it was laid in burial (see Mánek, “The Apostle Paul,” 280; Foulkes, “Some As-
pects”; Sider, “St. Paul’s Understanding,” 140; Moule, “St Paul and Dualism,”
122 n. 1).

that he was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures. The third ele-
ment of the kerygmatic fragment preserves the primitive affirmation of the resur-
rection of Christ, using the perf. pass. verb eg≤gertai, “he has been raised,” i.e., by
God the Father, as in 15:14, 16–17, 20. The aor. pass. forms ≤gerth≤, egertheis are
the more usual Pauline formulation (Rom 4:25; 6:4, 9), as well as act. forms that
express the Father’s efficient causality of the event (1 Thess 1:10; 1 Cor 6:14 [ho de

theos kai ton kyrion ≤geiren, “God has raised up the Lord”]; Gal 1:1; Rom 8:11
[egeirantos]; 2 Cor 4:14; Rom 4:24; cf. also Acts 10:40); the perf. (ptc.) is found in
2 Tim 2:8. The perf. “ ‘sets forth with the utmost possible emphasis the abiding re-
sults of the event’, although the definite mark of time (t≤ h≤mer≠ t≤ trit≤) makes it
very difficult to find an idiomatic English translation which will do it justice”
(IBNTG, 15; cf. ZBG §278). The verb eg≤gertai does not denote merely resuscita-
tion (as in the case of Lazarus, who was restored to physical life on earth in John
12:1), but rather implies exaltation (Phil 2:9: kai ho theos auton hyperyps∑sen,

“and God exalted him” [where there is no mention of the resurrection]; cf., how-
ever, Acts 2:32–33; 5:30–31, where both aspects of the Father’s activity are men-
tioned [≤geiren . . . hyps∑sen, “raised . . . exalted”]), i.e., to the glorious presence
of the Father, whence Christ appeared to his witnesses. Hence, pace Kattackal
(“Christ Is Risen,” 150), the translation of the NRSV, “has been raised,” is not
wrong.

Moreover, nothing is said in the kerygmatic fragment itself about the nature of
Christ’s resurrection, whether or not it involved s∑ma, “body” (or any cog. term);
nor is there any mention of ek nekr∑n, “from the dead.” These details, however,
will emerge in Paul’s developing interpretation of the kerygma in the following
verses.

The ancient kerygma also affirms that Christ was raised “on the third day” and
“according to the Scriptures.” Each prep. phrase, however, calls for explanation.
“On the third day” (t≤ h≤mer≠ t≤ trit≤) is a traditional phrase, which often occurs
elsewhere (Matt 16:21; 17:23; 20:19; Luke 9:22; 18:33; 24:7, 46; Acts 10:40), and
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which counts both ends, i.e., the day of Jesus’ death and burial, an intervening day
(Sabbath, Mark 16:1), and “the first day of the week” (Mark 16:2), which is the day
of the discovery of the empty tomb. No NT text describes Jesus’ resurrection itself
as a perceptible event, such as Luke does for Christ’s ascension (Luke 24:50–51;
Acts 1:9–11); or as the apocryphal Gospel of Peter (35–42) does for his resurrection
(Schneemelcher, NTApocr., 1:224–25). Not even Matt 28:2–3, which tells of an
earthquake and the angel of the Lord opening the tomb, says anything descriptive
of the resurrection itself.

Just when the “resurrection” of Jesus took place is problematic. The resurrec-
tion narratives in all four Gospels tell only of the discovery of the empty tomb on
what would be “the third day,” whereas in the Lucan Gospel the already crucified
Jesus on the day before the Sabbath promises the penitent thief, “Today (s≤meron)
you will be with me in Paradise” (23:43), i.e., in the glorious presence of God, his
Father (23:46). That too explains why the risen Christ asks the two disciples on the
road to Emmaus, “Was it not necessary (past tense, imperf. edei) for the Messiah
to suffer these things and so enter into his glory?” (Luke 24:26). The risen Christ
asks that question on the evening of the very day of the discovery of the empty
tomb. Thus his passage to glory (i.e., to the glorious presence of his Father), or to
“Paradise,” is already spoken of in the past tense. Wright, who has rightly assessed
the “conclusions” that a historian should draw from the empty tomb and the con-
vincing appearances of Jesus bodily alive, and their bearing on Christian origins,
continues to speak, nevertheless, of “a three-day gap” (“Jesus’ Resurrection,” 627).
Yet the problem in this kerygmatic affirmation still remains, and it will bear on the
explanation to be given of Jesus’ resurrection below (see Comment on vv. 20–28).

Given the ancient way of counting both ends of a time span, it was easy for early
Christians (at least from Tertullian [Adv. Marcionem 4.43.1; CCLat 1.661] on) to
see Christ’s resurrection as a fulfillment of Hos 6:2, “After two days he will revive
us; on the third day he will raise us up, that we may live before him.” The
prophet’s words in their original context expressed the hope that in a short time
God would restore the fortunes of Israel, after repentance for its involvement in
the cult of Baal. Hence this use of “on the third day” would have a literary remi-
niscence of the prophet’s words, which are now applied to the resurrection of
Christ in such an interpretation (Dupont, “Ressuscité,” 746–48; McArthur, “ ‘On
the third Day’ ”; McCasland, “Scripture Basis”; but cf. Bacon, “ ‘Raised’ ”).

This possible allusion to Hos 6:2 may be the reason why “according to the
Scriptures” is used in this part of the kerygmatic fragment. The same Greek
phrase, h≤ h≤mera h≤ trit≤, however, can be found elsewhere in the LXX (Exod
19:11, 16; 2 Kgs 20:5), and so one should not press any specific OT text too much
to explain the kerygmatic “according to the Scriptures.” Grosheide (1 Cor, 350)
thinks the reference is to Jonah 2:1 (recall Matt 12:40); Christensen (“And That
He Rose”) thinks that it is rather to Gen 1:11–13, when the tree of life was planted
on the third day of creation; similarly Watt. However, Metzger has called atten-
tion to an analogous set of phrases in 1 Macc 7:16–17, where en h≤mer≠ mi≠, “on
one day,” is followed by another kata ton logon, hon egrapsen auton, “according to
the word, which he wrote,” which introduces a quotation of Ps 79:2–3, a quota-
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tion that has only little connection with the topic, to which it is supposed to be re-
lated (“Suggestion,” 121). All of which makes it likely that one should not press
the connection between the two prep. phrases in this verse too much. There is,
moreover, another expression, meta treis h≤meras, “after three days,” which has
been used for Jesus’ resurrection in other NT accounts (Matt 27:63; Mark 8:31;
9:31; 10:34). Perhaps only the first part of the clause is to be understood as fore-
shadowed in the OT (Metzger, ibid.).

5. and that he appeared to Cephas. Lit. “and that he was seen to Cephas.” The
fourth element of the kerygmatic fragment mentions Christ’s appearance to Ce-
phas, thus preserving an ancient recollection, which Luke also records independ-
ently in his Gospel (24:34, ont∑s ≤gerth≤ ho kyrios kai ∑phth≤ Sim∑ni, “the Lord
has truly been raised and has appeared to Simon”). This independent attestation
makes it almost certain that ∑phth≤ k≤ph≠ was the real ending of the primitive
kerygma, which has sometimes been questioned. The mention of Cephas takes
for granted that he is well known. Apart from Gal 2:7–8, it is the name Paul nor-
mally uses for Simon Peter (see Note on 1:12; cf. 3:22; 9:5). Cf. the later (inde-
pendent?) narrative of the risen Christ’s appearance to Peter in John 21:7. Cephas
is mentioned first because of the prominence that he already enjoyed among the
followers of Jesus; cf. John 21:15–18. As used here, it is a pre-Pauline Peter for-
mula. Pace Conzelmann (“On the Analysis,” 22), this appearance to Cephas did
not make “him the foundation” of the church and leader of the Twelve; it was the
other way round: he appeared to Cephas because he was already the leader.

The strange use of the aor. pass. of the Greek verb hora∑, “see,” as a way of say-
ing “he appeared” is a Hebraism preserved in the LXX (e.g., Gen 12:7; 17:1; 18:1;
26:2, 24; 31:13; 35:9; 48:3; Exod 3:2; 6:3; 16:10; Lev 9:23; Num 14:10; 16:19;
17:7; 20:6; Judg 13:3; 1 Kgs 3:5 [usually translating Hebrew wayy≤r≠’, niphal
impf.]). When translated into Greek as ∑phth≤, the aor. pass. took on an intransi-
tive meaning, “appeared.” Philo (De Abrahamo 17 §80) explains the form: (God)
“revealed his nature to the extent that the beholder was capable of seeing. So it is
said, not that the Sage saw God, but that ‘God was seen by the Sage’ (ho theos

∑phth≤ t∑ soph∑). For it would be impossible for anyone by himself to perceive the
truly existent Being, if He did not reveal and manifest Himself.” The early Chris-
tian tradition about the risen Christ’s appearances, then, imitated this Hebraic
usage. If it were originally expressed in Aramaic, it would have been ›it∂∞zî, “he
was seen” (= “he appeared”), for this form is now attested in 1QapGen 12:3; 21:8;
22:27; 4QEnc 1 vi 13. The semitized Greek verb is used of Elijah’s appearance in
Mark 9:4; cf. Acts 13:31 (BDF §313); contrast the Hellenistic verb ephan≤, “he ap-
peared” (Mark 16:9; see Pelletier, “Les apparitions”). On the Septuagintal usage
of the verb, its significance as a marker of epochs of salvation, and the similar func-
tion that it can play in the NT, see Bartsch, “Inhalt und Funktion.” For a modern
attempt, however, to demythologize the appearance to Cephas, see Michaelis,
TDNT, 5:538–39.

then to the Twelve. Although many commentators relate this phrase to the frag-
ment of the kerygma that Paul has just quoted in vv. 3b–5a, it almost certainly was
not part of it. As the others still to be named, it is introduced by the adv. eita,
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“then,” and the change of style relates it to what follows, despite the medieval
verse division and numbering, which has often led interpreters to relate this ap-
pearance to the preceding one about Cephas.

Paul now adds a list of persons (vv. 5b–7), to whom the risen Christ appeared
beyond Cephas. “The Twelve” is part of a pre-Pauline list of witnesses (see Dodd,
“Appearances,” 27–30; Bammel, “Herkunft,” 402–8; Glombitza, “Gnade,” 285),
because this is the only place in the Pauline letters where hoi d∑deka occurs. Paul
never refers to them as such, even though this was already the stereotyped title in
the early church for the original group of disciples that Jesus chose as his closest
collaborators (Mark 3:14–19; Matt 10:1–4). Only Luke among the evangelists
specifies that the Twelve were called “apostles” by Jesus himself: “whom he
named apostles” (Luke 6:13). For Luke, “the apostles” were “the Twelve,” and
“the Twelve” were “the apostles” (see Note on 1:1). That this title has anything to
do with the mention of “twelve men” or “twelve chiefs (of the priests)” in QL (e.g.,
1QS 8:1; 4Q259 2:9; 1QM 2:1–2; 4Q494 1:44) is far from certain, pace Flusser
(“Qumran und die Zwölf”). After all, “twelve” was a cherished number in ancient
Israel, because of its association with the sons of Jacob and the twelve tribes, even
echoed in Rev 21:12.

In reflecting this primitive kerygma, Mark 16:14; Matt 28:16 more accurately
record that the risen Christ appeared tois hendeka, “to the Eleven,” because Judas
Iscariot would not have been with the rest (cf. Luke 24:36). Some mss, chiefly of
the Western text-tradition (D*, F, G, 330, 464*) and some ancient versions (VL,
Vg) in fact read here hendeka, “Eleven” (see Metzger, TCGNT, 500). Cf. Acts
1:26. This list of official witnesses knows nothing about the demise of Judas (see
Acts, 217–20).

6. Thereafter he appeared at one time to more than five hundred brothers. This
appearance is not recorded elsewhere in the NT, and it has nothing to do with
Pentecost (Acts 2), despite claims that it does (e.g., Craig-Short, 1 Cor; Gilmour,
“The Christophany”; see Lohse, TDNT, 6:51 n. 51; especially Sleeper, “Pente-
cost and Resurrection”). The event of Pentecost was not a Christophany, but 
an outpouring of the Spirit. No one knows whether the 500 refers to a group in Je-
rusalem or in Galilee (so Bishop, “Risen Christ,” alluding to Matt 28:16–20).
Murphy-O’Connor, following a suggestion of Wilckens (Missionsreden, 74), has
argued plausibly that all of v. 6 has been added to the list by Paul himself, because
his “purpose was apologetic” (“Tradition,” 585–86); he wanted to “underline the
objectivity of the experience” and “to show that the resurrection could be veri-
fied” (ibid., 589). Hence, one has to rule out a purely internal experience of these
recipients of the appearance (for a wholly different, far-fetched explanation, see
Kearney, “He Appeared”). On “brothers,” see Note on 1:1; the word occurs with
hoi pleiones also in Phil 1:14. The traditional verb ∑phth≤ is repeated here and in
vv. 7–8.

most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen asleep. Lit. “have been 
put to sleep,” i.e., have died (see Notes on 7:10, 39). Cf. 1 Thess 4:13–15. This
would be Paul’s “note of regret,” the second clause of which is tautological.
Where does the emphasis lie, on their death, or on the fact that some are still
alive? Probably the latter, because the implication is that they could still provide
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the testimony themselves, although Bartsch (“Argumentation”) finds the empha-
sis to be on those who have died, because that would be an argument against the
denial of their resurrection.

7. Thereafter he appeared to James. This is James of Jerusalem (Acts 12:17;
15:13; 21:18), who also is presumed to be well known. This appearance to James
stands in obvious parallelism to that of Cephas in v. 5a. The appearance to James
is also recorded in Gospel of the Hebrews §7 (see Jerome, De viris inlustribus 2; 
cf. Schneemelcher, NTApocr., 1:178).

“James” is neither of those so named in the lists of the Twelve apostles (Mark
3:16, 18; Matt 10:2, 3; Luke 6:14, 15; Acts 1:13), despite the way Gal 1:19 is often
translated, “I saw none of the other apostles except James” (KJV, NKJV, RSV,
NRSV, ESV), which would mean that the James Paul encountered in Jerusalem
on his first visit there after his conversion was an apostle, but that translation is
highly questionable (see Note on 9:5). In Gal 1:19, James of Jerusalem is de-
scribed as “the Lord’s brother,” which is undoubtedly the reason for the separate
mention of him in this official list of those to whom the risen Christ appeared. In
later history, he is called the first “bishop” of Jerusalem (Eusebius, HE 2.23.1).

“James” is the common English translation of Greek Iak∑bos, “Jacob,” but it is
an unfortunate transcription of the Greek name and hardly corresponds to the OT
Ya‹∞qôb (Gen 25:26). “James” was the result of the transliteration of the Greek
name into Latin Jacobus, which, by the dissimilation of bilabial b into bilabial m,

became Jacomus. This form then became Italian Giacomo, Old French Gemmes,

Spanish Jaime, and English James.
and then to all the apostles. I.e., apart from me (Paul). The implication is that

“the apostles” were more numerous than the Twelve already mentioned in v. 5b
(see Note on 1:1); so this phrase is commonly understood by interpreters. Others
than the Twelve are given this title in the NT: Paul and Barnabas (Acts 14:4, 14
[problematic appellation; see Acts, 526]); possibly Andronicus and Junia (Rom
16:7 [see Romans, 737–40]); an unnamed person (2 Cor 8:23). In 1 Cor 9:5;
12:28; Gal 1:17, 19, the plural apostoloi appears without any specification of their
number. Murphy-O’Connor (“Tradition,” 587–88) has argued plausibly that the
postpositive position of pasin, “all” (after tois apostolois) is a Pauline addition to
the traditional phrase because of what he is going to say about himself in v. 8. It
stresses the contrast. However, Pratscher (Herrenbruder Jakobus, 36) considers
apostoloi pantes to be pre-Pauline.

8. Last of all, as to one untimely born, he appeared to me. Lit. “as it were, to 
a miscarriage he appeared also to me,” with the crucial words ∑phth≤ kamoi in 
emphatic position at the end. “Last of all” follows on “then” (v. 5b), “thereafter”
(v. 6a, 7a), and “then” (v. 7b). This is another of Paul’s additions to the list of wit-
nesses of the risen Christ that he has been citing since v. 5b. Paul is appealing 
to his own experience of having seen the risen Christ as a means of affirming the
resurrection of Christ, but also perhaps as a way of legitimating his apostolic au-
thority, as he has already done in 9:1–2, and indirectly in Gal 1:12, 15, when he
appealed to the event on the road to Damascus. That was directly a defense of his
gospel, but also of his call as an apostle.

Some commentators think that in using ektr∑ma, “miscarriage,” Paul is quoting
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a term that some of his opponents used of him (e.g., J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 350–51).
Mitchell (“Reexamining”) believes that the usual translation of ektr∑ma as “un-
timely born” is inadequate; she thinks that it should rather be “the abortion,” i.e.,
one who has been cast aside [from the apostles] and rejected in the same way as an
aborted fetus (ibid., 484). That may be, but there is no way of being sure about it.

Paul uses three derogatory terms of himself: “last of all,” “untimely born,” and
“least of the apostles,” and it has been debated whether “untimely born” is to be
related to the first term (because he was not a witness of Jesus’ earthly ministry) or
to the third term (because he persecuted God’s church), or whether it is to be un-
derstood independently of them. In any case, Paul is most likely using ektr∑ma in
a figurative sense, as in the LXX (Num 12:12; Job 3:16; Qoh 6:3), meaning by it
someone in the condition of death to whom grace has nevertheless been shown.
Still more important is how Paul at the beginning of the verse explains his status as
the “last” of those to whom the risen Christ appeared, not that he is “the final apos-
tle” (pace Jones, “1 Corinthians 15:8”). He makes no distinction between the
risen Christ’s appearance to him (after Pentecost) and the appearances to others
between the day of the discovery of the empty tomb and the Ascension. He is not
trying to say that there were no further appearances of the risen Christ after him,
but is only explaining the sense of the gen. “of all,” as he puts himself at the 
bottom of the list, even though he claims to be an “apostle” of equal rank. It is best
understood as an expression of humility, as in Ignatius, Rom. 9.2: “because I 
am not worthy, being the last of them, and a miscarriage”(so Spicq, TLNT, 1465;
cf. Boman, “Paulus”; Fridrichsen, “Paulus”; Bjorck, “Nochmals”; Schneider,
TDNT, 2:465–67; Hollander and van der Hout, “Apostle Paul,” 229–32).

Paul made a similar assertion about his apostolic rank and its basis in 9:1. This
testimony is important, because Paul is the only NT writer who maintains that 
he personally has had a vision of the risen Christ. (Compare the testimony of 
the author of 2 Peter about having seen the transfiguration of Jesus during his
earthly ministry [2 Pet 1:16–18], and John the seer’s vision of the heavenly Christ
with apocalyptic trappings in Rev 1:12–20—an entirely different literary genre.)
Nevertheless, Paul is putting himself on the same level as Cephas and James 
(vv. 5a, 7a), two of those whom he called “pillars” of the church in Gal 2:9, even
though he is last of all. For Paul’s own description of his encounter with the risen
Christ, see Gal 1:15–16: “He [God], who set me apart from my mother’s womb
and called me through his grace, was pleased to reveal his Son to me that I might
preach him among the Gentiles.” Nickelsburg explains: “He was an ektr∑ma with
respect to the purpose for which he was appointed from the womb. In spite of this,
God revealed the risen Christ to him and made him what he was intended to be
from the womb” (“An Ektr∑ma,” 204). Cf. Acts 9:3–6; 22:6–8; 26:14–18 for the
Lucan descriptions of that encounter.

9. For I am the least of the apostles, and not fit to be called an apostle. Paul be-
gins with the affirmation that he is “the least” among the apostles, because he was
the last to be added to that group and because he is less than the rest for reasons set
forth in the next clause. Paul intends this self-evaluation from the standpoint of
Christ, not from that of those who refused to regard him as an apostle. He is not
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trying to defend his apostolic role, but is seeking rather to get Corinthian Chris-
tians to realize the value of the gospel that he has preached to them. Cf. 4:3; and
also Eph 3:8, “the least of all the saints”; and 1 Tim 1:15.

because I persecuted the church of God. Paul speaks of his persecution of Chris-
tians in Gal 1:13; Phil 3:6, and Luke has recorded it in Acts 8:3; 9:1, 4, 21; retold
in Acts 22:4, 7, 19; 26:10–11, 14. On “church of God,” see Note on 1:2.

10. But by the grace of God I am what I am. I.e., a Christian apostle, who has
been called by the risen Christ and has labored for the Lord. So Paul speaks
proudly of the influence of divine grace in his life, yet with modesty.

and his grace in me has not been without effect. Or “in vain.” Lit. “did not prove
to be empty,” i.e., worthless. This reflects again Paul’s struggle to be recognized as
an apostle in parts of the early church. He purposely ascribes to God’s grace his
call to be an authorized emissary of Christ Jesus. Cf. 2 Cor 6:1; 1 Thess 2:1.

rather, I worked harder than all of them. Either “than all of them together” or
“than any one of all of them.” Cf. 2 Cor 11:5, 23–27 for details of that labor. Paul
is using some of the words of the second Servant Song of Isa 49:4, where the ser-
vant complains that he has “worked in vain” (ken∑s ekopiasa). Thus Paul explains
why God’s grace has not been without effect in his career, not that he is better
than others because of the harder work he has done, but that the grace enabled
him to do harder work.

not I, but the grace of God [that is] with me. Significantly, Paul corrects himself
as he denies human achievement and asserts the priority of divine grace in his
ministry. Yet he does not say “that is within me,” writing rather [h≤] syn emoi, and
not [h≤] en emoi, or even h≤ eis eme (as in P46, syrhmg), as he affirms his cooperation
with divine grace. Paul is not afraid of synergism, as he duly acknowledges how
God has been accompanying his work and guiding his evangelization. Verses
9–10 are not only apologetic, but also a digression leading up to v. 11 and the rest
of the argument, on which Paul will build his refutation of the opinion to be cited
in v. 12b.

11. So whether it was I or they, in this way we preach. I.e., with the assistance of
God’s grace, all commissioned emissaries have been preaching the same gospel
(mentioned in 15:1) about the resurrection of the dead Jesus of Nazareth and the
impact that his death and resurrection have had on humanity. No matter what the
status was of those who evangelized Corinth, whether Paul himself or any of 
the others, the same gospel was proclaimed. Who are meant by ekeinoi, “they”? 
In the immediate context it probably refers to “all of them” of v. 10, i.e., the “apos-
tles” of v. 9; but Paul could be referring again to Apollos and Cephas, because the
Corinthians would have been familiar with them and possibly other apostolic
preachers and teachers.

and in this way you came to believe. Paul uses the ingressive aor. episteusate

(IBNTG, 10–11), i.e., through the instrumentality of such preaching of the gospel
you became Christians in your response to it. Hence, you Corinthians cannot
neglect this common basis of your Christian faith. Recall also 3:5. So Paul is es-
tablishing the basis of the argument that he is about to develop concerning the res-
urrection of the dead. His emphasis lies on faith, which is the way a human being
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accepts the resurrection of Jesus Christ announced in that gospel preached by
Paul in conjunction with the others.
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B. BELIEF IN THE RESURRECTION 
OF THE DEAD ROOTED IN CHRIST’S 

RESURRECTION (15:12–34)

34 a. If Christ Has Not 

Been Raised (15:12–19)
15:12 If, then, Christ is preached as raised from the dead, how can some of you say
that there is no resurrection of the dead? 13 If there is no resurrection of the dead,
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then neither has Christ been raised. 14 If Christ has not been raised, then our
preaching has [also] been useless, and useless has been your faith. 15Then we
have been found to be false witnesses about God, because we testified of God that
he raised Christ, when he did not raise him, if indeed the dead are not raised.
16For if the dead are not raised, neither has Christ been raised. 17Yet if Christ has
not been raised, your faith is worthless, and you are still in your sins; 18and those
who have fallen asleep have perished in Christ. 19 If only for this life we have
hoped in Christ, then we are of all human beings the most to be pitied.

COMMENT

Having related the resurrection of Christ to the Christian gospel and the funda-
mental affirmation of apostolic preaching, Paul now turns to the denial of the res-
urrection of the dead, as he once again quotes a Corinthian statement. Differently
from the way he sought to have Corinthian Christians handle the case of a man
living with his father’s wife in 5:1–5, where he counseled them to “hand this man
over to Satan,” he now prefers to argue philosophically with the Corinthians
about this matter. So he tries to show that the view that “some” Corinthian Chris-
tians have been advocating (v. 12) is illogical, baseless, and a contradiction of the
most crucial Christian belief. Just how the “some” are related to other Corinthian
Christians whom Paul has been criticizing in this letter is difficult to say. There is
no certainty that they are different from those who were responsible for the
preacher rivalries of chap. 1 or those who were creating division at the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper in chap. 11. In any case, Paul’s arguments are directed to all
the Corinthian Christians. He is not trying to establish for pagans either the fact or
the possibility of the resurrection of the dead. He is arguing with Christians and
seeks to demonstrate to them that belief in the resurrection of Christ, which he as-
sumes they still hold, and the conduct of a life lived in Christian faith inevitably
imply a belief in the resurrection of the dead. In effect, his mode is argumentum

ad hominem.

Paul introduces his argument with a conditional sentence (v. 12), which is fol-
lowed by two others (vv. 13–14), from which he draws his first conclusion (v. 15),
“We have been found to be false witnesses about God.” Then follows another pair
of conditional sentences (vv. 16–17), parallel to vv. 13–14, which enables him to
conclude that, if such skeptics are right, then “those who have fallen asleep have
perished in Christ” (v. 18); and his conclusion stands in v. 19, that Christians “of
all human beings are the most to be pitied” (v. 19). Note how vv. 16–17 follow
even the mode of argumentation of vv. 13–14: If not A, then not B; if not B, then
C + D; then the conclusion.

Paul’s ad hoc philosophical argument makes four points: if the Corinthian
skeptics are right, then (1) Christ has not been raised from the dead (vv. 13, 16);
(2) Paul’s preaching has been useless, and he has borne false witness to God (vv.
14b, 15); (3) the faith of Corinthian Christians is worthless, and they are still in
their sins (vv. 14c, 17bc); and (4) Christians who have died are simply lost (v. 18).

There has been no little debate, especially among German commentators,
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about the logic of Paul’s argument. Bucher presents the argument thus: (1) If
there is no resurrection of the dead, then Christ too has not been raised (vv.
13–19). (2) But Christ indeed has been raised (v. 20). (3) Therefore there is a res-
urrection of the dead. So it is claimed that Paul’s argumentation is quite logical. It
is, however, not an ideal Aristotelian syllogism, and it has even been called Stoic-
Megarian logic (“Die logische Argumentation”; see also his “Auferstehung
Christi”: the resurrection of Christ is the basis for the resurrection of the dead).
Bachmann (“Zur Gendankenführung”), however, finds Bucher’s argumentation
faulty, because he concludes to a general resurrection of the dead in the future,
whereas Paul has shown only that Christ is the instance that proves that some do
return from the realm of the dead, but that is not what will happen generally in the
future for everyone, but is what has already happened. See also his “Rezeption” (a
particular resurrection, not a general resurrection of all the deceased); and “Zum
‘argumentum resurrectionis’ ” (anastasis nekr∑n does not refer to the general 
resurrection, but only to a possibility of resurrection). Bucher (“Nochmals zur 
Beweisführung”), however, adamantly defends Paul’s logic. Even if it is judged
faulty by the norm of Aristotelian logic, Bucher has caught what Paul is trying to
say (see also Stenger, “Beobachtungen”; Vos, “Die Logik,” who agrees with
Bucher, but concludes only to a possibility of the resurrection of others than
Christ, which Lambrecht [“Just a Possibility?”] questions; Zimmer, “Das argu-
mentum resurrectionis”).

A further issue, however, concerns the way one is to understand the denial of
the resurrection of which Paul speaks in the apodosis of v. 12. The answer is com-
plicated and has to be given on the basis of what appears in chap. 15 of this letter,
by a sort of mirror reading, and from this chapter alone (without trying to use 
2 Corinthians 5, which may seem to be related but is actually a different prob-
lem). Denial of the resurrection of the dead would mean that “some” Corinthian
Christians were maintaining something about the afterlife. In general, the an-
swers given to that question by modern interpreters fall into three categories, as
Sellin (Der Streit, 17) and Tuckett (“The Corinthians,” 251–61) have shown.

1. A Denial of Postmortem Existence, which would mean that some Corinthian
Christians considered death to be the end of everything, as did the Athenians
mentioned in Acts 17:32, and as did either Epicurean skeptics (OCD, 23–24) or
Sadducean Jews (Acts 23:8); or according to some interpreters, only those alive at
the parousia would live in the new age, whereas those who died before it were sim-
ply lost (Schweizer, Schlatter, Spörlein, Vos, “Argumentation”). This explanation
is sometimes proposed as a view that Paul mistakenly attributes to the Corinthians
(Bultmann, TNT, 1:169; Schmithals, Gnosticism, 156). It encounters the diffi-
culty that v. 29 or vv. 29–32 speak of Corinthians being baptized for the dead,
which implies something quite different from such an extreme denial (see Hurd,
Origin, 197; cf. Hoffmann, Die Toten, 245–46).

2. Denial of the Bodily Nature of the Resurrection, which would mean either 
a belief in immortality of the soul (psych≤), a disembodied soul, as did many
Greeks before and during Paul’s day, e.g., Socrates in Plato, Phaedo 66e–70a
(Bachmann, Garland, Hays, Horsley, Lietzmann, T. W. Manson, Murphy-
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O’Connor, Robertson-Plummer, Ross, Sider), or a belief in some sort of bodiless
existence as pneumatikoi, with a divine indwelling “Spirit” (de Boer, Fee, Pear-
son, Schrage, Sellin, Wedderburn,). Hence the question asked in v. 35b, “With
what kind of a body will they come?” becomes important. This is probably the best
explanation of the denial, even though Conzelmann strangely thinks that Paul’s
argument “is not in harmony with this interpretation. He does not emphasize the
bodily character of the resurrection” (1 Cor, 261–62). Then what is the point of
vv. 36–49, where “the body” is certainly envisaged in some form?

3. Denial of the Futurity of the Resurrection, which would mean that some Co-
rinthian Christians were claiming that the resurrection has already taken place in
some sense, as 1 Cor 4:8 seems to refer to a realized eschatology. This would be a
conviction or knowledge (gn∑sis) that the parousia already took place at Christ’s
resurrection and that they were already sharing at present through baptism and
faith in the risen life of Christ (cf. Col 2:12–13; 3:1), in a manner somewhat simi-
lar to what Hymenaeus and Philetus are said to have held in 2 Tim 2:18, “That the
resurrection is past already”; cf. the later Treatise on the Resurrection 49.15: “Al-
ready you have the resurrection” (Barrett, G. Barth, Bartsch, Godet, Heinrici,
Héring, Käsemann, Kistemaker, Kümmel, Lindemann, Plank, Schmithals,
Schniewind, Schütz, von Soden, Thiselton, Tuckett, Wedderburn, Wilson). This
explanation of the denial encounters the problem, Why would Paul object to
such a denial by asking, “How can some of you say that there is no resurrection of
the dead”? He is not countering those who say that the resurrection is “past al-
ready,” but that there is none at all. The whole thrust of vv. 13–19 seems to be
against this interpretation, because Paul argues that to deny the resurrection of the
dead is to deny that Christ died and was raised from the dead. Moreover, such an
interpretation fails to reckon with the physical nature of death; how could the
“resurrection” be experienced this side of death? (see Hurd, Origin, 285–86).

How is Paul’s answer to the question of the resurrection of the dead to be re-
lated to what he has written already in 6:14, “By his power God raised up the Lord,
and he will also raise us up”? In others words, Paul has already affirmed in this let-
ter not only Christ’s resurrection, but also the destiny of Christians, who are to
share in his risen life. Here in chap. 15, one sees that he not only affirms them
both again, but now in a polemical context, and with stress on the bodily charac-
ter of the existence of Christians in that destiny. For a Gnostic reading of this pas-
sage, see Pagels, “Mystery of the Resurrection.”

A further minor problem is created by v. 20, which is considered by N-A27 to be
the beginning of the next pericope, but which some commentators (e.g., Lietz-
mann, 1 Cor, 79) take as the concluding verse of this passage. It is a transitional
verse, but it is better taken with the following pericope (as in N-A27, RSV).

Lastly, it should be recalled that resurrection of the dead is a belief that emerges
in Judaism only in the late pre-Christian centuries. Normally, one cites Dan 12:2
as the sole clear mention of it, “Many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth
shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting con-
tempt.” Earlier passages, such as Isa 26:19; Ps 49:15; Hos 6:1–3; 13:14; Ezek
37:1–14, seem to mention it, but none of them is clear, for at times it seems to be
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used figuratively of the restoration of Israel in some blessed future (see Schmitz,
“Grammar”). Earlier views of postmortem existence are grim (Ps 88:11–13; Isa
14:9–11), but what one finds in deuterocanonical 2 Macc 7:9, 14, 22–23, 29;
12:43; 14:46 changes the picture of the afterlife, because there one finds belief in
the resurrection of martyrs, especially in 2 Macc 7:14, where one of the tortured
brothers chooses “to die at the hands of men and to cherish the hope that God
gives of being raised again by him”; cf. 7:36. Mention of the eschatological resur-
rection recurs in other late Jewish writings, such as 1 Enoch 51:1; Syr. Apoc. Bar-

uch 50:2–3; 51:1–3; Test. Benj. 19:8–10; Test. Job 4:9.
In the Book of Wisdom, however, one finds rather athanasia, “immortality,” as

the reward of the suffering righteous person. This is rather a notion borrowed from
the Greek world about the afterlife (3:4; 4:1; 8:13, 17; 15:3). In the first Christian
century, Palestinian Jews were divided over the issue, with Pharisees and Essenes
affirming the resurrection and Sadducees denying it, because it is not taught in
the Law of Moses (i.e., the Pentateuch); see Acts 23:6–8; Josephus, Ant. 18.1.3
§14; 18.1.4 §16; J.W. 2.8.14 §§163–65. How much relevance this Jewish belief
would have for the Corinthian problem is hard to say, because the Corinthian de-
nial of the resurrection of the dead undoubtedly emerged from a different, most
likely Greco-Roman, background.

That background, however, was quite different from the age-old belief in Egypt
about the afterlife, which involved the cult of Osiris, the god of the Underworld,
in which people thought that after death they would, like Osiris, enjoy everlasting
life. This belief explains the elaborate burial customs of the Egyptians, their
tombs and pyramids, their practice of funerary gifts, and the mummification of
their dead. They recognized the distinction of soul and body, and believed that at
death the soul went to heavenly realms (a place in the sky among the stars), and
the body to the earth, but terrestrial life was lived in a consciousness of death and
an elaborate preparation for dying in order to join Osiris and to dwell in the house
of eternity (see Morenz, Egyptian Religion, 183–213; Bostock, “Osiris,” 267–69).
The cults of Isis and Osiris were widely known in the Greek world of the eastern
Mediterranean in Paul’s day, but it is highly questionable whether any of the ideas
of Egyptian afterlife affected Paul’s thinking. Bostock goes too far when he sug-
gests that Paul adopted “motifs and concepts from Egyptian thought” (“Osiris,”
271), because the change from an animated body to a spiritual body (15:44) is
clearly predicated in Greek, not Egyptian terms.

NOTES

15:12. If, then, Christ is preached as raised from the dead. Lit. “if Christ is
preached, that he has been raised from the dead,” i.e., the fact that “Christ has
been raised” is the essence of the Christian gospel, and the kerygma continues to
proclaim it, as in v. 4b. To two words derived from the kerygma, Christos and
eg≤gertai, Paul now adds ek nekr∑n, “from the dead,” which makes explicit the
meaning of the verb; see the occurrence of this phrase in 1 Thess 1:10; Gal 1:1;
Rom 4:24; 8:11; 10:9 (cf. Kramer, Christ, Lord, 19–26). In vv. 14, 17, Paul will 
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reformulate the protasis of the condition in terms of the fact of Christ’s resur-
rection; he begins here by stressing the preaching of it. The phrase ek nekr∑n lacks
the art., when it denotes the dead in general (as in vv. 12bis, 13, 15, 16, 20, 21,
29b, 32).

how can some of you say that there is no resurrection of the dead? Lit. “how do
some among you say . . . ?” So Paul expresses his surprise and indignation, as he
confronts the skepticism of some Christians of Corinth. It is impossible to say how
many “some” might mean, or whether they are related to any of the rivalries re-
ported earlier in the letter, or how influential they might have been in spreading
their ideas.

Paul’s question, however, raises one for the interpreter: When Paul first
preached the gospel to Corinthians about the resurrection of Christ “from the
dead” and his appearances to many, did he also preach about the “resurrection of
the dead”? Or is he announcing this truth to them for the first time, now that some
Christians to whom the risen Christ appeared “have fallen asleep”? (v. 6). Have
their deaths before the parousia occasioned the problem that Paul is confronting?
It might be another instance of what he had to handle in 1 Thess 4:13–17. So Wil-
son (“The Corinthians,” 102–3) would have us believe. Such an interpretation is
not impossible, but one would expect that, because Paul had already encountered
the problem of Christians dying before the parousia in Thessalonica, he would
have related the afterlife of Corinthians to that of the risen Christ at the time of his
initial evangelization of Corinth.

Anastasis nekr∑n, “resurrection of the dead,” would have been familiar to
Greek-speaking Jews, since the notion appears in Palestinian Judaism of the sec-
ond century b.c.: “Many of those sleeping in the dust of the earth will wake up
[LXX: anast≤sontai; Theodotion: egerth≤sontai], some to life eternal, some to
shame and eternal contempt” (Dan 12:2). In 2 Macc 7:14 one finds both the verb
anast≤sesthai and the noun anastasis; cf. 12:43. Hence there is no need to appeal
to Egyptian religion as the background of what Paul is trying to teach Corinthian
Christians, pace Bostock (“Osiris”). What is the evidence that the Egyptians spoke
of “resurrection” in the afterlife? Does the word or the idea even occur in the Pyra-

mid Texts, Coffin Texts, or The Book of the Dead?
In a place like Corinth, however, where Greek and Roman philosophy reigned,

resurrection would have been scoffed at, as did the sneering Athenians, when
Paul mentioned it in his address at the Areopagus (Acts 17:32). In the Greek world
of a half-millennium earlier, the tragedian Aeschylus put on the lips of Apollo the
assertion, “When the dust has soaked up the blood of a man, once he has died,
there is no resurrection” (outis est’ anastasis, Eumenides 647–48; cf. Agamemnon

1360). Similar statements can be found also in Herodotus, Hist. 3.62; Homer,
Iliad 24.551; Sophocles, Electra 137–42. Yet even in that world there was the leg-
end of Alcestis, who was willing to die for her husband and whose good deed was
rewarded by the gods, who granted ex H≠dou aneinai palin t≤n psych≤n, “to let
loose again her soul from Hades” (Plato, Symposium 179c; cf. OCD, 36). Anas-

tasis nekr∑n may be a quoted Corinthian phrase, to which Paul replies, using the
verb egeir∑, “I raise,” from his Jewish background.
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Among early Christians, however, belief in the resurrection of the dead often
prevailed, and the phrase was current in varying forms: Rom 1:4; Matt 22:31;
Luke 20:35; Acts 4:2; 24:21; 26:23; Heb 6:2 (EDNT, 1:90–91). For various ways of
understanding the Corinthian denial, see the Comment above.

13. If there is no resurrection of the dead, then neither has Christ been raised.

Paul’s philosophical argument now begins, as he tries to reduce the denial ad 

absurdum: If there is no “resurrection of the dead,” then Christ’s resurrection is
unthinkable, indeed impossible! Paul uses a simple condition (ei + pres. indic.,
ouk estin) to express logical reasoning (BDF §372.2). Yet he implies that, if Christ
has been raised (as indeed the kerygma proclaims), then dead people too can
awaken from the sleep of death. So Corinthian skeptics cannot deny one without
denying the other—indeed, without denying a basic Christian belief.

14. If Christ has not been raised, then our preaching has [also] been useless, and

useless has been your faith. Another simple condition has two consequences, ex-
pressed in the double apodosis. The adj. kenos was used in v. 10, when Paul as-
serted that divine grace was not “without effect” in his life. Now he applies the
same idea not only to apostolic preaching of the gospel about the risen Christ, but
also to the response of Christian faith made to that preaching, putting the adj. in
the emphatic first place in each apodosis. If Christ has not actually been raised,
then both the preaching and faith are “unproductive, void, empty, or useless,” i.e.,
“devoid of any spiritual value” (Garland, 1 Cor, 701). For further uses of the adj.
kenos, see 1 Thess 2:1; 3:5; Gal 2:2; Phil 2:16; 2 Cor 6:1.

The “faith” is the same as that mentioned in v. 11c. A number of mss (B, D*,
0243, 0270*, 6, 33, 81, 1739, 1881) read h≤m∑n, “our,” at the end, instead of
“your” faith. That reading would make Paul include his own “faith” in the risen
Christ, which resulted from the appearance to him on the road to Damascus and
which was far from useless, in that because of it he became “the apostle of the
Gentiles” (Rom 11:13). The first kai, “also,” is missing in some mss (P46, ±2, B, ¥,
0243, etc.); hence the square brackets.

Whereas in v. 12 Paul argued from the preaching of Christ’s resurrection, he
now moves to a further consideration, viz., the fact of Christ’s resurrection, from
which his argument will continue (as he repeats the negative protasis and then as-
serts the fact again in v. 20).

15. Then we have been found to be false witnesses about God. Lit. “we are found
to be false witnesses of God,” an obj. gen., explained in the following clause. This
is Paul’s first conclusion. By “we,” Paul means himself and the “they” of v. 11, the
other commissioned emissaries who preach the gospel. Though they speak in
God’s name, they would all be known to have announced what is untrue.

because we testified of God that he raised Christ, when he did not raise him, if in-

deed the dead are not raised. I.e., we have foisted upon you and all those whom we
have evangelized a hoax of no little proportion. Paul again ascribes to God the ef-
ficient causality of Christ’s resurrection, as in 6:14; Rom 4:24; 8:11, etc. That
would be the untruth that they have been proclaiming. Even though most of
Paul’s argument about the resurrection of the dead depends on the resurrection 
of Christ, he has not forgotten the role that God the Father has played in the 
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resurrection, and of this role he and others have been witnesses (see Wargnies,
“Témoins de Dieu”).

16. For if the dead are not raised, neither has Christ been raised. This verse par-
allels the argument of v. 13, as it begins the second pair of conditions. The apo-
dosis is identical in each verse, but the protasis now has the concrete verb, ouk

egeirontai, whereas that of v. 13 used the abs. noun, anastasis nekr∑n.
17. Yet if Christ has not been raised, your faith is worthless. I.e., futile, fruitless

(mataia), another way of saying “without effect” (v. 14), unable to secure salvation
or forgiveness, because all that Paul thought that he had achieved has really failed,
and he can no longer bring any advantage to those who have believed. Recall v. 2c
above.

and you are still in your sins. I.e., because you have not found the “justification”
that was the result of Christ’s resurrection. See Rom 4:25, “Who was handed over
(to death) for our trespasses and raised for our justification,” a verse that is not be
understood as though Paul meant that human trespasses were removed by
Christ’s death and that human justification was achieved by his resurrection; they
are so formulated in a literary parallelism in which both effects are to be ascribed
to both the death and the resurrection (see Romans, 389). Now he implies clearly
that the removal of human sins is indeed an effect of Christ’s resurrection (see
Stanley, Christ’s Resurrection, 120–22, 171–73).

18. and those who have fallen asleep have perished in Christ. Lit. “those who
have been lulled to sleep” (see Notes on 7:10, 39), i.e., those who have died be-
lieving in Christ, and the effects of the Christ-event are lost (ap∑lonto) in nothing-
ness, just as he is. They too have suffered the same fate. This is the conclusion that
Paul derives from vv. 16–17, and it corresponds to that in v. 15. Instead of being
justified Christians whom God has “glorified” (Rom 8:30), “their end is destruc-
tion” (ap∑leia, Phil 3:19). The faith that they put in Christ’s gospel (see v. 2 above)
has not saved them. “Those who have fallen asleep” are at least those mentioned
in v. 6b above (see Note there).

Many versions and commentators take the prep. phrase, en Christ∑, as modify-
ing the ptc. hoi koim≤thentes (lit., “those having been lulled to sleep”), but as 
Lindemann (1 Cor, 340) notes, Paul has not written hoi en Christ∑ koim≤thentes

(lit., “those having been lulled to sleep in Christ”), comparing 7:22; 2 Cor 3:14;
12:19. Moreover, he points out that Paul is not speaking about dying in Christ, as
in 1 Thess 4:16, because that would be a delusion, if v. 17 were true. Similarly,
Barrett (1 Cor, 349) remarks, following Lietzmann (1 Cor, 79), “those who have

fallen asleep in Christ is already an impossible expression, since if Christ was not
raised from the dead there is no one in Christ; if being in Christ is a real possibil-
ity, those who have fallen asleep (cf. xv. 6) in him will be no more finally dead
than he is.”

19. If only for this life we have hoped in Christ, then we are of all human beings

the most to be pitied. Or perhaps “if only in this life we have been those who hope
in Christ, . .,” because Paul uses the periphrastic perf. ptc. with the verb “to be”
(elpikotes esmen, see BDF §352), either as a mere substitute for the perf. indic.
(≤lpikamen), or he intends the ptc. as a substantive (which is less likely, since it is
without an article).
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The adv. monon, “only,” is problematic, since it is the last Greek word in the
protasis. It has been understood in four ways:

1. With ≤lpikotes esmen, “we only hoped,” but Paul never uses the noun elpis

or the verb elpiz∑ elsewhere in such a negative sense (13:7, 13; 1 Thess
4:13; Rom 4:18; 5:5; 8:24–25).

2. With en Christ∑, “only in Christ,” which is too restrictive theologically.
3. With the initial prepositional phrase, en t≤ z∑≤ taut≤, “only in this life,” as in

the lemma (and NIV); this seems to suit best the rest of the sentence, de-
spite the distant word order.

4. With the whole protasis (so Barrett, 1 Cor, 349–50: “—that and nothing
more—”; similarly Garland, 1 Cor, 703). Again, the comparative is used in
the sense of the superlative (see Note on 13:13).

Paul seems to be saying that, if our hope in Christ is limited only to what we
may share with him in this life, with no prospect of a share in his glorious and res-
urrected life, then we are to be pitied indeed, because all is lost. Cf. the similar
sentiment expressed in Syr. Apoc. Bar. 21.13: “If there were this life only, which
belongs to all human beings, nothing could be more bitter than this,” uttered in a
context of a place reserved for the end of sinners and the righteous.

Paul was aware that many non-Christians of his day entertained a vague hope in
some form of future life in Elysium or the Isles of the Blessed (see OCD, 23), but
he knew from his faith what a share in the glorious life of the risen Christ would be
for his fellow Christians.
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35 b. Christ Has Been Raised 

as the Firstfruits! (15:20–28)
15:20Now, then, Christ has been raised from the dead as the firstfruits of those who
have fallen asleep. 21For since death came through a human being, so the resur-
rection of the dead comes also through a human being. 22For just as in Adam all
die, so too in Christ all will be brought to life; 23but each one in turn: Christ the
firstfruits, then at his coming, those who belong to Christ. 24Then will come the
end, when he hands over the kingdom to God the Father, after having destroyed
every dominion, authority, and power. 25For he must reign until he has put all en-

emies under his feet. 26The last enemy to be destroyed is death; 27 for he has put all

things in subjection under his feet. When it says that “all things” have been sub-
jected, it clearly means, apart from him who subjected all things to him. 28When
all things are subjected to him, then the Son himself will [also] be made subject to
him who subjected all things to him, so that God may be all in all.

COMMENT

Having sought to present a logical argument against the denial of the resurrection
of the dead (especially in vv. 13 and 16), Paul now repeats again the kerygma that
“Christ has been raised,” and indeed “from the dead,” to which he now further
adds “as the firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep,” because denial of the fu-
ture resurrection of the dead is implicitly a denial of Christ’s resurrection and a
contradiction of apostolic preaching. In order to present his full argument to the
Corinthian denial, he finds it necessary to reformulate belief in the resurrection of
Christ himself. This he does from two perspectives: from an Adam-Christ typol-
ogy (vv. 21–23), and then from an apocalyptic consideration of Christ’s relation to
God the Father at “the end” (vv. 24–28). According to G. Barth (“Erwägungen”),
vv. 20–28 are not an apocalyptic excursus, but a theological argument that makes
them the peak of this chapter. That they are a theological argument is admissible,
but the last five verses certainly have apocalyptic trappings, which are not found in
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vv. 21–23. Hence Paul’s theological argument in this paragraph is both typologi-
cal (vv. 21–23) and apocalyptic (vv. 24–28).

Paul’s creative reaction to the Corinthian denial is influenced partly by his Jew-
ish background, especially when he relates Jesus’ own death and resurrection to
the eschatological resurrection of the dead. He understands the resurrection of
Jesus to be like that of the Maccabean martyrs (see the Comment on vv. 12–19);
after death he is “raised” to the glorious presence of the Father, “exalted,” as he
puts it in Phil 2:9. As such, he is “the firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep”
(15:20), i.e., the beginning of the eschatological resurrection of the dead. Holle-
man (“Jesus’ Resurrection,” 656) finds an inconsistency in Paul’s teaching, be-
cause in 1 Thess 4:13–18 Paul expects the resurrection of the dead to take place
on earth. That may be, for 4:16 says that “the Lord himself will descend from
heaven . . . and the dead will rise first”; but it does not stop there, because the
apocalyptic description ends with the affirmation of Christian destiny, “and so we
shall always be with the Lord,” i.e., in the Father’s glorious presence. That is
hardly an inconsistency with what is asserted here in 1 Corinthians 15.

Paul’s contention is presented in five points:

1. “Christ has been raised from the dead as the firstfruits of those who have
fallen asleep” (v. 20; cf. v. 23).

2. A “human being” was responsible for death among humans, but a “human
being” is also responsible for the coming resurrection of the dead (v. 21).

3. As Adam brought death to those related to him, so Christ brings life for
those who belong to him.

4. As the risen Lord, Christ has to “reign” as long as human history continues
(v. 25), until the time of his “coming” (v. 23), when having done away with
all enemies, including death itself, he will hand over sovereignty to God
the Father, who has subjected all things to him as “the Son” (v. 28).

5. The goal of all this will be “so that God may be all in all.” Thus Paul ac-
knowledges God as the final cause of all that exists.

In all of this, Paul is affirming not only the certainty of Christ’s resurrection, but
also Christ’s resurrection as the guarantee of the futurity and certainty of the res-
urrection of the dead (z∑opoi≤th≤sontai, “will be brought to life,” v. 22), “each one
in turn” (v. 23), once death, “the last enemy,” has been destroyed (v. 26). “The
stress thus appears to be quite as much on the futurity of the final defeat of death
as on its certainty” (Tuckett, “The Corinthians,” 264).

This passage ends with five important verses (24–28), which explain the “turn”
and the “end,” and then assert the soteriological role of Christ, who not only exer-
cises regal dominion over cosmic forces but will also bring them to an end, in-
cluding death itself. When he has thus subdued them, he will hand over
dominion to the Father, and, as Son, he himself will be subjected to the Father, in
order that God may be God over all. These verses may seem like a digression, be-
cause they make no mention of human beings, even of “those who belong to
Christ,” or of the topic of the resurrection of the dead; and yet their importance to
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what Paul has been arguing for in the preceding vv. 12–19 is especially great: the
role of the risen Christ over death, which afflicts all human beings. Moreover,
what is the relation of Christ to God, who “raised Christ” (v. 15)? Those who deny
the resurrection of the dead (v. 12b) are denying, in effect, the power of God over
death and God’s role in all things. The reign of Christ is, in fact, an all-important
stage of salvation history, the goal of which is God all in all (see Dykstra, “I Co-
rinthians 15:20–28”). These verses also prepare for what Paul will discuss in 
vv. 29–57, and in vv. 51–55 the apocalyptic description will turn to human beings.

Schmithals (“Pre-Pauline Tradition”) regards chap. 15 and 16:13–24 as part of
a letter that Paul once wrote to Corinthian Christians and that vv. 20–28 are an
older creedal instruction. Verses 24b, 25, 28 are said to be part of a pre-Pauline tra-
dition. It may be that some tradition is being used here, but the whole explanation
depends on Schmithals’s questionable theory of the composition of this letter as a
whole.

NOTES

15:20. Now, then, Christ has been raised from the dead as the firstfruits of those who

have fallen asleep. Paul introduces this section of his argument with nyni de, lit.
“but now,” which is to be understood in a logical sense, as in 12:18 and most likely
in 13:13 (cf. Rom 3:21; 6:22; 7:6). He again uses the phraseology of the kerygma
(v. 4b), as modified in v. 12, “Christ has been raised from the dead,” to which he
now adds, aparch≤ t∑n kekoim≤men∑n, “firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep”
(for the euphemism of death, see Notes on 7:10, 39). The risen Christ is the
model and guarantee of the resurrection of dead Christians.

The noun aparch≤ denoted originally the “firstfruits” of the harvest, the flawless
first part of food, vegetables or fruit, which, when offered to God, was considered
dedicated and holy and betokened the consecration of the whole harvest, which
could then be put to the use of Israel (see Exod 22:28; 23:19; 34:26; Lev 23:9–14;
Num 15:18–21; Deut 18:4; cf. TLNT, 1:145–52). The term, “firstfruits,” is some-
times applied to converts to Christianity (16:15; Rom 16:5). On occasion, it was
used, however, also in the sense of “earnest money,” or “guarantee” of what was
still to come, like arrab∑n (2 Cor 1:22; 5:5 [see TDNT, 1:486; EDNT, 1:116–17]).
Thus, Christ was not only the “first” to be raised from the dead, but likewise 
the “pledge” or “guarantee” of the resurrection of all the Christian dead. See 
Rom 8:29.

21. For since death came through a human being, so the resurrection of the dead

comes also through a human being. In two verbless clauses, Paul alludes to the ac-
count in Gen 3:17–19, which tells how it came about that anthr∑pos experiences
death. There Adam is punished by God for listening to his wife and eating the for-
bidden fruit: “On the day you eat of it, you shall surely die” (2:17); “You are dust,
and unto dust you shall return” (3:19). Cf. Rom 5:12 (“Sin entered the world
through one man, and through sin death, and so death spread to all human 
beings”), 18. Now Paul fashions the counterpart of that allusion, stressing not sin
(as in Romans 5), but death: through another human being, one from Nazareth,
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comes anastasis nekr∑n, “the resurrection of the dead.” Christ is referred to as
anthr∑pos, as in 1 Tim 2:5 (anthr∑pos Christos I≤sous). The mediating idea is di’

anthr∑pou, “through a human being.” Even though there is no verb in either
clause, the implied causality of Adam’s act for universal human death is clear.
From that flows likewise the corresponding implied causality of the resurrection
of the dead “through” another “human being.”

22. For just as in Adam all die. What was just enunciated by an abstraction is
now repeated in a concrete form, as Paul interprets ›≠d≠m of Gen 3:17 as the
name of the first human being, the historical Adam, whom he knows only from
the written account in the Pentateuch. He regards “all” humanity as somehow in-
corporated in him and thus sharing in his condemnation to death. Paul employs
the Greek phrase en t∑ Adam, “in Adam,” which differs drastically from the Greek
prepositional phrase eph’ h∑ (Rom 5:12), which means “with the result that” (see
Romans, 413–17). The VL and Vg wrongly translated eph’ h∑ into Latin as in quo,

“in whom,” and on this translation so much of the Western Church’s theology of
Original Sin was built: that all sinned in Adam. In other words, the statement here
in 1 Corinthians differs from Rom 5:12 in ascribing to Adam only the death of all
humanity that descended from him, whereas in Romans Paul ascribes the sin of
all humanity as well as the death. Adam is understood thus as a corporate person-
ality.

According to Conzelmann (1 Cor, 268), “the designation of Adam and of
Christ as anthr∑pos, ‘man,’ presupposes the idea of the ‘primal man,’ and likewise
the view of the Fall as the cause of death. But now, already in v. 21 we have indi-
cations of a modification of the mythical schema.” Nevertheless, Conzelmann is
reluctant to relate what he calls “the Fall” to “Gen 3.” Such an interpretation,
however, reads into Paul’s text ideas born of an ideology wholly alien to it. For
Paul asserts that “in Adam all die,” and that is clearly an allusion to Genesis 2–3.
Moreover, there is no need to refer anthr∑pos to the myth of the “primal man”
(Urmensch), since there is no evidence that Paul ever thinks in terms of it. Like-
wise, “the Fall” is a late Christian term, derived from the patristic period (esp.
from Augustine’s theory of helping or elevating grace [De peccatorum meritis et 

remissione 2.17.26]; cf. ODCC, 597–98).
so too in Christ all will be brought to life. Lit. “all will be made alive,” i.e., all

human beings will have the possibility of sharing in the new life that comes en t∑

Christ∑. Paul now affirms the futurity of the resurrection, as he will again in v. 52
(egerth≤sontai). The phrase en t∑ Christ∑ could be understood in a instrumental
sense, “through Christ,” but given the parallelism in the verse to en t∑ Adam, it is
better taken in the corresponding incorporative sense. Through faith and baptism
a human being is incorporated into Christ and thus finds life “in Christ” (see
PAHT §PT117, 121). The fut. verb z∑opoi≤th≤sontai, “will be made alive,” is a di-
vine passive (ZBG §236), meaning that God will make human beings share in the
risen life of the Lord. As Adam led humanity to death, so Christ, because he has
shared humanity, will lead all human beings (who accept him) to resurrection.
Cf. Rom 4:17; 8:11.

23. but each one in turn. Lit. “each in his own group” (or “division”), since the
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word tagma is a technical military term for “detachment, troop.” What Paul
means by it is explained in the rest of the verse. Verses 23–28 clarify how those to
be resurrected “will be made alive” (the fut. pass. verb of v. 22b). “If the military
image predominates, it pictures Christ as the leader (captain; Heb. 2:10) rising
first, then his sleeping army rising when the last trumpet sounds (1 Cor. 15:52)”
(Garland, 1 Cor, 708).

Christ the firstfruits, then at his coming, those who belong to Christ. As aparch≤,

Christ, by being the first to be raised from the dead, leads the way to risen life, for
“those who belong to him.” The phrase, hoi tou Christou, lit. “those of Christ,”
makes clear Paul’s perspective; he is speaking only of Christians, despite the “all”
in v. 22. That pron. now takes on the meaning, “all who belong to Christ,” as it is
expressed also in Gal 5:24. What God has done for Christ, he will likewise do for
those who belong to Christ. For a rare apocalyptic description of such an event,
see 1 Thess 4:16–17.

Their turn will come en t≤ parousi≠ autou, “at his coming,” to which Paul has
already alluded in 1:7, 8; 5:5. Now, however, he uses parousia, which lit. means
“presence” (as in 16:17; Phil 2:12; 2 Cor 10:10), but often was used in biblical and
extrabiblical Greek to mean “arrival, coming” (= the first stage of presence, as in 
2 Cor 7:6–7; Phil 1:26). Eventually, it became the technical term for what Paul
has already called “the revelation (apokalypsis) of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:7), be-
cause of its use in 1 Thess 2:19; 3:13; 4:15; 5:23; cf. 2 Thess 2:1. The resurrection
of Christian dead will take place at the parousia of Christ (1 Thess 4:16–17).

24. Then will come the end. Lit. “then (will be) the end,” with estai understood
(BDAG, 998); to telos is used, as in 1:8, to denote that which will be described in
v. 28 below, the “final consummation.” This verbless phrase (eita to telos) is the
immediate sequel and counterpart of “each one in turn” (v. 23), but as Robertson-
Plummer note (1 Cor, 354), it may also “balance aparch≤” of v. 23. The noun to
telos has been understood in three ways: (1) as an adv. acc., “finally”; (2) as a noun,
“the rest”; and (3) as a noun, “the end, final consummation.” Because it is fol-
lowed by two explanatory temporal clauses, introduced by hotan, “when,” that
shows that telos must be understood in a temporal sense. It denotes, then, the end
of human history, and perhaps what God has envisaged as the goal of that history
(Schrage, 1 Cor, 4:169). Cf. Matt 24:14, kai tote h≤xei to telos, “and then the end
will come.”

It is difficult, however, to determine whether Paul is using the adv. eita, “then,”
as a logical particle, identifying “the end” with the “coming” (parousia) of the
Lord itself, or as a temporal particle, meaning that an interval sets in after that
“coming” before the “end” (so Bruce, 1 Cor, 147; Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 80; Linde-
mann, “Parusie Christi”; Turner, “Interim”; Wallis, “The Problem”). In either
case, telos denotes the time when the risen Christ’s reign comes to an end (v. 28).
Implied is the sequence that the resurrection of the dead must follow thereon.
The best interpretation is that the kingdom is Christ’s present cosmic lordship ex-
ercised from heaven, which began when he as “firstfruits” was raised from the
dead. So the destruction of death, the resurrection of all believers, and the parou-
sia of Christ constitute the “end” (see Hill, “Paul’s Understanding”).
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Because of the ambiguous eita, some commentators introduce the question of
a terrestrial interim reign of Christ, joining to this verse a reference to the “thou-
sand years” of the reign of the risen Christ in Rev 20:5–6. One should beware,
however, of importing such an idea into this Pauline text, which, even though it
obviously has an apocalyptic thrust, says nothing about a millennarian earthly
reign of Christ; nor does 1 Thess 4:13–18, when that passage is rightly understood.
Hence it better to take eita, “then,” as a logical particle.

Another meaning, however, has been given to to telos by some commentators
who understand it as “the rest,” i.e., the third tagma (after the two implied in v. 23
above). The first tagma would be Christ, the aparch≤; the second, “those who be-
long to Christ”; and the third, dead unbelievers, pagan and Jewish (which would
explain also the “all” of v. 22); cf. Rev 20:5 (hoi loipoi). So argues Lietzmann 
(1 Cor, 80), followed by J. Weiss (1 Cor, 358), Oepke (TDNT, 1:371), and Leal
(“ ‘Deinde finis’ ”), who maintains that telos can mean that. Such a meaning of
telos, however, is as yet unattested elsewhere, as Héring (“Saint Paul, “ 304–6) and
others have shown (Kümmel in Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 193; Delling, TDNT, 8:358).
Nor does Paul ever say anything about the resurrection of unbelievers (Grosheide,
1 Cor, 365). Furthermore, it is not right to take to telos in the sense of an adv. 
acc., “then, finally,” as G. Barth proposes, because it is not a Pauline usage (Senft,
1 Cor, 198).

when he hands over the kingdom to God the Father. Lit. “to God and Father,”
which has to be understood as hendiadys, as in 2 Cor 1:3, ho theos kai pat≤r 

tou kyriou h≤m∑n I≤sou Christou, “God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”; 
cf. 11:31; Rom 15:6. “The kingdom of God” has already appeared in 4:20; 6:9, 10,
but then as a stereotyped phrase. Now, however, “kingdom” alone is used, and it
characterizes the reign of Christ up until “the end,” denoting the sovereignty that
belongs to the God of heaven, a notion perhaps inherited from Dan 2:44. The im-
plication is that such sovereignty has been entrusted to the Son (15:28), whose
rule continues until “the end.”

after having destroyed every dominion, authority, and power. Lit. “when he de-
stroys,” the clause is introduced by hotan, “when” (with subjunctive katarg≤s≤, the
same verb as that in 1:28; 2:6; 6:13; 13:8, 10, 11), and it is actually parallel to that
in the preceding clause; but it must precede it in time.

The threesome, arch≤, exousia, dynamis, are abstract terms for some sort of gov-
erning entities, probably supraterrestrial or even mythological, two of which are
mentioned in Rom 8:38 along with angeloi, “angels.” Because of that association,
these abstract terms are often interpreted as different types, ranks, or orders of an-
gels (cf. Eph 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16 [see Romans, 535]), although some com-
mentators have preferred to understand them as “imperial political institutions
with superhuman power” (Horsley, 1 Cor, 205). Per se, the terms could be under-
stood as either good or bad, but in this context they are to be “destroyed,” because
they belong to the category of “enemies” (15:25), along with “the last enemy”
(15:26) of humanity. Their destruction denotes the elimination of all opposition
to the Son’s sovereignty. When he at last reigns supreme, then he will turn over
the kingdom to the Father. That meaning assumes that the subj. of katarg≤s≤ is the
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same as that of paradid∑, viz., Christ. Heil (“Theologische Interpretation”), how-
ever, insists that the subj. of all verbs in this passage from v. 24c to v. 28c is ho theos

expressed in v. 28c.
25. For he must reign until he has put all enemies under his feet. Paul continues

his explanation, that Christ “must reign,” using the apocalyptic impersonal dei

to express a necessity that Scripture imposes (cf. 2 Cor 5:10), as he alludes to 
Ps 110:1. In the LXX, it reads, kathou ek dexi∑n mou, he∑s an th∑ tous echthrous

sou hypopodion t∑n pod∑n sou, “sit at my right hand, until I make your enemies a
footstool for your feet.” Paul adapts the royal psalm, in which God promises vic-
tory to a Davidic king at his coronation, making Christ’s reign replace his “sitting
at the right hand,” and changing the person of the verb from “I” to “he” (meaning
God the Father), the first “your” to “all,” and the second “your” to “his” (meaning
Christ’s). Lambrecht (“Paul’s Christological Use,” 507) thinks that the “he” and
“his” refer both to Christ. In either case, Paul applies the words of the psalm to the
risen Christ, who is understood to be ruling at present as a king. Note the apoca-
lyptic use of the infin. basileuein, “reign,” as in Rev 11:15. (Such a function of
Christ is reflected also in the words of the angel Gabriel to Mary in the Lucan 
infancy narrative: “He will be king over the house of Jacob forever,” Luke 1:33.)
So Paul envisages the risen Christ necessarily reigning as king as of his resur-
rection, while God (or he) brings it about that all his cosmic adversaries are sub-
dued. Pace Hays (1 Cor, 265, who follows Witherington), Christ’s reign here is not
being presented “as a frontal challenge to the ideology of imperial Rome.” Noth-
ing in the text supports such a reference (see rather Borman, “Psalm 110”; Tilly,
“Psalm 110”).

Paul does not introduce formally his use of Psalm 110 and seems to presuppose
that his Corinthian readers would recognize the OT allusion, because Ps 110:1
was often used by early Christians in reference to Christ’s resurrection (see Acts
2:33–35; Rom 8:34; Mark 12:36; 14:62; Luke 20:42–44; 22:69; Col 3:1; Heb 
1: 13). Paul may be merely alluding to this psalm because he is using a Christo-
logical tradition in which Ps 110:1 and Ps 8:7 together had already been applied to
Christ’s resurrection. Note esp. Eph 1:20–23, where Ps 110:1 is used again in con-
junction with arch≤, exousia, dynamis, and kyriot≤s, “dominion, authority, power,
and lordship,” in a way very similar to v. 24 here (see de Boer, “Paul’s Use”).

26. The last enemy to be destroyed is death. Lit. “(as) the last enemy, death is de-
stroyed.” Thanatos is personified, as in Rom 5:14, 17; 6:9 (cf. Hos 13:14c; Jer 9:21;
Sir 14:12), but, as an “enemy,” it too will be done away with, as a sign that the res-
urrection life will prevail. It is “the last enemy,” because its destruction is related
to “the end” (v. 24), as the use of the pres. pass. of the same verb (katargeitai) re-
veals, which is also a divine passive (ZBG §236), because God will destroy death.
Thus the dominion of death that began with Adam (v. 22) comes to an end, and
“all will be brought to life” in Christ.

27. for he has put all things in subjection under his feet. Paul adds an explanatory
clause, as he shows how God the Father has subjected (aor. hypetaxen) “all
things” in the world to the risen Christ, and not to Death, even though personified
thanatos is the last masc. noun mentioned in the preceding clause, to which gen.
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autou might be thought to refer. The reason for this lack of clarity is that Paul is
quoting and adapting Ps 8:7, again without an introductory formula.

Psalm 8 is a hymn celebrating God’s glory manifest in creation and the dignity
of human beings to whom all creation has been made subject, an echo of Gen
1:26, 28. In the LXX, v. 7 reads, panta hypetaxas hypokat∑ t∑n pod∑n autou, “You
have subjected all things under his [the son of man’s] feet.” Paul slightly modifies
the quotation, while preserving its sense. Even in the LXX, “all things” (panta) oc-
cupies the emphatic first place, which suits Paul’s purpose as he adapts the words
to the risen Christ; pace Garland (1 Cor, 713), not to “to the Messiah.” “All things”
would include death, so that these allusions to the Psalms show that Christ will in-
deed be made to conquer death itself and make the resurrection possible. Psalm
8:7 is likewise associated with Ps 110:1 in Eph 1:20–22, a context in which similar
cosmic governing entities are also mentioned. Cf. Heb 1:13–2:8 (see Wallis, “Use
of Psalms 8 and 110,” but beware of his millennarian interpretation). Paul’s text
possibly means Christ by both “he” and “his,” but the more important idea is the
subjection of “all” to him, whether it be God or Christ who subjects. For Heil and
de Boer, “God” is the subject, but for Lambrecht, it is “Christ.”

When it says that “all things” have been subjected, it clearly means, apart from

him who subjected all things to him. I.e., apart from God the Father. Strictly speak-
ing, the subj. of eip≤ in the subordinate clause should be the same as the subj. of
hypetaxen at the beginning of the verse, “when God says . . . ,” whereas the fol-
lowing neut. d≤lon hoti has to be taken as “it clearly means that. . . .” Commenta-
tors, however, debate the possible subj. of eip≤: “It can be God, the biblical text, 
or even Christ” (Kremer, 1 Cor, 345); it is “Scripture” (Collins, 1 Cor, 554;
Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 274; Fee, 1 Cor, 758; Garland, 1 Cor, 713); it is “God”
(Heinrici, 1 Cor, 472; Heil). It is scarcely to be taken as God, because Paul
nowhere else ever speaks of God speaking in this way, when an OT passage is
quoted or alluded to. Actually, the verb is used impersonally, as ph≤sin is in 6:16;
see also tí legei, “What does it say?” (Rom 10:8; cf. Gal 3:16; 2 Cor 6:2). That is fol-
lowed logically by the neut. d≤lon hoti. “it (is) clear that. . . .”

28. When all things are subjected to him, then the Son himself will [also] be

made subject to him who subjected all things to him. Recall 1:9, where Paul speaks
of Christians called by God “into companionship with his Son, Jesus Christ our
Lord.” Now he affirms the role that Christ presently plays in human history, as an
agent exercising God’s sovereignty, as long as it lasts. Once “all things are sub-
jected to him,” i.e., once all his enemies are subdued, human history comes to an
end (15:24). Then as Son, Christ “will be made subject” (hypotag≤setai), i.e., will
hand over all authority (“the kingdom”) to the Father, “who has put all things
under his feet” (v. 27), because Christ’s regnal and salvific role will be at an end.
Richards (“Hypotag≤setai”) would rather translate the verb as mid., “the Son will
also subject himself.” Can the fut. pass. tolerate a middle meaning? Zerwick
(GAGNT, 2:529) thinks it can; also BDF §76.1. This verse, introduced by hotan

(as in vv. 24b,c, 27b), is again related to “the end” (v. 24a). Some important mss

(B, D*, F, G, 0243, 33, 1739) omit kai, “also,” modifying “the Son himself”;
hence the square brackets.
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This is the only place in the Pauline corpus where the apostle uses the absolute
expression, “the Son,” of the risen Christ, and thus it is as close as Paul ever comes
to an assertion of the intrinsic relationship of the Son to the Father. Implicitly it is
playing on the mutual relation of “son” and “father” that every human being in-
stinctively knows; but it is also one of the NT springboards for the relation of two
persons of the Trinity in later Christian theology. These verses also played a role
in the later theological problem of Subordinationism (see ODCC, 1552–53).

so that God may be all in all. Paul ends these five verses (24–28) with a purpose
clause that affirms that God (the Father, 15:24) will be the goal or final cause of
everything. In “the end,” God will reign supreme over “all things” (neut. [ta]

panta), for all will be subordinate to him. The dat. pl. pasin is likewise neut., com-
prehending both persons and things. All will be ordered by God to himself 
directly, with no further need of mediation, not even of the “kingdom” or the
“reign” of Christ (vv. 24, 25). “This is to be understood in terms of Rom.
[11:36] . . . ‘soteriologically, not metaphysically’. . . . It is not the absorption of
Christ and mankind, with consequent loss of distinct being, into God; but rather
the unchallenged reign of God alone, in his pure goodness” (Barrett, 1 Cor, 361).
Hence anyone who would deny the resurrection of the dead would, in effect, be
denying God’s power over the dead and his reign over everything.

In Col 3:11 and Eph 1:23 the phrase ta panta en pasin is predicated of Christ,
but in an entirely different sense (related to the church).
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36 c. Ad hominem Arguments for the 

Resurrection of the Dead (15:29–34)
15:29Otherwise what will people do who undergo baptism on behalf of the dead? If
the dead are not raised at all, why then are people baptized on their behalf? 30As
for us, why do we endanger ourselves at every hour? 31Day after day I face death—
as surely as is the boast over you, [brothers], that I have in Christ Jesus our Lord.
32 If, humanly speaking, I fought with wild beasts at Ephesus, what did I gain? If
the dead are not raised, “Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die.” 33Do not be led
astray. “Bad company corrupts good habits.” 34Become sober as you ought, and
sin no more. For some have no knowledge of God, and I say this to your shame.

COMMENT

Paul passes on abruptly to another stage in his argument against the Corinthian
Christian skeptics. Having reaffirmed, like a prophet of old, the resurrection of
Christ as the firstfruits from the dead in vv. 20–28, he returns to a continuation of
his logical arguments presented in vv. 12–19 above. Paul now argues from experi-
ence, first from what he has learned and then from his personal troubles. He be-
gins abruptly by referring to a practice of Corinthian Christians that he has heard
about, the reception of baptism on behalf of the dead. Using diatribe-like style,
Paul asks his imaginary Corinthian interlocutor three questions, the first two
about that Corinthian practice, and the third about the implication of no resur-
rection of the dead for his own ministry and his personal experience, when he
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once came close to death. He concludes further, If the dead are not raised, why
not follow Isaiah’s advice (Isa 22:13) and make the most out of life? Yet all of these
considerations have further implications, for they entail Corinthian misconduct
and even ignorance of God. So run Paul’s ad hominem arguments in this stage of
his reaction to the denial of the resurrection of the dead.

The major problem in this passage is the interpretation of hoi baptizomenoi

hyper t∑n nekr∑n, “those who undergo baptism on behalf of the dead,” or “in place
of the dead” in v. 29. The Corinthian practice to which Paul is alluding is men-
tioned only here, and not with sufficient clarity to understand precisely what 
the nature of the practice was. Consequently, the number of explanations of 
vv. 29–30 that have been proposed are legion (see English, “Mediated”; Foschini,
“Those Who Are Baptized”; Rissi, Die Taufe für die Toten). DeMaris has done
well to situate the problem in what is known from archaeology and ancient an-
thropology about concern for the dead and the passage from life to death among
contemporary Greeks and Romans, especially at Isthmia and in Corinthia as the
centers where the cults of Palaimon and Demeter developed (“Corinthian Reli-
gion”). Such a concern about the afterlife and the underworld among Corin-
thians might explain why Christians who lived there developed their own practice
of showing concern for the dead, whatever explanation is found best suited for
“baptism on behalf of the dead” (see also DeMaris, “Demeter in Roman Cor-
inth”; “Funerals and Baptisms”). Recall too Paul’s discussion of baptism related 
to burial in Rom 6:3–4. Marmorstein also relates to this passage the episode in 
2 Macc 12:39–45, where Judas Maccabee provides an expiatory sacrifice in Jeru-
salem for those slain “inasmuch as he had the resurrection of the dead in view”
(“Paulus und die Rabbinen,” 278).

The most commonly proposed explanations of the Corinthian practice are the
following six, but each is proposed often with varying nuances by different inter-
preters:

1. Living Christians underwent vicarious or proxy baptism, i.e., water baptism
in the Christian rite on behalf of persons (e.g., relatives) who had died without
being baptized, so that those persons might be saved or gain access to the kingdom
of God. This explanation understands the words baptizomenoi, hyper (“on behalf
of” or “in place of”), and t∑n nekr∑n simply in their normal sense. Paul would be
mentioning this practice to show its discrepancy with the denial of the resurrec-
tion. This is the only attested instance of such a practice in NT times, and for that
reason the correctness of the interpretation is often questioned, to say nothing of
its superstitious character, and a practice that is hard to integrate into the theology
of baptism found elsewhere in Pauline writings.

However, some writers of the patristic period knew of it as a practice among
heretics: e.g., Tertullian, De resur. mortuorum 48.11: uicarium baptisma (CCLat
2.989); Adv. Marcionem 5.10.1–2 (as practiced by Marcionites; CCLat 1.692);
Epiphanius, Panarion 28.6.4 (practice of followers of Cerinthus; GCS 25.318);
John Chrysostom, Hom. in Ep. 1 ad Cor. 40.1 (PG 61.347). A form of it is in vogue
among Mormons (Church of Latter Day Saints of Jesus Christ).

This explanation is used by the majority of interpreters today: e.g., Barrett, K.
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Barth, Beasley-Murray, Collins, Conzelmann, DeMaris, Downey, Edwards, Fee,
Hays, Horsley, Hurd, Lietzmann, Orr-Walther, Rissi, Schrage, Senft, Taylor,
Tuckett, Wedderburn, J. Weiss, Wolff.

2. Christians were being baptized for (their) “dead or dying bodies,” “for those
about to die,” “for those in deadly peril” in order to obtain the resurrection.

So many Greek patristic writers, esp. Chrysostom, Hom in Ep. 1 ad Cor. 40.2
(PG 61.349); Tertullian, Erasmus; among modern interpreters, Garland, A. R.
Krauss, R. P. Martin, Oliver, Talbert, Thompson. Somewhat similarly: “for the
sake of their dying bodies,” because hyper t∑n nekr∑n refers not to masc. hoi nekroi

but to neut. ta nekra (s∑mata), i.e., in view of their own approaching death. So
O’Neill, Campbell.

3. Baptism was accepted “for the sake of the dead” or “because of the dead,” i.e.,
baptism accepted by a person who was previously well disposed to Christianity
and has been influenced by a Christian who advocated his or her conversion but
has died; so those baptized become Christians because of the dead believer’s in-
fluence in order to be united with him or her at the resurrection. So Findlay,
Howard, Jeremias, Raeder, Reaume, Robertson-Plummer, Schnackenburg, This-
elton.

4. Christian water baptism was done with a variety of nuances:

a. “on account of the dead,” i.e., for Paul and his fellow apostles, because the
larger context of the verse speaks of Paul as an apostle who continually
faces deadly danger (vv. 30–31). So White. In similar fashion, Heawood
would take “the dead” to mean Christ.

b. “Over (the graves of) the dead.” So M. Luther; Grosheide.
c. “For those dead in sin.” So Hofmann.

5. Baptism was understood figuratively: martyrdom, or baptism not of water,
but of blood, something like that of which Jesus speaks in Luke 12:50 or Mark
10:38, a “baptism” that faces him (= death). In that case, hyper t∑n nekr∑n would
mean “to be baptized, not as one is by water baptism in order to enter the church
of the living, but to enter that of the dead . . . by a communion with the dead”
(Godet, 1 Cor, 2. 386).

6. An entirely different explanation has been given by Murphy-O’Connor: hoi

baptizomenoi does not refer to baptism at all in “a sacramental sense,” as else-
where in Pauline writings, but is to be understood in the Hellenistic Greek sense
of baptiz∑, “immerse, go under, perish,” as in drowning (see Mark 10:38; Luke
12:50, as Godet noted; cf. TDNT, 1:529–46, esp. 530). This meaning is claimed
to suit better the context of 15:29, being related not only to the preceding passage,
which ends with the service of “the Son,” but also to the labor and struggles of
Paul in God’s service (vv. 30–32a). T∑n nekr∑n is understood metaphorically, as
referring to those who are “dead” to spiritual truths, whereas nekroi in the second
question, modified by the immediately preceding adv. hol∑s, would mean “those
who are really dead.” The first question in v. 29 would not be Paul’s query, but a
slogan, “a contemptuous gibe addressed to Paul and his co-workers” by pneu-
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matikoi at Corinth who deny the resurrection, as they comment on his (and their)
labors among the dead psychikoi who do not understand what he has been trying
to preach. The second question is Paul’s own reformulation of the gibe. Murphy-
O’Connor’s translation of v. 29: “Why are they destroying themselves on account
of those dead (to higher spiritual truths)? If those who are really dead are not
raised, why are they being destroyed on their account?” His explanation of the sit-
uation: The “spirit-people” at Corinth—those who denied the resurrection [v. 12,
alluding to pneumatikoi of 2:6–16]—had mocked Paul for the effort he expended
on those whom they considered merely “soul-people” [psychikoi of 2:6–16, dead
to true Wisdom]. “By radicalizing the gibe in the second question, Paul draws at-
tention to the implications of such effort. He would not be working himself to
death, were he not absolutely convinced that the dead would be raised” (NJBC,

813; see also his “ ‘Baptized for the Dead’ ”).
Problem: Can the verb baptiz∑ really tolerate the meaning “destroy”? Why

should hoi baptizomenoi be plural if it is part of a Corinthian slogan referring 
to Paul? To invoke “co-workers” is gratuitous; there is nothing in the text to sug-
gest it.

Although Kistemaker (1 Cor, 558) assumes “that Paul vigorously denounced
such actions,” many commentators note that, whatever the practice meant, Paul
does not approve of it or criticize it. Rather he makes use of it only to score a point
in his argument, to show that Corinthian practice itself argues that the dead in-
deed can be raised (e.g., Oepke, TDNT, 1:542; Schrage, 1 Cor, 239–40; Senft, 
1 Cor, 202). If there were no resurrection of the dead, then such baptism would be
meaningless (see English, “Mediated”).

NOTES

15:29. Otherwise what will people do who undergo baptism on behalf of the dead?

Lit. “since (then) what will they do, those being baptized [or those having them-
selves baptized] . . . ?” Paul begins with two rhetorical questions. The conj. epei is
being used elliptically, “since in that case,” as in 5:10; 7:14; 14:16; Rom 3:6; 11:6,
22 (BDAG, 360). One has to understand a protasis: “If there is no resurrection of
the dead” (15:12b). The fut. tí poi≤sousin asks a generic logical question: what is
the sense or value of their action? What will they achieve by it? Compare the sim-
ilar questions about pointless further activity in LXX Jer 4:30; Hos 9:5; 1 Cor
15:32b.

Hoi baptizomenoi (preferably pass.) normally refers to the Christian rite of ini-
tiatory washing with water instituted after Jesus’ death (Matt 28:19), by which a
person is incorporated into the one body of Christian believers (Rom 6:3b; 1 Cor
12:13; see Note on 1:14); it identified the one baptized with the death of Christ
and implied a renunciation of sin; its purpose was “the forgiveness of sins” (Acts
2:38). Figurative or other meanings, however, have been given in this instance to
the ptc. because of the following prep. phrase (see Comment above). The expla-
nation of vicarious or proxy baptism remains the most plausible, even though its
meaning is not fully clear.
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The prep. phrase hyper t∑n nekr∑n is difficult to interpret. The phrase can
mean, “in place of the dead,” i.e., proxy baptism for friends or relatives who had
died unbaptized (BDAG, 1031). This explanation of the problematic phrase is
probably the best, but one cannot rule out completely other meanings, e.g., a
causal sense (White, “Baptized on Account of the Dead” [even though the rest of
his explanation that “the dead” are the “apostles” is far-fetched]; see also Patrick,
“Living Rewards”). Equally far-fetched is the interpretation sometimes suggested
that one should simply punctuate the verse differently, by putting a question mark
after baptizomenoi, a full stop after egeirontai, and another question mark after
hyper aut∑n: “Otherwise what will people do who undergo baptism? (Something)
for the dead (bodies), if the dead are not raised at all. Why then are people bap-
tized for them?” (see Badcock, “Baptism”; Thompson, “I Corinthians 15,29”).
That translation is hardly comprehensible.

If the dead are not raised at all, why then are people baptized on their behalf?

This further question repeats the sense of the former, but it contains the adv.
hol∑s, which queries any form of denial of the resurrection. The adv., however,
stands immediately before substantivized nekroi, but it is understood by many
commentators to modify the neg. verb ouk egeirontai, as in the lemma, but its po-
sition has been taken by others as a sign that such a translation is wrong (see
O’Neill, “1 Corinthians 1529”; Murphy-O’Connor [see Comment above]). In 5:1;
6:7 hol∑s is set immediately before the word it modifies; also in Josephus, J.W.

4.6.1 §364; 5.5.5 §219; Ant. 2.16.3 §344.
30. As for us, why do we endanger ourselves at every hour? In this third question,

Paul turns to the implication that the denial of the resurrection of the dead would
have for himself or other Christians like him. If Paul is using the editorial “we,”
then it would refer to his personal ministry, as described in 2 Cor 11:23–27; but he
could also be including other Christians who have also been living their lives in
expectation of a future resurrection. The denial of it would make not only Paul’s
life and ministry absurd, but even the life and conduct of all Christians, who do
not undergo such vicarious baptism for the dead, but who incur risk simply by
being Christians.

31. Day after day I face death—as surely as is the boast over you, [brothers], that

I have in Christ Jesus our Lord. Paul now switches to the 1st pers. sing., in order to
underline the jeopardy in which his own ministry has been putting him, i.e., per-
ils that come to him from without, such as he mentions in 2 Cor 1:8–10; 11:23d,
28: afflictions that he experienced in Asia, the province of which Ephesus is the
capital, from which he writes this letter to the Christians of Roman Corinth.

To such an admission, Paul adds an oath, introduced by the Classical Greek as-
severative particle n≤, which is found only here in the NT, but occasionally in the
LXX (Gen 42:15, 16) and which governs the accus. (BDF §149). He thereby as-
sures Corinthian Christians that they are his pride, when his relation to Christ and
to them is considered, because they are the fruit of his evangelization among
them (see Deer, “Whose Pride”). The poss. adj. in t≤n hymeteran kauch≤sin has 
to be understood as the equivalent of an obj. gen., “my boast over you” (BDF
§285.1), as Murphy-O’Connor has rightly argued (“Interpolations,” 93), against
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MacDonald’s suggestion to take h≤n ech∑ en Christ∑ I≤sou t∑ kyri∑ h≤m∑n as an 
interpolation (“Conjectural Emendation,” 270–72). In many mss (P46, D, F, G,
¥, 075, 0243, 1739, 1881, and the Koine text-tradition) adelphoi is omitted, but it
appears in many equally important (±, A, B, K, P, 33, 81, 104, 365, 1175, etc.) and
is expected in such an asseveration (see Metzger, TCGNT, 501). MacDonald
would have us believe that the final rel. clause of the verse is a scribal addition
added to harmonize this text with 2 Tim 4:17, where “Paul” boasts of being res-
cued “from the lion’s mouth.”

32. If, humanly speaking, I fought with wild beasts at Ephesus, what did I gain?

Lit. “what to me the gain?” It is not easy to say whether this is a past simple condi-
tion, because the apodosis is expressed elliptically (without a verb). It could also
be taken as a contrary-to-fact condition, with the particle an missing in the ellipse
(see BDF §360.1), “if I had fought with wild beasts, what would I have gained?” Its
force, then, would not be as strong in Paul’s argument; so it is better taken as a past
factual statement, even though one cannot determine today to what Paul is allud-
ing. He uses kata anthr∑pon again (see 3:3; 9:8; cf. Gal 1:11; 3:15; Rom 3:5), in
emphatic position, to stress the hypothetical consideration he is proposing: why
should he as a human being have faced such danger, if there were not the motiva-
tion that the resurrection of the dead promises?

Strikingly, Paul says this in a letter that he is writing to Corinthian Christians
from the city of Ephesus itself (16:8), where this event is said to have happened. So
it refers to an experience he had in this city prior to the writing of this letter. His ar-
gument is that he has not undergone all of this just for a trifling goal in this life, but
because of his own belief in the resurrection of the dead.

He uses the verb th≤riomache∑, “fight with wild beasts,” but in what sense, lit-
eral or figurative, as he refers to some harrowing opposition that faced him in Eph-
esus? He alludes to it again in 2 Cor 1:8–10, where he admits that he despaired of
life itself, but the details of which he does not recount (not even in 2 Cor 6:5 or
11:23–29). As a result, commentators are divided. Some insist on the literal sense
(J. Weiss, Bowen), but the majority of interpreters take it in a figurative sense: e.g.,
Coffin “The Meaning,” 175 (“contending with beasts in human form” [cf. kata in
Eph 4:24; Phil 3:2]). Osborne (“Paul,” 229–30) cites a parallel in QL, where
1QpHab 12:4–5 comments on the “beasts” of Hab 2:17 and explains them as 
“the simple folk of Judah, those who observe the Law.” It thus gives a similar figu-
rative meaning of “people” to hbhmwt, “the beasts,” of Habakkuk. Malherbe
(“The Beasts”) cites many similar instances of figurative usage in the moralistic lit-
erature of the Greeks, especially the Cynic-Stoic tradition. Cf. Ignatius, Rom. 5.1,
where the figurative meaning is clear.

The riot at Ephesus, described by Luke in Acts 19:21–41, may have had some-
thing to do with the experience of which Paul speaks here, but that description
does not involve so much danger for Paul as his words now imply. So the account
in Acts could refer to some other experience. A number of NT interpreters think
that some of the Pauline captivity letters (Phil 1:7, 14, 17; Phlm 1) may have been
composed during an Ephesian imprisonment of Paul, and they appeal to this pas-
sage and that in 2 Corinthians 1 as referring to it.

582 C O M M E N TA R Y A N D  N O T E S



If the dead are not raised, “Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die.” This is the
crucial philosophical argument for Paul, no matter how the denial of the Corin-
thian skeptics was formulated. If it at least implies that the dead will not be raised,
then one should forget about an afterlife. The only logical conclusion is that for-
mulated centuries before by the prophet Isaiah (22:13b). In the LXX it runs,
phag∑men kai pi∑men, aurion gar apothn≤skomen, which Paul quotes verbatim
and which translates well the Hebrew infins. absol. of the MT. In the oracle of Isa-
iah, however, the words were part of a warning to Jerusalem about coming de-
struction, to which the inhabitants were reluctant to give credence, a reaction that
would rebound against them. Paul cites the words and accommodates them to
stress the consequences of a negligent dismissal of the future resurrection of the
dead. No article is used with nekroi, “(the) dead,” because the concept, not the
collectivity, is being discussed (BDF §254.2).

For similar sayings, see Luke 12:19; Isa 56:12; Wis 2:5–6; Anthol. Graec.

11.56.1–2 (pine kai euphrainou, tí gar aurion ≤ tí to mellon, oudeis gn∑skei, “Drink
and enjoy yourself! What tomorrow and the future [will bring] no one knows”).

33. Do not be led astray. Paul repeats advice that he gave in 6:9b, even though
the context is quite different; it also appeared in Gal 6:7. Cf. Jas 1:16; Luke 21:8.
He realizes that the skepticism of some Corinthian Christians about the resurrec-
tion of the dead might be entailing other inadmissible attitudes or conduct. So he
ends his logical argumentation with generic hortatory remarks. Compare 3:18.

“Bad company corrupts good habits.” Paul adds a popular proverb, which was
apparently first coined by Menander (342–290 b.c.) in Thais, frg. 218 (LCL,
Menander, 1.356: phtheirousin ≤th≤ chr≤sth’ homiliai kakai). In the proverb, the
noun homiliai is used in its basic meaning, “associations, social groupings”: hence
homiliai kakai, “bad associations.” From that sense it developed also the meaning
of “conversations,” viz., that in which a group or association usually engages. Paul
adds this proverb, drawn from the Greek culture in which Christians of Roman
Corinth lived, in order to warn them to be careful about the influence of that cul-
ture on their mode of life, and especially about their thinking (see also Philostra-
tus, Vitae Sophistarum 501, for a similar view, but not in proverbial form [Lee,
“Philostratus”]).

34. Become sober as you ought, and sin no more. Lit. “become sober uprightly.”
The first aor. impv. may counsel care in drinking, such as v. 32c might inspire; but
it obviously assumes a wider figurative sense in such a generic exhortation: “come
to a sober and right mind” (NRSV), in which it is followed by a pres. impv. about
not continuing to live in sin. Cf. Eph 4:26. Kent (“A Fresh Look”) rightly inter-
prets this as a Pauline plea for holiness to counteract Corinthian ignorance and
neglect of God; he is insisting on moral and doctrinal purity.

For some have no knowledge of God. Paul again speaks of “some,” as he did in 
v. 12b, when he introduced the topic of the denial of the future resurrection of the
dead. Perhaps he is implying that these same Corinthians have no proper sense of
God. He uses the phrase agn∑sia theou (lit. “ignorance of God”), which appears in
the opening verse of the famous passage on pagan idolatry in Wisdom 13, a pas-
sage to which Paul alludes in Rom 1:18–32. Cf. 1 Thess 4:5; 1 Pet 2:15; esp. Acts
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26:8, “Why is it considered so unbelievable among you that God should raise the
dead?” This Lucan formulation expresses well the sense of Paul’s criticism.

and I say this to your shame. Paul repeats a sentiment that he expressed earlier
(6:5), now in a matter of greater shame because it is related to a fundamental
knowledge of God and his power (see Rom 1:20, “his eternal power and divinity,”
which those without the gospel fail to recognize).
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C. HOW WILL THE RESURRECTION OF
THE DEAD TAKE PLACE? (15:35–49)

37 a. Analogies of Seeds, 

Bodies, and Splendor (15:35–41)
15:35But someone will say, “How are the dead raised? With what kind of a body
will they come?” 36Fool! What you sow is not brought to life unless it dies. 37And
what you sow is not the body that will come to be, but a bare kernel, perhaps of
wheat or of something else. 38God gives it a body as he has chosen, and to each
kind of seed its own body. 39For all flesh is not the same; there is one kind for
human beings, another for animals, another for birds, and another for fish.
40There are both heavenly bodies and earthly bodies; the splendor of the heavenly
bodies is one thing; that of the earthly is another. 41There is one splendor for the
sun, another for the moon, and still another for the stars. For star differs from star
in splendor.

COMMENT

Paul now comes to the crucial questions in the matter of the denial of the resur-
rection of the dead. Up to this point in chap. 15, he has not mentioned “body,”
and it appears here for the first time. To appreciate the flow of the argument in
this chapter, it is important to recall that in vv. 1–11, where Paul quoted the
preached gospel and used the kerygmatic fragment in vv. 3b–5a, the crucial words
were Christos . . . eg≤gertai, “Christ was raised.” In that first pericope there was no
mention of either “from the dead” or “body.” Then in v. 12, when he took up the
issue of the denial of the resurrection of the dead, he spoke of Christ having been
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raised ek nekr∑n, “from the dead,” because he argued to deny the resurrection of
the dead would be to deny Christ’s resurrection from the dead. That was his first
addition to the kerygmatic proclamation. In vv. 12–19 and again in vv. 29–34, his
argument about the denial was conducted mostly on logical premises and with 
ad hominem arguments. In vv. 20–28, however, he reaffirmed the kerygmatic
proclamation about the resurrection of Christ, but with a further addition: 
Christos eg≤gertai ek nekr∑n aparch≤ t∑n kekoim≤men∑n, “Christ has been raised
from the dead as the firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep.” Yet, not even in
that typological and apocalyptic discussion, where “as the firstfruits of those who
have fallen asleep” has been added, is there any mention of a bodily resurrection.
Now in v. 35, s∑ma is introduced, and the issue of bodily resurrection is thus
broached.

Whereas in v. 12 Paul began the argument for the fact of the resurrection, now
in v. 36 he begins the argument about the mode of the resurrection of the dead.
The style of Paul’s argumentation changes, as he introduces an imaginary inter-
locutor in the diatribe-like style that he is employing. The two questions, with
which he begins in v. 35, may have been posed by the Corinthians who had come
to him (Stephanas, Fortunatus, Achaicus of 16:17), or, more likely they are simply
part of Paul’s diatribe-like rhetorical style (questions such as his imaginary inter-
locutor might ask). In handling the two questions that are thus posed, he treats the
second question first in vv. 36–49, and then the first question in vv. 50–57. Pace

Garland (1 Cor, 727) and Usami (“How Are,” 474), and others, Jeremias does not
err in arguing that Paul deals with two questions, even if one disagrees with Jere-
mias’s alleged chiastic structure; the two questions are indeed related, but they 
do not “ask the same thing.” So too judge Sider (“Pauline Conception”); Soards
(1 Cor, 342).

In vv. 36–41, Paul argues analogically about “the kind of body.” He employs
three analogies: comparing the body with seeds, different (earthly and heavenly)
bodies, and the difference of their splendor. In using such analogies, Paul has
given up the ad hominem arguments of vv. 29–34. The analogies do not prove the
resurrection of the dead, but they provide the first step of a plausible mode of un-
derstanding it, and they are drawn from ordinary everyday experience.

Morissette, following others, has found interesting parallels to this passage in
various rabbinic writings that discuss the resurrection of the dead (e.g., b. San-

hedrin 90b; Midrash Qoh. 1.10 [27b]; Pirqe de-R. Eliezer 33 [17c]), and speaks of
Paul “touching up the rabbinic matter with essential elements of christology”
(“La condition,” 211; cf. 224–27). Not only are the parallels far-fetched, but they
are drawn from writings that date from the sixth, eighth, and eighth/ninth Chris-
tian centuries; it is hardly likely that Paul is touching up what he undoubtedly did
not know. This has been duly recognized also by Asher (“Speiretai,” 107). Nor is it
likely that “this Jewish way of arguing is surely very old and can be traced back to
the time of the NT,” pace Usami (“ ‘How Are,’ ” 476). Where does one find the ev-
idence of it in NT times?
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NOTES

15:35. But someone will say, “How are the dead raised? With what kind of a body

will they come?” Lit. “do they come,” the verb is pres. The conj. alla, “but,” marks
the beginning of a new form of argument, and the fut. erei, “will say,” a Koine
Greek substitute for the Classical potential opt., formulates a likely objection
(BDF §385.1). The “someone” might be one of the “some” of v. 12b. The inter-
rogative adv. p∑s, “how,” introduces the first question and stands in contrast to the
affirmative conj. hoti of v. 12 above, which introduced arguments for the fact of
the resurrection of the dead. Now the first question asks about its mode. The sec-
ond question, which introduces the term s∑ma, bolsters the first, seeking with
irony, or perhaps satire, an explanation about the kind of a body that will be in-
volved. Here Paul uses for “the dead” the arthrous form hoi nekroi, by which he
means deceased Christians, as in vv. 42, 52; this differs from the anarthrous form
used earlier for the dead in general (see Note on 15:12) .

The simple verb erchontai can be understood as meaning either “come back”
or “come on the scene.” See Syr. Apoc. Baruch 49.2–3 for a similar question about
the body in a Jewish writing (usually dated a.d. 101–5): “In what form will those
live in your day, and what will they look like thereafter? Will they then take up
their present form. . . ?” An answer, different from Paul’s, is given to that question.

On s∑ma, see Note on 6:14. It is here that the famous explanation of “body” as
“self” or as “a being who has a relationship to himself,” either appropriate or per-
verted, given by Bultmann (TNT, 1:195), breaks down. In fact, he even goes so far
as to say that Paul’s use of s∑ma in this passage shows that his “capacity for abstract
thinking is not a developed one.” For Paul “does not distinguish terminologically
between soma in the basic sense of that which characterizes human existence and
soma as the phenomenon of the material body” (ibid., 198). Therefore,

he connects the idea of somatic existence in the eschatological consummation
with a mythological teaching on the resurrection (I Cor. 15). In it soma must
appear somehow or other as a thing of material substance, or as the ‘form’ of
such a thing. And since the substance of the resurrection-body cannot be flesh
and blood’ (I Cor. 15:50), the unfortunate consequence is that pneuma must be
conceived as a substance of which that soma consists (ibid.).

In other words, Bultmann’s explanation of s∑ma again proves to be inadequate, as
Gundry has argued (Soma, 164–69); cf. Usami (“ ‘How Are,’ ” 471–72). This is es-
pecially so, because the second question is formulated as a Corinthian would ask
it, coming from a Greco-Roman world, where the dichotomy of body and soul
would be a common way of thinking. Moreover, Paul’s answer in vv. 37–41 is
given with s∑ma understood as what Bultmann disparagingly calls “form” above.
The same disagreement has to be expressed about the meaning of s∑ma given by
Morissette, “L’Expression s∑ma.”

36. Fool! What you sow is not brought to life unless it dies. This is the beginning
of Paul’s answer to the second question of v. 35 about the body, and it will con-
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tinue until v. 49. In order to answer the ironic question, he begins vehemently
with an expletive, aphr∑n, “Fool!” and with the pron. sy, “you” (sing.), placed em-
phatically outside the rel. clause, which follows (BDF §475.1), and in which it re-
ally belongs, as if to say, “You fool!” (Perhaps too it is added in contrast to God in
v. 38 [so Asher, Usami].) It is intended to call attention to what one should already
know from experience or from the simple observation of nature. In using the ex-
pletive, Paul rhetorically puts the skeptic in his place, even before he has offered
any reasons for what he is maintaining. The expletive echoes OT sayings such as
Ps 14:1 (“the fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God’ ”), and Paul himself uses the
term of those who have failed to recognize and honor God in Rom 1:21–22.

Paul now adds the first of three analogies that he will develop in this passage.
Asher (“Speiretai,” 107–8) claims that this verse is not an analogy of “the resurrec-
tion of the dead,” but rather an illustration of “the creative power of God.” That it
indeed illustrates that power has to be admitted, but it is still an analogy of the res-
urrection of the dead, because Paul says “what you sow is not brought to life unless
it dies.” Older commentators may have stressed too much the comparison of sow-
ing with burial, or even with predeath existence, and neglected the aspect that
Asher argues for, viz., the creative power of God; but even admitting that, one has
to realize that it is still an analogy of the resurrection of the dead. Paul stresses that
death must precede resurrection, because the Corinthian denial involves anasta-

sis nekr∑n.
The explanation is given with an ancient understanding of what happens in the

biological process when a seed becomes a plant or tree (recall Mark 4:27c, about
the sower who knows not how the seed grows). The life of the seed does not end;
otherwise it could not pass on its life. A seed, however, must cease to be seed in
order to become a new living organism; in that sense, it “dies.” An acorn must dis-
solve and cease to be an acorn, before the oak “is brought to life” (z∑opoieitai, a di-
vine passive) from it. This Paul explains in the next verse.

37. And what you sow is not the body that will come to be, but a bare kernel, per-

haps of wheat or of something else. As in 14:10, Paul writes ei tychoi, idiomatically
meaning “perhaps” (see Note there; cf. BDF §385.2). The adj. gymnon, “bare,”
may suit better the human being to whom the seed is compared, but one must re-
member that before farmers sow grains, they often have to strip them of a natural
covering, the sheath that grew about the grain and protected it from the elements,
so that its bare kernel might more easily dissolve and become the new organism.
Yet not even the bare kernel (the acorn) is identical with the organism to come
(the oak); there has to be some kind of change or transformation despite the same-
ness or continuity of life that persists. Both here and in the following verse, Paul
uses s∑ma of plants or trees, and the earthly human body is compared to a “bare
kernel,” all of which are kinds of matter, despite their form. Usami rightly notes
that Paul uses no term that even hints at “the separation of a ‘pneuma’ or an ‘im-
mortal soul’ from a decomposing body” (“ ‘How Are,’ ” 481).

Compare the ancient way Jesus puts it in the later Johannine Gospel 12:24:
“Unless a grain of wheat falls into the earth and dies, it remains alone; but if it dies,
it bears much fruit”; and the fuller description given in 1 Clem. 24.5, which
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speaks too of the “bare” kernel. Note the different usage of “bare” and “robed”
body in the eighth-century rabbinic text, Pirqe de Rabbi Eliezer 33 (17c).

38. God gives it a body as he has chosen, and to each kind of seed its own body. It
is God, not the kernel sowed or the farmer who sows it, who supplies the form of
the new organism, its “body” (s∑ma). For the creator God has determined what
sort of body should come from each seed in the generation of life. Paul is indi-
rectly alluding to the creation account of Gen 1:11–12: “. . . fruit trees bearing
fruit, in which is their seed, each according to its kind.” No matter how many
seeds there are or how often they may resemble each other, each one in ceasing 
to be a seed becomes a definite “body” of its own species. The identity or continu-
ity between the seed sowed and “the body that will come to be” (to s∑ma to

gen≤somenon) comes from the determination of the Creator. Note the tenses of
the verbs describing God’s activity: “gives” and continues to give (pres. did∑sin), as
he “has chosen,” i.e., has determined in creation (aor. ≤thel≤sen, as in 12:18, con-
trasted with the pres. of the Spirit’s activity in 12:11). Cf. Pss 115:3b (= LXX
113:11c); 135:6 (LXX 134:6), psalms that laud God’s power.

39. For all flesh is not the same. Paul now introduces another analogy and
brings into the discussion yet another term that will be important in his discus-
sion, and especially in the history of the interpretation of his arguments: sarx,

“flesh,” which now appears in a neutral, not dualistic, sense (Schrage, 1 Cor,
289), as in LXX Gen 7:21 (pasa sarx). What he says about it now, that sarx is not all
the same, will also prove to be true of s∑ma, “body,” and of doxa, “splendor, glory,
radiance.” The vv. 39–41c are formulated very carefully to bring out nine things
that are contrasted: all≤ men . . . all≤ de (three times), hetera men . . . hetera de,

all≤ . . . kai all≤ . . . kai all≤, all without a verb (BDF §127.5). The otherness or dif-
ferences likewise come from God’s creative determination.

there is one kind for human beings, another for animals, another for birds, and

another for fish. In the terrestrial realm, Paul chooses examples of the diversity of
flesh, and they are given in a descending order of intricacy, which reverses the
order of creation in the account of the Priestly Document, Gen 1:20–27. (The
order in the Yahwist Document of Gen 2:7, 19–23 is different: man, animals,
birds, woman.)

40. There are both heavenly bodies and earthly bodies. Just as there is an other-
ness or diversity of sarx in the terrestrial realm, as v. 39b illustrates, so there is a di-
versity of s∑mata, heavenly and earthly, when the terrestrial and celestial realms
are compared. What Paul means by earthly bodies is clear (of humans [v. 35], of
plants [vv. 37–38]), but what he might have meant by the heavenly bodies (s∑mata

epourania), is perhaps less so, as the history of exegesis, especially in the patristic
and medieval periods, shows. However, “Paul is appealing to the Corinthians’ ex-
perience of nature, to the things which they see day by day” (Robertson-Plummer,
1 Cor, 371), and, as the next verse explains, he is thinking about stars and planets.
In this sense, the word s∑ma appears in Ps.-Aristotle, De mundo 2.2 §391b (s∑mata

theia); Maximus of Tyre, Dialexeis 21.8b (di’ ouranou kai t∑n en aut∑ s∑mat∑n,

“through the heaven and the bodies in it”). In Jewish literature, stars were often
considered to be animate (1 Enoch 18.13–16; 21.3–6; Philo, De plant. 3 §12 [z∑a
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noera]). As God gave different bodies to plants, animals, etc. (v. 38), so too he has
given differences to heavenly bodies.

the splendor of the heavenly bodies is one thing; that of the earthly is another.

The point of Paul’s third comparison is the relative doxa, “splendor, glory, radi-
ance,” of the different kinds of bodies, whether terrestrial or celestial, and the
word doxa is employed in its normal, nonmetaphorical, sense. The difference in
splendor is again owing to God’s creative determination.

41. There is one splendor for the sun, another for the moon, and still another 

for the stars. For star differs from star in splendor. Paul makes this observation not
only from experience, but also as an appeal to common knowledge: the diverse
beauty of the heavenly bodies, their light and their heat, is known to all. See Sir
43:1–10 for a detailed description of them, which even calls them horama dox≤s,

“a spectacle of splendor.” Paul’s point is that God, who created bodies of such
known and recognized diverse splendor, has also made human bodies of present
and future existence, which may be quite diverse and beyond our present com-
prehension. He thereby implies that the risen human body will be quite different
from the known earthly body, i.e., not just a reanimated corpse. Finally in v. 41d,
Paul introduces a verb (diapherei, “differs”), after the verbless contrasts of vv.
39–41c.
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38 b. Application of 

the Analogies (15:42–49)
15:42So too it is at the resurrection of the dead. What is sown is perishable; what is
raised is imperishable. 43 It is sown in dishonor; it is raised in splendor. It is sown in
weakness; it is raised in power. 44An animated body is sown, a spiritual body is
raised. If there is an animated body, there is also a spiritual body. 45Thus it also
stands written: The first man, Adam, became a living being; the last Adam, a life-
giving Spirit. 46But the spiritual was not first; rather, the animated was, and there-
after the spiritual. 47The first man was from the earth, earthly; the second man,
from heaven. 48As was the earthly one, so too are all the earthly; and as is the heav-
enly one, so too are all the heavenly. 49 Just as we have borne the image of the
earthly one, so too shall we bear the image of the heavenly one.

COMMENT

Having drawn various analogies about the diversity of seeds and bodies in 
vv. 36–41, Paul now proceeds to apply the implications of such instruction to 
the resurrection of deceased Christians and to give an apocalyptic answer to the
second question of v. 35, “With what kind of a body will they come?” His defini-
tive answer is given in v. 44a of this pericope, “a spiritual body is raised,” and in 
v. 44b he argues a minori ad maius. It is, however, presented in a fuller form as 
he mentions three further qualities of that body: imperishable, robed in splen-
dor, and powerful. Thus, in a series of parallel couplets (vv. 42b–44a), four quali-
ties of the risen body are presented as the opposite of four qualities of the earthly
human body. Four antitheses are expressed by the divine passive verbs, speiretai—

egeiretai: whereas the present human body is perishable, without honor, weak,
and animated (psychikon), the human body of the resurrection will be imperish-
able, radiant, powerful, and spiritual (pneumatikon).

To that description, Paul, in quoting Scripture (Gen 2:7), adds a comparison of
the creation of the first man, Adam, with “the last Adam,” or the Adam of the es-
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chaton, the risen Christ, and then of them as the “earthly” man and the “heav-
enly” man (vv. 45–49). “The resurrection, like the original creation of Adam, is a
creative act of God” (Asher, “Speiretai,” 105). Moreover, the eschatological as-
pect is introduced in vv. 44b–49, because s∑ma psychikon and s∑ma pneumatikon

contrast not only times (pr∑tos and eschatos), but also the terrestrial and the celes-
tial.

Is Paul’s comparison of Adam and Christ worked out in terms of Philo’s inter-
pretation of the creation of two types of human beings, one “earthly” (g≤inos), the
other “heavenly” (ouranios or no≤tos, as∑matos, aphthartos), according to the two
accounts of creation in Genesis chaps. 1 and 2? See Philo, Legum allegoriae 1.12
§§31–32; De opificio mundi 46–47 §§134–38; Quaest. in Gen. 1.4. There are cer-
tain similarities, at times the same or very similar wording (Adam as ho pr∑tos

anthr∑pos ho g≤gen≤s), but there is no way of being certain that Paul is actually
using or alluding to such Philonic teaching, because the vast majority of the vo-
cabulary is quite different. Hultgren (“The Origin,” 344–57) has shown that Paul
is not reversing Philo or combating Hellenistic Jewish anthropology, but is deriv-
ing his two Adams simply from his interpretation of Gen 2:7.

The same has to be said about Paul’s reference to Adam and the role of Adam in
the Apocalypse of Moses (part of The Life of Adam and Eve [see AOT, 147–67]).
There the emphasis is on the sin of Adam and its effect on all who are descended
from him, even though God promises (§28.4) to raise him up, grant him to eat of
the Tree of Life, and let him become “immortal for evermore.” That there is some
similarity with Paul’s treatment of “the first man, Adam” is clear, but the parallel
with “the last Adam” is completely overdrawn. Hence one cannot say with Sharpe
that “in the Apoc. Mos. the sinful Adam and the exalted Adam function theologi-
cally in a manner similar to the function of the First Adam and the Second Adam
used by St. Paul to contrast Christ the redeemer with Adam the sinner” (“The
Second Adam,” 35). The “exalted Adam” is hard to find and is not said to be “life-
giving”!

Again, one should beware of the exaggerated interpretation of vv. 45–46 given
by Davies, who tried to show that later rabbinic teaching already had the idea of
all humanity united in Adam, supposedly based on m. Sanh. 4.5 (cf. Black, “The
Pauline Doctrine of the Second Adam”). Even Hultgren’s attempt to derive Paul’s
“two Adams” doctrine from Palestinian Judaism founders because his evidence 
is taken from late rabbinic writings such as: (1) the midrash on Gen 2:7 in Gen.

Rab. 14.2–5; (2) the midrash on Gen 1:26 in Gen. Rab. 8.1; (3) Midrash Teh. on
Ps 139:5–6. Hultgren acknowledges the “quite late” date of these writings, and
says that it “is impossible to prove that Paul knew any such exegesis” (“The Ori-
gin,” 363); yet he blithely maintains that “these rabbinic parallels provide the clos-
est intellectual framework for Paul’s doctrine of the two Adams” (ibid., 366).
However, these would-be parallels are just that, parallels to Paul’s discussion here,
but there is simply no evidence of any real contact or of Pauline dependence on
them. The sooner they are forgotten, the better the interpretation may become.

Widmann, who earlier argued that 1 Cor 2:6–16, was an interpolated para-
graph, regards vv. 44b–48 likewise as an interpolation (“1 Kor 2,6–16,” 47–48). He
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notes the break in the argument that is found in v. 44 between part a and part b
(see the paragraphing in JB amd NAB). As in chap. 2, where the quotation in v. 9
comes from an apocryphal writing, he claims that the quotation in v. 45 is similar.
Moreover, the contrast expressed in v. 48, called “gnostic,” is said to be contra-
dicted in v. 49. However, Murphy-O’Connor (“Interpolations,” 94) has rightly
disposed of this interpretation, mainly because the quotation in v. 45 is simply a
reworking of the LXX of Gen 2:7 and not derived from an apocryphal writing, and
the alleged contradiction between vv. 48 and 49 comes merely from Widmann’s
mistranslation of the text.

The most important item in this Pauline passage is the notion of the “spiritual
body.” Just what is meant by that phrase has been discussed over the centuries,
ever since Paul first formulated it. In the patristic period the discussion was de-
voted to the resurrection of the flesh (with Jerome and Augustine), about which
Paul says nothing, even though the word “flesh” appears in v. 39 above. Yet that
idea dominated the discussion throughout the medieval period as well, as the
creeds and church documents up until the Second Council of Lyons (a.d. 1274)
reveal (DH §§2, 5, 10–30, 36, 41, 60, 63, 190, 540, 574, 684, 797, 854), even if on
occasion the original idea appeared as resurrectio mortuorum. The four qualities of
the risen body of which Paul spoke (vv. 42–44a) became the four dotes, “gifts” or
“qualities,” which dominated the discussion and church teaching thereafter.

In modern times a break with the traditional categories came with Bultmann in
his effort to demythologize the NT. His break was to abandon the patristic and
medieval notion of the four qualities (dotes) of the risen body and to speak of s∑ma

pneumatikon as a “Spirit-ruled soma.” Bultmann’s starting-point: For Paul, the
human self was not characterized by the Greek philosophical dichotomy of s∑ma

and psych≤, “body” and “soul.” Rather s∑ma denoted for him the human being as
visible, tangible. One does not have a body, but one is s∑ma, a way of saying “self”
(Phil 1:20; Rom 6:12–13). Sometimes Paul uses sarx as the equivalent of s∑ma

(1 Cor 6:16, quoting Gen 2:24; 2 Cor 4:10–11), but more frequently “flesh” de-
notes the human being as material, earthbound, and weak, the human creature
left to itself (1 Cor 1:29). Hence Paul would be speaking of “a life kata sarka (ac-
cording to the flesh) but never of a life kata s∑ma (according to the body)” (TNT,

1:201). Consequently, at the resurrection the s∑ma would not be reconstituted
flesh, but it would be transformed so that it would no longer be dominated by sarx,

but ruled by the Spirit. So the resurrection of the dead means the appearance of “a
Spirit-ruled s∑ma.”

Bultmann’s interpretation of the risen body met with both positive and negative
criticism. Those who followed him (sometimes with slightly differing nuances)
were M. Dahl, The Resurrection of the Body, 94 (the “body-spiritual,” or “a per-
sonality completely controlled and informed by the creative Spirit of God and
therefore beyond corruption”); Barrett, 1 Cor, 372–73 (a “new body, animated by
the Spirit of God, with which the same man will be clothed and equipped in the
age to come”); Murphy-O’Connor, NJBC, 813 (“the human body as adapted by
the Spirit of God for a completely different mode of existence”); Collins, 1 Cor,

567 (an “inspirited body,” or a body as “human insofar as he or she is energized by
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the Spirit of the living God [pneuma]”); Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 283 (“not simply a
body consisting of pneuma, but one determined by pneuma”).

J. A. T. Robinson (The Body) rejected the idea of any future physical resurrec-
tion, insisting rather that the resurrection of the body starts at baptism, when a
Christian becomes “one Spirit” (i.e., one spiritual body) with the Lord (1 Cor
6:17). Its ultimate destiny, by incorporation into the Body of Christ, is transforma-
tion from being a natural body to become a s∑ma pneumatikon (1 Cor 15:44). The
completion of this transformation must wait upon the day of the Parousia. Some-
what similarly, Ross (“Hold Water”).

Conservative reaction to Bultmann’s interpretation was inevitable, and inter-
preters such as Grosheide insisted on the notion of a fleshy resurrection, a resur-
rection of the body that is altered: “One and the same body is sown in one quality
and raised in another, but all the same it remains the same body” (1 Cor, 384–85).
Similarly, Schep: “The resurrection body will consist of glorified flesh” (The Na-

ture, 184). Likewise Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, 165–66: Insisting that
s∑ma means a physical body, not person, he described s∑ma pneumatikon as “not
a bodily form with spirit as its substance,” but “a physical body renovated by the
Spirit of God and therefore suited to a heavenly immortality.”

Finally, Hays recognized the oxymoron that Paul actually uses: “spiritual body”
does not mean a body determined by the Spirit (1 Cor, 272); it is rather a body
“free from decay and weakness that we know in the present life” (270); a “para-
doxical expression” that “confounds human finite understanding,” but then he
proceeds to define it! Similarly, Perkins: a contradiction in terms. Rahner: “lan-
guage of paradox” (Man in the Church, 214). This is the only explanation of the
term that is really admissible: an oxymoron (so Horsley, 1 Cor, 311).

NOTES

15:42. So too it is at the resurrection of the dead. After the analogies of vv. 36–41,
Paul begins to apply what he has been citing as illustrations to the resurrection of
the Christian dead (t∑n nekr∑n, see Note on v. 35) in this verse and the following
ones up to v. 49.

What is sown is perishable; what is raised is imperishable. Lit. “It [the body] is
sown in corruption; it is raised in incorruptibility.” The verb speiretai, “it is sown,”
which rhymes with egeiretai, introduces each of the coming four couplets in 
vv. 42b–44a, as it picks up the analogy of vv. 36–37; the subj. of the verb is s∑ma,

clearly expressed, if only in the last couplet (v. 44a). Pace Garland (1 Cor, 732),
the subject is not “one of the dead.”

The earthly human body is said to be “sown,” and often that image is said to 
resemble burial. “It is in corruption before it reaches the grave” (Robertson-
Plummer, 1 Cor, 372), and thus it is subject to decomposition and decay 
(phthora). So the metaphor is understood by many commentators: J. Weiss, 1 Cor,

371; Grosheide, 1 Cor, 383–84; Kistemaker, 1 Cor, 573; Kremer, 1 Cor, 356; Orr-
Walther, 1 Cor, 343. Others, however, think that by “sowing” Paul means rather
“mortal life itself,” which precedes the “harvest of resurrection life” (Bruce, 1 Cor,

152; similarly Fee, 1 Cor, 784; Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 283).
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However, Asher (“Speiretai,” 102) considers both of these explanations of “sow-
ing” to be inadequate and argues rather that Paul is contrasting “human origins”
with resurrection and is using the verb speiretai “as an anthropogenic metaphor
describing the creation of the first human being, Adam.” He interprets the two
verbs speiretai and egeiretai as divine passives, and so the first verb would refer to
the creation of Adam (and humanity). He further illustrates this metaphoric
meaning of “sowing” with many instances from the Greco-Roman world, which
was predominantly an agriculturally dependent society with many beliefs and
practices that understood humanity having its origin from the earth’s soil (e.g., the
Athenian festival of Thesmophoria; the Theban myth of Cadmus’s sowing the
teeth of the dragon of Ares, from which sprang the Spartoi [“sowed men”]; myths
recorded in Platonic writings [esp. Timaeus 42d; Politicus 272d–e]). He also
shows how that metaphor was used by Philo: espeiren ho theos en t∑ g≤genei

phron≤sin te kai aret≤n, “God sowed in the earthborn one understanding and
virtue” (Leg. alleg. 1.26 §79; cf. De opif. mundi 13 §43). Although these instances
show that there was indeed such an anthropogenic metaphor of sowing, it is im-
possible to show that Paul actually meant his use of speiretai in this sense, even if
it is a plausible explanation.

In any case, the human body “dies,” as does a seed (v. 36), but that is not the end
of it. It “is raised,” and that means that it “is brought to life,” as is the seed (v. 36),
by God (divine passive, ZBG §236). The first quality of the risen body, however, is
expressed as an abstraction, aphtharsia, “imperishability, incorruptibility.” In this
and the two following verses, Paul employs the rhetorical device of antithetic par-
allelism (with pass. verbs), which concisely makes the point that he considers im-
portant (see BDF §§489–90). From v. 42b to v. 44a, Paul has eight pass. verbs,
four pairs (speiretai—egeiretai), in contrast to the act. verbs used in vv. 37–41; but
they correspond to the z∑opoieitai of v. 36. Cf. Rom 8:21; Gal 6:8. Paul is speaking 
of physical corruptibility, dishonor, and weakness, but not of moral, as some com-
mentators would have us believe in these contrasts (see Sider, “Pauline Concep-
tion,” 433). Since the subject remains the same in vv. 42b–44, some bodily
continuity is being suggested in the process of transformation.

43. It is sown in dishonor; it is raised in splendor. Whereas the earthly human
body is subject to atimia, “dishonor,” the second quality of the risen body is doxa,

“splendor, glory, radiance.” See Note on 2:7. The human body, thus sown, “has
lost all rights of citizenship (atimia), and, excepting decent burial, all rights of hu-
manity” (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 372). Recall how Paul contrasts “decay”
(phthora) with “splendor, glory” (doxa) in Rom 8:21, a slightly different consider-
ation. Cf. also Rom 9:21; Phil 3:21.

It is sown in weakness; it is raised in power. Whereas the earthly human body is
powerless, subject to frailty and weakness (astheneia), the third quality of the risen
body is dynamis, “power.” It thus shares in the power given by the Creator. The
same contrast is found in 2 Cor 12:9; 13:4.

44. An animated body is sown, a spiritual body is raised. This is the climactic
fourth couplet. Now the earthly human body is called psychikon, “animated,” i.e.,
having an anima (= Greek psych≤, “soul, life principle”), which the Vg renders as
corpus animale. The adj. psychikos has already been used in 2:14 to describe a
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human being not particularly attuned to the work of the Holy Spirit, someone dif-
ferent from pneumatikos, one who is open to the Spirit’s influence (2:13, 15; 3:1).
In the last-mentioned instance (3:1), pneumatikos is contrasted with sarkinos,

which seems to mean the same type of person as psychikos (2:14), but one domi-
nated by the cravings of sarx, “flesh,” which is suited more to the Christian who
has made no progress in the spiritual life (not an unbeliever, who has only an ani-
mated body). Such a meaning of psychikos has some relation to s∑ma psychikon

here, because it is contrasted with s∑ma pneumatikon, but the connotation is now
slightly different. Being derived from the noun psych≤, which is the vital or 
animating principle of ordinary earthly life, psychikon means an “animated”
(body). Paul would have written s∑ma sarkikon, “body of flesh,” if he wanted to
stress that dualistic fleshy aspect of the body; but he has written s∑ma psychikon,

“animated body,” because of what he is going to say about Adam as psych≤ z∑sa in
v. 45. Note too that, whereas the difference in vv. 42–43 was expressed by one term
of the contrast being fitted with alpha privative: aphtharsia / phora; atimia / doxa;

astheneia / dynamis; the contrast now is psychikon / pneumatikon, neither of
which has the alpha privative. The spiritual body will be to the animated body
what the plant is to the seed, and there would be a certain continuity (Clavier,
“Brèves remarques,” 347).

The real problem, however, is the meaning of s∑ma pneumatikon, which seems
to attribute to s∑ma a meaning that is diametrically opposed to “body.” The basic
meaning of pneuma is “breathing, blowing, air in movement,” hence “wind”
(BDAG, 832); see Exod 15:10; John 3:8a. From that it came to mean “breath” or
“(life-)spirit,” i.e., that which gives life or animates the body of a human being or
animal: to pneuma tou stomatos autou, “the breath of his mouth” (2 Thess 2:8).
See further LXX Job 8:2; Judg 15:19 (epestrepsen to pneuma autou en aut∑, kai

anepsyxen, “and his spirit returned to him, and he revived”); Gen 6:17 (pasa sarx

en h≤ estin pneuma z∑≤s, “all flesh in which is the breath of life”); Qoh 3:21; 1 Sam
30:12; Matt 27:50 (kraxas ph∑n≤ megal≤ ap≤ken to pneuma, “crying out in a loud
voice, he gave up [his] spirit”); John 19:30. Pneumatikos is the adj. expressing the
same idea. In other words, then, pneuma / pneumatikon normally means all that
s∑ma is not. In effect, as Paul employs oxymoron to formulate his answer, the
phrase is a rhetorical device that links contradictory terms in a unit to produce 
an expression of tension; “a juxtaposition of words apparently contradictory of
each other” (Smyth, Greek Grammar, §3035; cf. Krentz, “Sense of Senseless
Oxymora,” 583–84; see Comment above for a summary of ways in which the
phrase has been interpreted).

If there is an animated body, there is also a spiritual body. This follows logically
if one admits that there is such a pair as psychikon / pneumatikon, which, as we
have shown above, has been used already by Paul. Paul argues a minori ad maius,

as he gives his answer to the second question of v. 35. As a result of the contrast,
“spiritual body” must mean a human body as transformed by God through Christ
for a new mode of existence, under the influence of Pneuma, “Holy Spirit.” Yet
that is a description of extrinsic influence on s∑ma, and it really tells us nothing
about a “spiritual body” in se; hence the oxymoron remains.
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One must remember that Paul has had no personal experience of such a
“body,” and in attempting an apocalyptic description of it, he is content to express
it by oxymoron. It is easier to say what Paul did not mean than to say what he
meant: not a resuscitated body of flesh; not the earthly body simply endowed with
new dotes, “qualities.” All such formulations are in vain. One should learn to live
with the oxymoron. As Lindemann has noted, s∑ma pneumatikon expresses what
is “sehr ‘unkörperlich’ ” (“very ‘unbodylike,’ ” 1 Cor, 360).

45. Thus it also stands written. See Note on 1:31. Paul now invokes the OT to
bolster up his discussion and confirm his understanding of the risen body, espe-
cially the difference between psychikon and pneumatikon. The quotation is nei-
ther “midrashic” nor “targumic,” pace Usami (“ ‘How Are,’ ” 477); that is a misuse
of terms that have a distinct meaning.

The first man, Adam, became a living being. Paul quotes Gen 2:7, which in the
LXX reads, egeneto ho anthr∑pos eis psych≤n z∑san, lit. “the human became a liv-
ing soul (= being),” to which he adds two words, pr∑tos, “first” (man), because the
adj. is masc., and the name, Adam. The Hebrew of the MT has way≥hî h≠›≠d≠m

l≥nepheπ ∂ayy≠h, to which the LXX corresponds exactly, translating h≠›≠d≠m as
ho anthr∑pos, as did Aquila too, whereas Symmachus and Theodotion translated
it as ho Adam, “Adam became . . . “ (see Wevers, Notes, 25 n. 20). Mss B, K, 326,
365 of 1 Corinthians omit anthr∑pos, “man,” but it is read by the best Greek texts.

In the Greek form that he is using, Paul includes the name, Adam, thus histori-
cizing h≠›≠d≠m, even as he does in Rom 5:12, 14 (see Romans, 407–10). In the
creation account, h≠›≠d≠m is said to have become a “life-endowed being,” when
God’s breath vitalized a body formed from the soil of the earth. He thus became
the “first” ›≠d≠m, “human being,” or the head of the human race. There is not
even a hint here that Adam is being considered “as a sinner,” pace Sider (“Pauline
Conception,” 434); he is simply the first human being created. What interests
Paul most in this verse from Genesis is not the word anthr∑pos, but the phrase
psych≤ z∑sa, lit. “living soul,” i.e., life-endowed being, because it associates Adam,
the first human being, with the realm of psych≤, to which the adj. psychikos is 
related. Thus Adam’s body was psychikon, “animated,” i.e., the kind that is sown
(v. 44a). Contrast the way Greek Wis 16:11 reformulates the creation of Adam: ton

empneusanta aut∑ psych≤n energousan kai emphys≤santa pneuma z∑tikon, the one
“who inspired in him an active soul and breathed into him a living spirit” (RSV),
which associates pneuma with creation and is thus quite different from the think-
ing of Paul in this passage.

the last Adam, a life-giving Spirit. I.e., Christ, who has already been contrasted
with Adam in v. 22, is now recognized as the Adam of the eschaton, “the last
Adam,” who through his resurrection has become pneuma z∑opoioun, lit. “a life-
making Spirit.” (The oldest ms of 1 Corinthians, P46 omits Adam.) Paul adds this
clause (v. 45c) to contrast it with v. 45b. In this way, what was asserted in vv. 21–22
is now more fully explained. Christ belongs to the realm of pneuma, to which the
adj. pneumatikos is related. Thus his risen body became pneumatikon, “spiritual,”
i.e., like that of human beings to be raised (v. 44b). He is also the last Adam, 
because there will be no other head of the human race in any sense after him.
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Moreover, he passes on a higher form of life, not one related to psych≤, but 
to pneuma. In his antithetic comparison, Paul likewise stresses that, as Adam was
the first being to enjoy earthly human life, which as s∑ma psychikon came to all
others through him, so Christ, the “last Adam,” is the source of risen life in glory,
which as s∑ma pneumatikon comes to all who belong to him (recall v. 22b:
z∑opoi≤th≤sontai, “will be brought to life”). They are those who become members
of his body through faith and baptism (12:13) and through participation in his
body and blood (10:16–17). The contrast between psych≤ and pneuma thus bol-
sters his distinction between s∑ma psychikon and s∑ma pneumatikon. In v. 23
above, Paul called Christ aparch≤ t∑ kekoim≤men∑n, “firstfruits of those who have
fallen asleep,” but now Christ is also pneuma z∑opoioun, “a life-giving spirit,” and
in Rom 8:29–30 Paul will speak of Christ as pr∑totokon en pollois adelphois . . .
toutous kai edoxasen, “the firstborn among many brothers . . . these he also glori-
fied.”

When Paul admits that the risen Christ becomes pneuma, he alludes to what
he teaches elsewhere: in 2 Cor 3:17, “Now the Lord is the Spirit”; and Rom 1:4,
“established as the Son of God with power by a spirit of holiness as of his resurrec-
tion from the dead,” where kata pneuma hagiosyn≤s stands in contrast to kata

sarka, and describes something that is intrinsic to the risen Christ (see Romans,

233–37); 14:9 (ibid., 691). These are Pauline passages where it is difficult to dis-
tinguish the risen Christ from the Spirit; see further PAHT §PT61. In any case, it
is clear that the Spirit is somehow involved in the coming resurrection of the
dead, as far as Paul is concerned, and as is evident from what Paul will write in
Rom 8:9–13, as a follow-up of what he writes here (see further Brodeur, Holy

Spirit’s Agency).
Some interpreters try to find literary sources for Paul’s use of the “last Adam,”

ascribing it to gnostic or proto-gnostic speculation (Schmithals, Jervell) or even to
Jewish rabbinic thinking (Davies, Usami). Yet even Usami has to admit that “Jew-
ish texts which contain a ‘second’ or ‘last’ Adam cannot be found” (“How Are,”
484). The phrase is a Pauline creation, an extrapolation from the biblical text that
he has just quoted.

46. But the spiritual was not first; rather, the animated was, and thereafter the

spiritual. Paul generalizes, because to pneumatikon is not restricted to s∑ma, and
the lower comes before the more important. Paul may be asserting this to coun-
teract a viewpoint of some Corinthian Christians; in any case, he is still thinking
in terms of psych≤ z∑sa of v. 45b. The priority is explained in the following verse.

47. The first man was from the earth, earthly. This verbless double nominal sen-
tence contrasts Adam and Christ further. Adam is said to be “from the earth,” be-
cause God formed him from ‹≠ph≠r, “dry topsoil,” in MT Gen 2:7, and the LXX
translates it as choun apo t≤s g≤s, “soil from the earth,” and so he is choïkos, “dusty,
earthly.” Paul thus alludes to the Genesis account.—For an attempt to relate
Paul’s teaching about Adam to the Gnostic myth of the Urmensch, “primal man,”
see Conzelmann, 1 Cor, 284–86; it is highly far-fetched, as Lindemann also rec-
ognizes (1 Cor, 362: “wenig wahrscheinlich” [“hardly probable”]).

the second man, from heaven. By contrast, Christ is now called ho deuteros
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anthr∑pos, and from this phrase patristic writers developed the title for him, “the
second Adam,” a phrase that Paul never employs. For Paul, Adam is the “type”
(typos, as in Rom 5:14c), Christ is the “antitype” (antitypos), not the other way
round, as Conzelmann would have it (1 Cor, 284).

Christ as the man “from heaven” stands in contrast to “the first man from
earth.” By “heaven” Paul means the realm where God and the risen Christ dwell
and are active (Rom 1:18; 10:6; cf. Col 4:1; Eph 6:9). It may be an allusion to
Christ’s coming parousia, as in 1 Thess 4:16 (not to his incarnation, as in John
3:31, 13; see TDNT, 9:478); elsewhere Paul speaks of Christ as from heaven (Rom
10:6). By putting it that way, Paul is simply rephrasing his pneumatic status, be-
cause in “heaven” the risen Christ shares the glory of his Father and has a body of
glory.

The second clause of this verse has been variously transmitted in different mss,

as Lindemann notes, “for dogmatic reasons” (1 Cor, 361): ±2, A, D1, ¥, 075,
1739mg and the Koine text-tradition have anthr∑pos ho kyrios, “the (second) man,
the Lord”; P46 has anthr∑pos pneumatikos, “the spiritual man”; but the best mss

(±*, B, C, D*, F, G, 0243, 6, 33, 1175, 1739) read it as in the lemma. The Latin
text of F, G even adds the equivalent of ho ouranios, homo de caelo caelestis, thus
creating a better parallel to the first clause, but that is clearly secondary. For a dif-
ferent application of “earthly” and “heavenly” to the newly created human, see
Philo, Leg. alleg. 1.12 §31.

48. As was the earthly one, so too are all the earthly. I.e., as was Adam, so are all
human beings descended from him, who are still on earth. In two parallel verbless
sentences, Paul expresses an effect of the corporate personality of Adam, already
noted in v. 22, and then the difference for Christ. The descendants of Adam 
belong to the realm of to psychikon, because they bear all the traits inherited 
from him who was their head. Made of the earth’s soil, to soil they will return
(Gen 3:19).

and as is the heavenly one, so too are all the heavenly. The reason for this has al-
ready been expressed by Paul in 6:14, “By his power God raised up the Lord, and
he will also raise us up,” to share in the same risen life of the Lord in glory. Again
the corporate personality of the risen Christ is implied. Cf. Rom 8:29 (“Those
whom he foreknew, he also predestined to be conformed to the image of his Son
that he might be the firstborn of many brothers”); 2 Cor 3:18; Phil 3:20–21; 
1 Thess 4:16.

49. Just as we have borne the image of the earthly one, so too shall we bear the

image of the heavenly one. I.e., just as all Christians have the same sort of body and
condition as Adam had (psychikon), so after this earthly experience they will have
the same sort of body and condition as the heavenly risen Christ (pneumatikon).
In a sense, this verse is parallel to v. 44b above, in that it is drawing a logical con-
clusion from what Paul has been arguing.

In using the 1st pers. plur. in both clauses of this verse, Paul is stressing the iden-
tity of the person involved. He is imitating a motif already expressed in Gen 5:3,
where it is recounted that at the age of 130 Adam, who had been formed by God
“in His image” (kath› eikona h≤meteran, 1:26), became the father of Seth “in his

Notes 1 5 : 4 5 – 4 9 599



own image” (kata t≤n eikona autou). See further Gen 9:6c and 1:27; cf. 2 Cor
3:18.

The antithetic comparison carries over to Christians who “will bear” (fut. indic.
phoresomen) the image of the “last Adam,” the “heavenly one.” However, many
mss (P46, ±, A, C, D, F, G,¥, 075, 0243, 33, 1739 and the Koine text-tradition)
read the cohortative subj. phores∑men, “let us bear the image . . . ,” but N-A27

prefers to follow the inferior reading because the context demands an indic., not a
hortatory form (see Metzger, TCGNT, 502). Sider, however, prefers the hortatory
form as “the older reading” (“Pauline Conception,” 434); similarly Fee (1 Cor,

795): the Corinthians “are being urged to conform to the life of the ‘man of
heaven’ as those who now share his character and behavior.”
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39 D. THE RESURRECTION AS 
VICTORY OVER DEATH THROUGH 

CHRIST (15:50–58)

15:50Now, what I mean, brothers, is that flesh and blood cannot inherit the king-
dom of God; nor does the perishable inherit imperishability. 51Look, I am telling
you a mystery: we shall not all fall asleep, but we shall all be changed, 52 in an in-
stant, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet. For the trumpet will sound,
and the dead will be raised imperishable, and we shall all be changed. 53For what
is perishable must don imperishability; and what is mortal, immortality. 54When
what is perishable dons imperishability and what is mortal dons immortality, then
the saying that stands written will come true:

“Death has been swallowed up in victory.
55Where, O death, is your victory?

Where, O death, is your sting?”
56The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law. 57But thanks be to God!
He grants us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ. 58Consequently, my dear
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brothers, be steadfast, unshaken, devoting yourselves at all times to the work of the
Lord, knowing that in the Lord your toil is not in vain.

COMMENT

Paul now draws his discussion of the resurrection of the dead to a close. What he
now says in vv. 50–58 is closely related to what he has just established in vv. 35–49,
even though he is, in effect, answering the first question posed in v. 35, “How are
the dead raised?” Some commentators, such as Garland and those whom he fol-
lows, see too great a division in this distinction of the two questions of v. 35, which
is not intended at all. Paul’s basic answer to the first question is supplied now in 
vv. 52, 51b, and 57b: “In an instant . . . we shall all be changed,” and God “grants
us the victory [over death] through our Lord Jesus Christ.”

Since Paul, as he writes this letter, has had no personal experience of that vic-
tory, he adopts an apocalyptic mode to describe it. With stage props, such as are
known in apocalyptic writings, he attempts to describe the future resurrection of
those who die in Christ.

It is a matter of debate among commentators whether v. 50 is the conclusion of
the preceding pericope (vv. 42–49), where Paul has applied the analogies of seeds,
bodies, and splendor to human beings, or the beginning of this discussion 
(vv. 50–58). N-A27, NAB, NIV, NEB, REB, NRSV, ESV take v. 50 with vv. 51–58,
whereas the RSV reads it with the preceding pericope. In any case, v. 50 is clearly
transitional. One can distinguish two main sections in this passage, vv. 50–53,
where Paul sets forth the proper theological understanding of the event of the res-
urrection in light of his discussion in vv. 35–49, and vv. 54–57, where he presents
the transformation of the dead in light of certain OT prophetic utterances.
Whether one should call vv. 54–57 a “midrash,” as does Morissette, may be de-
bated, because those verses hardly meet the normal understanding of that Jewish
literary form (see R. Bloch, DBSup, 5:1263–81; “Midrash,” in Approaches to An-

cient Judaism [ed. Green] 29–50). Finally, in v. 58 the Apostle Paul concludes his
remarks on the problem of the resurrection of the dead.

It is also a matter of no little debate how vv. 50–57 are to be related to 2 Cor
5:1–5. Some commentators find a development in Paul’s thinking between the
two letters: here he seems to think that he will survive until the parousia, whereas
in 2 Corinthians his experience makes him think that his own death is imminent
(so Benoit, Bruce, Dodd). Others view the two passages as affirming the same con-
sistent view of the resurrection of the dead at the parousia (so Dupont; see further
Gillman, “Thematic Comparison”). Be that as it may, it is an issue about which
the interpreter of 2 Corinthians has to be more concerned.

NOTES

15:50. Now, what I mean, brothers, is that flesh and blood cannot inherit the king-

dom of God. Lit. “Look, this I declare (ph≤mi).” Paul introduces this new develop-
ment in his argument with the same formula that he used in 7:29, as he seeks to
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draw attention to this important stage of his argument. It serves as a transition from
vv. 43–49 to this new consideration.

Inheritance of the kingdom of God was already mentioned in 6:9–10 (see
Note on 6:9). In the present context, it is another way of speaking about the risen
life of Christians, and the resurrection of the dead, as the following clause makes
clear. In other words, human beings, being mortal and left to themselves, cannot
bring about the resurrection of the dead. Paul’s reply to the first question of v. 35
(“How are the dead raised?) begins with a negation: human beings cannot raise
themselves. “Our present bodies . . . are abolutely unfitted for the Kingdom: there
must be a transformation” (Robertson-Plummer, 1 Cor, 376). Therefore, earthly
bodies, as such, have no power to bring about the eschatological state of the Chris-
tian.

The pair sarx kai haima is an expression derived from Jewish tradition (LXX Sir
14:18; 17:31; Philo, Quis div. rer. heres 12 §57) and is found again in Gal 1:16;
Matt 16:17; and in the later rabbinic tradition (b. Sanhedrin 91a; b. Berakoth 28b,
etc.). Note the sing. verb, which reveals the unit that it is, but which copyists in
some mss have changed to the plur. (A, C, D, ¥, 075, 0243, 33, 1739). In inverse
order, the phrase appears in Eph 6:12; Heb 2:14. It is a literary way of speaking of
mortal humanity, in contrast to God and other transcendent beings, and espe-
cially in its frailty or weakness (inability to cope with what is needed). Pace Sider
(“Pauline Conception,” 437), it does not mean a human being “qua transitory,
frail sinner,” since the last characteristic is never intimated in any of the texts. As
“flesh and blood,” the physical body cannot become a risen or spiritual body on its
own; it will be transformed only by God who has raised Christ. The phrase is used
normally only of living human beings, and so the resurrected body cannot be
merely “flesh and blood” (see Morissette, “La chair”).

nor does the perishable inherit imperishability. Because flesh and blood are
doomed to dissolution, they do not have within them the wherewithal to with-
stand such decomposition (h≤ phthora) or the potential to overcome it. The word
strictly means “dissolution, decomposition,” but it can also denote “the state of
being perishable” or “that which is perishable” (BDAG, 1055). This clause is
merely explanatory, as it formulates a synonymous parallel to what flesh and blood
cannot do; it is not an antithetic parallel, or what Jeremias (“ ‘Flesh and Blood,’ ”
152) calls “synthetic” parallelism. “The perishable” is the animated body that has
to die, because death is the transition between the two states of such life; and this
is true of all human beings with such a body.

51. Look, I am telling you a mystery. Paul is passing on to Corinthian Christians
a divine truth hidden from them until now (see Note on myst≤rion, 2:1), and he
introduces it with idou (actually the sing. aor. mid. impv. of eidon, fitted with the
accent of a particle), often used in the LXX to translate Hebrew hinn≤h, “behold”
(e.g., Gen 48:2). Cf. Paul’s use of myst≤rion in Rom 11:25, where he passes on 
a truth about the future salvation of Israel; also Rom 16:25; and its use in the 
LXX in apocalyptic writings such as Dan 2:28–29 bis. By way of contrast, when
Paul speaks about the same topic in 1 Thess 4:15–17, he affirms it there as “a word
of the Lord.” Here he passes on the “mystery” about the risen body and provides
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the biblical basis for the creedal affirmation, anastasin nekr∑n kai z∑≤n tou mel-

lontos ai∑nos or resurrectionem mortuorum et vitam venturi saeculi (Nicene-
Constantinopolitan Creed, DH §150), “the resurrection of the dead and the life
of the world to come.”

we shall not all fall asleep, but we shall all be changed. The coming transforma-
tion of all Christians, whether they die before or are still alive at the parousia of the
risen Lord, is assured. This truth is the mystery made known to Paul, who is now
passing it on. Cf. 1 Thess 4:15–17, which has a certain parallel affirmation, even if
it differently asserts the resurrection of the dead and the parousia as “the word of
the Lord.” It says nothing, however, about transformation, and it has a different
Sitz im Leben (see Delobel, “The Fate”; Löhr, “1 Thess 4,15–17”). What Paul
now affirms is not a quotation, but rather his own formulation, couched in the 1st
pers. plur., to include himself. The verb allag≤sometha is a divine passive (see
ZBG §236), “we will be changed,” by God, who is understood as the agent of the
transformation; or perhaps the risen Christ is, as in Phil 3:21 (see Gillman,
“Transformation,” 322–23).

It is a matter of debate whether Paul in this passage is looking forward to the
parousia of Christ. Barrett thinks that he believed that the parousia would happen
in his own generation (1 Cor, 381). Perriman, however, maintains that Paul is not
thinking of the parousia here at all (“Paul and the Parousia”). Be that as it may,
Paul is paraphrasing what he has already written in 6:14, “God raised up the Lord,
and he will raise us up too by his power.” In Phil 3:20–21, Paul ascribes the
change to Christ: “We await a Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ, who will transform
our lowly body to be like his glorious body, by the power that enables him to sub-
ject all things to himself.” The emphasis is on the transformation, as Paul expects
the change to remedy the deficiency of v. 50: “a state of (continued) sleep is re-
jected for all believers,” whereas “transformation is promised for all believers”
(Perriman, “Paul and the Parousia,” 515), and “all” means both living and dead
Christians (recall 1 Thess 4:16c–17).

Again, the euphemism of falling asleep is employed; see Notes on 7:10, 39. In
this verse Paul expresses in positive fashion what was implicit in the negative an-
swer of v. 50. For a Jewish parallel stating a similar transformation, see Syr. Apoc.

Bar. 51.10.
The reading of v. 51, ou koim≤th≤sometha, pantes de allag≤sometha, “we shall

not fall asleep, but we shall all be changed,” is found in mss B, Dc, K, P, ¥, 81,
614, and in many ancient versions, and it is used in almost all critical editions of
the Greek NT today. After the death of Paul, however, and that of the Corinthian
addressees (and well before the parousia), this reading was seen to be problematic,
and the neg. ou was transferred by copyists to the second clause: “We shall all fall
sleep, but we shall not all be changed” (in mss ±, A*, 0243, C, 33, 1739). A con-
flated reading, with ou in both clauses, is found in mss P 46, Ac, and was read by
Origen.

A more radical change, however, is found in ms D*, in VL, Vg, and read 
by Marcion and Tertullian, which changes koim≤th≤sontai, “we shall fall asleep,”
to anast≤sometha, ou, “we shall arise, but we shall not all be changed” (see 
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Metzger, TCGNT, 502). This last reading, because it was used in the Vg (omnes

quidem resurgemus, sed non omnes immutabimur), dominated much of the Latin
theological tradition of the Western Church for centuries (see further Brandhu-
ber, “Die sekundären Lesarten”; Jones, “Vulgate Text”; Oppenheim, “I Kor.
15,51”; Romeo, “Omnes quidem resurgemus”; Saake, “Kodikologisch”; Vaccari,
“Il testo”).

52. in an instant, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet. Three further
apocalyptic stage props are adopted by Paul to describe the resurrection of the
dead. The first two phrases occur only here, and nowhere else in the NT or LXX.
Atomos is actually an adj., “indivisible,” but it is substantivized and denotes an in-
divisible moment of time. The noun rip≤ actually means “a throwing,” the swing
or force by which something is thrust forward; used of an eye, it means its “rapid
movement,” hence “twinkling.” Mss P 46, D*, F, G, 0243, 6, 1739 read rather
rop≤, which has the same meaning.

The “trumpet” as an apocalyptic trapping is found in Zech 9:14; Isa 27:13; Joel
2:15; 2 Esdras 6:23; Rev 8:2, 6, 13; 11:15 (seven of them); 1 Thess 4:16; Matt
24:31; Protevangelium Jacobi 8.3 (salpinx kyriou); Or. Sibyll. 4.174 (OTP, 1:388);
1QM 7:13–14 (description of the eschatological war between the sons of light and
the sons of darkness). It is often a trapping that accompanies a theophany, as 
in Exod 19:13, 16, 19; Zech 9:14. Because its sound will be heard at “the end” 
(v. 24), it is called the “last.”

For the trumpet will sound, and the dead will be raised imperishable, and we

shall all be changed. Paul makes himself and the Corinthian Christians whom he
is addressing the subjects of the remarkable transformation that is to take place at
the parousia of the risen Lord, but he has no idea when it will take place. He
speaks of hoi nekroi, “the dead,” without any limit or restriction, and says of them,
egerth≤sontai aphthartoi, “will be raised imperishable,” using the same verb as
that employed for Christ in the kerygma of v. 4 and subsequently in vv. 12–17; and
the implication is that the raising and the change will be produced by God. On
aphthartoi, see v. 42c. Some mss (A, D, F, G, P) read anast≤sontai, “will rise,” 
instead of egerth≤sontai, “will be raised,” a reading undoubtedly influenced by 
1 Thess 4:16b.

53. For what is perishable must don imperishability, and what is mortal, immor-

tality. Lit. “this perishable thing must put on itself . . . , and this mortal thing. . . .”
The substantivized neut. adj. refers to s∑ma, and the dem. adj. touto, used four
times here, undoubtedly refers to Paul’s own body, which he expects will undergo
change and don imperishability and immortality, involving continuity and dis-
continuity. Even though he mentions in the second clause athanasia, “immortal-
ity,” it almost certainly has to be understood in a generic sense of “not dying,”
because it expresses the opposite of to thn≤ton, “the mortal,” and the whole argu-
ment in this chapter has been about the OT concept of bodily resurrection (recall
Dan 12:2), and not the Greek philosophical idea of “immortality” and its implied
dichotomy of “body” and “soul” in the Greek, esp. Platonic, sense. For the idea of
“donning, putting on” in the afterlife, see 2 Cor 5:2, 4, which is a passage similar
to this one, but with a different thrust (see Gillman, “Thematic Comparison”).
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Paul uses the aor. mid. infin., endysasthai, “put on itself,” in the sense of undergo-
ing a transformation, making it depend on the impersonal verb dei, “it is neces-
sary,” which apocalyptically expresses the inevitable result of divine action.

54. When what is perishable dons imperishability and what is mortal dons 

immortality, then the saying that stands written will come true. Lit. “when this per-
ishable thing . . . this mortal thing.” The first clause, in effect, repeats v. 53, as a
preparation for the coming Scripture quotation. A shorter form of it is preserved in
some mss (P46, ±*, 088, 0121a, 0243, 1739*): hotan de to thn≤ton touto endys≤tai

t≤n athanasian, “When that which is mortal dons immortality” (see Metzger,
TCGNT, 502). Here Paul speaks of two elements of discontinuity (imperishabil-
ity and immortality), not of three, pace Sider (“Pauline Conception,” 438); “free-
dom from sin” is not mentioned at all.

Noteworthy is the formula used to introduce the coming OT quotations, tote

gen≤setai ho logos ho gegrammenos, which has its Hebrew counterpart in CD
7:10–11, bbw› hdbr ›πr ktwb bdbry yπ‹yh, “when the saying will come (true) which
was written in the words of Isaiah”; see also CD 19:7 (cf. ESBNT, 13, 46–47).

Death has been swallowed up in victory. Or “by victory.” Paul quotes at first a
form of Isa 25:8, which in the MT reads, billa‹ hamm≠wet l≠neΩa∂, “He [the Lord]
will swallow up death forever” [or “completely”]. The words are taken from the
so-called Isaiah Apocalypse (24:1–27:13), and they speak of the consummation of
God’s work on earth, His eschatological judgment, victory, and banquet for his
people. The LXX, however, reads: katepien ho thanatos ischysas, “Death having
become strong has swallowed up [the people?],” which makes little sense in its
context. Paul’s form of the saying preserves the sense of the MT, even if it casts
them in the pass. voice and renders the last word, l≠neΩa∂, “forever,” as eis nikos,

“in victory,” a possible translation of the prep. phrase also attested in Aquila and
Theodotion (see Morissette, “Un midrash,” 169; cf. Harrelson, “Death and Vic-
tory,” 152–55; Rahlfs, “Über Theodotion-Lesarten,” 183–84). What is important
for Paul is that the “last enemy” (15:26) proleptically has been destroyed; “victory”
over death has been achieved. Moreover, the passive is divine (ZBG §236), in that
God has conquered death. (Some mss [P46, B] read here and in v. 55 neikos

instead of nikos; it does not mean “strife,” however, for it is merely an itacistic
spelling of nikos.)

55. Where, O death, is your victory? / Where, O death, is your sting? Paul’s sec-
ond quotation of Scripture is a form of Hos 13:14, which in the MT reads: 

›≥hî d≥b≠rêk≠ m≠wet, I shall be your plagues, Death;
›≥hî q∏√≠b≥k≠ π≥›ôl, I shall be your destruction, Sheol!

Hosea’s words mean that the Lord will punish Israel and Ephraim with the de-
struction of death and the underworld. The LXX retains the sense of the Hebrew
but renders the words differently,

pou h≤ dik≤ sou, thanate; Where is your penalty, Death?
pou to kentron sou, had≤; Where is your sting, Hades?”
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Paul uses the LXX form but repeats nikos from his form of Isa 25:8 to replace dik≤,

“penalty,” thus radically changing the sense of Hosea’s words in the first of the
clauses quoted. He uses the words in an entirely different meaning, not only
changing a key word, but wresting the sayings from their original context to serve
his own purpose. For him, death has now lost its fearsome control over humanity.
Human beings may still die, but their mortality is but a transit to a better life. The
noun kentron, “goad,” is found in LXX Prov 26:3, used in a different sense; here it
denotes the “prickly sting” that the goad should produce, but no longer can, be-
cause Hades has lost its power (see Harrelson, “Death and Victory,” 155–57).

56. The sting of death is sin, and the power of sin is the law. The sting that death
has lost, according to the Scripture that Paul has quoted, suggests to him a further
development. This bit of Pauline theology is awkward in this context, and some
commentators think that the verse is either an interpolated gloss (Heinrici) or 
else a genuine Pauline comment, secondarily added later (J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 380).
Lindemann (1 Cor, 371) notes that v. 57 follows better on v. 55 than it would on 
v. 56; but “there are no solid reasons to justify the many attempts to strike out this
verse as a later gloss” (TDNT, 3:667; see also Horn, “1 Korinther 15,56”).

In any case, Paul does not explain further the meaning of these statements and
expects that the Corinthians will understand what he means by them. They have
to be understood in light of what Paul has written elsewhere about the relation of
the law to sin and death, especially in his letter to the Romans, where he will per-
sonify them as three actors on the stage of human history, which began with Adam
in Eden. Sin entered the world of human beings through Adam, and Death
through Sin (Rom 5:12), and they still dominate the lives of humans. Sin, more-
over, has power over them because of the law, for not only “through the law comes
the real knowledge of Sin” (Rom 3:20), because it unmasks Sin’s character as a vi-
olation of God’s will (Rom 7:7, 13), but the prescriptions of the law, if they are not
observed, produce transgressions of it (Gal 3:19). So the law—good, just, and holy
though it is in itself (Rom 7:12)—indirectly promotes the reign of Sin (Rom 4:15),
because of which “all die” (1 Cor 15:22). What Paul says in this verse explains
what he presupposed in vv. 20–28 above (see Söding, “Die Kraft”; cf. Hollander
and Holleman, “Relationship”; Horn, “Ein exegetischer Stachel”; Vlachos, “Law,
Sin, and Death”).

57. But thanks be to God! He grants us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.

Paul praises and expresses his thanks to God and invites all Christians to do the
same with him, when they realize the continuing victory over sin and death that
comes through the Lord, the risen Christ. It is not a prize that Christians them-
selves have won in their struggles of this life, but a “victory” that God has enabled
them to enjoy and share with their fellow believers. Cf. Rom 7:25, where Paul
gives thanks to God through Christ in a very similar way; cf. 2 Cor 2:14; 8:16; 9:15
(see Banks, “Romans 7:25a”). He gives thanks for the “victory,” because this is the
second major affirmation about the resurrection of the dead in this pericope; for
the first, see v. 52, “In an instant . . . we shall be changed.” With this affirmation,
Paul concludes his arguments about the resurrection of the dead.

58. Consequently, my dear brothers, be steadfast, unshaken, devoting yourselves
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at all times to the work of the Lord. Paul’s final exhortation of the Corinthian
Christians is generic, as he urges them to steadfast devotion to the service of the
Lord. This means ridding themselves of all skepticism about the resurrection of
the dead and renewing a dedication to the gospel as it has been preached to them.
To his usual term of address, Paul adds agap≤toi, “beloved (brothers),” as in Phil
4:1 (cf. 1 Cor 4:14).

The phrase to ergon tou kyriou, “the work of the Lord,” will appear again in
16:10 as a way of expressing the evangelical ministry, in which both Paul and
Timothy are engaged. Cf. Phil 3:30, where Epaphroditus’s ministry is character-
ized as “the work of Christ.” In each case, the subj. gen. expresses the one who has
assigned the task to Paul, Timothy, or Epaphroditus. Here the phrase has a
broader comprehension, denoting all that Corinthian Christians do in their ser-
vice of the Lord, and the gen. is rather objective. Such service is more important
than all disputatious denials of the resurrection of the dead or queries about its na-
ture; that is why Paul recommends it to them.

knowing that in the Lord your toil is not in vain. If there were no resurrection of
the dead, their labor in serving the Lord might well be in vain, but Paul ends by as-
suring them otherwise, alluding to 15:14. For their “toil,” being done “in the
Lord,” has saved it from being without effect in their lives and future existence
(see PAHT §PT121). His words echo those of the Book of Isaiah, who consoled 
Israel in light of God’s promise to create a new heaven and a new earth (65:23).
Cf. 1 Thess 3:5; 2 Chr 15:7.
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V. CONCLUSION (16:1–24)
◆

40 A. COLLECTION FOR GOD’S 
DEDICATED PEOPLE (16:1–4)

16:1Now for the collection for God’s dedicated people: As I ordered the churches
of Galatia, so you too should do. 2On the first day of every week, each one of you
should lay something aside and store it up, in keeping with your income, so that
there will be no collections at the time when I come. 3When I arrive, I shall send
those whom you accredit with letters to carry your gift to Jerusalem. 4 If it will be
fitting for me to go too, they will go along with me.

COMMENT

Paul has brought his discussion of the problem of the resurrection of the dead to
an end, as well as the other various problems that have been brought to his atten-
tion either by reports or the letter that the Corinthian Christians sent him (7:1). As
he now brings this letter to a close, he turns to another topic, which once again is
introduced by peri de. In this case, those words may very well introduce a topic
that was inquired about in the letter that Paul received from the Christians of Cor-
inth, because it is likely that he had already said something about the collection,
to which he now refers, in the (lost) letter mentioned in 5:9 above. The few verses
that he devotes to the collection for the poor among the Christians of “Jerusalem”
(16:3) give merely a few concrete instructions about how one is to take it up and
send it on. If Paul were making this request for the first time, he would undoubt-
edly be giving more of a background for his request than he now supplies in 
vv. 2–4. One need only read what he has written already about his eagerness to re-
member the poor in Gal 2:10, and will write about aid for God’s dedicated people
in Jerusalem that he will mention in his letter to the Romans (15:25–27, 31) to see
how he treats it when he suggests it to a congregation that he writes to for the first
time. Later he will devote a more detailed and anxious appeal to the Corinthians
for the poor of Jerusalem in 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 (where the difference of ap-
proach in those chapters argues for an origin of those chapters in different con-
texts, a problem that marks that conflated letter).



The collection itself was the result of a decision that Paul mentions was made at
the Jerusalem “Council” (Gal 2:10): “They would have us remember the poor,”
which Paul said that he was eager to do. From Rom 15:26 one learns that it came
to be thought of as “some contribution (koin∑nia) for the poor of the saints in Je-
rusalem.” There Paul mentions both Macedonia and Achaia as having kindly de-
cided to share in that effort, as he exhorts the Christians of Rome to consider
helping too. His main argument there is that “if Gentiles have come to share in
the spiritual blessings of Jerusalem Christians, they ought to be of service to them
in material things” (Rom 15:27). So Paul undoubtedly sought to make the Gen-
tile Christians of such places as Macedonia and Achaia aware of the solidarity that
they had with Christians of the mother church of Jerusalem and Judea. In writing
to the Corinthians about the collection now, he is speaking to Christians who ac-
tually live in Achaia. So the reference in his letter to the Romans to “Achaia”
would suppose as its background that about which he now writes. Lindemann 
(1 Cor, 374), following others, sees this topic as a concrete follow-up on 15:58,
“your toil,” so that it makes a good sequel to the end of the discussion in that 
chapter.

In Acts, the only time that the collection is mentioned is when Paul defends
himself before the governor Felix. There he says that “after an absence of several
years, I had come to bring alms to the people of my race and to make my offerings”
(Acts 24:17). Luke has clearly not emphasized the importance of the collection to
the same extent as did Paul himself. The “alms” were meant actually for con-
verted Jews (Rom 15:26), but there is no indication in any of Paul’s letters that he
would have excluded “people of my race” from sharing in the help that he was
bringing (as Rom 15:31 might imply, where he mentions his anxiety about the
welcome that he would encounter there from “unbelievers in Judea”). Luke has
simply understood the collection that Paul was bringing to Jerusalem as another
instance in his story of alms for Israel (Luke 7:5; Acts 10:2), as Berger has well ex-
plained the historical context of the Pauline collection (“Almosen für Israel”). As
in Israel of old, “almsgiving” was understood as a form of righteousness (Ω≥d≠q≠h)
and as an expression of belonging to God’s people, so too the collection that Paul
was urging Corinthian Christians to take up would be a sign of their unity and sol-
idarity with the dedicated people of the mother church of Judea, where the good
news of the gospel was preached for the first time.

NOTES

16:1. Now for the collection for God’s dedicated people. Lit. “Now concerning the
collection for the saints” (see Note on 1:2; cf. 6:1–2); with peri de Paul announces
a new topic (see Note on 7:1). The hagioi, “saints,” are mentioned in the context
of the collection also in 2 Cor 8:4; 9:1, 12; Rom 15:25–26, 31. In v. 3, he specifies
that they are those in Jerusalem, as he does also in Romans (see Keck, “ ‘Poor
among the Saints’ ”). Paul uses here and in v. 2 logeia, “collection,” a word that 
is not often found in Greek literary texts, but appears in business documents on
papyri and in inscriptions for a “collection of money” or “tax” (TDNT, 4:282–83;
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MM, 377); it occurs also in texts mentioning collections for sacred purposes.
Since Paul uses it only here, the term may have appeared in the Corinthians’ let-
ter to Paul (7:1), whence he has picked it up from their questions about it.

In 2 Cor 8:4; 9:13; Rom 15:26, the word for “collection” is rather koin∑nia,

“sharing, contribution,” and in 2 Cor 9:1, 12, 13, it is diakonia, “service,” since a
collection could be understood as a form of service. That may be the sense in v. 15
below. Despite what some commentators have said about the meaning of logeia,

it does not mean a “tax” imposed by the Jerusalem church on Gentile Christian
communities. Paul clearly speaks of the collection as a voluntary contribution
made by the churches of Achaia to help the poor of the mother church. Nothing
in the text makes it sound like the Temple tax levied annually on Jews everywhere.

The background for the collection, however, may very well have been the Jew-
ish custom of almsgiving for Israel, the donations given by sympathizers and new
converts to Judaism, whose “righteous deeds” connoted in time “alms” (for Israel)
and were understood not only as a means of expiating sins (Sir 3:30; Tob 4:7–11),
but of manifesting unity and solidarity with God’s people. Paul would have been
well acquainted with such a custom and was seeking to instill its counterpart in
Gentile Christians, whom he wanted to relate to the Jewish Christians of the
mother church.

As I ordered the churches of Galatia, so you too should do. Lit. “as I gave instruc-
tions to,” with the same verb that occurred in 9:14. The phrase, “churches of 
Galatia,” occurs in the prescript of the letter to the Galatians (1:2), where the plur.
ekkl≤siai denotes particular churches of the area of Northern Galatia. Paul rec-
ommends to Corinthian Christians the example of those churches, as he did 
for Thessalonians, when he counseled them to imitate the churches of Judea 
(1 Thess 2:14), albeit in another manner of imitation.

According to the account in Acts, Paul would have first evangelized Galatian
territory on his second missionary journey (16:6) and passed through that area
again at the beginning of the third journey on his way to Ephesus (18:23). Shortly
after his arrival in Ephesus, he wrote his letter to the Galatian churches, and Gal
4:13 implies that a second visit to Galatia has already taken place. While there, on
that second visit, he must have “ordered” the Galatians to consider taking up a
contribution for the “poor” of Jerusalem, as he now admits here. He mentioned
such “poor” in Gal 2:10, but there is actually no further instruction or order to the
Galatians about the collection in that letter itself. Now, however, Paul repeats the
counsel to the Corinthians that he says he gave the Galatians, along with some
specific instructions how they are to do it (see Wedderburn, “Paul’s Collection,”
96–97).

Galatia was the area where the ancient Galatai settled after their invasion of
the lower Danube area and Macedonia and their defeat by the Aetolians in 278
b.c. Having then crossed the Hellespont after that defeat, they settled between the
Sangarius and Halys Rivers, in the three towns of Ancyra, Pessinus, and Tavium.
The Galatai were eventually subdued by the Romans about 189 b.c., and during
the Mithridatic Wars they remained loyal to Rome. As a result, their territory was
gradually expanded. About 40 b.c., some areas of Pisidia, Phrygia, Lycaonia, and
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Isauria became part of Galatia. When its last king, Amyntas, willed his land to
Rome, it was incorporated into the Roman province of Galatia, which covered
more than the early Galatian country of northern Asia Minor. Paul wrote his let-
ter to the churches of North Galatia from Ephesus ca. a.d. 54 (see further NJBC,

780–81).
2. On the first day of every week. Or “every Sunday” (BDAG, 910). Lit. “on every

(day) one of the week.” For the use of a cardinal numeral instead of an ordinal in
such dating, see Mark 16:2; Acts 20:7. The best mss read the sing. sabbatou,

whereas others (±2, 075, 0121, 0243, 1739) have the more usual plur. (sabbat∑n )
of the Greek word, which actually means “sabbath” or “seventh day,” but which
came to be used in both the sing. and the plur. for a “period of seven days” or
“week.”

The “seventh day” as a day of rest was not a Greek or Roman custom; the
Greeks normally used three ten-day cycles in a month, and the Romans and
Etruscans had an eight-day cycle, with seven work days and a market day (nundi-

nae). The seven-day cycle actually dates back to Mesopotamian, especially Bab-
ylonian practice, but Josephus claimed that in his day there was not “a city (polis)
of the Greeks or any barbarian, not even a single nation (ethnos), where our cus-
tom of not working on the seventh day has not been imported” (Ag.Ap. 2.39 §282;
see New Docs, 9:113–18). At any rate, early Christians followed the Jewish prac-
tice and recognized at first the seventh day as the sabbath (sabbaton), which was
followed by the “first (day) of the week” (mia sabbat∑n, lit. “[day] one of the
week,” Mark 16:2; Matt 28:1; or pr∑t≤ sabbat∑n, “first [day] of the week,” Mark
16:9). Toward the end of the first century a.d., Christians began to speak of the
first day of the week as h≤ kyriak≤ h≤mer≠, “the Lord’s day” (Rev 1:10; cf. Did.

14.1), thus honoring it as the day when they recalled his resurrection.
Sunday is singled out for the collection by Paul probably because of the liturgi-

cal assembly on that day, which would remind the Corinthian Christians of peri-
odically laying aside something for the poor, perhaps too as a way of honoring the
Lord on that day (see Llewelyn, “Use of Sunday”; but also Young’s “Response”).
Paul, however, does not say anything about the Corinthians coming together on
the first day of the week, not using synerchomen∑n hym∑n, as in 11:18. Cf. Acts
20:7: “On the first day of the week, when we gathered to break bread.”

each one of you should lay something aside and store it up, in keeping with your

income. Lit. “let each one of you put (aside) for himself, storing up whatever one
gains.” The phrase par’ heaut∑, “for himself,” is problematic, appearing with the
distributive pron. hekastos and the verb tithét∑; it probably is meant to stress the in-
dividual contribution; but sometimes it has been understood as “at home” ( Buck,
“Collection,” 2; cf. Xenophon, Memor. 3.13.3); and in Josephus, Ant. 9.4.4 §68, it
even occurs alongside oikade, “in his own house.” Nothing is said, however,
where the collection of what is stored up should take place.

The verb euodo∑ means “go along a good road,” and in the NT it is used only in
the pass. voice in a figurative sense, “prosper, succeed in business, gain.” Paul in-
structs individual Corinthian Christians (“each one of you”) to put something
aside regularly so that an amount can accumulate and become a fitting gift for the
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poor of Jerusalem. The last clause in Paul’s instruction (“in keeping with your in-
come”) shows that he was aware of the diversity of economic status among the
Christians of Roman Corinth.

so that there will be no collections at the time when I come. Paul does not want
the collection to be taken up at the last minute, and he is seeking to avoid having
to spend time going about begging or pressuring Corinthian Christians person-
ally. They are to give freely what they can and want to, and he implies that none of
it will be coming to him. His own ministry is concerned with more important
things than seeing to the collection on his arrival in Corinth; recall the statement
about his priorities in 9:15.

3. When I arrive, I shall send those whom you accredit with letters to carry your

gift to Jerusalem. Lit. “your (sign of) favor, benefaction,” a rare use of charis, which
is found again in 2 Cor 8:4, 6–7, 19. Paul speaks of his coming visit to Corinth,
which he will explain more in vv. 5–9. He will then expect the Christians to
choose individual trustworthy members of their church to be emissaries who will
carry letters of recommendation along with the gift to the Christians of Jerusalem,
and he promises to write for them such commendatory letters. Collins (“Reflec-
tions,” 41) suggests that Paul uses the plur. epistol∑n, “letters,” because “each
member of the delegation should be accompanied by a letter of recommenda-
tion,” even though the plur. of epistol≤ was often used in ancient Greek for a sin-
gle missive (BDAG, 381). The choice of such emissaries is to be made, however,
with scrutiny: hous ean dokimas≤te, “whomever you consider qualified.”

Their destination is Ierousal≤m; this is the only time the site of the mother
church is mentioned in this letter. Cf. Rom 15:19, 25, 26, 31. It was the royal city
of the Davidic dynasty, where the Temple, Israel’s place of worship, was duly lo-
cated; there alone was it to sacrifice to Yahweh. To it Jews of the diaspora sent gifts
for sacred purposes (Philo, Leg. ad Gaium 23 §§156, 312–13, 315). It became also
the matrix of Christianity, because there the Christ-event took place. For Paul it
was likewise the place where he met those who were “apostles before me” (Gal
1:17a), where he learned from Cephas (Gal 1:18), and where his gospel met with
apostolic approval (Gal 2:2). Here and in Romans he writes Ierousal≤m, whereas
in Gal 1:17–19 and 2:1 he spells the name Hierosolyma, using the form com-
monly found in extrabiblical Greek writers. It originally was a neut. plur. form,
but eventually was treated as fem. sing. (see Matt 2:3; 3:5), undoubtedly because
that was the gender of the more Semitic form Ierousal≤m (see Gal 4:25–26; Acts
5:28; LXX).

4. If it will be fitting for me to go too, they will go along with me. Lit. “also worthy
of me to travel.” Paul uses the gen. of the articular infin. with the adj. axion (see
BDF §400.3). At this time, he has not yet decided that he will carry the collection
for the poor to Jerusalem. By the time that he writes Romans just a few months
later, the decision will have been made, as Rom 15:25–26 makes clear. Nothing is
said about the conditions under which it would become axion, “fitting, worthy,
proper,” for Paul to travel to Jerusalem. Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 387) specu-
late that the reason why Paul is expressing this doubt is that the Corinthians were
“niggardly, or at least somewhat backward in giving.” That might be, but Garland
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(1 Cor, 756) also speculates that that attitude would “rankle the Corinthians.”
Who can say?
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41 B. PAUL’S TRAVEL PLANS 
(16:5–9)

16:5 I shall come to you, after I pass through Macedonia; for I shall be going
through Macedonia. 6Perhaps I shall stay or even spend the winter with you so
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that you may send me on my way, wherever I shall be going. 7For I do not want to
see you now only in passing. I hope to spend some time with you, if the Lord per-
mits. 8But I shall stay on in Ephesus until Pentecost. 9A great door for effective
work has opened to me, but there are many opponents.

COMMENT

Having instructed the Corinthian Christians about the way a collection is to be
taken up for the poor of Jerusalem, Paul proceeds to inform them of his plans for
traveling so that he will be able to be with them soon in Corinth. He has already
told them that he was coming (4:19; 11:34; cf. 14:6) and even hinted at it in v. 3 of
the preceding paragraph. Now he explains what route he will take before he ar-
rives. The mention of Macedonia means that he will be traveling to Corinth
mostly over land, across the Hellespont, and then through northern Greece, be-
fore descending toward Athens and Corinth. He writes that he will probably even
spend the winter with them, but he intends to stay on in Ephesus, from which this
letter comes, until Pentecost. Hence he is compoing this letter to the Corinthians
in the spring of the year a.d. 57 (see Introduction pp. 43, 48).

Paul elsewhere speaks of his travel plans toward the end of letters: 2 Cor
12:14–13:1; Rom 15:22–32; Phlm 22. In them he does not merely reveal his
route(s), but states his desire to be with the addressees. With this letter, he is ex-
pressing his epistolary presence (parousia) to the Christians of Roman Corinth,
but in mentioning his travel plans he makes clear his desire to be with them per-
sonally .

Paul speaks of the opportunity of evangelization that he still has in Ephesus, but
also of the opposition that continues to face him there; yet he gives no hint as to
who the “many opponents” might be. Recall what he said in 15:32 about fighting
with “wild beasts” in this city.

NOTES

16:5. I shall come to you, after I pass through Macedonia; for I shall be going

through Macedonia. Lit. “when I am going through,” a second aor. subjunct. in a
future temporal clause. In 4:19 Paul promised that he would come to the Corin-
thians “very soon, if the Lord wills”; but now we see how that promise takes a more
definite shape. Paul does not plan to sail from Ephesus to Corinth, as the account
in Acts 18:18–19 indicates might have been a possibility; rather he will travel over-
land at least as far as Troas, whence he would take a ship to Neapolis, near 
Philippi. His plan to pass through Macedonia is recorded also in Acts 19:21, “Paul
made up his mind to travel through Macedonia and Achaia again and then go on
to Jerusalem”; cf. Acts 20:2. That Lucan account joins Achaia, where Corinth is,
to Macedonia so that it agrees with what Paul writes here. The pres. dierchomai

has future connotation (BDF §323.1).
That Paul at some point in his missionary career worked in Macedonia is clear

from Phil 4:15, where he speaks graciously to the Philippians for the aid he re-
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ceived from them, “at the beginning of (his) evangelization, when I came from
Macedonia.” Suggs would have us believe that en arch≤ tou euangeliou, “at the be-
ginning of the evangelization,” means that “Paul’s initial activity was among the
Macedonians” (“Concerning the Date”), i.e., that Paul began his missionary en-
deavors among Gentiles of Macedonia. However, that interpretation of Phil 4:15
is far from certain. For Paul in an earlier letter has already hinted that his activity
of evangelization had begun in “the regions of Syria and Cilicia,” when he was
still not known by sight to the churches in Judea, who had heard about him, that
“he who once persecuted us is now preaching the faith he once tried to destroy”
(Gal 1:21–23). Hence in Phil 4:15 Paul means “at the beginning of (his) evange-
lization” of Philippi, after a period of work in northern Greece or Macedonia.

Makedonia was the region in mountainous northern Greece, bordering on 
Illyria and the Nestos River; it stretched from the Aegean Sea to the Adriatic.
Through it ran the Via Egnatia, a famous ancient road from Neapolis to
Dyrrachium. The towns of Neapolis, Philippi, Thessalonica, and Berea, which
Paul had evangelized, were part of the Roman province of Macedonia at this
time.

Macedonia had been founded as a political area in the seventh century b.c. by
kings residing at Edessa and Pella. Under Philip II (359–336 b.c.), it became the
leading power in Greece. In 293 b.c. the Antigonids gained control, and their last
king, Perseus, was defeated in 168 by the Romans. Then Macedonia was divided
into four regions. In 148 b.c. it became a Roman province, and from a.d. 15–44
was governed by an imperial legate resident in Moesia; later it was made a senato-
rial province. Roman colonies were established in Dyrrhachium, Pella, and Phi-
lippi (see Davies, “The Macedonian Scene”; Edson, “Macedonia,” 125–36;
Lemerle, Philippes et la Macédoine, 1:7–68).

6. Perhaps I shall stay or even spend the winter with you so that you may send me

on my way, wherever I shall be going. Lit. “but with you perhaps I shall stay,” with
the prep. phrase (pros hymas [BDAG, 875: “at, by, near,” which is different from
the meaning in v. 5]) put in the emphatic first position. Paul thus stresses that the
Corinthian community is more important to him than Macedonia; that is be-
cause of the prominence of Roman Corinth as a town in Greece at that time.
Winter was not the time for extensive travel, especially if it involved taking a ship
at any point, because of what the Romans called mare clausum, “the closed Sea,”
when Mediterranean storms made travel by ship unmanageable (roughly Octo-
ber to March). As it eventually turns out, Paul did spend the winter of a.d. 57–58
in Corinth (“three months,” Acts 20:3), whence he wrote the Epistle to the Ro-
mans (see Romans, 85–87). In Rom 15:24, Paul again expresses his expectation
that that community will speed him on his way, in that case to Spain; but here he
leaves his destination undetermined. As it turns out, he will go from Corinth to Je-
rusalem with the collection, before going from Jerusalem to Rome (as a prisoner).

The word tychon is the neut. accus. aor. ptc. of tynchan∑, “happen, experi-
ence,” used as an adv., “perhaps”; lit. it would mean something like “(if) it turns
out that way” (BDF §424). It is found only here in the NT, apart from two in-
stances in ms D of Luke 20:13 and Acts 12:15; but it was used often by Classical
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Greek writers (Xenophon, Anab. 6.1.20; Ps.-Plato, Alcib. 2.140a, 150c; see LSJ,
1833).

7. For I do not want to see you now only in passing. The reason why Paul says this
may be found in 11:34, where he promised to “give directives” about “other mat-
ters” when he would arrive in Corinth. His sojourn in Corinth will be of longer
duration than that of his “passing” through Macedonia. 

I hope to spend some time with you, if the Lord permits. Note the same sort of
declaration in 4:19, with a similar condition; cf. Heb 6:3; Acts 18:21; Jas 4:15.
Paul is stressing that all his future plans are dependent on God’s will for him. In 
2 Cor 1:15–17, Paul tells of a change of plans. Cf. Rom 1:10; 15:32, where Paul
speaks similarly of God’s will. A similar mode of expression is found at times in
secular Greek writings: Ps.-Plato, Alcib. 1.135d; Josephus, Ant. 20.12.1 §267 (kan

to theion epitrep≤, “if the Deity allows”).
8. But I shall stay on in Ephesus until Pentecost. I.e., in the city from which Paul

writes this letter, which has been the center of his evangelization during his third
missionary journey, recounted in Acts 18:23–20:38.

Ephesos was then the seat of the governor of the Roman province of Asia. In
Paul’s day, it was an Aegean seaport near the mouth of the Cayster River. At that
time the river was navigable up to the city, which lay about 5 km to the east, but
which during the course of the centuries since has silted up, so that Efes today no
longer seems to be a seaport town. It was a city where Jews had been granted Ephe-
sian citizenship (Josephus, Ant. 12.3.2 §§125–26). For many Greek inscriptions
dating from the Ephesus at this period, see Levinskaya, “Asia Minor,” 137–52,
esp. 143–48.

Whether Paul refers to “Pentecost” as a Jewish feast only, or as a Christian feast
is difficult to say, since it is not known just when Christians began to celebrate
Pentecost as a liturgical feast (TDNT, 6:52). More than likely, he means it in 
the Jewish sense; in any case, Paul is planning to leave Ephesus and to travel in the
late Spring of that year.

H≤ Pent≤kost≤ was the “fiftieth day” from the morrow of Sabbath of Passover
(Lev 23:15–16), the Feast of New Grain (Wheat); cf. Exod 23:16; 34:22; Deut
16:9–12. In Tob 2:1 it is known as “Pentecost, our feast, the festival of the Seven
Weeks” (4QToba ar [4Q196] 2:11: ∂ag πabû‹ayy≠›, “Feast of Weeks”); cf. Greek
Tob 2:1; 2 Macc 12:32. It was the first Jewish feast to be celebrated after Passover.

When Josephus speaks of Pentecost, he says, h≤ pent≤kost≤ h≤n Hebraioi asartha

kalousi, “the fiftieth (day), which Jews call Asartha” (Ant. 3.10.6 §252). This name
can only be Aramaic ‹∞Ωart≠›, related to Hebrew ‹∞Ωeret, “solemn assembly.” It
means that first-century Palestinian Jews were celebrating Pentecost as “the Feast
of Assembly,” which accounts for the sojourn of many Jews from the diaspora in
Jerusalem at the time of Peter’s Jerusalem address to “all the house of Israel” (Acts
2:36) on the “day of Pentecost” (Acts 2:1). For the possibility of more than one
Pentecost among some Palestinian Jews, see the mention of three feasts of 50 days
in the Qumran Temple Scroll, 11QTemplea 18:10–13 (new grain); 19:11–14
(new wine); 21:12–16 (new oil); cf. Acts, 234–35.

The story of the first Christian Pentecost is recounted by Luke in Acts 2:1–41.
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There the emphasis falls not so much on the gift of the Spirit (“the promise of the
Father”) and its effect on the disciples in their Spirit baptism as on the first oppor-
tunity that they had to bear official testimony to the risen Christ and proclaim him
to “the whole house of Israel.” That proclamation took places on the first great
feast after the Passover, on which Jesus of Nazareth was crucified. Pentecost was
also celebrated as a feast of the renewal of the covenant that God had made with
Israel (perhaps alluded to in 2 Chr 15:10–12; 1QS 1:8–2: 18; and clearly in Ju-

bilees 6). The significance, then, of this famous feast of postexilic Judaism assured
it to become a Christian feast as well, but one does not know when the liturgical
celebration of it among early Christians began (see Marshall, “Significance of
Pentecost”).

9. A great door for effective work has opened to me. Lit. “a door has opened for
me, great and effective.” This explains Paul’s decision to continue on in Ephesus
for a while. In 2 Cor 2:12, Paul will express almost the same opportunity about
Troas, another town in Asia Minor north of Ephesus. Cf. Acts 14:27, where Luke
recounts the return of Paul and Barnabas to Antioch after the first missionary jour-
ney and tells how Paul spoke of God opening “the door of faith to the Gentiles.”
That is more or less the sense of the image used by Paul in this verse; cf. Col 4:3.

but there are many opponents. I.e., many who are standing in Paul’s way as he
tries to bring the gospel to people in that provincial capital. In admitting this, Paul
is explaining further why he feels called to continue his work of evangelization in
Ephesus, before returning to the Christians of Roman Corinth. Among the oppo-
nents may be the “wild beasts” of 15:32, if that expression is to be understood figu-
ratively (see Note there).

Recall too the Lucan account of the riot of the Ephesian silversmiths in Acts
19:23–41. Even though it is described at first as “no small disturbance concerning
the Way,” it is eventually directed against Paul, who not only in Ephesus, but in
all Asia, “has convinced and led astray a great number of people,” telling them
that “handmade gods are no gods at all” (19:26). In Phil 3:18 Paul also speaks of
“many” who do not appreciate his evangelization. For the way Paul’s plans de-
velop, after he has written these verses, see 2 Cor 1:15; 2:12; 12:18. At first, while
still in Ephesos, he rewords what he has written here, then proceeds to Troas, hop-
ing to find Titus there, and then goes still farther into Macedonia, where he even-
tually finds Titus, who was returning to him.
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42 C. COMMENDATION OF 
TIMOTHY AND APOLLOS 

(16:10–12)

16:10 If Timothy comes, see that he has nothing to fear in your company; for he is
doing the work of the Lord, just as I am. 11No one, then, should disdain him. Send
him on his way in peace, so that he may come to me, for I am awaiting him with
the brothers. 12As for our brother Apollos, I strongly urged him to come to you
with the brothers; but it was not at all his will to come now. He will come when he
has the opportunity.

COMMENT

Paul continues his concluding remarks by commending to the Christians of Cor-
inth one of his fellow workers, Timothy, about whom he seems to have some con-
cern, and he also informs them about the preacher Apollos. The Corinthians
seemingly wanted to have the latter come to them again, and perhaps had even in-
quired about his return in the letter that they had sent to Paul (7:1).

In vv. 10–11, Paul adopts the style of epistol≤ systatik≤, “letter of recommenda-
tion,” even if its brevity prevents it from being considered a real instance of such a
letter; see Rom 16:1–2, where Paul similarly recommends Phoebe, a minister of
the church of Cenchreae. In these verses, Paul expresses his appreciation of Tim-
othy and commends him to proper treatment by the Christians of Corinth.

NOTES

16:10. If Timothy comes, see that he has nothing to fear in your company. Lit. “that
he may be without fear among you.” Timothy has already been mentioned in
4:17, where Paul said that he was sending him on to Corinth (see Note there); so
his “if” really means “when.” In Acts 19:22, Luke records that Paul “sent off two of
his assistants, Timothy and Erastus, into Macedonia,” but that Paul himself
“stayed on for a while in Ephesus.” That accords with what Paul writes here, even
if there is no mention of Erastus. Now, however, he is anxious that Timothy be
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made to feel at home among the Christians of Roman Corinth and encounter no
undue or negative reactions in his dealings with them, especially because he is
Paul’s fellow worker (synergos, 1 Thess 3:2; Rom 16:21). This implies that Timo-
thy is not the bearer of this letter to the Corinthian Christians and that this letter is
expected to arrive in Corinth before Timothy does. Paul writes blepete hina, “see
that,” the same expression that he used in a negation in 8:9. Surprisingly, Paul rec-
ommends that Timothy should not have to fear any danger in Corinth.

for he is doing the work of the Lord, just as I am. The phrase to ergon kyriou has
already been met in 15:58 (see Note there); now it is a designation of the activity
in which both Timothy and Paul are engaged. Paul implies that Timothy should
receive as much attention from the Corinthians as he himself would because of
this common ministry on behalf of the gospel and the spread of the Christian
church, especially among Gentiles.

11. No one, then, should disdain him. I.e., treat him as of no account because of
his youth (see 1 Tim 4:12) or his timidity (2 Tim 1:7), a characterization that may
not be meant for Timothy himself, but for the reader (see Hutson, “Was Timothy
Timid?”).

Send him on his way in peace. I.e., let him know that he enjoys your good will.
Eir≤n≤, “peace,” has already appeared in 1:3 (see Note there); 7:15; 14:33. Paul
employs an OT motif about traveling “in peace” (1 Sam 20:42; 2 Kgs 5:19) and
urges his addressees to expedite Timothy’s further journey, because Paul is await-
ing his arrival.

so that he may come to me, for I am awaiting him with the brothers. There is no
indication about who “the brothers” might be. Acts 19:22 tells of Erastus being
sent with Timothy to Macedonia, but who else could be meant is not clear. The
prep. phrase, “with the brothers,” could modify either “him” or the subj. of the
verb, “I.” More than likely, it is the fellow Christians who are accompanying Tim-
othy who are meant. Cf. 2 Cor 8:18, 22 (is the unnamed “brother” Timothy?).

12. As for our brother Apollos, I strongly urged him to come to you with the broth-

ers. Lit. “Concerning Apollos, (our) brother, I urged him much.” Paul begins this
verse with peri de (see Note on 7:1), marking a new topic, as Paul passes from the
mention of Timothy to Apollos. The latter has been mentioned earlier: 1:12 (see
Note there); 3:4–6, 22; 4:6, where he is spoken of as a preacher rivaling Paul and
exercising a considerable ministry. The Lucan story of Apollos’s journeys is found
in Acts 18:24–19:1a. The commendation of Apollos that Paul’s words imply
stands in contrast to some of the remarks used about him earlier. It is clear that,
even if Paul has not approved of preacher rivalries (chaps. 1–4), he felt no specific
animosity toward Apollos, whom he now calls adelphos, “brother,” and the latter’s
failure to come back to Corinth has nothing to do with Paul. Some mss (±*, D*,
F, G, and the Vg) read after the initial prep. phrase d≤l∑ hymin hoti, “I make clear
to you that” I strongly urged . . . , which merely emphasizes Paul’s statement.
Once again, who “the brothers” are is left unexplained. It seems likely that Paul
mentions Apollos’s delay in coming to Corinth because in their letter the Corin-
thian Christians had asked about him.

but it was not at all his will to come now. Lit. “it was not at all the will . . . ,” there
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being no indication in the Greek as to whose will is meant; but it must be Apollos’s
will, since there is no reason to think that God’s will is implied, although some
commentators have understood it that way (J. Weiss, 1 Cor, 385; Kümmel in
Lietzmann, 1 Cor, 196; TDNT, 3:59; Barrett, 1 Cor, 391; Bruce, 1 Cor, 160;
Héring, 1 Cor, 153). Lindemann (1 Cor, 382) rightly regards that as improbable;
similarly Allo (1 Cor, 462); Robertson-Plummer (1 Cor, 392); Fee (1 Cor, 824);
Kremer (1 Cor, 373). The text seems to suggest that Apollo was judging that the
moment was not yet propitious for him to return; perhaps he was judging that way
because he too was aware of the preacher rivalries and did not approve of them
any more than Paul did, especially since they in effect pitted him against Paul.

He will come when he has the opportunity. I.e., when he finds the kairos,

the proper time. It may indeed imply that Apollos is reluctant to return to Cor-
inth so long as there is an Apollos group active there (see Robertson-Plummer, 
1 Cor, 393).
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43 D. CONCLUDING EXHORTATION 
(16:13–18)

16:13Be on your guard. Stand fast in the faith; be courageous; be strong. 14Let all
your deeds be done in love. 15You know that the household of Stephanas is the
firstfruits of Achaia, and that they have devoted themselves to the service of God’s
dedicated people—so I urge you, brothers, 16be submissive to such people and to
every fellow worker and laborer (among them). 17 I was happy at the arrival of
Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus, because they have made up for what was
lacking from you. 18They have refreshed my spirit as well as yours. So give recog-
nition to such people.

COMMENT

Having given his instructions about the coming of Timothy and the news about
Apollos’s delay, Paul now adds general hortatory words to his concluding remarks.
The transition to this paragraph is abrupt, and the paragraph mixes both exhorta-
tion (vv. 13–14, 15c–16, 18b) and information about Corinthians who have come
to Paul in Ephesus (vv. 15ab, 17–18a). The caution expressed in vv. 13–14 has
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certainly nothing to do with Apollos; it has to be understood in a generic way, be-
cause Paul is using apocalyptic expressions in v. 13. Paul’s counsel continues even
after that until v. 18b is reached.

NOTES

16:13. Be on your guard. Lit. “be watchful” or “stay awake,” an apocalyptic com-
mand also in the eschatological discourse of Mark 13:35, 37; cf. Mark 14:38; 
Rev 3:2–3. Paul’s counsel is one of general alertness needed in the conduct of
Christian life, which becomes a bit more specific in the following remarks, as
Paul warns Corinthian Christians against threats to their faith.

Stand fast in the faith. I.e., in one’s fundamental commitment to the gospel.
The best comment on this advice is found in Phil 1:27, “Conduct yourselves in a
manner worthy of the gospel so that, whether I come and see you or am absent, I
may hear reports about you, that you are standing fast in one spirit, with one mind
striving side by side for the faith of the gospel.” Cf. Gal 5:1; Phil 4:1; 1 Thess 3:8;
Rom 11:20. Here Paul speaks of “faith,” the response to the preached gospel, not
to “traditions that are the foundation of the community and that Paul passed on to
them,” pace Garland (1 Cor, 766).

be courageous; be strong. Lit. “act like a man; be mighty.” The combination 
of the impvs. of andrizomai and krataio∑ imitates a combination of verbs found 
in LXX 2 Sam 10:12; Ps 27:14; 31:25 (= MT ∂≠zaq w≥›≠maΩ), intended to 
recommend a courageous and valiant stance or mode of action. See also LXX
Deut 31:6, 7, 23; Josh 1:6, 7 (with a different second verb having the same mean-
ing, ischyein). Cf. Eph 6:10.

14. Let all your deeds be done in love. What Paul urged in chap. 13 about the
place of “love” in Christian life is now repeated in this short hortatory counsel at
the end of his letter.

15. You know that the household of Stephanas is the firstfruits of Achaia. The
Greek text of v. 15 is anomalous, for it begins with parakal∑ de hymas, adelphoi,

“but I urge you, brothers,” after which comes what is quoted in the lemma. Words
like those used at the beginning of v. 15, however, are needed to introduce the
subordinate hina clause, with which v. 16 begins, which is a strange anacoluthon.
Following many other modern commentators, I have moved the introductory
words parakal∑ . . . to the end of v. 15 so that they can lead up to v. 16. If one does
not move the introductory words, one has to reckon with a parenthetic remark in
the rest of v. 15 (see BDF §465).

In 1:16 Paul admitted that he had baptized Stephanas and his household; now
we learn that they are aparch≤ t≤s Achaïas, “the firstfruits of Achaia” (see Note on
15:20, aparch≤), i.e., the first converts to Christianity in the Roman province of
Achaia. The same description is given of Epaenetus (Rom 16:5), except that there
it is for the province of “Asia” (which name strangely appears here instead of
“Achaia” in ms P46, a copyist’s egregious error!). In Acts 17:34, Luke tells of a few
Athenians, who had listened to Paul’s discourse at the Areopagus and who “joined
him and became believers; among these were Dionysius, a member of the Areop-
agus, and a woman named Damaris.” That would have happened before Paul
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came from Athens to Corinth; so they too would have been among aparch≤ t≤s

Achaïas, in the Lucan story of Paul in Achaia, but Paul makes no mention of those
Athenians. Some mss (±2, D, 104, 629, 1175, 1241, 2464) add “and Fortunatus,”
whereas F, G add “and Fortunatus and Achaicus,” scribal harmonizations with 
v. 17.

Achaïa would have been the most important part of Greece in Paul’s day. It in-
cluded the central part of the country (Aetolia, Acarnania, part of Epirus, Thes-
saly, and the Cyclades Islands) as well as the northern part of the Peloponnesus
(from Elis to Megara). It was the center of political life especially from 280 to 146
b.c., when it was dominated by the Romans on the defeat of the Aegean League
and the fall of Corinth to L. Mummius (see Pausanias, Descr. Graec. 7.16.7–10).
Eventually, under Roman domination Augustus made it an independent senato-
rial province in 27 b.c. (Strabo, Geogr. 17.3.25), with a proconsul of pretorian
rank residing in Corinth.

and that they have devoted themselves to the service of God’s dedicated people.

Lit. “to the service of the saints.” The meaning of the phrase eis diakonian tois 

hagiois is debated. It could denote simply some generic service for the “saints”
who were in need of it (so BDAG, 230); or it could mean some kind of specific aid
or financial support for the saints (= the poor of Jerusalem), because diakonia is
used in the financial sense in Acts 6:1; 11:29; 12:25. In this case, Stephanas and
his household may have taken it upon themselves to render financial support to
the “saints,” presumably of Jerusalem. Although the sense of diakonia escapes 
us, Paul says that the Corinthian Christians would understand what he meant 
(oidate, “you know”). Lietzmann (1 Cor, 89) finds in the mention of diakonia “the
roots of the office of diakonoi [“deacons”], which even in Rom 16:1 is known in
Corinth’s port of Cenchreae; cf. Phil 1:1.” That may be reading too much into a
noncommittal Pauline text, but 1 Clem. 42.4 also speaks of the apostles having
“appointed their first converts (tas aparchas aut∑n) . . . as bishops and deacons
(episkopous kai diakonous) of future believers,” thus using two of the words
(aparch≤ and diakon-) that Paul uses here (see Hertling, “1 Kor 16, 15”).

so I urge you, brothers. See Note at the beginning of v. 15.
16. be submissive to such people and to every fellow worker and laborer (among

them). Lit. “that you too be submissive,” a subordinate clause introduced by hina.
Paul thus urges Corinthian Christians to be submissive to the leadership of Fortu-
natus and others who labor with him on their account, because they are exem-
plary Christians.

17. I was happy at the arrival of Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus.

Stephanas has been known since 1:16 (see Note there); 16:15. Fortunatus and
Achaicus are otherwise unknown Corinthian Christians, but a person with the
Latin name, Fortunatus, is mentioned in 1 Clem. 65, who may be the same per-
son. The name Achaikos is a grecized form of a Latin name, Achaicus, meaning
“somebody from Achaia” or “related to Achaia,” and it implies that he, though a
native of Achaia, may have been living elsewhere, where he was given this name.
Meeks (First Urban, 56) regards him as a freedman colonist who came to Corinth
from Italy.

Paul speaks of the parousia of these three Corinthians, using this noun in its
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basic sense of “presence,” or perhaps better “arrival,” i.e., the first stage of their
presence; contrast the use of it in 15:23, where it is already the technical term de-
noting the second coming of the Lord (see Note there). What caused Paul’s hap-
piness is explained in the following clause.

because they have made up for what was lacking from you. Lit. “filled up your de-
ficiency,” i.e., my lack of you (or lack of information about you). Paul mentions
his deprivation, but these three men have compensated for the absence of the Co-
rinthian community. Instead of the poss. adj. hymeteron, some mss (P 46, ±, A, ¥,
075, and the Koine text-tradition) read rather the poss. pron. hym∑n, which does
not change the meaning much, being an obj. gen.

18. They have refreshed my spirit as well as yours. Lit. “have caused my spirit to
rest.” The three Corinthians refreshed Paul’s spirit by supplying much informa-
tion about what was going on in the community that Paul had founded not many
years before; it is not said anywhere in this letter that the three of them brought to
Paul the letter mentioned in 7:1, but they may have done so. Paul uses pneuma in
the sense of his own human spirit, almost as the equivalent of his “self,” as in Phil
4:23; Gal 6:18; Phlm 25 (see also Note on 2:11). How the three of them refreshed
Paul’s spirit is clear enough, but not so clear is how they refreshed the “spirit” of
the Corinthians. Perhaps it means that the Corinthian community sent the three
men as delegates to inquire of Paul his opinion concerning various problems that
had arisen, and that this delegation of the three was already a source of consola-
tion or refreshment for the community.

So give recognition to such people. At the end of v. 16 Paul counseled the Co-
rinthians to be submissive to such “fellow workers and laborers”; now he adds his
counsel that they acknowledge the contribution that these people have made to
the community as a whole.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

See p. 623.

44 E. GREETINGS AND 
FINAL FAREWELL (16:19–24)

16:19The churches of Asia send you greetings. Aquila and Prisca, together with the
church at their house, send you many greetings in the Lord. 20All the brothers
greet you. Greet one another with a holy kiss. 21 I, Paul, write this greeting in my
own hand. 22 If anyone does not love the Lord, let him be accursed! Marana tha!
23The grace of our Lord Jesus be with you! 24My love be with all of you in Christ
Jesus!
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COMMENT

Paul finally arrives at the end of his long letter to the Christians of Roman Corinth
and, as usual, ends with a customary epilogue. He sends the community greetings
from the churches of the province of Asia; from Aquila, Prisca, and the church
that meets in their house; and from all the Christians that are with him. He him-
self sends the holy kiss greeting and pens it in his own handwriting, which means
that he has dictated this letter to a scribe, who wrote it out for him. At the very end
he adds a final (eschatological) curse and blessing, the latter in a triple formula-
tion, the first of which is in Aramaic, marana tha!, “Our Lord, come!”

NOTES

16:19. The churches of Asia send you greetings. The word ekkl≤sia is again used in
the plur., denoting particular communities in diverse locales of the province, as in
7:17; 11:16; 14:33, 34; 16:1. Because Paul is writing this letter to the Christians of
Roman Corinth from Ephesus, the capital of the Roman province of Asia, he in-
cludes the churches of the province in the greetings that he is sending, probably to
make the Corinthian Christians aware of their solidarity with another great body
of Christians. Where the churches might be located is anyone’s guess: Colossae,
Hierapolis, Laodicea (Col 1:2; 2:1; 4:13); possibly the six other churches of Rev
1:11 (Smyrna, Pergamum, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia, Laodicea). Verse 19 is
missing in ms A, probably because of homoeoarcton (vv. 19 and 20 both begin
with aspazontai).

Asia was the western Roman provincia in Asia Minor, which had been formed
in 133 b.c., when the last king of Pergamum bequeathed his realm to the Ro-
mans. Alexander the Great had conquered the area in 334 b.c., and after his death
the territory came under Seleucid control, until the kings of Pergamum suc-
ceeded in wresting it from the latter’s domination. In time the province embraced
areas of Mysia, Aeolis, Ionia, Lydia, Phrygia, and Caria, i.e., the Anatolian penin-
sula from Propontis in the north to the Mediterranean in the south. From the time
of Augustus it was a senatorial province, governed by proconsuls, who usually
resided in Ephesus (see further Chapot, La province romaine; Trebilco, “Asia,”
291–362).

Aquila and Prisca, together with the church at their house, send you many greet-

ings in the Lord. Lit. “greet you much in the Lord,” with the sing. verb denoting
the pair (but mss B, F, G, 075, 0121, 0243, 33, 1729 read the plur. aspazontai).
This married couple were collaborators of Paul at various stages of his second and
third missionary journeys: “fellow workers of mine in Christ Jesus,” who “risked
their necks for me” (Rom 16:3–4). They are well known to the Corinthian com-
munity, as this greeting makes clear, because they once resided in Corinth, where
Paul first made their acquaintance (Acts 18:2–3; see further Müller, “Priska und
Aquila”).

Akylas is a grecized form of the Latin cognomen Áquila (meaning “eagle”); 
cf. Cicero, Philip. Or. 11.6.14. Here it is the name of a Jewish tradesman, who 
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appears in Rom 16:3–5a; Acts 18:2, 18, 22 (ms 614), 26; 2 Tim 4:19. In Acts he is
described as Pontikos t∑ genei, “a man of Pontus by race/nation,” originally a dias-
pora Jew from Pontus in Asia Minor on the Black Sea, who had shortly before ar-
rived in Corinth from Italy along with his wife, who in Acts is called by the
diminutive name Priskilla, “Priscilla” (18:2, 18, 26 [read here in some of mss: A,
C, D, F, G, K, L, P, ¥]), whereas Priska is the form used in the Pauline corpus
(read by P46, ±, B, M, 33, 226). Priska is a grecized form of a fem. Latin adj. prisca,

meaning “primitive, ancient.” See further D. A. Kurek-Chomycz, “Is There.”
Paul met Prisca and Aquila in Corinth, when he first arrived there. Shortly be-

fore, they had come to Corinth from Italy because “Claudius had ordered all Jews
to leave Rome” (see Introduction pp. 37–40; cf. Acts, 619–25). Paul not only
lodged with them, but plied the same trade as they, “for they were tent makers by
trade” (Acts 18:3). They accompanied Paul when he left the Corinthian Chris-
tians toward the end of his second missionary journey and sailed to Syria with him
(Acts 18:18). When they landed at Ephesus, Paul left Priscilla and Aquila there, as
he continued on his journey to Caesarea Maritima, Jerusalem, and Antioch in
Syria (thus ending his second journey, Acts 18:19–22). This explains why greet-
ings from them are being sent from Ephesus to the Corinthian church in the con-
clusion of this letter. Were they already Christians when Paul first encountered
them in Corinth? Probably, because Paul has already identified Stephanas and
his household as the “firstfruits of Achaia” (v. 15), which he would not have been
able to say, if he had been instrumental in the conversion of Prisca and Aquila.

“The church at their house” (h≤ kat’ oikon aut∑n ekkl≤sia) is mentioned again
in Rom 16:5. The phrase, h≤ kat’ oikon, is ambiguous; it could mean either “ac-
cording to (their) household,” i.e., the church made up of members of the house-
hold of Aquila and Prisca; or it could refer to their material “house,” in which they
and other local Christians met regularly for worship, i.e., a house-church. The lat-
ter sense is more likely, and it is to be located probably in Ephesus itself. For the
expression h≤ kat’ oikon ekkl≤sia, see Phlm 2; Col 4:15; Ps.-Clem. Recognitions

10.71 (GCS 51.371). These, then, are the earliest references to groups of Chris-
tians meeting together for worship in individual houses. Undoubtedly in bigger
towns there would have been more than one such church. Christians would have
so met after they had broken away from the Jerusalem Temple and local syna-
gogues in order to conduct their own prayer services and liturgies by themselves.
The house-church was one of the factors in early Christianity that aided the
spread of the gospel and contributed to the growth of the church, its structure, and
its life. The mention of such house-churches also implies the centrality of the
home in early Christian life. The household (familia) was the unit, and some-
times was even converted as a whole (Acts 16:33). There is evidence of such
domus ecclesiae in later times at Rome (see further Romans, 736; Branick, House

Church, 58–61; Filson, “Significance”; Gielen, “Zur Interpretation”; Klauck,
Hausgemeinde; Vogler, “Die Bedeutung”).

20. All the brothers greet you. I.e., all the Christians of Ephesus.
Greet one another with a holy kiss. Paul often ends a letter with a command to

kiss one another (1 Thess 5:26; 2 Cor 13:12; Rom 16:16; cf. 1 Pet 5:14: “kiss of
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love”). In speaking of a “holy kiss,” Paul is safeguarding it from any erotic conno-
tation. He may be using in this epistolary context what was perhaps a liturgical ges-
ture at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper; so the gesture is known later on
(Justin, Apology 1.65.2). “The admonitions to kiss one another serve to stress the
liberty to express without inhibition to all people of whatever background, rank or
gender, the ardour of agap≤ in any context. The ‘holy kiss’ is a public declaration
of the affirmation of faith: ‘In Christ there is neither male nor female, Jew nor
Greek, slave nor free’ (Gal 3.29)” (Klassen, “Sacred Kiss,” 135). It was a concrete
manifestation of the unity and fellowship of Christians, no matter what their 
social status might be. Cuming (“Service-Endings”) argues that this clause, used
in the close proximity of v. 23, echoes the ending of an early church prayer ser-
vice, which was nonsacramental, noneucharistic, at which the epistle was read.
Perhaps. In time it became known as “the kiss of peace,” gathering the latter con-
notation from “the God of peace” (Rom 16:19; see further Benko, “The Kiss”;
Ellington, “Kissing”; Hofmann, Philema hagion, 8–10; Perella, Kiss Sacred and

Profane, 12–18; J. A. T. Robinson, “Earliest Christian Liturgical Sequence”).
21. I, Paul, write this greeting in my own hand. Lit. “the greeting in my hand, of

Paul,” which is elliptical and verbless. Cf. Gal 6:11, where Paul makes a similar
statement at the end of a dictated letter, as he calls attention to the coarse, large
letters with which he writes in contrast to the trained scribe’s skilled handwriting.
By writing in his own hand, Paul is, in effect, authenticating the letter, as it were,
“signing” it, for he even includes his name in the gen. case. Cf. Phlm 19; imitated
in Col 4:18; 2 Thess 3:17 (see Nijenhuis, “Greeting”).

22. If anyone does not love the Lord, let him be accursed. Lit. “let him be anath-
ema” (or “a curse”); on which see Note on 12:3. In this statement, Paul does not
use the verb agapa∑, but rather phile∑, “have affection for,” which appears
nowhere else in his uncontested writings and may, then, reveal that he is employ-
ing a stereotyped formula (see the Comment on 13:1–13 for the different words
for love in Greek). Its meaning is: Whoever does not love the Lord, rejects him
and does not belong to him (see Spicq, “Comment”). No indication is given
about who tis, “anyone,” might be.

In any case, this anathema is a strange ending to a Pauline letter, especially be-
cause it occurs in the midst of other greetings and benedictions. It may, however,
be occasioned by Paul’s realization of the opposition to him that still exists in Cor-
inth and perhaps will even be exaggerated because of what he writes in this letter.
In contrast to this curse, he concludes the letter with three blessings. Recall Gal
1:8–9, where a similar curse is leveled against anyone, even an angel from heaven,
who would preach a gospel different from that preached by Paul. Cf. Acts 23:14.

Marana tha! This is the first blessing that Paul invokes on the Corinthian com-
munity. He prays in Aramaic and asks thereby that the risen Christ make his pres-
ence felt among the Corinthians soon. In praying in Aramaic, Paul is in effect
following early Christian tradition and its recollection that Jesus of Nazareth him-
self prayed in Aramaic (Mark 14:36; cf. Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15). Once again he al-
ludes to the parousia of the Lord, as he did in 4:5; 5:5; 11:26; 15:23.

The blessing that Paul utters in Aramaic finds its Greek counterpart at the end
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of the Book of Revelation (22:20): Am≤n, erchou kyrie I≤sou, “Amen. Come, Lord
Jesus!” It also appears as part of a final blessing of the eucharistic liturgy recorded
in Did. 10.5–6: ei tis hagios estin, erchesth∑. ei tis ouk esti, metanoeit∑. Maranatha.

Am≤n, “If anyone is holy, let him/her come. If anyone is not, let him/her repent.
Our Lord, come! Amen.”

As the saying is preserved in Greek majuscle mss of this letter, it is written in
scriptio continua as one word, �������� (see N. Schmidt, “Maranatha”). It
has been debated for decades how one should divide the letters, whether m≠ran

’∞th≠’ or m≠rán≠’ th≠’, and how to interpret the second element, whether as a 
ptc. (’≠th≤, “is coming”), a perf. (’∞th≠’, “has come”), or an impv. (’∞th≠’ or th≠’,

“come!”). Because the word with a suffix for “our Lord” has turned up recently in
a contemporary Aramaic text from Qumran as m≠rán≠›, the first question about
the division of the letters is now settled in the way that Halévy years ago under-
stood it (“Découvertes,” 9), and not in the way Rüger (“Zum Problem”) would
have it. In 4QEnochb (4Q202) 1 iii 14 (= 1 Enoch 9:4), one finds [’nth hw’] mrn’

rb’ [hw]’ (= m≠rán≠’ rabb≠’), “[you are] our great Lord.” This form of the 1st pers.
plur. suffix (-n≠’) occurs also in Ezra 5:12; Dan 3:17; in Elephantine texts, AP

81:110, 115, and elsewhere in Palestinian Aramaic (1QapGen 19:12, 13; 21:5;
11QtgJob 26:5). Hence the Greek form maranatha is most likely an elision of Ar-
amaic m≠rán≠’ ’∞th≠’, “our Lord, come!” Theoretically, Greek tha could also rep-
resent an apocopated Aramaic impv. th≠’ (i.e., one that has lost the initial aleph

with its reduced vowel); but such an impv. is found only in later Aramaic, esp. 
Syriac. So it is better explained as an elision of two words, one ending with a long
≠’ and the following beginning with ’∞-. This imperatival form thus would agree
with the Greek form preserved in Rev 22:20, and so it would put an end to the
speculation about Greek tha representing an Aramaic pres. ptc. or a perf. indic.,
as many Greek patristic writers and the Syriac tradition interpreted it (see further
Fitzmyer, “New Testament Kyrios”).

Because marana tha follows upon the imprecation ≤t∑ anathema and because
it was not rightly understood, it was considered for centuries to be an invocation
reinforcing and supporting the preceding imprecation. Such an understanding is
found even in Canon 75 of the Fourth Council of Toledo (a.d. 633): qui contra

vestram [sic, read nostram] definitionem praesumpserit, anathema, maranatha

(hoc est) perditio in adventum Domini sit & cum Iuda Ischariot partem habeat . . . ,
“Whoever presumes (to speak) against our definition, let him be anathema,
maranatha (that is) perdition at the coming of the Lord, and let him rank with
Judas Iscariot. . . .”* In modern times, such an interpretation of maranatha has
been advocated by Peterson, Bornkamm, Kuhn, Moule. The last mentioned
notes that the phrase is preceded by a curse or ban formula also in Did. 10.5–6 and
in Rev 22:20. Such an interpretation, however, stems almost certainly from a later
period, when the original sense of marana tha was lost, and it was thought to be a
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foreign curse (a sort of abracadabra), supporting the immediately preceding ≤t∑

anathema. That even accounts for the misspelling of the word in a fourth- or fifth-
century Greek inscription, maranathan (CIG, 4. 9303).

Another problem with the word is whether the coming of the Lord is linked to
the Eucharist. This link is made in the Did. 10.5–6, at least as it is usually inter-
preted. There is no certainty, however, that Paul is thinking of the coming of the
eucharistic Lord. Some modern commentators even resort to the maledictory in-
terpretation of the word in order to avoid this eucharistic link.

Finally, even when writing a Greek letter to the Christians of Roman Corinth,
Paul concludes with an untranslated Aramaic blessing, using a fixed formula well
known in the early Christian communities, even as abba was, although unlike the
latter it is not accompanied by a Greek translation, abba, ho pat≤r, “Abba, Father”
(Mark 14:36, repeated by Paul in Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15). The formulas stem from the
mother church in Judea and were utilized even in Gentile Christian communi-
ties, where Aramaic was never used as lingua franca.

23. The grace of our Lord Jesus be with you! The second blessing is Paul’s usual
concluding form, which occurs also in 1 Thess 5:28; Rom 16:20; cf. 2 Thess 3:18.
Paul prays that the risen Lord’s favor (charis) will be shown to the Corinthian
community; as in 2 Cor 8:9; 12:9. In 2 Cor 13:13 the formula becomes triadic.
Mss ±2, A, C, D, F, G, ¥, 075, 0121, 0243, 1739, etc. add Christou.

24. My love be with all of you in Christ Jesus! The third blessing is an expression
of Paul’s own affection (h≤ agap≤ mou) for the Corinthian community despite all
the troubles he has been having with it. This is the only place in the Pauline cor-
pus that Paul speaks of his love for the addressees. Recall 4:14–15, 21. Cf. 2 Cor
12:14. Many mss (±, A, C, D, ¥, 075, 1739c, and the Koine text-tradition) add
Am≤n.

A subscriptio is found in many manuscripts; the main ones are pros Korinthious

a' (found in mss ±, A, B*, C, [D*, F, G, ¥], 33, 81); but in B1, P one finds pros 

Korinthious a' egraph≤ apo Ephesou (see 16:8); but D2, 075, 1739 have pros 

Korinthious a' egraph≤ apo Philipp∑n dia Stephanou kai Phortounatou kai

Achaïkou kai Timotheou, “First (letter) to the Corinthians was written from Phi-
lippi by Stephanus, Fortunatus, and Achaicus and Timothy”!
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208, 210, 212

Apostle, 121, 123
Apostle of the Gentiles, 140
Church-founder, 196–97
Jewish background, 276, 306, 369, 402,

420, 447, 568
Married, 283–84
Name, 123
Opponents, 620
Roman citizen, 123, 306
Travel plans, 616–21

Pauline privilege, 302
Peace, 127, 302, 527
Pederast, 257, 406
Peloponnesus, 21, 24
Pentecost, 617, 619
Peter, 549
Pharisees, 561
Philippi, 617–18
Philosophy, Greek, 148, 254, 562
Plantation, 196
Pliny the Younger, 456
Pneumatika, pneumatikoi, “spiritual,” 80,

92, 182, 339, 455, 457, 463, 488, 503,
508, 536

Pneumatology, teaching about God’s
Spirit, 79–81

Polytheism, 301, 343
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Power of God, 174
Prayer, 281, 405–6, 411–13, 515
Preacher(s), 191–209, 221
Preexistence of Christ, 343
Prescript, epistolary, 121–29
Presence, real, 439
Presider at eucharistic celebration, 

431–32
Price, 270, 310, 622
Prisca/Priscilla, wife of Aquila, 39–40, 43,

143, 171, 627–28
Proclamation, 441, 444, 541
Procreation of children, 276
Prophecy, 411–13, 466–67, 493, 497–98,

507–23, 537
Prophet, 482, 484, 526, 536
Prostitute, 266–68
Prostitution, 260–72
Proverb, 240, 366, 583
Psychology, 274
Purgatory, 201

Rabbinic interpretation, 231, 289, 302,
341, 380, 441, 492, 532, 592

Race, 373
Ratramnus of Corbie, 439
Reconciliation, 291, 294
Redemption, 76, 164
Reed Sea, 378, 381
Relegatio, 231
Resurrection 

Of Christ, 265–66, 541, 543, 551, 553,
557–77

Of the dead, 77, 91, 265–66, 541,
557–86, 591, 602

Revelation, 75, 132, 179, 512, 524
Rhetoric, 230, 405, 413
Rhetorical question, 66, 180, 354–55, 

530
Rivalry, rivalries, 228
Rock following Israelites, 74, 382–83
Romanitas, 25, 30
Romans, Letter to the, 69, 81, 85, 

333–34, 510
Rome, 21

Sabbath, 548
Sacrament, 379–80
Sacrifice, 392

Sadducees, 559, 561
Saint(s), 126, 248
Salome, sister of Herod the Great, 289
Salvation, 77, 298, 307
Sanctification, 76, 164, 258, 299
Satan, 229, 237–39, 275, 281, 558
Scandal, 136–272, 332
Scribe, 156
Scripture (OT) quoted, 74, 152, 165, 177,

185, 207, 244–45, 267, 361, 400, 519,
573, 583

Scripture, sacred, 143, 541, 546–47
Seed(s), 364, 585–91, 595
Self-control, 281–82, 284
Sensus plenior, 363
Septuagint, 82, 413, 444
Servant song of Isaiah, 546, 553
Servant(s) (diakonos), 192–93, 212
Service(s) (diakonia), 464–65
Shammai, 202
Sheol, 202
Sign(s), 158, 520–22
Silence of women, 406, 528–35
Sin (hamartia), 89, 262, 268–69, 316, 326,

348, 546, 564, 570, 592, 607
Sister (adelph≤), 299, 357
Slave, 87, 209, 309–10, 368, 478
Slavery, 301–2, 306
Sleep, euphemism for death, 91, 293, 

329, 550, 564, 569, 604
Slogan, 263–64, 269, 274, 278, 338, 341,

353, 397–98, 459
Sodomite, 255–58
Son, the, 73, 574–75
Sophists, 169
Sosthenes, 121–22, 124–25
Soul, life-principle (psych≤), 86, 262
Spirit (pneuma), Holy, 168–91, 202,

239–40, 269, 310, 329, 445, 456,
459–60, 464, 471, 477–78

Human, 86, 268, 319–20, 515–17, 
526

Risen Christ, 598
Splendor, glory, 585–91. 595
Stephanas, 31, 43–44, 147, 273, 624
Stepmother, 234
Stoic(s), 276, 318–20, 336–37, 363
Strong, the, 333
Stumbling block, 346
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Subordinate, 531
Supper of the Lord, 74, 141, 378, 380, 389,

391–92, 425–53
Synagogue, 40, 369

Table, 378, 394
Teacher, 483–84
Temple, 232, 269, 277, 310, 338, 347, 353,

365, 392
Banquet(s), 331, 338, 398
Of God, 79, 202–3
Of the Holy Spirit, 269–70

Thanksgiving, epistolary, 129–35
Theology, teaching about God, 78–79
Therapeutae, 277
Thief, 249, 258
Tiberius, emperor, 41
Timothy, 43, 223–24, 364, 621–22
Titus, 44
Tongues, 463, 468–71, 484, 497

Angelic, 491–92
Speaking in, 509–24, 537

Tradition(s), 201, 408, 435, 444, 545
Transformation, 595, 602
Trumpet, 605
Truth, 496
Twelve, the, 542, 549
Type, 380, 384–85

Union, marital, 279, 297–99
Unity, 476

Unleavened Bread, feast of, 241
Uprightness, 164
Veil, 405–6, 413
Vicarious connotation, 439–40
Victory over death, 601–10
Virgin (parthenos), 88, 283, 313–14, 316

Marriage of, 322–28
Virginity, 88, 273–87, 312–22, 325
Vocation, Christian, 305–12

Ward, 323
Weak, the, 333–34, 346, 371–72, 398, 

447
Week, 614
Widow(ers), 275, 233, 322, 328–29
Wild beast(s), 582
Wisdom (sophia), 74, 148, 151–67,

175–76, 205–9, 229, 343, 383, 466
Of God, 160–61, 164

Word of God, 533
Work (energ≤ma), 465
World

Affairs of, 319
Shape of, 318

Worship, 404–25, 522
Writ of divorce, 289

Xenologia, “speaking in a foreign tongue,”
510, 514

Zeus, 256
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