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"PAUL AND THE SCHISMATA IN I CORINTHIANS.

ABSTRACT

This thesis sets out to reconstruct the situation at Corinth,
with particular emphgsis upon the divisions, at the time of Paul's
writing of I Corinthians (Introduction). An essential component
of such a reconstruction, which is presupposed to be necessary
for the interpretation of the epistle, is the sociological
dimension of the community (Chapter I), Difficulties involved
in the reconstruction of the divisions are discussed (largely
from a review of proposed interpretations),and a methodology is
adopted which lays the principal emphasis upon Chapters 1-4 as

the source of information (Chapter II).

In the second part, statements of a basically factual nature
in I Cor. l-4 are examined, leading to the preliminary conclusion
that a plurality of divisions, centred upon rival leaders,
existed, but was possibly not taken seriously at Corinth (Chapter
III). The overall development of argument (in 1-4) relates the
divisions to the theme of human wisdom, opposed to God's power.
Paul views divisions as proof of 'fleshly' dependence on human
wisdom, expressed in ‘'puffed up' behaviour, denying dependence
upon God (Chapter IV). Corroborative evidence of Paul's strategy
of attacking false wisdom at the root of all divisiveness, rather
than particular parties, 1s provided by stylistically prominent
indications of purpose (e.g. imperatives, purpose clauses).
Paul's claim to unique authority and responsibility is an attempt

to transcend divisions (Chapter V).

" In the third part (Chapter VI), the conclusions from I Cor.
1-4 are tested against relevant sections of I Cor. 5-16. The
evidence confirms the overall conclusion of a diversity of
tensions within the community, producing, within a vacuum of
authority, divisions centred upon leaders., Paul appeals for
a voluntary surrender of rights and freedom, in consideration

for others, and for the building up of the community (Conclusion).

J.S.Rough.



PAUL AND THE SCHISMATA IN I CORINTHIANS

John Stewart Rough

Thesis submitted for the degree of

Master of Arts

UNIVERSITY OF DURHAM

Department of Theology

1984

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without
his prior written consent and information derived

from it should be acknowledged.

20. JiL. 1984



CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION:

PART I: THE PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY.

CHAPTER I: THE PRESUPPOSITIONS AND PERSPECTIVES OF

THIS INVESTIGATION

CHAPTER 1I: THE PROBLEM OF AN APPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY.

Notes on Introduction and Part I.

PART II: I CORINTHIANS 1-4

CHAPTER IITI: FACTUAL INFORMATION IN I COR.1:10 -

L:21.

1. Statements concerning divisions.

2. The source of information.

3. Paul's plans.

4, The social composition of the community.
2

. Paul's practice of baptism.

Conclusion to Chapter III.

CHAPTER IV: THE STRUCTURE AND ARGUMENT OF 1:10-4:21.

Conclusion to Chagpter 1IV.

U

N D

&

27.

55.

55.

66.

67.
96.

102.

106.

112,

114,

157.



CHAPTER V: INDICATIONS OF PAUL'S PURPOSE
(a) Specific references to Paul's purpose in
writing.
Conclusion to Chapter V (a).
(b) More general references to Paul's apostolate.

Conclusion to Chapter V (b).

Notes on Part II.

PART III: I CORINTHIANS 5-16.

CHAPTER VI: THE DIVISIONS AND CHAPTERS 5-16.
(1) The éonnection between Chapters 4 and 5.
(2) Tensions in the community.
(3) Paul's defence of his apostolate.
4 at the Lord's Supper.
(55 The funcfion of '
(6) The denial of the Resurrection of the dead.

Conclusién to Chapter VI

CONCLUSION (General).

Notes on Part III and Coﬁclusion.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abbrevigtions.

159.

160.
183.
185.
194.

198.

223,

223,
226.
232.
213,
251.
255.
260.
266.

2?0.

275.

281.

293.



DECLARATION

+

None of the material contained in this thesis has
been previously submitted for any degree at this
or any other University. The whole thesis is my

own individual work.

COPYRIGHT

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author.
No quotation from it should be published without his
prior written consent and information derived from it

should be acknowledged.



INTRODUCTION: -

The student of St., Paul, particularly in relation
to the‘Cofinthian epistles, has perhaps little need to
be apologetic about a practical and pastoral motivation
in his studies, since that is a central concern of the
apostle too. Part of the initial impetus for the
present study comes from the experience of being part
of Christian communities in very different parts of the
world. Beyond its more immediate aims lies the pract-
ical, pastoral question, whether in what Paul has to say
to the Corinthians about community and factions, there
is something to be heard by the church today.

Problems of factiousness, division and diversity,
with which Paul attempts to deal in I and II Corinthians,
have shown throughout the ages, a remarkable resilience,
and capacity for adaptation. It is no longer possible

even to hold on to the popular.myth of a 'Golden Age!
of Christian unity in the first century, where such
problems did not exist.1 The romantic fiction of the
early church as a completely harmonious ecommunity of
like-minded people, united in a common aim (which the
writer of Acts, not always consistently,sought to
perpetuate) has long been replaced by an understgnding
of it as conforming to a more earthly, fallibly human,

pattern of diversity and conflict.z . However, the loss



of the belief that such an ideal community cnce existed
is compenéated for by the increased realism of the
picture of the communities, and consequently the
relevance to the present reality of its self-under-
standing, its community ethics and order, and the pract-
ical measures it adepted in response to a variety of
real pressures and tensions, internal and external,
(including the pursuit of a goal of ideal community).
The understanding of the role of their apostle Paul has
inevitably undergone a similar change of perspective,
but one which likewise implies no necessary diminution

3

of his stature. The apostles are no longer seen as
the bulwark of Morthodexy", preserving the chugch from
heresy (which did not dare to raise its head during
their life time).4 To see Paul instead as dealing with
practical prcblems arising in the Pauline communities,
working out, or at the least applying, his 'theology'

in response to real situations, with his authority and
reputation under threat not just from non-Christian
opponents, but from within the very communities which he
founded, does not detract from his stature, his import-
ance,or the significance of what he has to say.5 It
does, however, make it necessary that the situations
snd communities for which Paul wrote be reconstructed

as: fully as possible, in order to hear clearly what he

has to say.
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The more immediate aim of this study, therefore,
is to concentrate upon one particular part of this
reconstruction, a specific situaticn in which Paul
addresses the problem of divisiveness and disunity
in a Christian communityl— the crxﬂipmrﬂx which
threaten the 1life and unity of the church in Corinth.
In addition to being one of the most obvious sit-
uations for Paul's teaching aBout factionalism,
the O?(ﬂ%ﬂhdﬁt& are widely, though not universally,

" recognised as central to understanding the situation
in Corinth which determines the direction and emphases
of I Corinthians (as well as providing significant

background for the whole Corinthian correspondence),
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PART TI: THE PURPOSE, SCCPE AND METHODOLOGY
OF THIS STUDY

CHAPTER I: THE PRESUPPOSITIONS AND PERSPECTIVES
OF THIS INVESTIGATION

In pursuing the aim of reconstructing the divisions,
there are two main presuppositions which prowvide the
verspective for this investigation and are therefore

discussed and elaborated here:

(1) that identifying the o‘xfo;uoc'roc is & pre-
requisite for hearing what Paul has to say;

(2) that the Christian community at Corinth is
important'in.itself (not just for the key figures
in it, nor even only as the recipients of Paul's
teaching and exhortation),and that it should
therefore be reconstructed in all its dimensions,

especially the sociological.

7 -
(1) Identifying the CY(CSAMXTA as a prereguisite
r\/

for hearing what Paul has to say.

It is generally accepted that the nature of Paul's
theology is not 'systematie' but essentially practical,

written for particular people in particular situations.

This point is made for example by Hooker ("Paul gives us

only a piecemeal picture of his theolcgical position.



Everything he wrote was occasional literature," 7)
and Munck ("His theology arises from his work as
apostle and difectly serves that work." 8). Beker
alsc argues that the co?relation between what he calls
the 'coﬁtingency' and the 'coherence' of Paul's gospel,
is the key to understanding Paul's thought.9 The
coherent theme or centre of Paul's thought (the first
fundamental question) is the triumph of God.10
Paul's experience of the Christ-event is brought into
language‘in the symbolic structure of apocalyptic
language.ll The second fundamental question concerns
the texture of Paul's hermeneutic, which Beker sees as
translating the apocalyptic theme of the gospel into the
contingent varticularities of the human situation.™
The interaction between the coherent centre of the gospel
and its contingency is Paul's particular contribution to
theology.13 O0f the letters, he writes: "They should be
interpreted as gospel for particular situations,
tenfleshing' the gospel into human particularity! Lk
It follows from the nature of Paul's writing, that
the particularity of the situations in which he wrote
influenced both what he chose to say and how he said it.
It is conceivable that even if a coherent core exists,
as Beker believes, contradictions in the practical
advice given may arise, dependent upon the differences

15

in particuler situations.
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(Paul himself in I Cor. 9: 19-23 appears to lay claim
16

to a practicé of "accomodationﬂ% ) It is therefore
impossible to bypass the task of historical reconst-
ruction, however difficult that may be, since under-
standing the situation of Paul, and of the community

‘tc which he was writing, is integral to our understanding
of what exactly he is saying (including the examinection
of whether there is a 'centre! of his gospel).

With regard to I Corinthians, the historical back-
ground takes an even greater prominence, in view of the
practical rature of its coneerns, which is widely
recognised by commentators. Barrett, for example,
ﬁaving first claimed that the church in our generation needs
the Epistle to the Romans in order tc rediscover the
apostolic gospel, adds: "It needs also to rediscover
the relaticn between the gospel and its order, discipline,
worship and ethics; and for this it needs the First

17

Epistle to thé Corinthians." He had earlier
described the Corinthian Epistles as Wthe most complete
and many-sided picture of how Paul believed that his
theological convictions should be expressed in the life
of a church.," 13 Allo describes the aim of ICorinthians
as practical and local”("On dirait qu'elle n'est faite
que pour calmer des agitations locales ou résoudre des

problémes locaux," 19) Robertson and Plummer character-

ise it similarly ("It deals with the practical questions
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affecting the 1ife of a church founded by the writer.® 20)

In the course of justifyiﬁg his choice of Galatians
and Romans, the more "doctrinal® letters, tc explore
Paul's contextual way of doing theology, Beker admits
that the Corinthian letters, and especially I Corinthians,
are more obvious places to study the contextual partic-
ularity or contingency of his thought. ("If-as I contend -
Paul's theological methcd is a method of embodying the
coherent center of the gospel into the particﬁlarity of
a given situation, it would seem that the Corinthian
correspondence should be cur test case, and certainly not
Romans. First Corinthians especially invites contextual
‘interpretation because of'?aul's question-and-answer
method. " 21)

From the wide recognition of the practical and local
concern of I Corinthians, exemplified above,it follows
that the more that can be discovered of the situation at
Corinth which led both to the gquestions which the community
asked of Paul, and to the problems that were reported to
him, the more sure can be the evaluation of Paul's
practical advice and the identification of the general
principles or theological convictions that lie behind it,%°
The more necessary, in other words, becomes the task of
reconstruction of the occasion and situation of the
Epistle., Within this historical reconstruction, the threat
of csxzfr/uovroc (-1:10) and the existence of C)E/fncSeS (1:11)

appears to occupy a central place from their position at
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the beginning of the epistle (1:10-4:21), their @bnnection
with the fundamentals of Paul's gospel (1:17-2:5 in
particular) and their possible relationship to other

problems within the community (5-16).

(2) The importance of Christian community and the

sociological dimension of it

It has been argued above that an understanding of
the situation and the community at Corinth is necessary
for a proper understanding of Paul (although it must be
'admitted that there is some pessimism even among those
who engage in reconstruction about how full an under-
standing is now recoverable).23 The second pre-
supposition or basis of investigation is also widely
recognised: the importance of Christian community in
its broadeét sense, This'recognition encompasses many
fields of study e.g. theology, history and exegesis

Of particular significance,however, is. the growing
interest in, and recognition of, the sociological
dimension of the early Christian communities. The extent
of this interest is indicated by the increasingly
substantial lists of studies of the early church in
surveys of literature with a sociological emphasis.ag
One important result of studies from this perspective has
been to highlight the importance of community in the
'success' pf early Christianity. Examples of this are

25 26

found in the work of Gager and Kee, both of whom are
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concerned with early Christianity as & whole (i.e. a
generalised picture rather than individual communities),
Gager certainly does not see the early church as an
ideal unity, and in faclt criticises the neglect of the
gospels as "invaluable sources for a wide variety of early

Christian communities"?7 He sees early Christianity as

28

"g social world in the making!.. (This phrase and

"the social world of early Christianity" have become
i 29, . . T o

common terms of some scholars. ) It is classified

by him as a millenarian movement, a new religion creating

its own social world, and therefore capable of being

described as,and subject to the same forces as, other

30

millenarian movements, Gager is nct unaware of the

problems and dangers of the identificetion and use of
sociclogical models from a different age and culture.31
He finds support, however, for his classification in
Mthe relative absence of specifically theological
reflection.on the one hand and the tremendous emvhasis on
community and ethics on the other!’ 3? Social distinct-
ions (of property, sex and status) are abolished or
minimised,33 the well-being of the community being the

main principle 5k (e.g. I Cor. 10:23), Status distinction
is attacked as contradictory to the very nature of Christian
community in I Cor. 10-13.35 As Christianity forms its

identity and retains its cohesiveness, "community" remains

the vitally central focus.36 Indeed Gager sees "the
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radical sense of Christian community", rather than any
'religious' factor as "the decisive element in our
final explanation of the success of Christianity's>¢

As the Christian millenarian movement "mythologises

its hopes in face of the failure of its millenarian
expé€c¢tations, the community becomes Fhe prefiguring in
the present of the fufure"BS (which could be described
as a socilological description of realised eschatology).
Amid all the variety of religicus options, the distinct-
ive and decisive feature which Christianity had to offer

to its adherents was the sense of community. ("In a

world that offered an unlimited variety of religious options,

there needed to be something further to retain the loyalty

of converts through fime. This something was the sense

of communityg?g) The triumph of Christianity depended

upon twofold factors: external circumstances beyon& its

control and "a single over-riding internal factor, the

radical sense of Christian community -Aopena to all,

insistent on absolute and execlusive loyalty, and concerned

for evéry aspect of the believer's life. From the very.

beginning, the one distinctive gift of Christianity was

this sense of community"#*qo
Kee sees the origin of Christian coﬁmunity in an

alienated or marginal group thch rallies to a charismatic.

leader or ethical prOphet.41 He too sees the context of all
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of Christian 1ife in community, so that even the essentially
individual experience of conversion "regularly cérries

with it a commitment or adherence to a new community?,';»*42
Disputes which are perceived by the particivants zs
primarily theologiecal have,in part at least, a sociclogical
nature, which he sees as a coﬁsequence of the degree of
inclusiveness of the Christian community.45 The challenge
to Paul's credentials in Corinth, e.g. by ecstatics in

I Cor, 12:27-30 (cf. 14:23 and 40), is at rcot " a
fundamental difference in social conception of the church
and its corporate lifen b (Kee's understanding of this
difference follows Theissen below-).L+5 The Christian
compunity is Yprimarily the Christians' version of the

46

Jewish concept of covenant people®. However, social
and cultural distinctions emerged early even in the urban
community,47 as indicated for example in Ro.16:23, where
the impression is given that there are some people of
substance and cosmopolitan c-ult',l,lre;L‘L8 and I-Cor,4:12
where, he thinks, Paul's detractors were condescending to
him because he worked with his hands, unlike-Apollos.49
Indeed one of the first problems faced by the church was:
"how to actualise the social unity of the church that very
‘early spanned sO0 wide a range of economic, social and
‘cultural strataﬂ3~5?

One of the most substantial contributions in the whole

51

field of sociological investigation is that made by Theissen?
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(His work on I Corinthians will mainly be referred to later.)
He toc sees the development of the community in response to
tensions created by internal pressures (such as social and
cultural diversity) and external ones ( e.,g. econowic and

C 52 ' ' A
political). The reascn for the 'success' of Christianity
was its response to socio-economic, socic-ecological,

53 It lay in

socio-political and soclo-cultural forces.
the integrating nature of the movement - its readiness to
modify its radical ethics tc fit the settled cily community
where it flourished - and its positive response to the
external pressures of its world.54 This process of
adaptation or integration is deduced from the New Testament,
for radical and less radical attitudes, which reflect
different stages of development or different situations

55

(rural and urban mission), can be detected. For example
alongside the radical condemnation of riches and the rich,
characteristic of the gospels, and appropriate for the
wandering charismatics of the 'Jesus movement!, there is
less radical commendation of the generosity of the rich,
Joseph of Arimathea, Zacchaeus and Barnabas, which is
: . 56
appropriate for a more settled urban community.
Theissen (cf. Kee above) sees the conflict between
Paul and others in Corinth as over the type of mission:
"itinerant charismatics" or "community organisers'.- o

("Despite variations in situvation, personnel, and theology,

two types of missionaries meet in I and 2 Corinthians,
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types which can be distinguished by reference to their
position on this issue of the right of support.")58

There is, therefore, considerable agreement among
those undertaking sociol&gical investigation, firstly on
the significance which they attach to community and
secondly on seeing the sense of community or social unity
as a process, or development and response to tensions.59
Their perspective upon the community is mainly the
broader, egternal one of economic, geographical, political
and cultural forces (which produce internal tensions), and
their reconstructionsdepend upon inferences from the
New Testament texts. The sociological factors which these
and other such studies bring to prominence are a formerly
neglected dimension of the Christian communities,
| Many of the studies themselves show an awareness of
the dangers, difficulties and limitations of the methods,
in particular the scanty nature of the evidence and the
fact that it works from inferences behind the open intention
of the texts, and that it is,therefore liable to the risk
of subjective judgments, (It is - noticeable that though
the volume of works with a sociological emphasis has
grown, it is still generally deemed necessary to introduce
such studies with apologetic for the method.) Gager, for
example, claims to have no illusions about the choice he

makes of a particular socioclogical model, believing it
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open to subsequent revision.60 The use of sociological

models from the present, to fill the gaps in information
in the past,is a particularly difficult and problematic
61..
area. -

Theissen identifies and discusses three different
methodological approaches, in a perceptive essay on the
methodological problems of the sociological interpret-

ations of religious traditions.62 These three

approaches are (in outline):-

A. CONSTRUCTIVE METHODS 63

1. Socicgraphic Statements (i.e. about groups).

2. Prosopographic Statements (i.e. about individ-

uals),
(The latter are more numerous, Both present problems

such as reliability, validity and representativeness.)

B. ANALYTIC METHODS O%

1. Inferences from Events

(Sociology's interest is in the usual, while historio-
graphy preserves the unusual, But inferences can be
made (a) from the unusual sbout the usual;

(v) from recurring events;

(c) from analysis of conflicts - particularly

importanti)-
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2. Inferences from Norms

(a) Practical norms governing experiences and impress-
ions (aphorisms etc.).

(b) Ethical and juridical norms (laws, punishments etc.i

(¢) Norms (e.g. educational level) shown by language.

(d) Literary forms expressing social relationships

(hymns etc.),

3. Inferences from Symbols

(2) Ecclesiological,
(b) Poetic (e.g. Parables),

(¢c) Mythical.

C. COMPARATIVE PROCEDURES 65

(1) Common elements in religious groups rcoted in the
same historical and soccial situation (unproblematic).
(2) Related religious movements in different historical

situations (problematic).

Theissen shows an awareness of specific problems
ralised by each of these methods, and his general
conclusionkon the differing methodological approaches
is cautious: "Only competing methods offer the poss-

66

ibility of reciprocal control and correction.®

A further conclusion concerning the relationship of
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the sociological approach as a whole tvother approaches,

is equally cautious: "The sociological perspective itself

is but one among many others." 67 The recognition of

the sociological perspective as compleﬁentary, or one

among others, is an iﬁportant recognition of its value

and 1imita£ions. The ignoring or neglecting of it, however,

results in an equally unbalanc.ed. picture, as is pointed

out by Meeks., -

Meek568 presents a powerful argument to counter one
of the main objections to the attempt to describe the
social history of early Christianity: the charge of
reductionism".69 The criticism is that the social
historian seeks to extract from the texts something different
from their 'intention', denies distinctive character to
religious phenomena, and sees them as projections of

70

group consciousness. The sociological interpreter there-
by imposes upon the evidence his own belief system. Meeks
admits that early attemptsot partly justify these reservat-
ions, but argues that it is no longer characteristic of
those disciplines, 71 He then goes on to launch a counter-
attack on the reductionism of a purely theological inter-
pretation and its implicit claim that the whole content

of the canonical writings is theological ideas.72
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He warns: "Moreover, the theological remover of specks
from the social historian's eye must beware the log

73

in his own." Mecks elaborates his charge of
'reductionism' in three specific objections:

(a) A purely theological interpretation fails to
distinguish among contexts of meaning and uses of
texts; (b) it conceels a model of what religion is,
which ought to be brought out into the open;
-(c) it reduces the meaning of language to its

__?q

"manifest intention Philologians, exegetes and
historians are also suspicious of the way the sociolog-
‘ical interpretation infers what must have happened,

and Meeks admits that it is right to be chary.("We
ought to keep as closely as possible to the.observed
facté." 75) He argues, however, that without inter-
pretation there are no facts, since every observation
(e.g. translation) involves a pcint of view and set of

76

connections, In spite of the somewhat polemical
form of argument, it is significant that Meelks claims
that his work is not anti-theological, though it
deliberately avoids theological categories as its
linterpretative framework, and that it may be useful to

7

theclogians. The most telling point of Meeks' argu-

ment is to establish that a purely theological



22.

interpretation is as open to the charge of ‘reduction!
(lack of balance and incompleteness) as a sociological
one. The implication once again is that the different
perspectives are, as Theissen suggested,78 complementary.
The main contribution of socioclogical investigation
(e.g. the works previously mentioned) has been to the
creating of a desecription of the social world of early
Christianity and of the early church as "a social world
in the making.  Exegesis is used largely as a meansto
this end, 2lthough its use for this purposes has also
repercussioné for the exegesis of the New Testament,
introducing an awareness 0f a new level of meaning.
(This is particularly true of Theissen's work.)
J.H, Elliott,however, attempts a closer welding of
sociology and exegesis,or new direction for it,in
undertaking what he calls "a sociological exegesis of
I Peter, Its situation and strategy' & In the
introduection, where he outlines his method, Elliott
stresses the need for"sociological imagination - 80
His own distinctive contribution is the attempt to
weld together sociology and exegesis, in what he
describes as "sociological exegesis-. 81 in order
tc arrive at a new understanding of an individual
New Testament text. He adds later that a more

comprehensive designation of the method would be a
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Miterary-historical-soeciological-theological analysis",
which indicates that the method is inclusive rather than
narrow.82 His primary concern is with "the social
dimension and interpretation of a specific biblical

text, namely I Peter!l ?3 (Elliott sees the temm Tﬁ%OOIKOS

8L,

as the key to the socio-political situation, and its
correlation with O’)‘IKOS To0 66:00 as the key to the
strategy of the letter - the concept of "a home for the
homeless” is the cohesive centre and common identity.85)
Elliott's study at the very least raises the possibility
that a radically new insight into, or interpretation of,
a text may be possible from a sociclogical perspective
(although it is possibie that the method may be more
appropriate for I Peter than other epistles)§6
Something much less ambitious, much less systemat-

87

ically 'sociological', 'is attempted in the following
sections, Indeed little more is offered than some
tantalising hints of a dimension to the iife of the
Corinthian community. which not only ought to be talen
into consideration in the interests of completeness,

but which may alsc help to explain some of the more
intractable problems of I Corinthians, The scciological
perspective might, for example, facilitate an explanation

of why a church, which in Chapters 1-4 appears to be

threatened by divisions, is exhorted to a unity based
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upon the proclamation of Christ crucified, and on a
practical level recalled to the teaching and example
of the apostle,  then addressed as if it were one
body, facing problems which appear to cut across the
divisions. If Filson88 is right in suggesting that house
groups in which the rich’ﬁlay a prominent role are the
social context of the divisions, a more fluid, volatile
situaticn is suggested, which makes it easily conceivable
that Paul does not identify theological or moral stand-
points with particular grecups. It is no longer necessary
to assume either inadequate knowledge on Paul's part,
or that there is really only one group of opponents who
constitute the one real division.

One question with a very definite social dimension, to
_which considerable attention has been given,is that of

the apostle's authority. The emphasis has often tended

to be upon Paul's role and concept of authority, or the

89
90

I Corinthians has been seen by several scholars as

general understanding cf apostolic authority.

an exercise of apostolic authority ( a view which this
study will claim tc be a slightly misplaced emphasis).
<§£ere is however a corollary of this, implied for example
in Btzioni's definition of power as "an actor's ability

to induce or influence another actor to carry out his
directives or any other norms he supports".gl Authority

concerns not only the one exercising it but those cver
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whom it is exercised, so that the situation within the
Corinthian community, which ié@he context within which
Paul works out his role of authority, becomes an equally
legitimate focus of attention.. The shift of focus to the
community incidentally makes it more likely that Paul's
assertion of a unique, continuing relaticnship to the
Corinthians as father and'founder, his exhortatiorx/{quTa{
Jrou \/l/veo’Q(: , and his more authoritative pronounce-
ments, are seen as a response to a situation c¢f disorder,
rather than a thinly-disguised power lust, brooking no

92 An area of study which might well prove

rivals.
fruitful for establishing a model for the conflicts in

I Corinthians is that of group-dynamics. The phenomenon
of the adoption of leadership roles in the absence of
established authority (i,e. human authority) may be a
highly significant factor in the conflicting leadership
claims of the divisions. The limitation of time hag made
it dimpossible to explore this possibility more fully and
scientifically in the present study, which remains more
upcn the level of the tentative conviction of Barrett:
Tt may have been tc some extent a natural human desire
that led to the formaticn of the groups that attached
‘themselves to the names of Paul, Apollos, Cephas, and

Christ." 95 Like Barrett it recognises that 'natural!

forces generated in a group may have played a part.
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The presupposition upon which this study is based, that
community is important and that the sociological dimension
of Christian community at Corinth is part of a complete
description of it, seems therefore to be legitimate, The
sociological approach brings into prominence a frequently
neglected dimension of early Christiasn communities, but
needs to be supplemented by, and evaluated ageinst, the
community's own self awareness - how it saw its own
problems of unity and diversity, and endeavoured to solve
them (mediated tc us through Paul's views of them). There
is no better place for studying how a community was
affected by divisive tensions than the Corinthian letters.
It is no great exaggeration to say that disunity and
conflict dominate this correspondence, beginning as it does,
in the canonical epistles, with the warning zbout
(YK/ZS/MO(TIX (I Cor. 1:10ff,) and ending in II Cor.,10-13
with the attack on false apostles, and the disruptive
effect of the intrusion of super apostles on the community,
which has forsaken its own apcstle, There are, hcwever,
strong reascns (discussed later) for distinguishing
between the cenflicts in I Corinthiens and II Corinthians,
though it is arguzble that the same ten@ency to faction
meay underlie both., I Corinthians 1-4 is at the very least
where the rise of faction in Corinth is seen in its embryo
state, and the threat it poses to 'community' identified.
It is therefcre the logical starting point for a recon-

struction of the divisions at Corinth,
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CHAPTER II: THE PROBLEM OF AN APPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY

(1) THE DIFFICULTIES IN RECONSTRUCTING THE DIVISIONS

The difficulties which beset an attempt to reconstruct
the situation at Corinth become evident from previous studies.
The mdst important of these problems are discussed ian the
following section, as the first step towards deciding upon
an appropriate methodology. (One of the principal criteria
for choosing a particular methodology will be its ability

to overcome, or at least take into account, such difficulties.)

(1) Lack of unambiguous factual information.

The first obvious difficulty in reconstructing the
O’X(/W’l’oé is lack of evidence, Here, as often, Paul
alludes to a situation presumably well known to his readers,
and therefore unnecessafy to elucidate. Dahl mzkes a
commendably methodical attempt to distinguish fact from
hypothesis, ol but concludes that there are only two
‘pleces of undisputed factual evidence.95 The first is that
there are dxfcy/xum (later called E{:ﬁvcieS ) among the
Corinthians (1:10-12), reported by Chloe's people

O% ><>\<§P?s ). The second (at 4:18) is that some

<y 96 > ,
(Tives ) have become 'puffed up' ( C:?SUCS!Q)@ﬁCYD/(\/ )
as if Paul was not coming. (Dahl rejects verses which,

though they appear factual, are ambiguous or problematic
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/
for interpretation, e.g. 1:12 where the Cv(mi/kocra

are assgociated with different prominent figures or party
slogans; and L:17 the sending of Timothy.) Dahl claims
that, taken together, his two unambiguous pieces of

o7

factual information are not inconéiderable. It can,
for exemple, be deduced that the factionalism has an
anti-Pauline tendency (on the basis of 4:18).

There seems little likelihood that any significant
facts have been overlooked concerning divisions (by Dahl
and others), but the distinction between facts and

interpretations is useful.

(ii) Information of an ambiguous nature

Alongside these facts are a number of more enigm-
atic hints - verses, for examvle, essentially factual
but open to different interpretations, yet capable of
being cbmbined into plausible hypotheses. The crucial
slogan verse (1:12) or the notorious crux of L4:6 are

Q
o8 But there are

examples of this Wcircular" dilemma,
alsc verses, unambiguous in themselves, which are given
new significance in particular hypothetical reconstruct-
ions, for exemple where Paul cites his sources of informat-
ion. Dahl himself, in spite of his recognition of the
primacy of factual evidence, embarks upon hypothesis,99

providing & good example of how essentially factual

information can take on new significance in a hypothet-
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ical reconstruction. His hypothesis, which he is honest
enough to admit contains the element of "pure imaginat-

100 is based upon the mention of Stephanas 1:16

ion",
(where a possible explanation of this eurious afterthought
is suggested by him: that Paul did not wish to involve
Stephanas in the discussion of divisions at Corinth);

and at 16: 15-18 (where his household is warmly commended
as the first converts and for devoting themselves to the
service of the saints). The double emphasis (at 16:16 and
18) on subjecting themselves, or giving recognition to
"such people" may, he suggests, indicate opposition to
Stephanas, as well as Paul., Dahl therefore goes on to
suggest that Stephanas as leader of the delegation was
probably the instigator of the writing of the letter by the
Corinthians tb Paul. This letter itself was the cause of
division - some opposed to writing to Paul suggested in-
stead writing to Apollos or Cephas., It is the use which
Dahl makes of this conjectural explanation that is of most
significance, i01 for he finds in it a plausible explanation
of Paul's approach in 1:10 to 4:21, where he begins with
caution with an exhortation to unity (the first Tnvoakbt>ﬁ3
following unusually quickly upon the short thanksgiving),
and its relation to Chapters 5 to 16: "He had first of all

to make it clear that he did not speak as the champion of

.one group but as the apostle of Christ, as the founder and
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spiritual father of the whole congregation".102 The hypo-

thetical reconstruction of the background to the letter there-
fore supports Dahl's view of its content: that I Cor, 1-4 is

103

an apologetic introduction, This is a particularly clear
example of how slight and unsubstantial facts, because of the
ambiguity of their interpretation, can be used to elaborate
major areas of content - in this case, the relationship of
1-4 to the remainder of I Cor.,and therefore the whole
purpose of the letter,

The interpretation of ambiguous informatioh seems in-~
evitable in reconstructing the baclkground of thetSng}AaTD\
(in view of (i) above) but it is useful to recognise the

104 which must

hypothetical nature of such a reconstruction,
be tested within the broader context of the whole argument,
and which should remain open to new insights (such as the

sociclogical dimension of the divisions).

(iii) Information adduced from the rest of I Cor. and
II Cor,

A further problem, related to the scanty nature of
factual information and the t'ambiguous'! nature cof other
facts, is how far information on the <57q%%~q7a. can be
inferred from the rest of I Corinthians and II Corinthians].'o5
Discussion of two of the most controversial issues in the
Corinthian correspondence (a) the integrity of I Corinthians

and (b)the relationship between I and II Corinthians, is

therefore ungvoidsble.
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(a) The integrity of I Corinthians

There is general acceptance that I Cor. 1-4 belong
together as a unit, dealing with the divisions. The
repeated explicit return to the (f?&ﬂ%%«oCTOk theme
(3:3ff; 3:21ff;4:6) after the initial introduction of it
in 1:10-12, makes this almost inescapable., It is part-
icularly significant that this unit is kept in_tact in
all the major source analyses which divide I Corinthians
intoc mcre than one letter.lo6 Thematic schemes of the
epistle also generally treat this section as a unit,
dealing with divisions%o7 Only 2:6-16 presents any
problems of authenticity and Paul's proclgmetion of a
wisdom for ,Cﬁ— T@J\eio: there, is generally seen at
the worst as a lapse into gnostic language, or language
capable of a gnostic interpretation.lo8

Added support for treating l-4 as a unity is given
by the argument of Wuellner,109 that I Cor. 1-4 embodies
(in I Cor. 1:18 to 3:20) a haggadic homily genre, with

> " N e
its main theme at I Cor. 1:19,‘0?\‘\0\«) Tk\\/ (Sor{)lo(\/)i.e.

}_I

the divine sovereignty and judgment over a wisdom, The

~homily is brought into relationship with the situation at
Corinth, outlined in 1:10-17 and 3:21b - 4:16, by the
connecting verses 1:18 and 3:21. The framing TﬁﬁoaKDC\ab

forms at 1:10 and L:16 act as a form of inclusio, and also
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suggest the purpose of a homily at this point. (This-point

110 and B.,Sanders lll).

is noted by Dahl

There is therefore little ground for objection to
treating 1-4 as a unit with the Cﬁ&ﬂi}Amﬂbc as a major
theme.

The question of how far material from the remaining
chapters may be projected into the reconstruction of the
CS(fgyu«XToL of 1-4 is clearly inextricably bound up
with the question of therintegrity of the epistle. If the
integrity is upheld, it is likely that evidence from 5-16.
can be adduced to explain the nature of the factions of
1-4, If it is rejected, at the very least the possibility
must be taken into account of substantial differ ences in
the situations and the information available to Paul.
Conversely, if a close relationship between chapters 1-4
and chapters 5-16 is found, it lends strong support to the
textual evidence for the integrity of the epistle.112 (1t
should hqwever be no}ed that it is easy to become involved
in a 'circular' type of argument, as the assumption of the
integrity of I Cor. makes the finding of thematic links more
probable. )

. The balance of scholarly Opinion seems to be slightly

in favour of the integrity of I Corinthians, Barrett,for

example, remarks that while many students see 2 Corinthians as a
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composite letter, "relatively few hzve adented a similar

113 15

. 114 1
hypothesis for I CorinthiansW, Barrett, Conzelmann,

116 117

Hurd all find it more probable to accept the

Allo,
integfity of the episple. Hurd, who claims that almost

all the theories of the partition of I Corinthians are based
upon the recognition of the basic difference between Paul's
treatment of the oral information unfavourable to Corinth

(I Cor. 1: 11£f) and his reply to the Corinthians' letter

\
118 . . .
sees it as a straight choice between two

(I Cor.7: 1££),
improbgbilities: the improbability of the partition
theories ( a point madé by other commentators) and the im-
‘ probability of the households of Chloe and Stephanas meeting
Paul in a period brief enough for one letter to desl with
‘both sets of problems.119

Two of the many hypotheses of partiticn are discussed
beldw to illustrate the types of issues that are raised and
Ahow they are inextricably linked with the (%Xﬂ%}MXTZ&.

Héring}?o

finds three important arguments for disunity:
(1) the contradiction between the imminent arrival proclaim-
ed. in Chapter 4 and the delay in Chapter 16;

(2) the rigorist view of sacrifice in 10:1-22 contrasting
with the principle of concern fcr the weak in 10:23% to 11:1
(and also Chapter 8); |

'(3) the resﬁmption "ex abrupto™ of discussion of the apo-

stolate in Chagpter 9, after appearing to have settled the

issue in 1-4,
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A1l three points are valid observations, but Hering's
division dinto two letters is nct an inescapable conclusion.

The first contradiction (1) in Paul's travel plans
is mot completely irreconcilsgble. The emphasis at h: 19
is upon Taxécos , in opposition to those (Tives)

"puffing themselves up as if he were not coming." 16: 5
following does not contradict the fact of Paul's coming,
but the proximity of it. At verse 7 a complimentary reason
for delay is given and at v.9 an unobjectionable one (his
reason for staying longer in Ephesus)., Also at 16: 5 he
states first ékeédcywxl CSC\», TTPBS U/LA'S(S , as if to re-
assure his readers that his egsential intention is un-
changed, only modified,

The second contradiction (2) depends upon the frequent-
ly noted fact of apparently seif-contained passages and loose
connections in and between Chapters 9 and 10 (e.g. 10:1—1%21).
It is doubtfulyhowever,if Héring's two-letter division
restores a broken unity. (The principle of 9:20-21 and its
exemplification might account for some of the apparent contra-
dictions.)

The third arguﬁent (3) bears directly upon the divisions,
in the question of the apostle's authority in Corintn. Here,
too, the argument for a composite letter is not compelling.
The reintroduction of this topic could be mediated by the
expectation of criticism for his voluntary surrender of
'freedom to eat'. (8:13). Its digressive nature does not

22

. . . . 1 . .
disprove its integrity. The difference of perspective
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between 1~-4, dealing with partisan spirits preferring one
apostle to another, and Chapter 9, dealing with opponents
challenging the validity of his apostolate, does not
require the assumption of the reception of further zlarming
news. Héfing}s argumentl23 that Paul would not have
delayed reference to the issues at Chapter 9 and the attack
on hig gpostolate, if he had been aware of them, rests on
an uncertain psychological argument: that personazl
apologia must take precedence ( cf, the disinterestedness
of Phil., 1:18). In 1-4, the perspective is that of the
community, and their relationship tc Paul, s0 that the
emphasis upon a positive relaticnship to him as their
children, and upon the apostles' servant-role, is under-
standable (in view of their false estimation of leaders).
A clear apologetic element (especially 4:15; L:3-l4; 4:8-13)
is present, but the emphasis is upon how the community
should regard apostles (3:5-7; 3:21; L4:1; 4:16). In
Chapter 9 the agpologetic, polemicagl element is direct -
»openly described as VC] E/uw] é(ﬂo\o_‘)n/o( Tor's 274,:& &vuk/){vooc{v
(9:3) and related tc a specific, personal criticism, not
mentioned in 1-4, the right to support.

Héring therefore rajises important points and presents

124

a plausible, but not compelling reconstruction. It

requires a relatively simple process of editing.
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125

Schmithals also identifies two letters) Compared

with Héring, whose scheme he describes as "superficizl"

126

and "based on astoundingly narrow observation', his
division requires g more complex process of editing, but

it stands in a strounger tradition of literary-criticel
127

analysis dating from Weiss (1910), to whose observations
he makes frequent reference].'28 He himself suggests that

a growing consensus appears to be in the making in recent

researc,hj:29 (The table of Principal Scurce Anszlyses of

I Corinth;ans_given by Hurd shows a relative uniformity in

the general approach of the seven partition theories tabulate%?o)
A particularly significant point concerning the <5xﬂ§uxrﬂx

is one of the points of agreement: all put I Cor. 1l-4 in

a different letter from 11:2-3L, in each case seeing the

latter as part df an earlier letter, The rumour offﬁ(eyaaﬂi

at 11:18ff is a decisive point for Schmithals who, like Weiss,

believes that this must be the first referénce to CW(%;pube(,

as they are known only vaguely by rumour (as 3u<odao ~ zand

fié7)os T ToTedw indicate)].“51 If Paul had had concrete

evidence about the le’cr/u\orrcx here, he believes, it would

be necessary to give more detail, since he now contradicts

what he said earlier. If on the other hand he had only

scanty evidencé, hg would identify these _O’xllayu.o('r‘o& with

those of 1-4, Schmithals sees a distinction between
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akouco (v. 18)OndC5V\>\‘O9V? /um in 1:11172 &koldw

refers, in hlS reconstruction, to the unofficial report of

Stephgnas, a .non-reSJ_d.ent of Corinth, and _C—_&q%w@q to

the repcort of the cofficial delegafion of Chloe's people,

also probably (Ephesian) visitors to Corinth%33
Schmithals'argument for a contradiction between

1:18 ff and the earlier treatment of o—x/.%/«mm touches

also (almost in passing) on the deriving‘of a positive

aspect from the disputes in 11:19 6(.\ ‘>/o(/o o(( o((/x_csos Cv

U/t«n/ CAVO(( W [ka] of SoK/Am (Po«/c,/ocn yc,vcov'rM 154

The presumed contradiction is with what is said on _UXK?AO(TO(

in such passages as 3: 1-5 where they are a proof of being

'\/"/TWIOl in Christ. The contradiction is, however, present

in the passage itself (11: 17 ff) - where Paul at the same

time c¢riticises faction and recognises division as a necessary

process of test:‘urle;:.L35
Schmithals also emphatically rules out the possibility

of taking (57(//(7/\0(1”& and O(IC/)C{:O‘(HS to designate dig-

order or abuses in connection with the Lord's Supper, seeing

the reference to CSK?C?RD('TLX as brief}36 Verse 17 and

18, however, seem to state explicitly the definite context

of the GXI/LOWOL under discussion here: ()’UVC/)}(%&VCOV U/{Aw\/

C,\/ QKK)\"]MO( (v.18). In verse 20, the same phrase

is used in the transition from "“coming together" to the



- 38.

ceﬁtral purpose of meeting, that is esting the lord's
Supper. It is hard to see how divisions at the Lord's
Supper are not at the very least part of the issue under
attack and possibly the whole.

It becomes apparent later (e.g. p.llh, where Schmithals
argues that it would be most unusual if two completely
different heresies had been able to find a place in the
community at about the same time and had disappeared zbout
the same time) that Schmithals identifies the Cixﬂg}dea
with "heresies", If however the kSng}uxToc are seen
as a sociological as well as theological phencmenon, as
factions or cliques rather than heresies, as holding
characteristic beliefs (of a heretical tendency) but not

137

entirely doctrinally based - it ceases to be inconceiv-

zble that this reference to a specific expression of faction-
alism in the communal meetings, which makes a mockery of the

Lord's Supper, should come from the same epistle as

I Cor, 1—4.138

Two further general points of Schmithals' literary-
criticsl analysis are questionable. He thinks it unlikely
that only part of the four letters of Paul (of which

I Cor. 5:9 and II Cor. 2:3,9 give clear proof) would be

2
. . 139 L 1
preserved in Corinth. But this is only guesswork, and

the complicated editing which his hypothesis requires can be

40

. 1
seen as equally unlikely.
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The second, more important,point is raised in his
argument that the unity of I and II Corinthians is a
literary-critical problem, nots;as Lietzmann contended,

141

a psychological one. Schmithals argues that there is

no basis for the psychological explanation of a changeable

142 (II Cor. 10:1 requires a remarkable

temperament.
change.) He supports this by reference to Romans (a
literary masterpiece), Thessalonians (showing clear thought
and strict arrangement) and Galatians (having a unifying

sense of pastoral responsibility and regard for the psyche

of the Galatians). Apart from the possibility of differences
of aim and situation influencing the character and style of
different writings by the same author, he ignores the fact
that Galatians and Theséalonians are brief, and Galatians
deals with one specific problem, while Romans is generally
reccgnised as having a unique position and literary character
within the Pauline corpus. Philippians is not mentioned,

but a later footnote143 concurs with.the view that it comprises
two or possibly three letters, The extension of the hypo-
fhesis of an editing vrocess, often found necessary in II Cor,
to explain awkward connections in all of Paul's canonical
epistles, may be logical, but it makes the appeal to a

typical logical framework in Pauline letters even more shaky.

4L

Conzelmann perceptively remarks that the literary-

criticsl arguments against integrity become convincing when
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it is shown not merely that there are sudden transitions of
thought (which can be explained by pauses in dictation etc.)

but that different situgtions must be presupposed for

different parts of the epistle. The heart of the argumeunt

1iesvin whether the (3>(G?M0ﬁtx of 11:18ff, or rather the
extent of Paul's informetion abcut them, is in contradiction
to what he knows about them in I Cor. 1-4. The necessity
of presupposing a different situation (less knowledge) in
11:18ff has not been established by Schmithgls, and some of
the more peripheral arguments, dealt with above, with which
he supports his aim, are much less convincing.

Barrett,145 who gives an outline of the alternative
explanations of Héring and Weiss as representatives of a
simplér and more elaborate vartition theory, makes the point
that though both are possible and in the reconstructed contexts
make good sense, Mhe fact that each reconstruction makes good

P
146 It suggests a sub-

sense is an argument against both¥v,
jective element, It is somewhat ironical that Schmithals
uses substantiglly the same argument against a reconstruction
of the divisions based upon 1:12 (i.,e. the variety of theses
based upon it).lq?

Although there is substantial literary-critical support
148

for a division 2long the lines followed by Schmithals,

the integrity cf I Corinthians is still the most reasonable
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working hypothesis. The lack of vnanimity among the part-
ition theories, and the lack of compelling proof for any
one hypothesis, slong with the positive fact that the
epistle as it stands makes tolerably good sense, with no
totally irreconcilable~contradictidns, arc the decisive

arguments.

A discontinuity c¢f argument or theme between I Cor.
1-l and later chapters is held not only by thcose who support
a composite letter, but also by those, like Hurd, who see
separate occasions within cone 1etter.149 Hurd claims
that the basic differences which led to the partition theori%go
can in fact be accounted for by the different ways Paul deals

151 Trere is strong

with cral or written informaztion.
evidence for the two different types of source of information,
and in the use of TTefﬁ é;é-_ six times (7:1; 7:25; 8:1;
12:1; 16:1 and 16:12),a stylistic indication thaf written

152 . .
Tt is less clear that the

questions are being answered,
further stylistic distinction between responses to written
and oral information exists, It is hard to see why the tone
of a passage written in response to orsl information should be

more emotionally involved, and that of a passage in response

. 1
to written information calmer and more detached. o5

L . .
Bruce!! Lok also sees a major dichotomy (between 4 and 5),
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and accounts for it by Paul writing I Cor. 1-4 after the
visit by Chloe's people with their news of divisions, but
receiving a letter from Corinth brought by Stephanas,

155

Fortungtus and Achaicus.” This letter assures Paul

that they rememﬁer his teachings and keep the 'traditions!
and raises the questions dealt with in Chapters 7—16.156
The delegationﬁalso reports verbally on the illicit sexual
relationship, litigation and disorder in the meetings.157
Paul deals with some of these first in Chapters 5-6, account-
ing for the abrupt opening of 5:1.158

The question of the integrity of I Corinthians has
therefore impocrtant bearing upon the questicn of how and
how far information about the divisions from the rest of
‘I Cor. can be used to supplement that of 1-4, It is not,
however, the only decisive factor, since the hypothesis of
new information being received makes essentizlly the sane
distinction{of a development either in how well Paul was
informed 'about the dxlfcyaoc’t‘o& or in the O—K{/O'/AO(‘TO(.
themselves). The fact that those who divide the letter do
not envisage a long gap of time between the letters makes
the difference even less marked, 27 (Schmithals in fact

treats the situation in I and -IT Cor. as uniform, the main

development being in Paul's knowledge of the 'heresy!'
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(b) The Use of II Corinthians

The question of how far evideace from II Corinthians
(particularly Chapters 10-13)cen be adduced, depends upon
the relationship between the two situations - how far the
opposition to Paul described in 10-13 (widely regarded as
part of a separste letter, possibly the severe letter of
IT Cor. 2:4) is identical with or foreshadowed in the
earlier factions.

There appear to ve clear differences between the two
situations, in particular the fact that II Cor. 10-13
specifically attacks the false apOStles(AF&UébﬂTéGﬁTﬁROU;)
who have come in., (The Corinthians' fault is lack of dis-
crimination and disloyalty.) There is no hint of such
interlopers in I Cor., unless one mgkes the unlikely in-
ference that the references to Apcllocs or Cephas are to
deliberate and malicious direct interference. The influence
of, and appeal to, "super apostles" (_Of LC)T”teP)\l/O(\/ &ﬂo/~

—Q?RS\O() is also easy to imagine as a development amid

a2 people prone to faction and adopting leaders, but clearly
Paul is not addressing the same situation.

Barrett suims up the arguments for the continuity of
the situation of II Cor, 10—15 with that of IQonasfollows:EGO

(i) At II Cor.10:7, the claim of the unnamed person believing

himself to be of Christ, and the reply to him, is similar
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to I Cor. 1:12f - it is not wrong to claim to be of
Christ (cf. I Cor. 3:23) but it is wrong to deny this

to others, which divides Christ.

(ii)The Christ-group of I Cor. (which he describes as of a
gnostic type, stressing charismatic and spiritual
phenomenz), is like those of II Cor. 10-13 who stress
charismatic speech and visions, despising Pazul for
deficiency in these,.

" Barrett, however, rejects the close identification on two

grounds:-l61

(1) The whole relationship of the two situations takes on

a different complexion if II Cor. 10-13 is not the
severe letter, but either subsequent (as Munck)162
or an integral part of II Corinthians.

(ii) In I Cor. 1:12 there is noﬁuggestion that those attacked

are anything other than native Corinthians, whereas in
II Ccr. 10-13% the main attack is on strangers who
intrude, and only secondarily on the Corinthians for
allowing themselves to be deceived by them.

Barrett's second reason,as he states, is the more cogent.

In fact the establishing of a longish period of time between

I Cor, and II Cor. is not absolutely essential for holding

that the two situations are substantially different, althcugh

it does add to its probability. Factiousness, by its nature,
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can undergo considerable and rapid change as the result of
' . . Soxrtbostox

scme new development such as the intrusion of iggq-txrnacjp ol,
Moffatt at least recognises the resilience of an inclination
to factiousness, which he sees as '"the curse of Greek
a " _ . . . ., 163
emocracy', taking on a new guise in the Christian community,

The assumption, therefore, that II Cor. (and especizlly
10-13) reflects the same situation as I Cor., is not only
hard tc reconcile with the information given, but also secems
based upon a view of 'factiousness' which i1s toc monochrome,
too inflexible, and possibly alsc too '"theological®.- It may
in fact be Paul, whose practical advice, as Barrett points
o M . . . S n 164
out, is "consciously grounded in theological principles",

who sets factionalism or factiousness in a theological per-

spective,
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(2) METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES

Having set out the aims (in Chapter I) and the
difficulties in section (1) above), we take up the
question of what methodological approach is advisable in
order to achieve the historical reconstruction which is
necessary, bearing in mind the difficultiés outlined
above, Methodological presunpositions can in fact play
a decisive part, and the decision on methodology is
crucieal..

The principal choice lies between (1) placing the
main emphasis upon I Cor. 1-4 and (2) placing the main

‘  emphasis upon the later part of the epistle(possibly
including II Cor.). The difference is well exewplified
by the contrasting approaches of Dahl and Schmithals.,

A discussion of these therefore provides a useful basis
for arriving at a methodological approach to meet ocur aims
and overcome the difficulties.

Schmithals finds the position of I Cor. 1:12 (and
possibly the verse itself) something of an embarréssment}65

Exegetes are accustomed to decide on its basis how many
parties there are. As it can be used as a basis for'gll
the various theses, he argues, it must be left out of
consideration at the beginning, and its meaning determined
conversely, when exegesis of the whole passage has clar-

ified the state of affgirs here,
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Schmithals is talking of verse 1:12, but what he says
applies, in effect, to all the references to 67QE?ADCRX

in 1-4 - he interprets the <57(ﬁ§p\a‘nx in retrospect,
from the situation of the whole Corinthian correspondence,
Furthermore, he believes that the total length of time
between Paul's first intervention and the conclusion of
them, is about eight months,166 meking the total time
between the beginning of the disputes and the end, about
one year.l67 From.this he concludes that the dispute is
of a single and uniform nature, since it is unlikely that
more‘than one '"heresy" would arise in such a short time,
and he dces not allow for any significant change.168

(He similarly believes that only one decisive conflict and
one group of opponents, which he identifies with the Christ
group, would have arisen.) Schmithals!' method therefore
is to reconstruct the position of Paul's opponents as one
group,169 from the evidence of the six epistles into which

170

he divides I and IT Corinthians. The apparent dis-
crepancies between epistles are to be accounted for by
differences in Paul's knowledge(and understanding) of his
opponents' positicns at different points,

Schmithals therefore desls retrospectively with the
divisions of 1-4 (particularly 1:12) from the picture he has
drawn of gnostics in Corinth, identifying the Christ group

as the real cpponents,to whom are opposed the other three

groups of Mapostolic™" people, following apostolic traditigz}
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Most of the discussion and criticism of Schmithals'
thesis centres on his identifiCation of a developed

form of Gnosticisnm 172 (by analogy with second century
Gnosticism) as the opposition to Paul at Corinth., (In
the absence of any textual evidence of first century
gnosticism, mamy prefer to spesk of gnostic or |
gnosticising tendencies; others to see the roots of the
apparent views of TT\%bgpkorTH<cﬁ in wisdom.)173 There
are, however, equally questionable methodological pre-
supéositions - in particular the maintaining of a single
and uniform opposition to Paul's teaching, and the
assumption that it is a 'heresy'. He fails to ke
account of broader social factors in the community and
leaves unexplained the emphasis upcn unity, with
suggestions of ‘greater diversity. The conclusion which
Schmithals reaches is to a coansiderable extent affected
by the retrospective method he employs.

Dahl adopts a methcdology which places the emphasis
primgrily upon Chaptérs 1-4 for historical reconstruction
of the divisions (although he implies a criticism of Munck
and Wilckens, among others, for concentrating on 1-4
alone).l‘?lJr It is particularly helpful to lock at his
methodological presuppositions,. as they are enumerated

175

clearly in five principles of method:-



(1)

(i1)
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The need to study the controversy as such, taking
account of Paul's perspective on Corinth, and the
Corinthians' reacticn to him.

The necessity of seeing the controversy against its

historical background, but reconstructing on the
basis of information in the section. Dahl implies
a hierarchical or consecutive order of steps here:
(a)"relatively clear and objective statements"
concerning the situaticn at Corinth - to form the

basis.

(b)evaluations, allusions, warnings - to fill out
the basgic facts.

(c)Pault's teaching as evidence of their views -

to be used cautiously and as a last resort,

(iii) The assumption of the integrity of I Cor. as a

(iv)

working hypothesis (which will be confirmed if

it is posszible to see I Cor. 1l-4 as an introduct-
ory secticn). Chapters 5 to 16 can be used for
comnarison.

Information from outside (Acts and the other
Epistles) is not to be considered until the sit-
uation is clarified from internal evidence. 1In
particular, similgrities with II Ccr. are to be

noted but not toc be used to prejudge the situaticn.
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(v) Any reconstruction of the historical background will
be only a "reasonable hypothesis" to be tested within
the toctal argument.

The principal difference between the apprqaches of

Dahl and Schmithals is the relative importance given to

I Cor. 1-4 and the remzinder of the Corinthian correspond-

ence. Whereas Schmithals uses the whole of I and II.Corinth—

ians t¢ reconstruct the crxug]«aﬂi& , Dahl uses I Corinth-
ians 5 to 16 to compare and test the hypothetical recon-
struction of I Cor. 1l-4, setting II Cor. even further out-
side the pef&meter of zdmissible evidence., Dghl's distinct-
ion of different types of information (internal) is alsc
significant, although he himself recognises its limitations,

.
176 and he shows the

(There are only twe basic facts found
need for hypothetical interpretation, which has to be
tested.) 177

If the two methods typified by Dahl and Schmithgls are
assessed against the aims and the difficulties outlined in
the preceding sections of this thesis, our reasons for
preferring Dahl's are cbvious. On the first two difficult-
ies (the lack of ambiguous factual information, znd the
embiguous nature of the information that is given), Dahl
is aware of the nature of the problem and tries to tske
account of it in his methodological principles. His method

also gives a place to the broader understanding of
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community, division and éuthority as sociclogical phenom-~
ena, not purely theological. On the third difficulty
(of how far 5-16 and II Corinthians are admissible for
use in the reconstruction), Dahl's method seems patently
prefersble, in that giving primacy to I Cor. l-4 avoids.
prejudging the issue of integrity, and makes the primary
basis of reconstruction) that section of the epistle
which is generally agreed to deal with divisions,
Because Danl's principles go far towards meeting the
difficulties discﬁssed, the& hiave been-accepted as the

basis of inquiry outlined below,



(3) THE METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH ADOPTED

The fellowing principles are adcpted as the basis of

inquiry:-

(i) The primary source of information is I Corinthians 1-4.

The essentizl unity of this section is not in disputi/
and the <5?<&§p£rﬁu‘, from frequent references, are central.
It is, therefore, the natural starting point for reconstruct-
ion of the C§7q2§pux1tk, and does not require any preliminary
~assumption of fhe whole epistle being concerned with one
issue, and that an unchanging one. It also does not
immediately involve a decision on the integrity of the
epistle.

Within I Cor. 1-4, particular attention is&o be given
to the following:-

(a) the passages dealing directly with c3<ﬁ§anTDk,
looking at facts and inferences,; particularly those of
a sociological nature, keeping in mind the distinction
between basic factual information and necessary but
more hypotheticai interpretation. (Chapter III)

(b) the whole structure agnd argument of this section -
especially important iﬁ'he connection between tae
central themes ( e.g. the power and wisdom of God
and the pfeaching of the cross) and the divisicns.
(Chapter IV)

(¢c) Paul's aim or purpose in this section - as indicated

3
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by explicit statements (e.g.’ﬁoyoa%ux)dg ¥ ), imperatives,
‘clauses of purpose, rhetorical questions. Content and

tone, taken together provide some indication of purpose,
which may also facilitate an answer to the question

whether defence of his own position, or concern

about the divisions, is the central aim., (Chapter V)

(ii) The relationship of Chapters 5-16 to the X (G OTal
[ \ /

Once z reconstruction of the ijj%yauﬁu. on the basis

of I Cor, 1-4 has been made, their relationship to issues
discussed in the remainder of the epistle is considered.,

For this, the integrity of the epiéfle is assumed as a
working hypothesis, and particular attention is given to
those issues which seem to have a direct connection with
Cvxﬁikkufﬂx . Thése fall into two categories: issues with
a specific (obvious) connection (th link between Chapters 4
and 5; the «& éf XT&% when the community gather together at
the Lord's Supper 11:17ff; the defence of Paul's apostolate
in Chapter 9), and issues with a more general 'theological'!
or 'ethical' connection. The question of the function of
Chapters 1-4 in the overall structure of the canonical
epistle is also raised.

Although II Corinthians (especially 10-13) provides

a useful comparison with 1-4, 1t has not been brought into con-
sideration in the discussion following for two reasons. The

first is the limitation of space, and the second its lesser

\
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importance. ‘There are dangers in assuming the same
situation, particularly on the basis of proximity
in time. (These become clearer if the perspective
is shifted from a purely doctrinal one, to one which
takes human, sociological factors such as leadership

conflict into account.)
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Notes on Introduction and Part I

This point was made as early as 1898 by Henson

- (Apostolic Christianity p. 111).

F.C. Baur (The Christ Party in Corinth 1831) is usually

given the credit for this, though his version of the

division has been abandoned. (Schutz: Paul and the

Anatomy of Apostolic Authority, p.3)

Cf. Dahl: Paul and the church at Corinth, p.61.
(It is possible to adopt an anti-Paul picture on the
lines of his opponents.)

The view of Hegesippus (Wilson: Gnosis at Corinth

p.loq),cf. Caird: The Apostolic Age pp.l43ff & 149.

Dahl (op. cit. note 3 above, p.58) points out that
the sepafation of theology from practical issues was
not made by Paul.

Caird: op. cit. note 4 above p.136.

Hooker: Pauline Pieces, p.8.

Munck: Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, p.67.

Beker: Paul the Apostle, p ix.

Ibid: p. ix.(Beker assumes such a coherence exists)
Tbid: p. 15f.
Ibid: p. ix.

Ibid: p. 35.
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- 14,  Tbid. p. 35.

15. Conzelmann: I Corinthians p.6 (all topics related
to faith).

16. Richardson (?gu;ine Igcqngistggcyﬁ NTS 26 (1980)
PP.347-62, e.g. p.348 and 361) discusses Paul's applie-
ation of the principle of accomodation. Drane(Paul

Libertine or Legalist e.g. pp.3-4) find a dialectical

relationship between Galatians, I Corinthians and

II Corinthians. Chadwick (All Things to A1l Men® NTS 1,

PR e

1954-5, pp. 261-275) discusses the charge that Paul is

a 'trimmer' (Gal.5:11).

17. Barrett: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinth-

ians (I_Cor.), pp. v-vi.

18. Barrett: 'Christianity at Corinth'(Christianity)"

B.J.R.L. 46, 1964, p. 269.

/7
19, Allo: St. Paul: Premiére Epftre aux Corinthiens p.xxviii.

20. Robertson and Plummer: A critical and Exegetical Commentary

on the First Epistle of St, Paul to the Corinthians,

p. xxviii.
21. Beker: op. cit p.37f. (He chooses, however, to deal with the
| less obvious Romans)
22, Cf, Caird: op. cit. p.l1l38.
23, E:g. Schiitz: op. cit. p.189 ('Specific dimensions of party
gtrife in I Corinthians are beyond our grasp'....... ...k
cf. Dahl op. cit. p.45 (the hypothetical nature of historical

reconstruction).
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24. BE.g. Scroggs: iThe Sociological Interpretation of the

New_Testament! NTS, 26 (1980), pp. 164-179;

cf. Elliott: A Home for the Homeless, pp.l1-6 & pp.14-18

(notes); Theissen(l): The Social Setting of Pauline

Christianity (Introduction by Schitz, pp.l-1l).

25; Gagér: Kingdom and Community.

26, Kee: Christian Origins in Sociological Perspective.

27. Gager: op. cit. p.7.

28. Ibid. p. 2.

29. TIbid. (title). Cf. Meeks: The First Urban Christians,
p.8; Elliott: Op.cit., p.21.
30. Gager: op. cit. pp.20ff. and 36ff.

31. Ibid. p.13.

32. " p.32

35. " Pe33-4.
'35. " p. 36,
35. " p. 33f.
36. " pp.67-86.
3. " p. 140,
38. o pp. 4511,
35, " p.130.

LI-O. ) " p.lq‘o'
41. Kee: op. cit. p.55.
L2. Toid. p.7k,

L3, " p.93.
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60.
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65.

58.

Ibid. p.94,
See p/l6 below.
Kee: op. cit. p.86.
Ibid. p. 96.
n p.96f.
o P97,
" P.98.

Theissen:(1l): op. .cit. note 24 above and (2) The Sociology

of Early Christianity.

Theissen (2): pp.31-95.
Ibid, p.94, 110 and 116ff.
Ibid.
Ibid. pp.18-21 (ef.10-14).
" p.38f.
Theissen (1): op. ¢it. Note 24 above p.40.
Ibid. p.4l.
The sociological insights are recognised by others,e.g.
Caird: op. cit., note 4, above p.l17...."he refused even
to consider the possibility that the church could be
divided."
Gager; op. cit. p.l3,
Cf. Theissen (1) (Schiitz's Introduction): p.1l5.
Ibid. pp.175-195,
" pp.l77-180.
"  pp.180-191.

" pp.192-194.
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73.
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75.
76.
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78.
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87.

59.

Ibid. p. 195,
" p. 195,
Meeks: op. cit., note 29 above, pp.2-7.
Ibid. p. 2.
" pp.2-3.
" p.3 (referring, for example, to the Marxist

interpretation of Kautsky: The Foundations

of Christianity: N.Y. 1953).

Tbid. pp.3-4.
" P.3.
n Pols
" p.5.
" pP.5.
" p.7.
See p. .20.° "
Elliott: op. cit., note 24, title.
Ibid. p. 5.
Ibid. p. 7.
Ibid. p. 8.
" p. 7.
"  (especially Chapters 1 and 2),
" (e.g. summary pp.13-14,but pervasive).
" p,i}. |
Theissen (1) (op. cit., note 24, p. 176): "A sociolbg-
ical statement seeks to describe and
explain inter-personal behaviour with
reference to those characteristics which

transcend the interpersonal."
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89.
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91.
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93.
94.
95.
96.

97.
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99.
100.
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103.
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Filson: \TQ@ Significance of the Early House Churches!

JBL, 58 (1939) e.g. p.110,

Schutz: op. cit., note 2, p.190.

Shaw: The Cost of Authority, p.62 ("an exercise of

LY

maéisterial authority"); Dahl:(op. cit., note 3
above, p.44 and 52) and Schitz (op. cit., note 89,
p.190) see 1-4 as preparatory (apologetic) to the
exercise of authority.

Holmberg: Paul and Power, p.8.

Cf. Shaw: op. cit. p.62.
Barrett: I Cor., p.24 .
Dahl: op. cit, note 3, pp.4L4-5.
Ibid. p.45f.
" p.45f, (Tives is used of definite people at
Ro. 3%:8; I Cor. 15:12,34)
Ibid. p.46.

Barrett: Christianity p.269.

Dahl: op. cit., pp.50ff.
Ibid., p.52 (i.e. in the details of it).

n "
1t n
See note 90 above.
Dahl: op. cit. p.45.
Use of Acts here relevant mainly to dating and

sequence of letters, Cf. Hurd: The Origin of I Corinth-

ians, pp. 12-42.
Ibid. p.45, Table 4.

Allo: .op. cit. p.xxVv; Barrett: I Cor. p.28;
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Schmithals: Gnosticism in Corinth, p.90; Conzelmann:

op. c¢it. p.BO;_Héring:‘The First Epistle of St. Paul to

the Corinthians, p.li.

Bultmann: Faith and Understanding, pp. 71f. sees Pauline

ideas’ amalgamated with that of mysteries. (See Conzelmann:
op. cit. pp.57-60, for a good discussion of the problem,)
Wuellner:iﬁgggaggglggg;lxjgﬁpxg'in'I§CQ{a 1-3f

JBL 89 (1970), pp.199-204.

Dahl: op,‘cit., note 3, p. 46.

Sanders:';mijaiiggTPgul:Ni_QQg,;4;16f Harvard Theological

Review 74 (1981) pp.353-61 (e.g. p.354).

Dahl: op. cit., p.4i.

Barrett: I Cor., p.l2 (Cf. Hurd op. cit. p.50).

.Barrett: I Cor., p.l7.

Conzelmann: op.'cit., Pelt o

Allo: op. cit. p.Lxxxv (following Godet).

Hurd: op. cit.‘p.BO (Cf. Dahl: op. cit. p.44).

Hurd: op. cit. p;43 (Cf. Schmithals: op. cit., p.91).

Hurd: op. c¢it. p.50.

Héring: op. cit. p.xiiif. (discussed in Barrett: (I Cor.,
pp. 12-13).

10:1~23 1s separated from the remainder of Chap. 10 by all

the source analyses listed by Hurd: op. cit., note 105,

p.45: Table 4,

Allo: (op. cit., p.Lxxxiii) says the suggested reconstruct-

ions lose the vitality and passion of Paul for "la sage

platitude logique d'une thése de candidat aux examens."



123,
124,
125.
126.

~127.

128.
129.
130.
131.
132,
133.
134.
135.

136.
137.
138.
139.
140.

141,

142,

62.

Héring: op. cit. p.xiii.

Cf. Bariett: I Cor. p.l4.

Schmithals: op. cit. p.95.

Ibid. p.88 (footnote 8),.

Conzelmann: (op. cit. p.3) and Barrett (I_Cor. p.13f.)
both suﬁmarise Weiss,whose scheme is largely followed
by Schmithals.

Schmithals: ob. cit., pp.92 and 93.

Tbid. p.87

Hurd: op. cit, (noté 105), p.4yf.

Schmithals: op. cit. p.90f.

Tbid. p.9l.

Ibid., p.lO1f.

Ibid. p.91.

Cf. the duél attitude to suffering (as necessary but
still incurring guilt) e.g. I Cor.4:10-13; II Cor.h:
8-12;11:23-30; Phil. 1:12-14, 29-30.

Schmithals: op. c¢it. p.9l.

Cf. Theissers analysis of I Cor.11:17-34.

(Theissen (1): op. cit. note 24 above, pp.145-168.)
Cf. Schmithals: op. cit. p.90.

Ibid, Pp.87.

Cf. Barrett: (I _Cor., p.1l7),who points out that the
more elaborate the reconstructions, the harder it is
to imagine the process of editing.

Schmifhals: op. cit. p.88 (referring to Lietzmann:

An die Korinther, 1949, p.139).

Ibid: p.88.
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Ibid: p.89 (note 14).
Conzelmann: oOp. c;t. pp.2-3.
Barrett: I Cor. pp.l2-14.,
Tbid. p.lk.
Schmithals: op. cit. p.1l13.
E.g. see Hurd: op. cit. (note 105) above, p.45.
Ibid. p.47. |
Ibid. p.43
" p.62.
" p.63.
" pp.74y,82.

Bruce: I and II Corinthians.

Ibid. p.24.

1" . n
" . 1"

1" "
E.g. Schmithals: op. cit. p.112.(He proposes 8 months
for the whole correspondence.)

Barrett: Christianity p.286. (He refers to it as

superficial justification.)
Ibid. p.287.
Munck: op. cit. (note 8), p.l1l71.

Moffatt: The First Epistle to the Corinthians, p.9.

Barrett: I Cor., p.l7.
Schmithals: op. qit., p.1l1l3.
Ibid. p.lil2.

" p.113,
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171.

172.-

173,

174,

175.
176.
177,

64.

Ibid; p.1l1l4.

" p.202. (He argues that the problem of the
Corinthian ‘'heresy! becomes insoluble if there is
moreuthan‘oné conflict.)

Ibid. pp.l0l-2 (see footnotes).
Ibid. pPp.199ff. and 202.
E.g. ibid. p.138.

eg. Wilson (Gnosis at Corinth and How Gnostic were

the Corinthians?) gives a good summary of the problem.

His definition of terms enables a distinction between
full-blown Second Century Gnosticism and "gnostic

tendencies" (e.g. Gnosis at Corinth p.107).

Dahl: (op. cit. (note 3), pp.42-3) sees Hurd's ﬁethods
as an antidote to Munck's use of 1-4 alone, and
Wilckens' of 1-2. (but is critical of Hurd's recon-
struction).
Ibid. pp.44-5.

n PP.45-6.

" pp.45 and 61.
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PART IT - T CORINTHIANS 1-4

This part addresses itself to the search for
information concerning the divisions in Chapters 1-4.

It is divided into three Chapters:-

CHAPTER III Factual information in I Cor, 1:10-Lk:21.

(Examination of the factual statements

and their interpretation.)

CHAPTER 1V The Structure and Argument of 1:10 - 4:21

(The development of thought and how it

relates to the divisions.)

CHAPTER V Indications of Paul's purpose in 1:10-4:21.
(Statements and stylistic indications of

Pzul's purpose.)
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CHAPTER III FACTUAL INFORMATION IN I CORINTHIARNS

1:10-4:21

There are a number of statements to be fcund in
1:10 to 4:21 about the community at Corinth, the
divisions that have arisen there, and Paul's plans.
The principal problem of reconstruction lies not so
much in the lack of factual evidence as in the lack of
clarity of it, since Paul frequently alludes to sit-
uations known to his intended readers, but unknown
to us. No attempt has been made in this section to
limit the basic information to "relgtively clear and
objective‘statements”.l Instead it brings together
as much basically factual information as possible, and
discusses possible interpretations 2 of it. It has not,
however, iﬁcluded the statements gbout his ministry which
Paul presents as factual 5 (discussed later), on the grounds
that they are more subjective judgements, and less
verifiable, The criterion is somewhat vague, but it
seems permissible to distinguish between the statement of
1:1n, obSEva C%Ea\/ c’aﬁo’o—mcm e /u\ K/ofcmov ka fociov
which is objectively verifiable, andlls therefore included
2s factual, and the ststement of 1:17_00 ) cgﬁécﬁémkéb(
P "X/)(/cr‘ros /ﬂwm"r(/éen/ 2N ef)a\/ye\/ll fc—deoﬁl)which is

not objectively verifiable, and is therefcre excluded,
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Statements gbout his Kfipvxua: and ministry (e.g. I:23;
2:1-2, L4, 6 etc.) do contain a verifiable factual element
- they can be confirmed or disproved by the Corinthisns
own remembrance - butv the verification is of a different,
.more subjective,order than that required for the statement
about baptising in l:14.

The factual statements identified have been grouped

under five headings:

1. Statements concerning the divisions.

2. The source of information.

3. Paul's plans.

L. The social composition of the community.

5. Paul's practice of baptism.

In considering these statements, an atteumpt is made to
evaluate the factual conteant, but also to look beycnd
it to broader ﬁossibilities of interpretation, and
particularly the question of why the statement was made

(i.e. the strategy of the letter).

1. Statements concerning the divisions.
2 b C A >
(a) 1:11_“,.6/,'156& 3V, U/Mk/ GlcIv ..., (the report of

Chloe's people).
- N7 Y~ N ’ ) /
(b) 1:12. EKolesTOS G/w\»/ >\eYc—,\) l:yco e ea Tlaohov,

p/ ~
,L':\/go Se AriodAd oo e X/)rcvfrou (from the



68.

introductory phrase, ?\é;fuo S& TooTo , these seem to
be presented as an explanatory expansiocn b of the state-
ment of 1:11),

(¢) 3:3 Srioo )/5(/) &y LC)/UG\/ éﬁ}\os Kokt éf/)zs (The &rTou
clause, causal in sense, 2 describes the situation exist-
ing in Corinth.’)

(a) 3:4&(’(‘0(\/ \/?X/) >\e/>/t:] 'T!S)7E>/2\)/u.cf,v e}k( ﬂo(é)nou)cé're/;os
é%;nfyﬁo 7pVﬁc>0¢5 vee- (The Ehzxv temporal clause also

describes the actual situstion at Corinth.)

An interesting featufe emerges from setting down the
~four statements as above. It is seen that they fall into

a pattern of (a) general statement (1:11 and 3:3), followed
by (b) elaberation, or spelling out of this in more detail
(1:12 and 3:4). It would be wrong to attach too great
significance to a pattern in two exXamples, -and 3:4 might be
considered necessary 6 to relate the general statement of
3%:3%3 to the Corinthign situaticon. But taken along with other
suggestions (which will be mentioned later) the pattern
indicates either that it is necessary for Paul to bring
home tc the Corinthians the seriocusness with which he regards
their party divisions, as proof ofc?ﬁ)is and éP)/\og s

or that he wishes to let them know that he is well informed
about their divisions, which they have deliberately or

naively omitted to mention.
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The second point to be conéidered concerns the words
whibh Paul uses to describe the divisions, which may give
an indication of how he at least regards them., The first
factual reference is to the report of Chloe's people of
Z/yé“es v LCJ/A“.\/ (1:11), but this verse is itself
explanatory (as,y%ﬁuindicates), giving the reason for the

preceding plea for unity. 1In that plea, (1:10), in 2

i
Ly

!wx c;auee ‘ expressing the purpose of 7’OVIXKD@X53 "

Paul uses CS'KIO‘/‘«O(’TDL— (s r] V) &y (%n\/ o] lcyxa(‘ro(- to

refer to the same 51tuatlon/t;r what he fearéNw1ll develop

from it). There 1s wide agreement among commentators,8

.translators and lekicographers on a distinct difference

of meaning between the two words:_c:&&f T , from its

literal meaning of tearing apart, dengtes divisions,

dissensions or cleavages; whereas %7Mé&ks is used of

gquarrels, disputes or wranglings. It is frequently

claimed 7 that it can be inferred from the use of o?(i?uonm

in an exhortation here, that.CUKéyAaTU. _do not yet exist.

This is not, however, a necessary imvlication of 1:10,

though the form makes it possible, The clause including

(573?}4XT¢ oceurs along with two other \vwk clauses,

both of which are positive exhortations (unlike //Aq P]

CV U WS Ybut seem to imply existing negative
/*A X o ply

situations: fgg;l exhorts them to be in agreement with

one another, and to be united in the same mind and judgment,

in both cases because they are not so alrezdy. 10 It

N
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would therefore be logically consistent for Paul to beg
that there be no divisions, because he knows divisions

do exist, It is, of course, by no means certain that

Paul wrote with such painstaking logic, but the argument
above ought at least to cast some doubt upon the conclusion
that by using two distinctive words Paul is depicting
precisely both what the situation in Corinth is (less
seriocus) and what he fears it may become (more serious).11
It is at least possible that he is giving two distinctive
descriptions of the same situation. (Barrett,12 appears

to have the best of both worlds by suggesting ingeniously
that Paul may be tactfully saying less than the truth, in
implying that Cﬁx%?&xﬂx“do not exist yet.)

The word j;xﬁ%kg&_is used by Paul only in I Corinthians
(1:10; 11:18 and 12:25) and always figuratively., The only
other figurative uses 1in the New Testament 13 are in John's
goséel, where it describes the divisive effect of Jesus!
appgarance,. 1k In I Corinthiazns it occurs in the singular
at 12:25, in the context of portraying the unity of the
body (i.e. the church at Corinth). Munck argues -~ that
both in John and I Cor. 11:18ff only temporary separations
are in mind, The conclusion to be drawn from the Johannine

passages would appear, however, to be less a 'temporal' one

(that the breach of fellowship or a difference ¢f opinion
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is only temporary) than a qualitative' one, concerning
the nature of the divisions (that they are as yet
informal and undeveloped). The facts that I Cor.
11:18ff is addressed to the whole church (even though

16 and that

it heas G}ff%AaTw( it meets together),
the-division there is not assumed by any commentators

to be coextensive with the CSX//C?AocTo( in 1:12, do

provide proof that cr%ﬁé}d%ﬂx,need not refer to an
irreparably or irrevocgbly split community. However,
while it is true that such CS%ié}deDL need not become
permanent, they are 'temporary' only in hope and_not by
nature - a fact which Munck tends to obscure.

Maurer 17 appears to define the nature of Gﬁﬁéuuﬂv&
more precisely, claiming that the important point about
CSX&? AT 1s that they are not separated by "firmly
formulated doctrinal differences and programmes'" but by
"attachment to individual leaders who are played off the
one against the other in authority'. 18 This interpret-
ation, however, derives:from the specific usage of
I Corinthians. Héring's 19 distinction between (Kxﬁﬂmonwg
where division comes from being grouped around leaders,
and CX%béﬁfewﬁ , where it arises from particular teachings,
is very similar. 20 (His distinction is hard to uphold

at 11:18ff, where they seem to refer to the same situation,

C
or at least wheretxyoécEds must logically include the

A07q%7&xnx.)21
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There is, therefore, general agrecment e that,
while 67(%7«%TU. and Z%Oai%& are to be distinguished,
the situation at Corinth described by foiuﬂTK does
not refer to open schism, an irreparable breasch, or
hardened heresgy.

The word éﬁléés is also essentially a Pauline word,a3
occurring elséwhere in the New Testament only in (the
deutero-Pauline) I Tim, 6:4; Titus 3:9. Though the
plural is rare, 2k the singular is found not infrequently
in lists of vices. Its mezgning is more restricted than
g7«%7~ovnx , as Munck 25.poin§s out, including bickering
or antagonisms working themselves out in words. Robertson
and Plummer 26 sum up the distinctive nuance aptly, pointing
out that é%%éés are "not necessarily s0 serious" but the
connotations of the word suggest something '"more unseemlyg?

When Cz})rs (the singular) is coupled with é%)xOS at
3:3, these connotationé are even more explicit. They occur
in a éﬁTOL) clause, with a causal sense.28 As Barrett
points out,29 the causal sense 30 can be adequately conveyed
by the hormal English .equivalent ‘where'.) 1In the context
it is clear that they do not describe a hypothetical
condition but the existing situation. The following verse

makes 1t even more specific that the divisions cof 1:12 are

~
in mind, However the choice of the words épﬁ\os Ko\ épis

is significant, implying a value judgment upon the divisions,
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for these words (together or separately) occur in lists
of vices, for example Gal,5:20, where they are in s list

N W ~ / 3 51
of T eﬁya ’rbps O‘ofkos. Lightfoot, takes the textual

. s . 32 .
variant CS(XOG’TD(K\O\ as original, and finds a
. e opn . 33 n "
gsignificant progression Or sequence: éq%os "cogitatione,
4 ) s £
_C:/DLS "verbis", &XOO’TO(O'IO( Nopere', Emulation (§»}>\cs)
which can be noble in the New Testament as in classical
Greek, though it is more commonly used in a bad sense of

>

jealcusy or envy) leads to strife (e‘,//)ts , which is always

bad), which in turn leads to divisions (6%06‘(0(6‘(0([ )?4.

The context of %:3 is the application of the discussion
in the previous section of (5‘0361/0( &v Tols ’Fc—.>\c—/folS
(2:6-16) to the Corinthian situation: explaining why it is

" not possible tc speak tc them CSS TTVGL/)(AOQTIKO?S. Yhile
the choice of{words,éﬁkos Ko(\l %;/)15) therefore fits this
context, there meay be a further pui*pose in using these
particular words - that is, to stress the cfzx/axuco’s_ quality
of the quarrelsomeness underlying the specific divisicns.

It may be that the parties see themselves and their disputes
in philosophical or theological terms, more befitting
TT\KGKJ/‘AO(T((c{l , and that it is Paul who forces upon
them the unwelcome recognition of the contentious spirit

and jealousy on which thelr parties are founded.
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The third point to be considered is the significance

of the problematic party slogans of 1:12, The phrase
>«§7%0 62775@”3 suggests that 1t introduces an explanatory

xpansion of the statement of 1:12.35 In Galatians 2:17

and 4:1, where similar'phrases are used, they introduce
a new attempt to explain a somewhat difficult point, At
I Cor, 16:29, Xé?%o is used to clarify whose conscience is

at stake, to remove possible ambiguity. It has alreczdy
been suggested that this explanatory statement raises the
guestion of why it is necessary. Two possible, if hypo-
thetical answers, which not only explain this necessity but
also are in agreement with the general impression that emerges
of the Corinthian community 36 are: that Paul wished to make
clear to the Corinthians that he had clear and specific
‘information about what had been going on - about a deep-
seated evil in their midst which they had been either
wilfully or merely complacently ignoring; or that he pointedly
turns them from their spiritual perfectionism to the much
more earthly, fleshly roots of their factionalism., Whether
or not this is a correct explanation of the purvose behind
1:122, it purports to be an elaboration of the'Z%OI5E?S of
1:11., (It is somewhat ironical that it has prcved so
problematic.)

It is characteristic of this letter, written to a church

threatened with division, that the charge of adopting slogans
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is directed against all: EéKOLG’TOS &CJ/AE)V Xéy&( , as 1f the
factional tendency were universal.37 3:4 gﬂ&v yép %é§Q7175
may be more accurate literzlly, but the more inclusive
ékmsTbS é%wsvzkéyélimplies that the factional tendencies
are g communal responsibility which no one can avoid.

The same inclusive emphasis is also possibly found in
the placing among the slogans or watch-words oflgyib//uév

’ /

i TlotONov , which is at their head (and similarly
the use of his name at 1:13), as it is also at 3:4 and 22,
Paul's strategy in the letter regarding the divisions is not
to apportion blame to one party but to involve all in his
criticism. This is clearly a delicate position, difficult,
if not impossible, to mailntain consistently, and involving
tensions which can be seen from the differing interpretations
of Paul's attitude to the Pauline group. On the one hand
there are thOSé who think that there is a hyper-Pauline group
who have misunderstocd Paul's teaching or developed it along
lines which now require him tb dissociate himself from them.B8
That hypothesis posits a theological explanation for Paul's
distancing himself from his own supporters, and takes
Seriously his censure of them, On the other hand, there are
those who interpret Paul's criticism as a mere rhetorical

device, or effectually ignore his inclusion of them in the
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censuré (sometimes along with the Apollos group or the
Apollos and Cephas groups).39 The grounds for that hypo-
thesis are that it fits more neatly into the apolegy for
Paul'is apostolic ministry, and also that there is no
further reference to this“group beyond L4:6. It does how-
ever leave Paul somewhat open to the charge of insincerity,

40

brought by Shaw, Moffatt recognises that within the

reality of the situaticn of division, disinterestedness is

41

a necessary ingredient of effectiveness, Moreover, within
the course of 1:10 to 4:21 Paul presents a perfectly adequate
theological basis for the rejection of dependence upon all
human ageuncy, even well-intentioned support. In the

defence of his apostolate, it is ‘true that he does not have
to deal with criticisms from his supporters, but as his

claim is to be the father of the whole Corinthian church,
there is no real inconsistency between his rejection of the
group claiming to be "of Paul" and apologetic for his
apostolic ministry.

The. pre-eminently problematic nature of 1:12 has already
been indicated.42 In spite of the fact that it is the main
factual statement on the nature of the divisions, the
variety of interpretations which it is capable of sustaining

"makes it impossible to use it as the sole basis of reccn-

struction., In view of the fact, however, that any
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reconstructicn of the situation at Corinth must be capable
of providing a convincing interpretation of 1:12, it is
helpful to keep the party watchwords in mind from the

start, even if a final decision on their significance cannot
be made,. Next, therefore, we proceed to a discussion of
the party slogans, which includes some of the main inter-
pretations pronosed, 3 and their relationship to the whole
letter.

One of the first and most perplexing of the problems
concerning 1:12 is the fact that however many 6?§&?h4&1d__are
in view at 1:12, the remainder of the epistle appears to be
addressed to the church as a whole;44 Parts of the letter
do have particular relevance to a specific group (e.g.
11:17ff tc those M™yho have" or the rich) but efforts to
distinguish parts of the letter as addressed to one faction
(of 1:12), and parts to another, or to identify the weak
and strong with the factions of 1:12, lack credibility.L‘L‘5
This may well bg bQCause Paul deliberately avolids any such
identification. In any case, there is some justification
for the wry comment of Schmithals 46 on 1:12: "It is
regrettable that this verse stands right at the beginning
of the Corinthian epistles."

There are several ways in which the awkward mention of
a plurality of divisions can be reconciled with the addressing

of the whole church, One of the commonest is tc narrow down
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the number of factions, and see only one group as the object

L7

of criticism or as the real opponents. This is seén

A variously as (1l)the Apollos group; (2) the Cephas group;
(3)the Christ group; 48 (4) a combination of Cephas and
Christ groups (versus Paul and Apollos g;roups);49

(5) Apollos, Cephas and Christ groups (versus Paul).soThe_
weakness of using 1:12 as the basis is shown by the diversity

51

of the hypotheses, as Schmithals points out., His own

52

reconstruction sees the Christ group as the sole
cpposition to an apostolic group, represented by the three
other slogans. One weakness.. of his reconstruction is that
it is difficult to reconcile with the slogans of 1:12,

His argument 05 that vv., 12-13 form a perfect pattern

(with /{A%AA-&//JIG'TG,I S X/J((S’FC:S referring only to the Christ
slogaﬁ and the remginder of v,13 to the other three slogans)
is ingenious rather than compelling, The further ramificat-
ions of Scimithals' hypothesis are not cur concern here, but
it is not completely irrelevant to the present issue that he

54

also hasfp add the further hypothesis 0f Paul incorrectly
perceiving the mezaning of the slogan and its gnostic signif-
icance,

An 2lternative way of reconciling the mode of addressing

the community as a whole with the plurality of divisions is

/
that of Munck, 55 who argues that the (:xus%qudv have not
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yet hardened into factions. The situation is rather one of

56

'bickering!', which Paul regards as an ethical failure,
and hence it is not necessary to look for any more intrinsic
connection with the rest of the epistle, Instead of being
the basis of the discussion which follows, the bickering
or cliques become the first in a series of ethical issues
dealt with, The weakest point of Munck's agrgument is his
tendency to make the dubious (and anachronistic) assumption
that because they are not 'theological' and eschatological
divisions, they are not taken as seriously by Paul.57 e
This does not, however, destroy the credibility of his basic
sclution,

A somewhat similar solution was briefly and generally

58

indicated by Moffatt: "Paul doés not analyse the opinion

of various parties. He was concerned not so much with them in
whole or part as with the quarrelsome spirit which they bred."
He sees the lack of detailed information about the factions

not just as a lack of necessity to elaborate upon what is

well known, but as a deliberate avoidance of what is of no
particular moment.59 Aithough Moffatt, in translating
O7<ﬂ§pux1?x as cliques,60 shows an understanding of its meaning
similar to Munck's, his interpretation does not underestimate
the seriousness of factiousness (actual and potential) in

the 1life of the community, or assume that factions become

serious, and are treated seriously by Paul, only when they
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have a doctrinal or theological basis. It therefore leaves

oven the possibility that the factions are‘the result of

composite causes, and that connections may be found between

I Cor. 1-4 and the remainder of the epistle. 1In the

interpretation of 1:12 it seems more satisfactory to find

the unity behind the four slogans in a commen zttitude of

facticusness than in an amalgamation of the groups on a

doctrinal basis,

There are a few areas in the interpretation of 1:12
where it is possible to talk of a consensus. Dahl, 61
looking at the general question of the divisions, finds a
negative consensus on three points:-

(1) that Paul is not opposing Judaisers (against the view
once widely held under the influence of the Tlbingen
school);

(ii) that he 1s not addressing one party but the whole

church;62

(iii) that the various trends in the congregation dealt

with in 5-16 cannot be related to one of the groups
of 1:12 (althousgh it has been seen above that
Schmithals 02 at least tries to identify with the
Christ-group the single group of Paul's opponents
whom he reconstructs from the later part of the
epistle).

On other matters (such as the ihterrelationship of
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the groups, the views which they represent, their relation-
ship to the leaders whom they vaunt, or the understanding

of the slogan éya)tﬁé Y&DuﬁToC), the number and plausibility
of the various hypotheses again cast doubt upon the possibil-
ity of the acceptance of ahy one as definitive,  That the
reason for this is the inherent ambiguity of the evidence64
is further supported by the fact that eminent scholars are
ranged on opposite sides. 'There are, however, a few further
minor points on which wide agreement can be claimed. The
first is that the slogans or watchwords are not hypothetical
inventions of Paul for the sake of argument.65 (Even the
Christ slogan is most commonly taken as a genuine party
slogan;) This 1s particularly clear if 1:12 is seen as an
explanatory expansion of 1:11, A further conclusion, drawn
by Barrett,66 is widely accepted, and does not seem to
exceed the bounds of factual evidence: "Christian leaders

" have, voluntarily or involuntarily, become the focal points
of discussion." It does not explain the fourth slogan:

>~ <

Cf—}"'o Se X/D‘CTTOU ,67 and as soon as an effort is made to
go beyond the general statement (e.g. by connecting the
comment on baptism that follows closely, and seeing an idea
of a special relationship between the parties and those who

68

were the agents of their becoming Christians), the agreement

ends, Another common recognition is of an anti-Pauline
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69 .
7 aptly points out that

element in the divisions. IBarrett
7 N ) 7

the very existence of a slogan Gyio GjuJ TﬁYQXOo is evidence
of opposition to Paul. Dahl 70 thinks the sequence of
argument in Chapters 1-4 is a significant indication of an
anti-Pauline element in the divisions, as defence of Paul's
ministry andi<ﬁpuyug( follows immediately uvon the appeal
for unity. (He believes it possible to interpret the
slogans of 1:12 as gll anti-Pauline except the cne of Paul.)
The extent of agreement, it must be concluded, is limited.

In cdnsidering the slogans individually, therefore,
some measure of pessimism about finding a definitive
explanation is not out of place, especially as each of the
slogans has been proposed as the key to interpretation.
(1) Z',ycB /Ac—f\/ e’:/m TTabNoo

The significance of the inclusion and the placing first
of this slogan has already been discussed above, z2nd mention
made of the suggestion that there is a hyper-Pauline group,
misinterpreting, or developing in an extreme way, Paul's

. 71 . . .
teaching. This group is, however, not generally ident-
ified with the opponents of Paul &t Corinth or éeen as a
serious problem.72 It seems,clear, howevér, that it is the
object of censure, unless Paul's inclusion of them is regarded
as a rhetorical device. It has been argued above that this

censure is consistent with the later apologetic for the

apostle as the proclaimer by life and word of a theology of
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the cross, which leaves no place for boasting in human
beings or dependence upon human support, In the strategy

of the letter, Paul also must reject the implied limitat-
icns of being the avostle of one group, if he is to be
accepted as the father of all, The place in the hearts

of the Corinthians for which he bids is, however, his by
right as their apostle,in subordination to God and in the
proclamation of the gospel.

(1) éyEo Se ? Atronds

In view of the fact thaﬁ Apollos is known to have

stayed and worked in Corinth,73 it is not survprising to find
him the focus of one of the groups. The description of

him in Acts 18$2Lp—28 (especially verse 24:>A>\e§o(v5/ne\us ’ra}
yével, &vﬁf) /\6>//os , and verse 28_.,(—;2)76%\35 )/«\:(/J TS
T ouSxions. SIO(Ko«rr’)\é\/XeTo Srl/mocrfq eriSeikvs SIxTéw
Y/mf;&v cffva;, TovV K/JidTéViI*}G’oQV) has raised the possibility

that it is his eloquence, rhetoric, énd the impressive

form and centent of his wisdom teaching or exposition of

scripture, with which Paul's less impressive preaching and
‘presence are contrasted unfavourably by some at Corinth.

The Apcllos group are therefore sometimes identified as the

real opponents at Corinth, 74 possibly linked z2lso with those

claiming to be "of Christ."

In favour of this hypothesis is the fact that a contrast
is to be found in the verses following, between Paul's

Kvﬁ ) o, which is the word of the cross, and cﬁo?ﬁxikéyou
/a



84,

(1:17) or ’ﬁelgo’;[s] (50?6 I/o(S D\o/YoL;J (2:4), between coming

7(—',v &69(’:\/@,—7(?5 Ko\ é\/ 6 (10 Kol év’f/)éuw (2:3) and preaching
y ¢ /
Kot@ Uﬁe/de:]l/ >\O\//OU lz)/ O’OC{M/MS (2:1). There are

however obvious problems in seeing the Apollos group as

the main opponents. Apart from the general difficulty of

)

explaining the other slogans, the rather brief descriptio

of Acts 18:24, in particuler, is made tc carry a great deal

of weight, cften including the assumption that any Alex-

andrian must share Philo's cutlook and method.'25 (It is

of course not impossible that 7A>\6§ ONCS/JG}JS TC%) \/é\/&| had

such connotations,76 and that that accounts for its being

mentioned in Acts., The presence of Apollos in Corinth,

the use of )\o/\/(o§ (1‘8:24 and the description of his

preaching (18:28), provide a factual basis for this hypothesis.)
The most significant objection, however, is that Apollos

is always spoken of warmly by Paul 77 - as S &66}\?.5_5_ (16:12)

and O’UVC—,/JYO/S (3:9). This does not rule out the possibility

of a group professing allegiance to Apollos in opposition

to Paul's teaching. There is no evidence that he (or Cephas)

approves of the existence of the party using his name, or

is even directly responsible for its formation. There are

in fact two main clear pieces of evidence for the lack of

friction between Paul and Apollos.

At I Cor. 16:12, Paul is at pains to stress that it is
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Apollos' own wish not to éo to Corinth?sﬂhe emphasis of

0d ﬂfo/cv"rgog and the assertion ‘ﬂo>~>~/\i T(O(/jeKé()ﬁGO’d KTV
may suggest that some in Corinth are keen that Apollos should
g0, and possibly even accuse Paul of preventing,him.79
The reason for Apollos not wishing fTo go at present is not
stated, Paul's emphasis is entirely upon the fact that
Apollos himself does not wish to go. Far from finding =

visit of Apollos an embarrassment, Paul has encouraged him

to go. Unless a remarkable degree cof duplicity on Paul's
part is assumed, the conclusion to be drawn is that Paul

would approve of a visit by Apcllos, perhaps seeing it zs
helpful in the overcoming of divisions,

At 3:L Paul develops only two of the slogens of 1:12,
%ayabTﬂMOXooand éyao AToNNG . The whole tenor of the
passege following suggests that Paul has chosen to concentrate
upon himself and Apollos because of their close relationship
and the complementary-nature of their work (e.g. 4:6&)?0
The probagble inference is that Apoilos' friendship with and
closeness to.Paul are well-known - a point on which the
effectiveness of the argument depends. If this is the
reazson for Paul's use of Apollds,it is ironical that the
1imitation of the discussion to Paul an? Apollos sheuld
have been taken as proof that the Apollos group are the

real or main opposition to Paul.

(111) Z’:yc\o Se _Kvw‘;& .
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The existence of a group following Cephas raises the

possibility that he may have visited Corinth.8l The

Cephas party is not conclusive evidence for such a visit,82
howevér, though it may carry weight as part of a cumulative
argument, Those claiming to be of Cephas could, for
example, be Jewish Christians from Pazlestine, possibly
baptised by Peter. As was noted in connection with Apollos,
there is no reascon to suggest that Peter is directly re-
sponsgible for the formation of this group.

v

The view that opposition to Paul centred upon support
for Peter,\in the Cephas group, was widely held under the
influence of Baur and the Tubingen school. Baur's thesis
i1s still dmportant enough to be discussed in recent studies,
Dahl, 83 for example, recogniges several attractions in Baur's
argument, most of which are in the simplified and unified
view 1t presents, Of the strengths that he lists, one is
particularly relevant to his own reconstruction: by the
reducing of the conflict at Corinth to a single opposition
between supporters of Paul (the Paul and Apollos groups) and
opvconents (the Cephas and Christ groups), I Corinthians
1-4 becomeg an apologetic section in which Paul justifies
his apostolic authority and ministry, instead of dezaling
with a variety of parties. (This view of the aim of 1-4
will be considered later)

The integration of the conflict at Corinth into a
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unified view of the early church (relating the divisions
to the documented controversy between Paulinists and
?etrine Judeisers) 1s seen as a strength by Dahl.sq A
dismetrically oppoéite view of it is held, however, by
Munck, 7 who sees the Tﬁbingen school as reducing the
lively variety of the early communities to "colourless
homogeneity'. Munck also attacks three of the bases of
Baur's theory.86 Although the argument goes beyond the
situation at Corinth, once the bases of the theory are
destroyed, the central significance of the Cephas group
in the quinthian divisions becomes dubious.

It still remains possible, however, that there are
signs of Judaising in Corinth. The emphatic statement of
Schmithals,87 that there is not the slightest evidence of
Judaising tendencies,goes to the opposite extreme. Apart
from é)éB d&i k7¢a~itself, there are other areas where
Judaising influences azre quite probable, as is argued
versuasively by Manson,88 for example in the question of
food sacrificed to idols,89 and 1itigation.9o The element
of questioning of Paul's gpostolic status, which he sees
as emanating from Palestine, is approached quite differently
g1

by Theissen, but with a similar conclusion. heissen

sees a clash between two types of missionary at issue:
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the Palestinian-rural-originating, itinerant charismatic

and the Hellenistic-urban-developed, community organiser.

In Corinth the two meet, and the clash reachos the surface
in the question of the community's support for an apostle.
Theissen therefore also supports the presence of Pzlestinian
influences in Corinth. It is possible that these centre on
the Cephas party.

It is significant that Manson findsit impossible to
include all the tendencies at Corinth under one party.92
He identifies two fronts on which Pgul is fighting, and two
separate groups of opponents: the Cevhas party and the
Christ parfy.93 His reconstruction is of a complex and
delicate situation, in which agents and supporters of
Palestinian Jewish Christianity (the Cephas party) are attack-
ing the laxity of the Gentiles of the Corinthian church
(the Christ group) but also indirectly Paul, who is
résponsible for them as their father, and therefore his
status and authority as an apostle, So, while endorsing
much of their criticism of laxity, Paul does so upon his
own independent grounds. The complexity of the situaticn,
as Manson reconstructs it, may be a strength rather than
" a wegkness, in spite of the common assumption that
simplification is an advantage.

L

Q
77"  that

Manson also makes the interesting conjecture
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as such attempté to assert the authority of Peter in Paul's
work appear to arise concurrently with the emergence of
the supremacy of James at Jerusalem, perheps Peter was
finding a new sphere for himself, or acting as an agent of
Jeimes.

There is, therefore, ground for the presence of a
Jewish-Christian element (possibly the Cephas group) in
the controversies and tensions at Corinth, but it is

G5

seldom seen now as the key to the whole situation. Barrett,
who concludes that Cephas' influence is certain, and his
presence prcbable, in Corinth, suggests that Psul experiences
some embarrassiment, unable to attack one who, he cannct
forget, was a primary witness ¢f the resurrection and
preached Christ crucified and risen according to the
Scriptures. He therefore attacks Jewish-Christian opinions,
but mentions the ngme of Cephas with pronriety. The
consequence c¢f this view for the interpretation of the
Cephas slogan is clear: the link between O% klf‘?& and
Jewish-Christian ﬁiews will be indirect and concealed,
(iv) Z:)ufo Se X/)ro"l’o(‘)

The Christ-slogan and party are the most problematic
of the four. 1In view of the fact that it is clearly not
'of a piece! with the other three, which all refer to human

leaders, it has been taken either as a marginal gloss -
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the interjection of a pious scribe, such as Sosthenes(l:1),
so horrified at the human slogans that he is constrained

to interject a statement of his own loyalty - or more
plausibly as Paul's own slogan (or one he approves of) which
he contrasts with the Corinthians' loyalty to human 1eaderg§
It has been argued that 1:13 militates against taking the
fourth slogan as that of a resl party: the questicon, "Is
Christ divided or parcelled ocut?" is claimed to follow more

7

logically if there is no Christ party.9 It seems, however,
quite a reasonable rejoinder not only to a real Christ
slogan but to all four slogans, if they are the watchwords
of separate parties. The contrast between the Christ of the
pafty slogan, and Christ who is nct divided, makes an
effective and easy transition to the the reminder that it
was Christ who was crucified (not Paul or aany of the leaders),
and it wzs in his name (and intc the unity of his body) that
they were baptised. The appropriation of Christ by cne
party, effectively suggésts the division of the body of
Christ,'but sC also does the existence of the other parties.
There is in 211 of the zlogans the common boastful elemen
of "Ey&y, which denies concern for the community.98
C 4 \ ~
__U/wels de X/)(CYTOO at 3:23 is also inconclusive. It
occurs in close proximity to an allusion to the party
slogans, but in contrast to the conclusion concerning human
leaders, who are all included in the TT&:”RX ;;~i3v’ of

2:22.
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DN N
There are therefore grounds for the argument that_ebecSe
)9ouffbo is in contrast to the other three slogans,
describing the true state of a Christian, However, the
change from the somewhat boastful and exclusive first
[
person singular to the second perscn plural (iwerS R
which embraces the whole community, is significant. XEven
. . e N o q . N
more importent, if G%MJ de >90M?ﬂn3ls a real slogan, it
cannot, from its content, be treated exactly in the same
way as the slogans claziming the human leadershin of an
apostle. (It is often seen as a rejection of 211 authority.)
(& n CS'\ o .
The GQuds Se X/Dtc‘"rop. .of v.23 may be a deliberate
allusion to the misuse of the claim to belong to Christ,
invelving an effort to instil it with new content, e.g. by
. C oA \ ~ N\ \ " 9
relating Opels &e XP;CS‘TOO and X/JICYT‘OS 5 Beco 99
Further evidence that the fourth slogan refers toc a special
claim, rather than to a permissible or commendable affirmat-
100
ion of being a Christian, is provided by II Corinthians 10:7,
where Paul challenges the exclusiveness of 'someone! (TIS)
claiming to be of Christ, calling for recognition that 'we'
[4 n '
( f“/(ACfiS) are so.teo.
) YOS b
The formal parallelism of the four 6740 %yui statements,
and the absence of any formal indication to distinguish the
P ) 101 e b i ileaTa b .
fourth from the other three, meke it unlikely that Paul
(or someone else) is making his own distinctive personal

comment here, (This is particularly true if more emphasis

2 bl
is laid on eymb Gj/&\ .) The balance is therefore
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weighted in favour of seeing éyc\o Se Y/)IO’TDC) as a real
slogan. Indeed, if it were necessary to link one party

and its watchword with the types of misconception, problems
and oppositioﬁ which Paul agppears to be countering or
dealing with in the rest of the epistle, there would probably
be stronger grounds for choosing this party than any of the
others, Evidence of this is given by the comuentators, who
givg it prominence in recomstructions. Barrett 102 thinks
that a lot of the controversial material of I Corinthians
might apply to this group (more probably than to the Apcllos

103

group). Conzelmann, sceptical about the possibility of

precise definition of the groups, believes that recogniticn
of "the pneumatic Christology of exaltation'" lying behind

the formation of all of the groupsisthe key to this

slocgan. It has already been mentioned that the Christ party
is identified in some reconstructions with either the Apollos
or Cephas group. It could even conceivably be the common

104

but partisan slogan of all three. A better parallelism

? ~ " . .
is given, however, if 67M0 &e X%NGWDO is in fact the slogan
105

summmary reconstruction of

their views is cited with avproval by Barretit 106 and Bruce%o7

of a fourth group. Manson's

their slogans are @God, freedom and immortality (where God
equals philosophical ﬁonotheism; freedom equals self-reglis-
ation, free from restrictive, puritanical, Palestinian
autheority; and immortélity is the Greek concept; opposed to

Jewish resurrection)., The details, no doubt,are open to

guestion, -



In attempting to set down some conclusions about the

interpretation of the information on the divisions, discussed

~above, it is probably wise to begin negatively, with the

obvious observation that there is wide diversity in reconstruct-

ion of the Cixf&' TX , It is possible, however, to suggest

tentatively the following positive conclusions:-

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The way in which the divisions are introduced and explained,
and the words used to describe them, make it possible and
and plausible that Paul is drawing to their attention his
view of a threat to community - one which they hgave either
failed to recognise or considered toc shameful to report.
(This is incidentally a further reason why he can write

to an "undivided" church,)

Divisions exict in the form of parties which have adcpted

boastful slogans:”z7£b Gi/«luu Three of thesgse at least
are generally agreed to be not hypothetical.

From the words used to describe the divisions, the contex
in which they are used and the mode of address of the
letter, it is apparent that the church is not yet split
irreparably. The divisions are, however, taken with the
utmost sericusness as a denisl of the true unity in Christ
(1:13).

There is in the divisions an element of conflict over

leadership, with three of the slogans suggesting the



(%)

(6)

(a)

94.

following of rival apostles (two of whom are known
definitely to have beeh present in Corinth, and the
other pocssibly), and the fourth perhaps expressing
the denial of any bhuman or apostolic leadership.
While it is generally assumed that the 'leaders!

are representative of different theological view-
points, there are possibly other dimensions to the
disputes, e.g. between the Paul and Apcllos groups
over the type of preaching and eloquence; or between
the Paul and Cephas groups over the criteria of an
apostle and form of support.

The fact that it is impossible to connect the issues
discussed in the restiof the epistle with any single

cne of the divisions of 1:12 suggests that Moffattlo8

109 may be correct in secing that it is

and Conzelmann
factionalism as such that is attacked. (This does not,
however, deny thgt the slogans of 1:12 represent real
factions, or that features of them may be reflected in
the follow1ng chapters.)

Without Clalmlng to have found the definitive solution

to such an intractable prcoblem, we indicate below the

strongest argument for the identificaticn of each of

the grouns azs Paul's copponents:-

A Pzuline group may have been formed defensively(gnd

would thus not necessarily be hyper-Pauline), but Paul
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does not want his nameused for a partisan slogan.

(b) An Apollos group may have emphasized the unfavourable

contrast between the impressive style cof preaching of
their chgmpion, and his expounding of scriptures, and
that of Paul.

(b) A Cephas group, possibly Palestinian Christians or

converts of Peter (at Corinth or elsewhere), may have
been those with a different view of apostleship or
mission (the wandering charismatic), which calls
Paul's into question. Other Judaistic influences may
also come from this group, e.g. in the controversy over
food sacrificed to idols.

(d) A Christ group may have been those wio boasted in-

dependence in relation to all agpostolic aguthority in

"their possession of the spirit 'as 71%69/\03W‘(6{:.

A number of problems involving ascetic or libertarian

ideas, as well as the signs of an over-realised eschat-

0logy and perfectionism, could be attributed to it.

In view of the evidence that can be produced for each
of the parties, it is at least worth considering whether the
test solution does not involve an amalgamation. The pre-
supprosition that there should be only one division and one
group of opponents has no besis in reality. As an exposition

of the situation in I Corinthians, it depends not upon
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inherent probability, but upon the observation that it is

the only explanation of thie addressing of the church as a
whole, and that the different problems and controversies

all relate to it, If,however, it is factionzlism in
generzl with which Paul is concerned, his addressing the
church as a whole does not requiré the explanation that there

is only one division, or one standpoint, cppcsed to him,

2. The Source of Informaztion

7. / 7/ [N ~ /
C:(SP‘(AQ)BD) ya/>/wol e ... LTO TWV X)\ov(s (1:11)
Paul clearly =accepts the report which he has received
c ’ . ’ i
from Of X>‘°7 S os reliable and factual (although his
information on the divisions may be incomplete or in-
adequate). It is possible to read too much intc what may
be nc meore than a casual, factual reference to the source
of informaticn - presenting cone or two tantalising problems
. e epa X ' .. 110
of detail (such as the significance of Chloe's naue,
wnether she was herself a Christian and a resident of

Corinth or not),:.Lll

but of no particular wmoment for our
understanding ¢f the situation at Corinth.
) < /
The informants, OI %v\okls, are most probably house-
hold servants, the decisive point being that femily members
3 ! : L 112
would use the father's name, even 1f he were dead.
Theissen, who makes this point, sees their low socisl status

as significant, especially for his view that the evidence
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points to prominent people, high on the social scsle, tzaking
the leading roles in the party strife in Corinth. The
< Z,
status of Ol >Ckoqsﬂ_shows, therefore, that here, as in
11:17ff, Paul adopts the viewpoint of the weaker or lower
in the sccial strata. Theissen's comments open up the
possibility of a highly significant social dimension of the
: 113
/
C%K“§%~aﬂ7x , reflected in the refersnce to 'Chloe's people.?"
c / .
If o1 X}oq; are indeed the household servants of
Chloe, it is impossible that Stephanas, Fortunatus and

114

Achaicus (16:17) are included among them. Theissen uses
the four criteria of office, houses, services rendered and
travel, to try to establish the social position of the
Corinthians mentioned by name in the New Testament. On three
0of these (i.e. house, services rendered and travel) Stephanas
gualifies as upper class. Achaicus' name proﬁides evidence

115 g6 and Fortunatus

for an interesting conjecture of Meeks.
have Latin names in a Roman colony, which may indicate that
they belong to the origingl colonists. Achaicus, however,
is a name unlikely to be given to a resident cof Corinth by
Corinthians, so that he (or his father)may have been an
Italian of Greel ancestry, returning to Greece as a colonist.
it is, therefore, not only clear that oOf ><>J§ws are
a distinctive group but it is also probable that they belong
116

to a lower class. Travel, in their case, is not a

sign of wealth, for they travel in the service of their mistress,
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most probably upon her business, and almost certainly not
as representatives of the church, The lack of any reference
to them at the conclusion cof the epistle may be simply

accounted for: they may merely have devarted on their

117

mistress%s business.
The information of Chloe's people is therefore provably
1

uvnofficial 118

and perhans oral, although Z-,S*Pxﬁ)@»? can
refer to oral or written disclosure.ll9 From Chapter 16,
it seems likely that the official delegaticn bearing the
letter, whose questions are answered in Chapter 7 and
following, is that of Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus,
and their higher social 'standing would confirm this
probability.

If the information brought by of >Qkéjs is not official
and is the view of 'parties' from below, this has posgible
(though admittedly hypothetical) implications. A deliberate
intenticn to conceal from Paul the true situztion at Ccrinth
(the divisions, along with the scandal of incest, and
litigation) is possible but not certain, Nor is it necessary
to see in the reference to O )(Xévs a delicately tactful
effort to protect Stephanas and the official delegation
from the @riticism of having portrayed the Corinthians in
an unfavourable 1ight.120 ‘Such an explanation would depend
upon seeing of y:%éjs aé outsiders, not resident in Corinth,
for otherwice Paul's citing of them as his informents would

probably be equally embarrassing. If the silence of the
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Corinthians over the cx/cr/wxm is put in the context of their
other views in the letter, it may be no more than az self-
depeiving oversight or lack of awareness not untypical of
people who believe themselves to have already achileved a

| i 121 122

Their questions are

state of near perfection,

~
theological ones concerning freedom or spitituality, in a
context of wisdom., It may well be that to them bickering,
centred around legders and slogans, did not seem serious

. . s .

enough to mention. (The O7QU§WWXWX _at the Lord's Supper
11:17 seem to have become known to Paul in a similarly
casual, unofficial way.) It is the task of Paul to bring out
. i A . - 123
the theological and spiritual dimension of these quarrels.

/
The information brought by of XXOWQ from below is not

trivial but indicates a serious wezkness.

3. Paul's Plans : ‘
There.are:two distinct factual statements about Paul's
plans, both of which give an indication of how Paul views
the situation at Corinth, and what he deems necessary to meet
it.
() 4:17 SIi& ToOTO cl’ﬂe/tA\]l)o( (L.)/A?\/ Tl/ué@eov
This vercse presents two specific difficulties:-
(jj_zﬂT%fa%HX could be a real aorist (I sent), or an epistol-
. 2L

ary aorist (I am sending). Since Timothy is not mentioned

at 1:1 and since he is not the bearer of the letter (16:10),
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?,
it is more likely that (f;/‘l'lc—/t»?DO( is a real zorist and that

Timothy has been sent. (Barrett gives two other alternat-

ives:125

that he has been sent but by a differeant route
. o ' p;

with visits to malke, or that eﬁT%¢¢1ux should be trans-

lated,"I have sent word to ...Y)

(ii) 16:10 seems to treat Timothy's arrival as uncertain

. . . 2L
and gives a totally different emphasis. However, €XV
.

. . & 1)
in 16:10 is close to OTav and can be translated as‘wheﬂ%z

-

The change in emphasis from the autherity-bearing role of
4:17, to a plea for a warm and appreciative welcome for
Timothy (16:10-11), may be accounted for by the change in
context, (At the end of Chapter 4 Paul was asserting his
auvthority as father of the community, to combat divisions
and to give g lead on how to deal with lmmorality. In
Chapter 16 he is concluding the enistle with brief exhortat-
ion and practical advice, in a warm fatherly tone.) There
is also a hint in the description of Timothy in 4:17, as
’1éb<v0\/ &YO(’ITV]T\O\/_, of the fatherly anxiety127 over
Timothy's youthfu;ness, which frequently is tc be found
amidst expressicns of high regard for his qualities. The
most eloquent testimony to Paul's regard for Timothy is in
Philippians 2:19-24, where he is similarly described as a
'son', commended to the regard of the community, and sent
to them as Paul's representative, though Paul hcopes to

_ 128
come s00n.
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~
The sending of Timothy is related (as OIX ToOTO
indicates) to the preceding exhortation to imitate Paul,
their father and begetter. The szme purnose is repeated
. (4N C ~ D
in the relative clause following Timothy: OS O3S XvX-
C 7/ ~ b} - fa)
/\4\/_51,6(;-( Txs OS00S 00 TS eV X/):mco XI v]c-ouJ‘...
f
At present it is sufficient to note that the sending
of Timcthy, with its purpose, shows something significant
about how Paul regards the situation at Corinth: his
. e 129 . .
teachings ((DéfX)S) “ are in danger of being abandoned.
It &als0 shews the practical consequence of the continuing
role of responsibility for and authority over the community
of which he is the founder. This is not a neccssary
conclusion from the gardening and building metaphors, nor
. . . 2 ’
even of his distinctive task (1:17) e,uou/)re)u;edémt -
unless it is held, with FUnk,lBO that the Corintiians'
divisiong prove that the crucified has not yet come to
speech, and the epistle itself is occasicned by the failure
of Paul's cwn language. The statement concerning the sending
of Timothy, therefore, relates to the apostle's rcle in
the community, to his continuing authority there, in
. ' . . . 4 .
relation to the practical situation of %fwéés(dlscussed
earlier) and various abuses (discussed later).
D) Vs \ / \ C ~\
(b) 4:18—1949\%6‘0/\64 Se fro%eoas ’ﬁ/)os u/wxs
The problem of relating the intention Paul states
here and the delay described in 16:5-9 has been discussed

already.lB* (If Paul's arrival is to follow Timothy's,
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which is uncertain, further doubt is cast upon the use
of —rotxécos BREE

The most significant ilndication of how Paul views the
situation at Corinth is in his explanation of the purpose
of his impehding visit, The statement contains & critical
judgment upon the attitude of the Corinthians (Cz;c{bucy(éel'}rmf\/
Tives ), as well as a more factual allusion to their belief
that Paul is not coming (& belief which the sending of
Timothy might unintentionally confirm).

The reference to Tives is the first clear ascription
of an attitude to oune group, rathier than the whole community.
It introduces a strongly polemical statement attacking their
powerless talk, and asserting the power and authority of
the apnostolic presence. (Pturlébo y a. characteristic
word of I Corinthians 135 (used elsewhsre in the New
Testament only in Colossians 2:18), is used in L:6 with
reference to the divisions - being puffed up in favour of
one against the other - and lies near to the heart of the
criticism which Paul levels against the Corinthians, not

lezst in the matter of their divisioas.

L, The Social Composition of the Community

) ~ N\ ) ~
1:26£f OO TloXNO| o*o?ﬁoi b oXTX Go{FKo() OO TIOMO]
éﬂmﬂxfof) ol TIONNOV 62Y7€MGR§’

Paul makes this statement about the coupositicn of the

Corinthian community as a relevant, topical illustration,
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from the experience of his readers, of God's choice
(or K)«’V‘)ms) of the foolish and the weak., It leads up
to the conclusion of verses 30-31, that since God is the
source of life in Christ Jesus, and through him of wisdom,
righteousness, sanctification and redemption, there can
be no human boasting, only boasting in the Lord. This
description has, however, an unmistakable, though incid-
ental, socizl dimension, especlislly apparent in the word
>
GLPY@V@QS . The socizl connotations of cx;chcas , and
its oppogite chtA/j are widely recognised. Conzelmann%ﬂ'r
for exam 1ple, suggests that it emphesizes the socizl aspect,
shile & mohasi he politice s ssen 135
while LAAXTU| emphasizes the politicesl. . Theissen
argues that there are a2lsc sociologicsl implications in the
\ bl / \ N 7 .

words T e{§OUQevq/¢eva and ’ﬁa./bxw OovTo . He cites

. . . : ) /
as evidence the use in Greek philosophy and drama of (DUéﬂequJ
nothingness, as a topos derived from philosophicsl ridicule.
Particularly significant is the use of ’Yx//47 ovﬂtt in
1
contrast to ‘YCVTJS . 36 In Hellenistic Judaism also,
/LAV1ékA/ is used to describe social rank, and so Theissen
concludes that for Paul too, ’ﬂx/bu]ovni has a sociological
; 137
significance. From the esgtablishing of the social
implications of the third category menticned ( CAJyCVtJSl<T)),
it is reascnable to assume that the first two categories,

. . . N /

(with their contrast in vv. 2?—9)(Y0f0]and<5deTol, have

also this dimension,lBS.although they are immediately

connected with the preceding discussion of wisdom and
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folly, power and Wweakness. SOVXTo! , then, is likely
to refer to the influential (with political‘connotations),
(50?%3 to the educated (i.e. those who are recognised
a5 wise and accorded status fer wisdom by the world).

For sociclogical interpretation, the implication that
there are a few GO(}SO\( , SovaTol and ebyevés is
as important as the lowly status of the majority. It
provides a precious, incidental piece of evidence for the
social diversitiy of early Christignity. Concerning the
sitvation at Corinth, it revezls another potential cause
of tension in the class divisionz of winich it gives evidence,
Theissen 139 points out that even if this group of the
wise, powerful and well-born was small, their influence is
evidént from the attention given to their ideas (e.g. of
wisdom) and the fact that at 4:1C they appear to be
identified with the whcole congregaticon, in the use of the
same three categories but different words: ?P&V«O())IG}(U/)OG
and éV€i?§of. He concludes that though a minority, they
are in fact a dominant minority, and that behind mzny of
the practical problems dealt with in this letter, this
social division can be traced.lqo

It is possible that the few from the upper strata in

. . . \ . 141
Corinth play a dominant role in the quarrels. (Theissen +

describes it as a Wsuspicion!" and gives five considerations

142

that support it). 1In an article written in 1939, Filson
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claimed that house churches may have played a significant
part in disunity. He saw pronenesg to division as
connected with the separation of the Christians of a

city into hcuse churches, as the church grew too large

to meet together in one gathering, and synagogues were

1
barred to them. 43 The house churches, he suggests,
provided the physical conditicns for Apcllos! partisans,
for example, to meet with others whose comvany they found
.o 1hy . . . rz .

congenial. On this view, the parties at Corinth are
distinguished also by their separate places of assembly.
g T 145 . 146 o
Both Filson and Theissen therefore see prominence,
and ultimately a leadership role, being given to the hosts
or hcuseholders. One form of special relationship between
the group and their professed leader might have been the

147

offer of hosgpitality to a missionary. The group's own
status would alsc be enhanced by the boosting of their own
missionary (cf. 4:6).

It need hardly be said that none of this is in the
intention of Pzul's statement. However, apart frcm the
description of the majority of Christians in Corinth, this
verse is an important part of an arguiment (the main strength
of which is cumulative) for a prominent role for the minor-
ity of wise, powerful and well-born in the life of the

community, and more particularly in its divisicns.
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The illustration of God's choice of the weak and
foolish is not, howeveryan indication that he is
addressing only the many, for he is describing the
community as a whole. For those of higher social
standing, who are part of this comwunity of predomin-
antly weak and powerless peonle, it is equally important

to recognise the transformation that has been effected

through God's calling.

5. Paul's Practice of Baptiam

1£M-o&éémvéhav.%k&mﬂda.d/d]kf%ﬂm/K&szv,
Paul's statement that he has baptised few at Corinth
follows three rhetorical questions and comes in an expression
of thanksgiving, which is also rhetorical (and ironical).
There is 1little doubt that a statement s0 eassily verifiable
describes Paul's actual practice regarding baptism. There
may be a particular reason for Psul's emphasis here, 148
but he can hardly be doing other than stating a basic fact
at this point. The form of the statement 1s strongly
negative: o?)(%vo& f)/wi)\/ Eﬂ/%o{ﬂ‘rld‘o( , creating the impression
that Crispus and Galus are excentions (G;/%xﬁ). Stephanas
and his household are added almost as an afterthought at
v.16 (or possibly after Paul has been reminded by Stephanas
or an amanuensis). The impression of rather surprising
indifference or forgetfulness, already conveyed by hils

overlooking Stephanas, is confirmed by the vague statement
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of verse 16b .NOMOV OLK o?&x e’( Tivet KANOY %&éﬁﬁ’!cfo(.
Verse 15 gives an adequate reason for Paul being thankful
that he has baptised only a few: T/\/o(/bw] TIS C,I’FV] CST{ 815“‘\'0
C/AO\/ OVO/LxO& C/ﬁo&ﬂﬂﬁetf]”n’: (The clasuse seens most probably
tc express result rather than purpose). 149 The dmpression
of Paul's indifference upon the matter of whom he hos
baptised, however, is harder to explain, even although verse
17 gives the reascon: that it was not his calling to
baptise., If Taeissen 150 is correct in identifying the

the relatively high status of the three whom Paul baptised,

and geeing in this further evidence of the prominent role

f the Mfew" of higher status, it becomes even more sur-

C

prising that Paul should show uncertainty about whom he
baptised.
For some of these reasons, and because baptism is not

121 tne

generally regarded by Paul as insignificant,
intention of Paul's emphasis here is often seen as to
contradict a specific misunderstanding of baptism at Corinth.
From the vposition of the references to baptism in the
discussion, it is natural also to see a connection with the

152

divisions. The misunderstanding has frequently becn

inte eted as centred upon the relgtionshin between the
baptised and the baptiser, brought over into Christianity

153

from the mystery religions, though that is uncertain.
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The context in which the subject of baptism is intro-
duced is significant. It is referred to first in a series
of rhetorical questions, all of which suggest unthinkable
theological implications of their divisions: that Christ
is divided; that Paul was crucified for them; that they
were baptised in the name of Paul. The effectiveness of
these rhetorical guestions lies in the fact that, un-
thinkable as they are, these views are in fact being
entertained, if the evidence of the divisions is tc be
believed. The questions appear to be designed to shock,
for the unity of Christ, his crucifixion for them, and
baptism in the name of Christ, are basic, unguestionable
beliefs, The existence of the divisions, with their
separate slogans, could lead to all three questions, because
when Christians in disunity boast of human leaders, the
true meaning of baptism in the name of'Chrisﬁ is lost.
Even when Pzaul moves from his menticn of bagptisw in an un-
thinkable form (the namc of Paul) to thanksgiving that he
nas not baptised many and therefore is not likely to be
open to the charge of causing this misunderstanding, it is
not clear whether the misunderstanding he is talking of is
hypothetical,l54.or current in Corinth, Verse 17 has a
double function: 1t gives a reason for Pzul's practice of

baptising few (that this was not the purpose for which he
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Was sent) and it provides a transition to talking of his role
> & .

(euo(\/\/e;)n ecbol| , the theme of the following section).

A specific misunderstanding of baptism as part of the

divisions would give added point to the references toc Paul's

practice cf baptism here, but is not ahsolutely certain.

=
Schﬁtz_l/5 gees the Corinthian conception of baptism

as the origin of the 'collapsed eschatclogy' and misplaced
sense of freedom which are,in his diagnosis,at the root of

the divisions at Corinth, He places baptism, tuherefore, at

156

the very heart of the controversy. He points out that

the sequence of questiocons in 1:13 suggests a connection

157

between baptism and the divisions.™ Baptism is entrance

) \
&ls X/)(cm-o\/ (who is undivided), which is entrauce into
158

the church,. In Romans 6, the cross is seen as the

Christien's point of entry into Christ, while Romans 8 equates

[ =4
having the spirit with belongiung to Christ.l/9 Receiving

the spirit i1s, therefore, participation through baptism in

. . o 160 .
Christ's crucifixion. Instead of seeing the references

. . 3 / - a

to bhaptism as a transition to talking of,C>>V$7QS T00 dﬁuepoo,

. 6>§/ ¢ " . R
Schiitz. sees QYQS O Too G*RX3pob as a continuvation of

: c e s i S o 161
the discussion of baptism under a specialised asnect.
The connection between baptism and the cross, which

Schiitz notes, is undeniable. 1In 1:17, however, a contrast
is made vetween the activities of vproclaiming the cross and

162 163

beptising. There is near unsnimity among commentators
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that Paul is not devaluing baptism, but making a statement
about his cwn special ministry. In the special circumstances
of Corinth, he sees a fortuitous element in the fact that he
has baptised only a few, It is pointed out, for example,
that he assumes baptism has taken place. Barrett,l64
however, believes that a relative disparagement of baptism,
and not Jjust of the baptiser's role, is hard to avoid. (The
only positive attitude to bgptism thazt can be deduced from
1:1%-17 is the implication behind the rhetorical question,
i’))\'e’ls T >6vo/ko( TToth Noo é—,/éom’r{o’@l/)ﬂ‘(—: , that
'baptism in Carist's name is acceptable.)

Some important points concerning common interpretations
1

U

of 1:13-17 are raised by Schmithals 6 in the course of
supporting his contention that the reference to bapntism is
hypothetical, to show the absurdity of appesl to men. He
péints out that the argument that the divisions are based
upon a reiationship between the baptised and the bgptiser in
mystery religions 1s ill-founded, because in them too the
appeal tc men is absurd, as the baptised person becomes
connected with the God in whose name he is baptised. Even
more conclusive is the point he raises of the impossibility
of establishing a link between the slogans and the personal
teachcers or baptisers on whon spgcial value is claimed to

have been placed, since Paul baptised few, and Peter may

not even have been at Corinth. It would be reasonable to
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expect far more names (e.g. of‘Paul's helpers).

There are therefore difficulties in seeing the divisions
as purely or even primarily a baptismal coatroversy. There
is, hecwever, a strong possibility that Psul's rather
negative attitude here to the activity of baptising. is
a reaction to an aspect of the leader-centred divisions.
Alternatively, as Dahl 166 suggests, he may be meeting some
criticism from the Corinthians(v.15 - of bantising in hié
own name). There is perhaps an implication in verse 17
of turning with relief from an issue that i1s important, and
has had tc be dealt with, but does not merit pausing over
too long, since the idea of baptising in any other name than
that of Jesus Christ is unthinkaeble, and in any case bezntism

is a peripheral activity of Paul.
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Conclusion to Chapter III: Factusl Information

From the discussion of factual information and its
interpretation abcove, it iz possible to conclude either
a great deal or very little, Since almost every state-
ment is open to different interpretaticns, the ccnclusions
can only describe what is probsble or possible.

Divisions exist in the form of perties which have
either adopted the nsmes of prominent leaders, or »possibl
reject all human authority. It is 1ikely thagt there are
several dimensiocns to the party differences, e.g. differences
over the role of an apostle, the form of preaching and
theological understanding. It is probable also that
sociagl divisions, of which 1:26ff give incidental evidence,
produce some tension, and that the rich play a leading role
in the community and its divisions. There is good reason
to suspect that the news of the divisions, coming from
Chloe's people, is a view from bhelow, Since there is no
indication that it is a matter of concern in the official

letter, it is probable that it is not treated as a serious
2

'.9.

problem in Corinth (alternatively the official view might
be concealing something of which they are somewhat ashamed).
The prominence given to divisions and the theological

understanding of them is therefore probably Paul's
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initiative. An anti-Pauline element in the parties also
appears evident, and Paul hopes to meet this challenge

to his authority, in the interests of unity, by the
sending of Timothy and his own visit. (This letter too
can be seen as part of this effort.) The community in
Corinth is not irreparably split, though it is in serigus
danger, Paul addresses it as a whole and sees even its
divisions as a problem of the whole community. Both his
strategy and his understanding of the church, and his role
as its apostle, lead him to reject any identification with
one party (and possibly also identification of one party as
the opposition) and to seek to establish his own position

as above faction.
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CHAPTER IV : THE STRUCTURE AND ARGUMENT OF 1:10-4:21.

The gim of this chapter is to undertake an examination
of the structure and argument of 1:10 - 4:21, with a view
te. confirming or disproving the interpretation of the
factual statements outlined azbove, and adding further
infomation zbout the divisions eznd how Paul regzrds them.
The reasons for regarding 1:10-4:21 as a.unit, dealing
e e 167
with divisions, have been cutlined above.

two principal areas of inquiry which can be stated in the

form cf gquestions to be put to the text in each passage:

(a) Are there any indicaticns here cf the nature of the

divisions in direct references, particular allusicns

or unintentional indications?

(v) How does the argument here relate to the overall theme,

and to the divisions of 1:10-12%

The method followed is to divide this whole unit into
passages of conveﬁient length and unity, each ef which is
girst subjected to a brief exegesis and then rec®nsidered
from the point of view of connections with the divisions.
(The possibility of digressions must be taken inte account,
although even they have a point of contact.) Since 1:10-16

have been already considered for the factual infermation which
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they contain, 1:17 is taken as the starting point. No other
passage is omitted, beczuse the total develcpment of airgument

and purpose of Chspters 1-4 is under congideraticon.

(1) 1:17: Tronsition (from divisions tc argument)

. .. 168 :
This verse serves as & transition from the descrint-

ion of the divisions (with some comments on them) to the
first wain section of argument which follows at 1:18. Paul
describes his own commission, or mission, as being not to
baptise (linked with the preceding statements) but to preach
the gospel (linked with the following discussion). He then
modifies this statement by a negative characterisation of
the form of that proclamation: ol &v O’OCFI/%( >\<§You
(literslly "not in wisdom of speech"), He goes on to explain
the purncse of-th‘is in-a further negative clause:; that the
cross should not be emptied (of its meaning or significance).
Taken together these statements have the clear, polemical

2 7
implication that proclaiming the gospel &V O’O<P{0Lg malzes

16 e
the creoss devoid — 4 of meaning. If Paul is intrcducing a

Corinthian catchwordin crocPux , the polemical implication
3 - 170 %A o
would have eXtra sharpness. The implied contrast
/ N Z < [P . .
between O’osbloL (Xoyou) and O Cf’row/DOS introduces the first

main tlieme of the letfer.



116,

Connection with the divisions

The crucifixion is already set in contrast to the
s P . . >/ (S
divisions at v.13, where it is implied that the efﬂ es
and the party slogans of the Corinthians show g mis-
understanding of the cross. This is not a specific
doctrinal error, but the basic and general misunder-
standing that is the root cause of all divisivencss. The
. ' 9 . . <L .,. ~ 3 . /
existence of divisions itself is a proof of beiang chku<0b
cr of dependence upon human wisdom and indulgence in
human boasting. There is no attempt to attack any one
of the parties. (This would be inconsistent after the
. 174 S . . .
general atltack on %pl es (1:11) and the inclusion of all
. 74 ¢ A
in responsibility (1:12) CKXGTOS %y¢a3V-->., ) All of
the slogans can be regarded as emplying the cross of its
gsignificance, for exgmple in their implied dependence upon
men, human boasting, or adopting a human stendpoint.

171

points out that against the transform-

o)

Conzelmann
ation of the understanding of faith into the support of
standpoints, which leads to multiplicity of standpoints and
therefore divisions, Paul's position is defined negatively
as a "nonstandpoint", There is, as he points cut, the
possibility fhat such a "nonstandpecint®™ may be built up
into an object of theological reflection (i.e. become g
standpoint), instead of remaining a criterion to which his

own position is subject.
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Apologetic (and polemic) become delicate and dangerous
activities within such a theological understanding, for the
apostle must defend not himself, but the criteria which
govern his life, When Paul states that his mission is to
proclaim the gospel of the cross, his purpose may be partly
apologetic, to emphasise his apostolic commission, but it
is also .already exercising the role of an apostle in
proclaiming that gospel. There is therefore evidence of
opposition to Paul, but an indication that he still hopes
to be able to exercise authority and win back the Corinthians

to the gospel which he first preached.

(2) 1:18-25: The word of the cross as folly and power.

The whole of this part is dominated by contrast,
especially between opposing perceptions of the cross. Paul
- first contrasts how the word of the cross appears from the
perspectives of these perishing (Wtfs 6h10>§ujpwﬁﬂms )and
those being .saved (TS CSCL@éC%\C/—,VO(S)— eschatological terms
with the present participles suggesting an incomplete process}72
The judging or dividing effect of the gospel and the cross is
implied in the perception of what the word of the cross is.
Perceiving it as fAQ?D?G~ is characteristic of those perishing,
whereas perceiving it as CSGV%%US 6&0& is characteristic.
of those who are being save'd.173
The destruction or failure of o”oaﬁfoc TN cso}bc"o\/ or

7
N

ToO i/cgyﬂsu is the theme of verses 19-2la. It is God's
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plan or wisdom (v.21), or his action (v.19), and establishes
the necessity of a new way.

That new way or plan, which is to save thosc who believe,
is described in a variety of ways in verses 21b—25;ﬁ /Aa7oﬂx

) 4 A > \

ToO Kq/)uy TOS (v.21b); . XpigTov c—;croa}oco SOV (v, 23);
Cﬂ«£W§¥AOCf::%/A470{NV’ (VKZB - from the pegégective of Jews
and Greeks resgpectively); 9608 CSC,JVO(/AM/ Ko(\l 96&\) UDYSI/O(V(V.25) ’
from the perspective of those who have been called).

At verse 25, this section ends with a rhetorically
balanced general statement 174 of the superiority of God's
foolishness and weakness. (The association of GYD?ﬂx with

/’ / . ) / .
5Uvo(/w5ﬂand/u,o\)/ata with o<c5®evc-,{oc runs through the passage.)

Connection with divisicons:-

The connection between the divisions and the theme here
of the word of the cross. (1:18),or Christ crucified (1:23),
as folly to the wise of the world (1:21) but the power and
wisdom of God to those being saved cr those who have been
called, 175 appears to be that wisdom of the world is the
basis underlying all of the parties or divisions, rather
than the views of a specific groupn at Corinth. long with
outlining of the new way oxr plan of God, which is the
salvation of believers through the'folly of the preaching
of the cross, there is a strong emphasis upon the destruct-
ion; and ‘the exposure of the inadequacy, of huwman wikdom.

N . . e I 17
Paul appears to give o comprehensive definition of w1sdom.(6
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In verse 20 for example it is doubtful if it is helnful to
distinguish Too finely between the terms used for the wise

of the world..177

In verses 22 and 23, the seeking "signs"
of the Jews, and seeking"wisdom" of the Greeks are separate
and different pursuits, but both rooted in the world. and
human ideas of power and wisdom, Just as Jews and Greeks
embody the same worldly wisdom, so too do the competing
parties of 1:12, in their human evaluation of wisdom and
power, The folly and wezkness of the cross, which confounds
humgn wisdom, is seen to have a new unifying effect at

178 (a1l the Christians

verse 24, for those who are called
in Corinth) reccgnise in Christ the power and wisdom of God,
irresvective of whether they are Jews or Grecks. Jews aund
Greeks (probably both present in the church in Corinth)
represent not two parties but the two main types of human
. . . s 1 .
wisdoim (like Greek and barbarian). 79 The parties also
represent wisdom, for only the weaz and foolish can experience
the power and wisdom of the cross in total dependence and
submission.
Another significant detail indicating the inclusgive
. . . < Fal .
purpose of Paul in this passage is the use cof W/AJV’ in
verse 18, Paul reminds the Corinthians of their eszschat-
ological status (with him) among those being saved. At
c A . . 180 S
verse 23 nfxeas may also be inclusive (although it is

less certain), There is at any rate an apneal for the
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recognition that humen wisdom, the basis of party division,
and division of Jews and Greeks,is destroyed and nroved

futile by the feclly of the cross.

(3) 1:26-31 Tue Corinthians' own calling.

Paul gives two illustrations, both from within the
Corinthians' own experience, of the genersl princijsles of
1:18-25. The first is the fact of their being called

81y in a situation of "weakness (1:

(’rﬁv K\ﬁo‘w 9&55\/1
26-31). The passage is built around a series of contrasts,
and expressions to describe the low status and worthlessness
(in the scale of worldly wisdom) of the Corinthians.(The
social implications have been discussed above.)182 The
first contrast imvlied is between what the Corinthians
were(and aré)183 and what they were (and arejnot (v.26),

the next, more important,between what they were (and are),
and what they have become. Paulis intention is not just

to recgll the historical experience of the Corinthiansi
K}\ﬁo‘(s , though that is part of his appeal,but to
proclaim God's power to meke something of the worthless,or
nothing, which leaves no place for the boasting of men
(verses 29 and 31). It is the action of God which is
stressed in the climactic verse 30. The verse is in fact

a summery of the significance of the cross. The translation

b ~
of the first part of the verse,éeg XOUTOU  is problema’ci]é?[+
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The difference of interpretation, however, does not affect
the basic understanding that it is God's action which is
decisive,

(No?ﬂx is given a new and favourable sense in verse 30,
for Christ has become 0'095!/0( ; and boagsting, with the

185
4
important qualification:..éA/ P(%pl%g, is allowed. (v.31),

Connection with divisions

The purpose of this section, reminding the Corinthians
of their state when they were called, is to exemplify by
God's choice of the foolish, the weak and the low-born in
Cprinth, the general principle of God's choice of !'folly’
to confound the wise (and to give new meaning to,66%5pu3
and c&m?ﬂx ). The connection between 1:18-25 and this
section is therefore that of a general princi@le end its
exemblificétion. There is, therefore, no need to look for
ény further general thematic connection with divisions.

There are, however, other specific connections and
elaborations which are significant. In turning the
Corinthians back to their origins, or their position evaluated
from the point of view of worldly wisdom, Paul implies that
there is a form of boasting in Corinth which cverlooks
this. In 1:29 and 1:31, this point is made explicitly: the
only boasting is "in the Lord" i.e. in what God has done for

them, which is effectually boasting in human weakness
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(as Paul does in II Cor.11:30 znd 12:5). This is essentially
an exposition of the "word of the cross? of the previous
section, which ig spelt out most explicitly in the rich
L 186 .
theological statement of verse 30, that the whole of
Christian existence (righteousness, sanctificaticn and
redemption) is dependent unon Jesus Christ and God's
action in the cross. The new emphasis here igc upon the
worthlessness of the Corinthians, leaving no human basis
for boasting. Paul's strategy is to strike at the roots
187 . . .
of arrogance and boastfulness (implied in slogans
vaunting leaders, which show pride in their own discrim-
ination), by recalling =11 to dependence upon God.

(4) 2:1-5 Paul's own Kﬁlpuv/vux .
/ {l

The second example which Paul cites of power in weak-

ness, wisdom in the folly of the word of the cross, is the
personal exasmple of his own preaching,188 witich is also
part of the experience of his readers. The method (and
to some éxtent content) is described negatively:Qil.Kp(QL
éﬂc_,f)oﬁb?v >\c/>>/ou t)’i 0’095/,/0.&5 (2:1);_0&) y&fa c’:/K/a(volc T
ESEvet eV <5/uT_v el /43].(2:2);,0&"\ &v Teleolfs] 0’0?5/«5.
[2M5>ADISJ ,(2;5).189 This negative characterisation, as
well as the content, suggests an apologetic element: that

Paul is meeting specific criticism of a lack of impressive

eloquence, Instead of denying the charges, Paul claims to
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have deliberately rejected human devices and wisdom, 150

knowing only Christ and him crucified (2:2). He came to
them in weakness, fear and trembling, (2:3) the fitting
and characteristic human vehicle for the proclamation of

d.791  Phrough this medium (of weakness)

Christ crucifie
Paul's b<¢v002}di becomes a demonstration of spirit and

power, that is of God's action and activity. Their faith,
brdught into being by his proclamation of Christ crucified,

is thereby grounded in God's power and not the wisdom of

man.

Connection with divisions:-

The connection of this passage with the preceding
argument is that here Paul gives his second example, drawn
again from the experience of the Corinthians, to illustrate
the power and wisdom of the cross. His preaching of Christ
crucified when he came to them was in weakness, fear and
trembling, the negation of human wisdom, so that through
it @God's spirit and power could be manifest. The general
thematic connection with the divisions is therefore the
same és 1:18-25 (and 26-31): that they imply a denial of
the word of the .cross and a dependence on human wisdom.

The secondary purpose of tﬁis passage, however, of
apology for Paul's method of preaching,which impinges

also upon content, is almost equally prominent, The
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negative forms imply a possibly specific criticism of a
lack of impressive eloquence, a criticism which recurs at
Corinth (e.g. in II Cor. 10:10 and 11:6). The denigration
of other apostles (or in the case of the Christ party,
possibly of all apostles) is a likely corollary of boasting
(1:29 énd 31). If is tempting to see in some of the negative

192

contrasts, the criticisms of an Apollos party, proud of
their 6*V>V3 Xé&VOS. However the implied criticisms may

be generalised and from different parties. (in addition to
rhetorical skill, COG {« and &T‘(é&;@ s TTveG/«Aoa*os KT,
are the basis of criticism, which therefore need not be
limited to Of ATOMO )

The understanding of his apostleship as persomnal or
human unworthiness (weakness etc.), through which God's
spirit and power may be demonstrated, so that the faith
of the Corinthians may be in God's power, not the wisdom
of man, is not merely making a virtue out of necessity.193
It relates directly to the theme of the folly and power of
the cross in that Paul's V<ﬁ/3U)7AbL become itself a
demonstration of spirit and power in weakness, just as the
ecross itself is. Verse 5, in which the_'typuisx/ is again
inclusive, relates this fundamental theme directly to the

Corinthian situation: their faith brought into being by

his proclamation in wegkness is grounded in the power of
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God, and not the wisdom of man (i.e. not dependent on
the abilities and wisdom of any human leader, or their

own).

(5) 2:6-16 o’ocﬁt/o( ev TOS T‘e)\efots
f

This section presents several problems of interpret-
ation., and 6f,ten figures prominently in reconstructions.
‘It appears to represent a significant modification 194
of what Paul has said of wisdom before. It may be that he
feels that the picture of wiédom painted so far has been

195 196 that

too negative. He now wishes to make clear
~(Soq>lfo( is not totally opposed to the gospel - that the
real oppos1t10n is between 6’0525/'0( o<\/9/ac\>rwv and 9600
CSO(P(O(V . It is helpful to distinguish between two uses
of the word (Sotfﬂfx - a good sense (the wisdom of God) and
a baa sense (the wisdom of men). Barrett 197 gefines these
senses more finely, drawing a distinction between two bad
senses and two good. The broad distinction is elearly
identifiable in Paul's usage of_c’OCF:I/OL . Here it helps
to explain the transition from rejection of CSO(Pfo( O(VG/J A A
in 2:5 to (S'O(jISIO(\/ Cgé >VX>\027»\C\/ in 2:6.

The argumen_t of 2:6-16 falls into two main sections.
In verses 6-9, wisdom is the theme, whereas verses 10-16

198 ne

deal with the spirit as the revealer of wisdom.
<

spiritual man,TTVC—,()/</kO<TlKOS (as defined by Paul), is the

true wise man, Just how substantial this difference is

becomes clear if 2:4 is ecompared with 2:10. 1In 2:4,
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describing T KV/\PUWU\O/L /b(ou, Paul contrasts &V Tte(eon\LS]
6075:&5 S_)\éyolg_},wwith‘é\/ &ﬂocfe(ge( T(\/c—,(%xbﬂ‘os K\
cg_uvof/xews- cs'osb&x and ’Hve’t}'«o( are essentially in contrast.
In 2:10 (and indeed the whole of 2:6-16)_7{5 TWV&§%~G- is
the agent disclosing the Beod CSOCP(IX‘/..

The outline of the argument is relatively clear.

A. O’Od’)f/oﬁ (2:6-9) :~

(a) We do speak wisdom among mature Christians - contradict-
ing the impression of the previous verses (v.6).

(B) But it is God's wisdom, in a mystery, not the wisdom
of this world (v.7).

(¢) This wisdom was hidden, though determined by God before
the ages for our glory, and was not recognised even by
the 3€/>xom-es 199 ot this age, who would not have
crucified him if they had recognised it (wv.7-8).

B. TIVEOILA(2:10-16):-
/

(d) But God has revealed it to u_é through the spirit (v.10).

(e) The spirit can reveal all things, and since it is of
God, it reveals the things of God: T Tod Beol ("the
inward truths about God" 200 or "what God is") 201
and what has been freely given us by God: T& Lc)'(‘((\) @C—,OC)
,Xa/arcs@e/wro( V]L/A?\/ (vv. 10-12).

(f) The words we use to speak of these spiritual matters

are also taught by the spirit (v.13).

f
(g) But only a spiritual person (TTVG,%OLT\K_OS ) can receive
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spiritual truths and judge (or investigate) all things,
and is not_subject to anyone's judgement. We (who are

spiritual) have the mind of Christ.

Connection with divisions

The central point of this passage - the wisdom of
God revealed to us by the spirit, which Paul speaks among

202 to the preceding,

the mature - is related by contrast
argument (of 1:18_- 2:5). It is explicitly connected
with the divisions, in 3:1-4, which are presented as proof
that thevCOrinthians do not yet qualify for the status bf
TEXelol  or TIveuMxT! wd] 203

The change in style and conceptuality here is striking,
and it is almost certain to be accounted for by something
in the situation'at Corinth.aobr Conzelmann comments that
we have moved from the language of eschatology (GQ{SgyLévotS
' and'&rmﬁ%x%yféVOtS ), to the language of mysteries. 205
Bultmann thinks that Paul is refuting the ideas of his
opponents, but in the process of using their ideas for the
sake of argument, is drawn, to some extent, into their

206

orbit. Others have seen this passage as capable of a

ghostic interpretation, even if Paul did not intend it,

(Schmithals thinks he did not recognise the Gnosticism of
? .

his opponents;)ao This is a particularly serious failure
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if, as seems likely, Paul is setting forth his gospel in
wisdom language and concepts, popular with some at least
at Corinth, 208 to whose position he is opposed and to
whose language and concepts he seeks to give new meaning.
Although there are many points of contact with the content
of what Paul has emphasized earlier (e.g. the contrast
between wisdom of the world and God's,1:18-31),it is
difficult to see any convineing reason for the change of
style and language here other than that Paul is countering
a particular stance and seeking to establish a distinctive
place for "Christian wisdom.!_!.'\,209

The central themes of 2:6-16 outlined above,Cﬂ3¢&X and
’(Tve(}b»a , may indicate Some of the ideas which Paul is
attacking., cj'cﬁ?éfo(\/ %u)\ot}u:\/ is used three times (at verses
6, 7 and 13), and a claim by opponents to speak wisdom,
possibly along with a criticism of Paul's limitations in this
regard, is possible. The preceding passage, defending the
form of hiS‘waouX}uf, and possibly meeting a critiecism of
his unimpressive speech could be connected. The emphasis.
upon TTvegy«d. and TTW&g/AUJWKoj in verses 10-16 and 3:1
makes it likely that a claim to be TTW69UDHVK07 or to have
To TTvc—,G/Au _is a feature of Corinthian Christianity.

One of the approaches which may bring the ideas into

sharper relief is to focus upon the emphases of Paul which
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appear to ecounteract, or significantly modify, the views
he opposes. The first emphasis is upon the difference
betweeh_@@a GoéPl/o(\/and O'.Q(P?o(v TO 0()\&3\/03 Tobtov KT A
which relates the discussion here to the earlier treatment

b)
of dc)?//& «vé/xSmo\/ and the power of God in weakness and

in the folly of the cross. CYOC(IS/;X @eoa is in fact re-
defined as the word of the cross or Chr_-ist crucified (v.8),
though it is set in language reminiscent of mystery or
Gnostic religion as God's eternal and hidden plan.210

A similar emphasis upon ToO 9606 occurs in the treatment
of TE) 'r‘rvc:?)/mot s to stress the dependence of the spirit
upon God. The 'T—lVC-;O/(AOC is the agent of revelation of
the wisdom of God (linking it with the previous verses) -
God's activity and initiative is stress.ed throughout:
mlOa&ﬂék&%u*ev' S Beds Six TOO ﬂve@mﬂbs‘
v.1l1l: only _’Fc\> ’ﬂvc‘st}wx TOG @eo()c,an know ‘rc\x 700 QC:OC)'
v.1l2: the spirit received is ]"Z) ’l’(\/ccgl/\_(x ’TC\) C)‘:K TGO Qc—of)
v.1l3: contrasts the words of human w:i:sdom with those taught
by the spirit (i.e. G_qd). This leads to the contrast
between T_WVC"L.J/&LOL’FI.K\OS and_\.(zuxll(as &VQﬁCO’lTOS .

A third emphasis is upon the hiddenness of the know-
ledge of God. It is, however, set in the historical scheme
of God's plan of revelation in due time, and not as esoteric

211

knowledge revealed only to a seleect group (characteristic

of Gnostic systems).
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It is easier to reconstruct some of the views that
Paul seems to be countering here, fhan to answer the
question whether the claim to be TTVE%VAO(THCOT or to
possess hidden wiédom is that of one group or a cross-
section. of the groups, or even adduced by Paul as
characteristic of the aspiration of all the divisions.
It is probably easiest to construct a hypothésis which
connects the views here with the Christ group or the
Apollos group - especially if the attempt is made to link
together the view of me?ﬂd , the claim to beﬂiveeonn1Kd{,
‘and to have hidden knowledge with such other views in
the letter as libertarianism and over-realised eschat-
ology. ele

Any such identification is made difficult and doubtful,
however, because of the consistent strategy of Paul, of
dealing inclusively with the situation at Corinth, This
prevents him, even when dealing with views which may be
characteristic of particular groups, from addressing,
individual factions. It is significant, in view of the
high regard for cya?ﬂx , that after destroying the basis
of sogia &uéf)c/orrco\/, Paul rehabilitates 60?//0( , by
redefining a 0”0566( Ocov (rather than relegating it to
the heretic fringe). This GY>¢ﬂ% , however, is not a

human achievement, but a gift of God; not the possession
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of an élite or party, but open to all on whom God bestows
it by the spirit.

The first person plural is used predominantly,213
sometimes referring to Paul (2:6&7 perhaps with colleagues),
but more commonly inclusively (2:10,12,16). Paul places
himself among "pneumatic" Christians, 2lh but even at v.1l6
(where he seems probably to oppose a claim of opponents)
Paul is not exclusive. ﬁ/.ke?s means all "spiritual
Christians" or pneumatics. As TO 7Tvc-un//\0( (the agent of
revelation of CS'OCP(/O(, ) is ék TOO eeo(j (v.12), the
status of - TTVeﬁyaaﬂWKﬁﬁ. is the gift of God, available to
all. Paul has not abandoned his inclusive strategy for a
divisive elitism.

7 )
| EOCTE.

(6) 3:1-4 Zry 7%?0 CW?OKIKO

Péul now applies the previous section (2:6-16) to the
situation in Corinth, in what is ostensibly an explanation
of why he was unable to "speak wisdom" (2:6), or speak to
them as TTW&gAdXT1K£J’or’ﬁéXe(O( , in his preaching at
Corinth. For this he uses the language of TTO(MSEJAC
15

(training or education) 2 and a popular philosophical

image,216 referring to their econdition as Vﬁ7T|CH (children),
who have to be fed on milk ()é@kuo, not solid food q%pgyxﬁ,
because they are not yet ready for it. The climax, however,

comes at vv.2b. - 3 where the application is brought into the
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present with the accusation that they are still not ready,
still V*/]TTIO( ofr; c’o(/DKlKo(/, Bec,ause there arg ;’H%os
Ko.(\lz";ms among, them, shown in their use of party slogans.

Unless Paul is speaking totally uncharacteristically
and inconsistently, 217 the "milk" which it is necessary to
feed to the Corinthians because of their "immaturity" or
"fleshliness", and the solid food for WV(:%O(’THCO{ or
fré%@o‘ , must both have as their basic content the word of
the cross. The primary distinction would therefore be in
the form in which they are presented. There is a mutuality
in the act of preaching whereby the nature and condition of
those addressed affect the form,

The use of the contrast of TTVeo/«OlTwco/} and cro&pmké)
(or O’(%DK\VOS) along with \/V/)"mGS makes clear that the
essential contrast does not concern progress but comprehen-
sion, 218. (although vv.2b - 3 imply an eibsence.of growth

from the initial state).

Connection with divisions

The connection with the divisions is explicitly stated:
that divisions show that the Corinthians are still ()'O}/DKHCO{
or V/]TT(O\ , behaving like men (L(O(T?X g(\/Q/.)coTTov ﬁeﬁvﬂd’l’éf“l’é
vi.3) or being men (8?5_/9 wTol e v.4) - the number of
expressions used shows how central is the emphasis on this
point. For this reason, (BeoL ) (.S_O?SI/O(\/ Ev Tols Terelos

was and still is inappropriate for them, (This provides
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the connection with the preceding section.) Such a
statement must be galling for those at Corinth aspiring
or claiming to be 77VEA€}~OG7VCOT . The criticism is
not, however, of one group but of the factious community.
Paul again puts those using his own name first in his

219 (The passage also serves

exemplifying of the slogans,
as a transition to speaking of the complementary role of
apostles,) If it is.right, as the evidence suggests, that
Paul has been critiecised for the lack of 'wisdom' in his
preaching, this charge is now turned back upon the critics,
for it is their inadequacy ( i.e. their failure to under-
stand the gospel in relation to their life together in
the church) which makes 'speaking wisdom' impossible.zao
Paul is effectually making unity within the Christian
community the criterion of being a true 71w?7A0n1K5;or
Tékeﬂos (which in turn is the precondition for receiving
'wisdom')., On the one hand he moves the focus from wisdom
to the community; on the other hand he sets community
(and negatively its factionalism) in a theological context.
vThe significance of §;>KOSF<&1 %%Ms has been discussed
above, The limitation of the slogans to those of Paul and

Apollos does not imply that these are the only real divisions,

but leads into the discussion of their relationship.
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(7) 3:5-17: The relationship between and responsibilities

of apostles and leaders.

Paul begins with a point related to the previous
criticism that the divisions and slogans using the names of
leaders are proof of 'fleshliness' or immaturity (imperfect-
ion): the apostles (exemplified by Paul and Apollos) are

221 He

merely (Sg&ycovo/ , human agents of God's action.
then proceeds to a consideration of the relationship between
his work and that of Apollos. The relationship is illustr-
ated by the metaphor of gardening: -Paul planted, Apollos
watered, but only God gave growth, The leaders have each
their distinetive task (and reward), not in competition,
although Paul is the planter, and later 'founder', and

therefore has the primary role. 222 There is a strong

223 especially in verse 9: they are

221

emphasis upon God,
fellow workers within the service of (or with) God.
| At verse 10 (or more precisely the last phrase of
v.9) the metaphor changes to building, beginning as if
about to repeat the same point as the metaphor of gardening.
By the end of verse 10, however, the tone has changed, and
verses 10b~1l7 abound in stern warnings. The previous
stress on the complementary nature of the work of apostles
is 1055. Reasons for this note of warning are given:-

(1) In verse 11 it is implied that some do try to build
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225 In the

upon: a foundation other than Jesus Christ.
modification of the statement of v.lo:.@?««é%wv gQV,ko(

to the@e/«é)\lo-\b KC:;LLeVO\/—)I",O‘oGs )@zd/rc/sthere appears

to be an apologetic element. A second wrong way of build-
ing is the use of inferior materials, probably referring

to the quality of the community's life and teaching.

Paul warns that each person's work will be judged or tested,
and he will be rewarded appropriately, but his own salvation
is not in doubt.

The building metaphor provides a link with a third
metaphor (at v;l6ff)-the Christian community as- the temple
of God,226 with the spirit indwelling it, as God in his
temple, It too, however, is used largely negatively, for
a dire warning of the destruction by God of anyone who
destroys God's temple ( in contrast with the one merely

building badly who himself will be saved - 3:15). The

consequences match the more serious nature of the offence,.

Connection with divisions’

There is a direct link between 3:5-9 and the divisions.
Having stated that the divisions are a proof of being VﬂpTIO(
or cbyOKw{ofi, Paul now attacks the divisions and their
implications with two specific arguments: firstly, that
Paul and Apollos (exemplifying apostles) are only’<guﬁ0cov0(
(v.5) and cxw«%oyo{ (v.9) of God, who is the real power

(vv.5&7); secondly, that their work is complementary.
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Divisions in the names of apostles therefore lack any basis.
It is less certain how the very perceptible change of
tone and emphasis in vefses 10-17 is to be accounted for.
The polemic tone suggests that something specific in the
situation in Corinth is attacked here. The person or
people who are the object of the threats or warping are
however not specified. It could hardly be assumed that
gQ)D\OS<Jf v.1l0 is Apollos, sO recently described as a
harmonious CﬂJV%f?féS s &lthough at verse 10a, the
metaphor creates the expectation of a second illustration

227 A strong contender for identific-

W) : 228
ation as X X*03 is Cephas. Manson (followed by Barrett)

»of complementary roles.

relates the reference to Q@%A@\lov ())/O\N)\/ in v.11 to
ﬁhe treditiom.concerning Cephas in Matthew 16:18. The
general and figurative terms in which the warnings are
couched,in his view, avoid identifying Peter from reticence
and embarrassment. Munck;s argumenfaghat‘it is ﬁncertain
that Matthew 16:18 is older than I Corinthians is not :
decisive, as the verse could represent an older tradition.
He does, however, properly point out that the explanation
is dependent upon uncertainties. (In addition to that
relating to Matthew 16:18, there is also the uncertainty
that those claiming Peter as teacher have misrepresented

him and that a Cephas party, misrepresenting Mt.16:18,

existed“.) Munck230 inierprets the whole warning as being
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addressed to the Corinthian church - each person has to watch
how he builds. The context, however, following 3:5-9 and
leading up to 3:21-3, suggests that the builders are to be
identified with leaders. Whereas Manson saw the warning

of verse 17 as essentially the same as that in verses 10,

231 sees a distinction between the introduct-

13-15, Barrett
ion of Jewish legalistic practices, warned against in

verses 10-15, and wholesale legalism, which is totally
destructive, warned. against in verses 16-17. Since both
situations could not exist together, Barrett's interpretat-
ion indicates that the warnings relate to dangers which

are, partly at least, hypothetical (e.g. that the introduct-
idn of legalistic pracfices raises the danger of wholesale
legalism).

Reticence about naming Peter is not the only possible
explanation of the fact that the warnings are couched in
general terms.232 It is in keeping with the practice
followed throughout, of keeping the argument inclusive,
though direct references to specific claims would hardly be
misséd in Corinth. (2Q>J§©S v.10 is such a reference,)

It is noticeable, for example, that there is a consistent
continuation of the emphasis upon God's action. For example,

Paul's work is__ISQL_’F?&T@]A\LX_&/J_Ll/_@-V@@Q T P\].v Sobelsdy 1ol

(v.10 - with a somewhat polemic ring); the only foundation
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A\ / ) ) N e
is_TOV Kel/we\foV, &s otV Ivlcsous XP!J’J’OS (v.1ll - continuing
the general theme of 1-4); and the ultimate answerability of
everyone (ékucvbs) to God is stressed (v.lo; vw.1l2-13), a
theme frequently contrasted with the implicit human judgments
of the divisions. The central argument of 3:10-17 therefore
appiies generally to all of the parties. All of the divisions
can be regarded as building upon the foundation which was: laid
by Paul on the human level, but which in fact is there already -
Jesus Christ, The warnings about responsibility and answer-
ability to God - to be true to the foundation (v.11l), and
to create the quality of community life which merits God's
reward - apply particularly to the leaders. So too does the
warning, in even harsher vein, that some developments are a
dangerous enough departure from the foundation to imperil
those accepting them and result in the merited destruction
of those who promote them,

There appears to be a significant distancing of the
leaders from the led, especially in verses 16 and 17. The
difference in tone may be accounted for by the fact that
Paul has moved from an argument against divisiveness, based
on the complementary nature of his ministry and that of
Apollos, to a warning which is principally addressed to the
leaders about their responsibility. The polemic is some-
what vague and unspecific?33 It is possible to explain this

vagueness, which appears deliberate, as Paul's reticence
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about criticising Peter, but it seems likely that the warning
may be couched in general terms, to remind all the leaders

of factions of their responsibilities.

(8) 3:18-23 In becoming 'foolish', all things are yours.

At 3:18, Paul returns to the theme of o’ocpfcx and/ogdof)/w(
lof 1:18ff, It is likely therefore that the theme has not been
abandoned, but has been being developed under different aspects
and terms.234

Human wisdom is a form of self deception, (v.18) and
with God it is folly (v.l9). God's attitude to it is
illustrated by two 0ld Testament quotations, (vv. 19&20) and
the conclusion drawn, as in 1:29 and 31, is that no one should
boast in men (v.21). The one who thinks himself wise in
this age should become foolish in order to become wise. The
paradoxical statement shows that two different senses of
wisdom are being used:a35 wisdom in this age and true wisdom
(of God).

Boasting in men (of the 'wise') paradoxically does not
recognise the true nature of pneumatic man, because all things
belong to him, as he belongs to Christ who belongs to God.
"All things" include Paul, Apollos and Cephas, the men in
whoﬁ the groups boast, so that in effect the slogans have been

) . .
reversed: instead of 67/6\\3 Tlabhoo KT.N\, it has become

TTexONOS (2—7%00
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Connection with divisions

Although this section repeats the earlier conclusions
on wisdom, some ideas are brought into a closer relationship
and sharper focus, Wisdom of the world, it is implied,
results in boasting in men (w.21) or thinking oneself
wise (v. 18). Most significantly,the party slogans are seen

236

as the product of boasting and wisdom - absurd and un-
fitting for people who, as "Christ's", possess all things.
The point is fittingly made against all the party slogans,
whose leaders are included in a rather incongruous list

of things which the Corinthians now possess.237 It would

be impossible to include "Christ'", and the omission of it

is therefore not a convineing argument for rejecting the
Christ siogan.(éﬁ&els dié Vyoufnss in verse 23 describes the
condition of Christians (by contrast with the impliedizﬂiakos
K. T\ éy&élv’)and seems to echo the éyﬁ} de ?9mcﬁoalslogan.
It could, however, allude to a wrong and partisan use of

the slogan, at 1:12, which is now corrected. Here it is

a unifying slogan, and the use of the second person plural
‘%/&GRS in place of the first person singular éyismay be the
significant difference. (éyxefs is used throughout in an

inclusive sense, of all the Christian community at Corinth.)
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. N\ N ~ .
The final phrase _X/D((S’TOS S¢ Beol re-establishes the
third_tier of relationship (the dependence of Christ on

238 / [ (& A -~
God) . ¥ TIOWT UWY is dependent upon Umels 750icr'rou,

. LV N ' Ve .
which in turn is dependent upon X/vas 6600 . There is
therefore some ground for suspecting that the Christ slogan
mistook this dependence, as well as being an exclusive partis-
an slogan. In 2:6-16, worldly wisdom and the ¢laim to be
Ve
Tiveq/A0h1KlV_,were set aside for the far more amazing gift
/’ ) ) . é ~ .

of God of O/ Beod  and Tivedno Beod.  Here,
similarly, boasting in men (v.21) is set aside for a far

greater boast (vv.21-3) in God's gift.

(9) L:1-5 How apostles should be regarded.

These verses contiﬁue the central theme of Chapter 3 -
the proper way to regard apostles (3:4-9 and 21-23). They
should be con51dered as Christ's servants ( UT'W/DCTTiS
is used in place of 6ﬁXKOV0? 3:5 with no significant
difference in meaning.) and stewards (<3H(0V?/x005) of the
mysteries of God.'239 O?KOVC§L«003240 frovides a link
between the idea of subordination, which has been predomin-
ant in the description of the apostles up to now (and
especiaily in 3:22), and the neﬁ emphasis on the freedom of
the apostle from ﬁuman.judgment - his indépéndent status
and reflected authority as steward of the gospel, which is

the sense in which Paul uses mysteries here,
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A steward is required to prove faithful (4:2).
Applying the argument to himself personally, Paul
claims that the judgment of the Corinthians or of any
human tribunal is a matter of indifference to him. Even
his own judgment of himself, although he is not conscious
of any fault, does not justify him. The only judgment he
must face is that of Christ at the _P.,arouts:i.a.at*l He there-
fore ends with a warning against premasture judgments, for

each will receive his due praise at the Parousia.

Connection with divisions:

Paul's argument here concerning how apostles should
be regarded is related to.the divisions in two main ways.
Paul first attempts to correct the over-valuing of
apostles, resulting in seeing them in competition with
one another. To counteract this,he stresses their second-
ary, subordinate role (as QS_T_l V]P(:/-ToLS and Q)t_l’\_o_u_é/l«ous of
Christ), bringing the leaders too within the central emphasis
upon weakness and folly in the theology of the cross.
(This is essentially the argument of Chapter 3.) At the
same time Paul recognises that in selecting leaders the
Corinthians set themselves in judgment over the apostles,
as if they call them, denigrating other apostles. Paul

therefore stresses equally the fact that apostles are

not subject to human judgment. Taken together, the emphases
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of Paul.suggest that he recognises in the divisions an:

over-valuing and an undefvaluing of ap0stles.242
The second eonnection is with Paul's own position in

relatioﬁship to the Corinthians, which is both an element

in thé divisions and part of the strategy of the letter.

He applies to himself the argument concerning the free-

dom of an apostle from judgment.A HisAown indifference

to criticism ( &1 )eX&x/crfré\/ &1V ) is not that of

a thick-skinned campaigner, but of one who recognises that

his own responsibility and gnswerability is to God., The

Corinthians have misunderstood this. The apostle is above

all division and parties, even his own. Paul now begins to

work towards his own role as the founder of the community,

and still responsiblé for it (to recall the Corinthians to

unity).

The view of Theissen.,° '~ that there is a clash in
Corinth over two different fypes of missionary,is convincing.
It is significant, however, that here Paul turns the
Corinthians éway from such a divisive debate to ‘the eschatol-
'ogical context of all apostleship, the final judgment of
Christ alone upon it. In context, ;ﬁ«§07?9'applies to

C A
W/AﬁxS , us apostles, but it probably also hints 'at the

Corinthians' own judgment by Christ.
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(10)4:6-13: The 'glorious' Corinthians and the

'dishonoured!' apostles.

L:6 is é notorious crux. It cannot be considefed at
length here, but as its interpretation is crucial for the
whole passage, a brief discussion of the principal problems
follows:-

’ /
(i) The first problem is the meaning of /L,Le’ted kVuo(T\G'(X
and what is referred to by T OTex . The usuakaeaning of
/M‘GTO(GXVI/‘AO(T'/é‘O is 'change the form-of' (Phil.3:21 and
II Cor. 11:13,14, 15). Hooker 244argues that it refers most
naturally to the figures of speech, or to figurative change.
Although this is not the usual sense of the verb elsewhere,
she cites an example from Plato of its use for ‘'verbal
change', where disease in the body is known as injustice
in the state.eL+5 6) q}Ad.and a) VVMXTG%R)Can also be used
for figures of speééi? She ther;§;re concludes that the
meaning seems to be: 'I have gpplied these figures of speech

246

(i.e. of gardener etc.) to myself and Apollos.' Barrett
sees the reference here to how Paul has made the last few
paragraphs (TXOTK ) look as if they applied only to himself
and Apollos, by omitting other names such as Cephas.247
Conzelmann appears to take TOTH as referring to the

immediate context of 4:1-5, and sees the fundamental idea
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as applying the principles laid down to all Christians, and
248

not just office-bearers, There is, however, a general
agreement that Paul is referring to his use of himself and

Apollos to exemplify apostolic leaders in general.

(ii) The second main problem is the notoriously difficult
phrase;r\o/uﬁ \Cm\ep & \/é\//aom—ra\ . Baljon's 2%
ingenious suggestion, that a gloss.has been incorporated

in the text, commands support in view of the difficulty of
giving a totally convineing explanation of the text as it .
stands, Hooker, however, makes the fundamental eriticism
of it that the ingenuity required for its incorporation into
the text is even gfeater than that displayed by expositors?so
She argues that from the context it seems probable that the
two Kﬂi clauses take up the two main points of Chapter 3?51
The second ﬁﬂx clause is a relatively clear reference to
rivalry and factions (3:1-9), and so the first is likely

to refer to the warning against shoddy workers and people
destroying the church (3:10-17). (The second clause depends
on the first because the false teaching leads to rivalry

252

and factions.) She therefore interprets the first

phrase as a reference to "the tendency to embrace fancy
trappings. 255 going beyond Paul's teaching of Christ and
254

him crucified, which is the fulfilment of scripture.
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Hooker's interpretation is plausible and fits well
into the context and purpose of the section as a whole,

255

It is, however, far from certain. Conzelmann
describes the phrase as:"unintelligiblew,and BarrettZ7°
states that though the structure of the sentence (in the
use of'Tb') shows a quotation, probably a current saying,
the original application can only be guessed at, though

it was probably clear enough to the readers.,

The second purpose clause of 4:6 is also somewhat
obscure,257 though the general sense is relatively clear.
It appears to give at least one purpose of exemplifying
these things (i.e. the relationship of, and right attitude
to,leaders): so that they do not become "puffed up" one
against the other, TOO ENBS and To0 éﬂépov most probably
refer to leaders set up in rivalry to one another (which
is a form of being puffed up). It leads naturally to a
general consideration of pride, and the reminder that the
whole position of Christians depends on grace,

After the rhetorical questions of verse 7 which makes
this point, the tone changes to an ironical statement258
of the Corinthians' assumption that they have already reached

the pinnacle of achievement (vv.8ff.). The three verbs

of v.8 (in the perfect and aorist) characterise the
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Corinthians as believing that they have already arrived at
the g€KOUOV( a "collapsed" or "over-realised" eschatology).
Paul attacks it indirectly by ironically wishing it were
true, for the sake of the apostles ( ﬁ/&efs) who would be

259 This is then contrasted

sharing in their rule at the end.
with the actual situation of the apostles who are like
condemned men, a spectacle to the world (v.9). At verse

10, the earlier contrast of foolish and wise (%%ﬁ%ywo’ here),
weak and strong, is supplemented by'gV5Q§0l (honoured) and
6EU/LO\ (dishonoured or despised), which leads to the
portrayal of the adversities endured by the apostles in terms

that recall the teaching of Christ.260

Connection with divisions:-

There are two significant connections with the divisions
in this passage. The first concerns 4:6 - ﬁhat Paul has been
doing with Apollos and himself, and what this shows of his
intention and the Corinthian situation. (The verse seems to
act as a summing up.) The probable meaning suggested above
is that Paul has been using Apollos and himself in an
exemplary way. This seems clearest at 3:5-9.261 In 3:10-17
the warning to leaders who build wrongly, or destroy thé
community, seems to be to all (and only includes Apollos).

In 3:18-23, where again the point is general - the avoidance

of boasting -the only specific reference also includes Cephas.
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4:1-5 uses only Paul to exemplify an apostle's indifference
to human judgment, It is, therefore, true only in a broad
sense that the argument is exemplified in Paul and Apollos,
since the specific application of the general argument is
to them or Paul alone.

The purpose of applying "these things" to ﬁaul and
Apollos is given in the two 7&«* clauses, which are therefore
a .significant indication of Paul's aim. Although the first
is impossible to explain with certainiy, no better explanat-
ion seems to be available than Hooker's, 262 which is
compatible with the argument against human wisdom earlier,
The second %ﬂx,clause describes the divisions at Corinth
in a way consistently seen throughout, i.e. as the result
of a general attitude of being puffed up in favour of one
against another. For Paul, the root of divisiveness lies
in human pride or arrogance, which he attacks in v.7 with
a characteristic emphasis upon the recognition that all
is received (God's action or grace being the dominant
theme of Chapters 1l-4), and boasting (which implies that
it is not received) is therefore out of the Question. (1t
is interesting to note that while Paul uses)e%?ﬁ&%dhere
to stress the '"received" nature of Christian life, in
Philippians 3:12ff >9Vy&§wb and PQXﬂX%f&%ﬁS&VA) are

used to describe an assumption of achieved perfection,

similar to that here, so that it does not guarantee a correct
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awareness of continued dependence upon grace,)

The second significant connection with the divisions
concerns the description of a particular type of boastful
behaviour, a stance prevalent at Corinth, which can be
characterised as a "collapsed" or "over-realised eschatol-
ogy. The ironical statements of v.8, and the contrast in
v.10 between "sVAe?S and (S/K@?S in terms of the earlier
contrast between wisdom and folly, portray the Corinthians'
own view of themselves, by implication at least.

The passage is often given prominence in reconstruction
of the background to the divisions. The clear eschatolog-
ical overtones (e.g. 2%/5066‘1 >\<‘:U/<S'O(T6) mean that it is
frequently linked with the views on the resurrection of
Chapter 15, and an over-realised eschatology seen as the

264

key to the situation at Corinth.263 Ellis raises two
principal objections to this view: that I Corinthians 15
supplies doubtful support for the eschatological interpret-
ation of I Cor.4:8; and that Paul would be inconsistent in
attacking them for what is essentially his own eschatological
perspective (even in I. Cor. 1:5). He admits. the possibil-
ity of a miétaken eschatological perspective in the false
wisdom of the Corinthians, but this is not in affirming the

present reality of participation in Christ's resurrection

‘life and power, but rather in misconceiving the way in which
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that reality is presently to be manifested.265 Thiselton,
however, argues that it would not be inconsistent of Paul

to attack such a misconception as a distortion of the
wholeness of truth.266 He believes that the eschatological
approach (of which this passage gives evidence) pinpoints a

common factor of a diverse array of problems, for example

the 'enthusiastic' view of the spirit, causing problems at

Corinth.267 It is not a necessary cause of these, but a
sufficient one.268 He believes that it is these views which

lie behind the divisions.269

On the problem of which if any of the parties of 1:12
is to be connected with these views, Thiselton also has

270 Though it is easiest to connect them with

an ap£ comment,
the éﬁéb de §bmﬂtb slogan, as 'the slogan of hyper-spiritual
enthusiasts who see no need for ahy human leader', he points
out the dangers of making it the basis for reconstruction

71

of the whole situation, or (as Schmithals) 2 seeing the
other three groups as "a single tapostolic' anti-gnostic
outlook',. The discermment of spiFitual man can be involved
not only in the rejection of all leaders, but also in the
selection and overvaluing of individual leaders. This
observation incidentally supports cur explanation of Paul's

method throughout - that he deéls with factionalism as a

whole, rather than addressing individual factions.
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In verses 9-13, portraying the contrasting reality of
the 1ife of the apostles (ﬁ/ﬂﬁs) there are two different
observable connections with the divisions, In the first
place there is the contrast between_the illusion of
achieved blessings which the Corinthians envisage themselves
as enjoying, and the reality of the hardships of the
apostles, This highlights the error of the Corinthians,
and also relates it to the broader theme of wisdom and folly,
weakness and power., Secondly, however, the ' treatment of
ﬁfﬁ§s Tst 3“106%8N992.relates directly to the divisions.
Paul here presents the apostles as a united gromp, set over
against the Corinthians. The fact that ﬁ%o>ﬂx§é;«eu01 TALS
iéﬁ&ls )Caocﬁ/ is a 1likely personal reference, presented
as a hardship, does not detract from this strategy of
inclusiveness, Paul's own experience of hardship and
weakness is made normative for apostles. It may be that
the emphaticlxgy;s.ﬁfﬁsd of verse 8, and the ironical
wish to share in their rule (8b), point to a general
questioning of apostolic authority, which is implicit in

their choosing their own leaders,

(11) 4:14-21 - Paul the father and his plans

The last section of Chapters 1-4 is sufficiently like

272

a concluding section to give grounds for Bruce to

suggest that Paul intended to end his letter here. There
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is a perceptible change of tone and direction, The most
significant aspect of this is the move to the first person
singular, as if Paul now separates himself from the group
of apostles, with whom he had identified himself in the
corporate _?Uueﬂs of 4:6-13, in opposition to the proud
Corinthians ( 9Mﬁ35 ).273 He also sees it necessary to
correct a possible misconception, that he has been writing
with a negative aim to shame them (éV?oéTKoV' éyA&S ), where-
as his real intention is positive, to admonish (VOGéﬁEde),
as a father, so that they wiii change, The contrast between
éﬂﬁ?OéﬁZOV' and vouBetdoy 87k ié not so much one of
severity as of the standpoint or relationship of the admon-
isher with the admonished, and his positive aim. Now he
refers to the unique and close relationship in which they
stand to him as their father or progenitor in Jesus Christ
through the gospel. This relationship is contrasted with
the many T\'O((CS‘OC\/CQ\/O'L()S; 275 or Christian leaders, and Paul
ends as he began (l:lO), with an exhortation to become
imitators of him,

The remaining verses (17-21) deal with practical

276

arrangements, discussed already: the sending of Timothy

to remind them of Paul's ways and Paul's own intention of
coming soon. At verse 20, the Corinthians' arrogance is

2 \/
again connected with words (GVIXOYﬁ)), contrasted with

SG'Vq/ws , and the kingdom of God.Z'?
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Connection with divisions

The main connection with fhe divisions here is in the
strategy of Paul in the epistle.. Paul now distances him-
self from the apostolic group, to emphasize his uniquely
close relationship with'the Corinthians, He first clarifies
the intention of his criticism as admonition, not shaming.
Hé has consistenfly portrayed the divisions as a situation
not beyond hope of amendment. (Boasting and wisdom of the
world are to be replaced by glorying in the Lord and the

78

wisdom and power of God.) e His concern-as a father is
warm with affection.

The claim to a unique relationship is not without
previous indications. At 3:6 and 3:10 his role as planter
and founder is firmly maintained, even when the primary
stress is upon the complementary work of apostles. There
are also several reminders of his being first to proclaim
the gospel in Corinth,279 though the stress is not upon
the creation of a unique relationship, nor is his role nec-
essarily é continuing one. 1In 4:14-21 the unique relation-
ship and authority of Paul is that of a father, dependent
upon the historical fagt of his being the first to bring
the gospel to them, described by the metaphor of "giving

birth", 280 The legitimation of Paul's position is

therefore func,tional.28l Paul is careful, in his use of
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the modifying phrases 2&\/ X/)lcf’(%) L’}soa and 8,1_5( ’TOE) Cs&b()f}/e)(/ou,
to sfress.the apostle's instrumental role; but as the agent
of God in bringing them into Christ through the gospel he
claims a unique and continuing relationship of intimate
closeness., It is also an exclusive relationship - there is
only one father, butAmany 71&(8&>MU7«M£S . It becomes the
basis for the exhortation to become imitators 9&3/«117¥7)
of him (v.16). |

In view of the persistent efforts of Paul fof conciliat-
ion throughout Chapters 1l-4, by condemning all divisions
inclusively, the question arises whether the claim here to
unique authority is not, in effect, if not intention, liable
to create division. The question of effect is not easy to
answer, but there are a number of considerations which defend

Paul against a contradictory intention:-

(1) There is no encouragement of "supporters". He is still
addressing the whole community, reminding them, as before,
of their common brigin (historical) and claiming respons-

ibility for them all.

(2) His claiming of the right to admonish (v.1l4) and to
discipline (v.21) does not invalidate earlier arguments
about the proper way to regard apostles (e.g. against
complementary attitudes of overyaluing and undervaluing).
His own status depends entirely upon the task assigned

to him by God (1:1Y7 and confirmed by his work at Corinth

(e.g. 4:15).
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(3) When Paul assigns inferior, if complementary, status
to other leaders, whose number 9bu%ﬂ00$) and standing
as slave-guardians (TIXI d}/wYOUS) is contrasted with
the one "father", he has most probably in mind local
leaders in Corinth, responsible for the divisions.

It is unlikely, from the previous discussion, that he
refefs to Apollos or Cephas; whose ﬁames have probably
been misuéed by the local leaders. Also Paul's own
pre-eminence is by God's action, &v )SDIO’T{:))IV]G”Q?J. and

Six 160 C:e)o(\/\/e}\(/oo, and not by human wisdom, 282

(4) There is a practical reason for "establishing his
credentials" at this point: the plans to send Timothy,
and to visit Corinth himself. If Timothy's visit is
to be effective in re-establishing order and TXS$ 6S0bs
/AOU ™S &V X%NCﬁﬁbfngﬁﬁ, and Paul's own visit is to
be effective for the whole church,the acknowledgment
of Pault's authority is necessary. Apollos does not

284

want to visit Corinth at present, and it is not
certain that Cephas was ever there. From that practical
viewpoint alone, it is Paul's reSpogsibility.
It is not surprising, therefore, that the establishing
of Paul's authority is frequently seen as the central

285

purpose of 1-4, preparatory to answering the questions

raised in the letter of the Corinthians, and dealing with
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other practices of which he has been made aware less
officially. While this exercise of authority can be
seen as a logical extension of the establishment of
Paul's unique relationship to the Corinthians, the view
involves a shift in emphasis which slightly distorts the
central concern of Paul in 1l-4 of dealing with divisive
tendencies in Corinth, The defence of Paul's apostolic
status in verses 14ff is, within the context of 1-4, an

attempt to re-establish unity in the community in Corinth.
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Conclusion to Chapter IV,

From the study of the structure and argument of 1-4,
undertaken above, it seems reasonable to draw certain general
conclusions about the nature and treatment of the divisions,

In the first place, in the overall argument of 1-4,
in its central themes, it seems likely that Paul is dealing
radically with divisions, attacking the roots of factionalism.
On the one hand he attacks human wisdom which leads to
boasting (in men) or being "puffed up", and probably also
to false 'perfectionism' (believing themselves already to have
achieved the é&NXTOVW and claims to be 7TW%¢¢&¢1K0{. On
the other hand he stresses the power and spirit of God made
manifest in weakness, the theology of the cross, the wisdom of
God, the apostclic sufferings and hardship. The predominant
theme is the total dependence on grace (though the word is

286

hardly used). Paul's understanding of the divisions is:

therefore that they are a serious theological 'misconception',

the product of human wisdom, a form of boasting and a clear

indication of the t'fleshly! «ﬁyoleO{) nature of Christians.
There is no attempt to deal with the factions individually

or identify the mistaken views with one party. There are

two possible explanations of this., The first is that there

is only one real group of opponents whom Paul is attacking.

The second is that in the strategy Paul adopts in the letter

and in his theological interpretation of the factions, they

are attacked inclusively, as a fault and responsibility of
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the whole community. 1In the study above, the latter emerges
as not only a possible, but also the more probable,interpret-
ation.

A further conclusion can be drawn from the apologetic
element and the discussion of the role of apostles. Part of
the strategy of the letter appears to be to gain acceptance
from the whole community of Paul's unique authority and
responsibility, as a means to re-establish unity. Not only
is there evidence of critiéism of Paul for lack of 'eloquence!'
and 'wisdom', but there are also signs, .as early as the
slogans, that the divisions centre upon a mistaken view of
leaders, which can be described as overvaluing and undervaluing.
For these réasons, apologetic appears to be used as part of

Paul's way of dealing with divisions.
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CHAPTER V: INDICATIONS OF PAUL'S PURPOSE

In this chapter the aim is to bring together and examine
some of the indications in Chapters 1-4 of Paul's purpose,

These have been divided into two broad categories:-

(a) Specific references to Paul's purpose in writing and to

the response which Paul hopes to evoke in the community.

(Explicit statements of purpose, imperatives, clauses of
purpose,’ rhetoricalfquestions, and statements showing how

Paul regards the Corinthians,)

(b) More general references to the purpose of Paul's apostolate.

(Stafementélabout his commission and Kripu77Ad ; general
statements'about‘hOW'apostles are to be regarded; and
faul's ciaim to a distinctive or unique role.)
All‘of~these statements and other indications must be
évalﬁaped ﬁithin;fheir context (which has been attempted
;n Ghaﬁter Iv abové)“ Bringing them together may, however,
gffer sigﬁifican?hpointers to Paul's broader aims, The
two bategories,‘described above, are closely and signific-
antly interfelafed - for example, factors within the

Corinthian situation appear to make necessary the defence

of Paul;s apostolice preaching and ministry.
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(a) Specific references to Paul's purpose in writing and

the response which he hopes to evoke from the community.

(1) First person statements of what Paul is doing.

The most important of such statements are the two uses

R ~N < ’
of ﬂoymmc)@ %&s at 1:10 and 4:16, at the beginning

287 This acts as a form of

288

and the end of Chapters 1l-4.
inclusio, marking off l-4 as a unit,

The use ofPTRVNXKdAZD is a formal indication of the
transition from thanksgiving to the body of the letter.289
Mullins 230 believes that the formal pattern of official
petition was taken over with modifications into private
correspondence. He identifies four types of petition with
four distinctive verbs, of which TH73mkook65 , the most
frequent (21 times in the epistles), is used as a personal
petition.?"  In 1:10 it is accompanied by a divine
authority phrase: && Tou zjvé/bxom’o% ToG KU/)?OU "7/1«(:\\)\/
K. ™. ™. , which is als0o a common characteristic of the
petition. 292

Schmitz.293.traces a development in the meaning of
TEyDQthkéb _from the sense of '"asking for help" to
"speaking with power in the name of God". for example in
the proclamation of salvation in the apostolic preaching.
In a further develoément, for those already won (e.g.

Heb, 13:22) it takes on a meaning closer to ‘‘admonition!

(cf. 4:14). Schmitz sees an important distinction between
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its Christian use and a mere moral appeal, in its reference
back to the work of salvation as its presupposition and

294

basis.
Concerning the content of the exhortation, Dahl 295
points out that TR?@XK&%éb with a periodic sentence seems
to be a characteristic way of setting forth the main
purpose-in the letter (cf. Phlm.,8ff.). The content or
purpose of the exhortation is therefore likely (from all
of the observations above) to express a key idea of at
least this section of the epistle.

The purport of the exhortation of 1:10 is expressed in
three purpose clauses of similar meaning:-
(a)cl/\/oQ Tc\> o(zJTc\) )&éy*\’l‘e , ”TOC/VTC—S : that you may all be in

296

agreement;

(b N <« D ) A /
.)KO({_/‘AV] q 2% %l(/ d/(((?/\uw: that there may not be

divisions among you (discussed above);

5 \ 7 > ~ ) o~ A \
(e) re de KOTHPTIGMEVD | EV TED XOTE VOl Ko ---- .
ﬂh‘ywmé%quthat you may be restored to unity of mind and
[

opinion or conviction,

/ .
(The meaning Qi_KﬁXﬂkVOT%?@EMQLiS disputed. Conzelmann
297

rejects the meaning of restoration. Many commentators,

however, make the connection with the literal meaning of

"setting bones" and the classical metaphorical meaning of

298

"reconciling factions'"., While the difference is of some
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consequence for the state of division at Corinth, its
importance can be exaggerated, for even if the meaning
of 'restoration' is rejected, there is still clearly a
situation which Paul regards with the utmost seriousness,
as his three-fold plea for unity indicates.)

The setting of this exhortation at the head of the
whole epistle gives prominence to the plea for unity in
face of threat of division (or already existent division),
‘highlighting what has been seen as the central purpose of
Chaptersll-A. The type of 'agreement' and 'unity' to
which they are exhorted is indicated in the following section ;
on the word of the cross: not dogmatic uniformify but
agreement on fundamentals, recognition of a common dependence
upon the grace of God or what they have received. 299

The exhortation at 4:16, which ends this section, is
in the fom of an imperative:/.«yuv]’roc{ /«OU \/(veo/b‘e .

It relates closely to the sending of Timothy (v.17) to
remind the Corinthians of ‘VBCS é&OGS/AOU T&S'é\f X/«).lc’_rfp._,.
Its immediate context (4:14-15) is Paul's claim to vbe in

a unique relationship to the Corinthians as their father,
and thereforé to have the right and duty to admonish them
(as a father; with their interests at heart). If the
broader context of the whole of Chapter 4 is in mind, the
call to imitate Paul seems a challenge to the belief that

they are "satiated, enriched and ruling" (4:8),in contrast
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with the apostles. If the exhortation is set within the
total context of Chapters 1-4, it is likely to relate to

300 argues that

the settlement of division. Sanders
'Rxa1ix_(4:14) refers to the whole discussion of 1:10 - 4:21,
'especially as the use of TTo(/)O(KO()S&) at 1:10 and 4:16
suggests that 1:10-4:21 is a unit with 4:14-21 as the

final paragraph. 301

(He also argues that particularities

of 4:16 require that we look there for the meaning of/f/ijui
/Aoo ywvccék;, rather than parallel uses of/uquTu( and
ft/&cfyadw .) 302 ?ZXUTTxﬂArefers, therefore to the two
issues discussed in 1-4: (1) divisions in the community

and wisdom; (2) instruction on the role of apostles in

3:5-17 and 4:1-13. (3:18-23 stresses the close link between
the two.)

/ﬁﬁ/aqul/aou YuMidkdq :16) and Timothy's role of
reminding of . ‘ﬂks 06bUS,/AoU(4 17) refer to the same
practice and teaching of Paul.3 5 In the context of 1-4
this includes: the proclamation of the word of the cross,
not wisdom, and his conception of the apostle's role as
servént, in complementary relationship to other apostles,
but with a unique distinctive role, answerable only to God
from.whom his autherity derives, and exemplifying in his
life and witness, in hardship, God's choice of folly and
weakness to confiound the wise of the world.

c ’
Sanders refers the <3€ﬂ305 of Paul more narrowly to

(1) his role as servant (3:5) with no dignity of his own,
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only his work having value, and (2) his fatherhood through
the gospel or word of the cross;(l:l7-l9).304 The role of
Timothy , frequently Paul's personal emissary (e.g. I Thess.
3:1-10; Phil. 2:19-24), is, in his view, the key to the

305

concept of imitation. Timothy appears to know, or to
embody in a special way, Paul's 56663. What Paul wants them
to understand is existence in conformity with the gospel (as
opposed to their admiration of individuals and their believing
themselves wise).306 Sanders believes that the principal
concern here, and indeed in the whole of I Corinthians, is
communal - to deal not with a theoretical misunderstanding of
the gospel, but a failure to grasp its communal implications
and consequences.307 Timothy's role is, then, 1ike that of
an elder brother: to remind them by words and personal

308

example of Paul, their father's,ways. This, he hopes,

will overcome the divisiveness-caused (Sanders believes) by
their high regard for the apostles as teachers of_wisdom.B09
Paul's ways are further explained, according to Sanders, in
I Cor. 8-10, leading up to the further use of/;( ‘ﬂx{/ﬁkou
\/r?c:d@c— in 11:1.2°  There it is indicated .thﬁ:w]what is to
be imitated is concern for the community: consideration for
the weak, putting the interests of others first, and even

working with his own hands.311

The study of Sanders, therefore, supports the view that

the exhortation at 1:16 is essentially concerned with the
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establishment of unity and the overcoming of division or
divisive tendencies.

Three other first person statements: (1) 1:14
(G,&KO(/J(GTC’\\)--.\....) (2) 4:6 (preTeo »} gmica ... );
(3) L:14 (o&x z;,\/'i]feﬂ&)\/.,... C:L)Qc:’l/‘ga\/: are not considered
here because they relate principally to statements

considered above, 312

(2) Imperatives

Direct commands addressed to the Corinthians 315 may
also indicate the purpose of writing, although in some
cases they relate only to the immediate context and a more
limited local purpose. (For example%%kéﬂT&TE 7879(1:26?14
1is used to indicate a new turn in thé argument, directing
attention to the Corinthians' human condition;/ﬂkqéiiis
ézxurz)\/ ééo(ﬁonTo?TQ(S:IS)is also asseverative, to emphasize
the imperative which follows.)

(:L)é KO(UKC:)/U,QVOS év Kcy)//cto KD(U)Q&(S@CO (1:31) if anyone is
to.boast, let him boast in the Lord.315

Paul concludes the section of argument on 'wisdom' in
i: 1:18-31 (especially 26-31) with an allusion to Jeremiah

316 fne futility of

9:24 which sums up the central purpose.
béasting in man has been argued generally, by opposing the
folly of the cross td human wisdom (vv.18-25), and particularly,
by reminding the Corinthians of the human condition in which
they were called (vv.26ff.). The conclusion that boasting

is futile is made negatively at v.29., After a verse describ- °

ing the Christians' existence in Christ (i.e. their relation-
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ship to God through him), the imperative of v.3l restates
this positively. The result or purpose'317 of Christ
beecoming our wisdom (power etc.) is that the only boasting
is in the Lord. The command therefore relates directly to
the boastful slogans of the divisions, It sums up the aim
of the presentation of the cross (or Christ) as the power
and wisdom of God, in relation to the divisions.

(11)_el s Sowel SOBS. clvext v Qu?‘/'év 78 ohdvi TelTew
| /wo/Jbs }revécseto et C—fl/V)’rO(I cs<><f>a’s (3:18)

This imperative also sums up, in a highly paradoxical
form, the whole purpose and logiecal coneclusion of the
argument about wisdom, as far as the Corinthian response
is concerned. 518 Its context, where it seems to follow
somewhat abruptly upon the immediately preceding discussion
and warning of the responsibility before God of leaders,
‘supports the other evidence that Paul sees wisdom and folly
as associated with the leadership-centred disputes. This
6onnection is confirmed by the broader pattern (of 1:10-
3:21): just as the report of divisions (1:10-1:17) is
followed by discussion of the confounding of human wisdom
by the folly of the word of the cross (1:18-2:5), so here
the responsibility and position of Christian leaders
(3:5-17) is followed'by the command to eschew wisdom and
become fools (3:18), which is shortly followed (at 3:21)

by a further imperative (even more directly related to the
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divisions) not to boast in men, as the Corinthian parties
~do with their party slogans.
“\ 7z
fuepos Y@Mﬁd@kl-is a more general form of the command
against boasting in men of 1:31 and 3:21 for "wisdom of the
world" describes the attitude underlying boasting and finding
specific expression in the divisions. Folly is a paradox-

ical description of proper dependence upon God.’

coay / ) ) m
(1i1) Soe /AV‘(S&\‘S Kauxmséco ev O(xlé/ooo”l'\“ots (3:21).
This command virtually repeats in negative form the

L 319

positive imperative of 1:3 in which also wisdom and
boasting in men are related as here. In the contexts of

both, Scripture is alluded to: din the rejection of wisdom

(3: 19-20) and the direction of boasting to the Lord (1:31).
Tﬁe connection between wisdom and boasting, described above,
and seen in the movement from the imperative of 3:18 to that
of 3%3:21, provides clarification of the connection between

the divisions and the discussion of wisdom (i.e. that "wisdom"
results in boasting in men, which results in division, strife
and jealousy). The last part of this connection; between

the divisions and boasting, is seen in the reference to the

party slogans at 3 222,

(1v) 0OTwWS P] /uocs >\0\/ 5(,6660 och/ocoroS &35 UT'VI/DCTOCS 7(/)mou Kok
OiKO\fc%mou& /Auo’(er)(wJ 6&)0(4 :1).
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The imperative is often not evident in English trans-
lation (literally: '"Thus, let a man consider us as . ...)
€.8. R.S.V.l: "This is how one should regard us." 320
The imperative force, however, is implied.otﬁYoS points back
to the preceding argument, implying a summing up, rather than
going with éSS'. 3el

At 4:1, Paul's command is retrospectively based (08T«5§L
but also introduces a new consideration of how apostles ought
to be regarded, and of what is required of them. In its
context it marks a turning point: from the stressing of the
subordination of apostles,Paul now proceeds to the stressing
of their_freedom from human judgment. (vv.2-5), and later to
the contrasting of their humiliation.with the "glory" of the-
Corinthians (vv.7-13), and finally to his special claims.
(vv,14-17). ’3/Ud§3,,of 4:1, possibly refers to Paul and
Apolios, but looks beyond them to the apostolic office .they
exemplify. At 4:1, Paul is still primarily concerned with
the overvaluing of apostles. The transition to undervaluing,
hbwever, may occur in this verse in the use of }%ONETOCJand
cgmovéuoos /uucs"w}/)r/co\/ G@G, which provide'a fuller and
more precise definition of the apostle's position, and the
direction of their service, than doesjﬂﬁ@&OVQLNé&i;SM»,v
Erierelsate of 3:5. 222 The position of (§U<0VépuM£L_may
impi& a degree of reflected authority as stewards of the

gospel, althoﬁgh it is used primarily for synonymous

parallelism, 523
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(w)cf)’csfre/uiz TT/)E> Ko(yaof) T K[Ji/\/él‘e (4:5).

This command which is against judging anything before
"the time!:},BZL+ again concludes a section of argument,
éEGTE indicating result or summing up. The immediate
context of 4:1-5, to which it relates, is the description of
the apostles as servants of Christ and stewards of the
mysteries of God. Beyond this, however, it points to the
implieit or explicit judgments which the Corinthian parties
are in fact making upon the leaders. Against such judgments,
Paul asserts the responsibility of an apostle to God alone
(4:2). He exemplifies this in his own indifference to judg-
ment (4:3-4). Judgment belongs to the Parousia (KHVXQ here)
and is the prerogative of God. There are, therefore, two
distinect errors in the judgments of leaders in the Corinthian
divisions: (1) they judge "before the time," as if the Par-
ousia were already here (the attitude to the Parousia attack-
ed with irony in verses 8ff.); (2)they usurp the role of
judgment which belongs to God alone. Apostles in particular

are responsible only to him,

It is possibly significant that of the imperatives used
C
in 1-4, two occur with aSc«e., indicating result (3:1 and
(&
4:5); one with Vel which also probably indicates result,

though it is hard to distinguish from purpose (1:31); one
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with 03%&3& » With the implication of result (4:1); and one
with the emphasizing clause /L/\P]CSC«,;S éowl‘z)\[ ééO(ﬁO(T‘&T‘LJ
(3:18). Taken together theée appear to suggest that Paul
uses the imperatives at key points in his argument to sum
up or draw conclusions, The imperative at 4:16 in the
exhortationzfyﬁgqjixf)/&ou >AbEﬁii§ﬁis also a prominent

point in the argument.

(3) Clauses of Purpose.

A further possible indication of Paul's purpose, less
stylistically prominent than the imperatives, is in the
clauses of purpose, introduced by c(Vo( (usually) or 8TTCOS.
The most significant of these in revealing the intentions
of Paul regarding the Corinthians in Chapters 1-4 are
2:5 and 4:6., (Not considered here are 1:15, which gives,
a fortuitous result of not baptising many; 1:31, discussed

325

above as an imperative usage; and 4:8, which is hypothetical.)

(1) 1:?7-29‘ (3 ?&4! clauses and 1 éﬁTQJS )e

The three zﬁx clauses of verses 27-8 describe the
purpose of God in choosing the foolish, the weak, the low
and the despised - to shame the wise and strong, and bring,
to nothing things that are. The éﬁwos clause (v.29) gives
a more inclusive and specific.purpbse, which is that no-one

should boast in the presence of God, All are in fact given

~.as God's purpose but, as his apostle, Paul applies the
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consequences to the Corinthian situation, drawing out the
consequence, at v.29 and 31, of no ground for boasting

except the Lord.

~

¢ C ’ & A ~ N 7/ ) /_ ) P
(ii) fvex q TICTS U/uwv/u.v? n &V Uoffq( ou/éfoo«(to\/ ahY év
é&»é?xe1_é&aou (2:5).

Although the immediate reference of this clause is
to Paul's proclamation of the gospel at Corinth (in verses
1-4), it may be taken as a summary statement of the whole
purpose of proclaiming Christ crucified, described from
the perspective of the response it is intended to evoke from

326 2:1-2 stress the content, and vv.3-4

the Corinthians.
the form, of Paul's XéyQSand Kﬁpux}ax in his first preach-
ing in Corinth. It is cited as a second example illustrat-
ing how the word of the cross is folly to worldly-wise people,
but the power of God to those being saved. Because of its
exemplary funetion, the purpose of this particular proclamat-
ion can be taken as typical of the aim of preaching Christ
crucified in general.

This verse indeed summarises the .central purpose of
Chapters 1-4 (and relates directly to the divisions) -
to refocus the faith of the Corinthians upon the action of
God (ééw?uAs GGOO), his power or wisdom displayed in weak-
ness in the cross, which is the sole object of Paul's

K?@og}zﬁu&s, and is exemplified in the lives of the apostles,
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particularly Paul. The reference to TT&TTWS (faith) is
the only specific use of the word in this section, although
the concept of "justification by faith" is in mind 20
(1ike 1:30, an indiecation of how Paul is not bound by one
form of theological terminology). The distinction here, how-
ever, is between two bases of faith: (1)_(50(13(0& o)(\/@fc/oﬂw\f ’
a wrong basis, resulting in boasting or glorying in men,
which is at the root of the divisions; (2)_<S(SV<>AMS Geo_C),
(used at 1:18 also in contrast with /LLQVOQX), the right
basis, which recognises total dependence upon God. Only in
the latter can faith be properly grounded.328 The exist-
ence of the divisions iﬁplies, however, that this purpose

4, 229

has not been realise
(D) Tvex élcﬁﬁ/«w# T 66 To0 Besd X«/Ozdéém VCVATK/(E:IZ).

This purpose cvlaus-e comes as a conclusion and climax
to 2:10-12. Following a summary of what is meant by GocPfcx\/
v ls Terelots  (vv.6-9), Paul ascribes to.TO ﬂve(}uu
the function of revealing God's wisdom (v.10), because it
aione, as ’,E\QT'(\/C{(S/MO( TO0 @C—OD, knows _TQ(:EOQ_QC—O’\\J(the thoughts
of God or what God is)(v.1ll). It is this spirit which we
have received, for the purpose that is given in this clause
(2:12): s0 that we may know what God has freely bestowed
on us, )

C
The o clause he’fr'e),therefore, relates to the immediate
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Icontext primarily. If, however, Paul is alluding to a wrong
and divisive understanding df;ﬂvegpxd, and'ﬁyegpuXTHCO{,
which seems highly prqbable, the emphasis here is significant.
In addition to the emphasis upon the spirit "of God",
distinguished from that of this world, and God as the one
who gives knowledge (e.g. V.10 &Tﬁek£;>AJ%%3V S Bens )?30
what the spirit of God enables us to know is defined as yhat
God has given us'y. God is therefore both the agent of
knowledge and the giver of what becomes the object Qf know-
ledge. The connection between RS TTVG%%AN and God is
strikingly emphatic. .

The precise reference of ’fb\ XO( 1696/\/’!7)( is not clear.

Tt may refer back to O ocfﬁéoc/uos oLk c«&z.v e O tTro/Aucru/

O QCOS TS myO(TFCO(SIV O((fb\f (v.9), but that too is not
specific. Conzelmann at least considers it possible that the
object of knowledge,,j&- X@ﬁﬁuf@é&nx, is used of the event
of salvation, rather than the power of the pneumatic. 531
This interpretation is supported not only by the connection
with )Gépts_,BBZ but also the connection with verse 9, which
in its context (especially the reference to crucifying the
Lord of glory,v.S) appears to refer to the cross as the event
of salvation, Barrett sees it as referring to the indefin-
able things of heaven, associated with the eschaton but

333

enjoyed now, as the tense suggests. These, however,
at least depend upon the knowledge of the event of salvation

and may be partly identified with it.
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(i) v av ﬁ] i /A&G7Te 0 Mx? Smtp & yegprmon (426
Some of the problems and suggeéted interpretations

334 -

of this verse have been discussed above, It was
concluded that Paﬁl appears to be referring to the lesson
which he intends the Corinthians to learn from Apollos
and himself, It is liﬁeiy that he is recalling them to
the basic word of the cross, which their divisions and
exaltation theology bring into doubt.

(v)_lq\/o(/u\ (’:2;3 'L()ﬂ‘%o To0 é.\/C\DS ?S()(S!OC)CSQE‘ Kom\x ToO é:“rc%Doo
(4:6).

The second purpose clause of 4:6 makes direct reference

to a likely cause of divisions, stating the purpose of

using Apollos and himself to exemplify apostles - so that

they may not be puffed up in favour of one against the other.

#x)cnéhb is a characteristic verb of I Cor., not because it

is a catchword of the Corinthians, but because it is a

particularly apt way of describing the attitude of human pride

and boastfulness prevalent there. 1In this clause the
connection between boosting the status of their "leaders"
(e.g. in the slogans) and puffing themselves up, is

explieitly made, They bask in reflected glory.
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Taken together, andltaking into account their immediate
contextual relationship, the purpose clauses provide
additional corroborative evidence that Paul's view
of the difisions is as a product of human wisdom and boasting.
Hié strategy is therefore to recall the community to recognit-
ion of their dependence upon God to whom they owe all

knowledge and spiritual power.

(4) Statements about the Corinthians (i.e. how Paul thinks

they should regard themselves)

There are two clear statements ( in the second person
plural) of how Paul thinks the Corinthians should regard
themselves, Both are closely related to their immediate
context, which partly accounts for the contradictory nature
of the statements, Nevertheless, taken together they
provide an important summary of how Paul views the Christian
community. (4:8 is not included in the discussion here, as
it is an ironical statement of the Corinthians view of them-
selves. )

()& \/5(/0 O’M/okmof este (3:3)

| The immediate purpose of this statement, which is
effectively an accusation, is to explain how the wisdom of
God, which Paul speaks among-ﬁf9\e10| P cannot be spoken
among the Corinthians, They are not Tékedol or7TWH7MaTtKO\
in the sense of the new definition which emerges in 2:10 ff,

of those to whom, through the spirit of God, the hidden



176.

things have now been revealed by God's grace. The argument
here itself, as well as further evidence in the epistle,335
makes it likely that scme in Corinth were laying claim to
the title offﬁVGS%MXﬂﬂl(O{ or,TéAe1o{ . In this case,
the argument that Paul proceeds to bring forward, that the
divisions show that the Corinthians are still cmym<n<of ’
would be particularly galling. His strategy here, however,
may be to provide a stimulus for efforts to remove this

/
impediment to becoming Te%edoi , rather than to shame them.'337

(i1) vads Oeod Este (3:16-17)

The description of the Corinthian Christians as the
temple of God comes in the context of warning the leaders
of the dire consequences of destroying the temple of God
(e.g. the 'lex talionis' of v.l?a),338 i.e. leading the
people into serious error which would completely destroy
the original foundation in Christ, The warning to the
- leaders at this point is indirect, since the community is
addressed in the secqnd person plural. By implication
Paul wants them to recognise V(O\))K O)/(SO(TZ’:) 539 their
status with the indwelling spirit of God - they are
WTVG%V«oUnbcdf or the temple of God - and that this can be

destroyed (3:17).

~N ~
It is unlikely that those described as VoS Beo0 (3:16)

/
are a separate group from those described as GﬁpKlKot(S:B),
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for both appear to refer to the community as a whole., While
this can be partly accounted for by the difference in context
and perspective in the two passages, it is characteristic

of Paul's theology of the church that he can describe the
community as the temple of God by virtue of the spirit dwelling
in it, and at the same time cﬂ7orlro(, by virtue of the

éyl)\og Kol /)lS which characterise their behaviour, Far

from being a real contradiction, the tension between these

two statements is an essential part 6f the condition of
Christian existence in the world ( which the Corinthians on

the evidence of 4:8ff may have tried to "simplify").340

(5) Rhetorical Questions

Rhetorical questions are used frequently throughout
Chapters 1-4, and indicate a heightened tone or stronger
persuasiveness.y+1 It ié therefore possible that they may
provide an additional source of evidence for Paul's purpose,
though the immediate context must again be taken into

consideration.

(1)/u7«/>tcffrou 0 X/vcmzps/wfl T-o(oXos %;cfraffoév U‘C/D
u/ucox/ 4 cls To ovo/Aoc Tladxou cﬁcxrﬂdékrrc (1:13).

A1l of the questions here put the unthinkgble but logical
implications to be drawn from the divisive slogans. (It is

generally accepted that the first clause is a question.§4
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The rhetorical questions are used to evoke a sense of outrage,
putting the implications in an untenable form. Paul's
intention is to persuade the Corinthians that divisions

and slogans deny the gospel which they profess.
(ii) ToO croaﬁés ; TIo0 >//DO(/(4/4AO(TC~U/S ; TTO0 cruf/?ﬂ—t?fr?s To0
vos ToGTOU; oé/g\; c’e/wk}owe\/ 0,008 'rﬁv O’o<}bl&v ToU Kég/moo-,
1:20.

The rhetorical questions put into more.emotive language
the statement that the wisdom of the wise has been destroyed
by God (v.19) - the central point of this section. There
is probably allusion to several 0ld Testament passages here,

343

rather than citation of one. The three types of wise

person specified by the words Q‘O(}Sés , WDWM‘(:(SS and
cﬂﬁsr] 1'/5 gre intended to characterise different types of
CRD?WOQ'TDL) Ké%;MnU but the precise designation of Jews,
Grgeks; and the wise generally, is more questionable.BQ&
"It is a representative collection of all wofldly wisdom.
The force of the rhetorical questions depends to a large

extent upon the 01d Testament allusions, to which assent

can be gssumed,

‘ / \ 5}
(iii) TIS y0</3 olSey veeeenn 2:11
(s y\qp Z}/\/co e . _-2:16

As these questions relate only to their immediate

345

context, they are not discussed here,
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(iv) .-.oux( cs‘oywmot este Kl KOTX o(\/@/om‘o\/ﬂc]omarcwc,

e OUK av@amo: ot { odv oy Aoswds; T SE Lariv
~ TleOkos ; (3:3-5)

A succession of rhetorical questions is used here to
apply the general discussion preceding (especially 2:6-16),
and particularly the exposition of the nature of WWVE%7OWX~
—TIKS] , to the Corinthian situation. The heightened tone,
to which the multiplying of questions contributes, indicates
a climactic point - the application of the general discussion
of wisdom to the specific situation of divisions.346

The first two questions (of v.3 and v.4) draw from the
envy and strife of the Corinthians (v.3) and their divisive
slogans (v.4) the conclusion that they are not,'erGyfAOtTl K(gl
orTEXEIO( (as they probably claim) but cro;omucof , 7
and hehaving in human ways or conforming to human standards
( KT o<\/é/)corr0\/ fr‘efnfra—rc,we ). The rhetorical
questions fill out the blunt. Gfrl yC?D Cﬁ§0K|KZH EoTe
(of v.3%a), but also remove the discussion from theory to the
actual situation of divisions at Corinth,

The third and fourth questions (of verse5)j'T? C;BV

Zetiv Atorxbse ;T §é dotiv TTadhos , begin
the attack on basing divisions on the persons of the apostles,

introducing the discussion of their role as servants and

co-workers, as exemplified in Apollos and himself, There is
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therefore, in this group of rhetorical questions, a
significant indication of Paul's purpose in the previous
section retrospectively, and in the:suéceeding-section
prospectively. The intensity of tone here, suggests
Paul's passionate concern to convince the Corinthians that

divisions are without basis and an expression of fleshliness.

(V)T(S Yof ) Se c?«a|</ozvcl T 82 & (,xcls 3 odk ckmﬁ)cg

CI6CVazék%ﬂe§ ’ﬂ Va%@mﬂ M%/U]kﬁﬁwV (4:7)

The cluster of three linked rhetorical questions here
also creates a heightened tone. They follow the accusation
that the Corinthains are puffed up in favour of one against
the other, in their divisions, by a more general attack on
their pride. The questions expose the lack of grounds for
boasting.,  The Corinthians have forgotten that their
Christian standing and'existence is all "ieceived". At
verse 8ff, Paul goes on to show how they have also misunder-
stood their)present blessings as the final ones. Verse 7,
however, shows that this is not just a misunderstanding but
also a result of pride,.

The meaning of _ CYMXKVDHAL[ is disputed. The sense
"sees anything different in you" 348 directs the Corinthians
to examine themselves, with the second and third questions

making clear what they should learn. The more likely

meaning of "makes you different" %7 puts the first question
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in closer parallel to the other two. It is, however, then
uncertain what the imélied answer is, Barrett points out 350
that it could be either (a) that no-one makes you different,
because all are pardoned sinners, or (b) it is God who
makes you different, conferring different gifts upon you. In
the immediate context, as Barrett pointsout, the latter sense
seems to be that developed in the other two questions of
verse 7, where the emphésis is on the receiving of gifts,
which provides no ground for boasting. = In the broader context
of 4:6-13, however, the assumption of receiving everything
here and now is attacked, so that Papl could be attacking
their misunderstanding of the nature of God's gift, which they
r?présent as conferring special, élitist status upon them.
The ironical wish of 4:8b, 351 for example, magkes the point
that zll Christians would be enjoying the eschaton (i.e. it
attacks the exclusiveness of their 'lperfection").

The general sense of the passage,as an attack upon the
boast ful behavioﬁr of the Corinthians which overlooks the
fact that their Christian existence is by grace or 'received',
is not in doubt. This cluster of questions therefore high-
lights an attitude at Corinth which has probable divisive

consequences in implicit elitism.

(vi)Tl Oéxete ;év /oq/é&o ExOco ﬂ/)os %mx v7 ev
otyomr] T‘\V(,%ovrg Te 'r‘ﬁo&u'ru('ros(q :21)

The questions which end the outline of Paul's plans to
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visit Corinth (and indeed the whole.section 1-4) finally
offer the Corinthians a choice between the alternatives.

of coming with a rod to punish or in love and a spirit

of gentleness. They are, therefore, essentially a more
vivid form of exhortation, since it is the behaviour of

the Corinthians which will be decisive for the form which
his coming will take., Love will require him to be severe
and punish if they have not reformed, but Paul would clearly
prefer to show the more positive face of love, in a spirit
of gentleness.

The threat implied, like the admonishing referred to
in 4:14, may most probably be taken in relétion'to the
éreceding consideration of division and its causes. It
may also, however, have a forward-looking element, since
Paul is about to embark upon further specifiec instruction
on matters of behaviour and church ordér{ Having establish-
ed his own right to exercise authority, he here puts the
onus upon the Corinthians to decide whether he will have
to exercise it in corrective punishment.

The relatively frequent use of rhetorical questions
is an indication that.the repudiation of rhetoric (e.g. at
1:17; 2:1; 2:4) is not a total exclusion, but a rejection
of the artificial, formal rhetoric which some equated with
eloquence, 352 1t is also an indication that Paul's
purpose is exhortation or persuasion in the course of which
the use of a simple form of rhetoric, the eloquence of an

appeal based upon the word of the cross, is inevitable.
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Conclusion to Chapter V. (a)

From the consideration of some stytistically prominent
features of Chapters 1-4, some corroborative conclusions
can be drawn abouf the central aims of Paul. They
contribute to the identification of Paul's view of the
situation at Corinth and his strategy in the letter.

There is, for example, a strong hortatory element,
particularly in the prominence of the ﬂosDotKoc)qc?) state-
ments, but also in the rhetorical questions. This is a
significant indication of Paul's purpose, but also of how
he regards his relationship with the Corinthians and what
he sees as the root of the problem, He hopes to be able to
bring them to see the untenable implications of divisions
and uses his relationship as their founder to appeal to them
to imitate him,

The imperatives and purpose clauses which go beyond the
immediate context also indicate what Paul hopes to achieve,
wﬁat he sees as the root of divisions, and how he regards
his relationship to the Corinthians (e.g. the position
assumed from which he can address imperatives to them),

The imperatives addressed to the community deal principally
with boasting, pride, wisdom, how apostles are to be
regarded, and not judging before the time, Purpose clauses
likewise deal with the dependence of man upon God's grace,

as the purpose of election of the weak and foolish (1:27-9);
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. . .
of Paul's Kerygma (2:5) and the gift of TO TTVnyvqx (2:12).
A specific purpose of writing this part of the epistle

is also related to the divisions and "being puffed up" (4:6).

Finglly, in the two statements of how Paul thinks the
Corinthian church should regard itself - as the temple of
God, in whom his spirit dwells (3:16), yet still d%pKlKoﬂB:B)
there can be seen a basic tension between 1life in the world
and new being in Christ. This too is an important character-
istic of how Paul regards the Corinthians and deals with

their divisions.
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(b) More general references to Paul's apostolate (and the

role of apostles):-

Alongside of,and interwoven with, the indications
of Paul's specific purpose in writing to the Corinthians
are many more general statements about his own apostolate,
apostles in general, and how they should be regarded.
There is little doubt that they too relate specifiecally -
to the Corinthian situation. There are signs both here
and more specifically in Chapter 9, that even in I Corinth-
ians Paul's apostolic authority and rights are already
_under attack, though not as openly as in II Corinthians.
The existence of parties using the names of other apostolic
leaders, and indeed the party "of Paul" imply a questioning
of his authority.353
S0 prominent is the apologetic element that the re-
establishment of Paul's authority has been seen by some354
as the principal aim of Chapters 1-4, in preparation for
dealing with the questions of morality and church order
which the Corinthiané themselves or the reports of the
Corinthian situation have raised (Chapters S5ff). Shaw’’’
goes much further, seeing the whole epistle, except Chapter 13,

as '"an exercise of magisterial authority". He sees Paul

as belonging to the category of those whce, while calling
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356

vigorously for unity, act in a peculiarly divisive way~?
On his view, even .iin exhortations to unity Paul is
unable to conceal his real intention, which is to draw
attention to his own speciél position, 357
Such an interpretation raises in an extreme form a

central question about the purpose of Paul and the issue
of divisions: 1in the relationship between (a) appeals and
arguments for unity and (b) apologetic or the re-establish-
ment of his authority, which takes precedence? 1Is the
appeal for unity (effectively if not intentionally) a
prelude to the exercise of unique apostolic authority, or
is the'assertion of that au£hority resorted to'in an effort
to deal with the disunity which has arisen?

An attempt to answer this question must be made, since
it is so directly relevant to the present consideration
of Paul's aims, but it is first necessary to look at the
statements made by Paul about his apostolate. In the brief
survey that follows, the statements have been collected
under three categories, distinguished by their content:
(i) Paul's commission and KJquJX74au
(a) his calling; (b) the content of his L<V”ouz%A

(¢) the form of hlS KV]/DU\{/(AO( -

(ii) BHow apostles are to be regarded.

(iii) Paul's distinctive or unique role.
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A significant progression in the argument is indicated
by the fact that statements in the first category occur in
Chapters 1 and 2, whereas stétements in the second and third
category occur in 3 and 4 (with the emphasis moving to the

unique role of Paul at the end of 4).

(i) Paul's commission and kJ{kggYA&&,.
VR
.. / :
Statements about Paul's commission and t<bv007;mxall
occur in Chapters 1 and 2, in the context of discussion of

the power and wisdom of God in Christ crucified, contrasted

with the wisdom of men.

' , L
(A) His specifie calling - G,Uol\/\/re>\ féecr@o(l (1:17).

‘Paul's calling or "sending" (&ﬂéc“l’elXé\/) by Christ
is stated negatively at first: not to baptise; and then
positively: to proclaim the gospel. The possibility of
a misunderstanding involving baptism has beep discussed_

358

above. The reference to baptism immediately following
the divisions (1:12-13) supports the possibility of a
connection, but the lack of reference to it elsewhere argues
against its being seen as the main cause of division.

The commission, ea)o(\/ye%(/gc:g@;o(/ 5 is that of the
pioneer missionary, at least the primary one. Verse 17 seems
to imply distinctive roles within the one mission (cf., 3:6ff.),

whereas the statements on baptism of verses 14 and 15 appear

to relate to the divisions. There is perhaps, however, a claim
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of primacy for the pioneer work of proclaiming the gospel.

(B) The Content

Paul several times,either directly or by implication,
describes the content of his kuif)ozﬁx&tas "Christ crucified":
Ko, cfrow/)os ToD X/)(cr—rou (1:17); S )xoyos YB( S
TOO CffroLUfoU(l :18); V?/uus Se K ucycs-/«e\/ )ftcrmv

AC),(STa%L%e\/O\/. N (1:23); TV"CYoo\f X/)rcrm\/ Kou ToOToV

C(S’TO(L)/OCO/AC_\/O\/ (2:2). The central emphasis in the )\oyog

100 Can9p00 throughout is that it is the action of God,
opposed to the wisdom 6f men, Only at 1:30, which describes
their being in Christ as dependent upon God; is there a
fuller exposition of the éontent of this word of the cross.
Even there, however, the rich theological terms used have

to be fiiled out from their use in other epistles. More
commonly Paul is concerned here with how the wprd of the
cross appears, as folly or power (e.g. 1:18), and with its

consequences (e.g. 1:21 saving those who believe; 1:31

putting an end to human boasting).

There is a similar lack of exposition of what is the
CS'O(PI/OQ ( @60& ) which Paul e¢laims he speak_s ()\fx)ﬂoa/‘«tt\/)
among the M™mature", He is more concerned to claim a place
for CrcuPﬂx as the wisdom of God, than to specify what

359

precisely it is. There are two significant emphases
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(seen above) in what he says about this wisdom:
(1) the hidden nature of it, unrecognised even by the rulers
of this world (vv.7-9), but now revealed by God; (2) God's
power and aétion as the source of revelation, which is in
his eternal plan (vv.7-9).

The second emphasis, upon God's power and initiative,
is notably similar to the emphasis of the word of the cross.
The first emphasis on_thg hiddenness of God's wisdom, now
reveagled, may provide a clue to how Cﬂopﬁx év’ﬂzﬁs TékeﬁMS
can be distinguishea from, but need not be inconsistent with,

360

the simple l<f9001*d& of Christ crucified. Paul's
CYO?’/“ cannot, if he is consistent (cf. 1:17, 23,2:2),
be a different gospel or way of salvation. It could be,

however, setting the cross in a more cosmological perspective,

as the culmination of the divine plan.

(C) The form of the Kq/{p\J}/,ud.

Severagl negative statements concerning the form of
Paul's Piquijmlare given ( in which, though the emphasis
is on method, content may also be included):

1:17. 00k &V o’oc{Sr/o( %éyou

2:1 00 Ko(@’ (SWTQ/DONV}\/ >\o>(ou cs‘oﬁf,»lo(s

2:4 OOK &V TtelBol(s] G‘ofgzus [/\o O(SJ
2:13 0Ok &v SiSxkTols o<v9/>c\mavv)s CSocP/ocs )xéyou
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In spite of differences of emphasis, the similarity is
striking,36l suggesting reiteration of the same essential
point - the rejection of human forms of persuasiveness:
based on "wisdom". - The form of his preaching is integrally
related by Paul to the central themé of the contrast between
_croqb//a, &v@/x(mco\/ and )ﬁ_y_os._"rpa_c’raO/?oD(e.g. 1:17;
and 2:1-4 where Paul's first preaching at Corinth is used
to exemplify how the wisdom of God is manifest in human
weazkness;). The repudiation of "wisdom of words" or "words
of wisdom" is presented by Paul as a deliberate decision?62
and the form necessary for consiétency with the content of
the word of the cross. This becomes clear from the positive
‘stetements at 2:4 and 2:13,363 contrasted with the negatives
quoted above. In 2:4 persuasive words of (human) wisdom
are contrasted with &ﬂé&e(fls 7TV<’:94/\DCTDX Kof\l &)\ﬂ%«&wS.
In 2:13 words taught by human wisdom are contrasted With
those taught by the spirit (8-,_\/, S SxkTols TTVC:U}\OL'TOS ).
In both, a claim is made to divine power being behind
the form of | KV]//JOW (i.e. through the spirit). %
It is aiso implied that only such a form can fittingly
present the dependence upon God, rejecting human wisdom,
which is central to the word of the cross. Since Paul
asserts that this is characteristic of his k:ﬁ;gqub&X ’

the question is raised of how far his aim is apologetic.



191.

Is Paul, for example, turning what his opponents call a
weakness (lack of eloquent rhetoric) into a strength?

Is it a retrospective awareness (like 1:15) or a conscious
principle from the first (as 2:2 suggests)?

It is inherently probable that divisions based upon
rival leaders would involve critical comparison of their
eloguence as a proof of their authority. Paul's claim that
the form of his KV]//Z)U\{/AO( is determined by God and the
spirit also involves the establishment of his authority.

It is, however, no more exclusive than the claim to preach
Christ crucified, to which ivés related. Like Galatians 1:9,
it establishes’a criterion which others too may meet, 1In

IT Corinthians,specific criticism of Paul's lack of eloquence
or rhetorical skill, can clearly be inferred from Paul's
apology.365 In I Corinthians,the repudiagtion of the fomrm

of sophistic rhetoric is much less specific, and in fact
could be accounted for by a general tendency at Corinth to
overvalue this type of "eloquence" and use it as a criterion

for judgment of their leaders.

(ii) How apostles are to be regarded.

There are two main 'thrusts!'! of the statements about how
apostles generally are to be regarded., These are directed

against overvaluing and undervaluing of apostles.,
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(A) Against overvaluing:-

: /
3:5ff, CSﬂO(Ko\/O( . stresses the subordinate role of the

apostles as servants of God, who alone gives the g;rowth,366

/
3:9 QC;C_)O CFUVC—L/DYO\ .~ "fellow workers in the service

3:22

of God" 367 _ emphasizes the relationship of Paul

and Apollos but implies subordination;

Ve < -
’TTO(\/To(_.,%co\/“ includes the apostles among the
things which are "yours", reversing the order of

possession of the slogans;

< / () /

ulwvae’ro_tsm ko | C)(KC)V(}MOUS_ combines the subordinate
position of apostles with the claim that they are
responsible and answerable to Christ, stewards of the

mysteries of Gdd'.

(B) Against undervaluing:-

It is, however, also wrong to judge the apostle, who is

responsible only to God. (4:2-5). Christ will judge him (and

all)when he comes. The apostle's commissioning by, and answer-

ability to, God or Christ, establishes his freedom to exercise

authority in Corinth. (At 4:8b-13 the Corinthians appear to

ignore the fact that the apostles live in dishonour, suffering

and danger.)



193.

(iii) Paul's distinctive or unigue role.

Paul lays claim to a distinctive position for himself,
even while arguing for an end to rivalry, on the grounds
that he and Apollos, exemplifying the complementary roles

 of apostles, are fellow-workers:

3:6 cz,\/c\c (7’: Srevom

3:10 .@%u/e)\,zov Zﬁék)m(’

At this point, these appear to be little more than statements
of the historical fact that Paul was the first to reach them
with the gospel.

At 4:14-15, however, this fact is the basis of a special
relationship (¢f. II Cor. 10:14), characterised by the image
'<4)f a father ( ‘ITO(’FV/WD ~ ) and children (’réK\/o( /uou
| é(\/O(’ITV]’rD/& ){ Paul, the father, is contrasted with ZMQJQQO.U_S

4Tau&x7uyyotég, an image which makes two points of sub-
-ordination: their inferior status and their number
(contrasted with the one father). The unique father-children
relationship is the basis of the exhortation (v.16), of

Timothy's task (v.17), and the threat of v.2l.
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Conclusion to Chapter V (b):-

The role of apostles in general, and Paul's own unique
position in particular, figure prominently in the argument
of Chapters 1-4. The prominent exhortation at 4:16, for
example, is based upon the estgblishment of Paul's role as
father, There is therefore no doubt that Paul's apostolic
role is important in the strategy of the letter and the
settling of divisions,

Is it, however, the real purpose of Paul in this section
to establish his unique position as the proclaimer of the
gospel of Jesus Christ crucified, rather than to deal with
divisions? May Paul in fact, whatever his own intentions, be
aggravating di?isions by claiming unique authority to settle
them? If so, it would bé negessary td modify the conclusion
reached so far: that Paul's central concérn is the divisions
at Corinth, Such a modification does not however seem

essential in the light of the evidence considered above.

/
(1) Paul's commission and KV]I/DO\-[V/AO'L .

The content and method of Paul's proclamation of Christ

crucified are introduced and discussed in relation to the
divisions, which are interpreted as a product of human
wisdom, Paul is emphatic that Christ crucified is the key-

/ o
note of his i(ﬁ/k)j%mu , but there is no explicit attack on
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other leaders, and the statements take the form of establish-
ing criteria for Christian proclamation, rather than making

an exclusive claim.

(ii) How apostles in general are to be regarded.

This also is introduced in connection with divisions,
which imply overvaluing and undervaluing of leaders.
Questions'of authority and leadership are raised. The first
thrust of Paul's argument is to show the complementary
roles of apostles and remove the grounds for setting up
rivalry between them, Paul and Apollos have distinctive
roles Qithin one mission, and, like all apostles, are servants,
not to be overvalued, But they are also not to be judged,
whiéh is what is being done when rival slogans are adopted,
for they are answerable to God. The appeal by Paul to a
transcendgnt source of authority,to which alone the apostle
1s answerable, is not exclusive, and is indeed related to

- the judgment all face.

(1iii) Paul's distinctive role and relationship.

The claim made explicitly at 4:14-15 (foreshadowed in
3:6 and 3:10) is to pre-eminence as founder apostle, It is
the basis for his exhortation to imitate him(4:16) and
probably preparation for Timothy's and his own visit. It

seems highly probagble that these visits and his threat (4:21)
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are still related to the divisions, the serious problem of
1-4, though they may also look ahead to other problems at
Corinth (e.g. in Chapter 5 & 6). It is impossible to be
certain about how acceptable and effective Paul's claim
upon the Corinthian community was. ITI Corinthians is
sometimes cited as evidence of failure. Shaw's criticism

368

of inherent divisiveness in Paul's claim is based upon
experience of divisions, It is not completely inconceivable,
however, that the "father'" of the Christian ecommunity carried
a unique personal respect and authority (perhaps analogous to
that of the "father of the nation" of a newly independent
country)., The origin of the church at Corinth in Paul's
proclamation could not be disputed, though the continued
authority of Paul could be, - The claim to unique authority
was not intrinsically divisive, because it was based upon
the known historical fact of Paul's part in founding the
community.

Throughout Chapters 1-4, it has been argued, unity has
been the dominanf concern, and the diﬁisions treated as a
situation so serious in themselves that this issue can hardly
be seen as leading up to the establishfng of Paul's authority
(in Chapter 4:14ff.). It seems more plausible that within
the vacuum of authority since his departuré from Corinth,

competing leadership claims and divisions have emerged, forcing
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Paul. to lay claim to unique authority in the interests of
unity. (No doubt he was also human enough to wish to defend
himself against anti-Pauline attacks.) In claiming this
unique position as the one who proclaimed to them first,

and in weakness, the word of the cross, Paul tries to
transcend factions. Just as the word of the cross is not
one among several types of wisdom, but unique and the only
true wisdom, so Paul is not oné among many leaders, but
their one and only father, The acknowledgment.of this would
be a substantial step to re-establishing unity, and it is
significant that practical reinforcement of the letter is

given by the impending visits of Timothy and Paul.
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Notes on Part II (Chapters III -V)

(1) Dahl: Paul and the church at Corinth, p.44.

(2) Meeks: (The First Urban Christians, p.5) argues that

interpretation is unavoidable.
(3) <.g. 1:17; 1:23; 2:1-4; 2:6.
(4) Cf. RSV and Barrett: I Cor. p.40.

(5) Blass, Debrunner, Funk (B.D.F.): A Greek Grammar of the

New Testament; p.238 & 456 (3). Cf. Barrett:

- I €or., p.81l; Conzelmann: I Cor., p.70 ( note 7).
(6) Barrett: I Cor., p.81.
(7) Cf Robertson & Plummer (I Cor., p.l0): purport rather
. than purpose. |
(83 Conzelmann: (I Cor., p.3l): 'divisions' and.'quarrels';
Barrett: (I Cor., p.40): 'divisions' and 'contentions';
Hériné: (;_ggg;; p.4): 'cleavages' and disputes';
Moffatt (I Cor., p.8): *cliques' and 'quarrelling';
Robertson & Plummer (I Cor., pp.9-1l1l): 'dissensions' or
'splits', and 'contention' or'wrangling;

Munck (Paul & the Salvation of Mankind: p.138f.):

'cliques' (non-theological) and ‘disputes' (words).
(9) Munck: Ibid. p. 139;

Bruce: - I & II Cor., p.32;

Barrett: I Cor., p.42:
(10) Moffatt: (I_Cor., p.9) refers to similar appeals for
harmony in Greek democracy.
Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.kh2.

(11) Munck: (op. cit. p.138f.) ensures his argument two ways:-



(12)
(13)
(14)

(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)
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P
(a) CS)QCY/O\O(TO( are only temporary.
Ve

(b) CS%!?;UMXTTK do not exist yet.

Barrett: 'Cephasand Corinth! (Cephas), p.2.

Literal uses: Mt. 9:16; Mk. 2:21.

John 7:43, among 'the people'; 9:16, among the Pharisees
and 10:19, among the Jews.

Munck: op. cit., p.137f.

Conzelmann: I Cor. p.32. Munck: op. cit. , p.138

Maurer: T.D.N.T. (Vol.VII) p. 96k4.

Cf. Conzelmann: I Cor., p.32
Héringﬁ I Cor., Dp.4.

Maurer (op. cit., p.964) points out that the distinction is
known in Jewish thought..

Barrett: ‘l_ggz. p.261 (Cf. Munck op. cit. p.136)

E.g. Allo I _Cor. p.7; Héring: I Cor. p.k4; Robertson and
Plummer: l_ggg; pp.10-11; Barrett: I Cor. p..43; Bruce:

I & IT Cor. p.32; Munck: op. cit. p.1l39 etc.

Barrett: I _Cor., pp.42-3; Arndt & Gingrich (Bauer): A Greek

English Lexicon of the New Testament, p. 309.

B.D.F. (op. ecit. note_S above, p.78f.) point oﬁt frequent
use of plural of abstract nouns for concrete phenomena.
Munck; op. cif., §.139[

Robertson & Plummér? I Cor., p.11

Cf. Munek: (op; cit. p.139): more noisy (bickering).

See note 5 abové.

Barrett: I Cor,,p.81
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(30) Conzelmann: I Cor., p.72; Robertson & Plummer (I_Cor.,
p. 53): in classical authorities it acquires the force
of a conditional particle as here, meaning 'seeing that'.

(31) Lightfoot: Notes on Epistles of St, Paul: p.186

(32) Tt has good attestation (p 46 D,G,) but is almost un-
iversally rejected. See Barrett: I Cor. p.79, note 4.

(33) Light foot:: op. cit.p.186.

(34) Cf. Robertson and Plummer: I Cor., p.53 (strife as
expression of envy)-.

(35) See Note (4) above.

. (36) E. g. use of <Pu_c51<§co and Ko(ux&cywb(l . (See note
133 below.)

(37) Barrett: I Cor. p.43. Conzelmann: I Cor. p.33

Ellis (Prophecy and Hermeneutic, p.47, note 8): not

parties but individual preferences or tendencies in
I Cor. (Cf. p.103.)

(328) Hurd: The Origin of I Corinthians pp.215ff. Bruce (I &

7 b
II Cor. p.32) sees him as one of Beio 0(\19/3601'(01
Cf. Allo: I Cor., p.9 and 81; Robertson & Plummer:
I.Cor., p.6.

(39) E.g. Schmithals: Gnosis in Corinth : pp.201-6.

Dahl: op. cit. (note-1l), p.49.

(40) shaw (The Cost of Authority, pp.62ff.) implies this.

(41) Moffatt: I Cor., p.38.

(42) See p. 46f, above



(43)
(k)
(45)
(46)
(47)

(48)

(49)
(50)
(51)
(52)
(53)
(54)
(55)
(56)
(57)

(58)
(59)

(60)
(61)

(62)
(63)

201

Cf. Allo: I Cor. pp.80-87: Excursus IV on the parties.
Schutz: op. cit., pp.189-90; Hurd: op. cit., p.96f.
Munck: op. cit., p.139f. Hurd: op. cit. p.96.
Schmithals: op._cit., p.113.
E.g. Schmithals: op.cit., p.1l1l4; Dahl: op. cit. (note 1),
Pp.40-1. i
Hurd: (op. e¢it., pp.97-106) gives a good summary of the
support for different parties as real opponents.

Baur and' Tibingen School (e.g. Munck: op. cit., p.135).
Dahl: op. cit., p.49.
Schmithals: op. e¢it., p.113.
Ibid. p.l1l4, 200-4.

" pp.200-1.

" p.201.

Munck: Paul and the Salvation of Mankind pp.135-40.

Ibid. p.139.
n pp.138-9,140. He presents as proof the disappearence

of the factions, and treating the church as a whole,

Moffatt: I Cor., p.9.

schiitz: (op. cit. p.190) sees Paul driving behind the
di#isions to the theological basis.

Moffatt: I Cor. p.8.

Dahl: op. cit., p.42.

Allo (I Cor., p.91) speaks of near agreement on the first

3 slogans,
E.g. schitz: op. cit., p.189; Munck: op. cit. p.140.

Schmithals: op. cit. e.g. p.202.
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(65)
(66)
(67)

(68)
(69)
(70)
(71)

(72)

(73)

(74)
(75)
(76)

(77)
(78)

(79)

(80)
(81)
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Schutz (op. cit., p.189) sees the way he approaches the
community as the reason.
Allo (I_cor. pp.9 and 80) gives reasons.
Barrett: I Cor. p.43.
Munck (op. cit., p.l42 footnote 2) thinks Christ is also
seen as a Christian leader or teacher,
E.g. Schiitz: op. ¢it., p.188.
Barrett: I Cor. p.43.
Dahl: op. cit., p.47.
Hurd (op. cit., p.97) says no scholar suggests the
Pauline group as chief opponents. Allo (I Cor. p.6)
links with Marcion's supra-paulinism.
Barrett: I Cor., p.43; Munck: op. cit., P.lqi, sees
censure only of those professing as teacher of wisdom.
Acts., 18:1.
See Hurd: op. cit., pp.97-9; Allo: I Cor., p.8l.
(Baur sees petro=Christians opposing pauline-apollonians),
Cf. Conzelmann( I Cor. p.33, note 22): 'precarious'.
Cf. connotations in Britain of 'a German theologian'.

Manson: St. Paul in Ephesus (3) The Corinthian Corres-

pondence, p.7; cf. Bruce; I & II Cor., p.32 ete.
Conzelmann (I_ Cor. p.297): his matter of fact manner
counteracts divisions.

This would be evidence of an Apollos group but not of his
approval of it,

See below pg.lthf.

Barrett:'Cephas and Corinthy e.g. p.11f. ; I Cor. p.hk.
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(83)

(84)
(85)
(86)

(87)

(88)
(89)
(90)
(91)

(92)
(93)
(94)
(95)
(96)
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Hurd: op. cit. (38) above, p.100 especially note 6.)

cf. Allo: I Cor. pp.81f; Héring: ICor.p.5: Conzelmann:

I Cor, p.353.

Dahl: op. cit. pp.40-1 (but he says the weagknesses of it

are well known).

Ibid. p.4l.

Munck: 6p. cit., p.70.

Ibid., pp. 76-84. The three bases attacked are:

(1) a period of writing of two centuries;

(2) the weight given to Acts;

(3) the highlighting of controversial passages disregarding
positive utterances.

Schmithals: op. cit., p.120; cf. Munck, op. e¢it., p.1l68;

Dahl: op. c}t., P. 4.

Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.Lk.

Manson: op. e¢it., pp.l3ff.

Ibid: pp.10-12.

Theissen: (1) The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity,

pp.28ff.
Manson: op. cit., p.20.
Ibid. p. 7 (He sees Apollos as no problem.)
n pp. 9-10.
Barrett: Cephas: p.1ll.
See Hurd (op. cit., pp.101-7) and Allo (l_gg;.? Pp.9-10)
for accounts of cénflicting arguments, Hurd concludes

there is no real party, as Meeks (op. cit., p.1l17).
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(98)
(99)
(100)

(101)
(102)
(103)
(104)

(105)
(106)

(107) |

(108)
(109)
(110)
(111)
(112)

(113)
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Héring ( I Cor. p. 4 and 6), supports a gloss or
Paults slogan.

Hurd: op. cit., pp.lO4-5. Cf. Schmithals' inter-
pretation of 1:13 (op. eit., p.201).

Cf. Munck: op. eit., p.l50.

Cf., Conzelmann: I Cor. p.34.

The critical attitude to someone who claims to be'of
Christ' is corroborative evidence, but does not require
that the situations of I and II Cor. be considered
identical,

E.g._'}j!&,use of &)\>\O/< . .Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.45.
Barrett: I Cor,, pP.4>.

Conzelmann: I Cor. pp.33-4.

Dahl: op. cit., p.49; Allo(I Cor., p.83) gives as
view of Rabiger.

Manson: op. ¢it., p.20.

Barrett: I Cor., p.45.

Bruce: I and II Cor., p.33.

. Moffatt: I Cor., p.9.

Conzelmann: I Cor., pp.33-4.

'See below note 113,

E.g. Meeks: op. cit. (note 2) p.59.

Theissen (1) op. cit., (note 91) p.93.

Hitchcock (JTS xxv, 1923—4 pp. 163-7: 'Who are "the
people of Chloe" in I Cor. 1:11%) suggests a religious

[ / .
body, parallel to Of Moo etc., votaries of
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(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

(119)

(120)

(121)
(122)
(123)
- (124)
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Demeter, because >(>v5}7 is used of Demeter by
Aristophanes and others, The inherent improbability
that Paul would cite such a source is decisive.
Theissen (1) op. cit., pp.56-7; cf. Meeks: op. cit.,
pp. 57-8.

Meeks: op. c¢it., pp.56-7.

Theissen (1) op.cit., p.94.

Conzelmann (I. Cor., p.32) points out the reverse
problem of no reference to Stephanas etc. in Chap.l.
Allo: I Cor,, p.8; Barrett: I Cor., p.42; Hurd: op.
cit., p.48.

Cf. Bruce: I & II Cor., pp.23% &32; Robertson & Plummer
(I.Cor. p.lO):_éﬁSVTXC39V7 used of official evidence.

Arndt & Gingrich (op. cit., p.177) used of giving

information or revealing.

Dahl: op. cit., pp.50ff. Allo (I Cor., p.8): sees

Cﬁl><ﬁéﬁ5 as too numerous and insignificant to fear
attack as informants. Schmithals (op. cit.,
p.102) sees the 'blunt' description oi
><>V§ﬂs. as an indication that they are non-
resident.

4:8.

Chapter 7 ff.

Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.l1l7.

Barrett: I Cor. p.116; Conzelmann: I Cor. p.297,
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(126)

(127)

(128)
(129)

(130)
(131)
(132)
(133)

(134)
(135)

(136)
(137)
(138)
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Barrett: I Cor, p.ll6.

Conzelmann: I Cor. p.297; Moulton (Turner): _A

Grammar of New Testament Greek:Volume IIT,

p. 114 - expectation (more than probable). Arndt
and Gingrich (op. cit. p.210) concur.

Héring (I_Cor., p.184) sees the change as surprising.
Barrett (I_cor., p.390-1) concludes we must admit
ignorance. Héring (I Cor., p.184) suggests shyness
(Cf. II Tim, 1:7).

Cf. Ro..16:21; 1II Cor.1:1,19; Phil, 1:1.

Arndt & Gingrich (op. e¢it., p.556-7): 'My Christian
teachings'; Barrett ( I Cor. p.l1l17): moral standards
which can be taught.

Funk: Language Hemeneutic and Word of God, p.276.

See above p. 34,
Used in a similar context in Phil.2:24 (Cf.2:19).

Moulton: A Concordance of the Greek Testament p.997;

Barrett: I Cor. p.107. (Cf. 5:2; 8:1; 13:4 and
ITI Cor. 12:10.)
Conzelpann; I Cor., p.50.
Theissen (1): op. cit., pp.71ff.
Meeks: op. cit., p.69 and 183.
Theissen (1): op. cit., p.71.
" p.71.

" p.72
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(140)
(141)
(142)

(143)
(144)
(145)
(146)
(147)
(148)

(149)
(150)
(151)

(152)

(153)
(154)
(155)
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Theissen (1) p. 72.
" pp.96-9.
" pp.55-7.

Filson:‘?ge Significance of thqAEgply House Chy;ghgsf
pp. 105ff.

Ibid. p.l1l10.

" p.110.

" p.111f,
Theissen (1): op. cit. p.55.
Ibid. pp.54ff.
A wrong emphasis upon the baptiser, analogous to
the mystagogue of mystery religions, has been
frequently held since Reitzenétein (see Schiltz:
op. cit. p.188). Cf. Meeks (op. cit., p.117), who
links baptism with over-realiséd eschatology (Apollos).
Cf.Barrett: I Cor., p.47; Arndt & Gingrich: op. cit.,
p. 378; Robertson & Plummer: I Cor. p.li.
Theissen (1): op. cit., pp.55ff. and 102; Meeks:
op. cit., pp. 118-9; Filson: op. cit., p.ll1l1.
Schiitz: op. cit., p.189.

Dahl (op. cit., p.48) thinks he is meeting criticism.

- Meeks ( op. cit., p.117) sees it as connected with

an over-realised eschatology.
E.g. Schmithals' arguments, below p. 110.
I.e. a likely but not actual result.

Schiitz: op. cit., p.189; cf. Meeks: op cit. p.117.
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(156) Schiitz: (op: cit., p.189) sees Paul as setting

baptism there.

(157) Ibid. p.191.

(158) Tbid.

(159) "

(160) "

(161) "

(162) Ibid. p.189.

(163) E.g. Conzelmann: I Cor., p.36; cf. Schiitz: op. cit.,
p. 189.

(164) Barrett: I Cor., p.48; Schiitz: op, cit., p.189.

(165) Schmithais: op. cit., pp.256f.

(166) Dahl : op. cit., p.48.

(167) P. 31f, above.

(168) Robertson. & Plummer: I Cor., p.l5.

(169) Cf. Ro. L4:14; II Cor.9:3 for use of Keyvots

Schiitz (op. cit., p.202f.) sees as robbing of

, eschatological capacify.

(170) Conzelmann: I Cor., p.37. Cf. Schmithals: op. cit.,
p. 1431,

(171) Conzelmann: I Cor., p.38.

(172) Barrett: I Cor., p.5l.

(173) Cf. Bruce: I & II Cor., p.34; Barrett: I Cor., p.52.

Conzelmann (I Cor., pp.41-2) points out it is not just

a subjective attitude.
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(175)
(176)

(177)
(178)

(179)

(180)

(181)

(182)‘

(183)

(184)

(183)
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Conzelmann: I Cor., p.48.

1:18 and 1:24.

Bornkamm(.'Faith gnd_peqsggaighggul!s,Enistles;

NTS 4, 1957-8, pp.93-1665 argues that a definite

way and content of thinking is being attacked, not

reason. Conzelmann (I Cor., pp.43-4) see wisdom

as an attitude and related to revelation.

See below p. 178.

Barrett (I Cor., p.55) sees it as a redefinition of
ToOs  TTicTedovTxs of v.2l.

Conzelmann (I _Cor., p.46) points out that they are

the Jewish equivalent of Greek and barbarian.

Barrett (I _Cor., p.54) takes as Christians. Conzelmann:
(I_Cor., p.47) finds the style of confession here.
CLIMZ#fKﬁS_KXﬂTdS mm:u27é§e%é§MTo.

See pp. 102-106 above.

WWere'" at their ealling, but still "are". Barrett

(I Cor. p.57) and Conzelmann (I Cor. p.49) use the

present.

Conzelmann (I Cor. p.51) translates, "By his act"....
Barrett (I_gg;., p.59) thinks the context suggests
Christ as the means and God as the goal and source
of being.

V.31 alludes to Jer.9:23-4 and supports the view that

Paul may be using the substance of a sermon preached
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on Jer.8:13-9:24, the Haphtorah for Ab: 9.

(Thackeray : The Septuagint and Jewish Worship,

pp.80ff.) Barrett (I Cor., p.51) cites with
approval. Munck (op. cit., p.148) is sceptical,

as is Bruce (I & II Cor., pp.36-7).

(186) See Barrett: I Cor., p.59ff. Conzelmann: I Cor.,p.52.
(187) Moulton (op. cit. (note 133) p.542f.) lists 16 uses
of. ,qux&,o/»@,t,__ in II Cor. and 5 in I Cor.

(out of 32). It is more characteristic of II Cor.,

unlike ?uo’vléw (see note 133).

(188) Acts 18:5-11  describes an 18 month stay.
(189) For this reading see Conzelmann: I Cor., p.55.
(190) Barrett (I Cor., p.63) refers to (and rejects) the

supposition of a change after the Areopagus Speech
of Acts 17:22-3].

(191) Cf. II Cor. 11:30; 12:5&9.

(192) Hurd .(op. cit. pp.97ff.) lists some who supporf this.
Cf.Meeks: op cit., p.117.

(193) Von Campenhausen: Ecclesiastical Authority and

Spiritual Power, p.4l.

(194) Conzelmann (I Cor., p.57) sees as contradictory.
(195) - Cf?ﬁ%;rrett: I Cor., p.67.
(196) de (v.6) and éO\X\x (v.7) show contrast. &%X&

does not introduce a contrast with the main state-

ment of v.6.
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(200)
(201)

(202)

(203)

(204)

(205)
(206)

(207)

211.

Barrett: I Cor., p.67f.

Cf. Scroggs: Paul: C;Q(f[)_c/DS .. and TIVCUL O(TIK,C/DS, -

(NTS.14) pp.50ff; Conzelmann (I Cor., p.57) divides
into (a) 2:6~9 wisdom (b) 2:10-16 (wisdom) among the
perfect.

Carr (‘The Rulers of this Age{ NTS 23, 1976, pp.20-

35 and Angels and Principalities, pp.118ff.) discusses

the significance of X ovtes , but it is not

apposite to the pres:Z?x;tudy.

Barrett: I Cor., Pp.67.

Conzelmann: I _Cor., p.56.

Scroggs (op. cit., p.34) sees 2 contrasts in

I Cor.1-2: (a) between the CﬁD?ﬂX.of the Corinthians
7 . /

and Paul's KV\PU o (b) between their CS'O(flo( and

Paul's., Zy&

Painter (Paul and the TIVEUALXTIKOL at Corinth,
7

p.237) points out its distinctive absolute use in

I .Cor.

Painter (ibid. pp.237-8) lists and then discusses 4
possibilities. ‘

Conzelmann: I Cor., ©p.57.

Bultmann: XKarl Barth: The Resurrection of the Dead,

p.71f (Cf. Conzelmann: I Cor., p.57).

Schmithals (op. cit., pp.l51ff) describes it as

"formally gnostie". (Cf.Bornkamm: T.D.NT. IV, pp819-
820)
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(214)
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(218)

212,

Wilckens: T.D.N.T. Vol. VII, pp.S519ff.

Schmithals (op.cit., p;152ff.) suggests defence aggainst
the charge of not revealing because he is not17ve8}urﬂkég.
The evidence is against a developed gnosticism

but for gnosticising tendencies. Cf. Painter: op. cit.,

P. 244; Wilson: Gnosis at Corinth and How Gnostic were

the Corinthians?

Scroggs (op. cit., p.38 argues that Tékeu:( is used
metaphorically. It does not denote a higher salvation
and access to it is not by initiation.

E.g. Painter (op. cif., p.237) points out the terms used
are not Jewish. Scroggs (op. cit., p.34) points out that
not much is told‘of the content of Paul's wisdom (i.e,

we are dependent on the terms and form).

Conzelmann (I _Cor. p.59) sees '"we" as "those in the know",
polemic by its context. Barrett (I _Cor. p.68f) sees it
as a stylistic mark of the passage.

Cf. Meeks: op. cit,, p.l119.

Conzelmann (I Cor., p.71 note 25) suggests it might be
associated with the way of perfection.

Barrett (I_Cor., p.80) points out that its wide use need
not indicate dependence.

Cf. 1:17 and'2:1. All Christians areJTVeef&a11L<o{

(Cf. Schmithals: op. cit., p.152),

Francis: As babes in Christ (J.St.N.T. 7, 1980)

pp.41-60, e.g. piS6.
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(219) Cf. 1:12 and 3:22.
(220) Francis: op. cit., p.56.
(221) ‘Not in later technical sense (cf. Barrett: I Cor.

p. 84) but Robertson & Plummer:
(I_Cor. p.57) think it connotes active service.

(222) Ro., 15:20; II Cor.10:14 etc. attach importance to

~ being first.

(223) As in 2:6-16.

(224) See Robertson and Plummer: I Cor., p.58. Barrett
(I Cor., p.86) sees the context as emphasizing
Apollos and Paul working together, Conzelmann
(I_Cor. p.74) sees the emphasis on Oecod. . The
difference is principally one of emphasis.

(225) Manson: op. cdit. (77) above, p.g Barrett: I Cor.,
p.87f. and Cephas pp.6-8.

(226) Barfett (I_cor., p.90) and Conzelmann (I_Cor. p.77f.)
see an allusion to the apocalyptic or eschatological
temple of Judaism, although it is also a common

‘Hellenistic image for God dwelling in man.
(227) It is possible to see the change coming after 10«(a)

with the warnings (cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.87).

(228) See note 225 above.
(229) Munck: op. cit., p.l4lf.
(230) Tbid.

(231) Barrett: I Cor., p.91 Manson: op. c¢it. p.7.
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See note 338 below on ej T(S.

Cf. Phil.3:2ff, and II Cor.1l.

Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.93; Conzelmann: I Cor., p.79.

See p.125 above and note 197.

Funk (op. cit., pp.277ff.) giving an account of Wilckens:

Weisheit and Torheit, says 3:18-23 has a special place

in the interrelation of themes:- (a) it summarises the
section on Cn)?/d. ; (b) it solves the question of
factions on the basis of this,
Conzelmann (I _Cor., p.80): a philosophic(stoic) maxim
is adapted in TTYQVWTX \%/ALBNA
See Conzelmann: I Cor., p.80-81; Barrett: I Cor., pp.96-8.
Barrett: I Cor., p.99; Conzelmann (I Cor., p.83) states.
that both are from the language of administration.
Arndt and Gingrich (op. cit., p.562) cite a cultic use
for administrator.
Judgment of Paul is more prominent .in II Cor. 10-13.
cf. Note (236) above.
Theissen (1): op. cit., p.4l.
Hooker: 'Beyond the things which_ are written|,NIS X, 1964,
p. 131.
Ibid. p.131 (Plato: Leg. 906c).

n p.131 (Cf. Schneider: T.D.N.T. Vol. VII. p.957f.)
Barrett: I Cor., p.104 and 106.

Conzelmann: I Cor., p.85.
Howard: E.T.XXXIII, 1922 pp.479-80, gives a clear account

of 3 suggested emendations,
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(253)
(254)

(255)
(256)
(257)
(258)

(259)

(260)

(261)
(262)
(263)

(264)
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Hooker: op. c¢it. (244) above, p.128.
Ibid, p.128.

" p.128. (She sees the two clauses as not co-
ordinate.).
Ibid. p.130.
& YC’CY/)O(TTTO(I_ refers to the use of quotations to
support the argument of Chapter 1-3‘(referring
especially to 3:19ff. which goes back to Chapter 1f.).
(Hooker: op. cit, p.129f.).
Conzelmann: I Cor. p.86.
Barrett: I Cor. p.106f.
Barrett: I Cor. pflO?, Conzelmann: I Cor. p.86
The irony of v.8 seems to require taking these as state-
ments (cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.1l08f. Robertson & Plummer:
I Cor., p. 83).
‘B.D.F. op. cit., p.183, & 361 (use of the subjunctive
in place of the indicative of unreality in final
clauses).
E.g. Mt. 5:5, 10,44; Lk. 6:27 (cf. Ro.12:14,20;
II Cor.4: 7-12; 6:4=10 etc.)
Bg; too faraway to be the only point of reference,
See note (253) above,

F.g. Kisemann: Essays on New Testament Themes, p.171;

Munck op. cit., p.165; Bruce: I & II Cor. p.49f.

Ellis ("Christ Crucified" in Prophecy and Hermen-

eutic, pp.77ff.) argues that I Cor,1l5 seems to
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reflect the'glatonic view of the release of the
immortal soul at death.

Ibid. p.78.

Thiselton: ‘Realized Eschatology at Corinth’ (NTS 24

1978:pp.510—526), p.5l2.
Ibid. p.5l2.
" p.5l12.
" p.513.
" pp.513-4.
Schmithals: op. cit., e.g. p.205.
Bruce: I & II Cor., pp.24 and 52.
It is often difficult to be sure who are meant by
ﬁ/‘/*-%?s and J/MQ?S e.g. The 'Literary Plural!’
in Paul and contemporary writing is hard to identify
(B.D.F. op.cit., p.146. & 280; Moulton (Turner)
op. cit.,.p.28).
The context makesiit: clear,Conzelmann (I Cor., p.91,
notes 6 and 7) points out that both could be used
of a father,.
Tutor guardians, not teachers. Bruce: I & II Cor.,
p.51. Cf. Gal. 3:24.
See above p. 33f,
Cf. 2:4 etc,
Cf. 1:31; 2:6.
2:1-5; 3:1-2.
The same metaphor is used in Judaism (see Barrett:

I Cor. p.115; Coﬁzelmann: I Cor., p.91f, note 12),
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(292)
(293)

217.

and also of the relationship of mystagogue and
initiaﬁd. Its use here is not conclusive evidence
for or against seeing this relationship as the
cause of divisions, as it is not based on baptism
here,

Cf. 1:17; 9:1-2.

The ultimate confirmation is the existence of the
Corinthian church (9:2).

See note (129) above.

16:12.

E.g. by Dahl: op. cit., p.55. Schiitz (op. cit., p.190)
sees 1:10 to 4:21 as "an elaborate exposition of
apostolic authority in preparation for its specific

application in 5:1'.

Only Xa/)ms@efwro( 2:12.

I.e. effectually the end because practical matters
follow.

See p. 31f. above,

Sanders:'The Transition from opening epistolary.
thanksgiving to body in the letters of the Pauline
Corpgs' (J.B.L. 81, 1962), pp.348 ff.

Mullins: 'Disclosure, A Literary Form in the New Testa-
ment' (Nov. Test.?, 1964) pp.L46-5k.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Schmitz: T.D.N.T. Vol.V. pp.773-799 (especially 794-9).
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Ibid. p.799.

Dahl: op. cit. (1) above p.46.

Moffatt (I _Cor., p.9):"drop these party cries"

may catch its intention.

Conzelmann: I Cor., p.3l note 2.

% &. Robertson & Plummer: I Cor. p.10; Barrett: I Cor,,
p. 42.

Hooker#( Pauline Pieces: Chap.l2, p.72-) points out

that the analogy of the body is illustrating diversity.
Sanders: 'Imitating Paul: I_Cor. 4:16'(H.T.R. 74,
1981) pp.353-5.
Ibid. pf354,(~nx2rﬁx is crucial in his argument.)
" p.3551.
See note (129) above.
Sanders: op. cit., p.356.
Ibid. p.356f.
" p.358.
n p.361.

1"t 1" "

" p. 360.

" p.361.

11 "
See pp. 151ff.

Cf. Von Campenhausen (op. cit., p.52): "The
hortative and not the imperstive is really the mood

of the verbs in Pauline paraenesis, t



(314)

(315)

(316)

(317)
(318)
(319)
(320)
(321)

(323)
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Barrett (I _Cor., p.56) following Schlatter, thinks
that yéy> indicates the indicative.

Conditional sense. Barrett (I_Cor., p.6l) sees as
the Semitic use of the conditional participle as

a subject, dependent on LXX.

Fllis-( Exegetical Patterns in I Corinthians and

Romans (in Prophecy and Hermeneutic), p.213.) sees

grounds for supposing it & midrash or independent

exposition.

See note (149 above.

See note (236).

See agbove p.l65%@f. 1:29.

Cf. Barrett: I Cor. p.99.

Conzelmann: I Cor., p.82, note 1, gives reasons against
5|Oﬁ<ov@>( could have connotations of service of the

community at 3:5,

Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.100.

I.e. the Parousia . Cf. Robertson & Plummer (I Cor.,

p. 78) who comment that there is no exact equivalent

in English, French or German.

"See note (259) above,

Because its emphasis is on the Corinthian response,
it is discussed here, rather than in the following
section, with the form of Paul's proclamation.
Robertson & Plummer (I_Cor., p.34)the verse is co-
ordinate with 1:3%1 but in a higher plane because

‘1"\'16’\“(5 is used for Ko(dxr]o‘ls (0.T.).
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(328) Barrett (I Cor., p.66) sees the contrast of human
wisdom and divine power as analogous to that of
works of the law and divine grace accepted in faith, -
but apt for Greeks.

(329) 3:1-5.

(330) See p. 129 above.

(331) Conzelmann: I Cor., p.67.

(332) Conzelmann (ibid) says )q%o&S can also be the power of
the pneumatic (TTVGXELMX' ) in Hellenistic usage.

(333) Barrett: I Cor., p.75.

(334) See pplLlff. above.

(335) E.g. Chapters 12-14; 4:8ff.

(336) See above Dp.133:

(337) Cf. L:1k.

(338) Kisemann (New Testament Questions of Today: Ch., III

p. 66f. ) 1lists as oné of sentences with structure
of 'jus talionis't(eﬁ TiS indicates a casuistic legal
expression.).

(339) Hurd (op. cit., p.85). lists 10 usages in I Cor.,
élsewhere only one in Ro. He thinks they indicate thrusts

-aimed at the Corinthians,

(340) Kiing: The Church, pp.79-104; Schweizer: Church Order
in the New Testament, pp.99 and 104,

(341) B.D.F.(op. cit., p.262f., 8§ 496) describe use as for
vivacity and lucidity or vivid emotion.

(342) See Barrett: I Cor., p..46.
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E.g. Isa,19:12; 33:18; 44:25; Jb.12:17

Conzelmann: I Cor., p.h2.

Clement of Alexandria etc. distinguished o*opés

/ /
- Greeks; YPO( MXTeVS -~ Jews; Uuﬁq‘r TVS -general.
(see Conzelman{lA:/‘AL_CQ_., p.43). ’7 7
_2:11 - use of an analogy. 2:16 a step in development
of argument,
Cf. note: 341,
C}‘o(/DKtKOI/ mot habituglly sinful but 'natural! man
(Cf.\()U)((_KgSZ:lq). Barrett: I Cor., p.80; Conzelmann:
I Cor. p.72.
RSV. Cf. intention of 1:26 ﬁXéW(’:TC-.
Barrett: I Cor.,p.107; Cf. Conzelmann{ I Cor..p.85):
"Gives you preference"
Barrett: I_Qg;.p.lOB;
See note (259) above - 'unreal' final clause.
Not a subtle rhetorical device.
Barrett: I Cor., p.43.
E.g. see note (285) abéve.

Shaw: The Cost of Authority: Chap. 5: I Cor., p.62.

]

Ibid. p.62.

Tbid., p.62.

- p.JlO6ff, above.

Cf. Scroggs: Op. cit., (198) above, p.34.
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(360) See p.128f.above.

(361) E.s. CRMP&X and %6705 occur together in all four.
(362) 2:2 00 Y&/; ZK/)W& .

(363) Both introduced by XN Av .

(364) This is particularly clear in 2:5, Cf. II Cor.12:9.
(365) E.g. II Cor.10:1,10ff, 11:5f.

(366) Cf. 3:11.

(367) See note (224) above.

(368) Cf. Shaw: note (355 ) above.
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PART III: T CORINTHIANS 5-16

CHAPTER VI: THE DIVISIONS AND CHAPTERS 5-16.

The conclusions from I Cor. 1-4, especially those
concerning the centrality and seriousness, in Paul's view,
of the threat posed to unity by divisions (not yet hardened
into open factions), will be considerably strengthened if
further evidence of Paul's concern can be adduced from
Chapters 5-16, The lack of such evidence would not by
itself invalidate the conclusions already reached, though
it would affect the evaluation of their importance in the
letter as a whole, The conclusions would remain valid for
ChaptersILh;but1&*1imited to that part of the Epistle.

It is not impossibie that Paul should treat disunity
and factionalism as only one among several problems (such
as dealing with immorality, or the attitude to_elSconé6BoTet ),
rather than‘the central problem, It is, for example,
generally recégnised 1that Chapters 7-16 deal principally
with questions raised in a Corinthian letter to Paul (some
clearly marked by;gp¥ﬁvj§é )2 and that arguments raised in
this letter are quoted for refutation or qualification. The
questions raised may, deliberately or through self-deception,
bypass more significant failings, but, as a good pastor and

teacher, Paul begins with their concern, though giving a new
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dimension to their inquiry in his answer, It is, therefore,
hot unlikely that such a discussion should have a different
emphasis and should not always be related to factionalism,

It is, however, not unreasonable to expect that Paul
should have the threat of divisions at least intermittently
in mind, having been alerted to it, and having given it
such prominent treatment in 1-4. Nor is it unreasonable to
look for evidence of further factors which may have contributed
to faction in the situation in Corinth, mediated to us
through Paul's replies and advice,

In the search for a more organic unity connecting the
apparently fortuitous sequence of topics of the letter, a
'theological' explanation is often given (as in explaining
the divisions). Barth,5 for example, finds the key to such
a unity in the denial of the resurrection in Chgagpter 15..

L

(Bultmann™ concurs and supports the search for an integrating
theological standpoint, present not only in the accidental
occasions of the writing, but even the compilation of a
redactor.) Such an approach has validity, but becomes
distOrting if, as has been aptly, if facetiously, suggested,
it makes the epistle look like a debate between German
theologians.5 Paul's own perspective is certainly primarily

theological, but it is socially conditioned - by the socio-

cultural context in which he wrote, and by the practical
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problems of the community, such as divisions.

In the following sections, parts of Chapters 5-16,
selected for their relevance to the divisions, are examined:-
(1) The connection between Chapters 4 and 5.

(2) Tensions in the community and its relationship to
. society, seen in the specific problems of
(a) litigation (Chapter 6)
(6) e1Seonébotx (8:1-11:1).
(3) Paul's relationship to the community(seen in the defence
of his apostolate in Chapter.9).
(4) Disorder ( CF%{é}mxﬂtk ) in worship (11:17-34).
(5) The function of )<0yoéfyA0€nx (Chapters 12-14).

(6) The denial of the resurrection of the dead (Chap.l5).
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(1) The Connection between Chapters 4 and 5.

pd
The suddenness of the transition to TTgpvemx has
often been remarked upon 6 even by those who find an organic

7

connection between Chapters 4 and 5. Conzelmann suggests

. Ve
a general connection: that 1l-4 deal with >¢»YOS , while

5-6 deal with/&/os 8

Together, he believes, they imply
that the arrogance of human wisdom is expressed in false
freedom and disregard of immorality. A single, compre-
hensive theological refutation is therefore sufficient.
(Conzelmann's neat pattern ignores the prominence of
lelSlOnS in 1-4, which would alsoc be an aspect of /3IOS o)
O>¢OS (kax)CﬂXl 91nd1cates a probable oral souree

(unspecified) for the information., However, since (XKOGCJ Y
is used of the divisions at the Lord's Supper (11:18),
oral information is not by itself adequate reason for dealing
with this problem here.

The prospective aspect of 4:14-21 (suggested above),
in the exhortation to imitate Paul their father, in Timothy's
reminder of T;(S éSOAk/)S_/LA_OQ_,_‘and in the note of warning
(vv.19-21), supports thelinterpretation that 5:1 ff. is
the type of conduct against which Paul's unique authority
is to be exercised. The view that Chapters 1-4 establish
Paul's authority,lo while 5ff. exercise it, tends however,

,
to ignore the prominence given to _OXIG/AO(’RX ..as a central
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issue in its own right. There is a transition in Chapter 4,
from the emph;sis on the right regard for apostles as
complementary servants of God, responsible to him (Chap.3),
to their position above human judgment (4:1-6), through the
contrast between their humiliation and suffering and the
tglory' of the Corinthians (4:7-13), to the climax of Paul's
unique relationship, with its attendant authority and
continued responsibility. References to the divisions, or
causes of division, however, suggest that they are the main
problem in 1-4, so that it is likely that the claim to
authority and the exhortation to imitate Paul relate to the
divisions.

The use of the characteristic word ‘TZJfLKSm?ALVOI in
5:2 (cf. 4:6, 18f. ) seems to indicate a specific link
between the Corinthians' attitude to ‘TK?OWEKX and the
vaunting of leaders in opposition to one another (4:6), which
leads to division. Barrettll points out that it is not
the 7T90ve&x but the Corinthian reaction to it which shows
renthusiastic antinomiamism'. (v.6 kxxC»xjf«x in particular
suggests more than passive tolerance - active boasting
based on 'wisdom'.)12 The same theological argument as
is used in 1-4 against wisdom which results in arrogance,
and in favour of the word of the cross, serves for their

13

behaviour here.
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14

In the action proposed against the anonymous offender =
who seems most probably to have married his stepmother after
his father's death or divorce 15 the role of Paul is striking.
Not only does he give a clear lead by stating his own judgment
(5:3), but he also envisages his own participation in the
community's action, through TOO %%«03 7TVé§%MXToS (v.4).
Allo 16 sees this as undemocratic. - Paul has fixed the judg-
meqt and sentence, However, even if the preceding chapter
had successfully fecalled the Corinthians to loyalty to Paul,
it seems unlikely that he should put it immediately to the
test in g letter (unléss he has chosen an occasion where his
decision is unlikely to be challenged). Paul is also aware
of the dangers of exercising authority in absence (4:18)}7
and knows that his authority is being questioned (Chap.9 in
particular). It is noticeable also that the judgment is
reasoned and not arbitrary: (a) S:IIIDMxéTW] 7Tgpve&x ;TTlS
02)56\ Ev oS "éétfedﬂ/ .characterises the seriousness of
the offence, and implies that the Christian community should
" be blameless in the eyes of the Gentiles; (b) in 5:6-8 the
analogy of yeast is used to support the call for purificat-
ion of the community. Paul's "presence in the spirit"
throws the weight of his teaching, his concern as father,
and his clear judgment, behind the decision which he
confidently expects, as the only proper judgment to be made

in the name of the Lord. Since this is not a merely human
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tribunal but in the power of our Lord Jesus, the apostle's
presence is appropriate, There may also be an indication
here that Paul'senses, in their inadequate response to the
TT?yov%?&X , the consequénceé of a vacuum of authority
(or perhaps the somewhat anarchic conditions of purely
charismatic authority), which he attempts to fill by the
apostolic parousia.in the spirit.

The emphasis of the whole passage is upon the community -
their responsibility to condemn the 7T?PV€4d. and to purify
the community (e.g. the metaphor of leagven in vv.6-8) -
though the erring member and the salvation of his WTVGE%MX
are also important (v.5). Cﬁ)\/OvKCQéQTIQ\/ E}p\ZBV’ (v.y)
implies an action of the whole assembled church. Allo 18
may be right in seeihg this as impossible practically, but
his conclusion that it must be un&emocratic, composed of
1eadersltqpcﬁ6ﬂtaﬁuévol) and delegates, is without basis.
The 0.T. concept. of the "assembled people'" (equally
impossible practically) provides a good analogy, especially
if the judgment here is related to the curse and ban of the
contemporary world, particularly Judaism.19

The issue of how to deal with 17?73vtéax is set within

the broader context of the Christian's position in the world

in 5:9-13., It also appears to deal with an attitude to

p
immorality ( _Q’O(/O(\/O}(AIY\/UCSGO(] 'Y'\/ VOIS v, 9 )different from .
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that suggested by’ﬂe?Xﬂjuiyaé;bl (v.2) and&<dﬁ¥&v4xj§.6).
(It might suggest that Paul now includes the tolerantly
indifferent wiéh the enthusiastically antinomian.) Paul
moves on to a related (possibly deliberate) misunderstanding
of an injunction in an earlier letter, not to mix with
immoral people. He concedes the impossibility of not mixing
with the TﬂéOVO( TCQ) Ké%%«QQ_, as he does not contemplate
withdrawal from the world (5:10). Mixing with immoral
Christians is, however, a totally different matter, and he
strongly advocates the purity or purification of the
Christian community. The tension between relating to the
community (and community ethics) and relating to the world,
can be seen at the root of several of the questions in
succeeding chapters (e.g. litigation in Chapter 6 and Giékd%éﬁBUﬁx

in Chapter 8ff.)

The clearest general connection between the central
issues of Chapters 1-4 and 5 .is,therefore, that in the
former 'unity' is threatened, in the latter 'purity’'.

In both, however, the attitude of TTé?KXﬂC9A&éMD( based
on wisdom, is responsible: 1in the former it results in
vaunting one leader against another; in the latter it
results in toleration, and boasting of the presence of
ﬁTé%M/éﬁkx , on the grounds that it cannot harm the
WTVQESVAIXWWK%;S . In both also, the Corinthians seem
unaware of the seriousness of the issue for the community.

There are therefore significant similarities.
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Paul Idoes not deal with 'TTO/JVC/,(/OC as if it was a
cause of ‘division or as if the TTéCPUCS(Q}L&C—./\/O\ s boast-
fully aeccepting thelone practising Tv7ovefa. y belonged
to one faction. Instead he ranges himself along with the
whole congregation, in a common resolve to purify the
church, He envisages united action by the whole church as
not only possible but an inevitable response to his letter.

20 he

In spite of indications elsewhere of opposition,
appears. not to doubt that the assembled community will act
in accordance with his view of what disciplinary measures
are necessary.

The rqlé of Paul in instigating and guiding the dis-
ciplinary action of the community against the TT/DVOS
" implies a lack of the leadership and machinery to deal with
such a situation., The vacuum of authority which Paul
attempts fo £ill im absence by his presence in spirit, and
| by the guidance of his letter, is a plausible context for
the emergence of competing leadership roles leading to
CTXI/O;D\(XTOL . However, Paul leaves the ultimate
responsibility of acting as agents of the power of our
Lord Jesus Christ to the community, under his guidance
‘and with his spirit. Their discipline is to be exercised
to save the spirit of the offender and to purify the

community., Purity is not to be sought by withdrawal from
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the world. The type of community Paul addresses (as
well as envisages) could not be a church broken into

hardened factions.

(2) Tensions in the community (in relating to the world)

(a) Resorting to Litigation (Chapter.. 6: 1-11)

The c¢riticism of those resdrting to litigation follows
naturally upon the discussion of the Christian's relation-
ship to the worid'and to his own . community (5:9-13), The
tensions implicit in such a position emerge. As a citizen
of the world, the Christian has the right to appeal to civil
law-courts, but when disputes are within the community (and
it is such disputes Paul appears to be considering throughout),
Paul thinks it shameful that Christians who will ultimately
judge angels (6:3) should be unable to settle their own
diéputes. (There is probably here too an element of
tevangelistic!' concern with how such litigation appears to
non-Christians.) 2l

A second implicit link with the problem of Chapter 5 is

the explicit indication that there is no recognised authority

or mechanism for the settlement of disputes, as the ironical
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questlon of v.5 shows, Paul s intention is to dlscredlf
the resort to civil courts, whose judges are c:§CX)@kV7/aemw§2
(with no standlng or respect) in the Chrlstlan community,

His criticism is not of Roman Justlce, but of the Christian
cﬁmmunlty whlch should have people wise enough to sit in
Judgment 23

At v.7, Paul refeals thé bésis of his criticism, but
also iﬂcidéntally é reason for the lack of a structure of
autﬁority dr justice within'the community: a Christian should
submit to wrgng béing done to him, rather than bring a fellow-
Christian t§ eivil judgment (i.e. the Christian community
éhould nét need a structure of authority or justice). There
is a striking similarity between 6:7 and the teaching of
Jesus (e.g. M£. 5:39). Toleration of injustice or passive
submission to.robbery in I Corinthians is set,however, in
the context éf a city community, where the form of retaliat-
ion is legal redress,

A further implication of litigation, also appropriate in
the city community, is that real wrongs give rise to it. In
an abrupt change of direction, effected through the change
from the passives of v.7 (()3(6(Ke?0’@‘€3 and &ﬁoo"re/.)e?cfée)
to the actives of v.8 (5(6(Ke"rrc: and ()X’F{OO‘TC—f)CTAITC ),
Paul attacks those committing wrongs. Conzelmann and others24

see defensive litigation as constituting a wrong - the passives
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and actives effectively equivalent. Paul does, however,
seem to talk of something new: the active commitment of
wrong (which recognises the responsibility of those whose
robbery or wrong-doing leads to court cases). This is a
realistic recognition that the ideal of a Christian
community in which there is no recourse to law depends not
only on the refusal of the 'wronged' to retaliate in courts,
but also on the removal of occasion for feeling wronged,
Ideally, robbery and other forms of immoral behaviour, which
some (TIves ) practiséd, have been left behind., They have
been 'washed, 'sanctified' and 'justified' (v.11l). Verses
8-11, therefore present a necessary corollary, in community
ethics, to passivity in the face of wrong.

Even at verses 7 and 8, which logically would be
appropriate for different groups ('wrongers' and 'wronged'}),
the whole church appears to be addressed in the predominant
second person plural, The hypothetical TI(S of v.1, and
the narrowing TIveé S of v.1l, recognise that the
behaviour (v.1l) or experience (v.1ll) is not universal, but
particﬁlar groups are not singled out. In this respect it
is not totally inaccurate to say that he treats retaliation
in the courts as equivalent to wrong-doing - both are equally

destructive to community.
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The type of cases brought against brothers in civil
‘courts is not clearly specified. The l1list of vices at
vv.9-10 offers little clue, following the traditional
25

literary form of a catalogue of vices. Theissen points

out that litigation was a more likely recourse of\the rich,
who tend to trust it and be able to afford it.26 (1f

Erastus was an aedile, as he thinks, reliance upon civil
justice at Corinth is even more understandable.)27 The

list of vices(or vicious people) in vv.9-10 includes
.KxéﬁTd[ ,TDW®VéKTa\ ami%ﬁﬁaY65 . and

in vv.?7 and 8,‘§TTOCfW%O€Q£LiS placed alongside the more
.géneral_cxdﬂtcélo s S0 that robbery seems in mind. Theissen
takes /glayT(KD(, usually translated 'everyday', as referring

28 It is likely in any case that

to bfoperty and income.
crimes of property are a prominent cause of litigation;
though Barrett suggests that even the events of 5:1 could
have led to a lawsuit.29

The litigation which. Christians at Corinth bring against
one another may not relate directly to the divisions of 1-4,
but it offers a significant insight into the community at
Corinth in which division is a real danger. The leadership

slogans and theological catchwords may be the outward

manifestation of more subtle and complicated social tensions.
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Litigation implies limitations in the structure of the
community. For Paul the principal failing is the disputes
the@selves, for he upholds the ideal of a society where
the wronged forego their rights and the wrong-doers are
transformed in their new life, He does, however, make the
concession that the Corinthians should find some wise or
competent man to settle disputes.(v.5). This concession,
for Paul a sign of failure (v.7), is a more realistic
recognition of the tension of life in the world.30 Wrongs
are committed and the wronged do look for redress, finding
it in éivil courts in the absence of a Christian machinery
of justice or acknowledged, competent judge. There are
tﬁerefore signs here (as in the preceding section) of
awareness of the need for human authority, even if Paul's
spirit-led, litigation-free community remains a challenging
ideal.

| A community where people have taken one another to
court is one where the unity of Christ is threatened, and
this thought appears to lie behind the passage, though Paul
concentrates on the inappropriateness of Christians,
destined to be judges, submitting to civil courts. The
tensions and grievances leading to and ensuing from litigation

provide a breeding ground and social context for divisions.
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(B) Food sacrificed to idols

The Christian community's new identity in Christ, but
continued existence in the world, is the source also of the
b /
tensions evident in the discussion of cl1oonobuT., 31
. S : HEVIRAA
At least three different situations involving e(SoNoBUTK
are discussed:-

(1) (purely private) meat brought from the market;

(2) (partly public) participation in a meal at a non-Christian's

house;
(3) (public) | participation in a sacrificial meal in a
temple,
Paul agrees With the view of the 'strong' that the food itself
is hafmless, since we 'know' that idols do not exist (8:4;
10:19). We now have freedom to eat, without questioning,
food from the ﬁarket (10:25 and 8:8) or even when invited to
a noniChristian's-house (10:27), and possibly even to eat at
the shrine of an idol32 (though not participating in idol
worship - 10:20-21). The last two freedoms which are not
purel& private are qualified by concern for the conscience
and effect on others, and by the precise context,
Paul's judgment on the issue is related to his identific-
ation of two groups: the 'strong' and the 'weak' (most

clearly defined at 8:7). The 'strong', probably identifiable
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with those claiming to be 'rc{:>\<:1c>( or '[Tve%(x’NKO‘[/ ?3
appeal to 'knowledge' (of the non—existence of idols) for
their belief, that <azékokégtﬁu~are harmless. The 'weak'
avoid Cztcgw}\'/o@wﬂ)( from consc.ience, because for them the
ritual actions with which it is associated retain spiritual
reality. They possibly include Gentile Christians, used to
partaking, but having scruples about it,now,regarding it as
a>return to paganism, and Jewish Christians, accustomed to
avoid partaking, and retaining their scruples about it after
conversion.34
An impértant sociological dimension of the 'strong'-

35

'weak' division is pointed out by Theissen. Poorer
Christians»were less likely to be involved in social contacts
‘such as invitations to.meals, and for them buying meat from
the mafket would be purely theoretical. The rich would be
most involved in social contacts with non-Christians, and
therefofe most likely to work out the accomodation which the
;strong' do. The 'poor', by contrast, would be most likely
to regard participation in a cultic meal with particular

‘ significance, since their own exXperience of it was limited

to special occasions such as distribution on religious feasts,
or community meals.

It is to the strong that Paul addresses himself and

with whom he identifies 3§ those who 'have knowledge!'! although
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in 8: 1-3 knowledge is limited (v.17) and effectively
redefined as 'being known by God' (v.3). To the 'strong'
he concedes the freedom to eat <eiéka%6@KYﬁX (where it is
not participation in idol worship) since idols are nothing
and food is neutral. (8:8 suggests that there was a
boastful participation to demonstrate the freedom which
knowledge brings.)

However, the freedom of the strong is over-ridden by
consideration for the consecience of the weak, in accordance
with the ruling principle of 8:1: knowledge puffs up, but
love builds up. The situations of 8:10 and 10:27 present
problems for detailed exegesis, but both c¢learly indicate
that private 'freedom' gives way to consideration for the

~other., At 8:10, the conscience of the oné who sees, and
the effect of seeing the strong Christian partaking of
eﬁégkﬁ\é%BUTbﬁ, turn an apparently allowable exercise of
individual freedom (based on knowledge) into sinning against
brothers and therefore against Christ (v.12). At 10:28,
participation by the 'strong! Christian in a meal to which
he has been invited becomes wrong when it is pointed out
that it is sacrificial food. Verses 28-30 involve
exegetical.problems - the idéntity and motive of TOV
/L,gklx/éo’aVTOL (v.28); the reference of TOO éTéaou (v.29);

and the point of the two questions of 29b. and'30.37'
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The most significant point for the present discussion, however,
is rélatively clear: freedom to eat (v.27) is circumscribed
by conSideration for 'the other' and his conscience. The
statement of 'ﬁbV'/A&WY{&$XVRXand 'being seen' (in 8:10) turn
eating into an act of proclamation, involving conscience,
It can no longer be done to the glory of God (v.3l) and without
offending{(v.}Z).

Paul's strategy is, significantly,to place himself un-
equivocally among the 'strong' (e.g. 8:1) and the 'free!
(e.g. 9:1),38 from wher? hevdefends the interests and conséience
of the 'weak'. There is no suggestion of an onus upon the
weak to adopt a more enlightened view of e)(dco}_\_cgéuroz. He
sees himself as the apostle of reconciliation (9:20), becoming
all things to all men.39‘ From a concern for unity in the
community, he calls the 'strong' to consider the 'weak', from
love that builds up (not knowledge that puffs up), and to
think not in terms of extending the limits of freedom ( as
’YTO/C\/’(Q( g%es*r\v implies), but in terms of what -is

/ ) 40
helpful or expedient (6%(’5&%}(‘:7 ) or builds up (OikoSomer ).

From the prominence given to it by Paul, the food offered
to idols is clearly a controversial issue, which involves,
for converts from paganism or Judaism, their whole relationship

to their former religion. There is strong evidence that the
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gquestion posed to Paul included a theological argument, on
the basis of 'freedom' and knowledge of the non-existence
of idols, for participation in eating eic?co%é@u*roc .b'l
It is significant, therefore, that Paul largely ignores this
theolcogical or metaphysical approach (apart from Chapter
10:20-21), though he concedes that in a private situation
(‘:7(55«»\{3901—0( are neutral and harmless. Paul deals instead
with the question as an aspect of proclamation and community,
shifting the central concern from the nature of Q)(CSQ;X(XDQUTOC,
L2

to care for the weaker brethwren. This concern was presumably
lacking in the 'strong' Corinthians. He therefore almost
reverses the process of Chapters 1-4 where he gave theological
significance to factionalism, which the Corinthians failed

to recognise. Here, he transform their >/VC':36(S- based
arguments into an issue of &VO/UFU’) and O()Kocgo/uxv{]'. .
This is not merely injecting a pastoral dimension into the
discussion, but giving a new theological understanding, based
on a recognition of the community as the body of Christ., Lack
of concern for the conscience of the weak, like lack of concern
for the 'unity 0f the eommunity, comes from arrogani self-
centredness, often implied, and explicitly stated at 8:1, where
cPum&o is used again (ﬁ‘ \/v&ms ?Sucrro? ). In
1:18ff. Paul argues that this attitude, from \/V&‘)O’(S , treats

the word of the cross as- folly; at 8:12 he goes further: if
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a 'strong' Christian (with 'knowledge') leads a 'weak' one
(who has not the 'knowledge' or 'freedom' to eat eﬁéko\6€hjﬂx
without being compromised) to go against his conscience, he
sins against Christ (8:12), who died for the &‘5&}\750/\/
(8:11). Communal responsibility is therefore paramount.
There is, therefore, a connection between the 'strong!’
who have \/VC?DO'!S and the discussion of 0’0(}5(/0( (1:18ff).
This is sometimes used as a ground for seeing the situation
at Corinth as only a two-way division, ignoring the evidence
of a plurality of parties in 1-4 (grouping ideas dealt with
by Paul under the topposition! df the 'strong', 'wise' or
'pneumatic'); The caﬁegdries of 'strong' and 'weak' cannot
be identified with the social groupings of the cxfcywmx
and their slogans. The broad division, however, which seems
to play a part in some of the issues and problems of the
letter, could be a major contributory factor to the tensions
leading to the divisions. Simplification and uniformity
have often been sought in interpreting divisions, but the
background appears to-be complex, involving several types of
'division' (such as between rich and poor, strong and weak),

which may take concrete form in the leader-centred parties.
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(3) Paul's defence of his apostolate (Chapter 9)

The important question of Paul's relationship (authority)
with the Corinthians, dealt with briefly at Chapter 4:14ff
(and implicit throughout),is given its fullest and most
explicit treatment in Chapter 9. It is important not just for
Paul's understanding of his apostolic authority, but also for
what is implicit about the attitudes of the Corinthians to
him., (The relationship of Chapter 9 tn its context has been
discussed above.)43 The length and tone of Paul's apologetie
here clezrly indicate the need of a defence against a question-
ing of his apostolic status. (Other passages, e.g.2:6-16, also
have an apologetic element.,) The slogans at 1:12 and the
argument of 3:4~4:6 also indicate that the position of Paul
and other apostles is a prominent element in the divisions.

Chapter 9 begins with a general defence, from the stand-
point of freedom, suggesting that the very basis of his
apostolate is in question., Theissen thinks Zﬁ\eﬁﬂégpog (9:1)
has the sense of 'free from labour!,related to eriticism for
not depending on support as an itinerant c:harismatic.m+ This
sense seems likely at 9:19, but the word may be used with
differing overtones., At 9:1 Oz)K___e)(/u\( Z—}\C-,L/)@C—,/DOS ~ may be
a reference to Paul's freedom to limit freedom (8:13), in
response to the Corinthians' claim to exercise it. The

limitation of 'freedom' of the 'strong' is the true freedom
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of the apostle - a connection made more explicitly at
9:19ff.£H5

Of the two criteria of apostleship given in wv.1l-2,

(a) seeing the Lord Jesus (b) Paul's work, it is the latter,
the proof or seal (CY%%MXYIS) of which is the Corinthian
church, which is stressed. In the first place thls is where
the question is raised; in the second place, their existence
in Christ is where it is most emphatically answered., Of all
people, they have least reason to doubt Paul's ap;stleship,
for to do so caété doubt upon the foundation of their own
Christian existence, The épecial relationship of Paul with
them as the one who first p;oclaimed Christ crucified 46 and
brought the community into'being is further developed here,
To question his apostolic status is bound up with questioning
what hé.proclaimed, and also what his proclamation brought into
being - their life in Christ.

In vv,3-18, Paul deals with the issue of his right to
support, which appears to.lie at the heart of the questioniﬁg
of his apostolic authority and status.*’  The fact that it
is raised again in sharper fbrm in IT Corinthians, and
apparently alluded to in the acknowledgment gf the Philippians'
gift (Phil.4:10-20); shows its prevalence. It is not

immediately clear against what type of attack Paul is defending

himself.
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He first argues cogently, with an impressive accumulat-
ion of types of proof, for the principle of the right of an
apostle to be supported (along with his wife). He adduces
in support: the practice of other apostles (gii_k&xIToT
_&x?éﬁgggkélL_), the brothers of Jesus and Cephas (who is
specially singled out);L*_8 analogies of the soldier, vineyard
owner, shepherd, and those officiating in the templé or
attending upon the altar (v.13); 0ld Testament Law; Jesus'
specific command; and even the natural justice of a material
reward for spiritual blessing. Yet having established this
point, he proceeds to stress that he made no use of the
right to which he was entitled (v.12 and 15), giving his
reason as 'to put no obstacle in the way of the gospel of
 ;Christ' (v.sl2). At verses 15-18, where the broken syntax
..suggests. strong feeling, he seems to begin by making thié
renunciation of support a 'boast' (kxxC%Kvadx), but ends by
presenting it as the 'reWard'»(/p&fcfﬁis-being given a new

.definition, in effect)49 for preaching the gospel under

“'~constraint or compulsion., By preaching the gospel in hardship

and suffering, he puts no obstacle in its way. Paul therefore
seems to argue on two separate fronts: (1) that he and Barnabas
.are entitled to the same rights as other apostles ( and

indeed special ones); (2) that he has not made use of the

right or c);éogcrfg_(authority) of an apostle. The first,

elaborately supported, argument appears to be intended to
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establish the voluntary nature of his renuniciation of this
right, to counter the mistaken view that his lack of support
is because he is not an apostle, and therefore not entitled
to it. Paul states that his renunciation is to put no
obstacle in the way of the gospel. He does not specify how
an apostolic right can also become an obstacle to the gospei?
but the reference to éQk)ua( (v.12a) may indicate a contrast
between his practice and the misuse of the C—>;§OOO‘(/O< of
an apostle by others. Paul at any rate regards his renunciation
as a matter for pride, while some at Corinth use it fo call
his apostleship into question.

One of the most convincing explanations of the form of
Paul's defence is that of Theissen, who believes that in this
issue can be clearly distinguished the views of mission which
come' into conflict in ‘Corinth.”l He believes that the
eriticism of Paul is from the standpoint of 'charismatic
poverty' (e.g. in the commissioning speeches in the gospels).
Paul's working for a living is seen as an evasion of duty or
lack of trust. Paul, howeﬁer, argues for charismatic poverty
as a privilege, not an obligation., At vv.14-15, the saying
or command of Jésus is followed by Paul stating that he has
renounced these (privileges). Theissen's thesis provides a
convincing explanation of the length and seriousness of the

treatment of this issue, and of the lengthy justification of
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the right to support (9:3-i2a, 13-14) which is subsequently
renounced (9:12b, 15ff).

The apostle's freedom is defended in vv,19-23. Paul
probably uses a Corinthian catchword ('é)«aéé%ioos 9:1
and 9:19)'which he essentially redefines. The overtone of
'freedom from labour! 22 is probably present at v.19, but
verses 20-23 have a broader implication, redefining the
freedom and responsibility of the apostle as becoming all
things to all men for the sgke 0of the gospel. This is an
apostolic ecounterpart to ihe redefinition of the community's
freedom and responsibility at 10:23, where TIXVTX ’ééeo"m/
is modified by 00 TR/TX q(}(Azf)?foe( and OO TIXKVTX O{Koéo/t/«é?

Paul ends this ?xrro>\o7u/o< with a comparison of the
Christian life to a race, with a goal. The emphasis (like
47 £f) upon continued tribulations and struggle for a future
goal, sugéests a possible mistaken attitude of regarding
the present as the fulfilment of the gcsxoh—ov. 23 paul
is. (and the. Corinthians ought to be ) prepared to subject
himself to discipline analogobus to the athlete's training.
Suffering and hardship may not impress the Corinthians, but

they are the mark of an apostleg

This passage therefore sheds light not just on Paul's
view of his apostolate, but also upon the community and the

nature and potential causes of its divisions,
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It is unlikely that the issue of support, given prominence
here, would have led to questioning Paul's apostolic status
in isolation, A contrast with another type of mission or
missionary seems a necessary hypothesis. Visits of other
missionaries (apart from Apollos) are possible, e.g. Cephas,
who is mentioned.specifically. When Paul refers at v.1l2 to
others sharing in authority over you, however, he appears to
have no particular reason to attack them, and it is not clear
that they are intruders.

The situation at Corinth indicated in the previous sections
provides a probable context for the type of questioning of
Paul's apostleship which appears to have arisen through contrast-
ing Paul with itinerant charismatic missionaries., The
Corinthian community has no structure of authority for dealing
with disputes (litigation) or with unacceptable conduct of an
individual ( TT€%>VG§1X ). Paul believes that such situations
should not ar:‘Lse,sl+ and proposes measures of a temporary, 'ad
hoc' nature to deal with them, It is unlikely that he saw
any need to establish his own authority, until it was called
into question and became necessafy to restore order and unity.
He still sees his own particular calling as proclaiming the
gospel (1:18,23; 9:12, '16-18,23).

Though not jealous of his own authority, Paul is, however,
concerned about reports of divisions (and indications, in their
questions, of rifts, dangerous practices and damaging theological

positions). These point to a need for a more structured human
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authority, although Paul still appeals to the principle

of &Y&ﬁq , and advocates dis_c.ipline by consensus,

with the guidance of the Holy Spirit. Competing claims to

leadership have probably arisen to fill the vacuum of

authority.55‘ finally, the gospel itself may be threatened.
' /

In recalling his KV‘ GAN Paul recalls its content, the

Qord of the cross, wiZCKPi:lled the community into being.

(Conversely, questioning his apostolate calls into question

the word of the cross.) Effectively the defence of the

gospel and the defence of Paul's apostolate coincide,

There is, moreover, an exemplary, as well as apologetic,
element in Paul's description of his apostolate (vv.19ff.).
His apostolate exemplifies the same principle of concern
for others,.for the sake of the gospel, as is advocated in
the attitude to CISASOUTA . 1In the case of the
apostle it is to 'gain' or 'save! others (v.22) and so share
in the gospel (ﬁ.23). ‘In the case of the Corinthians,
accomodation is a principle of unity, for the well-being of

the community.

In the practical matters at the end of the epistle
(Chapter 16),‘it is of interest to note firstly that the
collection arrangements are not autoeratic, but require the

QN / 56
co-operation of the community (e.g. v.3QUS GV CYOK}«AD(O’V)Te).

More significantly, at vv, 15-18, Paul not only commends
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, Stephanas,5? Fortunatus and Achaicus, but also urges the
Corinthians to submit or subordinate themselves (CSTTO'-
'TYikrch]CYGBGE ) to such people as Stephanas and his
household (16:16) or 'recognise' such people (é%7l71vn36182re
16:18).58 It would be wrong to read into this the establish-
ment of a structure of authority (and certainly of office).
"But there is here at least a recognition of the need to

give place (or authority) to the right people. The criterion
common to the recommendation of Stephanas and household, and
of the three Corinthian messengers, is service performed:

to the saints (v.15) and to Paul (v.17). Particular signific-
ance is attached to Stephanas' household as the first-fruits
of Achaea.”’ Paul is at pains, however, not to limit the
group of those Who deserve recognition, adding_?tﬂchTD(S

(at v.16 and 18) and T/l _T&). ,Gwefs/oi‘n/ﬂ Ko | KOTUQV T
While recognising the value of submission to proved leaders,
Paul does not wish to formalise their authority or establish
a formal structure of authority.

In spite of the necessity for apologetic in the epistle,
there is an implicit assumption that Pgul's words will be
listened to and acted upon. The questioning of his authority
has not reached the point where his influence is irredeemably
lpst,or even, it appears, where he must address only part
of the Corinthian community. He can still hope to exercise

authority in Corinth in the interests of unity.
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/
(4) GKICS'MO(TTX at the Lord's Supper

.The attack on O’X!/CY/AD(TO( in the Lord's Supper comes in
the bfoader.context of problems of order in the assembly
(especially in worship), to, which Chapter 11 is devoted.
Immediately preceding it, for example, is Paul's ruling on
women being veiled in the assembly - based finally on an appeal
to custom, in the apparent consciousness of the inadequacy of
his theological argument.6o ‘ ,

The criticism of behaviour at the Lord's Supper aﬂd the
correction Qf it (11:;7-22 and 11:33-4) surrounds, and frames,
an account of the institution of the Lord's Supper; which
stands without argument as if in judgment. The C;Ké?bdXTC&
here hgve already been discussed in connection both with the
word c%xjéiuixﬂy-6l and glso.- With the integrity of the
62

epistle. It was argued (in discussion of the latter) that
Paul is talking of particular Gixf;' T at the Lord's Supper,
and the disorder here can be seen as a specific manifestation

of the tensions and tendency to division observed throughout

- f
the epistle.

? ’ 63 . .

X KOO (11:18) probably implies an oral report, but
the source is unspecified, unlike 1l:12. It is clearly not
part of the official letter and may not have been treated too
seriously, or may have been concealed, as it presented the

D) ~
Corinthians in a bad light. 11:2, from which the word GETIXIVL)

is picked up at 11:17, may indicate how the Corinthians tried
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to present themselves to Paul.

67(@?M210L(11718) is plural, as in 1:10, indicating
not just one broad division. They are treated as a seriously
damaging distortion of the.Lord's Supper., Even at v.19, where
they‘64 are seen as neéessary for eschatological judgment
(to discriminate between the genuine and false), their
necessity does not remove the scandal of their presence at
.the Lord's Supper.

The Lord's Supper has already been presented as a symbol

of unity at 10:16-17, in the context of discussion of & 8oNBunx.
"An implication of this is respect for the conscientious scruples

65

of other Christians. Here, conversely, the selfish manner
ofleating, without consideration for others, turns the Lord's
Supper into their own Supper. Paul, therefore, suggests that
they should eat at home (vv.22 and 34).  Their unwillingness
to share their food and drink, their greed in not waiting for
others, and gluttony while others are hungry (v.21), make it
into ‘their own meal'. ~Paul's drastic suggestion is therefore
not so much a call for the abandonment of the common meal,

66

though that could become inevitable, as an appeal to
recognise that their contempt for the church, and humiliation
of the poor, has already effectively destroyed the fellowship

mezl. Paul hopes for a change of heart.

At v. 22, he describes their behaviour as despising
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(KOt /aove'?Te) the church of God, and humiliating
(}(dﬂ?XIGVQUVQgﬁ%) the poor, or those who have nothing
(’F'OUS/(AV, CXOVTD(S). The two phrases at least overlap in
characterising their action as destructive to the community.,
The criticism gnd the injunctions are directed to those who
have encugh to eat and drink(e.g. v.22).67 Theissen believes
that Paul's practical solution is a compromise drawn from two
different spheres: (a)'sociological' perceptions which inform
his analysis of the conflict (b) theological perception of
it.68 The suggestion to eat at home is not merely pragmatic
but an appeal to the real meaning of the Lord's Supper.

The account of the institution of the Lord's Supper
(vv.23ff) reminds the Corinthians of this meaning, and the
tradition Paul handed on.69 Its solemn significance starkly
contraéts with the Corinthian conduct. At. v.27, the
‘consequences of partaking unworthily (&V(Xél/é\)$ ) are spelt
out, It results in becoming guilty ( 2QVCv(OS ) of the body
and blood of the Lord. At v. 29, partaking without distinguish-
-ing S/~;] CSHX5%ﬁL@oV) the body leads to eating and drinking
judgment, and the existence of sickness, illness and death
are cited as proof, They are also used as incentives to
encourage self-examination (v.28 and v.31). While it is
possible that the treal presence' of Christ (treated disrespect-

fully by the Corinthians)may be in mind,70 the context here,

and the ideg of the church as the body of the Lord, make it
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likely that the central feature of offending against Christ
himself (in offending against the elements) is the egotistic,

disorderly behaviour of the Corinthians, in contempt of their
fellow-Christians at the Lord's Supper._?1 The emphasis

upon self-examination (at v.28 and 31) is not general, but
épecifically related to participation in the Lord's Supper,

and to conduct which, in despising Christ's body, the church,
also despises his body in the elements. It is significant

that, at verse 33f., waiting for one another and not eating
selfishiy, or gluttonously, are consequences of self-examination,
Verses 33%-34, which sum up Paul's practical solution, lend
furfher support to the interpretation that the intervening

verses (23-26 and 27-32) have in mind the same disorderly

selfish conduct as verses 17-22,

The Ci)(ﬂé/ACFﬂX at the Lord's Supper are, therefore,
attributed to a contemptuous attitude towards the community,
the bodylof Christ, and associated with unworthy participation
at the Lord's Supper (not distinguishing the body). 10:16-17
establish unity as an essential element of the Lord's Supper,
wﬁich the type of behaviour described in 11:17-22 fails to
realise., It seems likely that many in Corinth were unaware
of the significance of their action - and hence the necessary

emphasis here on self-examinagtion, Paul's view is that of
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the humiliated poor of whose grievance he has heard . A
dangerous trend to division, at the very heart of the

72

community's worship,is in evidence. Paul, however, does
not addregs a church irreVbaébly divided, He does not identify
those participating unworthily, and thus becoming guilty of
Christ's body and blood (i.e., like his cruciﬁeré&,with one
pgrty. Instead he strikes a cautionary note, once more
making a plea azgainst division, based on a concern for others,
with a particular“emphasis here upon self-criticism -~ a
quality to which the Corinthians appear to have given little
value.' Pault's practical solution, posed as a question at
v.22, and a command in v.34i, cleariy requires assent, (It
gives high importahce to the Lord's Supper.) There is no
suggestion from Paul that someone should be appointed to

preside over the meal, although there appears to be no host

or leader in charge.

,
(5) The function of YXDIEA XTI .
TANNAIVA

From the long section dealing with spiritual gifts
(Chapters 12-14), it is only possible to indicate some points
where divisions are touched upon. There seems little doubt
ﬁhat ><oy3637hLXTDL are a divisive issue. People claiming
to be TTVGdj/#CCTlKJDI havevbeen alluded to in Chapters 2
and 3:1. There, as here, Paul includes himself among them

but is aware of the disruptive consequences of their claim,
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which he effectively modifies.73 It is 1ikely that their
emphasis upon the more spectacular gifts, especially
glossolalia, is connected with competing leadership claims,
for they offer the most spectacular form of‘authentication.

At 12:1-3,‘it is neéessary for Paul to give a criterion
for recognition of ﬁhe Holy Spirit (the confession that Jesus
is Lord). Whatever explanation is given of those saying,
"Jesus is anathema', 4 the introduction of this criterion
implies that not all the forms of ecstasy current in Corinth
are 'of the Lord'.

An important emphasis is upon variety within unity, &

a ~

.the varieties of )<0%M97Aa7vt belonging to one TIVEULK
(e.g. 12:4 and 12:12ff, especially 12:14 and 20). Th;:A
emphasis suggests aAtendency at Corinth to value one type of
gift (cleafly the ecstatic). An aspect of being TTe?xxr(éapuévo(
may be despising others with different less spectacular gifts,
thus‘creating a division. The emphasis upon one spirit, from
which all )<?yd§§%¢¥TDL come, highlights their interdependence
(common source) as well as their 'givenness'. The analogy
of‘the body is the most eléborate argument for mutual recognition
and concern, based upon mutual dependence, From a variety of
social and ethnic backgrounds76 they have beeﬁ called into the
organic, pneumatic unity of the community, but that unity is
expressed in,and serﬁed by, variety or distributions of gifts.

c v
A further significant point is the use of EkxsTW
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(12:7 and 12:11). Each one is 5iven his own manifestation
of the spirit for fhe common good.77 The implication appears
t0 be that some were considered by others to lack any /10‘ .
This is supported by the emphasis (in 12:22 ff) of the}gzjy/uoL
analogy, upon the special honour given to the wgaker, less
honourable parts. The purpose is given in v.25, where a
7/
significant connection is made between avoiding O XI(C,
in the body, and care for one another, in the contizii:;oc
valuing the wegker, less honourable, 'members', As frequently
in the epistle, Paul, who belongs to the 'strong' and
TﬂﬂaﬁmeTucof, takes the part of tﬁe 'weak'.78 The failure
to value the gifté of the weaker and less honourable no doubt
creates tension énd potentigl division, and the whole suffers,
The community is also, it is implied, weakened if the gifts
\ \ /

given to each 'T?Doﬁ TO OU 76€> oYy (12:7) are not recognised.

Paul, does, however, ;::;biilh a form of hierarchy of
')(OVOﬂi}ALXTC(l s which may seem to contradict the emphasis
on interdependence, but is in fact to counter the hierarchy
set up in Corinth, with its false over-estimation of gifts
which are individual and do not build the community (especially
glossolalia), It is therefore for the good of the community,
not just that all gifts should be recognised, but that the
greater (T /Laeﬁgov@( in 12:31), which he defines in Chapter

14 as those which build up, should be sought and given more
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prominence, angues and prophecy are both waluable, but

it makes a significant difference to the community which is
valued more highly. It is therefore not really inconsistent
that, after arguing for acceptance of the variety of gifts,
Paul goes on to urge that they strive after (Sk)%o&re
12:31 and 14:1,39) the greater.

The criterion for distinguishing the 'greater' is the
building up éf the church, especiglly in their assemblies
(e.g. 1h4:4 and 14:26). This prominent concern of Paul
throughout is most sharply evident in his preference for
prophecy over glossolalia (Chap. lb,).79 The latter is not
condemned (e.g. 14:5), but Paul probably is attacking the
Corinthian evaluation of it: (a) by emphatically placing
it lower than prophecy (14:5) on the grounds that it is for
self-edification or gratification, whereas prophecy builds
up and edifies; (b) by emphasizing the importance of inter-
pretation of tongues,80 which in fact transforms it into
intelligible speech, like prophecy, for the edification of
the community.

A particular concern which Paul expresses is for the
community's witness to unbelieving outsiders (14:22-5), who
will be convicted by seeing everyone prophesying, but will
consider disordered and disunited speaking in tongues as
madness. This gives a new perspective to the need for order,

which is an important concern of 14:26-36,
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In this situétion can be distinguished the self-
gratification and selfish lack of concern for others
encountered before, and also lack of any local authority.
Paul has to appeal for acceptance of his injunctions, and
does so upon widé grounds: conformity with the nature of
God, which is peace, not disorder (14:33a); the practice
of other churches (14:33b & 36); a general sense of what is
Qecent and orderly (14:40); the recognition that what Paul
is.writing is not a private opinion but a commandment of
the Lord (14:37-8).

He himself makes an emphatic claim to be a pneumatic
on their terms, speaking in tongues more than any of them
(14:18-%9), but uses this in an exemplary way, as well as
for part of his argument. He is ready to renounce or
surrender all of it in‘preference to saying a few words which
will instruct, and so build up, the community. Although
tongues are not condemned (4:5), the final summing up at
v.39 is significantly negative.81 Tongues are not to be
forbidden (only the disruptive effects are to be limited),
but prophesying is to be positively sought after (él’ﬁ\oa’(‘e ).

It is an inherent probability that gifts valued more
highly confer higher status in the community. In view of
this, it is significant that Paul does not seek to safeguard
his status this way, although he does claim superiority on

their criterion of 'tongues' (14:18), and puts apostles first

in his own 'hierarchy’ (12:28).82 His own evaluation of
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><?79§;A¢£ﬁx. is based upon the extent to which they build
and edify the community (their purpose), and infact makes
status for its own sake impossible, since it depends upon
service of the community.

The great hymn of love (Chapter 13) contributes to this
impression., While there are sfrong grounds for seeing it
as a separate composition, sitting somewhat awkwardly in
its immediate context, its appfopriateness is hardly in
doubt.83 &YO{’IT'/] , set gpart from all other spiritual
gifts as the fundamental requirement of a Christian community,
the link between God and man, and between human beings, is
the CﬁPCCX§9/A;i of the community in its purest essence, It
should not go without notice that the most impassioned
pleading of Paul, here apd throughout the epistle, is not for
his own position in the esteem of the Corinthians but for

) /
their unity, mutual concern and O(\7/D<TTV) .

(6) The Denial of the Resurrection of the Dead (Chapter 16)

The inclusion of a necessarily brief consideration of
the denial of the resurrection of the dead, in Chapter 15,
is required by the fact that it is often given a key position
in the interpretation of the epistle, and particularly in
the reconstruction of viewpoints opposed to Paul, since it
is the'most explicitly theological problem dealt with in the
letter.84 (Other practical and ethical problems or situations

are given a'theological interpretation by Paul.) There is no
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unanimity, however, about the point of view from which the
resurrection was denied, and indeed a common interpretation

85

(which Conzelmann concludes is almost inescapable) is
that Paul misunderstood and misrepresented the views of

Tives .86 It is often connected with Gnostic dualism,
| 87

denying the corporeality of future existence, or with an
over-realised eschatology, denying a final, future resurrect-
on88 (though it may be also at least partly related to the
troublesome question of the respective fates of those still
living at the Parousia, and those who will have died or
fallen asleep).89
Whereas many of the false views or wrong practices are

treated as if they were characteristic of the whole community,
here the group denying the resurrection is narrowed to

Tives év 1}«/\?\/ (v.12). There is no indication of how
widespread the view is, nor of the damaging divisive effects
of it, except by implication and éssociation with other

90

prevalent ideas and their disruptive effects, Insteaa
Paul demonstrates the damaging consequences (and logical
inconsistency) of this denial to those holding it. Their
misunderstanding is presented by Paul in theological terms,
and its bearing upbn the community (or its social dimension)
is not obvious.

An apologetic element is again found in verses 8-11

b
where, after citing himself as the last witness, an ékvp%%ux
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" born out of time and the least of the apostles,91 he goes

on to contrast this with what he has become through the

grace of God - labouring more abundantly than any of them,
The broader context in which this is found is an exposition
of the gospel which Paul preached, and in which they believed,
in order to remind them of the importance of the resurrection
of Christ in the foundation of their faith, Therefore,
although Paul may be turning their criticisms into a reminder
of dependence upon grace, his argument here would hardly be
effective if thevopPOSition to him was hardened., Nor would
the use of his own personal hardships (at vv,30ff) be an
appropriate or convincing proof,

The first main'argumentvywhich Paul brings against their
denial of the resurrection 1is its inconsistency with the
proclamation of the resurrection of Christ, The argument of
vv,12-19 seems to depend upon their acceptance of Christ's
resurrection (possibly while denying a general, future or their
own resurrection).92 He argues, therefore, that this is in-
consistent, since the two resurrections are interdependent:
denial of dne is denial of the other, 1In the preceding verses
(1-11), whose significance becomes clear only later,93 he had
emphaéized that Christ's resurrection was a central part of his
kZ%vDUﬁQQJX or the gospel which he preached (i.e. of Christ
crucified). Although the emphasis on the attestation of it
by eye-witnesses might suggest that it too is being denied,

the later use of it in his argument shows that it is rather
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because this essentiél, undeniable foundation of their own
faith is being effectively called into question by their
denial of the resurrection of the dead., At vv.20-28, he
goes on to explain the significance of Christ's resurrection,

using the Adam-Christ typology o4

which recurs at v.45, for
their views show that they have not properly understood the
significance of it. There is a particularly strong emphasis
on the future stages of the éﬁG}KOCﬂX in vw.22ff,95 which
supports the probability that the future of the resurrection
was being denied in an 'over-realised' eschatology. The
illogicality and inconsistency of those denying the resurrection
is demonstrated by two further practical examples in wvv.29-32:
the mysterious baptism <5T1%f3 TV VeﬁpasV/(with which his
readers are familiar and of which Paul shows a knowledge that
suggests he may be well-informed about practices in Corinth);
and the dangers which Paul undergoes daily. The Corinthian
practice and Paul's hardships are pointless if there is no
resurrection of the dead.

The next major part of Paul's exposition (v.35ff) is
" devoted to resurrection of the body, introduced in diatribe
style by a hypothetical questioner (T!S ). Paul dismisses

96

the question as a foolish objection, rather than a genuine
question. It is probable that he deals with either the basis
of denial of the resurrection of the dead, or at least one

argument used to support it. The questions imply the
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impossibility (of resuscitating corpses). Paul argues not
only that resurrection of the body is possible by God's

power, (v.38) but also that a complete transformation,
including death,is necessary (v. 36 and 44) and appropriate
(v.e39 and 42).97 It is a logical necessity of the pneumatic
existence in &%(x and cféuo}ws (vv.43-4) that the (:)/«Ao(
\P(iniyiéV/ dies and is raised a Cﬁ;>U®L 7TV6>%%YHK6>:
(It is 1likely that Paul is using some of the current words

and distinctions to support the resurrection of the dead

or the body.)

The final section of Paul's argument is an -apocalyptic
climax (vv.51-8), where he holds up before the community a
vision of the last days, or their eschatological common
goal, as an incentive to steadfastness (v.58). The tone
of triumphant confidence culminates in an open exhortation
at v.58, to be steadfast ( éd§OuTo( ) and immovable
(%ykéﬂixkiﬁJVYTO() and abounding in the work of the Lord.
There is a significént emphasis,as in 9:24-7,upon working
towards a goal, in contrast to devoting their efforts to
less essential and sometimes harmful side issues, and also in
contrast with the assumption of achieved 'glory' of 4:7ff,
In reminding them of their eschatoclogical hope of final
transformation and ultimate victory, Paul not only reaches

the climax of his argument against the denial of the
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resurrection of the dead, but also appeals to a recognition
of a common, shared goal. The clarification of the
community's goal, like the recalling of its foundation

(Chapters 1-4), has ; therefore a unifying purpose.
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Conclusion to Chapter VI:

From this brief survey of some of the issues raised
in Chapters 5-15, it 1s now possible to consider whether
or not they support the conclusions reached in Part II,
from the examination of Chapters 1l-4.

Though a number of controversial issues are raised,
there is no attempt to 1link any of them with the divisions
of 1-4, Grounds can certainly be found for detecting
connecting theological threads between several of the
issues (especially ‘'over-realised' eschatology). There are,
however, also strong grounds for seeing the situation of
divisions as compounded of a variety of tensions, rather
than a single opposition to Paul.

A socio-economic dimension has been noted as an element
of.many of the issues which have arisen (e.g. the disorder
at the Lord's Supper and resorting to litigation), The
duality of the position of Christians, as members of a new
' community, yet also still in the world, is a further cause
of tension (e.g. litigation and C:?(S-Cokéeoﬂx ). Paul's
division of Christians into the broad groups, the weak and
'_the strong, suggests not a division along party lines, but
rather a contéxt for factions in the tensions it creates
(unless the 'strong' voluntarily limit their freedom).

The exhortations of Paul, and the values he upholds,
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support the contention that in Chapters 5-15 also, Paul is

still centrally concerned with the unity of the community,

threatened by divisive tendencies of which the parties

of 1:12 are the logical consequence., This central concern

for the community is an important connecting theme:-

(i) The community should unite in the action of condemnation
necessary for its purification (as well as for the good
of c%ﬂé/avos ).

(ii) Christians should submit to wrongs, rather thaﬁ bring
litigation against fellow-Christians. They should
also abandon wrong-doing. This will make the community
undivided (and a better witness).

(iii) Although Gi?éfo>ﬁécﬁjﬂx are generally harmless or
neutral, the freedom to eat should be limited in
consideration for the conscience of the 'weak'.

(iv) People who are greedy, impatient, and refuse to share
their food with those who have nothing, should eat at
home, and not turn the Lord's Supper into their own
meal, destroying its unity by divisions.

P .

(v) The XOICAAXTOC  to be valued most are those which

builéxié/lgzbzz;munity (not those for self-gratification).

Although Paul is no advocate of authority formalised
into office, there are‘indications in the epistle of the
effects of a lack of recognised authority,e.g. to deal with
disputes between Christians (Chap. 6); to deal with the case
of TT;yDv%%&x (Chap.5); to preside at the Lord's Supper

(11:17ff) or bring order to the assembly when uncontrolled
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glossolalia threatens to disrupt it. Paul continues to
appeal for voluntary restraint (a higher, if less practical,
ideal), to exhort and to recall to fundamentals ( e.g.

the foundation of their faith in 1:18ff. or their common

goal in 15:51ff.). However, it is possible to detect at
least a passing recognition by Paul of the need for acknowledged
authority,e.g. at 5:4ff in the procedure for dealing with
'rrtyoveyﬁk (especially his own role); at 6:5, in the
ironical question, "Is there no wise person able to judge?"
and at 16:15-18 in the recommendation of Stephanas, Fortunatus
and Achaicus, and the appeal to submit to or recognise such
men,

In addition to this, Paul's own apologetic for his
apostolate supports such a reconstrucetion. The probable
context of the challenge to his position (seen in Chapter 9)
is the vacuum of authority created by Paul's departure, the
uncertainty of his return, (4:18) and his clear reluctance
to appoint those in authority,'whom an ideal, spirit-led
community should not require. It seems likely also that it
is the information Paul has received about divisions which
necessitates his reassertion of his own authority, based on
his !'founding' of the community. The gospel of Christ
crucified, whose proclamation is Paul's responsibility, is
in peril, His apology also gives clear evidence of a clash
of types of mission, suggesting that other missionaries were

at work in Corinth, .Paul does not, however, see it necessary
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tc attack these, which is consistent with the treatment of
rival leaders in 1-4 (especially 3:5-G). It is also
consistent with the fact that Paul, in spite of the
challenge to his type of apostolate, can still apparently
expect a hearing at Corinth and address the whole church,
The strategy or stance which Paul adopts consistently

in advising. the Corinthians is to identify himself with

the 'strong', the T('V&%OCTHCO/I or TEXelol , but to
defend the interests of the 'weagk' - another indication that
the reconciliation of differences is his aim. So total

is Paul's concern for the community, and its unity, that

it is reasonable to see Paul's defence and efforts to exercise

authority as from this motive, rather than personal pride,
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CONCLUSION

An attempt has been made at the end of each section of
this thesis to indicate the significant conclusions reached.
This conclusion, therefore, is not intended to rehearse all
those points, but simply to assess their cumulative significance,
The aim of this study has been to reconstruct the situagtion at
Corinth, with an emphasis on the divisions as they manifest
themselves. It now remains to bring these findings together
in a final brief summing up of econclusions reached,

Any precise identification of the (Sxf%%AuTbc at Corinth
must be made with caﬁtion. However, the way in which Paul
deals with the divisions as a whole, and the signs within the
epistle of dif?erent types of tension and groupings, appear to
support the initial impression from 1:10-12, and further state-
ments about cfxfﬁyauTv( in 1-4, that the unity of the church
is threatened by divisions in the plural, grouped around leaders
(or rejecting all leadership). In the epistle as a whole, there-
is evidence of views which may be connected with the different
parties indicated in the slogans of 1:12 (and elsewhere in
1-4) - for example, criticism of lack of eloquence may be linked
with followers of Apollos; 'libertarian' views with the Christ
party; scruples about eﬁélo>\6GLrﬁx with the Cephas party.

However, Paul's approach is consistently to attack factionalism
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as a failing of the whole community, including those who support
him, and not to identify particular views with the particular
factions. His approach explains why it is so difficult (indeed
impossible) to reconstruct the viewpoints of individual parties.

Paul ascribes this factionalism to an attitude of pride
(characterised by the verb Sbucr(éw and Ko(uxo?%ocl ), and
dependence upon human wisdom rather than the 'folly' of the cross,
which is dependence upon God's wisdom and power. This theological
understanding of the divisions, however, seems to be Paul's own
perspective, as the main information on divisions comes to Paul
unofficially. It is consistent with the characterisation of
~ the Corinthians, who regard themselves as ThﬂaQWHXTWKc( and
are puffed up, that they sﬁould treat divisions lightly (or try
to conceal them). Their questions are of a more philosophical
or 'theological' nature (e.g. about freedom to eat c(ScoRSBUTA ;
whether.or not to marry; pneumatic gifts) - another reason why
Paul atﬁacks human wisdom. Paul effectively réverses their
emphasis by treating the community problem of divisions as one of
serious theological significanée (a sign of 'fleshliness'), and
by trééting’theological questions such as ejélcﬁxégcﬂix and
.)§ﬁ0ﬂ50{%ﬁx.as questions where the overriding concern is for the
community.

Pride is.alsé involved iﬁ thé '‘over-realised eschatology!?,
of wﬁich there is eyidence in 4:7ff, and which provides the most
plausible explanation of the denial of the resurrection (15;12).

This misunderstanding may also underlie the attitude to other
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issues in the community (e.g. to immorality, marriage etc.). It
is not, however, presented as the attitude of one group, or as
a divisive issue. It coﬁld, nevertheless, heighten one of the
tensions identified in the epistle,that between living in the
world and yet being part of the new community in Christ.

A diversity of tensions and division within the community
is brought to light by the sociological perspective which has been
kept in view throughout. For example, a division between the rich,
and poor emerges in the issues of litigation, e15c0>«setrnx , and
most clearly in the 07&ﬁ§u¢wﬁx at the Lord's Supper. Paul's own
broad division of the 'strong' and the 'weak' (which has a social
dimension) is also one which cannot be exactly didentified with the
parties of 1l:12. A clasb over different types of missionary
apostle is also evident, The fact that a more complex situation,
of diverse forms of tension and division, existed in the community
makes the existence of a plurality of leader-centred divisions
(of which 1-4 give evidence), expressing or even exploiting such
tensions, highly probable.

An anti-Pauline element is frequently noted in reconstructions
of the situation of the letter. ' The most important evidence for
this is the apparent need for Paul to defend himself. There are
indications of particular criticisms in the content of his apology.
" Of these the most important concern the issues of support and
impressive eloquence, The criticism of Paul, however, appears
somewhat general, and some of it possibly implicit and unintent-

ional (not personal). His own apologetic, even in Chapter 3,
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where stern warnings are given to leaders, is couched in general
terms,. wilth opponents not clearly identified. This milder tone
of apologetic (by comparison with Galations 1-2 andIﬂﬂéorinth-
ians 10-13) is one of the reasons which Dahl gives for modifying
his thesis that I Cor. 1l-4 is primarily apologetic.98. In this
study, one of the most significant conclusions reached is that
the apologetic parts can be seen as a part of Paul's strategy

in dealing with divisions, rather than as an end in themselves.
In as far as they are a bid for authority, it is for authority
which will be exercised for the community. The mést likely
hypothesis that has emerged is that Paul's departure from Corinth
has created a vacuum of authority in which groups rallying round
leaders have emerged. (The advent of other missionaries -
Apollos and possibly Cephas, for example - may have aggravated
this.) Inevitably this involves and implies questioning of
Paul's authority (and apostolic authority in general). Paul is
forced 'to reassert his unique authority as the founder-apostle,
in an attempt to transecernd the leadership dispute., He does so
with some reluctance, still preferring to appeal for voluntary
restrgint, even although there are clear indications that he is
aware of effects of a lack of a mechanism or structure of
authority to deal with grievances in the community. Paul
refuses, however, to 'formalise' even his own authority,proposing
only 'ad hoc! measures. His own visit, and Timothy's are part

of his strategy for dealing with divisions (as is the letter).
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It is quite possible that his position and standing in the
community gave grounds for hope that his exhortations for
unity would be heeded by the Corinthians, especially as the

hardened opposition to him of II Cor. 10-13 is not in evidence,

These conclusions have relevance to the evaluation of
the character and work of Paul, as well as to the practical,
pastoral concern stated in the introduction as a motivation of
this study. The central concern of Pzul in the epistle, as
well as his most passionate pleading, is to restore the threatened
unity of the Christian community, by returning to the proper
dependence upon God in.the folly of the cross, and by making

the paramount concern in community disputes, the interests of

others,
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(15) See Barrett: I Cor., p.l2l; Conzelmann: I Cor., p.96,
(16) Allo: I Cor., p.l22.
(17) Cf. ;I C?Ele:Z.

(18) Allo: I _Cor., p.l22.



(19)
(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)
(24)

(25)
(26)

(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)

(31)
(32)

(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)
(37)
(38)
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Barrett: I Cor., p.126f; Conzelmann: I Cor., p.97.
E.g. Chapter 9.

Cf. 5:1. Barrett (I Cor., p.l35) points out that

Judaism settled its own disputes.

cf. 1:28.

See Conzelmann (I_Cor., pp.l03 & 105) and Barrett

(I cor., p.137) for discussion of problems of v.5.
Conzelmann: I Cor., p.106; Barrett: I Cor., pp.139-140.

(Also Barth: Church Dogmatics III, IV. 429.)

See Conzelmann: I Cor., pp.100-101.

Theissen (1): The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity,

p.97.
Ibid. pp.75-83.
" p.97.
Barreft: I Cor., p.139.
Conzelmann (I _Cor., p.lO4) sees as the first hints of
internal jurisdiction.
8 and 10: 14-33 (Cf. also Chapter 7, questions about
marriage).
8:10 appeérs to suggest this, although the limitations
make it impossible practically.
cf. 3:1f.
Theissen (1) op. cit. (note 26) pp.128-9.
Ibid. ‘pp.125-9.
E.s. O7l/6o</bk.€—,\/ 8:1 and 8:4.
Barrett: I Cor., pp.24lff.; Conzelmann: I Cor., p.177f.

,
Cf. 2:12&16 etc., placing self among TTVéi?pkuTTHCO(.



(39)
(40)
(41)
(42)
(43)
(4k)
(45)
(46)
(47)

(48)
(49)
(50)

(51)
(52)
(53)
(54)
(55)

(56)

(57)
(58)

(59)

277.

Cf., 10:32.

10:23, Cf. 6:12.

E.g. 8:1; 8:4; 8:8. See Hurd, op. cit., pp.67ff.

E.g. 8:1; 10:23.

Part I, Chap.II, p.34f.

Theissen (1) op. cit., p.44f.

Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.200.

3: 6-9; 3:10ff; 4:14-16  Cf, 1:17, 23; 2:1-5.

Barrett (I _Cor., p.200), Cf. Theissen (1) (op. cit., pp.4O0ff.)
Sees a ceconfusion of grdunds of apostolic office and
privileges.

Barrett: I Cor., pp.203f.

Conzelmann (I _Cor., p.158): paradoxical use of /u.mfeés.
Barrett (I Cor. p.207) gives 3 levels at which this right
gquld be an obstacle.

Theiésen (1): op. cit, (note 26) pp.40-9.

Ibid. pP. 441,

Cf. Phil, 3:12-16.

Cf. 6:7a.

Not the unscrupulous exhortation of the intruders of
II_Cor. 10-13.

Also v.4, if Conzelmann's translation (I_Cor., p.295) is
right: 'if it is your mind'.

Twice.
There is no significant difference in the meaning of the
two verbs.

Cf:; Ro.6:5 - Meeks (The First Urban Christians, p.57f.)

gees significance in the social status of those baptised-

by Paul.



(60)
(61)
(62)
(63)
(64)

(65)
(66)
(67)

(68)
(69)

(70)
(71)

(72)

(73)

(74)
(75)

(76)
(?7)

3
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11:16.
See p. 70f, above

" p. 36f, above.

. ’
Also epos Ti TUC TV
oo o5
X\PpESE&lS  is used but with no significant difference
(Cf. Barrett: I Cor., p.261)

Barrett: 1 Cor., pp.234-5.

Barrett (I _Cor., p.277) cites Schlatter.

Theissen (op. cit. note 26, p.96) suggests the
possibility that they have houses (cf. p.106).

Ibid. p.164.

Cf. 11:2.

Allo: I Cor., p.70. -Cf. Héring: I Cor., p.120.
Conzelmann (I _Cor., p.202) agrees. Barrett (I Cor.,
pp.274=5) gives an account of 4 possible inter-
pretations, but reaches a different conclusion from
the one given here,

Theissen (op.cit. (26) above, p.1l06) suggests a

division between houses, rather than a simple rich

and poor division.

T.e. by redefinition of TT\/C:%O(TI KO(/ and by
limitation and downgrading of glossolalia. .

Barrett (I _Cor., pp.279-8l1) lists some.

Also ‘distribution'. Barrett: I Cor., p.283f; Héring

I Cor., p.125. Conzelmann: I Cor., 5 207 ('assignments').

12:12-13 e.g. Jews, Greek, slave etc.
' [
Robertson & Plummer (I Cor., p.26L4) see GKO/(GTCT)

and CYL%A?;'G?)O\/ (12:7) as emphasized.



(78)

(79)

(80)

(81)

(82)

(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)
(88)

(89)

(90)

279.

Weiss (cited by Conzelmann: I Cor., p.213, note 29)
saw vv.14-20 addressed to less privileged, vv.21-25
to more gifted.

The differentiation between them may be Paul's
contribution._

E.g. 14:13, 27.

Hurd (op.cit. (1) above, pp.188f.) goes further,
seeing Paul's attitude to glossolalia as totally
negative, 'damning with faint praise!'.

Schiitz (op. c¢it (10) above, p.258) states that 12:28
is the only text which treats apostleship as a
charisma,

Héring: I Cor., pp.l33-4; Barrett: I Cor., pp.297,299
and 314f,; Bruce: I & II Cor., p.l2i.

E.g. Bultmann (and Barth): op.cit. (3) above,pp.66f.
Conzelmann: I Cor., p.262.

Hurd (op cit. (1) above p.196f.) lists supporters of

this view. Cf. Schmithals: Gnosticism in Corinth, p.156.

E.g. Schmithals: op.cit., p.157ff,
E.g. Thiselton:'Realised Eschatology at Corinth’
(NTS 24 1978) p.510f. and 524; McCaughey: The Death

of Death (in Reconciliation & Hope), p.249;

Barrett: I Cor., pp.347ff. Schiittz: op. eit. (10)above,

pp.85ff.
Cf. Conzelmann: I Cor., pp.262-3,
Hurd (op. cit. (1) above, p.200) says the difference

is not between groups in Corinth but between Paul and

the church,.



(91)
(92)
(93)

(94)
(95)
(96)
(97)

(98)
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See Barrett: I Cor., p.34%4.

Schiitz: op. cit. (10) above, p.85.

Cf. Conzelmann: I Cor., p.249 on the function of
vv.1-11.

Barrett: I Cor., pp.351ff.

Also 50 ff.

E.g.éfc}sf@\/ (v.36).

Thiselton (op.cit. (88) above, p.524) sees the

2 main emphasesgp futurity (against over-realised

eschatology) and gnGod (against spiritual enthusiasm).

Dahl: op.cit., p.61 (fo'otnote).
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